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PIG: Prompt Images Guidance for Night-Time
Scene Parsing

Zhifeng Xie, Rui Qiu, Sen Wang, Xin Tan*, Yuan Xie, Lizhuang Ma

Abstract—Night-time scene parsing aims to extract pixel-level
semantic information in night images, aiding downstream tasks in
understanding scene object distribution. Due to limited labeled
night image datasets, unsupervised domain adaptation (UDA)
has become the predominant method for studying night scenes.
UDA typically relies on paired day-night image pairs to guide
adaptation, but this approach hampers dataset construction
and restricts generalization across night scenes in different
datasets. Moreover, UDA, focusing on network architecture and
training strategies, faces difficulties in handling classes with few
domain similarities. In this paper, we leverage Prompt Images
Guidance (PIG) to enhance UDA with supplementary night
knowledge. We propose a Night-Focused Network (NFNet) to
learn night-specific features from both target domain images
and prompt images. To generate high-quality pseudo-labels, we
propose Pseudo-label Fusion via Domain Similarity Guidance
(FDSG). Classes with fewer domain similarities are predicted
by NFNet, which excels in parsing night features, while classes
with more domain similarities are predicted by UDA, which
has rich labeled semantics. Additionally, we propose two data
augmentation strategies: the Prompt Mixture Strategy (PMS)
and the Alternate Mask Strategy (AMS), aimed at mitigating the
overfitting of the NFNet to a few prompt images. We conduct
extensive experiments on four night-time datasets: NightCity,
NightCity+, Dark Zurich, and ACDC. The results indicate that
utilizing PIG can enhance the parsing accuracy of UDA. The
code is available at https://github.com/qiurui4shu/PIG.

Index Terms—Night-time Vision, Scene Parsing, Unsupervised
Domain Adaptation, Prompt Learning.
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Fig. 1. In unsupervised domain adaptation, the adaptation result tends to
worsen as the similarity of object classes between the source and target
domains decreases.

I. INTRODUCTION

SCENE parsing can extract pixel-level object attributes
from real images to provide reliable analysis content for

subsequent tasks, such as autonomous driving [1], medical
imaging [2], and face recognition [3]. Although there are
many works focused on day-time scene parsing [4], night-
time scene parsing (NTSP) [5] is still under-explored with
greater challenges compared to day-time scenes due to varying
degrees of exposure and low illumination interference, as well
as dataset limitations.

Currently, unsupervised domain adaptation (UDA) methods
[6] are becoming popular to NTSP by transferring source-
domain knowledge to the target domain since they do not
require a large number of night-time labeled images. For
example, some methods [7], [8] draw on the traditional UDA
structure to implement knowledge transferring directly, but
they did not explicitly model specific night-time features,
resulting in unsatisfactory performance. Meanwhile, a few
UDA methods are specifically designed for NTSP, including
DANNet [9], DANIA [10], and CCDistill [11]. However, most
of them require the paired day-night images for training the
adaptation model, and strongly leverage the paired information
as the priors. For example, these paired day-time and night-
time images are taken in the same location via the same
viewpoint but only at different times; their static object distri-
butions and scene structures are very similar. That is to say,
these methods assume very strong connections between day-
time and night-time scenes are given, which is not practical.
Based on the discussion, a question arises: “can we establish
a UDA model specifically designed for the NTSP task instead
of learning from the paired day-to-night images?”

Inspired by recent advancements in prompt engineering
in large models, we introduce very few labeled night-time
images (i.e., no more than 10 images) as prompts. These
night-time images can be captured at any location, which
means they are not paired with the given day-time images.
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The night-time images used for prompts have the following
advantages: 1) they are easy to be obtained since there are
several publicly available night-time semantic segmentation
datasets, e.g., NightCity [5], Dark Zurich [12], and ACDC
[13], 2) they are generalized to the source day-time domain
since no matching paired images are required, allowing this
method to always function regardless of changes in the source
images, and 3) the small number of night-times, at very low
cost, can provide support for learning night-time features.

However, employing only a limited number of prompt
images directly is difficult to affect the knowledge distribu-
tion supervised by a vast array of source domain images.
Drawing insights from traditional UDA, it becomes apparent
that domain similarity plays a pivotal role in the process of
domain adaptation. As depicted in Fig. 1, the efficacy of
domain adaptation hinges greatly upon the similarity between
classes in the source and target domains. Favorable adaptation
outcomes are observed when such similarity is high, whereas
significant discrepancies may arise in prediction results when it
is not. Therefore, we consider utilizing prompt images to guide
object classes with low domain similarity, thereby alleviating
the challenge of adapting these classes from the source domain
to the target domain.

In this paper, we propose Prompt Images Guidance (PIG)
to provide supplementary night knowledge for UDA. Prompt
images and target domain images are trained together in
the Night-Focused Network (NFNet). The encoder and de-
coder in NFNet and UDA are kept consistent and trained
simultaneously. In order to take advantage of predictions
of UDA and NFNet respectively, we first propose Pseudo-
label Fusion via Domain Similarity Guidance (FDSG). We
use learned perceptual image patch similarity (LPIPS) [14]
to evaluate the domain similarity of different classes in the
source and target domains. In FDSG, fused pseudo-labels
are generated by evaluating the LPIPS results of single-class
images from the source domain and the target domain. To
avoid losing detailed information when fusing large objects,
we design a small object preservation function to improve the
accuracy of the fused labels. Through FDSG, we can acquire
high-quality pseudo-labels to supervise the training of both
networks. To enhance the learning of night features from a
limited number of prompt images, we introduce two data
augmentation strategies in NFNet: Prompt Mixture Strategy
(PMS) and Alternate Mask Strategy (AMS). By utilizing PMS
to randomly concatenate target domain images and prompt
images in a vertical segmentation manner, NFNet is empow-
ered to acquire in-context inference for the same task and
enhanced its robustness to image center-edge distribution. The
AMS works by randomly masking the image in blocks with a
masking ratio. The AMS largely eliminates spatial redundancy
and prevents the network from losing detailed information due
to masking. We perform domain adaptation from the day-time
datasets to the night-time datasets on extensive UDA methods
and show different degrees of improvement. Our method can
be embedded into extensive UDA methods as a flexible plug-
in. The main contributions are summarized in the following:

1) We propose the Prompt Images Guidance (PIG) for
NTSP. Training the Night-Focused Network (NFNet)

exclusively on night images can improve the parsing
accuracy for classes with night features. To generate
higher-quality pseudo-labels, we propose the Pseudo-
label Fusion via Domain Similarity Guidance (FDSG),
leveraging LPIPS to assess the domain similarity and
guide the fusion of UDA and NFNet predicted pseudo-
labels. These fused pseudo-labels are then utilized for
the self-supervision of both UDA and NFNet networks.

2) To acquire comprehensive night knowledge from prompt
images, we propose two data augmentation strategies
during training NFNet: Prompt Mixture Strategy (PMS)
and Alternate Mask Strategy (AMS). The PMS helps the
NFNet learn night knowledge from a limited number of
prompt images. The AMS eliminates spatial redundancy
and prevents loss of detailed information, ensuring small
objects are not neglected during network training.

3) Our method significantly enhances the parsing accuracy
of UDA when adapting from day to night, and it can be
seamlessly integrated into any UDA architecture.

II. RELATED WORK

A. Night-Time Scene Parsing

Scene parsing involves obtaining pixel-level semantic seg-
mentation results for night images, including 2D [5] and
3D [15] scene parsing. Compared to day-time scene parsing,
night-time scene parsing faces greater challenges due to low
light and over/under-exposure. Tan et al. [5] are the first
to develop a large-scale pixel-level labeled real night image
dataset, NightCity/NightCity+. They propose an exposure-
aware model to learn exposure features and improve the
accuracy of scene parsing. Building upon this dataset, Xie et
al. [16] introduce a learnable frequency encoder that explores
the frequency differences between day and night images. They
fuse spatial domain and frequency domain information to
extract features from night images. NightLab [17] proposes a
night segmentation framework that integrates light adaptation
and segmentation modules at both the image and regional
levels to enhance segmentation accuracy.

However, supervised models trained on the NighCity, the
only labeled large-scale night dataset available, may not con-
sistently deliver satisfactory results when applied to other night
datasets. This is mainly because of domain gaps between
different night datasets. We suggest using a few images from
an existing labeled night dataset as prompt images when
parsing other night scenes. This method enables the network to
gain more accurate night knowledge and facilitates the flexible
combination of images from various datasets.

B. Unsupervised Domain Adaptation

Unsupervised domain adaptation (UDA) is a subtask of
transfer learning. UDA aims to learn from both heavily labeled
source domain data and unlabeled target domain data in
order to develop a model capable of solving tasks specific to
the target domain. UDA encompasses various methods such
as feature reconstruction [18], adversarial training [19], and
distribution matching [20]. UDA is particularly suitable for
research areas where data scarcity poses a challenge. Due
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to the limited availability of labeled images in night scenes,
researchers often resort to using labeled day-time datasets as
source domains to address night-time scene parsing.

