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Abstract: 

 

Human object recognition exhibits remarkable resilience in cluttered and dynamic visual 

environments1–5. In contrast, despite their unparalleled performance across numerous visual 

tasks6, Deep Neural Networks (DNNs) remain far less robust than humans7, showing, for 

example, a surprising susceptibility to adversarial attacks involving image perturbations that are 

(almost) imperceptible to humans8. Human object recognition likely owes its robustness, in part, 

to the increasingly resilient representations that emerge along the hierarchy of the ventral visual 

cortex9. Here we show that DNNs, when guided by neural representations from a hierarchical 

sequence of regions in the human ventral visual stream, display increasing robustness to 

adversarial attacks. These neural-guided models also exhibit a gradual shift towards more 

human-like decision-making patterns and develop hierarchically smoother decision surfaces. 

Importantly, the resulting representational spaces differ in important ways from those produced 

by conventional smoothing methods, suggesting that such neural-guidance may provide 

previously unexplored robustness solutions. Our findings support the gradual emergence of 

human robustness along the ventral visual hierarchy and suggest that the key to DNN robustness 

may lie in increasing emulation of the human brain.  

  



Main Text 

 

Humans demonstrate remarkable proficiency in visual processing, seamlessly navigating through 

the complex and dynamic visual environment. Empirical evidence has consistently demonstrated 

our ability to recognize objects despite changes in translation1, scale3, viewpoints2, and 

evolutionarily unnatural image degradations4 for even novel, and therefore untrained, objects5. 

Interestingly, DNNs, despite unparalleled performance on visual tasks6 and inspirations drawn 

from biological architectures10, fail many of the invariance benchmarks that humans excel at 
4,7,11–13.  

 

The lack of robustness of current artificial intelligence (AI) applications is understandably an 

area of great concern in computer vision, especially in the consequential areas of autonomous 

driving and medical diagnosis. Adversarial attacks, that is, carefully crafted image perturbations 

designed to deceive a model, pose a significant challenge to the robustness of the DNNs14. A 

particularly important class of adversarial attacks are those that generate image perturbations 

(almost) imperceptible and therefore innocuous to humans8, but can nonetheless reduce DNNs’ 

performance to chance (See one example in Fig. 2a).  

 

Such stark contrasts between the robust human visual system and the brittle DNNs could be a 

result of them learning to build importantly different representations. Empirical studies15,16, along 

with computational models17 and theoretical frameworks9 suggested a significant role for the 

ventral visual stream of the brain, encompassing visual cortices such as V1, V2, and hV4, 

through to the inferotemporal (IT) cortex, in object representation. In particular, as visual inputs 

traverse these hierarchically organized regions, their representation becomes increasingly stable 

as a result of increasingly disentangled representation spaces9. In other words, visual inputs 

belonging to the same object category become increasingly tolerant to identity-preserving 

transformations and more separable from nearby categories by a simple linear decision 

hyperplane. Indeed, empirical studies15,18–20 that examined neural encoding patterns to various 

transformations of visual objects revealed a tendency towards greater stability or consistency in 

object representations at higher levels of the ventral stream. 

 



Translating the principles underlying human visual robustness into DNN architectural 

implementations presents a significant challenge, given the current speculative understanding of 

the exact transformation mechanisms used within the ventral visual stream. However, if the key 

is indeed the evolving neural representation space, and DNNs simply lack similar “hardware” to 

naturally reach such a superior representation space in their later layers, then a viable approach 

would be to directly guide the DNNs with the representation space used by humans and see if 

they can achieve better resilience. More importantly, if the evolving representation space is 

indeed an inherent property of the ventral visual stream that gradually builds resilience, we 

should then expect a gradient of robustness improvement in DNNs with guidance from 

hierarchically later brain regions yielding more substantial gains.  

 

Here, we used a “neural-guidance” approach21–23 that trains DNN models to concurrently learn 

visual recognition tasks and the neural representations corresponding to specific images. In 

particular, we trained distinct DNNs, each tuned to the neural responses from consecutive stages 

within the ventral visual stream. Human neural responses were obtained from the Natural Scene 

Dataset (NSD)24 which provides whole-brain neural activity data recorded using high-resolution 

7T functional Magnetic Resonance Imaging (fMRI) as human participants viewed an extensive 

collection of natural images. As illustrated in Fig. 1a, our approach involved training a 

ResNet18-based DNN on two concurrent tasks: a visual recognition task involving image 

classification, and a representation learning task. The latter was facilitated by an additional 

neural head, guiding the DNNs to align their internal representations with those derived from 

neural responses.  

 



 
Fig 1. Schematic illustration of the neural-guidance training process. a. The architecture of 

the neurally-guided ResNet18 structure with a task head learning the primary visual recognition 

task, and a neural head learning the neural representation of the corresponding input images. The 

neural representations are generated by neural predictors, acting as surrogates for human brain 

regions to produce predicted neural responses (see the “neural predictors” section in Methods). 

b. Illustration of the anatomical locations of the seven Regions of Interest (ROI), V1, V2, V4, 

VO, PHC, LO, and TO of Subject-124. Neural responses obtained from each were used in the 

current experiment to guide DNNs. c. Quality check of the neural predictors, shown as Pearson’s 

r correlation between the predicted neural responses and the actual human recordings. The 

“Shuffled TO” and “Shuffled V1” predictors, in which the match between input images and 

ground-truth neural responses was intentionally permuted during the training of neural 

predictors, served as baseline conditions. The near-zero correlations in these shuffled conditions 

confirm that the higher predictability of the actual neural predictors reflects meaningful neural 

information related to the input images.  
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Neural Predictors 

Given the extensive images required for DNN training and the subsequent necessity to assess the 

effect of neural-guidance across diverse image sets and tasks, we used the more limited neural 

data acquired from humans in NSD to create neural predictors (see the “neural predictors” 

section in Methods for details). These neural predictors served as surrogates for each brain 

region, providing the approximated neural responses for the extensive and diverse image sets not 

seen by human participants but required for the neurally-guided training. 

 

Distinct neural predictors were trained to emulate the neural responses of each Region of Interest 

(ROI) along the ventral visual stream based on an anatomical atlas for the human visual cortex25. 

