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Abstract

Diffusion-based purification (DBP) is a defense against ad-
versarial examples (AEs), amassing popularity for its abil-
ity to protect classifiers in an attack-oblivious manner and
resistance to strong adversaries with access to the defense.
Its robustness has been claimed to ensue from the reliance
on diffusion models (DMs) that project the AEs onto the
natural distribution. We revisit this claim, focusing on
gradient-based strategies that back-propagate the loss gra-
dients through the defense, commonly referred to as “adap-
tive attacks”. Analytically, we show that such an optimiza-
tion method invalidates DBP’s core foundations, effectively
targeting the DM rather than the classifier and restricting
the purified outputs to a distribution over malicious sam-
ples instead. Thus, we reassess the reported empirical ro-
bustness, uncovering implementation flaws in the gradient
back-propagation techniques used thus far for DBP. We fix
these issues, providing the first reliable gradient library for
DBP and demonstrating how adaptive attacks drastically
degrade its robustness. We then study a less efficient yet
stricter majority-vote setting where the classifier evaluates
multiple purified copies of the input to make its decision.
Here, DBP’s stochasticity enables it to remain partially ro-
bust against traditional norm-bounded AEs. We propose a
novel adaptation of a recent optimization method against
deepfake watermarking that crafts systemic malicious per-
turbations while ensuring imperceptibility. When integrated
with the adaptive attack, it completely defeats DBP, even in
the majority-vote setup. Our findings prove that DBP, in its
current state, is not a viable defense against AEs.

1. Introduction

ML classifiers are sensitive to Adversarial Examples (AEs)
generated via imperceptible perturbations to benign inputs
typically using gradient-based optimizations, causing mis-
classification [20, 46]. Common defenses are Adversarial
Training and Pre-processing. The former retrains classi-
fiers on AEs to increase their robustness [34, 63]. Yet, it is
vulnerable to unseen attacks and re-training is often pro-
hibitive [52]. The latter avoids retraining and is attack-

agnostic, applying pre-classification operations to the input,
typically involving non-differentiable layers or stochastic-
ity, yielding obfuscated (incorrect or incomputable) gradi-
ents [4, 11, 16, 21, 38, 55, 57, 58]. Still, it is vulnerable
to adaptive attacks [47]: Stochastic defenses lack sufficient
randomness [18, 40], and non-differentiable layers can be
approximated [3]. A sub-class of Pre-processing is Purifi-
cation, which uses generative models [24, 41, 44] to project
AEs onto the natural manifold. In addition to its vulnera-
bilities as a Pre-processing defense, early generative mod-
els lacked sufficient computational power [19] and impacted
the sample quality [30], preventing correct classification.

Recently, a variant of Purification, namely Diffusion-
based Purification (DBP) [36, 49], which relies on diffu-
sion models (DMs) [43, 45], has become the SOTA due to
its theoretical foundations, inspiring numerous works [6–
8, 37, 51, 53, 56, 62, 64]. Purification is performed by solv-
ing the reverse stochastic differential equation (SDE) that
characterizes DMs. Gaussian noise is first introduced to di-
minish malicious interruptions. DBP then iteratively recon-
structs the input by solving this SDE, gradually eliminating
the noise. As DMs possess unparalleled data modeling abil-
ities [15, 48], DBP can employ increased randomness. Its
iterative reverse pass ensures that, at each step, the sam-
ple is from the marginal natural distribution (i.e., that is
obtained by introducing noise into natural inputs, with an
amount corresponding to that step). Under this assumption,
adversarial optimizations are subject to the constraint that
purified samples are from the natural distribution. Thus,
unlike previous defenses, DBP would result in a plain sur-
face around the purified AE wherein the correct label is im-
mutable as all neighboring DBP outputs are also restricted
to the natural distribution and will be classified correctly.
This renders optimizations impossible under a restricted
perturbation budget (as the gradients are non-existent).

We scrutinize the DBP paradigm, refuting the hypothesis
regarding its robustness rooted in the ability to perform pro-
jection onto the natural manifold. This hypothesis is itself
paradoxical as it relies on the correct behavior of the score
model sθ used by the DM to mimic the gradients of the
marginal distributions. Yet, sθ itself is an ML system with
imperfections that can be exploited. In §4.1, we prove that,
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Figure 1. Overview of DiffGrad. x is given to the attack Aθ that iteratively optimizes it to generate the AE xadv . At each iteration, DBP
is invoked, propagating xadv to the purified x̂adv(0) that is then given to M while storing each intermediate x̂adv(t) (bottom replicas)
encountered during DBP’s reverse pass (see §2) but without saving any graph dependencies. Our efficient backpropagation uses the stored
samples: Starting from t=−dt (where dt is the negative step size used in the reverse pass), each x̂adv(t) is used to recompute x̂adv(t+dt),
retrieving only the required dependencies. Then, we recursively obtain the gradient w.r.t. x̂adv(t) from the gradients w.r.t. x̂adv(t+dt)
using this recovered sub-graph (see §4.2). Finally, gradients are backpropagated in a standard manner from x̂adv(t

∗) to Aθ to update x̂adv .

effectively, an attack that back-propagates the exact gradi-
ents from the classifier’s output to the input targets the score
model rather than the classifier, forcing it to generate sam-
ples from an adversarial distribution. Hence, the entirety of
the theory behind DBP no longer holds.

Thus, in §4.2, we investigate DBP’s previously reported
robustness [36, 49, 56, 64], attributing it to flawed im-
plementations of gradient backpropagation. As comput-
ing DBP’s gradients is memory-exhaustive [31, 36], prior
works use approximations [3, 32], or implement efficient
back-propagation of the exact gradients [26, 33] via check-
pointing [9]. Yet, subtle errors and unaddressed factors
will result in discrepancies between the actual and obtained
gradients. We propose fixes, providing DiffGrad— the
first module for correctly computing DBP’s gradients (see
Fig. 1). Our experiments in §5 reveal DBP is significantly
impacted by adaptive attacks under standard optimization
methods (e.g., AutoAttack-ℓ∞ [12]), driving its robustness
below 21% in the common empirical setting [26, 31, 36,
49], where the input is purified via a single random path.

We then explore a stricter, less efficient setup that pu-
rifies the sample through multiple paths, taking the major-
ity vote over the classifier’s decisions, and find DBP retains
partial resistance. As we established the inefficacy of in-
termediate projections, we conclude this is due to DBP’s
increased stochasticity over previous defenses: common ad-
versarial perturbations that introduce large changes to indi-
vidual pixels are diluted and may not impact most paths
as desired. Hence, defeating DBP in this setup requires
systemic modifications that affect many pixels simultane-
ously while remaining invisible. In §4.3, we propose a
novel adaptation integrating DiffGrad with a recent ad-
versarial strategy [27] from the watermarking domain that
crafts such low-frequency perturbations, accounting for the
links between neighboring pixels. This technique, we term
LF (low-frequency), prevents sporadic changes, also allow-
ing for slightly increased budgets without violating visual

constraints, defeating DBP in this more challenging setting.
Our contributions are: (i) Analytically scrutinizing

adaptive attacks on DBP, showing they nullify theoreti-
cal claims regarding its robustness. (ii) Identifying and
addressing flaws in the backpropagation methods previ-
ously used in adaptive attacks, enabling reliable evaluations
and demonstrating significantly degraded performance of
DBP. (iii) Evaluating the practical advantages of a stricter
majority-vote setup for DBP. (iv) Proposing and adapt-
ing low-frequency (LF) optimizations to adversarially at-
tacking DBP, achieving unprecedented success even in the
majority-vote setting. (v) Availability: existing DBP imple-
mentations and attacks lack generalizability, with code spe-
cific to the methods from the corresponding papers [26, 36,
49]. We provide DiffBreak1— the first toolkit that allows
defending any classifier with DBP and evaluating it under
various optimization methods, including our novel LF, us-
ing our reliable DiffGrad module for backpropagation.

Extensive evaluations on ImageNet and CIFAR-10
prove our methods defeat DBP, bringing its robustness to
∼0%, outperforming previous works by a large margin.

2. Background & Related Work
Diffusion models (DMs). [43, 45] allow learning a process
to model a distribution p on Rd by inverting the procedure
through which inputs diffuse in time into pure noise. DMs
have two stochastic processes of interest. The forward pass
transforms samples into pure Gaussians and is represented
by the below SDE (for an infinitesimal time step dt > 0):

dx = f(x, t)dt+ g(t)dw. (1)

eq. (1) describes a stochastic integral whose solution up to
t∗∈ [0, 1] gives x(t∗). Here, f : Rd×R−→Rd is the drift,
w : R −→Rd is a Wiener process, and g : R−→R is the
diffusion coefficient. We focus on VP-SDE, which is the
most common DM for DBP [36, 49, 56]. Yet, our insights

1https://github.com/andrekassis/DiffBreak.git
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generalize to all DMs. For a full review of DMs, see [45].
In VP-SDE, f(x, t) = − 1

2β(t)x(t) and g(t) =
√

β(t),
where β(t) is a noise scheduler outputting small positive
constants. These f and g yield a closed-form solution:

x(t∗) =
√
α(t∗)x+

√
1− α(t∗)ϵ (2)

for ϵ∼N (0, Id) and α(t) = e−
∫ t
0
β(s) ds. With proper pa-

rameters, we have x(1) ∼ N (0, Id). Thus, a process that
inverts eq. (1) from t∗=1 to 0 allows generating samples in
p from random noise. Due to Anderson [2], the reverse pass
is known to be a stochastic process with:

dx̂ = [f(x̂(t), t)− g2(t)∇x̂(t) log pt(x̂(t))]dt+ g(t)dw̄.
(3)

