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Abstract

Prompt learning has become the most effective paradigm
for adapting large pre-trained vision-language models to
downstream tasks. Recently, unsupervised prompt tuning
methods, such as UPL and POUF, directly leverage pseudo-
labels as supervisory information to fine-tune additional
adaptation modules on unlabeled data. However, inaccu-
rate pseudo-labels easily misguide the tuning process and
result in poor representation capabilities. In light of this,
we propose Training-Free Unsupervised Prompts (TFUP),
which maximally preserves the inherent representation ca-
pabilities and enhances them with a residual connection to
similarity-based prediction probabilities in a training-free
and labeling-free manner. Specifically, we integrate both in-
stance confidence and prototype scores to select representa-
tive samples, which are used to customize a reliable Feature
Cache Model (FCM) for training-free inference. Then, we
design a Multi-level Similarity Measure (MSM) that con-
siders both feature-level and semantic-level similarities to
calculate the distance between each test image and the
cached sample as the weight of the corresponding cached
label to generate similarity-based prediction probabilities.
In this way, TFUP achieves surprising performance, even
surpassing the training-base method on multiple classifica-
tion datasets. Based on our TFUP, we propose a training-
based approach (TFUP-T) to further boost the adaptation
performance. In addition to the standard cross-entropy loss,
TFUP-T adopts an additional marginal distribution entropy
loss to constrain the model from a global perspective. Our
TFUP-T achieves new state-of-the-art classification perfor-
mance compared to unsupervised and few-shot adaptation
approaches on multiple benchmarks. In particular, TFUP-T
improves the classification accuracy of POUF by 3.3% on
the most challenging Domain-Net dataset 1.

*Equal contribution. The work was done during an internship at Baidu.
†Corresponding authors.
1Code and logs: https://github.com/wlb12345/TFUP

Figure 1. (a) Zero-shot inference of the pre-trained CLIP. (b) Ex-
isting unsupervised prompt tuning methods such as UPL [13] and
POUF [35], which fine-tune models or prompts directly on un-
labeled data. (c) Our training-free unsupervised prompt (TFUP)
method generates similarity-base prediction probabilities by cus-
tomizing the proposed Feature Cache Model (FCM) and Multi-
level Similarity Measure (MSM).

1. Introduction

Foundational large-scale vision-language models
(VLMs), such as CLIP [29] and ALIGN [14], have demon-
strated impressive representation and generalization on
various downstream tasks by using the contrastive learning
objective on hundreds of millions of text and image pairs.
Due to a potential shift between the pre-training and the
specific task [23], fine-tuning is a common method to
bridge this gap, which leverages labeled data on down-
stream tasks to fine-tune all parameters of the pre-trained
model [5]. However, it requires significant amounts
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of labeled data and is computationally expensive, even
leading to over-fitting [11]. To this end, prompt learning,
as a parameter-efficient fine-tuning paradigm, recently
attracted increasing attention from the research community.
As a representative work, CLIP [29] directly utilizes
hand-crafted prompts to achieve impressive zero-shot
classification performance in Fig. 1 (a). But the amount
of manual prior knowledge required to design appropriate
prompts for each specific task is intolerable. Inspired by
tuning studies in large language models (LLMs) [18, 19],
latter studies like CoOp [46] and CLIP-Adapter [7], train
learnable prompts on labeled data to alleviate such reliance
on hard-prompt designs.

Though few-shot prompt methods gain significant im-
provements, they still require artificial prior knowledge to
label downstream data and rely on manual annotation qual-
ity, which may limit the scalability of the original model.
To this end, recent unsupervised prompt tuning frameworks
have been introduced to eliminate the need for data anno-
tations and enhance the efficiency of adapting VLMs for
various downstream tasks [13, 35]. As shown in Fig. 1 (b),
these methods tend to fine-tune models or learnable prompts
directly on unlabeled data. UPL [13] selects the top-K con-
fidence samples per class to tune the whole model using
pseudo labels generated by the pre-trained vision-language
model. POUF [35] treats the representation of class-specific
text prompts as class prototypes and further aligns these
prototypes with target image features in the latent space.
However, these methods often undervalue the pre-trained
CLIP generalization ability, which is crucial for achieving
robust performance across diverse downstream datasets. By
focusing on optimizing the CLIP performance on a specific
set, they may overlook the importance of learning general
features that can be applied to new, unseen data [39, 45].
Besides, these methods rely heavily on the pseudo labels to
tune additional adaptation modules, which will inevitably
introduce the confirmation bias [1]. Inaccurate pseudo-
labels can misguide the tuning process and result in poor
generalization capabilities. Consequently, our primary goal
is to maximize the retention of the pre-trained VLMs’ capa-
bilities while adapting them to downstream tasks with min-
imal costs.

