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Abstract

Convolutional Neural Networks (CNNs) have achieved outstanding
performance on image processing challenges. Actually, CNNs imitate the
typically developed human brain structures at the micro-level (Artificial
neurons). At the same time, they distance themselves from imitating
natural visual perception in humans at the macro architectures (high-level
cognition). Recently it has been investigated that CNNs are highly biased
toward local features and fail to detect the global aspects of their input.
Nevertheless, the literature offers limited clues on this problem. To this
end, we propose a simple yet effective solution inspired by the unconscious
behavior of the human pupil. We devise a simple module called Global
Advantage Stream (GAS) (G) to learn and capture the holistic features
of input samples (i.e., the global features). Then, the GAS features were
combined with a CNN network as a plug-and-play component called the
Global/Local Processing (GLP) model. The experimental results confirm
that this stream improves the accuracy with an insignificant additional
computational/temporal load and makes the network more robust to
adversarial attacks. Furthermore, investigating the interpretation of the
model shows that it learns a more holistic representation similar to the
perceptual system of healthy humans 1.

1 Introduction
Deep learning methods, as a cutting edge of artificial intelligence, are trained
by filtering information through multiple hidden layers. The current DNNs can
mimic the human brain at the micro-level (Neuronal level) but fails to deal with
macro-level network behavior( Cognitive level).

[Baker et al., 2018] shows that deep convolutional neural networks have more
tendency to use texture information over the general shape. They have tried

1Source code is available here
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to train CNNs to categorize images using artificial images with misleading
textures and suggest that texture plays a vital role in CNNs. They claimed that
deep learning systems have no sensitivity to the overall shape of images and
show that benchmark CNNs can not distinguish bounding contours of objects.
While it is investigated that humans attend to the features of the general shape
before considering the local features such as texture [Hermann et al., 2020]. The
stimuli in the natural world have inherently hierarchical architecture: general
form or global level and detail texture or local level. Global/Local processing
(GLP) is one of the important early debates in psychology about the human
perceptual system throughout the past four decades and is still an ongoing
challenge. Global Precedence Effect (GPE), as a modern version of Gestalt
theory, claims that individuals more readily, process global features faster than
local details [Navon, 1977]. GPE has been investigated in a series of experiments
with hierarchical compound stimuli consisting of a global letter/shape formed
by the configuration of local letters/shapes (See Fig. 1), which are independent
in local and global levels of the stimuli. This phenomenon is responsible for the
ability to generalize in humans. So, it helps us perceive the forest before the
trees and categorize them correctly, despite the differences in the details of the
objects[Navon, 1977].

Figure 1: Examples of hierarchical compound stimuli, that are commonly used
to evaluate the ability to detect at the general and partial levels separately in
diagnostic applications. They were used to design the global advantage layer in
experiment 1.

Pupil diameter is subconsciously controlled by the brain due to environmen-
tal stimuli. As the pupil shrinks, the reflection of images is focused on the
fovea (located in the center of the Retina), which is made up mostly of Cones
photoreceptor cells. These cells are responsible for receiving high-level features
or details. Instead, the area around the Fovea is filled with Rodes cells. These
cells are responsible for low-level features and have a low spatial acuity. As the
pupil opens, the reflection of the environment is received by both cell types.
The pupil is primarily regulated by prevailing light levels but is also modulated
by perceptual and attentional factors. [Sabatino DiCriscio et al., 2018] found
through psychophysical experiments with hierarchical stimuli that individuals
have a characteristic constriction of the pupil waveform during the selection
of local information relative to global information. They indicate that pupil
changes may serve as a visual filtering mechanism important for attentional

2



selection. This work represented the first characterization of pupil response in
the context of selective attention and suggested that mechanisms underlying the
earliest stages of visual processes could be relevant for perception and visual
selection. Also, it has been observed that children with ASD showed pupil
constriction as a response to images of faces [Anderson et al., 2006]. However,
neurotypical children showed pupil dilation in response to the same stimuli
[de Vries et al., 2021]. There is other evidence that pupillometry reliably tracks
inter-individual differences in perceptual style as a biomarker, and individuals
with typically developed perception distribute attention to both surfaces in a
more global, holistic style [Turi et al., 2018]. Recently it has been investigated
that Vision Transformer(ViT) has a better performance on modeling the holistic
features of images[Dosovitskiy et al., 2020]. They split the images into fixed-size
patches, embedding them, and feeding them to a Transformer Encoder (TE)
[Dosovitskiy et al., 2020].TE was inspired by vanilla transformers introduced for
NLP tasks [Vaswani et al., 2017]. [Aldahdooh et al., 2021] assessed such mod-
els as more robust to adversarial examples. Nevertheless, the ViT models are
computationally expensive.

