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Abstract

While vision-language models like CLIP have been exten-
sively studied, their calibration, crucial for reliable pre-
dictions, has received limited attention. Although a few
prior works have examined CLIP calibration in offline set-
tings, the impact of fine-tuning CLIP in a federated learning
(FL) setup remains unexplored. In this work, we investi-
gate how FL affects CLIP calibration and propose strate-
gies to improve reliability in this distributed setting. We
first analyze Textual Prompt Tuning approaches and show
that they degrade calibration metrics when operating un-
der FL. We also evaluate existing in-training calibration
techniques across four global aggregation methods, finding
that they provide limited improvements. Our results suggest
that the key challenge lies not only in how we aggregate or
calibrate, but in which components we choose to fine-tune.
Motivated by this insight, we propose FL2oRA, a straight-
forward LoRA-based approach that naturally improves cal-
ibration in FL, and we analyze the factors behind its ef-
fectiveness. Experiments on multiple benchmarks demon-
strate that FL2oRA consistently produces well-calibrated
models, reducing the need for explicit calibration proce-
dures. Codes are available at https://github.com/
mainaksingha01/FL2oRA.

1. Introduction
Reliability is a critical consideration when deploying deep
learning (DL) models in production scenarios. We aim to
develop DL models that are not only highly accurate but
also reliable. Reliability has many facets, including robust-
ness to covariate shift [12], model calibration [23], and gen-
eralization to out-of-distribution data [67]. Of particular in-
terest, model calibration is crucial because it ensures that
a model’s predicted probabilities accurately reflect the true
likelihood of correctness, enabling reliable decision-making
[52]. As powerful DL models (e.g., CLIP [56]) are increas-
ingly being deployed in high-stake applications, such as
healthcare and autonomous systems, ensuring proper cali-
bration becomes crucial.

Table 1. Overview of works focusing on model calibration.
While previous works have studied calibration of CLIP, no work
has studied how fine-tuning CLIP in the federated learning (FL)
setting affects calibration. Our work explores this direction.

Method CLIP Calibration Fine-tune Offline FL

Minderer et al. [46] ✓ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✗
Wang et al. [66] ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✗
Chu et al. [10] ✗ ✓ ✓ ✗ ✓

Our work ✓ ✓ ✓ ✗ ✓

Model calibration is a widely studied topic in machine
learning [20, 63]. Prior works have shown that although
vision-language models, such as CLIP, are reasonably well-
calibrated for zero-shot image classification [46], fine-
tuning them on downstream tasks often leads to miscalibra-
tion [65, 66]. This is concerning because, due to its high
generalizability, CLIP is often fine-tuned on small target
datasets, which increases the risk of miscalibration. To al-
leviate miscalibration in downstream tasks, either post-hoc
calibration techniques (e.g., temperature scaling [23]) or in-
training calibration techniques (e.g., DCA [42], DOR [66])
have been used. However, fine-tuning is not only limited
to the offline setting, where a dataset is available in a cen-
tralized location [34, 69, 72], but also in federated learning
(FL) [3, 13, 14, 25, 40, 54, 55, 61], which is a more realistic
setup. To our surprise, despite the practical relevance and
progress in FL, no prior work has investigated how fine-
tuning CLIP affects model calibration in the FL setting.

In this work, we make an attempt to answer the ques-
tion: how (mis)calibrated is CLIP when fine-tuned in a
FL setup? Towards that goal, we first analyze if the trend of
miscalibration, observed in the offline CLIP fine-tuning set-
ting [65, 66], also holds true in the FL setting. As shown in
Fig. 1, CoOp [72], a textual-prompt tuning approach, when
fine-tuned in the FL setup (PromptFL [25]) is even more
miscalibrated. Imposing regularization through in-training
calibration (e.g., with DCA [42]) to both the offline and FL
setting alleviates miscalibration by some extent. This obser-
vation conforms with the findings of Chu et al. [10], who
demonstrated a similar behaviour in the FL setup. However,

1

ar
X

iv
:2

51
2.

04
30

5v
1 

 [
cs

.C
V

] 
 3

 D
ec

 2
02

5

https://github.com/mainaksingha01/FL2oRA
https://github.com/mainaksingha01/FL2oRA
https://arxiv.org/abs/2512.04305v1


Offline Setting Federated Learning Setting

Figure 1. Comparison of reliability diagrams and calibration errors. Expected Calibration Error (ECE ↓) [23] is reported on the
OxfordPets [51] dataset on a centralized training or offline (left) and a non-IID personalized federal learning (FL) setting (right).

as shown in Tab. 1, the work in [10] only experimented
with the classical ResNet family of models trained from
scratch and did not explore a multimodal setting. Differ-
ently, in our study we are specifically interested in analyz-
ing the miscalibration of fine-tuned CLIP models in the FL
setup, which exhibits substantially different dynamics from
standard Convnets [46]. In Sec. 4, we dive deep into this
issue, by investigating other factors for improving calibra-
tion, such as incorporating existing calibration techniques,
and global aggregation strategies in FL, and find consistent
trends.

Although applying extra regularization loss for improv-
ing calibration is effective in lowering calibration error, it
introduces additional computation and design considera-
tions. Therefore, we strive to find an approach that not only
preserves the accuracy of the model, but also ensures a well-
calibrated model without introducing additional regulariza-
tion. To this end, we deviate from the common approach
of textual prompt-tuning in FL [4, 25, 40], and adopt low
rank adaptation (LoRA [30]) as a means to fine-tune CLIP.
We call our approach FL2oRA (Federated Learning with
LoRA). As shown in Fig. 1 (right), FL2oRA alone is better
calibrated than PromptFL + DCA, without the need for any
explicit regularization on the network.

We further hypothesize that the core problem of miscal-
ibration in the FL setting is not merely how we aggregate
or calibrate the CLIP base model, but what we fine-tune.
LoRA due to its property of introducing minimal varia-
tions, compounded with the regularization effect induced
by FedAvg [45], results in a strongly calibrated model (see
Sec. 4.4 for a detailed discussion). Note that the goal of
this work is not to introduce a novel architecture for FL,
but to demonstrate that an appropriately chosen parameter-
efficient finetuning technique (PEFT), i.e., LoRA, is suffi-
cient to preserve calibration. Our empirical evaluation in
Sec. 4 spanning across three different settings under varying
levels of data heterogeneity confirms that fine-tuning with
LoRA alone is highly effective in preserving model cali-
bration in the FL setting, and adding extra regularization to
improve calibration brings only a marginal improvement.
Contributions. In summary: (i) We are the first to study

the impact of fine-tuning CLIP on the model’s calibration
in the FL setup. Our study reveals that such models, with-
out any extra calibration, are miscalibrated, and thus de-
serve more attention to improve their calibration. (ii) We
present FL2oRA, a simple and effective approach, that de-
parts from the dominant approach of fine-tuning CLIP with
textual prompt-tuning. (iii) We perform extensive experi-
ments across diverse FL scenarios and demonstrate that our
LoRA-based federated fine-tuning approach consistently
serves as a strong baseline, potentially eliminating the need
of additional regularization for improved calibration.

2. Related Work

Federated Learning (FL) enables collaborative model
training across decentralized clients without sharing local
data. A key challenge lies in client heterogeneity, e.g.,
data on different clients is typically non-IID, which neg-
atively affect performance. Previous research on FL pri-
marily focused on developing robust aggregation and op-
timization strategies to mitigate these issues. Representa-
tive approaches include FedAvg [45], the reference FL algo-
rithm that averages client model updates and FedProx [41],
which adds a proximal term to each client’s local objective
to limit client drift under heterogeneity. Other methods im-
prove over FedAvg with respect to convergence using con-
trol variates to reduce variance caused by non-IID updates
[32] or modifying local objectives with dynamic regulariz-
ers. The main objective of these works is similar: improve
the quality of the global model (e.g., accuracy, convergence)
obtained by aggregating heterogeneous client updates.