Motivated by above observed limitations, we pro-
pose Training-Free Unsupervised Prompt (TFUP), which
maximally preserves the inherent representation capabil-
ities and enhances them with a residual connection to
similarity-based prediction probabilities in a training-free
and labeling-free manner. Our TFUP generates similarity-
base prediction probabilities by customizing a Feature
Cache Model (FCM) and designing a Multi-level Similar-
ity Measure (MSM). As shown in Fig. 1 (c), we first ex-
tract image features of unlabeled training images by CLIP’s
visual encoder and then calculate the cosine similarity be-
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Figure 2. Performance comparisons of CLIP [29], POUF [35],
TFUP, TFUP-T, and KgCoOp [39] on Domain-Net and Office-
Home datasets in terms of top-1 classification accuracy.

tween image features and text features to obtain the pre-
dicted probability of the current image. In FCM, we se-
lect top-K samples as high-confidence samples for each
category. Nonetheless, it is inevitable that these high-
confidence images contain noisy information, such as com-
plex backgrounds. In light of this, we further propose a
prototype filter, which introduces an attention mechanism
to filter out the representative samples from the constructed
high-confidence sample set. Consequently, we can create a
cache model using the features of the representative sample
and the corresponding one-hot labels as key-value pairs.

Based on the constructed FCM, we calculate the distance
between the test image and cached samples as the weights
of the corresponding labels. Then, we combine different
sample labels into a similarity-based prediction probabil-
ity according to the weights. In existing unsupervised tun-
ing studies, the distance measure method only considers the
similarity of the overall image information and easily intro-
duces background noise. For example, two pictures with the
same background but different foregrounds are judged to be
of the same category. Differently, we design a new mea-
sure method called Multi-level Similarity Measure (MSM),
which considers both feature-level and semantic-level simi-
larities. Specifically, we not only calculate the cosine simi-
larity between image features as feature-level similarity but
also calculate the KL divergence between image prediction
probabilities as semantic-level similarity. Ultimately, we
leverage a hadamard product to combine feature and se-
mantic similarities. As shown in Fig. 2, through this non-
parametric and non-training approach, our TFUP demon-
strates extremely excellent efficiency and achieves promis-
ing performance, even surpassing the training-base unsu-
pervised prompt learning methods [13, 35] on the Domain-
Net [27] and Office-Home [36].

On top of our effective training-free strategy, we pro-
pose a training-base approach (TFUP-T) to further boost
VLMs’ unsupervised adaptation. Following the standard
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Parameter-Efficient Fine-tuning (PEFT) methods [7,40], we
also append the image and text adapters to the image and
text encoders, respectively. In addition, we adopt a resid-
ual connection [10] to combine pre-trained features with
the fine-tuned features to preserve the CLIP’s generalization
ability better. By leveraging our TFUP to produce supervi-
sory information on downstream unlabeled datasets, we can
effectively tune the adaptors to achieve higher performance.
Different from existing pseudo-labeling strategies in unsu-
pervised tuning, which mainly focus on instance-level pre-
dictions and may introduce accumulated errors [35, 43], we
further introduce a marginal distribution entropy loss to
constrain the model from a global perspective. As shown
in Fig. 2, our TFUP-T achieves state-of-the-art classifica-
tion performance among multiple benchmarks. In partic-
ular, TFUP-T not only achieves an average accuracy im-
provement of 3.3% compared to the SOTA POUF of unsu-
pervised methods, but also obtains improvement by 1.2%
compared to KgCoOp of few-shot approaches on Domain-
Net [27]. Our contributions are summarized as follows,

• We propose the first training-free approach (TFUP) for
unsupervised prompt, which maximally preserves the
inherent representation capabilities and enhances them
with a residual connection to similarity-based predic-
tion probabilities in a training-free and labeling-free
manner. In particular, we generate similarity-base pre-
diction probabilities by the Feature Cache Model and
Multi-level Similarity Measure.

• Based on TFUP, we propose a training-based approach
(TFUP-T) to further boost performance. Considering
the lack of labeled downstream data, we simultane-
ously optimize individual and global predictions on
unlabeled data via pseudo-label cross-entropy loss and
marginal distribution entropy loss.

• Through extensive empirical analysis, our TFUP
outperforms the original CLIP on all classification
datasets by a large margin. It achieves promising per-
formance without any labeled data or training, even
surpassing the training-base method on multiple classi-
fication datasets. In addition, the training-base TFUP-
T obtains the new state-of-the-art compared with both
unsupervised and few-shot prompt learning methods.

2. Related Work
2.1. Vision-Language Models

Large-scale vision-language models have exhibited re-
markable representation capabilities on various downstream
vision tasks [3, 6, 14]. By employing the contrastive learn-
ing objective to train large-scale multi-level models on 400
million image-text pairs, CLIP [29] achieves impressive re-
sults in zero-shot visual recognition tasks. The success of

CLIP inspired the development of several subsequent vari-
ants. FLIP [20] randomly masks out and removes a large
portion of image patches during training to increase train-
ing speed without sacrificing accuracy. DeCLIP [21] uses
more expansive and scalable supervision to learn visual rep-
resentations. To reduce the effect of noise in web-crawled
data, SoftCLIP [8] provides a soft cross-modal alignment
by introducing a softened target, which is produced from
the fine-grained intra-modal self-similarity. While CLIP
and its variant models achieve great results in downstream
datasets, it is important to reactivate specific capabilities.
In this work, we focus on parameter-efficient fine-tuning of
large-scale vision-language models to adapt to downstream
tasks.

