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ABSTRACT

Vision Transformers (ViTs) are increasingly utilized in various computer vision tasks due to their
powerful representation capabilities. However, it remains understudied how ViTs process information
layer by layer. Numerous studies have shown that convolutional neural networks (CNNs) extract
features of increasing complexity throughout their layers, which is crucial for tasks like domain
adaptation and transfer learning. ViTs, lacking the same inductive biases as CNNs, can potentially
learn global dependencies from the first layers due to their attention mechanisms. Given the increasing
importance of ViTs in computer vision, there is a need to improve the layer-wise understanding of
ViTs. In this work, we present a novel, layer-wise analysis of concepts encoded in state-of-the-art
ViTs using neuron labeling. Our findings reveal that ViTs encode concepts with increasing complexity
throughout the network. Early layers primarily encode basic features such as colors and textures,
while later layers represent more specific classes, including objects and animals. As the complexity
of encoded concepts increases, the number of concepts represented in each layer also rises, reflecting
a more diverse and specific set of features. Additionally, different pretraining strategies influence the
quantity and category of encoded concepts, with finetuning to specific downstream tasks generally
reducing the number of encoded concepts and shifting the concepts to more relevant categories.

Keywords Concepts · Vision Transformers · Explainability.

1 Introduction

Vision Transformers (ViTs) [5] are becoming increasingly important in the field of computer vision [9], but the
understanding of their feature extraction process is still in its infancy. This understanding is crucial, as the myriad of
learned features form the basis of the network’s decision process and can reveal biases [8] and shortcuts [13], providing
a deeper understanding of the learning process as a whole [22]. One path towards improving this understanding is to
investigate where semantic concepts are learned throughout the network. Several such studies exist for convolutional
neural networks (CNNs) (e.g. [2, 3, 36]), but very few studies exist for ViTs (e.g. [30]) or are mainly focused on the
output layer and do not analyze what concepts are learned in intermediate layers (e.g. [3, 20]). In CNNs, a hierarchical
way of processing information is given by the architecture and the constrained receptive fields, which leads to early
layers being focused on colors, patterns, and edges while only later layers are able to process complex information
like objects and scenes [3]. In ViTs, however, this hierarchical information processing is not given by the architectural
constraints, as the self-attention layers act globally and can attend to the full image from layer one [5]. ViTs could
therefore in principle learn complex features already in early layers. While it has been shown that ViTs process
information differently and develop more uniform representations compared to CNNs [26], it has not been investigated
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Figure 1: We analyze how different concepts develop across the layers of vision transformers. Early layers tend to
process simpler concepts and images while late layers focus on more complex and diverse concepts.

where ViTs start processing complex information and if they focus on colors and patterns in earlier layers just as CNNs
do. Therefore, there is a need for a deeper analysis to understand the layer-wise learning process of ViTs and we
propose using concept-based explainability to gain these insights.

In this work, we propose a comprehensive analysis of the layer-wise learning process in ViTs using neuron labeling
[20]. We aim to identify and understand the semantic concepts learned at different layers of the network, providing
insights into the hierarchical feature extraction process. We use the CLIP-dissect method introduced by Oikarinen and
Weng [20], which provides a fast and reliable method for neuron labeling, due to its flexibility, computational speed,
and high quality labels (e.g. shown in a recent quantitative study [16]).

Most of these methods showcase neuron labeling in CNNs, such as ResNets [11], and have only limited or no
experiments on transformer-based models, which are becoming increasingly popular in the computer vision domain
[10, 24]. The previous works also lack a thorough quantitative analysis of how the concepts develop across layers, and
where what kind of information is processed. In this paper, we aim to close this gap by providing a deep analysis of
encoded concepts through neuron labeling in ViTs. We find that, despite not being locally constrained, ViTs tend to
learn simpler concepts like colors and patterns early on and more complex concepts like objects and natural elements in
late layers. Figure 1 shows how different concept categories develop across layers in ViTs.

Our study highlights the hierarchical feature extraction in ViTs and provides the first comprehensive layer-wise concept
analysis of ViTs. Our main findings include:

• ViTs encode more universal concepts, like colors and textures, in early layers and more specialized concepts,
like objects and natural elements, and a greater amount of different concepts in later layers.

• Neurons in early layers mostly activate on simpler images while neurons in late layers react on more complex
images.

• Finetuning to specific downstream tasks reduces the number of encoded concepts and can lead to a concept
shift to task-relevant concepts while forgetting irrelevant concepts.
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2 Related Work

Here, we present an overview of investigations from prior works that align the most closely to our work.

Layer-wise concept analysis in CNNs Numerous studies have investigated the complexity of concepts learned in
different layers of the network. An early work by Yosinski et al. [35] demonstrated empirically that earlier layers learn
to extract more general and low-level features while later layers extract more complex and task-specific features. A later
work by Bau et al. [3] modeled concepts explicitly through the Network Dissection framework and found that earlier
layers extract concepts related to color and textures while later layers extract concepts related to objects. A recent study
by Fel et al. [28] used information-theoretic estimators to quantify the complexity of concepts learned throughout the
layers of CNNs, which also found that CNNs encode simple concepts in early layers and build more complex concepts
in late layers, with simple concepts flowing through residual connection to stay available throughout the network.

