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Abstract

While insights into the workings of the transformer model
have largely emerged by analysing their behaviour on
language tasks, this work investigates the representations
learnt by the Vision Transformer (ViT) encoder through the
lens of compositionality. We introduce a framework - anal-
ogous to the compositionality setting proposed for repre-
sentation learning in [1] - to test for compositionality in
the ViT encoder. Crucial to drawing this analogy is the
Discrete Wavelet Transform (DWT), which is a simple yet
effective tool for getting input-dependent primitives in the
vision setting. By examining the ability of composed repre-
sentations to reproduce original image representations, we
empirically test the extent to which compositionality is re-
spected in the representation space. Our findings show that
primitives from a one-level DWT decomposition produce
encoder representations that approximately compose in la-
tent space, offering a new perspective on how ViTs structure
information.

1. Introduction

Vision Transformers (ViTs), in their supervised [8], self-
supervised [3], and unsupervised [ 1] variants, have deliv-
ered state-of-the-art performance across various computer
vision applications. Image classification [8], object detec-
tion [14], semantic segmentation [19], and image caption-
ing and generation [17] are a few examples. ViTs leverage
the transformer architecture - originally popularized in nat-

ural language processing (NLP) tasks - to process images
using self-attention. This utilisation of transformer archi-
tecture in computer vision has opened new avenues for un-
derstanding and processing visual data.

It is natural to wonder why ViTs deliver such perfor-
mance despite their origins in language models. Given their
prevalence as backbones for generating image embeddings
for various downstream tasks, we focus our investigation on
these embeddings themselves. Several works have investi-
gated the inner workings of the ViT. [18] show that the rep-
resentations of ViT encoder layers are much more uniform
than the CNN-based architectures. [16] sheds light on the
Multi-head Self Attention block and its optimization. [2]
test the ViT’s robustness to input and model perturbations.
Their correlation analysis led to interesting findings about
ViT models organizing themselves into correlated groups.
Our motivation is along the lines of such studies attempting
to understand the representations learned by ViTs and make
them more explainable. The main contributions of this pa-
per are summarized as follows.

1. A framework for testing compositionality in ViT encoder
representations, analogous to the framework proposed
by [1] for representation learning.

2. The use of the Discrete Wavelet Transform (DWT) to
generate basis sets (input-specific primitives) for images.
To the best of our knowledge, previous works have not
used this approach to analyse ViTs.

3. Promising empirical results that demonstrate composi-
tionality in the encoder representations of the ViT. Our
analysis reveals that ViT patch representations at the fi-
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nal encoder layer are compositional for the DWT primi-
tives obtained by a one-level decomposition.

2. Background

2.1. Vision Transformers

Following the success of transformers [20] in NLP, [8]
adapted them to vision tasks. ViTs divide an input image
into patches, each of which is tokenized. Positional em-
beddings are added to each token embedding to preserve its
spatial location. A special CLS token is appended to the in-
put embeddings, and is used for the final classification. The
dimension of all the patch representations remains constant
throughout the encoder layers, which gives the ViT model
flexibility.

2.2. Compositionality in Representation Learning

Representational compositionality has been a field of study
since the days of the connectionist approach [4, 10]. Its
linguistic origins still make themselves known in current re-
search, with most investigations focusing on representations
in NLP tasks and models [5, 9, 15]. [12] defines the princi-
ple of compositionality as “the meaning of a compound ex-
pression is a function of the meaning of its parts and of the
syntactic rule by which they are combined”. The notions of
meaning and syntactic rules in language model representa-
tions naturally lend themselves to the study of composition-
ality.

Formally, a compositional representation function learns
a homomorphism between the input space and the its rep-
resentation space [1]. A homomorphism ¢ : H — G is
a map between two groups (H,-) and (G, ®), such that if
¢(h1) = g1 and ¢(h2) = ga for hy, hy € H and g1, g2 € G,
then ¢(hy - ha) = g1 © go.

