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Abstract

Human action recognition (HAR) has achieved impres-
sive results with deep learning models, but their decision-
making process remains opaque due to their black-box na-
ture. Ensuring interpretability is crucial, especially for
real-world applications requiring transparency and ac-
countability. Existing video XAI methods primarily rely on
feature attribution or static textual concepts, both of which
struggle to capture motion dynamics and temporal depen-
dencies essential for action understanding. To address
these challenges, we propose Pose Concept Bottleneck for
Explainable Action Recognition (PCBEAR), a novel con-
cept bottleneck framework that introduces human pose se-
quences as motion-aware, structured concepts for video ac-
tion recognition. Unlike methods based on pixel-level fea-
tures or static textual descriptions, PCBEAR leverages hu-
man skeleton poses, which focus solely on body movements,
providing robust and interpretable explanations of motion
dynamics. We define two types of pose-based concepts:
static pose concepts for spatial configurations at individ-
ual frames, and dynamic pose concepts for motion pat-
terns across multiple frames. To construct these concepts,
PCBEAR applies clustering to video pose sequences, allow-
ing for automatic discovery of meaningful concepts without
manual annotation. We validate PCBEAR on KTH, Penn-
Action, and HAA500, showing that it achieves high classi-
fication performance while offering interpretable, motion-
driven explanations. Our method provides both strong
predictive performance and human-understandable insights
into the model’s reasoning process, enabling test-time inter-
ventions for debugging and improving model behavior.

1. Introduction
Advances in deep neural networks, including CNNs [10, 18,
19, 25, 49, 52] and transformers [5, 8, 14, 32, 39, 51], have
significantly advanced human action recognition (HAR)
performance. However, these models remain opaque, mak-
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Figure 1. Comparison with existing XAI approaches for video
action recognition. (a) Supervoxel-based concepts [31] cluster
similar regions but lack motion dynamics. (b) Grad-CAM [45]
highlights spatial regions but fails to capture temporal dependen-
cies. (c) Textual concepts [37] provide abstract labels that miss
fine-grained motion cues. (d) PCBEAR uses pose-based concepts
to model spatial and temporal dynamics, offering interpretable,
motion-aware explanations.

ing it difficult to understand their decision-making pro-
cess. Ensuring interpretability is crucial for reliability, ac-
countability, and safety, particularly in real-world applica-
tions [13, 26], leading to increased research in explainable
AI (XAI) for HAR.

Existing video XAI methods primarily follow two
paradigms: feature attribution and concept-based ap-
proaches. Feature attribution methods [7, 23, 33, 53, 59]
localize spatiotemporal regions that influence model predic-
tions. However, they suffer from inherent limitations, such
as sensitivity to perturbations and lack of robustness, often
leading to unreliable explanations [3, 24, 48, 50].

To overcome these issues, recent work explores Concept-
based XAI (C-XAI), which explains models using high-
level semantic concepts rather than pixel-level impor-
tance [27, 31, 42]. These methods define spatiotemporal
concepts by clustering [1] visually similar regions from
videos. However, as shown in Figure 1 (a), supervoxel-
based concepts [31] highlight localized regions e.g. lower
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body, but fail to capture underlying motion dynamics e.g.
stretching, making them ineffective for action recognition.
Additionally, these methods require per-sample optimiza-
tion, making them computationally expensive and impracti-
cal for real-world applications [27, 31, 42].

An alternative is to adapt image-based XAI methods for
HAR models. One prominent category is feature attribu-
tion [20, 21, 35, 36, 41, 45, 59, 61], which highlights spa-
tially important regions that influence predictions. How-
ever, as shown in Figure 1 (b), Grad-CAM [45] predomi-
nantly highlights static human presence in each frame, fail-
ing to capture the temporal dependencies essential for ac-
tion recognition. To address this, Explainable-by-Design
(EBD) methods [6, 11, 17, 30, 37, 40, 46, 58] enforce mod-
els to predict predefined semantic concepts e.g. symbols,
text, or prototypes before classification. Unlike feature at-
tribution, which assigns importance to low-level spatial fea-
tures, EBD ensures structured interpretability by enforc-
ing concept-based reasoning. However, these methods pri-
marily capture static appearance or object attributes rather
than dynamic motion patterns, they struggle to capture fine-
grained motion cues essential for action recognition. For
instance, applying text-based concepts to HAR often results
in abstract explanations, such as Arm swing as shown in Fig-
ure 1 (c), which fail to fully explain how the model predicts
the action Boxing. These limitations highlight the neces-
sity of explicitly motion-aware concept representations for
explaining HAR models.

