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Abstract

Although current prompt learning methods have success-
fully been designed to effectively reuse the large pre-trained
models without fine-tuning their large number of parame-
ters, they still have limitations to be addressed, i.e., with-
out considering the adverse impact of meaningless patches
in every image and without simultaneously considering in-
sample generalization and out-of-sample generalization. In
this paper, we propose an adaptive multi-modality prompt
learning to address the above issues. To do this, we em-
ploy previous text prompt learning and propose a new im-
age prompt learning. The image prompt learning achieves
in-sample and out-of-sample generalization, by first mask-
ing meaningless patches and then padding them with the
learnable parameters and the information from texts. More-
over, each of the prompts provides auxiliary information to
each other, further strengthening these two kinds of general-
ization. Experimental results on real datasets demonstrate
that our method outperforms SOTA methods, in terms of dif-
ferent downstream tasks.

1. Introduction

While large pre-trained vision-language models (such as
CLIP [21], ALIGN [11] and BLIP [15]) have shown great
potential for text-image alignment, prompt learning (PL) is
popularly designed to learn diverse alignment for a large
range of downstream tasks. Specifically, prompt learning
techniques are designed to fine-tune the input data in or-
der to better align images and texts within a shared space
defined by a large pre-trained model. In particular, such a
technique allows for reusing the pre-trained model without
the need to tune its large number of parameters as well as
fitting diverse downstream tasks [14, 17].

Previous prompt learning methods can be divided into
three categories, i.e., single-modality PL methods, non-
interactive multi-modality PL methods, and interactive
multi-modality PL. methods. Specifically, single-modality
PL methods design individual prompts to use the large pre-
trained model. For instance, VPT [12] prompts the image

for effectively using the pre-trained image encoder. Since
single-modality PL methods only prompt one modality to
ignore the prompt from the other modality, non-interactive
multi-modality PL. methods are designed to prompt both
image modality and text modality. For instance, IVLP
[13] learns two prompts for images and texts to show the
generalization ability over known classes on unseen data
[29], in-sample generalization for short in this paper. How-
ever, previous non-interactive multi-modality PL methods
are not able to effectively design prompts over widely un-
seen classes on unseen data, and thus easily resulting in the
over-fitting issue. Recently, interactive multi-modality PL
methods have been designed to learn two prompts as well
as to obtain generalization ability over unseen classes on
unseen data, out-of-sample generalization for short in this
paper. For instance, MaPLe [13] achieves out-of-sample
generalization ability by facilitating the interaction between
two prompts. Although current multi-modality PL. methods
have widely been used on large pre-trained models, they
still have limitations to be addressed.

Firstly, not all patches in the image are useful. Patches
irrelevant to the image category (meaningless patches for
short) for every image may result in adverse influence for
determining the image category, ignored by previous PL
methods. Recently, the literature (e.g., VP [1]) adds noise to
every patch so that it can reduce the influence of meaning-
less patches, but it may influence the meaningful patches for
prompt learning. In real applications, a meaningless patch
in one downstream task (or image category) may be useful
for other downstream tasks (or image categories), so it is
essential and challenging to handle meaningless patches.

Secondly, previous PL methods do not consider achiev-
ing both in-sample generalization and out-of-sample gener-
alization. Specifically, downstream tasks include the classes
or categories seen in the training process as well as the
classes unseen in the training process. Usually, PL meth-
ods robust to two kinds of generalization are well-known to
be robust class shift [29]. In the literature, single-modality
and non-interactive multi-modality PL. methods try to im-
prove in-sample generalization only to easily result in the
over-fitting issue. In contrast, interactive multi-modality
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Figure 1. The flowchart of the proposed AMMPL consisting of three modules, i.e., Text Prompt Learning (light grey block), Image
Prompt Learning (white block) and Adaptively Interactive Learning (light blue block). Specifically, text prompt learning outputs the
text representation for text contexts by following CoCoOp [29]. The proposed image prompt learning simultaneously detects and masks
meaningless patches for every image, followed by generating the representation of this image, whose masked patches (i.e., meaningless
patches) are padded with learnable parameters and text information from adaptively interactive learning. In the proposed adaptively
interactive learning, the output of image encoder (i.e., image representation) is first fed into a light-weight network to output its new
representation, which is then added to text context by the operation of broadcast addition. Meanwhile, the output of text encoder is first fed
into a light-weight network to output its new representation, which is then added to the representation of masked patches.

PL methods focus on achieving out-of-sample generaliza-
tion by ignoring in-sample generalization. Hence, previous
PL methods are not robust class shift.

In this paper, we propose a new interactive multi-
modality PL. method, namely Adaptive Multi-Modality
Prompt Learning (AMMPL) shown in Figure 1, to address
the above issues, by consisting of three modules, i.e., text
prompt learning, image prompt learning, and adaptive in-
teractive learning. Specifically, we follow CoCoOp [29]
to generate text representation for conducting text prompt
learning. The proposed image prompt learning first learns
a probability matrix and then employs Bernoulli sampling
to detect and mask the meaningless patches for every cat-
egory. The image with masked patches, which padded
with learnable parameters and text information, are then fed
into the image encoder. As a result, it addresses the first
issue by reasonably handling meaningless patches in the
images. Moreover, the probability matrix set meaningful
patches with large probability and set meaningless patches
with small probability to improve the in-sample generaliza-
tion ability. Bernoulli sampling makes the large values in

the probability matrix possibly have small chance to be se-
lected, such randomness improves the out-of-sample gen-
eralization ability. Hence, our image prompt learning ad-
dresses the second issue. Moreover, our adaptively interac-
tive learning conducts the information interaction between
two modalities. Specifically, the light-weight network (i.e.,
N in Figure 1) propagates the image information to learn
the text prompt, and thus promoting the effectiveness of text
prompt learning. Similarly, N9 in Figure 1 improves im-
age prompt learning as well as explores two issues in pre-
vious methods. Hence, our adaptively interactive learning
strengthens to solve two issues in previous PL methods.

Compared to previous methods, the main contributions
of our method are two-fold. First, we propose a novel image
prompt learning to solve two issues in previous PL meth-
ods. To our knowledge, it is the first work to explore the
influence of meaningless patches for image prompt learn-
ing. Second, we investigate two light-weight networks to
make information interaction between two modalities. As a
result, each of them promotes the other. Moreover, the net-
work from the text encoder strengthens the image prompt



learning to solve the issues in previous PL methods.

2. Methodology
2.1. Motivations

The pre-trained vision-language model CLIP [21] includes
two encoders, i.e., the text encoder regarding Transformer
as the backbone [24] for texts, and the image encoder em-
ploying ResNet [8] or ViT [4] as the backbone for im-
ages. Recently, prompt learning techniques have widely
been used for pre-processing texts or images before feeding
them into the encoder, aiming at improving the effective-
ness of downstream tasks without tuning a large number of
parameters in the large pre-trained models.

Inspired by the significant success of prompt learning in
the field of natural language processing, the initial prompt
learning techniques on CLIP aimed to adequately explore
the potential of the text encoder through fine-tuning text
modality, called text prompt learning. Since the focus of
downstream tasks typically involves images, the latest PL
methods focus on both text prompt learning and image
prompt learning. However, previous PL methods still have
two issues to be addressed. Firstly, they neglect the influ-
ence of meaningless patches in the images. As a result,
CLIP may extract irrelevant representation for images to de-
grade the subsequent text-image alignment. Secondly, pre-
vious PL methods are not robust class shift, i.e., not consid-
ering both in-sample generalization and out-of-sample gen-
eralization. As a result, they difficult to deal with diverse
downstream tasks in real-world scenarios.

