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We present a novel method that extends the self-attention mechanism of a
vision transformer (ViT) for more accurate object detection across diverse
datasets. ViTs show strong capability for image understanding tasks such
as object detection, segmentation, and classification. This is due in part to
their ability to leverage global information from interactions among visual
tokens. However, the self-attention mechanism in ViTs are limited because
they do not allow visual tokens to exchange local or global information with
neighboring features before computing global attention. This is problematic
because tokens are treated in isolation when attending (matching) to other
tokens, and valuable spatial relationships are overlooked. This isolation is
further compounded by dot-product similarity operations that make tokens
from different semantic classes appear visually similar. To address these
limitations, we introduce two modifications to the traditional self-attention
framework; a novel aggressive convolution pooling strategy for local fea-
ture mixing, and a new conceptual attention transformation to facilitate
interaction and feature exchange between semantic concepts. Experimen-
tal results demonstrate that local and global information exchange among
visual features before self-attention significantly improves performance on
challenging object detection tasks and generalizes across multiple bench-
mark datasets and challenging medical datasets. We publish source code
and a novel dataset of cancerous tumors (chimeric cell clusters).

CCS Concepts: • Computing methodologies→ Neural networks.

Additional Key Words and Phrases: Deep Learning, Vision Transformers,
Cancer Detection, Object Detection

1 INTRODUCTION

Recent object detection models [3, 20, 23, 25, 28, 36, 37, 49, 52] are
able to capture robust, representative, high-level semantic features
across diverse datasets for accurate localization and classification
of objects. These architectures incorporate learning-based visual
feature encoders that are critical for perception object detection, the
process of identifying and interpreting visual information to rec-
ognize objects. Transformer architectures are at the forefront of
these models, achieving state-of-the-art results on many object de-
tection benchmarks [3, 21, 26, 27, 42, 47, 48]. One of the reasons
transformer encoders have been successful at object detection lies
in their ability to model long-range dependencies between visual
elements through the attention mechanism. This capability makes
them well-suited for visual detection tasks, where understanding
spatial relationships at different scales and ranges is essential.

Despite its recent successes and broad adoption, the transformer
self-attention mechanism has inherent limitations when operating
on complex datasets where different semantic objects exhibit visu-
ally similar appearances. Medical datasets with cancerous tumors
in tissue scans or tumors in brainMRI images are examples. Queries,
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keys, and values for objects from different classes can become in-
distinguishable. Consequently, the attention map struggles to fo-
cus on relevant regions, and thus spans indiscriminate attention to
non-relevant objects. In the case of cancer tumor detection, failing
to differentiate between visually similar but conceptually different
tissues could lead to false positives, inaccurate diagnoses and un-
necessary invasive procedures.

To address these limitations, we propose a method that extends
the self-attention mechanism in Vision Transformers to enable fea-
ture tokens to interact at both local and global scales before self-
attention is applied. Inspired by complementary properties in lo-
calized convolutional interactions [13, 46] and global attention, our
technique facilitates feature exchange, and allows tokens to develop
more complex and distinct representations based on their true se-
mantic class. The approach incorporates two neural modules before
the global attention step: (1) Aggressive Convolutional Pooling that
iteratively applies depth-wise convolution and pooling operations
to allow each feature token to capture both local and global inter-
action, and (2) a Conceptual Attention Transformation implemented
by a novel Conceptual Attention Transformer that leverages high-
level conceptual knowledge [44] through a novel backward flow
attention mechanism to provide a global perspective that comple-
ments local convolution interactions.

We leverage convolution applied in early stages to produce more
distinct, well-differentiated features that effectively reduce smooth-
ing caused by isolated feature interactions at later stages within
the self-attention mechanism. The enriched features are further re-
fined using conceptual attention transformation with a unique pro-
jection layer that integrates the input with the semantic conceptual
tokens [44]. The results produce visual tokens with improved con-
textual understanding and feature representation. Ultimately, self-
attention is applied to these distinctive features that are stronger
aligned with their true semantic classes.

Our Enhanced Interaction Vision Transformer architecture shows
substantial performance improvement for object detection over state-
of-the-art transformer models for a broad range of self-attention
module formations. Our contributions include:
• A novel aggressive depth-wise convolutional pooling mod-

ule that combines local interactionswith global interactions
before self-attention (Section 5).

• A new conceptual attention transformation with a unique
projection layer that integrates model inputs with semantic
conceptual tokens for enhanced feature representation and
interaction (Section 6) .

http://arxiv.org/abs/2412.18778v1
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• Comparative analysis on benchmark object detection datasets
with a focus on medical imaging datasets.
• A challenging new benchmark object detection dataset of

cancerous tumors (chimeric cell clusters) with ground truth
annotations.

2 BACKGROUND

This section provides background information on aspects of trans-
former models and self attention that motivate our work.

Transformer-based object detectors have the flexibility to learn uni-
versal features without implicit constraints of inductive bias inher-
ent to CNN-based models like translational equivariance and local-
ity [7]. Self attention, the fundamental mechanism of operation for
transformers [7, 41] effectively captures global information, grant-
ing each feature token a global receptive field. This capability is
crucial for object detection, enabling themodel components respon-
sible for high level vision tasks to comprehend spatial relationships
and extractmeaningful spatial semantics for accurate detection. Sev-
eral studies, which we discuss in Section 3, are relevant to our in-
vestigation of the effectiveness of transformer-based encoders for
object detectors.

However, there are challenges. In multi-headed attention, feature
tokens are projected through a linear aggregation along the channel-
wise dimension to compute queries, keys, and values for self-attention
(Equation 1). This can lead the network to rely more on positionally
encoded information rather than extracting robust and representa-
tive features for downstream tasks where objects appear visually
similar. In this formulation, feature tokens are treated in isolation
when attending to others. Thus, for visually similar objects, their
corresponding queries, keys, and values become nearly identical.

 =, · -

+ =,+ · -

& =,& · -

0CC= = f

(

& ·  )
√

3:

)

·+

(1)

Where the matrices, ,,+ , and,& represent linear projection
matrices without bias terms. The function f is applied to the result
of the matrix multiplication between the query matrix & and the
key matrix  , scaled by

√

3: . This scaling factor normalizes the
result based on the dot product in the channel dimension of size
3: for both & and  , resulting in the attention matrix 0CC=. The
attention matrix 0CC= quantifies the relevance of each feature in
the value vector + for every query in & .

Vision transformers, the focus of our work, are designed for high-
level computer vision operations on image data. ViTs scale effi-
ciently when trained on large volumes of data. Thus, pre-trained
ViTs are good foundational models able to transfer information
learned from extensive datasets for detection tasks on mid-size and
small image recognition benchmark datasets with prediction rates
comparable to state-of-the-art CNN models [1, 7, 18, 35]. We aim

to use these models as a starting point for a technique that en-
hances feature representation for robust object detection in com-
plex datasets where the target object is ambiguous (concealed-object
datasets).

3 PREVIOUS WORK

In this section, we review prior work, with a focus on object detec-
tion methods closely related to our approach.

Object detection networks are broadly categorized into multi-stage
detectors [2, 10, 11, 15, 37] and one-stage detectors [23, 25, 36]. Both
approaches rely on a feature extraction to capture high-level se-
mantic features that represent a variety of objects. Before the ad-
vent of transformers, the original approaches developed efficient
convolution-based feature extractors as visual encoders tailored for
object detection tasks [16, 32, 34, 39, 40]. Today, these designs com-
plement and enhance overall performance in transformer-based ar-
chitectures [46]. In multi-stage detectors, features are processed by
an additional region proposal network (RPN) [37] that generates a
set of potential regions of interest. Features corresponding to these
regions are then pooled [22] to incorporate multi-scale feature rep-
resentations before performing the final detection. One-stage de-
tectors bypass the RPN and directly generate detection anchors to
simultaneously classify and localize objects. Recent autoregressive
decoder methods [3] further eliminate the reliance on RPNs and
anchor generation. These transformer-based decoders bypass the
need for traditional non-maximum suppression, previously essen-
tial for both multi-stage and one-stage detectors.