To address these challenges, we propose Pose Concept
Bottleneck for Explainable Action Recognition (PCBEAR),
a novel concept bottleneck framework that enables transpar-
ent and interpretable human action recognition. Unlike ex-
isting methods relying on feature attribution [22, 27, 42, 45,
61] or static textual concepts [37, 40, 46, 58], PCBEAR pro-
vides structured explanations by explicitly modeling both
spatial configurations and temporal motion dynamics. To
achieve this, PCBEAR introduces two types of motion-
aware pose-based concepts: (i) static pose-based concepts,
which capture spatial configurations at individual frames,
and (ii) dynamic pose-based concepts, which encode mo-
tion patterns across multiple frames. Since human skele-
ton poses focus purely on body movements, they are in-
herently robust to static biases, such as background changes
and lighting variations [9, 16, 47, 57]. Thanks to these prop-
erties, employing human pose as concepts enables PCBEAR
to effectively captures temporal dynamics, making it well-
suited for providing interpretable, motion-aware explana-
tions for action recognition.

Furthermore, to eliminate the need for manual annota-
tions, we construct pose-based concepts using unsupervised
clustering [43]. By grouping similar pose sequences auto-
matically, PCBEAR discovers meaningful concepts without
explicit human labeling, ensuring robust concept discov-

ery while avoiding the need for manual annotation. This
enables PCBEAR to learn pose-based concepts effectively,
making HAR transparent and interpretable without requir-
ing skeleton inputs.

To validate the effectiveness of PCBEAR, we conduct ex-
tensive experiments on three datasets where temporal con-
text is critical for action recognition: KTH [44], Penn-
Action [60], and HAA500 [12]. We quantitatively compare
PCBEAR to multiple baselines regarding concept efficiency
and classification accuracy, demonstrating the strength of
our method. For interpretability evaluation, we qualita-
tively analyze pose-based concepts and their contributions
at both the sample and group levels, clearly demonstrating
how PCBEAR reasons about actions. Additionally, we vali-
date our pose-based explanations through controlled exper-
iments and demonstrate test-time interventions that modify
model predictions in an interpretable manner. The results
demonstrate that PCBEAR achieves strong action recogni-
tion performance while providing explicit, motion-aware
explanations.

To summarize, our major contributions are as follows:
• We tackle the under-explored problem of explaining hu-

man action recognition. Instead of relying on RGB or tex-
tual concepts, we introduce human pose-based concepts
as structured and motion-aware representations.

• We propose PCBEAR, a novel concept bottleneck frame-
work that learns pose-based concepts directly from RGB
videos without requiring explicit skeleton inputs, provid-
ing an interpretable representation of motion dynamics
essential for action understanding.

• We conduct extensive experiments to validate the ef-
fectiveness of PCBEAR. Our results demonstrate that
PCBEAR provides effective pose-based explanations for
human action recognition without performance degrada-
tion and enables test-time interventions for debugging
model behavior.

2. Related Work
Human action recognition. Human Action Recognition
(HAR) is a core task in computer vision with applications in
surveillance, healthcare, and human-computer interaction.
Recent deep learning models, including CNNs [10, 18, 19,
52] and Transformers [5, 8, 32, 39, 51], have advanced HAR
by learning effective spatio-temporal representations. How-
ever, despite their impressive accuracy, these models often
function as black boxes, providing little insight into the ra-
tionale behind their predictions. This lack of transparency
raises concerns in safety-critical applications, where inter-
pretability is essential for ensuring trust and accountabil-
ity [13, 26]. To address this, we propose PCBEAR, a con-
cept bottleneck framework that grounds model predictions
in human-understandable, pose-based concepts, enabling
more transparent and interpretable HAR.