In this paper, we propose a new interactive multi-
modality prompt learning method to address the above is-
sues. Specifically, we first follow CoCoOp to perform text
prompt learning in Section 2.2, and then design the image
prompt learning in Section 2.3 and the adaptively interac-
tive learning in Section 2.4 to address the above issues. We
list the framework in Figure 1.

2.2, Text Prompt Learning

In CLIP, the text encoder takes fixed context tokens to make
it inflexible for diverse downstream tasks, so text prompt
learning techniques are designed to construct adaptable con-
text tokens. For instance, CoCoOp [29] converts each con-
text token of input text into a learnable vector to learn
semantic context information that aligns with the specific
downstream task. Hence, this paper follows CoCoOp to
conduct text prompt learning.

Specifically, we first represent every context token by
a learnable vector v € R! with the same length as the
word embedding (i.e., [ = 512 in CLIP), and then re-
place the fixed context “a photo of a” by M learnable vec-
tors, i.e., the learnable context {v1 V2 ...,le}. As a
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result, the text prompt of the ¢-th class is represented as

t; = {v},v},...,vM, c;} where ¢; is the name of the -

th class, and the text prompt tensor for all classes is:
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where k is the class number. We further input text prompt
T into the text encoder TextEn(-) to obtain text represen-
tation, which is then fed into the text projection function
TextProj(-) to obtain the final text representation Z by:

Z = TextProj (TextEn (T)), Z e R (2)

where d represents the dimension of the text representa-
tion. During the training process, the parameters of both
TextEn(-) and TextProj(-) are frozen, while the parame-
ters in T is adaptively adjusted to flexibly fix diverse tasks.

After conducting text prompt learning by Eq. (2), the
text prompt T learns specific context for individual classes,
enabling the text encoder to extract fine-grained text repre-
sentation for every class or category.

2.3. Image Prompt Learning

Besides the text encoder, it is crucial to consider image
prompt learning because CLIP inherently includes both im-
age input and text input. To address the two issues in pre-
vious PL methods, we should first partition the image into
multiple patches, and then deal with meaningless patches
before feeding the image including meaningless patches
and meaningful patches into the image encoder. Mean-
while, it is also expected to obtain both in-sample gener-
alization and out-of-sample generalization. To achieve this,
the proposed image prompt learning consists of two steps,
i.e., patch mask and patch padding.

2.3.1 Patch Mask

As shown in Figure 3, an airplane is usually accompanied
by the airport while the dog is accompanied by the stream-
let. That is, the image category “airplane” is determined
by the patches of the airplane and other patches relevant
to the image category (e.g., the patches relevant to the air-
port). In contrast, other patches provide little information
to determine this category. Moreover, different image cat-
egories are determined by different patches. Hence, in the
image prompt learning, we should 1) distinguish meaning-
less patches (i.e., patches irrelevant to the image category)
from meaningful patches in the image, which determine the
image category; and 2) design different prompts for differ-
ent image categories.



Obviously, we may follow one of the backbones of CLIP
(i.e., ViT) to first partition every image into b x b patches,
and then detect meaningless patches based on the image
partition. Motivated by MAE [9], we can first set a random
matrix for every category to randomly mask all patches with
binary values, and then conduct element-wise Hadamard
product with the image to be the input of the image en-
coder. As a result, the random matrix (a.k.a., mask ma-
trix) is adaptively updated to output the final results, i.e.,
the meaningless patches with the binary value “0” for every
category, and the image encoder outputs the representation
of the masked patches distinguished from the representa-
tion of unmasked patches. However, the binary values in
the random matrix make the back-propagation difficult.

In this paper, to address the above issue, we first generate
a continuous probability matrix for every image category
and then conduct the Bernoulli sampling on this probabil-
ity matrix to obtain the mask matrix. By directly assigning
the gradient obtained from the discrete mask matrix to the
continuous probability matrix, our method makes the back-
propagation available (Details in Section 2.5). As a result,
after the optimization process, the mask matrix for every
category can be obtained.

Specifically, after partitioning every image into b x b
patches, we denote P; € R®*? as the probability matrix
of the i-th class. Every element in P; is the probability of
the patch belonging to a meaningless patch. Furthermore,
the probability matrix for all k£ categories/classes can be
represented as a tensor, i.e., P € R¥**b We conduct
Bernoulli sampling on P € R**?*? to obtain the binary
tensor M € R¥*®x? (Bernoulli mask for short) by:
je_ J 1 withprob. r = Clamp (p{’c, 0, 1) 3)
’ 0 with prob. 1 —r,

where r represents the probability of being sampled as 1,
and Clamp(-, 0, 1) restricts every element of P within the
range between 0 and 1. The terms j and c respectively de-
note the row and column coordinates in the matrix. If the
element in M is 0, the corresponding patch is masked.

We further perform the element-wise Hadamard product
through broadcasting between M € R¥***? and the origi-
nal image I € R®*®X% to obtain:

I=MoI,  IgRMIxbxu (4)
where u represents the channel number of images (e.g.,
RGB channels). Based on the binary value in M, the mean-
ingful patches in I are preserved if the binary value is 1.
Eq. (3) solves the back-propagation issue caused in the
random mask matrix by introducing a learnable probability
tensor and Bernoulli sampling. As aresult, Eq. (4) is able to
distinguish meaningless patches from meaningful patches,
which addresses the first issue in previous PL methods.

The optimal probability tensor P achieves the fine-
grained sampling rate for the specific class, resulting in im-
proving in-sample generalization ability. Moreover, due to
the uncertainty introduced by the Bernoulli sampling, the
obtained mask tensor M exhibits diversity. Such random-
ness or uncertainty may improve the out-of-sample gener-
alization ability [5]. Therefore, the patch mask addresses
the second issue in previous PL methods by designing the
dynamic probability tensor and the uncertain mask tensor to
achieve robust class shift.

Although the proposed patch mask addresses two issues
in previous PL methods, there is a significant gap in pixel
values between the masked patches (i.e., pixel values are all
0) and other patches in the image. Significant pixel differ-
ence in the image easily results in more training iterations
and needs more training data, which in turn makes difficult
for the model to converge. Hence, we investigate to pad
information into masked patches to address this issue.

2.3.2 Patch Padding

Motivated by missing value padding techniques, an intu-
itive solution is to employ mean value padding to solve the
pixel gap between masked and other patches in the image.
However, the mean value for every masked patch makes the
padding result in a lack of diversity, so it is difficult to learn
different prompts for different image categories. In this pa-
per, the patch padding step is designed to replace the mean
value padding method for alleviating the pixel gap issue
based on the goals: 1) task-relevant information adapted
to image encoder; and 2) auxiliary information from text
modality (Details in Section 2.4). To achieve the first goal,
we investigate learnable parameters to pad masked patches
in I. This allows masked patches to contain task-relevant
information from the image encoder.

