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Abstract

While some convolutional neural networks (CNNs) have achieved great success in object
recognition, they struggle to identify objects in images corrupted with different types of
common noise patterns. Recently, it was shown that simulating computations in early vi-
sual areas at the front of CNNs leads to improvements in robustness to image corruptions.
Here, we further explore this result and show that the neuronal representations that emerge
from precisely matching the distribution of RF properties found in primate V1 is key for
this improvement in robustness. We built two variants of a model with a front-end mod-
eling the primate primary visual cortex (V1): one sampling RF properties uniformly and
the other sampling from empirical biological distributions. The model with the biological
sampling has a considerably higher robustness to image corruptions that the uniform vari-
ant (relative difference of 8.72%). While similar neuronal sub-populations across the two
variants have similar response properties and learn similar downstream weights, the impact
on downstream processing is strikingly different. This result sheds light on the origin of
the improvements in robustness observed in some biologically-inspired models, pointing to
the need of precisely mimicking the neuronal representations found in the primate brain.

Keywords: Object recognition, robustness, biologically-inspired neural networks, neu-
ronal representations

1. Introduction

Over the past decade, Convolutional Neural Networks (CNNs) have achieved great success
in various computer vision tasks, namely object recognition (Krizhevsky et al., 2012; Si-
monyan and Zisserman, 2015; He et al., 2016; Szegedy et al., 2015). However, these models
show a striking limitation in terms of robustness to image perturbations and out-of-domain
generalization. CNNs struggle to recognize objects in images corrupted with different types
of common perturbation patterns, such as random noise or weather effects, which humans
excel at (Dodge and Karam, 2017; Geirhos et al., 2018; Hendrycks and Dietterich, 2019).

Recently, there has been an increasing interest in incorporating circuit motifs found
in biological brain circuits to address some of these limitations of CNNs (Malhotra et al.,
2020; Dapello et al., 2020; Evans et al., 2022; Baidya et al., 2021; Cirincione et al., 2022).
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One popular approach has been including model front-ends that simulate processing in
the early stages of the visual system - retina, the lateral geniculate nucleus (LGN), and
the primary visual cortex (V1). These front-ends usually consider Receptive Field (RF)
structures that resemble those of neurons in V1. One popular implementation has been the
use of a Gabor Filter Bank (GFB) (Jones and Palmer, 1987) for the linear spatial kernels
of a convolutional layer. Several of these models implement a GFB uniformly covering the
RF parameter range, taking into consideration the resolution and scale of the input images.
Dapello, Marques et al. went one step further and sampled the GFB parameters from known
distributions of RF properties from primate V1 neuronal populations, observing that this
led to an improvement in robustness against noise corruptions.

Here, we expand on this body of work to study the relationship between neuronal rep-
resentations in low-level areas and robustness to image corruptions. We used the VOneNet
model family (Dapello et al., 2020) and created two variants of the VOneResNet18 model:
one in which the GFB parameters were sampled from empirical distributions of primate V1
neuronal populations and another that samples the GFB parameters uniformly and inde-
pendently within the same range. This allows us to disambiguate the more general
contribution of having a biological front-end with RFs inspired by those in pri-
mate V1 from precisely matching the same population-level statistics of those
RF properties. We make the following novel contributions:

1. We reproduce the results from Dapello, Marques et al. in a different dataset (Tiny
ImageNet, Le and Yang (2015)), observing a decrease in robustness to image cor-
ruptions when sampling the GFB parameters uniformly when compared to using the
biological V1 neuronal distributions (relative decrease of 8.72%).

2. We observe that despite the very different distributions of neuronal RF properties
and response properties between the two model variants, neuronal populations with
similar RF properties and similar response properties across the two models contribute
to downstream layers with similar weights.

3. We show that the neuronal sub-populations in the V1 front-end that have the great-
est impact in the downstream layers do not match between the two model variants,
suggesting a likely reason for the observed differences in model robustness.

2. Methods

Methods are explained in detail in the Appendix sections and a summary is presented below.

