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ABSTRACT

Determining the similarities and differences between humans and artificial intelligence is an important
goal both in machine learning and cognitive neuroscience. However, similarities in representations
only inform us about the degree of alignment, not the factors that determine it. Drawing upon
recent developments in cognitive science, we propose a generic framework for yielding comparable
representations in humans and deep neural networks (DNN). Applying this framework to humans
and a DNN model of natural images revealed a low-dimensional DNN embedding of both visual
and semantic dimensions. In contrast to humans, DNNs exhibited a clear dominance of visual
over semantic features, indicating divergent strategies for representing images. While in-silico
experiments showed seemingly-consistent interpretability of DNN dimensions, a direct comparison
between human and DNN representations revealed substantial differences in how they process
images. By making representations directly comparable, our results reveal important challenges for
representational alignment, offering a means for improving their comparability.

Today’s deep neural networks (DNNs) have shown remarkable performance, offering powerful models that often
approach or even exceed human performance across diverse perceptual and cognitive benchmarks. Paralleling their
success in machine learning, recent work in computational cognitive neuroscience has demonstrated striking similarities
between artificial and biological processing systems [Güçlü and van Gerven, 2015, Khaligh-Razavi and Kriegeskorte,
2014, Yamins et al., 2014, Kubilius et al., 2016, Rajalingham et al., 2015]. This has sparked considerable interest in
linking DNN representations and behaviors to those found in humans. From the machine learning perspective, under-
standing the limitations of DNNs can support the development of artificial intelligence systems that are better aligned
with humans, promising improved and more robust performance [Sucholutsky et al., 2023]. From the computational
cognitive neuroscience perspective, DNNs with stronger human alignment promise to be better candidate computational
models of human cognition and behavior [Cichy and Kaiser, 2019, Lindsay, 2021, Kanwisher et al., 2023, Doerig et al.,
2023].

Much previous research on the alignment of human and artificial visual systems has compared behavioral strategies
(e.g., classification) in both systems and has revealed important limitations in the generalization performance of DNNs
[Rajalingham et al., 2018, Geirhos et al., 2018, Rosenfeld et al., 2018, Beery et al., 2018, Szegedy et al., 2013]. Other
work has focused on directly comparing cognitive and neural representations in humans to those in DNNs, using
methods such as representational similarity analysis [RSA; Kriegeskorte et al., 2008] or linear regression [Attarian
et al., 2020, Roads and Love, 2020, Peterson et al., 2018, Muttenthaler et al., 2023a]. This quantification of alignment
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Fig. 1 | Overview: A computational framework that captures core DNN object representations in analogy to humans by
simulating behavioral decisions in an odd-one-out task. a, The triplet odd-one-out task, where a human participant or a DNN
is presented a set of three images and is asked to select the image that is most different from the others. b, Sampling approach of
odd-one-out decisions from DNN representations. First, a dot-product similarity space is constructed from DNN features. Next, for a
given triplet of objects, the most similar pair in this similarity space is identified, making the remaining object the odd-one-out. c,
Illustration of the computational modeling approach to learn a lower-dimensional object representation for human participants and
the DNN, optimized to predict behavioral choices made in the triplet task. d, Schematic depiction of the interpretability pipeline that
allows predicting object embeddings from pretrained DNN features.

has led to a direct comparison of numerous DNNs across diverse visual tasks [Conwell et al., 2022, Schrimpf et al.,
2018, Muttenthaler et al., 2023b, Wang et al., 2023], highlighting the role of factors such as architecture, training data,
or learning objective in determining the similarity to humans [Storrs et al., 2021, Conwell et al., 2022, Muttenthaler
et al., 2023a, Wang et al., 2023].

Despite the appeal of global metrics for comparing the representational alignment of humans and DNNs, they only
provide a quantification of the degree of representational or behavioral alignment. However, without explicit hypotheses
about potential causes for misalignment, global metrics are limited in their explanatory scope of what features determine
this degree of alignment, that is, what representational factors underlie the similarities and differences between
humans and DNNs. While diverse methods for interpreting DNN activations have been developed at various levels of
analysis, ranging from single units to entire layers [Bau et al., 2020, Zhou et al., 2018, Morcos et al., 2018], the direct
comparability to human representations has remained a key challenge.

Inspired by recent work in the cognitive sciences that has revealed core visual and semantic representational dimensions
underlying human similarity judgments of object images [Hebart et al., 2020], here we propose a framework for
systematically analyzing and comparing the dimensions underlying the representations in DNNs and humans. In
this work, we apply this framework to human visual similarity judgments and representations in a DNN trained to
classify natural images. Our approach reveals numerous interpretable DNN dimensions that appear to reflect both visual
and semantic image properties and that appear to be well-aligned to humans. In contrast to humans who showed a
dominance of semantic over visual dimensions, DNNs exhibited a striking visual bias, which only emulates human
semantic behavior. While psychophysical experiments on DNN dimensions underscored their global interpretability, a
face-to-face comparison of dimensions with humans revealed that DNN representations in fact only approximate human
representations but lack the consistency expected from feature-specific visual and semantic dimensions. Together, our
results reveal key factors underlying the representational alignment and misalignment between humans and DNNs, shed
light on potentially divergent representational strategies, and highlight the potential of this approach for identifying
determinants of the similarities and differences between both domains.