Specifically, we propose to learn parameters for every
category and the parameters of i-th class can be represented
as N; € R9*9%% where q x ¢ represents the size of the
pixels in a patch. Therefore, the parameters of all classes
can be represented as N € R¥*2X9X% We then broadcast
parameters separately to pad the masked patches of the cor-
responding classes by:

I =I[MASKED]® N,  IeRFxbxu (5
where @ is the broadcast addition. With the optimization of
Eq. (5), supervision information from downstream tasks is
embedded into masked patches, so that the masked patches
are padded by the parameters and the pixel gap is alleviated.
As a result, masked patches push the image encoder to de-
tect different masked patches for specific image category.

We further input prompted image I into the image en-
coder to obtain image representation X by:



X = ImageProj (ImageEn (i)) , X eRFI (6)

where d is the dimension of the text representation. Sim-
ilar to text prompt learning, the parameters of the im-
age encoder ImageEn(+) and the image projection function
ImageProj(-) are frozen during the training process, while
the parameters P and N are adaptively adjusted to flexibly
fix diverse tasks or image input.

Since text prompt learning is independent on image
prompt learning, their correlation is ignored. Actually, the
correlation between two modalities has been demonstrated
to provide auxiliary information to each other [13, 28, 29].
Hence, it is essential to consider their correlation for im-
proving each of them.

2.4. Adaptively Interactive Learning

Previous interactive PL methods have studied the interactiv-
ity between two modalities by learning auxiliary informa-
tion for other modality to improve generalization. However,
they have the following issues to be addressed: 1) many pre-
vious methods are designed to obtain auxiliary information
by handling complex internal structures within the model,
and thus they need more training samples to achieve model
convergence. For instance, MaPLe [13] and DPT [27] prop-
agate auxiliary information across all layers to require more
training samples. 2) Many previous methods transfer aux-
iliary information from one modality only by ignoring the
auxiliary information from other modalities. For instance,
CoCoOp [29] and DPT [27] propagate auxiliary informa-
tion from the text modality to the image modality.

In this paper, the proposed adaptively interactive learn-
ing is designed to transfer auxiliary information from two
modalities, to address the above issues. Specifically, given
text representation Z and image representation X, the rep-
resentations of i-th class in Z and X are separately input
into two light-weight networks to obtain the interaction in-
formation of ¢-th class as:

{El = f%(ZZ), EZ € Raxaxu

7
h; e R, M

hi = f(xi),

where f4.(-) and fi(-) represent the i-th class text and image
light-weight networks, respectively.

We then input the learned interaction information into
two modalities. As a result, every context token of ¢-th class
in text prompt T is updated to:

vt =" + hy, (8)

where m € {1,2, ..., M'}. Meanwhile, the learnable param-
eters of the ¢-th class in the image prompt is updated by:

N; =N; + E;. €))

Based on Eq. (8) and Eq. (9), our proposed adaptively
interactive learning considers to provide auxiliary informa-
tion to each modality from the other modality. Our pro-
posed method only transfers auxiliary information into the
input data, rather than all layers in many previous meth-
ods. As a result, our method is able to make the model
converge easily. Furthermore, Eq. (9) is used to pad the
masked patches with the learnable parameters, benefiting
the image encoder to use the relationship between text in-
formation and meaningful patches in the image. Since our
proposed image prompt learning has been demonstrated to
achieve both in-sample generalization and out-of-sample
generalization in Section 2.3, the interaction between im-
age information and text information (i.e., text information
padded to masked patches) thus helps to strengthen these
two kinds of generalization of our proposed multi-modality
prompt learning.

Similar to CLIP, we further employ the text representa-
tion Z obtained from Eq. (2) and the image representation
X obtained from Eq. (6) to compute the prediction proba-
bility by:

exp (sim (xg,2g) /7)

Zle exp (sim (x;,2;) /7) 7

Py | X) = (10)

where sim(+, -) represents cosine similarity score and 7 is a
temperature parameter. The prediction ¢ corresponds to the
class with the highest cosine similarity score. Moreover, as
a classification task, the standard cross-entropy loss L is the
objective loss of our proposed method.

2.5. Optimization

In the optimization of image prompt learning, the Bernoulli
mask M is non-continuous. This leads to %I\F/.I = 0 and
% = 0. As a result, the standard back-propagation cannot
be used to update the gradient of probability tensor P. In
this paper, we propose a simple yet effective method to learn
gradients of the probability tensor P.

Specifically, during the forward propagation, we recon-
struct the computational graph of the Bernoulli mask M as:

M = Detach(M — P) + P, an

where Detach(-) detaches tensors from the computational
graph. During the back-propagation, we directly propagate
the gradient of the Bernoulli mask M to the tensor P as:

oL oL
oP oM’
Eq. (11) reconstructs the Bernoulli mask by two com-
ponents, i.e., the probability tensor P and the difference
Detach(M — P) between the probability tensor and the
Bernoulli mask, where P is differentiable. Therefore, by
forwarding the reconstructed Bernoulli mask to compute the

12)
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Figure 2. Classification accuracy over 3 runs of all methods (with ViT-B/16) at different shot numbers, i.e., {1, 2, 4, 8, 16} on all datasets.

loss, the gradient obtained from the loss calculation can be
back-propagated to P through Eq. (12).

Based on Eq. (12), our proposed method can efficiently
conduct gradient update on the continuous probability ten-
sor P by indirectly updating the discrete Bernoulli mask M
during the back-propagation process.

3. Experiments
3.1. Experimental Settings

We evaluate our AMMPL with 7 comparison methods in
terms of one in-sample task (i.e., few-shot learning) and two
out-of-sample tasks (i.e., generalization from base-to-novel
classes and cross-data evaluation) on 9 benchmark datasets.

The used datasets include four fine-grained datasets

(i.e., OxfordPets [20], Flowers102 [19], Food101 [2], and
FGVCAircraft [18]), one generic-objects dataset, i.e., Cal-
tech101 [6], one statellite-image dataset, i.e., EuroSAT
[10], one texture dataset, i.e., DTD [3], one action recog-
nition dataset, i.e., UCF101 [23], and one scene recognition
dataset, i.e., Sun397 [26].

The comparison methods include three single-modality
PL methods (i.e., DLP [13], VPT [12], and VP [1]), one
non-interactive multi-modality PL method, i.e., IVLP [13],
and three interactive multi-modality PL. methods, i.e., Co-
CoOp [29], DPT [27], and MaPLe [13].

