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Abstract

Convolutional neural networks (CNNs) have been shown to be the state-of-the-art
approach for modeling the transfer functions of visual cortical neurons. Cortical
neurons in the primary visual cortex are are sensitive to contextual information
mediated by extensive horizontal and feedback connections. Standard CNNs can
integrate global spatial image information to model such contextual modulation
via two mechanisms: successive rounds of convolutions and a fully connected
readout layer. In this paper, we find that non-local networks or self-attention (SA)
mechanisms, theoretically related to context-dependent flexible gating mechanisms
observed in the primary visual cortex, improve neural response predictions over
parameter-matched CNNs in two key metrics: tuning curve correlation and tuning
peak. We factorize networks to determine the relative contribution of each context
mechanism. This reveals that information in the local receptive field is most impor-
tant for modeling the overall tuning curve, but surround information is critically
necessary for characterizing the tuning peak. We find that self-attention can replace
subsequent spatial-integration convolutions when learned in an incremental manner,
and is further enhanced in the presence of a fully connected readout layer, sug-
gesting that the two context mechanisms are complementary. Finally, we find that
learning a receptive-field-centric model with self-attention, before incrementally
learning a fully connected readout, yields a more biologically realistic model in
terms of center-surround contributions.

1 Introduction

Feedforward CNN models have been shown in recent years to be an effective approach for modeling
the transfer function of early visual cortical neurons to predict their responses to arbitrary natural
images [[12} [13} 128} 130} 13, [14]]. Neurons in the primate visual cortex are known to have extensive
horizontal and feedback recurrent connections for mediating contextual modulation [9}[17]. Feedfor-
ward CNNs can model the influence of contextual surround on the responses of the neurons via two
mechanisms: successive convolution layers and a fully connected layer. Both can make the neural
model’s responses sensitive to the global image context, outside the traditional classical receptive
fields of neurons. In the context of neural prediction, it is found that including the inductive bias
of horizontal recurrent connections can improve the model’s predictive capabilities [31], and that
replacing a feedforward layer with a recurrent layer with a Markovian local kernel consistently outper-
forms the parameter-matched feedforward CNNs [[10, [18, [15} 31]]. However, contextual modulation
in the visual cortex involves both the near surround and far surround, with the far surround being
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Figure 1: Macaque neuronal response dataset. (a) shows a two-photon image with cells. (b) shows
the response of one neuron to 50k stimuli and the top 20 images that induced the strongest responses.
On average, less than 0.5% of the images induce responses greater than half peak height. Each site
contains around 300 neurons. (c¢) shows a feedforward CNN used to model neural response.
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mediated by top-down feedback [T}, 22} 23]]. In addition, there is evidence that contextual modulation
is dynamic and highly image-dependent, suggesting a flexible gating mechanism [4]. Such a flexible
gating mechanism can be modeled by a combination of Gaussian mixture models, implemented either
by image-dependent normalization [4]] or by non-local networks and the self-attention mechanism
in deep learning [8]]. In this paper, we explored the benefits of introducing the inductive bias of the
flexible gating mechanism using self-attention non-local networks in modeling the transfer function
of neurons for predicting responses to natural images.

We found that augmenting feedforward CNNs with a self-attention non-local network layer improves
two key metrics in assessing the performance of the transfer function of neurons: overall tuning
correlation and prediction of the tuning peaks. To assess the relative contribution of the three
contextual modulation mechanisms — convolutions, self-attention, and a fully connected readout
layer — for predicting neural responses, we dissect the network by factorizing [6] the feedforward
components and the three context mechanisms. We found that while the three context mechanisms
complement one another to produce the best prediction performance when used in conjunction, they
have specific roles. First, the fully connected layer plays a critical role in peak prediction, though
self-attention can further enhance it. Second, self-attention alone can improve tuning curve correlation
but is insufficient for predicting the response peak. The performance of self-attention models can
be greatly enhanced when the feedforward receptive fields are learned first before learning the self-
attention network, rather than learning everything simultaneously. The benefits of such incremental
learning [23}[6] in this context is novel, in that it suggests that feedforward receptive fields may be
learned first before the recurrent connections during the cortical development. Our findings provide
insights towards the rationales underlying the computational organization, development, and selective
flexibility in horizontal and feedforward connections in cortical circuits. Our work further suggests
that constraining this flexibility via priors in the learning process allows for the development of a
richer contextual modulation mechanism, which perhaps is useful not simply for the neural response
prediction, but also more broadly for other machine learning tasks in deep learning or computer
vision.