In this paper, Global Advantage Stream (GAS) was added to increase the
accuracy and robustness of common CNNs. The purpose of this stream is to
provide a holistic view of these networks, which not only increased their accuracy
in categorizing images but also their resistance to common attacks dramatically
improved. The novelty of this study is that, unlike previous state-of-the-art
research, the design of GAS is completely inspired by the subconscious function
of the human pupils. Also, The function of this stream is very similar to early
therapeutic intervention methods using robots in educating autistic children
to facilitate decoding of the overall features of the perceptual environment by
removing details and helping them to return back to the right track base on
GPE in normal individuals. The main contributions of this paper are:

• The presented model, unlike CNNs, can consider global features in addition
to local ones. The method inspired by the subconscious function of the
human pupil extracts both sets of features simultaneously. Feature sets were
concatenated to classify the images based on both global form and detail
texture. The existence of global features in the feature bank empowers
the model to follow the top-down attention strategy in addition to the
bottom-up attention approach.

• It has been shown that the proposed method is both more accurate and more
robust than CNNs. However, the proposed model imposes an insignificant
computational time load on the CNN model. Also, the proposed method
has better interpretability rather than CNNs. It has been shown that the
proposed model has a better performance. Also, because of its holistic view,
it is more resistant to common adversarial attacks. Furthermore, better
explainability according to the XAI method confirms better localization of
the whole object in the images instead of focusing on a local detailed part.
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2 Method
The main objective of this paper is, inspired by human behavior unconsciousness,
forcing the deep neural network to learn both global and local representation.
This makes the model more accurate and robust. The new model called the
Global/Local Processing (GLP) model is composed of two main components
(i.e., streams) that are concatenated in parallel: (1) The local stream (L) and (2)
The quick global stream (G). L is a conventional CNN that inherently learns the
local features and complex local patterns. To competence the inability of such
models to learn the holistic features, we introduce the G stream. G is composed
of the GAS module, which is described below. In short, this module is made
of a smart filter followed by two convolutional layers (feature maps). GAS is
responsible for capturing global features inspiring the subconscious function of
the human pupil. Fig. 2 shows the overall schema of the proposed method. The

GAS


Input Image

Pre-trained DCNN


Softm
ax

 Feature Map

Concat operator Max Pool + Batchnorm + Relu

Smart Filtering Layer  Fully Connected + Relu

Figure 2: Overview of the proposed method (GLP model). Global and local
features are extracted through separated streams and then all the features
concatenate to classify the images.

inside information of G and L components and training procedure is explained
in the following subsections.

2.1 GAS: Global Advantage Stream
The goal of GAS is to extract global features. In fact, this stream is inspired by
the subconscious function of the human pupil. During focus, the environment
projects only on Fovea (populated exclusively by Cones with high spatial acuity),
but in normal situations with dilated pupils, most of the ambient light is received
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by Rodes with low spatial acuity. Fig. 3 (a) displays the frequency distribution
of these two cell types relative to the distance from the Fovea.

In the GAS layer, firstly, a smart low-pass filter in the frequency domain
has applied to the image input aiming to attenuate high-frequency noises. The
most important point about the layer is the automatic cut-off parameter (α)
setting according to each input. To find the proper value for alpha smartly, we
used the Entropy criterion. The amount of uncertainty in an entire probability
distribution is quantified using the Shannon entropy. The entropy is calculated
from the following Equ. 1.I(X ) is defined as self-information of an event X = x
[Goodfellow et al., 2016]. It is investigated that by increasing the radius of the
Gaussian low-pass filter, the image entropy also will slightly increase. But after
this phase, the routine continues in reverse. With increasing this parameter, the
entropy changes in the opposite direction. According to this finding, as a next
step, we find the value of α that maximize the Entropy of the input (filtered
image) based on Equ. 2. Interestingly, by smart filtering selectively with this
value, all the local information has faded, and instead, the global structure of
the image is more readily detected. The value of the optimum α varies based
on each image structure and size (see Fig. 3 (b)). In GAS, after removing the
local details smartly, there are two feature map layers followed by two layers for
pooling and batch normalization( see Fig. 2 ).