3.2. In-sample Few-shot Generalization

We evaluate the in-sample generalization of all methods by
reporting the results of few-shot learning with different shot



(a) Caltech101 (b) DTD (c) EuroSAT
Base Novel HM Base Novel HM Base Novel HM
CoCoOp  97.80(0.1) 93.00(0.1) 95.34(0.1) CoCoOp  77.30(0.5) 54.57(1.2) 63.97(0.7) CoCoOp  85.63(2.7) 60.33(4.5) 70.79(3.4)
MaPLe 97.89(1.4) 94.30(0.4) 96.06(0.7) MaPLe 79.37(2.1) 53.80(7.5) 64.13(3.2) MaPLe 93.60(1.1) 65.47(8.2) 77.05(2.0)
AMMPL  97.99(0.1) 94.59(0.1) 96.25(0.1) AMMPL 78.33(1.5) 58.43(3.1) 66.93(2.0) AMMPL 94.10(2.0) 67.39(6.3) 78.54(3.0)
(d) FGVCAuircraft (e) Flowers102 (f) Food101
Base Novel HM Base Novel HM Base Novel HM
CoCoOp  34.37(0.5) 32.70(1.0) 33.51(0.6) CoCoOp 94.97(1.2) 71.43(1.4) 81.53(1.3) CoCoOp  90.67(0.2) 91.27(0.6)  90.96(0.3)
MaPLe 35.46(1.9) 34.61(4.5) 35.03(2.6) MaPLe 95.47(0.2) 73.33(2.3) 82.94(0.4) MaPLe 90.72(0.1)  92.07(0.1)  91.39(0.1)
AMMPL  35.69(1.6) 35.91(1.3) 35.80(1.4) AMMPL 9490(1.1) 74.61(1.3) 83.54(1.2) AMMPL  90.90(0.1) 92.10(0.2) 91.50(0.1)
(g) OxfordPets (h) Sun397 (i) UCF101
Base Novel HM Base Novel HM Base Novel HM
CoCoOp  95.20(0.4) 97.89(0.1) 96.52(0.2) CoCoOp  81.27(0.5) 78.90(0.7) 80.07(0.6) CoCoOp  81.27(0.5) 73.77(2.5) 77.34(0.9)
MaPLe 95.60(0.3)  97.63(0.3) 96.60(0.3) MaPLe 80.50(0.2) 78.10(0.2) 79.28(0.2) MaPLe 83.87(0.3) 76.20(1.8) 79.85(0.5)
AMMPL  96.11(0.3) 98.03(0.1) 97.31(0.1) AMMPL 81.02(0.3) 78.49(0.3) 79.73(0.3) AMMPL  82.58(0.5) 76.72(1.2) 79.54(0.7)

Table 1. Classification accuracy (mean and standard deviation) over 3 runs of all interactive multi-modality methods (with ViT-B/16) in
terms of generalization from base-to-novel classes at 16-shot learning on all datasets. Note that, “Base”, “Novel”, and “HM”, respectively,
indicate the classification accuracy of the base classes, the novel classes, and the harmonic mean.

Target

Method  Shot  Source (Foodl0) "jicchiol  DTD ~ EuroSAT FGVCAircraft  Flowersl0l OxfordPets  Sun397  UCFIOI

CoCoOp 1 84.90(0.5) 84.70(4.0) 31.83(L5) 3827(5.0) 11.40(45)  5537(8.8) 7480(42) 51.27(22) 58.80(0.9)
MaPLe 82.97(3.9) 85.50(7.6) 3037(3.6) 4550(2.6)  1047(44)  5534(5.5 75.13(69) 50.20(4.7) 55.95(3.9)
AMMPL 85.17(0.7) 87.23(1.3) 3530(1.7) 45.90(14) 15.533.0)  59.70(3.0) 79.03(4.0) 54.53(0.4) 60.55(3.6)
CoCoOp 8 86.90(0.4) 80.77(2.2) 28.83(0.8) 43.173.0)  1697(23)  59.4024) 74.63(5.5) 54.67(1.9) 62.88(1.4)
MaPLe 8 86.73(0.4) 89.60(1.4) 37.57(62) 45.90(5.1)  1640(9.4)  6570(4.9) 7887(6.3) 54.63(2.6) 62.97(2.4)
AMMPL 8 87.07(0.2) 89.90(1.5) 39.73(2.8) 46.03(19)  19.502.4)  66.01(2.6) 79.003.4) 55.482.1) 61.85(3.9)
CoCoOp 16 87.03(0.2) 90.00(1.7) 41.502.6) 45.573.9)  18.53(1.8)  65.70(4.93) 80.77(1.1) 59.50(1.4) 62.40(0.9)
MaPLe 16 87.20(0.3) 90.67(1.0) 4133(27) 47.6027)  18.53(3.8)  66.10(1.92) 80.70(82) 61.3332) 64.23(2.2)
AMMPL 16 87.30(0.3) 92.48(2.1) 42.17(0.8) 47.04(53)  20.012.1)  66.47(1.27) 81.30(2.9) 60.80(12) 62.77(2.8)

Table 2. Classification accuracy (mean and standard deviation) over 3 runs of all interactive multi-modality methods (with ViT-B/16) in
terms of cross-data evaluation with different shot numbers (i.e., 1-shot, 8-shot, and 16-shot) on all datasets.

numbers (i.e., 1, 2, 4, 8, and 16) in Figure 4.

The proposed AMMPL achieves the best performance.
First, our method outperforms all single-modality PL. meth-
ods (i.e., DLP, VPT, and VP) and the non-interactive multi-
modality PL method (i.e., IVLP). For example, the pro-
posed AMMPL averagely improves by 1.62%, 2.30%,
2.45%, 1.73%, and 1.66% respectively, compared with the
best method IVLP, in terms of 1-shot, 2-shot, 4-shot, 8-
shot, and 16-shot on all datasets. This contributes to that
the probability tensor P achieves the optimal sampling rate.
Hence, the Bernoulli mask M can mask out meaningless
patches and our proposed patch padding can pad useful in-
formation. Both of them guarantee the image encoder in
our method to improve the in-sample generalization ability.
Second, our method outperforms interactive multi-modality
PL methods (i.e., CoCoOp, DPT, and MaPLe) by a large
margin since our method provides auxiliary information for

individual modalities. The reason is that they place exces-
sive emphasis on the interaction between modalities, result-
ing in sub-optimal model fitting to training samples.

3.3. Out-of-sample Generalization
3.3.1 Generalization from Base-to-Novel Classes

We investigate out-of-sample generalization by first train-
ing all methods (i.e., our proposed AMMPL, CoCoOp and
MaPLe) on the base classes and then evaluating them on the
novel classes. Note that, both the base classes and the novel
classes come from the same dataset.

Based on the second column of Table 1, our method
shows average improvement of 1.20% over the best method
MaPLe due to the reasons as follows: 1) the probability
tensor P generates diverse presentation for masked patches
due to its randomness, which serves as a regularization term
to improve the out-of-sample generalization [5]; and 2) our
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Figure 3. Visualization of masked patches by our method with in-
creased iteration. Note that, the first column is the training images,
and the iterations increase from the 2nd column to the 4th column.

method conducts interactions on the input side of prompts
effectively alleviates over-fitting issues. Similar to the re-
sult of few-shot learning, the first column of Table 1 veri-
fies our method to achieve in-sample generalization again.
Furthermore, we follow the literature [25] to evaluate the
harmonic mean [7] between in-sample generalization and
out-of-sample generalization. Based on the result in the
third column of Table 1, our proposed method simultane-
ously achieves two kinds of generalization.

3.3.2 Cross-data Evaluation

We follow [29] to conduct cross-data evaluation to further
evaluate the out-of-sample generalization of the proposed
AMMPL. This requires model training on one dataset and
model evaluation on other datasets. Specifically, we first
train all interactive PL methods (i.e., our AMMPL, CoCoOp
and MaPLe) on the source dataset (i.e., either Food101 or
OxfordPets) with different shot numbers (i.e., 1, 8, and 16)
and then test these methods on the remaining 8 datasets. We
report the results in Table 2 for the source dataset Food101
and Appendix' for the source dataset OxfordPets.