2 Related works

Modeling neural response prediction Feedforward deep neural networks have proven effective in
modeling and predicting neural responses in early visual brain areas [[12} [14]). However,
the brain’s visual areas contain abundant recurrent connections that are essential for generating neural
responses [9, [17, 24]]. Incorporating biologically-inspired simple recurrent circuits, in the form of a
Markov network, into convolutional neural networks has been shown to enhance efficiency compared
to purely feedforward models, achieving similar performance in image classification and neural
prediction tasks [31]]. In the context of neural prediction, the underlying assumption is that the closer
a model can replicate the neural computation mechanisms responsible for a real neuron’s response,
the more accurate the model’s predictive capabilities become [20, 27, [16]].
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Figure 2: Models explored in this study. Models are constructed from two types of convolutional
processing blocks (CPB): «CPB and SCPB. aCPB has a fixed convolution kernel size = 5 and max
pooling kernel size = 2. SCPB takes an input convolution kernel size of k, and has no pooling
layers. The two final layer readout modes are fully connected (FCL) and center hypercolumn only
(CTL). Self-attention (SA) takes as input a boolean + that determines whether the value (V) vector is
transformed; if v =True then V is mapped, otherwise V is equal to the input. All models with SA
utilize single-headed attention. (a) shows the feedforward CNN. (b) shows the feedforward CNN
augmented with self-attention. (c) shows the receptive field CNN. (d) shows the receptive field CNN
augmented with self-attention.

Self-attention for global dependencies Self-attention mechanisms have recently become a pivotal
component in deep learning models, especially in natural language processing and increasingly in
computer vision tasks [26} 132} [11]. In computer vision, self-attention performs a weighted average
operation based on the context of input features, computing attention weights dynamically through
a similarity function between pixel pairs [26, [19]. This flexibility allows the attention module
to adaptively focus on different regions and capture informative features [21]. Self-attention has
also been integrated with CNNs to enhance their representational power [19, 29, 2]. By enabling
CNNss to consider distant spatial relationships within an image, self-attention improves the network’s
ability to capture global context. This mechanism overcomes the limitations of traditional CNNss,
which primarily concentrate on local features because of their convolutional structure. Taking the
complementary properties of convolution and self-attention, the benefits of each paradigm can be
extracted by integrating the two and using self-attention to augment convolution modules [[7, 129,19} 13].

3 Method

In this study, we developed deep learning models to model V1 neural response to natural images, with
the goal of evaluating the potential roles of the self-attention mechanism in neural computation within
the visual cortex. We obtained a dataset of neuronal responses measured using two-photon imaging
with GCaMP5 from two awake behaving macaque monkeys performing a fixation task, consisting
of 302 neurons from monkey 1 (M1S1) and 299 neurons from monkey 2 (M2S1), in response to
34k and 49k natural images extracted from the ImageNet dataset. The neurons were recorded across
five days and tracked anatomically based on landmarks as well as based on their responses to 200
fingerprint images tested every day. The images were presented in sequence with 1 second per image
preceded by 1 second of gray screen. The 30k-50k images in the training set were presented once,



and the 1000 images in the validation set were tested once with 10 repeats. Images were 100 x 100
pixels, with 30 x 30 pixels for 1 degree visual angle. The eccentricity of the recording sites were
3 degrees and 1.79 degrees respectively, with mean receptive fields of about 0.75 and 0.25 degrees
respectively. We preprocessed the dataset before modeling, and notably downsampled input images
to 50 x 50 pixels, yielding 15 x 15 pixels per degree visual angle.

3.1 Augmenting feedforward CNNs with self-attention mechanisms

Baseline feedforward model (f£-CNN) See Figure Eka) for the architecture. ££-CNN is the baseline
feedforward model for comparisons, and is comprised of two a-convolutional processing blocks
(aCPB) and two S-convolutional processing blocks (SCPB), followed by a fully connected readout
layer (FCL). A single ££f-CNN model is fitted to each neuron. All models described below are derived
from this baseline model.

