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Figure 1. Overview of GTA-CLIP. (a) Vision-language models (VLMs) such as CLIP [37] enable zero-shot classification using similarity
between text embeddings of class prompts and images. (b) Transductive CLIP [62] exploits the structure of entire image dataset to assign
images to classes improving accuracy. (c) Our approach, GTA-CLIP, iteratively (i) induces structure over the classes in language space
by generating attributes driven by the pairwise confusions, (ii) performing attribute-augmented transductive inference, and (iii) adapting
CLIP encoders using the inferred labels. (d) Across 12 datasets we improve upon CLIP and transductive CLIP by 8.6% and 4.0% using
VIT-B/32, and similarly for other encoders. Significant improvements are also reported in the few-shot setting.

Abstract

Transductive zero-shot learning with vision-language mod-
els leverages image-image similarities within the dataset
to achieve better classification accuracy compared to the
inductive setting. However, there is little work that ex-
plores the structure of the language space in this context.
We propose GTA-CLIP, a novel technique that incorpo-
rates supervision from language models for joint transduc-
tion in language and vision spaces. Our approach is it-
erative and consists of three steps: (i) incrementally ex-
ploring the attribute space by querying language models,
(ii) an attribute-augmented transductive inference proce-
dure, and (iii) fine-tuning the language and vision encoders
based on inferred labels within the dataset. Through ex-
periments with CLIP encoders, we demonstrate that GTA-
CLIP, yields an average performance improvement of 8.6%
and 3.7% across 12 datasets and 3 encoders, over CLIP
and transductive CLIP respectively in the zero-shot setting.
We also observe similar improvements in a few-shot setting.
We present ablation studies that demonstrate the value of
each step and visualize how the vision and language spaces

evolve over iterations driven by the transductive learning.

1. Introduction

Recent advances in vision-language models (VLMs) have
enabled zero-shot image understanding across a wide range
of domains. A common approach assigns images to classes
based on the similarity between image and text embeddings
generated by models like CLIP [37], and is a basis for many
zero-shot methods in image classification [64, 67, 68], seg-
mentation [21, 22, 38, 55], and detection [28, 66] (Fig. 1a).
However, in practical scenarios, the images requiring label-
ing are often available in advance. For example, an ecolo-
gist may have access to a large collection of animal images
they aim to categorize by species. In such cases, transduc-
tive inference is better suited, as it leverages the dataset’s
inherent structure to refine model predictions (Fig. 1b).

However, few approaches have fully explored the struc-
ture of the label space derived from language in these sce-
narios. For instance, linking similar descriptions or at-
tributes can produce more coherent text-based prototypes
for each class. Furthermore, attributes and improved align-
ment with images can be used to adapt vision and language
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models to the specific dataset. This has the potential to im-
prove tranductive learning with CLIP, when deployed on
novel domains or fine-grained recognition tasks.

This motivates our approach, GTA-CLIP, we explore
transductive learning by leveraging structure in both the lan-
guage and vision spaces (Fig. 1c and Alg. 1). Our method
begins by querying a language model to populate the lan-
guage space: we start with an initial set of attributes for
each category and then dynamically expand this space by
generating discriminative attributes driven by pairwise con-
fusion between classes. This strategy maintains tractability
while improving performance. We design a transductive in-
ference procedure for vision-language models (VLMs) aug-
mented by these attributes. Finally, we use the inferred
labels and attributes to adapt the underlying VLM to the
target dataset. This cycle of generation, transduction, and
adaptation–hence the name GTA–repeats over several itera-
tions, progressively improving recognition performance.

We present experiments on a benchmark of 12 datasets
using various CLIP encoders, where our approach achieves
8.6% improvement over CLIP and 3.7% improvement over
the current state-of-the-art transductive CLIP [62] on aver-
age (Fig. 1d and Table 1). Ablation studies show that each
component of our method contributes to these performance
gains. For instance, while attribute-augmented transduc-
tion improves performance on average, it is not consistently
effective without model fine-tuning. Similarly, incremen-
tally expanding the attribute space provides improvements
in fine-grained domains while keeping learning tractable.

We also report results for few-shot setting (Table 2) and
a zero-shot setting where labels from different categories
within the same domain are available during training (Ta-
ble 3). In both cases, GTA-CLIP significantly outperforms
transductive CLIP [62] and prior approaches. Additionally,
we analyze how the language and vision spaces evolve over
iterations providing insights into the performance improve-
ments. Our experiments indicate that gains from attribute
generation, transduction, and model adaptation are comple-
mentary to traditional labeling efforts, which is of practical
value as it provides practitioners different avenues to im-
prove labeling accuracy on their datasets.

2. Related Work
Transductive learning [47] is suited to scenarios where a
model’s predictions need to be accurate on a specific dataset
instead of future unseen data. Approaches assume access
to both labeled training data and unlabeled test data during
training. Techniques include label propagation [11], learn-
ing class prototypes by clustering [49, 60], assignment us-
ing optimal transport [51], and others [5, 20]. The setting is
similar to semi-supervised learning, where techniques like
pseudo-labeling [4, 7, 63], entropy minimization [14], and
self-training [54, 57] have proven effective.

Zero-shot transduction has been investigated previously
using image generation [13, 50] and attribute-based ap-
proaches [56, 61]. Recent approaches use CLIP to fa-
cilitate zero-shot learning without domain-specific train-
ing. For example, ZLaP [17] improves CLIP through
label propagation, while [26] iteratively estimate assign-
ments and class prototypes guided by language. Tran-
sCLIP (NeurIPS’24) [62] presents an efficient approach for
large-scale transduction, employing a block majorization-
minimization (BMM) algorithm [16, 39] to optimize an ob-
jective comprising: a Gaussian mixture model, a Laplacian
regularizer, and a KL divergence term that aligns assign-
ments with image-text probabilities across the dataset. We
adapt this formulation to our setting as it represents the cur-
rent state-of-the-art and is scalable.
Improving Zero-shot with Attributes. Previous work has
used large language models (LLMs) to expand the attribute
space and improve zero-shot classification. For instance,
[1, 27, 30, 36] use LLMs to augment category descriptions
beyond simple class names (e.g., describing a tiger as hav-
ing stripes and claws) to improve zero-shot classification
and interpretability in CLIP-based models. Rather than re-
lying solely on language models, other approaches aim to
identify a concise set of recognition attributes [8, 58]. In
this work, we adopt a similar approach by querying lan-
guage models like GPT [2] and Llama [46] to populate the
attribute space. Furthermore, we dynamically expand this
space by adding attributes to classes that are frequently con-
fused, enabling better discrimination.
Adapting CLIP. Prior work has shown that augmenting
CLIP with attributes does not improve zero-shot recogni-
tion, especially when deployed on out-of-domain or fine-
grained datasets. In this case, model adaption is neces-
sary. Techniques range from learning language and vi-
sion prompts [67, 68], adding learnable layers [12, 64], to
full fine-tuning [43, 45, 52, 65]. A different line of work
addresses fine-tuning without paired image and text data.
WiSE-FT [52] and LaFTer [29] use ensembles, while oth-
ers [19, 25, 41] show the value of large-scale fine-tuning
with image-text data aligned at the category level. We adopt
the approach of AdaptZSCLIP [41] which stochastically
pairs images with attributes within a category and modifies
the CLIP objective to account for the weaker supervision.
However, unlike prior work that rely on labeled examples,
we perform adaption in a zero-shot manner.

In summary, our approach uses language models to it-
eratively discover attributes, and improve transduction and
enable fine-tuning in a zero-shot manner. While these ideas
have been explored individually, the combination is novel,
and we demonstrate to significant gains over CLIP, trans-
ductive CLIP, zero-shot classification with attributes, and
fine-tuning on target domains, across a range of bench-
marks. For example, no prior work has shown fine-tuning is
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effective without any labeled data in the target domain. The
benefits also observed in the few-shot setting.

3. Methodology
The input to our approach is a set of images X = {xi}Ni=1

and a set of classes Y = {yi}Mi=1. In the zero-shot setting
the goal is to assign each image to one of the M classes.
In the few-shot setting we are also provided with a few la-
beled examples Dtrain = {(xi, yi)}Ki=1 with x ∈ Xtrain,
Xtrain ∩ X = Ø, and y ∈ Y . We also consider a setting
where labeled data comes from a different set of classes, i.e.,
y ∈ Ytrain where Ytrain ∩ Y = Ø. This setup is used in
approaches where labeled data from a set of base categories
is used to adapt CLIP on the target domain. We report the
mean per-class accuracy on the target set of images X given
their ground-truth labels. To enable zero-shot learning we
assume an image encoder θ(·) and a text encoder ϕ(·) such
that θ(x)⊤ϕ(y) is high for image x and text y pairs that
are similar. We experiment with a variety of encoder pairs
based on CLIP. In addition we assume access to a language
model (e.g., Llama3) which we can query to generate at-
tributes for each class.