As a result, the proposed AMMPL averagely improves
by 3.55%, 0.69%, and 0.28% respectively, compared with
the best method MaPLe, in terms of 1-shot, 8-shot and
16-shot on all datasets. Obviously, our AMMPL shows

IRelated Work, more details of Experimental Settings, the experi-
mental results of Ablation Studies, and Parameter Sensitivity Analysis
are reported in Appendix.

significant advantages when the shot numbers are small.
However, with the increase of the shot numbers, its perfor-
mance is gradually approached by MaPLe. The reason is
that AMMPL only interacts within the input data to obtain
the trade-off between in-sample generalization and out-of-
sample generalization. In contrast, MaPLe interacts in all
coding layers to gradually improve out-of-sample general-
ization with the increase of the shot numbers. However,
MaPLe achieves out-of-sample generalization only.

3.4. Ablation Studies

The key components of the proposed AMMPL include
patch mask, patch padding, and adaptively interactive learn-
ing. To demonstrate the effectiveness of individual com-
ponents, we investigate the performance of in-sample gen-
eralization task (i.e., few-shot learning) and out-of-sample
generalization tasks (i.e., generalization from base-to-novel
classes and cross-data evaluation) using different combina-
tions of these components on all datasets.

First, our method with all components improves on av-
erage by 2.19%, compared with the methods with one com-
ponent only on all tasks. This indicates that both image
prompt learning and adaptively interactive learning are es-
sential in our method. Second, image prompt learning out-
performs adaptively interactive learning because the latter
is used to strengthen the two kinds of generalization by pro-
viding auxiliary information. Third, the patch mask shows
weak performance but it reports good performance while
combing with patch padding. This indicates that the pixel
gap has an adverse impact on the model learning. After the
patch padding, the pixel gap is alleviated so that the model
learning is robust to specific tasks.

Additionally, we visualize masked patches to demon-
strate the effectiveness of the proposed patch mask in Fig-
ure 3. As a result, meaningless patches in the image are
gradually masked with the increase of training iterations.
For instance, the mask is gradually shifted from the dog
(i.e., meaningful patches) to its background (i.e., meaning-
less patches) in the second row of Figure 3.

3.5. Conclusion

In this paper, we proposed an adaptive multi-modality
prompt learning consisting of text prompt learning, image
prompt learning, and adaptively interactive learning. To do
this, we followed CoCoOp to perform text prompt learning.
We also proposed image prompt learning to handle mean-
ingless patches in the image as well as to achieve in-sample
generalization and out-of-sample generalization. We fur-
ther proposed adaptively interactive learning to strengthen
these two kinds of generalization by achieving interactivity
between texts and images. Extensive experimental results
on real datasets showed that our method achieves supreme
performance, compared to SOTA methods.
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Adaptive Multi-Modality Prompt Learning

Appendix

A: Related Work
Vision-Language Models

Vision-language models (VLMs), an important research di-
rection in the field of deep learning, are dedicated to es-
tablishing a tight connection between images and natural
language for better understanding and processing of multi-
modality information. The development of VLMs stems
from the urgent need to integrate visual and linguistic ca-
pabilities, and this integration provides a new paradigm
for tasks such as image understanding, automatic image
annotation and visual question answering. Unlike tradi-
tional unimodal models, VLMs process image and text
data by learning together, making the model more capa-
ble of understanding the semantic content in the image.
For instance, CLIP [21] employs a visual-language con-
trastive learning approach for joint pre-training on diverse
datasets, enabling the model to comprehend images and text
within a unified embedding space. BLIP [15] introduces a
novel vision-language pre-training framework that, through
caption bootstrapping, effectively utilizes noisy web data.
BLIP-2 [16] presents a streamlined vision-language pre-
training strategy for BLIP, leveraging frozen image en-
coders and language models.

Prompt Learning

With the in-depth exploration of the field of natural lan-
guage processing, prompt learning has become a highly
prominent research direction in recent years. Prompt learn-
ing aims to guide models in generating more accurate and
targeted outputs by designing effective prompt informa-
tion. The key idea of this approach is to improve model
performance by directing its attention to specific infor-
mation. In text-related tasks, previous works have skill-
fully constructed prompts to guide models in targeted text
generation, thereby enhancing task performance. For in-
stance, PET [22] combines pre-trained language models
with cloze-style reformulations, assigning soft labels to un-
labeled data. Furthermore, the extension of this concept has
also offered new perspectives for image-related tasks, en-
hancing model performance in multi-modality scenarios by
designing prompts suitable for image data. For instance,
VPT [12] introduces an efficient alternative to full fine-
tuning for large-scale Transformer models in computer vi-
sion, achieving significant performance gains and outper-
forming full fine-tuning in various scenarios while reducing
storage costs. VP [1] adds noise to every patch so that it
can reduce the influence of meaningless patches, but it may
influence the meaningful patches for prompt learning.
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Prompt Learning in VLMs

In complex application scenarios, the relationships between
images and language are often difficult to mine, which
poses a challenge to the performance of VLMs. Recent re-
search work aims to enable models to better understand and
capture these complex relationships by introducing prompt
learning. Specifically, the introduction of prompt learn-
ing allows models to focus on task-relevant information in
a targeted manner, helping to more accurately model the
interactions between images and language. This includes
the design of effective prompting strategies applicable to
VLMs, as well as insights into how to fully utilize the po-
tential of prompt learning in multi-modality tasks. For in-
stance, CoCoOp [29] enhances VLMs adaptation by intro-
ducing input-conditional tokens, addressing over-fitting is-
sues, and demonstrating improved performance on unseen
classes and domain generalization. MaPLe [13] dynami-
cally adjusting both vision and language branches, improv-
ing alignment, and achieving improved performance across
diverse downstream tasks. In this paper, we follow prior
works on prompt learning [13, 29, 30], utilizing CLIP as
the backbone for multi-modality prompt learning.

B: The Pseudo Code of Algorithm AMMPL

Algorithm 1: The pseudo code of AMMPL.

Input: Text encoder, image encoder, context,
probability matrix, light-weight networks.
Output: Trained context and probability matrix.

1 // Text Prompt Learning

2 Combine the context and label name, and
subsequently input them into the text encoder to
obtain the text representation Z ;

3 // Image Prompt Learning

4 Perform Bernoulli sampling on the probability
matrix to generate a Bernoulli mask ;

5 Perform element-wise Hadamard product of the
input image with the Bernoulli mask;

6 Pad the masked patches in the image with learnable
parameters, and then input it into the image
encoder to obtain the image representation X ;

7 I/ Adaptively Interactive Learning

8 The text representation Z and image representation
X are fed into the light-weight networks to get the
interaction information respectively ;

9 Integrate interactive information into the context
and the masked patches in the image, respectively.




C: Experiments
Experimental Setting

We evaluate our AMMPL with 7 comparison methods in
terms of one in-sample task (i.e., few-shot learning) and two
out-of-sample tasks (i.e., generalization from base-to-novel
classes and cross-data evaluation) on 9 benchmark datasets.
The used datasets include four fine-grained datasets
(i.e., OxfordPets [20], Flowers102 [19], Food101 [2], and
FGVCAircraft [18]), one generic-objects dataset, i.e., Cal-
tech101 [6], one statellite-image dataset, i.e., EuroSAT
[10], one texture dataset, i.e., DTD [3], one action recog-
nition dataset, i.e., UCF101 [23], and one scene recogni-
tion dataset, i.e., Sun397 [26]. Datasets-specific details are
shown in Table 3. The comparison methods include three
single-modality PL methods (i.e., DLP [13], VPT [12], and
VP [1]), one non-interactive multi-modality PL method,
i.e., IVLP [13], and three interactive multi-modality PL
methods, i.e., CoCoOp [29], DPT [27], and MaPLe [13].
We list the details of the comparison methods as follows:

* DLP introduces learnable tokens in each Transformer
[24] block of the text encoder until a specific depth is
reached (i.e., 5-layer). This innovative method allows the
model to adapt and refine its representations by incorpo-
rating learnable tokens at various levels within the text
encoder architecture.

