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Abstract
Recent advancements in fine-tuning Vision-
Language Foundation Models (VLMs) have
garnered significant attention for their effective-
ness in downstream few-shot learning tasks.While
these recent approaches exhibits some performance
improvements, they often suffer from excessive
training parameters and high computational
costs. To address these challenges, we propose
a novel Block matrix-based low-rank adaptation
framework, called Block-LoRA, for fine-tuning
VLMs on downstream few-shot tasks. Inspired
by recent work on Low-Rank Adaptation (LoRA),
Block-LoRA partitions the original low-rank
decomposition matrix of LoRA into a series of
sub-matrices while sharing all down-projection
sub-matrices. This structure not only reduces the
number of training parameters, but also transforms
certain complex matrix multiplication operations
into simpler matrix addition, significantly lowering
the computational cost of fine-tuning. Notably,
Block-LoRA enables fine-tuning CLIP on the
ImageNet few-shot benchmark using a single
24GB GPU. We also show that Block-LoRA has
the more tighter bound of generalization error than
vanilla LoRA. Without bells and whistles, exten-
sive experiments demonstrate that Block-LoRA
achieves competitive performance compared to
state-of-the-art CLIP-based few-shot methods,
while maintaining a low training parameters count
and reduced computational overhead. 1

1 Introduction
In recent years, research on Foundation Models has made
significant progress, demonstrating strong generalization ca-
pabilities and remarkable performance across various down-
stream tasks [Bommasani et al., 2021; Moor et al., 2023;
Zhou et al., 2024; Gu et al., 2023; Zhang et al., 2024b;
Awais et al., 2023; Long et al., 2022]. In particular, Vision-
Language Foundation Models (VLMs) have shown impres-
sive performance in Computer Vision tasks, such as CLIP
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Figure 1: Architecture comparison of the different CLIP-based few-
shot learning methods with ours Block-LoRA.

[Radford et al., 2021], ALIGN [Jia et al., 2021]. Conse-
quently, recent studies have explored leveraging VLMs for
few-shot learning. Given the substantial number of parame-
ters in VLMs, most approaches adopt the Parameter Efficient
Fine-Tuning (PEFT) techniques [Han et al., 2024] to fine-
tune VLMs to to adapt these models to downstream few-shot
tasks. One prominent category of PEFT methods is adapter-
based fine-tuning [Gao et al., 2024; Zhang et al., 2022;
Song et al., 2023; Gondal et al., 2024], which integrates
learnable adapter modules into CLIP to enhance its perfor-
mance on few-shot tasks, as shown in Fig 1(b). For example,
Meta-Adapter [Song et al., 2023] employs the self-attention
based adapter modules to refine features. Another line fo-
cuses on the prompt-based fine-tuning [Zhou et al., 2022b;
Zhou et al., 2022a; Khattak et al., 2023a; Khattak et al.,
2023b] to improve the few-shot performance by introduc-
ing the additional learnable vectors, , as shown in Fig 1(c).
For example, MaPle [Khattak et al., 2023a] and PromptSRC
[Khattak et al., 2023b] leverage multi-modal Prompt Learn-
ing to enhance both vision and language features. While these
adapter-based and prompt-based fine-tuning improve the per-
formance of CLIP-based few-shot classification tasks, they
introduce excessive computational overhead and increase in-
ference latency due to the extra computing modules incorpo-
rated into the CLIP model. The recent CLIP-LoRA [Zanella
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and Ben Ayed, 2024] directly employs Low-Rank Adapta-
tion (LoRA) modules [Hu et al., 2022] to fine-tune CLIP
for few-shot learning. The deployment of LoRA has demon-
strated substantial improvements while significantly reducing
training overhead, making it a promising approach for effi-
cient few-shot adaptation. However, recent studies on LoRA
has revealed the redundancy in LoRA’s structure [Zhu et al.,
2024; Zhang et al., 2023]. Experimental results on certain
textual tasks indicate that the dimensionality reduction ma-
trix (usually denoted as A) is typically task-irrelevant. Even
when A remains randomly initialized and untrained, some
downstream tasks remains close to that of the vanilla LoRA
[Zhang et al., 2023].

Building upon these insights, we propose a novel Block
Matrix based low rank adaptation framework, called Block-
LoRA, designed to reduce redundancy, for few-shot classifi-
cation tasks with the CLIP model. Specifically, Block-LoRA
firstly partitions the original low-rank decomposition matrix
of LoRA into a series of sub-matrices, and then shares all
down-projection sub-matrices to reduce redundancy. These
operations offers two key advantages: (1) it reduces the num-
ber of parameters that need to be trained; (2) during the for-
ward propagation, we transforms a part of complex matrix
multiplication operations in vanilla LoRA into simpler matrix
additions, thereby significantly reducing the computational
cost of fine-tuning. Consequently, Block-LoRA enables fine-
tuning CLIP on the ImageNet Few-Shot benchmark using a
single 24GB GPU. Moreover, Block-LoRA inherits the key
benefits of the vanilla LoRA, including: (1) ease of switch-
ing between different tasks. It can be achieved by simply
replacing the low-rank submatrices according to tasks with-
out modifying the original pre-trained model; (2) no addi-
tional inference latency. During inference, the introduced
low-rank submatrices are all merged into the model’s orig-
inal weights, thus without adding extra computational over-
head and maintaining inference efficiency. Without bells and
whistles, the experimental results on few-shot learning, cross-
dataset evaluation, and domain generalization tasks demon-
strate that the proposed Block-LoRA achieves competitive
classification performance, compared to the existing SOTA
few-shot methods, while significantly reducing trainable pa-
rameters and computational overhead. In summary, our key
contributions of this work include: (1) To our knowledge,
this is the first study to reveal redundancy in the vanilla
LoRA structure for few-shot image classification tasks. (2)
We propose a novel Block Matrix based Low Rank Adap-
tation framework, Block-LoRA, which utilize matrix parti-
tioning and shared down-projection sub-matrices to reduce
the computational cost of fine-tuning. (3) Extensive experi-
ments of few-shot classification on 11 datasets demonstrate
that our proposed Block Matrix achieve competitive perfor-
mance compared to SOTA methods, while maintaining a low
training parameters count and reduced computational costs.