1 Results

To improve the comparability of human and DNN representations, we aimed at identifying the similarities and
differences in key dimensions underlying their image representations. To achieve this aim, we treated the neural network
analogous to a human participant carrying out a cognitive behavioral experiment and then derived representational
embeddings both from human similarity judgments and a DNN on the same behavioral task. This approach ensured
direct comparability between human and DNN representations. As a behavioral task, we chose a triplet odd-one-out
similarity task, where from a set of three object images i, j, k a participant has to select the most dissimilar object (Fig.
1a). In this task, the perceived similarity between two images i and j is defined as the probability of choosing these
images to belong together across varying contexts imposed by a third object image k. By virtue of providing minimal
contexts, the odd-one-out task highlights the information sufficient for capturing the similarity between object images
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Fig. 2 | Representational embeddings inferred from human and DNN behavior. a, Visualization of example dimensions from
human- and DNN-derived representational embeddings, with a selection of dimensions that had been rated as semantic, mixed
visual-semantic, and visual, alongside their dimension labels obtained from human judgments. Note that the displayed images reflect
only images with a public domain license and not the full image set [Stoinski et al., 2023] b, Rating procedure for each dimension,
which was based on visualizing the top k images according to their numeric weights. Human participants labeled each of the human
and DNN dimensions as predominantly semantic, visual, mixed visual-semantic, or unclear (unclear ratings not shown: 7.35% of all
dimensions for humans, 8.57% for VGG-16). c, Relative importance of dimensions labeled as visual and semantic, where VGG-16
exhibited a dominance of visual and mixed dimensions relative to humans that showed a clear dominance of semantic dimensions.

i and j across diverse contexts. In addition, it approximates human categorization behavior for arbitrary visual and
semantic categories, even for quite diverse sets of objects [Zheng et al., 2019, Hebart et al., 2020, Muttenthaler et al.,
2022]. Thus, by focusing on the building blocks of categorization which underlies diverse behaviors, this task is ideally
suited for comparing object representations between humans and DNNs.

For humans, we used a set of 4.7 million publicly available odd-one-out judgments [Hebart et al., 2023] on 1,854
diverse object images, derived from the THINGS object concept and image database [Hebart et al., 2019]. For the DNN,
we collected similarity judgments for 24,102 images of the same objects used for humans (1,854 objects, 13 examples
per object). We used a larger set of object images since the DNN was less limited by constraints in dataset size than
humans. This allowed us to obtain more precise estimates of their representation. As a DNN, we chose a pretrained
VGG-16 model [Simonyan and Zisserman, 2014], given its common use in the computational cognitive neurosciences.
Specifically, this network has been shown to exhibit good correspondence to both human behavior [Geirhos et al., 2018]
and measured neural activity [Güçlü and van Gerven, 2015, Schrimpf et al., 2018, Nonaka et al., 2021] and performs
well at predicting human similarity judgments [Jozwik et al., 2017, Peterson et al., 2018, King et al., 2019, Storrs et al.,
2021, Kaniuth and Hebart, 2022, Muttenthaler et al., 2023a]. However, for completeness, we additionally ran similar
analyses for a broader range of neural network architectures (see Supplementary Information A). We focused on the
penultimate layer activations as they reflect the most high-level abstraction of the input and are thus representationally
closer to the behavioral outputs. For the DNN, we generated a dataset of behavioral odd-one-out choices for the 24,102
object images (Fig. 1b). To this end, we first extracted the DNN layer activations for all images. Next, for a given triplet
of activations zi, zj and zk, we computed the dot product between each pair as a measure of similarity, then identified
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the most similar pair of images in this triplet, and designated the remaining third image as the odd-one-out. Given the
excessively large number of possible triplets for all 24,102 images, we approximated the full set of object choices from
a random subset of 20 million triplets [Jain et al., 2016].

