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Abstract

Foundational Vision-Language models such as CLIP have exhibited impressive
generalization in downstream tasks. However, CLIP suffers from a two-level
misalignment issue, i.e., task misalignment and data misalignment, when adapting
to specific tasks. Soft prompt tuning has mitigated the task misalignment, yet
the data misalignment remains a challenge. To analyze the impacts of the data
misalignment, we revisit the pre-training and adaptation processes of CLIP and
develop a structural causal model. We discover that while we expect to capture task-
relevant information for downstream tasks accurately, the task-irrelevant knowledge
impacts the prediction results and hampers the modeling of the true relationships
between the images and the predicted classes. As task-irrelevant knowledge is
unobservable, we leverage the front-door adjustment and propose Causality-Guided
Semantic Decoupling and Classification (CDC) to mitigate the interference of task-
irrelevant knowledge. Specifically, we decouple semantics contained in the data of
downstream tasks and perform classification based on each semantic. Furthermore,
we employ the Dempster-Shafer evidence theory to evaluate the uncertainty of each
prediction generated by diverse semantics. Experiments conducted in multiple
different settings have consistently demonstrated the effectiveness of CDC.

1 Introduction

Benefiting from large-scale training data, foundational Vision-Language models such as CLIP [1],
ALIGN [2], and Florence [3] have demonstrated remarkable zero-shot generalization capabilities
across a wide range of downstream tasks.

Despite the strong generalization of CLIP, there exists a two-level misalignment between CLIP and
downstream tasks, which hinders its adaptation to these tasks. Specifically, the first misalignment
is caused by the discrepancy between the pre-training objectives of CLIP and the objectives of
downstream tasks, i.e., the task misalignment. During pre-training, the texts associated with images
often contain rich semantic information, e.g., “a yellow Abyssinian is lying on a table”. Accordingly,
as shown in Figure 1(a), in the learned embedding space, the distance between the image and the
entire textual description can be close, indicating a strong semantic relationship, but the distance
between the image and the individual semantic elements such as “Abyssinian” or “table” is not
sufficiently close. When performing a downstream task that requires classifying an image as an
“Abyssinian”, the model encounters a challenge in capturing the specific semantics associated with
“Abyssinian” and may fail to complete the task. To address this issue, soft prompt tuning [4, 5, 6] is
proposed. By introducing learnable tokens into the model and tuning them with task-specific data,
CLIP can identify task-related semantics and adapt to the corresponding task.
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Figure 1: (a) A motivating example of task misalignment, illustrating the cosine similarities between
an image and various text descriptions in the embedding space of CLIP. (b) A motivating experiment
on data misalignment, showing the accuracy trends for base and new classes across different training
epochs on the DTD dataset.

However, not all downstream tasks have available annotated data for prompt tuning. As a result,
inconsistency exists between the training and testing data, constituting the second misalignment, i.e.,
data misalignment. The inconsistency in data misalignment can arise due to two main reasons: (1)
Label Inconsistency: The training and testing classes do not completely overlap. For instance, some
classes present in the training data might not appear in the testing data and vice versa. We refer to
the classes that appear in both training and testing as base classes and the classes that appear only
in testing as new classes. (2) Distribution Inconsistency: Even if they share the same class names,
the distributions of the classes in the training and testing data may differ, resulting in distribution
inconsistency. In such cases, the testing classes are essentially also new classes. Researchers generally
agree that prompt tuning potentially leads to the overfitting of the CLIP model to the base classes,
deviating CLIP from its original behavior and thus hindering its generalization to new classes [7, 8].
To explore whether the overfitting holds, we conduct prompt tuning based on MaPLe [6] on the DTD
dataset [9]. We record the performance of the base classes and the new classes under different training
epochs. As shown in Figure 1(b), as the number of training epochs increases, the performance on
base classes gradually improves; however, the performance on the new classes first increases and
then decreases. The phenomenon is consistent with the definition of overfitting.

To explore why overfitting occurs and how it impacts the recognition of new classes, we revisit the
pre-training and adaptation processes of CLIP and develop a Structural Causal Model (SCM) [10, 11]
to analyze the causal relationships among variables abstracted from these two processes. From the
perspective of data generation, generative factors refer to the elements that control the content of
images and texts. We argue that the knowledge embedded in CLIP determines the content that can
be obtained from CLIP. Therefore, the knowledge in CLIP is equivalent to the generative factors it
contains. Via soft prompt tuning, we expect the learned prompts to capture the semantics determined
by the task-relevant generative factors and eliminate the influence of task-irrelevant generative factors.
However, due to the data misalignment, the task-relevant generative factors estimated on the base
classes potentially being task-irrelevant for the new classes. When estimating the causal relationship
between images and the label space of new classes, task-irrelevant generative factors could interfere.
In addition, task-irrelevant generative factors cannot be observed in practice, so we cannot remove
their effects by adjusting for them. To solve this problem, we introduce task-related semantics
as intermediate variables from images to the label space of new classes and apply the front-door
adjustment to estimate the true causal relationship between the two.

To implement the front-door adjustment, we propose Causality-Guided Semantic Decoupling and
Classification (CDC), consisting of Visual-Language Dual Semantic Decoupling (VSD) and Decou-
pled Semantic Trusted Classification (DSTC). Specifically, we incorporate multiple prompt templates
within the model and encourage distinct templates to represent different semantics through VSD. In
addition, decoupled semantics exhibit varying classification uncertainties. Therefore, we propose
DSTC, which performs the classification task independently based on each decoupled semantic and
estimates the corresponding uncertainties simultaneously. Subsequently, we fuse the results to obtain
more accurate and reliable predictions. Through experiments conducted in various settings, our
proposed CDC has effectively enhanced the performance of CLIP.
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Our contributions include: (i) We identify the two-level misalignment that exists in the adaptation
of CLIP to downstream tasks and illustrate that, due to the data misalignment, the prompt learned
through soft prompt tuning becomes overfitted to the base classes; (ii) We develop an SCM to
investigate the pre-training and adaptation processes of CLIP, revealing how the overfitting occurs
and how it impacts the recognition of new classes. We discover that the task-irrelevant generative
factors serve as the confounder when estimating the true causal relationship between the images
and the label space of new classes; (iii) To mitigate the impact of task-irrelevant generative factors
on downstream tasks, we propose CDC, which implements the front-door adjustment. Through
experiments on multiple datasets and various tasks, the effectiveness of CDC has been demonstrated.

2 Related Work

Adaptation in Vision Language models. To enhance the performance of vision-language models
such as CLIP on downstream tasks, researchers propose to utilize few-shot adaptation. Generally, two
main technical approaches have emerged: 1) adapter-based methods [4, 12, 13], which incorporate
adapters into CLIP to fine-tune the features generated by CLIP, enabling better adaptation to specific
tasks; 2) prompt-based methods, which primarily inject task information by appending learnable
tokens to CLIP. While methods like CoOp [4], CoCoOp [5], and ProGrad [14] add tokens to the text
input layer, VPT [15] and CAVPT [16] introduce tokens on the image branch as well. MaPLe [6]
and UPT [17] incorporate tokens on both the image encoder and text encoder. In addition, MaPLe
adds tokens into the intermediate layers of the network to enhance the model’s adaptability to the
task. Among all prompt-based approaches, the most similar to our method is ArGue [18], which
aims to improve model performance by iterating over the attributes that each category possesses.
However, ArGue relies on the assistance of other large language models for attribute generation and
requires additional preprocessing steps. In contrast, CDC achieves competitive performance with
ArGue without relying on any external knowledge, solely through the end-to-end training.

