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ABSTRACT

Despite progress, deep neural networks still suffer performance de-
clines under distribution shifts between training and test domains,
leading to a substantial decrease in Quality of Experience (QoE) for
multimedia applications. Existing test-time adaptation (TTA) meth-
ods are challenged by dynamic, multiple test distributions within
batches. This work provides a new perspective on analyzing batch
normalization techniques through class-related and class-irrelevant
features, our observations reveal combining source and test batch
normalization statistics robustly characterizes target distributions.
However, test statistics must have high similarity. We thus propose
Discover Your Neighbours (DYN), the first backward-free approach
specialized for dynamic TTA. The core innovation is identifying
similar samples via instance normalization statistics and clustering
into groups which provides consistent class-irrelevant representa-
tions. Specifically, Our DYN consists of layer-wise instance statistics
clustering (LISC) and cluster-aware batch normalization (CABN). In
LISC, we perform layer-wise clustering of approximate feature sam-
ples at each BN layer by calculating the cosine similarity of instance
normalization statistics across the batch. CABN then aggregates
SBN and TCN statistics to collaboratively characterize the target
distribution, enabling more robust representations. Experimental
results validate DYN’s robustness and effectiveness, demonstrating
maintained performance under dynamic data stream patterns.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Despite the considerable progress made with deep neural networks
(DNN ), models trained on the source domain still suffer from a sig-
nificant drop in performance when the test environment (e.g. target
domains) differs significantly [3, 7, 9, 22]. These changes in data dis-
tribution in multimedia applications (e.g. camera sensors, weather,
and region) can lead to serious quality of experience (QoE) decline,
even disastrous outcomes, particularly in risk-sensitive applications
such as autonomous driving and traffic surveillance applications[5].
To address this issue, test-time adaptation (TTA) seeks to adapt
models online without the source datasets and ground truth labels
of test data streams [25] (See Figure 1 Top).
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Previous TTA studies typically involve two categories: Test-time
fune-tuning [1, 4, 5, 10, 12, 19, 25, 26, 29] and Test-time Normaliza-
tion [11, 14, 28, 33]. The former category focus on optimization of
model parameters, such as through the partial backward: optimiz-
ing the affine parameters of models with self-supervision losses,
such as entropy loss [2, 5, 25, 29], or in a fully backward manner:
optimizing all parameters of models [27]. Although these methods
can yield decent performance, they necessitate backward propaga-
tion and extra computational resources for acceleration, resulting in
poor resource efficiency. Furthermore, the self-supervised training
approach’s dependence on the accuracy of pseudo-labels makes it
susceptible to error accumulation and forgetting issues.

The second category focuses on Re-correcting batch normal-
ization statistics using various batch normalization techniques.
Instance normalization (IN) [21] (See Figure 1(a)) directly substi-
tutes the source statistics with those from each instance, making
it sensitive to target variations due to discarding the basic source
knowledge, leading to instability. Test-Time Batch Normalization
Update (See Figure 1(b)) investigate the effects of updating historical
statistics using test batch normalization statistics. In instance-aware
batch normalization (IABN) [5] (See Figure 1(c)), the distribution
of the source batch normalization (SBN) [8] is adjusted through IN.
However, these methods also suffer from error accumulation caused
by abnormal target distributions leading to suboptimal adaptation
performance.

These TTA studies have mainly focused on static data patterns,
where the test data stream exhibits only minor changes. Specifically,
test samples within a batch are drawn from static distributions -
either a single domain or continuous domain drift [5, 25, 27, 29].
However, real-world test data often demonstrates atypical, dynamic
patterns. Within a batch of data, the test samples lie in a realm of
unforeseen changes from one or multiple different distributions
(See Figure 1 Top). As Figure 1 Bottom shows, existing methods
exhibit substantial performance degradation under such dynamic
test conditions.

To explore the reasons behind the performance degradation,
we conducted a series of measurements to re-understand batch
normalization techniques from the perspective of Class-Related
Features (CRF) and Class-Irrelevant Features (CIF) (See Section 2),
which revealed that:
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Figure 1: Top: illustration of test-time adaptation (TTA). Bottom: Comparison with different TTA methods. The proposed DYN
can adjust the characterization of target domain feature distributions through LISC and CABN, enabling the model to maintain

high performance and robustness under dynamic conditions

e Combining Source model Batch Normalization (SBN) and
Test-time Batch Normalization (TBN) can effectively charac-
terize the complete target domain distribution in both static
and dynamic scenarios.

o The computation of TBN should ensure the class-irrelevant
features it represents have high similarity.