On the one hand, some night datasets [12], [13], [21] pro-
vide day-night image pairs, allowing the scene information in
the day-time images to guide the parsing of night-time scenes.
Refign [22] proposes an uncertainty-aware dense matching
network to align day and night images and adaptively correct
predicted pseudo-labels. CCDistill [11] extracts the content
and style knowledge contained in the features and calculate
the degree of inherent or illumination difference between
day and night images. On the other hand, certain studies
have shown improvements in parsing accuracy by optimizing
model design and adjusting training settings. DAFormer [7]
explores a network that is more suitable for UDA by improving
the Transformer [23]. Additionally, it proposes three training
strategies aimed at significantly enhancing the parsing results
for rare and thing classes. HRDA [8] combines the advantages
of high and low resolution crops to capture long-range context
dependencies while preserving fine segmentation details.

After mutually constraining day-night image pairs, the
pseudo-labels generated during self-supervision can be effec-
tively corrected. However, this approach inevitably increases
the cost of studying night-time scene parsing. Specifically,
when exploring new night scenes, creating a dataset of day-
night image pairs is much more demanding compared to a
dataset consisting solely of night images. The methods for
optimizing UDA architecture are typically universal, lead-
ing to the frequent oversight of potential night features in
labeled night images. Prompt image guidance can address
the limitations of the aforementioned research methods. By
incorporating a few night prompt images, the labeling costs
can be reduced. Additionally, we aim to maximize night
feature extraction from the prompt images and utilize them
to guide UDA training, thereby enhancing domain adaptation
in night-time scene parsing.

C. Prompt Learning

Prompt learning is a method initially employed in natu-
ral language processing (NLP) to align the objective of a
downstream task with the objective of a pre-trained model.
This approach addresses the challenge posed by the excessive
number of parameters in the pre-trained model [24], making
it impractical for fine-tuning. Numerous studies [25] have
demonstrated that prompt learning can significantly enhance
NLP model accuracy. In computer vision (CV), various image
recognition tasks often require fine-tuning of the entire large
model. The introduction of prompt learning offers a promising
direction to address this issue effectively. Prompt learning
has been successfully applied to a wide range of CV tasks,
including classification [26], anomaly detection [27], continual
learning [28], multi-modal learning [29], domain adaptation
[30], and more. Models like CLIP [31] use contrastive learning
to align the feature space of text and images, enabling visual
models to transfer based on different text prompts [32]. Large-
scale segmentation models, such as SAM [33] and Painter
[34], integrate various tasks including semantic segmentation,

object detection, panoramic segmentation, and depth estima-
tion into a single comprehensive model using prompt coding
or prompt images.

Prompt learning is commonly utilized by large models
to fine-tune downstream tasks, yet it is often disregarded
when it comes to smaller models. This is mainly because
smaller models usually concentrate on specific tasks that don’t
necessitate prompts for task completion. Moreover, the limited
and fixed data used in prompt learning fails to meet the
requirement for data diversity in deep learning. However, in
UDA, we believe there is still value in exploring the potential
of prompt learning. In the transition from day images to night
images, the fewer the domain similarities within the same
class, the more difficult it becomes for the class to gather
knowledge from day images that can be effectively applied for
night parsing. Prompt images can offer additional guidance for
classes with minimal domain similarities, thereby facilitating
smoother domain adaptation for the model.

III. THE PROPOSED METHOD

A. Components of the Prompt Images Guidance

1) UDA and NFNet Architecture: In the UDA in Fig. 2, the
primary objective is to adapt features of the source domain
DS = {(xS , yS)}NS

to the target domain DT = {xT }NT
.

This is achieved through a combination of supervised training
on the source domain and self-supervised training on the
target domain. Noting that only the images x in the source
domain have ground truth y. In the present research [7], [8],
[35], UDA training networks are commonly built upon the
Transformer [23] architecture, comprising an encoder fE

uda

for generating feature maps and a decoder fD
uda designed

to handle the scene parsing task. Furthermore, to ensure the
generation of stable pseudo-labels during the training process,
the UDA architecture incorporates a teacher-student network.
The teacher network, which remains detached from gradient
track, updates its network parameters ϕT using exponential
moving average (EMA) based on the parameters ϕS of the
student network:

ϕT
i+1 ← αϕT

i + (1− α)ϕS
i , (1)

where α denotes the EMA factor and i denotes the number of
training iterations.

Nevertheless, training a network on images from two dif-
ferent domains simultaneously can introduce a challenge in
learning the features specific to the target domain. For in-
stance, in the day-time domain, the sky and vegetation exhibit
prominent color and edge features, whereas in the night-time
domain, these features become less discernible due to low light
conditions. Owing to the substantial difference between the
two domains for certain classes, the network’s understanding
of these classes becomes unclear, making it difficult to achieve
satisfactory parsing results for both day and night images.

To address the aforementioned challenge, we propose the
Night-Focused Network that leverages prompt images DP =
{(xP , yP )}NP

. NFNet maintains an identical architecture
fE
nf , f

D
nf to the encoder-decoder used in UDA and retains

the teacher-student network training mode. During training,
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Fig. 2. The training pipeline of the Prompt Images Guidance (PIG). The datasets include labeled day images from the source domain, a labeled set of
prompt images, and unlabeled night images from the target domain. UDA trains on both day and night images. When processing target domain images, a
Cross-Domain Mixed (CDM) data augmentation method is commonly employed for both night and day images. NFNet exclusively trains on night images,
where the input night images are combined with the prompt images using the Prompt Mixture Strategy (PMS) and the Alternate Mask Strategy (AMS). The
predictions ŷTuda and ŷTnf , from both UDA and NFNet are then fed into the FDSG module. FDSG is detailed in Fig. 3. Depending on the ordering of the
FDSG results, ŷTuda and ŷTnf are fused with different class weights to produce the pseudo-label ŷTfuse. Finally, ŷTfuse is utilized in UDA to calculate UDA
losses LUDA with the ground truth from the source domain, while in NFNet, ŷTfuse participates in the augmentation losses LA and prompt losses LP along
with the ground truth from the prompt images.

NFNet and UDA are synchronized. Prompt images refer to a
small set of labeled night images, which can be sourced from
the target domain or added as supplementary night scenes.
NFNet exclusively receives prompt images and night images
from the target domain, avoiding interference from day-time
images. This enables NFNet to better learn night-specific
features. However, NFNet’s comprehensive parsing ability for
night scenes is not stronger than that of UDA, mainly due
to the lack of a diverse range of labeled image supervision
available in the source domain.

2) Pseudo-label Fusion via Domain Similarity Guidance:
The pseudo-labels generated by the teacher network play a
crucial role in enabling the network to adapt from the source
domain to the target domain in UDA. High-quality pseudo-
labels can effectively mitigate confirmation bias [36] during
network self-training. However, when training the model with
both day-time and night-time images, the pseudo-labels gener-
ated by the model may be influenced by the day-time knowl-
edge, deviating from the actual scene distribution, especially
for classes exhibiting few domain similarities. Considering that
the NFNet, trained exclusively on night images, demonstrates
superior parsing accuracy for classes with night features, we
design the fusion of UDA and NFNet generated pseudo-labels.
This fusion approach aims to generate higher-quality pseudo-
labels, which can then supervise the training of the model.

We propose a pseudo-label fusion via domain similarity
guidance, as illustrated in Fig. 3. When the target domain
image xT is fed into both teacher encoder-decoder fD ◦ fE ,
UDA and NFNet generate two corresponding predictions. This
operation can be expressed as:

ŷTuda = σ(fD
uda ◦ fE

uda(xT )) (2)

ŷTnf = σ(fD
nf ◦ fE

nf (xT )), (3)

where σ(·) denotes the softmax operator. Each iteration of
the network is considered as a domain adaptation process.
However, if the domain similarity between specific classes in
the two images is few, it becomes difficult for this domain
adaptation to learn the common features of these classes.
For these classes, it is more appropriate to use NFNet for
prediction, as it excels at capturing night-specific features.
Therefore, we need to evaluate the domain similarity between
classes in day and night images.