The study of compositional nature of pretrained models
is motivated, in part, by interpretability. A model that can
break its input into meaningful pieces and reconstruct it in
a human-understandable manner is more interpretable than
a model that does not. With interpretability in mind, we
pursue our investigations into the representations learned by
ViT.

In the NLP domain, such investigations usually decom-
pose the input space into a dictionary of words, which acts
as the fundamental set used to represent all sentences. Note
that each word in the dictionary (the fundamental set) has a
standalone meaning, independent of the sentence it is used
in. However, it is difficult to construct a dictionary of vi-
sually meaningful images in the image domain, since the
image space is continuous. In other words, we cannot con-
struct a dictionary with infinite cardinality. This difficulty
is additionally compounded by the uninterpretable nature of
the canonical basis in the image space - the set of H x W xC
matrices with every element being 0 except for a single 1 at

some position. Thus, we propose a different approach to de-
compose an image into its visually meaningful primitives,
turning to analytical tools from signal processing.

2.3. Discrete Wavelet Transform (DWT)

While the Fourier series and Fourier transform are excellent
tools to analyze the frequency spectrum of images, they do
not provide localization in the pixel domain. Simply put, the
Fourier spectrum of an image is not visually meaningful.

Both the Discrete Fourier Transform (DFT) and the Dis-
crete Cosine Transform (DCT) decompose an image into
a set of basis functions; however, these bases themselves
lack semantic or visual interpretability. In particular, the
global sinusoidal and cosine bases used by the DFT and
DCT do not correspond to localized or meaningful image
structures, analogous to how individual words in a sentence
carry standalone meaning. As a result, although such trans-
forms are effective for energy compaction and frequency
analysis, their coefficients are difficult to interpret in terms
of image content or structure, limiting their suitability for
compositional analysis.

The DWT [6] stands out among time-frequency analysis
tools due to its unique ability of time-frequency localiza-
tion. Specifically, applying the DWT to an image decom-
poses it into sub-bands that correspond to localized spatial-
frequency components (e.g., horizontal, vertical, and di-
agonal details at multiple scales), which are visually in-
terpretable and content-aware primitives. The invertibility
of the sub-band decomposition enables lossless reconstruc-
tion, making the DWT our tool of choice for composition-
ality analysis.

Formally, given any W x H image I, it can be repre-
sented in terms of its wavelet coefficients as,
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where Ayi; = (IwxH,Pum,,;) and D’Tj%w» =
(Iw x H7’(/),,kn,i7j> are the approximation and detail coeffi-
cients respectively. k is the sub-band index, and the func-
tions ¢ and 1 are the scaling (approximation) and wavelet
(detail) wavelet bases. An orthogonal decomposition is as-
sumed in this work. The first term corresponds to the ap-
proximation of the image at level M, while the second term
represents all of the detail coefficients from level 1 to M.

It is important to emphasize that, unlike words in a sen-
tence whose meanings exist independently of the sentence
itself, the resulting sub-band coefficients are inherently de-
pendent on the specific input image. Hence, these are input-
dependent primitives.
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(a) Original image (b) DFT basis

Figure 1. Comparison of DFT, DCT, and DWT decompositions.
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(c) DCT basis (d) DWT subbands

Unlike DFT and DCT, whose subbands represent global frequency

components, DWT produces spatially localized, visually interpretable subbands suitable for compositionality analysis.

After the introduction of ViTs, the DWT has been used
for lossless downsampling to address their efficiency-vs-
accuracy tradeoff [22]. [23] also employs the DWT to im-
prove the quality of the input in a transformer-based net-
work. However, to our knowledge, the DWT has not been
used to explore compositionality in ViTs.

2.4. Compositionality of Image Representations

When inputs belong to the pixel space, and a neural net-
work learns input representations, the groups across which
compositionality is studied are vector spaces. These spaces
need to be equipped with a binary operation that satisfies
the group axioms, the natural choice being vector addition.