Causal Inference. In recent years, causal inference [10, 11] has been extensively employed in
computer vision and multi-modal learning. Generally, researchers explore the causal inference in two
promising directions: counterfactual [19, 20, 21, 22] and intervention [23, 24, 25, 26, 27]. [28] and
[21, 22] propose to generate the counterfactual images to improve the robustness of the model. [27]
proposes intervening in the distribution of training data to eliminate the interference of the spurious
correlation on predictions for domain generalization problems. To the best of our knowledge, we
are the first to apply causal inference to analyze CLIP’s overfitting in downstream classification. We
identify the confounders and eliminate their effects through the front-door adjustment.

3 Problem Formulation and Analysis

3.1 Problem Formulation

CLIP [1] is an impressive vision-language model comprised of an image encoder and a text encoder,
capable of embedding images and texts into a shared multi-modal latent space. Through contrastive
learning, paired image-text embeddings are optimized for maximum cosine similarity, while unpaired
ones are minimized. The intuition behind such design is based on a fundamental assumption: any
paired images and texts are expected to form a tight semantic correspondence, as they contain similar
content. By pre-training on a large-scale dataset consisting of 400 million image-text pairs, CLIP [1]
demonstrates strong generalization in zero-shot and few-shot downstream tasks.

In zero-shot classification with C classes, an image x is transformed into an embedding v via the
image encoder. For the text branch, CLIP [1] constructs prompts for each class using a static
template, e.g., “a photo of a [CLASS]”, where [CLASS] denotes the class name of the c-th class,
c ∈ {1, 2, ..., C}. These prompts are inputted into the text encoder to obtain embedding vectors wc

for each class. By calculating the cosine similarity between the image embedding v and the text
embeddings wc, we can obtain the probability of image x belonging to the c-th class:

p(y = c|x) = exp(sim(v, wc)/τ)

ΣC
c′=1exp(sim(v, wc′)/τ)

, (1)

where sim(·, ·) denotes the cosine similarity, and τ is a temperature scalar.
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In the few-shot setting, where a certain amount of labeled data is available, it is feasible to learn a
template instead of manually specifying one. Initially, researchers construct a learnable template
t = {p1, p2, ..., pd, lc} by appending the word embedding lc of the c-th class to d learnable tokens as
the input of the text encoder. In recent years, intermediate layers of both text and image encoders
also employ learnable tokens. These tokens are optimized with the cross-entropy loss to adapt to the
specific task. The learned template performs the classification task in the same way as the static one.

3.2 Problem Analysis: Causal Perspective

X X SX

(a) (b) (c)

Figure 2: SCMs. Solid and dashed cir-
cles indicate the observable and unob-
servable variables, respectively.

To understand how the knowledge contained in CLIP [1]
affects the downstream classification tasks, we propose
an SCM shown in Figure 2. The directed acyclic graph
G =< V,E > depicts the causal relationships among
variables abstracted from the pre-training and adaptation
processes. Each node Vi ∈ V corresponds to a variable.
Edge Vi → Vj ∈ E signifies that Vi is the cause of Vj .

Firstly, we define each variable in Figure 2. D represents
the data used in the pre-training stage. Generative factors,
the fundamental semantic elements that control the gen-
eration of images and texts, can determine the content of
both images and texts. In a specific task, these generative
factors can be divided into two subsets: the set of task-
relevant factors Gr and the set of task-irrelevant factors Gi. Taking the pet classification task as an
example, task-relevant generative factors determine features such as coat colors, body shapes, and
ear types, which are highly relevant to identifying pet breeds. Conversely, task-irrelevant generative
factors influence semantics which do not provide helpful information for pet classification. For a
downstream task, X represents the image space, while Y corresponds to the true labels of these
images. Ŷ represents the predicted labels obtained through the learning. Additionally, S denotes the
semantics within the images X closely relevant to the current task.

By training on diverse data, CLIP acquires relatively comprehensive visual and language knowledge.
Therefore, it can be assumed that through the learning of D, we obtain comprehensive generative
factors that constitute the entire visual space. Since the learning process of pre-training is not specific
to any particular downstream task, these generative factors include not only task-related but also
task-irrelevant ones, i.e., D → Gi and D → Gr, for a specific task. By combining the generative
factors, any image x ∈ X can be generated, regardless of whether it has appeared in the pre-training
dataset D. Images typically include not only content related to their category under a particular
task but usually other content as well, hence Gr → X and Gi → X . However, only task-related
generative factors can determine the true label Y of images, i.e., Gr → Y .

Given that the training data D for CLIP is invariant, in Figure 2(a), the path X ← Gi ← D → Gr →
Y is blocked, resulting in X being associated with Y solely through Gr, i.e., X ← Gr → Y . When
performing downstream classification tasks, we aim to model the relationship between X and Ŷ that
arises from Gr. As shown in Figure 2(b), X → Ŷ represents the objective of our modeling. Gi

and Gr are unobservable and easily confused in practice. Therefore, we perform soft prompt tuning
to help capture the information of Gr and eliminate the influence of Gi. However, the estimated
task-related factors are not always accurate. Furthermore, due to the data misalignment, the task-
relevant generative factors estimated based on the training data of base classes are not necessarily the
task-relevant factors for new classes. Ĝi denotes the set of task-irrelevant generative factors that are
incorrectly retained, and the set of factors that are task-relevant for the base classes but task-irrelevant
for the new classes. Since we incorrectly assume that Ĝi is task-relevant, Ĝi influences Ŷ , i.e.,
Ĝi → Ŷ . When the learned prompt template is overfitted to the base classes, generative factors in Ĝ
will further increase, hindering the estimation of the true causal relationship between X and Ŷ .

According to the definition of the backdoor path, when estimating the true causal relationship between
X and Ŷ , there exists a backdoor path X ← Ĝi → Ŷ , where Ĝi serves as a confounder. Given
that Ĝi is unobservable, it becomes impracticable to eliminate spurious relationships caused by Ĝi

via the back-door adjustment. To address this issue, we introduce an intermediate variable S that
represents task-relevant semantics and is derived from X , thus establishing the path X → S, as
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Figure 3: Framework of CDC. tm denotes a single template, while p1, p2, ..., pd represent tokens in
the template. Different colors indicate diverse templates. “fuse” refers to the process of generating the
final classification results from multiple template results as shown in Equation (8). The text encoder
and the image encoder are frozen, and only the tokens in the prompt templates are learnable.

shown in Figure 2(c). The classification for X can be regarded as predicting based on the semantics
S that X possesses, thus S → Ŷ . S satisfies the front-door criterion for (X, Ŷ ), and the causal effect
from X to Ŷ can be calculated using the front-door formula:

P (Ŷ = y|do(x)) =
∑
s

P (s|x)︸ ︷︷ ︸
first term

∑
x′

P (y|x′, s)P (x′)︸ ︷︷ ︸
second term

. (2)

To estimate the true causal relationship between X and Ŷ , we will discuss how to obtain the semantic
s and how to estimate the probability of a sample x belonging to class y.