Given a grayscale input image with dimensions 50 x 50 pixels, the two «CPB layers witha 5 x 5
kernel encode the input of size (1 x 50 x 50) into (¢ x 9 x 9) where ¢ € N is the number of channels
(c € {30, 32} in this study). The center hypercolumn of the post-aCPB encoding has a centered
effective receptive field size of 11 x 11 pixels. In other words, the center hypercolumn of the latent
representation after the «CPB layers has information on the center 11 x 11 window of the original
50 x 50 input image. This window corresponds roughly to the size of the receptive field. Next, the
two SCPB layers use a 3 x 3 kernel to further expand the effective receptive field. Finally, £f-CNN
has access to the entirety of the input 50 x 50 image due to the final FCL readout. Thus, ff-CNN
CNN has two modalities of contextual modulation — convolutions and a fully connected layer.

Feedforward with self-attention model (ff+sa-CNN) See Figure b) for the architecture. We
augment £f-CNN by adding a self-attention layer immediately after the last «CPB and before the
first SCPB to construct £f+sa-CNN. This placement enables SA to act on an adequately convolved
feature representation, but also be further modulated by convolutions before feeding into the final
layer. We compare the performance of £f+sa-CNN against that of ££-CNN, controlling the parameter
counts to be roughly equal by decreasing the number of channels, which is maintained throughout
entire model, from ¢ = 32 in the baseline CNNs to ¢ = 30 in the self-attention models to account for
the addition of the SA layer. In the context of contextual modulation, ff+sa-CNN intermixes spatial
interactions and inter-channel mixing across the posterior SCPB, SA, and FCL layers.

3.2 Factorizing the contextual modulation mechanisms

Next, we factorize the three context mechanisms, namely self-attention, successive convolutions,
and the fully-connected layer, to evaluate their relative contributions. We first construct the rf -CNN
model, which is devoid of contextual modulation, by subtracting from ££f-CNN: the kernel size in the
BCPB blocks are changed from 3 x 3 to 1 x 1 and the fully connected layer is changed to look only at
the center hypercolumn (CTL). Then, we introduce self-attention to rf-CNN to construct rf+sa-CNN.
The parameter counts are again controlled by reducing the number of channels from from ¢ = 32 in
rf-CNN to ¢ = 30 in rf+sa-CNN to compensate for the addition of the SA layer. We compare the
performance of the two models, alongside the feedforward models.

Baseline receptive field model (r£-CNN) See Figure [2|c) for the architecture. Due to the 1 x 1
kernel size in the SCPB layers and the center hypercolumn readout layer, r£-CNN only has access to
the center 11 x 11 of the input 50 x 50 image. This is because the 1 x 1 convolutions perform no
spatial expansion before feeding into the CTL. Thus, rf-CNN is making predictions solely based on
the receptive field.

Receptive field with self-attention model (rf+sa-CNN) See Figure Ekd) for the architecture.
rf+sa-CNN factorizes spatial interactions and inter-channel mixing into distinct blocks. Because
Vmapping = 7Y = False in the SA layer of rf+sa-CNN, SA operates exclusively on the horizontal spatial
interactions between hypercolumns without any inter-channel mixing. Furthermore, since the kernel
size in rf+sa-CNN’s SCPBs are 1 x 1, the SCPB layers do not convolve across different hypercolumns,
and is instead equivalent to a mapping operation performed on each hypercolumn separately, or
inter-channel mixing. The CTL readout layer in rf+sa-CNN forces all relevant information to be
encoded in the center hypercolumn of shape 30 x 1 x 1. As the baseline CNN counterpart to



rf+sa-CNN, rf-CNN, only "sees" pixels in the neuron’s receptive field, the addition of SA with
~ = False effectively incorporates pixels in the surrounding portions of the image by pipelining the
surround information through the center hypercolumn into the final prediction. Therefore, rf+sa-CNN

has only one modality of contextual modulation — self-attention.