Motivated by these observations, we propose a test-time nor-
malization based approach (see Figure 1 (d) ), called Discover Your
Neighbours (DYN) for dynamic TTA scenarios. The main idea of
DYN is by identifying samples with similar feature distributions
within a batch and forming multiple clusters, we can replace the sta-
tistical values of TBN with those of test cluster normalization (TCN),
thereby providing a consistent distribution of category-independent
features. Specifically, our proposed DYN is implemented by in-
jecting layer-wise instance statistics clustering (LISC) and cluster-
aware batch normalization (CABN). Specifically, in LISC, we per-
form clustering on feature map with similar feature representations
at each BN layer by calculating the cosine similarity of IN statistics.
In CABN, we aggregate the statistical values of SBN and TCN to
collaboratively characterize the feature distribution of the target
domain, enabling the model to obtain a more robust representation.
Our contributions can be summarized as follows:

o Novelty. To our knowledge, this is the first backward-free
TTA method addressing dynamic test patterns, and we con-
duct sufficient measurements to re-understanding of the
batch normalization statistics through class-related and class-
irrelevant features.

o Effectiveness. We propose a test-time normalization ap-
proach that utilizes instance normalization statistics to clus-
ter samples with similar category-independent distributions.

Combining TCN and SBN statistics enables robust represen-
tations adaptable to dynamic data.

e Promising Results. Experiments on benchmark datasets
demonstrate robust performance compared to state-of-the-
art studies under dynamic distribution shifts, with up to a
35% increase in accuracy.

2 MOTIVATION: RETHINKING SBN AND TBN

In this section, we will analyze the advantages and limitations of
different types of normalization techniques from the perspective
of class-related features and class-irrelevant features. Furthermore,
we reveal the underlying reason for the ineffectiveness of all ex-
isting normalization methods in dynamic scenarios (experimental
parameters are in the Supplementary Materials).

In deep neural networks, as the layers become deeper, there
is a gradual occurrence of covariate shift internally. BN layers
mitigate the impact of covariate shifts by normalizing the drifted
features back to the same distribution. Therefore, BN layers play a
crucial role in alleviating the effects of covariate shifts. The specific
normalization formula is as follows:

. (F;C; ~ FC)

Y (0'0)2 +é

where i and o, are the statistical values of the BN layer, y and j
are the affine parameters of the BN layer, F.. is the input to the BN
layer, and c is the number of channels.

Both the statistical values of SBN and TBN capture the distri-
bution of data. The difference is that SBN characterizes the data
distribution over the entire training set, while TBN characterizes

BN (pe,0c) =y +5, (1)
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Figure 2: TBN-IN distance vs. accuracy under different corruptions. The 5 data points in the figure represent samples with
corruption levels 1 through 5, where higher levels correspond to lower accuracy. We compute the average distance between
per-sample IN statistics and TBN statistics in the deep layers, reflecting the dispersion of feature distributions within a batch.
It reveals that the distribution of CIF interferes with the distribution of CRF: as the sample corruption level increases, the
feature distributions within a batch become more coupled.
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Figure 3: (a) shows the inference accuracy of the pre-trained model after splitting images into varying numbers of patches and
shuffling them. As the image is divided into smaller patches, feature reuse becomes more difficult for the model, resulting
in lower inference accuracy. (b) displays the model’s inference accuracy on samples with different corruptions versus the
dispersion of per-sample IN statistics within a batch. Each data point represents samples from a distinct corruption type
(level 5). (c) and (d) show the model’s inference accuracy when combining TBN with SBN and when combining IN with SBN,

respectively. In both figures, @ denotes the proportion of SBN statistics used in the combination.

the data distribution of the current batch of samples. Here, we
denote the statistical values of SBN as p* and ¢°, and the statis-
tical values of TBN as u! and o7. Since a sample itself consists
of both class-irrelevant features (e.g., background, weather) and
class-related features (e.g., shape, structure) [10].

It reflects that the distribution of class-irrelevant features and the
distribution of class-related features together characterize the complete
data distribution.

Figure 4: Patch visualization. As the image is cropped into
an increasing number of patches, the class-relevant features
become harder to capture, while the class-irrelevant features
are still retained. In this case, the inference accuracy of the
model rapidly decline.

2.1 SBN: dominating CRF

The model trained on the source domain is able to perform inference
on the target domain dataset because the pre-trained model learns
representations of class-related features while retaining the full
class-related feature distributions in the SBN statistics from the
training set. Therefore, when presented with target domain samples,

il

Figure 5: Airplane wings in different corruption. More severe
corruption perturbations of the image can obscure the class-
relevant features, causing the overall feature distribution
to become more entangled and thus decreasing the model’s
inference accuracy.

the model can reuse the learned knowledge of these class-related
features to inference, referred to as feature reuse [16].