4 Methodology

Guided by the front-door criterion, we propose CDC, comprising two essential components: VSD
and DSTC. Specifically, VSD focuses on decoupling the semantics represented by diverse templates.
DSTC aims to generate the classification scores via Equation (2) based on the decoupled semantics.
We will elaborate on the details of these two components in Section 4.1 and Section 4.2, respectively.

4.1 Visual-Language Dual Semantic Decoupling

To decouple the semantics embedded in the images and texts, the concept of semantic set is introduced.
A semantic set serves as a collection that encapsulates the semantics related to the same visual attribute.
For example, multiple semantic sets can be constructed for the task of pet classification, such as
the set of coat colors, the set of body shapes, and the set of ear types. Each semantic set contains
some possible values that represent the variations of the corresponding attribute. For instance, the
semantic set “coat colors” includes semantics like red, white, purple, etc. The semantic sets enable us
to understand and analyze the semantic information embedded in pet images.

To represent different semantic sets, we employ multiple templates in the CLIP model, i.e., tm ∈
{t1, t2, ..., tM} in Figure 3, where M denotes the number of templates. Each template aims to
characterize a unique semantic set. To achieve decoupling of the semantics represented by these
templates, we propose VSD, which considers both text and image branches. On the image branch, we
leverage diverse augmentation methods to generate the image inputs and employ the corresponding
augmentation method for each individual template. The intuition behind this is to help different
templates capture distinct feature invariance against different augmentations, e.g., performing random
rotation augmentation enables the template to capture features with rotation invariance. Since defining
the precious semantic sets, such as coat colors and ear types, remains challenging without the help
of external knowledge, we group semantics that exhibit the same type of feature invariance into a
semantic set in practice.

On the text branch, we expect to maximize the diversity of embeddings corresponding to different
templates, ideally achieving orthogonality. To achieve this objective, we aim to ensure that the
embedding of the c-th class in the m-th template, denoted as wm

c , cannot be accurately classified by
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embeddings from other templates, i.e., using any wm′
to classify wm

c , where m′ ̸= m, there is no
bias towards the results. Specifically, the objective function can be formalized as:

Lde =
1

M − 1

1

C

M∑
m′=1,m′ ̸=m

C∑
c=1

C∑
c̄=1

P (c̄|wm
c , w

m′
) logP (c̄|wm

c , w
m′

), (3)

where P (c̄|wm
c , w

m′
) denotes the probability that wm

c is predicted as the c̄-th class by the embedding
of m′-th template. Specifically, P (c̄|wm

c , w
m′

) can be calculated as:

P (c̄|wm
c , w

m′
) =

exp(sim(wm
c , w

m′

c̄ )/τ)∑C
c′=1 exp(sim(wm

c , w
m′
c′ )/τ)

. (4)

Intuitively, the embedding vector wm
c from the m-th template can be regarded as a sample to be

classified. The objective of Equation (3) is to maximize the entropy of the classification results,
resulting in a uniform distribution. The classification results are obtained using the embedding of all
other templates. Lde aims to enhance the semantic distinctions among different templates, thereby
encouraging each template to maintain a unique semantic.

While boosting the diversity of the semantics in different templates, Lde may hinder the learning of
the task-relevant semantics. To alleviate this problem, we propose introducing a consistency loss to
assist each template in capturing information that is close to the hand-crafted template. The proposed
consistency loss can be formulated as follows:

Lcon = − 1

C

M∑
m=1

C∑
c=1

logP (c|wm
c , w

0), (5)

where w0 denotes the embeddings of the hand-crafted template t0 obtained via the original CLIP
model. See Appendix A for the detailed templates.

Via VSD, we obtain distinct semantic sets that contain decoupled semantics. Different classes have
varying values on the same semantic set, so we consider the values of s in Equation (2) to be the text
embeddings of each class on all semantic sets, i.e, s ∈ {wm

c }
M,C
m=1,c=1.

4.2 Decoupled Semantic Trusted Classification

To implement Equation (2), we need to clarify how to estimate the P (Ŷ |do(x)) based on the
decoupled semantics. Firstly, the probability P (s|x) that a sample x has semantic s is obtained by
calculating the cosine similarity between the representation v of x and s, i.e., P (s|x) = N(sim(s, v)),
where N denotes the normalization operation.

After determining the possible values of s, we clarify how to estimate the second term in Equation
(2). Let x′ represent the samples from the training set and s = wm

c , then: (i) if c ̸= y, P (y|x′, s) = 0.
By updating the template, we expect each class c to carry unique semantics wm

c . Therefore, it cannot
be assumed that the specific semantics of c is attributable to another class; (ii) if c = y but x′ does not
belong to the c-th class, P (y|x′, s) = 0; (iii) if c = y and x′ belong to the c-th class, we maximize
the similarity between s and x′ by prompt tuning so that the semantics of s and x′ are as consistent
as possible. As x′ contains both task-relevant and task-irrelevant semantics, and its task-relevant
semantic is decoupled to w1

c , w
2
c , ..., w

M
c via VSD, s is the subset of x′. Therefore, the second term

in Equation (2) shrinks to P (y|s).
Ideally, if s contains and only contains the category-specific semantic information that explicitly
supports the classification of sample x′ into c, P (y = c|s) = 1, and P (y ̸= c|x′, s) = 0. However,
because of the data misalignment, while applying the learned templates to the new classes, this ideal
scenario does not happen. In reality, the qualities of the learned semantics vary for different templates
and classes, allowing the value of P (y|s) to alter, thereby resulting in significant differences in the
uncertainty of classification results derived from different templates. To solve this issue, we propose
to estimate the uncertainty [29, 30] of each prediction from diverse templates via Dempster-Shafer
theory [31, 32]. Specifically, we consider emc = h(sim(wm

c , v)) as the evidence of classifying the
feature v as belonging to the c-th class under the m-th semantic set, where h represents a function
that maps the cosine similarity to a non-negative value. We assume that there exists a Dirichlet
distribution αm = [αm

1 , α
m
2 , ..., α

m
C ], where αm

c = emc + 1. This formulation allows us to quantify
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the belief that the feature v belongs to class c as well as the uncertainty associated with the prediction
as:

bmc =
emc
Am

, um =
C

Am
, (6)

where Am =
C∑

c′=1

emc′ + 1. Once we have obtained the classification beliefs and uncertainties for

all semantic sets, we proceed to perform evidence fusion to obtain the final classification results.
Specifically, for the m-th and m′-th semantic set, after evidence fusion, we obtain the belief of the
sample x belonging to class c, as well as the uncertainty of the classification as:

bmm′

c =
1

1− C
(bmc b

m′

c + bmc u
m′

+ bm
′

c um), umm′
=

1

1− C
umum

′
. (7)

The results from all prompt templates can be iteratively fused, as shown in the following equation:

Bm
c =

{
b1c , if m = 1

1
1−C (Bm−1

c bmc +Bm−1
c um + bmc U

m−1), if 1 < m ≤M ,

Um =

{
u1, if m = 1

1
1−CU

m−1um, if 1 < m ≤M .

(8)

In this formulation, Bm
c represents the belief after fusing the results from the first m templates, while

Um denotes the corresponding uncertainty. The process of evidence fusion can be understood as the
summation of results over all semantics s in Equation (2). Consequently, the result in Equation (2)
can be reformulated as:

P (Ŷ = c|do(x)) = BM
c

ΣC
c′=1B

M
c′
. (9)

To calculate the probability that sample x belongs to class c during the testing phase, we employ
Equation (9). Accordingly, during the training stage, the cross-entropy loss which is used for learning
the prompts is adjusted to the trusted cross-entropy loss to model the uncertainty information. For
each training sample, the trusted cross-entropy can be formalized as:

Lt-ce =

M∑
m=1

(ψ(A)− ψ(αm
y )), (10)

where y denotes the index of the ground-truth class and ψ(·) denotes the digamma function.

