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Abstract
Despite the rapid pace at which deep networks are improving
on standardized vision benchmarks, they are still outperformed
by humans on real-world vision tasks. This paradoxical lack
of generalization could be addressed by making deep networks
more brain-like. Although several benchmarks have compared
the ability of deep networks to predict brain responses to
natural images, they do not capture subtle but important brain-
like emergent properties.

To resolve this issue, we report several well-known perceptual
and neural emergent properties that can be tested on deep
networks. To evaluate how various design factors impact
brain-like properties, we systematically evaluated over 30
state-of-the-art networks with varying network architectures,
training datasets and training regimes.

Our main findings are as follows. First, network architecture
had the strongest impact on brain-like properties compared
to dataset and training regime variations. Second, networks
varied widely in their alignment to the brain with no single
network outperforming all others. Taken together, our results
complement existing benchmarks by revealing brain-like prop-
erties that are either emergent or lacking in state-of-the-art
deep networks.

1 Introduction

Every week or so, the vision community finds itself with a
new deep neural network (DNNs) with improved task per-
formance. These improvements are attributed to changes in
one or more of three key components of the deep learning
paradigm: network architecture, training data or the training
regime [1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8]. At the same time, it has been chal-
lenging to translate improvements on standard benchmarks to
tangible improvements on real-world vision tasks [9, 10]. This
paradoxical lack of generalization to the real-world might be
resolved by evaluating new networks not only for their task
performance, but on how closely they mimic the human visual
system [11, 12, 13, 14, 15].

There are at least two fundamental issues with making a vision
system similar to the brain. First, we need to have effective
measures of similarity which can be optimized to create better
visual systems. Second, changes must be targeted where they
will have the greatest impact. It is unclear a priori which
factors in the deep learning paradigm (network architecture,
datasets, training) will have the greatest impact on making
them closer to the brain. We address both these issues in this
study.

Evaluating brain-similarity. Most previous studies have
evaluated deep networks on their ability to predict neural
responses or representational distances [16, 17]. However,
these comparisons have often been made on natural images,
which have a mix of both low-level and high-level features
that can drive benchmark scores [18, 19, 20, 21].

While it is important to evaluate vision systems for their ability
to predict brain data, we argue that it is equally or perhaps
even more important to evaluate them for the presence or
absence of qualitative perceptual or neural properties. For
instance, it is widely known that humans are more sensitive
to global compared to local shape changes [22, 23]. A vision
system or network that is also sensitive to global shape would
be qualitatively similar to humans, and we argue that this
sensitivity could be made to match the human sensitivity to
global shape through incremental changes to its architecture,
dataset or training. By contrast, a vision system that is more
sensitive to local shape (i.e. with the opposite pattern of
sensitivity to humans), and would likely need more substantial
changes to attain human-like performance. In other words,
both the sign and magnitude of such a qualitative similarity
score matter: if the empirically observed score from humans
is 0.1 on such a qualitative measure, a network with a score of
0.3 should be considered quite differently from a network that
scored -0.1, even though both networks are equally distant in
terms of absolute distance from the human score. Here, we
evaluate deep networks on a number of perceptual and neural
properties to arrive at a composite assessment of their brain
similarity.

Evaluating design factors in DNNs. In previous work,
when task performance was the sole criterion to evaluate mod-
els, novel network architectures [24, 1, 2, 3, 4], novel image
datasets [5, 25, 26] as well as novel training regimes have all
resulted in noteworthy improvements[27]. Thus it is a priori
not clear which of these factors should lead to substantial im-
provements. Moreover, it is possible in principle that a large
change in task-optimized performance may not be accompa-
nied by a large increase in brain alignment [28, 29, 30, 31].
Therefore it is important to evaluate the impact of network
architecture, image dataset and training regime on the overall
qualitative similarity to the brain.

1.1 Overview and contributions

Our goal is two fold. First, we describe a set of perceptual
and neural properties whose presence can be tested in deep
networks. Second, we investigate how network architecture,
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image dataset and training regime impact each of these tested
properties. Our key contributions are:

• We propose a suite of brain-like properties that can
be evaluated on any deep network and compared with
empirically observed values from brains.

• We systematically varied architecture, training
dataset and training regime across 30+ state-of-the-
art DNNs and identify the factors that have the great-
est impact.