* VPT introduces an efficient alternative to full fine-tuning
for large-scale Transformer models in computer vision.
This groundbreaking methodology not only streamlines
the training process but also significantly optimizes the
utilization of computational resources.

* VP adds noise to every patch so that it can reduce the
influence of meaningless patches, but it may influence the
meaningful patches for prompt learning.

e IVLP combines deep vision and language prompts sepa-
rately but lacks synergy between the branches during the
learning of task-relevant context prompts.

¢ CoCoOp enhances VLMs adaptation by introducing
input-conditional tokens, addressing over-fitting issues,
and demonstrating improved performance on unseen
classes and domain generalization.

* DPT proposes a dual-modality prompt tuning paradigm,
simultaneously adapting text and visual prompts, with a
class-aware visual prompt tuning scheme for improved
concentration on target visual concepts.

¢ MaPLe dynamically adjusting both vision and language
branches, improving alignment, and achieving improved
performance across diverse downstream tasks. This
method involves real-time adaptation, where the model
intelligently fine-tunes its vision and language compo-
nents based on the specific requirements of the given task.

Next, we list the details of the two types of downstream
tasks (i.e., in-sample generalization task and out-of-sample
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generalization task) as follows:

» Few-shot Learning. To assess the performance of our
proposed AMMPL on in-sample generalization task. We
train the model using 1, 2, 4, 8, and 16 shots, and then
evaluate its performance on a test set with the same
classes as the training samples.

» Base-to-Novel Generalization. To preliminarily assess
the performance of our proposed AMMPL on out-of-
sample generalization tasks. We divide the dataset into
base and novel classes (i.e., no intersection between the
two classes). Models are trained only in the base class
and evaluated in the base and novel classes, respectively.
Moreover, we employ a harmonic mean to comprehen-
sively assess the generalization of the two types of tasks.

* Generalization from Base-to-Novel Classes. To further
assess the performance of our method on out-of-sample
generalization tasks, we directly evaluated our trained
models on other datasets. Specifically, we employed
settings with 1, 8, and 16 shots to train the models on
OxfordPets and Food101 datasets. Then, we performed
cross-data evaluations on eight remaining datasets.

Setting-up. Our implementation is based on CoCoOp [29]
code and applies prompt tuning to the pre-trained ViT-B/16
in CLIP [21]. In our method, we classify the proposed
model into two versions, i.e., class-specific and alternative
[30]. The former is Methodology (i.e., Section 2) described
in the main text. The latter means that all classes share
the corresponding learnable parameters. Specifically, in text
prompt learning, image prompt learning, and adaptively in-
teractive learning, all classes share a context, a probabil-
ity matrix, and two light-weight networks, respectively. In
this paper, we employed the class-specific version for the
in-sample generalization task, while the alternative version
was employed for the out-of-sample generalization tasks.
All experiments are conducted on as server with
NVIDIA Tesla V100S (32GB memory each). We set the
mean value of the initialized probability matrix in the range
of {0.80, 0.90, 0.91, 0.93, 0.95, 0.97}. In addition, we set
the parameters of all comparison methods according to the
original literature so that they output the best performance.

Datasets Classes  Train Val Test

Sun397 397 15,880 3,970 19,850
Flowers102 102 4,093 1,633 2,463
Food101 101 50,500 20,200 30,300
UCF101 101 7,639 1,898 3,783
Caltech101 100 4,128 1,649 2,465
FGVCAircraft 100 3,334 3,333 3,333
DTD 47 2,820 1,128 1,692
OxfordPets 37 2,944 736 3,669
EuroSAT 10 13,500 5,400 8,100

Table 3. Description of the datasets.
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Figure 4. Visualization of masked patches by our method with increased iteration (to add more detail to Figure 3 in the main text). Note
that, the first column is the training images, and the iterations increase from the 2nd column to the 7th column.

Cross-data Evaluation

We conduct a cross-data evaluation to further evaluate
the out-of-sample generalization of the proposed AMMPL.
This requires model training on one dataset and model eval-
uation on other datasets. Specifically, we first train all
interactive PL methods (i.e., our AMMPL, CoCoOp and
MaPLe) on the source dataset (i.e., either Food101 or Ox-
fordPets) with different shot numbers (i.e., 1, 8, and 16) and
then test these methods on the remaining 8 datasets. We re-
port the results in Table 4 for the source dataset OxfordPets.

Ablation Studies

The proposed AMMPL conducts the patch mask module
(C1 for short) and patch padding module (C2 for short)
to handle meaningless patches in the image as well as to
achieve in-sample generalization and out-of-sample gener-
alization. Moreover, it also conducts adaptively interactive
learning module to strengthen the two kinds of generaliza-
tion by providing auxiliary information.

To demonstrate the effectiveness of individual compo-
nents, we investigate the performance of in-sample gen-
eralization task (i.e., few-shot learning) and out-of-sample
generalization tasks (i.e., generalization from base-to-novel
classes and cross-data evaluation)using different combina-
tions of these components on all datasets and report the re-
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sults in Tables 5, 6, and 7.

Parameter Sensitivity Analysis

Our method involves one important hyper-parameter, i.e.,
the mean value of the initialized probability matrix. We
investigate the sensitivity of our proposed method to this
hyper-parameter in three downstream tasks on all datasets,
and then report the results in Tables 8, 9, and 10.

We vary the mean value of the initialized probability ma-
trix in the range of {0.60, 0.80, 0.90, 0.93, 0.95}. Obvi-
ously, our method is sensitive to the settings of the mean
value of the initialized probability matrix. Specifically, the
mean value of the initialized probability matrix associated
with the model’s best performance on each dataset is no-
tably distinct. This divergence stems from variations in
the proportion of meaningless patches in the image across
different datasets. Furthermore, we observe an increasing
trend in classification performance as the mean value in-
creases. The reason is that when the mean value is lower,
the model needs more training epochs to converge the prob-
ability matrix. Conversely, when the mean value is higher,
only a minor adjustment to the probability matrix is needed
to achieve the expected sampling probability.

Hence, for each dataset, manual adjustment of the mean
value of the initialized probability matrix within the range
{0.90, 0.91, ..., 1.0} is sufficient to select the optimal setup.