4.3 Overall Architecture

We demonstrate the architecture of our proposed method in Figure 3. While training, the overall loss
function can be formalized as:

LCDC = Lt-ce + βLde + γLcon, (11)

where β and γ denote the hyper-parameters to tune the influence of Lde and Lcon, respectively. Refer
to Algorithm 1 and Algorithm 2 for the detailed training and testing pipeline.

5 Experiments

Following previous works [5, 6], we conduct experiments to evaluate our proposed method with three
different settings. These settings encompass the base-to-new setting as well as two out-of-distribution
(OOD) settings, i.e., the cross-dataset setting and the cross-domain setting. Refer to Appendix B for
a detailed overview of the evaluation protocol.

5.1 Experimental Settings

Datasets. In the base-to-new setting, we conduct experiments based on 11 datasets: ImageNet [33],
Caltech101 [34], Oxford Pets [35], Stanford Cars [36], Flowers102 [37], Food101 [38], FGVC
Aircraft [39], SUN397 [40], DTD [9], EuroSAT [41], and UCF-101 [42]. In the following, we

7
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Algorithm 1 The training pipeline of CDC
Input: 16-shot dataset X , the learning rate ℓ, two hyper-parameter β and γ, the number of
templates M , and the list of augmentation methods {A1,A2, ...,AM}.
Initialize the parameters of CLIP with the parameters of the pre-trained model.
Randomly initialize the learnable tokens {θ1, θ2, ..., θM}.
repeat

for i-th training iteration do
Iteratively sample a minibatch X ′ from X .
for m-th template do
X ′m = Am(X ′).
Generate the image features vm of X ′m with the image encoder of CLIP.
Generate the text features wm with the text encoder.
Generate the classification evidence em with vm and wm: emc = h(sim(wm

c , v
m)).

Using Equation (10) to calculate Lt-ce.
Using Equation (3) and Equation (5) to calculate Lde and Lcon.
Using Equation (11) to calculate LCDC .
θm = θm − ℓ∇θLCDC .

end for
end for

until θ converge.

Algorithm 2 The testing pipeline of CDC
Input: The testing dataset X , the number of templates M , and {θ1, θ2, ..., θM}.
Sample a test data x from X
for m-th template do

Generate the image features vm of x.
Generate the text features wm with the text encoder.
Generate the classification evidence em with vm and wm: emc = h(sim(wm

c , v
m)).

end for
Using Equation (8) and Equation (9) to generate the final classification results.

abbreviate these datasets as ImageNet, Caltech, Pets, Cars, Flowers, Food, Aircraft, SUN, DTD,
EuroSAT, and UCF. For the out-of-generalization task, we adopt ImageNet as the source dataset. The
remaining 10 are the target datasets in the cross-dataset setting, and ImageNetV2 [43], ImageNet-
S [44], ImageNet-A [45], and ImageNet-R [46] are the target datasets in the cross-domain setting.

Experimental Details. We follow the experimental settings of the baseline method MaPLe. Specifi-
cally, we utilize a pre-trained CLIP with ViT-B/16 as the visual encoder. The number of learnable
tokens is fixed at 2, whereas the prompt depth varies, being 9 for the base-to-new setting and 3
for the OOD setting. The learning rate is 0.035, and the batch size is 4. All models are trained
using an SGD optimizer on an NVIDIA 3090 GPU. Our proposed CDC introduces three additional
hyperparameters: β and γ, which represent the weights for Lde and Lcon, respectively, and M , which
denotes the number of prompts. Furthermore, different augmentation methods have a notable impact
on the model’s performance. We set β = 5, γ = 0.01, and M = 4 in the base-to-new setting, and
β = 3, γ = 0.01, and M = 8 in the OOD setting. For a detailed analysis of the influence of varying
hyper-parameters and augmentation methods, please refer to Appendix C. We report the accuracies
of base classes and novel classes, along with their harmonic mean (HM), averaged over 3 runs.

5.2 Base-to-New Generalization

As shown in Table 1, we compare our method with three recent works, CoOp, CoCoOp, and MaPLe.
For a fair comparison, we do not include methods that utilize external knowledge, such as ArGue [18],
HPT [47], and CoPrompt [8], although our method demonstrates competitive performance.

Compared to the baseline method MaPLe, our approach has achieved remarkable improvements in
the accuracy of base classes by 1.06%, and the accuracy of new classes by 2.24%, which leads to an
improvement of 1.70% in HM. Specifically, across all 11 datasets, our method outperforms MaPLe
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Table 1: The comparison with baseline methods on base-to-novel generalization setting.

Dataset CoOp [4] CoCoOp [5] MaPLe [6] CDC

Base New HM Base New HM Base New HM Base New HM ∆

Avg 82.69 63.22 71.66 80.47 71.69 75.83 82.28 75.14 78.55 83.34 77.38 80.25 +1.70

ImageNet 76.47 67.88 71.92 75.98 70.43 73.10 76.66 70.54 73.47 77.50 71.73 74.51 +1.04
Caltech 98.00 89.91 93.73 97.96 93.81 95.84 97.74 94.36 96.02 98.20 94.37 96.25 +0.23
Pets 93.67 95.29 94.47 95.20 97.69 96.43 95.43 97.76 96.58 96.07 98.00 97.02 +0.44
Cars 78.12 60.40 68.13 70.49 73.59 72.01 72.94 74.00 73.47 73.80 73.97 73.88 +0.41
Flowers 97.60 59.67 74.06 94.87 71.75 81.71 95.92 72.46 82.56 96.93 75.07 84.61 +2.05
Food 88.33 82.26 85.19 90.70 91.29 90.99 90.71 92.05 91.38 90.87 92.33 91.59 +0.21
Aircraft 40.44 22.30 28.75 33.41 23.71 27.74 37.44 35.61 36.50 37.47 37.50 37.48 +0.98
SUN 80.60 65.89 72.51 79.74 76.86 78.27 80.82 78.70 79.75 82.37 80.03 81.18 +1.43
DTD 79.44 41.18 54.24 77.01 56.00 64.85 80.36 59.18 68.16 82.70 64.10 72.22 +4.06
SAT 92.19 54.74 68.90 87.49 60.04 71.21 94.07 73.23 82.35 95.10 82.33 88.26 +5.91
UCF 84.69 56.05 67.46 82.33 73.45 77.64 83.00 78.66 80.77 85.70 81.73 83.67 +2.90

Table 2: Comparison of CDC with recent approaches on cross-dataset evaluation.
Source Target

ImageNet Caltech Pets Cars Flowers Food Aircraft SUN DTD SAT UCF Avg

CoOp 71.51 93.70 89.14 64.51 68.71 85.30 18.47 64.15 41.92 46.39 66.55 63.88
Co-CoOp 71.02 94.43 90.14 65.32 71.88 86.06 22.94 67.36 45.73 45.37 68.21 65.74
MaPLe 70.72 93.53 90.49 65.57 72.23 86.20 24.74 67.01 46.49 48.06 68.69 66.30

CDC 71.76 94.47 90.77 66.27 72.67 86.27 24.50 68.07 46.60 49.13 68.60 66.73

in all 11 datasets for base classes and in 10 datasets for novel classes. Notably, on the ImageNet
dataset, our approach achieves an accuracy increase of 0.84% in base classes, 1.19% in new classes,
and 1.04% in HM. For the challenging datasets SAT, DTD, and UCF, our method delivers significant
HM improvements of 5.91%, 4.06%, and 2.90%, respectively. In summary, our proposed method
significantly enhances the generalization of the CLIP model for unseen classes, while ensuring stable
improvements in the performance of base classes, demonstrating its superiority on a wide range of
datasets.