• We propose a composite metric, the Brain Property
Match (BPM) for any vision system which accounts
for the presence and magnitude of brain-alignment
according to these properties.
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Figure 1: Study Overview (A) Left: Existing measures of
brain-similarity have made quantitative comparisons using
natural images which contain a mix of low-level and high-level
features that can lead to learning spurious correlations. Right:
By contrast, there are a number of brain-like properties that are
based on carefully controlled image pairs. One such property
is mirror confusion. We are prone to confuse reflections about
the vertical axis compared to the horizontal axis. This property
can be measured by comparing the representational distance
between vertical and horizontal mirror versions of an image.
Here, the sign as well as the magnitude of the effect strength is
important in evaluating brain-alignment. (B) To evaluate how
each design factor in deep networks impact the presence of
brain-like properties, we tested DNNs varying in architecture,
training dataset and training regime.

2 RelatedWork

Whether a given vision system or deep network is similar to
the brain has been assessed at multiple levels: performance,
representations or neural responses. However, most previous
comparisons have been made on natural images, which have a
mix of both low-level and high-level features that can affect
measures of similarity.

Many studies have compared deep networks and brains on
object recognition tasks. While DNNs show human-level
performance on many vision tasks [16, 32, 17] with repre-
sentations that align well with the brain [33, 34], they also
show a number of important differences. These differences
include vulnerabilities to adversarial attacks [35, 36, 37, 38],
biases toward texture over shape [28, 39], preference for spe-
cific object sizes [40, 41], heightened sensitivity to contextual
cues [42], unique error patterns [43], systematic bias in ob-
ject representations[44] and limited generalization to out-of-
distribution data [45]. Recently, platforms have been devel-
oped to identify models that quantitatively align with neural
activity[18, 19, 20, 21]. However, these approaches might
carry biases from the optimization or regression algorithms
that could render them less brain-like overall [46] and they do
not give us a deeper understanding what about these networks
make them brain-like or not. A recent study has addressed
this issue by comparing a number of brain-like properties in
deep networks [47]. We extend this approach in our study.

3 Methods

To systematically test for neural and perceptual brain-
similarity in DNNs, we selected 15 well-known properties
from visual psychology and neuroscience [47]. We then gath-
ered a collection of pre-trained, state-of-the-art models that
systematically captures variations in network architecture,
training dataset, and training regime. We make our code
available at our OSF Repository.

3.1 Brain-like properties

For each model, we tested a total of 15 brain-like properties,
as summarized below and detailed in Supplementary Section
S1.

• Object Normalization-pairs: The neural response
to two objects is the average of the response to the
individual objects.

• Object Normalization-triplets: The neural response
to three objects is the average of the response to the
individual objects.

• Scene Incongruence: Object categorization is more
accurate when objects are presented in congruent
compared to incongruent scenes.

• Mirror Confusion: Images reflected about the vertical
axis are more similar than when reflected about the
horizontal axis.
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• Correlated Sparseness-morphlines: Selective neu-
rons are selective for both distinct objects as well as
along arbitrary morphlines.
• Correlated Sparseness-shape/texture: Selective neu-

rons are selective for shape and texture.
• Weber’s Law: Perceptual distances are proportional

to relative rather than absolute changes in magnitude.
• Basic Occlusions: Likely completions of an occluded

display are more similar than mosaic completions.
• Depth Occlusions: Depth ordering changes are more

similar than equivalent feature changes.
• Relative Size: A minority of neurons are sensitive to

relative size of features.
• Surface Invariance: A minority of neurons decouple

pattern changes from surface changes.
• 3D Processing-1: Changes in 3D shape are more

noticeable than equivalent 2D changes.
• 3D Processing-2: Changes in 3D shape are more

noticeable than equivalent 2D changes even after
controlling for feature clutter.
• Global Advantage: Perceptual distances are more

sensitive to global compared to local shape.
• Thatcher Effect: Perceptual distances are more sensi-

tive for upright compared to inverted faces.

Each property test returns an effect strength calculated such
that it can have a maximum value of 1, and a minimum value
of -1 for more details). Positive scores indicate a presence of
the property, making the network brain-like. Negative scores
indicate that the network/model has an opposite property i.e.
is anti-brain like. We also report an empirically observed score
for each of these property from human behavior or monkey
high-level visual areas to facilitate a direct comparison to the
brain.

3.2 Network Variations

We systematically evaluated a variety of pre-trained deep net-
works to explore how network architecture, image dataset, and
training regime impact the emergence of perceptual effects
in DNNs. For each experiment, we captured unit activations
from the penultimate layer (or final classification probabilities
in the case of scene incongruence) for the stimulus set and
computed the effect strength as described in Supplementary
Section S1.

