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ABSTRACT

Pre-trained vision-language models (VLMs), exemplified by CLIP, demonstrate remarkable adapt-
ability across zero-shot classification tasks without additional training. However, their perfor-
mance diminishes in the presence of domain shifts. In this study, we introduce CLIP Adapta-
tion duRing Test-Time (CLIPArTT), a fully test-time adaptation (TTA) approach for CLIP, which
involves automatic text prompts construction during inference for their use as text supervision.
Our method employs a unique, minimally invasive text prompt tuning process, wherein multi-
ple predicted classes are aggregated into a single new text prompt, used as pseudo label to re-
classify inputs in a transductive manner. Additionally, we pioneer the standardization of TTA
benchmarks (e.g., TENT) in the realm of VLMs. Our findings demonstrate that, without requir-
ing additional transformations nor new trainable modules, CLIPArTT enhances performance dy-
namically across non-corrupted datasets such as CIFAR-10, corrupted datasets like CIFAR-10-C
and CIFAR-10.1, alongside synthetic datasets such as VisDA-C. This research underscores the
potential for improving VLMs’ adaptability through novel test-time strategies, offering insights
for robust performance across varied datasets and environments. The code can be found at:
https://github.com/dosowiechi/CLIPArTT.git

1 Introduction

Combining vision and language modalities for learning, namely a Vision Language model (VLM), has demonstrated
an outstanding performance in different vision tasks Radford et al.| [2021]], Jia et al.[ [2021], |Kirillov et al.| [2023].
Remarkably, these models are surprisingly effective at zero-shot generalization, where a new task can be outside
the original scope of the training set, without any additional supervision to fine tune the model. Models such as CLIP
Radford et al.|[2021]] have then been employed in fields as diverse as video recognition|Lin et al.|[2022], audio Guzhov
et al.| [2022]], and medical imaging [Liu et al.| [2023]]. These advancements point these methods to become critical in
future machine learning research and applications.

As in other more traditional deep architectures (e.g., CNNs), CLIP is prone to performance degradation on domains
to which it was not originally exposed. Recent research trends suggest that domain adaptation mechanisms can play
an important role in deploying CLIP|Lai et al.|[2023]], Shu et al.|[2022]. The challenge, however, is to adapt the model
to new domains in real-time and as fast as possible, to maintain its attractive zero-shot capabilities without the need of
retraining.

In this paper, CLIP is contextualized in the setting of Test-Time Adaptation, a challenging yet practical scenario
of domain adaptation. In realistic scenarios, a model needs to adapt to new data on-the-fly to cope with unknown
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distribution shifts, and without using any class supervision. Although an experimental boilerplate was standardized
in recent years, CLIP has not been integrated to it yet. Additionally, we introduce a powerful adaptation technique
that achieves state-of-the-art performance without a significant computational overhead. Comprehensive studies are
performed on three datasets containing different types of domain shifts on several levels of severity, resulting in a total
of 155 evaluation scenarios. Our main contributions can then be summarized as follows:

* We propose a light-weight Test-Time Adaptation method for CLIP, called CLIPArTT, that adapts this VLM
to new domains without a considerable computation overhead.

e We introduce a new benchmark for Test-Time Adaptation on Vision-Language Models by implementing
representative baselines, such as TENT.

* Through comprehensive experiments, we subject our CLIPArTT methodology to diverse and challenging
Test-Time Adaptation scenarios, each characterized by distinct types of domain shifts. The outcomes of
these experiments highlight the performance of our approach when compared against other methodologies
addressing similar challenges.

The rest of the paper is organized in the following sections. Section[2]compiles significant related work to contextualize
our method. Section [3|introduces CLIPArTT and explains its functionality. Section 4] details the experimental setting,
with results exposed in Section[5] Section [6]concludes with a summary of contributions and potential future work.

2 Related work

Test-Time Adaptation. TTA is a particular setting of Domain Adaptation, encompassing two main characteristics:
(a) adapting a model to a target domain, with inputs coming as unlabeled data streams (i.e., batches), without (b) any
access to the source domain samples. The former challenge complicates accurately estimating the target domain’s
distribution, while the latter impedes solving the problem by directly comparing domains’ characteristics such as
statistics. Despite the challenging nature of the problem, the field has gained important momentum in recent years,
providing insights on the possibilities and limitations of adapting pre-trained models.

An important branch of TTA methods targets batch normalization layers for adaptation, as they can keep key informa-
tion from the source domain. As the simplest approach, PTBN [Nado et al.|[2021] addresses the problem by simply
recomputing the batch statistics at test-time. TENT |[Wang et al|[2021] goes further by using entropy minimization
on the model’s predictions as feedback, and optimizes the affine parameters in batch normalization layers after one
iteration. Entropy minimization has since been a recurrent alternative to update models to target domains without
label supervision |Goyal et al.|[2022], Zhang et al.|[2022],|Lin et al.|[2023]], [Lee et al.| [2023]] by increasing the model’s
confidence. These approaches, however, rely on image augmentations or large batches to be effective. More recently,
methods such as Text-Prompt Tuning (TPT) |Shu et al.|[2022] have introduced entropy minimization to adapt CLIP,
while focusing on learning an adapter for the text prompts. However, this method heavily relies on input augmenta-
tions, making it more costly to train. Our method also fine-tunes normalization layers to have a minimal impact on the
model’s knowledge and utilizes the confidence of the predictions to improve the text supervision. Moreover, we do
not employ any augmentations on the inputs.

Pseudo-labels have also played an important role in previous TTA research. SHOT [Liang et al.|[2020]] employs them
with cross-entropy to regularize mutual information between inputs and predictions. The entire feature encoder is
optimized in this case. CoTTA [Wang et al.|[2022]] makes use of pseudo-labels in the context of a student-teacher
model, where one model processes the original input and the other processes augmented versions of that input. A
consistency loss is used to compare both models’ outputs. PAD Wu et al.| [2021] improves the quality of pseudo-
labels by also augmenting inputs and using voting on the models’ predictions. Instead of simple class pseudo-labels,
CLIPArTT improves the text supervision to broaden the likelihood of accurately predicting the right class.