We note that Learned Perceptual Image Patch Similarity
(LPIPS) [14] is commonly employed as a metric to evalu-
ate the similarity between images generated by Generative
Adversarial Networks (GANs) and reference images. Hence,
we employ the LPIPS metric as an indicator to evaluate the
domain similarity between day-time domain and night-time
domain. Based on the labeled image yS , we isolate each class
within the day image xS and reconstruct c single-class images
xc:

xc = [ yS = c ]⊙ xS , (4)

where c denotes the class contained in the yS and the ⊙
is element-wise multiplication. Classes that do not appear
in the day-time image will be excluded in this iteration.
Subsequently, we compute the LPIPS scores between these
single-class images and the night-time images:

gc = LPIPS(xc, xT ), (5)

where LPIPS(·, ·) denotes the result of inputting two images
into the pre-trained LPIPS model. The higher the gc, the fewer
the domain similarity. By arranging gc in descending order

Rc = Rank↓( {gc}n ), (6)

we select the first k classes for NFNet parsing, while the
remaining classes are assigned to UDA. Due to the abundance
of supervision information for small objects in UDA, and
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Fig. 3. Pseudo-label Fusion via Domain Similarity Guidance (FDSG). The
input day image generates a single-class image that contains only one class,
based on the corresponding ground truth. These single-class images are
sequentially fed into the LPIPS module alongside the target domain night
image. The network evaluates single-class images and night image, producing
an evaluation result for each single-class image. A higher evaluation result
indicates a greater difficulty in adapting the class during this iteration. We
select the first k classes to guide the prediction ŷTnf of NFNet, generating
a mask that contains k classes. Additionally, we employ UDA to predict
small objects in ŷTuda, generating a small object mask. The two masks are
then subtracted from each other to obtain the fused mask Mfuse. Finally,
fusion pseudo-label ŷTfuse is generated by combining ŷTnf , ŷTuda, and Mfuse

according to formula (8).

the high similarity in shape and texture features of these
objects across different domains, UDA is better for parsing
small objects. Additionally, the fusion of pseudo-labels can
potentially lead to a loss of details. Therefore, the predictions
of small object classes from UDA are retained when ŷTuda and
ŷTnf are fused:

Mfuse = [ ŷTnf = R[ c∈k ] ]− [ ŷTuda = Csmall ] (7)

ŷTfuse = Mfuse ⊙ ŷTnf+ ∼ Mfuse ⊙ ŷTuda, (8)

where − denotes the minus and ∼ denotes the binary inverse
operator. Fused pseudo-label ŷTfuse are utilized for the self-
supervised training of UDA and NFNet.

B. Data Augmentation Strategies

1) Prompt Mixture Strategy: Cross-domain mixed (CDM)
source domain image and target domain image training net-
work is a common data augmentation method in UDA. During
the image mixing process, a random selection is made from
the ground truth classes in the source domain image, and half
of the object classes are retained. Subsequently, the retained
image is overlaid onto the target domain image, resulting in
a mixed image that combines both day-time and night-time
scenes, as illustrated in Fig. 2. This mixed image can be
considered as a transitional domain, reducing the complexity
of adapting from the source domain to the target domain.

Moreover, the cross-domain mixture approach also provides
abundant supervision information for the network, particularly
for parsing small objects in the target domain.

When training NFNet, our aim is to effectively utilize
the supervision information provided by the prompt images.
However, due to the significantly smaller number of prompt
images compared to the source domain images, the cross-
domain mixture may not be the optimal mixing method for
NFNet. Firstly, the limited number of prompt images results
in a high repetition rate in the content of the generated mixture
of images. Consequently, the network is exposed to redundant
information. Additionally, the presence of similar images in
the mixture can lead to overfitting on the prompt images.
Secondly, when mixing images based on the distribution of
ground truth classes, there is a high likelihood of having
fewer object classes in the mixture image compared to the
real image. As a result, the diversity of the training data is
reduced, impeding the network to learn from a wide range
of object classes. Although this limitation can be mitigated
by leveraging a large amount of data in the source domain
during cross-domain mixture, it becomes more pronounced
when working with small amounts of data.

To enable a reasonable mixture of prompt images xP and
target domain images xT , we propose a prompt mixture
strategy, as shown in Fig. 2. In this strategy, we do not consider
the object type as the criterion for mixing the two image
types. Inspired by Painter [34], we view the prompt image as
a scene task prompt and the target domain image as a related
task to be accomplished. To mix these two image types, we
begin by generating a prompt mask, denoted as Mp ∈ RH×W ,
which has the same size as the input image. Given the clear
hierarchical distribution of object classes in night scenes along
the horizontal axis (e.g., the arrangement of sky, building,
and road from top to bottom), we employ a left-right division
scheme when mixing xP and xT . This ensures that the number
of object classes does not decrease significantly. We randomly
assign the value 1 to one side of the mask Mp and 0 to the
other:

a ∈ {0, 1}, MH×W
p =

{
a 0 < w ≤ W

2

1− a W
2 < w ≤W

. (9)

Subsequently, we generate the task prompt image, denoted as

xpm = Mp ⊙ xP + (1−Mp)⊙ xT , (10)

where the ⊙ is element-wise multiplication.
After training on prompt mixture images, NFNet is able

to achieve in-context inference within the same domain and
improve its robustness to the distribution of the center and
edge of the image. Unlike cross-domain mixture, the prompt
mixture doesn’t necessitate a substantial amount of data to
enable the model to comprehend parsing tasks within a given
scene and yield superior performance.

2) Alternate Mask Strategy: NFNet, trained on a limited
set of labeled prompt images, effectively learned that accurate
supervision information is often minimal. To maximize the
utilization of this supervised information, we propose employ-
ing Masked Autoencoder (MAE) [37] to enable the NFNet to
learn the inference between neighboring objects, as shown in
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Fig. 4. T-SNE visualization of datasets for virtual city, day-time, and night-
time domains.

TABLE I
COMPARISON OF SOTA METHODS IN UNSUPERVISED DOMAIN

ADAPTATION AND FULL SUPERVISION. FULL-SUPERVISE (FS) MEANS
THAT ONLY THE LABELED TARGET DOMAIN IMAGES PARTICIPATE IN THE

TRAINING. THE RESULTS ARE FROM [35], [38], [39].

Datasets UDA FS UDA/FS

GTA5 → Cityscapes 75.9 mIoU 86.1 mIoU 88.3%
Cityscapes → NightCity 41.2 mIoU 61.2 mIoU 67.3%

Fig. 2. Due to its advantages of simplicity, high efficiency,
and high performance, MAE has been extensively utilized in
Transformer-based research. Similarly, we generate a patch
mask Ma ∈ RH×W with a masking ratio of r. We divided Ma

into patches with size p × q. Each patch can be represented
by Ni,j . We randomly assign a set of values zi,j ∼ U(0, 1)
conforming uniform distribution to patches. Cover patches in
Ma:

Ma[ip:(i+1)p,jq:(j+1)q] = [ zi,j > r ]. (11)

When the task prompt image requires masking, we perform
element-wise multiplication between the Ma and the task
prompt image and subsequently input it into NFNet for train-
ing.

While MAE can effectively reduce spatial redundancy and
enhance the model’s capacity to infer adjacent objects from
context, a high mask rate can potentially lead to the complete
loss of rare small objects in the image. Considering that
the early participation of rare classes during model training
significantly contributes to the model’s parsing ability [7], we
propose the alternate mask strategy:

xam = (MOD(t,
1

β
) +MOD(t,

1

β
)Ma)⊙ xpm, (12)

where t denotes the number of training iterations and β
denotes the participation rate of Ma in training. MOD refers
to the modulus operation in mathematics.

By employing the alternate mask strategy, the model ensures
that rare class small objects are not disregarded during the
process of learning to reconstruct predictions.

C. Loss Function

We utilize the categorical cross-entropy loss to regulate the
training of the model. Due to variations in UDA architectures,
the loss function in UDA is uniformly denoted as LUDA.
It is crucial to highlight that in UDA, when employing
pseudo-labels for self-supervision of target domain images, we
substitute the pseudo-labels with our ŷTfuse. NFNet includes
prompt image supervision loss

LP =

H×W∑
i,j=1

C∑
c=1

yi,j,cP log σ(fD
nf ◦ fE

nf (xP ))
i,j,c, (13)

and self-supervision loss of images after data augmentation

LA =

H×W∑
i,j=1

C∑
c=1

ŷi,j,cA log σ(fD
nf ◦ fE

nf (xam))i,j,c, (14)

where ŷA is the pseudo-label for xam generated by equations
(10) (12), but replace xP , xT with yP , ŷ

T
fuse in (10). The

overall loss L is the weighted sum of the presented loss
component

L = λ1LUDA + λ2LP + λ3LA, (15)

where λ denotes a hyperparameter that regulates the weight
of the loss.

D. Day-to-Night Domain Adaptation

Currently, unsupervised domain adaptation tasks in scene
parsing mainly concentrate on adapting from virtual city
domains to real day-time domains. In order to assess the
disparities in data between day to night domain adaptation and
general tasks, we employ T-SNE to reduce dimensionality and
visualize the datasets for the virtual city, day-time, and night-
time domains, as depicted in Fig. 4. We randomly sample 1000
images from each of the following datasets: GTA5 [40] (virtual
city domain), Cityscapes [41] (day-time domain), NightCity
[5] and Dark Zurich [12] (night-time domain). Furthermore,
we investigate the state-of-the-art methods for domain adap-
tation tasks along with target domain full-supervised tasks,
which are summarized in Tab. I.