A homomorphism between two vector spaces V' and W
reduces to a linear map 7' : V' — W. This map is fully de-
fined by how it trasforms the basis set {vy,vs, ...}, which
we refer to as primitives. An ideal composition learner
would preserve how parts combine - like the way vector
addition in pixel space, to representation space. However,
such behaviour is typically not observed in real models, pri-
marily because of the deep nesting of non-linearities. Thus,
we now focus on learning how to combine parts in the rep-
resentation space, rather than assuming it’s just addition.

To quantify this, we study how the wavelet sub-band rep-
resentations evolve through the network. In the latent space,
we recompose the primitives’ representations (like we do in
pixel space) and compare the result with the original image.
This helps reveal how compositional the learned represen-
tations are. To make this analysis manageable, we focus on
compositionality in the last encoder layer.

3. Compositionality Analysis
3.1. Drawing Parallels from Existing Works

The inspiration for a framework to study compositional-
ity in ViTs stems from the work by [1]. The paper offers
a framework to measure compositionality in deep learning
models, particularly neural networks. In the context of this

paper, compositionality refers to the ability of a system to
represent complex ideas using simpler concepts. It intro-
duces a metric to measure how well an explicitly composi-
tional model f,, can approximate a complex model f. To
draw parallels, we summarize our understanding of their
framework, with corresponding analogies to our approach:

1) Representations: They define a model f : X — O,
where X is the input space (e.g., images), and O is the rep-
resentation space. The output representations § € © pro-
duced by f are analysed for compositional behaviour.

Analogy: In our work, f refers to the ViT model, X is
the set of input images, and © is the space of encoder rep-
resentations. Each 6 represents the ViT’s internal encoding
of an image.

2) Derivations: Derivations D are recursively con-
structed from a finite set of primitives Dy using a binary
bracketing operation (-, -). If d;, d; € D, then (d;,d;) € D
A derivation oracle D : X — D maps each input to its
derivation tree.

Analogy: In our framework, derivations correspond to
wavelet decompositions. The DWT acts as the oracle D,
constructing a tree (Figure 2) from wavelet sub-bands. Al-
though the set of sub-bands is infinite (2.2), combining valid
sub-bands (primitives) still yields a valid derivation.

3) Compositionality: The model f is compositional if it
preserves the structure of composition from the input space
to the representation space, i.e. it is a homomorphism from
input space to representation space. A composition opera-
tion on representations *: 6, * 6, — 6 is defined such that
for any input = with derivation D(z) = (D(x,), D(xp)),
we have:

f(x) = f(xa) * f(ap).

While exactly compositional primitives may not exist, can
a set of candidate primitives approximate the model’s inter-
nal representation? If f can be approximated by a learnable
compositional model fn with parameters 7, then the approx-
imation itself could serve as a measure of compositionality



Figure 2. Tree structure of the Discrete Wavelet Transform
(DWT). S represents the input signal. C'a;, C'd; represent the ap-
proximate and detail coefficients of 7" level.

for f.

Analogy: In our case, the model f : X — O is the
ViT model. We consider an intermediate encoder layer [
such that f; : X — © operates from the input space
to the encoding layer [. Then, the compositional model
fn(d) : D — O can be viewed as an approximation of
the encoder layer representations f;. With this perspective,
we can study the compositionality of any encoder layer of
the ViT architecture.

3.2. Capturing Compositionality

The wavelet reconstruction in the image space gives back
the original image without any loss of information. Thus,
a natural approach to check the model’s compositionality
would be to examine how the wavelet reconstruction be-
haves in the representation space of the encoder layers. We
analyse if such composition of the reconstructed encoder
layer representations approximates the encoder layer rep-
resentations of the original image. We identify two met-
rics, Structural Similarity Index (SSIM) [21] and Centered
Kernel Alignment(CKA) [13]. These metrics compare the
image’s encoder layer representation of the original image
with that of the composed reconstruction. SSIM is a percep-
tual metric and takes into account local patterns of pixel in-
tensities, their correlation, and spatial arrangements. CKA
is used to compare the similarity between two sets of high-
dimensional feature vectors (often from neural network lay-
ers). Using these metrics, we conduct the below analysis:
1. We use the SSIM map [21] to visualize structural simi-
larities between the original and the composed represen-
tations. To do this, we reshape the encoder layer repre-

sentation from Ep(I)N=1P to Er(I)W*H*C where

N is the number of tokens (N — 1 to exclude the CLS

token), and D is the encoder layer’s hidden dimension.

