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ABSTRACT

The emergence of pre-trained models has significantly impacted Natural Lan-
guage Processing (NLP) and Computer Vision to relational datasets. Tradition-
ally, these models are assessed through fine-tuned downstream tasks. However,
this raises the question of how to evaluate these models more efficiently and ef-
fectively. In this study, we explore a novel approach where we leverage the meta-
features associated with each entity as a source of worldly knowledge and employ
entity representations from the models. We propose using the consistency between
these representations and the meta-features as a metric for evaluating pre-trained
models. Our method’s effectiveness is demonstrated across various domains, in-
cluding models with relational datasets, large language models, and image models.

1 INTRODUCTION

The rise in user-generated content has led to the widespread adoption of pre-training large models
across numerous machine-learning fields. This trend is particularly noticeable in Natural Language
Processing (NLP) with GPT (Generative Pretrained Transformer) models (Brown et al., 2020) and
vision-language domains with models like CLIP (Radford et al., 2021). Usually, the performance
of these models is assessed through various downstream tasks such as Machine Translation (Wang
et al., 2023), Factuality (Chen et al., 2019), Question answering (Liang et al., 2023), Multilingual
tasks (Bang et al., 2023; Ahuja et al., 2023), which can be relatively expensive if a large number of
tasks are considered necessary for a robust evaluation. Is there an alternative approach that offers
both efficiency and simplicity for evaluating these models?

Entity representations, also known as embeddings generated from these models, can be utilized
directly or indirectly by downstream tasks and fine-tuned as needed. The associated meta-features
with these embeddings can be considered as the model’s foundational knowledge of the world it’s
learning from. This could be the class category for image data or semantic and syntactic information
for words. Despite having the same meta-features, embeddings differ across models. Therefore, the
degree of consistency between the embeddings and meta-features can serve as a performance metric
for model evaluation.

Embedding spaces are complex and challenging to interpret or explain. Despite extensive efforts
to decipher it, its intricacies go beyond mere linear interpretability, as some research suggests. In
this research, we hypothesize that the embeddings reside within a manifold space where Euclidean
distance is not an appropriate metric for gauging the similarity between two embeddings. Meta-
features are capable of grouping these embeddings into clusters, we assume each forming a sub-
manifold space. When the clusters are sufficiently fine-grained, it is possible to approximate each
cluster using a Gaussian distribution. Collectively, these clusters form a mixture of Gaussian distri-
butions. By determining the posterior probabilities of the entities, the consistency of meta-features
and embeddings can be assessed.

In this study, we introduce a unique approach to evaluate the performance of pre-trained models.
Specifically, we:
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1. Adopt a distinct perspective towards the model. Instead of focusing solely on downstream
performance, we emphasize the quality of the entities’ representations that the model can
generate.

2. Consider the features associated with the entity representations as the benchmark to assess
their quality. We hypothesize that the meta-features can partition the embedding space
into distinct clusters. The quality of these clusters can be evaluated using the posterior
probability of Gaussian mixture models.

3. While there are multiple methods to interpret these meta-feature spaces, we present a tree-
based approach as an example that uses meta-features to segment entities into clusters.

4. Test our proposed method’s effectiveness on various datasets across domains, ranging from
recommendation-based to language and image models. We present both qualitative and
quantitative evidence to demonstrate the approach’s efficacy.

2 RELATED WORK

This section reviews the literature on three areas: 1) Pre-trained models, 2) Vision-Language Pre-
training (VLP), and 3) Pretrained Dual-Transformers (PDT) for Bipartite Graphs.

2.1 PRE-TRAINED MODELS

Large Language Models (LLMs): In recent years, significant strides have been made in the realm
of Natural Language Processing (NLP), particularly with the advent of the transformer architecture.
Attention-based language models such as BERT (Kenton & Toutanova, 2019), GPT (Brown et al.,
2020), XLNet (Yang et al., 2019), and T5 (Raffel et al., 2020) have raised the bar in various language
benchmarks. Alongside these developments, a plethora of pre-training and fine-tuning algorithms
have been devised to enhance the performance of these transformer models. As these models grew
in size, the data-driven nature and scaling characteristics of the transformer architecture became
evident. These critical findings paved the way for the creation of large language models (LLMs),
including LLaMa 2 (Touvron et al., 2023) with 7-70 billion parameters, BLOOM (Workshop et al.,
2022) with 176 billion parameters, and GPT4 (OpenAI, 2023) with an astounding 1.7 trillion pa-
rameters. These LLMs demonstrate impressive emergent capabilities, such as solving mathematical
equations and analyzing articles, competencies not seen in prior smaller language models. These
breakthroughs signify the remarkable progress made in this field.