As shown in Figure (3a), we evaluated the accuracy of the source
model using different patch sizes. It reveals that the pre-trained
model is still able to achieve reasonable accuracy when making
inferences on the target domain. However, as we increasingly crop
the target domain images into smaller patches and randomly shuf-
fle them, the inference accuracy drops almost to 0. This occurs
because the class-related features are completely destroyed by the
patch structure, preventing the model from reusing this learned
knowledge. Figure 4 is a visualization example of different patches.

Although directly using the pre-trained model and SBN statistics
enables inference, the accuracy on the shifted target domain never
reaches that on the source domain. This occurs because the class-
irrelevant feature distributions change in the target domain, which
cannot be captured solely by the SBN statistics.



2.2 TBN: the contributor of CIF

uT and o7, computed over a batch of samples, capture distributions
of both class-related and class-irrelevant features present in that
batch. Therefore, previous methods such as Tent [25] and BN adapt
directly utilize TBN to achieve satisfactory results. However, relying
solely on pT and o7 has two key limitations: 1) Insufficient or
imbalanced batch samples can bias the estimated distribution of
class-related features. 2) The distribution of class-irrelevant features
in the batch can interfere with the modeled distribution of class-
related features.

Figure 2 shows model inference accuracy and distance between
per-sample IN statistics and TBN statistics on batches containing
ImageNet-C samples with corruption levels 1 to 5. Samples with
level 1 corruption have the lowest domain shift. We calculate the
L2 norm and cosine similarity distance between per-sample IN and
TBN statistics in each BN layer. The average distance across sam-
ples indicates the coupling of feature distributions within a batch.
As the corruption level increases, inference accuracy decreases
and the distance between IN and TBN statistics declines, implying
greater coupling of feature distributions in the batch. This demon-
strates that a growing domain shift in class-irrelevant features can
interfere with the TBN characterization of class-related features,
reducing the differentiation of class-related feature distributions
across categories. Figure (3b) presents consistent conclusions by
testing different ImageNet-C corruption. Figure 5 is a visualization
example of Figure (3b).

Therefore, compared to SBN, TBN is more suitable as a contributor
to class-irrelevant features, providing information about the distribu-
tion of class-irrelevant features in the target domain for SBN statistical
values.

2.3 SBN with partial TBN: profiling the true
feature distribution.

Figure (3c) shows the inference performance of the model using
SBN and TBN at different fusion ratios. Here, ’Static’ represents
samples within a batch that are independently and identically dis-
tributed, while ‘Dynamic’ indicates samples from multiple different
distributions within a batch. Regardless of the scenario, combining
the statistical values of SBN and TBN yields better results compared
to using SBN or TBN statistical values alone. Moreover, when the
proportion of SBN is higher, there is a greater improvement in the
model’s inference accuracy. This suggests that SBN’s statistical
values dominate the characterization of feature distribution by pro-
viding crucial information about class-related features, enabling
the model to better reuse features. Meanwhile, TBN provide infor-
mation about the distribution of within the batch. Together, they
capture the overall data distribution of the target domain.

However, regardless of the fusion ratio, the model’s inference
accuracy is significantly lower than in the ’Static’ scenario. This
reveals that when samples contain diverse class-irrelevant features
from multiple distributions, the aggregation of these features in
TBN results in high bias and inaccurate characterization of any
distribution.

Figure 3d shows the effect of fusing IN statistics, instead of TBN,
with SBN values. Similar conclusions are reached in the ’Static’
scenario, but performance differs for ‘Dynamic’. Although IN is

unaffected by class-irrelevant features of other samples, the high
specificity of individual samples causes excessive self-normalization.
Consequently, accuracy is not improved over TBN fusion and is
even worse than *Static’.

The analysis yields two important takeaways:

e Combining SBN and TBN can effectively characterize the
complete target domain distribution.

e The computation of TBN should ensure the class-irrelevant
features it describes have high similarity.

Motivated by the above conclusions, we recognize that in dy-
namic scenarios, it is critical to prevent heterogeneous class-irrelevant
features within TBN and differentiate samples in a batch. Grouping
samples with similar individual normalized features enables reli-
able modeling of the class-irrelevant distribution. Based on these
observations, we design our DYN methods described in the next
section.

3 PROPOSED METHODS
3.1 Problem setup.

3.1.1 TTA. In test-time domain adaptation, we are given a model
fo : x — y pre-trained on a source domain Dg, models adapt
to a target domain with N number of test samples in the test set
D, {xi, }ﬁ\il € Dr, without target labels provided. Dg and Dr
share the output space. The goal of TTA is to adapt the model by
utilizing continuously incoming test samples in an online fashion.
For example, at each testing step ¢, the model fy receives a batch
of instance X; and simultaneously performs adaptation as well
as produces predictions Y;. At the next step ¢ + 1, the model fj
will perform adaptation and prediction on next batch of data X¢41
without access to previous data X; ;.

