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Abstract. Large pre-trained Vision-Language Models (VLMs), like CLIP,
exhibit strong generalization ability to downstream tasks but struggle
in few-shot scenarios. Existing prompting techniques primarily focus on
global text and image representations, yet overlooking multi-modal at-
tribute characteristics. This limitation hinders the model’s ability to per-
ceive fine-grained visual details and restricts its generalization ability to
a broader range of unseen classes. To address this issue, we propose a
Multi-modal Attribute Prompting method (MAP) by jointly exploring
textual attribute prompting, visual attribute prompting, and attribute-
level alignment. The proposed MAP enjoys several merits. First, we intro-
duce learnable visual attribute prompts enhanced by textual attribute
semantics to adaptively capture visual attributes for images from un-
known categories, boosting fine-grained visual perception capabilities for
CLIP. Second, the proposed attribute-level alignment complements the
global alignment to enhance the robustness of cross-modal alignment for
open-vocabulary objects. To our knowledge, this is the first work to es-
tablish cross-modal attribute-level alignment for CLIP-based few-shot
adaptation. Extensive experimental results on 11 datasets demonstrate
that our method performs favorably against state-of-the-art approaches.
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1 Introduction

Large-scale pre-trained Vision-Language Models (VLMs), such as CLIP [38] and
ALIGN [17], have demonstrated promising generalization power and transfer-
ability on a wide range of downstream tasks, including image classification [38],
object detection [2,20,24] and 3D understanding [36,42,51]. Through contrastive
training on a large-scale dataset of image-text pairs, CLIP achieves a global align-
ment between images and textual descriptions by learning a joint embedding
space. The robust cross-modal alignment empowers the CLIP model with the
open-vocabulary visual recognition capability. In CLIP, class-specific weights for
open vocabulary classification can be constructed by plugging the class name in
a predefined prompt template like ‘A photo of a [CLASS].’ Despite its impressive
generalization capability, it remains challenging to adapt CLIP to downstream
tasks in few-shot scenarios. The extensive size of the CLIP model and the limited
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Fig. 1: (a) Conventional prompting methods use hand-crafted or learnable context in
combination with the class name to construct the text prompt. (b) Recent methods
introduce attribute descriptions to create text attribute prompts containing more se-
mantic content. (c) Our method jointly explores multi-modal attributes and attribute-
level alignment, enhancing fine-grained visual perception and achieving attribute-level
alignment between images and text categories.

training data available make it unfeasible to fine-tune the complete model for
use in downstream few-shot tasks.

To enhance the few-shot adaptation capability of CLIP, prompting tech-
niques [1, 5, 6, 21, 25, 29, 50], such as CoOp [5] and CoCoOp [50] have been pro-
posed. These techniques replace hard template context with learnable context
in combination with the class name to construct the text prompt. The classi-
fication result can be obtained by calculating the similarity between the global
image feature and the encoded text prompt. However, as shown in Figure 1
(a), these prompting methods rely solely on class names and may struggle to
fully encapsulate categorical semantics when new unseen classes emerge, caus-
ing an issue of ‘lexical weak tie’ where the class name has a tenuous link with
its literal semantics. Consider ‘Rocky Road’ as an example, which textually re-
sembles ‘rock’ and ‘road’ but refers to a dessert in reality. When introduced as
a new class, the classification weight generated by the model may diverge from
its true semantics, potentially causing misclassification. To address this issue,
recent works [12,31,32], as shown in Figure 1 (b), introduce textual attribute
descriptions obtained from Large Language Models [4,34,49]. These textual at-
tribute descriptions are appended to the class name to construct text attribute
prompts enriched with more semantics. The final classification result is deter-
mined by matching scores between the global image feature and the outputs of
text attribute prompts across categories.