3.3 Incremental learning: factorizing the learning process

We factorize the training process by first learn-
ing the receptive fields of the neurons before
incorporating any contextual modulation mech-
anisms such as self-attention and the fully con-
nected layer. The following progression of mod-
els, rf-CNN, rf+sa-CNN*, and £f+sa-CNN* (as
shown in Fig. [3), incrementally expands the
capacity of contextual modulation. An impor-
tant distinction between incremental models and
models shown in Fig. [2] marked by *, indi-
cates a 1 x 1 kernel in the SCPB, which main-
tain channel mixing but removes further spa-
tial integration through convolution. rf-CNN
(shown in Fig. [B(a) or Fig. [2[c)) has infor-
mation only from the center receptive field.
rf+sa-CNN* (shown in Fig. 3[b)) uses only the
self-attention mechanism for contextual modu-
lation. ff+sa-CNN* (shown in Fig. [3]c)-(d))
has the same surround-center modulation as
rf+sa-CNN* from self-attention, but allows spa-
tial integration of the global context by changing
the CTL to FCL at the end. As horizontal con-
nections in the visual cortex are known to ma-
ture after the development of the receptive fields,
we designed an incremental learning setup
where rf-CNN first learns the receptive fields,
rf+sa-CNN*(Incr.) learns the self-attention
only after the rf-CNN has already learned the re-
ceptive fields. Finally,ff+sa-CNN* (Incr.FC;y)
and ff+sa-CNN*(Incr.FCy) inherit the re-
ceptive fields and self-attention structures of
rf+sa-CNN*. Models labelled (Incr.) are
learned incrementally as such, and models la-
belled (Simul.) are traditionally trained simul-
taneously.

3.4 Model training and evaluation
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Figure 3: Incremental learning models setup. (a)
shows the baseline receptive field CNN, equivalent
to Fig. (b) shows (a) augmented with self-
attention and learned incrementally; the «CPBs
are taken from (a) and the remaining layers are
learned. The * denotes slight modification from
rf+sa-CNN, Fig. [Jd), namely ~ is changed to
True. (c), (d) show the result of replacing the
CTL in (b) with a FCL, and learned incremen-
tally; (c) freezes only the center hypercolumn in
the FCL (FC;) whereas (d) allows the FCL to learn
freely (FC2). (c) and (d) have all other layers
taken from (b). The * denotes slight modification
from ff+sa-CNN, Fig. [2(b), namely k in SCPB is
changed to k£ = 1. (Simul.) models are equiva-
lent in architecture, except all blocks are learned.

All models were trained in PyTorch using the Adam optimizer with Ir = 0.001 and mean squared
error (MSE) loss. Hyperparameters were controlled by the validation set. Training and computations
was performed on an in-house computing cluster with GPU (NVIDIA V100 or similar) nodes.

To quantify performance, models were evaluated on two criteria, Pearson correlation and peak tuning
index. Pearson correlation represents the overall tuning similarity between a model’s predicted
responses and the real neuron’s recorded responses. The peak tuning index is used to quantify how
well a model can predict the strongest responses recorded by the real neuron. This lets us evaluate
how well a model can discriminate between images that are strongly excitatory and images that incite
a weak response.

Pearson correlation: The Pearson correlation (CORR.) is taken between neuron responses and
model-predicted responses.



Peak tuning index:  The peak tuning index (PT) is a membership metric of the strongest predictions
above a threshold determined by the top 1% of real responses. PT can be interpreted as the percentage
of the peak that a model captures. The index is calculated as:

_ # of top 1% predictions > min(top 1% real responses)

PT

- S x 100%
# of responses in the top 1%

PT is divided into PT; and PTg, based on how the top 1% predictions is defined. PT; is when
predictions are jointly rank ordered with respect to the real responses. PTg is when predictions are
separately rank ordered independently of the real responses. PT is a stricter measure. Note that
because we train with MSE loss, models are incentivized to minimize the absolute difference between
predictions and real responses, rather than match the curvature of the tuning curve. This minimizes
the risk of PT being misrepresentative due to lateral shifts in the tuning curve.

4 Results

4.1 Self-attention CNN models outperform parameter-matched CNN models

To gauge the efficacy of self-attention in mod- Table 1: Average Pearson correlation for models

eling horizontal interactions, we compared self- trained on M1S1 and M2S1. SEM = 0.009 was
attention CNNs to their parameter-matched consistent across models and monkeys.
CNN counterparts (see Fig. [Z). Both self-

attention models had higher Pearson correla- Mis1 M2S1
tions than the baseline ££-CNN (see Table [I). Model CORR. A f£f-CNN CORR. A ff-CNN
Comparing ££f-CNN and ff+sa-CNN reveals ;i-CNNCNN g-i?g féogg/ 8-3;{ -8:;,0:;7;

. . L) +sa- . 670 . -07/0
that incorporating SA as an additional structure ¢y 0.420  18.6% 0496  14.3%
to integrate horizontal connections improves pre- rf+sa-CNN  0.414 +7.2% 0.486 +2.4%

diction accuracy. ££-CNN has access to the en-
tire image through receptive field expansion via convolutions, and a fully connected readout layer
that incorporates all spatial dependencies. Adding SA as a further mode of surround integration in
ff+sa-CNN proves beneficial. However, due to the integrated interactions between feed-forward and
horizontal operations in £f-CNN and ff+sa-CNN, it is difficult to dissect the exact importance of
each model component.