Vision-Language Pre-training (VLP): With the rapid expansion of model capacity and compu-
tational resources, the input to deep neural networks has evolved beyond a single modality, such
as text or image. Vision-language pre-training (VLP) was introduced to bridge the gap between
different modalities, effectively harnessing cross-modality information from both images and text.
Leveraging the successful pre-training and fine-tuning paradigm prevalent in NLP, VLP models
have demonstrated exceptional performance in complex vision-language tasks. These tasks include
image captioning, visual question answering, and visual reasoning. Among the existing studies, a
noteworthy contribution is the CLIP (Radford et al., 2021) model, which employs the concept of
contrastive learning to align images and text. CLIP simultaneously trains an image encoder and
a text encoder on millions of image-text pairs collected from the internet. The resulting encoders
have demonstrated impressive performance on downstream tasks due to their zero-shot classification
capability.

Pretrained Dual-Transformers (PDT) for Bipartite Graphs: PDT (Dai et al., 2023) focuses on
learning contextual knowledge from a user-content interaction dataset, which is depicted as a bipar-
tite graph. The study identifies two key contexts in the graph: user-side and content-side. The goal
of learning from these contexts is framed as two contrastive learning tasks and is applied to a rec-
ommendation task. Evaluations of two large popular datasets reveal that PDT outperforms baselines
in six metrics.
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3 ALGORITHM FRAMEWORK

This section presents the algorithmic framework of our proposed metric for evaluating embeddings.

For a given domain, we first collect a large size of entities with rich meta-features. Then for any given
pre-trained model, we can generate an embedding dataset denoted as X = x1, ...,xN , where each
xi ∈ Rd and 1 ≤ i ≤ N . Here, N represents the number of entities, and d signifies the dimension
of the embeddings. Simultaneously, we can produce a corresponding feature set F = f1, ..., fN .
Each feature fi comprises categorical and numerical features. We convert numerical features into
categorical ones for consistency. The primary objective is to examine the consistency between these
two datasets, X and F.

In the simplest scenario where fi has only one feature, a straightforward segmentation method is to
form clusters based solely on these features, with each category creating its cluster. However, when
fi has m features, and each feature has kj categories, the number of combinations becomes

∏m
j=1 kj .

This results in a significantly larger number of clusters. We will postpone the discussion on finding
the best split to a later session. In the upcoming discussion, we will assume that we already have a
split criterion for the dataset X.

4 PROPOSED METHOD: POSTERIOR BASED EMBEDDING EVALUATING
METRIC

We aim to evaluate the effectiveness of different models that generate these embeddings to determine
the best one. The splitting criteria, S, can divide the entities into a group of clusters C1, C2, ..., Cn,
with each entity belonging to a single cluster, where n is the number of clusters. To evaluate the
quality of the cluster, we adopt a posterior-based method.

In the context of GMM, it is assumed that the data is generated from a combination of multiple
Gaussian distributions. Each component of this mixture corresponds to one of the distinct clusters
within the dataset. The probability of any given data point, x, belonging to the kth cluster is esti-
mated by computing the posterior probability in the GMM framework which can be expressed as
follows:

P (θ = k|x) = P (x|θ = k)P (θ = k)∑m
j=1 P (x|θ = j)P (θ = j)

, (1)

where P (θ = k) = number of points in the kth cluster
N

To assess the quality of the embeddings X within the context of a splitting S, we compute the overall
evaluation metric by averaging the log probabilities of all the embeddings across all clusters. This
metric provides an assessment of the quality of the embeddings. We call it the average of the log
posterior (ALP ).

ALPX
S =

1

N

m∑
k=1

∑
xi∈Ck

logP (θ = k|xi) (2)

One challenge with the formula above is its high sensitivity to outliers. A single outlier could lead
to an extremely large value for ALPX

S . We implement a clipping mechanism for embeddings with
very small posterior probabilities to mitigate the impact of such outlier entities. Specifically, if
P (θ = k|xk) is less than k/N ∗ ε, we exclude the entity from the ALPX

S computation.

Another challenge arises when the embeddings exist in large dimensions. If the number of em-
beddings in each cluster is smaller than the embedding dimension, this leads to a rank-deficient
covariance. To address this, we propose a multi-head solution. In this approach, each head is a
randomly selected v dimensions from the existing d dimensions and ALP is estimated based on
these dimensions. This process is repeated multiple times, and the average results are used which
we refer to as the Mean of the . This concept is inspired by the random forest algorithm (Breiman,
2001) and Matryoshka Representation Learning (Kusupati et al., 2022). Additionally, we apply the
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routine regularization approach, i.e., adding ϵI to the covariance matrix. The value of ϵ is decided
in the following manner.

