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ABSTRACT
We revisit language bottleneck models as an approach to en-
suring the explainability of deep learning models for image
classification. Because of inevitable information loss incurred
in the step of converting images into language, the accuracy
of language bottleneck models is considered to be inferior to
that of standard black-box models. Recent image captioners
based on large-scale foundation models of Vision and Lan-
guage, however, have the ability to accurately describe im-
ages in verbal detail to a degree that was previously believed
to not be realistically possible. In a task of disaster image
classification, we experimentally show that a language bot-
tleneck model that combines a modern image captioner with
a pre-trained language model can achieve image classifica-
tion accuracy that exceeds that of black-box models. We also
demonstrate that a language bottleneck model and a black-
box model may be thought to extract different features from
images and that fusing the two can create a synergistic effect,
resulting in even higher classification accuracy.

Index Terms— Vision and Language, image captioning,
pre-trained language models, Vision Transformer

1. INTRODUCTION

Advances in deep learning have given machines the ability
to accurately achieve sophisticated inferences. On the other
hand, a problem with these models remains in that they are
black boxes, meaning that the reasons and processes behind
their inferences cannot be observed. This hinders the prac-
tical application of such tasks as medical diagnoses and au-
tonomous driving, where a single mistake can lead to seri-
ously harmful consequences [1]. Techniques to visualize the
inference results of such complex models as deep neural net-
works and to help humans understand them are collectively
referred to as Explainable AI (XAI), and many methods have
been proposed [2, 3, 4].

One approach to XAI is to define and use a set of concepts
as the basis of inference. Zhou et al. [5] decomposed an image
of a living room into its components, such as a sofa and a ta-
ble, and visualized the contribution of each component to the
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inference result, i.e., living room, along with a class activation
map (CAM). Murty et al. [6] have demonstrated that text clas-
sifiers can improve the accuracy of inference w.r.t. whether A
and B are married or not by adding such explanations as “A
and B went on a honeymoon” and “A has a daughter with B”
to the text input.

Concept bottlenecks [7] are a class of models that infer
individual concepts held by the target object at an intermedi-
ate stage and synthesizes them in order to obtain a final out-
come, making the causal relationships between concepts and
outcomes transparent, and making counterfactual simulations
possible through intervention. Koh et al. [8] have proposed a
concept bottleneck model that linearly combines concept pre-
dictors based on modern CNNs and have achieved accuracy
comparable to that with standard black-box models in X-ray
image diagnoses and bird identification, while achieving high
explainability with the model. However, many concepts, such
as “wing color” and “beak length,” had to be conceived by
humans. Yang et al.’s recent study [9] used a large language
model (LLM) to automatically generate concepts. By using a
foundation model of Vision and Language, such as CLIP [10],
they computed the similarity between concepts and an input
image in the latent space and achieved image classification
accuracy comparable to black-box models in most conditions
and superior to black-box models in one-shot learning condi-
tions.

By way of contrast, in the context of few-shot learning,
in which a model is required to recognize unseen classes
that are not present in the training data, research has been
conducted w.r.t. using language explanations for image clas-
sification and complementing the lack of training data with
linguistic knowledge. Mu et al. [11] used an image dataset
with linguistic explanations (captions) in addition to class
labels and have shown that better image feature representa-
tions can be obtained in the scenario of few-shot learning
by training an image classification model with image cap-
tioning as an auxiliary task. In a similar framework, Afham
et al. [12] have shown the effectiveness of duplicating (bi-
directionalizing) the image captioning model for few-shot
image classification. Andreas et al. [13] have proposed a lan-
guage bottleneck model that uses an image captioning model
as a feature extractor and classifies images on the basis of
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language explanations alone. Nishida et al. [14] have pointed
out the problem with language bottleneck models that infor-
mation is lost when converting images into language, and
they have proposed an architecture that integrates a standard
image classification model and a language bottleneck model,
showing improved image classification accuracy. They have
also shown the possibility of collaboration between machines
and humans through a language input/output interface, which
is a particularly interesting element in their work.