H(x) = Ex∼P [I(X )] = −Ex∼P [P (x)] (1)

α∗ = argmax
α

H(filteredImage(X,α)) (2)

2.2 Global/Local processing Model
The GLP Model is designed in such a way that global features are obtained from
one stream, and local features are achieved from another stream. Afterward,
they concatenated with each other as an ultimate feature bank. Finally, there is
a fully connected layer to map the features to the output category. As shown in
Fig. 2, the local stream consists of a pre-trained CNN. As we discussed before
in the Introduction section 1, CNNs extract features based on local details in
images. So, most of them could be considered as the local stream (L) in our
model. On the other hand, the global stream (G) is made up of a GAS module.

G + L Training: The training of this hybrid model is done in several steps
as follows:

1. For L layer weights, we use the pre-trained weights of common CNN
models, and local features are calculated using them.

2. The GAS module is trained on training data to extract global features.

3. Then, the two feature sets are concatenated, and the feature bank has
been completed.

5



180 000

160 000

140 000

120 000

100 000

80 000

60 000

40 000

20 000

0
60° 40° 20° 0° 20° 40° 60° 80°

Angle from fovea

N
um

be
r o

f r
ec

ep
to

rs
 p

er
 m

m
²

Fovea Blind spot

(temple
side)

(nose
side)

Rods

Cones

(a) The Fovea and the distribution of Rods
and Cones in the human eye.

10 12 23 11

(b) Smart filtering visualisation

Figure 3: a) Constricted pupil reflexes all the ambient light in Fovea covered by
Cones receptors with high acuity. But when the pupil dilates, image reflexes are
received simultaneously by Rodes receptors with low acuity based on the cells’
distribution in the human eyes. Rodes cells are more responsible for peripheral
vision [Wandell, 1995]. b) Examples of Smart filtering visualization. First
column: input images, Second column: diagrams of changes in the amount of
entropy by increasing the α, Third column: the optimum α that maximizes
the value of entropy in the filtered image, and last column: outputs of applying
the proposed smart filtering using the optimum α.

4. Finally, the fully connected layer is trained so that it can perform the
classification with the best accuracy.

In the following section, we will show how GAS works to extract global features
in the first experiment 3.1. Then we represent how this new stream improves
the accuracy and robustness of the benchmark models in the next section in the
second experiment 3.2. After that, we demonstrate that the interpretability of
the model increases via an Explainable AI method (see Fig. 5).

3 Results
To evaluate the proposed method, we have designed two experiments. Firstly, we
investigated how GAS extracts global shape using the Navon dataset. Also, We
showed that the common-used CNNs couldn’t succeed in this simple task. Then,
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using an XAI algorithm presented how the GAS extracts exactly the global
shape, but the others only focus on local details.

We also evaluated the GLP model accuracy using the Caltech101 dataset
[Fei-Fei et al., 2004]. Furthermore, we evaluated the robustness of our model
against adversarial attacks. Moreover, to demonstrate the interpretability of our
method, visualizations of feature maps were presented.

We have exploited the Gradient-weighted Class Activation Mapping (Grad-
CAM) [Selvaraju et al., 2017] to showcase the interpretability of the models in
both experiments. Grad-CAM highlights the most important areas in the image
by making the gradient of the classification score regarding the final convolutional
layer.

All experiments are implemented using PyTorch [Paszke et al., 2019] and
performed using an NVIDIA GeForce RTX 2060 GPU.