Some other methods utilize less conventional approaches for TTA. LAME Boudiaf et al.{[2022] refines the classifier’s
predictions in a transductive manner using the similarity between features through the Laplacian. A family of test-
time training (TTT) methods have also gained popularity [Sun et al.|[2020], Liu et al.|[2021]],|Osowiechi et al.| [2023]],
Gandelsman et al.|[2022]], Vargas Hakim et al.| [2023]], Osowiechi et al.|[2024]], where a sub-branch is trained alongside
the main network in an unsupervised way, which is later used to update the model. These methods require training the
model from scratch on the source domain. As LAME, our method is related to the concept of Laplacian regularization,
however we exploit this concept very differently. Whereas LAME employs it to refine predictions in a traditional
transductive inference approach where the model is kept as is, our method exploits in a test-time adaptation loss
enforcing the consistency between embeddings of related batch samples. Contrary to TTT methods, we do not train
the model from scratch with any additional branch.
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Figure 1: CLIPAITT pipeline overview: 1) Computing predictions from Image-Text Similarity, 2) generating a new
text prompt by filtering the top-K class predictions, 3) employing the new prompt to obtain image-to-image and text-
to-text similarity scores, used to build a pseudo-label for cross-entropy.

Conformal Learning. CLIPArTT is also related to the field of conformal learning, where intervals of confidence
for new predictions are derived from previous experience [Shafer and Vovk][2008]]. In a conformal prediction, a given
level of certainty is assigned to a set C = {¢y, ..., cx } with the K most plausible classes that an input can belong to
Angelopoulos and Bates|[2021]]. We draw inspiration from this concept and build a conformal set of class predictions
that can help adapting CLIP towards an accurate top—1 prediction. Our technique, however, stands out by not relying
on image transformations such as in|Shu et al.| [2022], Lai et al.| [2023]] to filter out predictions.

3 Methodology

We start by presenting the vanilla CLIP model for classification and explain how it can be extended to test-time
adaptation using entropy minimization. Building on the limitations of this approach, we then introduce our CLIPArTT
method that leverages class uncertainty and the relationship between samples in a batch.

3.1 CLIP-based classification

Contrastive Language-Image Pre-training (CLIP) Radford et al.|[2021] consists of a visual encoder fj(-), mapping an
image X to visual features z¥ € R”, and a text encoder f4() transforming text prompts t to text features z* € RP. The
visual and text encoders are trained jointly with a contrastive loss so that the feature embeddings of training images
and their corresponding text prompt are close to each other, while those of different training examples are pushed
apart.

In a classification task with K fixed classes, CLIP can be used to perform inference by encoding a pre-defined text
prompt for each class, for example t;, = “a photo of a {class k}”. For a new image x;, the probability of
belonging to class k is then estimated based on cosine similarity,

exp (cos(z?,z})/7) z'z

, cos(z,z) = —
Zj exp(cos(zl,zj)/r) z]l2-l|2'[|2”

Pik = (D

where 7 is a suitable softmax temperature.

The model in Eq. (I)) can be used for test-time adaptation in various ways, the simplest one being entropy minimization
as in TENT. This approach, which relies on the principle that the decision boundary lies in a low-density region of
space giving rise to a low prediction entropy, adapts the model parameters by minimizing entropy on a test batch of

size B:
B

ETENT = Z pik log pi 2

However, this approach as well as similar ones based on pseudo-labels|Liang et al.|[2020], Wang et al.|[2022],|Wu et al.
[2021] suffer from two important limitations. First, due to domain shifts, the model’s prediction may be unreliable
(e.g., giving the highest probability to the wrong class) and techniques such as entropy minimization or standard
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pseudo-label will only reinforce these errors during adaptation. Secondly, they assume that samples in a test batch are
independent and do not directly leverage their semantic relationships.

3.2 Our CLIPArTT method

The proposed CLIPATTT method, illustrated in Figure [I] addresses the above-mentioned limitations using two key
insights. The first insight, inspired by conformal learning, is that the correct class is often among the ones with
the highest probabilities, although the model’s most confident prediction may not be always correct. This claim is
supported by the results in Table [13[(Original), showing that the correct class is within the top-3 predictions 97.79%
of the times for CIFAR10 (versus 88.74% within the top-1), and 80.92% of the times for CIFAR100 (versus 61.68%
within the top-1). A way to include information about multiple classes could, therefore, help adapting the model
at test time. The second insight is that the similarity between the batch samples could be evaluated based on their
visual and/or text embeddings. As we will show below, such similarities could be exploited in a strategy related to
graph-Laplacian regularization.

Instance-specific multi-class prompt Inspired by our first insight, we devise a novel technique to generate instance-
specific prompts from the top-k predlctlons with 1 < k < K. Specifically, for an image x;, we estimate the
CLIP-based class probabilities using Eq. and then generate a new text prompt as t; =a photo of a {class
i1} or ... or {class ir}”, where {class i;} is the name of the class with j-th highest probability.

Transductive TTA Next, we design a test-time adaptation loss that accounts for semantic relationships between batch

samples. Let Z¥ € RB*P and 7' € RB*D denote the normalized visual and instance-specific text embeddings of
the samples within the test batch, respectively. We compute an image-to-image similarity matrix, S¥ = Z*(Z")"

[—1,1]8%B and a text-to-text similarity matrix, S' = Z*(Z)T € [-1,1]5*B. The former measures the affinity
between each pair of samples within the batch in terms of their visual characteristics (shapes, textures, etc.). The
latter captures common (or related) classes in the top-k predictions of two samples, since it is computed using the
instance-specific multi-class prompts.

We deploy these two pairwise similarity matrices to compute pseudo-labels as follows:

Q = softmax((S” + S*)/27) € [0, 1)B%B 3

where the softmax operation is applied column-wise and the temperature 7 = 0.01 in all our experiments.

Let P denotes the zero-shot prediction matrix using our instance-specific multi-class text prompts:

P= softmax(Z“(Zt)T/T), biy = exp (COS(ZmZJ)/T)

> ok €XP (cos(zi,zk)/r)

4)
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This matrix, along with the pairwise pseudo-labels we introduced in Eq. (3), yield our final TTA loss based on the

Cross-entropy:
| BB
Lrra() = 3 ;;(Iij log pij. )
Unlike recent approaches Shu et al.|[2022]], which adapt the CLIP model by learning a text prompt, we instead update

the normalization-layer parameters of the visual encoder, which yields a light-weight, computationally efficient TTA
method.

3.3 Link to graph-Laplacian regularization

An important element of our TTA method is that it exploits the similarities between pairs of samples within the batch,
in terms of the visual features and text prompts representing the top-k classes. In this section, we draw a connection
between the proposed method and graph-Laplacian regularization, well-known in the context semi-supervised learning

techniques (Chapelle et al.| [2006] and label propagation [Iscen et al.|[2019]. In our case, the Laplacian regularizer is
computed over a set of B nodes with predictions Z € RZ*P as

Lreg(Z) = trace(Z' LwZ) = Zwmuzz z;13, (6)

where Ly € RE*P is the Laplacian matrix defined from edge weight matrix W as follows:
[Lwlij = { R ! ™

This connection is made in the following proposition.