Transformer-basedObject Detection: Previous studies on vision trans-
formers predominantly utilize the vanilla self-attentionmechanism,
defined using queries, keys, and values (Equation 1). This mecha-
nism often generates token-wise attention maps that exhibit exces-
sive uniformity [51]. This uniformity leads to dense aggregation
of patch embeddings, that results in overly similar token represen-
tationsŮa phenomenon we refer to as the smoothing effect in self-
attention. This effect is particularlypronounced inmedical datasets,
where objects from different classes often appear visually similar,
and in natural datasets involving concealed or camouflaged objects.
Prior works [45, 51] addressed this issue by enriching the attention
maps after the self-attention computation. In this work, we assert
that adding additional context to feature representations prior to
self-attention is an essential complementary step. This strategy en-
hances the expressiveness of attention maps, optimizes the aggre-
gation of value features, and significantly improves overall perfor-
mance.

Vision Transformers: Recent advancements that adopt transform-
ers for vision tasks have significantly enhanced the effectiveness
of Vision Transformers as object detectors. Standard ViT object de-
tection models [21] use a straight forward adaptation of a trans-
former model with minimal modifications. These original models
achieve competitive results. Subsequent research improved feature
extraction capabilities. The Swin Transformer [26, 27] introduced
a shifted window mechanism to reduce the computational over-
head of global attention and incorporated a hierarchical structure
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Fig. 1. Overview of the Enhanced Interaction Vision Transformer: (a) The input image is tokenized using patch embedding to initialize the network. (b)

The Aggressive Convolutional Pooling module (ACP) (Sec. 5) iteratively enriches features by expanding the receptive field through convolution and pooling

operations. The resulting features are normalized via layer normalization and passed to the Conceptual A�ention Transformer (CAT) (Sec. 6), which refines

their representation through global interactions with high-level concept classes. (c) The refined features are processed through a multi-head self-a�ention

mechanism, followed by (d) MLP feedforward layers, to generate the final output features of the enhanced interaction transformer block.

for learning multi-scale object features. Inspired by the integration
of convolutional properties to complement global attention [46],
DAT [47], DAT++ [48], UniNet [24], and EdgeNeXt [29] leverage
both convolutional and transformer blocks.We explore relatedwork
that optimizes the foundational structure of the ViT architecture for
complex visual perception tasks.

Enhanced Feature Representations: Our techniques are inspired by
object detection methods that aim to improve feature representa-
tion in vision transformers [13]. These methods focus on feature
representation after self attention outside of the encoder decoder
modules. We argue that refinement after self-attention is prone to
over-smoothing and is less effective. We generate more complexi-
ties before self attention, and use CNNs to add additional local per-
ception that compliments global attention.
Other techniques reformulate self-attention to address limitations

of transformers like high computational cost and scalability. De-
formable Attention mechanisms [47, 48, 53] facilitate attention on
relevant features and Neighborhood Attention [14] introduces in-
ductive biases like locality and translational equivariance. Refiner [51]
and high-level concept attention [44] are enhancements that opti-
mize attention mechanisms for feature diversity that improves per-
formance across a broader range of detection tasks.

Concealed Object Detection: Our work aligns with concealed object
detection (COD) techniques for complex datasets. COD identifies
objects that blend seamlessly with the background, making them
difficult to distinguish. A CNN-based approach [50] designed for
cancer tumor detection in complex medical datasets incorporated
local and background context while modifying the effective recep-
tive field at different layers in a CNN to detect objects with non-
discriminative features over a broad range of varying scales in a
single forward pass. SINet [8] introduced a search submodule com-
bined with a texture enhanced module (TEM) to improve discrimi-
native feature representations. These features are then used to gen-
erate a coarse attention map, enabling precise COD through a cas-
caded framework. SurANet [17] incorporated surrounding environ-
mental context during feature extraction, and applied a contrastive
loss term, highlighting the benefits of increasing the complexity of

visual features by fusing surrounding information. More recently,
SAM-Adapter [5] and SAM2-Adapter [4] leveraged features from
an image encoder and mask decoder while integrating task-specific
information through multi-layer perceptron adapters for success-
ful COD. Transformer-based architectures have consistently out-
performed state-of-the-art methods for concealed object detection
by exploiting the ability to model global relationships.

4 OVERVIEW

Figure 1 illustrates our system architecture adapted for the base-
line (standard) vision transformer module. Two distinct interaction
modules, Aggressive Convolutional Pooling (ACP) and Conceptual
Attention Transformation (CAT) enable feature tokens to interact
before self-attention. These modules may be integrated into a wide
range of ViT architectures. We position aggressive convolutional
pooling before the conceptual attention transformation unit as con-
volutional operations utilize local kernels that capture localized in-
teractions that complement the global attention mechanism. Con-
volutional properties enhance feature complexity early in the pro-
cess, reducing smoothing effects when global attention is applied.
This additional enhancement transforms the input feature maps so
that queries, keys, and values represent distinct features that en-
code their interrelationships. Enhanced feature complexity during
the dot-product similarity within the attention mechanism leads to
more easily detected differences between visually similar objects
across different semantic classes.

5 AGGRESSIVE ATTENTION POOLING

We propose a novel aggressive depth-wise convolutional pooling
layer before self-attention to enhance feature representations with
both local and global context. Our strategy begins with the depth-
wise convolution operation (DWConv) in Equation 2 from Local
Perception Units (LPUs) [13, 47, 48], and extends it with an iterative
pooling scheme that significantly increases the effective respective
field for global interactions, rather than local-only operations that
occur within the convolutional kernelŠs window. Like LPUs, our
aggressive attention pooling method occurs before multi-head self-
attention (MHSA).
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Fig. 2. Conceptual A�ention Transformation (CAT) Module: (a) CAT operates on input feature maps 5 ∈ R�×�×, . (b) Positional mixing is first applied to

integrate positional a�ributes into the input features. (c) These features are then used to compute global concept tokens. The computed global concepts are

subsequently used to enhance the input feature (d), producing enhanced feature maps with global interaction information of the same shape as the input 5 .

!%* (- ) = DWConv(- ) + - (2)

->DC = MHSA(l) (3)

where l is the output from the !%* operation.

Let -0 ∈ R
�0×�0×,0 denote the initial input feature map. At each

step, -8+1 ∈ R2�8×�8/2×,8/2, where the spatial dimensions are re-
duced by a factor of 2 and the channel size is doubled to preserve in-
formation. Using Equation 2, we iteratively apply a sequence of con-
volutions with small kernel sizes interspersed with our additional
max pooling operations. Our modification generalizes the LPU by
repeating the LPU operation=;?D ≤ log2 (min(�,, )) times, where
� and, represent the height and width of the feature map, respec-
tively. Iterations beyond this threshold reduce one of the spatial
dimensions to one. Average pooling is then applied to the spatial
dimension to compute the final feature map -5 ∈ R

�5 ×1×1, where

�5 ≤ �0 ·2
log2 (min(�0,,0) ) . The result is a featuremap with a global

receptive field. Conversely LPUs have smaller receptive fields lim-
ited to : × : , where : is the convolution kernel size. Algorithm 1
summarizes the process, where - is the model input, D?B20;4 is a
small super-resolution network, and >DC is a linear projection for
- , and stores the summation of all feature maps at different scales.