Our focus spanned from the primary visual cortex V1 to V2, V4, VO (Ventral-Occipital), PHC 

(posterior Parahippocampal Cortex), LO (Lateral-Occipital), and TO (Temporal-Occipital) 

regions (illustrated in Fig. 1b) along the ventrolateral surface of the brain. V1 and V2 are 

retinotopically organized areas known for processing low-level details26 and represent the initial 

stages of the cortical processing hierarchy. V4 serves as an intermediate stage. While not yet 

exhibiting a pronounced preference for objects, V4 demonstrates early signs of invariance15. 

Further along the ventral cortex lie VO and PHC. VO is positioned immediately anterior to V4 

with a demonstrated object preference27, while PHC, located further anterior and overlapping 

with the Parahippocampal Place Area (PPA) starts to show preference for scenes28, indicative of 

its capability to extract global information. LO on the lateral surface, which includes LO1 and 

LO2, overlaps with the relatively posterior section of the functionally defined Lateral Occipital 

Complex (LOC)29, commonly recognized for its holistic shape processing capabilities30. Finally, 

TO, although less frequently investigated on its own in relation to object recognition, is situated 

anterior to LO, and potentially encompasses the more anterior portion of LOC29.  

 

The neural predictors’ predictive power was evaluated by Pearson’s 𝑟 correlation between the 

predicted and actual neural patterns from each ROI, as demonstrated in Fig. 1c. We also trained 

predictors with shuffled V1 and TO data, where the associations between images and their 

ground truth neural responses were randomly permuted, serving as baseline predictors against 

which we can compare the quality of the ROI neural predictors. All seven ROI predictors 



produced Pearson’s 𝑟 correlations well above the near-zero prediction performance of the 

shuffled baseline predictors, confirming the utility of the neural predictors. 

 

Hierarchical improvement in DNN robustness 

The seven fully trained and frozen neural predictors were then used to generate neural 

representations to each guide one of seven DNNs when learning an image classification task on 

ImageNet images. In addition to the seven neurally-guided DNNs, we also included four baseline 

models each allowing us to rule out different alternative hypotheses. The “None” model, serving 

as the fundamental baseline, was devoid of the neural head and focused solely on the 

classification task. The “Random” model was guided by an untrained neural predictor with only 

randomly initialized weights, allowing us to rule out the possibility that the mere addition of the 

neural head, and therefore the associated loss term, might inadvertently lead to robustness 

improvement. Furthermore, we included “V1-shuffle” and “TO-shuffle” models that were guided 

by properly trained neural predictors, that is, the same predictors used for V1- and TO-guided 

DNNs. However, during training, neural representations were generated from images randomly 

selected and different from those the DNN was classifying at the moment, thereby guiding the 

DNNs with incongruent neural representations. Therefore, these two baseline models ensured 

that any improvements in robustness were not merely the byproduct of neural-characteristic 

noise, but rather meaningful information encoded in the neural representations.  

 

To assess the adversarial robustness of the neurally-guided and baseline models, we first 

implemented the 𝑙!-based Projected Gradient Descent (PGD) attack31 targeting the classification 

head of the models (see the “Adversarial Attacks” section in Methods). We tested the models 

against a range of attack strengths by varying the perturbation bounds 𝜖 that govern the 

magnitude of perturbations added to the input image (see Fig. 2a for an example). If the neurally-

guided models have indeed learned representation spaces that lead to more robust performance, 

they should collectively outperform the baseline models under adversarial attack, particularly 

those guided by later stages in the visual processing hierarchy. As shown in Fig. 2b, our results 

indeed show that baseline models exhibited similar susceptibility to attacks, whereas all neurally-

guided models demonstrated not only better resilience but a hierarchy of improvement. Models 

guided by V1 and V2 showed comparable levels of robustness, reflecting their early positions in 



the visual processing sequence. Improvements in robustness were more pronounced in the V4-

guided model and were further surpassed by the LO-guided, VO-guided, and PHC-guided 

models, with the TO-guided model exhibiting the highest level of robustness. 

 

 
Fig 2. Neurally-guided models show hierarchical improvements in adversarial robustness. 

a. An example of adversarial perturbation generated using 𝑙!-based Projected Gradient Descent 

Attack (PGD)31 with an 𝜖 of 0.015 added to an image of a llama (obtained from the ImageNet6), 

effectively misleading the baseline “None” model to classify the perturbed image as a “Komodo 

lizard” with a high confidence score (99.63%). Note that the perturbed image remains visually 

indistinguishable from the original image. b. Performance of neurally-guided models and 

baseline models on the image classification task when subjected to the 𝑙!-based PGD attack. The 

y-axis shows top-1 classification accuracy normalized to each model’s accuracy on unperturbed 

(clean) images (refer to the “Adversarial Attacks” section in Methods). Attack strength increases 

as 𝜖	increases on the x-axis. 

 

 

 

b. 

a.

+ =
“Llama”

Confidence: 99.82%
“Komodo Lizard” 

Confidence: 99.63%



To substantiate our observation, we further employed a variety of common adversarial attacks 

beyond the 𝑙!-based PGD attack, including 𝑙!-based Fast Gradient Sign Method (FGSM) 

attack32, 𝑙!-based AutoAttack33, 𝑙"-based FGM attack32 and 𝑙"-based Deepfool attack34. The 

observed hierarchy of robustness was consistent across these additional attack methods (Supp. 

Fig. S1a-d), confirming that this hierarchy is not a coincidental result of one specific attack. 

Moreover, we extended the evaluation of our neural-guidance approach to an alternative image 

dataset, CIFAR-100 (Supp. Fig. S1e) using 𝑙!-based PGD attack. Although the overall 

magnitude of robustness improvement was reduced, potentially as a result of the significantly 

different image statistics due to CIFAR-100’s greatly reduced size, the hierarchical pattern of 

robustness remained evident. This replication across image datasets further confirms that the 

effect of neural guidance is more fundamental and not constrained to a particular dataset. 

 

If neurally-guide models achieve better robustness indeed as a result of learning a better 

representation space, we would expect this improvement to extend beyond mere image 

classification to any task that fundamentally relies on the features extracted by the model. To 

explore this, we employed an image captioning task to examine whether the benefits of neural 

guidance persist when the model’s extracted features are repurposed for a task other than 

classification. A common approach in image captioning involves employing a pre-trained DNN 

as a dedicated feature extractor, or “encoder”, to process an input image, and the output is then 

channeled into a decoder tasked with generating image captions35. We removed both heads and 

froze the backbone of all seven neurally-guided models and the four baseline models to preserve 

the feature extraction capabilities. Decoders were subsequently trained to generate captions for a 

collection of MSCOCO images. Thus, we were able to evaluate the impact of neural guidance 

with both an alternative task and a different set of images. Employing the same 𝑙!-based PGD 

attack on the captioning task, we again found the same robustness hierarchy, consistent with our 

previous results (Supp. Fig. S1f). Collectively, our findings not only show that aligning DNNs 

with human neural representation spaces through neural responses improves model robustness, 

consistent with observations in recent work21,23 but also revealed a hierarchy of robustness 

improvements that increases along the ventral visual stream, further confirming that the ventral 

stream’s function includes creating an increasingly resilient representation of visual inputs. 

