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Abstract

Prompt learning is a powerful technique for transferring
Vision-Language Models (VLMs) such as CLIP to down-
stream tasks. However, the prompt-based methods that are
fine-tuned solely with base classes may struggle to gener-
alize to novel classes in open-vocabulary scenarios, espe-
cially when data are limited. To address this issue, we
propose an innovative approach called SYNC-CLIP that
leverages SYNthetiC data for enhancing the generalization
capability of CLIP. Based on the observation of the dis-
tribution shift between the real and synthetic samples, we
treat real and synthetic samples as distinct domains and
propose to optimize separate domain prompts to capture
domain-specific information, along with the shared visual
prompts to preserve the semantic consistency between two
domains. By aligning the cross-domain features, the syn-
thetic data from novel classes can provide implicit guid-
ance to rebalance the decision boundaries. Experimen-
tal results on three model generalization tasks demonstrate
that our method performs very competitively across various
benchmarks. Notably, SYNC-CLIP outperforms the state-
of-the-art competitor PromptSRC by an average improve-
ment of 3.0% on novel classes across 11 datasets in open-
vocabulary scenarios.

1. Introduction
Recently, the pre-trained Vision-Language Models

(VLMs) such as CLIP [33] and ALIGN [19] have demon-
strated impressive generalization capabilities across various
downstream tasks, including image recognition [51, 52],
object detection [10], image segmentation [35], and action
recognition [45].

To fine-tune the VLMs for further improvement, some
prompt-based [22, 23, 51, 52] and adapter-based [8, 41, 48,
49] methods have emerged to quickly adapt the pre-trained
model to downstream tasks, by introducing a few learnable
parameters. The core idea of these methods is to reorganize
the feature representations to fit downstream tasks. Though
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efficient, these methods [23, 47, 48, 52] are prone to se-
vere imbalance issues when dealing with open-vocabulary
scenarios, where some novel classes are encountered dur-
ing inference. In essence, models trained solely on the base
data might overfit the base classes, resulting in poor gener-
alization capability to novel classes.

In this paper, we propose a prompt-based method named
SYNC-CLIP to alleviate the imbalance issues by synthesiz-
ing visual samples during training to rebalance the decision
boundaries. Thanks to advances in text-to-image genera-
tion, generative models [29, 34, 37] have demonstrated the
capability to produce high-fidelity, photo-realistic images
at high resolutions via text descriptions. Recent approaches
[11, 41, 49] also attempt to utilize synthetic data for training
classification models for data-limited tasks. However, since
the objectives of image generation models and classification
tasks are not aligned, the distributions of synthetic and real
samples may differ. Thus the attempts to treat both syn-
thetic and real data equally when training the model would
result in suboptimal results.

The problem described above inspires our approach
to more effectively utilize synthetic data by learning dis-
tinct prompts for various derivatives of the data distribu-
tions. Drawing inspiration from the divide and conquer
algorithm, we explicitly partition the feature embedding
space and the data distribution into two segments based
on the data sources. Subsequently, we learn the separate
domain-specific prompts for each distribution and its cor-
responding part of the distribution. The separate domain-
specific prompts combined with the shared visual prompts
are trained on their corresponding feature embedding space,
as illustrated in Fig. 1. The domain-specific prompt guides
the pre-trained model in learning information specific to
particular domains, while the shared visual prompts capture
domain-invariant information, thereby enhancing the gener-
alization capability.

To mitigate the distribution shift between the real sam-
ples and synthetic samples, we align the synthetic feature
embedding space and the real feature embedding space
based on semantic consistency, using a cross-domain fea-
ture alignment loss. Once aligned, the synthetic data from
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Figure 1. Pipline of our approach. We treat real and synthetic samples as distinct domains, allocating separate visual prompts for each
domain. The domain prompts learn domain-specific information, while the shared visual prompts capture domain-invariant details. Cross-
domain feature alignment operations (Push and Pull) aid in rebalancing decision boundaries.

the novel classes without access to real visual samples could
provide valuable information for rebalancing the decision
boundaries, consequently alleviating the imbalance issues
encountered in the open-vocabulary tasks.

In conclusion, our main contributions include:
• We provide an empirical study under the open-vocabulary

few-shot setting to demonstrate the sub-optimality of the
existing prompt-based approaches with synthetic data.

• With domain-specific prompts and shared visual prompts,
our innovative approach SYNC-CLIP enhances the
model’s generalization capability. Additionally, by align-
ing the cross-domain features, our model allows synthetic
data from novel classes to provide implicit guidance for
rebalancing decision boundaries.

• In various open-vocabulary and cross-domain experi-
ments, our approach exhibits competitive performance
and achieves a more equitable balance in performance be-
tween base and novel classes.

2. Related Work
Prompt Learning Based on VLMs. Recent years

have witnessed remarkable achievements on large-scale
pre-trained vision-language models [1, 17, 19, 33, 43, 44].
Representatively, CLIP, ALIGN [19, 33] jointly associate
the images and their corresponding text descriptions by op-
timizing a contrastive objective. Prompt learning is widely
used in large language models [16, 27], drawing notable in-
terest in the fields of vision and multi-modality [20, 25, 52].
Based on the CLIP model, Context Optimization (CoOp)
[52] enhances the downstream few-shot image recognition
tasks by refining the learnable soft textual prompts. Sim-
ilarly, Visual Prompt Tuning (VPT) [20] introduces vision
prompts to large vision models. CoCoOp [51] and MaPLe

[22] further augment generalization capabilities by incor-
porating image-conditioned information and multi-modal
prompts, respectively. Despite the efficiency, these methods
may overfit the task-specific distribution. PromptSRC [23]
and KgCoOp [47] attempt to exploit the task-agnostic infor-
mation with prompt regularization. However, these meth-
ods may be struggled under the open-vocabulary few-shot
scenarios. In this paper, we design an innovative prompt-
based method to effectively exploit the synthetic samples
generated with the off-the-shelf text-to-image generation
models, to handle the absence of novel classes during train-
ing.