Algorithm 1 Aggressive Convolutional Pooling

1: for 8 = 1 to =;?D do

2: - ← LPU(- )
3: out← out + upscale(- )
4: - ← downscale(- )
5: end for

6: G ← MHSA(out)

Let us denote 5 82== as the convolutional operation at step 8 that com-
putes a new feature map G8 of shape (� · 28 , �/28,, /28 ) from an
input feature of shape (�,�,, ). The function 5 82== comprises a
sequence of operations in the following order: Convolution with

kernel size 3 × 3, ReLU activation function, and Max pooling with
kernel size 2 × 2.

With this aggressive pooling layer, we obtain" ≤ log2 (min(�,, ))
feature maps. These " features provide a global understanding of
the surrounding context. It is important to note that each subse-
quent feature map G8+1 = 5 82== (G

8 ) has twice the receptive field of
G8 . Consequently, the final feature map G" possesses the largest re-
ceptive fieldwhich can approximate the global receptive fieldwhen
" = log2 (min(�,, )). We integrate these features with the input
features, to gain combined local and global information at different
scales in a framework inspired by the Feature Pyramid Network
(FPN) architecture [22].

Finally, we aggregate all G8 , where 8 ∈ {1, ..., "}, into the input
G0. A naive approach would first perform concatenation, and then
use a linear projection to map the concatenated feature into a �-
dimensional feature space. However, we found this approach to be
suboptimal, causing a large memory usage footprint. Instead, we
propose a mathematically equivalent memory-efficient alternative
that computes the sum of individual linear projections for each G8 .
The linear projection is used to map the � · 28 channels of features
into � channels. To resolve mismatched spatial shapes, we employ
a sequence of upscaling modules, each increasing the spatial reso-
lution by a factor of 2, followed by a convolution operation. Thus,
each block consists of an upscaling step followed by a convolution.
At most, log2 (min(�,, )) such blocks are required to restore the
pooled features to their original size.We apply nearest tensor neigh-
bor interpolation to address potential shape mismatches caused by
max pooling when the spatial resolution is not divisible by 2 as ex-
pressed as in Equation 4:

. = 5 0?A> 9 (G
0) +

"
∑

8=1

5 8
D?B20;4

(

5 82== (G
8−1)

)

(4)

where 5D?B20;4 is a small upscaling network that performs a se-
quence of convolution and upscaling operations to restore both the
original channels and spatial dimensions for smaller feature maps.
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Fig. 3. Global Concept Tokens: Input feature maps are processed by a lin-

ear layer followed by a So�max function to generate conceptual a�ention

maps. Each feature is a treated as a semantic vector projected onto a hy-

perplane.

ACP enables efficient global interaction, allowing tokens to acquire
broader contextual information. Although each convolutional step
operates within a local context, the successive extraction of local
features culminates in a global receptive field. Integration of local
and global information provides a robust foundation for subsequent
self-attention computations, enhancing the model’s ability to dif-
ferentiate between semantically distinct tokens, even when they
appear visually similar.

6 CONCEPTUAL ATTENTION TRANSFORMATION

Kernels in the convolutional pooling layer increasingly limit spatially-
distant interaction. We complement this effect with an attention-
basedmodule to enhance global feature interaction.We aim to lever-
age spatial attention to transform feature maps into a compact set
of semantic tokens. Although our conceptual attention transforma-
tion (Figure 2) is inspired by the high-level conceptual features in-
troduced in the Visual Transformer architecture [44], several novel
contributions make our approach unique. A clear departure from
prior work is a novel projection layer that integrates the input with
the semantic conceptual tokens.

Let - represent the input feature map of shape (�,�,, ), where� ,
� , and, denote the number of channels, height, and width, respec-
tively. The transformation stage begins by incorporating positional
embedding information into the input features - and applying a
convolutional operation with a kernel size of 3G3 for mixing. This
operation is expressed in Equation 5:

-? = �>=E (- + %�) (5)

We transform the positionally mixed features -? into ! conceptual
representations, which can be learned in either an input-independent
or input-dependent manner. For input-independent concepts, a lin-
ear projection maps the � features into ! concepts, enabling the
computation of similarity scores between each feature and each
concept. This projection defines a hyperspace in R� , where the dot
product measures the relevance of features to each concept. For
input-dependent concepts, the process begins by extracting con-
ceptual representations from the input features. This is achieved
through a sequence of convolutional layers with a kernel size of

3G3, followed by max pooling with a size of 2G2 and average pool-
ing along the spatial dimensions. This sequence reduces the input
feature map into a single feature token of shape (�, 1). The reduced
features are then projected into (�, !) using a linear layer, produc-
ing ! concepts, each represented in R� .

Concepts (Figure 3) are used to compute similarity scores for each
visual feature in the input as shown in Equation 6:

0CC=B =,
)
2>=-? (6)

Here,0CC=B represents the unnormalized conceptual attention trans-
formation, and,)

2>= ∈ R
�×! denotes the conceptual hyperplanes

in R� . The unnormalized attention 0CC=B is passed through a Soft-
max layer to compute the conceptual attentionmap 0CC= ∈ R!×�, ,
as defined in Equation 7:

0CC= = Softmax(0CC=B) (7)

This attention map indicates, for each concept ; ∈ {1, . . . , !}, an
attention matrix of shape (1, �, ) that identifies which features
of the input -? are relevant to concept ; . Using this attention, the
features for each concept are computed through attention pooling,
as shown in Equation 8:

)2 = 0CC= · -
′
? (8)

Here, )2 ∈ R!×� are the conceptual tokens, and - ′? ∈ R
�, ×�

is the reshaped tensor for -? .

To integrate information from the conceptual tokens back into the
input features, the conceptual attention map, 0CC=, is reused to com-
pute the backward flow contribution of each visual token to the con-
ceptual tokens. For each concept ; ∈ {1, . . . , !}, the attention map
0CC=; ∈ R�, distributes contributions across �, visual tokens,
indicating the degree to which each visual token contributes to a
concept. This backward flow is computed as described in Equation
9:

0CC=` =, · (0CC= + U) (9)

The stochasticity term U introduces variance into the backward
flow to ensure tokens are updated with sufficient diversity to miti-
gate smoothing that occurs when tokens become increasingly sim-
ilar after each update. This occurs when dot products incorrectly
map highly similar features or features that exhibit similar back-
ward contributions to the same concept. We can learn U indepen-
dent of input features using positional information as a positional
bias. It can also be learned in a feature-dependent manor by apply-
ing aggressive convolutional pooling to compute a parameter of
shape (�,, ,�). This parameter is projected via convolutional to
produce ! channels from � channels, yielding U .

Using the contribution attention 0CC=` , we multiply this value with
the conceptual tokens )2 to compute the mixed value defined in
Equation 10:

q = GELU(,< (0CC=` ·)2 )) (10)



6 • Nguyen, T. et al.

(a) CCellBio (b) COD10K-V2 (c) Brain Tumor (d) NIH Chest XRay (e) RSNA Pneumonia

Fig. 4. Examples of each dataset are as follows: (a) CCellBio Dataset: This dataset contains 3, 643 test images and 26, 991 training images, all showing cancer

tumors in stained tissue scans. (b) COD10K-V2: This dataset contains 4, 000 test images and 6, 000 training images and focuses on concealed objects in both

natural and artificial environments, with an example image displaying a camouflaged crab in the top-le� quarter. (c) Brain Tumor Dataset: This medical

dataset includes T1-weighted contrast-enhanced images, featuring three types of brain tumors: meningioma, glioma, and pituitary tumor with 613 test

images and 2, 451 training images. (d) NIH Chest XRay Dataset containing XRay Chest imaging with 1, 000 bounding box annotations with 176 test images

and 704 training images. (e) RSNA Pneumonia Dataset to detect lung opacity with 1, 911 testing, 7, 644.