To address this, we tested models that factorized feed-forward and horizontal interactions. Comparing
f££-CNN and rf+sa-CNN shows that separating spatial and column-wise interactions into SA and
1 x 1 convolutions under a center hypercolumn readout is better at modeling overall tuning than
having joint interactions within 3 x 3 convolutions and a fully connected readout. Furthermore,
because rf+sa-CNN and ff+sa-CNN have similar correlations, factorizing interactions is as effective
as integrating interactions in the presence of a SA block.

We notably observed that rf-CNN had the highest correlation, suggesting that basing predictions
solely on the center receptive field yields the best overall tuning.

ff-CNN ff+sa-CNN rf-CNN rf+sa-CNN
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Figure 4: Tuning curve and Pearson correlation for models. Despite rf-CNN having the largest
correlation, it is clear that £f+sa-CNN is able to capture peak tuning significantly better, at the cost of
a noisier overall tuning. Example shown is M1S1 neuron 238. See[A.4]for population averages.

Pearson correlation, however, is not a holistic measure of similarity in behavior between models and
real neurons. Juxtaposing the tuning curves for each model reveals that despite improved correlations
in rf-CNN, ff+sa-CNN, and rf+sa-CNN, the models have varying peak prediction heights that follow
different trends (example shown in Fig. [).



4.2 Surround information is important for peak tuning
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Figure 5: Average peak tuning indices for models. Top row: bar charts for M1S1. Bot row: bar
charts for M2S1. Left col: average PT; values. Right col: average PT; values. Error bars are SEM.
Models with integrated surround and inter-channel interactions (£f-CNN and ff+sa-CNN) were able
to predict the peak better than models that factorized the two (rf+sa-CNN) or had no surround
interactions at all (rf-CNN). This is supported by both PT ; and PTg values (as shown in Fig. EI)

Models with integrated interactions predicted peak responses the best, despite models with factorized
interactions or no surround interactions having a better correlation. This suggests that the 3 x 3
convolution and fully connected readout are most important for capturing the strongest real responses,
compared to the 1 x 1 convolution and center hypercolumn readout. Therefore, surround information
plays a pivotal role in capturing the tuning peak. In the context of a 3 x 3 convolution and FCL,
we observe that SA provides a significant improvement to peak tuning, as demonstrated by the
comparison between £f-CNN and £f+sa-CNN.

Counter-intuitively, however, rf+sa-CNN had lower PT; and PTg values compared to rf-CNN,
as well as a lower correlation. This means that the addition of self-attention was detrimental to
performance. Moreover, this comparison implies that making predictions based only on the receptive
field is superior to incorporating surround information into the receptive field representation using
self-attention.

4.3 Incremental learning outperforms traditional training methods

Motivated by the poor peak tuning Table 2: Average Pearson correlation for models incremen-
of rf+sa-CNN compared to rf-CNN  tally and simultaneously trained on M1S1 and M2S1. SEM

(see Fig. [5), we conducted an in- = (.009 was consistent across models and monkeys.
cremental training experiment where
models were forced to learn the re- MiS1 M2S1
ceptive field first, before incorporat-  Model (Training Method) ~ CORR. A rf-CNN  CORR. A rf-CNN
ng suerunq information (setup de- ¢ cwn(simul.) 0.420 0.0% 0.496 0.0%
scribed in Fig. [3). Effectively, we —
h factorized the 1 . rf+sa-CNN™ (Simul.) 0.409 —2.6% 0.480 —-3.2%

ave lactorized the learning process  r¢ygq_cnn* (Incr.) 0.421  40.6%  0.493  —0.3%
for each model (in addition to feed- —

! . . ff+sa-CNN* (Simul.) 0.416 —0.8% 0.490 —0.7%

forward and horizontal interactions  tisa-cnw*(incr.Fc;)  0.430  +3.0% 0494  —0.1%
within each model) into the center, ff+sa-CNN* (Incr.FCp)  0.414 —1.3% 0.488 —1.1%

followed by the surround.