Explainable AI in video domain. While HAR has seen
significant progress, explainability in the video domain
remains under-explored compared to the image domain.
Early video XAI efforts adapted feature attribution meth-
ods from image XAI approaches [7, 23, 33, 53]. For in-
stance, TCAM [7] extends class activation mapping (CAM)
by incorporating temporal pooling to highlight important
regions across frames. However, these methods fail to pro-
vide complete explanations and often require additional in-
terpretation to extract meaningful insights. To address this,
recent works in Concept-based XAI (C-XAI)[27, 31, 42]
have explored high-level semantic explanations using post-
hoc concept discovery. For example, 3D-ACE[22] applies
supervoxel-based clustering to discover spatio-temporal
concepts, while Video-TCAV [42] extends TCAV [29] to
the video domain by identifying concept importance across
temporal sequences. Although these methods cluster spa-
tiotemporal segments, they are often limited by their re-
liance on static visual features, missing fine-grained mo-
tion patterns critical for action recognition. Moreover, as
post-hoc methods, they require computationally expensive
optimizations, limiting scalability. In contrast, PCBEAR
leverages a concept bottleneck framework [30], reason-
ing through pose-based concepts derived from skeleton se-
quences, capturing motion patterns effectively and without
the need for additional optimization.
Concept-based explanation. Concept-based explana-
tions enhance interpretability by linking model predictions
to human-understandable concepts [2]. These methods
can be broadly categorized into post-hoc concept discov-
ery [4, 22, 29, 50, 62], which extracts concepts after model
training, and explainable-by-design approaches [6, 11, 17,
30], which integrate concept layers directly into the model
structure. CBM [30] enforces interpretability by intro-
ducing a concept layer that predicts predefined human-
interpretable concepts before final classification. Recent
works [37, 46, 58] further leverage Vision-Language Mod-
els (VLMs) to obtain textual concepts without manual la-
beling. However, most of these methods focus on image do-
mains, which struggle to capture the temporal dependencies
crucial for human action recognition. To address this lim-
itation, PCBEAR introduces human skeleton poses as sym-
bolic concepts, enabling structured, motion-aware explana-
tions tailored for human action recognition.

3. PCBEAR
We propose the Pose Concept Bottleneck Model (PCBEAR),
a novel explainable framework for interpretable human
action recognition that leverages pose-based human con-
cepts. Human skeleton poses represent a time series of
joint locations in 2D or 3D space, capturing the struc-
tural configuration and movement patterns of the human
body [9, 47, 57]. Unlike raw RGB features, which encode

both appearance and background context, skeleton-based
representations focus solely on motion dynamics, making
them robust to background variations, lighting conditions,
and occlusions [16].

By focusing on pose-based representations, we ensure
that the learned concepts align closely with human percep-
tion of actions, capturing both spatial structure and temporal
dynamics. Since manually annotating pose-based concepts
is impractical for large-scale datasets, we introduce a sim-
ple yet efficient approach to automatically discover these
concepts from RGB videos. Specifically, our framework in-
volves: (i) extracting skeleton poses from RGB videos at
the clip level, (ii) clustering these poses into pose-based
concepts, and (iii) training a concept bottleneck model.
Thanks to this data-driven approach, PCBEAR provides in-
herently interpretable, motion-aware explanations aligned
closely with human perception.

In the following sections, we formalize the problem set-
ting (Section 3.1), describe the process of pose-based con-
cept construction (Section 3.2), and present the CBM train-
ing strategy (Section 3.3).

3.1. Problem Formulation
The goal of PCBEAR is to learn a concept layer fc(·;WC)
and a classifier φ(·;WF) on top of a pre-trained and frozen
feature extractor fv(·). Formally, we define a dataset D =
{(Xi,ci,yi)}N

i=1, where Xi is the i-th video, ci is the cor-
responding concept label, and yi is the action label. For-
mally, given a dataset D = {(Xi,ci,yi)}N

i=1 consisting of N
video samples, we uniformly sample l frames from each
video Xi ∈RL×C×H×W to form an input clip xi ∈Rl×C×H×W .
Here, L denotes the number of video frames, while l, C,
H, and W represent the number of sampled frames, RGB
channels, height, and width, respectively. Each video Xi
is associated with a multi-label pose-based concept vector
ci ∈ {0,1}m and an action label yi ∈ Rk, where m denotes
the number of pose-based concepts and k denotes the num-
ber of action classes.

3.2. Pose-Based Concept Construction
To provide a structured representation of motion, we use
human poses as our concept for interpreting human action
recognition (HAR) [9, 15, 16, 47]. Unlike RGB frames,
human skeleton poses focus on movement while remain-
ing robust to appearance changes and background varia-
tions. To capture both spatial configurations and temporal
dynamics, PCBEAR defines two types of pose-based con-
cepts: (i) Static pose-based concepts, representing a frame-
level pose capturing static pose, and (ii) Dynamic pose-
based concepts, representing pose sequence capturing mo-
tion patterns over multiple frames. To assign these concepts
to each video, we extract skeleton pose sequence and group
them into meaningful clusters, allowing PCBEAR to learn
pose-based representations without manual labeling.
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Figure 2. Overview of pose-based concept construction. (a) We extract a pose sequence from each video using the pose estimator fp(·).
(b) Since video frames are too long to be directly used as concepts, we perform temporal sub-sampling to obtain overlapping sub-sampled
pose sequences of length T . (c) We apply clustering to all pose sub-sampled pose sequences in the dataset to discover pose-based concepts.
(d) The medoid of each cluster serves as the representative pose, ensuring interpretability by selecting actual samples from the dataset.