From both sets of available triplet choices, we next generated two representational embeddings, one for humans and one
for the DNN. In these embeddings, each object is characterized by a set of representational dimensions. The embeddings
were optimized for predicting the odd-one-out choices in humans and DNNs, respectively. For comparability to
previous work in humans [Zheng et al., 2019, Hebart et al., 2020, Muttenthaler et al., 2022], we imposed sparsity and
non-negativity constraints on the optimization, which support their interpretability and provide cognitive plausible
criteria for dimensions[Hebart et al., 2020, 2023, Hoyer, 2002, Murphy et al., 2012, Fyshe et al., 2015]. Sparsity limited
the number of dimensions used, while non-negativity ensured dimensions only added to the explanation of behavior
without canceling each other out. During training, each randomly initialized embedding was optimized using a recent
variational embedding technique [Muttenthaler et al., 2022] (see Methods for details). The optimization resulted in two
stable, low-dimensional embeddings, with 70 reproducible dimensions for the DNN embedding and 68 for the human
embedding. The DNN embedding captured 84.03% of the total variance in image-to-image similarity, while the human
embedding captured 90.85% of the explainable variance given the empirical noise ceiling of the dataset.

1.1 DNN dimensions reflect diverse conceptual and perceptual properties

Having identified stable, low-dimensional embeddings that are predictive of triplet odd-one-out judgments, we first
assessed the interpretability of each identified DNN dimension by visualizing object images with large numeric weights.
In addition to this qualitative assessment, we validated these observations for the DNN by asking 12 (6 female, 6
male) human participants to provide labels for each dimension separately. Similar to the core semantic and visual
dimensions underlying odd-one-out judgments in humans described previously [Hebart et al., 2020, Muttenthaler et al.,
2022, Hebart et al., 2023], the DNN embedding yielded many interpretable dimensions, which appeared to reflect both
semantic and visual properties of objects. The semantic dimensions included taxonomic membership (e.g. food-related,
technology-related, home-related) and other knowledge-related features (e.g. softness), while the visual dimensions
reflected visual-perceptual attributes (e.g. round, green, stringy), with some dimensions reflecting a composite of
semantic and visual features (e.g. green and organic) (Fig. 2a). Of note, the DNN dimensions also revealed a sensitivity
to basic shapes, including roundness, boxiness and tube-shape. This suggests that, in line with earlier studies [Hermann
et al., 2020, Singer et al., 2022], DNNs indeed learn to represent basic shape features, an aspect that might not be
apparent in their overt behavior [Geirhos et al., 2019].

Despite the apparent similarities, there were, however, also striking differences found between humans and the DNN.
First, overall, DNN dimensions were less interpretable than human dimensions, as confirmed by the evaluation of all
dimensions by two independent raters (see Supplementary Information B). This indicates a global difference in how
the DNN assigns images as being conceptually similar to each other. Second, while human dimensions were clearly
dominated by semantic properties, many DNN dimensions were more visual-perceptual in nature or reflected a mixture
of visual and semantic information. We quantified this observation by asking the same two independent experts to rate
human and DNN dimensions according to whether they were primarily visual-perceptual, semantic, reflected a mixture
of both, or were unclear (Fig. 2b). To confirm that the results were not an arbitrary byproduct of the chosen DNN
architecture, we provided the raters with four additional DNNs for which we had computed additional representational
embeddings. The results revealed a clear dominance of semantic dimensions in humans, with only a small number of
mixed dimensions. In contrast, for DNNs we found a consistently larger proportion of dimensions that were dominated
by visual information or that reflected a mixture of both visual and semantic information (Fig. 2c, Supplemental Fig.
S1b) for all DNNs). This demonstrates a clear difference in the relative weight that humans and DNNs assign to visual
and semantic information, respectively.

1.2 Linking DNN dimensions to their interpretability

Despite the overall differences in human and DNN representational dimensions, the DNN also contained many
dimensions that appeared to be interpretable and comparable to those found in humans. Next, we aimed at testing to
what degree these interpretable dimensions truly reflected specific visual or semantic properties, or whether they only
superficially appeared to show this correspondence. To this end, we experimentally and causally manipulated images
and observed the impact on dimension scores. Beyond general interpretability, these analyses further establish which
visual features in each image drive individual dimensions and thus determine image representations.

Image manipulation requires a direct mapping from input images to the embedding dimensions. Since the embedding
dimensions were derived using a sampling based approach, this prohibits a direct link to manipulated or novel images.
To overcome this challenge, we used ℓ2-regularized linear regression for linking penultimate layer activations of the
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Fig. 3 | Relevance of image features for embedding dimension. a, General methodology of the approach. We used Grad-CAM
[Selvaraju et al., 2017] to visualize the importance of distinct image parts based on the gradients of the penultimate DNN features
that we initially used to sample triplet choices. The gradients were obtained in our fully differentiable interpretability model with
respect to a dimension w in our embedding. b, We visualize the heatmaps for three different images and dimensions. Each column
shows the relevance of parts of an image for that dimension. For this figure, we filtered the embedding by images available in the
public domain. Images used under a CC0 license, from Flickr: Cezary Borysiuk, Wojtek Szkutnik.

DNN to each individual dimension of the learned embedding (Fig. 1d). Penultimate layer activations were indeed highly
predictive of each embedding dimension, with all dimensions exceeding an R2 of 75%, and the majority exceeding
85%. Thus, this allowed us to accurately predict dimension values for novel images.