Defining x̂(t∗) := x(t∗), the process dx̂ travels back from
t∗ to 0. Here, dt is a negative time step and w̄(t) is a
reverse-time Wiener process. Denote by p(x) the probabil-
ity of x under p and by p0t(x̃|x) the conditional probability
of the output of the forward pass x(t) at step t being x̃ given
x(0)=x. Then, the marginal distribution density of pt from
eq. (3) is pt(x̃) =

∫
p(x)p0t(x̃|x)dx, with p0≡ p. Solving

eq. (3) requires the score ∇x̂(t) log pt(x̂(t)), which can be
approximated via a trained network sθ s.t. sθ(x̂(t), t) ≈
∇x̂(t) log pt(x̂(t)) at any point [45]. Accordingly:

dx̂ = −1

2
β(t)[x̂(t) + 2sθ(x̂(t), t)]dt+

√
β(t)dw̄. (4)

As no closed-form solution exists, the process runs itera-
tively over discrete negative steps dt. Starting from t∗, dx̂
is calculated at each i= | tdt |, until t= 0. This continuous-
time DM describes a stochastic integral (despite the dis-
cretized implementations). An alternative, Denoising dif-
fusion probabilistic modeling (DDPM) [25, 43], considers
a discrete-time DM. Effectively, the two are equivalent [45].
DBP. [36, 49, 56, 60] performs purification by diffusing
each input x until optimal time t∗ that preserves class
semantics while still diminishing malicious interruptions.
x(t∗) is then given to the reverse pass, reconstructing a
clean x̂(0)≈x s.t. x̂(0)∼p for correct classification.

DBP has been studied as an empirical [8, 36, 37, 49, 62]
and a certifiable [6, 7, 53, 56, 64] defense. Since the certi-
fied radii are typically insufficient to ensure practical resis-
tance, we focus on the empirical setting. While DBP’s ro-
bustness has been questioned in the past [26, 31, 33], these
papers and other works proposing extensions to DBP [8,
37, 59, 62] fail to gauge the power of adaptive attacks due
to persisting fallacies (see §4.2). We address these issues
for the first time and provide a reliable evaluation of DBP.

3. Threat Model
Below, we formulate the problem of generating AEs against
DBP-defended classifiers, describing the relevant parties:
Attacker. Goal: Given x∈Rd with true label y, classifier
(model)M, and preprocessing defense G (when no defense
is used, G≡Id), attackers aim to generate a visually similar

xadv s.t. M(G(xadv)) ̸=y. Crafting xadv is formalized as:

xadv= argmin
D(x′, x)≤ϵD

E[ℓMG (x′, y)]

for loss ℓMG . Typically, ℓMG (x, y) = ℓ(M(G(x)), y), where
ℓ is a loss over M’s output that captures the desired out-
come. For instance, ℓ(M(G(x)), y) can be chosen as the
probability that the classifier’s output label is y, which we
strive to minimize. D is a distance metric that ensures sim-
ilarity if kept below some ϵD . These untargeted attacks are
the focus of many works [35, 36, 38, 49]. The expected
value accounts for potential stochasticity in G (e.g., DBP).
Capabilities: We focus on DBP-defended classifiers (G ≡
DBP), assuming white-box access to M’s and DBP’s pa-
rameters, but not the randomness at each DBP invocation
(see §2). This is realistic since DBP’s practicality is based
on utilizing off-the-shelf DMs, while M can be leaked or
replicated [39, 42]. They can access advanced hardware as
such systems are available for relatively low costs [1].
Defender. They wish to ensure their classifier’s fidelity us-
ing DBP. Most works assume defenders obtain x’s label by
invoking DBP once, arriving at a single purified x̂(0) for-
warded toM. Attackers perturb x aiming for a single mis-
classification. Yet, as recently proposed by Xiao et al. [56],
defenders may generate several copies x̂(0) via different
random paths, taking the majority vote overM’s decisions.
We term this the majority-vote (MV) setting and refer to the
former, commonly dubbed empirical, as single-purification
(SP). MV might be infeasible in high-throughput systems
unless extensive resources are available but may achieve
better robustness as DBP’s stochasticity makes AEs less
likely to impact all copies [33]. We study both settings.

4. Revisiting Adaptive Attacks on DBP
Here, we study the efficacy of gradient-based attacks.
In §4.1, we theoretically establish that adaptive attacks in-
validate DBP’s principles. In §4.2, we reconcile this with
previous findings of DBP’s robustness, attributing them
to flaws in the used backpropagation logic and propose
fixes. Finally, present a low-frequency strategy that gen-
erates stealthy systemic adversarial perturbations of larger
magnitudes to defeat DBP even under the strict MV setup.

4.1. Robustness in Perspective
DBP’s robustness is primarily attributed to its ability to
project the purified x̂(0) onto the natural manifold: Since
sθ ≈ ∇ log pt, {x(t)}t∈[0,1] and {x̂(t)}t∈[0,1] follow the
same marginal distributions [2], yielding x̂(0)∼ p. Specif-
ically, under DBP Xiao et al. [56] show that given input x:

Pr(x̂(0)|x) ∝ p(x̂(0)) · e
−α(t∗)∥x̂(0)−x∥22

2(1−α(t∗))

where p is the density of the natural distribution, and α(t∗)
is the same from eq. (2). Thus, DBP should ideally protect
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against AEs since for any purified sample x̂(0) that is also
adversarial, the probability of it being outputted by DBP is
extremely low since such inputs are unnatural (i.e., p(x̂(0))
is low). These guarantees, however, assume DBP’s reverse
process models the natural distribution. Yet, skilled adver-
saries may attempt to influence it s.t. the outputs, given x,
are from another distribution restricted to samples whose
assigned label byM differs from the ground truth y of x̂.
This is possible since the score model sθ is itself an ML
model susceptible to adversarial attacks that modify x.

We demonstrate how the attack that propagates copies
of x through DBP and back-propagates the loss gradients,
taking their average to perform gradient descent, achieves
this, effectively targeting sθ, rather than the classifier. This
invalidates all guarantees of DBP and reveals it merely re-
places the target ML system of the adversarial optimization.
Realizing sθ can be influenced by x, we part company with
existing work, denoting sθ’s parameters by θtx to capture
their dependence (at all reverse steps) on x. Recalling that
DBP generates an output distribution, our objective is to
perturb x s.t. the values assigned to the parameters of the
reverse process θtx maximize Pr(¬y|x). We make a stan-
dard assumption Pr(¬y|x) ∈ C2 as this is typically easily
satisfiable, allowing us to use gradient-based methods.

Pr(¬y|x) relies on the hidden distribution of the param-
eters θtx, and the distribution of x̂t∗:0, which denotes the
samples (random variables) {x̂(t)}t∈[0,t∗] along the reverse
path, dictating the purified x̂(0) forwarded to the classifier.
Yet, following eq. (4), the parameters θtx are set once x̂(t)
is selected since sθ is pretrained and the remainder of its
parameters immutable. Hence, we may consider the inter-
mediate outputs x̂t∗:0 as the only optimizable hidden distri-
bution based on x. Thus, the objective is:

Pr(¬y|x) =
∫

Pr(¬y, x̂t∗:0|x)dx̂t∗:0

=

∫
Pr(¬y|x̂t∗:0,x) Pr(x̂t∗:0|x)dx̂t∗:0

=

∫
Pr(¬y|x̂t∗:0)pθx(x̂t∗:0|x)dx̂t∗:0

where pθx(x̂t∗:0|x) replaces Pr(x̂t∗:0|x) to emphasize the
dependence of the path x̂t∗:0 on the intermediate parameters
that are the effective targets of our optimization. The last
transition holds since given x̂(0) (i.e., the final sample of
the DBP path x̂t∗:0), the label probability assigned by the
classifier depends only on this x̂(0), and the conditioning
on x can be omitted. For the same reason:

Pr(¬y|x) =
∫

Pr(¬y|x̂(0))pθx(x̂t∗:0|x)dx̂t∗:0

ignoring previous steps. Since we assume Pr(¬y|x̂(0)) ∈
C2, we may interchange the integral and gradient, yielding:

∇x

[
Pr(¬y|x)

]
=

∫
Pr(¬y|x̂(0))∇x

[
pθx(x̂t∗:0|x)

]
dx̂t∗:0

where the last step is because Pr(¬y|x̂(0)) does not de-
pend on x, but only on x̂(0) which is independent of x

(though its probability of being the final output of DBP is
a function of x). Optimizing the objective relies on alter-
ing DBP’s output distribution alone, evident in its gradient
where Pr(¬y|x̂(0)) assigned by the classifier is a constant
with its gradient ignored. While we lack direct access to the
gradients of the probabilistic paths above, we may still at-
tempt to solve the optimization problem. LetM(u) denote
M’s output on any sample u. This is a vector containing the
per-label probabilities s.t. its yth cell isMy(u) ≡ Pr(y|u).
Thus, the required gradient can also be expressed as:

∇x

[
Pr(¬y|x)

]
= ∇x

[ ∫
Pr(¬y|x̂(0))pθx(x̂t∗:0|x)dx̂t∗:0

]
=

∇x

[
E

pθx (x̂t∗:0|x)
[1−My(x̂(0))]

]
= −∇x

[
E

pθx (x̂t∗:0|x)
[My(x̂(0))]

]
Yet, this expectation is over probabilistic paths whose

randomness is due to the noise ϵ of the forward pass and the
Brownian motion dw̄t at each reverse step t that are inde-
pendent. Hence, by the law of the unconscious statistician:

−∇x

[
E

pθx (x̂t∗:0|x)
[My(x̂(0))]

]
= −∇x

[
E

pr(ϵ,dw̄t∗ ,...,dw̄0)
[My(x̂(0))]

]
where pr(ϵ, dw̄t∗ , ..dw̄0) denotes the joint distribution of
the noise ϵ and the Brownian motion vectors in the reverse
pass. Note that x̂(0) on the RHS denotes the output ob-
tained by invoking the DBP pipeline with some assignment
of these random vectors on the sample x. As earlier, we can
interchange the derivation and integration, obtaining:

− E
pr(ϵ,dw̄t∗ ,...,dw̄0)

[
∇x[My(x̂(0))]

]
.