We created two variants of the VOneResNet18 model (see Section C.1, Figure 1 A and
B): one sampling neuronal RF properties from biological distributions (Biological), and
another sampling the properties uniformly and independently in the same range (Uniform).
We trained (see Section C.3) four seeds of the two model variants as well as the standard
ResNet18 model (see Section C.2) on the Tiny ImageNet dataset (see Section B.1). We
evaluated clean accuracy and robustness using the Tiny ImageNet-C dataset (see Section
B.2) and compared these with the baseline model (see Section D).

We studied the relationship between neuronal response properties (mean response ac-
tivation and sparseness) (see Section E.1) and several neuronal RF properties: cell type
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(simple/complex), preferred spatial frequency (SF), and RF size (measured as multiples of
the grating wavelength contained within one standard deviation of the Gaussian along the
perpendicular axis, nx) (see Section E.2).

We grouped neurons into discrete neuronal sub-populations by their RF properties (cell
type, SF, and nx), and by their response properties (cell type, activation, and sparseness).
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Figure 1: (Continued on the following page.)
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Figure 1: Matching the empirical distributions of RF properties of V1 neurons
improves model robustness. A The VOneNet model family contains a biologically-
inspired model of V1, the VOneBlock, as the front-end to a standard CNN. We created two
variants of the VOneBlock, one with RF parameters sampled from a uniform distribution
(VOneBlock Uniform) and another with the parameters sampled from empirical distribu-
tions of primate V1 neurons (VOneBlock Biological). We used the ResNet18 as the standard
CNN architecture. B The VOneBlock is a model of V1 with a GFB as a linear spatial RF,
followed by a non-linear stage with simple- and complex-cell non-linearities. Here, we re-
moved the stochasticity layer included in the original study. We considered 256 simple cell
channels and 256 complex cell channels in both model variants. C Top, distribution of
RF properties for one example seed of the VOneBlock Biological. Properties are sampled
according to primate neurophysiological data. From left to right, spatial frequency, orien-
tation, RF size as multiple of the Gabor wavelength (nx and ny), and relationship between
SF and RF size. Bottom, as above but for one seed of the VOneBlock Uniform. D Relative
accuracy (normalized by the base model, ResNet18) for the two VOneNet variants for clean
and corrupted images. Bars represent mean and error-bars represent s.e.m.. Note the higher
robustness of the VOneResNet Biological when compared to the standard model and the
model with uniform sampling (n = 4). See Table D and Figure 6 for absolute accuracies.

For each sub-population, we calculated the mean absolute downstream weights after training
(see Section E.3). Finally, we estimated the Downstream Impact for each sub-population
as the product of the number of neuronal channels, the mean response activation, and the
mean absolute weights (see Section E.4).

3. Results

As intended, the variant with biological sampling has distributions of RF properties that
resemble those found in empirical studies of primate V1 neuronal populations (De Valois
et al., 1982a,b; Ringach, 2002; Schiller et al., 1976) while the variant with uniform sampling
does not (Figure 1 C). While both VOneResNet18 variants have lower accuracies on clean
images than the standard model, the model with biological sampling has substantially
higher robustness against image corruptions for all corruption categories (average relative
improvement of 7.85%, Figure 1 D, Figure 6, and Table 1). The variant with uniform
sampling, on the other hand, has considerably lower robustness when compared with the
one with biological sampling (average relative decrease of 8.72%).