Having established an end-to-end mapping between input image and individual object dimensions, we next used three
approaches to both probe the consistency of the interpretation and identify dimension-specific image features. First,
to identify image regions relevant for each individual dimension, we used Grad-CAM [Selvaraju et al., 2017], an
established technique for providing visual explanations. Grad-CAM generates heatmaps that highlight the image
regions that are most influential for model predictions. Unlike traditional usage, which often focuses on creating visual
explanations for model categorizations (e.g., dog vs. cat), we employed Grad-CAM to reveal what image regions drive
the dimensions in the DNN embedding. The results of this analysis are illustrated with example images in Figure 3.
Object dimensions were indeed driven by different image regions that contain relevant information, in line with the
dimension’s interpretation derived from human ratings and suggesting that the representations captured by the DNN’s
penultimate layer allow distinguishing between different object parts that carry different functional significance.

As a second image explanation approach, to specifically highlight what image features drive a dimension, we used
a generative image model to create novel images optimized for maximizing values of a given dimension [Montavon
et al., 2018, Yosinski et al., 2015, Erhan et al., 2009]. Unlike conventional activation maximization that targets a
single DNN unit or a cluster of units, our approach aimed to selectively amplify activation in dimensions of the DNN
embedding across the entire DNN layer, using a pretrained generative adversarial neural network [StyleGAN XL; Sauer
et al., 2022]). The results of this procedure are shown in Figure 4b. The approach successfully generated images with
high scores in the dimensions of our DNN embedding. Indeed, the properties highlighted by these generated images
appear to align with the common interpretation of each specific dimension, again suggesting that the DNN embedding
contained conceptually meaningful and coherent object properties similar to those found in humans.

Third, given that different visual features naturally co-occur across images, in order to tease apart their respective
contribution, we causally manipulated individual image features and observed the effect on predicted DNN dimensions.
We exemplify this approach with manipulations in color, object shape, and background (see Supplementary Information
C). The results largely confirmed our predictions, leading to specific decreases or increases of activation in dimensions
that appeared to be representing these features.
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1.3 Factors underlying similarities and differences between humans and DNNs

The previous results have confirmed the overall consistency and interpretation of the DNN’s visual and semantic dimen-
sions based on common interpretability techniques. However, a direct comparison with human image representations is
crucial for identifying which representational dimensions align well and which do not. Traditional representational
similarity analysis (RSA) provides a global metric of representational alignment, revealing a moderate correlation
(Pearson’s r = 0.55) between the representational similarity matrices (RSMs) of humans and the DNN (Fig. 5a). While
this indicates some degree of alignment in object image representations, it does not clarify the factors driving this
alignment. To address this challenge, we directly compared pairs of dimensions from both embeddings, pinpointing
which dimensions contributed the most to the overall alignment and which dimensions were less well aligned.

For each human dimension, we identified the most strongly correlated DNN dimension, once without replacement
(unique) and once with replacement, and sorted the dimensions based on their fit (Fig. 5b). This revealed a close
alignment, with Pearson’s reaching up to r = 0.80 for a select few dimensions which gradually declined across other
representational dimensions. To determine whether the global representational similarity was driven by just a few
well-aligned dimensions or required a broader spectrum of dimensions, we assessed the number of dimensions needed
to explain human similarity judgments. The analysis revealed that 40 dimensions were required to capture 95% of the
variance in representational similarity with the human RSM (Fig. 5c). Although this number is much smaller than the
original 4096-dimensional VGG-16 layer, these results demonstrate that the global representational similarity is not
solely driven by a small number of well-aligned dimensions.

Given the imperfect alignment of DNN and human dimensions, we explored the similarities and differences in the
stimuli represented by these dimensions. For each dimension, we identified which images were most representative of
both humans and the DNN. Crucially, to highlight the discrepancies between the two domains, we then identified which
images exhibited strong dimension values for humans but weak values for the DNN, and vice versa (Fig. 5d-f). While
the results indicated similar visual and semantic representations in the most representative images, they also exposed
clear divergences in dimension meanings. For instance, in an animal-related dimension, humans consistently represented
animals even for images where the DNN exhibited very low dimension values. Conversely, the DNN dimension strongly
represented objects that were not animals, such as natural objects, cages, or mesh (Fig. 5d). Similarly, a string-related
dimension maintained a string-like representation in humans but included other objects in the DNN that were not
string-like, potentially reflecting features related to thin, curvy objects or specific image features (Fig. 5f).