5.3 Out-of-Distribution Generalization

Cross-dataset. We evaluate the cross-dataset generalization of CDC by learning prompts on ImageNet
and then transferring them to the remaining 10 datasets. From Table 2, for the source dataset
ImageNet, our proposed method achieves performance improvement by 1.04% compared to MaPLe,
outperforming all previous methods. Compared to MaPLe on the 10 target datasets, our method
achieves better performance on 8 datasets. Considering all target datasets, our method achieves an
average performance improvement of 0.43%.

Cross-domain. We transfer the prompts learning in ImageNet to its four invariants to evaluate
the coss-domain generalization of CDC. From Table 3, compared to MaPLe, our proposed method
improves the performance of ImageNetV2, ImageNet-S, and ImageNet-R by 0.80%, 1.18%, and
1.12%, respectively, and brings a slight performance decrease of 0.5% for ImageNet-A, thus leading
to an average performance improvement of 0.65%. Generally, CDC enhances the generalization of
the model when dealing with data from different domains.

5.4 Ablative Experiments

Table 4 presents the experimental results obtained after adding some of the components to the baseline
method MaPLe. The performance of MaPLe is shown in the first row.
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Table 3: Comparison of CDC with recent approaches in the cross-domain setting.
Source Target

ImageNet ImageNetV2 ImageNet-S ImageNet-A ImageNet-R Avg.

CLIP 66.73 60.83 46.15 47.77 73.96 57.18
CoOp 71.51 64.20 47.99 49.71 75.21 59.28
Co-CoOp 71.02 64.07 48.75 50.63 76.18 59.91
MaPLe 70.72 64.07 49.15 50.90 76.98 60.28

CDC 71.76 64.87 50.33 50.40 78.10 60.93

Table 4: The results of the ablative experiments on
base-to-novel generalization setting.

M DSTC VSD Base New HM
Image Text

1 × × × 82.28 75.14 78.55

4 × × × 82.96 76.06 79.36
4 ✓ × × 82.65 76.78 79.61
4 ✓ ✓ × 83.35 76.72 79.90
4 ✓ × ✓ 82.93 76.83 79.77
4 ✓ ✓ ✓ 83.34 77.38 80.25

The effectiveness of multiple templates and
DSTC. In Table 4, all results except the baseline
method are obtained by increasing the number
of templates to four. In the second row, we train
the learnable tokens within the templates using
the conventional cross-entropy loss and average
the predictions from different templates to gener-
ate the final classification results. Compared to
the baseline, multiple templates lead to a 0.68%
improvement in the performance of base classes
and a 0.92% enhancement in the performance of
new classes, resulting in an overall HM gain of
0.81%. While modeling the uncertainty of each
template, as shown in the third line, the perfor-
mance for new classes achieves an improvement of 0.72%, and HM increases by 0.25%. Without
explicitly decoupling the semantics within different templates, increasing the number of templates
effectively boosts the performance. We argue that the semantics acquired by distinct templates, each
with varied initialization, is inherently independent (See analysis in Appendix C). Therefore, simply
applying multiple templates guided by the front-door adjustment could enhance the performance.

The effectiveness of VSD. The fourth and fifth rows of Table 4 present the experimental results
obtained by decoupling semantics solely within the image and text branches, respectively. When
compared to the third row, it becomes evident that decoupling semantics at either branch alone does not
yield a substantial improvement in the accuracy of new classes. However, upon comparing the sixth
row with the third row, it is observed that when both decoupling methods are employed concurrently,
the model achieves a 0.69% increase in base class performance and a 0.60% improvement in novel
class performance, leading to an overall HM enhancement of 0.64%. Despite the inherent decoupling
of semantics among different templates, the utilization of VSD further promotes the learning of
distinct semantics for each template, thereby enhancing the model’s overall performance.

6 Conclusion and Future Discussion

Through motivating experiments, we identify the two-level misalignment that exists when CLIP
is applied to downstream tasks. We further show that soft prompt tuning may worsen the second
misalignment due to overfitting to the base classes, which impairs the generalization of CLIP. To
analyze this problem, we propose an SCM and discover that the task-irrelevant generative factors
serve as the confounder while estimating the true causal relationship between images and label space
of new classes. To address this issue, we propose to implement front-door adjustment via CDC.
Specifically, we introduce multiple templates to represent the decoupled semantics, then leverage
VSD to further facilitate the decoupling of semantics, and finally fuse predictions from different
templates via DSTC. The results under multiple experimental settings demonstrate that our proposed
approach effectively improves the generalization of CLIP when adapted to downstream tasks.

Limitations and broader impacts. CDC incurs more time consumption, as applying different
templates in the image branch requires encoding an image multiple times during both training and
testing. The analysis of two-level misalignment in CLIP and the modeling of SCM is inspiring for
the community.
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A Hand-Crafted Prompts

To prevent the text embeddings obtained via the learned prompts from deviating from the semantics
of their respective categories, we introduce a consistency loss Lcon to apply constraints on the learned
prompts. For each dataset, we borrow from CLIP a hand-crafted prompt t0 to generate w0. The
prompts employed in this process are detailed below.

“Pets”: “a photo of a {}, a type of pet.”

“Flowers”: “a photo of a {}, a type of flower.”

“Aircraft”: “a photo of a {}, a type of aircraft.”

“DTD”: “a photo of a {}, a type of texture.”

“SAT”: “a centered satellite photo of {}.”

“Cars”: “a photo of a {}.”

“Food”: “a photo of {}, a type of food.”

“SUN”: “a photo of a {}.”

“Caltech”: “a photo of a {}.”

“UCF”: “a photo of a person doing {}.”

“ImageNet”: ”a photo of {}.”

B Evaluation Protocol

Base-to-New Setting. Following CoCoOp and MaPLe, we split the classes into two un-overlapping
subsets, i.e., base classes and new classes, for each dataset. In training, base classes are leveraged
for learning the prompts under the 16-shot setting, where each class contains 16 annotated samples.
Subsequently, the prompts are transferred to new classes which are unseen during the training. In this
setting, the evaluation metrics include accuracy on base classes, new classes, and their corresponding
harmonic mean (HM), which can be calculated by:

HM =
1

1
2 (

1
Base +

1
New )

, (12)

where Base and New denote the accuracy of base classes and new classes, respectively.

Out-of-Distribution Setting. In the OOD setting, we initially train the model using the source dataset
and then transfer the learned prompts to the target dataset to evaluate the robustness of the method. In
our experiments, following COOP, CoCoOp and MaPLe, the source dataset is ImageNet, employing
all 1000 of its classes for prompt learning, where each class comprises 16 annotated samples. In the
cross-dataset setting, 10 datasets, Caltech, Pets, Cars, Flowers, Food, Aircraft, SUN, DTD, EuroSAT,
and UCF, are target datasets. In the cross-domain setting, the target datasets include ImageNetV2,
ImageNet-S, ImageNet-A, and ImageNet-R, all sharing the same classes as ImageNet but differing in
distributions.