2.2. Prompt Learning in VLMs

Prompt learning has become the most popular paradigm
in the natural language processing community for adapt-
ing LLMs to downstream tasks [12, 18, 19]. Motivated by
these studies, CoOp [46] is the first approach which applies
prompt learning to VLMs adaptation in the computer vision
community. To further enhance generalization capabilities,
CoCoOp [45] generates image-conditional context prompts
for each image and incorporates them into text prompts for
prompt tuning. In addition, KgCoOp [39] reduces the for-
getting of general knowledge by minimizing the difference
between text embeddings generated by learned prompts and
hand-crafted prompts. Unlike the approaches mentioned
above, which train learnable prompts on labeled data of
specific tasks. The unsupervised prompt tuning framework
proposes to fine-tune models or prompts directly on unla-
beled data to efficiently adapt VLMs for downstream tasks.
UPL [13] selects the top-K confidence samples per class
to train itself using pseudo labels generated by a pre-trained
vision-language model. POUF [35] treats the representation
of class-specific text prompts as class prototypes aligned
with target image features in the latent space. However, in-
accurate pseudo-labels easily misguide the tuning process
and result in poor generalization capabilities. We propose
Training-Free Unsupervised Prompt (TFUP), which maxi-
mally preserves the inherent representation capabilities and
enhances them while adapting VLMs to downstream tasks
in a training-free and labeling-free manner.

2.3. Pseudo Labeling

Pseudo labeling is originally proposed for semi-
supervised learning and gains popularity in other domains
including NLP [9, 24], speech recognition [15, 26], image
classification [33, 44], semantic segmentation [41, 42], ob-
ject detection [34, 38], domain adaptation [4], to name a
few. The main idea is to select the class with the maxi-
mum predicted probability as pseudo labels to fine-tune the
model together with the true labels. Pseudo-Label [17] is
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Figure 3. Overview of the TFUP framework. Our TFUP creates a Feature Cache Model (FCM) from the unsupervised training set by
confidence and prototype filters. Based on the cache model, we propose a Multi-level Similarity Measure (MSM) consisting of Feature
Similarity Measure (FSM) and Semantic Similarity Measure (SSM) to calculate the distance between each test image and the cached
sample as the weights of corresponding cache label to generate similarity-base prediction probabilities.

the first pseudo-label method proposed in semi-supervised
learning, which selects the category with the maximum pre-
dicted probability and converts it into a hard label. [30]
uses a confidence-based strategy to further filter out unla-
beled samples. Recently, as a representative work in semi-
supervision learning, FixMatch [33] continues to employ
a confidence-based strategy, retaining pseudo-labels with
high-confidence predictions. Inspired by this, our proposed
TFUP generates pseudo labels for downstream data based
on the original and similarity-base prediction probability.
Benefiting from the powerful generalization performance
of VLMs and high-confidence feature cache model, we can
effectively select the more convincing pseudo-labels. How-
ever, these pseudo-labels methods focus mainly on individ-
ual prediction can inevitably introduce prediction bias [43].
Inspired by recent studies in mutual-information maximiza-
tion [16,22,32], we further introduce a marginal distribution
entropy loss to constrain the model from a global perspec-
tive.

3. Method

Fig. 3 presents an overview of our proposed TFUP.
In this section, we first discuss a representative vision-
language model, CLIP, which utilizes hand-crafted prompts
in a zero-shot manner for downstream tasks in Sec. 3.1.
Subsequently, we introduce our proposed Training-free Un-
supervised Prompt (TFUP) which maximally preserves the

representational capabilities of pre-trained VLMs while
adapting them to downstream tasks in a training-free and
labeling-free manner in Sec. 3.2. To further improve the
performance, we then introduce an unsupervised prompt
tuning method (TFUP-T) which simultaneously optimize
individual and global predictions on unlabeled data via
pseudo-label cross-entropy loss and marginal distribution
entropy loss in Sec. 3.3.