ϵ = max(λk/(10D)λ0, 1e−8), (3)

Where D is the dimensionality of the embeddings and λi are the eigenvalues of the covariance matrix
(sorted decreasingly by their magnitude). k is the minimum value that satisfies Σk

i=0λi

ΣD
i=0λi

> 99.99%.

4.1 ONE META FEATURE BASED CLUSTERING

In the simplest scenario, where the feature vector fi consists of only one feature, a straightforward
and intuitive approach to segmentation is to form clusters based solely on these features. This
method is straightforward as it capitalizes on the inherent characteristics of the data. Each unique
category within the data forms its distinct cluster, effectively grouping similar items. The consis-
tency of these clusters with the embeddings can serve as a measure of the quality of the embeddings.
However, it’s important to note that extending this approach to accommodate more than two meta-
features is not as straightforward.

4.2 META FEATURES + REPRESENTATION BASED SEGMENTATION

Inspired by EmbeddingTree algorithm, we can construct the tree based on the entities, and all the
leaf nodes are the final clusters, specifically: We first convert non-binary categorical features into
binary ones by asking yes-no questions regarding each of their categorical values and get the binary
feature sets: G = {g1, ...,gN} (gi ∈ {0, 1}q , 1 ≤ i ≤ N ), q denote the total number of converted
binary features.

With the processed data, we describe the EmbeddingTree algorithm with details in Algorithm 1. We
iterate through the q features (line 6) and evaluate them based on the splitting criteria described in
Section 4.3 to pick out the best feature for splitting (line 8-10), using the feature’s binary value (line
11-13). The above procedure is executed recursively (lines 15-16) until the splitting criterion (Θ),
e.g., the number of entities per tree node or the tree depth, is no longer satisfied (line 2). With the
given embedding and feature data, the whole procedure is deterministic.

Algorithm 1 Build an EmbeddingTree

1: procedure BUILDTREE([X,F], q,Θ)
2: if Θ is not satisfied then
3: return LeafNode([X,F])
4: else
5: max t← −∞
6: for k ∈ {1, ..., q} do
7: t = Embedding −MAP ([X,Fk])
8: if t > max t then
9: bestFea = k

10: max t = t
11: [X,F]left = {x ∈ X|FbestFea == 0}
12:
13: [X,F]right = {x ∈ X|FbestFea == 1}
14:
15: Children.Left = BuildTree([X,F]left, q,Θ)
16: Children.Right = BuildTree([X,F]right, q,Θ)
17: return Children

4.3 2-GMM SPLITTING WITH MAXIMUM A POSTERIORI ESTIMATION (MAP)

One critical component of Algorithm 1 is the criterion for selecting the best splitting feature. The
criterion is computed based on the approximate MAP for GMMs inspired by (Zheng et al., 2023).

We assume the embedding can be modeled as two mixture Gaussians. The expectation-
maximization (EM) algorithm is used to estimate all the parameters and latent variables jointly.
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The latent variables, zi,j , denote the probability that sample i is in cluster j. With N as the
number of observations and J as the number of Gaussian clusters (in this case, J = 2), z =
{z1,1, z1,2, ..., zN,J−1, zN,J}, the complete likelihood (including the latent variables) is:

P (x, µ,Σ, w, z) =

N∏
i=1

J∏
j=1

{wjN (xn;µj ,Σ
2
j )}zi,j , (4)

where µ is the mean vectors and Σ is covariance matrix of the Gaussians.

We go through every feature to find the best binary feature that splits the embedding and forms the
best GMM. Each candidate binary feature splits the embeddings into two clusters, each formulated
as a Gaussian. For each feature, suppose the first s embeddings have feature value Fk = 0 and the
rest N − s embeddings have feature value Fk = 1. We estimate both clusters’ weights, means, and
variances using the maximum likelihood estimation (MLE).

µ̂1 =
1

s

s∑
i=1

xi, Σ̂1 =
1

s

s∑
i=1

(xi − µ̂1)(xi − µ̂1)
T
, ŵ1 =

s

N
,

µ̂2 =
1

N − s

N∑
i=s+1

xi, Σ̂2 =
1

N − s

N∑
i=s+1

(xi − µ̂2)(xi − µ̂2)
T
,

ŵ2 =
N − s

N
.