We measure the SSIM across the channels.

2. We plot the CKA [13] scores between the image rep-
resentation and composed representation across all en-
coder layers. For this analysis, we sample 10k images(10
images per class) from the imagenet-1k dataset and av-
erage the CKA scores over all encoder layers.

Figure 3 shows the SSIM maps computed for a sample
image, and Figure 4 presents the CKA scores averaged over
10K images from the ILSVRC validation set using ViT-
Base representations. Neither the maps nor the scores pro-
vide any evidence of compositionality or structural similar-
ity between the representations. It is unlikely that simply
adding the individual wavelet representations would exactly
give the original image’s representation. This invites the
possibility that reconstruction of these primitives in the rep-
resentation space differs from reconstruction in the image
space. Motivated by this, we investigate whether such a
composition function can be learned to better approximate
the true representations by relaxing the constraint that each
wavelet representation has to be equally weighted.

3.3. Compositionality Framework for ViTs

To generate a set of primitives for the pixel space, we turn
to the 2D Discrete Wavelet Transform (DWT).

Let E; : RWxHXC __, RNXD pe 3 function that takes
an input image of dimension W x H x C and outputs a set
of N (number of patches + 1) token vectors of dimension
D, produced by the I layer of a vision transformer with L
encoder layers (i.e., 1 <[ < L).

We investigate the following question to assess whether
a ViT model exhibits compositionality:

L M 3
> B (Ez (To) + > Y (Bl )
=1
2)

m=1k=1

Here, I;;, = Ei,j A]\{)i’jqb]w’i’j denotes the low-
frequency (approximation) image at level M, and
I‘gzuf) = D Dfnm m.i,; denotes the k™ directional
high-frequency detail (horizontal, vertical, diagonal) at
level m. Ej(-) is the ViT encoder output at layer I. That
is, we check if the representation of the original image at
encoder layer [ can be reconstructed by summing up the
representations of its wavelet components. The preliminary
analysis presented in Figs. 3 and 4 shows that this equality
does not hold, suggesting a lack of compositionality under
simple addition.

Given the highly non-linear nature of the ViT model and
the high dimensionality of its representations, we relax the
strict equality and ask whether a learnable function can ap-
proximate the original image’s encoder layer representa-
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(a) Image

(b) SSIM maps

Figure 3. SSIM maps for each channel (R,G,B). For each encoder layer output, the original image’s representation is compared with the
composed image representation. The SSIM maps shown here are after comparison. There is no immediate notion of compositionality

present visually.
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Figure 4. CKA scores of original vs composed representations at
various encoder layers of ViT-B averaged over 10K images. The
learned combination has a much higher CKA score across layers
compared to a simple sum.

tion:

Ei(I) ~ g, (El(fm, {E (Iég"w;f))}lgmw) E)

1<k<3

> i AMijom,i,; and ey =
Do Dfn)i’j 7knw That is, can we approximate original
representations at layer [ of the encoder by applying a learn-
able composition function g, (.) (with parameters 1) on the
primitive representations of the image? To emphasize, gy, (.)
attempts to find the best possible linear combination of the
primitive representations.

We argue that popular distance metrics between these
two high-dimensional representations might not be a reli-
able way of measuring similarity due to the curse of dimen-
sionality. Instead, we aim to minimize the loss between the
final layer classifier output logits of the original image’s fi-
nal CLS token and the approximate linearly combined final
layer CLS token. Since we are not modifying any of the ViT
model’s parameters while training this composition func-

where I;; =

tion, we affirm that all our analyses are post-hoc and still
viable probes for understanding the pretrained ViT model.
Hence, our reformulated question to evaluate whether com-
positionally holds becomes:

n* = argmin
7

c (Ec (Ev(Dicws)  Ee (9’7 ({El(fp)[CLS]}:—1>>> 7

“4)

where L is the loss, Ey(I)ics) € RP is the CLS to-

ken from the original image at encoder layer [, I;, denotes
the p™ primitive (either > Apsi jéari; or DE ko),

& m,i,5 ¥'m,i,J
Ei(I,)icLs) is its corresponding CLS token, and gy,
R"*P — RP is a learnable linear function mapping n

primitives to a single vector.