3.1. GTA-CLIP formulation
GTA-CLIP maintains a list of attributes indexed by class
denoted by A = (Aj)

M
j=1, where Aj = {aj,k}ni

k=1 de-
notes the set of text attributes for the class j. The num-
ber of attributes nj can vary across classes. Following the
TransCLIP [62] formulation we maintain µ = (µj)

M
j=1

and Σ = (Σj)
M
j=1 denoting the Gaussian mixture model

(GMM) mean and diagnonal variance for each class. In
addition we maintain a matrix of softmax class assign-
ments z ∈ [0, 1]N×M , where N is the number of query
images and M is the number of classes. In other words
zi,· ∈ ∆M reflects the probability of assignment over all the
classes, where ∆M is the M -dimensional probability sim-
plex. Given a class j ∈ Y the vertical slices z·,j ∈ [0, 1]N

represents the probability that a specific query image be-
longs to class j. After inference the class label for each
image i can be obtained as argmaxj zi,j .

Zero-shot Setting. The overall objective in this formula-
tion is:

Lzero-shot(z,µ,Σ,y, θ, ϕ,A) = − 1

N

N∑
i=1

z⊤i log(pi)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Clustering objective

−
N∑
i=1

N∑
j=1

wi,jz
⊤
i zj︸ ︷︷ ︸

Laplacian regularizer

+

N∑
i=1

KLλ(zi||ŷi)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Agreement with text

. (1)

Algorithm 1 GTA-CLIP

Require: Query images X , list of classes Y , list of initial
attributes indexed by classA, image encoder θ, text en-
coder ϕ, number of iterations T .

Ensure: Fine-tuned image and text encoders θ, ϕ, labels z,
class prototypes µ,Σ, attributes indexed by class A.

1: z,µ,Σ← 0
2: for t← 1 to T do
3: ▷ mine attributes
4: A← GENERATEATTRIBUTES(Y,A, θ, ϕ)
5: ▷ transductive assignment with attributes
6: z,µ,Σ← TRANSDUCT(X ,Y,A, θ, ϕ)
7: ▷ fine-tune image and text encoders
8: θ, ϕ← ADAPT(X ,Y, z, θ, ϕ)
9: end for

10: return θ, ϕ, z,µ,Σ,A

The first term is a clustering objective under a Gaussian
assumption for each class, and pi = (pi,j)

M
j=1 ∈ ∆M de-

notes the probability over classes for the image xi. Let
fi = θ(xi), then this is defined as:

pi,j ∝ det(Σ)−
1
2 exp

(
−1

2
(fi − µj)

⊤Σ−1(fi − µj)

)
.

(2)
The second term is a Laplacian regularizer commonly

seen in spectral clustering [31, 42] and semi-supervised
learning settings [3, 59]. Here wi,j denotes the affinity be-
tween images xi and xj , and this term encourages images
with high affinity to have similar predictions z. Following
TransCLIP, we set wi,j = max(0, f⊤i fj) resulting in a pos-
itive semi-definite affinity matrix W = [wi,j ] and faster
optimization procedure due to a convex relaxation.

The KL divergence term ensures alignment of predic-
tions with text and is defined as:

KLλ(zi||ŷi) = z⊤i log zi − λz⊤i log ŷi; λ > 0. (3)

The text based predictions ŷi are obtained as softmax
over the mean similarity between the image and the attribute
embeddings Aj = {aj,k}

nj

k=1

ŷi,j =
exp(s̄i,j)∑M
j=1 exp(s̄i,j)

, where s̄i,j =
1

nj

nj∑
k=1

θ(xi)ϕ(aj,k).

(4)
The text and vision encoders – θ and ϕ output normalized

and temperature-scaled features.

Few-shot Setting. In the few-shot setting we can incorpo-
rate the labeled examplesDtrain = {(xi, yi)}Ki=1 by simply
setting and fixing their zi to the one-hot vector correspond-
ing to the label yi.
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Zero-shot Setting with Seen Classes. In this setting, the
labeled examples Dtrain = {(xi, yi)}Ki=1 come from a
set of base classes different from the target classes, i.e.,
y ∈ Ytrain where Ytrain ∩ Y = Ø, as part of the train-
ing set. We first fine-tune CLIP using AdaptCLIPZS on the
base classes, followed by transductive inference on only the
target images. While this approach does not incorporate the
similarity between the training and target images, it pro-
vides a straightforward comparison against prior work on
adapting CLIP to target domains.

3.2. Optimization
The key difference between our formulation and TransCLIP
is that we also update θ, ϕ and A. We initialize A with
the per-class attributes in AdaptCLIPZS, which consists of
prompting the LLM as:

What characteristics can be used to differentiate [class]
from other [domain] based on just a photo? Provide an ex-
haustive list of all attributes that can be used to identify the
[domain] uniquely. Texts should be of the form “[domain]
with [attribute]”.

where [domain] is coarse category, e.g. “birds” for
CUB200 [48], [class] is the common name of the cat-
egory, and [attribute] is a specific attribute. For ex-
ample, one such description is “A bird with a small, round
body shape, indicative of a Baird’s Sparrow.”

The algorithm iterates between: (1) incrementally gener-
ating class-specific attributes to updateA driven by pairwise
confusions; (2) attribute-augmented transductive inference
to estimate z,µ,Σ; and (3) encoder fine-tuning using the
inferred z to update the encoders θ and ϕ. This is outlined
in Algorithm 1 and described below.

1. Generating Attributes. Our general strategy is to
query large language models (LLMs) to explore the space of
attributes driven by pairwise confusions. This is inspired by
a long line of work on attribute discovery driven by pairwise
discrimination in the computer vision literature [23, 33, 35].
These are appended to the corresponding lists in A. For a
given pair of classes, we do this by prompting the LLM as:

I have a set of attributes for [class1] as: [attrs1].
I have a set of attributes for [class2] as: [attrs2].

Provide a few additional attributes for [class1] which can
help to distinguish it from [class2].

Make sure none of the attributes already given above are re-
peated. The texts in the attributes texts should only talk about
[class1] and should not compare it to [class2].

To keep this tractable we only generate attributes for
the most confused classes. We first update z by running
attribute-augmented transductive inference given the cur-

rent model and set of attributes A (Step 2)1. Then, we find
the images xi for which the difference in the top 2 proba-
bilities in zi,· is lower than a threshold of α:

CC = {(i, {c1, c2}) | zi,c1 − zi,c2 ≤ α; c1 < c2}.

Here c1 and c2 are the indices of the top 2 highest proba-
bilities in zi,·. We then find the class pairs {c1, c2} ∈ CC
which occur more than β times.

2. Attribute-Augmented Transductive Inference Given
the list of attributes A we can compute the text-driven la-
bels ŷi for each class using CLIP encoders θ and ϕ as de-
scribed in Eq. 4. Optimization of z,µ,Σ can be done us-
ing the same formulation of TransCLIP [62]. In particular
they propose an iterative procedure where they optimize z
keeping µ and Σ fixed using a Majorize-Minimization pro-
cedure (similar to EM) based on a tight-linear bound on the
Laplacian term. This results in efficient decoupled updates
on z. This is followed by updates on µ and Σ keeping the
remaining variables fixed using closed form updates. The
algorithm converges in a few iterations and allows scaling
to large datasets. We refer the reader to the details in [62].

3. Adapting CLIP. We finally fine-tune CLIP encoders
θ, ϕ using the current set of attributesA and the inferred la-
bels z. For each class j we find the top k images with the
highest scores based on z·,j . The set of images and corre-
sponding attributes provide a coarse form of supervision for
fine-tuning. Specifically, we use the modified objective of
AdaptCLIPZS [41] which takes into account class-level su-
pervision and false negative associates since multiple text-
image pairs can be considered correctly aligned in a single
mini-batch training. For the few-shot setting, we simply in-
clude the labeled examples to our samples.

Summary. Algorithm 1 can be viewed as a block co-
ordinate descent optimization of the objective in Eq. 1.
While this is straightforward for the continuous vari-
ables—such as the GMM, assignments, and encoder param-
eters—optimization over the space of attributes is challeng-
ing due to its inherently discrete, non-differentiable nature.
Our LLM-guided exploration provides a heuristic motivated
by previous work showing that attribute-augmented CLIP
improves predictions, thereby improving the KL term (if z
is accurate) in Eq. 3. Class-confusion-guided exploration
further enriches the attribute space, targeting areas where
the model might benefit most. The attributes also provide a
better signal for fine-tuning the CLIP to the target domain.

1Since tranductive inference is relatively efficient, we find it beneficial
to run this step before invoking the more expensive generate step.
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4. Experiments

Datasets. We evaluate GTA-CLIP and compare to pre-
vious work on a benchmark of 12 datasets including
fine-grained ones like CUB [48] (200 classes), Flowers
102 [32] (102 classes), Stanford Cars [18] (196 classes),
FGVC Aircrafts [24] (100 classes) and Food101 [6] (101
classes). The benchmark also includes datasets such as Eu-
roSAT [15] (10 classes), ImageNet [40] (1000 classes),
CalTech101 [10] (100 classes), DTD [9] (47 classes), Ox-
ford Pets [34] (37 classes), Sun397 [53] (397 classes) and
UCF101 [44] (101 classes).