Adapting Synthetic Data to Downstream Tasks. Gen-
erative models [9, 15, 24, 39] have made significant strides
in the domain of image synthesis. Thus recent works
[2, 11, 18, 32, 41, 49, 50] attempt to levarage the syn-
thetic data for enhancing the performance of downstream
tasks. [2, 18, 50] utilizes the GANs [9, 21] to generate
images for classification, object part segmentation, and un-
supervised contrastive representation learning, respectively.
Additionally, advances in text-to-image generation models
[29, 34, 37] have spurred research [11, 41, 49] utilizing the
generative models like DALL-E [34] and StableDiffusion
[37] to synthesize data by text descriptions for downstream
classification tasks. CaFo [49] employs a cascade of multi-
foundation models for few-shot classification. SuS-X [41]
constructs a support set using synthetic data to assist clas-
sification. [11] enhances the performance by improving the
quality of synthetic data. In this paper, we investigate the
distribution difference between the synthetic data and the
real data and design the domain-specific prompts to sepa-
rately optimize and align these two distributions.



3. Preliminary Analysis
In this section, we initially present the problem formula-

tion of prompt-based learning and subsequently conduct a
comprehensive empirical study to assess the results of the
prompt-based methods with synthetic data.

3.1. Formulation

Adaptation of pre-trained VLMs aims to adapt VLMs
for downstream tasks, with or without the incorporation
of additional training data [38, 52]. The VLMs are well-
trained by aligning the semantic consistency between the
visual images and the text descriptions, yielding a visual en-
coder ΘI and a text encoder ΘT that respectively project the
visual images and text inputs into a common space, where
both zero-shot learning (ZSL) and few-shot learning (FSL)
are achieved. In this work, we illustrate the process using
the pre-trained CLIP models as an example.

3.2. Prompt-based Approaches

Prompt-based approaches exploit the pre-trained
knowledge adaptively with a few parameters while freez-
ing visual and textual backbone parameters, aiming at effi-
ciently adapting the VLMs to the downstream tasks. Both
the visual and textual backbones consist of multiple consec-
utive multi-head self-attention (MSA) layers that transform
an input sample into a sequence-like output representation.
Here we denote the input of the l-th MSA layer as xl, which
consists of multiple tokens. The prompt-based approaches
usually append the visual or textual prompts pl to the input
xl, then the module’s input becomes x̂l = {xl, pl}.

CoCoOp [51] employs an image-conditional textual
prompt for text input. Specifically, CoCoOp initiates tex-
tual prompts p0t into the initial text input t0 and introduces
a parameterized MetaNet denoted as M to infuse image in-
formation into the textual prompts, formulated as:

p̂0t = M
(
ΘI

(
x0
v

))
+ p0t , (1)

where M is a light-weight neural network, ΘI

(
x0
v

)
is the

image feature. CoCoOp enables the dynamic adaptation of
textual prompts based on visual information.

MaPLe [22] extends the prompts from language branch
to multi-modal branches. It appends learnable textual
prompts pt = {pit}li=0 and conditions the visual prompts
pv = {piv}li=0 through coupling functions in multiple lay-
ers, establishing robust interdependence between vision and
language prompts. Visual prompts piv used in i-th layer are
obtained by projecting textual prompts pit via:

piv = F(pit) (2)

where F(·) is a single linear projection layer. MaPLe aligns
the visual and textual modality for better adaption.

66

70

74

78

82

86

A
cc

ur
ac

y 
(%

)

CLIP
CoCoOp
MaPLe
PromptSRC

R S
Base Classes

R S
Novel Classes

Figure 2. Empirical study of prompt-based methods on the average
of 11 benchmarks respectively trained with real base data (R) and
synthetic data (S), in terms of accuracy metric on base classes and
novel classes.

PromptSRC [23] also utilizes the textual prompts pt and
visual prompts pv to transfer CLIP model. Moreover, it
introduces several regularization approaches to adjust the
feature representation, e.g. hand-craft prompts constraint,
prompts ensemble, and diversity textual prompts. Thus,
these self-regularizations help the model alleviate the over-
fitting issue of prompt learning.

3.3. Empirical Study of Synthetic Data

Whether implicitly or explicitly, the prompt-based ap-
proaches mentioned above involve incorporating knowl-
edge from the base data into prompt parameters. These
parameters are then used to predict the identities of novel
classes from uninstructed representations. While these
methods can significantly enhance the performance of base
classes, the improvements for novel classes are generally
modest. In some cases, these methods may even have a
detrimental impact on the performance of novel classes,
as demonstrated in Tab. 1. To address this limitation, a
straightforward strategy to boost the classification perfor-
mance of novel classes is to synthesize visual samples for
these classes using generative models. To evaluate the im-
pact of synthetic data for novel classes, we conduct an em-
pirical study on the widely-used benchmarks, employing
prompt-based models trained with data synthesized by the
generative model.