Layer-wise concept analysis in ViTs To the best of our knowledge, very little work has been conducted in layer-wise
concept analysis in ViTs. Recently, Vielhaben et al. [30] looked into concept-based alignment in ViTs and revealed that
early and middle layers encode fewer concepts, that are not well aligned with WordNet categories, while the last layer
encodes more concepts than can be semantically organized by WordNet classes (i.e. objects and organisms). Visual
inspection revealed that early layers mainly encode colors and structures, however, no quantitative analysis was done.
Another notable study by Raghu et al. [26] investigated the representations of ViTs in comparison with CNNs, which
found striking differences in terms of how the similarity of representations are distributed between layers. However,
they only looked at the similarity of representations and not into what concepts are encoded in each layer. Two other
studies found ViTs to be more consistent with human decision- and error-making and exhibiting less of a texture bias
than CNNs, suggesting that ViTs rely on higher-level and more general features and concepts [19, 29].

Neuron labeling in computer vision The analysis in this work is based on the CLIP-Dissect method, due to its
high flexibility, high computational speed, and good performance in recent quantitative studies [16]. However, several
neuron labeling techniques have been proposed recently, and could provide additional perspectives in future studies.
The Network Dissection framework [3] was one of the earliest general framework for labeling neurons, The MILAN
technique allowed neuron labeling beyond predefined labels and to an open-vocabulary setting [12]. INVERT took a
compositional concept approach, which eliminated the need for segmentation masks that prior methods relied on [4]. A
recent study did a quantitative evaluation of the quality of the labels [16], which found that CLIP-Dissect generally has
strong performance.

3 Theoretical Framework for Neuron Labeling

In this section, the CLIP-Dissect method will be described as introduced by Oikarinen and Weng [20]. For all
experiments, we use the original implementation1, with only minor changes to support models from the Hugging Face
framework [33]. This is meant to give an overall understanding of how the method works, for more details please refer
to the original publication [20].

The CLIP-Dissect algorithm requires a neural network to be analyzed, in our case different ViTs, a set of probing
images (Dprobe) which can be any dataset without the need for concept labels, and a set of concepts (C), which is
provided as a list of words. The output of CLIP-Dissect is a set of neuron labels that identify the concept associated
with each individual neuron.

The algorithm consists of three main steps:

1. Compute concept-activation matrix P by computing the M text embeddings tj and N image embeddings ii of
the concepts cj in the concept set C and the images Di ∈ RC×H×W in the probing set Dprobe using the text
and image encoder of the CLIP model [25]. P ∈ RN×M is a matrix where the inner product of the embeddings
gives the (i, j)-th element: Pi,j = ii · tj

2. Record activation of neurons for every image Di ∈ Dprobe

3. Determine neuron label of neuron k by finding the most similar concept cm (based on mutual informa-
tion) given the set of highest activating images Bk as activation vector qk . The label is then given by
argmaxm sim(cm,qk;P). The similarity function is the softWPMI, which is defined as:

sim (cm,qk;P) ≜ soft_wpmi (cm,qk) = logE [p (cm | Bk)]− λ log p (cm) , (1)
1https://github.com/Trustworthy-ML-Lab/CLIP-dissect
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Table 1: Mean threshold τ across layers for each analyzed model and the number of neurons with similarity scores
above τ (average for all vision transformer models, exact number for all layers of ResNet).

model threshold τ # of labeled neurons
ViT 0.17± 0.01 317± 13
DINOv2 0.21± 0.04 323± 11
CLIP 0.17± 0.03 309± 13
MAE 0.17± 0.02 331± 17
ResNet50 0.21± 0.05 32, 92, 209, 423, 893

where logE [p (cm | Bk)] = log
(∏

D∈Dprobe
[1 + p (D ∈ Bk) (p (cm | D)− 1)]

)
.

The algorithm outputs a label and a similarity score for each neuron of the model. Since we can not expect every neuron
to have a clear label, we propose to add adaptive thresholding to the similarity scores to analyze only neurons that have
an accurate and trustworthy label. The procedure for this is described in the next section.

4 Layer-wise Concept Analysis in Vision Transformers

The code for all experiments and results of the neuron labeling are available at https://github.com/teresa-sc/
concepts_in_ViTs.

4.1 Analysis of Concepts

The analysis of concepts is based on the CLIP-dissect method [20], which is described in detail in section 3. It outputs a
description (“concept”) and similarity score for each neuron in analyzed layers. We analyze the final MLP layer in each
transformer block of the ViT models (a total of 12 layers with 768 neurons each) and the last convolutional layer in
each residual block in the ResNet50 (a total of 5 layers, with 64, 156, 512, 1024, and 2048 neurons respectively). The
exact models are described in subsection 4.3.

To analyze only reliably labeled neurons, we propose to threshold the neurons by the similarity score and analyze
only the descriptions of the neurons that have a high similarity score, i.e. a reliable label. According to a user study
performed by Oikarinen and Weng [20], around 55-80% of the descriptions are fitting and around 20-30% of the neurons
do not have a simple label, i.e. are uninterpretable. They suggest using an interpretability cutoff of τ = 0.16 [20].