In other words, our algorithm performs a hard clustering rather than the soft clustering of GMM.
Thus, if xi is in cluster j, then zi,j = 1 and zi,j′ = 0 for all j ̸= j′. Given this approximation, the
likelihood can be obtained by summing over the z:

P (x, µ,Σ, w) =
∑
z

N∏
i=1

J∏
j=1

{wjN (xn;µj ,Σ
2
j )}zi,j (5)

Note that z(i∈(0,s],j=1) = z(i∈[s+1,N),j=2) = 1 and zi,j = 0, otherwise, the above equation can be
simplified to:

P (x, µ,Σ, w) =

s∏
i=1

w1N (xi;µ1,Σ1
2)

N∏
i=s+1

w2N (xi;µ2,Σ2
2). (6)

We can treat each split feature as another random variable θ. To choose the best-split feature,
we want to maximize P (x, µ,Σ, w, θ); in other words, we want to find θ that gives the largest
P (x, µ,Σ, w).

4.4 FINDING THE BEST SPLITTING POINT

For simplicity, we only consider θ as the random variable we want to estimate; by injecting the prior
information into the formula, we can treat each splitting feature with a different weight. By applying
Maximum A Posteriori Estimation (MAP), we can formulate the problem as follows:

P (θi|x) =
P (x|θi)P (θi)∑q

j=1 P (x|θj)P (θj)
, (7)

where q is the number of possible splits.

By plugging (3) into (4), we can get

P (θi|x) =
∏s

k=1 w1N (xk;µ1,Σ1
2, θi)

∏N
k=s+1 w2N (xk;µ2,Σ2

2, θi)p(θi)∑q
j=1

∏s
k=1 w1N (xk;µ1,Σ1

2, θj)
∏N

k=s+1 w2N (xk;µ2,Σ2
2, θj)p(θj)

. (8)
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Plugging in the estimates for all the parameters and taking the log of P (θi|x), we can get

log P̂ (θi|x) =
s∑

i=1

[log ŵ1+logN (xi; µ̂1, Σ̂1
2
)]+

N∑
i=s+1

[log ŵ2+logN (xi; µ̂2, Σ̂2
2
)]+log p(θi)

− log(

q∑
j=1

s∏
k=1

w1N (xk; µ̂1, Σ̂
2
1, θj)

N∏
k=s+1

w2N (xk; µ̂2, Σ̂
2
2, θj)p(θj)). (9)

By applying this formula, we can use the prior knowledge of the importance of the feature to find
the split that maximizes log P̂ .

4.5 EMBEDDING COMPARISON BASED ON THE SAME SPLITTING CRITERIA

If we have two sets of embeddings, XA = {xA1, . . . ,xAN}, and XB = {xB1, . . . ,xBN},
both trained on the same dataset but using different models, denoted as models A and B, where
(xAi,xBi ∈ Rp, 1 ≤ i ≤ N ), we can generate two corresponding splitting criteria, SA and SB.
The objective now is to assess and compare the quality of these two sets of embeddings. Let’s
represent ALPXA

SA as ALPA
A for embeddings XA and splitting criteria SA. Given two sets of

embeddings, XA and XB, along with two corresponding splitting criteria, SA and SB, we can de-
fine four metrics: ALPA

A , ALPB
B , ALPB

A , and ALPA
B . We need to fix the splitting criteria to do

clustering, so a proper comparison should be between ALPA
A and ALPB

A or between ALPA
B and

ALPB
B .

5 EXPERIMENTAL ANALYSIS

In this experimental session, we initially conducted experiments on a synthetic dataset to verify the
effectiveness of our proposed algorithm. Following this, we further evaluate the results in three ar-
eas: the MovieLens dataset (Harper & Konstan, 2015) for relational models, spatial datasets (Gurnee
& Tegmark, 2023) for large language models, and the Robustness library (Engstrom et al., 2019a;b;
Santurkar et al., 2019; 2020) for image models.

5.1 SYNTHETIC DATASET: GAUSSIAN MIXTURE MODEL (GMM) OF TEN GAUSSIAN
DISTRIBUTIONS

To validate the efficacy of our proposed posterior-based embedding evaluation metric, as outlined
in Equation 2, we designed an experiment encompassing three scenarios, each with 10 clusters.
These clusters were generated such that they are either perfectly separated, partially overlapping, or
perfectly overlapping and are all generated using a Gaussian Mixture Model. Figure 1 presents the
results from these scenarios. As anticipated, the Average of the Log Posterior (ALP) scores for the
ten (10) perfectly separated Gaussian Distributions was 0, and the accuracy of the clusters assigned
from the posterior matrix was 100%. In the case of 10 partially overlapping Gaussian Distributions,
the ALP score was −0.3285, and the accuracy of the clusters assigned from the posterior matrix was
86.96%. Similarly, for the ten (10) perfectly overlapping Gaussian Distributions, the ALP score was
−0.9372, and the accuracy of cluster assignment was 57.34%.