The idea is to compute amixed termq that can be used to aggregate
with the input value - . The final update step is performed by com-
bining the linearly projected input withq as shown in the Equation
11.

-6 =,> · - + q (11)

The resulting output, -6, is encoded with the globally informed
parameter q , enabling the original input - to achieve global con-
textual interactions with other feature tokens.

7 EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

To demonstrate the versatility of our enhanced architecture, we
evaluated its performance for object detection tasks using three
transformer object detection frameworks: the standard Vision Trans-
former (ViT) [21], the Swin Transformer [27], and the Deformable
Attention Transformer (DAT++) [47, 48]. These architectures repre-
sent a diverse set of self-attention mechanisms, ranging from stan-
dard self-attention to advanced techniques such as shifted window
attention and deformable attention. Our analysis includes several
benchmark datasets, with a particular emphasis onmedical datasets
including one new dataset of cancerous tumors (chimeric cell clus-
ters) which we contribute to the research community. The results
demonstrate that our module can seamlessly integrate with diverse
transformer architectures and significantly enhance their overall
performance, particularly on complex dataset domains. We discuss
the implementation details of our interaction enhancement mod-
ules for different vision transformermodels in Section 7.2. The datasets
and training procedure are provided in Section 7.1.

7.1 Datasets

Figure 4 shows the range of benchmark datasets for our evaluation.
For each dataset, we minimize architectural modifications, only ad-
justing the patch embedding size, input resolution, and the num-
ber of output classes according to the provided configurations. Our
evaluation includes testing on our new CCellBio dataset, available
with this publication, which contains 26,991 training images and
3,643 test images of cancer tumors in tissue scans alongwith ground
truth annotations. In addition, we assess our models on several

publicly available datasets: COD10K-V2 [8, 9], Brain Tumor Detec-
tion [6], VinDr-CXR [12, 31, 31], NIH-ChestXRay [43], which in-
cludes nearly 1,000 images with bounding box annotations for 8 cat-
egories, and the RSNAPneumonia DetectionDataset [30, 33, 38, 43],
which includes 7,644 training images and 1,911 test images for de-
tecting lung opacity.

We apply data augmentation in a consistent manor across all datasets
studied in the following sequence: random flip with a probability
of 50%, random resizing within a ratio range of 0.1 to 2.0 maintain-
ing aspect ratio, and random cropping. Next, we remove annota-
tions with spatial dimensions (height or width) smaller than 10−2

for more stable training before mean value normalization (123.675,
116.28, 103.53), and standard deviation values of (58.395, 57.12, 57.375)
for the three color channels respectively. Finally, padding is applied
tomatch the defined image size (114, 114, 114) for the height, width,
and channels respectively.

7.2 Model Configurations

Our study centers on improving the transformer backbone archi-
tecture, a model used for feature extraction for higher level com-
puter vision tasks; in our case object detection. Thus, we evaluated
the aforementioned transformer models (standard Vision ViT [21],
Swin [27], andDAT++ [47, 48])within theRetinaNet framework [23],
a single, unified network composed of a backbone network and two
task-specific subnetworks. Nevertheless, the proposed approach is
versatile and can be extended to other detection frameworks. We
now describe a comprehensive evaluation approach that underscores
the adaptability of our module across diverse transformer architec-
tures, affirming its potential for broader generalization.
Backbone Configurations: For each transformer backbone, we

derive two versions: the original architecture (ViT, Swin, and DAT),
and a corresponding modified version incorporating our enhanced
interaction modules (EI-ViT, EI-Swin, and EI-DAT). To ensure a fair
evaluation, the enhanced architecture configuration is preserved to
match that of the original architecture, and we increased the hid-
den dimensions of the baselinemodel to approximate the parameter
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Fig. 5. Number of parameters for baseline and enhanced interaction mod-

els for 300x300 image input (le�) and 512x512 image input (right).

count of the enhanced interaction architecture. Wemaintained con-
sistent configurations for all architectural components substituting
only the backbone to benchmark their relative performances. For
both ACP and CAT, the convolution dimensions and the number of
concepts are set to match the hidden dimension of each layer in the
baseline backbones. Similarly, the number of heads in the Concep-
tual Attention Transformer matches the number of attention heads
in the baseline.
Our enhanced interaction methods primarily increase channel

width rather than the number of transformer blocks. Thus we scale

Table 1. Parameter Configuration: Bounding Box Head

Attribute Value

Name RetinaHead
Number of Classes 3
Input Channels 256
Stacked Convolution Layers 4
Feature Channels 256

Anchor Generator

Name Anchor Generator
Octave Base Scale 4
Scales Per Octave 3
Aspect Ratios 0.5, 1.0, 2.0
Anchor Strides 8, 16, 32, 64, 128

Bounding Box Coder

Name DeltaXYWHBBoxCoder
Target Means 0.0, 0.0, 0.0, 0.0
Target Stds 1.0, 1.0, 1.0, 1.0

Classification Loss

Name Focal Loss
Use Sigmoid True
Gamma 2.0
Alpha 0.25
Loss Weight 1.0

Bounding Box Loss

Name L1 Loss
Loss Weight 1.0

the baseline model width to approximate parameter counts for en-
hanced models to facilitate a fair comparison in feature and atten-
tion map analysis. We ensured that both models maintain identical
depth and number of attention heads. We categorized the baseline
models into two groups based on the spatial dimensions of the in-
put as shown in Figure 5. For the CCellBio dataset with 300 × 300
input images, the number of parameters for the baseline VIT, DAT,
and SWIN transformers are 71.6M, 23.5M, and 247.1M, respectively,
while enhanced versions are 54.5M, 36.2M, and 247.1M parameters
receptively. For the COD10k-V3, NIH Chest XRay, and RSNA Pneu-
monia datasets with 512× 512 input images, we scaled the number
of parameters for the baseline VIT, DAT, and SWIN to 71.6M, 23.9M,
and 247.1M, respectively, compared to the enhanced models, which
have 58.7M, 39.6M, and 277.1M parameters.

Table 2. Parameter Configuration: for FPN

Attribute Value

Name FPN
Output Dim 256
Levels Start: 1, Out: 5

This approach minimizes architectural modifications, allowing us
to attribute performance gains to improved self-attention interac-
tions rather than increased model size. Our implementation uses a
Feature Pyramid Network (FPN) [22] to enhance hierarchical fea-
ture extraction across multiple layers, a common characteristic of
transformer backbones. The FPN output is then processed by the
RetinaNet head [23] to predict bounding boxes. Detailed configu-
rations for each component are summarized in Tables 2 and 1. All
backbone configurations for the baseline and their enhanced inter-
active architectures are provided in the Appendix.
Training and Testing: The baseline models and their enhanced

interaction architectureswere trained independently on benchmark
datasets for 30 epochs, with evaluation conducted on the respec-
tive test sets. Training was carried out using randomly initialized
weights, emphasizing the fact that the proposed enhanced inter-
action modules do not necessitate pre-training. We evaluate mean
average precision (mAP) at different IoU thresholds (mAP50 and
mAP75) and average recall (AR).

8 RESULTS & ANALYSIS

Herewe present results of our benchmark evaluations for the CCell-
Bio, COD10K-V2, and Brain Tumor and RSNA Pneumonia datasets
(Tables 3, 4, 5, and 7 respectively). We begin with a summary of the
findings discussed in this section. ACP and CAP enhanced interac-
tion components:

Improve bothmAPand ARmetrics across five challenging detection
datasets. (Tables 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7) and are more effective in improv-
ing mAP than AR (Figures 7 and 6).

Improve feature representation and reduce over-smoothing. by al-
lowing features to interact both locally and globally evidenced by
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sharper featuremaps that discriminate visually similar objectsmore
effectively (Figure 8).