3.1. Preliminaries of CLIP

Contrastive language-image pre-training CLIP is
trained on 400 million image-text pairs with a language-
image contrastive loss function. Specifically, the structure
of CLIP consists of two components: visual encoder,
denoted as F(·), for converting the input images into visual
features and text encoder, denoted as G(·), for transforming
input texts into text representations. Then image and text
features are projected into the same embedding space
through joint training. After pre-training on a large dataset,
it has excellent classification performance in zero-shot
scenarios, demonstrating the vision-language model’s
excellent understanding of open-set concepts. Consider
an image classification task that is defined as classifying a
given test image xtest into one of C categories. Since the
text description used in pre-training is different from the
labels of the downstream recognition tasks, CLIP places all
category names into the “[CLASS]” token of a pre-defined
textual template such as “a photo of a [CLASS]”.
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We denote the text prompts obtained by converting the
original labels as Ptext. Then, we obtain d-dimensional vi-
sual features ftest ∈ R1×d and text features Ftext ∈ RC×d

by

ftest = F(xtest), (1)
Ftext = G(Ptext), (2)

where ftest and Ftext are L2-normalized visual and text fea-
tures, respectively. We can then obtain the classification
logits ∈ R1×C by calculating the cosine similarity of vi-
sual and textual features,

logits = softmax(ftestF
⊤
text), (3)

where logits denote the prediction probabilities for the C
categories. We can easily identify the prediction ŷ =
argmax

c
(logits).

3.2. Training-Free Unsupervised Prompt

We propose a training-free and labeling-free method
called TFUP, which performs comparably or even bet-
ter than training-base unsupervised methods [13, 35]. To
achieve this goal, we construct a new Feature Cache Model
(FCM) which stores the features of the representative sam-
ple and the corresponding one-hot labels as key-value pairs.
Based on the constructed cache model, we calculate the
similarity between test image and representative samples as
the weights of the corresponding labels. In addition, we de-
sign a new Multi-level Similarity Measure (MSM) method
which considers both feature-level and semantic-level sim-
ilarity between images.

Cache model construction. Given the pre-trained
CLIP [29] model, we aim to leverage the unlabeled training
set, denoted as M, for unsupervised classification. For
each training image, denoted as xi, we utilize the CLIP’s
visual encoder to extract its d-dimensional visual feature,
denoted as fi = F(xi). Then, we can use Eq. (3) to
generate the prediction probability, denoted as logitsi.
Finally, we view CLIP outputs the maximum one as the
prediction and the corresponding index as the pseudo label
Li = OneHot(argmax

c
(logitsi)). For all training samples,

we denote their visual features and corresponding pseudo-
labels as Ftrain ∈ RM×d and Ltrain ∈ RM×C . To create
the key-value cache, we view visual features Ftrain as
keys and the corresponding pseudo-labels Ltrain as values.
Therefore, the unsupervised dataset M is transformed into
a key-value cache database Strain = ⟨Ftrain,Ltrain⟩.

For creating a standard Feature Cache Model (FCM), we
first employ a confidence filter to filter out high-confidence
samples and their corresponding pseudo-labels from the un-
supervised dataset Strain = ⟨Ftrain,Ltrain⟩. Specifically,

we select top-K most confident samples for each class, in-
stead of keeping all samples with confidence scores higher
than a pre-defined threshold, to preserve a balanced distri-
bution of pseudo-labeled data. Then, we denote the high
confidence visual features and corresponding pseudo-labels
as Fconfi ∈ RK×d and Lconfi ∈ RK×C . Consequently, we
obtain the high confidence pseudo-label dataset Sconfi =
⟨Fconfi,Lconfi⟩.

However, these high-confidence images are not necessar-
ily representative samples. To further refine the confident
pseudo-label data into representative samples, we propose
a prototype filter which calculates the cosine similarity be-
tween each confidence sample fi ∈ Fconfi and other confi-
dence samples by

Si =

K∑
j=1

cos (fi, fj), (4)

where Si denotes the prototype score of the i-th image.
Higher value of Si means higher potential to be cate-
gory prototypes. We select the N highest scoring sam-
ples for each category as prototype samples. Then, we
obtain the prototype visual features and corresponding la-
bels as Fproto ∈ RN×d and Lproto ∈ RN×C . Finally,
we denote the prototype pseudo-label dataset as Sproto =
⟨Fproto,Lproto⟩.

Training-free inference. Based on the constructed fea-
ture cache model, we calculate the similarity between test
image and prototype samples as the weights of the corre-
sponding labels. We then combine different sample labels
into a similarity-base prediction probability according to
the weights. The current similarity measure only consid-
ers the degree of similarity at the feature level. Differently,
we propose a Multi-level Similarity Measure (MSM) which
considers both feature-level and semantic-level similarity
to measure the similarity between test samples and proto-
type samples. Specifically, for each test image, denoted
as xtest, we utilize the CLIP’s visual encoder to extract its
d-dimensional visual feature, denote as ftest = F(xtest).
Then, we calculate the multi-level similarity between test
image and prototype samples as the weights of the corre-
sponding labels. The MSM consists of Feature Similarity
Measure (FSM) and Semantic Similarity Measure (SSM).
For the FSM, we calculate the cosine similarity between the
test image features ftest ∈ R1×d and the prototype features
Fproto ∈ RN×d by