3.4. Applications of this Framework

Our proposed framework demonstrates that the representa-
tions at the final encoder layer exhibit compositional be-
haviour using DWT primitives obtained by a one-level de-
composition. Now, we validate this framework’s utility by
evaluating it under commonly encountered real-world dis-
tortions. Specifically, we assess compositinality in the pres-
ence of additive noise and compression. Our experiments
show that our compositional framework is robust and holds
even in the presence of such distortions.

4. Experimental Setup and Results

We conduct our experiments on the ImageNet-1k
dataset [7], sampling 50 images per class (50,000 to-
tal) and splitting them into 60:20:20 train/val/test sets. To
train the composition function g*, we first generate wavelet
primitives via the DWT and pass them through the ViT to
obtain their encoder layer outputs (7). The CLS tokens
from these outputs serve as inputs to g*, which outputs a

composed CLS token. This is fed to the ViT classifier, and
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Figure 5. Overview of the proposed compositionality framework for ViTs. The figure presents learning the composition function for Level
1 DWT decomposition. Dg, Dy, D., Dg are the coefficients of the wavelet decomposition discussed in 1.

the target is the original image’s classification output—not
the image label—as our aim is to measure how well the
composed token reproduces the original representation.
Only g* is trained (using cross-entropy loss), while ViT
weights remain frozen. Models are trained for 100 epochs
using SGD with a learning rate of 0.001.

We restrict our analysis to two levels of DWT decom-
position using two wavelet bases: Haar and db4. To assess
generalizability, we evaluate two ViT variants—ViT-B and
ViT-L—both pretrained on ImageNet-21k (14M images,
21k classes). We relax the equal-weight constraint from
Section 3.2 and explore three adaptive weighting strategies
for the composition function g*:

1. Convex: weights satisfy > . n; = 1, 1; > 0;
2. Conic: non-negative weights n; > 0;
3. Unconstrained: no restrictions on 7).

We used the same subset of images from the ImageNet-
1k to learn the composition function g* for these three vari-
ations. While the framework can be used to study any en-
coder layer in the model, we restrict our analysis to the last
layer, whose outputs are often inputs to downstream tasks.

4.1. Composition Approximation: Accuracy of
Learned Model on Ground Truth

Our initial analysis brings us back to our first question
(eq. 2) posed in section 3.3: whether wavelet based prim-
itive representations, satisfy compositionality under sim-
ple summation. We compare the classification accuracy of
the representations composed following simple summation
(eq. 2) and that of the learned composition model. Table 1
compares the classification accuracies for three cases (i)
original ViT’s output, (ii) output from summing the individ-
ual wavelet decomposition representations, and (iii) output
from the proposed learned composition model. Please note,
these accuracies are calculated on the ground truth. These
results clearly demonstrate that the learned representations

outperform the summed representations significantly. No-
tably, the performance of level 1 decomposition is almost on
par with that of ViT model’s accuracy. These findings con-
firm that the learned composition function g* is effective in
capturing the compositionality of level 1 wavelet primitives.

4.2. Composition Approximation: Understanding
the Learned Model Weights

To evaluate how accurately our learned composition func-
tion ¢g* approximates the original image’s representation,
we compute the relative accuracy (by considering the orig-
inal model’s (ViT) output logits as the ground truth, or
reference target). Table 2 presents those results. Inter-
estingly, the relative accuracies are similar across different
constraints (convex, conic, and unconstrained variations of
g*). To investigate this further, we look at the learned model
weights in Table 3 and Table 4, which indicate the relative
importance weights assigned to different sub-bands. Across
all settings, the learned model g* weighs the approximation
(low-pass filtered image) coefficient i.e, the first value sig-
nificantly more than the other coefficients in the representa-
tion space.