In this work, we study an underexplored aspect of FL, i.e.
how federated training affects model calibration in VLMs.
Federated Fine-tuning of CLIP. When applied to large
VLMs like CLIP [56]], FL faces major challenges, as fine-
tuning millions of parameters implies high computational
and communication overhead during client training and ag-
gregation. To alleviate these problems, prompt tuning [31,
34, 69, 72] has emerged as an efficient alternative for adapt-
ing CLIP. Several works have extended prompt tuning to
the federated setting [3, 13, 14, 25, 40, 54, 55, 61]. For
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instance, PromptFL [25] adapts prompt learning to decen-
tralized clients by introducing regularization across client
prompts. FedOTP [40] and FedTPG [54] enhance commu-
nication efficiency and personalization through orthogonal
or task-conditioned prompt generation. FedCLIP [44] de-
couples the global and local adaptation of text and image
encoders. Methods such as FedTPG [54] and FedMVP [60]
dynamically generate prompts conditioned on auxiliary in-
formation (i.e. class names or visual attributes).

Differently, in this work we propose to adopt a PEFT ap-
proach, i.e. LoRA [5], to adapt CLIP in a federated set-
ting. Although FL with LoRA has been explored in the
context of Large Language Models [68], prior work has fo-
cused mainly on accuracy rather than calibration, and to our
knowledge, ours is the first to study model calibration in
CLIP-based federated image classification.
Model Calibration [52] measures how well a model pre-
dicted confidence scores reflect the true likelihood of cor-
rectness. Calibration methods are typically categorized into
post-hoc approaches and methods that operate at training
time. Post-hoc methods, such as temperature scaling [23]
and Dirichlet calibration [37], adjust the model’s output
probabilities after training without altering the model pa-
rameters, offering simplicity and efficiency but limited flex-
ibility. The latter category of methods modify the learning
process itself to encourage well-calibrated predictions. Ex-
amples include label smoothing [47], which softens target
labels, focal loss [43], which emphasizes harder-to-classify
samples and methods like DCA [42] and MDCA [26],
which adjust the training objective to optimize calibration
metrics. These methods often achieve better calibration
than post-hoc approaches but may require careful hyperpa-
rameter tuning.

In the context of VLMs, zero-shot CLIP is known to
be well-calibrated [46]. However, fine-tuning can nega-
tively impact calibration, prompting recent solutions like
DOR [66], DAC [65], and CalShift [33] to restore reliable
confidence estimates. Most calibration studies have been
conducted in the offline setting. In the FL setting, only a
few works [10, 53] have addressed calibration, primarily
using convolutional networks that are fully fine-tuned. To
the best of our knowledge, no prior work has explored the
calibration of CLIP-based FL methods.

3. Preliminaries
In this section, we discuss the preliminaries related to feder-
ated learning (Sec. 3.1), federated fine-tuning of CLIP (Sec.
3.2) and model calibration (Sec. 3.3).

3.1. Federated Learning
For the task of image classification, the FL scheme con-
sists of training data scattered among N clients and each
client n possess a dataset Dn = {x(i), y(i)}|Dn|

i=1 , where x

denotes the input image and y denotes the associated class
label. Ideally, we want to train a model by minimizing the
empirical risk on the union of datasets of all the clients,
D = ∪n∈NDn. However, due to the distributed nature of
the datasets in the FL setting, we can only train a model on
the local data of the client, ie, conduct local training, as:

min
θ

L(θ) =
|Dn|∑
i=1

Lce(fθ(x
(i)), y(i)), (1)

where θ are the parameters of the n-th client model fθ and
Lce is a supervised cross-entropy loss.

To aggregate knowledge (or global aggregation), the FL
setting involves clients communicating the weights of the
trained model fθ to the server through multiple rounds of
communication. In each aggregation round t, the server
aggregates client weights via a weighted average, or more
concretely using the FedAvg [45] as:

θt =

N∑
n=1

|Dn|
|D|

θ
(n)
t , (2)

where θ
(n)
t is the weights of the n-th client. After aggrega-

tion, the server sends back θt to the clients, which is used as
a starting point for further local training.

In this work, we operate in a non-IID FL setup [28],
where each client n can have varying number of classes,
and the classes overlap among clients. This is more chal-
lenging than the prior CLIP-based FL literature [54] that
assumes the classes to be disjoint among the clients.

3.2. Federated fine-tuning of CLIP
Textual prompt tuning (TPT), ie, CoOp [72], is a commonly
used fine-tuning approach to improve the classification ac-
curacy of CLIP on downstream tasks. For fine-tuning, TPT
learns a set of prompts while keeping the weights of the pre-
trained CLIP image encoder Ev and text encoder Et frozen.
In detail, TPT replaces handcrafted prompts (eg, “a photo
of a [CLS]”) at the input of the text encoder Et with a set
of lightweight learnable vectors T = {v1,v2, · · · ,vM},
where M denotes the length of the tokens. Text features are
computed with the prompt t = {v1,v2, · · · ,vM , [CLS]},
and the image features are computed from the image x, us-
ing the respective encoders. The prompts T are learned us-
ing the standard cross-entropy loss, as in Eq. (1).

Since the prompts T in TPT are lightweight and incur
low communication overhead, it has become a dominant
approach for fine-tuning CLIP in the FL setting [4, 25, 44].
Each client trains prompts T on the local client data and
communicates them with the server. The server aggregates
the prompts T from different clients using Eq. (2), and
sends back the aggregated prompts back to the clients. TPT-
based FL methods differ mostly in how the prompts are de-
signed, trained locally, and aggregated on the server.
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While TPT is not the only approach to fine-tune CLIP
in the FL setting, it remains the most dominant approach.
Works in related areas have explored using Adapters [18]
for fine-tuning CLIP in the FL setting [44], and LoRA [29]
for fine-tuning LLMs in a multi-task [6] and FL setting [68].

3.3. Model calibration
Besides accuracy, we also want a model to be well-
calibrated. That is, we want the predicted class probabil-
ities of the model to be an accurate representation of the
model’s accuracy [23]. Formally, a model is said to be well-
calibrated (or confidence-calibrated), if for a confidence of
c, the model is correct c proportions of the time:

P(y = argmax(p̂(x)) | max(p̂(x)) = c) = c ∀c ∈ [0, 1],

where (x, y) is a datapoint, and p̂(·) returns a discrete prob-
ability distribution over a set of C classes. In practice, to
quantify miscalibration, we use the summary metric Ex-
pected Calibration Error (ECE) [23] that measures the dif-
ference between accuracy and confidence. To compute ECE
for n samples in the dataset, we group the samples into
G equal-sized bins {b1, b2, · · · bG} based on the prediction
confidence of the model, and take a weighted average over
the absolute difference between the average accuracy and
average confidence:

ECE =

G∑
g=1

| bg |
n

| acc(bg)− conf(bg) |,

where acc(·) and conf(·) denotes the average accuracy and
average confidence of the model for the samples falling in
the bin bg , respectively. A well-calibrated model will have
a low ECE.

In the context of a centralized setting, it has been shown
in the literature that although zero-shot CLIP (ZS-CLIP)
is well-calibrated [46] for the few-shot image classifica-
tion setting, fine-tuning can make a model miscalibrated
[65, 66]. In particular, during CLIP fine-tuning, a regular-
ization term (eg, regularizing text encoder divergence [66])
is added by the in-training calibration methods to prevent
the model from being miscalibrated. Although pertinent,
no prior work has studied the impact of fine-tuning CLIP
on the model’s calibration in a FL setting.

4. Empirical Evaluation
4.1. Experimental setup
Benchmarks and settings. For evaluation, we use 10
benchmarks: CIFAR-10, CIFAR-100 [36], OfficeHome
[62], PACS [15], VLCS [16], Food101 [7], DTD [11], Cal-
tech101 [17], Flowers102 [48], and OxfordPets [51]. We
follow the non-IID FL setting, where the clients have train-
ing data of variable number of classes and the classes can be

shared among the clients, ie, overlapping classes. Follow-
ing previous work [9, 58], we simulate data heterogeneity
by partitioning the data among the clients by setting the pa-
rameter α = 0.5 of a symmetric Dirichlet distribution.