Despite the performance improvements demonstrated by prior methods, two
crucial aspects have been overlooked. (1) Visual Attribute Modeling. Pre-
vious methods rely on a single global image feature for classification (see Fig-
ure 1 (a) and (b)). However, global image features may fall short in capturing
fine-grained visual attribute information crucial for distinguishing visually sim-
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Fig. 2: (a) Moon Orchid and (b) Japanese Anemone exhibit strikingly similar overall
appearances. Visual attributes play a crucial role in distinguishing between them, such
as the central yellow stamens of Japanese Anemone.

ilar classes in few-shot scenarios. As shown in Figure 2, the Moon Orchid and
Japanese Anemone exhibit quite similar overall appearances, making it chal-
lenging to differentiate between them relying solely on global features. How-
ever, distinguishing them becomes much easier by relying on their distinct leaf
shapes and reproductive structures. (2) Attribute-Level Alignment. The
open-vocabulary visual recognition ability of the CLIP model stems from its
global alignment between global image features and textual descriptions. How-
ever, when adapted to unseen tasks, the global alignment may lack robustness
against disruptions from complex image backgrounds and irrelevant image de-
tails, hampering the image recognition ability. While previous methods have
attempted to model class-specific textual attributes, as depicted in Figure 1 (b),
they still focus on alignment with the global image features and fall short in
addressing disruptions present in images. To address this issue, in addition to
the global alignment, establishing attribute-level alignment is imperative,
i.e., alignment between fine-grained visual and textual attribute features (see
Figure 1 (c)). This alignment empowers the model to selectively emphasize the
distinctive visual attribute features described in the textual attributes, thereby
enhancing the ability to handle disruptions in images.

Inspired by the above insights, we propose Multi-modal Attribute Prompt-
ing (MAP) by jointly exploring textual attribute prompting, visual attribute
prompting, and attribute-level alignment to enhance the adaptability of CLIP
in downstream few-shot tasks. For textual attribute prompting, we gener-
ate class-specific textual descriptions using a pre-trained large language model.
Subsequently, these textual descriptions are utilized to create multiple textual
attribute prompts, each encompassing context words, the class name, and an
attribute description. It’s challenging to directly capture appropriate discrim-
inative visual attributes in an unknown test image without prior information.
Hence, for visual attribute prompting, first, we use learnable initial visual
attribute prompts to aggregate regional features by interacting with image to-
kens. Then, we utilize the specially designed Adaptive Visual Attribute En-
hancement (AVAE) module, in which the initial visual attribute prompts are
enhanced by adaptively selected textual attribute prompts. Through interaction
with both image tokens and textual attribute prompts, visual attribute prompts
can adaptively capture visual attribute features in an unseen image. Finally, we
reformulate the attribute-level alignment between visual attribute prompts
and textual attribute prompts as an Optimal Transport problem [43] and use
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the Sinkhorn algorithm [8] to solve it. The ultimate classification result is deter-
mined by both the global matching score and the attribute-level matching score.
This integration of additional attribute alignment, alongside global alignment,
achieves multi-level robust alignment between images and text categories.

The contributions of our method could be summarized in three-fold: (1) We
propose Multi-modal Attribute Prompting, which jointly explores textual
attribute prompting, visual attribute prompting, and attribute-level alignment
between images and text categories. (2) We enhance fine-grained visual percep-
tion ability by modeling visual attribute features with visual attribute prompts.
Moreover, we introduce attribute-level alignment, complementing global align-
ment, to achieve multi-level robust alignment between images and text cate-
gories. To our knowledge, this is the first work to model visual attributes and
establish attribute-level alignment between images and text categories for adapt-
ing the pre-trained CLIP model to downstream few-shot tasks. (3) Extensive
experimental results on 11 benchmark datasets demonstrate that our method
performs favorably against state-of-the-art approaches.

2 Related work

In this section, we introduce several lines of research in pre-trained vision-
language models and prompt learning.

Pre-trained Vision-Language Models. In recent years, pre-trained vision-
language models [17,38,41,47,48], have shown exceptional performance in diverse
downstream tasks. Among them, CLIP stands out as a representative approach.
By training its vision and text encoders to map both modalities closely in a
shared embedding space, CLIP establishes a comprehensive global alignment
between images and their corresponding textual descriptions, enabling open-
vocabulary classification tasks. The classification result can be obtained by com-
puting the similarity scores of the global image feature with class names encoded
by the text encoder. However, as classification relies solely on the global match-
ing score, the accuracy may be affected by disruptions in images, such as com-
plex backgrounds, especially in few-shot settings. To improve the robustness of
cross-modal alignment, we achieve multi-level alignment for CLIP by introducing
additional attribute-level alignment between dynamically learned textual and vi-
sual attribute features. In this manner, our method enhances the fine-grained
perception capability with the pre-trained global knowledge preserved.