Evaluation Metrics. For zero-shot evaluation, we as-
sume all test images belong to the target classes, without
using any labeled images. In this setting, all components
of GTA-CLIP utilize only the set of unlabeled test images
and target categories. For the few-shot setting, we use a
few labeled images per class but report accuracy on the test
images across all classes, consistent with zero-shot evalu-
ation methods. We also evaluate in the AdaptCLIPZS set-
ting, where half of the dataset classes are considered “seen”
and the other half “unseen.” Here, the model has access to
labeled examples of the seen classes and unlabeled exam-
ples from the test set of the unseen classes in a transductive
setting. Final accuracy is reported on the test images of the
unseen classes. This setup enables comparison with prior
work that uses labeled examples from the target domain to
adapt CLIP while still measuring performance on future un-
seen classes.

Implementation Details. To generate attributes, we use
Llama-3.1 with a maximum token length of 1000. Initial ex-
periments on the CUB dataset showed similar performance
to GPT-4, so we selected Llama due to its open-source avail-
ability. For each pair of classes, we use the prompt de-
scribed in § 3.2 to generate attributes. The threshold α for
selecting the confused images is set to 0.1, and the hyper-
parameter β is adjusted so that the cumulative count CC
includes 5% of the most confused images. We run GTA-
CLIP for 30 iterations (i.e., T = 30 in Algorithm 1) and
select the top k = 8 images per class for fine-tuning us-
ing the labels in z. These parameters remain fixed across
all datasets, and we found our approach robust to these
choices within a reasonable range (see Appendix for a sensi-
tivity analysis). For our experiments, we use the ViT-B/32,
ViT-B/16, and ViT-L/14 architectures of CLIP. Fine-tuning
is performed with the AdamW optimizer, using betas of
(0.9, 0.98), an epsilon of 1E-6, and a batch size of 32. We
set a learning rate of γ = 2E-7 and weight decay of λ = 1E-
4 for the Transformer layers of the image and text encoders,
and γ = 1E-6 and λ = 1E-4 for the final linear projection
layers. All results are reported in terms of Top-1 accuracy,

averaged over 3 runs.

Resource Requirements. All experiments are run on a
node with a single A100 GPU and a batch size of 32. Our
fine-tuning process is highly efficient as it uses only 8 ex-
amples per class. While generating comparative attributes
with LLama is constrained by strict thresholds to manage
complexity, it remains the most computationally intensive
step. The number of pairs for attribute generation decreases
with each epoch, typically reaching zero for most datasets
after about 10-15 epochs due to fixed thresholds α and β.
Overall, the total time complexity scales with the number of
classes; for example, on the 200-class CUB dataset, GTA-
CLIP completes in roughly one hour. Notably, if attribute
generation is excluded, the entire setup runs in just 10 mins.

5. Results
We present results for the zero-shot (§ 5.1), few-shot (§ 5.2),
and zero-shot with seen classes (§ 5.3) setting on bench-
mark datasets, followed by ablation studies (§ 5.4) and a
detailed analysis of our method (§ 5.5).

5.1. Zero-Shot Performance
Table 1 shows the zero-shot performance of GTA-CLIP
compared to the CLIP [37] and the current state-of-the-art,
TransCLIP [62]. We report accuracy across 12 datasets us-
ing different CLIP architecture—ViT-B/32, ViT-B/16, and
ViT-L/14—along with the overall average accuracy. GTA-
CLIP improves over TransCLIP by 3.96%, 4.01%, and
3.22%% and over CLIP by 8.58%, 9.46%, and 7.78% on
average using B/32, B/16, and L/14 respectively.

The highest percentage improvements are observed with
ViT-B/16, though even the strongest architectures benefit
from our method. Food101 [6] is the most challenging,
where we see a modest average improvement of 0.14%.
In contrast, EuroSAT [15] shows the greatest improvement,
with the highest single-architecture boost (18.87% for ViT-
B/32) and the highest average improvement across archi-
tectures (13.67%). GTA-CLIP consistently outperforms
both baselines in all settings except one—namely, UCF101
with ViT-L/14. These results demonstrate that our approach
is broadly applicable and that reasoning over the attribute
space yields significant improvements compared to trans-
ductive inference with images alone.

5.2. Few-Shot Performance
Table 2 shows the few-shot performance of our approach
compared to TransCLIP. We report results using the ViT-
B/16 architecture with 1-shot, 4-shot, and 16-shot settings
denoting the number of labeled training examples per cat-
egory are provided. We use the TransCLIP-FS reported in
their paper. Both ours and TransCLIP can incorporate la-
beled examples by simply setting the corresponding entries
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Table 1. Zero-shot results. Performance of CLIP, TransCLIP-ZS, and GTA-CLIP across datasets using ViT-B/32, ViT-B/16, and ViT-
L/14 architectures. GTA-CLIP outperforms TransCLIP-ZS in all settings except for one – UCF101 with ViT-L/14.
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B
/1

6 CLIP 55.20 24.75 65.38 71.38 47.69 86.10 66.72 92.86 43.68 89.13 62.57 66.75 64.35
TransCLIP-ZS 62.23 26.88 68.87 76.17 65.42 87.15 70.38 92.86 50.00 92.34 68.93 76.34 69.80
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L
/1

4 CLIP 62.03 32.43 76.82 79.54 58.07 90.99 73.48 94.85 53.66 93.62 67.59 74.17 71.44
TransCLIP-ZS 70.18 35.01 78.50 84.29 69.64 91.88 77.59 95.17 59.69 94.55 73.75 81.73 76.00
GTA-CLIP 76.56 38.58 82.29 85.87 80.83 91.91 78.54 97.36 64.89 95.83 76.65 81.28 79.22

in z to the one hot vector corresponding to their labels, as
described in § 3. Performance is reported on the same set
of images in the zero-shot setting.

Like the zero-shot case for CLIP ViT-B/16, we find that
in every setting and every choice of k-shot, GTA-CLIP out-
performs TransCLIP. We find an increase of 3.41%, 3.86%,
and 3.01% for 1-shot, 4-shot, and 16-shot, respectively.
Once again our method improves performance in every set-
ting, with the most pronounced performance increase using
4-shot. Trends of improvements align with the zero-shot
setting. Interestingly, we find that zero-shot GTA-CLIP
outperforms 1-shot TransCLIP, saving human effort, as la-
beling even a single example per category can be labor-
intensive for certain datasets. Furthermore, we find that
the gains from transduction, attribute-guided transduction
with adaptation (our approach) complement labeling ef-
forts. This flexibility is of practical value, offering end users
multiple ways to improve performance on a target dataset.

5.3. Zero-Shot Performance with Seen Classes
Previous work has also evaluated zero-shot learning in a set-
ting where labeled data from a related but different set of
classes is available during training, with performance eval-
uated on images from unseen classes. Approaches such as
CoCoOp [67], AdaptCLIPZS [41] and CLIP-A-self [25] re-
port results by splitting a dataset’s categories in half, treat-
ing the first half as “seen” classes to adapt their model and
measuring performance on the “unseen” second half. The
results are shown in Table 3. Performance tend to be higher
in this setting in comparison to the zero-shot and few-shot
experiments, as only half of the classes are considered.2

For a straightforward comparison, we initialize the CLIP
model with the pre-trained weights from AdaptCLIPZS
ViT-B/16 and report the accuracies of TransCLIP and GTA-
CLIP on the “unseen” classes of each dataset, using the

2Only the CUB dataset has lower performance as the test split is harder
than the overall dataset.

same framework as the zero-shot setting. Note that this
setup does not include a transductive term between train-
ing and testing images, thus representing a lower bound on
achievable performance. Despite this, we find that GTA-
CLIP outperforms prior methods across all five datasets
considered: CUB200 [48], Stanford Cars [18], FGVC Air-
craft [24], Flowers102 [32], and Food101 [6].

While AdaptCLIPZS, CLIP-A-self, CoOp, CoCoOp,
and CLIP-A use an inductive setup, TransCLIP and GTA-
CLIP adopt a transductive approach that benefits from hav-
ing test images available in advance. This results in im-
provements in similar vein as the zero-shot setting. How-
ever, even with domain-specific fine-tuning of CLIP with
labels, transductive inference proves advantageous, and our
attribute-guided approach yields further improvements–an
encouraging result. The improvements over CLIP are sub-
stantial, though this setup requires more supervision than
the previous settings.

5.4. Ablation Studies

We next aim to quantify the performance contributions of
each component in Algorithm 1. In Table 4, we selectively
disable components of our method and report the aver-
age performance across CUB200 [48], Stanford Cars [18],
FGVC Aircraft [24], Flowers102 [32], and Food101 [6].
We also present the relative percentage improvement over
CLIP using the CLIP ViT-B/16 architecture in the full test
set zero-shot setting. Note that ADAPT cannot be applied
in isolation in this setting due to its requirement for la-
beled data (either weak or ground-truth), so it is only in-
cluded when TRANSDUCT and the necessary sample selec-
tion strategy are also present.