We group the benchmarks in a manner to simulate dif-
ferent characteristics of a heterogeneous setup: (i) in-
distribution setting where only a single dataset (eg, CIFAR-
100) is distributed among the clients, (ii) domain general-
ization setting where different domains of the same bench-
mark are distributed among the clients (eg, the four domains
of OfficeHome), and (iii) a base-to-new generalization set-
ting where some of the classes are held out during training
to measure generalization on unseen classes. Details of dif-
ferent settings have been reported in the Appendix.

Baselines. In this study, we consider a range of TPT meth-
ods proposed for the task of image classification with CLIP.
In particular, we consider the following methods:

[-] CoOp [72], the seminal paper that proposed TPT for
image classification in the centralized setting. In addition,
PromptFL [25] that extends CoOp to the FL setting.

[-] KgCoOp [69] that adds a regularization term to CoOp
optimization, and its FL variant FedKgCoOp.

[-] MaPLe [34] that extends TPT also to the vision en-
coder, and its FL variant FedMaPLe.

[-] State-of-the-art TPT methods that have been specif-
ically designed to operate in the personalized FL setting:
FedPGP [13], FedOTP [40] and FedPHA [14].

For improving calibration off-the-shelf, we have used
three widely used approaches: temperature scaling [23],
which is a post-hoc calibration technique; and two in-
training calibration techniques, DCA [42] and MDCA [27].

Implementation Details. In our experiments, we employ
the frozen ViT-B/16 variant of CLIP backbone. We con-
sider the rank of LoRA metrices to 2 and a dropout rate of
0.25 to regularize the input of the LoRA modules. We keep
α = 0.5 of a Dirichlet distribution, communication rounds
50 with local epoch 1 with participation rate of 100% for
all datasets, except CIFAR-10/100 with 10% participation
rate. We choose 16 shots per class across over 10 clients
for base-to-new generalization task, two clients per domain
in domain generalization and 100 clients per dataset on in-
distribution setting. We inherit the optimizer setup, using
SGD [57] with a learning rate of 1 × 10−3, warm-up con-
stant of 1× 10−5 and a batch size of 32.

Evaluation metrics. To compare methods, we use the fol-
lowing 4 metrics: classification accuracy (Acc ↑), Expected
Calibration Error (ECE ↓) [23], Maximum Calibration Er-
ror (MCE ↓) [23], and Adaptive Calibration Error (ACE ↓)
[50]. We report performances in the personalized FL setting
[13, 14, 40], where the metrics are computed at each client
and then averaged across clients.
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Table 2. Comparison of offline CLIP fine-tuning with feder-
ated CLIP fine-tuning. Results have been reported on the in-
distribution setting using datasets: CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-100.

Method CIFAR-10 CIFAR-100
Acc. ↑ ECE ↓ MCE ↓ ACE ↓ Acc. ↑ ECE ↓ MCE ↓ ACE ↓

ZS-CLIP [56] 89.91 10.16 2.62 8.54 66.84 15.06 3.84 14.98

Offline setting (without calibration)
CoOp [72] 93.99 1.00 0.56 0.89 77.86 1.93 0.57 1.77
KgCoOp [69] 92.17 2.70 0.61 2.70 74.73 7.83 1.13 7.83
MaPLe [34] 97.08 9.05 1.45 1.81 85.01 5.42 2.04 4.72

Offline setting (with calibration: DCA [42])
CoOp 93.89 1.20 0.62 0.87 77.85 1.83 0.73 1.71
KgCoOp 92.37 2.21 0.46 2.21 74.82 5.30 0.80 5.30
MaPLe 96.96 10.93 1.56 2.10 84.99 5.91 2.11 5.17

FL setting (without calibration)
FedCoOp [25] 92.42 4.94 1.64 3.94 72.43 9.27 2.43 8.66
FedKgCoOp 90.48 6.53 1.88 5.79 70.68 11.20 2.95 11.05
FedMaPLe 96.08 3.49 1.28 2.18 81.73 7.53 2.20 6.93

4.2. Calibration error in federated learning

In this section, we compare the calibration error of TPT-
based methods in both the offline and FL setting. The goal
of this comparison is to understand whether the miscalibra-
tion of TPT-based methods (eg, CoOp, KgCoOp), observed
by Wang et. al., [66] in the offline CLIP fine-tuning set-
ting, also holds true in the FL setting, which is the main
focus of this work. To this end, in Tab. 2 we report the
performance of three families of models: (i) TPT methods
without calibration in the offline setting (eg, CoOp [72]), (ii)
TPT methods along with in-training calibration (eg, CoOp
+ DCA [42]) in the offline setting, and (iii) TPT meth-
ods without calibration in the FL setting (eg, FedCoOp or
PromptFL [25]). The experiments were performed in the in-
distribution setting, which was introduced in Sec. 4.1. Note
that the offline methods operate in a centralized setting.

We observe that, on average, the TPT methods in the of-
fline setting (first part of Tab. 2) have a worse calibration
error than the same TPT methods coupled with a calibra-
tion technique (second part of Tab. 2). This is not surpris-
ing and have been empirically validated in previous works
[66]. However, what remained previously unexplored in
the literature is an analysis of: fine-tuning CLIP in a dis-
tributed setting worsens calibration to what extent? In
the final part of Tab. 2 we observe that the same TPT meth-
ods when employed in the FL setting, exhibit much worse
calibration error across all three calibration metrics. While
this may not appear as a surprise to a reader, because Chu
et. al., [10] have demonstrated a similar behaviour: with all
else being equal, miscalibration worsens in the FL setting.
However, the study in [10] is limited to ResNets, where the
networks have been trained from scratch in each client. In
contrary, our analyses encompass fine-tuning CLIP in FL
setting, which has more significant implications given the
widespread adoption of CLIP in downstream tasks.

The results in Tab. 2 suggest that miscalibration due to
fine-tuning CLIP in FL is inevitable, as in ResNets [10].
Thus, evaluating the progress of FL based on accuracy

Table 3. Comparison of federated CLIP fine-tuning methods.
Results have been reported on the in-distribution setting using
datasets: CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-100. Best number is in bold, and
second best is underlined.

CIFAR-10 CIFAR-100Method Acc. ↑ ECE ↓ MCE ↓ ACE ↓ Acc. ↑ ECE ↓ MCE ↓ ACE ↓
ZS-CLIP [56] 89.91 10.16 2.62 8.54 66.84 15.06 3.84 14.98

FL setting (without calibration)
PromptFL [25] 92.42 4.94 1.64 3.94 72.43 9.27 2.43 8.66
FedPGP [13] 91.28 5.89 1.78 5.17 71.13 9.91 2.59 9.78
FedOTP [40] 94.38 6.03 1.74 5.37 74.81 14.44 3.63 14.30
FedPHA [14] 93.72 4.59 1.47 3.52 74.23 8.91 2.33 8.61
FL2oRA-text (Ours) 92.64 4.99 1.68 3.77 73.71 8.58 2.28 8.13
FL2oRA-vision (Ours) 97.08 2.94 1.14 1.98 83.00 7.18 2.13 6.39
FL2oRA (Ours) 97.04 2.99 1.12 2.06 83.70 6.70 2.05 6.09

FL setting (with calibration: DCA [42])
PromptFL [25] 92.12 4.98 1.73 3.92 72.07 8.92 2.34 8.77
FedPGP [13] 91.54 5.65 1.75 4.69 71.36 10.38 2.73 10.14
FedOTP [40] 94.30 5.41 1.59 4.53 74.63 12.67 3.27 12.52
FedPHA [14] 93.53 4.81 1.46 3.41 75.30 8.06 2.20 7.63
FL2oRA-text (Ours) 92.54 5.08 1.77 4.13 73.94 8.70 2.34 8.29
FL2oRA-vision (Ours) 97.14 2.75 1.11 1.93 83.16 7.08 2.31 6.32
FL2oRA (Ours) 97.00 2.99 1.15 1.87 83.65 6.64 2.12 6.20

FL setting (with calibration: MDCA [27])
PromptFL [25] [27] 92.31 5.07 1.67 3.95 72.02 9.18 2.45 8.85
FedPGP [13] 90.98 5.68 1.79 5.06 71.88 9.82 2.66 9.65
FedOTP [40] 94.24 5.83 1.77 5.17 74.73 14.42 3.60 14.45
FedPHA [14] 93.55 4.78 1.53 3.38 75.34 8.65 2.39 8.11
FL2oRA-text (Ours) 92.66 5.11 1.73 3.87 73.72 8.66 2.29 8.15
FL2oRA-vision (Ours) 97.07 2.83 1.12 1.92 82.98 7.19 2.14 6.37
FL2oRA (Ours) 96.92 3.03 1.15 1.96 83.73 6.82 2.01 6.13

alone, as in recent state-of-the-art FL methods [13, 14, 40],
gives an incomplete assessment of performance.