C Additional Experiments

C.1 Analysis of the Hyper-Parameters

The number of templates M . Table 5 presents the performance of the model in the base-to-new
setting and the corresponding computational complexity when the number of templates changes
from 1 to 8. The results in Table 5 are obtained solely using Lt-ce, without the help of VSD. As the
number of templates increases, the performance of the model on the base classes and the new classes
increases consistently, while at the same time, the computational overhead increases. Although better
performance can be achieved when M is further increased to 8, we select M = 4 in order to balance
the accuracy of classification with the computational overhead.

Weight β for Lde. Figure 4 gives the HM on both DTD and Aircraft datasets when varying the
weights β of Lde. From the figure, it is evident that using β = 5 and β = 10 effectively improves
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Table 5: Comparison of the performance under different template numbers.
M Base New HM Params FPS

1 80.87 73.49 77.00 3.55M 600
2 82.80 76.59 79.57 7.10M 280.00
4 82.65 76.78 79.61 14.20M 185.71
8 83.40 77.29 80.23 28.40M 65.63

the performance of the model on these two datasets as compared to training without Lde, i.e., β = 0.
When β is further increased to 20, the performance of the model begins to decline. Considering the
performance on each dataset, in the base-to-new setting, we set α = 5.

0 1 5 10 20
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Figure 4: The impact of β on performance.

Weight γ for Lcon. In Figure 5, we provide the experimental results obtained by varying γ when
keeping β = 5. From the results, we observe that setting γ = 0.01 enables the performance of both
datasets to obtain an enhancement compared to γ = 0.0. When γ is further increased to 0.1, the
performance on the Caltech101 dataset shows a significant decrease. Considering all results together,
we set γ = 0.01 in all base-to-new experiments.
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Figure 5: The impact of γ on performance.

Augmentation methods. Setting M = 4, β = 5, γ = 0.01, we vary the augmentation methods
to explore the effect of different augmentations on model performance and demonstrate the results
in Table 6. We set four sets of augmentations for 4 templates. Specifically, for Augmentation 1,
the augmentation methods include: (i) random crop and random flip; (ii) color jitter and random
flip; (iii) random translation and random flip; (iv) random augmentation. For Augmentation 2, the
four augmentation sets are: (i) random crop and random flip; (ii) random crop, random flip, and
color jitter; (iii) random crop, random translation, and random flip; (iv) random crop and other
random augmentations. Augmentation 2 adds the random crop to each augmentation set based on
Augmentation 1. From Table 6, we notice that for most of the datasets such as ImageNet, Caltech101,
etc., there is no great difference in the performance obtained by Augmentation 1 and Augmentation 2.
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Table 6: The impact of augmentation methods on the performance.

Dataset Augmentation 1 Augmentation 2

Base New HM Base New HM

ImageNet 77.50 71.73 74.51 77.30 71.57 74.32
Caltech 98.63 93.67 96.09 98.20 94.37 96.25
Pets 95.97 97.67 96.81 96.07 98.00 97.02
Cars 72.33 71.63 71.98 73.80 73.97 73.88
Flowers 96.93 75.07 84.61 96.93 74.67 84.36
Food 90.93 92.23 91.58 90.87 92.33 91.59
Aircraft 36.83 36.23 36.53 37.47 37.50 37.48
SUN 82.37 80.03 81.18 82.00 79.77 80.87
DTD 82.70 64.10 72.22 82.13 61.73 70.49
SAT 95.10 82.33 88.26 92.87 75.83 83.49
UCF 85.70 81.73 83.67 85.40 81.23 83.26

However, for Cars and Aircraft, Augmentation 2 performs significantly better than Augmentation 1.
Capturing discriminative information is challenging for fine-grained classification. We argue that the
translation invariance and invariance to the object scale brought by random crop may be critical, so
Augmentation 2 performs significantly better than Augmentation1 on these two datasets.

C.2 Template Study

In Table 7, we provide the full results of our method under all templates, as well as the final
performance after performing the evidence fusion which is denoted by CDC. From Table 7, CDC
performs the best in 10 out of 11 datasets. Among them, several datasets gain essential improvements
compared to the results under a single template, including ImageNet, Flowers, SUN, and DTD.
This suggests that the essence of our approach is not to search for better discriminative semantics
by increasing the number of templates but to eliminate the impacts of task-independent generative
factors by combining multiple sets of decoupled semantics. Despite the moderate performance of any
individual template, our method achieves a substantial performance enhancement by fusing them.

Table 7: The comparison with the results from different templates.

Dataset S1 S2 S3 S4 CDC

ImageNet 70.10 70.10 69.73 70.33 71.73
Caltech 94.10 94.73 94.57 94.17 94.37
Pets 97.60 97.60 97.37 97.87 98.00
Cars 72.93 73.57 70.87 72.63 73.97
Flowers 72.87 73.23 74.10 71.43 75.07
Food 91.60 91.40 91.73 91.73 92.33
Aircraft 34.77 35.33 35.70 35.60 37.50
SUN 78.53 77.87 77.73 78.17 80.03
DTD 59.60 57.83 57.87 60.43 64.10
SAT 73.73 75.67 74.57 73.73 82.33
UCF 77.83 76.00 77.60 78.13 81.73

C.3 Intrinsic Decoupling of Semantics from Different Templates

In Section 5.4, we demonstrate that increasing the number of templates can get a performance boost
even without explicitly decoupling the semantics contained in different templates. We attribute this to
the fact that templates based on different initializations do not learn exactly the same semantics, i.e.,
the semantics contained in different templates are intrinsically decoupled. To verify this suspicion,
we collect the text embeddings obtained based on different templates without applying VSD, and
compute the similarities between the embedding obtained from different templates. We plot the
results of the DTD dataset in Figure 6. As can be seen from the figure, even for the same category,
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(a) (b) (c)

Figure 6: The cosine similarities of the text embeddings under different templates based on the
new classes of DTD. (a) The cosine similarities between the text embeddings generated by the 0-th
template and the 1-th template. (b) The cosine similarities between the text embeddings generated
by the 1-th template and the 2-th template. (c) The cosine similarities between the text embeddings
generated by the 2-th template and the 3-th template.

the similarities between the text embedding obtained by different templates are still much less than 1
(i.e., the value on the diagonal line in the figure). This indicates that the text embedding obtained by
different templates has a large discrepancy, which confirms our idea that the semantics learned by
different templates are inherently decoupled. Therefore, better performance can be obtained through
fusing results generated by these decoupled features.
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NeurIPS Paper Checklist
1. Claims

Question: Do the main claims made in the abstract and introduction accurately reflect the
paper’s contributions and scope?
Answer: [Yes]
Justification: Our main contributions include: (i) we identify the problem of two-level
misalignment in Vision-Language Model adaptation; (ii) we propose an SCM to analyze the
spurious correlations between images and the label space caused by the data misalignment;
(iii) we propose CDC to mitigate the spurious relationships while estimating the true causal
relationships. These contributions are covered in the abstract and introduction.
Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that the abstract and introduction do not include the claims
made in the paper.