We find that the largest performance gain comes from
combining all the components of GTA-CLIP – GENER-
ATEATTRIBUTES which corresponds to dynamic attributes
in Table 4, TRANSDUCT, and ADAPT with an average
of 6.96% over the considered datasets. However, using

6



Table 2. Few-shot Results. Performance (1-shot, 4-shot, and 16-shot) of GTA-CLIP and TransCLIP-FS across datasets using CLIP
ViT-B/16 network. We find that GTA-CLIP outperforms TransCLIP-FS in all cases.
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1 TransCLIP-FS 65.50 29.84 70.66 85.10 71.43 87.83 69.81 93.18 51.44 91.81 70.59 77.82 72.08
GTA-CLIP 68.50 31.90 71.24 92.65 80.87 88.03 71.26 93.71 60.11 94.13 73.65 79.83 75.49

4 TransCLIP-FS 67.96 35.07 74.14 92.98 78.95 86.35 70.24 93.75 60.50 92.01 71.43 79.25 75.22
GTA-CLIP 74.01 38.57 76.75 96.59 91.03 86.77 72.76 94.20 66.76 92.87 74.66 83.94 79.08

16 TransCLIP-FS 74.24 38.40 79.56 94.68 83.35 86.86 71.89 94.20 65.47 92.59 74.81 81.58 78.14
GTA-CLIP 78.23 43.10 81.79 97.44 91.17 86.96 73.43 95.94 71.55 93.20 76.31 84.62 81.15

Table 3. Zero-shot Results with Seen Classes. In this setting ex-
amples from a “seen” classes are used to adapt CLIP ViT-B/16 and
evaluated on “unseen” classes. We show the performance of both
inductive and transductive approaches. Some techniques such as
CLIP-A-self [25] use 3:1 split as opposed to the 1:1 used by other
methods on CUB so we do not include their numbers. Tranduc-
tive inference remains beneficial, and GTA-CLIP improves over
TransCLIP.

Type Method C
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od

Ind.

CLIP 51.91 36.47 74.94 77.05 92.49
CoOp [68] — 22.30 60.40 59.67 82.26
CoCoOp [67] — 23.71 73.59 71.75 91.29
CLIP-A [12] — 33.50 73.30 71.50 91.20
CLIP-A-self [25] — 33.00 72.90 75.30 91.20
AdaptCLIPZS 55.63 40.75 75.78 81.26 95.08

Trans. TransCLIP-ZS 61.98 37.37 78.04 86.45 95.12
GTA-CLIP 64.74 40.99 82.17 89.72 95.46

dynamic attributes without ADAPT but with TRANSDUCT
leads to similar performance as using static attributes in the
same scenario. This shows that fine-tuning the model is nec-
essary to take advantage of the dynamic attributes. TRANS-
DUCT offers an improvement of 3.70% over baseline in-
ductive CLIP. Adding in ADAPT to this setting results in an
improvement of 2.50% over the strong baseline of TRANS-
DUCT. We also observe that initializing TRANSDUCT with
static text attributes offers a gain of 1.34% over just using
“a photo of a [class]” texts. Adding only the attributes
from GENERATEATTRIBUTES to inductive CLIP offers low
improvement (1.03%), but when used alongside TRANS-
DUCT and ADAPT, it increases performance.

The Appendix analyzes the effects of more implementa-
tion choices of our method. We also include a sensitivity
analysis, where we provide performance over the hyperpa-
rameters k, T, α, β of our method given in Algorithm 1.

Table 4. Ablation Study. Ablation over components of GTA-
CLIP using the ViT-B/16 architecture. Average Top-1 accuracy
across five datasets is shown (see Appendix for the full table).
Attributes A = {Ø, S,D} refer to no, static, and dynamic at-
tributes, respectively. No attributes correspond to standard CLIP,
while static and dynamic refer to the initial set of attributes and
confusion-driven attributes, respectively. The first row shows the
performance using CLIP, and the third row shows the performance
of TransCLIP. Simply generating attributes leads to insignificant
improvement in performance on these fine-grained datasets (row
two), but it improves transductive inference and subsequent adap-
tation. Dynamic attribute generation provides additional benefits
when combined with adapt (last row).

ATTRIBUTES TRANSDUCT ADAPT Acc. ∆ CLIP

Ø ✗ ✗ 60.56 —
S ✗ ✗ 61.59 +1.03%
Ø ✓ ✗ 64.26 +3.70%
S ✓ ✗ 65.60 +5.04%
S ✓ ✓ 66.76 +6.20%
D ✓ ✗ 65.56 +5.00%
D ✓ ✓ 67.52 +6.96%

5.5. Analysis

Table 5 presents the top confused class pairs identified by
our method during the first epoch on the CUB dataset. We
compare these pairs with confusion counts from a linear
classifier trained on the full CUB training set using labeled
data. The linear classifier is trained on the entire training
set of CUB using labels, and we use ground truth labels to
estimate its confusion. The comparison with our method,
as described in § 3, reveals that 9 out of our top 10 selected
confused pairs fall within the top 10% of confused pairs
identified by the linear classifier. Overall, there is strong
agreement between the most confused pairs, suggesting that
the class confusions identified by our approach align well
with those from a fully supervised model.

Table 5 also visualizes the progression of confusion
counts for the top confused class pair (Western Gull, Cali-
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“... spotted in open areas with 
tall trees, such as forest edges, 
logged areas, and burned area.”

“... with a dark olive-brown 
back and wings …”

“... with a relatively short, 
pointed beak adapted for 

catching insects…”

“... with a thick, yellow bill that 
has a distinctive red spot on the 

lower mandible…”

“... with pinkish legs, which 
can vary in intensity 

depending the individual 
and time of year. ”

“... with a small, round 
body shape.”

“... with a more 
pronounced, heavier build 

compared to its length.”

“... often seen in areas 
with dense, mature 

sagebrush...”

Slaty-backed Gull Olive-sided Flycatcher Western Wood-Pewee Western GullBrewer’s Sparrow

“... with a white head and 
underparts.”

“... often seen foraging, 
where it uses its long, 

pointed bill…

Figure 2. t-SNE Plots of Class Attributes. For each category the prototype, initial set of attributes, and the final set of attributes are shown
in green, blue, and red respectively. Habitat, relative characteristics, and other distinguishing features are often identified through pairwise
comparisons, while the initial attributes tend to describe the prominent visual features. These plots were obtained by mapping the CLIP
text embeddings of the attributes using t-SNE. Please zoom in for details and see Appendix for a detailed figure.

Table 5. Class Confusions. (Left) Progressive reduction of pair-
wise confusion between “Western Gull” and “California Gull”
over training iterations of GTA-CLIP. (Right) Most confused
class pairs according to our selection criteria. We show the counts
of pairwise misclassified test images according to our procedure
and according to a linear classifier trained on the labeled training
images using the CLIP image features.

C
ou

nt
s

Epochs

Confusion counts 
per epoch Confused Class Pairs Ours Linear

California Gull Western Gull 16 10
Least Flycatcher Olive sided Flycatcher 13 3
American Crow Common Raven 8 12
Least Flycatcher Western Wood Pewee 7 6

Eared Grebe Horned Grebe 7 11
Bronzed Cowbird Shiny Cowbird 6 3

Brewer Sparrow Harris Sparrow 6 2
Slaty backed Gull Western Gull 5 6

Baird Sparrow Grasshopper Sparrow 5 3
Philadelphia Vireo Warbling Vireo 5 8

fornia Gull). The number of images with a top-2 probability
difference below α = 0.1 generally decreases over epochs.
The most significant drop occurs between the first and sec-
ond epochs, highlighting the impact of the newly generated
attributes.

Figure 2 illustrates the evolution of the attribute space
across various categories. For each category, the class pro-
totype (“photo of [class]”), the initial set of attributes, and
the final set of attributes are shown in green, blue, and red,
respectively. These visualizations were generated by pro-
jecting CLIP text embeddings of the attributes using t-SNE.
Several new attributes were added through pairwise com-
parisons, and a few notable examples are highlighted in the
figure. Many of the attributes discovered through pairwise
comparison highlight differences in habitat, relative char-
acteristics (e.g., “...more pronounced build compared to its
length” for the Western Gull), and other distinguishing fea-
tures. Bird images often include backgrounds indicative of
habitat types, and this form of supervision enables CLIP
to learn to associate these attributes with categorization.
Larger versions of these figures are in the Appendix.