In Fig. 2, we present the average results from 11 bench-
marks with the participation of synthetic data from the
DALL-E [34] model. Remarkably, the performance of ex-
isting prompt-based models trained solely on synthetic data
is even worse than that of pre-trained CLIP. This observa-
tion implies that the synthetic samples are ill-suited for en-
hancing the performance of prompt-based methods in novel
class classification, despite their high fidelity at high reso-
lutions1.

1Some synthetic samples are provided in the Appendix.
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(a) Real Samples

(b) Synthetic Samples (c) t-SNE Visualization

Real data feature
Synthetic data feature

Figure 3. (a) Real samples and (b) synthetic samples from the
Food101 dataset. (c) The t-SNE visualizations of both real and
synthetic samples from the Food101 dataset in the feature embed-
ding space spanned by the visual backbone of pre-trained CLIP.
The same color represents samples from the same category.

To explore the underlying causes, we analyzed the dis-
tributions of both real and synthetic samples in the fea-
ture embedding space, which was extracted using the visual
backbone of the pre-trained CLIP. As illustrated in Fig. 3,
the synthetic visual features exhibit significant divergence
from the real visual features, despite belonging to the same
classes. This substantial difference in distributions is ac-
countable for the observed decline in performance when
fine-tuning the model with synthetic data. It’s notewor-
thy that, while the synthetic feature distribution structure
is reminiscent of the real feature distribution, the substan-
tial distance between the two indicates the need for further
research on effective strategies to leverage synthetic visual
data for learning novel classes.

4. SYNC-CLIP
In this section, we first present the baseline and then

provide a detailed introduction to the proposed framework
SYNC-CLIP.

4.1. Baseline

Due to the efficiency, we adopt a multi-modality prompt
learning method named the Independent Vision-Language
Prompting (IVLP) introduced in [22, 23], as our base-
line. IVLP consists of multiple hierarchy visual and tex-
tual prompts injected into the transformer blocks. For
the visual modality, its inputs consist of H visual tokens
xv = {xv1 , xv2 , · · · , xvH} of image x and J learnable to-
kens pv = {pv1 , pv2

, · · · , pvJ}, denoted as x̂ = {pv, xv},
thus the feature embedding of x could be obtained with:

fI(x) = ΘI (x̂) , (3)

Similarly, the feature embedding of class y could be ob-
tained with:

fT (y) = ΘT (ŷ) , (4)

where ŷ = {pt, yt} consists of K learnable tokens pt =
{pt1 , pt2 , · · · , ptK} and the embedding token yt of the text
description or name of class y.

Then, the probability of the visual sample x belonging to
the class yi could be obtained with:

p(yi|x) =
exp (s(fI(x), fT (yi)))∑C
c=1 exp (s(fI(x), fT (yc)))

, (5)

where s(·) is the cosine similarity. By optimizing the multi-
modal prompts via constraining samples to be correctly
classified, both visual and textual representations are refined
for adapting to downstream tasks.

4.2. Division of the Visual Prompts

As discussed in Sec. 3.3, the synthetic samples and the
real samples may be located in different distributions. To ef-
fectively leverage the structural information from synthetic
samples, we process synthetic data and real data separately,
drawing inspiration from the well-known divide and con-
quer algorithm. Specifically, we consider synthetic samples
and real samples as data from different domains and pro-
pose to learn domain-specific prompts for each domain and
shared visual prompts for both domains, aiming to capture
domain-specific information and domain-agnostic informa-
tion, respectively.

Domain-Specific Prompts. For the real data, we define
the real domain prompts prv = {pv1 , pv2 , · · · , pvM1

}. Simi-
larly, for the synthetic samples, we define the synthetic do-
main prompts psv = {pv1 , pv2 , · · · , pvM2

}, where M1 and
M2 represent the number of prompts, respectively.

Shared Visual Prompts. In addition to the domain-
specific prompt, we also introduce the domain-agnostic
prompts pdav = {pv1 , pv2 , · · · , pvN } to capture the general
information, where N denotes the number of prompts.

With the combination of domain-specific prompts and
shared prompts, the model can explicitly capture the
uniqueness and relevance of the data. Consequently, the
visual features for real samples xr and synthetic samples xs

can be obtained with

fI(xr) = ΘI(x̂r), (6)
fI(xs) = ΘI(x̂s), (7)

where x̂r = {prv, pdav , xr} and x̂s = {psv, pdav , xs} are the
inputs for real samples and synthetic samples, respectively.

Next, we split the real samples and synthetic samples
into two clusters and perform classification in their individ-
ual embedding space. For the real samples xr ∈ IR, the
optimization objective is:

LRCE = −
∑

xr∈IR

log p(y|xr), (8)

where p(y|xr) denotes the probability of the sample xr be-
longing to the class y ∈ Yb obtained with Eq. (5), in which



the visual feature is obtained with Eq. (6) and Yb repre-
sents the base class label spaces. For the synthetic samples
xs ∈ IS , the optimization objective is:

LSCE = −
∑

xs∈IS

log p(y|xs), (9)

where p(y|xs) denotes the probability of the visual sam-
ple xs belonging to the class y ∈ Yb ∪ Yn obtained with
Eq. (5), Yb and Yn represent the base and novel class la-
bel spaces, respectively. The visual feature is obtained with
Eq. (7). Note that IS consists of synthetic samples from
both base and novel classes without access to real samples
during training.

By optimizing the model with both real and synthetic
samples, the model captures the domain-specific and gener-
alized domain-invariant information, which helps eliminate
the influence of domains and enhances the model’s general-
ization capability.