Prompt Learning. Prompt learning is initially introduced in the field of
natural language processing (NLP) [13, 19, 26–28, 37, 40]. With language mod-
els frozen, prompt learning methods effectively facilitate the adaptation of pre-
trained language models to downstream few-shot tasks by involving additional
hand-crafted or learnable prompt tokens. Prompt learning has recently been
employed to enhance the adaptation of the CLIP model to downstream few-
shot tasks, where limited training samples are available. CoOp [5] constructs
prompts by concatenating learnable continuous vectors and class name tokens.
CoCoOp [50] extends CoOp by further learning a lightweight neural network to
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generate an input-conditional vector for each image, tackling the poor general-
izability to broader unseen classes in CoOp [5]. ProDA [29] optimizes a set of
prompts by learning the distribution of prompts. Instead of focusing on text-
modal prompts, VPT [18] introduces learnable vectors to the Vision Trans-
former [10] to refine image features within the frozen vision encoder. DAPT [6],
RPO [25], and MaPLe [21] improve the generalization ability of VLMs via mul-
timodal prompting. These methods rely solely on class names for text prompt
construction and may struggle to fully encapsulate categorical semantics.

Textual Attribute Prompts. To enrich the semantic description for dif-
ferent classes, recent works [12, 31, 32], instead of relying solely on class names,
have shifted towards the utilization of attribute descriptions to construct textual
attribute prompts for each class. This shift is facilitated by the development of
pre-trained large language models (LLMs) like the GPT family [4,34]. Attribute
descriptions can be easily obtained by querying the LLM with suitable question
templates. However, these methods focus on attributes in text space only, ne-
glecting the modeling of visual attributes, leading to limited visual perception
capabilities of the model and misalignment between global visual and local tex-
tual features. In contrast, we jointly model visual and textual attribute features
and establish attribute-level alignment between images and text categories.

3 Method

In this section, we first provide a concise overview of CLIP [38]. Then, we present
a comprehensive introduction to our proposed multi-modal attribute prompting,
as illustrated in Figure 3, including textual attribute prompting, visual attribute
prompting, and attribute-level alignment.

3.1 Review of CLIP

The Contrastive Language-Image Pre-training (CLIP) model [38] is a well-known
vision-language model trained on large-scale image-text pairs. CLIP consists of
two primary components: an image encoder ϕ(·) for converting input images
into visual embeddings and a text encoder θ(·) for encoding textual information.
During pre-training, CLIP trains encoders using a contrastive loss objective [22],
with the purpose of achieving a global alignment between images and textual
descriptions. The CLIP model can be easily applied to downstream tasks.

Given a set V of C class names, the text prompts {ti}Ci=1 are formulated as
manually designed templates, such as ‘A photo of a [CLASS].’ The classifica-
tion vectors {wi}Ci=1 are derived by passing text prompts {ti}Ci=1 to the text
encoder: wi = θ(ti). Given an image x and its label y, the global image feature
f is extracted by the image encoder: f = ϕ(x). The classification probability is
formulated as

P (y = i|x) = exp (cos (wi, f) /τ)∑C
j=1 exp (cos (wj , f) /τ)

, (1)

where τ is a temperature parameter and cos(·, ·) denotes the cosine similarity.
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Fig. 3: The architecture of our method: MAP leverages textual attribute descrip-
tions to construct textual attribute prompts and incorporates learnable visual attribute
prompts for capturing visual attributes. In the Adaptive Visual Attribute En-
hancement module, initial visual attribute prompts are enhanced by textual attribute
prompts via the attribute-aware cross-attention layer. The Multi-modal Attribute
Alignment module calculates the similarity score between visual attributes and tex-
tual attributes with the optimal transport.

3.2 Textual Attribute Prompting

To address the potential ‘lexical weak tie’ issue of relying solely on class names
for text prompt construction, we create multiple textual attribute prompts for
each class, which helps enrich the semantic content in text prompts.