Pose extraction. We use an off-the-shelf pose estima-
tor [55] fp(·) to extract skeleton-based representations from
videos. As illustrated in Figure 2 (a), given a dataset D
consisting of N video samples, we pass each video Xi ∈
RL×C×H×W through fp(·) to obtain pose sequences P =
{pi}N

i=1 as follows:
pi = fp(Xi), (1)

where pi ∈ RL×J×2 represents the extracted 2D pose se-
quence of Xi, with L denoting the number of video frames,
J the number of joints.

Temporal sub-sampling. Since the number of video
frames L is too long to be used directly as a concept, we
perform temporal sub-sampling on each pose sequence, as
shown in Figure 2 (b). Given a pose sequence pi ∈RL×J×2,
we sample overlapping pose sequences of length T along
the temporal axis, where T is a predefined window size and
L > T . We define the t-th sub-sampled pose sequence as:

p(t)i = {pi,t , pi,t+1, . . . , pi,t+T−1}, (2)

where p(t)i ∈ RT×J×2 represents a sub-sampled pose se-
quence from pi. Here, when T = 1, a sub-sampled pose
represents a static pose-based concept, capturing spatial re-
lationships among the joints. For T > 1, it forms a dynamic
pose-based concept, encoding motion patterns over multi-
ple frames. Both types of pose-based concepts are crucial
for action recognition [57], as human actions involve both
distinct postures and continuous motion dynamics.

Pose-based concept discovery via clustering. As illus-
trated in Figure 2 (c), we apply clustering [43] to all sub-
sampled pose sequences in the dataset, grouping them into
m clusters to define pose-based concepts. Formally, we de-
fine a cluster assignment function g(·) that maps each sub-
sampled pose sequence p(t)i to one of the m clusters:

g(p(t)i ) ∈ {1,2, . . . ,m}. (3)

To obtain the concept label for video Xi, we aggregate the
assigned cluster indices from all its sub-sampled pose se-
quence into a set:

Ωi =
⋃
t

g(p(t)i ), (4)

where Ωi contains the unique concept indices present in Xi.
Finally, we obtain the multi-label pose-based concept vec-
tor ci ∈ Rm, setting each element to 1 if its corresponding
cluster index appears in Ωi.
Selecting representative pose-based concept. We obtain
m pose-based concepts through clustering, allowing us to
annotate videos with concept labels. However, clustering
alone does not specify what each concept represents in
terms of actual human poses. To address this, we define
representative poses and pose sequences for static and dy-
namic concepts, respectively, by selecting their medoids the
most central samples within the cluster. Please refer to the
Figure 4 for visualizations of these representative poses.

3.3. Training
Once concept annotations are obtained, we train PCBEAR
to predict human pose-based concepts and classify ac-
tions. PCBEAR comprises two key components: (i) concept
layer that maps video features to pose-based concepts, and
(ii) classification layer that predicts actions based on the
learned concepts.
Training concept layer. As illustrated in Figure 3 (a),
given an input clip xi and its corresponding concept label
ci, we first extract video features by passing xi through a
video backbone fv(·), producing zi ∈ Rd :

zi = fv(xi). (5)

We then project zi onto the concept space using the learn-
able concept projection matrix Wc ∈ Rd×m:

ai = fc(zi;WC) =W⊤
c zi. (6)
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Figure 3. Training overview of PCBEAR. (a) Given an input clip xi, we extract video features zi using the video backbone fv(·), then map
them to concept features ai via the learnable concept projection matrix Wc. The model optimizes Wc using the cosine cubed loss to align
ai with the assigned concept label ci. (b) Given concept features ai, the classifier parameterized by WF and bF predicts ŷi. To improve
interpretability, we employ a sparsity regularization [54] in the classification layer.

We standardize both ai and ci to obtain āi and c̄i, ensuring
zero mean and unit variance. Then, we optimize Wc using
the cosine cubed loss [38] as follows:

min
Wc

∑
i∈B

Lc(āi, c̄i), (7)

where B represents a mini-batch of training samples.

Training classification layer. As illustrated in Figure 3
(c), after training the concept layer, we freeze the con-
cept projection matrix WC and train only the classification
layer. The classification layer is parameterized by a learn-
able weight matrix WF ∈ Rm×k and a bias bF . To enhance
interpretability, we employ a sparse linear layer [54]. Given
normalized concept features āi, the classifier φ(;WF ,bF)
predicts the action label ŷi:

ŷi = φ(āi;WF ,bF) =W⊤
F āi +bF . (8)

We optimize WF by minimizing the cross-entropy loss Lce
with an additional sparsity regularization term R(WF):

min
WF ,bF

∑
i∈B

Lce(ŷi,yi)+λR(WF). (9)

By training both the concept layer and the classifier with
sparsity regularization, PCBEAR learns to recognize actions
through pose-based concepts, ensuring that predictions are
grounded in interpretable motion patterns rather than raw
visual features. This structured reasoning enables more
transparent and explainable human action recognition.