Notably, there is no discernible pattern among the
learned weights under different constraints. There is con-
siderable variation among the weights assigned for differ-
ent g*’s, but their performance is quite similar. There could
be multiple such compositions for an encoder layer, which
leads to further questions about the representation space.

4.3. Composition Approximation: Learned Recon-
structed Image Analysis

In this subsection, we investigate how the weights learned
by the proposed composition function (¢*) influence the re-
construction of the original images, when these weights are
applied to the primitives (wavelet sub-bands) in the image
space. Simply put, we transfer the weights learned from



Learned

Model Original | Summed | Unconstrained | Conic | Convex
ViT-B (Haar-level 1) | 0.792 0.13 0.775 0.775 | 0.771
ViT-B (db4-level 1) 0.792 0.13 0.777 0.775 | 0.772
ViT-L (Haar-level 1) | 0.809 0.18 0.797 0.795 | 0.795
ViT-B (Haar-level 2) 0.83 0.005 0.51 0.5 0.48
ViT-B (db4-level 2) 0.83 0.005 0.51 0.51 0.48
ViT-L (Haar-level 2) 0.82 0.003 0.63 0.62 0.59

Table 1. Accuracies of original representations vs. summed representations vs. learned compositions. Note that the learned representations

perform significantly better than just the summed representations.

Model Unconstrained | Conic | Convex
ViT-B (haar-level 1) 0.87 0.87 0.86
ViT-B (db4-level 1) 0.9 0.9 0.89
ViT-L (haar-level 1) 0.92 0.91 0.91
ViT-B (haar-level 2) 0.53 0.51 0.49
ViT-B (db4-level 2) 0.69 0.68 0.61
ViT-L (haar-level 2) 0.65 0.64 0.61

Table 2. Relative accuracy of the learned composition models.
Note that the target for the composed representation is the output
predicted by the original image classifier (not the ground truth la-
bel).

the ViT encoder embedding space to their corresponding
wavelet sub-bands in the image space, thereby reconstruct-
ing a weighted image in the image space. We consider a
subset of 200 images for this analysis. Table 5 presents
the classification accuracy of the ViT model on the recon-
structed images. Note that although there is a significant
drop in level 2 accuracies, the learned weights translate back
well for level 1 decomposition. Figure 6 visualizes the re-
constructed images using Level 1 ViT-B (Haar) and Level
2 ViT-B (Haar) model. Interestingly, although the convex
combination of the sub-bands in the image space signifi-
cantly affect the pixel intensities, their performance is at par
with other learned models.

4.4. Composition Approximation: Error Analysis

While the classification performance of the proposed com-
positional model presented thus far provides a broad pic-
ture of compositionality, a natural question about error in
composition arises. Here, we compare the compositional
model’s predictions - particularly its misclassification - with
that of the original model. Since our downstream task is
image classification, we analyze the composition error via
prediction discrepancies. It would be interesting to explore
other ways to study the error in composition in the future. In
this preliminary experiment, we sample 1000 images from
the Imagenet-1K dataset, and the performance of both the
original and compositional model (level 1 DWT decompo-
sition) is evaluated as follows:

» Percentage of images where the original model is accurate

and the learned model is inaccurate (Errieamed—0rg)-

» Percentage of images where the learned model is accurate
and the original model is inaccurate (Errorg—1 carned)-

* Percentage of images where both models are inaccurate
(Errpom)-

The results in Table 6 provides a comparative analysis of
prediction error between the learned model and the original
ViT. As anticipated, the learned model commits relatively
more errors than the original. However, it is noteworthy
that the learned model also performs better on some im-
ages. This preliminary analysis provides sufficient motiva-
tion to further analyse the role of individual wavelet repre-
sentations towards the model’s prediction.