4.3. Alignment of the Feature Spaces

The above process optimizes synthetic samples and real
samples separately, which cannot fully explore synthetic
samples and fails to provide information for the decision
boundaries of novel classes. To this end, we propose to
align the real visual space and synthetic visual space to al-
leviate the shift between the two domains. Specifically, we
select a synthetic base sample xa

s as the anchor and a real
base sample xa

r derived from the same class, and a real sam-
ple xb

r from the distinct class to compose a triplet and align
the two spaces with:

LFS = max{d(fa
s , f

a
r )−d(fa

s , f
b
r ), 0}+d(fa

s , f
a
r ), (10)

where fa
s , fa

r , and f b
r denote the feature embeddings of

sample xa
s , xa

r , and xb
r, respectively. d denotes the distance

and we choose L1 distance in this work.
By minimizing Eq. (10), the feature embeddings of syn-

thetic samples and real samples belonging to the same class
would be clustered together, while the samples from dif-
ferent classes would repel each other. This alignment of
visual feature spaces maintains discrimination while ensur-
ing alignment. Once the real and synthetic feature spaces
are aligned, the distribution shift between synthetic and real
samples from novel classes is mitigated. This allows syn-
thetic samples from novel classes to effectively substitute
real samples, providing valuable information for learning
their decision boundaries.

4.4. Final Objective Function

Though synthetic data and real data are separately mod-
eled in their respective spaces, they can be jointly opti-
mized, thus the final objective function is formulated as:

L = LRCE + α · LSCE + β · LFS , (11)

where α and β are the two hypermeters to balance the items.
After training, we can obtain visual prompts and textual

prompts adapted to the target classes, thus enhancing the
model’s generalization capability.

5. Experiments

5.1. Experiment Settings

Traditional & Generalized ZSL. In this experiment, we
train our model using the limited base dataset in an FSL
scenario, where each base class is represented by only a
few samples. Then, we evaluate the model’s performance
on base and novel test data under traditional ZSL and gen-
eralized ZSL settings. We report base accuracy (B), novel
accuracy (N), and their harmonic mean (HM). Note that in
traditional ZSL, the test data from base (novel) classes are
exclusively classified into the base (novel) set. However,
in the context of generalized ZSL (GZSL), the test data is
classified into a unified class space that encompasses both
the base and novel sets, which assesses the model’s open-
vocabulary generalization capability.

Domain Generalization. Based on whether the test
samples belong to the domain of the training data, it can
be divided into in-domain setting and out-domain setting.
Note that under both settings, the training classes and the
testing classes are the same. In our experiments, we follow
the training protocol presented in [51], training our model
in the 16-shot training set and evaluating its performance on
the full test set.

Cross-Dataset Generalization. Following the proto-
col in [51], the model undergoes training on the ImageNet
dataset in a few-shot scenario and is subsequently evaluated
on other datasets.

Dataset Settings. For traditional and generalized ZSL,
and cross-dataset settings, we use 11 image classification
datasets, i.e., ImageNet [5] and Caltech-101 [7] for generic
object classification, OxfordPets [31], StanfordCars [26],
Flowers [30], Food101 [3], and FGVCAircraft [28] for
fine-grained visual categorization, EuroSAT [12] for satel-
lite image classification, UCF101 [40] for action recogni-
tion, DTD [4] for texture classification, and SUN397 [46]
for scene recognition. We randomly sample 16 images
(shots) from each base class in all the datasets mentioned
above under both traditional and generalized ZSL settings.
For Domain Generalization experiments, we designate Im-
ageNet as the source domain and assess model performance
across several target domains, including ImageNetV2 [36],
ImageNet-Sketch [42], ImageNet-A [14], and ImageNet-R
[13].

Implement Details. In our implementation, we employ
the pre-trained ViTB/16 of CLIP [6, 33] as the backbone.
The optimizer employed is SGD with a cosine annealing
strategy. The initial learning rate is set to 2.5e-3 and the



Dataset ImageNet Caltech101 OxfordPets Cars Flowers Food101 Aircraft SUN397 DTD EuroSAT UCF101 Average

B 68.4 (72.4) 93.6 (96.8) 86.5 (91.2) 59.5 (63.4) 62.7 (72.1) 85.5 (90.1) 19.4 (27.2) 60.3 (69.4) 39.6 (53.2) 45.7 (56.5) 63.2 (70.5) 62.2 (69.3)
CLIP [33] N 65.0 (68.1) 91.7 (94.0) 89.7 (97.3) 70.9 (74.9) 71.0 (77.8) 85.3 (91.2) 28.0 (36.3) 64.9 (75.4) 49.6 (59.9) 36.7 (64.1) 67.0 (77.5) 65.4 (74.2)

HM 66.7 (70.2) 92.6 (95.4) 88.1 (94.1) 64.7 (68.7) 66.6 (74.8) 85.4 (90.7) 22.9 (31.1) 62.5 (72.2) 44.0 (56.4) 40.7 (60.0) 65.0 (73.9) 63.8 (71.7)

B 72.2 (76.0) 95.2 (98.0) 90.7 (95.2) 67.9 (70.5) 86.0 (94.9) 86.4 (90.7) 26.3 (33.4) 71.2 (79.7) 60.1 (77.0) 70.9 (87.5) 74.2 (82.3) 72.8 (80.5)
CoCoOp [51] N 67.7 (70.4) 90.9 (93.8) 93.4 (97.7) 69.7 (73.6) 65.0 (71.8) 86.6 (91.3) 26.4 (23.7) 67.4 (76.9) 41.2 (56.0) 42.0 (60.0) 68.7(73.5) 65.4 (71.7)

