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Abstract

Adapting large pre-trained models to unseen tasks under
tight data and compute budgets remains challenging. Meta-
learning approaches explicitly learn good initializations,
but they require an additional meta-training phase over
many tasks, incur high training cost, and can be unstable.
At the same time, the number of task-specific pre-trained
models continues to grow, yet the question of how to trans-
fer them to new tasks with minimal additional training re-
mains relatively underexplored. We propose BOLT (Basis-
Oriented Low-rank Transfer), a framework that reuses ex-
isting fine-tuned models not by merging weights, but in-
stead by extracting an orthogonal, task-informed spectral
basis and adapting within that subspace. In the offline
phase, BOLT collects dominant singular directions from
multiple task vectors and orthogonalizes them per layer to
form reusable bases. In the online phase, we freeze these
bases and train only a small set of diagonal coefficients per
layer for the new task, yielding a rank-controlled update
with very few trainable parameters. This design provides
(i) a strong, training-free initialization for unseen tasks,
obtained by pooling source-task coefficients—along with a
lightweight rescaling step—while leveraging the shared or-
thogonal bases, and (ii) a parameter-efficient fine-tuning
(PEFT) path that, in our experiments, achieves robust per-
formance compared to common PEFT baselines as well as a
representative meta-learned initialization. Our results show
that constraining adaptation to a task-informed orthogonal
subspace provides an effective alternative for unseen-task
transfer.

1. Introduction

Adapting large pre-trained models to new tasks and shifted
data distributions is critical for real-world deployment, es-
pecially when facing unseen tasks with limited data [30, 66,
69]. In such few-shot or test-time adaptation scenarios, the
model’s initialization often plays a decisive role [4, 30] in
whether learning will succeed.

Figure 1. Conceptual view of BOLT: Task-vectors {©; — O} ;
can be represented in a common subspace X formed by orthogo-
nal bases {eq}y_,. By reusing the same subspace, the model can
adapt to an unseen task vector {@new — @0} more quickly.

Gradient-based meta-learning methods such as Model-
Agnostic Meta-Learning (MAML) [12] were among the
first to emphasize the importance of a good initialization by
explicitly training models to rapidly adapt to novel tasks.
However, these approaches involve expensive bi-level op-
timization and can be unstable to train [17], and require
a dedicated meta-training phase over many tasks, which
may be impractical in settings where new tasks continu-
ally emerge. This motivates developing methods that offer
strong initialization for unseen tasks without requiring an
additional meta-training stage, especially in settings where
a library of fine-tuned models is already available.

At the same time, the ecosystem of pre-trained mod-
els is rapidly expanding, covering a diverse array of do-
mains and tasks [11, 14, 40]. This abundance presents
an opportunity: instead of additional heavy training, one
might transfer knowledge directly from existing models to
new tasks. Prior work has explored merging or compos-
ing multiple fine-tuned models to combine their capabili-
ties [13, 22, 33]. For example, a fine-tuned model can be
represented as a task vector [21], and adding or averag-
ing such vectors can blend learned behaviors. While these
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model-merging techniques can perform well on tasks that
were part of their training set, they are not designed for en-
tirely unseen tasks. A merged model essentially interpo-
lates between known task solutions and tends to overfit to
the training tasks, lacking a mechanism to generalize be-
yond them [52]. In fact, naive task arithmetic often entan-
gles disparate update directions, leading to interference and
unpredictable behavior when tasks are misaligned. These
limitations motivate a different approach to model transfer.
In this work, we pursue an alternative paradigm for adapt-
ing models to unseen tasks. If we have a library of models
fine-tuned on diverse source tasks, the weight-space direc-
tions in which these models moved during fine-tuning may
span a rich subspace for future tasks. Our insight is that
these task-specific directions can be extracted and re-used
as a basis for new tasks. Recent studies have shown that the
dominant singular directions characterize the principal axes
of the fine-tuning update, and that orthogonalizing such di-
rections across tasks can mitigate interference.

Building on this insight, we propose Basis-Oriented
Low-Rank Transfer (BOLT), which adapts a pre-trained
model to a new task without any explicit meta-training [17]
or model merging [59]. Instead of combining weights from
different models, BOLT constructs an orthogonal spectral
basis from existing fine-tuned models and uses this basis as
the backbone for adapting to an unseen target task. A con-
ceptual overview is shown in Figure 1.

Concretely, BOLT operates in two phases. In an of-
fline phase, we collect the task vectors from multiple source
models and perform singular value decomposition (SVD) to
extract their major directions. We then orthogonalize these
directions to form a shared spectral basis for each layer.
In the subsequent online phase, the new task is learned by
freezing this orthogonal basis and training only a small set
of coefficients. The resulting weight update for the unseen
task is constrained to lie in the span of those basis direc-
tions — equivalently, the update is diagonal in the shared
spectral basis. This design keeps the number of train-
able parameters extremely low and confines the update to
a subspace spanned by prior tasks, providing explicit con-
trol over the update’s effective rank and reducing the risk
of overfitting to spurious patterns. We validate BOLT on
challenging few-shot image classification benchmarks and
label-free test-time adaptation scenarios. Without any ad-
ditional meta-training, BOLT achieves robust performance
than conventional fine-tuning or parameter-efficient tuning
baselines. As an additional comparison, Figure 2 reports
few-shot adaptation results on 17 unseen tasks using a ViT-
B/32 backbone, where BOLT’s initialization outperforms
meta-learned initialization. In summary, our contributions
are:

¢ Orthogonal multi-task bases: We build task-informed,
layer-wise orthogonal bases by collecting the top singular
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Figure 2. Meta-learning vs. BOLT: few-shot adaptation curves
comparing meta-learned initialization and BOLT. Our method
reaches higher accuracy in fewer epochs, showing faster conver-
gence than meta-learned initialization.

directions from multiple fine-tuned models and orthogo-
nalizing them. This provides a stable shared coordinate
system for later adaptation.

» Strong initialization without training: By projecting
task vectors into the shared spectral basis and pooling
their coefficients—with a lightweight rescaling step—we
obtain a training-free initialization that already performs
well on unseen tasks.

* Generalization on few-shot and test-time adaptation:
Comprehensive evaluation on few-shot, out-of-domain
(OOD), and label-free test-time adaptation across general
and remote-sensing datasets, showing that BOLT consis-
tently matches or surpasses strong PEFT with far fewer
task-specific parameters.

2. Related Work

Parameter-efficient adaptation. When data and com-
pute are limited, a central challenge is enabling adaptation
with minimal changes to the backbone. Recent work ad-
dresses this by constraining where learnable parameters are
introduced. Low-rank modules such as LoRA [18] and its
decomposed variants [3 1] inject compact update factors into
linear layers, while modulation- and adapter-based meth-
ods [3, 29] adjust activations or insert small bottlenecks to
provide controlled capacity. Prompt-based tuning [23] in-
stead steers the backbone using a few learnable tokens. In
the CLIP [40] setting, feature-space approaches—including
linear probes, TIP-Adapter [63], and LP++ [20]—avoid
weight updates entirely. Despite differing in where ca-
pacity is added, these methods all restrict adaptation to a
lightweight and well-structured subspace.

Task vectors and composition. A complementary line of
work edits models directly in weight space by representing
fine-tuned checkpoints as task vectors, enabling arithmetic
operations such as averaging, interpolation, and tangent-
space editing [21, 37]. While this reveals that indepen-



dently fine-tuned models often lie in shared basins, naive
combinations can entangle incompatible update directions,
prompting structure-aware approaches that use curvature-
based weighting [33] or conflict-aware sparsification [57].
More recent analyses decompose task vectors into layer-
wise singular directions [13], providing a means to diag-
nose interference and merge updates along decorrelated
axes, while anisotropic scaling methods [62] learn how to
emphasize or suppress specific components. Collectively,
these methods expose the compositional structure of fine-
tuning updates, though they primarily reweight existing di-
rections rather than building new coordinate systems for un-
seen tasks.

Subspace methods and orthogonalization. A related
line of work controls where learning occurs by shaping
the subspace of allowable updates. In continual learning,
projecting gradients away from previously spanned direc-
tions mitigates forgetting [44, 61], and later studies analyze
how the choice and frequency of such projections influ-
ence robustness [58, 65]. Orthogonalization also arises in
representation analysis, where similarity metrics, whiten-
ing, and decorrelated normalization help disentangle fea-
ture directions and reduce redundancy [19, 24, 41]. In pa-
rameter space, permutation or orthogonal alignment recon-
ciles symmetries before model averaging, improving merge
fidelity [1]. Overall, these approaches demonstrate that
enforcing orthogonality—on gradients, representations, or
weights—can reduce interference and motivate learning
within a shared, decorrelated subspace.

Initialization for Unseen Tasks. A central determinant
of performance on unseen tasks is the starting point from
which adaptation proceeds. While gradient-based meta-
learning popularized learning such initializations, it typ-
ically requires a separate meta-training phase over many
tasks [6, 12, 35]. A complementary line of work empha-
sizes structure in the update space, using low-rank or or-
thogonalized coordinates to stabilize early learning. Build-
ing on this perspective, we propose a training-free initializer
and show that pooling and lightly rescaling the spectral co-
efficients of source-task updates provides a compact start-
ing point that performs well on unseen tasks. Conceptually,
our approach is related to meta-learning in that both aim
to construct useful initializations for new tasks, but BOLT
obtains such initial states analytically from a collection of
fine-tuned models instead of introducing a separate meta-
optimization stage.

3. Preliminaries

Before introducing our framework, we formalize the prob-
lem setting, and clarify how task-specific updates are repre-

sented and combined.