Attribute Descriptions. Consistent with previous methods [12,31,32], we
obtain category attribute descriptions by querying a Large Language Model
(LLM) using a predefined question template: ‘What are useful visual features
for distinguishing a [CLASS] in an image?’ In response, the LLM provides dis-
criminative attribute descriptions for the queried class. We select N descriptions
for each class from the query results.

Textual Attribute Prompt Construction. We formulate N textual at-
tribute prompts for each class by combining attribute description sentences with
a standardized prompt template. For instance, for the k-th class, with the tem-
plate ‘A photo of a [CLASS]’ we construct a textual attribute prompt: pnk={A
photo of a class (k), tn,k}, where class (k) denotes the class name corresponding
to the k-th class, and tn,k denotes the n-th attribute description for the k-th
class. To enhance the adaptability of textual attribute prompts, we replace the
hand-crafted context, i.e., ‘A photo of a’ with several learnable context vectors.
By feeding the textual attribute prompts into the text encoder θ, we can obtain
encoded textual attribute prompts:

Gk = {gnk |Nn=1}, gnk = θ(pkn), (2)
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where Gk is the textual attribute prompt set for the k-class.

3.3 Visual Attribute Prompting

To improve fine-grained visual perception, we model visual attributes with visual
attribute prompts. However, it is challenging to directly learn discriminative
visual attributes for an unknown image without prior information. Therefore, we
design an adaptive visual attribute enhancement module to adaptively establish
visual attribute prompts under the guidance of textual attribute information.

Learnable Visual Attribute Prompts. We model visual attributes by in-
troducingM visual attribute prompts U = {ui}Mi=1, where each attribute prompt
ui is a randomly initialized learnable vector with the dimension of dv. {ui}Mi=1 are
inserted into the first Vision Transformer (ViT) layer and are then propagated
into deeper layers. For the j-th ViT layer lj , visual attribute prompts Uj−1 out-
put from the (j-1)-th ViT layer are concatenated with image tokens Ej−1 and
the learnable classification token sj−1 ([CLS]), forming the input sequence of the
current layer. Formally,

[sj , Uj , Ej ] = lj([sj−1, Uj−1, Ej−1]), j = 1, 2, ..., L, (3)

where [·, ·] indicates the concatenation along the sequence length dimension. In
early layers of ViT, the visual attribute prompts progressively aggregate image
regional features through interaction with image tokens.

Adaptive Visual Attribute Enhancement Module. AVAE, represented
as Γ, is designed to dynamically refine visual attribute prompts with textual at-
tribute guidance for arbitrary images from unseen classes. As the category of the
test image is unknown, we select possibly related textual attribute prompts from
the most similar classes. Specifically, we first compute the similarities between
the global image feature, i.e., the classification token s, and textual category em-
beddings represented by the mean of textual attribute prompts. Based on these
similarities, we select the most similar λ categories as the candidate classes and
gather their textual attribute prompts as G′ = {gj |λNj=1}. Subsequently, the tex-
tual attribute prompts G′ are employed as the semantic guidance to enhance
visual attribute prompts at the l-th ViT layer:

{ũ(l)i }Mi=1 = Γ({ui(l)}Mi=1,G
′), (4)

where Γ takes the initial visual attribute prompts {ui(l)}Mi=1 generated from l-th
layer as the input, and refine them conditioned on textual attribute prompts G′.
Then the enhanced visual attribute prompt ũ(l)i is inserted into the (l + 1)-th
layer for progressive attribute learning.

To better inject the semantic clues of selected textual prompts into visual
attribute prompts, we design an attribute-aware cross-attention layer in Γ. Here,
the visual attribute prompt tokens {ui(l)}Mi=1 function as queries Q. Simultane-
ously, the textual attribute prompt features G′ of candidate classes are utilized
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as keys K and values V . The enhanced visual attribute prompt ũ(l)i is formulated
as

α̃ij =
exp(αij)∑λN

j′=1 exp(αij′)
, αij =

u
(l)
i WQ · (gjWK)T√

dK
, (5)

ũ
(l)
i = u

(l)
i +

λN∑
j=1

α̃ij(gjWV ), i = 1, 2, · · · , λN, (6)

where WQ,WK and WV are linear projections of the attention layer. Atten-
tion scores α̃ij indicate the correspondence between visual and textual attribute
prompts, emphasizing relevant image-specific semantic attribute patterns for en-
hancing the visual attribute prompts. After the text-guided enhancement, the
refined visual attribute prompts {ũ(l)i }Mi=1 are propagated into the remaining vi-
sion encoder layers and continue to capture visual attributes through interaction
with image tokens.