In Fig. 4, we can observe that the data distribution of
the virtual city domain and the day-time domain is highly
concentrated, and the distance between the data points of
these two domains is relatively close. This indicates that the
data characteristics of these two domains are quite similar,
and the domain similarity between them is higher. On the
contrary, the data distribution in the night-time domain is more
scattered, indicating that the features of night images are not
as concentrated as those of day images. Even within the same
night domain, the features of the images can vary considerably.
Additionally, the distance between the data points in the night-
time domain and those in the day-time domain is greater than
the distance between the data points in the virtual city domain
and the day-time domain. This suggests that adapting from
day-time to night-time is more challenging. The findings in
Tab. I indicate that utilizing only the supervision information
from the virtual city domain allows achieving 88.3% accuracy
on the full supervision of the day-time domain. However,
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when utilizing the day-time domain for supervision, the ac-
curacy achieved on the night-time domain is only 67.3%.
This observation further reinforces the idea that adapting from
day to night domains is more challenging than the general
unsupervised domain adaptation task.

Due to the substantial domain difference between day and
night, parsing models face challenges when classifying objects
with different features in different domains under the same
class. However, training the network exclusively on target
domain images and combining classes of varying similarities
with different weights from UDA and NFNet predictions
makes it possible to alleviate the blurring caused by feature
inconsistency.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

A. Datasets and Implementation Details

Datasets: We utilize the day-time dataset Cityscapes [41] as
the source domain and adapt to the target night scenes in dif-
ferent night-time datasets, including NightCity [5], NightCity+
[17], Dark Zurich [12] and ACDC [13]. The prompt images
are selected from NightCity and Dark Zurich.

1) Cityscapes: It consists of 2048×1024 resolution day-
time images captured from real-world of European street
scenes, comprising 2975 training images with ground
truth, as well as 500 validation images.

2) NightCity: It comprises 4,297 annotated 1024×512 im-
ages, with 2,998 images allocated for training and 1,299
for validation. The labeling standards employed in this
dataset are identical to Cityscapes.

3) NightCity+: Building upon NightCity, this dataset en-
hances the image resolution of the validation set to
2048×1024, refines the labeling with greater detail, and
rectifies certain errors found in the original data.

4) Dark Zurich: It encompasses a total of 2,416 night-
time images, 2,920 twilight images, and 3,041 day-time
images. These images are unlabeled and possess a reso-
lution of 1920×1080. Additionally, the dataset includes
201 annotated night-time images, with 50 allocated for
validation and 151 for testing.

5) ACDC: It consists of 4,006 city images under adverse
conditions, including 1,000 foggy images, 1,006 night-
time images, 1,000 rainy images, and 1,000 snowy
images. All images have a resolution of 1920×1080 and
have been fine annotated. For our purposes, we exclu-
sively utilize the night-time images from the dataset and
do not employ any corresponding ground truth.

Network Architecture: DAFormer [7] is a typical method
in UDA that focuses on designing training strategies, while
HRDA [8] is a typical method to improve UDA by optimizing
UDA architecture. Therefore, we investigate the impact of
PIG in the context of these two types of methods. The entire
network is designed within the MMSegmentation1 framework.
The DAFormer utilizes a Transformer-based architecture, com-
prising a MiT-B5 [42] encoder and a context-aware feature fu-
sion decoder. Building upon the DAFormer, the HRDA method

1https://github.com/open-mmlab/mmsegmentation

uses an extra lightweight SegFormer MLP decoder [42]. The
teacher network and NFNet share the same architecture as the
student network. In the LPIPS model, we use Alexnet [43] for
feature extraction.

Training: In model training, we set a worker, a batch size
of 2 (4 workers, a batch size of 2 in DAFormer [7]), 40k
training iterations, SGD with a learning rate of 2.5×10−3. In
the UDA, following HRDA [8], we set AdamW [44] with a
learning rate of 6×10−5 for the encoder and 6×10−4 for the
decoder, a warmup learning rate, a loss weight of 1, an EMA
factor of 0.999, data augmentation of DACS [45]. Additionally,
we set a masking ratio of 0.7, a participation rate of 0.5, a
classes rank k of 4, hyperparameters λ1 = λ2 = λ3 = 1.
In the experiments where the number of prompt images is
not discussed, we specify that the default number of prompt
images is 10.

Inference: In the inference stage, test images are directly
processed through the UDA’s student network to obtain pre-
dictions, without involving NFNet in the inference process.

B. Experimental Results

1) Comparison with UDA Methods: To validate the ef-
fectiveness of our approach, we conduct a comparison be-
tween PIG and unsupervised domain adaptation methods on
four night datasets: NightCity, NightCity+, Dark Zurich, and
ACDC. The source domain image utilized for training comes
from the labeled training set in Cityscapes, while the target
domain image is obtained from the training set in the night
dataset. The evaluation results are derived from the test set
of the night dataset. It’s worth noting that in DAFormer, the
trained images is downsampled to a quarter of original size.

Methods for Comparisons: We comprehensively compare
unsupervised domain adaptation methods, particularly those
not relying on day-night image pairs. The evaluated UDA
methods include DAFormer [7], HRDA [8], ADVENT [46],
DACS [45], and IR2F-RMM [6]. Notably, our proposed ap-
proach, PIG, leverages DAFormer and HRDA as part of its
UDA component. Furthermore, we compare UDA methods
that utilize day-night image pairs, namely MGCDA [47],
CDAda [48], DANNet [9], DANIA [10], and CCDistill [11].

Quantitative Comparison: The experimental results are pre-
sented in Tab. II, showcasing the performance of different
methods. Compared to DAFormer, our proposed approach,
PIG (DAFormer), exhibits improvements of +7.88 mIoU,
+3.28 mIoU, +0.92 mIoU, and +6.26 mIoU on the night
datasets NightCity, NightCity+, Dark Zurich, and ACDC, re-
spectively. Similarly, when compared to HRDA, PIG (HRDA)
demonstrates improvements of +2.28 mIoU, +0.36 mIoU,
+3.16 mIoU, and +3.01 mIoU, respectively. Notably, PIG
achieves significant improvements in accuracy for both veg-
etation and sky classes. Furthermore, PIG outperforms other
methods utilizing day-night image pairs, suggesting that UDA
can achieve higher-quality pseudo-labels through its own ar-
chitectural optimization. This indicates that correcting night
predictions doesn’t necessarily rely on matching day-time
scene images. Although all of our baseline results align
with those published in the corresponding paper, they do not
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TABLE II
COMPARISON RESULTS OF PIG AND UDA METHODS ON 4 BENCHMARKS. ⋆ INDICATES THAT THE METHOD UTILIZES DAY-NIGHT IMAGE PAIRS AS AN

ADDITIONAL RESOURCE.

Method Road S.walk Build. Wall Fence Pole Tr.Light Sign Veget. Terrain Sky Person Rider Car Truck Bus Train M.bike Bike mIoU

Cityscapes → NightCity (Test)
ADVENT [46] 83.10 27.20 61.10 4.50 6.30 16.70 11.70 24.50 16.60 10.00 1.40 37.40 9.80 62.90 14.30 24.50 9.00 7.30 22.00 24.43

DAFormer [7] 85.80 25.70 70.40 19.10 10.30 31.20 18.40 28.40 16.90 4.00 15.50 49.60 9.30 69.80 61.20 50.70 20.10 16.50 26.20 33.10
PIG (DAFormer) 86.86 27.22 75.88 16.05 11.10 31.99 20.00 41.34 46.97 11.38 82.06 48.07 6.83 73.57 62.84 61.15 36.04 20.51 18.67 40.98 (+7.88)
HRDA [8] 88.60 35.50 67.80 16.40 19.00 29.20 23.70 41.80 16.80 17.10 13.10 52.20 14.30 77.20 65.90 61.90 29.20 28.30 31.40 38.38
PIG (HRDA) 87.10 26.90 75.10 14.30 12.20 26.80 23.00 44.70 46.80 11.10 81.80 46.50 2.80 69.80 65.50 52.20 33.50 30.90 32.20 41.20 (+2.28)

Cityscapes → NightCity+ (Test)
ADVENT [46] 84.10 28.10 62.00 4.40 6.30 16.70 11.70 27.00 17.30 13.10 1.30 40.10 16.80 64.70 14.00 25.00 8.40 6.40 23.10 25.67