3.1. Setting and Task Vectors

We consider a pre-trained model with weights ©g, and a
set of N related source tasks for which fine-tuned models
{©,}}, are available. Each ©); is obtained by fine-tuning
©p on task i. We define the task vector for task ¢ as the
difference between the fine-tuned and original weights:

A; = ©; —06y. &)

This A, represents the full update that adapts the pre-trained
model to task i. For each layer ¢, suppose the weight param-
eters in ©g form a matrix of dimensions my, x n, and let
Mi(e) = @Z(-Z) - @ff) be the corresponding layer update for
task £. This layer-wise view aligns with prior analyses that
use singular vector to characterize task-specific changes and
allows us to directly apply standard linear algebra tools.

3.2. Task Arithmetic and Its Limitations

A simple way to combine knowledge from multiple tasks is
to merge their weight updates. We first define the merged
model B4, as follows:

N
Ougg = B0+ Y _ i\, 2)
1=1

Here, A; is the task vector of task ¢, and «; are blending co-
efficients. This task arithmetic directly composes the fine-
tuning updates from different tasks. While easy to com-
pute, naive weight merging as in Eq. (2) can suffer from
interference between tasks. If the dominant update direc-
tions of tasks are not mutually aligned, the ) . o;A; will
entangle disparate directions and degrade performance. In
practice, merged models often exhibit unpredictable behav-
ior unless the tasks are very compatible. More importantly,
merging alone is not sufficient for entirely new target tasks.
The combination in Eq. (2) can only blend the behaviors of
existing task updates A;, and when the target task departs
from these sources, there is no principled way to choose co-
efficients «; that produce the required behavior. In particu-
lar, once a merge is chosen, there is no explicit adaptation
step for the new task. In contrast, our approach treats these
directions as a shared basis and learns task-specific coeffi-
cients from the target data rather than relying on a single
static merge.

3.3. Singular Directions and Low-Rank Structure

Although a task update A; has the same dimensionality as
the original parameters O, in practice the change it induces
is much more structured. Empirically, most layers do not
need to move in all directions of the weight space at once;
instead, the update tends to concentrate its energy in a few
dominant directions. To make this precise, for a given layer



¢, we look at the matrix-shaped update Ml-(z) corresponding
to task ¢ at that layer and apply a thin SVD:
MO — Ui(z)EEZ)V;(Z)T, 3)

K2

where Ui(z) and Vi(e) collect the left and right singular di-
rections of the update, and E,@ contains the singular val-
ues sorted in decreasing order. When only a few singular
values in EEZ) are large, Eq. (3) shows that Mi(e) is well-
approximated by a low-dimensional subspace spanned by
those dominant singular directions. This is the key prop-
erty we later exploit when we aggregate singular directions
from multiple source tasks and orthogonalize them into the
shared bases.

3.4. Orthogonalization and Basis Construction

As shown in Section 3.3, task-specific layer updates Mi(é)
often concentrate their energy in a few singular directions
(Eq. (3)). This suggests that, across many source tasks, we
can collect those dominant directions and use them to span
a common subspace for future adaptation.

For each layer ¢, suppose we have N source tasks and
their matrix-shaped updates { M, Z_(e) MY . We first compute a
thin SVD for each and keep only the top k; singular direc-
tions. We then stack these directions across tasks to make

Us(tzzzck: |:U1(é)(:v 1: kl) e U](\f)(v 1: kN)j| € Rmexr’ (4)
Vgii)ck: [Vl(e)(:, 1:ky) - - Vjsfe)(:, l:k‘N)} c R™MxT,

o € R™X7 and Vs(ti)ck € R™X" where r =

Zfil k; is the total number of collected directions.
Because these stacked directions may still be correlated

across tasks, we orthogonalize them to obtain the final task-

So that U9

sta

informed, layer-wise bases U, éfgh and Vo(ri)h, defined as

¢ ¢ ¢ OT\T

Uo(r‘zh = O(Us(teick)’ Vo(rt)h = O(‘/s(ta)ck) ’ (5)
where O(+) denotes the SVD-based orthogonalization oper-
ator. These matrices serve as the shared spectral coordinates
in which all subsequent target-task updates are represented.
Concretely, we apply a single whitening step

¢ ¢ o T -1
chrzh = Us(teick (Us(tEZCk Us(t;ck + <€I) 27 €> 07 (6)

Vi = ViVl Vi) 3 e
with ¢ > 0 for numerical stability. Following prior
work [13], we compute UY,, ., and V£, , via the thin SVD
Uboae = ¥uXu®,) and V5, 4 = ¥, %,0]. We then set
Uorth = \I/u(I)I and ‘/orth = \IIUQ)I.

All subsequent adaptation in Section 4 will keep U, @

orth
and Vo(r[?h fixed and will learn only how much to scale each

basis direction.

4. Proposed Method

In this section, we now describe how BOLT performs adap-
tation using the shared orthogonal bases. Figure 3 summa-
rizes the overall pipeline, and the following subsections de-
scribe each step mathematically.

4.1. Projection to The Shared Coordinates

Let Mi(é) denote the parameter update of source task ¢ at

layer ¢, defined as in Sections 1-3. For layer ¢, we omit
the index for clarity and denote M := Mi(l), U:=U O(ft)h,
Vo= Vo(ft)h. Because U and VT are column- and row-
orthonormal, respectively, any update M can be projected

onto the task-informed subspace by
S =U"MV, SeR™, 7)

which measures how strongly M activates each pair of
shared directions obtained in Eqs. (4)-(6). Note that this
step does not re-define the bases; it only re-expresses M in
the already-fixed coordinates.

4.2. Diagonal Reconstruction Problem

Our goal in Section 4 is not to keep the full » X r matrix in
Eq. (7), but to find the best diagonal matrix inside this sub-
space that reconstructs M when mapped back to the original
space. We therefore consider the least-squares problem

min [|[M —UDV ", @®)

where D € R"*" is constrained to be diagonal, i.e., D;; =
0 for i # j. Eq. (8) asks for the diagonal coefficients in
the shared basis that best match the offline update M. To
make Eq. (8) explicit, insert and subtract USV T inside the
Frobenius norm:

(M —USVT)+U(S = D)V [} ©)

=|M —USV' L+ U =DV TE,  (10)

The cross term in Eq (9) vanishes because the two compo-
nents lie in orthogonal subspaces:

U'(M-USVTYWV =8§-8§ = 0. (11

The first term in Eq. (10) is independent of D, so minimiz-

ing Eq. (8) is equivalent to

min [|U(S — D)VT|%. (12)

At this point we use the orthonormality already established

in Section 3. When a matrix already lives in the span of U

and V, the Frobenius norm is preserved. Thus, the term in
Eq. (12) can be expressed as follows:

lU(s-=D)WVTE = |IS - Dl (13)

Therefore, the diagonal extraction problem further reduces
to the following form:

min |[§ = D[ (14)
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Figure 3. Overall BOLT pipeline: for task vectors {©;}~ ;, we extract layer-wise SVDs and orthogonalize them to obtain shared bases
{Uborth, Vortn }. These fixed bases are later reused to construct weights for an unseen task with only small diagonal parameters.

4.3. Closed-form Diagonal and Coefficient Vector
Expanding the Frobenius norm in Eq. (14) yields Eq. (15):
IS = Dlf =D 85 + > (S = Dip)*. (15)
Ji#k J

The off-diagonal part itk S?k does not depend on D, so
the minimizer is obtained by matching every diagonal en-
try. In other words, the optimal diagonal simply copies the
diagonal of S:

D3, = S;; Vj. (16)
Consequently, we can write

D* = diag(s), s := diag(S) € R". (17)

The r-dimensional vector s is the only information from M
that we will carry over into the online phase.

4.4. Pooling Across Multiple Source Tasks

When we have N tasks, we simply repeat the projection

Eq. (7) and the diagonal extraction Eq. (17) for each task:
S; =U"M;V, s; = diag(S;) € R", i=1,...,N, (18)

These {s; } /¥, are all expressed in the same orthonormal co-
ordinates because U and V were fixed offline (i.e. Egs. (4)-
(6)). A simple, data-free initializer for a new/unseen task is
then the component-wise mean

1 N
Spool = 7 D_Sis (19)
1=1

Figure 4 summarizes pooling, where each source update is
projected onto the shared bases to form S;, and then the
resulting diagonals {si}f\il are averaged to obtain s, for
the online phase.

Scalar rescaling of the diagonal. After the data-free
mean initializer in Eq. (19), we apply a single global scal-
ing factor to all diagonal coefficients, selecting it via a brief
sweep on the training set. For each candidate o € A (a
small finite set, e.g., {1, 3,5,7,10}), we form

© " forall layers ¢, (20)

g(@) (Oé) = Spool

compose the merged parameters

00+ > UL, diag3O () VL, @1
¢

and evaluate accuracy on a few mini-batches of the training
data. We then select

& = argmax ACC(@Q,{é(z)(a)}QDtrain)7 (22)
acA

and set the initialization to s((f) =& S(Zo)ol for all £. This step

does not modify the orthogonal bases and adds negligible
cost, yet often stabilizes early adaptation by matching the
overall scale of the diagonal update to the target task.

4.5. Online Adaptation in The Shared Subspace

At adaptation time, we keep the task-informed bases from
Section 3 fixed and learn only the spectral coefficients. For
a new task, the admissible update at layer ¢ is

AQ, () = UL, diag(sOVT. 23
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Figure 4. Initialization of the diagonal coefficients: each source
task is projected onto {Uortn, Vortn } to obtain its best diagonal
{s£}X ., and these per-task diagonals are pooled to form sf’;ool for
anew task. This provides a data-free, task-informed starting point.

where s() is the only learnable parameter at that layer. This
parameterization restricts the update to the spectral diag-
onal of the shared basis, so that rank(Affe)w(s“))) < r
and forces the target-task update to remain inside the task-
informed subspace spanned by {U(Z) 1AW }. The adapted

orth’ Yorth
model for the new task can then be written as

O(s) =09+ > _ AL (s“), (24)
£

where all s() are initialized from the pooled and rescaled
coefficients in Eq. (20). In this way, BOLT performs on-
line adaptation by optimizing only a few number of spectral
coefficients per layer, dramatically reducing the number of
task-specific parameters while still allowing effective adap-
tation in the shared orthogonal subspace.