3.1 GAS module design and comparison
In this experiment, we have compared the performance of the GAS model
with two common-use CNN networks, Resnet18 [He et al., 2016] and Incep-
tionV3 [Szegedy et al., 2015] to classify the Navon compound stimuli dataset
[Navon, 1977] based on the global/local shape. We trained the GAS network and
fine-tuned pre-trained Resnet18 and Inception-v3 models with simple augmented
shape images (3000 images in two categories) to recognize the shape of circles
and squares. Then, we evaluate all the networks with the Navon compound
stimuli dataset based on the local/ global level. The initial learning rate for
training the GAS network and fine-tuning the pre-trained models is equal to 2e−3

with a decay rate. Also, we used stochastic gradient descent (SGD) optimizer
with a momentum equal to 0.9 and a batch size of 64 for all the models.All the
information about the computational and time load has been summarized in
Appendix A.

Navon Dataset [Navon, 1977] Navon is a set of compound stimuli with
independent information at the local vs. global level (see 1). This experiment
used geometrical shapes (circle vs. square) for both levels in different sizes,
sparsity, and line width (4152 hierarchical images). The dataset has been used
to test the ability to detect global/local shape detection. The Navon dataset
and dataset of simple shape images have been included in the supplementary
material.

Results. The results of this experiment have been summarized in Table
1. This listed the top 1 model accuracy on the Navon dataset based on both
Local / Global image shapes. As illustrated, the GAS outperforms two other
CNNs in Global shape detection. While Resnet18 and InceptionV3 obtain better
performance for local shape detection.

Visualization. Fig. 4 represented the visualized feature maps in the global
shape detection task. These tables confirm the power of GAS as a global feature
extractor. This is while the CNN models failed to localize the global shape and
only heat the local features.

Discussion. In this experiment, we confirm that
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Table 1: Top1 Accuracy (%) of the models in global/local shape detection tasks
on Navon dataset

Model Acc on Local Acc on Global

Resnet18 85.24 53.65

InceptionV3 75.6 62.15

Global Advantage Stream 56.42 86.28

1. The commonly used heavy CNNs behave weakly in global form detec-
tion instead more powerfully in local shape detection and detail texture
extraction.

2. The GAS module, despite the higher speed (according to Appendix 5), is
more powerful in extracting global features inspires by the subconscious
function of the human pupil.

3. Visualizations confirm the global detection ability in GAS, unlike the other
CNNs.

In the next experiment, we improved the CNNs by combining GAS module
as an extra parallel stream to them. Then evaluate the new hybrid model in
accuracy and robustness.

3.2 GLP model evaluation and explainability
In the second experiment, we aimed to evaluate the GLP model’s classifica-
tion accuracy and its robustness in facing adversarial attacks compared to the
mentioned CNNs on the Caltech101 dataset. For comparison, we train a GLP
model (called GA-Resnet) using a pre-trained Resnet18 as the L stream, and our
pre-trained GAS model (GAS-299) on the Caltech101 dataset as the G stream,
also in the same way for comparing our GLP model (called GA-Inception) with
the pre-trained InceptionV3. Similar to the previous experiment, we trained the
GLP network and fine-tuned pre-trained Resnet18 and Inception-v3 models by
the initial Learning rate 2e−3 with a decay rate, the SGD optimizer, a batch
size of 8, and with the standard input images size 299 × 299 for InceptionV3,
GLP-299, and GA-Inception models, also 224× 224 for Resnet18, GLP-224, and
GA-Resnet models.

Caltech101 [Fei-Fei et al., 2004] is a well-known dataset for object classifi-
cation which consists of ∼ 9K images belonging to 101 classes (e.g., “starfish”,
“dolphin” and “umbrella” etc.) and a background clutter class that contains
different objects from the 101 categories. To evaluate our approach, we did not
use the background images and split the rest of the 101 classes of images into
the train(60%), validation(20%), and test(20%).

Adversarial Attacks For evaluating robustness we apply two common adver-
sarial attacks called Fast Gradient Sign Method (FGSM) [Goodfellow et al., 2014]
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Figure 4: Comparison of visualization on the Navon dataset global test images.
The top row shows input images, and the rest of the rows depict the visualization
results of GAS, InceptionV3, and Resnet18, respectively

and Projected Gradient Descent (PGD) [Kurakin et al., 2018]. To employ at-
tacks, we used the CleverHans [Papernot et al., 2016] which is a Python library
for adversarial attacks. Both FGSM and PGD are categorized in White box
attacks which means that the attacker has access to the model’s parameters.