Alter attention behaviors prior to self-attention. , where the net-
work demonstrates reduced attention in earlier blocks and increased
attention activity in later blocks with more descriptive semantic
representations (Figure 9).

Improve performance over baseline models without relying on an
increased number of parameters or additional modules. (Figures 11).

8.1 �antitative Benchmark Dataset Analysis

CCellBio: The evaluation on the CCellBio dataset, which focuses
on cancer tumor detection in stained tissue scans, demonstrates
consistent improvements with the enhanced interaction architec-
tures across most metrics. EI-VIT outperformed the baseline with
a 9.14% increase in mAP, a 5.69% improvement in mAP50, a 14.58%
improvement in mAP75, and a 5.71% improvement in AR. Similarly,
EI-DAT achieved a 1.92% increase in mAP, a notable 3.49% improve-
ment in mAP50, and a 1.50% improvement in AR. EI-SWIN consis-
tently outperformed the baseline across all metrics. It demonstrated
a 7.85% increase in mAP, a 6.21% improvement in mAP50, a 14.65%
increase in mAP75, and a 5.50% improvement in AR. These results
confirm the generalizability and effectiveness of the proposed in-
teraction modules across different backbone architectures and un-
derscore their potential for improving cancer tumor detection in
medical imaging applications.

COD10K-V3: Enhanced interaction architectures consistently out-
performed their respective baselines across allmetrics on the COD10K-
V3 dataset. EI-VIT achieved a significant improvement with a 21.05%
increase in mAP, a 17.45% increase in mAP50, and a 166.67% in-
crease in mAP75. However, there was a 0.36% decline in relative
performance compared to the baseline VITmodel due to challenges
processing deformable points which we discuss in Section 10. EI-
DAT showed a 15.15% improvement in mAP, a 9.66% improvement
in mAP50, a 42.86% increase in mAP75, and a 2.99% gain in AR,
AR300, and AR1000. The most notable performance gain was

observed with EI-SWIN which achieved a 103.03% improvement
in mAP, a 73.85% increase in mAP50, a 375.00% gain in mAP75,
and a 24.91% increase across AR. Thus we improve AR and pre-
cision at higher IoU thresholds (mAP75), which are crucial for de-
tecting concealed objects in challenging scenarios such as those in
the COD10K-V2.

Brain Tumor: The enhanced architectures outperform the baseline
on all mAP and AR metrics for brain tumor detection as shown
in Table 5. Specifically, ViT shows relative performance gains of
21.73%, 13.93%, 37.07%, and 7.84% formAP, mAP50, mAP75, andAR,
respectively. The DAT model also shows positive improvements
with 2.71%, 1.8%, 5.68%, and 0.76% gains. The Swin Transformer
demonstrates the largest improvements, with gains of 63.92%, 46.64%,
87.13%, and 15.65% for mAP, mAP50, mAP75, and AR, respectively.

Table 3. Model Evaluation on CCellBio Dataset

Model mAP mAP50 mAP75 AR

VIT 0.350 0.738 0.288 0.473
EIVIT 0.382 0.780 0.330 0.500

+9.14% +5.69% +14.58% +5.71%

DAT 0.417 0.831 0.357 0.534
EIDAT 0.425 0.860 0.355 0.542

+1.92% +3.49% -0.56% +1.50%

SWIN 0.382 0.789 0.314 0.509
EISWIN 0.412 0.838 0.360 0.537

+7.85% +6.21% +14.65% +5.50%

Table 4. Model Evaluation on COD10K-V2 Dataset

Model mAP mAP50 mAP75 AR

VIT 0.038 0.149 0.003 0.279
EIVIT 0.046 0.175 0.008 0.278

+21.05% +17.45% +166.67% -0.36%

DAT 0.066 0.238 0.014 0.335
EIDAT 0.076 0.261 0.020 0.345

+15.15% +9.66% +42.86% +2.99%

SWIN 0.033 0.130 0.004 0.269
EISWIN 0.067 0.226 0.019 0.336

+103.03% + 73.85% +375.00% +24.91%

NIH Chest XRay: Table 6 presents the model evaluation results
on the NIH Chest XRay Detection dataset. EI-ViT outperforms the
standard ViT model on mAP, mAP75, and AR with 7.69%, 40%, and
3.91% improvement accordingly. However, there is 21.95% decrease
in mAP75 metric. The relatively small size of the dataset may ex-
plain the lower performance scores observed when models are not
initialized with pretrained weights, as limited data can hinder the
model’s ability to generalize effectively (Section 10). EI-DAT shows
significant gains over the plainDATmodel,with increases of 30.77%
in bbox_mAP, 40.00% in bbox_mAP_50, and 27.27% in bbox_mAP_75,
particularly improving performance in bbox_mAP_50. EI-Swin also
shows improvements over the plain Swin Transformer, with in-
creases of 121.43% in bbox_mAP, 102.50% in bbox_mAP_50, and
180.00% inAR. Enhanced interactionmodules consistently improves
detection performance across the transformer models. However,
for small datasets like NIH Chest XRay (see Section 10), without
pretrained weights, prediction rates are lower, a challenge that af-
fects model generalization to small datasets.

RSNA Pneumonia: For the RSNA Pneumonia dataset, Table 7, EI-
VIT, EI-DAT and EI-SWIN consistently demonstrate superior per-
formance compared to their baseline counterparts. Relative improve-
ments vary across models and benchmarks, highlighting the effec-
tiveness of enhanced contextual interactions in specific architec-
tures. EI-VIT achieves a 7.27% improvement in bbox_mAP, a 4.39%
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increase in bbox_mAP_50, and a remarkable 14.29% boost in bbox_mAP_75,
showcasing substantial gains in both coarse and fine-grain detec-
tion accuracy. There is a marginal improvement for recall of 0.43%
across all bbox_AR metrics, indicating consistent object detoxifica-
tion performance under varying IoU thresholds. EI-DAT presents
mixed results which we explain in Section 10, while bbox_AR met-
rics improve by 0.64% for better recall. The bbox_mAP has a slight
decrease of 1.69%, and bbox_mAP_75 drops by 4.55%. However, EI-
DAT still achieves a modest 1.15% gain in bbox_mAP_50, indicat-
ing that its enhancements are more effective for lower IoU thresh-
olds. These results suggest potential limitations in fine-grained de-
tection for EI-DAT. EI-SWIN delivers the most significant relative
improvements; a 25.53% increase in bbox_mAP, a 18.67% gain in
bbox_mAP_50, and an impressive 78.26% boost in bbox_mAP_75.
Recall that AR improved by 3.56%, highlighting consistent gains
across the board. SWIN’s hierarchical architecture is particularly
well-suited to benefit from enhanced contextual interactions.

CrossDatasetAnalysis. Our enhanced interactionmodules demon-
strate improved mAP metrics across five datasets, as shown in Fig-
ure 7. Enhanced architectures consistently achieve higher mAP scores,
with the Swin Transformer showing the highest average improve-
ment of 6.14%, followed by ViT (2.84%) and DAT (0.78%). The in-
clusion of enhanced interaction components also improved aver-
age recall metrics, as shown in Figure 6. Overall, the relative av-
erage AR improvements were 1.62% for ViT, 1.08% for DAT, and
4.42% for Swin Transformers across all five datasets. In terms of
maximum relative improvement, the Swin Transformer achieved
the highest at 24.91%, followed by DAT at 12.67% and ViT at 7.84%.
In most datasets, incorporating enhanced interactions before multi-
head self-attention resulted in consistent improvements, except for
the DAT model on the COD10k-V3 dataset, which showed a minor
relative drop of 0.36% which we discuss later in the text.
Our study reveals that the Swin Transformer benefits the most

from enhanced interactions, achieving the highest relative improve-
ments in both AR and mAP metrics. We hypothesize that interac-
tions prior to self-attention refine the feature representation within
each subwindow of the Swin Transformer. By adding local and
global information to features, these interactions enable the shifted
windowmechanism tomore effectively capture relationships within
the enriched window patches.