5. Experiments

We evaluate BOLT across few-shot, OOD, and test-time
adaptation settings to validate its generality and efficiency.
This section outlines the benchmarks and implementation
details, followed by quantitative comparisons and ablations.

5.1. Benchmarks and setup

Tracks. We evaluate three complementary tracks: (i)
few-shot classification with k& € {1,2,4,8,16} labeled
samples per class, (ii)) OOD robustness on ImageNet-
V2/A/R/Sketch, and (iii) label-free test-time adaptation
(TTA) under distribution shift.

Datasets. We evaluate our method on two disjoint fami-
lies of tasks. (i) General-domain tasks include DTD [7],
GTSRB [47], MNIST [26], SVHN [34], STL10 [8],
OxfordIIITPet [38], Flowers102 [36], CIFAR100 [25],

PCAM [48], CIFAR10 [25], Foodl101 [2], FashionM-
NIST [55], RenderedSST2 [45], EMNIST [9], FGVCAir-
craft [32], CUB200 [49], and Country211 [40]. (ii)
Remote-sensing tasks include AID [54], CLRS [28], Eu-
roSAT_RGB [15], MLRSNet [39], NWPU-RESISC45 [5],
Optimal-31 [51], PatternNet [67], RS_C11 [64], RSD46-
WHU [56], RSI-CB128 [27], RSSCN7 [70], SAT-4 [68],
SIRI-WHU [68], UC_Merced [60], and WHU-RS19 [53].

We report results separately for these two families be-
cause they differ markedly in their visual statistics and
transfer behavior. General-domain datasets contain natural
or object-centric imagery with relatively homogeneous tex-
ture and illumination, whereas remote-sensing datasets con-
sist of aerial scenes characterized by greater spatial com-
plexity, scale variation, and distribution shifts induced by
environmental or atmospheric factors. Evaluating them
jointly would obscure domain-specific effects, while treat-
ing them separately allows us to examine how adaptation
behaves under distinct visual regimes. Notably, remote-
sensing imagery forms a particularly challenging stress test
for few-shot and low-rank adaptation, since its domain
gap from pre-trained CLIP representations is substantially
larger than in conventional vision benchmarks.

Baselines. We compare BOLT against a range of adap-
tation methods. Zero-shot CLIP [40] classifies images di-
rectly from text prompts without any task-specific train-
ing, while a linear probe [40] fits a linear classifier on
frozen CLIP features and serves as a lightweight adaptation
baseline. Tip-Adapter [63] performs training-free few-shot
adaptation using a key—value cache built from support ex-
amples, and LP++ [20] strengthens linear probing through
improved feature normalization and optimization. Among
parameter-efficient tuning methods, LoRA [18] injects low-
rank updates into weight matrices, and aTLAS [62] learns
anisotropic scaling coefficients over task vectors to improve
compositional transfer.

Training and evaluation. We benchmark BOLT on
three CLIP backbones—ViT-B/32, ViT-B/16, and ViT-
L/14—across few-shot and test-time adaptation settings to
assess robustness under diverse data regimes. In all experi-
ments, BOLT performs layer-wise retention of up to 12 sin-
gular directions, capturing dominant update structure while
maintaining a highly compact model (about 8k learnable
parameters). The spectral bases are constructed by aggre-
gating all source-task vectors within each domain. Imple-
mentation details, hyperparameters, and extended results
are provided in the supplementary material.

5.2. Few-Shot Adaptation

Few-shot learning aims to adapt a pre-trained model to a
new task using only a handful of labeled samples—£k im-



Table 1. Few-shot accuracy (%) averaged over three CLIP backbones (ViT-B/16, ViT-B/32, ViT-L/14) and all datasets within each domain.
Left: general-domain; right: remote-sensing. Best and second-best per column are in bold and underlined.

General datasets

Remote-sensing datasets

Method 1-shot 2-shot 4-shot 8-shot 16-shot 1-shot 2-shot 4-shot 8-shot 16-shot
Zero-shot CLIP 60.74 58.59

Linear Probe 61.08 61.09 61.11 61.16 61.23 58.87 58.95 59.19 59.67 60.70
LoRA 60.97 61.40 64.86 65.34 69.57 70.12 73.91 81.14 86.31 90.76
TIP 61.49 61.74 62.44 63.05 63.78 60.36 62.01 64.94 68.49 73.26
LP++ 43.34 54.11 60.88 67.83 72.09 51.85 67.59 77.36 84.00 88.47
aTLAS 66.34 67.37 71.31 73.41 74.44 69.87 73.68 77.86 81.38 86.24
BOLT (ours) 71.30 72.67 74.90 76.72 78.46 80.77 83.86 87.59 89.92 91.86
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Figure 5. Few-shot accuracy at 4 and 16 shots using the ViT-B/32 backbone across general and remote-sensing datasets.

ages per class for a k-shot setting. Following standard
practice, we adapt a frozen CLIP encoder to each target
dataset using only k € {1,2,4,8,16} class-balanced ex-
amples while keeping the spectral basis fixed. As sum-
marized in Table 1, BOLT achieves the best performance
across both the general and remote-sensing domains, show-
ing clear advantages even under extremely limited super-
vision. In few-shot settings, the improvement margin is
particularly pronounced, highlighting the effectiveness of
spectral basis adaptation for data-scarce scenarios. While
aTLAS learns anisotropic scaling coefficients on existing
task vectors, reweighting known directions within a linear
subspace, our method instead constructs a compact diag-
onal spectral basis derived from multi-task singular direc-
tions. By decorrelating these directions into an orthogonal
basis, BOLT mitigates interference during adaptation and
achieves stable, data-efficient performance, as shown in Ta-
ble 1. In addition, aTLAS requires all task vectors to be
stored and optimized jointly, which increases memory us-
age, whereas BOLT builds a shared orthogonal basis once
and reuses it across tasks, achieving much higher memory
efficiency without sacrificing performance.

Figure 5 illustrates per-dataset results for the ViT-B/32

Table 2. OOD accuracy (%) using ViT-B/32 backbone at 16-shot.
Results are reported on ImageNet OOD variants.

Method ImageNet-A ImageNet-R ImageNet-S ImageNet-V2
Zero-shot CLIP 14.76 50.95 38.92 5291
Linear Probe 15.13 51.49 39.48 54.72
LoRA 10.28 42.16 36.76 54.51
TIP 14.64 50.56 38.62 52.00
LP++ 14.66 51.92 39.01 54.22
aTLAS 14.87 52.21 39.83 55.29
BOLT (ours) 15.88 53.85 41.26 55.69

backbone at 4- and 16-shot highlighting dataset-specific
performance. BOLT consistently ranks highest across di-
verse datasets in both general and remote-sensing domains,
confirming its strong adaptability across heterogeneous dis-
tributions.

5.3. OOD Robustness

We evaluate robustness under distribution shift using the
ViT-B/32 backbone with 16-shot supervision. All meth-
ods are trained on ImageNet [43] and then evaluated under
distribution shift on ImageNet-A [10], ImageNet-R [16],



Table 3. TTA results on general-domain datasets, reporting accu-
racy (%) averaged over all datasets, where the best and second-best
methods are highlighted in bold and underlined, respectively.

Method ViT-B/16  ViT-B/32  ViT-L/14
Zeroshot CLIP 61.55 56.87 67.90
Layer Norm 67.63 62.68 74.08
aTLAS 61.56 56.87 67.92
BOLT (ours) 69.92 67.74 74.11

ImageNet-S (Sketch) [50], and ImageNet-V2 [42]. Ta-
ble 2 shows that BOLT delivers the strongest overall per-
formance, achieving the highest accuracy on all four OOD
datasets.

While linear probing remains a competitive baseline,
lightweight adaptation methods such as LP++ and TIP ex-
hibit notable degradation under these challenging shifts.
LoRA performs particularly poorly, likely due to its large
number of learnable parameters, which makes it more sus-
ceptible to overfitting in low-data OOD scenarios. In con-
trast, BOLT maintains stable accuracy across all bench-
marks, suggesting that its layer-wise spectral parameteri-
zation—derived from task-vector subspaces—transfers ef-
fectively even when the input distribution changes sub-
stantially.  These results indicate that BOLT provides
strong OOD generalization without introducing heavy task-
specific modules or increasing model capacity.

5.4. Test-Time Adaptation (TTA)

We study test-time adaptation [30] in a fully label-free set-
ting, where the model receives only unlabeled images from
the target dataset and adapts offline with access to the full
split. Our approach uses a unified variant of unsupervised
FixMatch (UFM) [46] tailored to BOLT. For each input we
generate weak and strong augmentations, use the weak view
for sharpened pseudo-labels, and mark high-confidence pre-
dictions as trusted with fixed targets. The remaining sam-
ples are treated as unlabeled and optimized via a consis-
tency loss between strong-view predictions and pseudo-
labels with confidence-based masking, over a few epochs
under a cosine learning-rate schedule.