Let Gx denote the random variable that is assigned val-
ues from ∇xMy(x̂(0)), where x̂(0) is as described above,
and denote its covariance matrix by ΣGx . Essentially, we
are interested in E[Gx]. If we define ∇̃x as:

∇̃x =
1

N

N∑
n=1

∇x[My(x̂(0)n)]

where each x̂(0)n is the output of DBP invoked with a cer-
tain random path (ϵn, dw̄n

t∗ , ..dw̄
n
0 )

i.i.d∼ p(ϵ, dw̄t∗ , ..dw̄0)
and N is a sufficiently large number of samples. Then
due to the central limit theorem, ∇̃x −→ N (E[Gx], ΣGx

N ).
That is, propagating multiple copies through DBP and then
averaging the loss gradients computes the required gradient
for forcing DBP to alter its output distribution. The larger
the number N of samples is, the lower the variance of the
error, as can be seen above. Note that the adaptive attack
operates exactly in this manner, assuming it usesMy as the
loss it minimizes (but the soundness of the approach gener-
alizes intuitively to any other loss with the same objective
over the classifier’s logits), proving our claim.

4.2. Precise DBP Gradients with DiffGrad

Our analysis challenges previous findings [26, 31, 33, 36,
49]. Thus, below, we investigate potential factors behind the
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reported failure of the adaptive attack the DiffGrad mod-
ule provided by our DiffBreak toolkit addresses. To distin-
guish DBP’s forward and reverse passes from the propa-
gation through DBP (involving both passes) and gradient
backpropagation, we restrict the terms forward and reverse
passes to DBP’s stages and refer to its invocation and gradi-
ent calculation as forward and backward propagation. With
x̂(t∗) :=x(t∗), the reverse pass can be written recursively:

x̂(t+dt) = x̂(t)+dx̂(t) (5)
with dt<0, allowing us to view it as a chain of layers that
operate on the outputs of one another. With that in mind,
we can obtain the gradient of any function F of x̂(t + dt)
w.r.t x̂(t) using the known rule from optimization theory:

∇x̂(t)F =∇x̂(t)⟨x̂(t+dt),∇x̂(t+dt)F ⟩ (6)

yielding a recursive formula for the gradient of any loss
w.r.t. x̂(t∗) (and trivially w.r.t. x due to eq. (2)). While
this is the basis of automatic differentiation, standard im-
plementations fail for DBP due to the overhead of storing
excessive graph dependencies between each x̂(t+dt) and
x̂(t) to use for backpropagation.

An alternative is the adjoint method [32] that uses an
additional SDE to approximate the continuous-time DBP’s
gradients, and whose solution involves computations with
the negations of the steps of reverse pass: Given the interval
[t∗, 0], the adjoint method operates on [0,−t∗]. Yet, in VP-
SDE, t=0 causes numerical explosions (see [45]). Thus, the
process stops at some small te (typically 10−5). The solver
first sets t=t∗ and updates it via t=max(t+dt, te). Previ-
ous works use the de-facto standard torchsde [32] library for
continuous-time SDE that also provides the adjoint method.
Our inspection reveals its adjoint method’s code mishan-
dles this nuance. While it does start from t=−te, it mis-
takenly updates it via t=max(t+dt,−t∗). Yet, from the
update rule of the reverse pass above, we learn that upon
the first update, t will be assigned an incorrect value that
does not match that required by the adjoint process: Here,
t will be set to t=−te+dt, while the correct assignment is
t=dt. After this first update, all subsequent steps will be off
by te. Seemingly insignificant, this error accumulates over
the path, leading to a substantial mismatch in the gradients.
When addressed in our DiffGrad module (by providing the
accurate times), the adjoint-based attack becomes far more
effective than previously thought (see §5).

Despite this approximation’s accuracy when properly
implemented, it is still sub-optimal and is not suitable for
discrete-time DBP. Thus, adaptive attacks may benefit from
an efficient implementation of eq. (6). This can be achieved
via checkpointing [9], which retains only intermediate out-
puts (e.g., x̂(t) in DBP). In backpropagation, if we have the
gradient ∇x̂(t+dt), we can recompute x̂(t+dt) from x̂(t)
to retrieve the dependencies and then use eq. (6) to recur-
sively obtain ∇x̂(t), overcoming memory limitations. Re-
cently, Kang et al. [26] proposed checkpointing for DBP,

but their code only implements this technique for DDPM-
based DBP (discrete), continuing to view the continuous
setting as an integral for which they utilize the (erroneous)
adjoint method. However, as implementations of the con-
tinuous view resort to discretization (see §2), we observe
checkpointing is applicable to both paradigms. Liu et al.
[33] also suggest checkpointing, reporting limited improve-
ment over approximations. Their code has not been re-
leased. Yet, given DiffGrad’s superiority (see §5), their
findings can be attributed to the factors listed below com-
plicating accurate gradient calculation that we address:

1) Eliminating Rounding Errors: Rounding issues may
emerge when implementing checkpointing over torchsde
solvers: Given the starting time t∗, the solver internally
converts it into a PyTorch tensor, iteratively calculating the
intermediate outputs by adding negative time increments
to this tensor. On the other hand, checkpointing requires
re-calculating the intermediate steps’ samples during back-
propagation. If this code is oblivious to torchsde’s conver-
sion of the initial time into a PyTorch tensor, it will continue
to treat it as a floating point number, updating it with incre-
ments of the time step to obtain each intermediate t used to
re-compute the dependencies. The PyTorch implementation
does not aim for 100% accuracy, leading to minute discrep-
ancies in the current value of t compared to pure floating-
point operations. These inaccuracies accumulate over the
time horizon, potentially severely affecting the gradients.
Instead, we ensure both the solver and checkpointing code
use the same objects (either floating points or tensors).

2) Reproducing Stochasticity: Calculating dx̂ in eq. (5)
involves randomness. Yet, vanilla checkpointing only stores
the intermediate x̂(t)s. Hence, x̂(t+dt) will differ between
the propagation phases as dx̂ is computed via different ran-
dom variables. We restructure the logic computing dx̂: We
define a function calc dx that accepts the noise as an exter-
nal parameter and utilize a Noise Sampler NS, initialized
upon every forward propagation. For each t, NS returns
random noise to pass to calc dx. Instead of x̂(0) only,
forward propagation also outputs NS and a state S con-
taining all x̂(t)s. These objects are used to restore the path
in backpropagation. The memory cost is O( t∗

|dt| ), storing
only NS, and all x̂(t)s, each with a negligible footprint
(O(1)) compared to graph dependencies [26]. Liu et al. [33]
do not discuss this challenge, suggesting it may be a reason
behind their sub-optimal results. While Kang et al. [26] ac-
count for this component, they only apply checkpointing to
discrete-time DBP. The paper also provides no results for
the standard adaptive attack in this setting, evaluating only
extensions that combine accurate gradients with additional
methods. In §5, we challenge these enhancements’ validity.

3) Guidance Gradients: DBP can employ additional
guidance components in the reverse pass to retain key infor-
mation, allowing for an increased budget t∗ to better coun-
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teract AEs [49]. As guidance is obtained by applying a func-
tion g fn to x̂(t), it creates paths from x to the loss that
basic backpropagation fails to consider. We extend the pro-
cess to include these “guidance” gradients. To our knowl-
edge, we are the first to consider this component, potentially
explaining the vast improvement over reported results [33].
As this is specific to guided schemes, we defer details to
Supplemental B.1. Our gradient calculation pseudo-code is
in Supplemental B.2 with a detailed analysis.

4.3. Defeating Increased Stochasticity
Despite the efficacy of correct gradients, DBP’s stochastic-
ity boosts its robustness in the MV setting (see §3). Typical
adversarial strategies incur high-frequency changes as they
directly operate on pixels, potentially altering each signifi-
cantly w.r.t. its neighbors. This leads to visual inconsisten-
cies, limiting the distortion budget. Such modifications are
also easily masked by DBP’s noise. Accounting for pixel
correlations through systemic, low-frequency (LF) changes
allows for larger perturbations and withstands randomness.

Thus, our LF method is inspired by a recent attack,
namely UnMarker [27], on image watermarking that em-
ploys novel units termed Optimizable Filters (OF)s. In sig-
nal processing, a filter is a smoothing operation defined by
a kernel K ∈RM×N (with non-negative values that sum to
1), with which the input is convolved. The output at each
pixel is a weighted average of all pixels in its M×N vicin-
ity, depending on the weights assigned by K. Hence, filters
incur systemic changes. Yet, they apply the same operation
universally, unable to produce stealthy AEs, as the changes
required to alter the label will be uniformly destructive. Un-
Marker’s OFs allow each pixel (i, j) to have its own kernel
Ki,j to customize the filtering at each point. K∗ is the set of
all per-pixel Ki,js. The weights θK∗ are learned via feed-
back from a perceptual metric (lpips) [65], leading to an as-
signment that ensures similarity while maximizing the de-
struction at visually non-critical regions to optimize a spe-
cific objective. Note that the lpips constraint replaces the
traditional norm constraint. To guarantee similarity, they
also impose geometric constraints via color kernels σc, sim-
ilar to guided filters (details in Supplemental C.1).