2 Related Work
2.1 Vision-Language Models
Vision-Language Models (VLMs) have gained significant at-
tention in recent years [Zhang et al., 2024b], driving substan-

tial advancements in integrating visual and textual data. A
typical example is CLIP (Contrastive Language-Image Pre-
training) [Radford et al., 2021], which employs a contrastive
learning approach to jointly train an image encoder and a
text encoder. CLIP learns to align the features of images
and their corresponding text descriptions feature, enabling
zero-shot transfer to various downstream tasks by compar-
ing the similarity between between encoded image and text
representations. Based on CLIP, ALIGN [Jia et al., 2021]
leverage a large-scale noisy dataset without requiring ex-
pensive filtering or post-processing steps during the data-
gathering phase. By training on massive multi-modal datasets
in an end-to-end manner, VLMs have demonstrated remark-
able performances on various downstream tasks by effec-
tively leveraging pre-trained knowledge [Gu et al., 2023;
Zhang et al., 2024b]. However, despite their strong transfer
capabilities, efficiently adapting VLMs to few-shot learning
tasks while keeping training costs manageable remains a sig-
nificant challenge.

2.2 Few-Shot Learning
Few-shot learning [Fei-Fei et al., 2006; Lake et al., 2015;
Wang et al., 2020; Lake and Baroni, 2023] aims to enable
models to learn novel concepts from only using the lim-
ited labeled samples, mimicking human-like learning abili-
ties. Conventional few-shot learning methods [Vinyals et al.,
2016; Snell et al., 2017; Zhu and Koniusz, 2023; Zhou et al.,
2025; Sun and Gao, 2023; Zhang et al., 2024a] typically rely
on an additional base dataset and the meta-training strategy to
pre-train the models for the generalization capabilities [Finn
et al., 2017]. Recent advancements in pre-trained VLMs have
led to a new paradigm in few-shot learning, where meta-
training and base datasets are no longer required. For ex-
ample, CoOP[Zhou et al., 2022b] directly fine-tunes CLIP
with the learnable context prompts to improve few-shot per-
formance. CoCoOP [Zhou et al., 2022a] extends CoOp by in-
corporating the input-conditional tokens, combined with the
learnable context vectors. MaPle [Khattak et al., 2023a] and
PromptSRC[Khattak et al., 2023b] both employ the multi-
modal prompt learning, applying prompting techniques to
both the image and text encoder to enhance few-shot adapta-
tion. Another line of research focuses on adapter-based tech-
niques [Houlsby et al., 2019] to fine-tune CLIP for few-shot
tasks. For instance, CLIP-Adapter [Gao et al., 2024] inte-
grates a learnable adapter with a bottleneck layer to refine
feature transformations. GraphAdapter[Li et al., 2024] in-
troduces a graph learning based adapter to capture the struc-
ture knowledge. More recently, CLIP-LoRA [Zanella and
Ben Ayed, 2024] directly applies LoRA to fine-tune CLIP.
Despite the promising results achieved by these methods,
most suffer from high computational costs and large parame-
ter counts, making efficient fine-tuning of VLMs for few-shot
tasks an ongoing challenge.

3 Preliminaries
3.1 Contrastive vision-language pretraining
Contrastive vision-language pre-training [Radford et al.,
2021] has demonstrated impressive transfer performance sur-



passing single-modal pre-training. A widely adopted model
in this paradigm is CLIP [Radford et al., 2021] model, which
is trained on approximately 400 million image-text pairs.
CLIP consists of both an image encoder and a text encoder
simultaneously to capture visual and textual features, encour-
aging the corresponding image and text features of a sample
has the similar embedding. Formally, we denote the image
encoder and text encoder as f( ) and g( ), respectively. Given
a batch of image-text pairs {(xi, ti)} from the training set, the
extracted visual features and textual features from CLIP are
:vi = f(xi) and ti = g(ti). The contrastive loss of CLIP is
computed using a similarity-based softmax function:

LCE = −
∑

i∈Batch

log
exp (sim (vi, ti) /λ)∑

j∈Batch exp (sim (vi, tj) /λ)
, (1)

where Batch denotes the number of image-text pairs in the
batch, sim represents cosine similarity, and λ indicates the
temperature parameter. During inference, CLIP enables zero-
shot classification task to classify an unlabeled image x into
one of K possible categories without training. And K pre-
defined textual prompts {ti}Ki=1 (e.g., “a photo of a [class]”)
are fed into the textual encoder g( ). The prediction of x is
formulated as:

p(y = i|x) = exp (sim (vi, ti) /λ)∑
j∈K exp (sim (vi, tj) /λ)

(2)

3.2 CLIP-based Few-Shot Learning
Although CLIP enable zero-shot Classification without train-
ing, its performance degrades significantly in the presence
of domain shifts or uncertain concepts in downstream tasks.
Consequently, fine-tuning CLIP with few available samples
from downstream datasets is vital. Formally, in CLIP-based
Few-Shot Learning, a collection of known images {xi|i ∈
NK} from a downstream dataset is given, where N denotes
the total number of categories and K is the number of labeled
images (shot) per category, which is typically small (e.g.,
K ≤ 16). The goal of few-shot learning is to predicted the
labels of the remained unknown images in the dataset, using
only these NK samples, a setting commonly referred to as
K-shot learning. Inspired by recent progresses of Parameter-
Efficient Fine-Tuning (PEFT) in NLP [Ding et al., 2023;
Han et al., 2024], most proposed CLIP-based few-shot learn-
ing methods utilize the PEFT paradigms to fine-tune the pre-
trained CLIP, showing better performance and parameter-
efficient compared to the full fine-tuning. They will only fine-
tune a small portion of parameters in CLIP or introduce the
additional learnable modules, while keeping the most portion
of parameters in CLIP frozen. And the fine-tuned visual fea-
ture and textual feature with few-shot data are denoted as ṽi

and t̃i, respectively. And the training process of PEFT with
CLIP is formulated as ṽi and t̃i, respectively. The training
process is formulated as:

LFSL = −
∑

i∈NK

log
exp

(
sim

(
ṽi, t̃i)

)
/λ
)∑NK

j=1 exp
(
sim

(
ṽi, t̃j)

)
/λ
) , (3)

4 Method
In this section, we first introduce the Low-Rank Adaptation
(LoRA), and then details the Block Matrix based Low-Rank

Adaptation (Block-LoRA).