• The abstract and/or introduction should clearly state the claims made, including the
contributions made in the paper and important assumptions and limitations. A No or
NA answer to this question will not be perceived well by the reviewers.

• The claims made should match theoretical and experimental results, and reflect how
much the results can be expected to generalize to other settings.

• It is fine to include aspirational goals as motivation as long as it is clear that these goals
are not attained by the paper.

2. Limitations
Question: Does the paper discuss the limitations of the work performed by the authors?
Answer: [Yes]
Justification: We discuss the limitations of our work in terms of computational efficiency in
Section 6.
Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that the paper has no limitation while the answer No means that
the paper has limitations, but those are not discussed in the paper.

• The authors are encouraged to create a separate "Limitations" section in their paper.
• The paper should point out any strong assumptions and how robust the results are to

violations of these assumptions (e.g., independence assumptions, noiseless settings,
model well-specification, asymptotic approximations only holding locally). The authors
should reflect on how these assumptions might be violated in practice and what the
implications would be.

• The authors should reflect on the scope of the claims made, e.g., if the approach was
only tested on a few datasets or with a few runs. In general, empirical results often
depend on implicit assumptions, which should be articulated.

• The authors should reflect on the factors that influence the performance of the approach.
For example, a facial recognition algorithm may perform poorly when image resolution
is low or images are taken in low lighting. Or a speech-to-text system might not be
used reliably to provide closed captions for online lectures because it fails to handle
technical jargon.

• The authors should discuss the computational efficiency of the proposed algorithms
and how they scale with dataset size.

• If applicable, the authors should discuss possible limitations of their approach to
address problems of privacy and fairness.

• While the authors might fear that complete honesty about limitations might be used by
reviewers as grounds for rejection, a worse outcome might be that reviewers discover
limitations that aren’t acknowledged in the paper. The authors should use their best
judgment and recognize that individual actions in favor of transparency play an impor-
tant role in developing norms that preserve the integrity of the community. Reviewers
will be specifically instructed to not penalize honesty concerning limitations.

3. Theory Assumptions and Proofs
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Question: For each theoretical result, does the paper provide the full set of assumptions and
a complete (and correct) proof?

Answer: [NA]

Justification: We do not include theorems and formulas in the paper. We analyze the mis-
alignment problem from a causal perspective, and the main assumptions and corresponding
analysis are provided in Section 3.2.

Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that the paper does not include theoretical results.
• All the theorems, formulas, and proofs in the paper should be numbered and cross-

referenced.
• All assumptions should be clearly stated or referenced in the statement of any theorems.
• The proofs can either appear in the main paper or the supplemental material, but if

they appear in the supplemental material, the authors are encouraged to provide a short
proof sketch to provide intuition.

• Inversely, any informal proof provided in the core of the paper should be complemented
by formal proofs provided in appendix or supplemental material.

• Theorems and Lemmas that the proof relies upon should be properly referenced.

4. Experimental Result Reproducibility
Question: Does the paper fully disclose all the information needed to reproduce the main ex-
perimental results of the paper to the extent that it affects the main claims and/or conclusions
of the paper (regardless of whether the code and data are provided or not)?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: We provide all the details of our method in Section 4 and present the necessary
hyper-parameters in Section 5.1 to ensure the reproducibility of our method. Furthermore,
we provide the code of our proposed method in the supplementary material.

Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that the paper does not include experiments.
• If the paper includes experiments, a No answer to this question will not be perceived

well by the reviewers: Making the paper reproducible is important, regardless of
whether the code and data are provided or not.

• If the contribution is a dataset and/or model, the authors should describe the steps taken
to make their results reproducible or verifiable.

• Depending on the contribution, reproducibility can be accomplished in various ways.
For example, if the contribution is a novel architecture, describing the architecture fully
might suffice, or if the contribution is a specific model and empirical evaluation, it may
be necessary to either make it possible for others to replicate the model with the same
dataset, or provide access to the model. In general. releasing code and data is often
one good way to accomplish this, but reproducibility can also be provided via detailed
instructions for how to replicate the results, access to a hosted model (e.g., in the case
of a large language model), releasing of a model checkpoint, or other means that are
appropriate to the research performed.

• While NeurIPS does not require releasing code, the conference does require all submis-
sions to provide some reasonable avenue for reproducibility, which may depend on the
nature of the contribution. For example
(a) If the contribution is primarily a new algorithm, the paper should make it clear how

to reproduce that algorithm.
(b) If the contribution is primarily a new model architecture, the paper should describe

the architecture clearly and fully.
(c) If the contribution is a new model (e.g., a large language model), then there should

either be a way to access this model for reproducing the results or a way to reproduce
the model (e.g., with an open-source dataset or instructions for how to construct
the dataset).
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(d) We recognize that reproducibility may be tricky in some cases, in which case
authors are welcome to describe the particular way they provide for reproducibility.
In the case of closed-source models, it may be that access to the model is limited in
some way (e.g., to registered users), but it should be possible for other researchers
to have some path to reproducing or verifying the results.

5. Open access to data and code
Question: Does the paper provide open access to the data and code, with sufficient instruc-
tions to faithfully reproduce the main experimental results, as described in supplemental
material?
Answer: [Yes]
Justification: We include the code of our proposed method in the supplementary material.
The necessary environments and data preparation procedures are provided in the GitHub
repository of our baseline method MaPLe.
Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that paper does not include experiments requiring code.
• Please see the NeurIPS code and data submission guidelines (https://nips.cc/
public/guides/CodeSubmissionPolicy) for more details.

• While we encourage the release of code and data, we understand that this might not be
possible, so “No” is an acceptable answer. Papers cannot be rejected simply for not
including code, unless this is central to the contribution (e.g., for a new open-source
benchmark).

• The instructions should contain the exact command and environment needed to run to
reproduce the results. See the NeurIPS code and data submission guidelines (https:
//nips.cc/public/guides/CodeSubmissionPolicy) for more details.

• The authors should provide instructions on data access and preparation, including how
to access the raw data, preprocessed data, intermediate data, and generated data, etc.

• The authors should provide scripts to reproduce all experimental results for the new
proposed method and baselines. If only a subset of experiments are reproducible, they
should state which ones are omitted from the script and why.

• At submission time, to preserve anonymity, the authors should release anonymized
versions (if applicable).

• Providing as much information as possible in supplemental material (appended to the
paper) is recommended, but including URLs to data and code is permitted.

6. Experimental Setting/Details
Question: Does the paper specify all the training and test details (e.g., data splits, hyper-
parameters, how they were chosen, type of optimizer, etc.) necessary to understand the
results?
Answer: [Yes]
Justification: We specify all the necessary hyper-parameters in Section 5.1, and analyze the
hyper-parameters in Appendix C.1.
Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that the paper does not include experiments.
• The experimental setting should be presented in the core of the paper to a level of detail

that is necessary to appreciate the results and make sense of them.
• The full details can be provided either with the code, in appendix, or as supplemental

material.
7. Experiment Statistical Significance

Question: Does the paper report error bars suitably and correctly defined or other appropriate
information about the statistical significance of the experiments?
Answer: [No]
Justification: We don’t report the error bar in our experimental results because the previous
works do not report the error bar and we follow them. All of our experimental results are
averaged over 3 runs of 3 different seeds.
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Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that the paper does not include experiments.
• The authors should answer "Yes" if the results are accompanied by error bars, confi-

dence intervals, or statistical significance tests, at least for the experiments that support
the main claims of the paper.