4. Experimental Results
In this section, we first introduce the datasets and imple-
mentation details in (Section 4.1). We then present quantita-
tive results in (Section 4.2), evaluating accuracy, efficiency,
and clustering performance using the NMI score. In (Sec-
tion 4.3), we provide qualitative analyses, including pose-
based concept visualizations and weight interpretation. Fi-
nally, in (Section 4.4), we discuss the impact of interven-

tions, group-level concept analysis, and whether the model
truly learns pose representations.

4.1. Experimental setup

Datasets. We evaluate PCBEAR on three video datasets
where temporal context is crucial: KTH-5, Penn Action,
and HAA49. i) KTH-5 is a refined version of the KTH
dataset [44], consisting of five distinct action classes after
removing the “jogging” class due to overlap with “walking”
and “running.” ii) Penn Action [60] contains 2,326 videos
across 15 action classes with detailed human joint anno-
tations, ideal for both action recognition and pose estima-
tion. iii) HAA49 is a subset of the HAA500 dataset [12],
where we manually select 49 human-centric action classes
that rely heavily on temporal context. Please refer to the
Appendix § A.

Implementation details. We implement our framework
using PyTorch, built upon the Label-Free CBM [37] code
base. We use VideoMAE-B/16 [51] as our frozen fea-
ture extractor, pretrained on Kinetics-400 [28]. We use the
off-the-shelf pose estimator ViTPose-B [56] pretrained on
COCO [34], leveraging 17 COCO keypoints for pose ex-
traction. We create the concept set for the textual concept
baseline in Figure 1 and Table 1, following the Label-Free-
CBM method [37]. Please refer to the Appendix § B.

Evaluation metric. To assess the efficiency of concept
utilization in PCBEAR, we adapt the Concept Utilization
Efficiency (CUE) metric from Res-CBM [46], with the con-
cept length L̄ fixed to 1. Additionally, we use the Normal-
ized Mutual Information (NMI) score to evaluate the align-
ment between learned concept clusters and ground truth ac-
tion labels, ensuring meaningful concept discovery. Please
refer to the Appendix § C.



Table 1. Evaluation of baseline methods with varying concept types and numbers across multiple datasets. We report the number of
concepts , concept utilization efficiency and Top-1 accuracy (%). The best are in bold.

Method Concept type.

KTH-5 [44] Penn action [60] HAA-49 [12]

NUM. CUE Acc. NUM. CUE Acc. NUM. CUE Acc.

VideoMAE(B/16) [51] None - - 96.52 - - 95.31 - - 79.57
Textual 30 319.9 95.96 80 121.9 97.49 300 25.9 77.59

PCBEAR(B/16)

Static 30 317.6 95.27 80 122.2 97.74 300 27.0 81.12
Static 3324 2.9 96.94 170 57.6 97.84 2046 4.0 82.65
Dynamic 30 320.3 96.10 80 121.6 97.30 300 26.2 78.73
Dynamic 257 37.6 96.51 328 29.8 97.90 2145 3.9 83.90

Table 2. Evaluation of baseline methods with varying the num-
ber of concepts on the Penn Action dataset. We report the num-
ber of concepts, concept utilization efficiency, and Top-1 accuracy
(%). The number of concepts in each partition is shown in paren-
theses. The best are in bold.

Partition (Concepts) NMI Score Acc. CUE

Partition 0 (1621) 49.07 97.90 6.0
Partition 1 (328) 50.78 97.90 29.9
Partition 2 (63) 47.90 96.70 153.5
Partition 3 (17) 42.10 93.50 550.0
Partition 4 (3) 16.67 N/A N/A

4.2. Quantitative Results

Accuracy and concept efficiency. We evaluate the Top-
1 accuracy of PCBEAR across three datasets using Video-
MAE(B/16) [51] as the backbone, as shown in Table 1.
The baseline is the original VideoMAE model. We com-
pare the performance of different concept types: dynamic
pose, static pose, and text. PCBEAR consistently outper-
forms the baseline across all datasets, demonstrating im-
proved performance. Notably, PCBEAR achieves high CUE
with fewer concepts, particularly on KTH-5 and Penn Ac-
tion datasets. Dynamic pose-based concepts perform bet-
ter than static ones, offering superior action differentiation,
especially for visually similar movements. Text-based con-
cepts underperform, as they fail to capture the necessary
motion details for action recognition. Given that dynamic
pose-based concepts preserve temporal structure and en-
hance action differentiation, we use them in subsequent ex-
periments.