 



Neural guidance leads to smoother output surfaces 

A key characteristic of robust models is their association with smoother output surfaces, or more 

slowly changing loss landscapes with respect to the input images36. Adversarial attacks exploit 

the irregular and complex output surfaces of models, which not only facilitates the search for 

adversarial examples via gradient descent but also contributes to the existence of numerous 

adversarial examples around each data point. Defenses against adversarial attacks sometimes rely 

on this insight, aiming to mechanistically smooth the model’s output surface36. Importantly, an 

effective representation space at the model’s final stage should naturally entail a smoother output 

surface. This is because in such a space, semantically similar images, including those differing 

only by minor perturbations, should be mapped to proximate regions, or constitute continuous 

manifolds9 that are easily separable from other object manifolds in the space.  

 

We thus would expect that if the ventral stream is creating increasingly robust representations, 

then a correspondingly smoother loss landscape would likely emerge among the neurally-guided 

models. Indeed, visualization of the output surfaces for the “None”, “V4”-guided, and “TO”-

guided models depicted in Fig. 3a show an increasingly smooth landscape. To quantitatively 

measure this smoothness, we calculated the magnitude of the gradient norm for adversarial 

examples across various neighborhood sizes37 (detailed in the “Analysis” section of the Methods) 

and show that neurally-guided models consistently have smoother output surfaces at every 

evaluated neighborhood radius compared to their baseline counterparts (Fig. 3b). Notably, in 

accordance with the adversarial robustness performance shown in Fig. 2b, models guided by 

hierarchically later regions manifested increasingly smoother surfaces, with the exception of V2 

being slightly less smooth than V1. We note that engineering solutions to smooth functions, such 

as regularization methods to encourage the generalization of a model, have been around for a 

long time38. Importantly, however, we show in subsequent analyses that using neural-guidance to 

impart smoothness produces fundamentally different solutions than conventional regularization 

methods.  

 



 
Fig 3. Neurally-guided DNNs have smoother output surfaces. a. Visualization of the loss 

landscape with respect to input images for three selected models: “None”, “V4-guided” and 

“TO-guided” near a reference broccoli image (obtained from the ImageNet6, refer to the 

“Analysis” section in Methods for details on surface generation). The black dot represents the 

unperturbed (clean) image, while other locations on the surface would denote all variants of the 

clean image including those found by adversarial attacks. The z-axis quantifies the task loss 

associated with each input image. b. Smoothness scores37 (a.u., refer to the “Analysis” section in 

Methods for details) for each model, calculated within a specified 𝑙!-based neighborhood radius 

of each clean image. Larger values correspond to smoother and more level surfaces. 

 

 

Neurally-guided models are more shape-biased 

We conducted several additional analyses to further distinguish neurally-guided models from 

standard DNNs. To allow comparison to conventional methods such as smoothness 

regularization, we trained five additional models, each varying in the weight decay magnitude 
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(WD)39, to produce models with a spectrum of smoothness and robustness improvements (refer 

to the “Analysis” section in Methods for details, and see Supp. Fig. S2 for diagnostics on WD 

models). In comparison to these WD as well as baseline models, we first show that neurally-

guided models develop more human-like properties, such as the shape bias. 

 

We hypothesized that neurally-guided models should increasingly capture higher-level, global, 

and abstract features conducive to constructing a representation of object shapes as one ascends 

the ventral stream. Previous research has consistently shown that, in contrast to machines’ 

preference for textural cues, human visual perception almost exclusively relies on shape cues to 

discern objects40. Moreover, the distortions introduced by adversarial attacks can be interpreted 

as subtle disturbances of image textures (as illustrated in Fig. 2a), suggesting that a model’s shift 

toward shape-based recognition might improve its resilience to such perturbations. Using style-

transferred images41, we found that neurally-guided models, especially those guided by higher 

regions, indeed exhibited a higher tendency towards shape-based decision-making, along with 

their increased resilience against adversarial perturbations. 

 

Style-transferred images were created by merging the texture of one object (e.g. broccoli) with 

the shape of another (e.g. a llama) (Illustrated in Fig. 4a). When processing these images, a 

model might prioritize shape (identifying the image as a llama), texture (classifying it as 

broccoli), or make a mistake. Our results (Fig. 4b) show that the baseline models predominantly 

favored texture-based decisions. However, a notable transition occurs for neurally-guided DNNs 

when we progress through the ventral stream, from the early visual areas V1 and V2 to the more 

advanced regions. More importantly, while WD models with higher weight decay values show 

some improvement, they do not demonstrate a comparable level of shape bias, particularly when 

compared against hierarchically later regions. Neurally-guided models’ steady shift towards 

shape-based decisions supports the evolving abstraction capabilities inherent in the ventral visual 

stream, potentially underpinning its robustness. Similar properties, on the other hand, were not 

fostered in models trained with smoothness regularization alone, despite them exhibiting 

comparable levels of output surface smoothness. 

 



 
Fig 4. Neurally-guided models make higher percentages of shape-based decisions. a. 

Schematic illustration of the method used to evaluate the percentage of shape- versus texture-

based decisions. The texture of, for example, a broccoli image6 is transferred41 onto a llama 

image6 resulting in the composite image displayed in the center. This composite image was then 

processed by a DNN and received a label. A “llama” label indicates a shape-based decision, 

while a “broccoli” label signifies a texture-based decision. Any other label is classified as an 

incorrect response. b. Percentage of shape-based versus texture-based decisions made by each 

model, calculated after excluding incorrect responses. The five WD models are labeled according 

to their weight decay parameter values, such as WD-0.003, WD-0.004, etc., applied during 

training. The numbers shown on each bar correspond to the percentage of shape-based decisions. 