We subject x to a chain B∏
OF

≡OFK∗
1
,x,σc

1
◦ · · ·◦ OFK∗

B
,x,σc

B
of

OFs similar to UnMarker, replacing the objective pertain-
ing to watermark removal in the learning process of the fil-
ters’ weights with the loss over M. Each OFK∗

b
,x,σc

b
has a

kernel set K∗
b (with wights θK∗

b
and shape Mb×Nb), and σc

b
.

The optimization problem is:

xadv = argmin
{θK∗

b
},δ

[
ℓMG ( B∏

OF
(x+ δ), y)

+c ·max{lpips(x, B∏
OF

(x+ δ))− τp, 0}

]
(7)

ℓMG denotes any loss as defined in §3. δ is a modifier that
directly optimizes x, similar to traditional attacks. AEs are
generated by manipulating x via δ and propagating the re-

sult through the filters. While direct modifications alone do
not cause systemic changes, with OFs, they are smoothed
over neighbors of the receiving pixels. δ allows disruptions
beyond interpolations. Similar to UnMarker, we chain sev-
eral OFs with different shapes to explore various interpola-
tions. Optimization is iterative (code in Supplemental C.3).
max{lpips(x, B∏

OF
(x+δ))− τp, 0} enforces similarity: If the

distance exceeds τp, the lpips gradients lower it in the next
iteration. Otherwise, it returns 0, minimizing ℓMG uncondi-
tionally. This gives a solution within the τp constraint (vi-
olating outputs are discarded), yielding optimal {θ̂K∗

b
}, δ̂ s.t.

xadv=
B∏

ÔF
(x+δ̂), where

B∏
ÔF

are the filters with {θ̂K∗
b
}.

5. Experiments
Here, we evaluate DBP, demonstrating its significantly de-
graded performance under nom-bounded optimizations, and
the unparalleled efficacy of our low-frequency method.

5.1. Experimental Setting
Datasets. We experiment with CIFAR-10 [28] and Ima-
geNet [14], using 256 random test samples for each due to
DBP’s high costs. While several works [26, 31, 36] use 512
samples, this is prohibitive given our variety of threat mod-
els, attacks, and systems. Earlier work [56] that considers
the costly MV setup uses fewer ImageNet samples (100).
Models. WideResNet-28-10 and WideResNet-70-16 [61]
are used for CIFAR-10, and ResNet-50 [23], WideResNet-
50-2, and DeiT-S [17] for ImageNet, similar to [26, 36].
For VP-SDE DBP (DiffPure) [36], the DMs [15, 45] are
those from the original work. We also experiment with the
Guided-DDPM (see §4.2), GDMP [49], due to its SOTA
robustness, using the author-evaluated DMs [15, 25]. The
settings match the original optimal setup [36, 49]: For Diff-
pure, t∗=0.1 for CIFAR-10 and t∗=0.15 for ImageNet.
For GDMP, a CIFAR-10 sample is purified m=4 times,
with each iteration running for 36 steps (t∗=0.036), using
MSE guidance [49]. ImageNet uses 45 steps (m=1) under
DDPM-acceleration [15] with SSIM guidance [50].
Strategy. To compare DiffGrad (the gradient module pro-
vided by our DiffBreak toolkit) with previous works [26, 31,
33, 36, 49], we use AutoAttack-ℓ∞ [12] with ϵ∞=8/255
for CIFAR-10 and ϵ∞ = 4/255 for ImageNet. For LF
(see §4.3), we use VGG-LIPIPS [65] as the distance met-
ric with τp=0.05 as it guarantees imperceptibility [22, 27].
The remaining parameters are similar to UnMarker’s [27]
(see Supplemental C.2). Optimizations run for 100 iter-
ations, as in [26, 36]. The number of (EoT) samples N
(see §4.1) is 128 for CIFAR-10 and 16 for ImageNet.
Metric. We report the robust accuracy similar to previous
work. Under SP, this is the portion of samples correctly
labeled by the classifier and for which the attacker fails to
even cause a single misclassification. For MV, this is the
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portion of samples that, when propagated through multiple
random paths, the majority of copies are labeled correctly.
Baselines. We focus on the works in Tables 1 & 2 that,
to our knowledge, are the only papers proposing or eval-
uating unexplored optimization-based attacks (that do not
require additional, often prohibitive resources [10, 13]) on
DBP with advanced classifiers, differing in the gradient cal-
culation methods. Due to memory limitations (see §4.2),
GMDP is originally [49] evaluated with inferior attacks us-
ing the blind approach where gradients are obtained by
directly feeding samples into the classifier ignoring DBP,
and BPDA, which approximates the defense as the iden-
tity function during back-propagation [3]. For DiffPure, Nie
et al. [36] suggested the adjoint method. Yet, its inability
to impact the defense (because the flaws we uncover in §4.2
were not known) and unsuitability for DDPM urged Lee
and Kim [31] to consider a surrogate approach to approx-
imate the gradients, performing the reverse pass with fewer
steps during backpropagation to reduce the memory over-
head and using standard automatic differentiation to com-
pute these approximate gradients. Liu et al. [33] and Diff-
Attack [26] use checkpointing for the full gradients but re-
port sub-optimal results (see §4.2). DiffAttack also em-
ploys per-step losses along the reverse pass to interfere with
the input’s reconstruction. Yet, as we showed the adaptive
attack controls DBP’s outputs, this approach is of no added
value when accurate gradients are available (see §5.2).

5.2. Revisiting Norm-Bounded Adversarial Attacks

Existing works focus on norm-bounded (ℓ∞ and ℓ2) attacks
in the SP setting. For DBP, ℓ∞ has repeatedly proven supe-
rior [26, 31, 33], making it the focus of our evaluations.

The results are in Tables 1 & 2. As no previous
works evaluate GDMP for ImageNet under adaptive at-
tacks, we perform the first such evaluation and also include
WideResNet-70-16 for CIFAR-10. All works, including
ours, use the official DBP code [36, 49], reporting simi-
lar clean accuracies (Cl-Acc) in the absence of attacks, with
minor variations due to the different sample sets. Thus, we
can attribute robust accuracy (Rob-Acc) differences to the
gradient methods, allowing us to perform comparisons with
their numbers since we essentially perform the same exper-
iment, and our DiffGrad only addresses backpropagation
issues, challenging their specific findings (we verified on
a control set that DBP exhibits similar robustness to that
reported earlier without our modifications). Recall that our
main goal is to show DBP’s inefficacy. The strongest previ-
ous attack on DiffPure is DiffAttack, which brings CIFAR-
10’s best Rob-Acc to 45.31% and ImageNet’s to 31.25%.
For GDMP, the best attack on CIFAR-10’s WideResNet-
28-10 is the surrogate— 24.06% (other classifiers are not
considered). For papers evaluating several methods, we
chose their best. Lee and Kim [31] find their surrogate

Table 1. SOTA comparison using AutoAttack-ℓ∞ on CIFAR-10
(ϵ∞=8/255). † indicates strategy is PGD. Our results are in bold.

Models Pur. Gradient Method Cl-Acc % Rob-Acc %

WideResNet-28-10

DiffPure [36]

Adjoint (Nie et al. [36]) 89.02 70.64
DiffAttack (Kang et al. [26]) 89.02 46.88
Surrogate (Lee and Kim [31])† 90.07 46.84
Full (Liu et al. [33]) 89.26 55.96
Full-DiffGrad (Ours) 89.46 8.59

GDMP [49]

Blind (GDMP Wang et al. [49]) 93.50 90.06
BPDA (Lee and Kim [31]) 89.96 75.59
Surrogate (Lee and Kim [31])† 89.96 24.06
Full (Liu et al. [33]) 91.80 40.97
Full-DiffGrad (Ours) 93.36 6.25

WideResNet-70-16
DiffPure [36]

Adjoint (Nie et al. [36]) 90.07 71.29
DiffAttack (Kang et al. [26]) 90.07 45.31
Surrogate (Lee and Kim [31])† 90.43 51.13
Adjoint-DiffGrad (Ours) 89.06 26.70
Full-DiffGrad (Ours) 89.06 17.58

GDMP [49] Full-DiffGrad (Ours) 92.58 12.11

Table 2. Comparison with the SOTA using AutoAttack-ℓ∞ on Im-
ageNet under SP (ϵ∞=4/255). Our results are in bold.

Models Pur. Gradient Method Cl-Acc % Rob-Acc %

WideResNet-50-2 DiffPure [36]
Adjoint (Nie et al. [36]) 71.16 44.39
DiffAttack (Kang et al. [26]) 71.16 31.25
Full-DiffGrad (Ours) 74.22 12.11

DeiT-S DiffPure [36]

Adjoint (Nie et al. [36]) 73.63 43.18
DiffAttack (Kang et al. [26]) 73.63 32.81
Adjoint-DiffGrad (Ours) 74.22 19.15
Full-DiffGrad (Ours) 74.22 21.09

GDMP [49] Full-DiffGrad (Ours) 69.14 20.70

integrates best with PGD [29]. As we did not observe the
same with our method, we use AutoAttack.