Table 3 reports the resulting TTA performance on
general-domain datasets for three CLIP backbones. Across
all backbones, BOLT consistently improves over the zero-
shot CLIP model and existing baselines, with the largest
gains on the smaller ViT-B/32 backbone, suggesting that
spectral diagonal adaptation helps compensate limited ca-
pacity by exploiting unlabeled target data more effectively.
Overall, coupling BOLT’s spectral basis with a UFM-style
objective yields strong label-free adaptation under distribu-
tion shift while keeping the encoder architecture fixed and
updating only low-dimensional spectral coefficients instead

3

[—

| —a— VITL/14 ” —e— VITB/32
VITB/16 | VITB/16
—a— VITB/32 —— ViFL/14

15 17

Accuracy (%)
Pt
g2 & 3
Accuracy (%)
o o @y
223333

3 5 12 15 1 3

7 9 6 10
Number of rank r Number of Task Vector

(a) Effect of # rank r. (b) Effect of # task vectors.

Figure 6. Ablation studies on spectral basis construction and
adaptation. (a) Accuracy vs. # rank r, showing that performance
saturates after a small subspace size. (b) Accuracy vs. # task vec-
tors used to build the shared basis, indicating that a compact yet
diverse set of sources suffices.

of introducing new task-specific modules.

5.5. Ablation Study

We study two factors in constructing the spectral basis: the
layer-wise rank 7 and the number of source task vectors. All
ablations use the 16-shot setting, average over three seeds,
and train only the diagonal spectral coefficients; source vec-
tors are selected at random.

Effect of the rank r. Using all source task vectors, we
vary the number of singular vectors kept per layer. As
shown in Figure. 6a, all backbones benefit from increasing
r, with the smaller ViT-B/32 showing the strongest sensi-
tivity at low ranks. Larger models (ViT-B/16, ViT-L/14)
remain stable even with small r, and performance generally
saturates around r ~ 12.

Effect of the number of source task vectors. Fixing
r = 12, we vary the number of task vectors used to form the
basis. Figure. 6b shows rapid gains when adding the first
few sources—again most pronounced for ViT-B/32—after
which performance plateaus as the subspace becomes suffi-
ciently well spanned.

6. Conclusion

We presented BOLT, a spectral adaptation framework that
constructs layer-wise orthogonal bases from task vectors
and adapts new tasks by learning only diagonal coefficients
in this shared subspace. This design removes the reliance
on any meta-training stage and instead provides a com-
pact, controllable update space grounded in task-informed
spectral coordinates. Empirically, BOLT delivers strong
few-shot performance, robust out-of-domain generaliza-
tion, and effective label-free test-time adaptation across
multiple CLIP backbones, consistently matching or sur-
passing strong parameter-efficient tuning baselines. These
results demonstrate that orthogonal, task-informed spectral
coordinates offer a simple and scalable mechanism for low-
parameter transfer in large pre-trained models.
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A. Implementation Details

This section provides additional information about (i) the
compute environment used in all experiments, and (ii) train-
ing and hyperparameter settings for few-shot, OOD, and
test-time adaptation, (iii) high-level pseudo-code for the
BOLT pipeline.

A.1. Compute Environment

All experiments were conducted on the same compute en-
vironment:

* CPU: INTEL(R) XEON(R) PLATINUM 8570

* GPU: NVIDIA B200

e OS: Ubuntu 22.04.5 LTS

e Python: 3.11.12

* PyTorch: 2.7.0

Few-shot, OOD, and TTA experiments all use this software
stack.

A.2. Backbones and Trainable Parameters

We use CLIP vision encoders ViT-B/32, ViT-B/16, and ViT-
L/14 as frozen backbones. The CLIP text encoder is kept
fixed and is only used to construct zero-shot classifiers.
For BOLT, the only trainable parameters are the layer-wise
spectral diagonal coefficients in the shared orthogonal ba-
sis; all CLIP weights and bases remain frozen. For base-
lines (Linear Probe, LoRA, TIP, LP++, aTLAS) we follow
their standard parameterizations while keeping the back-
bone frozen and sharing the same data splits.

A.3. Initialization and Alpha Grid Search

Before any sigma-only adaptation (few-shot, OOD, or
TTA), we perform a common initialization step:

 Basis construction: from a set of fine-tuned models on
source tasks, we derive task vectors and compute SVD-
based orthogonal bases U, Vorn for each weight matrix,
together with an initial diagonal coefficient vector o per
module.

* Sigma parametrization: each matrix update is repre-
sented as A(0) = Uqnn diag(o) Voun, and the collection
of all o forms the only trainable parameters.

* Global scaling: we run a short grid search over a global
scale o € {1,3,5,7,10}, evaluate the merged encoder
O(a) = 09+ A(a-0) on the train data loader, and select
the best ¢, which is then fixed for the rest of training.

This procedure is shared across all adaptation scenarios
and provides a strong, data-informed initialization for the
sigma parameters.

A .4. Few-shot Adaptation Settings

In the few-shot setting, each dataset in turn is treated as a
held-out target task, while the remaining datasets are used
to construct the spectral basis. For each target dataset and

12

k € {1,2,4,8,16}, we sample class-balanced k-shot sup-
port sets from the training split and reuse the same indices
across all methods.

Training on the target dataset uses the backbone’s stan-
dard train-time augmentations (random resized crops and
horizontal flips followed by CLIP-style normalization),
while evaluation uses the standard validation preprocessing
(resize, center crop, normalization).

Unless otherwise stated, sigma-only fine-tuning for
BOLT uses:

* Optimizer: AdamW on all sigma parameters.

e Learning rate: 1 x 1073,

* Weight decay: 0.

* Epochs: 20.

* Batch size: 32.

* Schedule: cosine learning-rate decay with a warmup of 2
epochs.

During few-shot training, all encoder weights remain
frozen and only the sigma coefficients in the spectral basis
are updated using a standard cross-entropy loss on the k-
shot labeled examples. For each target dataset, all remain-
ing datasets from the same domain are used to construct the
spectral basis unless otherwise noted.

A.5. OOD Training Settings

We use the same optimizer, learning rate, weight decay,
epoch count, and batch size as in the few-shot setting. All
methods share the same 16-shot support sets and identical
training schedules.

A.6. Test-Time Adaptation Settings

For test-time adaptation (TTA) we use a fully label-free pro-
tocol on a held-out target dataset. The model receives only
unlabeled images from the target split.

Trusted sample mining. Using the sigma-initialized
model with the chosen &, we run a forward pass over the
entire target split and collect softmax predictions p(y | z)
for each image. Let C be the number of classes and N the
number of target samples. We select a fixed number of high-
confidence “trusted” samples per class: for each class c we
sort examples by p(y = ¢ | ) and keep the top

. (N/C
Ftrusted = min (1/0’ 100)

indices for class c. The union of these indices forms the
trusted set Dyysed, and the complement forms the unlabeled
set Dyniabeled- We also store one-hot targets for all samples
based on the argmax predictions of this initial model; these
targets are used only for trusted indices.

Two-stream batch construction. During TTA training
we use a two-stream batch sampler. Each mini-batch of size



B is constructed by sampling B/2 indices from Dyniabeled
and B/2 indices from Dyyged, With independent random
permutations for the two streams.

Weak/strong augmentations. We use an asymmetric

transform to generate weak and strong views:

» Weak view 1V°%: the standard validation preprocessing
of the encoder (resize, center crop, normalization).

e Strong  view  zS'ong: a  composition  of
RandomResizedCrop to size 224 with scale
(0.5,1.0) and bicubic interpolation, followed by

RandomHorizontalFlip with probability 0.5,
and finally the last normalization transforms from the
validation pipeline.

UFM loss with trusted samples. Let {ypy denote the
loss. Given logits from the weak and strong views, {ypym
proceeds as follows:

1. Compute soft predictions from the weak view g(x) =
softmax(logits™**) and apply a simple sharpening by
scaling and renormalization: G(x) o 0.5 - ¢(z).

2. For trusted indices, overwrite ¢(x) with the one-hot tar-
gets obtained from the initial sigma-initialized model
(trusted pseudo-labels).

3. Define a confidence score w(z) = max..(z) and a
binary mask m(z) = 1[w(x) > 7] with a fixed threshold
T =0.99.

4. Compute the per-sample cross-entropy between the
strong-view logits and the soft pseudo-labels, and weight
it by m(x):

Zm

Thus, TTA optimizes a single UFM-style loss that uses
high-confidence pseudo-labels from the weak view, with
trusted examples anchored to fixed one-hot targets and low-
confidence examples masked out.

lupm = CE (logits*™"(x), ().

A.7. Pseudo-code for BOLT

Below we summarize the BOLT pipeline in two stages: (i)
offline construction of a shared spectral basis and pooled
diagonals, and (ii) online adaptation to a new task in spectral
coordinates. The mathematical details are given in the main
paper; here we focus on implementation flow.

Offline: shared spectral basis and pooled diagonals.

1. For each source task 7, obtain a fine-tuned model ©; and
define the task vector A; = ©; — O with respect to the
pre-trained CLIP weights O.

2. For each layer ¢, extract the layer-wise update Mi(é) from
A; (reshaped as a matrix).
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3. For each Mi(e), compute a thin SVD and keep the top
singular directions per task and layer.

4. Stack all singular directions across tasks and apply
whitening-based orthogonalization to obtain a shared

spectral basis U, (Enzl, Vo(rfg for each layer.
0

5. Project each task update M, into the shared basis and

extract the diagonal coefficients s( )

6. Average the layer-wise diagonals across tasks to obtain

()

a pooled initializer s,

for each layer.

Online: new task adaptation in spectral coordinates.

1. On a small held-out subset, perform a short sweep over
a set of scalar scales A and select & that maximizes train
accuracy.

0 _

2. Initialize the trainable spectral coefficients as s;’ =

e} 31()02), for all layers.