4.1 Low-Rank Adaptation (LoRA)
Low-Rank Adaptation (LoRA) [Hu et al., 2022] is a recently
proposed PEFT method, which simulates the update of the
pre-trained model weights by injecting trainable low-rank de-
composition matrices into each layer, while keep the origi-
nal model weights frozen. As illustrated in Fig 2 (a), LoRA
only optimizing the low-rank decomposition matrices, when
adapting to a downstream task. Specifically, given a pre-
trained weight W ∈ Rk×d, the updated weight matrix Ŵ by
LoRA is formulated as: Ŵ = W+∆W = W+BA, where
a low-rank decomposition ∆W = AB,A ∈ Rk×r,B ∈
Rr×d models this weight update during training, and the rank
r ≪ min(d, k). Consequently, the forward pass with LoRA
is formulated as:

h = xW + x∆W = xW + xAB (4)

where the original pre-trained weight W remains frozen,
while two low-rank decomposition matrices A and B are
learnable during training. The recent CLIP-LoRA [Zanella
and Ben Ayed, 2024] directly applies LoRA to the image and
text encoder of CLIP for improving few-shot learning.

4.2 Block Matrix based Low-Rank Adaptation
Though using LoRA to fine-tune CLIP achieves the promis-
ing few-shot performance, it ignore the existed redundancy
in the vanilla LoRA structure. To alleviate this, we intro-
duce Block-LoRA to further reduce the redundancy for few-
shot adaptation while maintaining effectiveness. Similar to
LoRA, we assume the low-rank parameter update follows:
Ŵ = W + ∆W = W + AB. As detailed in Fig 2 (b),
the proposed Block-LoRA first partitions the two vanilla low-
rank matrices A ∈ Rk×r and B ∈ Rr×d into multiple sub-
matrix multiplications along the dimension of rank r, without
modifying other dimensions:

A = [A1|A2 | · · · |An ] (5)

B = [ B1
⊤| B2

⊤ | · · · | Bn
⊤ ]⊤ (6)

where each submatrix Ai ∈ Rk× r
n and Bi ∈ R r

n×d repre-
sents the i-th block matrices (or submatrices) of A and B,
respectively. And n denotes the number of blocks in a ma-
trix. Bi

⊤ means denotes the matrix transposition operation.
| denotes that submatrices are concatenated column-wise or
second dimension. Since the second dimension of A and the
first dimension of B have the same dimension r

n , and we de-
duce that:

AB =[A1|A2 | · · · |An ] ∗ [ B1
⊤| B2

⊤ | · · · | Bn
⊤ ]⊤

=

n∑
i=1

(AiBi) ∈ Rk×d

(7)
Substituting this into Eq (4), the forward pass becomes:

h = xW + xAB = xW + x

n∑
i=1

(AiBi) (8)
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Figure 2: The detail structure of our proposed Block-LoRA.

Prior studies indicate that the dimensionality reduction ma-
trix A of vanilla LoRA structure typical contains redundancy
[Zhu et al., 2024; Zhang et al., 2023]. However, simply freez-
ing A after random initialization degrade performance in cer-
tain downstream tasks. As illustrated in Fig 2 (c), to bal-
ance efficiency and performance, we deploy a shared down-
projection matrix As ∈ Rk× r

n to replace all block matrices
Ai in Eq (8). This operation not only avoids the performance
degradation, but also reduces the redundancy of matrix A in
the vanilla LoRA. Formally, we have:

h = xW + x

n∑
i=1

(AsBi) = xW + xAs

n∑
i=1

Bi (9)

We denote this approach as Block-LoRA(r, n), where r de-
notes the rank of the low-rank decomposition, and n is the
number of blocks.

In summary, our proposed Block-LoRA has following ad-
vantages: (1) Block-LoRA lowers the number of training pa-
rameters compared to vanilla LoRA, without compromising
few-shot performance. Block-LoRA use the a shared down-
projection matrix As ∈ Rk× r

n to replace the vanilla A ∈
Rk×r, the parameter count of which is reduced by a factor
of 1

n , effectively mitigating redundancy of A and overfitting.
(2) Block-LoRA reduces the computational complexity com-
pared to vanilla LoRA. As described in Eq (9), the dimension
of the matrix used in Block-LoRA is lower than before, such
as As and A. Thus, Block-LoRA transforms a part complex
matrix multiplication operations AB in vanilla LoRA into
more efficient matrix operations As

∑n
i=1 Bi, thereby sig-

nificantly lowering the computational cost of fine-tuning. (3)
Block-LoRA inherits the advantages of vanilla LoRA, which
won’t introduce the additional inference latency, unlike the
previous adapter-based or prompt-based methods. The up-
date matrix ∆W is merged into the original weights W dur-
ing inference, ensuring no extra computational head, which
does not affect the inference speed. Moreover, Block-LoRA
facilitates seamless task switching by simply replacing low-
rank submatrices, without modifying the pre-trained model.

4.3 Theoretical Analysis
We define W = {Wl}Ll=1 as the all L parameter matrices of
a pre-trained model. Let I ⊆ {1, · · · , L} be a set of the pa-
rameter matrice index to be fine-tuned. Given a labeled train-
ing set S ∈ Z with i.i.d. training examples from unknown

real data distribution µ, we analyze the adaptation process.
Let r denote the rank in both LoRA and Block-LoRA. We
define the number of training as #S and suppose each tuned
parameter is quantized to q bits. We define the fine-tuning
based adaptation frameworks by using an adaptation matrices
set as ∆W = {∆Wl}Ll=1, leading to the fine-tuned param-
eters: Ŵ = {Ŵ=l}Ll=1 with Ŵl = Wl + ∆Wl for l ∈ I .
We formally define the LoRA and Block-LoRA adaptation as
follows:

• LoRA: For each l ∈ I , enforce ∆Wl = AlBl and opti-
mize {Al,Bl}l∈I to fit the training data S, as described
in Eq (4).