To explore this difference in robustness between the two VOneResNet18 variants, we
calculated two response properties of the VOneBlock neuronal channels (mean activation
and sparseness) and compared these with the RF properties (cell type, SF, and nx). In
terms of sparseness, both variants have similar trends with simple cells showing considerably
sparser responses, and sparseness increasing with SF and nx (Figure 2 B). Interestingly,
there are notable differences in the relationships of the mean response activation and the
GFB properties for the two variants (Figure 2 A). While activations decrease with increasing
RF size in the two variants, for the Biological model there is also a decrease in response
activation with increasing SF, which does not happen in the model with uniform sampling.
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Figure 2: Neurons in the two VOneBlock variants show different response pro-
files. A Top, mean response activation for neurons in one example seed of the VOneBlock
Biological. From left to right, distribution of mean response activation for simple and com-
plex cells, mean activation as a function of SF for simple cells, SF for complex cells, nx for
simple cells, and nx for complex cells. Bottom, as above but for neurons in one seed of the
VOneBlock Uniform. Note that while response activations decrease with increasing SF for
the Biological variant, the same does not happen for the Uniform variant. B Same as A
but for response sparseness. Thick line in plots represents the moving average (window size
of 51). Trends were consistent in other model seeds.

Since the SF and nx are not sampled independently in the Biological variant, we grouped
(binned) the neuronal channels in sub-populations according to the combination of their RF
properties (cell type, SF, and nx, Figure 3). The model with biological sampling has a non-
uniform distribution of neurons over these bins with an over-representation of neurons in
the middle and higher SF and middle nx. Importantly, the model completely lacks neurons
with a combination of large SF and low nx and neurons with a combination of low SF and
large nx. Despite these differences in sampling, for the neuronal sub-populations present in
both models, the response properties are similar and highly correlated (see Figure 8).

How do the GFB parameters and the neuronal response properties affect the downstream
weights of the V1 channels? To address this question, in the addition to grouping neurons
by GFB parameters we also binned the neuronal sub-populations by response property

5



Spatial Frequency
 [cpd]

Biological Uniform

0.5
0.1

0.17

0.30

0.52

0.91

1.58

1.4 4.0 11.3
Spatial Frequency

 [cpd]

0.5 1.4 4.0 11.3
Spatial Frequency

 [cpd]

0.5 1.4 4.0 4.011.3
Spatial Frequency

 [cpd]

0.5 1.4 11.3

n x

0.1

0.17

0.30

0.52

0.91

1.58

n x

0.1 0

20

40

60

80

100

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.17

0.30

0.52

0.91

1.58

0.1

0.17

0.30

0.52

0.91

1.58

0.1

0.17

0.30

0.52

0.91

1.58

0.1

0.17

0.30

0.52

0.91

1.58

n x

n x
n x

n x

A
ct

iv
at

io
ns

Sp
ar

se
ne

ss
#

N
eu

ro
ns

A
ct

iv
at

io
ns

Sp
ar

se
ne

ss
#

N
eu

ro
ns

Simple Complex Simple Complex

Figure 3: Effect of sampling from empirical distributions in model response acti-
vations. Left, Biological Variant; right, Uniform Variant. Colormaps represent the average
of all seeds (n = 4). Top row, distribution of number of neurons binned by SF and nx for
simple and complex cells. Note that Biological Variant contains very few neurons with large
nx and low SF, as well as neurons with low nx and high SF. Middle row, mean response
activation for neurons according to the same binning. Neurons with low nx and high SF,
which show the largest response activations, are substantially undersampled in the Biolog-
ical Variant. Bottom row, same as above but for response sparseness.

(mean activation and sparseness) and calculated the mean absolute downstream weights
after training the models (Figure 4). For the neuronal sub-populations present in both
models, the learned downstream absolute weights were highly correlated between model
variants (Figure 3 A and B). Interestingly, despite the differences in sampling, there was
an overlap between the distribution of neurons by response properties for the two variants,
and their mean absolute downstream weights were also correlated (r=0.87, p=3.42e-6, 18
bins).