3.1.2 TTA in dynamic wild word. In TTA, the target domain un-
dergoes continuous changes over time, where samples inputted
at the same moment maintain an independent and identically dis-
tributed (i.i.d.) property, i.e., X; € D; and Dy # Dyy1. However,
as described in Section 1, in certain specific scenarios, samples
from different distributions may simultaneously aggregate into the
model for inference. To simulate this practical scenario, we assume
that at time step ¢, the target domain Dy is a set containing one
or multiple domains, i.e., D; = {Dt,l,Dtyg, ~~,Dt,N}, where N > 1.
This implies that X; may originate from a single distribution or
multiple different distributions.

3.2 Layer-wise Instance Statistics Clustering

The motivation analysis shows that when class-irrelevant features
are similar across samples, using TBN provides superior perfor-
mance to IN for modeling the class-irrelevant distribution. Cluster-
ing samples by feature similarity and computing TBN based on that
cluster can mitigate excessive standardization from solely using IN.
Moreover, as clustered samples share analogous features, it avoids
high variance from individual samples, thus approximating TBN in
the static scenario.

Therefore, effective normalization requires reasonable partition-
ing of samples based on feature similarity. Clustering can accom-
plish this goal to some extent. However, most clustering algorithms



rely on prior knowledge like predefined cluster centers or parti-
tion thresholds. Without reliable priors for novel domains, tradi-
tional clustering becomes ineffective. To address this, we adopt
FINCH [24], an efficient, fully unsupervised, lightweight cluster-
ing algorithm. Hence, we propose a Layer-wise Instance Statistics
Clustering (LISC) Algorithm. LISC partitions the layer-wise feature
maps into distinct clusters based on instance statistics.

Specifically, given a feature map F € RBXCXHXW of 4 certain BN
layer, where B represents the batch size, C represents the number
of channels, and H and W represent the height and width of the
features, respectively. We need to group samples that have similar
features based on the instance-wise statistical values u! for each
sample, where u! € RC. The calculation of y! and the measure of
sample feature similarity can be described as follows:

1
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where i and j represent two different samples. Based on the cosine
similarity of instance-wise statistical values for different samples,
LISC clusters the samples at this BN layer.

FINCH discovers cluster structures in the data based on the first-
neighbor relationships of samples. The algorithm assumes that the
first neighbor of each sample is the most relevant and constructs
clusters by progressively connecting neighbors. Compared to tra-
ditional clustering algorithms, It does not require setting distance
thresholds, the number of clusters, or other hyperparameters, mak-
ing it highly versatile and scalable. Given the integer indices of
the first neighbors for each pi, we compute an adjacency linking
matrix:

1, ifn} :jorn} :iorng :n}

: ©

0, otherwise

AL, j) = {

where nl1 represents the first neighbor of the i — th sample, which
is the sample that minimizes Cos (i, nll) The detailed algorithmic
flow of the clustering process is provided in the Appendix.

3.3 Cluster Aware Batch Normalization

After clustering, the original feature map F in the BN layer is divided
into k clusters, i.e., F = {C1,Cs,...,C2,...C}. Ci € ROXCXHXW,
where b represents the number of samples included in that cluster.
Similar to computing BN-wise statistical values, we calculate the
Test Cluster batch Normalization (TCN) statistical values . and o’
for each cluster C; as follows:

; 1
1 _
He = bHW bzl:ﬁuc;l’ (5)
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0¢ = SHW bzl: (foseat = He)™ (6)

As explained in the motivation, the SBN statistics ys and o can
capture feature distributions and dispersion levels comprehensively
for i.i.d. data. Aggregating the SBN cluster statistics with TCN is
beneficial for feature reuse in pre-trained models. We thus propose

Cluster Aware Batch Normalization (CABN), which utilizes SBN to
correct the TCN statistics:

ﬂéABN = a.“é +(1 - a)pe, (7)

JEABN = aaé +(1-a)o;. (8)

Here, a controls the mixing ratio. @ = 0 uses only TCN while a =

1 uses only SBN. Mixing the TCN and SBN statistical values allows

us to utilize the majority of knowledge learned in the pre-trained

model for inference, while a small amount of TCN involvement

corrects the noise introduced by the style and background features

specific to that type of sample. Ultimately, the output of CABN is
given by:

. . (f;C; - 'uic 'AB N)
CABN; (iulCABN’ U&ABN) =y ————————rt+p1<i<k (9
. 2
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where y and f represent the affine parameters of the BN layer, and ¢
is a small bias to prevent division by zero. This output indicates that
TCN outputs personalized normalization results for each cluster,
and there are differences between clusters.