 

 

Neural-guidance alters representation space 

We have suggested that neural guidance takes effect via steering DNNs’ representational spaces 

to better align with those achieved by humans. To directly examine the representational spaces of 

both neurally-guided models and those trained conventionally, we first used Representational 

Similarity Analysis (RSA)42 to provide a preliminary evaluation of the similarities in 

representational spaces among all models. We constructed representational spaces for all 16 

models, comprising seven neurally-guided, four baseline, and five WD models (detailed methods 

are provided in the “Analysis” section in Methods). A secondary space similarity index, 

Spearman’s 𝜌 correlation was then computed for all possible model pairs to produce the final 

Representation Similarity Matrix (RSM) shown in Fig 5a. In addition, we also applied 
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Multidimensional Scaling (MDS) to project representational space distances onto a two-

dimensional plane for a clearer visualization of the similarity relationship among all models (Fig. 

5b).  

 

The RSM and MDS plots reveal notable patterns. All baseline models (with the exception of the 

random model) and WD models exhibit a high degree of correlation amongst themselves, 

indicating high representational similarity among the conventional models. Importantly, 

however, the neurally-guided models were less similar to, or farther away from both the baseline 

and WD models, underscoring a fundamental shift in their representational spaces away from 

conventionally trained DNNs.   

 

The high similarity observed among the representational spaces of the conventionally trained 

DNNs (baseline and WD-models as depicted in the RSM), may explain the known susceptibility 

of DNNs to transfer attacks, that is, attacks where adversarial examples crafted for one model 

can compromise another. Such transferability has been consistently observed across various 

architectures43, tasks44, and training datasets45. The success of transfer attacks suggests that 

vulnerabilities in the output space of one model often coincide with those in other models, 

evidencing a fundamental homogeneity among standard DNNs.  

 

Importantly, however, if neural guidance indeed alters the representational space relative to those 

produced by conventional DNNs, then they may be less susceptible to such transfer attacks. This 

is indeed supported by the observation that neurally-guided models were less susceptible to 

adversarial examples generated using the None baseline model, than were the other baseline 

models (Supp. Fig. S3a). Interestingly, models guided by later ventral stream regions are 

increasingly resilient to the transfer attack. One might be tempted to consider hierarchical 

improvement as simply a reflection of increasing smoothness of the output surface, a 

characteristic also shared with WD-models with increasing smoothness regularizations (Supp. 

Fig. S3b); after all, increased smoothness generally leads to fewer vulnerabilities to be exploited. 

However, at comparable levels of smoothness scores, quantified using the magnitude of the 

gradient norm as previously described, neurally-guided models not only consistently outperform 

WD-models in resisting transfer attacks, but that resistance is more stable across various 



smoothness levels (Fig. 5c). Thus, the neurally-guided models’ improved robustness to transfer 

attack cannot be solely attributed to smoothness per se, but instead must reflect a fundamentally 

different representational landscape than conventional methods, while being optimized for 

robustness. Thus, the core of the neurally-guided models’ robustness, guided by the inherently 

robust human visual system, likely stems from their unique representational spaces transformed 

with principles distinct from those of conventional DNN structures. 

 

 

 
Fig 5. Neurally-guided DNNs’ representational spaces and output surfaces are different 

from standard models. a. Heatmap from Representation Similarity Analysis (RSA) depicting 

the similarity in representation spaces across all models. Each cell represents the similarity 

between two models, quantified by Spearman’s 𝜌, where a higher value signifies a greater 

correlation. Diagonal elements, always denoting self-correlation with a value of 1, have been 

masked. b. Multidimensional Scaling (MDS) visualization based on the Representational 

Similarity Matrix (RSM) presented in a. Each circle represents one of the 16 models evaluated, 

where proximity indicates similarity in the representational space of each model. c. Relationship 

between transfer attack top-1 classification accuracy (normalized to each model’s accuracy on 
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clean images) and smoothness scores, for both neurally-guided models and WD-models, depicted 

across four different 𝑙!-based neighborhood radii. Points representing WD-models correspond to 

models trained with specific weight decay values, whereas points for neurally-guided models 

correspond to those guided by distinct ROIs. 

 

Discussion 

Our results reveal a hierarchical enhancement in DNN robustness when their representational 

learning is guided by progressively later regions along the human ventral visual stream. Such 

hierarchical improvement persists across various types of adversarial attacks, input datasets, and 

tasks. The resulting representational spaces are both increasingly shape-biased and smooth. 

Importantly, though, neural guidance differs from more conventional methods of inducing 

smooth decision surfaces in that neural guidance ultimately leads to less susceptibility to transfer 

attacks. Our results not only support the crucial role of the ventral visual stream in gradually 

achieving resilience via, for example, producing increasingly disentangled manifolds9 but also 

suggest that neural-guidance produces a qualitatively different and superior approach to 

robustness than conventional methods. 

 

Despite its early stage in the visual processing hierarchy, even models guided by V1 showed 

notable improvements in robustness. Given that fMRI lacks the temporal resolution to precisely 

track the dynamics of representational transformation, it remains an open question as to whether 

these initial improvements are inherent to the features initially extracted by V126 or a result of 

subsequent, higher-level feedback enhancing early representations46. Interestingly, V2 did not 

confer further benefits beyond those observed with V1, and in some analyses such as the texture-

shape bias and smoothness evaluation, V2 resulted in worse performance. Such results may be 

related to V2’s role in texture segmentation47. However, further investigation into V2’s specific 

contributions to the resilience of the visual system is needed. 

 

The TO region is a motion-sensitive area that is sometimes referred to as the human MT+ 

complex48. We included TO along with LO to collectively capture the more anterior and more 

posterior sections of the functionally defined LOC29. Although TO is less often investigated in 

the context of visual recognition, it has been implicated in the processing of three-dimensional 



shape49–51. We also extended our analysis to VO (Ventral-Occipital) and the PHC (Posterior 

Parahippocampal Cortex). Although these regions demonstrated enhanced performance 

compared to LO, neither matched the efficacy observed in TO (Fig. 2b). It is unclear whether this 

difference is attributed TO’s role in shape processing or whether TO’s superior performance is a 

result of the higher quality fMRI signal, as demonstrated by both higher noise ceiling (Supp. Fig. 

S4), indicating a greater proportion of signal variance attributable to the stimulation rather than 

measurement noise, and the more accurate prediction capability of the TO neural predictor (Fig. 

1c).  