Proposition 1. The TTA loss in Eq. (3) can be expressed as a Laplacian regularization over a bipartite graph with
one set of nodes for image embeddings and another for text embeddings.

Proof. Expanding the softmax in Eq. (), we get

_ eXp(( 7)'2h/T)
ACTTA = ;jzl 1] . exp (( Z) k/T) (8)

=B ZZ%J‘(—(Z?)T% + TlOgZeXp ((ZVLJ)TZ};/T)> 9)
i g k

LogSumExp (LSE)

Since the feature embeddings are normalized, we have ||z} |ls = [|z}||2 = 1 and thus (z}) 'z} = 2 — ||z — z}|3.
Moreover, following the scaled LogSumExp (LSE) rule, we can bound the right-side term as foflows

ml?x{(zf) 7} < TLSE < m}iix{(zf) z,.} + TlogB (10)
For a small 7 (we use a value of 0.01 in our method), the bounds tighten and we get that
LSE =~ max{( Nizt) = ;(zf)th- (11)

7

The last equality comes from the hypothesis that, in a well trained model, the maximum similarity occurs between the
image and embedding of a samples and its corresponding text embedding. Our TTA loss can then be expressed as

1
Lorra ~ E(ZZ%HZ;’ — 72 + Z(zg)ng) + const (12)
7 7 7

= iBtrace((Z”)T(LQ +1I)Z") + const (13)
T

where I is the identity matrix. The modified Laplacian Lq + I enforces nodes with a high connection weight (g;;) to
have similar embeddings, while also avoiding embeddings to collapse into a single vector.

O
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‘ K = l K = 3 K :4
Original | 89.80£0.05 90.04 +£0.13 90.41 £0.07
CIFAR 10.1|85.37 +£0.17 86.35+£0.27 86.07 £0.21
C-Average | 70.79 71.17 70.99
Table 2: Accuracy (%) on CIFAR-10, CIFAR-10.1 and CIFAR-

10-C datasets with Level 5 corruption for different number of K
selected classes to create pseudo-labels.

|K=3 K=4 K=5

3D | 84.31 84.24 87.24
YT | 82.80 83.17 83.46

Table 3: Accuracy (%) on the VisDA-C 3D
training split (3D) and validation split (YT)
with ViT-B/32 on different numbers of se-
lected classes (K) to create pseudo-labels.

4 Experimental Settings

We evaluate CLIPArTT’s performance across diverse TTA datasets using established methodologies. These datasets
simulate challenging domain shifts, offering insights into our approach’s efficacy. Additionally, we explore CLI-
PArTT’s adaptability on the original dataset through zero-shot test-time adaptation, crucial given the novel nature
of the datasets. Our evaluation framework encompasses distinct categories, namely natural images, common corrup-
tions, simulated shift and video shift, providing a comprehensive assessment of the model’s performance across diverse
challenges.

In our evaluation of natural images, we utilize CIFAR-10, CIFAR-10.1, and CIFAR-100 datasets, each comprising
10,000 images and featuring 10 and 100 classes, respectively. These datasets represent natural imagery and are novel
to the model under scrutiny. Notably, CIFAR-10.1 introduces a natural domain shift from CIFAR-10, thereby enriching
our assessment with varied and nuanced data distributions.

Transitioning to our investigation of common corruptions, we turn to the CIFAR-10-C and CIFAR-100-C datasets
Hendrycks and Dietterich| [2019]]. These datasets offer a diverse range of 15 distinct corruptions, including elastic
transform and impulse noise, among others. Each corruption is characterized by 5 severity levels, yielding a total
of 75 unique testing scenarios per dataset. Within each severity level, there are 10,000 images, contributing to a
comprehensive evaluation of the model’s robustness against a variety of corruption types and intensities.

Furthermore, we examine the challenging VisDA-C dataset [Peng et al.| [2018]], which represents two domain shifts:
the simulated shift and video shift. The former comprises a set of 152,397 images rendered in 3D across 12 different
classes. The later includes 72,372 YouTube video frames spanning the same categories. This dataset presents an
important challenge, as it bridges the gap of the type of imagery that a model can be applied on.

Test-time adaptation. For test-time adaptation, model updates are applied to all the Layer Normalization (LN)
layers within the visual encoder. We employ the ADAM optimizer with a fixed learning rate set to 10~3. Throughout
our experiments, a consistent batch size of 128 is utilized to maintain uniformity and enable effective comparisons
across different scenarios. As in previous TTA works, a smaller learning rate of 10~* is preferred to adapt on the 3D
renderings split|Vargas Hakim et al.|[2023], as it represents a more aggressive shift.

Benchmarking. We compare the performance of CLIPArTT with state-of-the-art methods. Specifically, we utilize
adapted versions of TENT [Wang et al|[2021] and LAME Boudiaf et al.|[2022] tailored to CLIP. The adapted TENT
now updates only the affine parameters in Layer Normalization layers through entropy minimization directly on the
similarity between image and text features, diverging from its original implementation (i.e., using classifier’s logits).
Notably, we employ 10 iterations for TENT adaptation, a choice informed by our findings, as evidenced in Fig [2]
For VisDA-C, we also explore using only 1 iteration, as in the original paper. Similarly, we utilize the image-to-
text similarity scores as logits for LAME, where the Laplacian regularizer is applied to the similarity between image
features. Finally, we extend the evaluation to include TPT [Shu et al.|[2022], a recent adaptation method for CLIP. TPT
heavily relies on image augmentations, thus we reduce batch-size of 32 due to its high memory requirement.

5 Results

In this section, we outline the experimental outcomes derived from CLIPArTT and provide a comprehensive analysis.
We first show a series of exploratory ablations that later help conduct the final experiments on the different datasets
and compare with state-of-the-art.
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5.1 Ablation Studies

Selection of the number of classes for new prompts. Determining the number of classes in building new prompts
presents a critical aspect in our methodology. Table [I3] illustrates various scenarios where K = 3 emerges as a
favorable choice, exhibiting a remarkable accuracy of 100% across multiple instances of CIFAR-10 datasets. This
initial observation is further corroborated by the findings presented in Table[I4] However, the decision becomes more
nuanced when applied to CIFAR-100 datasets. While leveraging the top 3 classes contributes to enhanced accuracy,
it does not guarantee optimal performance. Similarly, adopting a strategy akin to CIFAR-10, wherein 30% of the
classes are chosen, proves impractical due to resulting lengthy sentences that are impossible to tokenize. Examination
of Table | reveals that the optimal choice varies depending on the distribution shift. Nonetheless, our analysis shows
that K =3 consistently yields superior performance, particularly evident in the average results across CIFAR-100-C.
Consequently, we maintain K =3 as the preferred configuration for all subsequent experiments on CIFAR datasets. A
similar study was conducted for VisDA-C, in which K =5 (See Table@ is chosen as the number of classes.

