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Abstract. Deep learning-based object recognition systems can be eas-
ily fooled by various adversarial perturbations. One reason for the weak
robustness may be that they do not have part-based inductive bias like
the human recognition process. Motivated by this, several part-based
recognition models have been proposed to improve the adversarial ro-
bustness of recognition. However, due to the lack of part annotations,
the effectiveness of these methods is only validated on small-scale non-
standard datasets. In this work, we propose PIN++, short for PartIm-
ageNet++, a dataset providing high-quality part segmentation annota-
tions for all categories of ImageNet-1K (IN-1K). With these annotations,
we build part-based methods directly on the standard IN-1K dataset for
robust recognition. Different from previous two-stage part-based mod-
els, we propose a Multi-scale Part-supervised Model (MPM), to learn
a robust representation with part annotations. Experiments show that
MPM yielded better adversarial robustness on the large-scale IN-1K
over strong baselines across various attack settings. Furthermore, MPM
achieved improved robustness on common corruptions and several out-
of-distribution datasets. The dataset, together with these results, enables
and encourages researchers to explore the potential of part-based mod-
els in more real applications. The dataset and the code are available at
https://github.com/LixiaoTHU/PartImageNetPP.

Keywords: Adversarial robustness · Part dataset · Robust object recog-
nition · Part-based model

1 Introduction

Object recognition has achieved remarkable success due to the rise of Deep Neu-
ral Networks (DNNs) [24, 33, 49, 50]. However, DNNs often lack robustness and
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Fig. 1: Examples of annotated images in PIN++. High-quality part segmentation an-
notations are provided on all categories in IN-1K. The object names are shown on the
top-right of each image. The part names are hidden here.

can be easily deceived by adversarial examples [19, 65], common image corrup-
tions [25], and various out-of-distribution (OOD) shifts [37, 68], which greatly
hinder applications of DNNs in security-critical scenarios [12, 36]. One possible
reason for the weakness may be that DNN-based recognition does not have a
part-based inductive bias (i.e., recognition based on object parts) like the human
recognition process, which is generally regarded as a robust system [80]. Accord-
ing to the well-known cognitive psychological theory recognition-by-components
[4], humans prefer to recognize objects by decomposing objects into parts and
taking into account the hierarchical representations and the spatial relationships
of parts. This cognitive theory has been supported by numerous psychological
evidence [21, 28, 58, 67]. However, several studies revealed that DNNs often ex-
hibit a shortcut recognition behavior, e.g ., relying on texture-based features [16]
and even unintelligible features for humans [29].

If DNNs can perform a human-aligned part-based recognition, both the ad-
versarial and non-adversarial robustness of DNNs could be closer to humans.
Motivated by this idea, two recent works [38, 61] investigated how to use addi-
tional part-level supervision to build up part-based (recognition) models, which
make predictions by recognizing the object’s parts in a bottom-up manner. Both
works investigated two-stage part-based models, where the first stage involves
part segmentation, followed by the classification stage based on the segmentation
results. These works have shown the potential of part-based models in enhancing
robustness against various perturbations.

Nevertheless, due to the lack of part annotations, the effectiveness of part-
based models has only been preliminary validated by the two works [38, 61] on
small-scale nonstandard datasets. The largest dataset for evaluation was Par-
tImageNet (PIN) [22], consisting of about 24K images of 158 categories selected
from the large-scale ImageNet-1K (IN-1K) [11]. PIN has several potential issues.
Firstly, it is quite small compared to the standard IN-1K (about 1.3M images)
commonly used in the domain of adversarial robustness [3,59]. This limited scale
may restrict the generalizability of the findings. Secondly, categories included in
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PIN are specifically chosen to facilitate part-related tasks (e.g ., part segmenta-
tion [48] and object parsing [78]), with an emphasis on animal categories (118
out of 158). While this focus can be beneficial for studying part-related tasks
themselves, it poses challenges in demonstrating the effectiveness of part-based
models for general recognition tasks across a diverse range of objects. Thirdly,
the annotation scheme of PIN is simple. It groups 158 categories into 11 super-
categories and determines part annotations for each super-category, potentially
failing to capture the characteristics of object categories within a super-category.
Due to the three issues, the part-based models [38,61] trained on PIN cannot be
directly compared with state-of-the-art (SOTA) methods trained on the stan-
dard IN-1K.

In this work, we introduce PartImageNet++ (PIN++), a new dataset pro-
viding high-quality part segmentation annotations for all categories of the widely
used IN-1K [11], to facilitate the research on part-based models for robust recog-
nition (classification). To create PIN++, we designed a detailed annotation
scheme to ensure high-quality part annotations. With this scheme, we annotated
100 randomly selected images per category, resulting in a total of 100K images
with part annotations (about 1/13 of IN-1K). To avoid bias, all the part an-
notations are created manually without using any auxiliary model. To the best
of our knowledge, PIN++ provides large-scale high-quality part segmentation
annotations for the most diverse range of object categories, including creatures,
artifacts, rigid objects, nonrigid objects, etc, among existing part datasets. Fig. 1
showcases some examples of annotated images. We introduce this dataset in de-
tail in Sec. 3 and show that existing techniques fail to obtain high-quality part
segmentation results without such annotations.

By leveraging the part annotations of PIN++, we develop part-based meth-
ods for robust recognition directly on the standard IN-1K dataset. To achieve
this, we first train a part segmentation network with the annotations of PIN++
to obtain pseudo part labels for all unannotated images in IN-1K. We then
propose a new Multi-scale Part-supervised recognition Model, termed MPM, to
better exploit the part annotations. MPM is expected to learn a robust inter-
mediate representation by adding auxiliary bypass layers to the vanilla recog-
nition model (e.g ., ResNet-50 [24]). The auxiliary bypass layers are supervised
by the part annotations and the generated pseudo part labels. Without intro-
ducing any additional parameter or computation during inference, MPM can
use high-resolution part annotations more adequately than two-stage part-based
models [38, 61], which are constrained to use low-resolution part labels. Fig. 3
shows an overview of our whole method.

The experimental results demonstrate that MPM, combined with adversarial
training (AT) [51], achieved better adversarial robustness on the large-scale IN-
1K, outperforming strong AT baselines in both the seen and unseen adversarial
threats. Furthermore, MPM exhibited improved robustness on common image
corruptions [25] and several OOD datasets. In addition, MPM achieved higher
alignments with human vision. Beyond object recognition, MPM is shown to
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boost the adversarial robustness of downstream tasks such as object detection
[56]. The main contributions of this work can be summarized as follows:

– We created PIN++, a new large-scale dataset with part annotations. This
dataset can facilitate further research on part-based models for robust recog-
nition and other part-related visual understanding tasks.