4.3. Can we improve calibration?
Given that existing CLIP-based TPT methods worsen cal-
ibration in FL, a natural question is whether calibration
can be meaningfully improved and how? To answer this,
we systematically evaluate state-of-the-art TPT methods for
personalized FL across three benchmarks (in-distribution,
domain generalization, and base-to-new generalization),
ablate two in-training calibration techniques (DCA [42],
MDCA [27]), and compare four global aggregation meth-
ods (FedAvg [45], FedProx [41], FedDyn [1], FedNova
[64]). We discuss the following:

[-] Table 3 reports results on the in-distribution bench-
mark using CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-100 [36], where classes
are distributed across 100 clients with a 10% participation
rate per communication round.

[-] Table 4 presents results on the domain general-
ization benchmark for OfficeHome [62], PACS [15], and
VLCS [16]. We instantiate two clients per domain and train
with 100% client participation. We report performance av-
eraged over all domains and datasets; per-domain results are
in the Appendix.

[-] Finally, Table 5 evaluates the base-to-new gener-
alization benchmark on five visual classification datasets:
Food101 [7], DTD [11], Caltech101 [17], Flowers102 [48],
and OxfordPets [51], using 16 shots per class. We assign 10
clients per dataset with full participation. For each dataset,
half of the classes are treated as base (seen) classes during
training, and evaluation measures performance on both base

5



Table 4. Comparison of federated CLIP fine-tuning methods.
Average performance have been reported on the domain general-
ization setting using the datasets: OfficeHome, PACS and VLCS.
Best number is in bold, and second best is underlined.

Method Acc. ↑ ECE ↓ MCE ↓ ACE ↓

ZS-CLIP [56] 86.98 5.76 1.93 5.74

FL setting (without calibration)
PromptFL [25] 91.25 2.88 1.21 2.79
FedPGP [13] 92.71 2.67 0.88 2.24
FedOTP [40] 91.07 9.34 2.36 9.20
FedPHA [14] 92.87 2.29 0.81 1.96
FL2oRA-text (Ours) 91.49 2.84 0.95 2.58
FL2oRA-vision (Ours) 92.93 2.23 0.84 1.98
FL2oRA (Ours) 93.11 2.37 0.79 1.83

FL setting (with calibration: DCA [42])
PromptFL [25] 91.32 3.07 1.22 2.87
FedPGP [13] 93.93 2.28 0.68 2.06
FedOTP [40] 91.54 7.37 1.90 7.27
FedPHA [14] 93.93 2.17 0.64 2.02
FL2oRA-text (Ours) 91.40 2.63 0.97 2.47
FL2oRA-vision (Ours) 92.89 2.56 0.86 2.05
FL2oRA (Ours) 93.13 2.09 0.72 1.95

FL setting (with calibration: MDCA [27])
PromptFL [25] 91.32 2.91 1.21 2.77
FedPGP [13] 94.04 2.29 0.90 1.90
FedOTP [40] 91.88 9.26 2.40 9.24
FedPHA [14] 94.06 2.23 0.94 1.83
FL2oRA-text (Ours) 91.46 2.50 0.85 2.34
FL2oRA-vision (Ours) 92.93 2.10 0.80 1.91
FL2oRA (Ours) 93.07 2.24 0.77 1.64

and novel classes; we report the harmonic mean across all
datasets. Detailed per-dataset results are in the Appendix.
Effect of calibration techniques. Across all federated set-
tings, in-training calibration with DCA or MDCA yields
only modest gains. As shown in Table 3, on CIFAR-10/100,
applying DCA or MDCA to FL prompt-tuning methods
produces small reductions in ECE and ACE for some con-
figurations (e.g., PromptFL, FedPHA on CIFAR-100), but
many methods remain noticeably miscalibrated. For in-
stance, FedOTP on CIFAR-100 still has ECE above 12%
after DCA and above 14% after MDCA. A similar pattern
appears on domain generalization and base-to-new general-
ization (Tables 4 and 5): DCA and MDCA slightly improve
FedPGP and FedPHA in some cases, yet other methods
(again notably FedOTP) stay severely miscalibrated, with
ECE often exceeding 7–9%. Overall, in-training calibra-
tion in TPT for FL rarely produces large, systematic im-
provements and sometimes even increases MCE.
Effect of global aggregation. We next test whether
stronger FL optimizers can alleviate miscalibration. As
shown in Tab. 6, replacing FedAvg with FedProx, Fed-
Dyn, or FedNova produces no consistent improvement in
either accuracy or calibration. The ECE/MCE/ACE met-
rics of these optimizers closely track those of FedAvg and

Table 5. Comparison of federated CLIP fine-tuning methods.
Average performance have been reported on the base-to-new gen-
eralization setting using the datasets: Food101, DTD, Caltech101,
Flowers102, and OxfordPets. Best number is in bold, and second
best is underlined.

Method Acc. ↑ ECE ↓ MCE ↓ ACE ↓

ZS-CLIP [56] 82.05 4.52 1.43 4.69

FL setting (without calibration)
PromptFL [25] 82.98 4.11 1.31 3.82
FedPGP [13] 81.09 6.17 2.07 5.97
FedOTP [40] 29.52 21.88 5.03 21.90
FedPHA [14] 54.97 16.03 4.64 15.69
FL2oRA-text (Ours) 86.70 3.58 1.13 3.21
FL2oRA-vision (Ours) 84.39 4.34 1.33 4.06
FL2oRA (Ours) 86.25 3.91 1.41 3.20

FL setting (with calibration: DCA [42])
PromptFL [25] 84.25 3.97 1.30 3.62
FedPGP [13] 80.90 5.82 1.82 5.69
FedOTP [40] 28.63 26.57 7.34 26.63
FedPHA [14] 54.56 17.93 5.53 17.38
FL2oRA-text (Ours) 86.80 3.63 1.20 2.97
FL2oRA-vision (Ours) 84.31 3.13 1.05 3.07
FL2oRA (Ours) 86.08 4.21 1.61 3.32

FL setting (with calibration: MDCA [27])
PromptFL [25] 84.62 4.06 1.23 3.73
FedPGP [13] 81.51 4.93 1.65 4.80
FedOTP [40] 28.53 25.35 6.25 25.32
FedPHA [14] 52.34 20.55 6.63 19.86
FL2oRA-text (Ours) 86.32 3.42 1.07 3.11
FL2oRA-vision (Ours) 84.37 4.17 1.31 4.00
FL2oRA (Ours) 86.34 4.10 1.55 3.35

typically differ only within run-to-run variability; in several
cases, FedAvg is slightly better. This suggests that the cali-
bration issues of TPT for FL are not primarily driven by
the choice of aggregation algorithm, but by how prompts
are adapted under client heterogeneity.
Improving calibration through LoRA fine-tuning. The
evidence above suggests that the core problem is not merely
how we aggregate or calibrate CLIP-based TPT models,
but what we fine-tune. Prompt-tuning operates only on
a small set of continuous prompts while keeping CLIP’s
backbone frozen. In federated settings with heterogeneous
clients, this makes the prompts highly sensitive to local id-
iosyncrasies: each client learns sharp, overconfident deci-
sion boundaries on top of a fixed representation, and Fe-
dAvg must reconcile these conflicting prompt updates. As a
result, logits are systematically overconfident and post-hoc
calibration has little room to correct the mismatch between
frozen features and locally adapted prompts.