(a) Perfectly separated clusters (b) Partially overlapping clusters (c) Perfectly overlapping clusters

Figure 1: Illustration on a 2D synthetic dataset consisting of 10 Gaussian distributions that are
perfectly separated, partially overlapping, and perfectly overlapping.
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5.2 MOIVE LENS DATASET FOR RELATIONAL

MovieLens-25M consists of 25,000,095 reviews made by 162,541 reviewers on 59,047 movies.
We compare the following models to generate the movie embeddings. Word2vec (Mikolov et al.,
2013), PDT (Dai et al., 2023) and SASRec (Kang & McAuley, 2018). From the Word2Vec
model, we generate two distinct types of embedding representations, specifically w2v single and
w2v combine. In the case of w2v single, we create a sequence of movies for each reviewer’s
review, sort it based on time, and then employ the Word2vec model to learn the movie embeddings.
On the other hand, w2v combine not only includes the sequences of movies for reviewers but also
incorporates sequences of reviewers for each movie and reviewer/movie pairs as part of the training
data. For both SASRec and PDT, we generate sequences of nine movies for each reviewer. Addi-
tionally, for PDT, we generate sequences of reviewers for each movie, as this is a necessary input
for PDT. SASRec is trained using BPR loss, while PDT is trained using two contrastive losses.
Both PDT and SASRec are contextualized embeddings, while w2v single and w2v combine
are static embeddings. We employ two clustering techniques. The first approach involves clustering
by single meta-features, such as year and genre. We also apply the Embedding tree-based method
to generate the tree for both year and genre features and use the leaf nodes as clusters.

5.2.1 MOVIE LENS DATASET: CLUSTERING BY YEAR

We evaluated and compared four kinds of embedding representations trained on the MovieLens
Dataset. These were trained at various iteration levels; we use the “year” feature as labels to cluster
the embeddings. As illustrated Figure 2 (a), the PDT and SRSREC embedding performed better than
all embeddings across all iterations, as seen in the Mean of the average of log posteriors plot. During
the early stages of training from iteration 1 to 16, w2v combine outperformed w2v single.
However, in the later stages from iteration 16 to 50, w2v single superseded w2v combine.

(a) Mean of the average of log
posteriors

(b) Mean of accuracy of assigned
clusters

Figure 2: Mean of the average of the log posterior and accuracy on the MovieLens dataset by
clustering on year.

As depicted in the Mean of accuracy of assigned clusters plot of Figure 2 (b), PDT and SRSREC
demonstrates a consistent and stable performance over all other types of embeddings across all it-
erations. Generally, w2v single exceeds the performance of w2v combine. This suggests that
contextualized embeddings, specifically PDT and SRSREC, most effectively encode year informa-
tion and remain stable across all iterations. Also, w2v single demonstrates superior encoding of
year information compared to w2v combine.

5.2.2 MOVIE LENS DATASET: CLUSTERING BY GENRE

Here, we created clusters with the genre features as labels. We then compute and report the Mean
of the average of log posteriors and the Mean of accuracy of assigned clusters. These findings are
presented in Figure 3. Contrary to the consistent pattern observed with year features as labels, the
genre features do not exhibit a similar consistency. From Figure 3 (a), it’s noticeable that the PDT
embedding generally outperforms both SASRec and w2v single over all iterations. Furthermore,
SASRec surpasses w2v single from the 1st to the 40th iteration, after which they both plateau
with similar scores. Between the 12th and 36th iterations, w2v combine is observed to outperform
PDT. Moving to the Mean accuracy of the assigned clusters plot (Figure 3 (b)), it’s evident that PDT
consistently outperforms all other embedding types across all iterations. Generally, w2v combine
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surpasses both SASRec and w2v single, except for the first and third iterations where SASRec
exceeds w2v combine.

(a) Mean of the average of log
posteriors

(b) Mean of accuracy of assigned
clusters

Figure 3: Mean of the average of the log posterior and accuracy on the MovieLens dataset by
clustering on the genre.