HM 69.9 (73.1) 93.0 (95.8) 92.0 (96.4) 68.8 (72.0) 74.1 (81.7) 86.5 (91.0) 26.3 (27.7) 69.3 (78.3) 48.9 (64.9) 52.8 (71.2) 71.4 (77.6) 68.9 (75.8)

B 72.8 (76.7) 95.8 (97.7) 91.0 (95.4) 69.4 (72.9) 91.0 (95.9) 86.8 (90.7) 24.9 (37.4) 72.9 (80.8) 63.5 (80.4) 80.2 (94.1) 76.3 (83.0) 75.0 (82.3)
MaPLe [22] N 68.1 (70.5) 92.7 (94.4) 93.8 (97.8) 69.4 (74.0) 66.9 (72.5) 86.9 (92.1) 31.1 (35.6) 68.9 (78.7) 46.6 (59.2) 53.8 (73.2) 72.5 (78.7) 68.2 (75.1)

HM 70.4 (73.5) 94.2 (96.0) 92.4 (96.6) 69.4 (73.5) 77.1 (82.6) 86.5 (91.4) 27.7 (36.1) 70.9 (79.8) 53.8 (68.2) 64.4 (82.4) 74.4 (80.8) 71.5 (78.6)

B 73.9 (77.6) 96.0 (98.1) 93.3 (95.3) 75.2 (78.3) 93.8 (98.1) 87.1 (90.7) 35.5 (42.7) 75.8 (82.7) 67.4 (83.4) 88.6 (92.9) 81.0 (87.1) 78.9 (84.3)
PromptSRC [23] N 67.0 (70.7) 91.6 (94.0) 91.0 (97.3) 71.1 (75.0) 69.7 (76.5) 86.0 (91.5) 29.3 (37.9) 69.3 (78.5) 49.3 (63.0) 52.6 (73.9) 71.7 (78.8) 68.0 (76.2)

HM 70.3 (74.0) 93.8 (96.0) 92.2 (96.3) 73.1 (76.6) 80.0 (86.0) 86.5 (91.1) 32.1 (40.2) 72.1 (80.5) 56.9 (71.8) 66.0 (82.3) 76.1 (82.7) 73.0 (80.0)

B 73.3 (76.9) 96.5 (98.4) 92.6 (95.4) 77.0 (79.8) 93.3 (97.5) 86.3 (90.6) 31.2 (41.5) 73.6 (81.4) 65.6 (81.6) 87.4 (94.5) 79.5 (85.4) 77.8 (83.9)
N 66.0 (70.0) 93.6 (95.2) 93.4 (98.1) 72.5 (76.1) 71.4 (76.0) 87.4 (91.8) 36.6 (42.4) 70.0 (79.3) 52.1 (63.4) 65.8 (78.6) 73.1 (79.9) 71.0 (77.4)SYNC-CLIP

HM 69.4 (73.3) 95.0 (96.8) 93.0 (96.8) 74.7 (77.9) 80.9 (85.5) 86.8 (91.2) 33.7 (41.9) 71.6 (80.3) 58.1 (71.3) 75.1 (85.8) 76.2 (82.6) 74.3 (80.5)

Table 1. Comparison performances (%) under the GZSL (ZSL) setting. The ZSL results of competitors are directly obtained from the
original literature, and the GZSL performances represent the best results achieved using codes released by ourselves. The best results are
highlighted in bold.

Method In-Domain Out-of-Domain

ImageNet -V2 -S -A -R Aver.

CLIP [33] 66.73 60.83 46.15 47.77 73.96 57.18
CoOp [52] 71.51 64.20 47.99 49.71 75.21 59.28
Co-CoOp [51] 71.02 64.07 48.75 50.63 76.18 59.91
MaPLe [22] 70.72 64.07 49.15 50.90 76.98 60.27
PromptSRC [23] 71.27 64.35 49.55 50.90 77.80 60.65

SYNC-CLIP 71.50 64.78 49.38 50.28 76.92 60.34

Table 2. Domain generalization performances (%). The results of
the competitors are directly from the original literature.

batch size is set to 8 for all datasets. The hyperparameters
α, and β are set to 0.1, 0.5 for most datasets, respectively.
The length of visual prompts M1, M2, and N are set to
2, 2, and 2, respectively. Note that mix-training is applied
in all experiments, with a ratio of synthetic samples to real
samples in each iteration set to 2:1.

5.2. Performance Comparison

Traditional & Generalized ZSL. Tab. 1 shows both the
GZSL and ZSL results of SYNC-CLIP and four competi-
tors on 11 datasets. Based on the results, it is evident that
SYNC-CLIP excels in both settings. In particular, SYNC-
CLIP outperforms the second-best competitor by 1.3% and
0.5% on average across 11 datasets in terms of the HM met-
ric under the GZSL and ZSL settings, respectively. In terms
of the B metric, though SYNC-CLIP significantly improves
the pre-trained CLIP, it holds only a marginal advantage
compared to CoCoOP [51] and MaPLe [22], and even per-
forms slightly worse than PromptSRC. However, in terms
of the N metric, SYNC-CLIP has a clear advantage on most
of the datasets, especially under the GZSL setting. For ex-
ample, SYNC-CLIP achieves 36.6% and 65.8% on the Air-
craft and EuroSAT datasets under the GZSL setting, sur-
passing the second-best competitors by 5.5% and 12.0%, re-
spectively. Additionally, we observe that the superiority of

the existing competitors over the pre-trained CLIP primar-
ily stems from the improvement of B while SYNC-CLIP
achieves significant improvements in both B and N. The
performance superiority of the N indicates that the synthetic
data could offer valuable information for the novel classes
when the model is well-designed. However, in contrast, the
inclusion of additional synthetic data hardly improves the
base classes, even under this data-limited scenario.