8.2 �alitative Feature and A�ention Analysis:

Feature Analysis:. We conducted a detailed analysis of the fea-
ture maps generated by the baseline ViT architecture and its en-
hanced counterpart with our interaction modules on feature rep-
resentations within the CCellBio dataset to evaluate the impact of
our proposed enhancements. Using Principal Component Analysis
(PCA), we analyzed the output feature maps from four transformer
blocks of both the baseline ViT and EI-ViT model, shown in Fig-
ure 8. These Transformer stages are designed to compute features
at different spatial resolutions, providing multi-scale feature repre-
sentations. Note that in each stage, there are multiple transformer
blocks. In our setup, we decided to use the plain ViT architecture
which contains 3 blocks per stage.

Table 5. Model Evaluation on Braintumor Dataset

Model mAP mAP50 mAP75 AR

VIT 0.428 0.776 0.410 0.587
EIVIT 0.521 0.884 0.562 0.633

+21.73% +13.92% +37.07% +7.84%

DAT 0.553 0.887 0.599 0.661
EIDAT 0.568 0.903 0.633 0.666

+2.71% +1.80% +5.68% +0.76%

SWIN 0.316 0.581 0.303 0.556
EISWIN 0.518 0.852 0.567 0.643

+63.92% +46.64% +87.13% +15.65%

Table 6. Model Evaluation on NIHChestXRay Dataset

Model mAP mAP50 mAP75 AR

VIT 0.013 0.041 0.005 0.179
EIVIT 0.014 0.032 0.007 0.186

+7.69% -21.95% +40.00% +3.91%

DAT 0.026 0.060 0.022 0.221
EIDAT 0.034 0.084 0.028 0.249

+30.77% +40.00% +27.27% +12.67%

SWIN 0.014 0.040 0.005 0.181
EISWIN 0.031 0.081 0.014 0.204

+121.43% +102.50% +180.00% +12.71%

Table 7. Model Evaluation on RSNA Pneumonia Dataset

Model mAP mAP50 mAP75 AR

VIT 0.110 0.342 0.035 0.461
EIVIT 0.118 0.357 0.040 0.463

+7.27% +4.39% +14.29% +0.43%

DAT 0.118 0.347 0.044 0.467
EIDAT 0.116 0.351 0.042 0.470

-1.69% +1.15% -4.55% +0.64%

SWIN 0.094 0.300 0.023 0.450
EISWIN 0.118 0.356 0.041 0.466

+25.53% +18.67% +78.26% +3.56%

The analysis reveals significant differences in the feature maps that
align with the performance variations between the twomodels. No-
tably, the enhanced interaction prior to self-attention in the EI-ViT
model produces sharper and more detailed feature maps with fo-
cused representations of objects. This is evident in the featuremaps
shown in subfigures (c), (d), (e), and (f) of Figure 8, where the EI-ViT
model displays more intricate textures compared to the baseline
ViT.



10 • Nguyen, T. et al.

Fig. 6. BBox Mean Average Precision (mAP) comparison between the

baseline VIT, DAT, and SWIN transformers with their enhanced archi-

tectures across 5 datasets.

Fig. 7. BBox Average Recall (AR) comparison between the baseline VIT,

DAT, and SWIN transformers with their enhanced architectures across

5 datasets.

This observation supports our hypothesis that enabling feature to-
ken interactions before self-attention adds complexity to the fea-
tures, making them more distinct and representative of their true
semantic classes. For instance, in the final feature map layer, as de-
picted in subfigure (f) of both models, the EI-ViT demonstrates a
much more condensed and focused representation on the true ob-
ject compared to the more diffuse focus of the baseline ViT. This be-
havior was consistently observed across multiple instances in our
feature analysis, underscoring the effectiveness of the interaction
modules in refining feature representations.

We performCenter Kernel Alignment (CKA) similarity analysis [19]
to quantify the feature similarity betweenViT and EI-ViT. This anal-
ysis aims to investigate how the enhanced interaction modules af-
fect the similarity of features at different layers. We evaluate the
similarity of the featuremaps produced by the ViT and EI-ViT back-
bones across four levels using the CCellBio test set. Note that each
level contains multiple blocks, with a total of 12 blocks in the ViT
model, subdivided into 4 levels, each consisting of 3 blocks. We ex-
amine the feature maps at these 4 levels.

For each data point (test image), we compute both linear CKA and
kernel CKA to measure feature similarity. The results of the CKA
analysis, including the mean, median, and standard deviation, are
shown in Figures 10 and 11. For the linear CKA analysis, the mean
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Fig. 8. Feature analysis comparison between ViT (top row) and EI-ViT (bo�om row) architectures, showing the original image, ground truth bounding box of

the tumorous cell, and feature maps across 4 stages.
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Fig. 9. A�ention map analysis comparison between ViT (top row) and EI-ViT (bo�om row) architectures. The a�ention maps shown here are enhanced using

an Otsu Thresholding algorithm for illustrative purposes. For both models, (a) shows the input image with the ground truth bounding box. (b), (c), (d), and

(e) display the a�ention maps at blocks 1, 5, 8, and 12, respectively. (f) illustrates the projected final a�ention map.

similarity values obtained for the four stages (1 to 4) were 0.8513±
0.0650, 0.7650 ± 0.1012, 0.0713 ± 0.5220, and 0.8263 ± 0.0705, re-
spectively. In the case of kernel CKA, the corresponding similar-
ity scores were 0.7401 ± 0.1187, 0.7105 ± 0.1017, 0.7898 ± 0.0978,
and 0.8306 ± 0.0644, respectively. In both linear and kernel CKA
comparisons, we observe that while the features exhibit a high de-
gree of similarity, notable differences remain. Specifically, the CKA
scores for the last layer are consistently lower than 0.86 for both
linear and kernel CKA, indicating some divergence in the feature
representations. Furthermore, there are significant deviations and
outliers, with a tendency towards less similarity in some cases. In-
corporating ACP and CAT enables the EI-ViT backbone to learn
features that differ from those learned by the baseline ViT. This di-
vergence is reflected in both of the CKA and PCA analysis, where
the enhanced model demonstrates a more diverse set of feature rep-
resentations.

Attention Map Analysis: We analyze the attention maps produced
by ViT and EI-ViT to investigate the impact of the enhanced inter-
actionmodules on themulti-head attentionmechanism. In Figure 9,
we extract and present the attention maps from blocks 1, 5, 8, and
12, applying a pattern-preserving Otsu Thresholding algorithm to
enhance the visibility as attentionmap patterns are often difficult to
see and interpret. Our analysis highlights the influence of the inter-
action modules on the attention behavior of the vision transformer.
In the early layers of the standard ViT architecture, the attention
maps exhibit strong diagonal patterns, as shown in Figure 9 (a). This
behavior is typical for architectures like ViT which tend to focus
on localized patterns in early layers during early processing stages,
and suggest that the network initially adopts locality and induc-
tive biases similar to those seen in convolutional filters. In contrast,
the EI-ViT model, which incorporates interaction modules, shows
significantly less attention activity in the early layers, Figure 9 (a)
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Fig. 10. Linear CKA Similarity for the feature maps at different levels

for both ViT and EI-ViT backbones.