Wcont = ftestF
⊤
proto, (5)

where Wcont represents the feature similarity score. In ad-
dition, the feature-level similarity measure only considers
the similarity of the overall information of the image and
ignores the consistency of the sample categories. To this
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Figure 4. Framework of our proposed unsupervised prompt tuning (TFUP-T). Our TFUP-T appends CLIP model with an adapter of two-
layer Multi-layer Perceptron which is optimized by the cross-entropy loss and marginal distribution entropy loss.

end, we introduce SSM which calculates the KL-divergence
between the test image prediction probabilities, denoted as
logitstest ∈ R1×C , and the prototype prediction probabili-
ties, denoted as logitsproto ∈ RN×C , by

logitstest = softmax(ftestF
⊤
text), (6)

logitsproto = softmax(FprotoF
⊤
text), (7)

Wsem = 1− softmax(KL(logitstest, logitsproto)),

(8)

where Wsem represents the semantic similarity score and
Ftext denotes textual features. KL computes the KL-
divergence, i.e., KL(P,Q) =

∑
i Pi log

Pi

Qi
. To emphasize

the criticality of the two measures, we combine CSM and
SSM by

Wfsm = Wcont ◦Wsem, (9)

where ◦ denotes hadamard product and Wfsm represents
the ultimate multi-level similarity score. Then, we com-
bine different prototype sample pseudo-labels Lproto into
a similarity-base prediction probability according to the
multi-level similarity scores Wfsm by

logitssim = Wfsm · Lproto, (10)

where · denotes matmul product and logitssim denotes the
predicted probability based on feature cache model. After
that, we obtain the final prediction probability of the test im-
age, denote as logitsall, by adding the similarity-base pre-
diction probability logitssim to the original prediction prob-
ability logitstest,

logitsall = logitstest + logitssim, (11)

where logitsall presents the ultimate prediction probability.

3.3. Training-Base Unsupervised Prompt Tuning

Training-base adapters The performance of TFUP can
be further boosted by parameter efficient fine-tuning.
Following the standard Parameter-Efficient Fine-tuning
(PEFT) methods [7, 40], we attach image and text adapters
to the image and text encoders, denoted by Tx(·) and Tt(·),
respectively. Each adapter consists of two layers of linear

transformations. Referring to ReZero [2], we further em-
ploy two constant values α and β as residual ratio to adjust
the proportion of downstream knowledge and model inher-
ent knowledge to enhance the robustness of the model and
prevent over-fitting. Mathematically, the new knowledge
captured via fine-tuning is added with the original features
via residual connections,

fx
⋆ = αTx(fx) + (1− α)fx, (12)

Ftext
⋆ = βTt(Ftext) + (1− β)Ftext, (13)

where fx
⋆ and Ftext

⋆ denote the merged image and text
features, respectively. Then, we can use Eq. (6) to gen-
erate the prediction probabilities of the test image, denote
as Logitstest ∈ R1×C .

Training-base supervision In the paradigm of unsuper-
vised prompt tuning, it is crucial to seek appropriate super-
vision to train adapters on unlabeled data. Thanks to the
effectiveness of our training-free strategy, we first generate
pseudo-labels on unlabeled data via our TFUP. Thus we can
utilize Eq. (11) to generate the prediction probabilities of
the unlabeled instances, denote as Logitsall ∈ R1×C . We
then view the maximum output of the CLIP model as the
prediction and the corresponding index as the pseudo label
Lall = OneHot(argmax

c
(logitsall)). After that, we train

the adapters via a standard cross-entropy loss,

Lce = 1 (max (Logitstest) ≥ θ) CE (Lall,Logitstest) ,
(14)

where 1 denotes retaining only the high-confidence pre-
dictions higher than pre-defined threshold θ. However, all
these pseudo-label-based methods [17, 25] focus solely on
the instance-level constraint, ignoring the significance of
the global prediction statistic on unlabeled data. Though
high-confidence filtering can effectively select the more
convincing pseudo-labels, constraining only on individual
prediction can inevitably introduce prediction bias [43],
considering the different learning difficulties of distinct
classes, especially with a huge category space. To this end,
inspired by recent studies in mutual-information maximiza-
tion [16,22,32], we further introduce a marginal distribution
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Table 1. Accuracy (%) on the Domain-Net [27] for CLIP based on training-free unsupervised prompt methods.

Category Methods Domain-Net

Clipart Infograph Painting Quickdraw Real Sketch Avg

CLIP (Zero-Shot) [29] 70.9 48.2 65.9 14.0 83.6 63.6 57.7
Tent [37] 71.4 47.8 66.2 14.2 83.9 64.1 57.9

Unsupervised UPL [13] 71.7 47.5 66.3 14.4 83.8 64.3 58.0
POUF [35] 72.8 53.1 68.6 15.9 84.4 66.2 60.2

TFUP (Training-Free) 73.9 52.9 69.2 17.8 85.2 66.1 60.9
TFUP-T (Training-Base) 76.0 54.7 72.1 24.6 85.8 67.9 63.5

Few-Shot CoCoOp [45] 75.1 55.5 71.5 20.4 84.8 67.3 62.4
KgCoOp [39] 75.3 55.4 71.3 19.2 85.6 66.9 62.3

Table 2. Accuracy (%) on the Office-Home [36] for CLIP based on training-free unsupervised prompt methods.