Language bottleneck models are generally regarded as
having lower image classification accuracy than standard
(black-box) image classification models because of the infor-
mation loss resulting from the verbalization of images. While
Mu et al.’s argument [11] that it is better to use language
explanations as a regularizer rather than a feature extrac-
tor sounds reasonable, the latest image captioning models,
such as BLIP [15] and its successors [16], are very accurate
and verbally detailed in describing images that they see. It
might be possible to exploit their potential by using such
well-trained language models as BERT [17], though possibil-
ities from this perspective have not yet been fully explored
in research reported to date. In this study, we evaluate the
image classification accuracy of language bottleneck models
in a standard task setting of image classification that is not
few-shot and experimentally show that we can achieve perfor-
mance superior to such powerful black-box image classifiers
as ResNet [18] and Vision Transformer (ViT) [19].

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Ad-
ditional related work is presented in Section 2, and Section 3
describes the configuration of our image classification system
using image- and text-based classifiers combined with an im-
age captioner. The experimental setup and results for image-
and text-based single-modal systems as well as fused multi-
modal systems are presented in Section 4, and Section 5 sum-
marizes our work.

2. RELATED WORK

Image captioning (image-to-text) [20], which is addressed in
this paper, was inspired by sequence-to-sequence learning in
neural machine translation [21] and has shown remarkable
progress employing a similar approach, one in which a con-
text vector obtained by encoding an input image is decoded to
generate descriptive text in an auto-regressive manner [22]. It
has a two-sided relationship with image generation (text-to-
image), which has attracted public attention with the advent
of Dall-E 2 [23] and its followers [24, 25].

Image captioning has something in common with auto-
matic speech recognition (ASR, a.k.a. speech-to-text), which
has long received much research attention. While ASR con-
verts acoustic signals into text, image captioning converts
light signals into text. ASR extracts only linguistic infor-
mation from input speech and discards such non-linguistic
information as tone, emotion, and the gender or age of the

Fig. 1. System configuration: a standard image-based classi-
fier (left-hand side) and a text-based classifier combined with
an image captioner (right-hand side).

speaker. In this sense, ASR can be viewed as a kind of
feature extraction. Image captioning is similar in that it ex-
tracts certain information from an input image and discards
other information. This paper presents a first step towards
clarifying what that “certain information” actually is.

In the field of speech emotion recognition, Srinivasan et
al. [26] employ linguistic information (text) obtained from
ASR as features and show that a language bottleneck model
using such linguistic information performs well and helps im-
prove emotion recognition accuracy when combined with a
conventional model that uses only acoustic information. This
may also apply in image captioning, even though the linguis-
tic information an image has would be much less obvious than
that which a speech utterance has.

3. SYSTEM CONFIGURATION

Figure 1 shows the configuration of the complete form of the
image classification system considered in this paper. The left-
hand side shows a standard image classifier for use with a
neural network, such as CNN or Transformer. The right-hand
side shows the connection of an image captioner in tandem
with a text classifier for the classification of images on the
basis of linguistic explanations extracted from images.

3.1. Image and Text Classifiers

We used pre-trained models throughout. ResNet-50, ResNet-
101 [18], ViT-Base, and ViT-Large [19] were used for the
image-based classifier, and BERTBASE [17] was used for the



text-based classifier 1 after fine-tuning with the training data
for the target task. Both of those models are known to be
highly competitive over a wide range of classification tasks.
Hyper-parameter settings in fine-tuning, i.e., the learning rate,
mini-batch size, and number of epochs, were set at 10−4, 128,
and 30, respectively, with the Adam optimizer. Note that we
first freeze the body of the model to train the final linear layer
only, and then unfreeze the body to train the entire model pa-
rameters for the last two (BERT) or three (ResNet and ViT)
epochs, and this results in consistently good performance on
the development set.