4.5. Composition Approximation: Effect of Distor-
tion on Images

To further cement the practical utility of our proposed
framework, we explore whether it persists when images are
subjected to distortions. We measure how JPEG compres-
sion and additive Gaussian noise affect the classification ac-
curacy of our learned model. Table 7 clearly demonstrates
that our framework is robust to distortions, and composito-
niality holds even with compressed and noisy images.

5. Conclusion and Future Work

Our work explores notions of compositionality present in
the ViT encoder layer representations. We present a gen-
eral framework to measure compositional behaviour in en-
coder layers of ViT-based architectures. Fundamental to
this framework is the use of the DWT representation as an
input-dependent primitive. Our findings indicate the possi-
bility of compositional behaviour in the ViT model. Specif-
ically, we provide evidence for compositionality in the last
encoder layer when primitives induced by a one-level DWT
decomposition are applied. While our present analysis is re-
stricted to the final encoder layer, we aim to explore all the
encoder layers for potential compositionality. We hope this
work leads to further analysis for explainability in ViT’s.



Model Unconstrained Conic Convex
ViT-B (haar) | [2.02,-0.18,0.43,0.18] | [1.67,0.34,0.57,0.02] | [0.66,0.11, 0.10, 0.12]
ViT-B (db4) | [2.02,0.1,-0.15,-0.16] | [1.65,0.12,0.63,0.03] | [0.62, 0.09, 0.25, 0.03]
ViT-L (haar) | [ 1.93, 0.16, -0.02, 0.25] | [1.81,0.28, 0.13, 0.44] [0.68, 0.1, 0.05, 0.16]

Table 3. Weights learned by the proposed composition model (g*) for level 1 wavelet decomposition.

Model Unconstrained Conic Convex
ViT-B (haar) | [1.32, 0.35,-0.07, -0.14, 0.65, -0.20, 0.21] | [1.88, 0.61, 0.35, 0.17, 0.10, 0.10, 0.44] | [0.42,0.13, 0.05, 0.13, 0.07, 0.10, 0.06]
ViT-B (db4) | [1.52,-0.18, 0.06, 0.30, 0.35, 0.16, -0.21] [1.64, 0.40, 0.12, 0.02, 0, 0.03, 0] [0.43,0.11, 0.08, 0.07, 0.14, 0.06, 0.08]
ViT-L (haar) | [1.52,-0.01, -0.21, 0.29, 0.06, -0.01, 0.34] [1.82,0.29, 0.32,0.17, 0, 0.33, 0.23] [0.40, 0.11, 0.10, 0.08, 0.09, 0.06, 0.13]

Table 4. Weights learned by the proposed composition model (g*) for level 2 wavelet decomposition.

Convex

Conic

Original Unconstrained

(a) Reconstructed Images for Level 1 ViT-B (Haar) model

Original Unconstrained

Conic

Convex

(b) Reconstructed Images for Level 2 ViT-B (Haar) model

Figure 6. Reconstructed images obtained by applying the learned
original image in the input space.

composition model g*’s weights to the corresponding sub-bands of the

standing robustness of transformers for image classification.

In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF international conference on

computer vision, pages 10231-10241, 2021. 1

(3]

Mathilde Caron, Hugo Touvron, Ishan Misra, Hervé Jégou,
Julien Mairal, Piotr Bojanowski, and Armand Joulin. Emerg-

Model Original | Unconst. | Conic | Convex
ViT-B (haar-level 1) 0.79 0.72 0.72 0.76
ViT-B (db4-level 1) 0.84 0.81 0.81 0.82
ViT-B (haar-level 2) 0.84 0.58 0.48 0.64
ViT-B (db4-level 2) 0.84 0.49 0.51 0.65
ViT-L (haar-level 1) 0.83 0.82 0.82 0.80
ViT-L (haar-level 2) 0.83 0.63 0.68 0.71

ing properties in self-supervised vision transformers. In Pro-
ceedings of the IEEE/CVF international conference on com-

Table 5. Classification accuracy of ViT-B on reconstructed images
generated by applying the learned weights of the proposed compo-
sition model (g*) to the corresponding sub-bands in image space.
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