A natural alternative is to adapt the backbone itself in
a parameter-efficient way. Rather than relying solely on
prompts to absorb all client heterogeneity, we allow the
shared representation to move slightly so that the induced
feature geometry is better aligned with federated label dis-
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Table 6. Comparison of different global aggregation algo-
rithms. Results have been reported on the in-distribution setting
without applying any calibration using CIFAR-100 dataset. Best
number is in bold, and second best is underlined.

Method FedAvg [45] FedProx [41]
Acc. ↑ ECE ↓ MCE ↓ ACE ↓ Acc. ↑ ECE ↓ MCE ↓ ACE ↓

PromptFL 72.43 9.27 2.43 8.66 73.12 8.16 2.24 7.29
FedKgCoOp 70.68 11.20 2.95 11.05 71.56 11.08 2.86 8.57
FedMaPLe 81.73 7.53 2.20 6.93 82.68 7.84 2.34 7.05
FL2oRA-text (Ours) 73.71 8.58 2.28 8.13 74.06 8.82 2.45 8.45
FL2oRA-vision (Ours) 83.00 7.18 2.13 6.39 82.91 7.25 2.25 6.64
FL2oRA (Ours) 83.70 6.70 2.05 6.09 83.55 6.86 2.14 6.15

Method FedDyn [1] FedNova [64]
Acc. ↑ ECE ↓ MCE ↓ ACE ↓ Acc. ↑ ECE ↓ MCE ↓ ACE ↓

PromptFL 73.28 8.34 2.35 7.56 72.89 9.54 3.27 8.89
FedKgCoOp 71.78 11.45 2.39 7.34 70.38 12.38 3.21 8.32
FedMaPLe 82.07 7.08 2.19 7.06 81.38 8.26 2.93 8.19
FL2oRA-text (Ours) 74.95 8.82 2.50 8.05 74.58 9.05 2.93 8.67
FL2oRA-vision (Ours) 83.18 7.78 2.47 6.80 82.67 8.81 3.01 7.04
FL2oRA (Ours) 83.42 6.79 2.15 6.15 82.89 7.03 2.56 6.67

tributions. This motivates our use of LoRA-based PEFT on
CLIP under the FL setting, which we denote as FL2oRA.

LoRA augments linear layers of CLIP’s vision and/or
text encoders with low-rank adapters. LoRA applies to
any linear transformation with weights W ∈ Rm×n by
expressing the update δW = αAB in low rank matrices
A ∈ Rm×r, B ∈ Rr×n, where r is the LoRA rank and
α is a fixed scaling factor (typically α = 1/r). We con-
sider three variants of LoRA-based fine-tuning: applying
LoRA to the text encoder only (FL2oRA-text), to the vi-
sion encoder only (FL2oRA-vision), or to both encoders
(FL2oRA). FL2oRA, and its variants, apply LoRA to all
layers of the corresponding encoder.

In sharp contrast to TPT, the only consistent and sub-
stantial calibration gains come from parameter-efficient
fine-tuning of CLIP’s backbone, as implemented in our
FL2oRA variants. On CIFAR-10/100 (Tab. 3), FL2oRA-
vision and FL2oRA achieve the best or near-best accu-
racy and clearly outperform all prompt-tuning baselines in
ECE/MCE/ACE, both with and without calibration. For
example, on CIFAR-100 without calibration, FL2oRA im-
proves accuracy from 74.81% (FedOTP) to 83.70% and re-
duces ECE from 14.44% (FedOTP) and 8.91% (FedPHA)
down to 6.70%. On the domain generalization benchmark
(Tab. 4), FL2oRA achieves the highest accuracy without
calibration (93.11%) and, after applying DCA or MDCA,
offers the best ECE/ACE trade-off: FL2oRA attains the
lowest ACE with DCA (1.95) and with MDCA (1.64),
while FL2oRA-vision achieves the best ECE and MCE un-
der MDCA. On the more challenging base-to-new setting
(Tab. 5), where all methods exhibit worse calibration and
post-hoc calibration has a stronger effect, FL2oRA-text at-
tains the highest accuracy across all configurations, and our
LoRA variants match or surpass the calibrated versions of
competing baselines in both accuracy and calibration.

Taken together, these results indicate that CLIP with
parameter-efficient LoRA fine-tuning or FL2oRA natu-
rally produces well-calibrated models in FL, substan-

tially reducing the need for explicit calibration proce-
dures. In contrast, CLIP-based TPT methods consistently
degrade calibration in FL, and even strong in-training cali-
bration techniques and advanced FL optimizers fail to cor-
rect this behavior fully.

4.4. What makes FL2oRA effective?
In this section, we provide a high-level, largely qualitative
discussion of why FL2oRA may be particularly effective for
federated CLIP fine-tuning. We emphasize that this is an in-
terpretive account grounded in prior work and our empirical
trends, rather than a mechanism that we have explicitly val-
idated through targeted ablations.

During local training, each client updates only the low-
rank LoRA parameters while the original CLIP weights and
classifier remain frozen; the server then aggregates these
adapter parameters using FedAvg. As illustrated in Fig. 1
and Tab. 3, 4, and 5, this lightweight modification consis-
tently improves both accuracy and calibration relative to ex-
isting CLIP-based FL methods across all benchmarks.
Implicit ensembling via FedAvg. FedAvg can be viewed
as a form of implicit ensembling or weight-space bagging:
each client trains on its own data partition, and the server
averages their parameters. Ensembling is well known to im-
prove calibration [2, 38], but its benefits rely on the individ-
ual models having reasonably compatible confidence scales
i.e., none of them being extremely overconfident or poorly
calibrated [70]. From this perspective, earlier FL methods
that fully fine-tune all weights may produce client models
whose logits are very differently scaled, limiting the extent
to which FedAvg can act as a stabilizing ensemble [10, 53].
In contrast, if each client’s local model stays closer to a
well-calibrated pre-trained solution, averaging their param-
eters is more likely to yield a calibrated global model [70].
LoRA helps preserve calibration. LoRA typically leaves
most pre-trained weights unchanged and restricts adapta-
tion to a low-rank update [59]. Prior work suggests that
such updates can remain closer to the pre-trained solution
in weight space and preserve its behavior more faithfully
than standard regularization alone [5]. From a calibration
standpoint, this may help avoid large shifts in weight norms
and logit scales, which are known contributors to miscal-
ibration [46, 59]. By constraining local adaptation to a
low-rank subspace, FL2oRA encourages each client to stay
within a neighborhood where CLIP is already reasonably
calibrated, while still allowing meaningful task-specific and
client-specific adaptation.

Putting these observations together, we hypothesize that
FL2oRA benefits from a favorable combination of (i)
CLIP’s strong zero-shot calibration as a starting point, (ii)
the stability and norm control induced by LoRA updates,
and (iii) the ensemble-like regularization effect of FedAvg
over heterogeneous clients. While our experiments do not
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Figure 2. Effect of varying α of Dirichlet distribution. We re-
port (a) Accuracy and (b) ECE metrics on CIFAR-100 dataset.
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Figure 3. Effect of varying communication rounds. We report
(a) Accuracy and (b) ECE metrics on CIFAR-100 dataset.

isolate these factors individually, this perspective is consis-
tent with the empirical finding that FL2oRA not only pre-
serves but often improves calibration while simultaneously
boosting accuracy in federated learning.