6. Limitations

There are two main limitations to our work. The first is the
use of LLMs to generate fine-grained attributes. LLMs are
known to sometimes hallucinate data, and there is a risk that
some attributes may be incorrect. In our initial experiments,
we also found that results vary depending on the LLM
used. Additionally, there is an interaction with the bench-
mark to which the LLM is applied; a higher-performing lan-
guage model might generate lower-quality fine-grained at-
tributes on a specific benchmark due to a pre-training data
mismatch, which can lead to poorer performance with our
method. The second limitation is the applicability of trans-
ductive learning. This approach is constrained by the extent
of knowledge available about the query set before evalua-
tion. In this work, we have not demonstrated robustness to
imperfect knowledge of the classes and data distribution.
For instance, we implicitly assume that images within a
class cluster together, allowing us to model each class as
a Gaussian distribution, which may not always be valid.

7. Conclusion

Despite its limitations, the transductive setting offers a com-
pelling approach for practitioners and domain experts who
need precise answers for specific datasets. For instance, an
ecologist might be interested in estimating species counts
from data gathered via a network of camera traps, while
a scientist might want to determine land-cover distribution
using satellite imagery. VLMs enable straightforward la-
beling through language-based descriptions of categories,
but their initial accuracy is often insufficient. Our work
demonstrates that attribute-based expansion of categories,
when combined with transductive learning, can fine-tune
these models to achieve significant accuracy improvements.
Additionally, this approach offers complementary advan-
tages to traditional labeling methods, such as providing a
few labeled examples per class. While we use large lan-
guage models for convenience, this iterative procedure is
naturally suited to human-in-the-loop approaches, allowing
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practitioners to incrementally add attributes and labels for
ambiguous classes. These findings are practically valuable,
as they offer end-users multiple pathways to improve label-
ing precision without investing significant efforts on dataset
curation and model training.

References
[1] Abdelrahman Abdelhamed, Mahmoud Afifi, and Alec Go.

What do you see? enhancing zero-shot image classifica-
tion with multimodal large language models. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2405.15668, 2024. 2

[2] Josh Achiam, Steven Adler, Sandhini Agarwal, Lama Ah-
mad, Ilge Akkaya, Florencia Leoni Aleman, Diogo Almeida,
Janko Altenschmidt, Sam Altman, Shyamal Anadkat, et al.
Gpt-4 technical report. arXiv preprint arXiv:2303.08774,
2023. 2

[3] Rie Ando and Tong Zhang. Learning on graph with laplacian
regularization. Advances in neural information processing
systems, 19, 2006. 3

[4] Eric Arazo, Diego Ortego, Paul Albert, Noel E O’Connor,
and Kevin McGuinness. Pseudo-labeling and confirmation
bias in deep semi-supervised learning. In 2020 International
joint conference on neural networks (IJCNN), pages 1–8.
IEEE, 2020. 2

[5] Liu Bo, Qiulei Dong, and Zhanyi Hu. Hardness sampling for
self-training based transductive zero-shot learning. In Pro-
ceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision
and Pattern Recognition, pages 16499–16508, 2021. 2

[6] Lukas Bossard, Matthieu Guillaumin, and Luc Van Gool.
Food-101–mining discriminative components with random
forests. In Computer vision–ECCV 2014: 13th European
conference, zurich, Switzerland, September 6-12, 2014, pro-
ceedings, part VI 13, pages 446–461. Springer, 2014. 5, 6,
2, 3

[7] Paola Cascante-Bonilla, Fuwen Tan, Yanjun Qi, and Vicente
Ordonez. Curriculum labeling: Revisiting pseudo-labeling
for semi-supervised learning. In Proceedings of the AAAI
conference on artificial intelligence, volume 35, pages 6912–
6920, 2021. 2

[8] Mia Chiquier, Utkarsh Mall, and Carl Vondrick. Evolving
interpretable visual classifiers with large language models.
arXiv preprint arXiv:2404.09941, 2024. 2

[9] Mircea Cimpoi, Subhransu Maji, Iasonas Kokkinos, Sammy
Mohamed, and Andrea Vedaldi. Describing textures in the
wild. In Proceedings of the IEEE conference on computer
vision and pattern recognition, pages 3606–3613, 2014. 5

[10] Li Fei-Fei, Rob Fergus, and Pietro Perona. Learning gener-
ative visual models from few training examples: An incre-
mental bayesian approach tested on 101 object categories. In
2004 conference on computer vision and pattern recognition
workshop, pages 178–178. IEEE, 2004. 5

[11] Yanwei Fu, Timothy M Hospedales, Tao Xiang, and Shao-
gang Gong. Transductive multi-view zero-shot learning.
IEEE transactions on pattern analysis and machine intelli-
gence, 37(11):2332–2345, 2015. 2

[12] Peng Gao, Shijie Geng, Renrui Zhang, Teli Ma, Rongyao
Fang, Yongfeng Zhang, Hongsheng Li, and Yu Qiao.
Clip-adapter: Better vision-language models with fea-

ture adapters. International Journal of Computer Vision,
132(2):581–595, 2024. 2, 7

[13] Rui Gao, Xingsong Hou, Jie Qin, Jiaxin Chen, Li Liu, Fan
Zhu, Zhao Zhang, and Ling Shao. Zero-vae-gan: Generating
unseen features for generalized and transductive zero-shot
learning. IEEE Transactions on Image Processing, 29:3665–
3680, 2020. 2

[14] Yves Grandvalet and Yoshua Bengio. Semi-supervised
learning by entropy minimization. Advances in neural in-
formation processing systems, 17, 2004. 2

[15] Patrick Helber, Benjamin Bischke, Andreas Dengel, and
Damian Borth. Eurosat: A novel dataset and deep learning
benchmark for land use and land cover classification. IEEE
Journal of Selected Topics in Applied Earth Observations
and Remote Sensing, 12(7):2217–2226, 2019. 5

[16] Mingyi Hong, Xiangfeng Wang, Meisam Razaviyayn, and
Zhi-Quan Luo. Iteration complexity analysis of block co-
ordinate descent methods. Mathematical Programming,
163:85–114, 2017. 2

[17] Yannis Kalantidis, Giorgos Tolias, et al. Label propagation
for zero-shot classification with vision-language models. In
Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vi-
sion and Pattern Recognition, pages 23209–23218, 2024. 2

[18] Jonathan Krause, Michael Stark, Jia Deng, and Li Fei-Fei.
3d object representations for fine-grained categorization. In
Proceedings of the IEEE international conference on com-
puter vision workshops, pages 554–561, 2013. 5, 6, 2, 3

[19] Kathleen M Lewis, Emily Mu, Adrian V Dalca, and John
Guttag. Gist: Generating image-specific text for fine-grained
object classification. arXiv e-prints, pages arXiv–2307,
2023. 2

[20] Bo Liu, Lihua Hu, Qiulei Dong, and Zhanyi Hu. An itera-
tive co-training transductive framework for zero shot learn-
ing. IEEE Transactions on Image Processing, 30:6943–
6956, 2021. 2
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8. Additional Ablations
We explore additional ablative studies over GTA-CLIP and
its various components in this section.

Per Dataset Results. Tab. 6 breaks down the Top-1 ac-
curacies across reported in Tab. 4 of the main papers across
individual datasets namely CUB, Stanford Cars, FGVC Air-
craft, Flowers102, and Food101 datasets using the ViT-B/16
architecture. We observe similar trends for each dataset for
all the ablations considered.

Using MetaCLIP as the base VLM. MetaCLIP intro-
duces better CLIP architectures by curating training data
and scaling training. We switch the base VLM from CLIP
to MetaCLIP to take advantage of this and test the general-
ization of our approach to new architectures. Tab. 7 presents
the accuracies for the inductive version of MetaCLIP, Trans-
MetaCLIP (the TransCLIP method applied to MetaCLIP),
and GTA-MetaCLIP (our method applied to MetaCLIP).
The experiments are conducted using the ViT-B/16 archi-
tecture of MetaCLIP across CUB, Stanford Cars, FGVC
Aircraft, Flowers102, and Food101 datasets. We observe
consistent improvements in the case of MetaCLIP too. On
average, over the five datasets, we see an improvement of
6.8% over MetaCLIP, and an improvement of 2.7% over
TransMetaCLIP on using our method. This is similar to
our improvements of 7.0% and 3.3% on the corresponding
baselines with CLIP.

Effect of the LLM Model in GENERATEATTRIBUTES.
For all the results in the main paper, we used Llama-3.1 as
the LLM model for dynamic attribute generation. Now we
explore using GPT4o as the LLM in Tab. 8. We observe
that the accuracy remains similar on average over the CUB,
Stanford Cars, FGVC Aircraft, Flowers102, and Food101

datasets on ViT-B/16. Thus, using Llama-3.1 is a more cost-
effective choice for dynamic attribute generation due to its
open-source nature.

Removing the internal call to TRANSDUCT in GEN-
ERATEATTRIBUTES. We remove the internal transduc-
tive inference update call (see § 3.2) in GENERATEAT-
TRIBUTES and present the results over five datasets using
the ViT-B/16 architecture in Tab. 9. We observe that on av-
erage the accuracy drops on removing this call to TRANS-
DUCT. For Aircraft, we observe that the accuracy slightly
improves on dropping this TRANSDUCT call, however for
Cars we see a significant decrease.