| K=1 K=3 K=5 K=17 K=10 K=20
Original | 69.00 022 69.79 £0.04 69.68 £0.07 69.56+£0.02 69.78 £0.02 69.93 +0.08
Gaussian Noise 26.05 +0.11 25.32+0.14 24.69+£0.03 24.60+0.03 24.70+0.15 23.73 £0.07
Shot noise 28.88 +0.11 27904005 27.254026 26.754007 26.83+026 25.73+0.13
Impulse Noise 24.04 £0.09 25.62+£0.09 25.12 +0.14 25.25+0.14 24.95+023 24.57 +0.12
Defocus blur 49.03 +0.15 49.88 +£0.23 49.75+0.11 49.74 +025 49.62+0.10 49.49 +0.07
Glass blur 26.77 £0.14 27.89 +0.03 27.76 +£023 27.284+0.07 26.57£0.07 25.52 +0.09
Motion blur 46.50 +0.090 47.93 +0.14 47.48 +021 47.57+0.10 47.53+0.09 47.364+0.09
Zoom blur 52.08 £0.12 52.70 +£0.06 52.22 +0.10 52.10+024 52.62+024 52.82+0.09
Snow 49.24 +0.07 49.72 +0.01 4898 +0.08 48.87 £0.08 49.13 £0.08 49.54 +0.13
Frost 4991 +0.07 49.63 +0.12 4843 +0.17 48.11+0.06 48.72+0.08 49.13 +0.10
Fog 47.1540.04 48.77+0.04 48.95+0.18 48.78 +022 49.06 +0.05 48.74 +0.36
Brightness 60.01 £0.08 61.27 +£0.08 60.77 £0.16 60.89 £0.19 60.98 +0.18 61.03 £0.19
Contrast 4690 £021 48.55 +0.24 49.01 £0.14 49.07 £0.03 49.27 £0.09 49.08 +0.12
Elastic transform 36.32 +0.10 37.454+0.08 37.63+0.12 37.31+0.09 37.134+0.16 36.94+0.11
Pixelate 32.5240.17 33.88+0.14 34.4040.15 34.38+0.16 34.65+0.09 34.3240.02
JPEG compression | 35.81 +0.11  36.07 £0.32 35.77 001 35.60 £0.10 35.6340.10 35.29 £0.14
Average \ 40.75 41.51 41.21 41.09 41.16 40.89

Table 4: Accuracy (%) on CIFAR-100 and CIFAR-100-C datasets with Level 5 corruption for different number of /K
selected classes to create pseudo-labels.

Selection of the number of iterations. In line with our approach for TENT, we investigate optimal number of
iterations. As demonstrated in Table [5] iterating 10 times strikes the most favorable balance, exhibiting superior
performance across the overall average on CIFAR-10-C and yielding optimal results for numerous corruption types.
Nonetheless, it is imperative to acknowledge that employing a lower number of iterations (e.g., Iter=5) may yield
improved outcomes in scenarios with minimal or no distribution shift, while a higher number of iterations (e.g.,
Iter=20) may be more effective in mitigating severe distribution shifts. As a result, 10 iterations are used for all
forthcoming experiments.

Pseudo-label selection for adaptation. For the target, we employed a linear combination of both image-to-image
and text-to-text similarities to encapsulate the information derived from both modalities. This combination proved to
be more effective than each modality separately (see Table [6). While selecting solely the text-to-text similarity for
adaptation performs well, it falls short of achieving optimal results. Conversely, utilizing only the image-to-image
similarity mainly improves for the original CIFAR-10 dataset and few corruption types.

Performance of the model for different batch-sizes. TTA methods have historically exhibited limitations when
applied with small batch sizes. In our study, we investigate the performance of our model in this regard. As depicted
in Table performance improves significantly with increasing batch size. However, beyond a batch size of 8§,
no further performance gains are observed. This phenomenon can be attributed to the fact that, with smaller batch
sizes, our method has the potential to introduce uncertainty by introducing multiple classes, thereby diminishing
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| Tter=1 Iter=5 Iter=10 Iter = 20

Original \ 89.59 +001  90.54 +0.09 90.04 +0.13 88.32 +0.12
CIFAR 10.1 \ 84.78 +002 86.67 +0.06 86.35 +027 84.33 +031
Gaussian Noise 39.75 +0.04 53.79 +0.08 59.90 +0.36 59.33 +0.20
Shot noise 43.80 +£0.04 57.16 024 62.77 +007 63.08 +0.43
Impulse Noise 45.19 4007 52.44 +0.14 56.02 +0.16 56.73 +0.01
Defocus blur 72.93 +007 76.36 +0.10 76.74 +0.05 75.33 +0.13
Glass blur 46.61 +0.06 57.45+0.13 61.77 +0.16 62.01 +o0.27
Motion blur 67.89 +0.03 74.34 +o.14 76.01 £0.19 75.94 +0.8
Zoom blur 73.24 +005 77.03 007 77.40+020 75.42 +0.3
Snow 73.81 £007 76.51 +0.08 77.29 +0.16 76.18 +0.21
Frost 74.80 +0.04 78.13 +0.12 79.20 +0.08 77.44 +0.30
Fog 69.81 006 74.16+0.00 75.74 +014 74.66 +0.02
Brightness 84.16 +0.01 86.61 +010 86.59 +0.16 85.14 +0.42
Contrast 67.75 003 74.85 +0.04 77.82+014 77.75 to.11
Elastic transform 63.15+008 68.53 +0.19 70.20 +0.01 68.48 +0.24
Pixelate 54.20 +0.02 61.87 +0.04 66.52 +0.13 67.13 +0.15
JPEG compression | 57.46 009 62.00+0.13 63.51 +0.14 63.64 +0.20
Average \ 62.30 68.75 71.17 70.55

Table 5: Accuracy (%) on CIFAR-10, CIFAR-10.1 and CIFAR-10-C datasets with Level 5 corruption for different
number of iterations to update the model at test-time.