Architecture selection. We selected models from the CNN
and ViT families, trained on a supervised object recognition
task using the ImageNet dataset, to evaluate the impact of
architecture. These model families employ fundamentally dif-
ferent operations for processing data: CNNs use convolutional
operations [2], while ViTs utilize self-attention mechanisms
to extract visual features for object recognition [48, 4]. We
tested two networks of each state-of-the-art models in both
families: VGGs [2], ResNets [3], Inception Nets [49, 24],
ConvNeXts [50], SWIN [51], and DeiT [52]. This wide range

of architectures, trained on the same dataset, provides a large
degree of variation, allowing us to ask: How do architectural
inductive biases give rise to brain-like properties?

Training datasets selection. We selected two CNNs and a
ViT, each trained on ImageNet [53], Places365 [26], and face
datasets (CASIA and VGGFaces2) [54, 55, 56, 57]. Training
the same architecture on datasets with three distinct feature
and statistical properties enables us to ask: How does the
visual experiences of networks during training give rise to
brain-like properties?.

Training Regime selection. To benchmark the difference
across training regime, we compared DNNs trained using
supervised and self-supeervised methods. To compare su-
pervised and self-supervised we utilize a ResNet-50 and a
standard ViT base architecture, each trained with MOCOv3
[58] and DINO [59]. Additionally, to examine the impact of
adversarial training within supervised learning frameworks,
we benchmark adversarially trained versions of both ResNet
and ViT [60, 61]. Through these variations, we explore the
question: How do different training regimes give rise to brain-
like properties?

3.3 Brain Property Match Score

We devised a novel Brain Property Match (BPM) score for
each network, which takes into account the sign of the effect
strength (which captures the presence/absence of the property)
as well as the distance of the effect strength in the network
from the brain, and combines this score across all tested prop-
erties to arrive at a final composite score. Specifically, the
BPM score for model k is a function of its multidimensional
distance Dk

i across all N properties relative to the brain:

BPMk =
1

1 + ΣN
i=1Dk

i

Dk
i =

{
∥bi − mk

i ∥ if mk
i > 0

bi + λ · mk
i if mk

i ≤ 0

Thus, the DNN is penalized by a factor of λ if its score is
negative and anti-brain like. When λ = 1, the BPM is identical
to the L1 norm. We selected λ = 2 for our evaluations, which
means that any negative effect strength is penalized by a factor
of 2 for deviating away from the brain. We obtained similar
rankings of networks on varying this value. The resulting
BPM scores for all tested networks are shown in Table 1.

4 Results

We tested a total of 32 vision DNNs across architectural, train-
ing dataset and regime variations in order to investigate the
emergence of brain-like perceptual and neural properties. In
each case, we evaluated deep networks varying in a given
factor while holding others constant to study the impact of
that factor on all the brain-like properties tested.
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Figure 2: Architectural variations’ effect on qualitative brain-score A) Visualization of each network’s qualitative brain-
score across all 15 experiments. Each line represents a different architecture families - the blue shades are CNNs and orange
shades are ViTs. The green thick line is the measured property effect strength in the brain. B) A binary heatmap of all 14
networks representing whether they exhibit each of the 15 perceptual and neural phenomena. Effect presence is defined as
a positive score on the qualitative brain-score of that particular experiment. C) A 2-dimensional PCA plot of all networks
trained on different datasets and the brain’s combined benchmark score across all 15 experiments. Models that cluster together
exhibited similar patterns of performance on the different property tests.

4.1 Architecture variations

We evaluated 14 DNN architectures trained on the same
dataset and training regime for a total of 15 brain-like proper-
ties (see Section 3 and Supplementary Section S1). Figure 2A
shows the effect strength for each brain-like property for each
network, along with the empirically observed effect strength
in brains. Note that positive values are brain-like, and negative
values are anti-brain-like. To more clearly depict the presence
or absence of each brain-like property, we binarized the effect
strength (Figure 2B). We report our observations below.