Domain Generalization. The domain generalization
performances of our method, alongside five competitors, are
illustrated in Tab. 2. In this evaluation, the model is initially
trained on the ImageNet dataset under the few-shot setting
and subsequently tested on the distinct datasets, namely Im-
ageNetv2, ImageNet-Sketch, ImageNet-A, and ImageNet-
R, all sharing class labels with ImageNet but residing in
different domains. While our proposed method performs
competitively across all datasets, achieving the second-best
average performance, it does not lead to additional improve-
ments compared to prompt-based competitors. This sug-
gests that the inclusion of additional synthetic training data
has a limited impact on enhancing the model’s generaliza-
tion capability across different domains.

Cross-Dataset Generalization. This experiment as-
sesses the impacts of the inclusion of additional synthetic
data for the base classes on the novel classes from the
other datasets. Tab. 3 shows the results of our method and
four competitors. Our model is trained with both the real
and synthetic base data. From the results, we observe that
our method demonstrates competitive performance, achiev-
ing the highest average accuracy at 66.54%. Furthermore,
the analysis reveals that a substantial portion of the perfor-
mance improvements is primarily attributed to the EuroSAT
dataset. We speculate that the reason for this observation
lies in the similarity between the domains of the synthetic
data from the base classes and the EuroSAT dataset.



Source Target

ImageNet Caltech101 OxfordPets Cars Flowers Food101 Aircraft SUN397 DTD EuroSAT UCF101 Average

CoOp [52] 71.51 93.70 89.14 64.51 68.71 85.30 18.47 64.15 41.92 46.39 66.55 63.88
Co-CoOp [51] 71.02 94.43 90.14 65.32 71.88 86.06 22.94 67.36 45.73 45.37 68.21 65.74
MaPLe [22] 70.72 93.53 90.49 65.57 72.23 86.20 24.74 67.01 46.49 48.06 68.69 66.30
PromptSRC [23] 71.27 93.60 90.25 65.70 70.25 86.15 23.90 67.10 46.87 45.50 68.75 65.81

SYNC-CLIP 71.50 94.02 90.53 65.61 71.46 86.20 23.40 67.05 46.89 51.37 68.83 66.54

Table 3. Comparison results (%) under cross-dataset setting. All methods are trained on ImageNet and evaluated on cross-datasets.

Method B N HM

IVLP 79.06 (84.21) 65.04 (71.79) 71.36 (77.51)
+ LSCE 78.35 (83.95) 69.34 (75.34) 73.57 (79.41)
+ LFS 77.84 (83.91) 71.04 (77.35) 74.28 (80.50)

Table 4. Impacts (%) of loss functions. Results are averaged over
11 datasets under the GZSL(ZSL) setting.

Method B N HM

IVLP 79.06 (84.21) 65.04 (71.79) 71.36 (77.51)
+ Shared 82.20 (82.54) 51.39 (72.47) 63.24 (77.18)
+ Independent 77.82 (83.91) 68.79 (75.09) 73.03 (79.26)

SYNC-CLIP 77.84 (83.91) 71.04 (77.35) 74.28 (80.50)

Table 5. Impact (%) of visual prompt types. Results are averaged
over 11 datasets under the GZSL(ZSL) setting.

5.3. Ablation Study & Analysis

Impacts of Loss Functions. Tab. 4 shows the ablation
of different loss functions. When we incorporate LSCE into
baseline IVLP, the result demonstrates that N metric under
both GZSL and ZSL settings gets a remarkable improve-
ment, 4.30% and 3.55%, respectively. It indicates that pro-
posed domain-specific prompts leverages synthetic data to
compensate for the missing knowledge of novel classes dur-
ing the matching process between image features and text
features. However, there is a slight decrease in B metric,
which can be attributed to the difference between the dis-
tributions of synthetic and real data. Additionally, N metric
has been further improved with the help of LFS . This con-
firms that SYNC-CLIP reduces the distribution discrepancy
between real and synthetic data by aligning their features,
allowing the synthetic data feature belonging to the novel
classes to better conform to the real data feature. As a result,
the classifier receives more reliable information, leading to
further improvements in performance.

Impacts of Visual Prompt Types. We compare three
types of visual prompts that are illustrated in Tab. 5. Shared
means the visual prompts of synthetic data are the same as
the real data. We observe that it is worse than the baseline
and indicates the consistency of synthetic data and real data.
Independent refers to that we optimize the visual prompts
of synthetic data independently. The results show a notice-
able improvement in N metric and signify the inclusion of
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Figure 4. Impact of synthetic data. Results are averaged over 11
datasets under ZSL setting.

semantic information from the synthetic data within novel
classes. Further, when comparing our proposed SYNC-
CLIP with Independent prompts, there is a significant lift
of 2.25% and 2.26% in N metric under the GZSL and ZSL
settings, respectively. This indicates the effectiveness of
domain prompts in capturing domain-specific information
while concurrently conveying the domain-invariant guid-
ance of novel classes to real data, thereby fostering superior
model generalization.