While rf-CNN significantly outperformed rf+sa-CNN in both correlation (see Table [2) and peak
tuning (see Fig. [6), we observed that rf+sa-CNN*(Incr.) performed similarly to rf-CNN in
both aspects. rf+sa-CNN* (Incr.)’s simultaneously trained counterpart, rf+sa-CNN* (Simul.),
produced a similar drop in performance from rf-CNN as rf+sa-CNN did. rf+sa-CNN* (Incr.) also
outperformed rf+sa-CNN* (Simul.) in both correlation and peak tuning. Thus, in a factorized
model, learning to process the neuron’s receptive field first before considering any surround informa-
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Figure 6: Average peak tuning indices for incrementally and simultaneously trained models. Top
row: bar charts for M1S1. Bot row: bar charts for M2S1. Left col: average PT ; values. Right col:
average PT values. Error bars are SEM.

tion is superior to trying to do both simultaneously. Furthermore, self-attention, when configured
with a CTL readout, is not a sufficient mechanism in capturing the tuning peak on its own.

All £f+sa-CNN* models saw an improvement in PT ; and PTg over all rf+sa-CNN* models. This
indicates that either the FCL layer is the most important factor in predicting peak responses, or that
constraining the readout to CTL in rf+sa-CNN* does not allow for adequate error propagation to
the self-attention block during training, causing self-attention to be poorly learned and preventing
performance improvements.

Comparing the peak tuning of £f+sa-CNN* (Incr.FCs) to ff+sa-CNN* (Simul.), we conclude
that by first fixating the center receptive field from rf-CNN and surround modulation on the center
from rf+sa-CNN* (Incr. ), and then aggregating all spatial information through the FCL, we can
greatly improve the peak performance. Thus, using a guided learning approach with upstream fixation
and downstream flexibility allows us to achieve performance similar to the ff+sa-CNN (performance
shown in Table|l|and Fig. E]), when the model would have been otherwise much more limited if
learned simultaneously (ff+sa-CNN* (Simul.)). Note that the only difference between ff+sa-CNN
and ff+sa-CNN* isa 3 x 3 versus 1 x 1 in the SCPB layers, respectively. This means that we do not
need to rely on convolution for spatial integration after the self-attention layer for modeling these
neurons if we train the model incrementally.

Now, if we instead elect to fixate modules both upstream and downstream as in
ff+sa-CNN*(Incr.FC;), and learn only the surround information in the FCL layer (the center
hypercolumn contribution is fixed), we observe a weaker peak tuning compared to the same model
trained simultaneously, but a much stronger correlation. Because we’ve fixated the center contribution
from rf+sa-CNN* (Incr.), a model that funnels all information into the center hypercolumn, this
result is consistent with the idea that the center receptive field is important for overall tuning, whereas
the allowing for surround-center integration is important for the tuning peak.

4.4 Incremental learning emphasizes the contribution of the classical receptive field

When we decompose the center and surround contributions to the final prediction from the hyper-
columns in the FCL, we observe that in ff+sa-CNN* (Incr.FCy) the center is the primary constituent
(as shown in Fig. [7). We further find that the surround selectively strengthens the prediction in the
cases where the center is already strong, providing evidence that the surround is directly critical
for peak tuning. These effects are not seen in ff+sa-CNN* (Simul.). When we train the model
simultaneously, the center hypercolumn is not learned to become the strongest constituent. Instead,
the contributions from the hypercolumns become evenly dispersed.
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Figure 7: Average FCL decomposition of £f+sa-CNN* when trained differently. The center contribu-
tion (green) and the total surround contribution (pink) sum to the prediction tuning curve (orange).
Plots are rank ordered with respect to predicted responses. Averages are calculated by plotting
rank ordered decomposed tuning curve for each neuron, then averaging across each image number.
Individual contributions from hypercolumns can be found in E}

Although ff+sa-CNN* (Incr.FCs) has the freedom to weigh the contributions of each hypercolumn
in the final layer freely, we observed that incremental learning incentivizes the center hypercolumn to
be the major contributor to the response prediction, and allows the surround to modulate the center.
The same model learned simultaneously, however, learned an evenly distributed contribution across
hypercolumns, with the receptive field center playing a far smaller role, in contrast to biology (Fig.

7).