Brain-like properties present in all architectures. Both
CNN and ViT families consistently display some brain-
like properties like Object Normalization, Scene Incongru-
ence, Mirror Confusion and Correlated Sparseness across
shapes/textures and morph-lines. These phenomena seem to
be emergent in networks optimized for object recognition re-
gardless of architecture. Despite the presence of these effects,
architectures did vary in how close they are to the empirically
observed values from the brain. For example, in both sparse-
ness experiments, all CNN families have a closer effect to the
brain when compared to the ViTs. On the other hand, in Mir-
ror confusion, the closest effect to what is found in the brain
is observed in the vanilla Vision Transformer architectures.

Brain-like properties unique to specific architectures. Mov-
ing on to effects exhibited by CNNs, we note that Weber’s
law is not present in any of the Vision Transformers, yet
commonly found in CNNs. In fact, some of the CNNs like
the Inceptionv3 network come extremely close to the effect
strength in humans. Occlusion effects are slightly more com-
mon in CNNs, despite neither architectures getting close to
the human level. In the global processing effect, however, the
only networks to come close to exhibiting a human-like global
advantage is the vanilla ViT networks.

Brain-like properties absent in all architectures. Effects
like relative size encoding, surface invariance and 3D process-
ing are almost equally absent, and far away from the brain, in
both families with some networks going below the brain-like
perceptual zone.

Embedding of effect strength across all properties. In order
to visualize the performance patterns of all networks across all
14 experiments, we performed PCA on the 14-element effect
strength vectors for each network as well as for the brain, and
obtained a 2D embedding using the first two principal compo-
nents (Figure 2C). This plot reveals a strong clustering effect
based on architectural family with the notable outliers of the
vanilla ViT and the ConvNeXt architectures. The vanilla ViT
did perform remarkably better than its family members in ex-
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periments like Mirror Confusion and Global Processing while
achieving similar scores in other experiments. This result in-
dicate a contrast in inductive biases and internal processing
within the ViT family. ConvNeXts on the other hand were de-
signed to ‘modernize’ the CNN training process by mimicking
the design principles of ViTs. This could explain the inherent
similarity of qualitative representations of ConvNeXts and
ViTs. Finally, we note that none of the architectures consis-
tently exhibit all brain-like properties nor do they do so to the
same extent. Furthermore, the Swin and DeiT architectures are
also more fundamentally similar in nature to CNNs than the
vanilla ViT as they reintroduce the notion of hierarchical infor-
mation processing with a sliding window approach [51] and
are distilled on (trained to predict) CNN representations [52]
respectively. This could explain the overlapping qualitative
similarities in modern CNNs and ViTs in Figure 2C.

Brain-like properties most and least affected by network
architecture variation. The most distinct brain property ef-
fect changes caused by architecture were on Weber’s Law, Cor-
related sparseness (morphlines and shape/texture) and Global
Processing. We speculate that these effect variations can be
mostly explained by the bias towards global information en-
coded in the Vision Transformer families, a direct contrast
with CNNs [62]. Convolutional processing of image infor-
mation leads CNNs to synthesize its representations of a full
image incrementally, unlike in ViTs, which could also make
it more sensitive to relative differences in feature sizes. The
same explanation may hold for the absence of global pro-
cessing in CNNs whereas the vanilla ViTs come close to the
brain effect level. Since Vision Transformers pool and pro-
cess global information, they tend to also maintain distributed
feature representations – meaning that single units do not nec-
essarily become highly selective for singular features which
could explain why there is less correlation in selectivity as
observed in the sparseness experiments [62].

4.2 Training Dataset Variation

Next we investigated how varying the training dataset could
affect the brain-like properties of networks. To this end, we
tested two CNNs and a ViT network architecture. Each net-
work was pre-trained on objects, scenes or faces, which repre-
sent widely different visual experiences. We evaluated these
nine chosen networks for the same brain-like properties as
before, with the exception of the scene incongruence prop-
erty which is applicable only to object-trained networks. The
results are summarized in Figure 3 and we summarize our
observations below.

Brain-like properties present across all dataset variations.
Networks trained on all datasets exhibit object normalization,
mirror confusion and morph-line correlated sparseness (Fig-
ure 3A&B). Interestingly, none of the face-trained networks
exhibit correlated selectivity to shapes and textures. This
could simply be a result of significantly less feature variation
in face datasets or alternatively because face units need not
be selective to multiple features unlike object or scene-trained
models.