Impacts of Synthetic Data. This experiment assesses
the influences of synthetic data including synthetic amounts
and synthetic models on the average performance of 11
datasets under the ZSL setting. Fig. 4a demonstrates the
results of two popular text-to-image models, Stable Dif-
fusion [37] (SD) and DALL-E [34]. We observe that the
models with the synthetic data from both SD and DALL-E
exhibit improvements over the baseline IVLP in terms of
N and HM, indicating the valuable information provided
by the synthetic data for novel classification. Additionally,
the model enriched with synthetic data from DALL-E out-
performs the one with the synthetic data from SD, particu-
larly in terms of the N metric, demonstrating that the syn-
thetic data from DALL-E provides more valuable informa-
tion for the novel classes. Then we select the DALL-E as
the generative model for evaluating the effects of synthetic
amounts, as illustrated in Fig. 4b. From the results, we ob-
serve that as the number of generated samples increases, the
performance of base classes slightly decreases, but the per-
formance of novel classes gradually improves, leading to
an enhancement in the HM metric performance. This indi-
cates that synthesizing more data could focus more on novel



Method CLIP [33] IVLP [23] IVLP (S) [23] IVLP (R + S) [23] SYNC-CLIP (R + S) ∆ (Margin)

B 62.22 (69.34) 79.06 (84.21) 56.37 (64.84) 82.20 (82.54) 77.84 (83.91) -1.22 (-0.30)
N 65.44 (74.22) 65.04 (71.79) 62.93 (69.85) 51.39 (72.47) 71.04 (77.35) +6.00 (+5.56)
HM 63.79 (71.70) 71.36 (77.51) 59.47 (67.25) 63.24 (77.18) 74.28 (80.50) +2.92 (+2.99)

Table 6. Comparison results (%) of our method and the baselines under the GZSL (ZSL) setting, averaging the results across 11 datasets. R
means the model trained with real data, and S means the model trained with the synthetic data. ∆ denotes the margin between our method
with the best-performing baseline.

(a) DTD (b) Aircraft
Figure 5. Hyperparameter sensitivity for α and β on both DTD
and Aircraft datasets.

classes and rebalance the decision boundaries.
Impacts of Fine-tuning Models. To comprehensively

assess the effectiveness of the models with the synthetic
data, this experiment compares the baseline and our pro-
posed methods, as illustrated in Tab. 6. The results yield the
following observations. Firstly, fine-tuning the model with
the real base data indeed significantly improves B but has a
slight negative impact on N, when comparing the baseline
IVLP and the pre-trained CLIP. Secondly, training the IVLP
solely with synthetic data results in a significant degradation
in both B and N compared to the pre-trained CLIP. Even
when incorporating real data, the performance remains in-
ferior to the IVLP trained exclusively with real data. Note
that training with the real data and synthetic data here im-
plies that both share the same visual prompts. This sug-
gests that directly combining synthetic data negatively im-
pacts the learning of generalization patterns and the effect
of our decoupled visual prompts. In comparison, although
our method sacrifices a small portion of the accuracy on
base classes, it significantly boosts the accuracy on novel
classes, leading to a better HM metric. This further verifies
that only a well-designed model could exploit the valuable
information for the novel classes.

Impacts of Hyper-parameters. We conduct an ablation
study on our hyperparameters α and β using the DTD and
Aircraft datasets, as presented in Fig. 5. Notably, we ob-
serve variations in the optimal values for α and β across
different datasets. This discrepancy suggests that the ef-
fectiveness of synthetic data may vary depending on the
dataset characteristics. Specifically, the Aircraft dataset ex-
hibits a larger variance in accuracy values, attributed to its
fine-grained nature. For more hyper-parameters ablations,
please refer to the Appendix.

Real data feature
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Real data feature
Synthetic data feature

Real data feature
Synthetic data feature

Real data feature
Synthetic data feature

Before Training
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After Training(a) Food101

After Training(b) StanfordCars

Figure 6. t-SNE results on Food101 and StanfordCars datasets.

Visualization Results. Fig. 6 illustrates the changes in
the t-SNE distribution before and after training. Before
training, a notable disparity exists between the synthetic dis-
tribution and the real distribution. After training, alignment
between the synthetic and real distributions is achieved, fa-
cilitating classification in downstream tasks and expanding
the utility of synthetic data.

6. Conclusion
In this paper, we have introduced SYNC-CLIP, an inno-

vative approach designed to facilitate the adaption of CLIP
to downstream tasks, particularly in data-limited scenarios.
By designing divided domain prompts, SYNC-CLIP lever-
ages the synthetic data to alleviate the imbalance issues that
current prompt learning methods commonly encounter. Ad-
ditionally, through cross-domain feature alignment, SYNC-
CLIP imparts implicit guidance for open-vocabulary de-
cision boundaries. Experimental results across diverse
benchmarks consistently showcase that SYNC-CLIP en-
hances generalization capabilities and achieves significant
improvements, especially in handling novel classes.
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A. Appendix

This section contains supplementary material that pro-
vides additional details and further experimental analysis.
The content of this section is as follows:

• Additional Experimental
• Additional Synthetic Data Analysis

A.1. Additional Experimental Details

Competitors We compare the proposed approach with
the related competitors, i.e., CLIP, CoOp, CoCoOp, MaPLe,
and PromptSRC. The details of competitors are as follows:
• CLIP [33] is a vision model trained on a web-scale

dataset of 400 million examples, showcasing exceptional
zero-shot reasoning capability and robust generalization.
Comprising both an image encoder and a text encoder,
CLIP undergoes joint training through a contrastive pre-
training process.