• Block-LoRA: For each l ∈ I , enforce ∆Wl =
Asl

∑n
i=1 Bil and optimize {Asl,

∑n
i=1 Bil}l∈I to fit

the training data S, as described in Eq (8).
We denote the generalization error of an algorithm as
error (µ, algorithm) [Zhu et al., 2024]. The following lemma
provides an upper bound on this generalization error:
Lemma 1. Assume that the loss ℓW (∆W , Z) is σ-sub-
Gaussian under (∆W , Z) ∼ P∆W |W × µ. Then,

|error (µ,LoRA)| ≤
√

2rqσ2 ln 2

#S

∑
l∈I

(
k(l) + d(l)

)
|error (µ,Block-LoRA)| ≤

√
2rqσ2 ln 2

#S

∑
l∈I

(
k(l)

n
+ d(l)

)
where k(l) and d(l) denote the input and output feature dimen-
sions of the l-th parameter matrix. From the above bounds,
we observe that Block-LoRA provides a tighter generaliza-
tion upper bound compared to LoRA, despite having fewer
trainable parameters. The full proof is provided in the Ap-
pendix.

5 Experiments
5.1 Datasets and Settings
We evaluate our method on 11 publicly available datasets
widely used in few-shot classification and cross-dataset trans-
fer tasks, strictly following prior works [Zhou et al., 2022b;
Khattak et al., 2023b; Zanella and Ben Ayed, 2024]. These
datasets include: ImageNet, Caltech101, OxfordPets, Stan-
fordCars, Flowers102, Food101, FGVCAircraft, SUN397,



Figure 3: Block-LoRA performance comparison in few-shot classification tasks.

UCF101, DTD and EuroSAT. For domian generalization,
we use 4 publicly available ImageNet variants, including:
ImageNetV2, ImageNet-Sketch, ImageNet-A(dversarial) and
ImageNet-R(endition). Detailed dataset statistics are pro-
vided in the appendix.

For a fair comparison, we adopt a ViT-B/16 [Dosovitskiy
et al., 2020] based CLIP model in our experiments, consistent
with prior studies [Zhou et al., 2022b; Khattak et al., 2023b;
Zanella and Ben Ayed, 2024]. We use the official CLIP code
and pre-trained weights, which are publicly available2. All
experiments were implemented using pytroch and repeated
3 times to report the average classification accuracy. Un-
less stated otherwise, we set the default rank r = 2 and the
number of blocks n = 2 in our proposed method, named as
Block-LoRA(2, 2). Additional results with varying hyperpa-
rameters are provided in the model analysis section. We use
the AdamW optimizer to train our model with a learning rate
of 2e−4 and a cosine annealing scheduler to adjust the learn-
ing rate dynamically during training. Specially, the input text
prompts we used is the simple “a photo of a [class]” across all
datasets, without complex manual prompt engineering. Due
to Block-LoRA’s computational efficiency, even the experi-
ments on the large ImageNet few-shot benchmark can run on
a single GPU with 24GB memory. All experiments in this
paper are completed on an NVIDIA RTX 3090 GPU.

For few-shot classification tasks, all experiments are sam-
2https://github.com/openai/CLIP

pled from the training set of downstream dataset, and K sam-
ples per class are randomly selected to train the model, where
K ∈ {1, 2, 4, 8, 16}[Radford et al., 2021]. Subsequently, the
trained model is used to predict the classification accuracy
on the test set of the respective dataset. For cross-dataset
transfer, the source domain is unified as 16-shot ImageNet
[Zhou et al., 2022b; Khattak et al., 2023b], and the target
domian is the remaining 10 datasets. Notably, the model
is only tested on the target domain datasets without further
fine-tuning. For domain generalization, the 16-shot ImageNet
dataset serves as the source domain, while the four ImageNet
variants (ImageNetV2, ImageNet-Sketch, ImageNet-A, and
ImageNet-R) serve as target domains [Zhou et al., 2022b;
Khattak et al., 2023b]. As in the transfer setting, the model is
evaluated directly on the target domains without fine-tuning.

5.2 Main Results
Few-shot Classification. This section mainly shows the re-
sults of the proposed Block-LoRA on few-shot image clas-
sification tasks, comparing to the recent methods, including
CoOP [Zhou et al., 2022b], MaPLe [Khattak et al., 2023a],
PromptSRC [Khattak et al., 2023b] and CLIP-LoRA [Zanella
and Ben Ayed, 2024]. The few-shot image classification
results on 11 datasets are summarized in Fig 3. Firstly,
Block-LoRA demonstrates highly competitive few-shot per-
formance across all 11 datasets. For example, Block-LoRA
outperforms CLIP-LoRA in average accuracy on 11 datasets,



Table 1: Cross-dataset benchmark evaluation.
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CoOp 71.51 93.70 89.14 64.51 68.71 85.30 18.47 64.15 41.92 46.39 66.55 63.88
CoCoOp 71.02 94.43 90.14 65.32 71.88 86.06 22.94 67.36 45.73 45.37 68.21 65.74
MaPLe 70.72 93.53 90.49 65.57 72.23 86.20 24.74 67.01 46.49 48.06 68.69 66.30
PromptSRC 71.27 93.60 90.25 65.70 70.25 86.15 23.90 67.10 46.87 45.50 68.75 65.81
CLIP-LoRA 73.48 94.03 91.01 66.70 72.62 86.54 25.30 68.19 46.91 42.07 70.10 66.99
Ours 73.60 94.09 90.90 66.95 72.73 86.46 25.27 68.27 46.63 42.21 69.88 67.00
Rank (Ours) 1 2 2 1 1 2 2 1 3 5 2 1