FGSM attack, which first is introduced by [Goodfellow et al., 2014] is a simple
yet effective method by using the gradients of a CNN to generate adversarial
images. As Equ. 3 is defined, for an input image x, FGSM computes the loss
of the model prediction regarding the actual class label, then calculates the
gradients of the loss with respect to the input image, and uses the sign of the
gradients to create the new adversarial image Adv(x) which maximizes the loss.
For a given input image x, the adversarial image is generated as follows:

Adv(x) = x+ ϵ ∗ sing(▽xJ (θ, x, y)) (3)

where y is the input actual label, ϵ is used to ensure the perturbations are small
enough to can not detect by human eyes but large enough to fool the CNN, J
is the model loss function, and θ is the model parameters.
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Table 2: Top1 Accuracy (%) on FGSM attack for different ϵ

0 0.001 0.005 0.01 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.5

Resnet18 86.41 74.72 32.89 17.56 7.55 7.89 9.45 10.02

GAS-Resnet18 91.24 86.52 61.12 41.30 25.27 24.54 24.77 15.44

InceptionV3 90.50 88.13 72.24 61.06 42.86 41.61 42.74 36.22

GAS-InceptionV3 92.40 91.76 83.12 71.37 53.51 48.47 47.01 40.67

Table 3: Top1 Accuracy (%) on PGD attack for different ϵ
0 0.001 0.005 0.01 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.5

Resnet18 86.41 72.58 16.66 5.54 3.76 3.35 3.08 1.47

GAS-Resnet18 91.24 85.83 46.72 23.45 9.8 7.16 5.5 2.7

InceptionV3 90.50 88.13 61.54 39.56 8.78 7.05 6.6 4.5

GAS-InceptionV3 92.40 91.76 79.82 62.42 16.94 10.20 8.41 5.3

PGD attack generates new adversarial images in an iterative scheme. Fol-
lowing Equ. 4, PGD tries to maximize the loss of the CNN model on an input
image x while finding a perturbation smaller than ϵ. Besides defining ϵ as the
maximum perturbation size, it is required to determine a metric to calculate the
distance from the adversarial image Adv(x) to the input image x. This metric
ensures that the output adversarial example is not perceptibly different from
humans. Among the various Lp norms p = 2 or p = ∞ are the most common-use
[Carlini and Wagner, 2017]. The PGD attack is formulated as follows:

Adv(x)i = CLIPx,ϵ(xi−1 + λsing ▽x (J (.)));Adv(x)0 = xoriginal, (4)

where i defined the number of iterations, CLIP is an operation that clips x back
to the permissible set, λ is the step size and J is the model loss function.

To evaluate the robustness of the GLP model, we investigated the accuracy
changes by increasing the perturbation size for the FGSM attack(ϵ) and the maxi-
mum perturbation size(ϵ) for the PGD attack. Following [Reddy et al., 2020], we
reported the accuracy of our GLP model compared to the fine-tuned InceptionV3
and Resnet18 models on various ϵ = [0, 0.001, 0.005, 0.01, 0.05, 0.1, 0.15, 0.5] for
both attacks. We calculated the accuracy as 1 - (naturally misclassified images +
adversarial misclassified examples) since we run the adversarial attacks only on
images that were not naturally misclassified. All the experiments are repeated
for five iterations and the average accuracy was reported. For the PGD attack,
we report L∞ PGD results in our experiments. Also, we set the step size λ to
ϵ/3 since it allows the PGD attack to reach the edge of the permissible set and
explore the boundary as much as having a reasonable computation time.

Results. For training the GLP model, first, the GAS module was trained.
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Table 4: Top1 Accuracy (%) on Caltech101 dataset
Resnet18 GA-Resnet InceptionV3 GA-Inception

86.41 91.24 90.50 92.40

The extracted global features were concatenated with local features extracted
by pre-trained CNN to classify the images. The results in Table 4 show that
the GAS model can consistently improve the performance of the CNN methods
significantly. In other words, the results validate the importance of global features
in the object classification task.