Clustering NMI score. We evaluate pose clustering on
the Penn Action dataset using the FINCH algorithm [43]
with VideoMAE(B/16) [51]. The FINCH algorithm hier-
archically clusters the dataset into multiple partitions, al-
lowing us to control the number of clusters and analyze the
impact of different concept groupings on action recognition
performance. As shown in Table 2, increasing the num-
ber of concepts improves accuracy but lowers Concept Uti-
lization Efficiency (CUE). When the number of concepts
is too small, particularly fewer than the number of classes,
the model fails to distinguish actions. For a best trade-off

HAA49: “punching sandbag”

KTH-5: “Walking”

Penn Action: “sit up”

Penn Action: “handstand”

(a) Dynamic pose concept

𝑡

(b) Static pose concept

𝑡

Figure 4. Visualizations of representative pose-based concept.
(a) Dynamic pose concepts represent motion patterns across mul-
tiple frames. (b) Static pose concepts represent spatial configura-
tions We also show the corresponding video class for each concept.

between accuracy and efficiency, we can select Partition 2
with 63 concepts, which provides the best performance for
the Penn Action dataset with 15 classes.

4.3. Qualitative Results
Pose-based concept visualization. To visualize pose-
based concepts, we define a representative pose for each
concept by selecting its medoid in Section 3.2. When vi-
sualizing the concepts, we use the representative pose se-
quence or pose. In Figure 4 (a), we visualize dynamic
pose-based concepts for the “punching sandbag” class from
HAA49 [12] and the “walking” class from KTH-5 [44]. We
capture the dynamic movement of the fist and the act of
walking, showing that dynamic pose-based concepts effec-
tively represent sequential actions. In Figure 4 (b), we show
static pose-based concepts for the “sit up” class from Penn
Action and the “handstand” class from HAA49, clearly de-
picting key moments of these actions. These results demon-
strate that PCBEAR captures meaningful motion representa-
tions, improving interpretability and distinguishing actions.

Concept-contributions. In PCBEAR, we compute the
concept contributions following the approach in [37]. The
contribution of concept i to output class j on input xk is
computed as Contrib(xk, i, j)=WF [i, j] · f c(xk), where WF ∈
Rm×k is the weight matrix from (8). Since WF is sparse,
most of the contributions are zero, making it easy to visual-
ize the important ones. In Figure 5, we visualize the concept
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contributions for a sample from the “Jumping Jack” class in
the Penn Action dataset [60]. The top-contributing pose-
based concepts effectively capture the repetitive motion of
extending arms and legs, which aligns with the Jumping
Jack movement. This demonstrates how PCBEAR success-
fully learns and prioritizes key motion patterns for action
recognition.

Weight visualization. In Figure 6, we visualize the
weights connecting pose-based concepts to action classes
in PCBEAR using the Penn Action dataset [60]. We show
the learned weights for the “Baseball Swing” and “Tennis
Forehand” classes, highlighting how both common and spe-
cific concepts contribute to these actions. Both specific con-
cepts capture important pose sequences for each action. For
instance, the specific concept for “Tennis Forehand” cap-
tures a pose sequence of swinging with one hand. Inter-

Prediction: Tennis Serve 

G.T. Tennis Forehand. 
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Figure 7. Test-Time Intervention. Given an input video of a
“Tennis Forehand” action, the model initially fails to predict the
correct action, highlighting an irrelevant top-1 concept contribu-
tion. By removing the top-1 concept, we eliminate the incor-
rect concept and enable the model to correctly predict the “Tennis
Forehand” action based on the top-2 relevant concepts.

estingly, the common pose-based concept captures a shared
pose sequence important for both actions, reflecting the fun-
damental swinging motion common to both. These visual-
izations offer insights into how PCBEAR learns to represent
action recognition by capturing the motion patterns relevant
to each action. Notably, the shared knowledge between ac-
tions aligns with human intuition, highlighting the model’s
ability to generalize between similar actions.

4.4. Discussion
In this section, we conduct experiments using the Penn Ac-
tion [60] dataset with VideoMAE-B/16 [51].
Intervention. In Figure 7, we present an example where
the model initially misclassifies a “Tennis Forehand” action
as a “Tennis Serve”. We suppress the activation of the con-
cept with the highest contribution to the model’s decision,
which was leading the model to misclassify the “Tennis
Forehand” action as “Tennis Serve”. This pose-based con-
cept is unrelated to the Tennis Forehand action, so we set
its activation to zero to correct the prediction. Remarkably,
this intervention causes the model to change its prediction,
demonstrating that even modifying the activation of a sin-
gle, highly-contributing concept can significantly influence
the final classification. This finding underscores the effec-
tiveness of concept-based interventions in refining model
predictions. By directly controlling concept activations, we
gain deeper insights into the model’s decision-making pro-
cess. This targeted adjustment not only enhances inter-
pretability but also reduces confusion between similar ac-
tions, showing how concept-based reasoning can improve
action recognition accuracy.