4 EXPERIMENTS

4.1 Experimental Setup

We achieved the proposed method DYN and baselines on the TTAB
framework [32]. Additional experimental details, e.g., hyperparam-
eters of the baselines and the dataset selections, are specified in the
Appendix.

Environment and Hyperparameter Configuration. All the
experiments in this article were conducted on the NVIDIA GeForce
RTX 4090 GPU. The experimental code is implemented based on
PyTorch 1.10.1 and Python 3.9.7. The aggregation parameter « in
CABN is set to 0.8.

Baselines. We consider the following baselines, including state-
of-the-art test-time adaptation and test-time normalization algo-
rithms:

e Test-time fine-tune. The Source (Source) evaluates the
model trained on the source data directly on the target data
without any adaptation. Sharpness-aware and reliable en-
tropy minimization method (SAR) [19] has the advantage of
conducting selective entropy minimization, excluding sam-
ples with noisy gradients during online adaptation, which
leads to more robust model updates. Additionally, SAR opti-
mizes both entropy and the sharpness of the entropy surface
simultaneously, ensuring the model’s robustness to samples
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Figure 6: Different cluster methods vs. accuracy. The pro-
posed LISC of us can effectively aggregate similar class-
irrelevant features, thereby improving the model’s inference
performance.



Table 1: Comparisons with state-of-the-art methods on CIFAR10-C, CIFAR100-C and ImageNet-C respectively (severity level
= 5) under BaTcH S1zE=64 regarding Accuracy (%). Each method was evaluated under the CrossMix, Random, and Shuffle
scenarios using a ResNet-50 model architecture. The best result is denoted in bold black font.

CrossMix Random Shuffle
Method CIFAR10-C CIFAR100-C ImageNet-C Avg. | CIFAR10-C CIFAR100-C ImageNet-C Avg. | CIFAR10-C CIFAR100-C ImageNet-C Avg. |Avg-All
Source (ResNet-50) 57.39 28.59 25.64 37.21 57.38 28.58 25.93 37.30 57.38 28.58 25.80 37.25 37.25
TesT-TIME FINE-TUNE
e EATA 61.97 32.74 19.68 38.13 68.25 42.15 24.26 44.89 67.83 41.37 24.50 44.57 42.53
e DeYO 68.85 30.43 19.13 39.47 75.63 36.67 24.32 45.54 75.62 35.45 25.21 45.43 | 43.48
e SAR 61.70 31.45 18.65 37.27 71.04 40.92 23.62 45.19 71.49 39.58 23.50 44.86 42.44
o TENT 62.77 31.57 18.45 37.60 71.50 40.96 23.15 45.20 71.56 40.73 23.78 45.36 | 42.72
¢ NOTE 63.03 32.96 17.44 37.81 62.81 33.19 21.64 39.21 65.34 35.12 22.98 41.15 39.39
e ViDA 61.97 32.14 18.52 37.54 67.96 39.48 23.33 43.59 67.96 39.48 23.06 43.50 41.54
e RoTTA 43.70 24.05 21.85 29.87 48.68 23.80 20.39 30.96 54.79 29.29 22.71 35.60 | 32.14
TEST-TIME NORMALIZATION
e TBN 61.96 32.12 18.72 37.60 67.75 39.16 22.99 43.30 67.63 39.22 23.35 43.40 | 41.43
e ¢-BN 62.41 33.22 21.92 39.18 69.88 41.59 27.57 46.35 69.87 41.60 27.78 46.42 43.98
o JABN 62.63 24.54 9.73 32.30 64.59 26.40 10.75 33.91 64.59 26.40 10.79 33.93 33.38
® DYN (ours) 71.54 39.75 28.17 46.49 73.09 42.56 30.12 48.59 72.74 42.87 30.00 48.54 | 47.87

with remaining noisy gradients. Efficient anti-forgetting test-
time adaptation (EATA) [18] improves the stability of model
updates by filtering high-entropy samples, while applying
Fisher regularizer to limit the extent of changes in important
parameters, thereby alleviating catastrophic forgetting after
long-term model adaptation. Destroy your object (DeYo)
[10] disrupts the structural class-related features of sam-
ples by chunking them, and selects appropriate samples for
model adaptation by comparing the entropy change in predic-
tions before and after chunking, thereby enabling the model
to learn the correct knowledge. Test entropy minimization
(TENT) [25] optimizes the model for confidence as measured
by the entropy of its predictions and estimates normalization
statistics and optimizes channel-wise affine transformations
to update online on each batch. Non-i.i.d. Test-time adapta-
tion (NOTE) [5] is mainly two-fold: Instance-Aware Batch
Normalization (IABN) that corrects normalization for out-
of-distribution samples, and Prediction-balanced Reservoir
Sampling (PBRS) that simulates i.i.d. data stream from non-
iid. stream in a class-balanced manner. Robust test-time
Adaptation (RoTTA) [29] share a similar approach with
note, which simulates an i.i.d. data stream by creating a sam-
pling pool and adjusting the statistics of the batch normaliza-
tion (BN) layer. Visual Domain Adapter (ViDA) [12] shares
knowledge by partitioning high-rank and low-rank features.
For the aforementioned methods that require updating the
model, we follow the online-TTA setup. We assume that
the source data, which is used for model pre-training, is not
available for use in test-time adaptation (TTA). We conduct
online adaptation and evaluation, continuously updating the
model.