DAFormer [7] 87.30 26.20 70.60 19.30 10.50 30.50 22.90 33.70 17.90 11.10 15.90 53.80 17.10 72.50 61.20 54.80 20.70 19.10 32.30 35.65
PIG (DAFormer) 88.00 27.50 74.90 20.30 18.50 24.40 14.30 33.20 48.60 24.80 79.70 42.60 1.50 71.10 53.60 60.90 34.80 8.20 13.90 38.93 (+3.28)
HRDA [8] 90.00 36.60 67.20 16.20 16.70 25.00 27.10 49.30 17.40 25.10 13.50 60.20 27.20 80.80 64.80 66.30 34.40 28.30 42.00 41.46
PIG (HRDA) 87.10 30.20 76.40 19.20 14.20 29.80 27.80 48.70 42.60 16.30 81.80 55.40 9.80 79.80 60.40 51.10 26.60 20.80 16.70 41.82 (+0.36)

Cityscapes → Dark Zurich (Test)
DACS [45] 83.10 49.10 67.40 33.20 16.60 42.90 20.70 35.60 31.70 5.10 6.50 41.70 18.20 68.80 76.40 0.00 61.60 27.70 10.70 36.70
MGCDA⋆ [47] 80.30 49.30 66.20 7.80 11.00 41.40 38.90 39.00 64.10 18.00 55.80 52.10 53.50 74.70 66.00 0.00 37.50 29.10 22.70 42.50
CDAda⋆ [48] 90.50 60.60 67.90 37.00 19.30 42.90 36.40 35.30 66.90 24.40 79.80 45.40 42.90 70.80 51.70 0.00 29.70 27.70 26.20 45.00
DANNet⋆ [9] 90.40 60.10 71.00 33.60 22.90 30.60 34.30 33.70 70.50 31.80 80.20 45.70 41.60 67.40 16.80 0.00 73.00 31.60 22.90 45.20
DANIA⋆ [10] 91.50 62.70 73.90 39.90 25.70 36.50 35.70 36.20 71.40 35.30 82.20 48.00 44.90 73.70 11.30 0.10 64.30 36.70 22.70 47.00
CCDistill⋆ [11] 89.60 58.10 70.60 36.60 22.50 33.00 27.00 30.50 68.30 33.00 80.90 42.30 40.10 69.40 58.10 0.10 72.60 47.70 21.30 47.50
IR2F-RMM [6] 94.70 75.10 73.20 44.40 25.70 60.60 39.00 47.40 70.20 41.60 77.30 62.40 55.50 86.40 55.50 20.00 92.00 55.30 42.80 58.90

DAFormer [7] 93.50 65.50 73.30 39.40 19.20 53.30 44.10 44.00 59.50 34.50 66.60 53.40 52.70 82.10 52.70 9.50 89.30 50.50 38.50 53.80
PIG (DAFormer) 92.40 65.90 75.10 42.10 18.80 53.80 30.10 41.10 73.90 31.40 82.10 55.60 49.30 80.00 59.30 15.40 90.00 47.50 36.10 54.72 (+0.92)
HRDA [8] 90.40 56.30 72.00 39.50 19.50 57.80 52.70 43.10 59.30 29.10 70.50 60.00 58.60 84.00 75.50 11.20 90.50 51.60 40.90 55.90
PIG (HRDA) 91.80 73.30 73.40 43.60 20.80 57.70 49.40 54.30 71.70 38.10 80.50 58.70 56.50 82.40 80.70 17.30 89.90 41.80 40.40 59.06 (+3.16)

Cityscapes → ACDC-Night (Test)
CDAda⋆ [48] 74.70 29.50 49.40 17.10 12.60 31.00 38.20 30.00 48.00 22.80 0.20 47.00 25.40 63.80 12.80 46.10 23.10 24.70 24.60 32.70
MGCDA⋆ [47] 74.50 52.50 69.40 7.70 10.80 38.40 40.20 43.30 61.50 36.30 37.60 55.30 25.60 71.20 10.90 46.40 32.60 27.30 33.80 40.80
DANNet⋆ [9] 90.70 61.20 75.60 35.90 28.80 26.60 31.40 30.60 70.80 39.40 78.70 49.90 28.80 65.90 24.70 44.10 61.10 25.90 34.50 47.60
DANIA⋆ [10] 91.00 60.90 77.70 40.30 30.70 34.30 37.90 34.50 70.00 37.20 79.60 45.70 32.60 66.40 11.10 37.00 60.70 32.60 37.90 48.30
IR2F-RMM [6] 92.80 64.80 74.50 42.40 15.00 51.70 36.70 52.40 66.60 46.70 62.70 64.10 36.30 80.30 59.80 72.10 87.70 32.00 50.50 57.30
DAFormer [7] 74.80 58.60 72.70 30.60 19.80 38.70 15.70 37.20 49.10 43.30 45.20 56.90 25.40 68.70 14.30 40.20 82.70 30.60 44.10 44.70
PIG (DAFormer) 92.40 63.50 75.20 36.40 19.40 46.70 38.30 41.00 47.40 38.60 61.50 56.20 27.70 70.00 43.50 45.20 81.50 38.00 45.70 50.96 (+6.26)
HRDA [8] 87.30 46.20 76.00 35.70 17.50 52.00 50.30 53.60 53.10 44.00 41.70 64.80 40.90 76.30 49.10 64.80 83.10 36.00 51.50 53.90
PIG (HRDA) 91.90 70.80 81.30 44.70 13.90 50.50 44.60 51.80 68.80 45.70 78.60 62.10 42.20 76.60 41.70 63.60 78.70 25.20 48.40 56.91 (+3.01)

accurately represent our local experimental conditions. As a
result, Tab. II shows a small increase of 0.36 mIoU.

Qualitative Comparison: We compare the parsing results of
night images using DAFormer, HRDA, PIG (DAFormer), and
PIG (HRDA), as depicted in Fig. 5. Regardless of whether
based on DAFormer or HRDA, PIG exhibits a significant
improvement in mitigating the impact of over/under exposure
on model predictions. This improvement leads to a more rea-
sonable distribution of predicted scene classes. Furthermore,
PIG demonstrates the ability to generate more accurate details,
particularly in low-light junctions. In UDA, distinguishing be-
tween the sky, building, and vegetation classes is challenging
due to their similar features at night, despite being distinct
during the day. However, PIG addresses this issue by utilizing
UDA and NFNet to handle classes with different domain
similarities, thus resolving the problem of class confusion.

2) Influences of Prompt Images: Considering the direct
impact of prompt images on the parsing of NFNet, we conduct
a detailed analysis focusing on two main aspects: the number
of prompt images and the number of classes contained in them.

The Number of Prompt Images: In order to investigate
the impact of the number of prompt images, we conduct
a parameter adjustment experiment using PIG (DAFormer),
adapting from Cityscapes to Dark Zurich, as illustrated in
Fig. 8. We employ 1, 5, and 10 night-time images as prompt
images, respectively. The parsing results of PIG exhibit a
gradual increase as the number of prompt images increased.
Specifically, when utilizing 5 prompt images, and 8 classes
contained, PIG achieves results 53.95 mIoU comparable to

DAFormer 53.8 mIoU in Tab. II. Moreover, with 10 prompt
images, and 11 classes contained, PIG surpasses DAFormer
by 0.9 mIoU. Analyzing the average upward trend from 1
image to 5 images, and from 5 images to 10 images, we
observe a decrease in performance improvement from +3.09
mIoU to +2.04 mIoU. This suggests that as the number of
prompt images increases, the enhancement provided by PIG
diminishes gradually in UDA. We attribute this phenomenon
to the design of the NFNet network. A limited set of labeled
images enables NFNet to grasp the salient features of night-
time scenes effectively. Even with an increase in data volume,
NFNet primarily enhances the precision of detailed predic-
tions, with limited impact on the prediction of salient features.
Consequently, it implies that PIG only requires a small number
of prompt images to yield significant results.

Involved Classes of Prompt Images: Given that each set
contains no more than 10 prompt images, we are concerned
about selecting the most suitable image as a prompt. We train
our model, PIG (DAFormer), using a diverse range of images,
adapting from Cityscapes to Dark Zurich. Our observations
indicate that a typical night-time scene image contains around
6 to 13 different classes, as depicted in Fig. 6. To conduct our
experiment, we collect four groups of prompt images, each
containing a different number of classes: 8, 11, 14, and 17, as
illustrated in Fig. 8. The experimental results reveal that when
the number of classes is 8 or 11, the parsing results show an
average improvement of 3.2 mIoU compared to the results
obtained with 14 or 17 classes. Notably, when using only
one prompt image, the gap increases to 4.4 mIoU, compared
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Image G.T. DAFormer [7] PIG (DAFormer) HRDA [8] PIG (HRDA)

Fig. 5. Qualitative comparison of PIG with DAFormer and HRDA on Cityscapes to Dark Zurich. In classes with a large domain gap between day and night
such as sky, building, and vegetation, PIG achieved notable improvements.