3.2. Image Captioners

We focused on the four image captioning models listed below.
None of them were fine-tuned using the data for the target task
(because no image description text was available for the target
task), and the original models were used as it is.

InceptionV3+RNN [27]: This is a basic, small-scale model
that encodes an input image into a vector by using Incep-
tionV3 [28] and then decodes it to generate a caption using
a recurrent neural network (GRU). An attention mechanism
is placed between the encoder and decoder, and features of
individual parts of the image are selectively sent to the de-
coder. The entire system was trained with the MS-COCO
dataset [29], and we followed TensorFlow’s tutorial imple-
mentation 2.
BLIP [15]: This is a foundation model that has learned a large
number of images and amount of text and is applicable to a
wide range of Vision and Language tasks. When used as an
image captioner, it takes the form of an encoder-decoder con-
figuration based on the Transformer architecture. Users can
easily run the sample code (demo.ipynb) on GitHub 3 to ob-
tain captions for their own images. BLIP is a relatively ad-
vanced, large-scale model that is capable of producing quite
accurate captions. In our experiment, ViT-Large (307M pa-
rameters) was used for the image encoder.
BLIP-2 [16]: This second version of BLIP can connect any
pre-trained image encoder and large language model (LLM)
through a flexible component referred to as Q-Former and can
produce higher-quality captions from given images thanks to
large-scale pre-training. In the default setting, the image en-
coder and LLM are, respectively, ViT-g/14 [30], which is an
even larger model (1011M parameters) than ViT-Large, and
Meta AI’s OPT-2.7B [31] 4.
CLIP Interrogator: Given an image, this model infers
prompts for such AI image generators as Stable Diffusion

1All the models we used are available on the Hugging Face Hub:
’microsoft/resnet-50’, ’microsoft/resnet-101’, ’google/vit-base-patch16-224-
in21k’, ’google/vit-huge-patch14-224-in21k’, and ’bert-base-uncased’.

2https://www.tensorflow.org/tutorials/text/
image_captioning.

3https://github.com/salesforce/BLIP
4https://github.com/salesforce/LAVIS/tree/main/

projects/blip2

and Midjourney, so as to generate similar images. Since the
text generated by CLIP Interrogator is not meant to be read
by humans, it may not be considered an image captioner in
the strict sense, but we tested it as a model that can generate
richer text than can BLIP-2.

Although the technical specifications of CLIP Interroga-
tor have not been published as a paper and there is no relevant
literature that can be referred to, it may be presumed from
the code 5 and its operation that it first generates a base
caption using BLIP and then selects and adds phrases that
match the target image from a predefined set of phrases
called Flavors. CLIP image/text encoders [10] are used
to measure the degree of matching between a target image
and the phrases in Flavors. Flavors contains approximately
100,000 words and phrases, including those referring to ob-
jects and entities (e.g., motorcycle, building, young woman),
image styles (e.g., photo-realistic), and artist names (e.g.,
greg rutkowski). We used the code released by the developer
(clip interrogator.ipynb, version 2.2).

3.3. System Fusion

As previously indicated in Figure 1, we fuse the outputs of
an image-based classifier with those of a text-based classifier
to improve classification accuracy. Possible fusion methods
include feature-level fusion (early fusion), which inputs the
hidden layer states of each classifier into another neural-
network classifier, and score-level fusion (late fusion), which
averages the classification results of each classifier. Here we
chose the latter for simplicity. Suppose, for example, that
the number of classes is C and the output of the image/text-
based classifiers normalized by the softmax function are
y(I) =

(
y
(I)
1 , · · · , y(I)C

)
and y(T ) =

(
y
(T )
1 , · · · , y(T )

C

)
, re-

spectively. The classification results obtained with score-level
fusion may then be calculated as y = (1− w)y(I) + wy(T ),
where 0 ≤ w ≤ 1 is the weight coefficient for the text-based
classifier.