across all few-shot settings (1, 2, 4, 8, and 16 shots). No-
tably, Block-LoRA has fewer parameters and lower com-
putational overhead compared to CLIP-LoRA. Additionally,
Block-LoRA also outperforms the previous SOTA Prompt-
SRC [Khattak et al., 2023b] and MaPLe [Khattak et al.,
2023a]. For example, Block-LoRA achieves an average accu-
racy of 83.7% on 11 datasets in the 16-shot setting, which is
a 1.3% improvement over PromptSRC, despite PromptSRC
employ text-based data augmentation enhance text informa-
tion extraction [Khattak et al., 2023b]. Secondly, for the indi-
vidual dataset, Block-LoRA achieves a significant lead over
other methods on EuroSAT and OxfordPets datasets. For
example, under the 4-shot setting on the EuroSAT dataset,
Block-LoRA achieves 88.08% accuracy, surpassing CLIP-
LoRA by 3.7%. Furthermore, for other datasets, Block-
LoRA still achieves matching results, compared with other
latest methods. For example, on the ImageNet dataset with
1000 categories, Block-LoRA achieves similar performance
with LoRA-CLIP, while maintaining lower parameter count
and computational complexity. Notably, Block-LoRA out-
performs PromptSRC on the 1-shot ImageNet benchmark,
achieving 70.43% accuracy, a 3.4% improvement of over
PromptSRC. Beyond accuracy, Block-LoRA exhibits stable
training behavior and efficient convergence, benefiting from
its reduced parameter count. As the number of training sam-
ples increases (e.g., from 1-shot to 16-shot), Block-LoRA
consistently improves downstream task performance. In con-
trast, the performance of CoOP[Zhou et al., 2022b] may be
prone to oscillation, and in some cases, increasing the number
of training samples can lead to degraded performance.
Cross Dataset Evaluation. To further demonstrate the
few-shot generalization capability of Block-LoRA, we con-
duct experiments on cross-dataset transfer tasks and compare
Block-LoRA against several SOTA methods, including CoOP
[Zhou et al., 2022b], CoCoOP[Zhou et al., 2022a], MaPLe
[Khattak et al., 2023a], PromptSRC [Khattak et al., 2023b]
and CLIP-LoRA [Zanella and Ben Ayed, 2024]. The results
are summarized in Table 1. From these results, Block-LoRA
demonstrates strong generalization across multiple datasets,
achieving the best performance on 4 datasets and the second-
best performance on 5 datasets. Additionally, Block-LoRA’s
performance is comparable to CLIP-LoRA in general, while
maintaining lower computational complexity and fewer pa-
rameters.
Domain Generalization. To further assess Block-LoRA’s ro-
bustness under domain shifts, we evaluate its performance on

Table 2: Domain generalization evaluation.

Source Target
Methods ImageNet -V2 -S -A -R Avg.
CLIP 66.73 60.83 46.15 47.77 73.96 57.18
CoOp 71.51 64.20 47.99 49.71 75.21 59.28
CoCoOp 71.02 64. 07 48.75 50.63 76.18 59.91
MaPLe 70.72 64.07 49.15 50.90 76.98 60.28
PromptSRC 71.27 64.35 49.55 50.90 77.80 60.65
PBPrompt 71.71 64.53 49.32 51.64 76.71 60.55
CLIP-LoRA 73.48 66.00 50.07 50.82 77.50 61.10
Ours 73.60 65.89 49.88 50.88 77.56 61.05

domain generalization tasks, comparing to zero-shot CLIP
(CLIP), CoOP [Zhou et al., 2022b], CoCoOP[Zhou et al.,
2022a], MaPLe [Khattak et al., 2023a], PromptSRC [Khat-
tak et al., 2023b], The results of PBPrompt [Liu et al., ]
and CLIP-LoRA [Zanella and Ben Ayed, 2024]. The results
are reported in Table 2. From the results, Block-LoRA con-
tinues to demonstrate excellent generalization performance,
showing a certain degree of robustness, and achieving lead-
ing results on ImageNet-A and ImageNet-R. It also achieves
second-best results on ImageNetV2 and ImageNet-S, which
remains competitive with CLIP-LoRA while maintaining a
more efficient parameterization.

5.3 Model Analysis
Hyperparameter analysis. As mentioned above, to ensure
consistency with the default rank in CLIP-LoRA, Block-
LoRA(2, 2) is as the default configuration in our experiments,
where the rank r and the number of blocks nare both 2 by de-
fault. To further investigate the impacts of these hyperparam-
eters on downstream performance, we evaluates the perfor-
mance of different rank r and number of blocks n in few-shot
image classification task across the above 11 datasets. The
results are summarized in Table 3, which contains the clas-
sification accuracy under the 1-shot setting. Notably, Block-
LoRA(r, n) is equivalent to the vanilla LoRA when n = 1.
All experimental settings are consistent with those in the few-
shot classification task, and results are averaged over three
runs. From Table 3, we observe that: First, increasing the
rank slightly improves accuracy at most cases. For exam-
ple, the average accuracy increases from 72.86% for Block-
LoRA(2, 2) to 73.07% for Block-LoRA(4, 2) and 73.44% for
Block-LoRA(8, 2). However, a higher rank also leads to an
increase in the number of trainable parameters and computa-
tional complexity. Secondly, using the matrix Block sharing
operation and choosing the appropriate number of blocks n
will improve the accuracy compared to vanilla LoRA, while



Table 3: Performance effects of different rank r and number of blocks n in Block-LoRA.
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(2,1) 70.40 93.70 92.30 70.10 83.20 84.30 30.20 70.40 54.30 72.30 76.30 72.50
(2,2) 70.43 94.27 92.62 69.40 82.87 86.08 30.25 70.17 54.77 74.19 76.37 72.86
(4,1) 70.44 94.12 92.88 69.67 83.81 86.28 30.71 70.49 55.18 75.41 76.91 73.26
(4,2) 70.34 94.11 92.78 69.78 83.88 86.28 30.37 70.45 54.85 74.40 76.50 73.07
(4,4) 70.40 94.28 92.73 69.30 83.56 86.17 30.23 70.36 54.83 73.80 76.08 72.89
(8,1) 70.45 94.29 92.64 70.15 84.44 86.35 31.01 70.55 54.93 74.68 76.56 73.28
(8,2) 70.40 94.21 92.83 70.02 84.40 86.34 31.12 70.66 55.24 75.81 76.79 73.44
(8,4) 70.33 94.08 92.55 70.08 84.42 86.34 30.95 70.57 54.67 75.37 76.32 73.24
(8,8) 70.35 94.21 92.83 69.52 84.11 86.21 30.43 70.37 54.83 73.13 75.95 72.90