Target
Caltech101 DTD EuroSAT FGVCAircraft Flowers102  Foodl101 Sun397 UCF101

Method  Shot Source (OxfordPets)

CoCoOp 1 91.93(0.5) 84.97(3.5) 36.27(34) 37.308.7)  1523(3.3)  5340(8.3) 67.67(9.6) 50.00(6.2) 56.97(4.6)
MaPLe 1 83.83(5.8) 86.10(2.3) 29.87(2.4) 43.80(7.1)  11.50(63)  52.109.1) 75.13(3.2) 52.07(4.5) 52.77(7.4)
AMMPL | 91.10(0.9) 87.53(0.9) 35.87(2.4) 44.704.1)  20.90(1.8)  57.90(4.0) 80.15(2.8) 54.80(1.5) 61.20(2.5)
CoCoOp 8 93.17(0.3) 88.47(2.9) 35.47(0.5) 40.20(5.8)  17.60(1.5)  60.47(3.4) 79.70(5.4) 56.87(3.1) 59.87(0.6)
MaPLe 8 92.53(0.8) 88.20(2.9) 41.37(3.3) 35.00(6.1)  18.17(1.9)  58.83(9.8) 7633(9.0) 55.50(5.2) 58.07(3.1)
AMMPL 8 92.93(1.2) 88.63(1.4) 39.43(1.3) 44.103.7)  22.46(2.0)  60.903.0) 80.89(1.3) 54.83(1.2) 62.30(1.2)
CoCoOp 16 93.47(0.3) 88.70(1.3) 37.63(3.0) 39.20(8.3)  1697(2.7)  6L33(L7) 74.73(3.7) 55.20(1.3) 59.40(0.6)
MaPLe 16 92.50(0.5) 86.93(4.2) 39.003.0) 38.77(9.1)  15.63(7.5)  58.40(8.9) 74.90(9.9) 56.43(9.8) 60.40(6.4)
AMMPL 16 93.50(0.3) 88.93(1.2) 40.07(1.8) 42.93(4.9)  22.65(1.5)  60.40(3.2) 78.35(5.1) 55.63(2.1) 61.89(2.1)

Table 4. Classification accuracy (mean and standard deviation) over 3 runs of all interactive multi-modality methods (with ViT-B/16) in
terms of cross-data evaluation with different shot numbers (i.e., 1-shot, 8-shot, and 16-shot) on all datasets.

Combo Caltech101 DTD EuroSAT FGVCAircraft Flowers102  Food101 OxfordPets Sun397 UCF101

Cl1 92.33(0.6) 49.47(1.9) 51.47(3.1) 26.90(0.2) 73.57(1.0)  83.13(0.8) 90.97(0.7) 67.20(0.5) 69.30(0.9)
C3 94.13(0.4) 51.41(1.4) 59.22(2.9) 28.25(0.4) 74.14(0.7)  84.40(0.6) 91.67(0.5) 67.43(0.7) 71.23(0.6)
C1+C2 93.20(0.2) 49.20(0.3) 57.47(7.1) 28.30(1.2) 75.53(2.9) 84.23(1.3) 91.30(0.4) 68.27(0.4) 70.13(2.5)

C1+C2+C3  93.71(0.3) 52.42(1.3) 60.85(2.4) 29.12(0.1) 79.79(0.8)  85.45(0.6) 91.93(0.4) 66.89(0.2) 72.47(0.7)

Table 5. Classification accuracy (mean and standard deviation) of AMMPL with different components at 1-shot on all datasets and the bold
number represents the best results in the whole column.

(a) Caltech101 (b) DTD (c) EuroSAT
Combo Base Novel HM Combo Base Novel HM Combo Base Novel HM
Cl 97.77(0.3) 92.97(0.6) 95.31(0.4) C1 77.83(1.2) 54.50(3.0) 64.11(1.7) C1 87.30(1.9) 57.97(1.6) 69.67(1.7)
C3 97.80(0.1)  93.00(0.1)  95.34(0.1) C3 77.30(0.5) 54.57(1.2) 63.97(0.7) C3 85.63(2.7) 60.33(4.5) 70.79(3.4)
Cl1+C2 97.97(0.1) 93.07(0.7) 95.46(0.2) Cl1+C2 79.17(0.6) 56.63(6.5) 66.03(1.1) Cl1+C2 91.38(1.2) 59.38(6.5) 71.98(2.0)

Cl+C2+C3  97.990.1) 94.59(0.1) 96.25(0.1)  Cl+C2+C3 7833(1.5) 58.43(3.1) 66.93(2.0)  Cl+C2+C3 94.102.0) 67.39(6.3) 78.54(3.0)

(d) FGVCAircraft (e) Flowers102 (f) Food101
Combo Base Novel HM Combo Base Novel HM Combo Base Novel HM
C1 35.14(0.6) 33.83(1.3) 34.47(0.8) C1 95.43(0.2) 70.30(1.4) 80.96(0.4) Cl 89.07(0.4)  90.90(0.6) 89.98(0.5)
C3 34.37(0.5) 32.70(1.0) 33.51(0.6) C3 94.97(1.2) 71.43(1.4) 81.53(1.3) C3 90.67(0.2) 91.27(0.6) 90.96(0.3)
Cl+C2 35.33(1.8) 30.29(9.3) 32.62(3.0) Cl+C2 95.37(0.3) 72.17(2.3) 82.16(0.5) Cl+C2 89.38(0.3) 91.34(0.5) 90.35(0.4)

C1+C2+C3  35.69(1.6) 35.91(1.3) 35.80(1.4) C1+C2+C3  94.90(1.1) 74.61(1.3) 83.54(1.2) C1+C2+C3  90.90(0.1) 92.10(0.2) 91.50(0.1)

(g) OxfordPets (h) Sun397 (i) UCF101
Combo Base Novel HM Combo Base Novel HM Combo Base Novel HM
Cl 94.73(0.1) 97.33(1.3) 96.01(0.2) Cl 78.47(0.3) 76.60(0.5) 77.52(0.4) Cl 81.47(1.2) 70.13(3.8) 75.38(1.8)
C3 95.20(0.4) 97.89(0.1) 96.52(0.2) C3 81.27(0.5) 78.90(0.7) 80.07(0.6) C3 81.27(0.5) 73.77(2.5) 77.34(0.9)
CI+C2 94.80(0.2) 97.49(0.7) 96.13(0.3) CI+C2 79.00(0.2) 76.73(0.1) 77.85(0.1) CI+C2 82.33(0.3) 72.60(2.4) 77.16(0.5)

CI+C2+C3  96.11(0.3) 98.03(0.1) 97.31(0.1) CI+C2+C3  81.02(0.3) 78.49(0.3) 79.73(0.3) CI+C2+C3  82.58(0.5) 76.72(1.2) 79.54(0.7)

Table 6. Classification accuracy (mean and standard deviation) over 3 runs of AMMPL with different components in generalization from
base-to-novel classes at 16-shot learning on all datasets. Note that, “Base”, “Novel”, and “HM”, respectively, indicate the classification
accuracy of the base classes, the novel classes, and the harmonic mean.