3.4 Attribute-Level Alignment

To achieve precise alignment between visual attribute prompts {ui(L)}Mi=1 and
textual attribute prompts Gk = {gnk |Nn=1}, we formulate the attribute-level
matching task as an Optimal Transport (OT) problem [43]. For simplicity, we
refer to {ui(L)}Mi=1 as F = {fm|Mm=1} hereafter. OT aims to find the optimal
transportation plan with the minimal cost between two discrete distributions
µ ∈ RM , ν ∈ RN . The optimal transportation plan T∗ is obtained by minimiz-
ing the transportation cost:

T∗ = argmin
T∈Π(µ,ν)

⟨T,C⟩,

s.t. T1 = µ,TT1 = ν,
(7)

where
∏
(µ, ν) is the joint distribution with marginals µ and ν, ⟨·, ·⟩ denotes the

cosine similarity, and C ∈ RM×N represents the cost matrix of transporting µ
to ν. The Problem in Equation (7) can be efficiently solved by the Sinkhorn
algorithm [8]. To apply OT to the multi-modal attribute matching task, we
formulate the attribute prompt sets as discrete uniform distributions. The cost
matrix C is defined as the distances between attribute prompts. By solving
Equation (7), we can obtain T∗ to serve as the alignment matrix, and then
define the final similarity score between the visual attribute prompts F and
textual attribute prompts Gk as:

ψ(F ,Gk) =

M∑
m=1

N∑
n=1

< fm, g
n
k > T∗

mn, (8)

where ψ(·, ·) denotes the similarity function.
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3.5 Training Objectives

Based on the attribute-level alignment, we can classify the image x with fine-
grained visual attributes:

Pa(y = i|x) = exp(ψ ((F ,Gi) /τ))∑C
j=1 exp(ψ(F ,Gj/τ))

. (9)

Furthermore, relying on the global alignment in CLIP, the prediction probability
is computed as

Pg(y = i|x) = exp(cos ((f , gi) /τ))∑C
j=1 exp(cos(f , gj/τ))

, (10)

where f is the global feature of the image x, i.e., the class token sL, and gi is the
textual categorical embedding of the i-th class, i.e., the mean value of textual
prompts in Gi. The final prediction probability is

P (y = i|x) = Pg(y = i|x) + βPa(y = i|x), (11)

which incorporates both global-level prediction scores and additional attribute-
level matching scores, achieving multi-level robust alignment between images
and categorical texts. Naturally, the classification loss is formulated as:

Lcls = − 1

B

B∑
i=1

logP (y = yi|xi), (12)

where B is the batch of image-text pairs, and yi denotes the ground-truth of xi.

4 Experiments

We evaluate MAP in four settings: (1) generalization from base to novel classes
within a dataset; (2) few-shot image classification; (3) domain generalization; (4)
cross-dataset evaluation. All models used are based on the open-source CLIP [38].

Datasets. We use the 11 image recognition datasets following the setup in
CoOp [5] for the first two settings. The benchmark includes Food101 (Foo) [3],
DTD [7], Imagenet (Img) [9], Caltech101 (Cal) [11], EuroSAT (Eur) [14], Stan-
fordCars (Car) [23], FGVCAircraft (FGV) [30], Flowers102 (Flo) [33], Oxford-
Pets (Pet) [35], UCF101 (UCF) [35], and SUN397 (SUN) [46]. In the domain
generalization setting, we utilize ImageNet as the source dataset, and its dis-
tinct domain variants, namely ImageNet-R (-R) [15], ImageNet-A (-A) [16], Im-
ageNetV2 (V2) [39], and ImageNet-Sketch (-S) [44] as target datasets.