Fig. 6. Statistics of the number of images containing different numbers of
classes. The data come from 2998 training set images from NightCity.

to using 5 or 10 prompt images. These findings suggest
that images containing too many classes are not suitable as
prompt images for PIG. Firstly, when an image contains a rich
variety of classes, the distribution of objects becomes complex.
Complex scene distributions are often more difficult for the
network to handle compared to simpler scenes. Secondly, we
do not expect NFNet to achieve detailed predictions compara-
ble to UDA using the limited night supervised information.
Instead, NFNet’s primary objective is to accurately predict
the distribution of scenes that exhibit night-time features. A
night image with an excessive number of classes will introduce
redundant information that deviates from our intended focus.
In PIG, the UDA provides a large amount of supervised
information that aids in predicting small objects, while the
NFNet excels at learning difficult night features that are not
easily captured in UDA. Therefore, a simple scene with a few
distributed small objects is more suitable as a prompt image
for PIG.

3) Influence of the Class Weight in FDSG: The parameter k
in FDSG represents the weight assigned to the self-supervised
pseudo-labels from both the UDA and NFNet. A larger value
of k indicates a higher likelihood of the pseudo-label ŷTfuse
being derived from the NFNet’s prediction. During our ex-
periments, we adjust k in PIG (DAFormer) from Cityscapes
to NightCity to observe the influence of UDA and NFNet
on the parsing results under various weights, as depicted
in Fig. 9. We observe that as k increases from the first 2
classes to the first 6 classes, the parsing results decrease by
an average of 0.58 mIoU with each increment. We attribute
this decrease to normal fluctuations within the training process,
which involves random image mixing. However, it is important
to note that PIG consistently outperforms DAFormer (33.1
mIoU) in terms of overall results. When k increases from the
first 6 classes to the first 12 classes, the parsing results exhibit
a significant decline, with an average drop of 1.97 mIoU for
each increment. This finding suggests that when PIG fuses
pseudo-labels, submitting less than one-third of the classes
for prediction by NFNet can lead to substantial improvements
in parsing results. Furthermore, NFNet, which is trained
exclusively on night images, proves superior to UDA when
dealing with approximately six classes that possess distinct
night features. In UDA, the supervision of day-time images
can confuse the network when encountering classes with fewer
domain similarities. By leveraging NFNet’s predictions for
these classes, PIG effectively avoids the adverse supervision
from source domain images.

4) Visualization of Classes Sorting in FDSG: In order to
investigate whether the FDSG module selects different classes
when adapting the day-time domain to various night-time
domains, we conduct visualizations of the NightCity, Dark-
Zurich, and ACDC datasets after applying FDSG, as depicted
in Fig. 7. We randomly select 100 day-time images and 1
night-time image and calculate the LPIPS results. We then
average the ranking of each class to form a set of experiments.
Additionally, we randomly sample 50 night images for 50
groups of experiments and compute the average results. In the
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Fig. 7. Classes sorting visualization of NightCity, Dark Zurich, ACDC in FDSG. Each night-time dataset is combined with the day-time dataset Cityscapes
to form an average sort result of 5,000 day-night image pairs.

Fig. 8. Parsing performance under different numbers of prompt images and
the number of classes contained within them.

Fig. 9. Parsing performance under different class weights k in FDSG.

end, we combine each night-time dataset with the day-time
dataset, creating 5,000 day-night image pairs for the experi-
ment. Fig. 7 demonstrates that although FDSG may exhibit
different class orderings for different night-time datasets, it
generally maintains a consistent bias towards classes in the
night-time domain. Specifically, FDSG tends to perceive fewer
domain similarities in the areas of sky, traffic lights, and traffic
signs, while perceiving more domain similarities in the areas
of roads, sidewalks, and cars.

5) Exploration of UDA and NFNet: In our proposed PIG
approach, the sole supervisory input for UDA is the labeled
day-time image from the source domain, while for NFNet,
it is derived from the labeled prompt image. To assess the
performance of each network independently, we train both
using this supervisory information and then conduct evalu-

TABLE III
COMPARISON OF UDA AND NFNET IN PIG (DAFOMER).

Network Training Dataset Test Dataset mIoU

UDA Cityscapes NightCity 33.10
NFNet 10 Prompt Images NightCity 21.47

PIG Cityscapes & Prompt Images NightCity 40.98

ations on a night-time test set, as illustrated in Tab. III. As
evidenced by the results in Tab. III, UDA networks, benefiting
from extensive supervisory information, outperform NFNet
significantly on the night-time test set. However, after imple-
menting our PIG training method, we observe a substantial
improvement in the parsing accuracy of the UDA network.
This enhancement indicates that UDA and NFNet acquire
distinct types of knowledge, which when combined, can have
a synergistic effect. This finding also demonstrates that our
method effectively leverages prior knowledge from day-time
conditions and significant night-time features to enhance the
UDA’s parsing capabilities.

Additionally, to clearly demonstrate the distinctions between
UDA and NFNet stemming from disparities in supervisory
information, we compare the performance of NFNet, source-
free UDA and general UDA methods, as illustrated in Tab. IV.
Tab. IV reveals that with only 10 prompt images as supervisory
input, the parsing accuracy of the NFNet falls short of the
source-free UDA method. It is important to note that the
source-free UDA approach relies on an initial model that is
pre-trained using source domain data, thereby gaining sub-
stantial supervisory information. Despite potential knowledge
loss during subsequent training phases, the source-free UDA
method generally outperforms NFNet. A comparison between
source-free and general UDA methods shows that general
UDA significantly outperforms source-free UDA on the test
set, underscoring the importance of source domain supervision
in domain adaptation processes.

6) Exploration of Similarity Evaluation Methods: In ad-
dition to the widely used LPIPS method, we also explore
traditional methods for evaluating image similarity, such as
PSNR and SSIM. These methods rely on the physical proper-
ties of the image, including luminance, color, and structure, to
calculate the evaluation results. To conduct experiments on the
NightCity dataset using PIG (DAFormer), we replace LPIPS
with PSNR and SSIM, and the results are presented in Tab. V.



JOURNAL OF LATEX CLASS FILES, VOL. 14, NO. 8, AUGUST 2021 11

TABLE IV
COMPARISON OF NFNET, SOURCE-FREE UDA (SF) AND GENERAL UDA.
† MEANS THAT THE DATASET IS USED WITHOUT HUMAN ANNOTATION.

Network SF Training Test mIoU

TTBN [49]
√

Dark Zurich† Dark Zurich 28.00
TENT [50]

√
Dark Zurich† Dark Zurich 26.60

AUGCO [51]
√

Dark Zurich† Dark Zurich 32.40
C-SFDA [52]

√
Dark Zurich† Dark Zurich 33.20

NFNet
√

Prompt Images Dark Zurich 18.22
UDA (DAFormer) City. & Dark Zurich† Dark Zurich 53.80
PIG (DAFormer) City. & Dark Zurich† Dark Zurich 54.72

TABLE V
PIG PERFORMANCE UNDER DIFFERENT DOMAIN SIMILARITY

EVALUATION METHODS.

Model Evaluation Method mIoU

DAFormer - 33.10
PIG (DAFormer) SSIM 33.90
PIG (DAFormer) PSNR 38.23
PIG (DAFormer) LPIPS 40.98

The results clearly demonstrate that the performance assessed
using SSIM and PSNR as evaluation methods falls notably
short in comparison to LPIPS. We attribute this disparity to
the fundamental distinctions between LPIPS and traditional
methods. Traditional methods like SSIM and PSNR rely on
objective physical properties for their calculations, thereby
making them susceptible to variations in image content. This
issue becomes particularly pronounced in scenes such as night-
time cityscapes, characterized by low illumination and intri-
cate structures, which introduce significant uncertainties into
the evaluation process using traditional methods. In contrast,
LPIPS leverages a deep neural network pretrained on a vast
dataset of images, enabling it to conduct image similarity
assessments that effectively mitigate errors stemming from
differences in image attributes.

7) Experiment of Tuning Hyperparameters: We set differ-
ent weights for the hyperparameters in Eqn. (15) and carry
out PIG (DAFormer) experiments on the NightCity dataset,
and the results are shown in Tab. VI. We establish four
groups of experiments by configuring the hyperparameters
(λ1, λ2, λ3) as follows: (0.5, 1, 1), (1, 0.5, 1), (1, 1, 0.5),
and (1, 1, 1). The results indicate a noticeable decrease in
parsing performance as the hyperparameter λ1 controlling
UDA loss LUDA decreases. We attribute this phenomenon to
the diminished weight of effective supervision information in
domain adaptation, underscoring the crucial role of supervision
information from the source domain in aiding the model’s
understanding of scene features. Furthermore, within NFNet,
the reduction in weight λ3 of data augmentation loss LA has a
more pronounced impact on parsing outcomes compared to the
reduction λ2 in prompt supervision loss LP . This suggests that
self-supervised training on diverse data can mitigate overfitting
issues stemming from a limited number of prompt images.