4. EXPERIMENTS

We used the CrisisNLP dataset [32, 33], which is a collec-
tion of natural disaster images shared on such social media
as Twitter (currently rebranded as X) 6. The dataset provides
four image classification tasks, for each of which training
(Train), development (Dev), and test (Test) data partitions are
defined. Among them, we focus on two tasks: 1) “Disaster
types,” for predicting types of disasters, such as earthquakes,
floods, etc.; 2) “Damage severity,” for predicting the degree

5https://github.com/pharmapsychotic/
clip-interrogator

6https://crisisnlp.qcri.org/
crisis-image-datasets-asonam20

https://www.tensorflow.org/tutorials/text/image_captioning
https://www.tensorflow.org/tutorials/text/image_captioning
https://github.com/salesforce/BLIP
https://github.com/salesforce/LAVIS/tree/main/projects/blip2
https://github.com/salesforce/LAVIS/tree/main/projects/blip2
https://github.com/pharmapsychotic/clip-interrogator
https://github.com/pharmapsychotic/clip-interrogator
https://crisisnlp.qcri.org/crisis-image-datasets-asonam20
https://crisisnlp.qcri.org/crisis-image-datasets-asonam20


Table 1. Number of images and classes contained in two tasks
defined in the CrisisNLP dataset.

Task Disaster types Damage severity
Train 12,724 26,898
Dev 1,574 2,898
Test 3,213 5,100

# Classes 7 3

Fig. 2. Example images for different disaster types included
in the CrisisNLP dataset (cited from [32]). There is another
type, referred to as ”not disaster,” which is not shown here.

of damage caused by a disaster in terms of three levels: “none
or little,” “mild,” and “severe.” (See Table 1 and Figure 2)

We first show the classification accuracies of single-modal
systems using only an image-based classifier or a text-based
classifier (Table 2). To reduce the randomness of model pa-
rameter initialization in fine-tuning, each of those accuracies
is averaged over five trials.

Regarding the image-based classifiers, the ViT models,
particularly ViT-Base in “Disaster type” classification, out-
performed ResNet, showing the strength of the Transformer
architecture. Comparing the text-based classifier with four
different image captioners, we can first see that the most
basic image captioner, InceptionV3+RNN (IV3+RNN), falls
far short of obtaining the classification accuracy of standard
image-based classifiers. A look at the captions generated
by IV3+RNN reveals that most of them are seemingly irrel-
evant with respect to the images, and it seems difficult to
predict either the type of disaster or the degree of damage
from these captions (as indicated later in Figure 3). By way

Table 2. Accuracies (%) of image-based classifiers: ResNet-
50, ResNet-101, ViT-Base, ViT-Large; and text-based classi-
fiers: BERT combined with InceptionV3+RNN (IV3+RNN),
BLIP, BLIP-2, and CLIP Interrogator (CLIP-I).

System Disaster types Damage severity
Image-based

ResNet-50 78.38 77.60
ResNet-101 79.71 77.40
ViT-Base 84.22 78.99
ViT-Large 82.01 77.56

Text-based
IV3+RNN 42.38 55.13
BLIP 70.55 72.49
BLIP-2 78.11 76.78
CLIP-I 85.09 79.94

of contrast, BLIP and BLIP-2 did generate good captions
for many images. The caption previously shown in Figure 1
is one actually generated by BLIP, and it notes such impor-
tant elements in the image as “people” and “rubble.” The
text-based classifier with BLIP consequently achieved much
better accuracy. The one with BLIP-2, based on large-scale
pre-trained models, did even better and reached an accuracy
level roughly comparable to that of some standard image-
based classifiers. The accuracy of the text-based classifier
using CLIP Interrogator (CLIP-I) went beyond BLIP-2. Its
results exceed those of ViT-Base, the best image-based clas-
sifier. This suggests that foundation models of Vision and
Language trained on a large amount of image/text data would
seem to be a promising option for image feature extraction.