Brain-like properties unique to specific datasets. When
varying network architectures, we noted that none of the Vi-
sion Transformers exhibited Weber’s law Figure 2B. However,
we now note that training on scenes and faces causes the
emergence of Weber’s law in ViTs (Figure 3B). In fact, the
scene-trained ViT is closest to the true brain-score for Weber’s
Law. On the other hand, face and scene-trained CNNs lost the
ability to process occlusion when compared to object training.
These interesting reversals suggest that architectural and train-
ing data may have complementary effects in the emergence of
certain brain properties. 3D processing is seen to only show
up in scene and face-trained networks in this comparison. We
find again that global processing was present at human-like
levels in Vision Transformers but not in other architectures. Fi-
nally, we note that the Thatcher effect is present in face-trained
networks, confirming that exposure to objects or scenes alone
does not suffice for this effect to emerge.

Brain-like properties absent in all datasets. Relative size
encoding and surface invariance seem to be largely unaffected
by the training dataset.

Embedding of effect strength across all dataset variations.
The low-dimensional embedding in Figure 3C indicates a
lack of clustering based on training dataset. However, we
observe that CNNs and ViTs tend to cluster together with
the exception of faces. Thus, object- and scene experience
appears qualitatively different from face experience.

4.3 Training Regime Variation

Finally, we investigated networks varying in their training
regime. We chose a ResNet50 and a vanilla ViT-base net-
work across different training regimes on the same dataset -
ImageNet1k. In the supervised category, we test the standard
trained networks and their adversarially trained counterparts.
Adversarial training involves injecting adversarial noise during
training to prevent learning of non-robust features [63]. In the
self-supervised category, we tested two popular contrastive-
learning based algorithms: MOCOv3 and DINO. We evalu-
ated these 8 networks for the same 14 brain-like properties as
used for dataset variations.

Brain-like properties present across all training regime
variations. We again note the consistent presence of object
normalization, mirror confusion and morph-line sparseness
across architectures and training regime (Figure 4A,B).

Brain-like properties unique to specific training regimes.
Correlated sparseness for shapes and textures are typically
present in Vision Transformers but are lost in vanilla ViTs
trained adversarially or in a self-supervised manner. It is
interesting to note that despite potential differences due to
the regime, ResNets maintain the correlated unit selectivity
for shapes and textures, and in fact, gets closer to the true
brain-score Figure 4A.

Embedding of effect strength across all training regime
variations. Overall, we saw fewer variations in qualitative
effects on varying the training regime. This is further illus-
trated by the embedding plot in Figure 4C where the models
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Figure 3: Training Dataset variations’ effect on qualitative brain-score A) Visualization of each network’s qualitative
brain-score across all 14 experiments. Each line represents a network trained on a different dataset - blue shades are networks
trained on ImageNet1k, pink shades are on Places365, and yellow shades are on VGG-Faces2 or CASIA. The green thick line
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that particular experiment. C) A 2-dimensional PCA plot of all networks trained on different datasets and the brain’s combined
benchmark score across all 14 experiments. Models that cluster together exhibited similar patterns of performance on the
different property tests.

cluster based on architecture rather than training regime. In
the case of ResNets, we do see the MoCo and DINO variants
closer together and the same for their supervised counterparts
but this is absent for the Vision Transformers. This could also
suggest a complementary qualitative effect of architectures
and regimes.

4.4 Comparison of all tested networks

The above results are based on a fine-grained comparison of
the impact of each factor on the presence of brain-like prop-
erties while holding other factors constant. To obtain a more
holistic picture of all networks, we embedded all networks
on a single plot. We also included popular brain-aligned net-
works like the CORNet [19] and the VOneNet [20] families.
This allows us to additionally compare whether optimizing on
quantitative brain-similarity has any effect on the brain-like
properties tested here. See Supplementary Section S2 for the
binarized property visualisation across all networks.

We observed strong clustering based on architecture compared
to the other design factors 5A, especially all the ResNets. The
brain-aligned networks also seem to be qualitatively similar
to their standard counterparts: CORnet-RT (with residual
connections) and VOneResNet50 position themselves close

to the ResNet family. This further confirms that network
architecture is the strongest influence on whether a network
shows brain-like properties. To verify this effect in the full 14-
dimensional space of all brain-like property effect strengths,
we performed a clustering strength analysis and confirmed
this to be the case see Supplementary Section S3.