9. Sensitivity Analysis

Top-k Selection and Number of Iterations T . In Tab. 10
we show the performance of GTA-CLIP when varying
top-k and T selection. The table is divided into two sec-
tions: first we fix T and sweep over k, and secondly we
fix k and sweep over T . We find that increasing T has the
strongest correlation with performance, with average per-
formance across benchmarks monotonically increasing for
k = 8 when going from T = 1 to T = 50. Further-
more, we find that Flowers and Food are the most insen-
sitive to changes in hyperparameters, keeping mostly the
same value irrespective of k and T . Overall, we find the
performance guarantees to be quite high even in the worst
case (65.89 with k = 8, T = 1), still being higher than
default TransCLIP (64.26) or TransCLIP with static fine-
grained attributes (65.60).

Probability Threshold α. Similarly, in Tab. 11 we show
the performance of GTA-CLIP when varying the proba-
bility threshold for determining confusing pairs of classes,
α. For the whole experiment, we fix k = 8, T = 30 and
sweep over alpha. We find that each benchmark has it’s

Table 6. Per-dataset results of Ablation Study. For five datasets on the ViT-B/16 architecture, we present the effect of various components
of GTA-CLIP. We use the same conventions as Tab. 4.

ATTRIBUTES TRANSDUCT ADAPT CUB Cars Aircraft Flower Food Average

Ø ✗ ✗ 55.20 65.38 24.75 71.38 86.10 60.56
S ✗ ✗ 57.70 65.65 24.78 73.33 86.50 61.59
Ø ✓ ✗ 62.23 68.87 26.88 76.17 87.15 64.26
S ✓ ✗ 64.15 69.83 26.73 80.06 87.25 65.60
S ✓ ✓ 65.86 71.33 28.62 80.67 87.30 66.76
D ✓ ✗ 64.20 69.53 26.58 80.23 87.27 65.56
D ✓ ✓ 66.76 72.09 29.31 82.05 87.38 67.52
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Table 7. Performance with MetaCLIP. We change the base VLM from CLIP to MetaCLIP for TransCLIP and GTA-CLIP and observe
consistent improvements over the baselines on ViT-B/16

Method CUB Cars Aircraft Flower Food Average

CLIP 55.20 65.38 24.75 71.38 86.10 60.56
TransCLIP 62.23 68.87 26.88 76.17 87.15 64.26
GTA-CLIP 66.76 72.09 29.31 82.05 87.38 67.52

MetaCLIP 68.67 74.49 28.65 73.81 84.01 65.93
TransMetaCLIP 74.02 79.01 31.56 80.15 85.53 70.05
GTA-MetaCLIP 78.36 82.30 35.58 81.57 85.98 72.76

Table 8. Effect of LLM model on accuracy of GTA-CLIP. We switch the LLM model used by GENERATEATTRIBUTES from Llama-3.1
to GPT4o and observe similar performance on ViT-B/16.

LLM CUB Cars Aircraft Flower Food Average

GPT4o 66.50 72.13 29.89 81.55 87.36 67.49
Llama-3.1 66.76 72.09 29.31 82.05 87.38 67.52

Table 9. Removing the internal transductive update step in GENERATEATTRIBUTES, thereby making only a single call to TRANS-
DUCT per iteration reduces the accuracy on average over five datasets on the ViT-B/16 architecture.

LLM CUB Cars Aircraft Flower Food Average

GTA-CLIP single TRANSDUCT 66.72 69.89 29.55 81.32 87.32 66.96
GTA-CLIP original 66.76 72.09 29.31 82.05 87.38 67.52

Table 10. Sensitivity analysis over the top-k and T selection of GTA-CLIP using the CLIP ViT-B/16 architecture without the dynamic
GENERATEATTRIBUTES component (ie. TransCLIPFT in Tab. 1) as given in Algorithm 1. We pick k = 8, T = 30 even though there
exist better performing alternatives. We fix this hyperparameter selection to ablate on the remaining parameters of GTA-CLIP.
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1 30 65.93 71.55 29.43 81.04 87.36 67.06
3 30 65.64 71.97 28.95 82.01 87.43 67.20
5 30 65.64 71.97 28.74 81.28 87.39 67.00
8 30 65.86 71.33 28.62 80.67 87.30 66.76
10 30 65.84 71.45 28.53 81.04 87.43 66.86
20 30 66.09 71.97 28.29 81.04 87.36 66.95

8 1 63.98 69.87 27.48 80.76 87.37 65.89
8 10 65.05 70.55 28.17 81.04 87.36 66.43
8 20 65.48 71.11 28.47 81.04 87.43 66.71
8 30 65.86 71.33 28.62 80.67 87.30 66.76
8 40 66.14 72.63 28.80 81.04 87.34 67.19
8 50 66.14 72.71 28.98 82.01 87.43 67.46
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Table 11. Ablation over the probability threshold α of the GENERATEATTRIBUTES implementation of GTA-CLIP as given in Sec. 4
using k = 8, T = 30 as determiend from Tab. 10. Like Tab. 10, even though there are better performing selection, we choose α = 10%.
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2.5% 65.67 71.68 28.50 83.23 87.27 67.27
5.0% 66.69 71.67 28.50 81.04 87.40 67.06
7.5% 66.98 71.56 28.98 80.67 87.32 67.10
10.0% 66.76 72.09 29.31 82.05 87.38 67.52
12.5% 65.48 72.64 28.47 82.01 87.50 67.22
15.0% 66.90 71.74 28.65 82.05 87.41 67.35
17.5% 66.83 72.65 28.83 82.42 87.29 67.61
20.0% 66.72 72.99 28.95 80.88 87.33 67.37

own ideal α value, namely that no two benchmark’s max
performances share an common alpha. Surprisingly, we
see that α = 17.5%, which does not perform the best on
any benchmark, has the highest average value. We also
conclude that GTA-CLIP has a greater insensitivity to the
choice of α as compared to T but similar to k. Namely we
find that the spread of α to be 67.61 − 67.06 = 0.55, T to
be 67.46−65.89 = 1.57, and k to be 67.20−66.76 = 0.44.
Finally, we find that the minimum performance increase by
introducing GENERATEATTRIBUTES is at α = 5.0% with
a gain of 67.10 − 66.76 = 0.34. In other words, adding
any amount of comparative attribute generation improves
performance.

10. Evolution of Attribute Space
In Fig. 3 through Fig. 7, we depict the evolution of the
set of attributes for a given class over the course of our
method. GTA-CLIP begins with a list of static fine-grained
attributes (depicted in blue) and through iterations of the
method generates additional comparative attributes between
confusing classes (red). We embed these attributes with
the CLIP text tower and use t-SNE to visualize the rela-
tive locations of these attributes. The specific prompt gen-
erated for a given point is indicated within the figure. We
see that attributes within the reduced space often form tight
clusters grouped by similar concepts (eg. ”habitat” or ”ap-
pearance”). When dynamically generated attributes (red
points) are close to the initial static attributes (blue) we see
more similar semantic meaning. Finally, one can notice that
the newly added attributes occupy different regions of the
space, namely that using dynamic generation effectively ex-
pands the list of fine-grained details on a given class.
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"...  with a large,
robust body,

typical of
gulls."

"...  with a pale
grey back and

wings, the
shade of which

can help distinguish
it from other
gull species."

"...  with a white
head, neck,
chest, and

belly."

"...  with a thick,
yellow bill
that has a
distinctive
red spot on

the lower mandible."

"...  with black
wingtips that
are spotted
with white,

known as 'mirrors'."

"...  with pinkish
legs, which
can vary in

intensity depending
on the individual

and the time
of year."

"...  with a round
head and a
stout neck,
giving it a

somewhat 'bulky'
appearance."

"...  with a relatively
short tail,

which is white
like the underparts."

"...  with a dark
eye, which
can appear

almost black
in certain

light conditions."

"...  with a size
that is larger

than most other
gull species,
with a length
of 55-68 cm

and a wingspan
of 132-160

cm."

"...  that is often
found in coastal

areas, particularly
in the northern
pacific region."

"...  that is typically
seen in large,
noisy colonies,

often mixed
with other

gull species."

"...  that is known
to be a long-distance

migrant, with
some individuals

traveling from
their breeding

grounds in
russia and

alaska to winter
in japan and

korea."

"...  that is often
seen scavenging

for food in
harbors and

dumps, as well
as hunting
for fish and

invertebrates
at sea."

"...  that has a
distinctive

flight pattern,
with slow,

powerful wing
beats and the

ability to
soar on thermals."

"...  that is known
for its aggressive

behavior, particularly
during the

breeding season
when it will
defend its

nest and chicks
fiercely."

"...  that has a
distinctive

call, described
as a deep,

laughing 'ha-ha-ha'."

"...  that is often
seen in the
company of
other large
gulls, such

as glaucous-winged
gulls and herring

gulls."