8) Experiment of Tuning Masking Ratio r: We conduct
a parameter adjustment experiment on the NightCity dataset
using PIG (DAFormer) to analyze the effects of masking ratio
r, and the findings are presented in Fig. 10. We establish

Fig. 10. The parsing results of PIG under various masking ratios r.

TABLE VI
EXPERIMENT OF TUNING HYPERPARAMETERS IN EQN. (15).

λ1 λ2 λ3 mIoU

PIG (DAFormer) 0.5 1 1 39.08
PIG (DAFormer) 1 0.5 1 40.46
PIG (DAFormer) 1 1 0.5 39.87
PIG (DAFormer) 1 1 1 40.98

five experimental groups with r values of 0, 0.1, 0.4, 0.7,
and 0.9 respectively. The results indicate a gradual increase in
parsing performance as r increases up to 0.7. However, when r
reaches a high value of 0.9, the parisng performance decreases.
While masking aids in enhancing the model’s ability to infer
relationships between neighboring objects, an excessively high
masking ratio hampers model training.

C. Ablation Study

To demonstrate the effectiveness of our proposed image
training method and two data augmentation strategies, PMS
and AMS, we conduct ablation studies on PIG (DAFormer)
from Cityscapes to Dark Zurich, as presented in Tab. VII.
Without any data augmentation strategy, the parsing results of
PIG are significantly lower than those achieved by UDA meth-
ods. Particularly, when supervised training is performed by
directly adding prompt images to NFNet, the results decrease
from 49.23 mIoU to 48.55 mIoU. This suggests that the inclu-
sion of only a small amount of night supervision information
does not directly improve the network’s parsing accuracy of
night scenes. Instead, it can lead to overfitting on these night
scenes, consequently reducing the overall model accuracy.
Regarding image mixing, we compare two approaches: cross-
domain mixing (CDM) and prompt mixture strategy (PMS).
When only image mixing is used as the data augmentation
method, the results for CDM and PMS are 51.99 mIoU and
52.01 mIoU, respectively, with no significant difference ob-
served. However, when AMS is introduced, the result for PMS
increases to 54.72 mIoU, surpassing the 53.83 mIoU achieved
by CDM. After training with masked images, the model can
infer the class distribution of the unknown region from the
information provided by adjacent objects. In comparison to
CDM, PMS preserves the normal logical distribution found
in night scenes and enhances the model’s robustness at both
the edge and center of the image. Consequently, when image
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TABLE VII
COMPONENT ABLATION OF THE NFNET.

Target Prompt CDM PMS AMS mIoU

1
√

- - - - 49.23
2

√ √
- - - 48.55

3
√ √ √

- - 51.99
4

√ √
-

√
- 52.01

5
√ √ √

-
√

53.83
6

√ √
-

√ √
54.72

mixing and mask training are combined, the mixing mode of
PMS proves superior to that of CDM.

D. Discussion on UDA and SSDA

In our research, we have identified a category of domain
adaptation tasks, known as semi-supervised domain adaptation
(SSDA), resembling our data settings. However, it’s crucial to
note that our approach PIG differs from SSDA. While SSDA
aims to enable the network to learn features of the same
class of objects in different domains simultaneously, our focus
is on effectively separating feature differences between the
two domains. This distinction directly influences the reliance
on labeled images from the target domain for both PIG and
SSDA. The SSDA model necessitates a considerable number
of labeled images from the target domain (often exceeding
100) to attain a notable parsing advantage, whereas PIG
remarkably enhances UDA with a minimal requirement of only
10 images. By adopting PIG, we can develop a cost-effective
competitive scene parsing model.

Additionally, we investigate the effect of domain adaptation
using SSDA with very few labeled target domain images,
and we compare it with UDA, as summarized in Tab. VIII.
The results in Tab. VIII indicate that when the number of
labeled images in the target domain is less than 50, the
SSDA method does not show a significant advantage over
UDA, but it does increase the labeling cost. This finding
suggests that SSDA requires a sufficient amount of labeled
data from the target domain to demonstrate its effectiveness.
Therefore, we select UDA as the baseline for PIG for two
primary reasons. Firstly, to minimize labeling costs as much
as possible. Secondly, UDA achieves better parsing accuracy
even without labeled images from the target domain, indicating
that minimal use of supervision information from the target
domain might interfere with the segmentation network’s ability
to learn object information. Our goal is to preserve similar
features between the two domains while separating features
with obvious differences, and UDA outperforms SSDA in
retaining these similar features.

V. CONCLUSION

In this work, we propose Prompt Images Guidance (PIG)
to improve unsupervised domain adaptation (UDA) without
relying on day-night image pairs. Our approach effectively
handles classes with fewer domain similarities between the
source and target domains. We introduce the Night-Focused
Network (NFNet), which learns night-specific features from
night images using the same architecture as UDA. We design a

TABLE VIII
COMPARISON BETWEEN UDA AND SSDA IN DIFFERENT CASES WITH
VERY FEW TARGET DOMAIN LABELED IMAGES. G AND C STAND FOR

GTA5 AND CITYSCAPES.

Type Method Target-labels G → C (mIoU)

SSDA

LabOR [53]
20 61.10
45 64.60
65 66.60

RIPU [54]
65 69.60
150 71.20

ILM-ASSL [55]
30 70.00
65 75.00
150 76.10

UDA
DAFormer [7] - 68.30
SePiCo [56] - 70.30
HRDA [8] - 73.80

Pseudo-label Fusion via Domain Similarity Guidance (FDSG),
a fusion method that combines predictions from UDA and
NFNet based on different domain similarities for each class.
This fusion generates high-quality pseudo-labels to supervise
the entire model. To enhance the robustness of NFNet and
prevent overfitting to prompt images, we propose two data
augmentation strategies: the Prompt Mixture Strategy (PMS)
and the Alternate Mask Strategy (AMS). The PMS creates task
prompt images by randomly combining vertically segmented
target domain images and prompt images. NFNet learns to
parse the remaining half of the night images using half of
the prompt images. The AMS enables NFNet to leverage
contextual information from adjacent objects in the image and
preserve small object details. We adapt PIG from Cityscapes
to NightCity, NightCity+, Dark Zurich, and ACDC datasets,
resulting in improvements in parsing accuracy for UDA.

REFERENCES

[1] A. Khoche, M. K. Wozniak, D. Duberg, and P. Jensfelt, “Semantic 3d
grid maps for autonomous driving,” in 2022 IEEE 25th International
Conference on Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITSC), pp. 2681–
2688, 2022.

[2] Y. Lin, D. Zhang, X. Fang, Y. Chen, K.-T. Cheng, and H. Chen, “Re-
thinking boundary detection in deep learning models for medical image
segmentation,” in International Conference on Information Processing
in Medical Imaging, pp. 730–742, 2023.

[3] C. Li, A. Morel-Forster, T. Vetter, B. Egger, and A. Kortylewski,
“Robust model-based face reconstruction through weakly-supervised
outlier segmentation,” in Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on
Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, pp. 372–381, 2023.

[4] C. Lu, D. de Geus, and G. Dubbelman, “Content-aware token sharing
for efficient semantic segmentation with vision transformers,” in Pro-
ceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern
Recognition, pp. 23631–23640, 2023.

[5] X. Tan, K. Xu, Y. Cao, Y. Zhang, L. Ma, and R. W. Lau, “Night-time
scene parsing with a large real dataset,” IEEE Transactions on Image
Processing, vol. 30, pp. 9085–9098, 2021.

[6] R. Gong, Q. Wang, M. Danelljan, D. Dai, and L. Van Gool, “Con-
tinuous pseudo-label rectified domain adaptive semantic segmentation
with implicit neural representations,” in Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF
Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, pp. 7225–
7235, 2023.

[7] L. Hoyer, D. Dai, and L. Van Gool, “Daformer: Improving network
architectures and training strategies for domain-adaptive semantic seg-
mentation,” in Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer
Vision and Pattern Recognition, pp. 9924–9935, 2022.

[8] L. Hoyer, D. Dai, and L. Van Gool, “HRDA: Context-aware high-
resolution domain-adaptive semantic segmentation,” in Proceedings of
the European Conference on Computer Vision (ECCV), 2022.



JOURNAL OF LATEX CLASS FILES, VOL. 14, NO. 8, AUGUST 2021 13

[9] X. Wu, Z. Wu, H. Guo, L. Ju, and S. Wang, “Dannet: A one-stage
domain adaptation network for unsupervised nighttime semantic seg-
mentation,” in Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer
Vision and Pattern Recognition, pp. 15769–15778, 2021.

[10] X. Wu, Z. Wu, L. Ju, and S. Wang, “A one-stage domain adaptation
network with image alignment for unsupervised nighttime semantic
segmentation,” IEEE Transactions on Pattern Analysis and Machine
Intelligence, vol. 45, no. 1, pp. 58–72, 2021.

[11] H. Gao, J. Guo, G. Wang, and Q. Zhang, “Cross-domain correlation
distillation for unsupervised domain adaptation in nighttime semantic
segmentation,” in Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Com-
puter Vision and Pattern Recognition, pp. 9913–9923, 2022.