– We proposed MPM, a new part-supervised recognition model, to exploit the
part annotations better, achieving superior robustness across various settings
and benchmarks without introducing any extra inference cost.

2 Related Work

Adversarial robustness. Szegedy et al . [65] first revealed the vulnerability of
DNNs to adversarial examples. Since then, numerous methods [60,76] have been
proposed to enhance the adversarial robustness of DNNs. Among them, AT has
emerged as the de facto paradigm for training adversarially robust DNNs. Early
AT works [72,75] primarily focused on small-scale, low-resolution datasets such
as CIFAR-10 [32]. Recently, there has been a growing interest in investigating
AT on IN-1K [11], as this dataset serves as a standard benchmark for evaluating
SOTA computer vision techniques [24,49,50]. Several studies have demonstrated
that AT models trained on IN-1K can transfer their adversarial robustness to
downstream dense-prediction tasks and achieve zero-shot adversarially robust
recognition [9, 36,39].
Part datasets. The concept of parts holds significant importance in both human
visual cognition [4] and computer vision domains. To conduct research on part-
related visual tasks, the availability of part datasets is crucial. However, anno-
tating object parts is challenging and expensive, and most part datasets are only
limited to specific domains, such as cars [55, 62, 69] and humans [18, 40, 41, 77].
Furthermore, part datasets targeting common objects often have a limited num-
ber of object categories. Cityscapes PanopticParts (Cityscapes PP.) [53], Pascal-
Part [6], and ADE20K provide part annotations for 5, 20, and 80 object cate-
gories, respectively. Although the recent PACO dataset [54] offers a large number
of part annotations, it is still restricted to only 75 object categories. PIN [22],
containing 158 categories from IN-1K [11], represents the dataset with the most
object categories in terms of part annotations.
Part-based object recognition. Modeling objects in terms of parts has a long
history in computer vision [5,14,17]. But with the rise of DNNs, parts have been
rarely used as auxiliaries for end-to-end general object recognition [24,33,49,50].
Recently, two works [38, 61] revisited part-based recognition models from the
robustness perspective and showed the potential to enhance adversarial robust-
ness. Li et al . [38] proposed ROCK, a part-based model that first predicts all
parts represented by segmentation results, and then utilizes a judgment block to
give category predictions based on the predicted parts. Similarly, Sitawarin et
al . [61] also investigated several types of two-stage part-based models, where the
first stage involves part segmentation, followed by the recognition stage with a
tiny classifier. However, as mentioned before, both works were only validated on
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small-scale part-friendly datasets for the lack of part annotations, e.g ., Sitawarin
et al . [61] performed classification tasks only on 11 super-categories of PIN [22].
Furthermore, the proposed two-stage part-based models inevitably introduced a
lot of extra parameters during inference, while the utilization of high-resolution
part annotations was limited, as discussed in Sec. 4.2. In addition, ROCK [38]
contains a non-differentiable process, which could lead to a potential overesti-
mation of adversarial robustness [2,66]. Our work will address all of these issues.

3 PIN++ Dataset

We first present the details of how we built PIN++ to ensure high-quality part
annotations, followed by the statistics of this dataset. We then give a discussion
on PIN++.

3.1 Annotation Scheme

Data source. IN-1K [11], containing about 1.3M images with category labels
in the training set, is one of the most widely used datasets for general object
recognition. Our aim is to provide part annotations for part-based robust recog-
nition on IN-1K, and thus the images of PIN++ directly reuse the training set
of IN-1K. All the images conform to licensing for research purposes. However,
due to cost constraints, it is impractical to provide part-level annotations for all
training images in IN-1K. Instead, we decided to annotate 100 randomly selected
images per category. Once part annotations are provided for all categories, mod-
ern supervised segmentation techniques [23] can be used to obtain pseudo part
labels for the remaining unannotated images, as we will show in Sec. 4. Note that
PIN++ does not provide any part annotations for the validation set of IN-1K.

While PIN [22] has provided some part annotations for 158 categories of IN-
1K, their annotations do not fully meet our purpose and principles. To minimize
annotation costs without compromising quality, we retained annotations of 90
categories from PIN as part of PIN++. The details are shown in Appendix A.
We then show the annotation design for the remaining 910 categories of IN-1K.
Annotation quality control. To ensure high-quality part annotations, three
points should be taken into account:
1) Deciding which parts to annotate per category. One of the key chal-
lenges in the part annotation task is the ambiguity of object part selection (e.g .,
how to annotate the parts of hammer). PIN [22] evades this problem and focuses
primarily on annotating parts for animal categories (most quadrupeds can be re-
garded as consisting of four part categories: head, body, foot, tail). However, the
remaining categories in IN-1K are highly diverse, making it challenging to decide
which parts to annotate. To ensure a scientifically grounded division of parts for
each category, we initially consult the Wikidata knowledge base5 to obtain part
vocabularies for every object category (e.g ., hammer consists of three parts ac-
cording to Wikidata: handle, striker, and hammerhead). Additionally, for object
5 https://www.wikidata.org/wiki/Wikidata:Introduction

https://www.wikidata.org/wiki/Wikidata:Introduction
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Table 1: The numbers of annotated object categories, part categories, images and part
masks of publicly available part datasets.

Dataset Object Category Part Category Image Part Mask

Cityscapes PP. [53] 5 23 3.5K 100K
Pascal-Part [6] 20 193 19K 363.5K
ADE20K⋆ [79] 80 566 12.6K 193.2K

PACO [54] 75 456 76.7K 641.4K
PIN [22] 158 609 24K 112K
PIN++ 1000 3308 100K 406.4K

⋆: ADE20K is severely category-unbalanced and here we show statistics for cate-
gories with more than 10 annotated part masks.

categories without a clear definition of parts on Wikidata, we decide which parts
to annotate by asking recruited volunteers which parts they think to be impor-
tant to their cognition of the object. For example, according to the cognition of
volunteers, for most quadruped categories, annotating head, body, foot, and tail
is enough, while for ram (see Fig. 1 for one example), horn should be annotated
as an extra part. For categories that are indeed difficult to decompose into parts,
e.g ., flatworm, we generalize the concept of “parts” and treat the foreground of
an object as one part category. In this case, the part is the object itself. Other
details on deciding the parts to annotate are further discussed in Appendix B.
These principles ensure that all categories in IN-1K can have part annotations.
2) Designing the part segmentation principles. We design several part
segmentation principles to guide the annotators and ensure high-quality part
segmentation annotation. Firstly, the annotated part masks are required to be
combined to cover the entire object and have no overlap, unless in the case
of the second principle. Secondly, for some parts that indeed should overlap in
semantic concepts (e.g ., horn and head), the annotators should annotate the
inclusion relation of parts (e.g ., horn is included in head), and then these part
masks can be annotated with overlap. Thirdly, to keep the consistency of part
annotations among images of the same object category, following [22], the same
annotator should annotate all 100 images of this object category. The other
principles are shown in Appendix C.
3) Annotation quality inspection. Ten randomly selected images together
with the annotation visualizations (see Fig. 1) are sent to inspectors to assess if
the annotations for a specific object category meet the defined principles. If the
annotations for any two images fail to meet these principles, the entire category’s
annotations are re-annotated until the requirements are satisfied.