"...  that is known
to hybridize
with other

gull species,
which can make

identification
more challenging."

"...  that is seen
less frequently

inland, but
may be found
around large

bodies of water
such as lakes

and reservoirs."

"...  with a more
extensive white
wingtip patches,
which can help

distinguish
it from other
gull species."

"...  with a more
vibrant, pinkish

hue on its
legs, which
can vary in

intensity depending
on the individual

and the time
of year."

"...  with a distinctive,
"swooping"
or "sailing"

flight pattern,
often gliding
and soaring

for long periods,
but with a

more pronounced
"wriggling"

motion of the
tail."

"...  with a more
frequent and

intense interaction
with other
birds, often
engaging in

complex social
behaviors and
hierarchies,
particularly
during the

breeding season."

"...  with a more
extensive,

dark gray or
black stripe
on its nape,

which can help
distinguish

it from other
gull species."

"...  with a more
vibrant, yellow

or orange coloration
on its bill,

particularly
noticeable
during the

breeding season."

"...  with a more
prominent,

rounded forehead,
which can help

distinguish
it from other
gull species."

"...  with a more
frequent and

intense vocalization,
often making
loud, harsh

calls throughout
the day, but
with a more
distinctive
"laughing"
quality."

"...  with a more
extensive,

dark gray or
black stripe
on its tail,

which can help
distinguish

it from other
gull species."

"...  with a more
vibrant, pinkish

hue on its
feet, which
can vary in

intensity depending
on the individual

and the time
of year."

"...  with a more
pronounced,
heavier build
compared to

its length,
particularly
noticeable
during the

breeding season."

"...  with a more
upright posture,
often standing
with its legs

under its body
and its tail
held high,
but with a

more pronounced
"hunched" appearance."

"...  with a more
frequent and

intense interaction
with other
birds, often
engaging in

complex social
behaviors and
hierarchies,
particularly
during the

non-breeding
season."

"...  with a more
extensive,

dark gray or
black stripe
on its back,

which can help
distinguish

it from other
gull species."

"...  with a more
vibrant, yellow

or orange coloration
on its nape,
particularly
noticeable
during the

breeding season."

"...  with a more
prominent,

rounded wing
tip shape,

particularly
noticeable

during flight."

"...  with a more
frequent and

intense vocalization,
often making
loud, harsh

calls throughout
the day, but
with a more
distinctive

"yelling" quality."

"...  with a more
aggressive

behavior, often
engaging in

intense battles
with other
birds over

food and territory,
particularly
during the

non-breeding
season."

"...  with a more
extensive,

dark gray or
black stripe
on its head,

which can help
distinguish

it from other
gull species.""...  with a more

vibrant, pinkish
hue on its

beak, which
can vary in

intensity depending
on the individual

and the time
of year."

"...  with a more
pronounced,
heavier build
compared to

its length,
particularly
noticeable
during the

non-breeding
season."

"...  with a more
upright posture,
often standing
with its legs

under its body
and its tail
held high,
but with a

more pronounced
"stiff" appearance."

"...  with a more
extensive,

dark gray or
black stripe
on its wings,

which can help
distinguish

it from other
gull species."

"...  with a distinctive,
rounded wing

shape, particularly
noticeable

during flight."

t = 0
t = 30
"a photo
of slaty
backed
gull bird."

Figure 3. Slaty-backed Gull (vs. Western Gull) Annotated T-SNE Plot.
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"...  with a large
head and a
short neck,

characteristic
of the olive-sided

flycatcher."

"...  with a dark,
stout bill,
which is a

distinguishing
feature of

the olive-sided
flycatcher."

"...  with a dark
olive-brown

back and wings,
typical of

the olive-sided
flycatcher.""...  with a white

throat and
chest, which
is a unique
feature of

the olive-sided
flycatcher."

"...  with dark
'vest' markings

on its chest
and flanks,
a distinctive

characteristic
of the olive-sided

flycatcher."

"...  with a long,
dark tail often
cocked at an

angle, a common
trait of the
olive-sided
flycatcher."

"...  with a size
larger than

a typical flycatcher,
which can indicate
it's an olive-sided

flycatcher."

"...  with a distinctive
call that sounds

like "quick,
three beers",
a vocalization
unique to the

olive-sided
flycatcher."

"...  that is often
found perched

at the top
of dead trees

or high branches,
a common behavior

of the olive-sided
flycatcher."

"...  that is frequently
seen in forested

habitats, especially
around clearings

or edges, a
typical habitat

of the olive-sided
flycatcher."

"...  that is often
seen alone,

as olive-sided
flycatchers
are typically

solitary."

"...  with a white
belly and undertail

coverts, which
is a distinguishing

feature of
the olive-sided

flycatcher."

"...  with a distinctive
flight pattern,
often flying
out from a

perch to catch
insects in

the air and
returning to

the same perch,
a behavior

characteristic
of the olive-sided

flycatcher."

"...  that is often
found in north
america during

the summer
months, as
olive-sided
flycatchers

are migratory
birds."

"...  with a short
and rounded

wings in flight,
a feature that

can help identify
an olive-sided

flycatcher."

"...  with a relatively
large body

and a big head
for a flycatcher,

which is a
unique feature

of the olive-sided
flycatcher."

"...  that is often
found in burned
or logged areas,
a typical habitat

preference
of the olive-sided

flycatcher."

"...  with a distinctive
"pip-pip-pip"
call when in

flight, a sound
unique to the

olive-sided
flycatcher."

"...  with a dark
eye line, which

is a distinguishing
feature of

the olive-sided
flycatcher."

"...  that is often
seen in high-elevation

forests during
breeding season,

a habitat preference
of the olive-sided

flycatcher."

"...  with a distinctive
"whip-lash"

tail movement
when perched,

a common behavior
of the olive-sided

flycatcher."

"...  with a tendency
to perch on
the top of

dead trees,
often in exposed

locations,
a typical behavior
of the olive-sided

flycatcher."

"...  with a preference
for foraging

in open areas
with tall trees,
such as forest
edges, logged

areas, and
burned areas."

"...  with a tendency
to fly out

from a perch
to catch insects

in the air
and returning
to the same

perch, a behavior
characteristic

of the olive-sided
flycatcher."

"...  with a distinctive
"pip-pip-pip"
call when in

flight, a sound
unique to the

olive-sided
flycatcher."

"...  with a dark
eye line, which

is a distinguishing
feature of

the olive-sided
flycatcher."

"...  that is often
seen in high-elevation

forests during
breeding season,

a habitat preference
of the olive-sided

flycatcher."

"...  which is commonly
found in north

america, particularly
in the united
states and
canada."

"...  which prefers
to inhabit

the edges of
coniferous

forests, especially
those that

have been disturbed
by fires, logging,

or insect damage."

"...  which can
also be seen
in deciduous

forests, particularly
during migration."

"...  which is often
found in high-elevation

forests in
the western
part of north

america during
breeding season."

"...  which migrates
to central

and south america,
particularly

in the andes,
for the winter."

"...  which can
be spotted

in open areas
with tall trees,
such as forest
edges, logged

areas, and
burned areas."

"...  which is also
known to inhabit

subalpine meadows
and bogs."

"...  which can
occasionally
be seen in

suburban areas,
particularly
those with
tall trees."

"...  which is often
found perched

at the top
of dead trees

or high branches,
from where
it hunts for

flying insects."

"...  which nests
in the cavities
of dead trees
or in the forks
of branches
in tall trees."

"...  with a distinctive
habit of flying
low over the

ground or water,
searching for

insects."

"...  with a tendency
to forage for

insects in
the company
of other birds,

such as woodpeckers
or nuthatches."

"...  with a preference
for foraging
in areas with

abundant dead
trees, such

as burned or
logged areas."

"...  with a distinctive
"chattering"
call when it
is alarmed

or threatened,
a sound unique

to the olive-sided
flycatcher."

"...  with a dark,
stout bill,
which is a

distinguishing
feature of

the olive-sided
flycatcher."

"...  which is also
known to inhabit

subalpine meadows
and bogs."

t = 0
t = 30
"a photo
of olive
sided
flycatcher
bird."

Figure 4. Olive-sided Flycatcher (vs. Least Flycatcher) Annotated t-SNE Plot.
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"...  with a medium-sized,
slender body."

"...  with a length
of about 6.3
inches and
a wingspan

of 11.4 inches."

"...  with a dull
olive-gray

upper body."

"...  with a lighter
grayish or

whitish underbody."

"...  with two wing
bars, one white
and one gray."

"...  with a dark
bill that has

a lower mandible
that is orange
at the base."

"...  with a slight
crest on its

head."

"...  with a dark
eye surrounded

by a faint
eye-ring."

"...  with a short
tail that is

slightly notched
or squared
off at the

end."

"...  with a habit
of perching

in a relatively
upright position."

"...  with a habit
of flycatching,
often returning

to the same
perch.""...  that is often

found in open
woodlands and
forest edges."

"...  that is commonly
seen in the

western parts
of north america."