Our findings are far superior: While the best results
are obtained with the full gradients, the adjoint method
provides highly accurate approximations [32]. Thus, we
question the previous findings regarding its ineffectiveness,
attributing them to the flaws identified in §4.2. Accord-
ingly, we start by applying our proposed fixes to torchsde’s
adjoint module and run AutoAttack on ImageNet’s DeiT-
S and CIFAR-10’s WideResNet-70-16. The results—
Adjoint-DiffGrad in Tables 1 & 2— show significant vul-
nerability of DiffPure, drastically outperforming previous
work. We now implement our full gradient module that is
also applicable to both DBP schemes, verifying it provides
the exact gradients (see Supplemental D). Our attack’s—
Full-DiffGrad in Tables 1 & 2— efficacy is unprecedented:
For DiffPure, CIFAR-10’s Rob-Accs decline by at least
27.73%, reaching 8.59% while ImageNet’s best Rob-Acc
becomes 21.09%. The numbers for GDMP similar. Our
Adjoint-DiffGrad slightly outperforms Full-DiffGrad on
DeiT-S due to different random paths. Yet, the latter has
a clear advantage otherwise. In Supplemental E, we also
re-evaluate DiffAttack with the full gradients, showing its
per-step losses can be counterproductive. Our attack under-
mines DBP’s robustness under SP.

5.3. DBP Under a Stricter Threat Model
Despite the adaptive attack’s efficacy, we may still better
exploit DBP’s stochasticity for robustness. As DMs restore
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Table 3. Optimized AutoAttack-ℓ∞ under MV (ϵ∞ = 4/255 for
ImageNet and ϵ∞=8/255 for CIFAR-10).

Pur. Dataset Models Cl-Acc % Rob-Acc %

DiffPure [36] ImageNet WideResNet-50-2 77.02 29.69
DeiT-S 77.34 32.81

CIFAR-10 WideResNet-70-16 92.19 47.72

GDMP [49]
ImageNet DeiT-S 75.00 32.83

CIFAR-10 WideResNet-28-10 93.36 29.69
WideResNet-70-16 92.19 32.81

noisy inputs, DBP’s noise can dilute adversarial effects.
While §5.2 shows these perturbations will likely affect the
classifier through at least a single random path, the noise,
when sufficiently large, may still mask them in the gen-
eral case, preserving the correct label in expectation. Xiao
et al. [56] proposed a majority-vote setting for certified ro-
bustness. While certifiable guarantees pertain to resistance
under a strict ℓ2 budget, AEs can be visually identical to
the benign inputs despite exceeding ℓ2 limitations (e.g., Au-
toAttack-ℓ∞, StAdv [54]). Works on certified robustness
via DBP [6, 7, 53, 56, 64] also fail to consider adaptive
attacks that defy theoretical guarantees. Thus, we evalu-
ate MV’s practical benefits. We test AutoAttack-ℓ∞ using
our superior Full-DiffGrad gradient module and all clas-
sifiers from §5.2 except WideResNet-28-10 for DiffPure as
its performance was shown far worse than WideResNet-70-
16. Yet, we consider it for GDMP due to its prevalence in
relevant works.

MV requires a number of copies over which the majority
vote is taken. We select it as the maximum batch size that
fits into the GPU during a single run2 (128 for CIFAR-10
and 8 for ImageNet). Unlike SP, where attacks terminate
after a single misclassification, MV requires many more it-
erations. These batch sizes are already computationally ex-
haustive, causing a single sample to occupy the entire GPU
for 2−3 hours (upon failure to converge). Hence, larger
numbers are infeasible. We are the first to combine MV with
adaptive attacks, making our setup far more costly. We still
verified on a small set the robustness gained by increasing
the batch size from 32 to 128 for CIFAR-10 is negligible,
concluding Rob-Acc saturates at this number. Similarly, a
batch size of 16 provides almost no improvement over 8 for
ImageNet, and we chose the latter for practicality.

Table 3 demonstrates MV’s advantage: The worst Rob-
Acc for ImageNet with Diffpure is 29.69%, compared to
12.11% under SP, while CIFAR-10’s WideResNet-70-16’s
Rob-Acc increases to 47.72% (+30.14%). For GDMP, Im-
ageNet’s Rob-Acc rises to 32.83% (+12.13%) and CIFAR-
10’s worst Rob-Acc becomes 29.69% (+23.44%). We ad-
vise future works to focus on MV as it improves robustness
despite its costs. Yet, DBP remains currently broken by a
previously unexplored class of AEs, as we show next.

2All experiments were conducted on a 40GB NVIDIA A100 GPU.

Table 4. Performance of LF attack under MV.

Pur. Dataset Models Cl-Acc % Rob-Acc %

DiffPure [36]
ImageNet

ResNet-50 72.54 0.00
WideResNet-50-2 77.02 0.00

DeiT-S 77.34 0.00

CIFAR-10 WideResNet-28-10 92.19 2.73
WideResNet-70-16 92.19 3.13

GDMP [49]
ImageNet

ResNet-50 73.05 0.39
WideResNet-50-2 71.88 0.00

DeiT-S 75.00 0.39

CIFAR-10 WideResNet-28-10 93.36 0.00
WideResNet-70-16 92.19 0.39

5.4. DBP Against Low-Frequency AEs
Our final question is: Can DBP’s performance be degraded
further under MV? Based on our analysis in §4.3, this is
possible with our LF strategy. The results for LF (which
uses our Full-DiffGrad backbone for backpropagation) are
in Table 4. We also include a ResNet-50 classifier for Ima-
geNet to better support our claims. LF’s success is unprece-
dented: not only does it defeat all classifiers completely,
leaving the strongest with Rob-Acc of 3.13%, but it also
does so in the challenging MV setting, where previous ap-
proaches will suffer performance degradation compared to
the results reported in §5.2, similar to what we showed for
AutoAttack with our superior DiffGrad gradient module.
Discussion & Future Work. Our attack’s stealthiness is
guaranteed due to the lpips metric with a threshold proven
to ensure this behavior [22, 27]. We provide sample im-
ages in Supplemental F and also include samples for the
known StAdv [54], showing it fails to generate stealthy per-
turbations on DBP. Our findings highlight a shortcoming
of the current methodology for evaluating robustness as the
focus on norm-based attacks overshadows other techniques
that are critical in today’s landscape, where low-frequency
attacks pose threats to which the community has not yet de-
veloped responses. We recommend investing efforts in de-
veloping mitigations against this class in future works.

6. Conclusion

We scrutinized DBP’s theory, nullifying core assumptions.
Accordingly, we investigated previous findings, attributing
them to implementation flaws, and proposed fixes to enable
reliable evaluations, exposing degraded performance under
adaptive attacks. Finally, we evaluated DBP in a stricter
setup, wherein we found its increased stochasticity leaves
it partially immune to norm-bounded AEs. Yet, our novel
low-frequency approach defeats this defense in both set-
tings. We find current DBP is not a viable response to AEs,
highlighting the need for improvements.
Acknowledgments. This work was supported by the
NSERC Discovery Grant RGPIN-2020-04722 and the
Waterloo-Huawei Joint Innovation Laboratory.
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Unlocking The Potential of Adaptive Attacks on Diffusion-Based Purification

Supplementary Material

A. Equivalence of DDPM and VP-SDE
An alternative to the continuous-time view described in §2 (i.e., VP-SDE) is Denoising diffusion probabilistic modeling
(DDPM) [25, 43], which considers a discrete-time framework (DM) where the forward and reverse passes are characterized
by a maximum number of steps T . Here, the forward pass is a Markov chain:

xi =
√

1− βixi−1 +
√
βizi

where zi ∼ N (0, Id) and βi is a small positive noise scheduling constant. Defining dt= 1
T , we know due to Song et al. [45]

that when T −→∞ (i.e, dt−→0, which is the effective case of interest), this converges to the SDE in eq. (1) (with the drift
and diffusion function f and g described in §2). The reverse pass is also a Markov chain given as:

dx̂ = x̂i−1−x̂i=
1√

1− βi
((1−

√
1− βi)x̂i + βisθ(x̂i, i)) +

√
βizi (S1)

When T −→∞, dx̂ converges to eq. (4) (see [45]). Thus, the two views are effectively equivalent. Accordingly, we focus on
the continuous view, which encompasses both frameworks. For discrete time, x(t) will be used to denote x| t

dt |.

B. Details on Our DiffGrad Gradient Module
B.1. Accounting for The Guidance Gradients
In schemes that involve guidance, it is typically obtained by applying a function g fn to x̂(t) at each step. For instance,
in Guided-DDPM [49], the original sample x is used to influence the reverse procedure to retain key semantic information,
allowing for an increased budget t∗ to better counteract adversarial perturbations. Effectively, it modifies eq. (S1) describing
the reverse pass of DDPM as:

dx̂ =
1√

1− βi

((1−
√
1− βi)x̂i + βisθ(x̂i, i))− sβi∇x̂i

GC(x̂i, x) +
√

βizi

where GC is a guidance condition (typically a distance metric), each step minimizes by moving in the opposite direction of
its gradient, while the scale s controls the guidance’s influence.

That is, in the specific case of Guided-DDPM, g fn(x̂(t)) ≡ −∇x̂(t)GC(x̂(t), x), where GC is a distance metric.
Nonetheless, other choices for g fn may be employed in general. Typically, as the goal of the guidance is to ensure key
information from the original sample x is retained, g fn will also directly involve this x in addition to x̂(t) (e.g., GC
above). Yet, a naive implementation would back-propagate the gradients to x by only considering the path through x̂(t). Yet,
when g fn relies on a guide constructed from x to influence x̂(t) (e.g., guide≡x in Guided-DDPM, it creates additional
paths from x to the loss through this guide at each step t. Accordingly, DiffGrad augments the process to include the
gradients due to these paths. In the general case, this guide may not be identical to x but can rather be computed based on x
or even completely independent (in which case no guidance gradients are collected). DiffGrad captures this nuance through
an abstract function g aux that, given x, outputs the guide. Similar to eq. (6), we have that for each t, the gradient of any
function F applied to x̂(0) w.r.t. guide due to the path from x̂(t+ dt) to x̂(0) is given by:

∇t
guideF = ∇guide⟨x̂(t+ dt),∇x̂(t+dt)F ⟩ (S2)

as x̂(t+ dt) is a function of guide. Recall that we are interested in F , which is the loss function over the classifier’s output
on x̂(0). The gradient of F w.r.t. guide is a superposition of all these paths’ gradients, given as:

∇guideF =
∑
t

∇t
guideF (S3)

By the chain rule, F ’s gradient w.r.t x due to the guidance paths, which we denote as∇g
xF , is:

∇g
xF = ∇x⟨guide,∇guideF ⟩ (S4)
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As a convention, for an unguided process or when guide and x are not related, we define the gradient returned from eq. (S4)
as ∇g

xF ≡ 0, preserving correctness in general. Since x in this guided scenario traverses both the guidance and standard
purification paths, the final gradient is the sum of both components.