Temporal context in pose-based concepts. To evaluate
how well PCBEAR captures temporal context, we an con-
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Figure 9. Visualizations of class-level and task-level concept
contributions. (a) Class-level contributions for “Bench Press” and
(b) task-level contributions for “Penn Action” dataset with the top-
2 concepts and their contributions.

duct experiment using reversed video sequences as a test
input. As shown in Figure 8, the original video depicts a
“Clean and Jerk” action, but when played in reverse, the
model classifies it as “Squat”. This misclassification oc-
curs because the “Clean and Jerk” motion involves lifting
a barbell while standing up, whereas the reversed sequence
resembles lowering a barbell into a squatting position. The
fact that the model predicts “Squat” for a reversed “Clean
and Jerk” sequence demonstrates that it captures the se-
quential nature of pose-based concepts rather than relying
solely on static poses. This finding highlights that PCBEAR
effectively captures temporal structures, utilizing motion or-

der to differentiate between actions and reinforcing its abil-
ity to model temporal context in human motion understand-
ing.

Group level analysis. In Figure 9, we visualizes class-
level concept contributions for Bench Press and task-level
concept contributions for Penn Action [60]. While sample-
level concept contribution analysis provides insights into
individual predictions, it does not reveal consistently im-
portant concepts across samples. To address this, we con-
duct class-level and task-level concept contribution analy-
ses. Class-level analysis aggregates and normalizes con-
cept contributions from all samples of a given class to iden-
tify key concepts crucial for distinguishing actions. In
Figure 9 (a), we see that the model assigns high contri-
butions to concepts related to a lying posture with verti-
cal arm movements, aligning with the bench press motion.
Notably, the top three concepts with the highest contribu-
tions are all strongly associated with the bench press ac-
tion, emphasizing that PCBEAR effectively captures spe-
cific motion features for class recognition. In Figure 9
(b), task-level analysis sums and normalizes concept con-
tributions across all samples, revealing dominant, general-
izable motion features. The results indicate that standing
postures appear among the dominant concepts across the
Penn Action dataset. This suggests that upright body po-
sitions serve as generalizable motion features, applicable
across multiple actions in the dataset. These findings high-
light that PCBEAR captures meaningful motion patterns not
only at the sample level but also at broader scales, rein-
forcing its interpretability. By analyzing concept contribu-
tions at both class and task levels, we gain deeper insights
into how the model generalizes motion patterns, identifies
shared features across actions, and differentiates between
visually similar movements.

5. Conclusion
We introduce PCBEAR, a novel framework for explainable
human action recognition that uses human pose sequences
as motion-aware concepts to provide interpretable and ro-
bust explanations. By explicitly modeling both spatial con-
figurations and temporal dynamics, PCBEAR overcomes the
limitations of existing XAI methods based on static or pixel-
level concepts. Our extensive experiments across multiple
datasets demonstrate that PCBEAR outperforms baselines in
both classification accuracy and interpretability. Addition-
ally, PCBEAR offers a significant advantage in explaining
complex actions, making it highly valuable for real-world
applications where model transparency is essential. In fu-
ture work, we plan to extend PCBEAR to other domains and
further optimize its scalability and efficiency, enhancing its
broad applicability in the field of video understanding.
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Appendix

A. Details of datasets.

KTH-5 The KTH [44] dataset consists of 25 actors, each
performing six actions across four different environments.
The originally proposed splits ensure that videos of a single
actor remain within one set, as the dataset was not designed
for identity recognition.

Penn Action The Penn Action [60] dataset includes 2,326
video sequences covering 15 different actions with detailed
human joint annotations. Each frame is stored in RGB for-
mat with a resolution of up to 640×480 pixels. The dataset
provides 2D joint locations, visibility annotations, bounding
boxes, coarse viewpoint labels, and train/test splits, mak-
ing it well-suited for action recognition and pose estimation
tasks.