| Image Text Image + Text

Original | 90.18 +0.02  89.05+0.14  90.04 +0.13
CIFAR 10.1 \ 86.25 +037 84.85 +040  86.35 +0.27
Gaussian Noise 59.05+030 59.29 +027  59.90 +0.36
Shot noise 62.11 +0.18 61.89 +031  62.77 +0.07
Impulse Noise 5543 +0.12 5548 +0.10  56.02 +0.16
Defocus blur 76.88 £0.09 76.25+0.10 76.74 +0.05
Glass blur 61.56 003 61.28 +033  61.77 +o.16
Motion blur 76.32 +0.15 7537 +027  76.01 +0.19
Zoom blur 77.66 +0.09 76.29 +0.11  77.40 +0.20
Snow 77.28 £0.08 76.03 +0.16  77.29 +o0.16
Frost 78.80 +0.18 78.05 +021  79.20 +o0.08
Fog 75.69 +0.17 7370015 75.74 +o0.14
Brightness 86.62 +020 84.69 +0.04  86.59 +0.16
Contrast 7743 +0.12 74.52 002  77.82 +o0.14
Elastic transform 69.63 +0.02 69.33 +020  70.20 +o0.01
Pixelate 66.33 +0.16 64.86+029  66.52 +0.13
JPEG compression | 63.92 +0.13 63.44 +020 63.51 +0.14
Average | 70.98 70.03 71.17

Table 6: Accuracy (%) on CIFAR-10, CIFAR-10.1 and CIFAR-10-C datasets with different targets.
| CLIP BS=8 BS=16 BS=32 BS=64 BS=128
Original | 88.74 82.50+0.13 85.89+0.19 88.25+0.15 89.48+0.15 90.04 +0.13
CIFAR 10.1 | 83.25 77.2+092 81.55+053 84.00+031 85404008 86.35=+027
C-Average | 59.22 61.10 64.72 67.70 69.82 71.17

Table 7: Accuracy (%) on CIFAR-10, CIFAR-10.1 and CIFAR-10-C datasets with Level 5 corruption for different
number of batch-size.
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performance, especially when the model is already confident. In subsequent experiments, we maintain a batch size of
128, consistent with prevailing practices in the state-of-the-art methodologies.

5.2 [Experiments

\ CLIP LAME TENT TPT (Bs=32) CLIPArTT
Original \ 88.74 89.36+0.06 91.69+0.10 88.0640.06 90.04 +0.13
CIFAR 10.1 | 8325 81.22+033 87.60+045 81.80+027 86.35+027
Gaussian Noise 3527 24.71+011 41.274027 33.90+008 59.90 +0.36
Shot noise 39.67 27.44+009 47.204+023 38.20+002 62.77 +0.07
Impulse Noise 42.61 31.38+0.15 48.584031 37.66+020 56.0240.16
Defocus blur 69.76  62.45+044 77124016 67.83+028 76.74 +0.05
Glass blur 4240 29964006 52.65+030 38.8140.12 61.77 +o0.16
Motion blur 63.97 54.00+036 71.25+4009 63.39+0.13 76.01 +0.19
Zoom blur 69.83 61974036 76.20+0.19 68.9540.16 77.40 +0.20
Snow 71.78 64.61 048 78.29 +020 70.16+0.10 77.29 +0.16
Frost 72.86 65.17+0.17 79.84 £0.09 72.394022 79.20 +0.08
Fog 67.04 59.134049 77.39+0.01 64.314+028 75.74+0.14
Brightness 81.87 80.0540.23 87.78+0.03 81.304+0.18 86.59 +0.16
Contrast 64.37 56914037 79.47 +011 62.264+031 77.82+0.14
Elastic transform 60.83 53.894020 70.00+025 56.434027 70.20 +0.01
Pixelate 50.53 39.67 4034 63.7440.18 42.804+040 66.52 +0.13
JPEG compression | 5548 47.2440.14 62.64 +0.14 53.674025 63.51 +0.14
Average \ 59.22 50.57 67.56 56.80 71.17

Table 8: Accuracy (%) on CIFAR-10, CIFAR-10.1 and CIFAR-10-C datasets with ViT-B/32 as visual encoder.

Performance analysis under natural or no domain shift. In the different Tables[8] [9] [I0] and [T} CLIPArTT con-
sistently enhances accuracy across CIFAR-10, CIFAR10.1, and CIFAR-100 datasets compared to the baseline (+2%,
+3%, +8% respectively with ViT-B/32). This improvement suggests that even datasets devoid of corruption, which
may not have been seen by the model during training, can benefit from adaptation. Consequently, a zero-shot model
can leverage adaptation at test-time, relying solely on the model’s predictions. However, while CLIPArTT outperforms
the baseline, as well as LAME and TPT with this fixed version, it is worth noting that TENT may yield superior results
depending on the visual encoder and the number of classes. Entropy minimization used solely on confident results
proves to be also effective. Interestingly, the corruptions in which TENT achieves a better performance tend to already
have higher accuracy values.

\ CLIP LAME TENT TPT Bs=32) CLIPArTT
Original \ 61.68 58274017 69.74+0.16 63.784+028 69.79 +0.04
Gaussian Noise 14.80 12.72 +004 14.3840.14 14.03+0.10 25.3240.14
Shot noise 16.03 13.78 £0.08 17.34+027 15.25+0.17 27.90 +0.05
Impulse Noise 13.85 7.82+0.14 10.0340.13 13.014+0.13  25.62 10.09
Defocus blur 36.74 33.38+0.11 49.054007 37.60+0.17 49.88 +0.23
Glass blur 14.19  9.00 +0.05 3.71 £0.07 16.41 +002 27.89 +0.03
Motion blur 36.14 32794013 46.624+027 37.524+023 47.93+0.14
Zoom blur 40.24 37.574015 51.84+0.15 42994011 52.70 +0.06
Snow 3895 3549+0.18 46.714+021 42.35+0.13 49.72 +0.01
Frost 40.56 37.224021 44.90+027 43314014 49.63 +0.12
Fog 38.00 35.9440.09 47.314004 38.8140.17 48.77 +0.04
Brightness 48.18 44.934+0.08 60.58+0.18 50.23 +0.11  61.27 +0.08
Contrast 29.53 27.52+006 45.9040.11 28.09 £0.09 48.55+0.24
Elastic transform 26.33 24.01+0.02 33.09 +0.08 28.1240.15 37.45 +0.08
Pixelate 2198 19.55+0.13 26474009 2043 +0.14 33.88+0.14
JPEG compression | 2591 21.77 £0.14 29.89 £0.07 28.82+0.09 36.07 +£0.32
Average \ 29.43 26.23 35.19 30.46 41.51

Table 9: Accuracy (%) on CIFAR-100 and CIFAR-100-C datasets with ViT-B/32 as visual encoder.

Performance analysis under common corruptions. In the various referenced tables, including Tables [8] [0
and CLIPACTT consistently outperforms the baseline, TPT, and LAME across all visual encoders, resulting in
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CLIP TENT TPT 8s=32) CLIPArTT

Original ViT-B/16 | 89.25 92.75 +017 89.80+0.05 92.61 +0.05

HEMaAl | VATL/14 | 9536 96.13 1006 95.18 £0.02  95.16 +003

ViT-B/16 | 84.00 88.52 +033 83.75+021 88.72 +0.33

CIFAR-10.1 Giny /14 | 9120 92221025 91322002 91.02 2002
- Aver ViT-B/16 | 60.15  68.00 59.75 73.22
TAVEIAZe | VITL/14 | 76.04  79.18 75.01 78.06

Table 10: Accuracy (%) on CIFAR-10, CIFAR-10.1 and CIFAR-10-C datasets with ViT-B/16 and ViT-L/14 as visual
encoders.