1.4 Relevance of object dimensions for DNN and human categorization behavior

Since internal representations do not necessarily translate into behavior, we next addressed whether this misalignment
would translate to downstream behavioral choices. To this end, we employed a jackknife resampling procedure to
determine the relevance of individual dimensions for odd-one-out choices. For each triplet, we iteratively pruned
dimensions in both the human and DNN embeddings and observed changes in the predicted probabilities of selecting
the odd-one-out, yielding an importance score for each dimension for the odd-one-out choice (Fig. 6a). The results of
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similarity matrices reconstructed from the human and VGG-16 embedding. b, Pairwise correlations between human and VGG-16
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of the number of DNN dimensions. The black line shows the number of dimensions required to explain 95% of the variance. d-f,
Intersection (red and blue regions) and differences (orange and green regions) between three highly correlating human and DNN
dimensions. For this figure, we filtered the embedding by images from the public domain.

this analysis showed that while humans and DNNs often aligned in both their representations and choices, a sizable
fraction of choices exhibited the same behavior despite strong differences in representations (Fig. 6b). For behavioral
choices, the semantic bias in humans was enhanced, as evidenced by an even stronger importance of semantic relative
to visual or mixed dimensions in humans as compared to DNNs. Individual triplet choices were affected not only by
semantic but also by visual dimensions (Fig. 6c-f). Together, these results demonstrate that the differences in how
humans and DNNs represent object images not only translate into behavioral choices but are also further amplified in
their categorization behavior.

2 Discussion

A key challenge in understanding the similarities and differences in humans and artificial intelligence (AI) lies in
establishing ways to make these two domains directly comparable. Overcoming this challenge would allow us to
identify strategies for making AI more human-like [Geirhos et al., 2018] and for using AI as effective models of human
perception and cognition. In this work, we propose a framework to identify interpretable factors that determine the
similarities and differences between human and AI representations. In this framework, these factors can be identified by
using the same experiment to probe behavior in humans and AI systems and applying the same computational strategy
to the natural and artificial responses for inferring their respective interpretable embeddings. We successfully applied
this approach to human similarity judgments and representations in a deep neural network (DNN) trained to classify
natural images, thus allowing for a direct, meaningful comparison of the representations between both domains.
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Our results revealed that the DNN contained representations that appeared to be similar to those found in humans, ranging
from visual (e.g., "white", "circular/round", "transparent") to semantic features (e.g., "food-related", "fire-related").
However, a direct comparison to humans showed largely different strategies for arriving at these representations. While
human representations were dominated by semantic dimensions, the DNN exhibited a pronounced bias towards visual
or mixed visual-semantic dimensions. In addition, a face-to-face comparison of seemingly aligned dimensions revealed
that DNNs only approximated the semantic representations found in humans. These different strategies were also
reflected in their behavior, where similar behavioral outcomes were based on different embedding dimensions. Thus,
despite seemingly well aligned human and DNN representations at a global level, deriving dimensions underlying the
representational similarities provided a more complete and more fine-grained picture of this alignment, revealing the
nature of the representational strategies that humans and DNNs use [Sucholutsky et al., 2023, Cichy and Kaiser, 2019,
Kanwisher et al., 2023].
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While previous approaches like RSA [Kornblith et al., 2019, Kriegeskorte et al., 2008] are particularly useful for
comparing one or multiple representational spaces, they typically only provide a global quantitative measure of
alignment and require explicit hypotheses and comparisons to other explicit models of representation to determine what
it is about the representational space that drives human alignment. In contrast, other approaches have focused specifically
on the interpretability of DNN representations [Zhou et al., 2018, Morcos et al., 2018, Erhan et al., 2009, Mahendran
and Vedaldi, 2015, Nguyen et al., 2019, Bau et al., 2017, 2020] but either provide very specific local measures about
DNN units or have limited direct comparability to human representations, given that the same interpretability methods
can typically not be applied to understand human mental representations. Our framework combines the strengths of the
comparability gained from RSA and existing interpretability methods to understand image processing in DNNs. We
applied common interpretability methods to show that our work allows for detailed experimental testing and causal
probing of DNN representations and behavior in response to diverse images. Yet only the direct comparison to human
representations revealed the diverging representational strategies of humans and DNNs and thus limitations of the
visualization techniques we used [Geirhos et al., 2023].

Our results are consistent with previous work indicating that DNNs make use of "shortcut" strategies that deviate from
those used in humans [Geirhos et al., 2020, Hermann et al., 2023]. Beyond the existing known biases, here we found
a visual bias in DNNs that diverges from a more semantic bias in humans that underlies similarity judgments. This
semantic bias is in line with the known ability of humans to abstract away from their immediate percept and their ability
to structure the visual world based on their knowledge about the objects and their meaning [Palmeri and Gauthier, 2004].
In contrast, even the highest layers in DNNs carry representations that continue to exhibit striking visual biases to solve
the tasks they had been trained on, including image classification or relating images to text. While the identification of
the visual bias is useful for understanding differences in representations and behavior, future work needs to determine
the foundation of this bias and what changes in architectures or training are required to reduce it.