3. For a new task, define the objective (few-shot cross-
entropy or TTA loss) in terms of the parameters {s(z)}
only.

4. For each training step:

(a) Reconstruct the weight update A(s) from the cur-
rent diagonals {s()} and form O(s) = O¢ + A(s).

(b) Run a forward pass on a mini-batch and compute
the loss (few-shot or TTA).

(c) Backpropagate gradients into {s®)} and update
them using AdamW.

5. After a fixed number of epochs, evaluate the final model
©(s) on the target test split.

B. Dataset Details

B.1. General-Domain Benchmarks

The general-domain task pool includes the following
17 datasets: DTD, GTSRB, MNIST, SVHN, STLI0,
Oxford-IIIT Pet, Flowers102, CIFAR100, PCAM, CI-
FAR10, Food101, Fashion-MNIST, RenderedSST2, EM-
NIST, FGVCAircraft, CUB200, and Country211. We use
the official train/validation/test splits whenever available, or
widely adopted splits from the CLIP and prompt-tuning lit-
erature. All methods share the same splits and k-shot sup-
port sets. Details for the general-domain datasets are shown
in Table 4.

B.2. Remote-Sensing Benchmarks

The remote-sensing task pool includes the following 15
datasets: AID, CLRS, EuroSAT RGB, MLRSNet, NWPU-
RESISC45, Optimal-31, PatternNet, RS C11, RSD46-
WHU, RSI-CB128, RSSCN7, SAT-4, SIRI-WHU, UC
Merced, and WHU-RS19. All remote-sensing datasets are
partitioned into training, validation, and test sets using an
8:1:1 ratio. Details for the remote-sensing datasets are
shown in Table 5.



Table 4. General-domain datasets. We report the number of
classes and fully fine-tuned validation accuracy for three CLIP
backbones.

Dataset Classes ViT-B/32  ViT-B/16  ViT-L/14
DTD 47 78.55 82.09 85.11
GTSRB 43 99.92 99.92 99.96
MNIST 10 99.56 99.50 99.70
SVHN 10 96.38 96.76 97.24
STL10 10 98.40 99.60 99.40
Oxford-IIIT Pet 37 92.39 94.84 95.92
Flowers102 102 95.10 97.06 99.02
CIFAR100 100 89.52 91.08 93.68
PCAM 2 97.36 97.86 98.04
CIFARI0 10 97.88 98.42 99.06
Food101 101 84.62 89.56 93.06
Fashion-MNIST 10 95.52 95.28 95.66
RenderedSST2 2 71.39 77.31 82.51
EMNIST 47 99.82 99.78 99.78
FGVCAircraft 100 40.65 47.28 68.11
CUB200 200 73.56 77.37 86.35
Country211 211 21.99 27.64 38.06

Table 5. Remote-sensing datasets. We report the number of
classes and fully fine-tuned validation accuracy for three CLIP
backbones.

Dataset Classes ViT-B/32  ViT-B/16  ViT-L/14
AID 10 98.50 99.00 99.17
CLRS 25 89.43 90.60 91.10
EuroSAT RGB 10 98.19 98.11 99.06
MLRSNet 30 96.28 96.39 97.12
NWPU-RESISC45 45 93.97 95.44 98.03
Optimal-31 31 95.16 95.94 96.51
PatternNet 38 99.72 99.77 99.81
RS C11 11 96.76 97.57 96.82
RSD46-WHU 46 89.61 90.35 91.82
RSI-CB128 45 99.14 99.17 99.40
RSSCN7 7 95.71 97.68 96.79
SAT-4 4 96.19 99.82 99.67
SIRI-WHU 12 97.29 98.54 98.58
UC Merced 21 98.81 99.52 99.60
WHU-RS19 19 98.51 99.50 99.58

B.3. Qualitative Examples

Figure 7 provides qualitative examples from both domains.
The left column shows a collage of general-domain images
(textures, digits, traffic signs, objects, and animals). The
right column shows satellite and aerial scenes from remote-
sensing datasets (urban, agricultural, coastal, and natural re-
gions).
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C. Extended Few-shot Results

C.1. Detailed Few-shot Results on General-Domain
Datasets

Table 8 report per-dataset few-shot accuracy for all 17
general-domain benchmarks across three CLIP backbones
(ViT-B/32, ViT-B/16, and ViT-L/14). Although a few
datasets contain individual settings where certain baselines
(such as TIP or aTLAS) obtain competitive scores, BOLT
achieves the best overall performance in the vast majority
of cases. When averaging across all datasets for each back-
bone, BOLT consistently outperforms all competing meth-
ods at every k € {1,2,4,8,16}, demonstrating strong ro-
bustness across domains, dataset sizes, and visual charac-
teristics.

A notable trend is that the performance gap becomes
larger as k decreases: with extremely small support sets
(1- or 2-shot), BOLT shows substantial gains over prior
parameter-efficient and training-based approaches. This
confirms that constructing a shared spectral basis and learn-
ing only task-specific diagonal coefficients is particularly
effective in the low-data regime.

C.2. Detailed Few-shot Results on Remote-Sensing
Datasets

Complete few-shot results for all 15 remote-sensing
datasets are shown in Table 9. As in the general-domain set-
ting, BOLT achieves the strongest average accuracy for ev-
ery backbone and every k-shot configuration. While a small
number of datasets may exhibit close competition with al-
ternative methods, BOLT remains the top-performing ap-
proach overall, providing stable improvements across di-
verse Earth-observation tasks.

The advantage of BOLT is again most pronounced in the
smallest k-shot settings. When only one or two labeled sam-
ples per class are available, BOLT achieves clear margins
over all baselines—highlighting that the proposed spectral
subspace parameterization captures transferable task struc-
ture especially well when supervision is extremely limited.

D. Extended OOD and TTA Results
D.1. OOD Results

Table 6 summarizes the additional 16-shot OOD eval-
uation results on ImageNet variants for ViT-B/16 and
ViT-L/14. Across both backbones, BOLT consis-
tently delivers the highest top-1 accuracy on all four
OOD datasets—ImageNet-A, ImageNet-R, ImageNet-S,
and ImageNet-V2.

For ViT-B/16, BOLT achieves the highest accuracy on all
four OOD datasets—ImageNet-A, ImageNet-R, ImageNet-
S, and ImageNet-V2—outperforming the next-best method
(typically aTLAS) by noticeable margins. In particular, the



Figure 7. Example images from the two domains. General-domain benchmarks (left) and remote-sensing benchmarks (right).

gains over both linear-probing and adapter-based methods
(LoRA, TIP, LP++) are substantial on the more challenging
benchmarks such as ImageNet-A and ImageNet-S.

For ViT-L/14, the pattern becomes even stronger. While
several baselines achieve competitive second-best numbers
on individual datasets, BOLT consistently ranks first across
all four OOD datasets, delivering the strongest overall ro-
bustness among all evaluated methods. The improvements
are especially pronounced on ImageNet-A and ImageNet-
R, where the larger backbone benefits significantly from
BOLT’s diagonal spectral adaptation.

Overall, these extended results confirm that BOLT’s
OOD generalization improvements are not limited to ViT-
B/32 but generalize robustly across backbones of different
scales. The performance margin tends to enlarge as the
model capacity increases, suggesting that BOLT effectively
leverages the additional representational power of larger
models for robust transfer.

D.2. Per-dataset TTA Results (General-domain)

Table 7 reports the full per-dataset test-time adaptation ac-
curacy on all 17 general-domain datasets for the three CLIP
backbones ViT-B/32, ViT-B/16, and ViT-L/14. Each en-
try corresponds to top-1 accuracy after label-free adapta-
tion with the UFM-style objective and provides a more fine-
grained analysis beyond the backbone-averaged results.
Across ViT-B/32 and ViT-B/16, BOLT achieves the
highest average accuracy and delivers strong improvements
over Zeroshot CLIP, LayerNorm, and aTLAS baselines.
This trend is most evident on challenging fine-grained
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datasets such as FGVCAircraft and CUB200, where the
structured spectral-diagonal updates appear particularly ef-
fective. These results suggest that for smaller CLIP back-
bones, BOLT is able to capture meaningful task-specific
variations even when pseudo-labels are imperfect.

For ViT-L/14, LayerNorm becomes a more competitive
baseline—especially on difficult datasets—sometimes out-
performing BOLT. This behavior is reasonable: larger back-
bones have substantially more parameters, and updating
even a small subset via spectral coefficients can be less sta-
ble during TTA, whereas normalization-only adjustments
(as in LayerNorm) remain lightweight and robust. Nev-
ertheless, BOLT still achieves the best overall average ac-
curacy among all methods on ViT-L/14, indicating that the
spectral basis remains effective even at large scale.

Overall, the detailed results in Table 7 show that BOLT
provides consistent gains across a wide range of datasets
and model sizes. The method is especially effective for
smaller backbones and for harder tasks, while remaining
competitive with stronger normalization-based baselines on
larger models. These findings complement the supervised
few-shot experiments and demonstrate that BOLT is a ro-
bust approach for label-free test-time adaptation without ad-
ditional supervised fine-tuning.



Table 6. Additional OOD results on ImageNet variants (16-shot setting). All entries are top-1 accuracy (%). Best and second-best per
dataset are shown in bold and underlined, respectively.

ViT-B/16 ViT-L/14
Method ImageNet-A ImageNet-R  ImageNet-S ImageNet-V2 ImageNet-A ImageNet-R  ImageNet-S ImageNet-V2
Zero-shot 27.67 57.53 44.22 57.88 46.36 70.30 55.38 66.52
LinearProbe 27.44 58.31 4491 59.83 46.47 70.69 55.78 68.02
LoRA 17.39 44.65 39.61 52.59 40.32 58.39 51.73 62.06
TIP 27.09 56.99 43.79 57.26 45.84 69.63 55.04 66.11
LP++ 22.76 50.31 41.40 50.54 47.43 65.88 50.15 68.97
aTLAS 26.75 59.21 45.62 60.90 47.23 73.02 57.62 69.11
BOLT 28.41 60.91 47.35 61.76 49.63 74.68 58.69 70.12

Table 7. Per-dataset TTA accuracy (%) on general-domain datasets with ViT-B/32, ViT-B/16, ViT-L/14 Each entry reports top-1
accuracy after label-free test-time adaptation using the UFM-style objective.