• The factors of variability that the error bars are capturing should be clearly stated (for
example, train/test split, initialization, random drawing of some parameter, or overall
run with given experimental conditions).

• The method for calculating the error bars should be explained (closed form formula,
call to a library function, bootstrap, etc.)

• The assumptions made should be given (e.g., Normally distributed errors).
• It should be clear whether the error bar is the standard deviation or the standard error

of the mean.
• It is OK to report 1-sigma error bars, but one should state it. The authors should

preferably report a 2-sigma error bar than state that they have a 96% CI, if the hypothesis
of Normality of errors is not verified.

• For asymmetric distributions, the authors should be careful not to show in tables or
figures symmetric error bars that would yield results that are out of range (e.g. negative
error rates).

• If error bars are reported in tables or plots, The authors should explain in the text how
they were calculated and reference the corresponding figures or tables in the text.

8. Experiments Compute Resources
Question: For each experiment, does the paper provide sufficient information on the com-
puter resources (type of compute workers, memory, time of execution) needed to reproduce
the experiments?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: We provide the compute workers in Section 5.1, and list the params and time
of execution in Table 5.

Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that the paper does not include experiments.
• The paper should indicate the type of compute workers CPU or GPU, internal cluster,

or cloud provider, including relevant memory and storage.
• The paper should provide the amount of compute required for each of the individual

experimental runs as well as estimate the total compute.
• The paper should disclose whether the full research project required more compute

than the experiments reported in the paper (e.g., preliminary or failed experiments that
didn’t make it into the paper).

9. Code Of Ethics
Question: Does the research conducted in the paper conform, in every respect, with the
NeurIPS Code of Ethics https://neurips.cc/public/EthicsGuidelines?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: We conduct the research with the NeurIPS Code of Ethics.

Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that the authors have not reviewed the NeurIPS Code of Ethics.
• If the authors answer No, they should explain the special circumstances that require a

deviation from the Code of Ethics.
• The authors should make sure to preserve anonymity (e.g., if there is a special consid-

eration due to laws or regulations in their jurisdiction).

10. Broader Impacts
Question: Does the paper discuss both potential positive societal impacts and negative
societal impacts of the work performed?
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Answer: [Yes]
Justification: We provide the broader impacts of our work in Section 6.
Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that there is no societal impact of the work performed.
• If the authors answer NA or No, they should explain why their work has no societal

impact or why the paper does not address societal impact.
• Examples of negative societal impacts include potential malicious or unintended uses

(e.g., disinformation, generating fake profiles, surveillance), fairness considerations
(e.g., deployment of technologies that could make decisions that unfairly impact specific
sets), privacy considerations, and security considerations.

• The conference expects that many papers will be foundational research and not tied
to particular applications, let alone deployments. However, if there is a direct path to
any negative applications, the authors should point it out. For example, it is legitimate
to point out that an improvement in the quality of generative models could be used to
generate deepfakes for disinformation. On the other hand, it is not needed to point out
that a generic algorithm for optimizing neural networks could enable people to train
models that generate Deepfakes faster.

• The authors should consider possible harms that could arise when the technology is
being used as intended and functioning correctly, harms that could arise when the
technology is being used as intended but gives incorrect results, and harms following
from (intentional or unintentional) misuse of the technology.

• If there are negative societal impacts, the authors could also discuss possible mitigation
strategies (e.g., gated release of models, providing defenses in addition to attacks,
mechanisms for monitoring misuse, mechanisms to monitor how a system learns from
feedback over time, improving the efficiency and accessibility of ML).

11. Safeguards
Question: Does the paper describe safeguards that have been put in place for responsible
release of data or models that have a high risk for misuse (e.g., pretrained language models,
image generators, or scraped datasets)?
Answer: [NA]
Justification: Our work does not pose such risks.
Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that the paper poses no such risks.
• Released models that have a high risk for misuse or dual-use should be released with

necessary safeguards to allow for controlled use of the model, for example by requiring
that users adhere to usage guidelines or restrictions to access the model or implementing
safety filters.

• Datasets that have been scraped from the Internet could pose safety risks. The authors
should describe how they avoided releasing unsafe images.

• We recognize that providing effective safeguards is challenging, and many papers do
not require this, but we encourage authors to take this into account and make a best
faith effort.

12. Licenses for existing assets
Question: Are the creators or original owners of assets (e.g., code, data, models), used in
the paper, properly credited and are the license and terms of use explicitly mentioned and
properly respected?
Answer: [Yes]
Justification: All datasets, models, and code involved in our paper are open source.
Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that the paper does not use existing assets.
• The authors should cite the original paper that produced the code package or dataset.
• The authors should state which version of the asset is used and, if possible, include a

URL.
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• The name of the license (e.g., CC-BY 4.0) should be included for each asset.
• For scraped data from a particular source (e.g., website), the copyright and terms of

service of that source should be provided.
• If assets are released, the license, copyright information, and terms of use in the

package should be provided. For popular datasets, paperswithcode.com/datasets
has curated licenses for some datasets. Their licensing guide can help determine the
license of a dataset.

• For existing datasets that are re-packaged, both the original license and the license of
the derived asset (if it has changed) should be provided.

• If this information is not available online, the authors are encouraged to reach out to
the asset’s creators.

13. New Assets
Question: Are new assets introduced in the paper well documented and is the documentation
provided alongside the assets?

Answer: [NA]

Justification: Our paper does not release new assets.

Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that the paper does not release new assets.
• Researchers should communicate the details of the dataset/code/model as part of their

submissions via structured templates. This includes details about training, license,
limitations, etc.

• The paper should discuss whether and how consent was obtained from people whose
asset is used.

• At submission time, remember to anonymize your assets (if applicable). You can either
create an anonymized URL or include an anonymized zip file.

14. Crowdsourcing and Research with Human Subjects
Question: For crowdsourcing experiments and research with human subjects, does the paper
include the full text of instructions given to participants and screenshots, if applicable, as
well as details about compensation (if any)?

Answer: [NA]

Justification: Our paper does not involve crowdsourcing or research with human subjects.

Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that the paper does not involve crowdsourcing nor research with
human subjects.

• Including this information in the supplemental material is fine, but if the main contribu-
tion of the paper involves human subjects, then as much detail as possible should be
included in the main paper.

• According to the NeurIPS Code of Ethics, workers involved in data collection, curation,
or other labor should be paid at least the minimum wage in the country of the data
collector.

15. Institutional Review Board (IRB) Approvals or Equivalent for Research with Human
Subjects
Question: Does the paper describe potential risks incurred by study participants, whether
such risks were disclosed to the subjects, and whether Institutional Review Board (IRB)
approvals (or an equivalent approval/review based on the requirements of your country or
institution) were obtained?

Answer: [NA]

Justification: Our paper does not involve participants.

Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that the paper does not involve crowdsourcing nor research with
human subjects.
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• Depending on the country in which research is conducted, IRB approval (or equivalent)
may be required for any human subjects research. If you obtained IRB approval, you
should clearly state this in the paper.

• We recognize that the procedures for this may vary significantly between institutions
and locations, and we expect authors to adhere to the NeurIPS Code of Ethics and the
guidelines for their institution.

• For initial submissions, do not include any information that would break anonymity (if
applicable), such as the institution conducting the review.
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