4.5. Ablation Studies
We perform a thorough ablation analysis on the in-
distribution setting using the CIFAR-100 dataset. For each
ablation study we report the accuracy and ECE metrics.
Sensitivity to data distribution. We study the impact
of varying α, the concentration parameter of the Dirichlet
distribution, which controls the overlap of classes among
clients. A low value of α signifies a low overlap among
clients (ie, non-IID), and a high value of alpha signifies a
high overlap among clients (ie, IID). From Fig. 2 we ob-
serve that for our proposed FL2oRA, both accuracy and
ECE remain fairly stable at varying levels of heterogene-
ity. Although competitor methods, such as FedPGP and
FedPHA, exhibit improved ECE with respect to the simple
baseline ZS-CLIP, they fluctuate with different values of α.
Sensitivity to communication rounds. We vary the com-
munication rounds between 10 and 100 to study the im-
pact of frequency of client-server communication on per-
formance. From Fig. 3 we observe the consistent trend that
all the methods benefit from more frequent communication
between the clients and the server, both in terms of accu-
racy and ECE scores. However, FL2oRA achieves the best
performance, with only 10 rounds of communication, even
outperforming the competitors operating under maximum
number of communication rounds.
Sensitivity to rank in FL2oRA. We study the impact
of rank r of LoRA, as it controls how much capacity the
adapter has to modify the base CLIP model. A higher rank
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Figure 4. Ablation of rank of LoRA metrices as (a) Accuracy
and (b) ECE metrics on CIFAR-100 dataset. To be noted, ‘T’ and
‘V’ refer to text and vision respectively.
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Figure 5. Ablation of PEFT strategies. as (a) Accuracy and (b)
ECE metrics on CIFAR-100 dataset.

means more expressive updates, at the cost of increasing the
computation and communication overhead, and vice versa.
In Fig. 4 we report the different variants of FL2oRA, where
we observe that the performance of FL2oRA remains stable
in varying ranks. We postulate that performance remains
stable because even a lower rank is sufficient to adapt to the
new knowledge contained in CIFAR-100. However, for a
more complex dataset, a higher rank might be necessary.
Sensitivity to PEFT strategies in FL2oRA. In Fig. 5 we
investigate the impact of different PEFT methods including
LayerNorm [35] and BitFit [71], alongside LoRA [30] in
FL2oRA. Across all experiments, jointly fine-tuning both
the text and vision CLIP encoders consistently outperforms
unimodal tuning (text or vision) in terms of both accuracy
and ECE. Notably, FL2oRA consistently surpasses the Lay-
erNorm and BitFit under all modality tuning configurations,
highlighting its effectiveness in maintaining high accuracy
while preserving calibration in a FL setup.

5. Conclusions
In this work, we investigated the an unexplored question
of how fine-tuning CLIP in a FL setting affects model
calibration. Our study reveals that TPT-based methods that
perform reasonably in offline settings exhibit worse cali-
bration when operating in FL. While standard in-training
calibration techniques offer limited improvements, our
analysis suggests that the primary driver of miscalibration
is the way prompts are adapted under client heterogeneity.
Encouragingly, we find that PEFT approaches, such as
LoRA can help. Therefore, we present FL2oRA, and show
that it naturally yield to well-calibrated models in FL, sub-
stantially reducing the need for additional calibration pro-
cedures. By exploring the link between parameter-efficient
fine-tuning and FL, our work opens new directions for
addressing calibration in CLIP within the federated setting.
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A. Experimental setup
A.1. Benchmarks
In our experiments, we evaluate our proposed method across three
different federated learning (FL) settings using a diverse col-
lection of benchmark datasets, as summarized in Table 7. For
the in-distribution setting, we use CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-100,
which are standard image classification datasets with 10 and 100
classes, respectively. Each dataset contains 50,000 training images
and 10,000 test images, providing a balanced evaluation scenario
where the training and test distributions are identical.

For the base-to-new generalization and domain generalization
settings, we consider more challenging datasets that assess the
model’s ability to transfer knowledge to unseen classes or in be-
tween multiple domains. In the base-to-new setting, we choose
Caltech101, Flowers102, OxfordPets, Food101, and DTD datasets
in few-shot training set up. In the domain generalization (DG) set-
ting, we use traditional DG benchmarks having four domains to
each i.e. PACS (art painting, cartoon, photo and sketch), Office-
Home (art, clipart, product and realworld), and VLCS (caltech,
labelme, pascal-voc and sun), providing distribution shifts.

A.2. Federated learning settings
We describe in detail the three personalized FL settings i.e. in-
distribution, domain generalization and base-to-new generaliza-
tion tackled in this work.

[-] In-distribution & Domain generalization. For both set-
tings, we distribute the classes across clients in an overlapping
non-IID manner, as similar to [40]. To simulate controllable
non-IID data heterogeneity across clients, we adopt the stan-
dard Dirichlet-based partitioning strategy. Given a dataset with
C classes and N clients, each client’s class proportion vector,
qn = (qn1, . . . , qnK) is sampled from a symmetric Dirichlet dis-
tribution [19] parameterized by concentration α:

qn ∼ Dirichlet(αp), (3)

where p is the global class prior (assumed uniform in our experi-
ments). Once the class proportions are obtained, the actual number
of samples assigned to client n is drawn as,

cn ∼ Multinomial(|Dn|,qn), (4)

Table 7. Statistics of the benchmarks. The table shows the statis-
tics of the benchmarks used for empirical evaluation in three fed-
erated learning settings.

Benchmarks Domain Classes Train Test

In-distribution setting
CIFAR-10 [36] - 10 50,000 10,000
CIFAR-100 [36] - 100 50,000 10,000

Base-to-new generalization setting
Caltech101 [17] - 101 4,128 2,465
Flowers102 [48] - 102 4,093 2,463
OxfordPets [51] - 37 2,944 3,369
Food101 [8] - 101 50,500 30,300
DTD [11] - 47 2,820 1,692

Domain generalization setting

PACS [39]

Art Painting

7

1,024 614
Cartoon 1,171 704
Photo 835 502
Sketch 1,964 1,179

OfficeHome [62]

Art

65

1,214 728
Clipart 2,191 1,298
Product 2,226 1,324

RealWorld 2,180 1,304

VLCS [16]

CALTECH

5

891 424
LABELME 1,672 797

PASCAL-VOC 2,127 1,013
SUN 2,067 985

where |Dn| denotes the local dataset size. The concentration pa-
rameter α directly controls the heterogeneity of the federated set-
ting i.e. large α values (e.g., α→∞) yield nearly IID client dis-
tributions, while small α values (e.g., α→ 0) produce extremely
skewed, label-concentrated clients. Figure 6 visualizes this pro-
gression, showing how the distribution transitions from highly
mixed to strongly partitioned as α decreases. We keep α = 0.5
for both the federated settings to maintain the overlapping non-IID
in a balanced manner. For in-distribution, we choose 100 clients
over 10% participation rate, whereas two clients per domain with
100% participation rate in domain generalization setting.

[-] Base-to-New generalization. Unlike the Dirichlet distri-
bution, we adopt a non-overlapping non-IID setting, where each
client is assigned a distinct subset of classes, following the similar
set up of [13]. Half of the total classes are used for training, while
the remaining classes are reserved for evaluation. We configure 10
clients per dataset, with a 100% participation rate for all clients.

A.3. Evaluation protocol and metrics
Evaluation protocol. We evaluate the methods in three aforemen-
tioned FL settings in a personalized FL setup [13, 14, 40], where
we compute the metrics on the test set in each client and then take
an average over all the clients. To be noted that client participation
in training may vary according to the participation rate, but infer-
ence is performed on all clients regardless of their participation.
Metrics. In our FL experiments, we use the accuracy metric for
model performance and ECE, MCE and ACE metrics for model
calibration.

[-] Accuracy. It measures the proportion of predictions for
which the model’s predicted label matches the ground-truth la-
bel, providing a standard indicator of overall classification perfor-
mance.

12



(a) Partitioned (b) (c) = 100 (d) = 1 (e) = 0.5 (f) 0

Figure 6. Federated data partitioning under different Dirichlet concentration parameter α. In each of the subplots, each row
represents a client and each cell corresponds to a data sample whose color indicates its class label. The sub figures are represented
as, (a) Sort and partition setting with two fixed classes per client, (b) to (f) Non-IID splits with Dirichlet distribution, having α → ∞,
α = 100, 1, 0.5, and α→ 0. Larger α produces nearly IID client distributions, whereas smaller α concentrates samples from few classes
only within each client with increasingly skewed and heterogenous partitions.