Category Methods Office-Home

Art Clipart Product Real World Avg

CLIP (Zero-Shot) [29] 82.7 68.1 89.1 89.8 82.4
Tent [37] 83.2 67.8 91.9 90.4 83.3

Unsupervised UPL [13] 83.3 67.7 91.5 90.7 83.3
POUF [35] 83.7 71.2 91.4 90.8 84.3

TFUP (Training-Free) 83.7 71.5 92.7 90.6 84.6
TFUP-T (Training-Base) 86.0 74.2 93.1 91.7 86.3

Few-Shot CoCoOp [45] 85.1 73.0 92.9 90.8 85.5
KgCoOp [39] 85.0 73.2 92.7 91.5 85.6

entropy loss to constrain the model from a global perspec-
tive,

Lmd = logC− [−
∑
c

hc log hc], (15)

where log C is the maximum value of distribution entropy
and hc denotes the marginal distribution of the prediction
probabilities of the test images on the class index c, c ∈
{0, 1, ..., C − 1} .

4. Experiments

In this section, we evaluate the performance of the
training-free TFUP and the training-base TFUP-T on four
public datasets including Domain-Net [27], Office-Home
[36], Office-31 [31], and VisDA-2017 [28]. We compare
our methods with recent prompt learning methods includ-
ing Clip (Zero-Shot) [29], Tent [37], UPL [13], POUF [35],
CoCoOp [45], and KgCoOp [39]. Additionally, we provide
extensive experimental results and further ablation studies.

4.1. Datasets

1) Domain-Net [27] is the largest and the most chal-
lenging domain adaptation benchmark which contains ap-
proximately 600,000 images from 6 different domains in-
cluding Clipart (clp), Infograph (inf), Painting (pnt), Quick-
draw (qdr), Real (rel) and Sketch (skt). 2) Office-Home [36]
refers to a difficult domain adaptation dataset which in-
cludes 15500 images in office and home extracted from 4

different domains: Art (A), Clip (C), Product (P) and Re-
alWorld (R). 3) Office-31 [31] is a standard dataset in vi-
sual transfer learning which contains 4,652 images with 31
classes from three domains: Amazon (A), Webcam (W),
and DSLR (D). 4) VisDA-2017 [28] is a dataset from
the 2017 Vision Domain Adaptation Challenge, covering
12 categories and more than 280,000 images, including
152,397 synthetic images and 55,388 real images.

4.2. Baselines

To verify the effectiveness of our approach, we com-
pare it with plenty of advanced methods: (1) Zero-shot
CLIP [29], which applies hand-crafted prompts; (2) Tent
[37] refers to using entropy minimization to tune the model
before making predictions on downstream datasets; (3)
UPL [13] selects the top-K confidence samples per class
to train the soft prompts using pseudo labels generated by
a pre-trained vision-language model. For a fair compari-
son, we do not use model ensemble as done in [13]; (4)
POUF [35] treats the representation of class-specific text
prompts as class prototypes aligned with target image fea-
tures in the latent space; (5) CoCoOp [45] proposes an
image-condition prompt learning method to generate spe-
cific text prompts for each image input; (6) KgCoOp [39]
reduces the difference between text features generated by
learnable prompts and hand-crafted prompts to enhance the
generalization ability of learnable prompts. The reported
results for the baseline models are obtained using the offi-
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Table 3. Accuracy (%) on the Office-31 [31] for CLIP based on training-free unsupervised prompt methods.

Category Methods Office-31

Amazon Dslr Webcam Avg

CLIP (Zero-Shot) [29] 79.0 77.5 74.7 77.1
Tent [37] 81.5 80.7 82.8 81.7

Unsupervised UPL [13] 81.4 82.6 83.6 82.5
POUF [35] 83.6 89.9 90.6 88.0

TFUP (Training-Free) 81.2 86.9 84.2 84.1
TFUP-T (Training-Base) 84.8 90.8 93.2 89.6

Few-Shot CoCoOp [45] 83.9 92.4 94.2 90.2
KgCoOp [39] 84.4 92.6 94.2 90.4

Table 4. Accuracy (%) on the VisDA-2017 [28] for CLIP based on training-free unsupervised prompt methods.