Finally, automatic differentiation engines, by default, generate gradients without retaining dependencies on the inputs that
produced them. Thus, when the guidance itself is in the form of a gradient as in the case of Guided-DDPM or other potential
alternatives, its effects will not be back-propagated to x through any of the two paths described above, despite our proposed
extensions. DiffGrad alters this behavior, retaining the dependencies of such gradient-based guidance metrics as well.

B.2. Pseudo-Code for Our Memory-Efficient Gradient-Enabled Purification with DiffGrad

DiffGrad’s forward propagation logic is in Algorithm 1. The code in blue is optional, pertaining to the use of guidance. We
highlight in red the portions that differ from standard forward propagation. First, we generate the guidance guide from x
(line 1) and disable all graph dependency storage (line 2), enabling our code to run efficiently without attempting to store
graphs that will lead to memory failures. Afterward (lines 3-5), we initialize S as an empty list and draw a random seed that is
then used to invoke the abstract function init noise sampler, which returns a noise sampler that provides a reproducible
random path for the backpropagation phase (see §4.2). After the input is diffused (lines 6-8) via eq. (2), lines 9-15 correspond
to the reverse pass: At each step t (effectively i), x̂ (that now represents x̂(t)) is first appended to S, which will eventually
contain all such intermediate outputs (line 10). The noise provided by NS for the current step i is then retrieved (line 11)
and used to compute dx̂ (line 12). dx̂ is then added to x̂ so that its current value becomes x̂(t + dt). This repeats until
x̂ = x̂(0). Unlike the naive implementation, we only store the intermediate results. For efficiency, we also avoid saving
the random noise for each step i, but utilize NS to reproduce those variables on demand. Before termination, we re-enable
dependency storage (line 16) to ensure our code does not interfere with the execution of any other modules. Finally, x̂(0) is
returned together with the state S and the sampler NS that are stored internally for reproducibility during backpropagation.

Algorithm 1: Differentiable Purification with DiffGrad— Forward Propagation
Input: Sample x, Score model sθ, Optimal diffusion time t∗, step size dt, Noise scheduler β,

Reverse diffusion function calc dx, Noise sampler initializer init noise sampler
Guidance condition g fn, Guidance scale s, Auxiliary guidance extractor g aux

1 steps← | t
∗

dt |, guide← g aux(x) ; /* Calc. #steps and init. guide */

2 disable dependencies() ; /* Dependencies enabled during forward
prop. Disable them. */

3 S ← [] ; /* Saved state (will eventually hold all

intermediate reverse steps’ outputs) */

4 seed← random seed() ; /* Seed to initialize noise path */
5 NS ← init noise sampler(seed) ; /* Reproducible sampler. */

6 α← calc alpha(β) ; /* Calc. α factors from eq. (2) */
7 Draw ϵ ∼ N (0, Id) ;
8 x̂←

√
α(t∗)x+

√
1− α(t∗)ϵ ; /* Diffuse according to eq. (2) */

9 for i in steps, steps− 1, ..., 1 do
10 S.append(x̂) ; /* Set S[i] = x̂(t) */

11 step noise←NS.sample(i) ; /* Sample the random noise used to

calculate dx̂ at step i */

12 dx̂← calc dx(x̂, sθ, i, dt, β, \ /* Calc. dx̂ according to
13 step noise, g fn, s, guide) ; eq. (4) */

14 x̂← x̂+ dx̂ ; /* Update x̂ = x̂(t+ dt) */
15 end
16 enable dependencies() ; /* Re-enable dependencies */
17 return x̂, S, NS, guide
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DiffGrad’s backpropagation logic is in Algorithm 2. Similar to earlier, red text refers to operations that deviate from
traditional backpropagation, while blue lines are optional (guidance-related). In addition to the usual gradient grad w.r.t.
x̂(0), the inputs include multiple parameters normally exclusive to forward propagation, as they are required to re-calculate
the dependencies. Additionally, the algorithm accepts the saved state S, and the same noise sampler NS to retrieve the
stochastic path of the forward propagation. Before providing details, we note that by definition ∀A,B ∈ Rd, it holds that:

⟨A,B⟩ =
∑
d

A⊙B

where ⊙ denotes the element-wise product. Therefore, in order to calculate the gradients w.r.t. x̂(t) and guide as described
in eq. (6) and eq. (S2), we may define an objective at each step t as:

Objt =
∑
d

(x̂(t+ dt)⊙∇x̂(t+dt)F ) (S5)

and take its gradient w.r.t. the two elements of interest above, which explains the steps in our pseudo-code in Algorithm 2.

Algorithm 2: Differentiable Purification with DiffGrad— Backpropagation
Input: Loss gradient grad w.r.t x̂0, Sample x, Score model sθ, Optimal diffusion time t∗, step size dt, Noise

scheduler β, Reverse diffusion function calc dx, State S = {x̂(dt ∗ i)|i ∈ [[| t
∗

dt |]]}, Noise sampler NS
Auxiliary guidance input guide, Guidance function g fn, Guidance scale s

1 steps← | t
∗

dt | ;
2 g grad← 0 ; /* Init. gradient w.r.t. guide */
3 for i in 1, 2, ..., steps do
4 x̂← S[i] ; /* Set x̂ = x̂(t) */

5 step noise←NS.sample(i) ; /* Retrieve noise for step i */
6 enable dependencies() ;
7 dx̂← calc dx(x̂, sθ, i, dt, β, \
8 step noise, g fn, s, guide) ;
9 x̂+dt ← x̂+ dx̂ ; /* x̂+dt = x̂(t+ dt) */

10 Objt ←
∑

(x̂+dt ⊙ grad) ; /* Objective due to eq. (S5) */
11 disable dependencies() ;
12 grad← ∇x̂Objt ; /* Update grad w.r.t x̂(t) via eq. (6) */
13 g grad← g grad+∇guideObjt ; /* Update guide grads (eq. (S3)) */
14 end
15 α← calc alpha(β) ;
16 grad← grad ∗

√
α(t∗) ; /* Loss grad w.r.t. x (eq. (2)) */

17 g grad← ∇x

∑
(guide⊙ g grad) ; /* Guidance grad w.r.t. x (eq. (S4)) */

18 grad← grad+ g grad ; /* Merge both paths */
19 return grad

The procedure begins by creating a variable g grad and setting it to 0 (line 2). This will later be used to store the
guidance gradients (see Supplemental B.1). For each time step t (i.e., step i), starting from t′ = −dt (i = 1), the process
(lines 3-14) first retrieves x̂(t) from the saved state S (line 4) and the corresponding random noise for that step used during
forward propagation (line 5) and computes x̂(t + dt), denoted as x̂+dt (lines 7-9). Importantly, these computations are
performed while storing graph dependencies (enabled on line 6 and re-disabled on line 11 to restore the normal execution
state). Specifically, during the first step, we calculate x̂(0) from x̂(−dt). Afterward, we compute the objective Objt (line
10) following eq. (S5) that allows us to back-propagate the gradient from x̂(0) to x̂(−dt) and guide using the stored
dependencies, as per eq. (6) and eq. (S2). grad is then updated to hold the gradient of the loss function w.r.t. x̂(−dt) as
desired (line 12), and the gradient of guide due to this guidance path (i.e., from guide to the loss due to guide participating
directly in the calculation of x̂(t + dt)— see Supplemental B.1) is added to g grad (line 13). This process repeats until
grad finally holds the gradient w.r.t. x̂(t∗) and g grad holds the sum of gradients due to all guidance paths w.r.t. guide
(eq. (S3)). Note that after the required gradients w.r.t. x̂(t) and guide are obtained at each step, the dependencies are

14



no longer needed and can be discarded. This is where our approach differs from traditional backpropagation algorithms,
enabling memory-efficient gradient calculations (at the cost of an additional forward propagation in total). At this point (line
14), we have the gradient∇x̂(t∗)F and all is required is to use it to calculate∇xF , which is trivial due to the chain rule since
the closed-form solution for x̂(t∗) ≡ x(t∗) from eq. (2) indicates that this is equivalent to ∇xF =

√
α(t∗) ∗ (∇x(t∗)F ) as

we compute on line 16. We then calculate the guidance paths’ gradient w.r.t x following eq. (S4) on line 17. Finally, we sum
both components, returning the precise full gradient w.r.t. x.

C. Details on Our Low-Frequency (LF) Adversarial Optimization Strategy
C.1. Understanding Optimizable Filters
In practice, OFs extend an advanced class of filters, namely guided filters, that improve upon the basic filters discussed
in §4.3. Guided filters employ additional per-pixel color kernels that modulate the distortion at critical points: Since filters
interpolate each pixel with its neighbors, they are destructive at edges (intersections between different objects in the image),
while the values of non-edge pixels are similar to their neighbors, making such operations of little effect on them. Depending
on a permissiveness σ, guided filters construct, for each pixel (i, j) a color kernel Ci,j

x,σc
of the same dimensionality M×N

as K that assigns a multiplier for each of (i, j)’s neighbors, that decays with the neighbor’s difference in value from (i, j)’s.
The output at (i, j) involves calculating the effective kernel Vi,j

x,K,σc
= Ci,j

x,σc
⊙ K (normalized) which then multiplies (i, j)’s

vicinity, taking the sum of this product. Thus, contributions from neighbors whose values differ significantly are diminished,
better preserving information.