 

As discussed, our findings are consistent with theories that all identity-preserving changes to 

objects form continuous representation manifolds9,52. These manifolds are highly entangled in 

their native pixel space but gradually become more distinguishable through the ventral stream’s 

successive stages. Such separation of manifolds, therefore, leads naturally to invariance9. With 

adequately separated manifolds, local smoothness is less critical, meaning that minor changes to 

a correctly classified image should not alter the output decision. Similar assumptions have been 

made for DNNs until the advent of adversarial attacks8, revealing that DNNs’ generalization 

capabilities cannot be guaranteed even within close proximity to accurately recognized images. 

Interestingly, the search for adversarial examples of human visual system53,54 has met with some 

success. Thus, although we do not contend that the human visual system is entirely impervious to 

such attacks, our findings affirm that the human visual system likely houses a superior 

representation space with smoother decision surfaces and better-separated object manifolds than 

DNNs, thus leading to the observed robustness improvement in our neurally-guided models. 

 

Our neurally-guided models also offer the potential to uncover principles governing human 

vision that can then inform the development of DNNs. We observe, for instance, that their output 

surfaces are smoother, potentially as a result of achieving a more human-like representational 

space with optimized smoothness as opposed to arbitrary smoothing seen in conventional 

methods. This optimized smoothness not only facilitates adversarial robustness but also achieves 

more separable object manifolds, resulting in greater invariance to identify-preserving 

transformations9. Furthermore, the observed shape bias may be another emergent property 

stemming from the increasingly smooth and disentangled representational space. However, more 



exploration as to how such representational space is achieved is needed. What the data presented 

here make clear is that the principles that enable the construction of resilient representational 

space are embedded in the ventral visual stream of the human cortex and understanding how the 

neurally-guided and conventional representational spaces differ should provide critical insights 

for developing the next generation of DNNs.  

  



Methods  
 
Neural Data 
 
Neural data were obtained from the publicly available Natural Scene Data (NSD)24. High-
resolution, whole-brain functional Magnetic Resonance Imaging (fMRI) scans were collected 
from human participants as they viewed a selection of natural images from the MSCOCO image 
database55. We used the fully preprocessed neural data and the %signal change estimates from 
NSD’s processing pipeline for better reproducibility. All analysis and results presented in the text 
are based on data from Subject-1 included in the NSD dataset, although a similar hierarchy has 
been observed across three other human subjects (see Supp. Fig S5 for details). Subsequent 
analyses, such as the extraction of Regions of Interest (ROIs) and additional data cleaning, were 
performed using custom scripts in AFNI (version: AFNI_23.0.0) and Python (version: 3.9.16). 
We used data from Subject-1 with the highest noise ceiling24 ensuring the use of high-quality 
neural data to optimize the training process for neural predictors. 
 
Regions-of-Interest (ROIs): ROIs were delineated using an anatomical atlas25 that 
probabilistically assigns voxels to different topological regions within the human visual system. 
We focused on ROIs from V1, V2, (h)V4, LO, VO, PHC to TO. We further intersected each ROI 
mask with a provided “nsdgeneral” mask in NSD subject-1’s native space to ensure that the 
voxels used are more confined to the grey matter and visually responsive in the NSD experiment.  
 
Functional Data: We used the 1.8mm-resolution 7T functional data to take advantage of its 
higher signal-to-noise ratio (SNR). In the NSD experiment, each trial consisted of a human 
participant viewing a single image in the scanner. A general linear model (GLM) that includes 
hemodynamic response function (HRF)-based regressors modeling the onset of each image and a 
variety of denoising regressors were fitted to each voxel’s time series to extract its activation 
level in response to the image appearing in a given trial. The activation level corresponds to the 
coefficient for the image regressors within the GLM, denoted as “𝛽”, in the unit of %signal 
change. Within a given ROI, the 𝛽 values from all voxels compose the neural representation 
vector for the corresponding image viewed. We used the 𝛽 values obtained from the “b3” 
version24 of the GLM that includes individually estimated HRF for each voxel, additional 
denoising techniques, and ridge regression to ensure optimal data quality.  
 
Further preparation for neural predictor training: To reduce the noise in the signal, we 
further averaged the neural representation vectors across repetitions of the same image, when 
possible. There was an imbalance in repetition frequency due to the exclusion of two sessions of 
NSD data for the Algonauts challenge56. For subject-1, 8,420 images were repeated three times, 
1,069 images were repeated two times, and 352 images did have any repetition, and we obtained 
a set of 9,841 unique images. Our train/test split adhered to the same protocol as the original 
NSD experiment24, where a subset of randomly selected images viewed by all participants was 
used as the test set. This resulted in a training set comprising 8,859 MSCOCO images and their 
corresponding neural representations, with the remaining 982 image-neural response pairs 
forming the test set. Furthermore, we performed a Principal Component Analysis (PCA), only 
using components that explained 95% or more variance, to reduce noise and dimensionality of 
the neural representation vectors, thereby simplifying the subsequent training process. 



Importantly PCA was first applied to the training data to determine the transformation 
parameters, which were then applied to the test data to avoid potential data leakage.  
 
 
Neural predictors  
 
Neural predictor architecture: Neural predictors were based on the convolutional neural 
network, ResNet1857. The only structure modification was the resizing of the final fully 
connected (FC) layer to correspond with the dimensionality of the targeted ROI. For instance, to 
predict the V1 ROI with 1084 dimensions, the FC layer was reconfigured to match this with 
1084 output units. All components typically associated with classification tasks, such as the 
softmax layer, were removed to repurpose the ResNet18 as a feature extractor. We trained seven 
neural predictors each acting as the surrogate for one of the seven ROIs investigated. 
 
Architectural modification for CIFAR-100: When replicating the robustness improvements 
from neural guidance on CIFAR-10058 images, we adapted the architecture of neural predictors 
too to address the challenge posed by the much lower resolution of CIFAR-100 images (32x32), 
which contrasts sharply with the higher resolution of MSCOCO images (227x227) from NSD. 
We trained additional seven neural predictors on down-sampled MSCOCO images while 
modifying the initial convolutional layer (Conv1) of the neural predictors by reducing both the 
kernel size (reduced from 7 to 3) and stride (reduced from 2 to 1) to better accommodate the 
smaller image size. 
 