o Test-time normalization. TBN uses the mean and vari-
ance of the current input batch samples as the statistics for
the BN (Batch Normalization) layer. a-BN aggregates the
statistics of TBN and SBN (Spatial Batch Normalization) to
obtain new statistics for the BN layer. IABN is a method for
calculating BN layer statistics in NOTE, which involves using
the statistics of IN (Instance Normalization) of the samples
for correction. For these backward-free methods, we also

follow the online-TTA setting. Additionally, we do not make
any adjustments to the model parameters. Instead, we only
modify the statistics of the BN layer during the inference
process using different approaches.

Our general setting for the baseline result [5, 32] involves using
a test batch size of 64 and performing one adaptation epoch for
adaptation. Additionally, we choose the method-specific values for
the hyperparameters reported in their papers or the official codes
[32].

Datasets. We utilize the CIFAR10-C, CIFAR100-C, and ImageNet-
C datasets [7] employed in the TTA benchmark (TTAB) [32] to
assess the models’ robustness to corruptions. Each type of corrup-
tion has 5 severity levels, where a higher level indicates a greater
degree of data drift. CIFAR10-C and CIFAR100-C are small-scale
datasets, each comprising 10 and 100 classes, with 50,000 training
samples and 10,000 test samples. In contrast, ImageNet-C is a large-
scale dataset with 1,000 classes, consisting of 1,281,167 training
samples and 50,000 test samples. Similar to previous studies [32],
we set the corruption level to the most severe level of 5. We utilize
ResNet50 [6] as the backbone network and pre-train the ResNet50
models using clean data such as CIFAR10/CIFAR100/ImageNet.

Scenarios. In our experiments, we employed three scenarios:
CrossMix, Random, and Shuffle. CrossMix indicates that each batch
of input samples is drawn from multiple different distributions.
Random indicates that the input samples in each batch are randomly
switched between multiple different distributions or maintained as
ii.d. Shuffle indicates that the input samples in each batch remain
ii.d., but batches containing samples from different distributions
are mixed in intermittently.

4.2 Experimental Results and Analysis under
Different Scenario Settings

Here we conducted experiments in three different scenarios: Cross-
Mix, Random and Suffle. Following the experimental setup of previ-
ous studies, we selected the most severely corrupted sample (level
5) from each corruption type.

Table 1 shows the performance of different TTA methods. From
the table, it can be observed that our method significantly outper-
forms other baselines in terms of average accuracy across the three



scenarios. Particularly, our method exhibits the greatest advantage
in the CrossMix scenario, with an average accuracy approximately
17% higher than the lowest baseline (ROTTA) and still 7% higher
than the highest baseline (DeYO). This indicates that our method
possesses inherent advantages when dealing with batch data con-
taining multiple distributions. By replacing TBN with CABN, our
method effectively captures class-agnostic feature distributions for
each cluster. In the remaining two scenarios, our method maintains
robustness. In the Random scenario, our average accuracy surpasses
the lowest baseline (RoTTA) by approximately 18% and exceeds
the highest baseline (a-BN) by around 3%. In the Shuffle scenario,
our average accuracy outperforms the lowest baseline (RoTTA) by
approximately 18% and surpasses the highest baseline (2-BN) by
around 13%. This demonstrates the effectiveness of our method in
handling dynamically changing distribution patterns. Whether the
batch data originates from the same distribution, different distribu-
tions, or undergoes real-time changes between the two, our method
consistently achieves good performance.