Implementation Details. In all the experiments, we use the pre-trained
CLIP [38] with ViT-B/16 image encoder backbone as the base model. We use
GPT-3.5 as the LLM. For MAP, we set the number of textual attribute prompts
N to 4, and the number of visual attribute prompts M to 4. The AVAE module
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Table 1: Accuracy comparison on Base-to-novel generalization of MAP with previous
methods. HM: Harmonic mean to highlight the generalization trade-off [45].

Dataset CLIP CoOp CoCoOp ProDA VDT-Adapter MaPLe MAP
[38] [5] [50] [29] [31] [21] (Ours)

Average on
11 datasets

Base 69.34 82.69 80.47 81.56 82.48 82.28 83.66
Novel 74.22 63.22 71.69 72.30 74.51 75.14 75.76
HM 71.70 71.66 75.83 76.65 78.09 78.55 79.36

ImageNet
Base 72.43 76.47 75.98 75.40 76.4 76.66 76.60
Novel 68.14 67.88 70.43 70.23 68.3 70.54 70.60
HM 70.22 71.92 73.10 72.72 72.12 73.47 73.48

Caltech101
Base 96.84 98.00 97.96 98.27 98.3 97.74 98.30
Novel 94.00 89.81 93.81 93.23 95.9 94.36 93.80
HM 95.40 93.73 95.84 95.68 97.09 96.02 96.00

OxfordPets
Base 91.17 93.67 95.20 95.43 94.4 95.43 95.43
Novel 97.26 95.29 97.69 97.83 97.0 97.76 96.90
HM 94.12 94.47 96.43 96.62 95.68 96.58 96.16

Stanford
Cars

Base 63.37 78.12 70.49 74.70 76.8 72.94 76.70
Novel 74.89 60.40 73.59 71.20 72.9 74.00 73.73
HM 68.65 68.13 72.01 72.91 74.80 73.47 75.18

Flowers102
Base 72.08 97.60 94.87 97.70 97.4 95.92 97.57
Novel 77.80 59.67 71.75 68.68 75.3 72.46 75.23
HM 74.83 74.06 81.71 80.66 84.94 82.56 84.95

Food101
Base 90.10 88.33 90.70 90.30 90.4 90.71 90.30
Novel 91.22 82.26 91.29 88.57 91.2 92.05 89.30
HM 90.66 85.19 90.99 89.43 90.80 91.38 89.80

FGVC
Aircraft

Base 27.19 40.44 33.41 36.90 37.8 37.44 41.63
Novel 36.29 22.30 23.71 34.13 33.0 35.61 36.43
HM 31.09 28.75 27.74 35.46 35.24 36.50 38.84

SUN397
Base 69.36 80.60 79.74 78.67 81.4 80.82 82.33
Novel 75.35 65.89 76.86 76.93 76.8 78.70 76.30
HM 72.23 72.51 78.27 77.79 79.03 79.75 79.20

DTD
Base 53.24 79.44 77.01 80.67 81.8 80.36 82.63
Novel 59.90 41.18 56.00 56.48 62.3 59.18 66.23
HM 56.37 54.24 64.85 66.44 70.73 68.16 73.53

EuroSAT
Base 56.48 92.19 87.49 83.90 88.5 94.07 92.13
Novel 64.05 54.74 60.04 66.00 70.5 73.23 76.10
HM 60.03 68.69 71.21 73.88 78.48 82.35 83.33

UCF101
Base 70.53 84.69 82.33 85.23 84.1 83.00 86.67
Novel 77.50 56.05 73.45 71.97 76.4 78.66 78.77
HM 73.85 67.46 77.64 78.04 80.07 80.77 82.52

is inserted into the 7th transformer layer in the Vision Transformer (ViT). The
default value of λ is set as 10. β is set as 1. We train the model using the SGD
optimizer with a learning rate of 0.002. For the base-to-novel generalization
setting, the model is trained for 20 epochs with a batch size of 16. For few-shot
image classification, the maximum epoch is set to 200 for 16/8 shots, 100 for
4/2 shots, and 50 for 1 shot (except for ImageNet, where the maximum epoch
is fixed to 50).