Backbone Method

DTD
GTSRB
MNIST

SVHN
STL10
OxfordIIITPet
Flowers102
CIFAR100
PCAM
CIFAR10
Food101
FashionMNIST
RenderedSST2
EMNIST
CUB200
Country211
Average

FGVCAircraft

Zeroshot CLIP  44.41 3256 4825 31.61 97.12 8744 6632 6420 60.62 89.83 82.72 63.02 58.59 5024 19.56 53.00 17.21 56.87
LayerNorm 4622 4194 6022 5901 97.17 89.10 6674 7329 6493 93.57 8373 7586 6134 6146 2004 53.52 1742 62.68
aTLAS 4441 3256 4825 3161 97.12 8744 6632 6420 60.62 89.83 82.72 63.02 58.59 5024 19.56 53.00 17.21 56.87
BOLT (ours) 48.62 51.21 83.22 7527 97.67 90.71 69.82 72.77 5856 94.13 84.41 80.41 64.20 89.22 20.64 53.57 17.24 67.74

Zeroshot CLIP  44.68 43.34 5179 5198 9825 89.04 71.15 6691 5402 90.80 87.68 67.32 60.52 6643 2430 5537 2284 61.55
LayerNorm 4574 49.15 7559 7049 9840 91.39 7198 7521 6437 9440 8839 78.27 61.07 79.53 25.11 57.73 2293 67.63

ViT-B-32

VIT-B/16 aTLAS 44.68 4334 5179 5198 9825 89.04 71.15 6691 5402 90.80 87.68 67.32 6052 66.57 2430 5537 22.84 61.56
BOLT (ours) 46.17 50.73 86.83 70.82 98.52 91.52 7295 7553 63.17 9543 8846 7729 62.00 97.84 2532 5775 2312 69.62
Zeroshot CLIP 5537 50.55 76.36 5845 9936 9343 79.17 75.82 5121 9557 9233 6694 6892 6504 31.77 62.19 3186 67.90
VIT-L/14 LayerNorm 56.81 5891 9219 7129 9945 9424 79.26 8396 59.11 97.52 93.02 79.13 69.36 9395 3420 6431 32.60 74.08

aTLAS 5537 5055 7636 5845 9936 9343 79.17 7582 S51.21 9557 9233 6694 68.92 6534 31.77 62.19 31.86 67.92
BOLT (ours) 56.86 57.74 90.50 71.44 99.38 94.44 7946 8354 64.01 97.68 92.73 77.88 64.96 98.76 34.14 64.08 3235 74.11

16



Table 8. Few-shot general domain accuracy (%) for each dataset and backbone. Results are reported for k € {1,2,4,8,16}.

g g = o g E E =
ackbone k Method g 2] Z = g 3 g Z 5 = = = 2 z 5 2 g £
3 = <3 k] ) =1 = =
o = @ @ < el g & 3] 4 = ] o = 9] 2 <