• CoOp [52] employs prompt engineering to tailor a vision-
language model, such as CLIP, for downstream tasks.
This is achieved by seamlessly incorporating learnable
context to construct the prompt.

• CoCoOp introduces a lightweight network structure
based on CoOp to generate an input-specific token which
helps the model overcome the overfitting issue.

• MaPLe [22] innovatively incorporates stage-wise text
prompts and vision prompts into both the text and im-
age encoders of CLIP. This enhancement is designed to
achieve improved alignment in the vision-language rep-
resentations of the model. Additionally, the approach in-
troduces a coupling function to ensure effective synergy
between the two modalities.

• PromptSRC [23] employs self-regularization techniques
on both images and text, as well as prompt ensemble and
diverse textural prompts. These strategies are integrated
to regulate the learnable prompts, effectively addressing
overfitting concerns.
Dataset Details. In Tab. 8, we list the details of the

datasets and the hand-crafted prompt we used in the exper-
iments. The prompts are from the [33] and we have not
adopted more prompt templates to generate the optical text
representations. In this work, we only focus on the effect
of synthetic data and the text representations would be au-
tomatically learned during the training.

Hyperparameter Settings. All images are randomly re-
sized and cropped to 224 × 224, only random resize and
random crop data augments are applied. We utilize the grid
search to find the best hyper-parameters for all datasets. The
α is set to 0.2 for ImageNet and Flowers102, and set to 0.1
for other datasets. The β is set to 2.0 for EuroSAT and FGV-
CAircraft, and set to 0.5 for other datasets. For each result
of SYNC-CLIP, we report the average result with three ran-
dom seeds.

t-SNE visualizations. Tab. 7 illustrates the t-SNE vi-
sualization outcomes for nine additional datasets featuring
novel classes. For each class, we randomly select 16 sam-
ples from both real and synthetic data. In datasets such
as Caltech101 and SUN397, a commendable alignment is
evident between synthetic and real data. However, in in-
stances of failure, as observed in Flowers102 and DTD, a
lack of alignment is notable, possibly due to substantial dif-
ferences between synthetic and real data, potentially influ-
enced by variations in the background of the real data. No-
tably, despite these disparities, certain similarities persist in
the inter-class relationships within both synthetic and real
data.

A.2. Additional Synthetic Data Analysis

The synthetic data from different text-to-image mod-
els. In this paper, the synthetic data are synthetic via the
text-to-image models, i.e., DALL-E [34], Stable Diffusion
[37]. The synthetic data of the DALL-E model is from the
public source2. For the Stable Diffusion model, we utilize
the public model3 to synthesize data. The “a photo of a [cat-
egory]” is used as the text input prompt for each category in
the dataset. We show a part of synthetic data of Stable Dif-
fusion [37] and the DALL-E model [34] in Fig. 7.

The FID of synthetic data. Tab. 9 demonstrates the FID
between the different synthetic data and the real data. We
find that different models exhibit varying performances in
terms of FID on different datasets. For instance, on fine-
grained datasets such as StanfordCar and Flowers, Stable
Diffusion outperforms the DALL-E model. Conversely, on
the Caltech-101 dataset, DALL-E surpasses Stable Diffu-
sion. Overall, although the synthetic data are high fidelity,
they are different from the real data.

2https://github.com/OpenGVLab/CaFo
3https://github.com/Stability-AI/stablediffusion

https://github.com/OpenGVLab/CaFo
https://github.com/Stability-AI/stablediffusion
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Table 7. The t-SNE visualization results on other 9 datasets. The same color represents samples from the same category. All of these
samples are from the novel class.



Dataset Classes Train Val Test Hand-crafted Prompt

Caltech101 100 4,128 1,649 2,465 a photo of a [CLS].
OxfordPets 37 2,944 736 3,669 a photo of a [CLS], a type of pet.
StanfordCars 196 6,509 1,635 8,041 a photo of a [CLS].
Flowers102 102 4,093 1,633 2,463 a photo of a [CLS], a type of flower.
Food101 101 50,500 20,200 30,300 a photo of [CLS], a type of food.
FGVCAircraft 100 3,334 3,333 3,333 a photo of a [CLS], a type of aircraft.
SUN397 397 15,880 3,970 19,850 a photo of a [CLS].
DTD 47 2,820 1,128 1,692 [CLS] texture.
EuroSAT 10 13,500 5,400 8,100 a centered satellite photo of [CLS].
UCF101 101 7,639 1,898 3,783 a photo of a person doing [CLS].
ImageNet 1,000 1.28M N/A 50,000 a photo of a [CLS]

ImageNetV2 1,000 N/A N/A 10,000 a photo of a [CLS]
ImageNet-Sketch 1,000 N/A N/A 50,889 a photo of a [CLS]
ImageNet-A 200 N/A N/A 7,500 a photo of a [CLS]
ImageNet-R 200 N/A N/A 30,000 a photo of a [CLS]

Table 8. Detailed statistics of the datasets.

Model Caltech101 OxfordPets StanfordCars Flowers102 Food101 FGVCAircraft SUN397 DTD EuroSAT UCF101 ImageNet

SD [37] 0.485 0.398 0.318 0.254 0.381 0.340 0.566 0.397 0.564 0.614 0.394
DALL-E [34] 0.337 0.327 0.460 0.332 0.516 0.498 0.507 0.440 0.550 0.514 0.442

Table 9. The FID metrics of the synthetic data. Lower is better.
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Figure 7. Comparison with the synthetic data and the real data.
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