4.5 Layer-wise progression of brain-like properties

Having visualized the embedding of the penultimate layer of
each network relative to the brain in 5A, we were inspired to
visualize how brain-like properties evolve across the layers
of a given network. To explore this possibility, we calculated
the effect strength vectors across all 14 brain-like properties
for four key networks (for different percentiles of their overall
depth), and plotted their coordinates in the same PC space as
before. In this resulting plot (5B), interestingly, we observed
no continuous progression towards brain-like properties at
least in this 2D embedding. Nonetheless, this visualization
shows that although increasing depth typically leads to im-
proved classification scores, these networks may even become
less-brain like, presumably due to over-optimization (see Sup-
plementary Section S4 for individual effect progression across
model depth).
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4.6 Brain Property Match (BPM) score

Can we devise a composite metric to benchmark a network’s
similarity to the brain in terms of brain-like emergent prop-
erties? We propose a Brain Property Match (BPM) score
(see 3.3). This score is sensitive to two components: the
absolute difference of the DNN’s effect strengths from the
measured strength in brains and whether the effect is simply
present/absent in the network. Table 1 shows the ranking of all
tested networks according to the BPM metric, as well as their
ranks according to the number of brain-like properties present
in each network, and their ranks according to L1-norm simi-
larity to the empirically effect strength observed in brains. We
find that networks ranked highly by BPM do not belong to the
same network architecture, training dataset or training regime
- suggesting that varying each of these factors is causing some
properties to become brain-like at the expense of others. This
is also evident from the L1-norm similarity rankings, because
all networks seem equidistant from the brain. We note that
this does not match with the 2-dimensional embedding seen
in the 5A, presumably because the 2 principal components
explain only 65% of the variance. We urge caution in using
the BPM score directly as a metric to be optimized, for sev-
eral reasons. First, the BPM score for brains is unequal in
magnitude across the brain-like properties tested. It could be

that a brain-like property with an effect strength of 0.1 in the
brain could be more important for real-world generalization
than some other property that has a larger effect strength. Sec-
ond, we have used an ad-hoc linear penalty for negative effect
strength values, which may or may not reflect the degree to
which anti-brain-like scores should be penalized.
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Figure 5: Comprehensive network comparison on the com-
bined effect strength embedding space A) 2-dimensional
PC embeddings for all 33 networks tested in the study. Color
changes reflect architectural variations and symbol changes
reflect variations in training data or regime. The blue stars are
brain-aligned CNNs. B) Visualization of layerwise progres-
sion of effect strength across all experiments for two chosen
networks. The circles indicate the first layer and the stars
indicate the final, pre-classification layer.

5 Discussion

In this work, we describe a set of brain-like emergent prop-
erties that can be evaluated on any deep network, or for that
matter, any visual system with an accessible internal repre-
sentation. We systematically tested these properties on 32
state-of-the-art DNNs that varied in their architecture, train-
ing dataset and training regime. Our main findings are as
follows. First, network architecture had the strongest impact
on the presence or absence of brain-like properties compared
to dataset and training regime variations. Second, networks
varied widely in their alignment to the brain with no single
network achieving a very close match.

Our study offers interesting insights into the design choices
under which the brain-like properties arise. Properties like
object normalization and mirror confusion are present in all

Rank Model Name BPM Agreement L1 Similarity

1 VOneCORnet-S 0.1390 19 (7) 4 (0.1549)
2 Inception v3 0.1389 2 (10) (2 (0.1564)
3 ViT-B (Places365) 0.1382 5 (9) 7 (0.1517)
4 ViT-B (DINO) 0.1363 21 (7) 11 (0.1491)
5 DenseNet161 0.1351 7 (8) 3 (0.1563)
6 ResNet101 0.1348 4 (9) 1 (0.1576)
7 FaceViT (VGGFaces2) 0.1333 1 (10) 14 (0.1473)
8 ResNet50 (DINO) 0.1320 12 (8) 6 (0.1524)
9 ViT-B 0.1309 25 (6) 12 (0.1483)