However, the similarity score depends on the concepts and probing dataset. Therefore, we decided to introduce a mean
thresholding that can directly be applied to new models and changed datasets. We threshold the descriptions of each
layer by the mean of the similarity scores in that layer, which results in slightly different thresholds τ in each layer
of each model, but a comparable amount of labeled neurons so the following quantitative and qualitative analysis is
comparable across models and datasets. The exact thresholds and number of neurons with an analyzed description are
detailed in Table 1.

We analyze how many different concepts are encoded in each layer and which categories these concepts belong to. The
number of concepts is determined by simply counting the unique descriptions after thresholding. Each concept is part
of a category, as described in subsection 4.3, and we analyze the percentage of labeled neurons that belong to which
category. Here we do not only count unique concepts but all neurons that have a concept related to each category, so for
example if 10 neurons have the label blue, it would count as one concept for counting the amount of different concepts
but as 10 color neurons. This also ensures that the categories are comparable, even if the amount of different concepts
in each category varies.

4.2 Complexity of Concepts

We measure the perceived image complexity of the 5 top activating images for each neuron. We estimate the complexity
of each image using ICNet [7], which was trained to predict the image complexity scores based on a human-annotated
dataset of 9600 diverse images. For each image, we take the mean of the complexity map (a mask with per-pixel
complexity scores). The resulting complexity score is a number between 0 and 1, with higher values indicating more
complexity. We average these scores across all neurons in each layer.
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Table 2: Learning rate (lr) and test accuracy (acc) in % for all models trained on CUB and bloodMNIST.

CUB bloodMNIST
model lr acc lr acc
sup-ViT 1e−4 0.84 1e−4 0.99
DINOv2 1e−5 0.87 1e−5 0.99
CLIP 1e−5 0.80 1e−5 0.98
ResNet50 1e−4 0.76 1e−4 0.98

4.3 Models and Data Selection for Concept Analysis

We analyze four commonly used pretrained ViT models, namely the classical supervised Vision Transformer (sup-
ViT) [5], DINOv2 [24], Masked Autoencoder (MAE) [10] and Contrastive Language-Image Pretraining (CLIP) with a
ViT backbone [25]. All models were obtained in their pretrained form from Hugging Face [33]. The models all share
the same architecture of 12 transformer blocks with an embedding size of 768 in each block and take images of the
size 224x224 as input. They only differ in their pretraining strategy. Sup-ViT is pretrained in a supervised fashion on
ImageNet-21k [5]. DINOv2 uses self-supervised learning based on a self-distillation method with pseudo labels. The
model is pretrained on a dataset of 142 million images without labels, focusing on producing robust visual features [24].
MAE is pretrained using a self-supervised approach where parts of the input image are masked, and the model learns to
reconstruct the missing parts, which helps in learning meaningful representations [10]. CLIP is pretrained on a variety
of image-text pairs from the internet, learning to predict the most relevant text snippet for a given image, enabling
zero-shot capabilities [25]. We also run the same analysis on ResNet50 [11] trained on ImageNet-1k for a comparison
of ViTs with a CNN.

To investigate the effect of finetuning, we also analyze sup-ViT, DINOv2, CLIP and ResNet50 finetuned to Caltech-
UCSD Birds-200-2011 Dataset (CUB) [32] and a dataset of the MedMNIST collection [34], the bloodMNIST dataset [1].
The CUB dataset consists of 200 different bird species, which are close to animal and bird images in the pretraining
datasets. However, to solve this task, a greater focus on details and parts of the birds is necessary, so it is interesting to
investigate how the models and concepts adapt to such fine-grained classification tasks. The bloodMNIST dataset, on
the other hand, consists of 8 classes of microscopic peripheral blood cell images, which are very different from the
images in the pretraining datasets. This analysis can give insights into how the models and their concepts adapt to new
domains.

The trained models are available on https://huggingface.co/teresas. All models were trained with a batch size
of 32, a scheduler and early stopping for a maximum of 10000 steps, the learning rate was optimized using a validation
set. The exact learning rates and final test accuracies can be seen in Table 2.

We label the 768 output neurons of each transformer’s block final MLP layer using CLIP-dissect [20]. For this, we use
the ImageNet validation set [27] and Broden [3] as probing dataset (total of 50000 + 63305 = 113305 images) and a
list of 20k most common words in English as concept set, as it was defined and used in the original method.

Out of the 20k concepts, only 1450 different words are used as neuron labels after thresholding the labels across
all models. We divide these words into semantic categories, namely colors, textures and materials, objects and
machines, places and buildings, natural elements and organisms, activities, names, abstract, and unknown. Each word
belongs to exactly one category (see Table 3 for the number of words in each category). This categorization was
done by Microsoft Copilot [18] and ChatGPT [23] with manual supervision and adjustments. In case of words fitting
to multiple categories, we chose the one subjectively most appropriate. The final list of categories is available at
https://github.com/teresa-sc/concepts_in_ViTs/tree/main/data.