[-] Expected Calibration Error (ECE). ECE [22] measures
the average discrepancy between a model’s predicted confidence
and its actual accuracy. The prediction confidences are partitioned
into G bins, and for each bin bg , the absolute difference between
the empirical accuracy acc(bg) and the mean predicted confidence
conf(bg) is computed. These bin-wise errors are then weighted by
the proportion of samples in each bin, yielding a global estimate of
how well the model’s confidence reflects the true likelihood of cor-
rectness. Lower ECE values indicate better-calibrated predictions.
The ECE metric can be defined as:

ECE =

G∑
g=1

| bg |
|D| | acc(bg)− conf(bg) |, (5)

where |D| and |bg| is the total number of samples in the dataset
and g−th bin, respectively.

[-] Maximum Calibration Error (MCE). MCE [22] quan-
tifies the worst-case miscalibration across all bins. Rather than
averaging, MCE takes the maximum absolute gap between accu-
racy and confidence over the G bins. This highlights extreme local
over- or under-confidence that may be masked by aggregate met-
rics such as ECE. A lower MCE value indicates that the model
avoids severe calibration failures in any confidence region. The
ECE metric can be written as:

MCE = max
g∈{1,...,G}

| acc(bg)− conf(bg) | . (6)

[-] Average Calibration Error (ACE). ACE [49] assesses cal-
ibration by averaging the absolute accuracy-confidence discrep-
ancies uniformly across all G bins. Unlike ECE, which weights
bins by the number of samples they contain, ACE treats each bin
equally, making it more sensitive to miscalibration in sparsely pop-
ulated regions of the confidence distribution. Lower ACE values
reflect more consistent calibration performance across different
confidence levels. The ECE metric can be defined as:

ACE =
1

G

G∑
g=1

| acc(bg)− conf(bg) |, (7)

A.4. Calibration baselines
In our experimental settings, we consider two standalone calibra-
tion methods DCA [42] and MDCA [27] as additional plug-ins in

the federated methods.
[-] Difference-between-Confidence-Accuracy (DCA). DCA

[42] provides a minibatch-level calibration objective by penalizing
the discrepancy between the model’s average predicted confidence
score corresponding to the true class and its average empirical ac-
curacy for all the samples in a minibatch. For each prediction
corresponding to the i−th sample, the method computes the cor-
rectness indicator ci (which equals 1 if the prediction is correct
and 0 otherwise) and the predicted confidence of the true label
si = p(ŷi). By minimizing this deviation, DCA encourages the
model’s overall confidence level to align with its average true ac-
curacy, thereby improving global calibration behavior. For a mini-
batch of size m, the loss is computed as:

Ldca =
∣∣∣ 1
m

m∑
i=1

ci −
1

m

m∑
i=1

si

∣∣∣. (8)

Eq. 8 computes an auxiliary calibration loss by taking, over m
samples in a minibatch, that penalizes the mismatch between ob-
served mean correctness and mean confidence, thereby guiding the
model to better align its confidence estimates with empirical accu-
racy, without strict constraint on each example. Note that during
backpropagation, the gradients are backpropagated only through
the confidence term si.

[-] Multi-class Difference-between-Confidence-Accuracy
(MDCA). MDCA [27] generalizes DCA to the multi-class set-
ting by evaluating calibration across all class probabilities, rather
than only the predicted class. For each class j, the method com-
putes the gap between the average one-hot ground-truth indicator
ci[j] and the average predicted probability si[j] over the dataset.
Averaging these discrepancies across all C classes yields a cali-
bration loss that captures class-specific trends in over- and under-
confidence. MDCA thus provides a more fine-grained and stable
calibration signal, which is particularly beneficial in settings with
many classes or imbalanced prediction distributions. For a mini-
batch of size m,

Lmdca =
1

C

C∑
j=1

∣∣∣ 1
m

m∑
i=1

ci[j]−
1

m

m∑
i=1

si[j]
∣∣∣ (9)

Eq. 9 extends the DCA concept to the multi-class setting by
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Figure 7. Effect of scaling the temperature hyperparameter
(τ ). We report the results of (a) CIFAR-10 and (b) CIFAR-100
datasets, with ECE metric.

considering each class j = 1, . . . , C. For each class, it com-
putes the difference between the average ground-truth indicator
ci[j] (which equals 1 if sample i belongs to class j and 0 other-
wise) and the average predicted probability si[j] across all m sam-
ples in a minibatch. The loss is then averaged over all C classes,
providing a fine-grained calibration signal that captures errors in
predicted probabilities across the full class distribution.
Additional implementation details. In this paragraph, we elabo-
rate on the implementation details, providing additional informa-
tion beyond what is included in the main paper. In FL2oRA, we
only fine-tune the LoRA-adapted layers of the transformer blocks,
while keeping all original weights frozen. Specifically, for both the
image and text encoders, only the LoRA matrices WA and WB

of the query, key, and value projections in the attention modules
are trainable. All other parameters, including projection, MLP,
and layer normalization weights, remain frozen to reduce mem-
ory footprint and improve training efficiency. We keep the rank of
LoRA metrices to 2 and a dropout rate of 0.25 to regularize the
input of the LoRA modules.

B. Additional empirical evaluation
In this section we report additional experimental analyses and de-
tailed breakdown of the results presented in the main paper.

B.1. Effect of Temperature Scaling
In Figure 7, we show how the temperature hyperparameter τ ef-
fects the model calibration (ECE) on CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-100
datasets using the post-hoc calibration technique temperature scal-
ing [23]. The results showcase moderate temperatures yield better
calibration, while too small or too large τ harms it. ZS-CLIP is
highly sensitive to τ as ECE improves markedly near τ = 0.5 but
degrades rapidly as τ increases, indicating that mild softening cor-
rects overconfidence whereas excessive softening induces under-
confident predictions. Among federated baselines, FedOTP and
FedPGP tend to worsen as τ grows, suggesting a monotonic loss
of calibration with over-smoothing, whereas PromptFL and Fed-
PHA are comparatively stable with smaller ECE variation. How-
ever, our proposed FL2oRA maintains both the lowest and most
stable ECE over a wide range of τ , pointing to robustness to the
temperature choice and reduced reliance on per-dataset tuning.

B.2. Additional calibration metrics
Following previous work on model calibration [46], we also report
performance using two additional calibration metrics, Brier score

Table 8. Comparison of federated CLIP fine-tuning methods.
Results have been reported on the in-distribution setting using
datasets: CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-100 in terms of Brier score [21]
(Mean squared probability error), NLL [24] (Negative LogLikeli-
hood).

CIFAR-10 CIFAR-100Method Brier score ↓ NLL ↓ Brier Score ↓ NLL ↓
ZS-CLIP [56] 0.17 0.37 0.48 1.40

FL setting (without calibration)
PromptFL [25] 0.12 0.23 0.36 0.93
FedPGP [13] 0.13 0.28 0.42 1.12
FedOTP [40] 0.09 0.20 0.38 1.00
FedPHA [14] 0.10 0.20 0.35 0.91
FL2oRA-text (Ours) 0.11 0.23 0.36 0.90
FL2oRA-vision (Ours) 0.05 0.09 0.24 0.57
FL2oRA (Ours) 0.05 0.10 0.50 1.43

FL setting (with calibration: DCA [42])
PromptFL [25] 0.12 0.24 0.36 0.92
FedPGP [13] 0.13 0.28 0.38 1.00
FedOTP [40] 0.09 0.20 0.37 0.97
FedPHA [14] 0.10 0.20 0.34 0.90
FL2oRA-text (Ours) 0.11 0.23 0.36 0.90
FL2oRA-vision (Ours) 0.05 0.09 0.24 0.57
FL2oRA (Ours) 0.05 0.09 0.23 0.52

FL setting (with calibration: MDCA [27])
PromptFL [25] 0.12 0.23 0.36 0.92
FedPGP [13] 0.14 0.30 0.38 0.98
FedOTP [40] 0.09 0.20 0.38 1.00
FedPHA [14] 0.10 0.20 0.34 0.91
FL2oRA-text (Ours) 0.11 0.23 0.36 0.90
FL2oRA-vision (Ours) 0.05 0.09 0.24 0.57
FL2oRA (Ours) 0.05 0.09 0.23 0.52

and negative log-likelihood (NLL), which complement the three
other metrics reported in the main paper. First, we describe the
metrics, and then we present the results.
Brier score measures the mean squared error between predicted
probabilities and one-hot labels. Given |D| examples and C
classes, with i indexing examples and c indexing classes, let
y(i, c) ∈ {0, 1} denote the one-hot label (1 if c = y(i), else 0) and
p(i, c) ∈ [0, 1] the predicted probability with

∑C
c=1 p(i, c) = 1.