Guided filters still employ the same K for all pixels, changing only the color kernel that is computed similarly for all pixels.
Thus, to incur sufficient changes, they would also require destructive parameters despite them still potentially performing
better compared to their pristine counterparts. Their parameters are also predetermined, making it impossible to optimize
them for a specific purpose. The OFs by Kassis and Hengartner [27] build upon guided filters but differ in two ways: First,
instead of using the same K, they allow each pixel to have its own kernel Ki,j to better control the filtering effects at each
point, ensuring visual constraints are enforced based on each pixel’s visual importance. In this setting, K∗ denotes the
set including all the per-pixel kernels Ki,j . Second, the parameters θK∗ of each filter are learnable using feedback from a
perceptual metric (lpips) [65] that models the human vision, leading to an optimal assignment that ensures similarity while
maximizing the destruction at visually non-critical regions. To further guarantee visual similarity, they also include color
kernels similar to guided filters (see original paper for details [27]).

C.2. Attack Hyperparameters
Through experimentation, we found that the loss balancing constants c = 108 for CIFAR-10 and c = 104 for ImageNet lead
to the fastest convergence rates and selected these values accordingly (although other choices are also possible). UnMarker’s
filter network architecture for ImageNet is identical to that from the original paper [27]. For CIFAR-10, since the images
are much smaller, we found the original architecture unnecessarily costly and often prevents convergence since larger filters
group pixels from distant regions together in this case, easily violating visual constraints upon each update, resulting in
the lpips condition being violated. Thus, we opt for a more compact network that includes filters with smaller dimensions,
which was chosen based on similar considerations to [27], allowing us to explore several interpolation options. The chosen
architecture for CIFAR-10 includes 4 filters, whose dimensions are: (5, 5), (7, 7), (5, 5), (3, 3). We use fixed learning rates
of 0.008 for the direct modifier δ and 0.05 for the filters’ weights, optimized using Adam. The remaining hyperparameters
were left unchanged compared to [27].

C.3. Pseudo-Code
The pseudo-code for our low-frequency (LF) strategy (see §4.3) is in Algorithm 3. Importantly, as each Ki,j

b ’s values should
be non-negative and sum to 1, the values for each such per-pixel kernel are effectively obtained by softmaxing the learned
weights. Initially, the modifier δ̂ is initialized to 0 and the weights {θ̂K∗

b
} are selected s.t. the filters perform the identity

function (line 1). As a result, the attack starts with xadv = x that is iteratively optimized. Similar to C&W [5], we
directly optimize xadv (i.e., using the modifier δ̂) in the arctanh space, meaning we transform the sample first to this
space by applying arctanh (after scaling xadv to arctanh’s valid range [−1, 1]) where δ̂ is added and then restore
the outcome to the original problem space (i.e., [min val, max val], which is typically [0, 1]) via the tanh operation.
Further details on this method and its benefits can be found in [5]. All other steps correspond to the description brought
in §4.3. Unlike §4.1, we assume the classifier M outputs the logit vector rather than the probabilities (i.e., we omit the
softmax layer over its output, which me or may not be re-introduced by the loss ℓ), as is traditionally done for a variety of
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Algorithm 3: Low-Frequency (LF) Adversarial Optimization
Input: Sample x, Model (classifier)M, DBP pipeline D, Loss function ℓ, True label y of x, Perceptual loss lpips,

lpips threshold τp, Filter architecture B∏∏∏
OF

, Balancing constant c, Iterations max iters, Success condition
Cond, Filter weights learning rate lr

OF
, Modifier learning rate lrδ , Number of purified copies n, Number of

EoT eot steps, Input range limits min val, max val

1 {θ̂K∗
b
} ← identity weights( B∏∏∏

OF
), δ̂ ← 0 ; /* Init. attack params. */

2 Optim← Adam([{θ̂K∗
b
}, δ̂], [lr

OF
, lrδ]) ;

3 xinv ← inv scale and arctanh(x, \ /* Scale x to [−1, 1] and
4 min val, max val) ; take arctanh */
5 for i in 1, 2, ...,max iters ∗ eot steps do
6 xadv ← B∏∏∏

OF
(tanh and scale(xinv + δ̂, \ /* Generate adv. using new

7 min val, max val)) ; {θ̂K∗
b
} and δ̂ via eq. (7),

scaled to [min val, max val] */

8 dist← lpips(x,xadv) ; /* Calc. perceptual distance */
9 x̂0

adv ← D(repeat(xadv, n)) ; /* Get purified outputs */
10 logits←M(x̂0

adv) ; /* Compute model output */
11 if Cond(logits, y) and dist ≤ τp then
12 return xadv ; /* Success. Return xadv. */
13 end
14 Objective← ℓ(logits, y) + c ·max(dist− τp, 0) ; /* Loss via eq. (7) */

15 Objective.backward() ; /* Get grads for {θ̂K∗
b
} and δ̂ */

16 if i % eot steps = 0 then
17 Optim.step() ; /* Update params. */
18 Optim.zero grad() ; /* Reset gradients. */
19 end
20 end
21 return x /* Failure. Return original x */

adversarial optimization strategies (e.g., C&W [5]) to avoid gradient vanishing. We use the known max-margin loss [5]—
ℓ(logits, y)= logits[, : y]−max

j ̸=y
{logits[, : j]}.

To average the gradients over multiple (N ) paths as per the adaptive attack’s requirements from §4.1, we generate several
purified copies by repeating the sample xadv under optimization n times before feeding it into the DBP pipeline (line 9).
Here, n corresponds to the maximum number of copies we can fit into the GPU’s memory during a single run. However, as
this n may be smaller than the desired N from §4.1 (i.e., number of EoT samples) that allows us to sufficiently eliminate the
error in the computed gradient, we use gradient accumulation by only making updates to the optimizable parameters (and
then resetting their gradients) every eot steps iterations (lines 16-19). By doing so, the effective number of used copies
becomes n ∗ eot steps, which can represent any N of choice that is divisible by n. Note that if n is not a divisor of N , we
can always increase N until this condition is met, as a larger N can only enhance the accuracy). This also explains why the
algorithm runs for max iters ∗ eot steps (line 5).

Finally, the condition Cond captures the threat model (either SP or MV— see §3): When the logits for the batch of n
copies are available together with the target label y, Cond outputs a success decision based on whether we seek misclassi-
fication for the majority of these purified copies or a single copy only. Note that, as explained in §5.3, we take the majority
vote over the maximum number of copies we can fit into the GPU (i.e., n) for MV. As this choice was only made for practical
considerations, one may desire to experiment with different configurations wherein another number of copies is used. Yet,
this is easily achievable by simply modifying Cond accordingly: For instance, we may augment it with a history that saves
the output logits over all eot steps (during which xadv is not updated). Then, the majority vote can be taken over all copies
in this window. Note that by increasing the number of eot steps, we can use as many copies for the majority vote decision
as desired in this case. That said, the attack will become significantly slower.

In addition to the precise gradient module DiffGrad, our DiffBreak toolkit provides the implementation of our LF strategy

16



as well as various other common methods (e.g., AutoAttack and StAdv), to enable robust and reliable evaluations of DBP.
All strategies are optimized for performance to speed up computations via various techniques such as just-in-time (JIT)
compilation. Our code is available at https://github.com/andrekassis/DiffBreak.git.

D. Verifying The Correctness of Our DiffGrad Module

All that is required to ensure the fidelity of our module is to guarantee that each x̂(t+dt) computed during back-propagation
(line 9 in Algorithm 2) matches exactly x̂(t+ dt) calculated during forward propagation (line 14 in Algorithm 1). With that
verified, the module’s state simulates that created by automatic differentiation engines during their normal operation, and we
can rely on their correctness from that point onward, as we use them to perform the necessary back-propagation between
each x̂(t + dt) and x̂(t). Since we have access to the state S that stores the forward propagation’s intermediate outputs,
we can retrieve this original x̂(t+ dt) from S at each step t during backpropagation and compare it to the newly calculated
value. If the results match exactly, then we know our algorithm is computing the exact gradients. We manually verified
this requirement for each t, providing the first-ever reliable module for this task. Note that the validity of the additional
guidance gradients we include can be ensured by verifying the derivation presented in Supplemental B.1. Then, the same
steps presented thus far in this section ensure practical correctness.

E. Re-evaluating DiffAttack in The Presence of Precise Gradients

DiffAttack [26] employs the per-step losses discussed in §5 to influence the score model’s behavior, causing DBP’s output
distribution to diverge from the natural one. Yet, as we demonstrated in §4.1 that the adaptive attack alone already targets
this objective in a manner that also directly aims for misclassification (rather than simply altering the output distribution
indifferently), DiffAttack’s per-step losses that fail to do so become sub-optimal and redundant. This explains our Full-
DiffGrad-based adaptive attack’s (i.e., that only uses the accurate loss gradients) superior performance in §5.2 compared to
DiffAttack’s previously-reported results [26]. We further claim that due to this discrepancy in objectives, DiffAttack’s per-
step losses can negatively impact its performance even if this same technique were optimized to use the accurate gradients
as well. This is because when the two objectives— misclassification and general divergence from the natural distribution—
do not align, the per-step losses introduce additions to the optimal gradients that cause the input to move in an unwanted
direction. This is despite their benefits when the exact gradients are not accessible (due to the previous implementation
errors) as the two objectives are similar, causing these per-step losses, despite their sub-optimality, to potentially apply useful
corrections to the faulty back-propagated gradients along the reverse path, explaining the findings of the original paper [26].