5 Results

Here, we present the main results of our analysis. First, we present a layer-wise analysis of numerous state-of-the-art
ViTs using the procedure outlined in Section 4. Then, we compare the behaviour of ViTs and CNNs, before we
investigate the effect of finetuning on the concepts found in different layers.

5.1 Layer-wise Analysis of Concepts

We labeled and analyzed the neurons of four different ViTs using CLIP-dissect [20] and found many similarities
between the models and a few distinct differences. The full list of labeled neurons for each model is available at
https://github.com/teresa-sc/concepts_in_ViTs/tree/main/results.
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Table 3: Frequency of words in our semi-manual categorization.

Category Number of words Examples
Colors 45 green, orange, turquoise
Textures and materials 74 tiles, dotted, woven
Objects and machines 449 furniture, violin, telescope
Places and buildings 270 library, Scotland, cabin
Natural elements and organisms 254 elephant, mushroom, plant
Activities 154 golf, fishing, cooking
Abstract 127 itinerary, habit, adorable
Names 43 fujifilm, firefox, merlin
Unknown 34 aaa, scooby, slashdot

Figure 2: Similarity scores for concepts and number of different concepts encoded in each layer.

When looking at the overall similarity scores for the description of each neuron all transformer models follow a very
similar distribution, as can be seen in Figure 2, with only the DINOv2 model showing overall slightly higher similarity
scores. When analyzing the number of different concepts encoded in each layer (after thresholding), a similar trend
across models can be observed. At early layers, the models encode fewer concepts (<100) and the number of concepts
increases steadily to around double the amount in late layers, the sup-ViT tends to have the most different concepts
while the MAE has the least. The DINOv2 follows a slightly different trend with a small decrease of concepts across
early layers and a sharp increase in the last layer.

The smaller amount of concepts is not due to less reliable labels, all layers have a comparable amount of labeled
neurons after thresholding (around 310-330), but due to many neurons encoding the same concepts. For example, in the
first layer some concepts appear 10-20 times (e.g. “green” appears 19 times in sup-ViT layer 1), while in later layers
concepts usually only appear once or twice.

We break down the concepts into different categories and analyze how they develop across the layers in Figure 3, where
most concept categories develop similarly across modes. All models start with colors as the main concept category
present in the first layer, which continually disappears and is almost non-existent in the last layer. Textures and materials
is also mainly present in early and middle layers and loses importance in late layers but does not disappear completely.
Other, more specific categories like objects and machines and natural elements and organisms start with a small part in
early layers and become dominant in late layers. In these categories, we also see some differences between the models.
The CLIP model has the highest proportion of objects and machines in most layers, but in the last layer, DINOv2 shows
a steep increase in this category. All models show a relatively high proportion of natural elements and organisms,
with DINOv2 and sup-ViT having a very high percentage of neurons belonging to this category in late layers. The
DINOv2 model shows a peak in middle layers for the category places and buildings and activities which other models
do not express, they rather show a mostly stable proportion across layers, except for the CLIP model, which has a high
proportion (∼25%) of neurons dedicated to activities in late layers. This could be explained by the training strategy
of the CLIP model, which is trained by image-caption pairs that might include many activity descriptions. The MAE
model seems to have a higher focus on textures and materials than other models; it attributes almost half of its neurons
in the middle layers to this category.
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Figure 3: Categories of concepts compared across models. Early layers focus mostly on colors while middle layers
have a large proportion of neurons assigned to textures and materials while objects and natural elements appear in later
layers. The overall trend is similar for all models but small differences can be observed, e.g. CLIP has a higher amount
of neurons assigned to activities in late layers.

Figure 4: Examples of the highest activating images for five neurons after the first, the sixth and the last transformer
block in the sup-ViT model. While this only shows a small subset, the images are representative of most highest
activating images, also across models, and show how the models react mainly to simple images in early layers and more
complex images in later layers. Similar plots for other models can be found in the Appendix Figure 9.

Overall, we see a similar pattern of early layers focusing on simple concepts like colors, patterns and textures, and late
layers specializing to more complex concepts like specific objects and natural elements. We excluded the categories
abstract, names and unknown from the detailed analysis and figures as they all have a very small proportion (<5%) for
all layers and models and show no interesting patterns.
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Figure 6: Categories of labeled neurons throughout the models - a comparison of CNN (ResNet50, left) and the
average over four ViTs (Vision Transformer, right) architectures. We see that the general trend is very similar for both
architectures.

5.2 Complexity of Concepts

When looking at the top-activating images for each neuron (Figure 4), it already becomes apparent that early layers
mostly activate on simple images of mainly colors and patterns while neurons in the last layer mostly activate on more
complex images of objects and places. Middle layers react on a mix of both with still some simpler images mainly
driven by color schemes but also on more complex images like animals and nature.

To not only rely on a subjective interpretation on the complexity of images, we also quantify the image complexity
using ICNet [7] scoring of the five top-activating images for all neurons and average over each layer (see Figure 5). We
can observe a constant increase in complexity for all models except for DINOv2 which peaks in middle layers and
decreases a little before increasing again in the last layer.

Figure 5: Complexity of the five highest activating im-
ages for each neuron averaged across layers measured
by ICNet [7]. All models show an increase in image
complexity across layers.