Category Methods VisDA-2017

plane bicycle bus car horse knife mcycl person plant sktbrd train truck Avg

CLIP (Zero-Shot) [29] 99.1 91.7 93.8 76.6 98.4 91.5 95.3 82.7 86.5 96.0 94.6 60.2 88.9
Tent [37] 98.7 91.3 86.9 89.1 98.1 94.8 92.9 85.4 90.1 92.2 94.1 48.7 88.5

Unsupervised UPL [13] 99.0 93.0 91.3 77.8 98.4 94.7 93.8 83.3 87.1 96.1 94.5 67.5 89.7
POUF [35] 99.0 91.0 92.0 80.3 98.7 94.7 95.4 81.1 89.5 96.5 95.2 64.7 89.8

TFUP (Training-Free) 99.1 93.7 91.2 83.1 98.0 94.0 92.8 82.7 87.4 94.9 94.7 63.5 89.6
TFUP-T (Training-Base) 99.2 92.0 87.3 82.6 99.1 96.4 96.4 83.6 92.8 94.2 96.2 66.1 90.5

Few-Shot CoCoOp [45] 99.1 93.6 91.9 74.6 98.4 93.4 91.7 61.3 87.0 96.8 95.0 68.7 87.6
KgCoOp [39] 99.2 92.3 93.6 76.6 98.3 90.3 94.6 83.6 85.3 96.1 94.3 62.6 88.9

cially open-source code.

4.3. Implementation Details

Our implementation is based on the open-source reposi-
tory of POUF [35]. For all experiments, we follow the same
unlabeled downstream dataset, visual and text encoder, data
augmentation, learning rate schedule, and batch size. Dif-
ferently, we set the hyper-parameter α = 0.2 and β = 0.5
in Eq. (12) and Eq. (13), which are analyzed in our experi-
ments. Following previous pseudo-labeling strategy, we set
the predefined threshold θ in Eq. (14) to 0.95 as a constant
value for all experiments. The final performance reported
below is the average of three runs with different random
seeds. All experiments are conducted based on RTX 3060.

4.4. Experimental Results

Results on Domain-Net [27] Tab. 1 reports the results
comparing TFUP and TFUP-T with unsupervised prompt
tuning and few-shot prompt learning methods across 6 do-
mains on the Domain-Net [27] datasets. It is obvious that
our TFUP achieves the new state-of-the-art (SOTA) perfor-
mance without any training compared with previous unsu-
pervised prompt tuning methods. Specifically, TFUP out-
performs original CLIP with prompt engineering by 3.2%.
In addition to prompt tuning, TFUP-T not only achieves
an average accuracy improvement of 3.3% compared to
the current SOTA POUF of unsupervised methods, but
also obtains improvement by 1.2% compared to the SOTA
KgCoOp of few-shot approaches. The above experiment

demonstrates the efficiency and effectiveness of TFUP, as
well as the superiority of the training-base TFUP-T.

Results on Office-Home [36] Tab. 2 illustrated the re-
sults comparing TFUP and TFUP-T with unsupervised
prompt tuning and few-shot prompt learning methods
across 4 domains on the Office-Home [36] datasets. Our
TFUP achieves new SOTA performance without any train-
ing compared with unsupervised tuning methods and out-
performs original CLIP with prompt engineering by 2.2%.
For prompt tuning, TFUP-T boosts the performance of the
POUF by 2.0% and demonstrates clear advantages over
few-shot methods.

Results on Office-31 [31] Tab. 3 provides the results
comparing TFUP and TFUP-T with unsupervised prompt
tuning and few-shot prompt learning methods across 3 do-
mains on the Office-31 [31] datasets. Our TFUP has signif-
icant advantages without any training compared with Tent
and UPL. Although the accuracy of training-free TFUP is
slightly lower than the trainable POUF, TFUP-T achieves
new SOTA on all domains. Due to the smaller amount of
unsupervised data in the Office-31 dataset compared to the
other datasets, the performance achieved by our method is
limited.

Results on VisDA-2017 [28] Tab. 4 summarizes the
results compare TFUP and TFUP-T with unsupervised
prompt tuning and few-shot prompt learning methods on
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Table 5. Ablation studies of our method. The average results
of all domains on Office-Home and Domain-Net datasets are re-
ported. Four ablation cases are considered: FCM: The feature
cache model. FSM: The multi-level similarity measure. Lce: The
pseudo-label cross-entropy loss. Lmd: The marginal distribution
entropy loss.

Component Module Average Accuracy

FCM MSM Lce Lmd Office-Home Domain-Net

82.4 57.7
✓ 83.8 (+1.4) 59.7 (+2.0)
✓ ✓ 84.6 (+2.2) 60.9 (+3.2)
✓ ✓ ✓ 85.4 (+3.0) 62.3 (+4.6)

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 86.3 (+3.9) 63.5 (+5.8)

Table 6. The experiment results of different sample filter strategies
on Office-Home dataset.

Filtering Strategy Office-Home Dataset

A C P R Average

Unsupervised Dataset 82.5 68.3 90.9 89.8 82.9
+ Confidence Filter 83.4 70.3 91.9 90.0 83.9 (+1.0)
+ Prototype Filter 83.5 70.9 92.5 90.5 84.3 (+1.4)
+ Double Filter 83.7 71.5 92.7 90.6 84.6 (+1.7)

the VisDA-2017 [28] datasets. Obviously, the training-free
TFUP demonstrates competitive performance compared to
the other unsupervised methods. By efficient fine-tuning,
TFUP-T further improves the performance of model, con-
firming the effectiveness and versatility of our methods.