Neural predictor training:  Training of neural predictors was conducted using a Mean-Squared 
Error (MSE) loss: 

min
#
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where 𝑔# represents the neural predictor with parameters 𝜙, 𝑥% denotes the input image and 𝑦% 
denotes its corresponding neural response vector, and 𝑛 denotes the image set size used in the 
training. Throughout the training, we monitored the Euclidean distance and Pearson’s r 
correlation between the ground-truth neural representations and the predicted outputs. Upon 
completing the training, we fixed the weights of all neural predictors, repurposing them as 
feature extractors for subsequent neural-guided training. Additionally, to validate the efficacy of 
our neural predictors, we conducted control experiments where the network was trained on 
shuffled neural data. Specifically, for each input image, we assigned a randomly selected, non-
corresponding neural response as the ground truth. However, the integrity of the input-output 
correspondence was maintained during testing. Therefore, if the correlations observed under 
these shuffling conditions are significantly lower than those achieved with accurately paired 
training data, this would confirm that the neural predictors are learning meaningful 
representations relevant to the image shown. Results of such training quality checks for the 
neural predictors are presented in Fig. 1c. We note that neural predictors trained with this 
shuffling process as control conditions were used only for quality check purposes and discarded 
before our main analysis of the neural guidance effects. Both “V1-shuffle” and “TO-shuffle” 
models used in the main analysis involved the use of validly trained neural predictors but with 



shuffled input images to give incorrect neural-guidance (see Neural-guided Training section 
below). 
 
 
Image datasets used for neural guidance 
 
ImageNet-50: The primary dataset used in our study to assess the neural-guidance method was a 
subset of ImageNet that consists of 50 categories closely mirroring those found in the original 
MSCOCO images viewed by the human subjects. We note that the neural predictors were trained 
on a limited number of MSCOCO images and asked to perform a demanding representation 
extraction task that transfers to the ImageNet dataset. We facilitated this transfer by opting for a 
subset of ImageNet that bears the closest resemblance to the class labels of MSCOCO images 
used in the training of neural predictors. The complex and object-dense nature of MSCOCO 
images precludes a direct one-to-one correspondence between each image and ImageNet 
categories. Therefore, the selection of relevant ImageNet categories was determined by the 
classification outputs of a pre-trained deep neural network, specifically Resnet-101 with the 
latest pre-trained weights from PyTorch (version 2.0.0) on MSCOCO images used in NSD. From 
this process, the top 50 most frequently occurring categories in the classification results were 
used as our primary dataset.  
 
CIFAR-100: To show the generality of neural guidance, we employed an additional image set, 
CIFAR-10058, which is distinct in characteristics from ImageNet yet similarly purposed for 
classification tasks. Given the low resolution of CIFAR-100 images (32x32), we made necessary 
architectural adjustments to the neural predictors (detailed in the Neural Predictors section) and 
the neural-guided model (discussed in the Neurally-guided Training section) to accommodate 
these images.  
 
MSCOCO-NSD: To evaluate the effect of neural guidance on a different task, namely image 
captioning, a different dataset from those used in classification tasks (ImageNet and CIFAR-100) 
was required. We adopted a subset of MSCOCO55 images viewed by Subject-1 in the NSD. 
These images are diverse enough for the purpose of evaluation and have the advantage of having 
been used in the training of the neural predictor. The train/test split was the same as the division 
used in the training of the neural predictors.  
 
 
Neurally-guided Training 
 
Neurally-guided model architecture: Our primary model is an adaptation of ResNet-18, 
augmented with an additional fully-connected (FC) layer situated after the last convolutional 
block and the immediate average pooling layer, functioning in tandem with the original FC 
classification layer. This additional FC layer, or “neural head”, is configured to match the size of 
the targeted ROI and dedicated to learning the neural representation of each input image, while 
the original “task head” concentrates on the actual classification task. We note that the neural-
guidance is from the fully trained neural predictors acting as surrogates to each of the seven 
ROIs. Fig 1a shows a visual illustration of this bifurcated structure. Seven models were trained 
on the ImageNet-50 dataset, each designed to learn neural representations from one of the 



surrogate neural predictors. Another set of seven models with modification done to the initial 
convolution layer in the same fashion as discussed in the Neural predictors section were trained 
on the CIFAR-100 dataset to account the reduced resolution of these images. 
 
Neurally-guided classification training: During training, the neural-guided models were tasked 
with learning both the neural representation and the classification task concurrently. The 
architecture of the neural-guided models composes three parts (Fig. 1a): the shared backbone 𝑓(, 
the task head 𝑓), and the neural head 𝑓$. The combined training objective is: 
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where 𝑧% = 𝑓*!
( (𝑥%) denotes the output of the shared backbone, and 𝜃', 𝜃", 𝜃- are the parameters 

of 𝑓(, 𝑓) , 𝑓$, respectively. ℓ represents the task loss function e.g. cross-entropy loss for 
classification task. The hyperparameter 𝛼 was tuned to achieve an optimal balance between the 
performance of the neural representation learning and the classification task. 
 
Baseline models: We trained four additional baseline models, each designed to test alternative 
hypothesis of the neural guidance effect. The “None” model, serving as the absolute baseline 
condition, has only the task head and was merely fine-tuned on the training datasets. The 
“Random” model has a dual-headed structure, but the neural head was guided by the output of an 
untrained neural predictor with randomly initialized weights and can be used to test if the mere 
addition of an uninformative neural head could lead to improvement. The “V1-shuffle” and “TO-
shuffle” models were both informed by the outputs of correctly trained V1 and TO neural 
predictors, respectively. However, during the neural-guided training, we shuffled the input 
images to the neural predictors so that the resulting predicted neural representation used as 
guidance was mismatched with the original input image fed into the main model. This shuffling 
intended to determine whether any observed improvement in robustness could be attributed to 
neural-characteristic noise rather than to genuine informational content. 
 