"...  that is often
silent, but

when it vocalizes,
it has a distinctive

"pee-a-wee"
call."

"...  that is not
sexually dimorphic,

meaning males
and females
look alike."

"...  that is often
confused with
the eastern

wood-pewee,
but can be

distinguished
by its call

and geographical
location."

"...  that is often
seen alone
or in pairs,
not in large

flocks."

"...  that is migratory,
spending winters

in central
and south america."

"...  that nests
in trees, often
high up and

near the trunk."

"...  that feeds
primarily on

insects, which
it catches
in mid-air."

"...  with a relatively
short, pointed
beak adapted
for catching

insects."

"...  that is not
known for its
bright colors,

but rather
its subtle

gray and olive
tones."

"...  that is often
seen in habitats

near water,
such as rivers
and streams."

"...  that is more
often heard

than seen due
to its preference

for perching
high in trees."

"...  that is active
during the

day, or diurnal."

"...  with a distinctive
"pee-a-wee"
call, which

is often described
as a series

of high-pitched,
descending
whistles."

"...  with a unique
way of perching,

often with
its tail cocked
upwards and
its body held

upright."

"...  with a habit
of frequenting

areas with
an abundance

of tree cavities,
which it uses
for nesting

and roosting."

"...  that is often
seen foraging

for insects
in the mid-to-upper

levels of trees,
where it uses

its long, pointed
bill to catch

prey."

"...  that tends
to be more
territorial

than the least
flycatcher,

often defending
its territory
from other

western wood
pewees."

"...  that often
has a more

extensive range
of insectivorous
prey, including
beetles, wasps,

and flies."

"...  that often
has a more

complex song,
consisting
of multiple

phrases and
melodies."

"...  that often
has a more

pronounced,
dark stripe

above its eye,
which helps

to distinguish
it from the

least flycatcher."

"...  that often
has a more

extensive range
of breeding

habitats, including
open woodlands,

forest edges,
and even urban

areas."

"...  that often
has a more

localized movement
pattern during

migration,
with some populations
making short-distance
movements between

breeding and
wintering grounds."

"...  that often
has a more

pronounced,
rusty tint

on its wings
and tail, especially

during the
breeding season."

"...  that often
has a more

extensive range
of nesting

sites, including
tree cavities,
rock crevices,
and even nest

boxes."

"...  that often
has a more

complex, multi-part
breeding cycle,

involving multiple
nesting attempts

and broods."

"...  that often
has a more

extensive range
of predators,

including snakes,
owls, and hawks."

"...  that often
has a more

pronounced,
dark band on

its chest,
which helps

to distinguish
it from the

least flycatcher."

t = 0
t = 30
"a photo
of western
wood pewee
bird."

Figure 5. Western Wood-Pewee (vs. Least Flycatcher) Annotated t-SNE Plot.
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"...  with a small,
round body

shape."
"...  with a relatively

large head
for its body

size."

"...  with a short,
notched tail."

"...  with a thin,
pointed beak."

"...  with a dull,
grayish-brown
color overall."

"...  with a pale
gray face and
underparts."

"...  with a streaked
back and wings."

"...  with two white
wing bars."

"...  with a faint,
incomplete
eye-ring."

"...  with a long,
thin, dark

line extending
back from the

eye."

"...  with a slightly
peaked crown."

"...  with a length
of about 5.5
inches and
a wingspan
of about 8
inches."

"...  with a tendency
to perch on
the tops of
shrubs and
low trees."

"...  that is often
found in shrub-steppe

habitats."

"...  that is commonly
seen in the

western united
states and
canada."

"...  that is often
seen in open,
arid habitats

with sagebrush."

"...  that is less
likely to be

found in forested
or urban areas."

"...  that is often
seen alone
or in small
groups."

"...  that is more
active during

the day."

"...  that is often
seen on the

ground, foraging
for seeds and

insects."

"...  that has a
distinctive,

complex song
consisting

of a long series
of buzzes and

trills."

"...  that is not
brightly colored

or flashy,
making it blend

in with its
surroundings."

"...  that is often
seen during

migration periods
in the spring

and fall."

"...  that is known
for its subtle
beauty and

elusive nature."

"...  that is named
after the 19th-century

ornithologist
thomas mayo

brewer."

"...  with a small,
rounded body

shape that
is roughly

half the size
of its head."

"...  with a short,
square-ended

tail."

"...  that has a
distinctive,
flat crown."

"...  with a dark
brown or black

stripe extending
from the eye
to the beak."

"...  with a distinctive,
white stripe

above the eye."

"...  that often
forages for

seeds and insects
on the ground,

often at the
base of shrubs
or low trees."

"...  that tends
to avoid dense,
shrubby areas

and prefers
more open habitats."

"...  that has a
distinctive,

melodic song
that is often
described as
a series of

whistled notes."

"...  that is known
to form long-term

monogamous
relationships

with its mates."

"...  that is a
cavity nester,
often using

abandoned nests
of other birds."

"...  that is a
partial migrant,

with some populations
making long-distance

migrations
while others

remain in their
year-round
habitats."

"...  that has a
distinctive,
white wing
bar that is
not present

in all individuals."

"...  that is often
seen in areas
with dense,

mature sagebrush,
often at elevations

above 1,000
meters."

"...  that is a
key species

in the sagebrush
ecosystem,

playing a crucial
role in seed

dispersal and
nutrient cycling."

"...  that has a
distinctive,

yellowish tint
to its beak,
particularly

in the breeding
season."

"...  that often
engages in

"song duets"
with its mate,
with both birds

singing together
in a coordinated

manner."

t = 0
t = 30
"a photo
of brewer
sparrow
bird."

Figure 6. Brewer’s Sparrow (vs. Harris’ Sparrow) Annotated t-SNE Plot.
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"...  with a large,
robust body,
characteristic

of the gull
family."

"...  with a white
head and underparts."

"...  with a dark,
charcoal-gray

back and wings."

"...  with a heavy,
slightly hooked

yellow bill
with a red

spot near the
tip of the

lower mandible."

"...  with pink
legs and webbed

feet."

"...  with a wingspan
that can reach

up to 58 inches."

"...  with a tail
that is white
and slightly

forked."

"...  with eyes
that are pale
yellow with
a distinct
black ring

around them."

"...  with a size
that ranges

from 18.5-26.8
inches in length."

"...  with a habitat
that is typically
coastal, rarely
venturing far
out to sea."

"...  that is commonly
found along
the western

coast of north
america, from

british columbia
to baja california."

"...  with a distinctive
call that is

a long series
of loud, harsh

notes."

"...  that is often
seen scavenging

in garbage
dumps, fishing

piers, and
marinas."

"...  with a diet
that includes
fish, squid,

jellyfish,
and eggs of
other birds."

"...  that is known
to be aggressive,

especially
during feeding

or when defending
its nest."

"...  with a breeding
plumage that

includes a
darker gray

back and wings,
and a more

vibrant yellow
bill with a
larger red

spot."

"...  with a non-breeding
plumage that

includes a
streaked head
and a duller

bill."

"...  that nests
in large colonies

on offshore
islands."

"...  with juveniles
that have a

mottled brown
plumage, which

gradually changes
to adult plumage
over four years."

"...  that is often
seen in urban

areas, especially
in coastal
cities and
towns."

"...  with a prominent,
rounded forehead."

"...  with a more
pronounced,

heavy bill
compared to

its body size."

"...  with a distinctive,
dark gray or
black stripe

running along
its sides."

"...  with a more
pronounced,
darker gray

or black stripe
on its head,

extending from
the beak to
the back of
the head."

"...  with a distinctive,
"mottled" or

"salt-and-pepper"
pattern on

its back and
wings, especially

during the
breeding season."

"...  with a more
vibrant, yellow
or orange bill

color, especially
during the

breeding season."

"...  with a larger,
more prominent

red spot on
the lower mandible

of its bill."

"...  with a more
pronounced,
heavier build
compared to
its length."

"...  with a more
upright posture,
often standing
with its legs

under its body
and its tail
held high."

"...  with a distinctive,
"swooping"
or "sailing"

flight pattern,
often gliding
and soaring

for long periods."

"...  with a more
frequent and

intense vocalization,
often making
loud, harsh

calls throughout
the day."

"...  with a more
aggressive

behavior, often
engaging in

intense battles
with other
birds over

food and territory."

"...  with a more
extensive,

dark gray or
black stripe
on its wings,

especially
during the

breeding season." "...  with a more
vibrant, yellow

or orange coloration
on its legs

and feet, especially
during the

breeding season."

"...  with a more
prominent,
rounded tail

shape, especially
during the

breeding season."

"...  with a more
frequent and

intense interaction
with other
birds, often
engaging in

complex social
behaviors and
hierarchies."

"...  with a dark,
charcoal-gray

back and wings."

t = 0
t = 30
"a photo
of western
gull bird."

Figure 7. Western Gull (vs. California Gull) Annotated t-SNE Plot.
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