Overall, this analysis in combination with analysis of concept
categories shows how ViTs process images in a hierarchal way
where early layers focus on basic concepts, like colors and
patterns, and late layers specialize on complex and individual
concepts. While this has been observed in CNNs as well,
where this is enforced by design, ViTs could, in theory, learn
complex features from the start, but still seem to build up their
information processing in a similar way. We belive our analysis
is the first to show this behaviour conclusively for ViTs.

5.3 Vision Transformers vs. CNNs

In Figure 6, we compare categories of the labeled neurons
in ResNet50 and the average over all investigated ViTs. The
result for ResNet50 is in accordance with previous works for
CNNs [3, 28]. Namely, we see that concepts of colors are
most important in the beginning of the network, textures and
materials in the middle, and objects and more complicated
concepts towards the end, progressing from simple concepts to
more complicated ones. The ResNet50 seems to put a higher
focus on textures and patterns while the ViTs focus more on objects and natural elements in middle layers. However,
the general trend is very similar for both architectures, even though the transformer architecture does not have any
inductive bias enforcing this way of processing visual concepts.

5.4 Change in Concepts after Finetuning

How do concepts change when a model is finetuned to a specific downstream task? To investigate this, we analyze three
ViTs finetuned for two different classification tasks, on the CUB dataset [32], which contains 200 bird species, and the
bloodMNIST dataset [1], which comprises of 8 different blood cells. For the classification of birds, it seems obvious
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Figure 8: Change in concepts after finetuning averaged over three different Vision Transformer models. The models are
finetuned to the CUB dataset and the bloodMNIST dataset and adapt their concepts by putting more focus on relevant
categories and “forgetting” irrelevant concepts.

that birds and nature elements are important but also colors and patterns could be useful for the classification. For the
blood cells, mainly color and shape are relevant. So when finetuning the models to these classification tasks, we might
expect more concepts belonging to these relevant categories to appear while other, not so important concepts might be
forgotten and disappear.

Figure 7: Number of different concepts averaged over
three Vision Transformer models in their pretrained
and finetuned versions. Finetuning generally decreases
the number of different concepts in late layers.

Indeed, we observe the expected changes. The number of
encoded concepts decreases (see Figure 7), and the concepts
shift to more relevant categories, as seen in Figure 8. For
models finetuned to bloodMNIST, the category colors and
textures and patterns increase, while natural elements and
organisms, objects and machines, and activities decrease. For
models finetuned for the CUB dataset, we can also see an
increase in the colors concepts, but surprisingly only a small
increase in natural elements and organisms, where any bird and
nature concepts would fall under. The category textures and
materials seems relatively unchanged while all other categories
show a decrease in proportion, as they are not as relevant for
the task. Interestingly, when looking at the individual models
(see Appendix Figure 10), we observe that the CLIP model
has a very high increase in the natural elements and organisms
category in late layers while DINOv2 and sup-ViT are almost
unchanged. This might be due to these models already being
relatively good at distinguishing animals and birds while the
CLIP model needs to adapt its weights more to solve this task.

6 Discussion

In this study, we conducted a comprehensive layer-wise analysis of concepts encoded in ViTs using neuron labeling
techniques. Our findings provide new insights into the hierarchical feature extraction process of ViTs, revealing how
concepts evolve from basic features in the early layers to more complex and specific classes in the later layers, even
with the global attention mechanisms that theoretically allow ViTs to learn complex concepts and relations in early
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layers. We discuss some implications of our findings and highlight future research directions, and also address some
limitations of our approach.

On the emergence of distributed representations in ViTs CNNs are designed to learn simpler features and
progressively compose them into more complex features, primarily due to the limited receptive field in their early layers.
This hierarchical feature extraction process is well-documented, with early layers capturing basic visual elements such
as edges and textures and deeper layers encoding more complex structures and objects [3, 28]. In contrast, ViTs can
model long-range dependencies from the very first layer, thanks to their self-attention mechanism, which allows them to
capture global context across the entire image. Despite this capability, we find that ViTs still tend to learn basic concepts
in the initial layers, similar to CNNs. This phenomenon suggests that even with the ability to process global information,
the hierarchical nature of feature extraction remains beneficial, and nonlinearities that come with layer-depth might be
needed to encode complex concepts.

We observe that different ViTs learn similar concepts, especially in early layers, where the models learn more general
concepts. In later layers, the concepts become more specialized and diverge in some models based on their pretraining
strategy. This convergent training on universal concepts has also been observed in CNNs [17].

On the effects of finetuning After finetuning we observe a shift in concepts as the model adapts to its new task. This
shift to more relevant concepts also results in some concepts being forgotten, which could be linked to the challenge
of catastrophic forgetting [15]. We observe some differences between the models; while DINOv2 and sup-ViT only
change marginally when finetuned to CUB, CLIP shows a large shift towards natural organisms and elements in the
last layers, but still performs worse on the task than the other models. This can be explained by the different pretraining
strategies and training datasets and highlights how choosing a model already prepared for the downstreaming task can
be beneficial. When finetuning to a more out-of-distribution dataset, e.g. medical images, we observe a larger shift in
concepts across all models, which shows how the models can adapt well to new image types, however they most likely
lose a greater part of their generalization capabilities during this adaptation. Future work should look deeper into this
process and build a greater understanding of catastrophic forgetting using concept-based analysis.