3.2 Statistics

We finally annotated 100 images per category for 910 categories in IN-1K, re-
sulting in a total of 91K images with part annotations. Taking these data and
the data of 90 reused categories of PIN together, PIN++ for 1K categories is
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obtained. Following IN-1K, here we ensure PIN++ is class-balanced. PIN++ is
split into train/val sets with a 9:1 ratio for each category. But note that all
annotated images are part of the training set of IN-1K. Unless stated otherwise,
they are all utilized for training in our following experiments and the evaluation
is performed on IN-1K val set.

In summary, PIN++ includes a total of 100K images with part annotations.
These annotations cover 3,310 part categories for 1,000 object categories. A total
of 406,364 part masks are annotated in PIN++. Further statistics of PIN++ are
shown in Appendix D.
Comparison with other part datasets. We compare PIN++ with pub-
licly available part datasets, as shown in Tab. 1. PIN++ outperforms previous
datasets in terms of the number of object and part categories, as well as the
total number of images with annotated part masks. It also demonstrates the
competitive number of part masks compared to the recent PACO dataset [54].
Notably, PIN++ offers part annotations for a diverse range of objects, including
creatures, artifacts, rigid objects, and nonrigid objects, unlike PACO or PIN,
which are primarily focused on common tools or animals, respectively. As shown
in Appendix D, the annotation quality of PIN++ exhibits an advantage over
that of PIN. Moreover, PIN++ is category-balanced and guarantees that each
image contains only one foreground category. All these features build the unique
advantage of PIN++ for studying object recognition tasks.

3.3 Discussion on PIN++

Recent advancements in segmentation include CLIP-based open-vocabulary seg-
mentation methods [35,42,63] and the SAM model [31]. We compared these tech-
niques with the part annotations of PIN++. We used the largest version of SAM,
and for open-vocabulary segmentation, we employed the VLPart model [63],
which is trained with part annotations from several part datasets including
Pascal-Part [6], PIN [22], and PACO [54]. Visual comparisons are presented in
Fig. 2. We can see that VLPart only provides roughly reasonable semantics for
part categories it has been trained on. It fails to accurately identify the semantics
of parts from unseen objects. On the other hand, SAM seems to perform well
in segmenting certain parts based on the object’s edges, but it struggles when
the part edges are less distinguishable, as shown in the segmentation results for
camel (the third row in Fig. 2). In addition, note that all masks segmented by
SAM are category-agnostic.

The above results highlight the challenges faced by existing techniques in
achieving accurate part segmentation for diverse objects without training on
PIN++. Additionally, current text-to-image generative models [57] also struggle
with understanding part semantics [47]. However, supervised training on PIN++
yields good part segmentation results, as shown in Appendix E. Therefore, be-
sides its usage in robust object recognition (as demonstrated next), we believe
that PIN++ and its extensive collections of 3308 part categories (vocabularies)
have the potential to enhance general part-related visual understanding tasks.



8 Li et al.

ImageNet PartImageNet++ VLPart SAM

Fig. 2: Comparison between part segmentation results of different methods and
PIN++ annotations. Without training on PIN++, VLPart and SAM fail to segment
objects into specific parts with accurate semantics.

4 Part-based Recognition Method

With the annotations of PIN++, we develop part-based methods directly on the
standard IN-1K. Our part-based methods can be divided into two steps. We first
obtain pseudo part labels for the remaining unlabeled images of IN-1K and then
train the MPM with these part annotations and pseudo labels. The pipeline of
our part-based methods is illustrated in Fig. 3.

4.1 Pseudo Part Label Generation

Part segmentation model. Arbitrary instance segmentation models [13, 23]
can be leveraged to perform part segmentation and generate pseudo part labels
when trained with the part annotations from PIN++. Following Sun et al . [63],
we use the classical Mask R-CNN [23] model with a vision transformer Swin-
B [49] as the backbone network. In training the Mask R-CNN, we consider the
masks for each part category as masks for individual object categories directly.
During inference for obtaining pseudo part labels, we incorporate a simple post-
processing operation alongside the regular inference procedure.
Post-processing. Given an image x ∈ R3×H×W with object category yc, where
H ×W represents the resolution, the regular inference procedure of the trained
Mask R-CNN produces pseudo part labels in the form of {(Mp,vp)}, where
Mp ∈ {0, 1}H×W denotes the binary part mask, vp ∈ [0, 1]K denotes the output
probability of part categories, and K denotes the number of part categories
(3308 in our case). But note that the images that need inference are all in the
training set of IN-1K. Their object category yc is not utilized in the regular
inference procedure. To leverage it, we apply a Category Filter (CF) operation
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Fig. 3: An overview of the generation of pseudo-labels and the structure of MPM. (a)
A part segmentation model trained on PIN++ and used to obtain pseudo-part labels
for unannotated images. (b) MPM adds several auxiliary bypass layers to the vanilla
recognition model for part segmentation supervision. MPM is trained by part annota-
tions together with the pseudo part labels. During inference, the auxiliary layers are
dropped, and the vanilla recognition model gives the final object category prediction.

to obtain v̂p, which sets the probabilities of unrelated part categories in vp to
zero (e.g ., for cat, except for cat:head, cat:body, etc, other part categories such as
radio:button and bird:head are all excluded). The pseudo part category for Mp

is then computed as yp = argmax v̂p.