5 Discussion

In this paper, we analyzed the incorporation of the self-attention mechanism into existing deep-
learning models of cortical neurons. Self-attention resembles the three-way interactions found in
probabilistic graphical models, allowing for center-surround interactions to be modulated by contex-
tual variables, which can implement the flexible gating mechanism for modeling V1 neural responses
[4,18]. There are a number of interesting findings in this work that illuminate our understanding
of cortical computation and neural codes. First, surround information is necessary for strong peak
tuning. Although rf-CNN produced the highest Pearson correlation (see Table [I) for the overall
neuronal tuning curves of the neurons, incorporation of surround information using at least two of the
three contextual modulation mechanisms (convolutions, self-attention, or fully connected readout) is
critical in modeling the neurons’ tuning peaks (see Fig. [5). This suggests the peak tuning of many V1
neurons involves recurrent circuits and contextual processing. Second, convolutional expansion of the
receptive field as a context mechanism, i.e. the SCPB layers with 3 x 3 kernels, is not critical. Their
contributions can be replaced by the self-attention mechanism learned incrementally (see £f+sa-CNN
in Fig. [ versus £f+sa-CNN* (Incr.FCy) in Fig. [6). Third, feedforward CNNs augmented with
self-attention, particularly when trained incrementally, provide better performing and "biologically
realistic" models. Traditionally trained self-attention models improve overall tuning (see £f+sa-CNN
in Table[T]and £f+sa-CNN* (Simul.) in Table2), but display evenly distributed contributions from
the center and surround in the FCL fully connected layer (see £f+sa-CNN*(Simul.) in Fig. [7).
Incrementally trained self-attention models learn to strongly emphasize receptive field contributions
over surround contributions, even when the contribution weights from the RF center hypercolumn
are not frozen (see £f+sa-CNN* (Incr.FC;) and ff+sa-CNN* (Incr.FCy) in Fig. . Finally,
self-attention standalone is not self-sufficient for capturing peak responses; rather, it serves as a
complementary mechanism that bolsters the fully connected readout, which is the critical factor
for peak tuning (see Fig[5]and Fig. [6). This may be because SA is primarily modifying only the
center hypercolumn using three-way interactions, whereas FCL has fuller access to surrounding
information and can integrate them explicitly. We further observed that models that can capture peak
tuning exhibit interpretable contextual modulation, such as association fields, in the self-attention
module (see[A.6). Self-attention models also prove to be more data efficient (see[A.7). A limitation
of our work is that we do not fully understand the nature of the complementary interaction between
self-attention and the fully connected layer in integrating contextual information. Further theoretical
and experimental studies are required to characterize these interactions and understand how they are
implemented by biological circuits.



Broader impacts and ethics statement Animal experiments involved in this study advance our
understanding of the neural codes in the brain, and all procedures have been approved by the
institutional animal care and use committee. This is a computational neuroscience study investigating
self-attention and CNNs for modeling neurons, which is important for understanding neural codes
and neural processing in the brain. The results may contribute towards the development of more
powerful artificial intelligence (AI) and deep learning models. While advancing Al can yield both
positive and negative societal impacts, furthering our collective understanding of deep learning and
neuroscience is essential for countering misuse by malicious actors in this technological race.
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A Appendix

A.1 V mapping parameter + in self-attention

In the self-attention layer (as shown in Fig. [2), the V mapping parameter  allows further factorization
of inter-channel mixing and spatial interactions. Toggling v = False removes the transformed value
vector, and attention weights instead directly on the input representation. Note that the v parameter
does make a difference performance wise. The only difference between rf+sa-CNN* and rf+sa-CNN
is the presence of a SA with v = True block in the former and a SA with v = False block in the latter.
rf+sa-CNN* has better correlation, PT 7, and PTg values, meaning allowing for the V mapping in
SA allows for more flexibility, despite the lack of a 3 x 3 convolution and FCL layer in these models.

A.2 CTL channel number bottleneck

In models with a CTL readout, the final layer is performing a 30 to 1 or 32 to 1 weighted sum,
depending on the number of channels. Thus, an issue we considered was that such a narrow final
layer would inhibit proper backpropagation of error signals to upstream modules. To address the
concern of a 30 — 1 mapping in the CTL layer being too tight of a an initial bottleneck, we trained
rf+sa-CNN with ¢ = 375 channels, so that it would have a 375 — 1 CTL mapping instead. The
results were comparable to the rf+sa-CNN with ¢ = 30, meaning the drop in performance from
rf-CNN cannot be attributed to a parameter bottleneck.

A.3 Importance of post-self-attention channel mixing

Additionally, we tested self-attention models without post-SA convolutions (i.e. no SCPB layers) and
observed sharp drops in performances compared to baseline CNNs. This suggests that inter-channel
mixing is crucial in processing the output of self-attention into a interpretable representation by the
readout layer. We note that transformer block in modern computer vision models employ a multi-layer
perceptron immediately after self-attention, which aligns with our findings.