3 = E 2 2 ©
Linear Probe 4197  32.87 5395 2879 9621 8694 6432  63.00 62.80 8680 8055 6287 5772 5040 1839 5257 1636 5626
LoRA 43.09 4127 6091 4171 9316 8553 4796  63.04 5602 8319 7633 6135 5920 2492 1152 3257 1385  52.68
, TP 4293 3305 5598 2914 9617 8719  64.69 6325 6270  87.08 8053 6278  57.06 5192 1872  53.04 1641  56.63
LP++ 31.81 3234 4225 1347 6801  51.89 6312 3107 5944 6098 4135 5224 5354 39.80 1377 2157 383 40.03
aTLAS 45.64 4821 8512  63.64 9529  83.65 6359 7029 6222  89.78 7853 7038 5815 9319 1953 5105 1347  64.22
BOLT (ours) 4824 5838 8614 6970 9678 8853  68.86 7127 6824 9150 8211 7328 6041 97.88 2172 5352 1651  67.83
Linear Probe ~ 41.97  32.88 5404 2879 9621 8692 6432  63.00 6281 8683  80.55  62.87 57.61 5040 1842 1637 56.28
LoRA 4559 53.92 6696  40.63 9619 8594 5515 6745  63.17 8701 7770 6237 5365 1709 828 13.68 5517
, TP 4372 3435 5690 2575 9614 8724 6562 6342 6246 8728  80.53 6422 5596 5104  19.29 16.54  56.68
LP++ 4521 4683 69.24 1887 8659 6337 7102 4075 6458 7434 4445  66.68 4937 6383 1773 478 50.62
aTLAS 4638 4996  85.68 6507 9654 8520 6640 7170 6231  88.66 8078  7L12 5541 9223 2094 1559 65.13
BOLT (ours) 5191 6414 8623 7024 9712  $932 7045 7323 6801 9118 8271 7476 5980 9670 2421 1661  68.92
Linear Probe ~ 42.02 3288 5400 2880 9621 8692 6437 6303 6281 8683 8056 6287  57.61 5045 1836 5268 1638 5628
ViT-B/32 LoRA 4867 5905 7477 4192 9562 8858 6606 6737 7433 8537  79.02 6469 5557 2271 438 4876 1415 5830
4 TP 4532 3614 5390 2865 9625 8746 6638  63.88 6328 8757  80.66 6588 5728 5327 2004 5337 1646  57.40
LP++ 5005  59.13 7708 1792 9131 6195 8221 4656 7410 7779 5721 6636 5310 7505 2403 4713 720 5695
aTLAS 4649 5808  87.89 7250 9558  86.89  69.10 7289 7252  89.06 8143 7431 5409 9570 2268 5412 1641  67.63
BOLT (ours) ~ 55.64 7177 9035 7507 97.59  89.59 7253 7454 7574 9230 8330 7773  60.74 9756 2643  57.04 1698 7146
Linear Probe  42.07 3294 5408 2886 9620  87.00 6442  63.10 6280 8686  80.59 6291 5761 5050 1845 5273 1636 5632
LoRA 55.64 7109  79.00 5461 9636  88.88 8247 7276  66.88  89.15  80.04 3851 5656 1737 654 5547 1492 60.37
g TP 4723 3759 5728 2478 9630 8741 6822 6450  60.65 8849  80.61 6646 5623 5257 2016 5381 1655  57.58
LP++ 5867 6877 8559 2556 9553 71.65 9153 5479  7L14 8214 6773 7273 5464 8183 3174 6015 975  63.76
aTLAS 5117 6504 8822 7203 9689  88.96  71.02 7499 7324 9306 8371 7882 5854  97.88 2373 5502 1719 6997
BOLT (ours) ~ 60.00  79.90 9243 7971 9746 9041 7562 7626 7552 9289 8371  §0.58  60.52  97.97  29.94 1770 7357
Linear Probe 4223 33.06 5419 2891 9621  87.03 6456  63.11 6279 8688  80.63 6298  57.61 5052 1845 1640 5638
LoRA 61.76 8046 8437 6101 9616 8861 8509 7630 7160  89.83 8175 3600  60.13 2087 2322 1635  64.55
6 TP 4995 4483 67.94 2340 9628  87.82 68353  64.69  60.68 8877 8094  68.62 5596 5927  20.55 1564 59.17
LP++ 6447 7434 9062 3337 9654 7934  9L75  61.66 7174 8590 7429 7698 5497  87.62 3645 . 1250 68.26
aTLAS 5335 6895 9077  80.14 9696  90.11 7156 7589 7335 9325  84.13 8213 5354 9778 2334 5573 1738 7108
BOLT (ours) 6372 8276 9487 8148 9781  90.65 7876 7737 7680 9407 8426  83.06 6134 9808 33.09 6300 1833 7526
Linear Probe 4229  42.83 6205 5048  97.69 8754  67.80 6238 5897 8835 8584 6432 5826 6920 2373 5333 2101 6095
LoRA 49.15 5480 7067 5994 9695 8147 7835 6893 6350 9025 8450  72.08 5475 8115 2682 5778 1930  65.32
, TP 4287 4291 6329 5161 9762 8776 6843 6262  59.40  88.44 8583 6440 5876  70.68 2400 5375  21.06  61.38
LP++ 3170 33.64 5008 1842 6594 5312 6738 3306  60.69 6744 5218 4352 5211 5117 17.88 2988 513 43.14
aTLAS 4511 5646  80.08  70.81 9666  88.61  69.82 7345  61.65 9254 8575 7049 5892  97.07 2490 5397 1892  67.37
BOLT (ours) ~ 47.93 6230 8813 7742 9810 9144  73.62 7289 6851 9293 8765 7363  6L18 9892 2799 5740 2144  70.67
Linear Probe 4229  42.87 6213 5048  97.69 8752  67.85 6243 5896 8834 8585 6432 5815 6920  23.79 60.95
LoRA 5473 63.15 7840 5801 9752 8820  84.00 7184 6057 90.60 8628 7636  60.68  77.16  30.93 68.12
, TP 4394 4340 6661 5186  97.64 8779  69.12 6263  60.16 88.64 8580 6513 5783  TL56  24.60 61.89
LP++ 4516 4925  69.84 2230 8790 7125 7523 4391 6227 7508 5382 6285 5189 7022 2373 53.61
aTLAS 4782 6177 7977 7033 9725 8923 7190  74.62 6198  92.82 8647 7429  59.53 9525  27.00 68.63
BOLT (ours) ~ 52.87 6876 8737 7687  98.16 9131 7748 7428  69.07 9283 8805 7542 6172 9878  30.75 72.00
Linear Probe 4239 4288 6213 5048  97.69  87.54  67.88 6247 5897 8836 8585 6431 5815  69.22 2391 5342 2105  60.98
ViT-B/16 LoRA 5851 7606 7668 7031 9812  91.82 8857 7470 7374 9048 8649 7409 5684  80.14 3414 6408 1997 7146
4 TP 44.89 4381 7024 5153 97.69 8798 7021 6297 6136  88.84  86.10 6607 5805 7215 2580 5509 2150  62.60
LP++ 5106 59.03  76.65 2585 9400 6479 8673 5106 7542 7834 6478 6321 5700 8277 3090 5538 898  60.35
aTLAS 4894 63.01 9048  76.68 9775 9038 7422 7443 6499 9220  87.66  76.88  58.65 9777  27.66 5792 2156  70.66
BOLT (ours) ~ 57.34  77.86 9041 8011 9832 9242 81.88 7531 7522 9351 8834 7830 6238 9832 3324 6130 2218  74.50
Linear Probe 4239 4294 6232 5046  97.69  87.63  68.04 6252 5897 8835 8588 6435 5821 6922 2391 5371 2106  61.04
LoRA 66.60 8346 8254 6971  97.66 9234 9444 7773 5833  90.80 8759  80.05  59.03 8139 4209 6973 2025 7375
g TP 4691 4670 6883 4771 9772 8869 7170  63.62  63.06  88.80  86.19 6827 6227 7381  27.00 2156 6341
LP++ 59.10  70.00  86.83 3441 9725 7934 9237 5810 7327 8746 7548 7135  60.08 8730 3831 1228 67.66
aTLAS 5160 7116 9264 8203 9770 9185 7617 7654 7420 9420 8828  79.68 6321  97.93  29.88 2282 7343
BOLT (ours) 6298 8214 9213 8330 9850 9256 8434 7744 7315 9425 8874 8040 6238 9840  36.78 2270 7619
Linear Probe 42,55  43.06 6250 5053 9770  87.65  68.08 6281 5897 8835 8591 6448 5815 6928 2394 5404 2112 6LI2
LoRA 7085 8827  87.09  79.58  97.89 9270 9497 8048  69.85  92.14  88.17 8215  50.14  89.19 4842 7603 2136  77.02
6 TP 4899 4577 7454 5134 97.81  89.02 7216 6372  63.02  89.66 8624 6927  60.74 7627  27.15 5276 2015  64.04
LP++ 65.64 7547 9245 4023  97.84 8386  93.33 6546 7108  89.82  81.07 7649  60.68  90.70 4494 7425 1538  71.69
aTLAS 5372 7398 9273  83.06 98.17  92.86  77.18  78.04  70.68 9457 8913  83.02  62.60 98.67 2241 5934 2281 7371
BOLT (ours) 6691 8548 9564 8507 9835 9305 8572  79.04 7293 9424  89.09 8329 6568 9874 4158 6926 2337  78.09
Linear Probe  53.30 5397 7212 5443 9890  92.67 7626 7277 5825 9348 9103 6228  69.19 5643  28.62 2843 66.03
LoRA 6048 7123 9194  69.64 9744 8247 . 68.81 4949 7772 8126 2535 5129 9025 2820 2029 6491
, TP 53.72 7319 5403 9890 9297  77.09  73.04 5890 9358 9101 6251 7029 5678  29.16 2844 66.47
LP++ 35.64 5421 2749 7801 5991 7322 3368 5379 6351 5593 4739 5470 5181 2076 540  46.86
aTLAS 53.46 k 7210 5441 9890 9297 7874  8L10 5827 9348 9122 6227 6925 5636  34.98 2749 6745
BOLT (ours) ~ 56.86 7411 9379 8079  99.14 9379 8357 8098 6123 9609 9154 7626 6431 9890  37.92 2898  75.40
Linear Probe 5330  53.97 7213 5443 9890 9267 7627 7280 5828 9349 9103 6229  69.19 5641 2859 6055 2844  66.04
LoRA 62.66 8033  87.33 2486 9504 4666 8733 7340 7278  90.77 8278 1647 5535  49.83  27.60 6246 1973  60.91
, TP 5404 5397 7388 5317 9890 9291 7780 7318 5982 9365 9103 6198  7LI1 5695  30.60  61.62  28.52  66.66
LP++ 4713 6240 7557 3138 9230 7727 8801  49.67 5132 7958 6455 6025 5217  68.69  29.61 4986  7.64 5808
aTLAS 5670 6721 7210 5441 9890  93.65  79.66  81.54 5827 9348  90.88 6227 6925 5636  36.18  62.65 2829  68.34
BOLT (ours) ~ 59.89  77.24 9136  80.80  99.11 9430 8678 8169  70.63 9570 9198 7656 6749  98.55 4140 6738 2934  77.07
Linear Probe 5330  54.08 7218 5443 9890 9267 7627 7285 5831 9350  91.02 6233  69.19 5646 2871 6058 2843  66.07
ViT-L/14 LoRA 6649 8487 8821 3816 9578  91.09 9236 7645 6630  80.16 6461 7186  57.61 2564 987 7213 2056  64.83
4 TP 5548 56.66 7393 5396 9892  93.00 7881 7342 6049 9365 9113 6351 7122 5743  31.83 6220 2881  67.32
LP++ 5239 7128 8159 3781 9630 7599 9138  59.57 6385 8808 7578 6720 5733  80.12  37.17 6384  1L15 6534
aTLAS 5920 7542 8990  78.10 9841  93.02 8436 8296 5827 9541 9168 7703 6925 9898 3798  66.00  29.88  75.64
BOLT (ours) ~ 64.15 8295  93.08 8157 9916 9452 9153 8278 7607 9600 9217 7776  66.67 98.19 4155 7037 3019 7875
Linear Probe 5340 5416 7220 5446 9890 9272 7640 7295 5829 9349  91.04 6236  69.19 5651 2889 6070 2847  66.13
LoRA 69.89 8629 1111 3475 9667 8673 9618  80.19 5750 9026  87.10  73.09  63.65 1782 207  79.06 1998  61.90
g TP 5601 5939 7667 5248 9895 9297  80.05 7360 6367 9372 9130 6455 7007 6181 3234 6256  28.67  68.17
LP++ 6378 8121 8933 4346  97.61 8449 9629  69.18 6844  90.07 8269  70.17 6315 8686 4587 7627 1621  72.06
aTLAS 6048 7856 9201  79.16  98.67 8847 8376 5827 9645 9232 7861 6925 9839  39.66 6724 3158  76.84
BOLT (ours) 6511  86.16 9434 8493 9928 9458 9441  84.04 7512 9655 9255 8136 7013  98.76 74.63 80.42
Linear Probe 5346 5428 7222 5450 9889 9272 7642 7311 5833 9350 9107 6245  69.19  56.58 60.98 66.19
LoRA 7553 9070 2088 1043 9814 9147 9719 8172 7007  90.69 8785  79.61 6925  16.55 82.91 67.15
6 TP 5734 63.03  79.13 5333 9899  93.32  80.37 7392 6622 9389 9141 6678  64.85  68.67 59.98 68.13
LP++ 7037 85.61 9334 5040 9890  89.42 9649 7412  7L61 9479 8780 7684  60.90  90.66 . 81.31 . 76.32
aTLAS 6383 8254 9502 8651 9879 9496  88.18 8542 5827 9663  92.87 8251 6925 9852  41.19 6855  32.06  78.53
BOLT (ours)  71.06 8827 9630 8605 9925 9496 9496  85.15 7615 9724 9297 8387 (9.19 9887 4953 7927 3127  82.02




Table 9. Few-shot remote-sensing accuracy (%) for each dataset and backbone. Results are reported for k € {1,2,4,8,16}.
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b4
Linear Probe 7167 5571 5859 69.62 6090 2934 2874  SAIl  Sl42 4495 6238 8358 5484
LoRA 81.50 6551 6627 7876 1941 2657 4442 5768 7804 7045 7690 8657 6683
, TP 72.00 5700 5957 7043 6360 3L14 2960 S4Il 5344 4687 6405 8458 5622
LP++ 6667 W12 462 5430 6286 2714 5178 4321 57.09 4116 5167 6169 4942
aTLAS 7783 7285 7895 9220 7831 3967 4491 6107 7449 7402 6729 8786 9254 7149

78.68 81.79 92.74 81.97 46.83 54.96 77.50 78.95 83.89 76.46 89.76 96.52 79.26

BOLT (ours) 92.83

Linear Probe 50.37 55.83 58.67 69.62 61.28 29.48 28.82 54.11 51.82 44.89 45.83 62.38 83.58 54.92