Fig. 11. Kernel CKA Similarity for the feature maps at different levels

for both ViT and EI-ViT backbones.

and (b). This behavior indicates that the EI-ViT model does not pri-
oritize learning inductive biases and locality in the initial process-
ing stages, deviating from the more traditional ViT approach that
builds on these biases.
As the network advances to deeper layers, a shift in behavior

becomes evident. In the ViT model, the later layers, such as those
shown in Figure 9 (d) and (e), exhibit reduced attention intensity
compared to early layers. Thus the networkŠs ability to capture
global relationships diminishes in later layers. In contrast, the atten-
tion maps of EI-ViT in Figure 9 present a more diverse and focused
distribution, particularly in the deeper layers. Figure 9 (e) highlights
more distinct vertical attention patterns for EI-ViT, as opposed to
the more generalized focus seen in ViT. This shift suggests that the
enhanced interaction modules in EI-ViT allow the network to dis-
tribute its attention across a broader set of regions in deeper feature
layers, enabling it to focus on finer details within stronger seman-
tic feature maps. As a result, EI-ViT is better equipped to capture
and distinguish objects across various semantic classes, even when
their appearances are similar.

9 ABLATION STUDY

To understand the individual contributions of aggressive convolu-
tional pooling and conceptual attention transformation in enhanc-
ing the modelŠs detection capabilities, we evaluate the model’s per-
formance using each component in isolation, We assess how the in-
teractions facilitated by each influence overall performance. Addi-
tionally, we conduct experiments by varying the number of convo-
lutional pooling blocks and the number of concepts independently.
In this experiment, we focus on the ViT architecture, as it repre-
sents the foundational transformer model, and evaluate its perfor-
mance on the CCellBio dataset. Using ViT as the baseline provides
a clear framework for comparison, allowing us to assess the effects
of the introduced components within a well-established context.

Isolation Assessment. We begin by training the ViT model with
either the ACP layer or the CAT independently to assess the contri-
bution of each component to the overall performance. The recorded
benchmarks are presented in Figure 12, which shows the perfor-
mances for mAP50, mAP75, and AR for the baseline ViT, EI-ViT,
and ViT models with isolated ACP and CAT components.

Our observations reveal that removing the aggressive convolutional
pooling results in a 5.56% increase in mAP50 and a 5.07% increase
in AR compared to the baseline ViT. However, compared to the EI-
ViT model, this leads to a reduction of 0.13% in mAP50 and 0.65%
in AR. Removing the conceptual attention transformer has a more
noticeable impact, reducing mAP50 by 1.22% and AR by 1.06% com-
pared to the EI-ViT model. When only the ACP layer is included,
the mAP75 metric improves by 17.36%. Similarly, including only
the CAT results in a 17.01% improvement in mAP75 compared to
the baseline, outperforming the EI-ViT architecture as well. This
is because competing features for larger objects extracted by the
convolution and attention mechanisms when both components are
present make it more challenging for the network to perform well
on themAP75metric. Additionally, we conducted extra epoch train-
ing with both the ViT-CAT and ViT-ACP models. While the perfor-
mance of the isolated aggressive convolutional pooling ViT-ACP
did not improve further, we observed that the isolated ViT-CAT
continued to lower losses and gained extra points in the benchmark,
even outperforming the EI-ViT for the CCellBio dataset across all
metrics. Specifically, there was a 1.83% improvement in mAP, 0.13%
in mAP50, 4.55% in mAP75, and 0.20% in AR when compared to the
EI-ViT, which contains both the convolutional pooling and concep-
tual attention transformer layers. Our studies reveal that at lower
epoch training, the utilization of the ACP component helps the net-
work converge faster and achieve high KPIs. However, when train-
ing for more epochs, the CAT component can learn more relevant
features, removing the need for the ACP component and achieving
the higher KPIs.
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Fig. 12. Isolation Benchmark: ViT (NoCAT) andViT (NoACP) represent the

ViT architectures incorporating only the aggressive convolutional pooling

(ACP) or the conceptual a�ention transformation (CAT), respectively. The

plot illustrates the ablation benchmark for each component independently,

showcasing how each component influences the performance of the model

when tested in isolation.

Aggressive Convolutional Pooling. We explore the impact of
varying the number of convolutional pooling layers on overall net-
work performance. This technique is incorporated into the baseline
ViT architecture, and the network’s performance is evaluated using
AR and mAP at two different thresholds, mAP50 and mAP75. The
results shown in Figure 14 reveal a clear relationship between the
number of convolutional pooling layers and the network’s perfor-
mance. When aggressive convolutional pooling is applied, there is
a noticeable improvement in the mAP50 and AR, particularly when
the number of pooling layers is kept relatively low. When the num-
ber of pooling layers is limited to four, the network improves its
ability to locate objects and recall true positives. An intriguing ob-
servation shows that the mAP75 metric performance drops below
the baseline when the number of layers is set to 1 or 7, suggesting
that too few or too many pooling layers hinder the modelŠs ability
to handle object localization at higher thresholds.

The best performance across all three metrics is achieved when the
number of pooling layers is set to two. With this configuration, the
network shows a relative improvement of 4.47%, 17.01%, and 4.23%
in mAP50, mAP75, and AR, respectively. This indicates that the op-
timal number of convolutional pooling layers lies in a balanced con-
figuration, where pooling is applied strategically to extract essen-
tial features without overly distorting the networkŠs capacity to
retain fine-grain details.

Despite the overall improvements seen with the introduction of ag-
gressive convolutional pooling, performance peaks at two layers.
Adding additional layers beyond this point results in diminishing
returns. In fact, when more than two pooling layers are applied,
the networkŠs performance begins to decline. We hypothesize that
this decline in performance is due to the aggressive application of

pooling operations after every convolutional layer. This rapid pool-
ing may cause the network to discard or overly simplify important
spatial information, making it harder for the model to preserve the
contextual details necessary for effective object detection and lo-
calization. Even with the use of residual connections, the frequent
pooling operations may hinder the network’s ability to learn dis-
criminative features and retain relevant information across deeper
layers. While aggressive convolutional pooling can improve the
performance of the ViT architecture in certain cases, it is crucial
to find the optimal balance between pooling layers. These findings
underscore the importance of carefully controlling the amount of
pooling applied, as it can have a substantial impact on the net-
work’s ability to generalize and perform well on object detection
tasks.

Conceptual Attention Transformation: To evaluate the influ-
ence of the number of concepts on performance, we conduct a com-
prehensive analysis using the baseline ViT architecture, enhanced
solely by the CAT layer. Performancemetrics includemAP50,mAP75,
and AR, with the number of concepts systematically varied from
32 to 512. The results are presented in Figure 13. All three metrics
(mAP50, mAP75, and AR) exhibit consistent and positive correla-
tions between the number of concepts performance. As the number
of concepts increase, the network shows a marked improvement
in its ability to detect objects, with particular gains in recognizing
smaller or more localized objects that require finer-grained atten-
tion. For mAP50, the performance boost is the most notable, with a
relative improvement of up to 6.37% when the number of concepts
is increased to 512. This suggests that a larger pool of concepts en-
ables themodel to capturemore detailed objects features within the
scene, leading to better localization and overall improved detection
accuracy.

A similar pattern is observed for the mAP75 and AR metrics. At
512 concepts, the network demonstrates relative performance gains
of 16.32% and 4.12%, respectively, indicating that a comprehensive
conceptual representation, provided by a higher number of con-
cepts, yields more accurate results at higher intersection over Union
(IoU) thresholds and improves recall. These performance gains re-
flect the model’s ability to maintain high precision while simulta-
neously improving its recall, especially in cases where the object
boundaries are more challenging to detect, or where a more com-
prehensive understanding of the object context is required.

10 LIMITATIONS

In this section, we discuss limitations of our approach.We observed
that the incorporation of the enhanced interaction mechanism may
hinder the EI-DAT model’s ability to effectively learn deformable
points. In this case, the query matrix is designed to learn and gener-
ate deformable points. These offset points are then used to interpo-
late feature maps. However, additional complexities added by the
model enhancement make it difficult to compute queries accurately.
This causes a decline in model performance that ultimately impacts
its mAP performance as it struggles to focus on relevant regions.