The framework introduced in this work can be expanded in multiple ways. Future work could translate this approach to
a comprehensive overview across arbitrary DNN architectures, training objectives, or training datasets [Muttenthaler
et al., 2023a,b, Conwell et al., 2022], which could reveal specific strategies for increasing representational alignment
[Peterson et al., 2018, Fel et al., 2022]. Varying the behavioral task beyond an odd-one-out task could further establish
the alignment and misalignment according to behaviors beyond categorization. Finally, the framework could be applied
to other domains, including brain recordings or other types of stimuli. Together, this framework promises a more
comprehensive understanding of the relationship between human and AI representations, providing the potential to
identify better candidate models of human cognition and behavior and more human-aligned artificial cognitive systems.

3 Methods

3.1 Triplet odd-one-out task

In the triplet odd-one-out task, participants are presented with three objects and must select the one that doesn’t fit.
We define a dataset D := {({is, js, ks}, {as, bs})}ns=1 where n is the total number of triplets and {is, js, ks} is a set
of three unique objects, with {as, bs} being the pair among them determined as most similar. We used a dataset of
human responses collected by Hebart et al. [2020] to learn an embedding of human object concepts. In addition, we
simulated the triplet choices from a DNN. For the DNN, we simulated these choices by computing the dot product of
the penultimate layer activation zi ∈ R+ after applying the ReLU function, where Sij = z⊤

i zj . The most similar pair
{as, bs} was then identified by the largest dot-product:

{as, bs} = argmax
(xs,ys)∈{(is,js),(is,ks),(js,ks)}

{z⊤
xs
zys}. (1)

Using this approach, we sampled triplet odd-one-out choices for a total of 20 million triplets for the DNN.

3.2 Embedding optimization and pruning

Optimization. Let W ∈ Rm×p denote a randomly initialized embedding matrix, where p = 150 is the initial
embedding dimensionality. To learn interpretable concept embeddings, we used VICE, an approximate Bayesian
inference approach [Muttenthaler et al., 2022]. VICE performs mean-field variational inference to approximate the
posterior distribution p(W |D) with a variational distribution, qθ(W ), where qθ ∈ Q.

VICE imposes sparsity on the embeddings using a spike-and-slab Gaussian mixture prior to update the variational
parameters θ. This prior encourages shrinkage towards zero, with the spike approximating a Dirac delta function at
zero (responsible for sparsity) and the slab modeled as a wide Gaussian distribution (determining non-zero values).
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Therefore, it is a sparsity-inducing prior and can be interpreted as a Bayesian version of the Elastic Net [Zou and Hastie,
2005]. The optimization objective minimizes the KL divergence between the posterior and the approximate distribution:

argmin
θ

Eqθ(W)

[
1

n
log qθ (W )− log p (W ))− 1

n

n∑
s=1

log p ({as, bs}|{is, js, ks},W )

]
, (2)

where the left term represents the complexity loss and the right term is the data log-likelihood.

Pruning. Since the variational parameters are composed of two matrices, one for the mean and one for the variance,
θ = {µ, σ}, we can use the mean representation µi as the final embedding for an object i. Imposing sparsity and
positivity constraints improves the interpretability of our embeddings, ensuring that each dimension meaningfully
represents distinct object properties. While sparsity is guaranteed via the spike-and-slab prior, we enforced non-
negativity by applying a ReLU function to our final embedding matrix, thereby guaranteeing that W ∈ Rm×p

+ . Note
that this is done both during optimization and at inference time. We used the same procedure as in [Muttenthaler
et al., 2022] for determining the optimal number of dimensions. Specifically, we initialized our model with p = 150
dimensions and reduced the dimensionality iteratively by pruning dimensions based on their probability of exceeding a
threshold set for sparsity:

Prune if Pr(wij > 0) < 0.05 for fewer than 5 objects, (3)

where wij is the weight associated with object i and dimension j. Training stopped either when the number of
dimensions remained unchanged for 500 epochs or when the embedding was optimized for a maximum of 1000 epochs.

3.3 Embedding reproducibility and selection

We assessed reproducibility across 32 model runs with different seeds using a split-half reliability test. We chose the
split-half reliability test for its effectiveness in evaluating the consistency of our model’s performance across different
subsets of data, ensuring robustness. We partitioned the objects into two disjoint sets using odd and even masks. For
each model run and every dimension in an embedding, we identified the dimension that is most highly correlated
among all other models by using the odd-mask. Using the even mask, we correlated this highest match with the
corresponding dimension. This process generated a sampling distribution of Pearson’s r coefficients for all model seeds.
We subsequently Fisher z-transformed the Pearson’s r sampling distribution. The average z-transformed reliability
score for each model run was obtained by taking the mean of these z-scores. Inverting this average provides an average
Pearson’s r reliability score (see Supplementary Information D). For our final model and all subsequent analyses, we
selected the embedding with the highest average reproducibility across all dimensions.