These analyses show a striking similarity between the two model variants. Despite the
known difference in the sampling of the RF properties (GFB parameters), the response
properties, as well as the learned absolute downstream weights are very similar between the
two variants in the common neuronal sub-populations. We then estimated the impact on
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Figure 4: Downstream layer allocates similar weights to neuronal populations
with similar RF properties in both model variants. A Left, Biological Variant;
right, Uniform Variant. Colormaps represent the average of all seeds (n = 4). Top row,
distribution of number of neurons binned by SF and nx for simple and complex cells (each
bin corresponds to neurons with similar GFB parameters). Bottom row, mean downstream
absolute weights for neurons according to the same binning. Note that despite the differences
in the neuronal sampling for the two models, the downstream absolute weights of neurons
with similar properties are similar in both variants. B Mean downstream absolute weights
per bin are correlated between the two model variants (r=0.75, p=2.24e-4, n=19 bins).
Correlation is only calculated in the bins containing neurons in both models (ignores bins
without neurons for the Biological Variant). C Similar to A but with neurons binned by
mean response activation and sparseness (each bin corresponds to neurons with similar
response properties).
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downstream layers for each neuronal sub-population. To obtain this quantity, we multiplied
the number of channels in each sub-population by the mean response activation, and by
the mean absolute downstream weight (Figure 5). In the uniform variant, there is a dispro-
portionate contribution of neurons with simultaneously high SF and high nx. On the other
hand, the model with biological sampling, this sub-population does not contribute at all,
and instead most impact comes from neurons tuned to middle to high SF and with middle
nx. Downstream impact of the different neuronal sub-populations is therefore uncorrelated
between the two variants (r=0.18, p=0.33, n=30 bins). Interestingly, when looking at the
downstream impact grouped by the neuronal response properties, both variants show a
more similar behavior (Figure 5 B and D).

4. Discussion

The recent finding that adding a V1-like front-end to CNNs leads to improvements in ro-
bustness is of great importance as it suggests that biological intelligence can still contribute
to improving machine learning models. However, understanding exactly where these im-
provements originate is often difficult to assess due to the complexity of these models.

In this work, we shed some light on which features lead to the improved robustness
in a model with a V1-like front-end. To disambiguate the more general contribution of
having V1-like RFs from precisely matching the population-level statistics of RF proper-
ties in primate V1 (V1 neuronal representations), we created two model variants of the
VOneNet, a popular biologically-inspired CNN family (Dapello et al., 2020; Baidya et al.,
2021; Cirincione et al., 2022). One of the variants sampled the RF properties from biological
distributions (from available neurophysiological studies), precisely mimicking the neuronal
representations found in primate V1, while the other variant sampled the RF properties
uniformly within the same range. This difference in neuronal sampling was sufficient to
explain the observed large difference in robustness to common image corruptions.

Interestingly, the response properties, as well as the learned weights in the common
neuronal sub-populations were correlated between the two model variants. However, the
non-uniform sampling of the biological distribution was critical to shift the neuronal sub-
populations that had the strongest impact in downstream layers: from neurons with very
large preferred SFs and very small RF sizes to neurons with larger RF sizes and tuned to
somewhat smaller SFs.

One potential criticism of this result is that the model with biological sampling acts as
a low-pass filter while the uniform model does not, helping it to deal with images corrupted
with noise. However, this is not true as both models contain neurons with high SFs in
similar numbers (Figure 1 C), and the fact that the biological model is marginally better
in recognizing clean images.

Importantly, when comparing both model variants, there is no trade-off between the uni-
form sampling and the biological sampling. Precisely matching the neuronal representations
in primate V1 (biological sampling) leads to better robustness against image perturbations
in all 15 types of corruptions tested. This results suggests that the neuronal representations
in primate V1 are optimized to deal not only with clean images but also with a wide variety
of different image distributions.
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Figure 5: Impact on downstream layers from neurons with similar RF properties
is different between model variants. A Top, Biological Variant; down, Uniform Vari-
ant. Colormaps represent the average of all seeds (n = 4). Downstream impact of neurons
binned by SF and nx for simple and complex cells (each bin corresponds to neurons with
similar GFB parameters). Downstream Impact is calculated as the product of the num-
ber of neurons, the mean response activation, and the mean downstream absolute weights.
Note that the bins that contribute the most to downstream layers are different for both
model variants. B Similar to A but with neurons binned by mean response activation and
sparseness (each bin corresponds to neurons with similar response properties). In this case
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Appendix A. Statistics

For the correlations analysis, we defined statistical significance for p-value < 0.05. The
exact p-values and r-values are indicated in each reported correlation. The r-values corre-
spond to Pearson correlation coefficients. Correlations between the Biological and Uniform
variants for responses and weights are only calculated in the bins containing neurons in both
models (bins without neurons are ignored), whereas for downstream impact the correlation
is calculated in all bins (bins without neurons have zero effect in downstream layers). The
statistical analyses were performed with the Scipy library for Python Virtanen et al. (2020).