4.2 Multi-scale Part-supervised Recognition Model

Data preparation. After obtaining the pseudo labels for all remaining training
images of IN-1K, we simply treat the pseudo labels and real part annotations
equally because we find that the quality of the pseudo labels is roughly satisfac-
tory, as shown in Appendix E. The part labels {(Mp,yp)} for an image x are
then converted to a single composite segmentation mask M ∈ {0, 1}H×W×(K+1),
where the extra one channel indicates the background. Finally, the data samples
for training part-based models are {(x, yc,M)}.
Model design. Both previous works [38, 61] build part-based models in the
two-stage way: a segmenter Fseg : R3×H×W → R(K+1)×h×w and an extra mod-
ule Fcls : R(K+1)×h×w → RC for classification, where h × w denotes the out-
put resolution and C denotes the number of object category. Fseg is a back-
bone network (e.g ., a ResNet-50 without classification head). Most popular
backbones [24, 49, 50] are hierarchically composed of several blocks with down-
sampling layers and thus they can be written as Fseg := fl ◦ · · · ◦ f1, where
l denotes the number of down-sampling layers and fi(1≤i≤l) denotes one block
with the ith down-sampling layer. Fcls can be a tiny classifier [61] or a non-
differentiable judgment block [38] and its input is the part segmentation results
M̂ = Fseg(x). The overall model for recognition is F := Fcls ◦ Fseg. However,
as K is significantly larger than C, using M̂ as the intermediate results for
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recognition inevitably introduce extra parameters and computation during in-
ference. This situation gets worse with an increased number of part categories,
as shown in Sec. 5.5. Moreover, these methods solely employ part supervision on
the output of fl. Without expanding Fseg, part annotations have to be down-
sampled to match the output resolution of fl, potentially limiting the utilization
of high-resolution part annotations.

Instead of these two-stage part-based models, MPM is expected to learn a
robust intermediate representation by adding multi-scale bypass layers to the
vanilla recognition network. In MPM, the model used for object recognition is
the vanilla backbone network directly: F := hc ◦ fl ◦ · · · ◦ f1, where hc denotes a
vanilla classification head (usually a linear layer). MPM utilizes the part anno-
tations to supervise the intermediate features of F by several bypass layers gi:
M̂i = gi ◦ fi ◦ · · · ◦ f1(x), where i ≤ l. In this way, the intermediate features of
F can be seen as implicit representations of part segmentation results when gi
is simple enough. Note that here we use part supervision not only on the output
of fl, but also fi(i<l). As the output of lower layers has a larger resolution, it
can be supervised by part annotations with higher resolution. But the outputs
of fi(i<l) are relatively low-level, which may not be enough to obtain high-level
part segmentation results themselves. To balance this, only the outputs of the
last three blocks fi(l−2≤i≤l) are supervised by part mask M (e.g ., for a ResNet-
50 with input size 224 × 224, the intermediate features of 7 × 7, 14 × 14, and
28× 28 are supervised by corresponding down-sampled M, respectively). In ad-
dition, following the principle of FPN [43], some top-down layers are used to
augment the low-level features with high-level features. Note that distinct from
the conventional FPN that generally has comparable parameters with the back-
bone network [43], these bypass layers are extremely lightweight as our goal is to
improve the recognition accuracy rather than the quality of part segmentation
results. Fig. 3(b) shows the overall structure of MPM. During inference, these
auxiliary layers are dropped, and the vanilla recognition model gives the final
object category prediction.
Training objective. The overall loss for training MPM is: L = Lcls + λ · Lseg,
where Lcls denotes the vanilla loss for classification, Lseg denotes the loss for part
segmentation, and λ is a hyper-parameter. We compute Lseg as the average of
losses on three part segmentation results of different resolutions, as mentioned
before. Note that when performing AT, adversarial examples are generated by
x⋆ = argmaxx⋆:||x⋆−x||p≤ϵ Lcls(F(x⋆), y), while MPM is always trained with L.

5 Experiments

5.1 Experimental Setup

Training setup. Unless specified otherwise, following previous works [3,10], we
performed AT with l∞ bound ϵ = 4/255 on IN-1K. The inner optimization for
obtaining adversarial examples used PGD [51] with iterative steps t = 2 and the
step size was set to be s = 2 ∗ ϵ/t. The input resolution used 224 × 224. We
used the vanilla version of the AT [51] and did not incorporate other variants
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Table 2: Recognition accuracies (%) of methods under different attack threats on IN-
1K, following the evaluation setup in Sec. 5.1. Average denotes the average accuracies
in four attack settings. We highlight the best results in each column.

Architecture Method Adversarial Train wrt l∞ (ϵ = 4/255)
Clean l∞ l∞(×2) l1 l2 Average

ResNet-50 [59], 2020 63.9 35.9 13.2 2.0 13.7 16.2
ResNet-50 [52], 2022 64.7 34.3 11.4 2.3 16.4 16.1
ResNet-50 [46], 2023 65.5 32.6 9.5 3.3 17.9 15.8

ResNet-50-Gelu [3], 2021 67.8 36.6 10.8 3.0 16.8 16.8
ResNet-50-Gelu [10], 2023 66.8 35.6 12.8 3.6 16.5 17.1
ResNet-50-Gelu ours (vanilla) 67.1 38.1 12.6 5.0 21.6 19.3
ResNet-50-Gelu ours (MPM) 67.8 39.1 13.6 6.2 24.3 20.8

such as TRADES [75] or AWP [72]. These variants have shown effectiveness
mainly on small-scale datasets, making their generalization to IN-1K non-trivial.
Following previous part-based works [38,61], we used the classical ResNet-50 [24]
network with 25.6M parameters as the baseline model. We note that recent works
[3, 10] used a GELU [26] activation to replace the original RELU [1] activation
of ResNet-50 for boosting robustness when performing AT, here we also used
GELU, denoted as ResNet-50-Gelu. In addition, we improved the training recipe
of ResNet-50 to build a strong baseline. Other details on the training recipe are
provided in Appendix F. Note that bypass layers (e.g ., point-wise convolutions)
with about 4.5M parameters were used by MPM during training but completely
dropped during inference. The code is submitted along with the paper.
Evaluation setup. For all experiments in the work, unless specified other-
wise, we evaluated the adversarial robustness with AutoAttack [8], which is a
combination of various attack methods and is generally recognized as a reli-
able evaluation [7]. The evaluation was performed at a resolution 224 × 224 on
randomly selected 10K images of the 50K IN-1K val set, 10 images for each
category. This ensures that the 95% confidence intervals of the reported average
adversarial robustness (see Tab. 2) were less than ±0.5%. Note that, unlike pre-
vious works [3,10], we did not use the 5K images selected by RobustBench [7] as
we found that they were category-unbalanced, containing three categories even
without any image for validation.

We expect the AT models with l∞ bound ϵ = 4/255 to be adversarially
robust not only on seen threats (i.e., l∞ attack with ϵ = 4/255) but also on
unseen attack threats (e.g ., l∞ attack with larger ϵ, l1 and l2 attacks). Thus, we
evaluated the models on three attack threats: l∞, l1, and l2, with the bounds
ϵ∞ = 4/255, ϵ1 = 75, ϵ2 = 2, respectively. For l∞ attack, we extra evaluated the
models with ϵ∞ = 8/255 to mimic a stronger threat, denoted as l∞(×2).