Table 4: Computing overhead comparison

Parameter Complexity Time Training parameter

LoRA-CLIP 2rd rd2 8.7h 184K

Block-LoRA (1 + 1
n )rd ( 1

n + 1
d )rd

2 6.0h 138K

Proportion
1+ 1

n
2

1
n + 1

d ≈ 1
n 69% 75%

Figure 4: Comparisons of the actual training parameters counts.

maintaining efficiency.
Compute cost analysis. As discussed above, Block-LoRA
reduces trainable parameters and computational complexity
compared to vanilla LoRA. To further quantify these differ-
ences, Table 4 summarizes a comprehensive comparisons of
theoretical parameters count (Parameter for short) and com-
putational complexity (Complexity for short). Table 4 also
included the actual training time and the actual number of
training parameters for Block-LoRA(2, 2) under the 16-shot
ImageNet setting. From Table 4, we derive the following in-
sights: First, the theoretical parameters of Block-LoRA (r, n)

is 1+ 1
n

2 ∈ ( 1
2 ,

3
4 ] of that in CLIP-LoRA, leading to at least a

25% reduction. The number of actual training parameters of
Block-LoRA(2, 2) used primarily is 184K, exactly 75% of
the number of parameters of CLIP-LoRA with r = 2. Due to
the low parameter count, lock-LoRA is device-friendly, run-
ning comfortably on a single 24GB GPU even for large-scale
ImageNet experiments. Increasing the number of blocks n
leads to a reduction in rank per block r

n , further lowering the
number of parameters. Second, for computational complex-
ity, Block-LoRA(r, n) is ( 1n + 1

d ) ∈ ( 1
r ,

1
2 ) of that in CLIP-

LoRA, due to r ≤ n ≪ d, implying at least a 50% reduction

in computational cost. Furthermore, Block-LoRA accelerates
training, reducing training time to 69% of CLIP-LoRA on av-
erage. As n increases, the matrix dimensions in computations
decrease, which leads to further efficiency gains, which still
keep a strong generalization ability, as shown in Table 3.

To visually demonstrate the parameter efficiency of Block-
LoRA, Fig 4 presents a scatter plots comparing the number of
parameters and the average accuracy on 11 datasets for other
methods. First, Block-LoRA achieves the best average accu-
racy while keeping the number of parameters at a low level.
Compared to CLIP-LoRA, Block-LoRA offers better perfor-
mance with significantly fewer parameters. Second, Prompt-
SRC strikes a reasonable balance between accuracy and pa-
rameter count, but its complex training module results in a
longer training time (about 15 hours on ImageNet), which
is much higher than Block-LoRA. MaPLe incurs a massive
parameter overhead due to the use of multi-modal prompts at
each network layer. CoOP and CoCoOP, despite their low pa-
rameter counts, underperform on downstream tasks. In sum-
mary, Block-LoRA achieves SOTA accuracy while maintain-
ing low parameter count and computational complexity, mak-
ing it a highly efficient and device-friendly solution for few-
shot classification.

6 Conclusion
The recent Vision-Language Foundation Models (VLMs)
based few-shot learning have achieved promising results.
However, these models often suffer from excessive train-
ing parameters and high computational costs. To address
these challenges, we propose a novel Block matrix-based
low-rank adaptation framework, Block-LoRA, for fine-tuning
VLMs on downstream few-shot tasks. Block-LoRA parti-
tions the original low-rank decomposition matrix of LoRA
into multiple sub-matrices while sharing all down-projection
sub-matrices. This structure not only reduces the num-
ber of trainable parameters but also simplifies certain com-
plex matrix multiplications into more efficient matrix addi-
tions, significantly lowering the computational cost of fine-
tuning. Extensive experiments demonstrate that Block-LoRA
achieves competitive performance compared to SOTA CLIP-
based few-shot methods, while maintaining a low training pa-
rameters count and reduced computational overhead. The ef-
fectiveness of Block-LoRA on other visual or textual tasks
deserves further exploration.
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Appendix
A Proof of Lemma 1
We first proof the generalization upper bound of vanilla
LoRA [Hu et al., 2022]. Following previous works [Xu and
Raginsky, 2017; Zhu et al., 2024], we have the bound as fol-
lows:
Theorem 1. The LoRA-based fine-tuning algorithm has an
adaptation matrices set as ∆W = {∆Wl}Ll=1, trained by
dataset S. Assume that the loss ℓW (∆W , Z) is σ-sub-
Gaussian under (∆W , Z) ∼ P∆W |W × µ. Then,

|error(µ,LoRA)| ≤

√
2σ2

#S
I (∆W ;S |LoRA,W ). (10)

where I( ) denotes mutual information. And we have:

I (∆W ;S |LoRA,W ) = I ({AlBl}l∈I ;S |LoRA,W )

Further considering definition of mutual information:

I(X;Y ) = H(X)−H(X|Y ) ≤ H(X)

We further have:
I ({AlBl}l∈I ;S |LoRA,W ) ≤ H({AlBl}l∈I)

≤ qr
∑
l∈I

(
k(l) + d(l)

)
ln 2

Substitute the above inequation into Eq (10), we obtain the
the bounds for LoRA algorithm:

|error (µ,LoRA)| ≤
√

2rqσ2 ln 2

#S

∑
l∈I

(
k(l) + d(l)

)

Next, we proof the generalization upper bound of the pro-
posed Block-LoRA in this paper. Similar with LoRA, we
have:
Theorem 2. The Block-LoRA-based fine-tuning algo-
rithm (Block for short) has an adaptation matrices set as
∆W = {∆Wl}Ll=1, trained by dataset S. Assume that
the loss ℓW (∆W , Z) is σ-sub-Gaussian under (∆W , Z) ∼
P∆W |W × µ. Then,

|error(µ,Block)| ≤

√
2σ2

#S
I (∆W ;S |Block,W ). (11)

We further have:
I (∆W ;S |Block,W )