4.1 Base-to-Novel Generalization

To demonstrate generalization to label-shift, where labels are divided into base
and novel classes for each dataset, we train the model on training datasets con-
structed by randomly selecting 16 images per class from base classes. The model
is trained using this few-shot sampled data for 3 random seeds, and the results
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Table 2: Domain generalization. Prompting methods are trained on ImageNet and
evaluated on datasets with domain shifts.

Source Target

ImageNet ImageNet-V2 ImageNet-S ImageNet-A ImageNet-R Avg.

CoOp 71.51 64.20 47.99 49.71 75.21 59.28
CoCoOp 71.02 64.07 48.75 50.63 76.18 59.91
MaPLe 70.72 64.07 49.15 50.90 76.98 60.27
MAP 71.60 64.47 49.07 51.07 77.37 60.49

Table 3: Cross-dataset evaluation. Prompting methods are trained on ImageNet and
evaluated on target datasets. MAP achieves overall favorable performance.

Source Target

ImageNet Cal Pet Car Flo Foo Air SUN DTD Eur UCF

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

MAP 71.60 93.93 90.80 63.00 68.40 86.07 24.87 68.10 51.87 42.63 68.73

are averaged. We evaluate accuracy on test data corresponding to both the base
and novel classes and use their harmonic mean [45] as the final evaluation metric.

Compared to CoOp, MAP exhibits higher harmonic mean accuracy across
all datasets. As shown in Table 1, MAP, on average, increases novel accuracy
by 12.54% and base accuracy by 0.97%. This demonstrates that MAP not only
enhances the model’s generalization to novel classes but also achieves better
alignment between visual and textual modalities within base classes.

Compared to CoCoOp, MAP demonstrates superior generalization to novel
classes, achieving an impressive average gain of up to 4.07%. When considering
both base and novel classes, MAP outperforms CoCoOp with an absolute aver-
age gain of 3.53%. Among the 11 datasets, MAP exhibits higher accuracy than
CoCoOp in 10 base datasets and 7 novel datasets.

We also provide results of several recent methods in Table 1, MAP outper-
forms other methods in both base classes and novel classes. It’s worth noting
that VDT-Adapter [31], which utilizes textual attributes obtained from GPT-4
to construct prompts, improves novel accuracy compared to CoOp. However,
it neglects modeling visual attributes and fails to fully leverage the role of at-
tributes. MAP outperforms VDT-Adapter 1.18% in base classes and 1.25% in
novel classes.

4.2 Few-Shot Image Classification

To evaluate few-shot learning ability, we adopt the few-shot evaluation pro-
tocol from CLIP [38], utilizing 1, 2, 4, 8, and 16 shots per class for training
and deploying models in full test sets. Figure 4 summarizes the performance
of MAP in few-shot learning on 11 datasets. Each plot compares MAP with
CoOp and CoOp+VPT. CoOp+VPT refers to the combination of CoOp and
VPT, i.e., the integration of both learnable text prompts and learnable visual
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Fig. 4: Main results of few-shot image classification on 11 datasets. MAP consistently
outperforms other CLIP adaptation methods across all datasets, demonstrating the
strong few-shot adaptability of MAP.

prompts [18] into the CLIP model simultaneously. In terms of the overall per-
formance (Figure 4, top-left), compared to CoOp, the combination of CoOp and
VPT shows some improvement, though not significant. However, in the 1-shot
setting, the performance of the combination is even worse than CoOp alone. This
suggests that simply introducing more learnable parameters in the vision encoder
brings limited performance improvement in the extreme few-shot setting. How-
ever, MAP, consistently delivers significant performance improvements, even in
scenarios with very few training samples (e.g., 1-shot), showcasing the effective-
ness of our visual attribute prompts enhanced by textual guidance. Further-
more, on certain datasets (Caltech101, Flowers102, DTD, SUN397, and Oxford-
Pets), CoOp+VPT does not outperform CoOp alone, whereas MAP consistently
achieves superior performance across all benchmark datasets, demonstrating the
generalizability of MAP across diverse datasets.

4.3 Domain Generalization

We evaluate the generalizability of MAP on out-of-distribution data through a
comparison with CoOp, CoCoOp, and MaPLe. The overall results are summa-
rized in Table 2. MAP not only attains the highest accuracy on ImageNet but
also exhibits superior performance on ImageNetV2, ImageNet-A, and ImageNet-
R, demonstrating the robustness of MAP.
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Fig. 5: Average few-shot image classification results over 6 datasets. (a) Absolute accu-
racy improvements provided by using AVAE compared to scenarios without AVAE.
(b) The impact of inserting AVAE into different layers of ViT with 1 shot per class.