5.2.3 MOVIE LENS DATASET: CLUSTERING WITH TREE LEAF NODES ON GENRE AND
YEAR AS THE META FEATURES

We also explored the case where we used the tree leaf nodes from the embedding tree constructed
with year and genre as meta-features. The Mean average of log posteriors of assigned clusters is cal-
culated and reported, as shown in Figure 4 (a). The PDT and SASRec embeddings consistently sur-
pass other embeddings throughout all iterations. However, we notice that w2v combine surpasses
w2v single from the 1st to the 26th iteration, but w2v single overtakes w2v combine from
the 26th to the 50th iteration. The Mean accuracy of assigned clusters, illustrated in Figure 4 (b),
clearly shows that the PDT and SASRec embedding exhibit a steady and consistent increase in per-
formance compared to all other embeddings across all iterations. This is followed by w2v single,
which generally surpasses w2v combine.

(a) Mean of the average of log
posteriors

(b) Mean of accuracy of assigned
clusters

Figure 4: Mean of the average of the log posterior and accuracy on the MovieLens dataset by
clustering with tree leaf nodes.

All the above experiment results suggest that the contextualized embeddings SASRec and PDT are
more effective at capturing the semantic and structural relationships in the input data compared to
their static embedding counterparts, namely w2v single and w2v combine, which meet our
expectations.

5.3 EXPERIMENTS WITH EMBEDDING FROM LLAMA-2 MODELS

In this session, we implement the proposed concept in the field of large language models and use
Llama-2 as an example.

Models: The released Llama-2 models (Touvron et al. (2023)) have three versions with different
model sizes and embedding dimensionalities. These details have been included in Table 1.

Datasets: We use the Llama-2 models to generate embeddings for three spatial datasets introduced
by (Gurnee & Tegmark, 2023). The details of these datasets are shown in Table 2. Each dataset
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instance is a word/phrase for a location (e.g., the name of a city, a university, or a place of interest).
Based on the spatial location as a meta feature, we generate the clusters for each dataset, i.e., based
on the continent, state, and borough of the instances from the World Place, USA Place, and NYC
Place dataset, respectively.

Table 1: Details of the Llama-2 models.

Model #head #layer #dim

Llama-2-7b 32 32 4096
Llama-2-13b 40 40 5120
Llama-2-70b 64 80 8192

Table 2: Details of the three spatial datasets.

Dataset #clusters #samples Cluster

World Place 8 39585 continent
US Place 49 29997 state
NYC Place 7 19838 borough

Embedding Quality: We feed the three datasets into the three (3) Llama-2 models and get their
activations/embeddings at each layer of the models. Specifically, we obtain 32, 40, and 80 sets
of embeddings for the three sets of models (as the three models have 32, 40, and 80 layers, re-
spectively). We use our proposed method for each set of embeddings to compute the posterior of
individual instances falling into the correct cluster.

From Figure 5 and Figure 6, we present the effectiveness of embeddings across three different
datasets and models. The x-axis of each graph indicates the percentage of layers relevant to the
corresponding Llama-2 models, while the y-axis represents the Mean average of log posteriors and
accuracy. The results show a noticeable upward trend in the quality of embeddings from the ini-
tial to the final layers. Specifically, in the World Place, USA Place, and NYC Place datasets, the
green lines, which denote the larger Llama-2-70b model, exhibit the highest levels of posteriors and
accuracy. This indicates that the Llama-2-70b model is more adept at incorporating location data
compared to the other models.
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Figure 5: Embedding quality over model layers (average of the log posterior). The dimensions are
divided into subsets, each comprising 128 dimensions.
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Figure 6: Embedding quality over model layers (accuracy of assigned clusters). The dimensions are
divided into subsets, each comprising 128 dimensions.

5.4 EXPERIMENT ANALYSIS OF CLIP EMBEDDINGS ON THE BREEDS HIERARCHY

In this section, we assess the ability of our metric to predict the classification performance on em-
beddings of 3 pre-trained CLIP (Radford et al., 2021) models on datasets from the Breeds Hierarchy
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(Santurkar et al., 2020), namely datasets entity 13, entity 30, living 17 and nonliving 26. Next, we
briefly describe the Breeds Dataset and the CLIP models used for our evaluation.

Dataset: Breeds Hierarchy (Santurkar et al., 2020) was created by leveraging and modifying the
WordNet (Miller, 1994) hierarchy for the ImageNet (Deng et al., 2009) dataset to group together
semantically similar classes into one (1) superclass. The original purpose of creating this hierarchy
was to use the subpopulations present in superclasses to detect a model’s robustness to distribution
shift. For this experiment, we leverage the entire dataset to evaluate the performance of our metric
in predicting the generalization of CLIP models on those embeddings.