10 ViT-L 0.1303 24 (6) 15 (0.1462)
11 ResNet50 (Places365) 0.1282 8 (8) 13 (0.1482)
12 ResNet50 0.1270 15 (8) 8 (0.1504)
13 ResNet50 (MoCo) 0.1267 11 (8) 5 (0.1525)
14 CORnet-Z 0.1263 14 (8) 10 (0.1493)
15 Inception v4 0.1235 17 (7) 9 (0.1497)
16 Densenet161 (Places365) 0.1221 20 (7) 17 (0.1380)
17 CORnet-S 0.1194 13 (8) 19 (0.1369)
18 Swin-L 0.1187 3 (9) 24 (0.1334)
19 CORnet-RT 0.1182 22 (7) 16 (0.1437)
20 ConvNeXt-L 0.1144 9 (8) 26 (0.1271)
21 VGG19 0.1135 28 (6) 18 (0.1374)
22 FaceNet (CASIA) 0.1132 26 (6) 23 (0.1337)
23 ResNet50 (AT) 0.1131 10 (8) 20 (0.1365)
24 VGG16 0.1119 23 (7) 22 (0.1340)
25 VOneResNet50 0.1104 29 (5) 21 (0.1365)
26 ViT-B (MoCo) 0.1072 27 (6) 28 (0.1269)
27 FaceNet (VGGFaces2) 0.1066 32 (4) 25 (0.1278)
28 DeiT-B 0.1056 6 (8) 27 (0.1270)
29 ConvNeXt-B 0.1048 18 (7) 30 (0.1229)
30 DeiT-L 0.1041 16 (8) 29 (0.1268)
31 Swin-B 0.1008 30 (5) 31 (0.1174)
32 ViT-B (AT) 0.0917 31 (5) 32 (0.1128)

Table 1: Ranking of all 32 networks using the Brain Property
Match score. Networks in blue are CNNs and orange are
ViTs. We provide corresponding Agreement and L1 Similarity
scores as frames of reference. Agreement score is the number
of brain-like effects present in each network (the measured
effect is positive). L1 similarity is the inverse of the Manhattan
distance between the effect vectors of the network and the
brain.

networks, suggesting that they emerge with the demand of
image recognition. Some properties such as relative size, sur-
face invariance and 3D processing are almost always absent,
suggesting that they may emerge only with specialized train-
ing. Some properties like Weber’s law are present only in
convolutional networks, whereas global advantage is present
in vanilla ViTs, suggesting that these effects arise largely due
to network architecture. Finally, training dataset also mat-
ters, since face-trained CNNs lose occlusion processing and
shape-texture sparseness while gaining the Thatcher effect.

Taken together, our results offer insights into the presence of
brain-like emergent properties in deep networks. They raise
the intriguing possibility that training deep network to acquire
these properties could lead to more generalizable and robust
brain-like deep networks.
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Supplementary S1 Brain Property Experiments

In this section, we detail each of the 14 experiments used
to assess the presence and magnitude of visual, brain-like
qualitative effects in DNNs. These experiments were adopted
from the work of Jacob et al [47]; we point the reader to their
work for more detailed accounts of each experiment.

1&2 Multiple Object Normalization

In this experiment, we verify whether the neural response
for a group of objects is an average of the individual object
responses – an effect observed in high-level monkey visual
regions [64]. In order to measure this effect, we identify
visually active neural units for all possible positions within the
image where an object may appear and record the individual
object responses and the responses when all objects are shown
together in the same image. We then compute the average
slope of the multiple object response plotted as a function of
the sum of individual object responses. If the network exhibits
multiple object normalization, we should observe an average
slope of 0.5 for pairs of objects (Effect 1) and 0.33 for object
triplets (Effect 2).

3 Scene Incongruence

A famous observation is the effect context plays in visual cate-
gorization tasks in humans. When the background of an image
is incongruent, in the semantic sense, to the object in the fore-
ground, humans see a fall in their categorization performance
[65, 66]. We test the same effect here and compute a scene
incongruence index S C with Accc being the average accuracy
of the network on congruent object-scene images and Acci
being the incongruent counterpart and taking the ratio of their
differences:

S C =
Accc − Acci

Accc + Acci

4 Mirror Confusion

In this simple experiment we verify whether the neural repre-
sentations of a DNN for a vertically flipped image is closer
to the original image than a horizontally flipped image. This
effect is commonly observed in human behavior and monkey
neural data and is termed the mirror confusion effect [67]. We
compute a mirror confusion index as the following modulation
index where Dh and Dv are the distances between the horizon-
tally flipped image from the original image and the vertically
flipped image from the original respectively.

MC =
Dh − Dv

Dh + Dv

5 Correlated Sparseness of Morphlines

In this experiment, visually active units for certain shapes are
identified and are shown parametric variations of the same
shape (morphlines). To show the brain-like effect of correlated

morphline sparseness, these units that are selective for (or
exhibit sparse responses) for only a few shapes should be
highly responsive to parametric changes of that shape [68]. In
our experiment, we show images from a reference set to the
DNN and a parametric morphline of the same images. Neural
unit sparseness on the reference set is computed and correlated
with the sparseness on the parametrically varying set to arrive
at a correlated sparseness strength.