4.4 Cross-Dataset Evaluation

Table 3 summarizes the results of MAP and previous methods on cross-dataset
evaluation benchmark. On the source dataset, MAP achieves the highest score.
Compared with CoOp, CoCoOp, and MaPLe, MAP shows favorable performance
and achieves better generalization in 7/10, 6/10, and 6/10 datasets respectively.

4.5 Ablation Study

In this section, we perform ablation studies to demonstrate the effectiveness of
each design of the proposed method.

Effectiveness of Attribute Prompts. We denote Textual Attribute Prompts
as TAP and Visual Attribute Prompts as VAP. We remove TAP and VAP from
MAP as our baseline. The results in Table 4 are analyzed as follows: (1) Com-
pared to the baseline, utilizing TAP powered by the LLM effectively improves
the novel accuracy, achieving an accuracy gain of 1.43%, which demonstrates
textual attributes enrich the semantics for novel classes. (2) The incorporation
of VAP shows a distinct performance boost on both base (+1.6%) and novel
classes (+2.11%). This proves that VAP contributes to enhancing fine-grained
visual perception ability by capturing visual attributes.

Table 4: Ablation results averaged over 11 datasets in the base-to-novel setting.
Method Base Novel HM
Baseline 82.20 72.22 76.41

+TAP(LLM) 82.06 73.65 77.36
+TAP+VAP (MAP) 83.66 75.76 79.36

Effectiveness of Adaptive Visual Attribute Enhancement. To ver-
ify the accuracy improvement when using AVAE, we conduct few-shot image
classification experiments on 6 datasets (Flo, DTD, UCF, Pet, Cal, Foo). As
shown in Figure 5 (a), the employment of AVAE brings remarkable performance
gains. Furthermore, we investigate the impact of placing AVAE into different
ViT layers. As observed from Figure 5 (b), placing AVAE in the middle layers
(Layer 6-8) attains superior performance. When applying AVAE in the shallow
or deep layers, the performance deteriorates obviously compared to the middle
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layers. Therefore, the AVAE module should be placed in the middle layers. Ini-
tial visual attribute prompts can aggregate visual regional features in shallow
layers, and continue to capture visual attributes in the remaining layers after
enhancement by AVAE.

Analysis of Number of Visual Attribute Prompts. Figure 6 illus-
trates the averaged harmonic mean accuracy of using varying numbers of visual
prompts over 10 datasets in the base-to-novel generalization setting. When the
number is as small as 1, the performance gain is quite limited. The accuracy
increases with more visual attribute prompts, as more visual attribute charac-
teristics can be captured. However, the accuracy decreases slightly when the
number is beyond 4, as an excessive amount of visual attribute prompts may
contain redundancy and noises.

75

77

79

81

83

0 1 2 4 6 8 10

A
cc

u
ra

cy
 (

%
)

The number of visual attribute prompts

Fig. 6: The impact of the number of visual attribute prompts in the base-to-novel
generalization setting.

Visualization of Visual Attribute Prompts. We visualize visual at-
tribute prompts output by the Vision Transformer in Figure 7. It can be ob-
served that different visual attribute prompts focus on various aspects of the
image and highlight distinctive visual details. This visualization demonstrates
the capacity of visual attribute prompts to augment the model’s fine-grained
visual perception ability.

Fig. 7: The visualization of visual attribute prompts for the category “Moon Or-
chid” and “Japanese Anemone”. Guided by textual attribute semantics, visual attribute
prompts focus on distinctive visual details, such as different leaf shapes.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, we propose a Multi-modal Attribute Prompting method to adapt
pre-trained Vision-Language models for downstream few-shot tasks. Our method
involves modeling visual attributes to enhance the visual fine-grained perception
ability. We establish attribute-level alignment, complementing the global align-
ment to achieve multi-level robust alignment between images and text categories.
Extensive experimental results demonstrate the effectiveness.
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