3.4 Labeling dimensions and construction of word clouds

We assigned labels to the human embedding by pairing each dimension with its highest correlating counterpart from
Hebart et al. [2020]. These dimensions were derived from the same behavioral data, but using a non-Bayesian variant
of our method. We then used the human-generated labels that were previously collected for these dimensions, without
allowing for repeats.

For the DNN, we labeled dimensions using human judgments. This allowed us to capture a broad and nuanced
understanding of each dimension’s characteristics. To collect human judgments, we asked 12 laboratory participants (6
male, 6 female; mean age, 29.08; s.d. 3.09; range 25-35) to label each DNN dimension. Participants were presented with
a 5×6 grid of images, with each row representing a decreasing percentile of importance for that specific dimension. The
top row contained the most important images, and the following rows included images within the 8th, 16th, 24th, and
32nd percentiles. Participants were asked to provide up to five labels that they thought best described each dimension.
Word clouds showing the provided object labels were weighted by the frequencies of occurrence, and the top 6 labels
were visualized.

Study participation was voluntary, and participants were not remunerated for their participation. This study was
conducted in accordance with the Declaration of Helsinki and was approved by the local ethics committee of the
Medical Faculty of the University Medical Center Leipzig (157/20-ek).

3.5 Dimension Ratings

Two independent experts rated the dimensions according to two questions. The first question asked whether the
dimensions were primarily visual-perceptual, semantic-conceptual, a mix of both, or whether their nature was unclear.
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For the second question, they rated the dimensions according to whether they reflected a single concept, several concepts,
or were not interpretable. Overall, both raters agreed agreed 81.86% of the time for question 1 and 90.00% of the time
for question 2. Response ambiguity was resolved by a third rater (see Supplementary Information A, B). All raters were
part of the laboratory but were blind to whether the dimensions were model- or human-generated.

3.6 Dimension value maximization

To visualize the learned object dimensions, we used an activation maximization technique with a pretrained StyleGAN
XL generator G [Sauer et al., 2022]. Our approach combines sampling with gradient-based optimization to generate
images that maximize specific dimension values in our embedding space.

Initial sampling. We started by sampling a set of N = 100, 000 concatenated noise vectors vi ∈ Rd, where d is
the dimensionality of the StyleGAN XL latent space. For each noise vector, we generated an image xi = G(vi) and
predicted its embedding ŷi ∈ Rp using our pipeline, where p is the number of dimensions in our embedding space.

For a given dimension j, we selected the top k images that yielded the highest values for ŷij , the j-th component of ŷi.
These images served as starting points for our optimization process.

Gradient-based optimization. To refine these initial images, we performed gradient-based optimization in the latent
space of StyleGAN XL. Our objective function LAM balances two goals: increasing the absolute value of the embedding
for dimension j and concentrating probability mass towards dimension j. Formally, we define LAM as:

LAM(vi) = −α · ŷij − β · log p (ŷij | zi) , (4)

where zi = f(G(vi)) denotes the penultimate features extracted from the generated image using the pretrained VGG-16
classifier f . The term on the left, referred to as the dimension size reward, contributes to increasing the absolute value
ŷij for the object dimension j. The term on the right, referred to as the dimension specificity reward, concentrates
probability mass towards a dimension without necessarily increasing its absolute value. The balance between these two
objectives is controlled by the scalars α and β. The objective LAM was minimized using vanilla stochastic gradient
descent. Importantly, only the latent code vector vi was updated, while keeping the parameters of G, the VGG-16
classifier f , and the embedding model fixed.

This optimization process was performed for each of the top k images selected in the initial sampling phase. The
resulting optimized images provide visual representations that maximally activate specific dimensions in our learned
embedding space, offering insights into the semantic content captured by each dimension.

3.7 Highlighting image features

To highlight image regions driving individual DNN dimensions, we used Grad-CAM. For each image, we performed a
forward pass to obtain an image embedding and computed gradients using a backward pass. We next aggregated the
gradients across all feature maps in that layer to compute an average gradient, yielding a two-dimensional dimension
importance map.

3.8 RSA analyses

We used RSA to compare the structure of our learned embeddings with human judgments and DNN features. This
analysis was conducted in three stages: human RSA, DNN RSA, and a comparative analysis between human and DNN
representations.

Human RSA. We reconstructed a similarity matrix from our learned embedding. Given a set of objects O = o1, . . . , om,
we computed the similarity Sij between each pair of objects (oi, oj) using the softmax function:

Sij =
1

|O \ {oi, oj}|
∑

k∈O\{oi,oj}

exp
(
y⊤
i yj

)
exp

(
y⊤
i yj

)
+ exp

(
y⊤
i yk

)
+ exp

(
y⊤
j yk

) (5)

where yi is the embedding of object oi, and the softmax function returns the probability of oi being more similar to ok
than oj . To evaluate the explained variance, we used a subset of 48 objects for which a fully sampled similarity matrix
and associated noise ceilings were available from previous work [Hebart et al., 2020]. We then computed the Pearson
correlation between our predicted RSM and the ground truth RSM for these 48 objects.
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DNN RSA. We followed a similar procedure, reconstructing the RSM from our learned embedding of the DNN features.
We then correlated this reconstructed RSM with the ground-truth RSM derived from the original DNN features used to
sample our behavioral judgments.