 
Image captioning 
 
To ask if the features extracted by neural-guided models can lead to improvement for tasks 
beyond classification, we employed an image captioning task using the MSCOCO-NSD dataset 
relying on features extracted by trained neural-guided models. Following the common encoder-
decoder framework35, our encoder consisted of the neural-guided models trained on ImageNet-50 
classification task, after removing the neural head, the task head, and the average pooling layer 
immediately following the fourth convolution block. The extracted features with the spatial 
structure retained were fed into the decoder which consisted of a Long-Short-Term-Memory 
(LSTM) layer for generating image captions, supplemented by an attention module to improve 
performance. Decoder initialization employed pre-trained weights35 and was finetuned on the 
MSCOCO-NSD dataset with features extracted by neurally-guided models. The loss function for 
image captioning finetuning was defined as  

𝐿 = −* 𝑙𝑜𝑔
)

𝑃(𝑦)|𝑎, 𝑦':)/') 



where 𝑦) denotes the word to be generated at time 𝑡, 𝑦':)/' denotes the sequence of words 
generated up to time 𝑡 − 1, and 𝑎 represents the set of annotation vectors extracted from the 
image by the DNN encoder. The probability of the word at time 𝑡 then is: 

𝑃(𝑦)|𝑎, 𝑦':)/') ∝ 𝑒𝑥𝑝(𝐿0(𝐸1$%! + 𝐿2ℎ) + 𝐿3𝑧)I)), 
Where 𝐿0, 𝐿2 , 𝐿3 are learned parameters, 𝐸1$%! is the embedding of the previously generated 
word, ℎ) is the hidden state of the Recurrent Neural Network (RNN) in the decoder at time 𝑡, and 
𝑧)I  is the context vector at time 𝑡, calculated as a weighted sum of the annotation vector 𝑎. The 
weights for the weighted sum are determined by the attention mechanism, based on the current 
hidden state ℎ) and 𝑎. The performance of the captioning task was then assessed using the 
conventional BLEU scores59. 
 
 
Adversarial Attacks:  
 
When evaluating the adversarial robustness of models, the neural head was removed from all 
neural-guided models, focusing the attack only on the task head. Specifically, for each specific 
image 𝑋%, we search for a perturbation 𝜏 that could be added to 𝑋% without exceeding a maximum 
perturbation magnitude threshold, 𝜖, as measured by a specified 𝑙4 norm: 

max
||6||&78

ℓ4(𝑓*(𝑥% + 𝜏), 𝑦%) 

We included a range of	𝜖	to show the robustness difference across different attack strengths (Fig. 
2b). The primary attack method employed was the 𝑙!-based Projected Gradient Descent (PGD) 
attack31. Since we focus on the robustness improvement of models, instead of the absolute 
accuracy level, we normalized each model’s task accuracy with respect to their performance on 
clean image sets using: 1 − | 9::'()/9::*+,'-

9::*+,'-
|. To ensure that the observed robustness 

improvements attributed to neural guidance were not merely a coincidental result of 𝑙!-based 
PGD attack, we subjected the models to a range of common adversarial attacks, including: 1. 𝑙!-
based AutoAttack33, which aggregates several attack methods including FAB, Square Attack, 
APGD-CE, and APGD-DLR; 2. 𝑙!-based Fast Gradient Sign Method (FGSM)60; 3. 𝑙"-based Fast 
Gradient Method (FGM) attack60,61; and 4. 𝑙"-based DeepFool attack34. 
 
 
Analysis:  
Smoothness evaluation: We visualized the model’s loss landscape with respect to an input 
image using the following procedure. For a given input data 𝑥, ground truth 𝑦, and the loss 
function  ℓ*, we first compute the two leading eigenvectors 𝑣', 𝑣" of the Hessian matrix 𝐻 =
;"ℓ.(>,1)

;>"
, then construct the perturbed image as 

𝑥P = 𝑥 + 𝛿'𝑣' + 𝛿"𝑣", 
and plot the relation between 𝛿', 𝛿", and ℓ*(𝑥P, 𝑦). The leading eigenvectors are computed using 
power iterations62. We further quantified the models’ smoothness loss37 as the “worst” 
smoothness in a given data point 𝑥’s 𝑙!-based neighborhood: 

ℒ(@AA)2(ℓ, 𝜃, 𝑥, 𝑦) = max
||>B/>||/78

||∇>Bℓ*(𝑥P, 𝑦)||" 

In practice, we leveraged projection gradient descent (PGD) optimization to search for an 
adversarial image 𝑥P, then calculate the gradient norm37 of the loss with respect to 𝑥P. Note that for 



this quantification, higher values suggest larger gradients, steeper slopes, and therefore less 
smooth surfaces. For clarity, we applied the following transformation: 𝑒/ℒ0122$3so that higher 
smoothness scores correspond to a smoother output surface. 
 
Standard training with smoothness regularization: To demonstrate that neural-guided models 
achieve a smoother loss landscape that differs from conventional smoothness regularization 
techniques, we trained additional ResNet-18 models (“WD-models”) on the ImageNet-50 
dataset. These models were specifically adjusted for smoothness by varying the weight decay 
parameter39, a common method for imposing regularization. For a better comparison, we selected 
five distinct weight decay values, targeting smoothness levels within a range comparable to those 
observed in neural-guided models, as shown in Figure 5b and Supp Fig. S2. The evaluation of 
smoothness scores for these WD-models was conducted using the same methodology applied to 
the neural-guided models. 
 
Texture-shape bias: To assess the texture-shape bias of our neural-guided models, we employed 
a similar methodology as in previous work40, performing style transfer41 across different 
categories within the ImageNet-50 dataset, and evaluated the classification outputs. This process 
involved randomly selecting pairs of images from different categories, and then merging the pair 
to create an image with texture of one category and the shape of another. The resultant style-
transferred images were then subjected to classification by the neural-guided models. The 
models’ responses can be divided into three possible outcomes: a shape-based decision (aligning 
with human behavior40), a texture-based decision (a pattern commonly observed in DNNs), or an 
incorrect decision. This analysis enabled us to quantify the models’ inclination for shape versus 
texture decisions, as shown in Fig. 4.  
 
Representational space similarity: We applied Representation Similarity Analysis (RSA)42 to 
assess the similarity of the representational spaces of all WD-models, neurally-guided models, 
and baseline models. We used the MSCOCO images presented to participants in the NSD 
experiment to construct the representational spaces. For all ResNet18-based DNN models, we 
extracted 1D feature vectors from the average-pooling layer corresponding to these MSCOCO 
images to construct each model’s representation spaces. We then calculated the Euclidean 
distance between all possible pairs of image features to form a Representational Dissimilarity 
Matrix (RDM) for each model. Subsequently, we computed pair-wise Spearman’s 𝜌 correlations 
to generate a final matrix representing the similarity of representation spaces (Fig. 5a), i.e., the 
Representational Similarity Matrix (RSM). Higher correlations, indicated by darker colors, 
correspond to greater similarity between the representation spaces of two entities (models). For a 
more intuitive visualization of the similarity relationship among all models, we further applied 
Multidimensional Scaling (MDS). The RSM was first converted to a distance matrix using 1 – 
RSM, and then reduced to two principal dimensions using the scikit-learn library63 (version 
1.0.2). The resulting two-dimensional representation preserves the pairwise dissimilarities 
between models such that those with more similar representational spaces appear closer together 
in the plot (Fig. 5b). 
 