14 • Nguyen, T. et al.

Fig. 13. There is a consistent positive correlation between the number

of concepts and performance across all three metrics (mAP50, mAP75,

and AR).

Fig. 14. When aggressive convolutional pooling is applied, the perfor-

mance improves over the baseline across mAP50, mAP75, and AR.

We benchmark the performance of the enhanced interaction mod-
els without pretraining to demonstrate that the method does not
rely on agnostic pretraining to achieve competitive results. Although
the enhanced interaction models still outperform their respective
baselines, we observe the models exhibit low mAP and AR scores
when trained from random initialization on small-sized datasets.
This is observed when the model has challenges achieving higher
scores without pretrained weights when applied to the NIH Chest
X-Ray dataset which has a limited size.

Our ablation tests show that the current design does not allow for
many CNN pooling layers. There are opportunities to explore ways
to aggregate features across different CNNpooling layers in amanor
that creates larger receptive fields by increasing the number of ef-
fective CNN pooling layers.

11 CONCLUSION

In this work, we introduced an enhanced interaction modeling ap-
proach for the vision-transformer backbone in object detectors. Our

findings demonstrate that enabling interaction prior to self-attention
improves performance acrossmultiple challengingmedical and con-
cealed object detection datasets and for a diverse set of evaluation
metrics. We showed that incorporating our aggressive attention
pooling and conceptual attention transformation alters self-attention
behavior by allowing it to learn more distinct features and atten-
tion maps when compared to original baseline models. The modi-
fied models distinguish and represent these features and attention
maps more clearly in the feature space, even when objects of differ-
ent classes have similar visual appearances. Such interactions make
it easier for self-attention operations to focus on relevant and var-
ied regions. Our experiments reveal that, with extended training
epochs, the conceptual attention transformer does note require the
ACP component to achieve competitive performance. In summary,
this study demonstrates that prior self-attention interactions, both
at local and global scales, are important complementary operations
that enable the vision transformer to learn robust and diverse fea-
tures for improved object detection.
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Table 10. Parameter Configuration: Swin Backbone (Swin)

Attribute Value

Type Swin
Pretraining Image Size 512
Patch Size 4
Input Channels 3
Embedding Dimension 288, 576, 1152, 2304
Depths 2, 2, 6, 2
Number of Attention Heads 3, 6, 12, 24
Window Size 7
MLP Ratio 4.0
QKV Bias True
QK Scale None
Drop Rate 0.0
Attention Drop Rate 0.0
Drop Path Rate 0.2
Absolute Position Embedding (APE) False
Patch Normalization True
Output Indices 0, 1, 2, 3
Frozen Stages -1

Table 11. Parameter Configuration: Enhanced Interaction for Swin Back-

bone (EI-Swin)

Attribute Value

Type EI-Swin
Pretraining Image Size 512
Patch Size 4
Input Channels 3
Embedding Dimension 96, 192, 384, 768
Depths 2, 2, 6, 2
Number of Attention Heads 3, 6, 12, 24
Window Size 7
MLP Ratio 4.0
QKV Bias True
QK Scale None
Drop Rate 0.0
Attention Drop Rate 0.0
Drop Path Rate 0.2
Absolute Position Embedding (APE) False
Patch Normalization True
Output Indices 0, 1, 2, 3
Frozen Stages -1

Table 12. Parameter Configuration: DAT++ Backbone (DAT++)

Attribute Value

Type EI-DAT
Image Size 512
Patch Size 4
Expansion 4
Dimension Stem 64

Architecture

Dimensions 128, 256, 512, 1024
Depths 2, 4, 18, 2
Heads 2, 4, 8, 16
Query Heads 6, 12, 24, 48
Window Sizes 7, 7, 7, 7

Drop Rates

Attention Drop Rate 0.0
Drop Path Rate 0.0

Strides and Offsets

Strides 8, 4, 2, 1
Offset Range Factor -1, -1, -1, -1
Local Offset Range Factor -1, -1, -1, -1
Local Key-Value Sizes -1, -1, -1, -1
Offset Positional Embeddings F, F, F, F

Stage Specification

Stage 1 N, D
Stage 2 N, D, N, D
Stage 3 N, D (x18)
Stage 4 D, D

Positional Embeddings and Groups

Groups 1, 2, 4, 8
Use Positional Embeddings T, T, T, T
Depthwise Conv Pos Embeddings F, F, F, F
Scaling Ratios 8, 4, 2, 1

Advanced Features

Dense-Wise MLPs T, T, T, T
Kernel Sizes 9, 7, 5, 3
Query-Neighbor Kernel Sizes 3, 3, 3, 3
Number of Queries 2, 2, 2, 2
Query-Neighbor Activation exp
Deform Groups 0, 0, 0, 0
NAT Kernel Sizes 7, 7, 7, 7
Layer Scale Values -1, -1, -1, -1
Use LPUs T, T, T, T

Output and Initialization

Output Indices 1, 2, 3
Number of Concepts 64, 128, 256, 512
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Table 13. Parameter Configuration: Enhanced Interaction DAT++ Back-

bone (EI-DAT)

Attribute Value

Type EI-DAT
Image Size 512
Patch Size 4
Expansion 4
Dimension Stem 64

Architecture

Dimensions 64, 128, 256, 512
Depths 2, 4, 18, 2
Heads 2, 4, 8, 16
Query Heads 6, 12, 24, 48
Window Sizes 7, 7, 7, 7

Drop Rates

Attention Drop Rate 0.0
Drop Path Rate 0.0

Strides and Offsets

Strides 8, 4, 2, 1
Offset Range Factor -1, -1, -1, -1
Local Offset Range Factor -1, -1, -1, -1
Local Key-Value Sizes -1, -1, -1, -1
Offset Positional Embeddings F, F, F, F

Stage Specification

Stage 1 N, D
Stage 2 N, D, N, D
Stage 3 N, D (x18)
Stage 4 D, D

Positional Embeddings and Groups

Groups 1, 2, 4, 8
Use Positional Embeddings T, T, T, T
Depthwise Conv Pos Embeddings F, F, F, F
Scaling Ratios 8, 4, 2, 1

Advanced Features

Dense-Wise MLPs T, T, T, T
Kernel Sizes 9, 7, 5, 3
Query-Neighbor Kernel Sizes 3, 3, 3, 3
Number of Queries 2, 2, 2, 2
Query-Neighbor Activation exp
Deform Groups 0, 0, 0, 0
NAT Kernel Sizes 7, 7, 7, 7
Layer Scale Values -1, -1, -1, -1
Use LPUs T, T, T, T

Output and Initialization

Output Indices 1, 2, 3

Table 8. Parameter Configuration: ViT Backbone (ViT)

Attribute Value

Type ViT
Image Size 512
Patch Size 4
Embedding Dimension 144, 288, 576, 1152
Down Factors 2, 2, 2, 1
Number of Stages 2, 3, 3, 3
Number of Attention Heads 8
Drop Path Rate 0.1
Window Size 14
MLP Ratio 4
QKV Bias True
Normalization Configuration Layer Norm
Use Relative Positioning True

Table 9. Parameter Configuration: Enhanced Interaction for ViT Backbone

(EI-ViT)

Attribute Value

Type EI-ViT
Image Size 512
Patch Size 4
Embedding Dimension 48, 96, 192, 384
Down Factors 2, 2, 2, 1
Global CNN Hidden Dimension 512
Number of Stages 2, 3, 3, 3
Number of Attention Heads 8
Number of Concepts 48, 96, 192, 384
Drop Path Rate 0.1
Window Size 14
MLP Ratio 4
QKV Bias True
Normalization Configuration Layer Norm
Use Relative Positioning True
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