LoRA 69.93 7030  69.86 8172 8587 3881 5948 6250 8219 6500 6562 8595  89.05 7191
, TP 5554 5801 6076 7124 6564 3450 3124 5429 5628 4820 4979 6643 8607 5791
LP++ 60.65 5753 6251 6935 7952 4626  69.50 5982 7126 5522 6042 6881 7960 6532
aTLAS 6387 7595 8006  94.62 7842 4127 4704 6482 7652 6756  70.62 9000 9801 7406
BOLT (ours) 8424 7913 8214 9382 8740 4991 6090  80.00  87.85  85.67 9357 9851 8268
Linear Probe 5048 5604 5905 7016 6145 3031 2913  S411 5223 4520 62.38 55.14
ViT-B/32 LoRA 7187 7740 7833 8656  90.56 5183 5923 7375 8421 8348 89.52 79.50
. TP 5863 6062 6305 7392 6931  37.56 3462 5464 6235 5399 3 69.29 60.86
LP++ 6943 6475 6483 7312 8375  53.60 7817 7580 8623 7966 7375 8119 75.15
aTLAS 7446 7894 8324 9570 8158 4580  49.10 6304 8421 7959 7708 9119 78.06
BOLT (ours) 89.30 8183  84.63 9480  90.12 5420 7010 8518 9150  89.42 8792 9357 85.91
Linear Probe 5094 5649 5975 7070 6219 3099 2968 5429 5304 4514 4583 6286 55.61
LoRA 8630 8218 8162 9032 9456 5771 8419  80.36 9069  89.45 8521  94.05 85.51
¢ TP 6341 6485 6594 7742 7533 4287 3857 5250 7045 5619 5813  69.76 64.40
LP++ 7880 7497 7525  80.38 9095 6390 8656 8214 9028 8341  81.04 8333 82.13
aTLAS 7798 8109 8448 9677 8444 4678 5452  70.18 8543 7657 8354 9286 80.28
BOLT (ours) 9207 8412 8571 9731 9334 5845 8097  90.00 9312 9100 9125 9571 88.73
Linear Probe 5102 5764 6092 7151 6331 3291 3063 5464 5547 4644 4688 6476 8458  56.68
LoRA 9200 8592 8570 9247 9661 7158  93.64 8643 9251 9167 9619 9024
6 TP 6722 7010  69.02  80.65 8120 47.12 4649 6232 7287 6034 6854 7524 9204 6939
LP++ 8346 8198  80.14 8790 9507 70.89 9117 8554 9231 8824 8938 9286 9701  87.16
aTLAS 88.17 8270 8478 9651 8587 4849 5613 8536 9150 8872 8646 9476 9801 8420
BOLT (ours) 9352 8676  87.60  97.04 9477 6241 8503 9196 9474  93.08 9417 9690 9950  90.62
Linear Probe 7483  60.17 5002 6277 6416 7177 6350 3330 2826 5036  63.56 5354 6286
LoRA 8833 7426 7275 7195 7661 8446 3453 5035  67.50  82.19 4708 79.29
, e 75.50 5341 6381 6519 7339 6584 3536 3036 5089  65.18 5542 6381
LP++ 69.00 5685 5156 5295 6102  67.04 2954 5520 3000  64.37 5000  60.24
aTLAS 8283 5103 5983 7755 7819 9247 7829 4415 4627 6500 7976 68.54  85.00
BOLT (ours) ~ 9150 7740 7920  79.18 8325 9140 8650 5186 5697  73.04  9L09 7688 89.29
Linear Probe  74.83  60.17 5004 6279 6421 7177 6367 3345 2828 5036 6356 4647 5354  62.86
LoRA 89.17 5633 8283 7448 7665 8360  90.12 4926 5823  59.82 4939 5789 7271 8357
, TP 7633 6130 5826 6466 6632 7581 6832 3801 32690 5286 6478 5419 5625 6429
LP++ 70.50 5810  69.98 6127 6697 7177 8107 4720 6919 6125 8016 5589 6292  68.10
aTLAS 8033 7490 5169 77.89 8073 9489 8117 4555 5064 7339 7652 7062 88.81
BOLT (ours) ~ 93.50  80.37 8550 8027  85.06 9274 9038 5459 6490 8214  89.47 8438 9381
Linear Probe 7500 6040 5017 6296 6459 7258 6414 3382 2849 5036 6397 5354 6286 8507 5829
ViT-B/16 LoRA 94.50 8846 7744 7398 8737 9135 5728 7593 7554 5628 6833 8619 9701 7931
. TP 78.83 6200 6618  68.16 7661 7219 4124 3815 5607  68.83 5833 67.14  89.05  64.29
LP++ 93.17 7559 6927 6925 7608 8480 5651 7597 7161  86.23 7938 7667 8806  76.77
aTLAS 8450 6013 6348 7993 8306 9462 8398 4792 5554 7429  87.04 4512 7562 9024 9851 7493
BOLT (ours) ~ 96.17 8287 9033  8L67 8722 9516 9294 6107 7472 8732 9474 8833 8812 9690 9950  87.80
Linear Probe 7500 6073 5063 6340 6506  73.66 6538 3505 2942 5018 6397 4627 5375 6310 8557  S8.74
LoRA 9500 7977 9169  84.60 8075 9005 9580 6735 8092 8679  95.14 8478 8896  89.05 9851  87.8
¢ TP 8250 6457 6630 6944 7110 7957  77.65 4583 4536 5946 7206 6320 6146 7190  90.55  68.06
LP++ 9467 7200 8041 7835 7944 8333 9258 6533 8664 8482 9231 8461 8271 8571  89.05 8346
aTLAS 8750  70.63 8311 8125 8163 9651 8694 5091 6110 7839 7126 8306 8292 9476 9701 8047
BOLT (ours) 9683 8390  91.67 8427 8921  97.04 9523 6436 8032  89.64 9433 9152 9208 97.86  99.00  89.82
Linear Probe 7533 6133 5119 6405 6627 7419 6658 3690 3135 5071 6518  46.62 6381 8657  59.64
LoRA 9533 8270 9424 8770 8606 9382  97.86 7603 9357 9071 9514 8831 9643 9950 9142
6 TP 87.17 70.54 7281 7510 8280 8377 4994 5475  69.11 8057 7031 7857 9303 7357
LP++ 9650  77.60 8557 8414 8538 8898 9600 7189 9225 8429 8947  89.46 9190 9652 88.04
aTLAS 9533 8210  87.52 8346 8622  97.58 9025 5243  68.14 8554 9109 8944 9667  99.00  86.15
BOLT (ours) ~ 97.50 8513 9326  87.03 90.14 9731 9661 7049 8624 9143 9757 9435 98.10  99.50 9195
Linear Probe 7433 7492 3921 3901 5804 6397 6327 72.38 63.77
LoRA 85.00 8135 SL1L 59.02 6821 7571 6622 8024 7344
, e 75.67 7641 4124 4030 6018 6518  64.01 73.81 65.07
LP++ 66.00 7041 3955 4868 3357 5830  63.00 55.95 52.74
aTLAS 74.33 8401 5063 5223 5786 6356  63.09 72.38 66.86
BOLT (ours) ~ 91.00 8799 5773 5983 7357  90.69 7785 95.95 82.88
Linear Probe 7433 66.63 5020  67.62 6924 7554 7497 3964 3909 5804 6356 6319 5833 7262 8507 6387
LoRA 9083 6897 8356 7625 8125 8629  89.34 6381 7751 7393 8340 6354 7292 8619 9453  79.49
, TP 7683 6850  57.19 6936 7081 7608  78.17 4304 4158 6357 6721 7476 8905 6671
LP++ 8350 6603 6574 7148 6975  69.62 8688 5448 6878 6821  78.95 6500 8458  70.11
aTLAS 7433 8133 4969 8222 8519 9731 8462 5200 5519 5786  63.56 9429 9801 7312
BOLT (ours) ~ 93.33 8437 8933 8406 8898 9651 9128 6190 6641 8321 9271 97.62 9950  85.69
Lincar Probe 7433 66.60 5041 6783  69.57 7608 7538 4027 3935 5804 6437 7262 8507 6415
ViT-L/14 LoRA 8667 6530 7661 8258 8548 9032  90.84 6324 8690  89.64  91.09 9476 9652  84.62
. TP 80.00 6980 6289 7123 7260 7769 7975 4623 4418 6661  71.66 7762 9353 69.65
LP++ 9583 7010  80.56 7411 7521 8360 8898 5828 7730 8179  89.88 8262 8856  80.17
aTLAS 8450 8150 7967 8399 8765 9785 8872 5762 59.15 5786 9150  63.09 8271 9500 9801  80.59
BOLT (ours) ~ 9583 8520 8930 8416 9037 9785 9411 6615 7456 8732 9555  89.06  89.17  97.38  100.00  89.07
Linear Probe ~ 74.67 6727 5076 6847 7024 7688 7686 4152 3999 5821 6478 5875 7310 8507 6467
LoRA 8850 8140 8841 8223 8794 9140 9567 7854 9214 8339 9717 8292 7524 9602  86.13
¢ TP 82.67 7167 6789 7434 7567  80.65 8296  49.69 4823 7000  76.11 6583 8238 9701  73.00
LP++ 9783 78.13 8606 8238 8359 8468 9363 6881 8673 8518 9271 8208 9024 9602 8639
aTLAS 83.00 8277 7783 8548 8925 9946 9191 6159 6649 7786 9312 63 8271 9690  99.50 8340
BOLT (ours) ~ 97.83 8523 9311 8654 9163 98.12 9586 7189 8073 8911 9676  90.64 9271 9857 9950  91.22
Linear Probe  75.17 6807 5167 6941 7167 7769 7808 4364 4102 5893 6680  63.69 6042 7333  87.06 6578
LoRA 98.17 8090 9265 8948 9L16 9489 9762 8188 9575 8857 8300 8446 8604 9619 9851  90.62
6 TP 8567 7427 7796 7875 8414 8623 5402 5575 7554 7935 7524 6958 8476 9801 7682
LP++ 9833 8277 9041 8660 8702 9005 9604 77.05 9244 8661 9271 9030  90.62 9429 9801 9022
aTLAS 9133 8527 8859 8664 9033 9866 9334 6447 7145 8580 9676 8609 8938 9786 9950 8837

BOLT (ours) 98.33 86.90 95.17 88.60 92.70 99.19 96.45 75.80 85.67 91.25 97.98 93.16 94.38 99.52 100.00 93.01
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