5.2 Robustness against Adversarial Attacks

With the above setup, we trained the vanilla ResNet-50-Gelu as a baseline. MPM
used the same recipe as the baseline model for a fair comparison, except that it
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Table 3: Recognition accuracies (%) of ResNet-50-Gelu on 15 different common image
corruptions [25]. We adopt accuracy as the metric to be consistent with other results,
while this metric can be easily converted into the corruption error metric [25]. “Average”
denotes the accuracy averaged over different common corruptions.

PartAT Noise Blur Weather Digital Avg.Gauss. Shot Impul. Defoc.GlassMoti. Zoom SnowFrost Fog Bright Cont.Elast.Pixel JPEG

31.2 30.7 27.3 39.0 28.6 39.5 37.8 35.8 40.7 53.8 69.0 38.0 37.0 47.1 57.0 40.8
✓ 31.5 31.0 28.4 41.9 29.8 40.3 36.7 37.0 41.3 55.3 69.6 39.6 36.9 52.9 59.9 42.1

✓ 29.6 28.5 21.0 23.3 32.9 32.8 34.4 34.2 34.0 10.8 58.4 9.5 52.2 58.8 63.1 34.9
✓ ✓ 30.1 29.2 22.4 25.2 35.1 35.0 36.4 36.4 36.2 11.9 59.7 10.4 53.1 59.8 64.3 36.4

Table 4: Recognition accuracies (%) of models on four OOD datasets.

Part AT IN-A-Plus IN-Sketch SIN DIN Average

6.9 25.8 6.9 53.5 23.3
✓ 7.4 25.7 7.4 53.9 23.6

✓ 5.3 25.1 12.5 55.4 24.6
✓ ✓ 5.7 26.4 12.6 55.9 25.2

used an extra Lseg to introduce part-based supervision. λ was simply set to 1.
In addition, we compared MPM with all open-sourced ResNet-50 checkpoints
adversarially trained on IN-1K in recent years. The recognition accuracies under
different attack threats are shown in Tab. 2. We can see that our baseline model
is strong enough, outperforming all other benchmarks by 2.2% on average ro-
bustness (17.1% vs. 19.3%). MPM further shows significantly better adversarial
robustness than the vanilla baseline across all these attack threats. In addition,
compared with our strong vanilla baseline, the accuracy of clean images is also
improved with MPM. To our best knowledge, these are SOTA results of adver-
sarial robustness with ResNet-50 on IN-1K. We additionally show in Appendix G
that these results are significantly better than previous results on PIN.

5.3 Robustness on Corruptions and OOD Datasets

Except for robustness against adversarial attacks, which consider the worst-case
security threat scenarios, we evaluated the robustness of our part-based model
on common image corruptions [25] and several OOD datasets [15, 16, 37, 68],
which could be more realistic threats. Considering that AT can have negative
effects on these non-adversarial scenarios [38,46], here we also evaluated models
without AT. The training details are also shown in Appendix F.

For common image corruptions [25], we generated different types of corrupted
images on the whole IN-1K val set. The results of different models on these
images are shown in Tab. 3, where “Part” indicates MPM. Here the results of each
corruption type are the accuracies averaged on five severity levels [25]. It is seen
that MPM has better robustness on nearly all types of image corruptions than
models without part supervision, regardless of AT. Besides common corruptions,
we evaluated the models on four OOD datasets: ImageNet-A-Plus (IN-A-Plus)
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Table 5: Segmentation accuracies (AP) of Mask R-CNN with and without CF, and
recognition accuracies (%) of MPM on IN-1K trained with various pseudo labels.

Pseudo Label CF AP AP50 Clean l∞ l∞(×2)

- - 65.5 33.0 9.4
✓ 37.2 58.6 67.8 38.8 13.1
✓ ✓ 40.7 64.4 67.8 39.1 13.6

[37], ImageNet Sketch (IN-Sketch) [68], Stylized ImageNet (SIN) [16], and image
distortion dataset (denoted as DIN) [15]. See Appendix H for the introduction
of these datasets. The results shown in Tab. 4 indicate that MPM also exhibits
improved robustness on these OOD shifts.

5.4 Other Advantages of MPM

Models versus humans. The part-based models are motivated by the hu-
man recognition process. We were interested in whether the robustness of MPM
aligned more with human cognition. To investigate this, we employed the eval-
uation method introduced by Geirhos et al . [15], which involved comparing the
models’ decisions on different distorted images with the actual judgments made
by human observers. The results shown in Appendix I indicate that MPM mea-
surably improved alignment with the human recognition process.
Boosting the downstream task. Li et al . [36] show that adversarially trained
models on the large-scale IN-1K can be utilized to initialize the backbone of
downstream networks (e.g ., Faster R-CNN [56]). This approach together with
downstream AT enables the transfer of adversarial robustness to downstream
tasks. We conducted similar experiments by using the checkpoints of the vanilla
baseline and MPM. The results shown in Appendix J indicate that MPM en-
hances both the clean accuracy and adversarial robustness in object detection.

5.5 Ablation Study

Pseudo-label quality. We first investigate the influence of pseudo-label quality
on the adversarial robustness of MPM. In Sec. 4.1, we illustrate the use of CF
during generating pseudo labels. Here we remove the CF operator and regenerate
pseudo labels for images without part annotations. The left half of Tab. 5 (the
2nd and 3rd rows) shows the segmentation accuracies of models with and without
CF (here the models were supervised with the train set of PIN++, and the AP
were calculated on val). It is seen that training with PIN++ achieved good part
segmentation results, indicating its potential for enhancing part-related tasks.
CF further significantly improves AP.

We then trained MPM using both pseudo labels and real part annotations,
as well as solely using real part annotations. The results, displayed in Tab. 5 (the
1st row), indicate that training MPM solely with real part annotations seems
to be ineffective, potentially compromising the model’s performance. We guess
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Table 6: Recognition accuracies (%) of different part-based models on IN-1K. The
number of parameters during inference is listed.

Method Param. Clean l∞ l∞(×2)

Two-stage 60.9M 67.3 38.7 13.0

SV1

25.6M

67.3 36.9 8.8
SV2 w/ TD 67.6 37.1 11.7

MPM (SV3 w/ TD) 67.8 39.1 13.6
SV3 w/o TD 67.4 36.9 11.7

it could caused by overfitting on the images with part annotations. Besides,
the inclusion of better-quality pseudo labels can improve the robustness of our
part-based model, underscoring the importance of high-quality pseudo labels.
Part-based model structure. We then conducted ablation experiments on
the structure of the part-based models. Specifically, we compared MPM with
the two-stage part-based model designed by Sitawarin et al . [61]. In addition,
we performed ablations on the number of part supervisions. MPM incorporates
part supervision with three resolutions, referred to as SV3. Here we compared
it with SV1 and SV2, which indicate part-based models solely supervised by fl
and both fl and fl−1, respectively. Besides these, we extra performed an ablation
by removing all top-down (TD) connections of MPM. The results are shown in
Tab. 6. We can see that although the two-stage model needs about twice the
parameters during inference, its robustness is inferior to the MPM. And all the
designs of MPM, including utilizing higher resolution part annotations and top-
down connections, contribute to the robustness.
Additional ablations. Additional ablation experiments emphasize the signif-
icance of fine-grained part annotations rather than object segmentation anno-
tations. Experiments on Tiny-ImageNet [34] highlight the significance of inves-
tigating adversarial robustness on high-resolution images. Moreover, the adver-
sarial robustness of part-based models exhibits low sensitivity to λ. Refer to
Appendix K for comprehensive information about these ablation studies.