To prove this claim, we conduct the same experiment from §5.2, which evaluates the robustness against the AutoAttack-ℓ∞
strategy (with ϵ∞=4/255) under SP, on ImageNet’s DiffPure-protected DeiT-S classifier with DiffAttack that we adapt to
instead use the accurate gradients as well (via our gradient module). We then compare its performance with the optimized
adaptive attack (i.e., Full-DiffGrad-based) considered in the paper that only uses the accurate gradients without DiffAttack’s
per-step losses. This enhanced version of DiffAttack achieves Rob-Acc of 25%, which is an improvement over the authors’
version (32.81%) but worse than the 21.09% obtained by our Full-DiffGrad-based attack (see §5.2). This defies the theory
presented in the original paper and the claimed vast improvement attributed to the per-step losses. Under MV and with the
same configuration, DiffAttack’s disadvantages become more evident, yielding Rob-Acc of 42.21%, which is drastically
worse compared to our Full-DiffGrad-based attack (32.81%— see §5.3). Upon repeating these experiments for CIFAR-10’s
WideResNet-70-16 (with ϵ∞=8/255), we find DiffAttack does lower the Rob-Accs, attaining 8.14% under SP (compared
to the 17.58% we report in §5.2), which is a total improvement of 9.44%. Still, this advantage is well below the gain reported
by the authors [26], wherein DiffAttack improved upon the adjoint method by 25.98%. Worse yet, under MV, DiffAttack
only lowers WideResNet-70-16’s Rob-Acc by 2.76% to 44.96% (in comparison, the Full-DiffGrad-based attack reaches
47.72% in §5.3), making its impact in this stricter setting insignificant.

The most probable explanation for DiffAttack’s slightly improved results against CIFAR-10’s WideResNet-70-16 is that
the Full-DiffGrad-based attack may get stuck at a local minimum, preventing further progress. Since DiffAttack’s per-step
losses interfere with the gradients, they might force the optimization procedure to step outside of the environment of this
stationary point, which could lead to convergence to a better solution. Yet, as observed for ImageNet, the performance gain
is contingent on whether these per-step losses’ objective of arbitrarily altering DBP’s output distribution directly translates
to misclassification. While this seems to hold for CIFAR-10’s WideResNet-70-16, the degraded performance against Ima-
geNet’s DeiT-S proves this assumption does not apply universally. Moreover, as the potential improvement with DiffAttack is
only the product of avoiding local minima, its benefits are far rarer than previously thought [26], as can be seen above. This
same outcome can also be easily achieved by expanding the search space around the original sample (e.g., by using a more
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permissive optimization strategy such as LF— see §5.4), making DiffAttack’s additional components unnecessary at best.

All in all, DiffAttack can be destructive in the worst case, resulting in a performance degradation compared to the standard
adaptive attack alone (with the correct gradients). In the instances where it boosts the performance, it is far less advantageous
than originally thought, with its drawbacks outweighing its benefits in total (i.e., when averaging over both evaluated classi-
fiers and the two threat models) and especially in the challenging MV setup. Thus, we find DiffAttack counter-productive
and recommend the Full-DiffGrad-based attack instead.

F. Example Attack Images

In Supplemental F.1-F.10, we provide a variety of successful attack images that cause misclassification in the rigorous MV
setting, generated using our low-frequency (LF) strategy against all systems considered in §5.4. For the configurations that
were also evaluated against AutoAttack-ℓ∞ under MV in §5.3, we include successful samples generated with this method as
well for comparison. Note that all samples are crafted using the parameters listed in §5.3 and §5.4. That is, τp = 0.05 for
LF and ϵ∞ =8/255 for AutoAttack against CIFAR-10 and ϵ∞ =4/255 against ImageNet. For the configurations that were
evaluated against both strategies, we provide two sets of samples: 1) Three triplets containing the original image, the AE
generated using AutoAttack, and the AE crafted using LF. Importantly, all original samples in this set are inputs for which
both methods can generate successful AEs, and we provide these to allow for a direct comparison between the two strategies’
output quality on a sample-by-sample basis. Yet, as AutoAttack is inferior to our approach (LF), resulting in the systems
retaining robustness on many inputs for which it fails to generate successful AEs under MV, it is essential to inspect LF’s
outputs on such more challenging samples to demonstrate that it still preserves quality despite its ability to fool the target
classifiers. Thus, we include a second set of 2) Three successful AEs generated with LF from inputs on which AutoAttack
fails under MV. For the remaining configurations that were not evaluated against AutoAttack under MV in 5.3, we provide six
successful AEs generated with LF.

In Supplemental F.11, we present attack images generated by the non-norm-bounded StAdv [54] strategy. This method
has demonstrated superior performance to norm-based techniques in the past against DBP [36] even in the absence of the
correct exact gradients, indicating it could be a viable attack strategy with our gradient computation fixes, thereby making
our LF approach unnecessary. Yet, previous evaluations only considered StAdv against DBP for CIFAR-10 [36]. While we
find StAdv capable of defeating all systems (for both CIFAR-10 and ImageNet), it leads to severe quality degradation when
used to attack DBP-protected classifiers for high-resolution inputs (i.e., ImageNet), leaving the AEs of no utility. Thus, we
deem it unsuitable, excluding it from the main body of the paper accordingly. Further details are in Supplemental F.11.

All samples below are originally (without adversarial perturbations) correctly classified.

F.1. Attack Samples Generated Against CIFAR-10’s WideResNet-70-16 with GDMP Purification

Figure S1. Successful attacks generated by LF and AutoAttack-ℓ∞. Left -original image. Middle - AutoAttack. Right - LF.

Figure S2. Successful LF attacks on inputs for which AutoAttack-ℓ∞ fails. Left - original image. Right - LF.
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F.2. Attack Samples Generated Against CIFAR-10’s WideResNet-28-10 with GDMP Purification

Figure S3. Successful attacks generated by LF and AutoAttack-ℓ∞. Left -original image. Middle - AutoAttack. Right - LF.

Figure S4. Successful LF attacks on inputs for which AutoAttack-ℓ∞ fails. Left - original image. Right - LF.

F.3. Attack Samples Generated Against CIFAR-10’s WideResNet-70-16 with DiffPure Purification

Figure S5. Successful attacks generated by LF and AutoAttack-ℓ∞. Left -original image. Middle - AutoAttack. Right - LF.

Figure S6. Successful LF attacks on inputs for which AutoAttack-ℓ∞ fails. Left - original image. Right - LF.
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F.4. Attack Samples Generated Against CIFAR-10’s WideResNet-28-10 with DiffPure Purification

Figure S7. Successful attacks generated with LF. Left -original image. Right - LF.

F.5. Attack Samples Generated Against ImageNet’s DeiT-S with GDMP Purification

Figure S8. Successful attacks generated by LF and AutoAttack-ℓ∞. Left -original image. Middle - AutoAttack. Right - LF.
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Figure S9. Successful LF attacks on inputs for which AutoAttack-ℓ∞ fails. Left - original image. Right - LF.

F.6. Attack Samples Generated Against ImageNet’s WideResNet-50-2 with GDMP Purification

Figure S10. Successful attacks generated with LF. Left -original image. Right - LF.
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F.7. Attack Samples Generated Against ImageNet’s ResNet-50 with GDMP Purification

Figure S11. Successful attacks generated with LF. Left -original image. Right - LF.

F.8. Attack Samples Generated Against ImageNet’s DeiT-S with DiffPure Purification

Figure S12. Successful attacks generated by LF and AutoAttack-ℓ∞. Left -original image. Middle - AutoAttack. Right - LF.
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Figure S13. Successful LF attacks on inputs for which AutoAttack-ℓ∞ fails. Left - original image. Right - LF.

F.9. Attack Samples Generated Against ImageNet’s WideResNet-50-2 with DiffPure Purification

Figure S14. Successful attacks generated by LF and AutoAttack-ℓ∞. Left -original image. Middle - AutoAttack. Right - LF.
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Figure S15. Successful LF attacks on inputs for which AutoAttack-ℓ∞ fails. Left - original image. Right - LF.

F.10. Attack Samples Generated Against ImageNet’s ResNet-50 with DiffPure Purification

Figure S16. Successful attacks generated with LF. Left -original image. Right - LF.
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F.11. Quality Comparison with StAdv

We found StAdv capable of generating outputs that defeat DBP even under MV. However, it is not suitable for targeting
DBP-defended classifiers that operate on high-resolution images. The reason is that StAdv performs spatial transformations
that relocate the different pixels. Thus, its changes quickly become visible when applied excessively. Due to the considerable
stochasticity of DBP (see §5.3), the required displacements (especially in the MV setting) are significant, which in turn
can severely impact the quality. For low-resolution inputs (e.g., CIFAR-10), StAdv can still be effective, with the quality
degradation remaining unnoticeable due to the size of the images that renders them blurry by default, masking StAdv’s effects.
For high-resolution inputs, the degradation is substantial, leaving the outputs useless as stealthiness is a key requirement from
practical AEs [27]. StAdv’s successfully misclassified samples (under MV) below prove these claims. We use Full-DiffGrad
for backpropagation and run StAdv with its default parameters [54]. When the parameters are changed to better retain quality,
StAdv ceases to converge for ImageNet, making it of no use. All provided samples are originally correctly classified.

Figure S17. StAdv attacks against CIFAR-10’s WideResNet-70-16 with GDMP purification. Left - original image. Right - StAdv.

Figure S18. StAdv attacks against ImageNet’s DeiT-S with DiffPure purification. Left - original image. Right - StAdv.
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