=I

(
{Asl

n∑
i=1

Bil}l∈I ;S |Block,W

)

≤H({Asl

n∑
i=1

Bil}l∈I)

≤qr
∑
l∈I

(
k(l)

n
+ d(l)) ln 2

Substitute the above inequation into Eq (11), we obtain the
the bounds for Block-LoRA algorithm:

|error (µ,Block-LoRA)| ≤
√

2rqσ2 ln 2

#S

∑
l∈I

(
k(l)

n
+ d(l)

)

B Details of Datasets
B.1 Few-shot learning dataset
This paper employs 11 publicly available image datasets
for few-shot learning tasks, consistent with previous works
[Zhou et al., 2022b; Zanella and Ben Ayed, 2024]. These
datasets include:

Datasets for Generic Object Recognition Tasks: The Im-
ageNet [Russakovsky et al., 2015] and Caltech101 [Fei-Fei et
al., 2004] datasets. ImageNet is a large-scale dataset widely
used in the field of computer vision for general object recog-
nition, containing a vast number of images across 1000 object
categories. Caltech101, also serves as a benchmark for gen-
eral object recognition tasks, with 101 object categories.

Datasets for Fine-Grained Image Classification Tasks:
The OxfordPets [Parkhi et al., 2012], StanfordCars [Krause
et al., 2013], Flowers102 [Nilsback and Zisserman, 2008],
Food101 [Bossard et al., 2014], and FGVCAircraft [Maji et
al., 2013] datasets. OxfordPets focuses on classifying pet
images, which requires fine-grained discrimination between
different breeds. StanfordCars is dedicated to classifying car
models, where the differences between classes are often sub-
tle. Flowers102 is designed for flower classification, and
the fine-grained nature of flower species demands high pre-
cision classification. Food101 is used for classifying differ-
ent types of food images, and FGVCAircraft is specialized in
fine-grained classification of aircraft images.

Dataset for Scene Recognition Task: SUN397 [Xiao et
al., 2010] dataset is specifically designed to assist in scene
recognition tasks, covering a wide range of natural and man-
made scenes, enabling models to learn the characteristics of
different scenes.

Dataset for Action Recognition Task: The UCF101
[Soomro, 2012] dataset contains a large number of video se-
quences related to 101 different human actions.

Dataset for Texture Classification Task: The DTD [Cim-
poi et al., 2014] dataset is focused on texture classification,
with a collection of images that represent various textures,
allowing models to learn to distinguish between different tex-
ture patterns.

Dataset for Satellite-based Land Use and Cover Clas-
sification Task: The EuroSAT [Helber et al., 2019] dataset
consists of satellite images for land use and cover classifica-
tion, helping to analyze and classify different types of land
use from satellite-based imagery.

B.2 Domain generalization dataset
For the domain generalization task, this paper uses 4 pub-
licly available domain generalization datasets, all of which
are variants of the ImageNet dataset. These include:

ImageNetV2 [Recht et al., 2019] dataset is a newly re-
collected test data, ensuring its difference from previous



Table 5: Statistics of 11 datasets for few-shot learning and 4 target datasets of domain generalization.

Datasets # Classes Train / Val / Test Description

ImageNet [Russakovsky et al., 2015] 1000 1.28M / - /50000 Recognition of generic objects

Caltech101 [Fei-Fei et al., 2004] 100 4128 / 1649 / 2465 Recognition of generic objects

OxfordPets [Parkhi et al., 2012] 37 2944 / 736 / 3669 Fine-grained classification of pets

StanfordCars [Krause et al., 2013] 196 6509 / 1635 / 8041 Fine-grained classification of cars

Flowers102 [Nilsback and Zisserman, 2008] 102 4093 / 1633 / 2463 Fine-grained classification of flowers

Food101 [Bossard et al., 2014] 101 50500 / 20200 / 30300 Fine-grained classification of foods

FGVCAircraft [Maji et al., 2013] 100 3334 / 3333 / 3333 Fine-grained classification of aircrafts

SUN397 [Xiao et al., 2010] 397 15880 / 3970 / 19850 Scene classification

DTD [Cimpoi et al., 2014] 47 2820 / 1128 / 1692 Texture classification

EuroSAT [Helber et al., 2019] 10 13500 / 5400 / 8100 Land cover classification with satellite images

UCF101 [Soomro, 2012] 101 7639 / 1898 / 3783 Action recognition

ImageNet-V2 [Recht et al., 2019] 1000 -/ - / 10000 New test data for ImageNet

ImageNet-Sketch [Wang et al., 2019] 1000 -/ - / 50889 Sketch-style images of ImageNet classes

ImageNet-A [Hendrycks et al., 2021b] 200 -/ - / 7500 Natural adversarial examples of ImageNet classes

ImageNet-R [Hendrycks et al., 2021a] 200 -/ - / 30000 Renditions of 200 ImageNet classes

datasets. It aims to provide a more up-to-date and indepen-
dent test set for evaluating the generalization ability of mod-
els.

ImageNet-Sketch [Wang et al., 2019] dataset is composed
of black-and-white sketch images collected from Google Im-
age Search. After collection, manual screening is carried out
to ensure the correctness of the data. Sketch images present a
different visual modality compared to the original ImageNet
color images, challenging models to generalize across differ-
ent visual representations.

ImageNet-A(dversarial)[Hendrycks et al., 2021b] dataset
contains natural adversarial examples collected from the real
world. These natural adversarial examples often cause ma-
chine learning models to make incorrect predictions. By us-
ing this dataset, we can test the robustness of models against
such real-world adversarial inputs.

ImageNet-R(endition) [Hendrycks et al., 2021a] dataset
consists of category-variant images from different art styles
such as cartoons, doodles, origami, and tattoos. It provides a
means to assess how well models can generalize across dif-
ferent artistic renditions of the same object categories.

The detailed statistical data of all the above datasets are
presented in Table 5.