4.5. Ablation analysis

Effectiveness of each component. To evaluate the effec-
tiveness of various components, we conduct ablation ex-
periments on Office-Home and Domain-Net datasets, as re-
ported in Tab. 5. We can clearly see that each component
significantly improves the performance of the model. For
training-free TFUP, FCM + FSM increases the average ac-
curacy of Office-Home and Domain-Net datasets by 2.2%
and 3.2%, respectively. By efficient fine-tuning, Lce fur-
ther improves the performance of the model. Additionally,
the pseudo-labeling strategy mainly focuses on rectifying
individual predictions. We introduce a global prediction
constraint Lmd, which increases the average performance
of CLIP from 57.7% to 63.5% on the most challenging
Domain-Net. It demonstrates the effectiveness of each com-
ponent, and the superiority of our TFUP and TFUP-T.

Different sample filter strategies. As presented in Tab.
6, we compare several common sample filter strategies to
assess the effectiveness of our approach. i) Confidence
Filter Strategy. Select top-K high confidence samples by
pseudo labels. ii) Prototype Filter Strategy. Select top-K

Table 7. The experiment results of different similarity measure
strategies on Office-Home dataset.

Similarity Measure Office-Home Dataset

A C P R Average

CLIP (Zero-Shot) 82.7 68.1 89.1 89.8 82.4
+ Feature Similarity 83.3 69.7 92.0 90.2 83.8 (+1.4)
+ Semantic Similarity 83.6 70.9 92.3 90.5 84.3 (+1.9)
+ Multi-level Similarity 83.7 71.5 92.7 90.6 84.6 (+2.2)
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Figure 5. Sensitivity analysis of α and β on Office-Home.

representative samples by prototype score. iii) Double Fil-
ter Strategy. Combine the confidence filter and prototype
filter strategy to obtain the representative samples. Com-
pared with the overall unlabeled data, both of the filter strat-
egy designs could improve the final results by large mar-
gins. It demonstrates that the key factor of the filter strat-
egy to achieve significant performance is reducing the in-
troduction additional noisy samples. In addition, we find
that combining confidence and prototype filter can both im-
prove the results compared with using either of them. It
indicates that only selecting the high confidence samples is
not enough, and prototype scores are needed to screen rep-
resentative samples.

Different similarity measure strategies. As summarized
in Tab. 7, we provide in-depth analysis about the sim-
ilarity measure strategies. i) Feature Similarity Measure
(FSM) leverages cosine similarity to measure the similar-
ity of the overall information of the images. ii) Seman-
tic Similarity Measure (SSM) leverages KL-divergence to
measure the distance of the image prediction probabilities.
iii) Multi-level Similarity Measure (MSM) considers both
feature-level and semantic-level similarities between im-
ages. We observe that FSM and SSM improve the average
accuracy by 1.4% and 1.9% respectively, and the combina-
tion of them improves the results by 2.2%. It demonstrates
that the effectiveness of considering both feature-level and
semantic-level similarities, which not only measures the de-
gree of similarity of the overall image information, but also
ensures the semantic consistency of similar samples.

9



Sensitivity analysis. As shown in Fig. 5, we evaluate the
hyper-parameter sensitivity of α and β of Eq. (12) and Eq.
(13) across 4 domains on the Office-Home datasets. α and
β are residual ratio to adjust the proportion of new knowl-
edge and inherent knowledge. Obviously, on most domains,
the best residual rate of image features is α=0.2, and the
best residual rate of text features is β=0.5. The model per-
formance will decrease whether the optimal parameters in-
crease or decrease. It may be because too much new knowl-
edge causes the model to overfit while too little new knowl-
edge makes it difficult for the model to adapt to a specific
task. Therefore, we set α=0.2 and β=0.5 to obtain the best
performance trade-off.

5. Conclusion
In this paper, we propose a novel approach named

Training-Free Unsupervised Prompt (TFUP), which max-
imally preserves the inherent representation capabili-
ties and enhances them with a residual connection to
similarity-based prediction probabilities in a training-free
and labeling-free manner. We generate similarity-base pre-
diction probabilities by the proposed Feature Cache Model
(FCM) and Multi-level Similarity Measure (MSM). In this
way, TFUP outperforms original CLIP on all classification
datasets by a large margin. It achieves promising perfor-
mance without any labeled data or training, even surpass-
ing the training-base prompt learning methods on multiple
classification datasets. By efficient fine-tuning, TFUP-T not
only achieves the SOTA compare with unsupervised prompt
learning approaches but also demonstrates clear advantages
over few-shot prompt learning methods. We hope that this
paper, which maximally preserves the inherent representa-
tion capabilities and enhances them while adapting pre-train
VLMs to specific downstream tasks in a training-free and
labeling-free manner, will provide insights for future work
on unsupervised prompt tuning.
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