Target
Combo Source (Food101) “ojechiol  DTD  EuroSAT FGVCAircraft Flowers102 OxfordPets  Sun397  UCF101
cl 83.13(0.8) 86.50(1.4) 3327(2.5) 39.37(5.3)  12.532.6)  58.17(52) 78.00(4.9) 52.60(1.6) 58.60(3.0)
C3 84.90(0.5) 85.80(0.9) 34.80(42) 4127(22) 114045  51.83(1.5) 82.70(4.0) 4827(5.0) 5537(8.8)
C1+C2 84.23(1.3) 87.63(1.8) 3427(3.9) 39203.9) 15.13(42)  5837(3.7) 80.83(25) 51.60(3.0) 58.83(8.8)
C1+C2+C3 85.17(0.7) 87.23(1.3) 3530(17) 4590(1.4)  15.533.0)  59.70(3.0) 79.03(4.0) 54.53(0.4) 60.55(3.6)

Table 7. Classification accuracy (mean and standard deviation) over 3 runs of AMMPL with different components in cross-data evaluation
with 1-shot learning on all datasets and the bold number represents the results in the whole column.
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Mean Caltech101 DTD EuroSAT FGVCAircraft Flowersl02  Foodl0l  OxfordPets Sun397 UCF101

0.60 89.97(1.1) 46.23(1.3) 28.07(9.7) 11.60(9.3) 73.73(2.2) 84.80(0.1) 92.38(0.5) 68.13(0.2) 58.43(9.4)
0.80 92.67(1.0)  48.13(1.3) 37.97(7.9) 19.00(5.3) 73.90(3.4) 84.80(1.1) 91.63(0.8) 68.20(0.4) 71.20(0.4)
0.90 92.47(1.0) 48.07(2.7) 43.30(4.2) 27.60(0.6) 74.30(1.4)  85.30(1.1) 91.20(0.9) 67.80(0.6) 71.33(0.2)
0.93 93.10(2.3) 51.931.9) 53.30(7.2) 28.07(0.6) 78.83(0.7) 84.93(1.1) 91.37(0.7) 68.03(0.5) 70.80(1.7)
0.95 93.33(0.1) 49.37(1.4) 59.27(1.2) 28.90(0.4) 75.57(1.1)  85.30(1.1) 91.03(1.1) 68.33(0.1) 72.40(1.1)

Table 8. Classification accuracy (mean and standard deviation) of AMMPL with different mean values of the initialized probability matrix
at 1-shot on all datasets and the bold number represents the best results in the whole column.

(a) Caltech101 (b) DTD (c) EuroSAT
Mean Base Novel HM Mean Base Novel HM Mean Base Novel HM

0.60 96.47(0.5) 93.40(0.2) 94.91(0.3) 0.60 73.27(4.0) 55.53(5.5) 63.17(4.6) 0.60 74.40(5.4) 43.53(9.9) 54.92(7.0)
0.80 97.67(0.1) 93.40(0.4) 95.48(0.2) 0.80 76.53(0.8) 55.80(1.2) 64.54(1.0) 0.80 83.30(8.3) 66.10(3.9) 73.71(5.3)
0.90 97.67(0.2) 94.10(1.4) 95.85(0.4) 0.90 77.53(0.5) 55.90(1.5) 64.96(0.8) 0.90 85.37(1.5) 58.50(5.1) 69.42(2.3)
0.93 97.80(0.4) 94.30(0.9) 96.02(0.6) 0.93 76.93(1.1) 54.23(6.3) 63.62(1.9) 0.93 90.70(1.8)  66.00(5.1) 76.40(2.7)
0.95 97.80(0.3) 94.43(0.6) 96.09(0.4) 0.95 78.40(1.2) 57.23(4.3) 66.16(1.9) 0.95 93.77(1.1)  69.40(4.6) 79.77(1.8)

(d) FGVCAircraft (e) Flowers102 (f) Food101
Mean Base Novel HM Mean Base Novel HM Mean Base Novel HM

0.60 14.00(9.9) 25.17(9.9) 17.99(9.9) 0.60 91.13(0.8) 71.50(3.0) 80.13(1.3) 0.60 86.87(0.3) 91.63(0.2) 89.19(0.2)
0.80 28.77(6.5) 30.32(8.2) 29.52(7.3) 0.80 93.27(1.3) 72.80(1.7) 81.77(1.5) 0.80 89.40(0.1) 91.63(0.6) 90.50(0.2)
0.90 35.43(6.6) 30.60(9.2) 32.84(7.7) 0.90 93.53(0.9) 72.13(0.2) 81.45(0.3) 0.90 90.10(0.1)  91.73(0.3)  90.91(0.2)
0.93 33.50(1.0) 35.03(0.8) 34.25(0.9) 0.93 93.60(0.4) 73.97(0.3) 82.64(0.3) 0.93 90.90(0.1) 92.07(0.2) 91.48(0.1)
0.95 34.50(0.4) 32.43(2.1) 33.43(0.7) 0.95 94.80(0.5) 72.20(1.6) 81.97(0.8) 0.95 90.13(0.1) 91.57(0.5) 90.84(0.2)

(g) OxfordPets (h) Sun397 (i) UCF101
Mean Base Novel HM Mean Base Novel HM Mean Base Novel HM

0.60  92.33(04) 97.13(0.7) 94.67(0.5)  0.60  76.60(0.2) 76.83(0.4) 76.710.3)  0.60  76.53(1.0) 74.77(24) 75.64(1.4)
0.80  94.50(0.6) 97.47(0.5) 95.96(0.5)  0.80  78.00(0.3) 77.27(0.4) 77.63(0.3)  0.80  79.37(0.7) 74.23(1.6) 76.71(1.0)
090  9523(0.3) 96.93(0.8) 96.07(04) 090  7837(0.1) 77.530.1) 77.940.1) 090  80.87(1.0) 74.47(2.0) 77.53(1.3)
093  9543(0.1) 97.37(0.5) 96.39(0.2) 093  79.03(0.1) 77.27(0.4) 78.14(0.2) 093  82.53(0.4) 74.13(1.5) 78.10(0.6)
095  96.07(0.3) 98.10(0.1) 97.07(0.2) 095  81.01(0.4) 78.50(0.6) 79.74(0.5) 095  80.57(0.9) 75.93(L8) 78.18(L2)

Table 9. Classification accuracy (mean and standard deviation) over 3 runs of AMMPL with different mean values of the initialized
probability matrix at 16-shot learning on all datasets. Note that, “Base”, “Novel”, and “HM”, respectively, indicate the classification
accuracy of the base classes, the novel classes, and the harmonic mean.

Target
Mean  Source (Foodl01) “jech101  DTD  EuroSAT FGVCAircraft Flowers102 OxfordPets  Sun397  UCFI01
0.60 84.80(0.1) 84.67(15) 3297(1.5) 37.07(43)  1230(65)  52.07(8.1)  74.53(84) 51.13(1.3) 61.70(2.3)
0.80 84.80(1.1) 89.33(27) 34.603.0) 40.53(63)  13.1000.6)  58.97(63)  80.60(3.9) 54.03(2.9) 57.90(5.2)
0.90 85.30(1.1) 88.83(2.5) 38.20(4.8) 42.802.8)  1477(49)  62.47(1.8)  80.93(0.5) 52.80(2.9) 60.13(2.3)
0.93 84.93(1.1) 87.07(1.1) 3543(44) 4637(7.0)  15.5327)  5597(3.1)  78.97(0.8) 51.90(2.3) 57.90(3.9)
0.95 85.30(1.1) 88.07(1.7) 3230(1.5) 41.53(5.0) 147732)  57.708.1)  7673(1.1) 50.73(4.0) 60.03(4.6)

Table 10. Classification accuracy (mean and standard deviation) over 3 runs of AMMPL with different mean values of the initialized
probability matrix in cross-data evaluation with 1-shot learning on all datasets.
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