6 Correlated Sparseness of Shapes and Textures

This has the same experimental setup as Effect 3 but we vary
the stimulus set. Units in the brain that are shown to respond
sparsely to shapes (selective to shapes) are also sparsely re-
sponsive to textures [68]. The sparseness values for visually
active units for shapes and stimuli are computed and correlated
to get the correlated sparseness effect strength.

7 Weber’s Law

To measure the effect strength of this fundamental property in
human behavior, we show images of varying stimuli length
to the network and correlate the representational difference
between the stimuli and the corresponding absolute and rel-
ative length changes [69]. By taking the difference between
the relative correlation and absolute correlation, we verify if
the network is sensitive to relative length differences (positive
strength) or absolute length differences (negative strength).

8 & 9 Occlusion effects

In human perception, images of objects and the same objects
occluding each other are closer together than the equivalent 2D
feature distances without occlusion between the two images
[70]. To verify if this effect exists in DNNs, we compute a
modulation index below where the Occlusion Index (OI) using
the neural activation differences between the objects with and
without occlusion (d1) and the same objects without occlusion
and the equivalent 2D feature distances from the occluded
image (d2):

OI =
d2 − d1

d2 + d1

The same experiment with a different stimuli set of depth-
based occlusions are tested for effect 8.

10 Relative Size Encoding

Neurons from monkey visual areas have been shown to encode
relative size [71]. For example, two parts of an object propor-
tionally varying in size leads to a different magnitude of neural
activation changes as compared to disproportional changes
in size. To compute the strength of this effect we take d1 to
be the neural distance between objects with disproportional
change in part sizes and d2 to be the neural distance between
objects with proportional changes in part size and take the
ratio of differences:

RS =
d2 − d1

d2 + d1
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11 Surface Invariance

Similarly, neurons also show that consistent changes between
an object and the surface it rests on is closer in the neural space
than inconsistent changes between the two [72]. We compute
the SI modulation index by taking d1 as the neural activation
distance between stimuli with inconsistent or incongruent
changes in surface and object shape and d2 to be the distance
between stimuli with the same surface and shape change:

S I =
d2 − d1

d2 + d1

12&13 3D Processing

3D objects are observed to be more distinct in human percep-
tion compared to similar corresponding 2D objects [73, 74].
We test this effect in DNNs by computing the modulation
index for 3D processing, T D as a ratio of differences d1 -
the neural activation distance between 3D objects and d2, the
distance between 2D objects of equivalent pixel or feature
differences:

T D =
d1 − d2

d1 + d2

We use two distinct 2D feature difference stimuli to verify the
effect (12 and 13).

14 Global Shape Processing

Humans are more sensitive to the global shape of objects than
local shapes that make up the same global shape [23]. In
perceptual space, the distance between two configurations
with global changes is greater than two configurations with a
local change. We compute a global advantage index by taking
the neural activation differences between stimuli with global
and local changes:

GA =
dg − dl

dg + dl

15 Thatcher Face Effect

Another popular qualitative effect in human visual processing
is that we are more sensitive to facial feature changes on an
upright face than an inverted face [75]. We measure this effect
in DNNs by computing a Thatcher Effect, T E, by considering
the difference between an upright face and the same face with
flipped features as du and the difference between an inverted
face and the inverted face with flipped features, di:

T E =
du − di

du + di

13



Supplementary S2: Presence of brain properties across all networks
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Figure S2 Visualizing the presence or absence of each tested brain property effect on all 32 networks. Each shaded cell
indicates an effect strength with a positive magnitude. Colors: blue - supervised CNNs, orange - supervised ViTs, violet -
adversarially trained networks, red/pink - scene-trained networks, yellow- face-trained networks, green - self-supervised

networks
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Supplementary S3: Quantification of grouping effect of categories
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Figure S3 Clustering Strength quantification for all three possible variational groupings. Clustering Strength was taken as
1/1+Di where Di is the Davies-Bouldin clustering strength index for grouping i. The index is the ratio of within-cluster

variance and between-cluster variance.
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Supplementary S4: Layerwise evolution of brain property scores for VGG16 and ViT-B

Figure S4 Layerwise evolution of each measured brain property in VGG16 and ViT-B networks. The effect strength for each
experiment is on the Y axes and normalized model depth is on the X axes.
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