Models: For this study, we use CLIP-ViT transformers ViT-L/14, ViT-B/32, and ViT-B/16 trained
on 224 px × 224 px images as image encoders, where ViT-L/14 encodes each image into a 768-
dimensional embedding and ViT-B/16 and ViT-B/32 encode each image as a 512-dimensional em-
bedding. We obtained model embeddings for each network from the final image encoder and the
mean embeddings of internal multi-head self-attention layers. We train a linear probe on the Ima-
geNet (Deng et al., 2009) training subset of the Breeds dataset and learn the parameters for estimat-
ing the log posterior (ALP). To compute the average log posterior, we don’t split the embeddings
into multiple blocks; therefore, the average log posterior (ALP) demonstrates the flexibility of our
approach. We correlate the performance of these two metrics to understand our trained posterior’s
behavior better and present the analysis and results next.

Table 3: Pearson’s Correlation on Breeds Datasets (Part 1): Comparing layerwise log posterior and
linear probe accuracy across regularization levels in the training and validation sets of the Breeds
Hierarchy.

Entity 13 Dataset

Train Set Val. Set

Reg. B16 B32 L14 B16 B32 L14

Diag .99 .99 .98 .99 .99 .97
10−3 .97 .99 .97 .97 .98 .95
10−6 .97 .96 .98 .99 .98 .99
10−9 .96 .95 .98 .99 .99 .99

Entity 30 Dataset

Train Set Val. Set

Reg. B16 B32 L14 B16 B32 L14

Diag .99 .99 .99 .99 .99 .98
10−3 .98 .97 .98 .98 .98 .98
10−6 .85 .83 .89 .97 .96 .99
10−9 .8 .76 .87 .96 .96 .98

Table 4: Pearson’s Correlation on Breeds Datasets (Part 2): Comparing layerwise log posterior and
linear probe accuracy across regularization levels in the training and validation sets of the Breeds
Hierarchy.

Living 17 Dataset

Train Set Val. Set

Reg. B16 B32 L14 B16 B32 L14

Diag .99 .99 .99 .99 .99 .98
10−3 .93 .93 .95 .97 .96 .99
10−6 .68 .65 .72 .93 .94 .97
10−9 .57 .49 .64 .93 .95 .97

Non Living 26 Dataset

Train Set Val. Set

Reg. B16 B32 L14 B16 B32 L14

Diag .99 .99 .98 .99 .99 .98
10−3 .98 .95 .98 .98 .98 .97
10−6 .72 .67 .75 .97 .97 .99
10−9 .54 .42 .64 .96 .97 .98

For this experiment, we measured the correlation between average log posteriors and linear probe
accuracy learned and computed over the Breeds training and validation set embeddings. The results
are shown in Table 3 and Table 4 for respective datasets from Figure 7 and Figure 8. Based on those
results, we demonstrate that average log posterior and linear probe performance correlates strongly
across the depth of the network when measured via Pearson’s correlation. This is across various
settings of regularizations (both with Independence assumptions and Tikhonov1 Regularization) of
the class-wise covariance matrices for our learned average log posterior metric for various Breeds
Datasets and CLIP Models.

Our results with a layerwise analysis of Pre-trained CLIP Models comparing our metric with a linear
probe on internal activations help us assert that the log posterior is predictive of an embedding’s

1https://web.eecs.umich.edu/ aey/recent/regular.pdf
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(b) CLIP Model on entity30.

Figure 7: Evolution of layerwise log posterior and linear probe accuracies for CLIP Models across
varying regularization strengths, demonstrating correlations between log posterior and linear probe
performance across the depth of various CLIP Models. Quantitative results are shown in Table 3
and Table 4.
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(a) CLIP Models on living17.
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(b) CLIP Models on nonliving26.

Figure 8: Evolution of layerwise log posterior and linear probe accuracies for CLIP Models across
varying regularization strengths, demonstrating correlations between log posterior and linear probe
performance across the depth of various CLIP Models. A more detailed breakdown of the results
comparing the correlations on each dataset for various settings of regularizations corresponding to
Figure 7 and Figure 8 is shown in Figure 9 - Figure 16 of Appendix A.1.

downstream classification performance, even if a set of data that was used to generate the embedding
wasn’t part of the models training. With Pearson correlations greater than 0.9 for a majority of
settings in Table 3 and Table 4, we can confidently establish its value as a metric that can distinguish
between good and bad-performing embeddings generated by various models. Additionally we also
show the corresponding spearman correlations in Table 5 and Table 6.