4.3 Performance Comparison Between LISC
(Ours) and Other Clustering Algorithms

Figure 6 displays the performance of LISC and other clustering
algorithms on CIFAR10-C, CIFAR100-C and ImageNet-C respec-
tively. Among these, HDBS [13] and DBS [23] are density-based
algorithms, while Agg [15] and BIRCH [31] are hierarchy-based.
With our LISC method, the model inference accuracy surpasses
other clustering approaches on all three datasets. This demonstrates
that LISC can effectively aggregate class-irrelevant features with
high similarity, thereby providing a cleaner representation of the
class-irrelevant distribution

4.4 Performance under Different Model
Structures

Table 2: Comparisons with state-of-the-art methods on
CIFAR10-C and CIFAR100-C respectively (severity level = 5)
under BATCH S1ZE=64 regarding Accuracy (%). Each method
was evaluated under the CrossMix scenario with using a
ResNet-26 model architecture. The best result is denoted in
bold black font.

Method | CIFAR10-C ~ CIFAR100-C Avg.
Source (ResNet-26) | 53.06 31.34 42.20
TesT-TIME FINE-TUNE
e EATA 59.34 34.24 46.79
e DeYO 65.47 33.89 49.68
e SAR 58.70 30.42 44.56
o TENT 59.01 30.37 44.69
o NOTE 60.18 31.28 45.73
o ViDA 65.80 30.52 48.16
® RoTTA 49.26 20.10 34.68
TEeST-TIME NORMALIZATION
e TBN 59.34 30.52 44.93
e a-BN 58.51 32.81 45.66
e [ABN 62.31 19.72 41.02
® DYN (ours) 68.21 38.24 53.22

Table 2 shows the effects of the method proposed in this paper
on the pre-trained model with different structure (ResNet-26). The

experiment was conducted in the CrossMix scenario. From the
table, it can be seen that even when applied to different model
structures, our method still outperforms all other baselines. On
CIFAR10-C, our method achieves an accuracy approximately 3%
higher than the best-performing baseline (Vida). On CIFAR100-C,
our method achieves an accuracy approximately 4% higher than the
best-performing baseline (EATA). This indicates that our method
performs well across different model structures and exhibits high
robustness to model variations

4.5 Performance under Different Domain Scales

Table 3 shows the performance of the method proposed in this
paper under different domain scales in CrossMix Scenario. It can
be observed that our proposed approach consistently outperforms
all other baselines as the number of class-agnostic feature distri-
butions within the batch data increases from fewer to more (i.e.,
the composition of batch data transitions from simple to complex).
In terms of overall average accuracy, our method surpasses the
worst-performing baseline (RoTTA) by approximately 16% and
outperforms the best-performing baseline (DeYO) by around 5%.
Across the three different datasets, our method achieves an aver-
age accuracy that is approximately 2%-5% higher than the best-
performing baseline. This demonstrates the excellent performance
of our method in scenarios where the number of distribution varia-
tions within batch data dynamically changes.

4.6 Performance under Different Batch Size

Figure 7 shows the performance of the method proposed in this
paper under different batch size in CrossMix Scenario. From the ta-
ble, it can be observed that our method exhibits stable performance
across both small and large batch sizes for the three datasets, with
only slight variations. In contrast, the other methods experience
significant fluctuations. On CIFAR100-C and ImageNet-C, the accu-
racy of the other methods drops sharply as the batch size decreases,
and it only stabilizes when the batch size exceeds 64. This indicates
that our method has high robustness to batch size variations and
can achieve good performance regardless of the batch size.

5 RELATED WORK

Regarding online TTA in dynamic environments, existing research
mainly focuses on online TTA, continual TTA, TTA in the open
wild world.

5.1 Online TTA

In some literature, TTA is also referred to as unsupervised domain
adaptation. Unlike domain adaptation, which requires access to
both source and target data, TTA methods can adapt without any
source domain data. Since test samples themselves contain infor-
matio showed that simply adjusting batch normalization statistics
during testing can significantly improve model performance on
corrupted data. Recent test-time adaptation methods further per-
form backpropagation to update the neural network weights of the
model to adapt to the new data distribution. For instance, Wang
et al. [25] utilized an entropy minimization strategy to update the
affine parameters of the batch normalization layer. Zhang et al. [30]
employed entropy minimization to update all model parameters and



Table 3: Comparisons with state-of-the-art methods on CIFAR10-C, CIFAR100-C and ImageNet-C respectively (severity level =
5) under BaTcH S1ZE=64 regarding Accuracy (%). Each method was evaluated under the CrossMix scenario with various numbers
of domains using a ResNet-50 model architecture. The best result is denoted in bold black font.