Transfer attack: To further assess the similarity of the loss landscape with respect to input 
images between neural-guided models and conventionally trained models, we employed transfer 
attacks60 as an alternative evaluative measure. Specifically, adversarial examples were generated 



by attacking the standard “None” model, which had undergone only fine-tuning on the 
ImageNet-50 dataset, using the 𝑙!-based PGD attack. These adversarial examples were then 
applied to both the set of five WD-models and the seven neural-guided models to evaluate their 
classification accuracy on these perturbed inputs. Poor accuracy then indicates compromised 
performance and thus a greater similarity in the loss landscape, or more precisely, the positioning 
of adversarial examples, between the source “None” model and the target model. 
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Figure S1 
 

 
Hierarchical robustness improvement observed across different adversarial attacks, datasets, and 
tasks. a. – d. Performance of neural-guided and baseline models, all trained on the ImageNet 
dataset for classification tasks, but subsequently evaluated against a variety of adversarial attacks 
(See “Methods” in the manuscript for details). The observed hierarchy in robustness is consistent 
across these evaluations, despite differences in absolute accuracy scores. e. Performance of 
neural-guided and baseline models trained with classification task on the CIFAR-1001 image set, 
under the 𝐿!-based PGD attack2. The black square and arrow indicate a blow-up window to 
better visualize the performance of each model on the top-right corner.  f. Performance on image 
captioning task when encoders are substituted with either neural-guided or baseline models. 
Robustness is evaluated through the 𝐿!-PGD attack. The evaluation metric used here is the 
BLEU-1 score to measure caption quality.  
  

a. !! FGSM attack b. !! Auto-attack

c. !" FGM attack d. !" Deepfool attack

e. CIFAR-100 (!! PGD attack) f. MSCOCO Captioning (!! PGD attack) 



Figure S2 
 

 
 
Properties of ResNet183-based DNNs trained with varying weight decay (WD)4 parameters. 
Adjusting the weight-decay parameter is a mechanistic approach to enhancing robustness5, and 
we show both smoothness scores and adversarial robustness to confirm its effectiveness. a. 
Smoothness scores2 across the five WD-models we trained. When comparing with Fig. 3b from 
the main text, we show that these specific WD values can yield models whose smoothness values 
span a comparable range to that of neural-guided models. b. The performance of WD-models 
subjected to the 𝐿!-based PGD attack6, demonstrating a gradient of performance that 
corresponds with increased model smoothness due to larger penalization from higher weight 
decay values. 
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Figure S3 
 

 
 
Transfer attack7 performance for neural-guided models, baseline models, and WD4-models, 
assessed using adversarial examples generated from the None-model—a standard ResNet-18 
DNN trained on the ImageNet classification task. a. Transfer attack performance of each neural-
guided model and baseline models. Higher accuracy corresponds to less transferable adversarial 
examples from the standard model. b. Transfer attack performance for all WD-models.  
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Figure S4 
 

 
Boxplot of noise ceiling estimates for neural data from Subject-1 across seven ROIs were 
determined using the same procedure from the NSD experiment8. The center line represents the 
median. The edges of the box indicate the upper and lower quartiles, respectively. The whiskers 
extend to 1.5 times the interquartile range (IQR) from the upper and lower quartiles. Each dot 
represents a data point corresponding to one voxel in the corresponding ROI. Specifically, for 
each voxel, 𝛽 values for each voxel were first standardized across all trials within each scan 
session to mitigate session-specific variance. Noise and signal standard deviations were derived 
from the three repetitions of images shown to human participants. As mentioned in the Methods 
section of the manuscript, the neural dataset has an imbalanced number of repetitions across 
images at the time of our experiment. Therefore, for the estimation of the noise ceiling estimates, 
we only kept the images with full three repetitions. The noise ceiling then represents the 
proportion of total variance in data attributable to the signal. Therefore, the higher the noise 
ceiling, the better the signal quality. The mean and standard deviation of noise ceiling estimated 
across all voxels in each ROI are V1 (31.06% ± 24.01%), V2 (29.94%  ± 23.86%), V4 (31.82%  
± 18.78%), LO (29.33%  ± 14.95%), TO (43.043%  ± 20.41%), VO (31.59%  ± 15.55%), PHC 
(30.04%  ± 17.22%).  
 
 
  



Figure S5 
 

 
 
 
a. This table summarizes the replication of our key findings across three additional subjects from 
the NSD8 dataset: Subject-2, Subject-5, and Subject-7. Of the eight subjects included in the NSD, 
these three were chosen, along with Subject-1, due to their completion of the entire NSD natural 
image viewing session, providing a more adequate data set for the neural predictor training. We 
show adversarial robustness improvement (first column), neural predictor efficacy (second 
column, similar to Fig. 1c in the main text), and noise ceiling estimates for each ROI (third 
column, similar to Fig. S4). While there is variance in the exact hierarchy order of robustness 
improvement among the subjects, later areas consistently show more substantial improvements 

Noise Ceiling (%)Neural Predictor Quality Check (QC)!!-based Projected Gradient Descent 
(PGD) Attack

Subject-2

Subject-5

Subject-7

a.

b.



compared to low-level regions. We note that variability in these results may arise from individual 
differences as well as data quality, as measured by noise ceiling and neural predictor 
predictability. 
 
b. In these two scatter plots, we show that the observed hierarchy is unlikely to entirely result 
from such difference in data quality. We plot model accuracy under adversarial attack against 
mean noise ceiling (left) and neural predictor predictability (right, measured by Pearson’s r). The 
y-axis corresponds to the average accuracy of each model across three adversarial attack 
strengths (𝜖: 0.007, 0.009, 0.011), with each data point corresponding to an ROI from one of the 
four subjects. These visualizations show that while higher data quality generally enhances 
robustness, the performance in lower-level areas such as V1 and V2 does not exceed that of 
regions higher in the hierarchy, even with higher noise ceilings. V4 often shows moderate 
improvement irrespective of noise ceiling variations. On the other hand, the performance of 
higher-level areas appears more closely tied to data quality, and they tend to achieve higher 
accuracies than earlier regions overall. 
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