CLIP TENT TPT Bs=32) CLIPArTT
ViT-B/16 ‘ 64.76  71.73 +014 67.15+023 71.34 +0.07

Original ‘

ViT-L/14 | 73.28 78.03 +0.08 76.85 +0.06 79.42 +0.08
C-Average ViT-B/16 | 32.01 37.90 33.73 40.08
€% | VIT-L/14 | 44.59 50.14 47.58 52.52

Table 11: Accuracy (%) on CIFAR-100 and CIFAR-100-C datasets with ViT-B/16 and ViT-L/14 as visual encoders.

enhancements of up to 13% on average. A more detailed examination reveals that CLIPArTT frequently surpasses
TENT, particularly in instances where the baseline performs poorly. This observation implies that CLIPArTT con-
sistently outperforms TENT, which tends to compromise the model’s performance under conditions of low baseline
confidence. For instance, in Table E} TENT experiences a 3% decrease compared to the baseline under Impulse Noise,
while CLIPATTT exhibits a 12% improvement. Conversely, when the baseline is confident, CLIPArTT consistently
maintains a high performance. As an illustration, Table [8] shows that while CLIP achieves an accuracy of 81.87%
under Brightness corruption, both TENT and CLIPATrTT contribute to improvements of 7% and 6%, respectively.

Performance analysis under simulated and video shifts. Results on the 3D and YT splits of VisDA-C are shown
in Table With respect to pure CLIP, our method achieves an important improvement of accuracy with the three
different image encoders. CLIPArTT also achieves a competitive advantage against TENT, LAME and TPT. We ob-
served however that using TENT with 10 iterations (here named TENT-10) is a strong contender, achieving practically
the same score on 3D images and outperforming on YouTube frames by a small margin. This can mean that TENT’s
entropy minimization can achieve faster improvement with certain domain shifts.

6 Conclusions

In this study, we introduce CLIPATTT, the first comprehensive Test-Time Adaptation framework designed specifically
for Vision-Language Models. By leveraging the model’s predictions as new pseudo-labels, we effectively minimize
cross-entropy loss at test-time, thereby enhancing model performance even within a zero-shot setting. To ensure fair
comparisons, we also incorporate Test-Time Adaptation models into this new benchmark for VLMs.

A comprehensive ablation study is conducted to determine optimal hyperparameters and gain deeper insights into
the various model configurations. Our experimental results demonstrate that CLIPArTT achieves highly competitive
performance across TTA datasets, surpassing state-of-the-art approaches. While TENT remains a strong competitor,

CLIP TENT TENT-10 LAME TPT ®Bs=32) CLIPArTT

87.04 87.15 +021 88.08 +0.05 85.83 +0.06 83.85 +0.06 88.01 +0.47
84.51 84.75 +0.17 85.82 +0.02 83.85 +0.03 78.45 +0.05 87.24 +o0.04
90.62 90.93 +0.01 91.33 +0.010 90.15 +0.07 91.07 +0.05 91.18 +o0.01

86.71 86.96 +0.02 87.44 +0.02 86.24 +00 85.69 +0.05 86.22 +0.01
84.45 84.72 +o0.01 85.46 +0.02 84.41 +0.02 82.95 +0.01 83.46 +0.03
84.93 85.38 +0.01 86.65 +0.05 85.08 +0.04 85.54 +0.38 85.55 +o.01

ViT-B/16
ViT-B/32
ViT-L/14

ViT-B/16
ViT-B/32
ViT-L/14

3D

YT

Table 12: Accuracy (%) on the VisDA-C training split (3D) and validation split (YT) with the three different feature
extractors.

10
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our model offers enhanced versatility by effectively addressing both natural and severe domain shifts, thus exhibiting
robustness across various scenarios.

Exploring the potential of text prompts in classification represents a promising avenue for future research. Investigating
alternative methods to fine-tune these text prompts could yield valuable insights. Moreover, extending the study of
Test-Time Adaptation to other scenarios, such as segmentation or object detection with Vision-Language Models
(VLMs), holds significant promise for advancing our understanding of model adaptability and performance across
diverse tasks.

11
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CLIPArTT: Light-weight Adaptation of CLIP to New Domains at Test Time —
Supplementary Material

A Unsupervised clustering

In Fig. 3] tSNE visualizations of data points are shown. We show how the distribution of data points change after
adaptation, which improves the accuracy of class predictions and facilitates the assignment of ground truth labels.

(a) Prediction (before adaptation) (b) Prediction (after adaptation)
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(c) Ground truth (before adaptation) (d) Ground truth (after adaptation)

Figure 3: The t-SNE visualizations exhibit discernible attributes of brightness within the visual features derived from
CLIPACTT. Panels (a) and (b) present the model’s predictions before and after 10 iterations of adaptation, respectively.
Panels (c) and (d) demonstrate the actual labels in the absence of adaptation and following adaptation of the represen-
tations, respectively.

B Evolution of similarity matrices

A fundamental component of CLIPArTT is the employment of image-to-image and text-to-text similarity matrices to
build new pseudo labels. In Fig. [d] we show an example of a batch of five images. While the largest image-to-image
similarity values concentrate on the main diagonal, the text-to-text similarity using the K most confident classes for
the new text prompt, highly impacts the correlation between images and text (CLIPArTT logits).

C Comprehensive experimental results

We present comprehensive tables containing all the detailed information about results that was summarized in the main
paper.