Also, the the top1 accuracy results in Table 2 and Table 3 indicate that
the GLP model is more robust than the CNNs in against both FGSM and
PGD attacks overall. Also, the diagrams of the top5 and the top10 accuracy
comparison are shown in Appendix B for further comparisons.

Visualization In order to visualize the GLP model feature maps with Grad-
CAM, since this method requires a convolution layer for extracting feature
maps, We provide an extra convolution layer after the GLP network and right
before the concatenation operation of GLP and pre-trained CNN networks. This
extra layer equalizes the size of the last convolution layer of GLP with the
last convolution layer of the pre-trained network. Thus, after training this new
architecture, we are capable of visualizing the feature maps of our GLP model
using the Grad-CAM method. Fig. 5 depicted the comparison of Grad-CAM
visualization between the CNNs and the modified version with the GAS module.
The remarkable localizing objects’ boundaries of the GAS network, together
with the power of CNN networks, provide a more precise object localization for
two-stream networks compared to using a single CNN network.

Discussion In this experiment, we modified commonly used CNNs with
a GAS module to improve them with an extra quick holistic view. According
to the results, this module not only improved the accuracy of the models but
also, make them more resistant to attacks. Actually, this module inspired by
the subconscious function of the human pupil as an early function in perception
helped these CNNs as local processors to become more holistic in the same
way as humans and made the models more accurate, more robust, and more
explainable.

4 Conclusion
The main goal of this paper is to develop CNNs with an extra quick holistic
view. To this end, first, we introduce a new module called GAS to extract global
features. The main idea behind this module is a smart filtering layer. This
layer, inspired by the subconscious function of the human pupil, fades the noises
using the low-pass filter. The parameter should choose smartly so that the total
entropy of the whole filtered image is at its maximum. This new hybrid model
(GLP model) has both sets of local and global features to detect images correctly.
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Input Image GAS InceptionV3 GA-InceptionV3 Resnet18 GA-Resnet18

Pizza Pizza Pizza Pizza Butterfly Pizza

Starfish Starfish Starfish Starfish Starfish Starfish

Waterlily Waterlily Lotus Waterlily Waterlily Waterlily

Figure 5: Comparison of visualization with Grad-Cam. In each column, the
visualization results and the predicted label of the corresponding model are
defined for three input images.

The new model not only has better performance in image classification but also
the robustness of the model has increased. Also, it has been shown that the
explainability of the model is improved. GPE, as a strong hypothesis in cognitive
psychology, is not limited to the visual modality. It holds in all modalities
like auditory or in language processing. So, as the feature works, it has been
suggested to improve the models by adding a holistic view of other modalities
and applications. It will be hoped that these improvements not only increase the
performance and robustness of the models but also helps deep learning methods
approach their main essence by imitating human at a higher level of cognition.

5 Compliance with Ethical Standards
We hereby declare that there are no conflicts of interest with respect to the
research presented in this paper. Furthermore, we affirm that we have not received
any external funding or financial support for this research. It is important to
note that this article does not include any studies involving human participants
conducted by any of the authors.
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Table 5: Comparison of models’ performances
Models Inference Time (ms/img) Params (M) Model Size (MB) Input-size

GAS-299 1.7 17.9 71.6 299× 299

InceptionV3 3.8 24.6 98.9 299× 299

GA-Inception 4.3 75.3 301.6 299× 299

GAS-224 1.1 10.3 41.4 224× 224

Resnet18 1.4 11.2 45.5 224× 224

GA-Resnet 1.6 34.1 136.9 224× 224

Appendix

A Performance Comparison
Inference time (ms/image), number of model’s parameters (M), and model
sizes (MB) for different input image sizes according to the standard input sizes;
224× 224 for Resnet18 and 299× 299 for the Inceptionv3 were reported in Table
5.

B Adversarial Attacks Comparisons
The top5 and top10 accuracy diagrams are depicted in 6 and 7 figures, respectively.
The results confirm that the GLP model preserves its robustness against both
FGSM and PGD attacks than the CNNs.
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Figure 6: Comparison of Top5 accuracy on FGSM and PGD attacks

Figure 7: Comparison of Top10 accuracy on FGSM and PGD attacks
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