On the differences of DINOv2 While all ViTs we investigated show very similar trends, DINOv2 stands out multiple
times with slightly different observations. The neuron descriptions have higher similarity scores than the descriptions
for other models, which can be interpreted as the highest activating images having a clearer common description and
the neurons potentially being more mono-semantic or specialized. The DINOv2 model also has a higher proportion of
neurons reacting to natural elements and organisms than other models and a higher complexity of concepts in middle
layers. During finetuning, the concept categories change the least for DINOv2, especially for the CUB dataset, where
we see almost no change at all, despite the model performing the best on both tasks compared to the other models. This
points to the model already being well-prepared for the downstream tasks and able to generalize to these new datasets
without much need for adjusting its weights and encoded concepts. DINOv2 has been shown to outperform many other
models and generalize quite well [24], however, the internal structures that make this possible remain unstudied. A
deeper look into how the model processes information and forms concepts can help understand its capabilities, pave the
way to even more powerful models, and is a promising direction for future research.

6.1 Limitations

Thresholding procedure We chose to employ a mean-thresholding separately on each layer, which leads to a
comparable amount of labeled neurons and a higher chance of all investigated neurons having reliable and trustworthy
labels, however it also suppresses the chance that some layers and models have more interpretable neurons than others.
While for sup-ViT, MAE and CLIP the threshold was ∼ 0.17, which is close to the interpretability cut-off (0.16)
determined by a user study [20], the mean similarity score for DINOv2 was higher at ∼ 0.21. If we employed a fixed
threshold, DINOv2 would stand out with a higher number of concepts, however, the category and finetuning analysis
remain unchanged even with a fixed threshold.

Categorization We categorized the concepts with a mix of large language models and manual work, the categories
were inspired by previous works and computer vision tasks, however, in the end, subjectively chosen. While we did
quality check the categorization, we cannot guarantee there are no mistakes, or others would categorize some concept
slightly differently. Therefore, the analysis could look slightly different based on a different categorization. But we
are confident, that even with a different categorization or concept set, the main conclusions would not change and the
insights gained in our study hold regardless. Future work could include drafting an even more reliable concept set and
categorization that would benefit concept-based analysis and explainability in general by providing comparable concept
sets across many studies.
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Definition of concepts Many other studies in concept-based explainability define concepts differently then we assume
here. Often, concepts are seen as direction in latent space [14], specific subspaces [31] or overcomplete dictionaries with
which features can be decomposed into concepts [6]. We view concepts as concrete labels for neurons, which requires
at least some degree of monosematicity of neurons. This has been shown to not be the case for many neurons and
models typically encode many more concepts than they have neurons [21]. However, in our analysis, we observe that
many neurons do react to a specific type of image, which can be described by common features, i.e. concepts. With our
thresholding, we ensure that neurons that are non-interpretable on their own are not included in our analysis. Therefore,
we cannot guarantee that we cover all encoded concepts but we can be sure that the concepts we analyze are actually
learned by the models and our findings are representative of what neurons react on in each layer and model. Potential
future work could include layer-wise analysis using other methods of concept discovery, but many methods are not as
easily applied in an automatic and fast way or would need to be adapted to even work on intermediate representations.

7 Conclusion

In this study, we conducted a comprehensive layer-wise analysis of concepts encoded in ViTs using neuron labeling
techniques. Our findings provide new insights into the hierarchical feature extraction process of ViTs, revealing how
concepts evolve from basic features in the early layers to more complex and specific classes in the later layers. Despite
the global attention mechanisms that theoretically allow ViTs to learn complex concepts and relations in early layers,
our results show that ViTs still tend to learn basic concepts initially, similar to CNNs. This hierarchical nature of feature
extraction in ViTs, even without architectural constraints, suggests that such a hierarchical processing remains beneficial
for visual processing and several layers seem to be needed to encode complex concepts.

We observed that different pretraining strategies can influence the category of encoded concepts, and finetuning to
specific downstream tasks generally reduces the number of encoded concepts and shifts the concepts to more relevant
categories. Especially finetuning to out-of-distribution tasks can cause large concept shifts.

Overall, our study enhances the understanding of the layer-wise learning process in ViTs and highlights the critical
need for future research to focus on concept-based explainability in these models. Future research could further explore
the internal structures that enable models like DINOv2 to generalize well and investigate other methods of concept
discovery to enhance our understanding of neural representations in ViTs.

Acknowledgments

This work was supported by the Pioneer Centre for AI, DNRF grant number P1, by the Novo Nordisk Foundation
grant NNF22OC0076907 ”Cognitive spaces - Next generation explainability”, and by Visual Intelligence, a Centre for
Research-based Innovation funded by the Research Council of Norway, grants 309439 and 303514.