12
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Image-to-Image similarity Text-to-Text similarity CLIPAFTT logits
1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3

0007 0014 0012 0010 0124 | 0249 0085 = 0223

0013  0.019 0154 0129 0145

0.069 21 0245 0.236

a) 2{ 0.014

3{ 0012 0013 31 0130 0.089 A photo of a aeroplane

or a car

+{ 0234 0118 | 0251 @ 0.061 B 1,000 or a bus
or a skateboard

or a train

4] 0010 0018 0.011

Image-to-Image similarity Text-to-Text similarity CLIPATT logits
1 2 3 4 o T 2 3 L 2 3

0004  0.005  0.007  0.004 o 0.077 0.227 0.090 0.000  0.000  0.000

0012  0.008 1.000

0.043 2{ 0.000 1.000

b) 21 0.005

A photo of a train
or a bus
or a truck
or a car
or a motorcycle

3{ 0007 0012 3{ 0000  0.000

41 0003  0.008 0.007 0.236 0.054 4] 0000 0000  0.000 1.000

Figure 4: Similarity matrices before (a) and after (b) adaptation using ' = 5 classes. There is an increase in the
confidence of the logits when using a pseudolabel from the new prompt with the K most confident classes.

| CIFARIO | CIFARI00

| Topl Top3 | Topl Top3
ORIGINAL | 88.74 100.00 | 61.68 97.34
Gaussian Noise 3527 99.87 | 148 63.66
Shot noise 39.67 99.99 | 16.03 67.02
Impulse Noise 42.61 100.00 | 13.85 64.4
Defocus blur 69.76  100.00 | 36.74 90.14
Glass blur 4240 100.00 | 14.19 61.66
Motion blur 63.97 100.00 | 36.14 90.36
Zoom blur 69.83 100.00 | 40.24 91.27
Snow 71.78 100.00 | 38.95 91.40
Frost 72.86 100.00 | 40.56 92.23
Fog 67.04 9998 | 38.00 91.51
Brightness 81.87 100.00 | 48.18 93.10
Contrast 64.37 100.00 | 29.53 84.67
Elastic transform 60.83 100.00 | 26.33 78.96
Pixelate 50.53 100.00 | 21.98 75.65
JPEG compression | 55.48 100.00 | 2591 80.81
Average | 5922 99.99 | 2943 81.12

Table 13: Accuracy (%) on CIFAR-10/100 and CIFAR-10/100-C datasets with Level 5 corruption for the top 1 or the
top 3 predicted classes.

References

Alec Radford, Jong Wook Kim, Chris Hallacy, Aditya Ramesh, Gabriel Goh, Sandhini Agarwal, Girish Sastry,
Amanda Askell, Pamela Mishkin, Jack Clark, et al. Learning transferable visual models from natural language
supervision. In International conference on machine learning, pages 8748-8763. PMLR, 2021.

Chao Jia, Yinfei Yang, Ye Xia, Yi-Ting Chen, Zarana Parekh, Hieu Pham, Quoc Le, Yun-Hsuan Sung, Zhen Li,
and Tom Duerig. Scaling up visual and vision-language representation learning with noisy text supervision. In
International conference on machine learning, pages 4904-4916. PMLR, 2021.

13



CLIPATTT: Light-weight Adaptation of CLIP to New Domains at Test Time A PREPRINT

\ K=1 K=3 K=4
ORIGINAL | 89.8+005 90.04+0.13 90.41+0.07
CIFAR 10.1 | 8537 +£0.17 86.35+027 86.07 021
Gaussian Noise 60.2 4024 59.904036 59.7140.15
Shot noise 62.08 +0.11  62.77 £0.07 62.17 +0.16
Impulse Noise 54.33 £0.07 56.02 +0.16 56.27 £0.15
Defocus blur 77.16+0.02 76.74 +0.05 76.79 +0.11
Glass blur 61.9140.15 61.77+0.16 61.72+0.23
Motion blur 74.94 +0.15 76.01 £0.19 76.33 +0.1
Zoom blur 76.844+0.13 77.404020 77.15+0.04
Snow 76.87 £0.05 77.29 +0.16 76.56 +0.16
Frost 77.81+0.04 79.20+0.08 78.42 +0.04
Fog 75.83 £0.28 75.74 +0.14  75.65 40.06
Brightness 85.554+0.12 86.59+0.16 86.83 +0.1
Contrast 78.02 +0.18 77.82+0.14 78.27 +0.14
Elastic transform 69.42 40.07 70.204+0.01 69.81 +0.2
Pixelate 66.07 £0.09 66.52 +0.13  66.45 +0.08
JPEG compression | 64.82 4026 63.51 +0.14 62.72 +£0.25
Average | 70.79 71.17 70.99

Table 14: Accuracy (%) on CIFAR-10, CIFAR-10.1 and CIFAR-10-C datasets with Level 5 corruption for different
number of K selected classes to create pseudo-label.

| CLIP BS =8 BS =16 BS =32 BS =64 BS =128

ORIGINAL \ 88.74 82.50+0.13 85.89+0.19 88.25+0.15 89.48+0.15 90.04 +0.13
CIFAR 10.1 \ 8325 T77.24+092 81.55+053 84.00+031 85.40+0.08 86.3540.27
Gaussian Noise 3527 47.30+037 50091 +035 54234028 57.89+0.13 59.90+0.36
Shot noise 39.67 49.62+026 53.1+£027 56.88+023 60.56+0.12 62.774+0.07
Impulse Noise 42.61 47.244022 50.24 4048 52.74021 54.8840.17 56.02 40.16
Defocus blur 69.76 68.244+035 72.2240.04 75.09 +0.16 7597 +027 76.74 +0.05
Glass blur 4240 49.49 4030 53.274+0.04 57.18+024 60.12+0.14 61.77 £0.16
Motion blur 63.97 65.224006 69.02+030 72.54+027 74.71+018 76.01+0.19
Zoom blur 69.83 67.69 +020 71.33+0.11 74.534+0.11 76.35+0.07 77.40+0.20
Snow 7178 68.68 £0.42 72.37 +0.11 7493 +0.18 76.53 +041 77.29 +0.16
Frost 72.86 70.35+025 73.934+034 76.81+023 78.22+0.13 79.20+0.08
Fog 67.04 66.254+031 69.71 £024 72.36 4023 73.964021 75.7440.14
Brightness 81.87 7736 +0.17 81.20+020 84.07+0.08 85.58+025 86.59 +0.16
Contrast 64.37 65.124007 69.02+0.12 72.60+046 75.79+024 77.8240.14
Elastic transform 60.83 59.61 +0.11 63.67 £0.13 66.36 +0.26 68.74 +0.07 70.20 £0.01
Pixelate 50.53 56.78 £024 60.01 £0.06 62.57 £0.19 64.64 £0.03 66.52 +0.13
JPEG compression | 55.48 57.59 +026 60.78 £0.12 62.63 +0.06 63.4340.16 63.51 +0.14
Average \ 59.22 61.10 64.72 67.70 69.82 71.17

Table 15: Accuracy (%) on CIFAR-10, CIFAR-10.1 and CIFAR-10-C datasets with Level 5 corruption for different
batch sizes.
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Ziyi Lin, Shijie Geng, Renrui Zhang, Peng Gao, Gerard de Melo, Xiaogang Wang, Jifeng Dai, Yu Qiao, and Hong-
sheng Li. Frozen clip models are efficient video learners. In European Conference on Computer Vision, pages
388-404. Springer, 2022.
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‘ CLIP TENT TPT Bs=32)  CLIPArTT