CIFAR10-C CIFAR100-C ImageNet-C
Method 6 Domains 9 Domains 12 Domains Avg. |6 Domains 9 Domains 12 Domains Avg. |6 Domains 9 Domains 12 Domains Avg. | Avg-All
Source (ResNet-50) 46.59 52.54 55.84 51.66 19.23 24.25 27.15 23.54 16.21 20.07 25.20 20.49 | 31.90
TesT-TIME FINE-TUNE
e EATA 57.67 60.89 63.79 60.78 35.52 35.05 33.34 34.64 6.97 13.24 18.47 12.89 | 36.10
e DeYO 65.23 69.22 69.89 68.11 35.35 35.71 33.96 35.01 7.39 13.59 17.85 12.94 | 38.69
e SAR 59.76 63.76 65.75 63.09 31.03 33.48 33.71 32.74 7.44 12.75 18.05 12.75 | 36.19
o TENT 60.79 64.69 66.59 64.02 30.33 33.07 33.44 32.28 7.41 12.69 17.24 12.45| 36.25
¢ NOTE 58.61 61.88 64.93 61.81 28.55 31.46 33.65 31.22 12.92 17.23 22.71 17.62 | 36.88
e ViDA 57.64 60.89 63.77 60.77 27.89 31.04 32.96 30.63 6.80 12.09 18.03 12.31 | 34.57
o RoTTA 52.03 35.44 42.26 43.24 23.44 21.73 23.72 22.96 6.96 16.16 22.37 15.16 | 27.12
TEST-TIME NORMALIZATION
e TBN 57.63 60.89 63.77 60.76 27.89 31.03 32.95 30.62 7.39 12.39 17.51 12.43 | 34.60
e a-BN 58.17 61.68 64.27 61.37 28.49 31.79 33.81 31.36 9.78 15.36 21.80 15.65 | 36.13
o JABN 55.30 59.41 64.24 59.65 18.99 21.99 25.62 22.20 3.55 6.44 10.30 6.76 | 29.54
o DYN (ours) 66.59 70.30 72.97 69.95 35.08 38.82 40.68 38.19 17.05 22.38 27.40 22.28| 43.47
CIFAR10-C CIFAR100-C ImageNet-C
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Figure 7: Batch size vs. accuracy. Other methods exhibit poorer performance at low batch sizes, only stabilizing as batch size
increases. In contrast, our approach is insensitive to batch size variation, demonstrating greater robustness.

artificially increased the batch size using test-time augmentation
techniques to enhance the model’s inference accuracy.

5.2 Continual TTA

TTA methods are typically designed to adapt the model to a single
target domain. However, in the real world, deployed models are
likely to encounter a series of domain shifts. Therefore, contin-
ual TTA considers the scenario of adapting online to continuous
changes in the target domain. Some existing TTA methods can
also be applied to continual adaptation, such as TENT proposed by
Wang et al. [25]. However, solely relying on self-training methods
can lead to error accumulation during continual adaptation, as it
relies on pseudo-labels obtained from incorrect predictions. COTTA
[27] is the first dedicated method proposed for continual test-time
adaptation. It mitigates the problem of error accumulation by us-
ing weighted averaging and augmented averaging predictions, and
further incorporates random restoration to prevent catastrophic
forgetting. EATA [17] improves the reliability of pseudo-labels by
filtering high-entropy samples and applies Fisher regularization to
prevent excessive changes in model parameters.

5.3 TTA in Dynamic Wild World

In the real world, test data is often more complex, with drifted
data that is difficult to maintain independently and identically dis-
tributed. It also encounters scenarios of mixed domains or imbal-
anced sample distributions. To address this, SAR [20] elucidates

the main characteristics of wild data and analyzes the gradient
features and underlying reasons for the performance degradation
of domain-adaptive models when tested on wild data through ex-
periments. To tackle the issue of non-independent and identically
distributed labels in open compound scenarios, NOTE [5] proposes
the IN-based IABN method, which corrects the BN layer’s statis-
tical values and constructs a sample library with balanced labels
through sampling. DeYo [10] analyzes the proper learning approach
for models from the perspectives of category-related features and
category-independent features, and utilizes feature decoupling to
enable the model to learn more category-related features.

While the aforementioned research provides some analysis on
TTA in open environments, there is currently no dedicated method
specifically addressing TTA in dynamic environments. To address
this gap, we, for the first time, analyze the data distribution in
dynamic environments from the perspective of correcting BN layer
statistical values and propose a backward free solution.

6 CONCLUSION

This paper explores test-time adaptation for dynamic scenarios.
We innovatively analyze source batch normalization (SBN) and
test-time batch normalization (TBN) from the perspective of class-
relevant and class-irrelevant feature distributions: SBN primarily
captures class-irrelevant feature distributions while TBN is more
suitable as a contributor for class-irrelevant feature distributions.
Based on this, we propose a test-time normalization method called
Discover Your Neighbors (DYN) tailored for dynamic settings. DYN



identifying similar feature maps via instance normalization sta-
tistics and clustering into groups which provides consistent class-
irrelevant representations. Experimental results validate DYN’s ro-
bustness and effectiveness, demonstrating maintained performance
under changing data stream patterns.
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