Figure 3 shows an example of image classification re-
sults for an image that should be classified as “hurricane.”
As previously noted, InceptionV3+RNN (IV3+RNN), which
was the most basic image captioner, produced a description
that was far from the actual content of the image. BLIP’s de-
scriptions were generally much more accurate, though in this
case it focuses on the oil rig in the background and fails to
catch the rough waves. What BLIP-2 generated here looks
perfect. The CLIP Interrogator (CLIP-I) behaved quite dif-
ferently from the others. After beginning with a normal sen-
tence coming from BLIP, it continued the explanation with
a large number of phrases selected by CLIP. Although those
phrases may be unhelpful as specific information, we can ob-
serve some that reflect the true class, such as “large waves”
and “violent storm.” On the other hand, we found CLIP In-
terrogator often generated completely irrelevant phrases, e.g.,
“movie poster” and ”youtube video screenshot;” they would,
however, be good clues for Stable Diffusion to use in the gen-
eration of images. It is assumed that the additional phrases
selected by CLIP produce an effect similar to that of data aug-
mentation.



Input

ViT-Base → not disaster
IV3+RNN a snowboard near another wave in the

water → flood
BLIP an oil rig in the middle of the ocean on

a foggy day → not disaster
BLIP-2 a large wave is crashing over the ocean

→ hurricane
CLIP-I a large body of water with a boat in

the distance, stormy seas, stormy sea,
rough seas, tumultuous sea, rough sea,
violent stormy waters, storm at sea,
rough water, apocalyptic tumultuous
sea, a violent storm at sea, towering
waves, sea storm, in rough seas with
large waves, rough seas in background,
stormy wheater → hurricane

Fig. 3. Example results with an image to be classified as “hur-
ricane.”

Figure 4 shows the results of score-level fusion that av-
eraged the output of the image/text-based classifiers with
weight w, where ViT-Base, the best-performing vision model,
was used for the image-based classifier. Both of the two tasks
(Disaster types, Damage severity) show similar trends, i.e.,
when using sufficiently good models, such as BLIP-2 and
CLIP Interrogator (CLIP-I), for image captioning, classifica-
tion accuracy can be improved by appropriately choosing the
weight w. It seems that image captioning models extract fea-
tures different from vision models; in other words, they look
at images from a different perspective than do vision models.
It might also be worth mentioning that a similar trend was ob-
served when using CNN-based models, i.e. ResNet, instead
of Transformer-based ones.

5. SUMMARY

We have revisited language bottleneck models as an approach
to ensure the explainability of deep learning models in im-

(a) Disaster types

(b) Damage severity

Fig. 4. Score-level fusion results using ViT-Base as the
image-based classifier: Horizontal axis represents the fusion
weight w for the text-based classifier. w = 0 and w = 1 cor-
respond to image-based and text-based single-modal systems,
respectively.

age classification, and experimentally examined its useful-
ness. Because information is inevitably lost in the step of
converting images into language, the accuracy of the language
bottleneck model is considered to be inferior to the standard
black-box model. However, image captioning based on re-
cent large-scale foundation models of Vision and Language
has the ability to describe images accurately and in verbal de-
tail, and when combined with a well-trained language model,
it achieves image classification accuracy that exceeds that of



black-box models. It has also shown that the language bot-
tleneck model and the black-box model are thought to extract
different features from images, and that a synergistic effect
can be obtained by integrating the two.

In our experiments, we obtained results using disaster im-
age data, but these results strongly depend, of course, on the
data. In future work, we intend to verify our results with a
variety of datasets from different domains, such as CUB [34]
(bird identification) and OAI [35] (X-ray imaging diagnosis).
We would also hope to investigate in detail what kind of fea-
tures image captioners extract from images and how such fea-
tures differ from those extracted by vision models. Further,
while our model integration in the experiment was in a form
of simple score-level fusion, we see significant potential in
exploring both feature-level fusion and knowledge distillation
(teacher-student learning), as has been attempted in speech
emotion recognition [26].
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