ORIGINAL \ 89.25 92.75+0.17 89.80 +0.05 92.61 40.05
CIFAR 10.1 \ 84.00 88.52+033 83.75.0.21+ 88.72+0.33
Gaussian Noise 37.75 31.04+0.38 35.35+0.15 60.89 +0.26
Shot noise 41.10 40.54 +0.41 41.03 +0.19 65.19 +-0.21
Impulse Noise 51.71 58.03+0.16  54.864007  67.5540.09
Defocus blur 70.07  77.57 +0.03 70.29 +0.02  78.92 +0.12
Glass blur 4224  47.164005  37.86+0.17  57.18 +0.20
Motion blur 65.81  76.16 40.05 67.43 40.11 76.59 +0.06
Zoom blur 7250  79.64 +0.12 7291 +0.02  79.62 +0.11
Snow 73.23  81.68 +0.03 72.98 +0.32 81.13 +0.29
Frost 76.52  83.22+0.05  75.87 +0.16  81.24 +0.08
Fog 68.35 80.78+0.15  69.134+027  78.47 £0.19
Brightness 83.36 89.85+0.11  83.67+0.14  88.66+0.15
Contrast 61.90 79.24 +0.19 62.16 4-0.06 75.15 40.07
Elastic transform 53.16 62.54 +0.08 51.26 +0.23 69.49 +0.08
Pixelate 48.48 67.08 £024  44.65 +0.21 71.80 +o0.16
JPEG compression | 56.05 65424005  56.73+£007  66.42 +0.25
Average \ 60.15 68.00 59.75 73.22

Table 16: Accuracy (%) on CIFAR-10, CIFAR-10.1 and CIFAR-10-C datasets with ViT-B/16 as visual encoder.

| CLIP TENT TPT (Bs=32) CLIPArTT

ORIGINAL | 9536 96.13+£0.06 95.18+0.02 95.16+0.03
CIFAR 10.1 \ 91.20 92.22+40.25 91.32+0.12 91.02 +0.02
Gaussian Noise 64.64 68.87+020 64.44+0.11 70.04 +0.31
Shot noise 67.82 71.95+0.06 66.8140.19 71.44+0.16
Impulse Noise 7821 80.22 +0.19 76.4640.17 79.42 +0.15
Defocus blur 80.73 83.10 +0.03 79.01 4023 81.75 +0.19
Glass blur 50.29 57.124007 49.64+023 58.13 +0.23
Motion blur 80.75 82.69 +o.a1 78.8540.04 80.76 +0.12
Zoom blur 82.75 84.91+0.08 82.32+0.13 83.39+0.05
Snow 83.01 8599 +toa1 82.69+0.10 84.48+0.07
Frost 8490 87.15+0.12 84.634+008 85.21+0.06
Fog 78.44 81.30+0.07 77.5640.17 79.27 £0.07
Brightness 91.67 93.07 £0.04 90.94 +0.04 91.87 £0.09
Contrast 8420 87.93 +0.04 82.8840.09 86.19+0.06
Elastic transform 65.45 69.96 +0.12 64.81 +0.14 67.43 +0.24
Pixelate 75.10 77.89+0.05 72.92+0.12 77.11+0.10
JPEG compression | 72.58 75.49 +0.07 71.18 £0.19 74.46 +0.11
Average | 76.04 79.18 75.01 78.06

Table 17: Accuracy (%) on CIFAR-10, CIFAR-10.1 and CIFAR-10-C datasets with ViT-L/14 as visual encoder.
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In ICASSP 2022-2022 IEEFE International Conference on Acoustics, Speech and Signal Processing (ICASSP), pages
976-980. IEEE, 2022.
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‘ CLIP TENT TPT (Bs=32) CLIPArTT

ORIGINAL | 6476 T173+004 67.15+023 71.34 +0.07
Gaussian Noise 15.88 12.28 £020 15.4340.03 19.01 +o.24
Shot noise 17.49 15.07 4021 16.884+0.07 20.27 +0.21
Impulse Noise 2143 13.13+0.16 22.124015 17.66 40.10
Defocus blur 40.10 50.35+0.03 41.084+022 49.8640.13
Glass blur 1348 4.84+014 18.43+015 18.34+031
Motion blur 39.82 49.85+037 40.85+026 50.00 +0.09
Zoom blur 4545 54.76 +0.04 46.77 £0.06 54.13 4+0.08
Snow 42.77 52384018 47.24 +0.18 52.80 +0.27
Frost 45.39 51.66 +0.04 48.61 +0.14 49.56 40.08
Fog 38.98 50.74 014 39.92+0.16 49.92 +0.11
Brightness 52.55 64.26+0.09 55.83+0.10 63.764+0.13
Contrast 33.32 48.69 +0.08 33.13+0.16 47.86+0.02
Elastic transform 2439 33.56 +0.28 27.36+0.10 32.93 +0.23
Pixelate 21.89 36.20+028 21.26+0.10 39.49 +0.21
JPEG compression | 27.21 30.80+0.05 30.97 £0.10 35.56 +0.23
Average | 32.01 37.90 33.73 40.08

Table 18: Accuracy (%) on CIFAR-100 and CIFAR-100-C datasets with ViT-B/16 as visual encoder.

‘ CLIP TENT TPT (Bs=16) CLIPArTT

ORIGINAL | 73.28 78.03+£0.08 76.85+006 79.42 +0.08
Gaussian Noise 30.55 36.93+003 36.1040.11 41.46 +0.15
Shot noise 3458 40.96+0.16 38.23+0.13 44.27 +£0.09
Impulse Noise 44.89 49.09 £0.14 49.69 £021 51.44 023
Defocus blur 48.88 55234007 50.4340.19 56.55+0.22
Glass blur 2346 27.02+023 24354022 30.47 +o0.14
Motion blur 50.83 56.034+020 51.94+004 56.98 +0.18
Zoom blur 56.02 61.19+010 56.9640.16 62.56 +0.04
Snow 49.03 55.6040.09 54.89+0.11 58.81 +0.11
Frost 5327 58.21+015 58.154033 60.38 +0.23
Fog 48.51 53.37+025 49.2640.13 54.38 +0.04
Brightness 60.53 67.34+0.17 66.60+0.10 69.63 £-0.14
Contrast 50.24 59914013 53.64+024 63.39 +0.13
Elastic transform 35.07 38.49+0.12 35.7240.09 39.57 +0.39
Pixelate 43.86 48374017 44324010 50.45+0.16
JPEG compression | 39.11 44.42+0.09 43.44+0.11 47.45+0.14
Average \ 44.59 50.14 47.58 52.52

Table 19: Accuracy (%) on CIFAR-100 and CIFAR-100-C datasets with ViT-L/14 as visual encoder.
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