Appendix B. Datasets

B.1. Tiny ImageNet

We trained and evaluated models’ clean accuracy on the Tiny ImageNet dataset Le and
Yang (2015). Tiny ImageNet contains 100.000 images of 200 classes (500 for each class)
downsized to 64×64 colored images. Each class has 500 training images, 50 validation
images and 50 test images. The Tiny ImageNet dataset is publicly available at https:

//www.kaggle.com/c/tiny-imagenet.

B.2. Tiny ImageNet-C (Common Corruptions)

We used Tiny ImageNet-C Hendrycks and Dietterich (2019) to evaluate model robustness
to common corruptions. The Tiny ImageNet-C dataset consists of 15 different corruption
types applied to validation images of Tiny ImageNet. The individual corruption types are
grouped into 4 main categories: Noise (Gaussian noise, shot noise, impulse noise), Blur
(defocus blur, glass blur, motion blur, zoom blur), Weather (snow, frost, fog, brightness)
and Digital effects (contrast, elastic transform, pixelate and JPEG compression). Each of
the 15 corruption types has 5 levels of severity, resulting in a total of 75 perturbations. The
Tiny ImageNet-C is publicly available at https://github.com/hendrycks/robustness

under Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International.

Appendix C. Models

C.1. VOneNets

VOneNet Model Family VOneNets Dapello et al. (2020) are hybrid CNNs, with a
biologically-constrained fixed-weight front-end layer that simulates V1, called the VOneBlock,
followed by a neural network back-end adapted from current CNN vision models. The
VOneBlock is a linear-nonlinear-Poisson (LNP) model of V1 Rust et al. (2005), consisting
of a fixed-weight Gabor Filter Bank (GFB) Jones and Palmer (1987), simple and com-
plex cell Adelson and Bergen (1985) nonlinearities, and neuronal stochasticity Softky and
Koch (1993). The code for the VOneNet model family is publicly available at https:

//github.com/dicarlolab/vonenet under GNU General Public License v3.0.

Adapting VOneNets to Tiny ImageNet To create the VOneNets, ResNet18 He
et al. (2016) was chosen as the back-end architecture. We built the VOneResNet18 by
removing the first block of ResNet18 (one stack of convolution, normalization, non-linearity
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and pooling layers) and replacing it with the VOneBlock and a trainable bottleneck layer
(a transition layer used to compress the 512 channels to 64 which is the depth of the next
layer of the back-end architecture). Since the standard VOneNets were adjusted to be used
with ImageNet (224px input size), we made several modifications to adapt the VOneNet
architecture to the Tiny ImageNet image size (64px), as in Baidya et al. (2021). To prevent
the VOneBlock output from having a very small spatial map, the stride of the convolution
layer (GFB) was set to 2 instead of 4. We also changed the input field of view from 8deg (for
ImageNet) to 2deg (for Tiny ImageNet) to account for the fact that now images represent a
narrower portion of the visual space. This change resulted in an input resolution – number
of pixels per degree (ppd) – of 32 ppd for Tiny ImageNet, similar to that of ImageNet (28
ppd).

VOneResNet18 Variants We created two VOneResNet18 model variants by modi-
fying the GFB parameters sampling. For the VOneResNet18 Biological model, the GFB
parameters are randomly sampled from empirically observed distributions of preferred ori-
entation, peak spatial frequency (SF), and size/shape of receptive fields De Valois et al.
(1982a,b); Ringach (2002), whereas the in the VOneResNet18 Uniform variant the GFB
parameters are generated by randomly sampling from uniform distributions. In both vari-
ants, the channels are divided equally between simple- and complex-cells (256 each) and
the SF is between [0.5 − 11.3] cpd. To facilitate the comparison between the uniform and
biological models, we removed the stochasticity generator, so that the models are noise-free.