6 Conclusion and Discussion

In this work, we introduce PIN++, a new large-scale high-quality part dataset, to
facilitate the research on part-based models for robust recognition. We propose a
new MPM to leverage this dataset. With extensive experiments, we demonstrate
the robustness of MPM across diverse scenarios. But we note that MPM repre-
sents just a stepping stone in the realm of part-based models for robustness. We
hope that this work will inspire and motivate researchers to further explore the
potential of part-based models for robust recognition.
Limitation. We believe that except for robust recognition, PIN++ has the
potential to boost general part-related visual understanding tasks. We have not
conducted many benchmark experiments specifically for such tasks because they
are beyond the scope of this work. We leave these as future work.
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A Details on the Reused Annotations of PIN

To reduce the annotation cost without compromising annotation quality, we
selected and retained part annotations of some categories from the original PIN
dataset [22], which originally consisted of 158 object categories. Our selection
process involved several steps. First, we excluded all object categories in the
PIN that belong to the super-categories snake, car, aeroplane, and bottle, since
we found that the part annotations for these categories were insufficient for our
purpose. For example, car is annotated with side mirror, body, and tier in PIN,
whereas we required that window, wheel, front side, left side, right side, back side,
and top side should be annotated according to our annotation scheme. Second,
for the remaining object categories belonging to the other super-categories, we
carefully inspected their existing part annotations to see if they aligned with
our specific annotation requirements. We further excluded categories like ram
where the existing annotations in PIN did not adequately capture important
parts (e.g ., horn that we considered significant). Lastly, we removed categories
in PIN with less than 100 annotated images to ensure a sufficient amount of
annotations for each category.

After applying the above procedures, we retained part annotations for a total
of 90 object categories, which formed part of the PIN++ dataset. Below is a list
of the retained object categories in PIN++:
n01440764, n01443537, n01484850, n01491361, n01494475, n01608432, n01614925,
n01630670, n01632458, n01641577, n01644373, n01644900, n01664065, n01665541,
n01667114, n01667778, n01669191, n01685808, n01687978, n01688243, n01689811,
n01692333, n01693334, n01694178, n01695060, n01697457, n01698640, n01855672,
n02002724, n02009229, n02009912, n02017213, n02025239, n02058221, n02071294,
n02085782, n02089867, n02090379, n02092339, n02096177, n02096585, n02097474,
n02098105, n02099601, n02100583, n02101006, n02101388, n02102040, n02102973,
n02109525, n02109961, n02112137, n02114367, n02120079, n02124075, n02125311,
n02128385, n02129604, n02130308, n02132136, n02133161, n02134084, n02134418,
n02356798, n02397096, n02480495, n02480855, n02481823, n02483362, n02483708,
n02484975, n02486261, n02486410, n02487347, n02488702, n02489166, n02490219,
n02492035, n02492660, n02493509, n02493793, n02494079, n02514041, n02536864,
n02607072, n02655020, n02835271, n03792782, n04482393, n04483307.

https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8992-4944
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4907-7354
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Table S1: The annotation density of PIN++.

Number of part masks 1-2 3-4 5-6 7+

Proportion (%) 46.27 44.87 8.66 0.20

IN-1K PIN++PIN IN-1K PIN PIN++

Dowitcher

Ram

Arabian Camel

Airliner

Limousine

Wine Bottle

Fig. S1: Visual comparison between annotations of PIN and PIN++. The object names
are shown on the top-right of the IN-1K columns. The part names are shown in the
PIN and PIN++ images.

For the excluded 68 object categories, we reannotated them to ensure im-
proved quality and alignment with our annotation scheme. Refer to Appendix D
for a visual comparison between our new annotations and the original annota-
tions in PIN for some categories.

B Additional Rules on Deciding Part Categories

Besides utilizing the Wikidata and referring to the cognition of volunteers, as
described in Sec. 3.1, we use additional rules to decide the part categories to
annotate. Firstly, the combination of the part categories should form the com-
plete object category. Secondly, the number of part categories is roughly set to
be within the range of three to eight, except for special cases (e.g ., flatworm).
When an object category is relatively simple and hard to annotate with more
than three part categories, a certain part category can be added based on its
function, shape, etc. For example, in the case of a maraca, which consists of part
categories head and stick, the stick can be further divided into part categories
joint and handle to better represent the gripping action for a maraca. Thirdly,
in cases where two part categories for an object overlap significantly, only the
larger part category is annotated. For example, in the case of an acoustic gui-
tar, where the fingerboard and strings significantly overlap, we consider only the
fingerboard as a part category. With these rules, we can achieve high-quality
part annotations for all categories in the IN-1K dataset while controlling the
annotation cost.
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Pseudo LabelIN-1K Pseudo Label IN-1K Pseudo LabelIN-1K
Peacock

Yorkshire Terrier

Rhinoceros Beetle

Cassette Player

Acoustic Guitar

Joystick

Pickelhaube

Hatchet

Beach Wagon

Fig. S2: Visualization of pseudo part labels generated by a Mask R-CNN trained on
PIN++. The object names are shown on the top-right of each image. The part names
are hidden here for clarity.

C Additional Part Segmentation Principles

In addition to the three principles described in Sec. 3.1, the following principles
were followed to ensure high-quality part segmentation annotations. Firstly, the
inclusion relation of parts (e.g ., horn is included in head) should be annotated
using a dictionary format. This dictionary specifies the relationship between the
smaller internal part category (key) and the larger part category (value). It en-
ables researchers to understand the hierarchical structure of the annotated part
categories. Secondly, if there are multiple objects of the target category within
an image, all of them should be annotated while all other objects are treated as
background elements. Finally, some images may need to be discarded due to their
low quality, but these discarded images should be retained to verify whether the
reason for discarding meets our requirements, so as to avoid excluding difficult
examples.