Table 5: Spearman’s Correlation on Entity Datasets

Entity 13 Dataset

Train Set Val. Set

Reg. B16 B32 L14 B16 B32 L14

Diag .98 .99 .95 .99 .99 .94
10−3 .97 .99 .98 .97 .98 .96
10−6 .99 .97 .99 .99 .99 .99
10−9 .99 .98 .98 .99 .99 .99

Entity 30 Dataset

Train Set Val. Set

Reg. B16 B32 L14 B16 B32 L14

Diag .99 .99 .98 1.00 .99 .98
10−3 .98 1.0 .99 .97 .98 .96
10−6 .82 .79 .96 .99 1.00 .99
10−9 .72 .67 .91 .99 1.00 .99
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Table 6: Spearman’s Correlation on Living and Non Living Datasets

Living 17 Dataset

Train Set Val. Set

Reg. B16 B32 L14 B16 B32 L14

Diag 1.00 .99 .99 1.00 .99 .98
10−3 .9 .97 .98 1.00 .99 .99
10−6 .47 .41 .42 .99 1.00 .99
10−9 .3 .16 .26 1.00 1.00 .99

Non Living 26 Dataset

Train Set Val. Set

Reg. B16 B32 L14 B16 B32 L14

Diag .99 1.00 .97 1.00 1.00 .97
10−3 .99 .99 .98 .97 .97 .95
10−6 .62 .48 .77 .99 .98 .99
10−9 .46 .26 .61 .99 .98 .99

6 CONCLUSION

This work introduces a novel method for evaluating pre-trained models. Instead of using costly and
time-consuming fine-tuned downstream tasks for evaluation, we propose using the consistency be-
tween entity embeddings and their associated meta-features as a performance metric. Our method
has been effectively tested across various domains and datasets in relational datasets, Natural Lan-
guage Processing, and Computer Vision, providing a more efficient and equally rigorous alternative
for pre-trained model evaluation.
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A APPENDIX

A.1 FIXED REGULARIZATION CROSS MODEL ANALYSIS OF CLIP EMBEDDINGS ON THE
BREEDS HIERARCHY

In this section, we break the constituents of Figure 7a, Figure 8, Table 3 and Table 4 into individual
plots comparing the behavior of ALP and linear probe accuracy for each CLIP model on a given
dataset for varying regularization schemes. A complete per regularization breakdown for the 3
CLIP Models corresponding to entity-13 from Figure 7a is provided in Figure 9 and Figure 10, for
entity-30 in Figure 7b, the same is shown in Figure 11 and Figure 12. For living-17 and non-living-
26 from Figure 8a and Figure 8b, the analysis is shown in Figure 13, Figure 14 and Figure 15,
Figure 16 respectively.
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(b) Regularization 10−3.

Figure 9: Regularization-wise analysis of layerwise ALP vs. linear probe performance for entity 13
breeds dataset.
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(b) Regularization 10−9.

Figure 10: Regularization-wise analysis of layerwise ALP vs. linear probe performance for entity
13 breeds dataset.
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Figure 11: Regularization wise analysis of layerwise ALP vs. linear probe performance for entity
30 breeds dataset.
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(a) Regularization 10−6.
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Figure 12: Regularization wise analysis of layerwise ALP vs. linear probe performance for entity
30 breeds dataset.
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Figure 13: Regularization wise analysis of layerwise ALP vs. linear probe performance for living
17 breeds dataset.

16



0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Relative Layer Depth

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

Tr
ai

n 
Ac

c

Posterior and Probe Analysis - living17

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Relative Layer Depth

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

Va
l A

cc

2.0

1.5

1.0

0.5

0.0

Tr
ai

n 
Lo

g 
Pr

ob
.

3

2

1

Va
l L

og
 P

ro
b.

2.0

1.5

1.0

0.5

0.0

ViT-L-14
ViT-B-32
ViT-B-16

3

2

1

ViT-L-14
ViT-B-32
ViT-B-16

2.0

1.5

1.0

0.5

0.0

probe acc.
ALP - reg : 1e-06

3

2

1

probe acc.
ALP - reg : 1e-06

(a) Regularization 10−6.
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(b) Regularization 10−9.

Figure 14: Regularization wise analysis of layerwise ALP vs. linear probe performance for living
17 breeds dataset.
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(a) Regularization - Uncorr.
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Figure 15: Regularization-wise analysis of layerwise ALP vs. linear probe performance for nonliv-
ing 26 breeds dataset.
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(a) Regularization 10−6.
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Figure 16: Regularization-wise analysis of layerwise ALP vs. linear probe performance for nonliv-
ing 26 breeds dataset.
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