C.2. ResNet18

We used a variant of the Torchvision implementation of ResNet18 He et al. (2016) as the
base model and as the model back-end for both VOneResNet18 variants. The first block of
the original ResNet18 model (the block replaced by VOneBlock in VOneResNet18) has a
combined stride of 4 (2 in the convolution layer and 2 in the maxpool layer). To maintain
the size of ResNet18 comparable to VOneResNet18, we adjusted the ResNet18 architecture
so that it has a stride of 1 in the first convolutional layer and kept the stride of 2 in the
maxpool layer, resulting in a combined stride of 2 in the first block which is the same as
the VOneBlock.

C.3. Training

We used PyTorch version 1.10.2. All models were trained on a machine with 1×32GB V100
GPU. For each of the three variants we trained four models, with four different seeds of the
random generator. The training procedure is detailed below.

Preprocessing During training, preprocessing included scaling the images with a fac-
tor randomly sampled between 1-1.2, rotating the images with a rotation angle randomly
sampled between -30 to 30 degrees, flipping the images horizontally with a random prob-
ability of 0.5, and shifting the images in the horizontal and vertical directions by a pixel
distance randomly sampled between -5% to 5% of the image width and height, respectively.
Images were normalized by subtraction and division by [0.5, 0.5, 0.5].

During evaluation, preprocessing only involved image normalization, i.e. subtraction
and division by [0.5, 0.5, 0.5].
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Loss Functions The loss function was given by the cross-entropy loss between image
labels and model predictions (logits).

Optimization We used Stochastic Gradient Descent with an initial learning rate 0.1,
momentum 0.9, and a weight decay of 0.0005. The learning rate was dynamically adjusted
by dividing it by 10 whenever there was no significant improvement (threshold of 0.01) in
validation loss for 5 consecutive epochs. All models were trained using a batch size of 128
images for 60 epochs.

Appendix D. Detailed Accuracies

All reported accuracies represent the top-1 accuracy on the validations datasets of Tiny Im-
ageNet (for clean) and Tiny ImageNet-C (for corruptions). In the main text and Figure 1 D
the accuracies are reported relative to the standard model ResNet18 and in the Appendices
(Table 1 and Figure 6) they are absolute values.

Table 1: Absolute accuracies of ResNet18, VOneResNet18 Biological and
VOneResNet18 Uniform. Clean images and 15 types of common image corruptions
(averaged over five perturbation severities). The value in parenthesis represents the stan-
dard error of the mean (n = 4 seeds). The VOneResNet18 Biological has the highest
accuracy in all image types except clean, contrast, and pixelate.

Noise Blur

Clean Gaussian Shot Impulse Defocus Glass Motion Zoom
Model [%] [%] [%] [%] [%] [%] [%] [%]

ResNet18 57.7 19.4 22.6 21.4 14.2 19.0 19.5 16.2
(0.27) (0.19) (0.26) (0.16) (0.32) (0.21) (0.49) (0.57)

VOneResNet18 Uniform 55.7 20.2 24.2 21.5 13.5 18.7 18.7 15.3
(0.32) (0.51) (0.6) ( 0.25) (0.56) (0.25) (0.6) (0.59)

VOneResNet18 Biological 56.6 22.8 27.2 22.6 14.7 19.1 20.3 16.5
(0.25) (0.23) (0.33) (0.22) (0.32) (0.2) (0.3) (0.24)

Weather Digital

Snow Frost Fog Bright. Contrast Elastic Pixelate JPEG
Model [%] [%] [%] [%] [%] [%] [%] [%]

ResNet18 23.2 24.7 21.2 27.1 9.7 24.5 37.8 31.7
(0.57) (0.27) (0.29) (0.25) (0.14) (0.45) (0.35) (0.41)