The annotation results, including annotated masks, inclusion relations, and
records of discarded images, were returned to inspectors in batches. If two out
of ten randomly selected annotations for each category failed to meet the princi-
ples, the entire category’s annotations were rejected and re-annotated to ensure
high-quality annotations. Annotations for one category may go through several
iterations until they meet the requirements.

D Additional Information about PIN++

Annotation cost and density. PIN++ was annotated by 50 annotators who
collectively invested approximately 8,000 hours in the annotation process. In
addition, 10 volunteers were involved in determining the parts to be annotated
and 5 inspectors were involved in the annotation quality inspection. During this
process, 37,505 low-quality images were discarded, with each discarded image
reviewed by two inspectors. With such efforts, PIN++ possesses a substantial
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number of part mask annotations, resulting in 406,364 mask annotations. We
calculated the proportion of part mask annotations per image, which we called
the density of annotations, as shown in Tab. S1. Notably, over half of the images
contain 3-6 part mask annotations. Given the extensive number of images in
PIN++, it offers abundant training supervision for various part-related visual
tasks.
Inclusion relations. PIN++ provides inclusion relations for annotated part
masks that exhibit overlap. These relations are organized in a dictionary format,
categorized by each object category, resulting in a total of 201 object categories
with corresponding 317 inclusion relations. These inclusion relations serve as
valuable resources for researchers to understand the hierarchical structure of the
annotated part categories.
Visual comparison between PIN and PIN++. Fig. S1 shows some visual
annotations from the 68 object categories annotated in both PIN and PIN++
(see Appendix A). The comparison indicates that PIN++ provides superior an-
notation quality compared to PIN. PIN++ exhibits finer-grained part segmen-
tation and more accurate part names and effectively captures the distinctive
characteristics of each object category.

E Visualization of Pseudo Part Labels

Fig. S2 illustrates the pseudo part labels generated by a Mask R-CNN trained
on PIN++, as shown in Sec. 4.1. It indicates that supervised training on PIN++
yielded good part segmentation results on IN-1K and provides high-quality
pseudo labels. Thus, we simply treat the pseudo labels and real part annotations
equally when training MPM (see Sec. 4.2). In addition, we provide quantitative
results for pseudo-label quality in Sec. 5.5 and Tab. 5.

F Training Recipe Details

We improved the training recipe of ResNet-50-GELU to build a strong baseline.
We implemented these using the timm [71] library. The details are as follows.
AT recipe: The ResNet-50-GELU was optimized using stochastic gradient de-
scent (SGD) with an initial learning rate of 0.2, a momentum of 0.9, and a cosine
decay scheduler for the learning rate. The weight decay was set to be 1× 10−4.
Data augmentation techniques, including random flipping and cropping, were
applied during training. The model was trained for 80 epochs using 8 NVIDIA
3090 GPUs with a batch size of 512. The training process started with an ini-
tialization of a clean pretrained ResNet-50 checkpoint (on IN-1K) obtained from
torchvision1. Additionally, Exponential Moving Average (EMA) [30] with a
decay of 0.9998 and label smoothing [64] with a parameter of 0.1 were utilized.
When training MPM, we used the same recipe for a fair comparison, except
that we used an extra Lseg to introduce part-based supervision. Here Lseg used
1 https://download.pytorch.org/models/resnet50-11ad3fa6.pth

https://download.pytorch.org/models/resnet50-11ad3fa6.pth
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Table S2: Recognition accuracies (%) of MPM and ROCK [38] on 125 categories of
PIN. l∞ and l∞(×2) indicates l∞ attacks with the bounds ϵ∞ = 4/255 and ϵ∞ = 8/255,
respectively.

Method Clean l∞ l∞(×2)

Li et al . [38] 54.5 34.2 17.3

ours (MPM) 70.0 42.3 18.9

Table S3: Recognition accuracies (%) of MPM and the part-based model proposed
by Sitawarin et al . [61] on 11 super-categories of PIN.

Method Clean l∞ l∞(×2)

Sitawarin et al . [61] 85.6 - 39.4

ours (MPM) 91.4 72.3 43.7

a Focal loss [44], a variant of cross-entropy loss, to accelerate the convergence of
part segmentation.
Standard training recipe: The standard training recipe closely resembles the
AT recipe, except for the following differences. Instead of adversarial examples,
clean examples were used during training. In addition, the models were trained
for 100 epochs from scratch, without leveraging any pretrained checkpoints.

G Comparison Results on PIN and PIN++

We conducted a comparison between the recognition accuracies of MPM trained
on PIN++ and previous part-based models [38,61] trained on PIN. In line with
previous works, AT for MPM was performed with an l∞ bound of ϵ = 8/255.
The training setup described in Sec. 5.1 was followed, ensuring consistency across
experiments.

While MPM can perform classification on 1000 categories of PIN++, previous
studies [38, 61] reported results on subsets of PIN. To align with these studies,
we masked out the other category channel of MPM and reported the results
on the corresponding subsets. Specifically, the results on 125 categories of PIN
were reported in Tab. S2, following the setting of Li et al . [38]. Additionally, the
results on 11 super-categories of PIN were reported in Tab. S3, consistent with
the setting of Sitawarin et al . [61].

The results obtained with MPM trained on PIN++ demonstrate significant
improvements over previous results achieved on PIN. However, we note that
caution should be exercised when interpreting these results, as the data used for
training are distinct and not directly comparable.

H Robustness on OOD Datasets

We introduce the OOD datasets used in this work first:
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Table S4: Comparison of recognition results between different models and human de-
cisions [15]. The direction of the arrows indicates better alignment between the models
and humans.

Part AT Acc. Diff.↓ Obs. Consistency↑ Error Consistency↑

0.083 0.665 0.195
✓ 0.081 0.668 0.204

✓ 0.069 0.676 0.252
✓ ✓ 0.069 0.679 0.261

– ImageNet-A-Plus (IN-A-Plus) [37]: This dataset consists of 3,286 images
and serves as an improved version of ImageNet-A [27]. IN-A-Plus comprises
real-world and unmodified challenging images specifically curated for study-
ing the robustness of classifiers to the internal variance of objects.

– ImageNet-Sketch (IN-Sketch) [68]: IN-Sketch comprises 50,000 sketch-like
images from the 1,000 categories in IN-1K. All images in this dataset are
within a “black and white” color scheme.

– Stylized-ImageNet (SIN) [16]: SIN is a stylized variant of IN-1K, where
different styles of artistic paintings are randomly applied through style trans-
fer techniques to the original images. We utilized the validation set of SIN.

– Image distortion (DIN) dataset [15]: DIN comprises 18,080 OOD images,
covering 17 different OOD distortion scenarios including changes to image
texture and various forms of synthetic additive noise.

These OOD datasets were selected to provide diverse and challenging scenarios
for evaluating the OOD robustness.