References

[1] Acevedo, A., Merino, A., Alférez, S., Molina, Á., Boldú, L., Rodellar, J.: A dataset of microscopic periph-
eral blood cell images for development of automatic recognition systems. Data in brief 30, 105474 (2020).
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dib.2020.105474

[2] Alain, G., Bengio, Y.: Understanding intermediate layers using linear classifier probes. arXiv preprint
arXiv:1610.01644 (2016). https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1610.01644

[3] Bau, D., Zhou, B., Khosla, A., Oliva, A., Torralba, A.: Network dissection: Quantifying interpretability of deep
visual representations. In: Proceedings of the IEEE conference on computer vision and pattern recognition. pp.
6541–6549 (2017)

[4] Bykov, K., Kopf, L., Nakajima, S., Kloft, M., Höhne, M.: Labeling neural representations with inverse recognition.
Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 36 (2024)

[5] Dosovitskiy, A., et al.: An image is worth 16x16 words: Transformers for image recognition at scale. International
Conference on Learning Representations (ICLR) (2021)

[6] Fel, T., et al.: Craft: Concept recursive activation factorization for explainability. In: Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF
Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition. pp. 2711–2721 (2023)

[7] Feng, T., et al.: Ic9600: A benchmark dataset for automatic image complexity assessment. IEEE Transactions on
Pattern Analysis and Machine Intelligence (01), 1–17 (2023). https://doi.org/10.1109/TPAMI.2022.3232328

[8] Geirhos, R., et al.: Shortcut learning in deep neural networks. Nature Machine Intelligence 2(11), 665–673 (2020).
https://doi.org/10.1038/s42256-020-00257-z

11



[9] Han, K., et al.: A survey on vision transformer. IEEE transactions on pattern analysis and machine intelligence
45(1), 87–110 (2022). https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1109/TPAMI.2022.3152247

[10] He, K., Chen, X., Xie, S., Li, Y., Dollár, P., Girshick, R.: Masked autoencoders are scalable vision learners. In:
Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF conference on computer vision and pattern recognition. pp. 16000–16009 (2022)

[11] He, K., Zhang, X., Ren, S., Sun, J.: Deep residual learning for image recognition. In: Proceedings of the IEEE
conference on computer vision and pattern recognition. pp. 770–778 (2016)

[12] Hernandez, E., Schwettmann, S., Bau, D., Bagashvili, T., Torralba, A., Andreas, J.: Natural language descriptions
of deep visual features. In: International Conference on Learning Representations (2021)

[13] Ilyas, A., Santurkar, S., Tsipras, D., Engstrom, L., Tran, B., Madry, A.: Adversarial examples are not bugs, they
are features. Advances in neural information processing systems 32 (2019)

[14] Kim, B., Wattenberg, M., Gilmer, J., Cai, C., Wexler, J., Viegas, F., et al.: Interpretability beyond feature attribution:
Quantitative testing with concept activation vectors (tcav). In: International conference on machine learning. pp.
2668–2677. PMLR (2018)

[15] Kirkpatrick, J., Pascanu, R., Rabinowitz, N., Veness, J., Desjardins, G., Rusu, A.A., Milan, K., Quan, J., Ramalho,
T., Grabska-Barwinska, A., Hassabis, D., Clopath, C., Kumaran, D., Hadsell, R.: Overcoming catastrophic
forgetting in neural networks. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 114(13), 3521–3526 (2017).
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1611835114, https://www.pnas.org/doi/abs/10.1073/pnas.1611835114

[16] Kopf, L., Bommer, P.L., Hedström, A., Lapuschkin, S., Höhne, M., Bykov, K.: Cosy: Evaluating textual
explanations of neurons. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 37, 34656–34685 (2024)

[17] Li, Y., Yosinski, J., Clune, J., Lipson, H., Hopcroft, J.: Convergent learning: Do differ-
ent neural networks learn the same representations? arXiv preprint arXiv:1511.07543 (2015).
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1511.07543

[18] Microsoft: Microsoft copilot. Generated using https://copilot.microsoft.com, accessed: 2025-02-13

[19] Naseer, M.M., Ranasinghe, K., Khan, S.H., Hayat, M., Shahbaz Khan, F., Yang, M.H.: Intriguing properties of
vision transformers. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 34, 23296–23308 (2021)

[20] Oikarinen, T., Weng, T.W.: Clip-dissect: Automatic description of neuron representations in deep vision networks.
In: The Eleventh International Conference on Learning Representations (2023)

[21] Olah, C., Cammarata, N., Schubert, L., Goh, G., Petrov, M., Carter, S.: Zoom in: An introduction to circuits.
Distill (2020). https://doi.org/10.23915/distill.00024.001, https://distill.pub/2020/circuits/zoom-in

[22] Olah, C., Satyanarayan, A., Johnson, I., Carter, S., Schubert, L., Ye, K., Mordvintsev, A.: The building blocks of
interpretability. Distill 3(3), e10 (2018). https://doi.org/10.23915/distill.00010

[23] OpenAI: Chatgpt, model gpt-4o. https://chat.openai.com (2023), accessed: 2025-02-13

[24] Oquab, M., et al.: Dinov2: Learning robust visual features without supervision. arXiv preprint arXiv:2304.07193
(2023). https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2304.07193