VOneResNet18 Uniform 23.9 24.1 21.1 25.7 8.5 24.4 34.8 32.6
(0.76) (0.73) (0.4) (0.52) (0.19) (0.74) (0.4) (0.87)

VOneResNet18 Biological 27.3 27.2 22.4 28.8 9.3 26.9 36.5 36.8
(0.49) (0.5) (0.33) (0.42) (0.19) (0.42) (0.11) (0.42)

15



A
cc

ur
ac

y 
[%

]

Perturbation Severity

RN18
VOneRN18-U
VOneRN18-B

Figure 6: VOneResNet18 Biological shows consistent improvements in ro-
bustness. Absolute accuracies for ResNet18 (RN18, gray), VOneResNet18 Biological
(VOneRN18-B, blue), VOneResNet18 Uniform (VOneRN18-U, turquoise) for the 15 corrup-
tion types at all perturbation severity levels. Accuracy represents top-1 (%). Perturbation
0 corresponds to no corruption (clean images).
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Appendix E. Neuronal Representations Analyses

E.1. GFB parameters

The GFB contains Gabor filters with of multiple orientations, spatial frequencies, and sizes.
The parameters are randomly sampled from distributions of preferred orientation ([0−180]
deg), peak spatial frequency ([0.5 − 11.3] cpd), and size/shape of receptive fields (both
nx and ny in [0.1 − 1.585]). The Biological variant samples the GFB parameters from
empirical distributions (De Valois et al., 1982a,b; Ringach, 2002; Schiller et al., 1976). While
orientation is sampled independently, the RF sizes along the perpendicular and parallel axes
are sampled from a joint distribution, and a correlation is introduced between the RF size
and the SF to match what is observed empirically (Figure 1).

Figure 7 shows Gabor filters with a preferred orientation of 45 degrees, different spatial
frequencies and nx (values are chosen in the center of the bins for each parameter).

Spatial Frequency
 [cpd]

n x

0.8

0.13

0.23

0.39

1.2

0.69

2.4 6.7

Figure 7: RFs of neurons with different Spatial Frequency and nx. Visualization
of the RF kernels for the neurons in the center of each Spatial Frequency and nx bins as
shown in Figures 3, 4, and 5.
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E.2. Response properties

We studied the relationship between response properties (mean activation, and sparseness)
and the neuronal RF properties (SF, size, orientation). The mean activation for a channel
was calculated as the average over the neurons and over a batch of 1000 images. The
sparseness was calculated according to the formula in Vinje and Gallant (2000) as follows:

for a specific channel and a specific neuron, S =
1−

(
(
∑b

k=1 (ak)/b)
2
/
∑b

k=1 (a
2
k/b)

)
1−1/b , where b is

the batch size (here 1000 images) and ak is the response activation to the kth image in the
batch. Then the mean sparseness for a channel was calculated as the mean of S over the
neurons.
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Figure 8: Response activation and sparseness of different neuronal sub-
populations are correlated across model variants. Left, mean response activations
of neuronal sub-populations (binned by RF properties) for the two VOneNetResNet18 vari-
ants. Green squares represent simple cells and yellow squares represent complex cells. Right,
same as in left but for response sparseness. Relative to Fig. 3.

E.3. Downstream Weights

To get an understanding of the importance the models place on different channels, we exam-
ined the weights of the bottleneck layer that follows the VOneBlock in the VOneResNet18
models. The mean absolute downstream weights are calculated by averaging the absolute
weights of the bottleneck layer over its 64 outputs.

E.4. Downstream Impact

The Downstream Impact for a population of neurons was defined as the effect of those
neurons in the downstream layers of the network. We evaluated the Downstream Impact of
a population of neurons by multiplying the number of neurons in the population with the
mean response activations of the neurons in the VOneBlock and with the mean absolute
weights of the bottleneck layer. The natural consequence of this definition is that empty
populations will have no impact in downstream layers.
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