To compare the importance of the 3 x 3 versus 1 x 1 kernel size and FCL vs CTL readout as a means
of incorporating surround information, we compared the following models: [«CPB — aCPB —
SA(y = True) — SCPB(k = 1)— SCPB(k = 1) — FCL] <= [aCPB — aCPB — SA(y = True)
— BCPB(k = 3)— BCPB(k = 3) — CTL].

The former with SCPB(k = 1) and FCL outperformed the latter with SCPB(k = 3) and CTL.
Thus, direct access to all spatial features with a fully connected layer is stronger than convolving
the surround into the center. We observe that the FCL is the strongest factor for predicting the peak
responses, and is bolstered by the addition SA, as £f+sa-CNN outperforms ££-CNN in peak tuning.

A.4 Performance of different models in predicting population tuning curves

Differences in peak tuning can also be observed in the population tuning curves (see Fig. [§). Average
curves are derived by calculating rank ordered tuning curves for each neuron individually, then
averaging over the image number across neurons.

f£-CNN

rf-CNN

ff+sa-CNN

rf+sa-CNN
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Figure 8: Population average tuning curves for M1S1.
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A.5 FCL decomposition: average contribution from each hypercolumn

Fig. [7]plots the individual contribution of the center hypercolumn with the sum of all surrounding

hypercolumns. We observed an evenly distributed contribution from all hypercolumns in the simulta-

neously trained model, but a strong center contribution in incrementally learned models. This effect

is further observed when we display the average contribution of each hypercolumn (see Fig[9).
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Figure 9: Average FCL contribution from each hypercolumn for M1S1. Center hypercolumn outlined
in red. Each heatmap is independently contrast normalized. Note that the distribution in the first
heatmap is evenly distributed compared to the others (see contrast scale).

A.6 Models that can capture peak tuning exhibit interpretable contextual modulation such as
association fields in the self-attention module

Comparing the attention highlighting between self-attention models from the incremental learning
experiment, we observe that models learned incrementally have a more focused attention versus
equivalent-architecture counterparts trained simultaneously (as shown in Fig. [I0). Models
with strong peak tuning, which incorporate the surround properly, displays association field
effects, focusing on similar patterns as present in the receptor field. Furthermore, because of
the incremental freezing scheme between all incremental models, they have the same attention
despite variations in the readout layer. However, incremental models display a focused atten-
tion, meaning the initially trained SA representation using the CTL (in rf+sa-CNN*(Incr))
allows for proper learning of attention weights. This further supports that the 30 to 1 paramter
bottleneck in the CTL is not a limiting factor, and the the gain in performance in the latter incremen-
tal models (in ff+sa-CNN* (Incr.FC;) and ff+sa-CNN* (Incr.FCy)) are associated with the FCL.

rf+sa-CNN*(Simul.) rf+sa-CNN*(Incr.) ff+sa-CNN*(Simul.)
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Figure 10: Attention highlighting for incremental learning models. Top two highest response inducing
image are shown for M1S1 neuron 153. Note that rf+sa-CNN* (Incr), ff+sa-CNN* (Incr.FCy),
and ff+sa-CNN* (Incr.FCs) all have the same attention map due to the freezing scheme. The center
hypercolumn is queried for highlighted images.




A.7 Self-attention CNNs are data efficient

We trained baseline feedforward CNN models and their counterparts with self-attention at various
training dataset sizes. We conclude that percentage improvements over £f-CNN are furthered at lower
data constraints (as shown in Table [3)), alluding to the potential efficiency of SA in accumulating

surround information compared to other context mechanisms.

Table 3: Average Pearson correlation for models trained at different data sizes of M1S1. SEM

= 0.008 was consistent across models.

25% of M1S1 50% of M1S1
Model A CORR. of ff-CNN  PT; PTs ACORR.of ff-CNN  PT; PTs
f££-CNN 0.0% 0.232 1.026 0.0% 0.762 1.556
ff+sa-CNN +7.2% 0.927 1.656 +7.6% 1.026 2.715
rf-CNN +26.9% 0.000 0.000 +21.1% 0.000 0.000
rf+sa-CNN +23.6% 0.000  0.000 +19.8% 0.000  0.000

A.8 Code for experiments

The code is hosted at the github repository: https://anonymous.4open.science/r/sacnn/
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