I Evaluating Differences between Humans and Models

Geirhos et al . [15] provided the human judgment data on several types of image
distortions. We employed these data and their evaluation method, which involved
comparing the models’ decisions on different distorted images with the actual
judgments made by human observers. The results are shown in Tab. S4. Three
metrics quantify how closely model predictions are aligned with the decisions of
humans [15]: Accuracy Difference measures the average accuracy disparity be-
tween a model and human observers across different image distortions. Observed
Consistency quantifies the agreement between model and human decisions on
the same samples. It measures the fraction of samples where both the model and
humans make the same decision, regardless of whether it is correct or not. Er-
ror Consistency is the key metric, which measures the shared mistakes between
the model and humans, indicating consistency in error patterns. When the ac-
curacies of both models and humans are high, they can achieve high observed
consistency with very different decision strategies, while error consistency can
still track whether there is above-chance consistency in decision-making. From
the results under these metrics, we can conclude that our part-based models
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Table S5: Detection accuracies on MS-COCO [45]. Acls and Areg represent the attacks
on the classification loss and regression loss of detectors, respectively.

Initialization Clean Acls Areg

AP AP50 AP AP50 AP AP50

[36] 29.9 49.3 14.8 25.5 19.7 40.5
ours (vanilla) 29.9 49.8 14.5 25.4 19.3 40.2
ours (MPM) 30.3 50.3 14.8 25.9 19.8 40.7

Table S6: Recognition accuracies (%) of MPM on IN-1K trained with object segmen-
tation mask and part segmentation mask.

Supervision Clean l∞ l1 l2 Average

Object 67.5 37.3 6.0 23.6 22.3
Part 67.8 39.1 6.2 24.3 23.2

measurably improved alignment with the human recognition process, regardless
of whether AT was used or not.

J Boosting Robustness on Downstream Tasks

We conducted similar experiments by using the checkpoints of the vanilla base-
line and MPM to initialize the backbone (a ResNet-50) of a Faster R-CNN and
subsequently performing downstream AT using the recipe proposed by Li et
al . [36]. The results on the downstream object detection are shown in Tab. S5.
MPM enhances both the clean accuracy and adversarial robustness in object de-
tection. Notably, there is a substantial boost in AP50, a practical metric widely
used in detection evaluations [36]. The results highlight the importance of inves-
tigating part-based models on the large-scale IN-1K again.

K Additional Ablation Studies

We introduce additional experiments on the part-based models.

K.1 Part Label v.s. Object Label

We were interested in whether part segmentation labels can be replaced by sim-
pler object segmentation labels. Thus, we conducted a study to investigate this.
Specifically, we replaced the supervision of part segmentation masks with the
corresponding object segmentation masks while keeping the other components
of the model unchanged. The results are shown in Tab. S6. Comparing the model
trained with part segmentation masks to the one trained with object segmen-
tation masks, we observed that the latter achieved lower accuracies for both
clean and adversarial images. These results emphasize the significance of more
fine-grained part annotations rather than object segmentation annotations.
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Table S7: Recognition accuracies (%) of different methods on T-IN. Previous methods
used WideResNet-28-10 with the input resolution of 64×64 while we used ResNeXt-50
with the input resolution of 224 × 224. FLOPs and the number of parameters during
inference are listed. l∞ and l∞(×2) indicates l∞ attacks with the bounds ϵ∞ = 4/255
and ϵ∞ = 8/255, respectively. The original results with label leakage are shown in gray.

Method Param. FLOPs Clean l∞ l∞(×2)

Gowal et al . [20]
36.6M 21.0G

61.0 - 26.7
Wang et al . [70] 65.2 48.3 31.3
Wang et al . [70] 57.6 38.4 28.4

ours (vanilla)
23.4M 4.3G 67.9 48.0 27.6

ours (MPM) 69.0 48.9 28.5
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Fig. S3: Recognition accuracies (%) of MPM on T-IN with different λ. Here robust is
evaluated by the l∞ attack with a bound of ϵ = 4/255.

K.2 Comparisons on Tiny-ImageNet

We notice that most works on adversarial robustness [20,70,72,75] are still eval-
uated only on small-scale, low-resolution datasets like CIFAR-10 [32]. Here we
conducted additional experiments on another widely used low-resolution dataset
Tiny-ImageNet (T-IN) [34]. T-IN is a subset of IN-1K, consisting of 200 cate-
gories and 500 training images per category, all resized to 64 × 64 pixels. We
created a similar dataset Tiny-PartImageNet++ (T-PIN++), with the released
generation code2 of T-IN. T-PIN++ includes part annotations (or pseudo part
labels) for each training image and consists of the same categories and training
images as T-IN, but without resizing, maintaining the original high-resolution
of the IN-1K images.

We trained the vanilla ResNeXt-50 and MPM with the ResNeXt-50 [73] as
the backbone on T-PIN++ using the AT recipe described in Appendix F. We
then compared these models with SOTA methods on T-IN [20,70], which trained
WideResNet-28-10 [74] using additional 1M images generated by diffusion mod-
2 https://github.com/jcjohnson/tiny-imagenet

https://github.com/jcjohnson/tiny-imagenet
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els [47]. The results are shown in Tab. S7. We noticed that the validation set
of T-IN was derived from the training set of IN-1K, leading to label leakage
in the evaluations of previous SOTA methods [20, 70], as the diffusion models
they used were trained on the entire IN-1K training set. Their original results
are shown in gray in Tab. S7, and we reevaluated the results on IN-1K val set
using the released checkpoint of Wang et al . [70] (Gowal et al . [20] were not
reevaluated as we did not find the released checkpoint). We can see that MPM
(with the input resolution of 224×224) surpasses previous SOTA methods (with
the input resolution of 64× 64 and significantly larger models) on T-IN on both
adversarial robustness and clean accuracy. Furthermore, MPM achieves these
superior results with about 1/5 FLOPs. These results highlight the significance
of investigating adversarial robustness on high-resolution images, rather than
relying solely on low-resolution datasets like CIFAR-10 or T-IN.

K.3 Investigating the Influence of λ

We investigated the effect of the hyper-parameter λ (see the training objective
described in Sec. 4.2) on the performance of MPM. λ = 0 corresponds to the
vanilla model without any part supervision and a larger λ indicates a stronger
emphasis on part supervision. Limited by computational resources, here the ab-
lation study was performed with ResNet-50 on T-PIN++ (see above description
on T-PIN++). The recognition accuracies of MPM with different λ are shown
in Fig. S3. We can observe that the clean accuracy of MPM increased with the
increase of λ. Additionally, the adversarial robustness of MPM demonstrates low
sensitivity to the specific value of λ as long as λ > 0. In general, these results
show the importance of part supervision.
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