[12] C. Sakaridis, D. Dai, and L. V. Gool, “Guided curriculum model
adaptation and uncertainty-aware evaluation for semantic nighttime
image segmentation,” in Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF International
Conference on Computer Vision, pp. 7374–7383, 2019.

[13] C. Sakaridis, D. Dai, and L. Van Gool, “Acdc: The adverse conditions
dataset with correspondences for semantic driving scene understanding,”
in Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF International Conference on Computer
Vision, pp. 10765–10775, 2021.

[14] R. Zhang, P. Isola, A. A. Efros, E. Shechtman, and O. Wang, “The
unreasonable effectiveness of deep features as a perceptual metric,” in
Proceedings of the IEEE conference on computer vision and pattern
recognition, pp. 586–595, 2018.

[15] X. Tan, Q. Ma, J. Gong, J. Xu, Z. Zhang, H. Song, Y. Qu, Y. Xie, and
L. Ma, “Positive-negative receptive field reasoning for omni-supervised
3d segmentation,” IEEE Transactions on Pattern Analysis and Machine
Intelligence, 2023.

[16] Z. Xie, S. Wang, K. Xu, Z. Zhang, X. Tan, Y. Xie, and L. Ma, “Boosting
night-time scene parsing with learnable frequency,” IEEE Transactions
on Image Processing, 2023.

[17] X. Deng, P. Wang, X. Lian, and S. Newsam, “Nightlab: A dual-
level architecture with hardness detection for segmentation at night,”
in Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and
Pattern Recognition, pp. 16938–16948, 2022.

[18] M. Ghifary, W. B. Kleijn, M. Zhang, D. Balduzzi, and W. Li, “Deep
reconstruction-classification networks for unsupervised domain adap-
tation,” in Computer Vision–ECCV 2016: 14th European Conference,
pp. 597–613, 2016.

[19] Z. Pei, Z. Cao, M. Long, and J. Wang, “Multi-adversarial domain adap-
tation,” in Proceedings of the AAAI conference on artificial intelligence,
vol. 32, 2018.

[20] X. Zhang, F. X. Yu, S.-F. Chang, and S. Wang, “Deep transfer network:
Unsupervised domain adaptation,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1503.00591,
2015.

[21] D. Dai and L. Van Gool, “Dark model adaptation: Semantic image
segmentation from daytime to nighttime,” in 2018 21st International
Conference on Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITSC), pp. 3819–
3824, IEEE, 2018.

[22] D. Brüggemann, C. Sakaridis, P. Truong, and L. Van Gool, “Refign:
Align and refine for adaptation of semantic segmentation to adverse
conditions,” in Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Winter Conference on
Applications of Computer Vision, pp. 3174–3184, 2023.

[23] A. Vaswani, N. Shazeer, N. Parmar, J. Uszkoreit, L. Jones, A. N. Gomez,
Ł. Kaiser, and I. Polosukhin, “Attention is all you need,” Advances in
neural information processing systems, vol. 30, 2017.

[24] T. Brown, B. Mann, N. Ryder, M. Subbiah, J. D. Kaplan, P. Dhariwal,
A. Neelakantan, P. Shyam, G. Sastry, A. Askell, et al., “Language mod-
els are few-shot learners,” Advances in neural information processing
systems, vol. 33, pp. 1877–1901, 2020.

[25] T. Schick and H. Schütze, “Exploiting cloze-questions for few-shot
text classification and natural language inference,” in Proceedings of
the 16th Conference of the European Chapter of the Association for
Computational Linguistics: Main Volume, pp. 255–269, 2021.

[26] M. Jia, L. Tang, B.-C. Chen, C. Cardie, S. Belongie, B. Hariharan, and
S.-N. Lim, “Visual prompt tuning,” in Computer Vision–ECCV 2022:
17th European Conference, pp. 709–727, 2022.

[27] X. Li, Z. Zhang, X. Tan, C. Chen, Y. Qu, Y. Xie, and L. Ma, “Promptad:
Learning prompts with only normal samples for few-shot anomaly
detection,” in Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer
Vision and Pattern Recognition, 2024.

[28] Z. Wang, Z. Zhang, C.-Y. Lee, H. Zhang, R. Sun, X. Ren, G. Su, V. Perot,
J. Dy, and T. Pfister, “Learning to prompt for continual learning,” in
Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and
Pattern Recognition, pp. 139–149, 2022.

[29] K. Zhou, J. Yang, C. C. Loy, and Z. Liu, “Learning to prompt for vision-
language models,” International Journal of Computer Vision, vol. 130,
no. 9, pp. 2337–2348, 2022.

[30] C. Ge, R. Huang, M. Xie, Z. Lai, S. Song, S. Li, and G. Huang, “Domain
adaptation via prompt learning,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2202.06687, 2022.

[31] A. Radford, J. W. Kim, C. Hallacy, A. Ramesh, G. Goh, S. Agarwal,
G. Sastry, A. Askell, P. Mishkin, J. Clark, et al., “Learning transferable
visual models from natural language supervision,” in International
conference on machine learning, pp. 8748–8763, 2021.

[32] R. Gal, O. Patashnik, H. Maron, A. H. Bermano, G. Chechik, and
D. Cohen-Or, “Stylegan-nada: Clip-guided domain adaptation of image
generators,” ACM Transactions on Graphics (TOG), vol. 41, no. 4, pp. 1–
13, 2022.

[33] A. Kirillov, E. Mintun, N. Ravi, H. Mao, C. Rolland, L. Gustafson,
T. Xiao, S. Whitehead, A. C. Berg, W.-Y. Lo, et al., “Segment anything,”
arXiv preprint arXiv:2304.02643, 2023.

[34] X. Wang, W. Wang, Y. Cao, C. Shen, and T. Huang, “Images speak
in images: A generalist painter for in-context visual learning,” in
Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and
Pattern Recognition, pp. 6830–6839, 2023.

[35] L. Hoyer, D. Dai, H. Wang, and L. Van Gool, “Mic: Masked image
consistency for context-enhanced domain adaptation,” in Proceedings of
the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition,
pp. 11721–11732, 2023.

[36] E. Arazo, D. Ortego, P. Albert, N. E. O’Connor, and K. McGuin-
ness, “Pseudo-labeling and confirmation bias in deep semi-supervised
learning,” in 2020 International Joint Conference on Neural Networks
(IJCNN), pp. 1–8, IEEE, 2020.

[37] K. He, X. Chen, S. Xie, Y. Li, P. Dollár, and R. Girshick, “Masked au-
toencoders are scalable vision learners,” in Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF
Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, pp. 16000–
16009, 2022.

[38] W. Wang, J. Dai, Z. Chen, Z. Huang, Z. Li, X. Zhu, X. Hu, T. Lu, L. Lu,
H. Li, et al., “Internimage: Exploring large-scale vision foundation
models with deformable convolutions,” in Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF
Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, pp. 14408–
14419, 2023.

[39] Z. Wei, L. Chen, T. Tu, H. Chen, P. Ling, and Y. Jin, “Disentangle then
parse:night-time semantic segmentation with illumination disentangle-
ment,” 2023, arXiv:2307.09362.

[40] S. R. Richter, V. Vineet, S. Roth, and V. Koltun, “Playing for data:
Ground truth from computer games,” in Computer Vision–ECCV 2016:
14th European Conference, Amsterdam, The Netherlands, October 11-
14, 2016, Proceedings, Part II 14, pp. 102–118, 2016.

[41] M. Cordts, M. Omran, S. Ramos, T. Rehfeld, M. Enzweiler, R. Be-
nenson, U. Franke, S. Roth, and B. Schiele, “The cityscapes dataset
for semantic urban scene understanding,” in Proceedings of the IEEE
conference on computer vision and pattern recognition, pp. 3213–3223,
2016.

[42] E. Xie, W. Wang, Z. Yu, A. Anandkumar, J. M. Alvarez, and P. Luo,
“Segformer: Simple and efficient design for semantic segmentation
with transformers,” Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems,
vol. 34, pp. 12077–12090, 2021.

[43] A. Krizhevsky, I. Sutskever, and G. E. Hinton, “Imagenet classification
with deep convolutional neural networks,” Communications of the ACM,
vol. 60, no. 6, pp. 84–90, 2017.

[44] I. Loshchilov and F. Hutter, “Decoupled weight decay regularization,”
in International Conference on Learning Representations.

[45] W. Tranheden, V. Olsson, J. Pinto, and L. Svensson, “Dacs: Domain
adaptation via cross-domain mixed sampling,” in Proceedings of the
IEEE/CVF Winter Conference on Applications of Computer Vision,
pp. 1379–1389, 2021.

[46] T.-H. Vu, H. Jain, M. Bucher, M. Cord, and P. Pérez, “Advent: Ad-
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