HAA49 The HAA500 [12] dataset consists of 500
fine-grained action classes with over 591K labeled
frames, focusing on precise human-centric atomic actions.
Unlike coarse-grained datasets, it ensures clear class
distinctions (e.g., “Baseball Pitching” vs. “Free Throw
in Basketball”) and maintains high pose detectability.
Carefully curated to eliminate irrelevant motions and
label noise, HAA500 is well-suited for detailed action
recognition and human pose analysis. The HAA49
dataset is a subset of HAA500, consisting of 49 action
classes that focus on fine-grained, human-centric ac-
tions. We use the following classes from the HAA49
dataset for sampling: yoga bridge, yoga cat,
yoga dancer, yoga firefly, yoga fish,
yoga gate, yoga locust, yoga lotus,
yoga pigeon, yoga tree, yoga triangle,
yoga updog, weightlifting hang,
weightlifting overhead,
weightlifting stand, volleyball overhand,
volleyball pass, volleyball set,
volleyball underhand, tennis serve,
taekwondo middle block, sprint start,
soccer shoot, soccer throw, situp, pushup,
punching sandbag, pull ups, one arm push up,
leg hold back, leg hold front, leg split,
high knees, handstand, gym squat, gym run,
gym ride, gym plank, gym pull, gym push,
gym lunges, gym lift, golf swing, dips,
bench dip, baseball swing, backflip,
arm wave, and jumping jack. These carefully
curated classes in HAA49 enable detailed analysis of
pose-based actions and movements, making it an excellent
resource for video action recognition tasks focused on
human poses and dynamic motion.

B. Details of implementations.

We implement our framework using PyTorch, built upon the
Label-Free CBM [37] code base. The framework utilizes a
Nvidia RTX 3090 GPU for training and evaluation. For fea-
ture extraction, we use VideoMAE-B/16 [51], pretrained on
Kinetics-400 [28]. For pose estimation, we employ the off-
the-shelf ViTPose-B [56] model, pretrained on COCO [34],
and leverage 17 keypoints from COCO for pose extraction.
To create the concept set for the textual concept baseline,
as shown in Figure 1 and Table 1 of the main paper, we
follow the Label-Free-CBM [37] method for selecting and
defining concepts. The Label-Free-CBM provides the code
base for concept set processor, which we use to generate
concepts tailored to each dataset. To match the number of
concepts with the number of classes, we remove concepts
that are similar to class names. We train the concept layer
with a batch size of 256 for 1,000 steps. The sparse linear
layer is optimized with a batch size of 512, a learning rate
of 1e-3, α = 0.99, and a step size of 0.05 for controlled up-
dates. For input clips, we set the frame length l = 16 frames
per clip, and each pose is extracted using the 17 keypoints
from the MS COCO [34] dataset, with J = 17 keypoints
for each frame. These configurations ensure that the model
efficiently learns both spatial and temporal dynamics, pro-
viding high-quality representations for action recognition
while maintaining interpretability and robustness.

C. Metric.

To adapt the Concept Utilization Efficiency (CUE) metric
from Res-CBM [46] for our framework, we refer to the orig-
inal formulation:

CUE =
10000×Acc

N × L̄
,

where Acc represents the classification accuracy, N is the
number of concepts, and L̄ is the average length of the con-
cepts.

In Res-CBM, the multiplication by 10,000 is used to
scale the metric, allowing it to measure the improvement
in classification accuracy considering both the length of the
concepts and the total number of concepts. Larger values
of CUE indicate higher efficiency in utilizing concepts. For
our case, since we are working with pose-based concepts
derived from skeleton sequences, we cannot define concept
length in the same way as textual concepts in Res-CBM.
Therefore, we set L̄ = 1, as each pose concept corresponds
to a fixed-length representation (such as a specific pose or
sequence of poses) rather than a variable-length textual de-
scription. Additionally, to avoid an overly large scale due
to multiplying by 10,000, we use a more manageable scal-
ing factor of 100. This adjustment ensures the CUE score
remains interpretable while still reflecting the efficiency of



concept utilization. Thus, our modified CUE metric be-
comes:

CUE∗ =
100×Acc

N
.

This formula reflects the efficiency of concept utilization in
our framework, where Acc is the top-1 accuracy, and N is
the number of concepts. This modification enables us to
assess the effectiveness of pose-based concepts in video ac-
tion recognition tasks, with a focus on maintaining simplic-
ity and clarity in the calculation of CUE.

Additionally, to evaluate the effectiveness of our cluster-
ing results, we employ the Normalized Mutual Information
(NMI) score, which quantifies the alignment between the
learned concept clusters and ground truth labels. It com-
putes how much information is shared between the two dis-
tributions: the learned clusters and the true labels. A higher
NMI score indicates that the clusters are more consistent
with the true class labels, reflecting a more accurate cluster-
ing of the concepts. NMI is normalized to ensure that the
score is independent of the number of clusters, making it a
robust and interpretable metric for evaluating the quality of
the concept clusters.
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