Comparative Analysis. To compare human and DNN representations, we conducted two analyses. First, we performed
a pairwise comparison by matching each human dimension with its most correlated DNN dimension. This was done both
with and without replacement, allowing us to assess the degree of alignment between human and DNN representational
spaces. Second, we performed a cumulative RSA to determine the number of DNN dimensions needed to accurately
reflect the patterns in the human similarity matrix. We took the same ranking of DNN dimensions used for the pairwise
RSA, starting with the highest correlating dimension. We then progressively added one DNN dimension at a time to a
growing subset. After each addition, we reconstructed the RSM from this subset and correlated both the human RSM
and the cumulative DNN RSM. This step-by-step process allowed us to observe how the inclusion of each additional
DNN dimension contributed to explaining the variance in the human RSM.
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A Dimension ratings and RSA across models

a b

Fig. S1 | Dimension ratings and representational similarity across models. a, VGG-16 does not perform poorly when compared
to other models, including Resnet50, DenseNet, CLIP, and BarlowTwins-Resnet50. b, The visual bias identified in VGG-16 is also
evident across these other architectures, demonstrating consistent differences between human and DNN dimensions.

We used VGG-16 due to its common use in computational cognitive neuroscience. To validate that VGG-16 is a
suitable choice for the comparison to humans, we conducted RSA analyses with various other DNN models that
differ in training diets, objective functions, and architecture. Using thingsvision [Muttenthaler and Hebart, 2021],
we similarly extracted the penultimate features of these models and learned representational embeddings based on
simulated triplet choices. Each embedding was then compared to the human-derived one using RSA. In Figure S1a we
can see that VGG-16 does not perform poorly compared to other architectures, which suggests that it is a suitable choice
for our analyses. Additionally, we assessed the visual bias in these architectures by having human raters categorize each
dimension’s dominant visual property as visual, semantic, a mixture of both, or unclear. This reveals that the visual bias
we find for VGG-16 also replicates across different DNNs (Fig. S1b)

B Human ratings of dimension interpretability

a b

a b

Fig. S2 | Dimension ratings for different DNN models. a, Percentage of interpretable dimensions as rated by human observers.
Across all DNN models, the human embedding has the smallest percentage of uninterpretable dimensions. b, Variance explained by
uninterpretable dimensions. For this, we weighted the uninterpretable dimensions with their importance as given by the numeric
value of that dimension. Compared to humans, all uninterpretable DNN dimensions explain more variance in their embedding.

To gain an understanding of how meaningfully interpretable DNN dimensions were, we additionally asked the human
experts to rate the interpretability of the dimensions across all five DNN architectures. Across DNNs, the number
of interpretable dimensions was consistently lower than that found in humans (see Supplementary Fig. S2a), and
uninterpretable dimensions generally had a higher overall importance for odd-one-out choices as indicated by the sum
of their weight across images (embedding variance explained by uninterpretable dimensions: 3.83% Humans, 8.02%
VGG-16, Supplementary Fig. S2b). Taken together, despite the decent global alignment between human and DNN
representations and numerous interpretable visual and semantic dimensions, these results demonstrate largely different
strategies used by humans and DNNs for object processing, with DNNs using more visual features and exhibiting a
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stronger mix between visual and semantic information than humans, who primarily rely on semantic features. This
visual bias in DNNs is accompanied by an overall reduced interpretability of dimensions as compared to humans,
demonstrating that sparse and non-negative embeddings do not necessarily result in interpretable dimensions and
indicating another potential deviation of DNNs to the way humans represent visual stimuli.
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Fig. S3 | Causal manipulation of unique image features. We compared the predicted dimension values between the original and
causally manipulated images using our interpretability pipeline, revealing how these manipulations specifically affected various
dimensions within our embedding space. The arrows indicate whether the activation level of a dimension increases, decreases, or
remains relatively unchanged due to the manipulation. a, Altering the color of a toilet from white to black, b, Modifying the shape of
a set of bottles to be more curved, c, Changing the background in an image containing a manhole. Note that the displayed images
reflect only images with a public domain license and not the full image set [Stoinski et al., 2023].
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Fig. S4 | Model reproducibility across different random initializations in humans and the DNN. a, Reproducibility across
model runs was evaluated using a split-half reliability test (see Sec. 3, Methods). The model with the highest average reproducibility
was selected for subsequent experiments. b, For this model, we present a visualization of its dimensional reproducibility compared to
other models and dimensions. The red line indicates the number of dimensions retained in the final model as determined by the
VICE criteria.
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