C Ablation Study
As shown in Eq (9), the proposed Block-LoRA introduces a
learnable shared down-projection matrix As. Recent studies
on LoRA consistently suggest that down-projection matrix
matrices A are generally less important than up-projection
matrix matrices B [Zhu et al., 2024; Zhang et al., 2023]. To
investigate this further, we evaluate a variant of Block-LoRA,
denoted as w/o A, where A is randomly initialized and re-
mains fixed during training (i.e., it is not updated). We con-

duct experiments on four datasets, testing performance across
1-shot to 16-shot settings while keeping all other experimen-
tal configurations consistent with before. The results are sum-
marized in Table 6, leading to the following observations:

1. First, Block-LoRA, which employs a learnable shared
down-projection matrix As, outperforms its w/o A vari-
ant in most cases. This indicates that completely freez-
ing As may negatively impacts performance for few-
shot learning tasks.

2. Second, the performance gap is more pronounced in
low-data scenarios (e.g., 1-shot). However, as the num-
ber of training samples increases (e.g., 16-shot), the
gap narrows significantly, suggesting that increased data
availability compensates for the absence of a learnable
As. To the best of our knowledge, we are the first to find
this phenomenon that the performance gap is related to
the data scale.

3. Third, as the number of trainable parameters in the
model increases (e.g., by increasing the matrix rank r
), the performance gap between Block-LoRA and w/o
A further decreases. This implies that a larger up-
projection matrix B can partially offset the negative ef-
fects of the absence of a learnable As.

In summary, completely freezing the down-projection ma-
trix As may degrade downstream task performance. Thus,
Block-LoRA employs a learnable As ∈ Rk× r

n defaultly.
Moreover, compared to vanilla LoRA, which uses a larger
down-projection matrix A ∈ Rk×r, Block-LoRA achieves
highly competitive performance with fewer parameters.



Table 6: Effects of the absence of the learnable As in Block-LoRA.

Dataset EuroSAT ImageNet SUN397 UCF101
(r,n) w/o A Block-LoRA w/o A Block-LoRA w/o A Block-LoRA w/o A Block-LoRA

1-shot

(2,1) 69.45 72.30 68.65 70.40 68.16 70.40 71.34 76.30
(2,2) 69.17 74.19 68.62 70.43 67.71 70.17 70.99 76.37
(4,1) 71.74 76.02 69.01 70.44 68.58 70.49 72.38 76.91
(4,2) 71.50 74.40 69.02 70.34 68.62 70.45 72.52 76.50
(4,4) 70.87 73.80 68.94 70.40 68.28 70.36 72.37 76.08
(8,1) 72.45 74.68 69.51 70.45 69.37 70.55 73.58 76.56
(8,2) 73.17 75.81 69.40 70.40 69.23 70.66 73.42 76.79
(8,4) 72.76 75.37 69.36 70.33 69.18 70.57 73.33 76.32
(8,8) 72.48 73.13 69.21 70.35 68.84 70.37 73.24 75.95

2-shot

(2,1) 80.39 82.70 69.45 70.80 68.55 71.30 75.26 80.00
(2,2) 80.67 83.94 69.31 70.79 68.27 71.71 74.87 79.76
(4,1) 81.29 83.21 69.82 70.78 69.16 71.97 76.25 80.14
(4,2) 81.23 83.89 69.75 70.84 69.09 72.02 76.44 79.98
(4,4) 81.77 83.63 69.61 70.73 68.88 71.78 76.24 79.95
(8,1) 82.45 83.99 70.19 70.92 69.93 72.28 77.85 79.92
(8,2) 81.58 82.73 70.07 70.83 69.73 72.06 77.80 79.95
(8,4) 81.74 83.77 70.04 70.88 69.78 72.08 77.55 79.85
(8,8) 82.16 82.73 69.88 70.73 69.43 71.80 77.35 79.75

4-shot

(2,1) 83.07 84.90 70.14 71.40 69.95 72.80 78.55 81.10
(2,2) 84.77 88.08 70.08 71.53 69.69 73.43 77.75 82.12
(4,1) 84.79 86.82 70.57 71.63 70.92 73.75 79.97 82.25
(4,2) 84.03 87.34 70.45 71.53 70.75 73.53 79.74 81.99
(4,4) 85.63 88.06 70.36 71.43 70.36 73.39 79.18 82.10
(8,1) 85.61 88.34 70.92 71.76 71.89 73.95 81.09 82.18
(8,2) 85.28 87.26 70.90 71.70 71.70 73.73 81.02 82.16
(8,4) 84.64 87.44 70.76 71.54 71.44 73.59 80.74 81.87
(8,8) 86.13 87.98 70.64 71.49 71.03 73.34 80.22 82.10

8-shot

(2,1) 88.69 89.70 70.90 72.30 71.74 74.70 81.62 84.10
(2,2) 88.54 90.56 70.81 72.39 71.25 75.06 81.19 84.07
(4,1) 89.30 90.89 71.43 72.39 72.57 75.28 83.14 84.72
(4,2) 89.26 90.67 71.20 72.48 72.58 75.15 82.58 84.44
(4,4) 88.95 90.78 71.14 72.32 72.02 75.02 82.10 84.10
(8,1) 89.93 91.05 71.83 72.63 73.45 75.43 84.16 85.06
(8,2) 89.78 91.08 71.77 72.62 73.36 75.29 83.68 84.57
(8,4) 89.50 91.05 71.52 72.50 73.25 75.16 83.36 84.43
(8,8) 89.30 91.08 71.43 72.33 72.66 75.02 82.84 84.10

16-shot

(2,1) 92.88 92.10 71.74 73.60 73.49 76.10 84.83 86.70
(2,2) 92.65 93.32 71.59 73.47 73.02 76.77 84.40 87.09
(4,1) 92.72 93.40 72.27 73.63 74.47 76.97 85.82 86.89
(4,2) 93.09 93.65 72.10 73.53 74.26 76.98 85.43 87.16
(4,4) 92.83 93.34 71.89 73.32 73.73 76.73 85.00 86.96
(8,1) 93.35 93.76 72.85 73.80 75.51 77.09 86.63 87.41
(8,2) 92.85 93.32 72.65 73.71 75.15 76.94 86.08 87.03
(8,4) 93.20 93.67 72.41 73.55 74.99 76.99 86.13 87.21
(8,8) 93.01 93.43 72.18 73.36 74.42 76.72 85.67 86.90
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