[25] Radford, A., et al.: Learning transferable visual models from natural language supervision. In: International
conference on machine learning. pp. 8748–8763. PMLR (2021)

[26] Raghu, M., Unterthiner, T., Kornblith, S., Zhang, C., Dosovitskiy, A.: Do vision transformers see like convolutional
neural networks? Advances in neural information processing systems 34, 12116–12128 (2021)

[27] Russakovsky, O., et al.: ImageNet Large Scale Visual Recognition Challenge. International Journal of Computer
Vision (IJCV) 115(3), 211–252 (2015). https://doi.org/10.1007/s11263-015-0816-y

[28] Thomas, F., Béthune, L., Lampinen, A.K., Serre, T., Hermann, K.: Understanding visual feature reliance through
the lens of complexity. In: The Thirty-eighth Annual Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems
(2024)

[29] Tuli, S., Dasgupta, I., Grant, E., Griffiths, T.L.: Are convolutional neural networks or transformers more like
human vision? arXiv preprint arXiv:2105.07197 (2021). https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2105.07197

[30] Vielhaben, J., Bareeva, D., Berend, J., Samek, W., Strodthoff, N.: Beyond scalars: Concept-based alignment anal-
ysis in vision transformers. arXiv preprint arXiv:2412.06639 (2024). https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2412.06639

[31] Vielhaben, J., Bluecher, S., Strodthoff, N.: Multi-dimensional concept discovery (mcd): A unifying framework
with completeness guarantees. Transactions on Machine Learning Research (2023)

12

https://www.pnas.org/doi/abs/10.1073/pnas.1611835114
https://copilot.microsoft.com
https://chat.openai.com


[32] Wah, C., Branson, S., Welinder, P., Perona, P., Belongie, S.: The caltech-ucsd birds-200-2011 dataset
(2011), https://authors.library.caltech.edu/27452/?utm_campaign=The%20Batch&utm_source=
hs_email&utm_medium=email&_hsenc=p2ANqtz--Sx1nvaahZe38-PWjKtUaD7qc__1GepLnIdt39_
cou747ve6R6_mI2mgUTn45sU0V089Fp

[33] Wolf, T., et al.: Transformers: State-of-the-art natural language processing. In: Proceedings of the 2020 Conference
on Empirical Methods in Natural Language Processing: System Demonstrations. pp. 38–45. Association for
Computational Linguistics, Online (Oct 2020). https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2020.emnlp-demos.6,
https://www.aclweb.org/anthology/2020.emnlp-demos.6

[34] Yang, J., et al.: MedMNIST v2 - A large-scale lightweight benchmark for 2D and 3D biomedical image
classification. Scientific Data 2023 10:1 10(1), 1–10 (1 2023). https://doi.org/10.1038/s41597-022-01721-8,
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41597-022-01721-8

[35] Yosinski, J., Clune, J., Bengio, Y., Lipson, H.: How transferable are features in deep neural networks? In:
Proceedings of the 28th International Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems - Volume 2. p.
3320–3328. NIPS’14 (2014)

[36] Zeiler, M.D., Fergus, R.: Visualizing and understanding convolutional networks. In: Computer Vision–ECCV
2014: 13th European Conference, Zurich, Switzerland, September 6-12, 2014, Proceedings, Part I 13. pp. 818–833.
Springer (2014)

13

https://authors.library.caltech.edu/27452/?utm_campaign=The%20Batch&utm_source=hs_email&utm_medium=email&_hsenc=p2ANqtz--Sx1nvaahZe38-PWjKtUaD7qc__1GepLnIdt39_cou747ve6R6_mI2mgUTn45sU0V089Fp
https://authors.library.caltech.edu/27452/?utm_campaign=The%20Batch&utm_source=hs_email&utm_medium=email&_hsenc=p2ANqtz--Sx1nvaahZe38-PWjKtUaD7qc__1GepLnIdt39_cou747ve6R6_mI2mgUTn45sU0V089Fp
https://authors.library.caltech.edu/27452/?utm_campaign=The%20Batch&utm_source=hs_email&utm_medium=email&_hsenc=p2ANqtz--Sx1nvaahZe38-PWjKtUaD7qc__1GepLnIdt39_cou747ve6R6_mI2mgUTn45sU0V089Fp
https://www.aclweb.org/anthology/2020.emnlp-demos.6
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41597-022-01721-8


Appendix

In Figure 9, we show some examples of the highest activating images for five neurons after layers 0, 6, and 11. Some
differences between models become apparent, e.g. DINOv2 already has more complex images in the middle layers
while MAE still has some simple textures in the last layer.

In Figure 10, the change in every model during finetuning for the two downstream tasks can be seen. When finetuning to
CUB, concepts in DINOv2 change only marginally while CLIP changes a lot for natural elements and organisms. For
finetuning to bloodMNIST, the overall change is larger, especially DINOv2 changes a lot towards colors and textures.
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Figure 9: Examples of the highest activating images for DINOv2, CLIP and MAE after layer 0, 6 and 11. Examples for
sup-ViT can be seen in Figure 4.
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Figure 10: Change during finetuning to the CUB dataset and the bloodMNIST dataset for each model.
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