It can be defined as:

Brier score =
1

|D|

|D|∑
i=1

C∑
c=1

(pi,c − yi,c)
2 , (10)

Lower Brier scores indicate better calibration, as the metric penal-
izes assigning probability mass to incorrect classes and rewards
well-calibrated, appropriately uncertain predictions.
Negative log-likelihood (NLL) evaluates the average log proba-
bility assigned to the true class and strongly penalizes overcon-
fident mistakes. Using the same notation above, with true class
index y, it is defined as,

NLL = − 1

|D|

|D|∑
i=1

log(pi,y) , (11)

Lower NLL corresponds to better calibration under the model’s
predictive distribution. As an unbounded, strictly proper scoring
rule aligned with maximum-likelihood training, NLL is particu-
larly sensitive to the tails of the confidence distribution, distin-
guishing models that differ mainly in how confidently they handle
ambiguous samples.

In Table 8, we present the detailed Brier score and NLL calibra-
tion results for the various FL2oRA variants as well as the baseline
methods. We observe that both FL2oRA and FL2oRA-vision con-
sistently achieve better calibration, while FL2oRA-text performs
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Figure 9. Analysis of |wzs − wLoRA| over each communication
round. We report the average results of all LoRA trainable en-
coder layers of each clients on (a) CIFAR-10 and (b) CIFAR-100
datasets.

comparably to the baselines. This is consistent with the findings
in the main paper, where for all the calibration metrics, FL2oRA
and it variants were better and/or competitive without needing ex-
tra regularization losses.

B.3. Impact of client participation rate
In Figure 8, we showcase the effect of participation rates of clients
on accuracy and ECE for CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-100 datasets. It
indicates that increasing client participation generally improves
accuracy for all federated methods, with gains tapering at higher
rates, while ZS-CLIP has no effect of participation rates. How-
ever, our proposed FL2oRA consistently achieves the top accuracy
across all participation levels and retains a clear margin even un-
der sparse participation. Similarly, the calibration trends follow a
similar pattern, where ECE metric is broadly stable or slightly de-
creases as participation rises. FL2oRA attains the lowest and most
stable ECE, whereas alternatives such as PromptFL and FedPGP
show mild, non-monotonic fluctuations.

B.4. Additional insights on improved calibration
In Section 4.4 of the main paper, we hypothesize that FL2oRA
calibration gains stem from LoRA’s constrained weight updates:
by preventing large shifts in weight norms and logit scales across
clients, LoRA implicitly enhances the ensemble effect induced by
FedAvg. Figure 9 empirically supports this hypothesis on CIFAR-
10/100. Specifically, for each client, we measure the weight drift
relative to the pretrained CLIP model before each communication
round, averaging the drift over all LoRA layers. As shown in the
figure, the inter-client standard deviation is negligible, indicating
that LoRA indeed limits parameter drift and keeps logit scales sta-
ble.

B.5. Complexity analysis
In Figure 10, we qualitatively illustrate the trade-off between train-
able parameters, accuracy, and ECE calibration on CIFAR-10 and
CIFAR-100, both without and with DCA. Here, the trainable pa-
rameters are defined by markers and the marker size depends on
the number of the training parameters. The FL prompt tuning
methods with moderate trainable parameters showcase substantial
accuracy gains and noticeably lower ECE, showing strong returns
for minimal complexity. However, the LoRA variants in our pro-
posed FL2oRA push the frontier further. As the parameter budget
increases (from text to vision and both), it moves toward higher ac-
curacy and lower ECE, though improvements become incremen-
tal, indicating diminishing returns at the high-compute end. How-
ever, applying DCA on them showcase similar calibration. Finally,
FL2oRA comes up with a trade-off between training parameter
size and performance, but the improved calibration showcase a
positive indication in the FL settings.

B.6. Detailed results of the main tables
In Table 9, 10 and 11, we provide the detailed results of individual
datasets PACS, OfficeHome and VLCS respectively in the domain-
generalization setting. The average results of them are reported in
the Table. 4 of the main paper. Similarly in Table 12, 13, 14, 15
and 16, we provide the detailed results of Food101, DTD, Cal-
tech101, Flowers102, and OxfordPets datasets, corresponding to
Table 5 of the main paper, for the base-to-new generalization set-
ting.
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Figure 10. Comparison of number of trainable parameters. We show the qualitative results of Accuracy vs. ECE metrics on CIFAR-10
and CIFAR-100 datasets, where the markers’ size define the number of trainable parameters of each method.
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Table 9. Comparison of federated CLIP fine-tuning methods. Performances have been reported on the domain generalization setting
using the PACS dataset.

Art Painting Cartoon Photo
Method

Acc. ↑ ECE ↓ MCE ↓ ACE ↓ Acc. ↑ ECE ↓ MCE ↓ ACE ↓ Acc. ↑ ECE ↓ MCE ↓ ACE ↓

ZS-CLIP [56] 98.82 3.22 2.13 3.12 93.91 2.84 1.43 2.65 99.28 3.62 1.23 3.60

FL setting (without calibration)
PromptFL [25] 98.83 0.95 0.40 0.48 99.20 0.98 0.42 0.31 99.89 0.55 0.24 0.38
FedPGP [13] 99.02 0.95 0.40 0.61 99.66 0.76 0.31 0.55 99.95 0.37 0.13 0.24
FedOTP [40] 98.34 4.04 1.62 3.98 99.04 3.68 1.55 3.58 99.80 2.22 1.38 2.15
FedPHA [14] 99.02 0.98 0.26 0.44 99.82 0.76 0.34 0.53 99.90 0.31 0.27 0.31
FL2oRA-text (Ours) 98.78 0.96 0.37 0.76 99.29 1.35 0.46 0.95 99.85 0.92 0.40 0.68
FL2oRA-vision (Ours) 99.40 0.81 0.34 0.61 99.82 0.66 0.32 0.40 99.90 0.39 0.17 0.26
FL2oRA (Ours) 99.41 0.57 0.20 0.36 99.93 0.69 0.28 0.42 99.85 0.49 0.18 0.23

FL setting (with calibration: DCA [42])
PromptFL [25] 98.68 1.15 0.42 0.70 99.27 1.15 0.40 0.52 99.89 0.75 0.35 0.42
FedPGP [13] 99.17 0.94 0.30 0.53 99.66 0.70 0.26 0.44 99.95 0.37 0.14 0.25
FedOTP [40] 98.53 3.42 1.38 3.37 98.89 2.78 1.33 2.68 99.79 1.78 1.10 1.70
FedPHA [14] 99.17 0.92 0.24 0.85 99.78 0.70 0.20 1.19 99.82 0.42 0.25 0.25
FL2oRA-text (Ours) 98.65 0.75 0.22 0.50 99.32 1.09 0.38 0.44 99.90 0.54 0.18 0.33
FL2oRA-vision (Ours) 99.41 0.64 0.29 0.52 99.82 0.60 0.28 0.31 99.90 0.33 0.18 0.21
FL2oRA (Ours) 99.41 0.62 0.17 0.30 99.86 0.59 0.24 0.30 99.85 0.45 0.16 0.17

FL setting (with calibration: MDCA [27])
PromptFL [25] 98.73 0.84 0.26 0.44 99.32 0.63 0.28 0.35 99.89 0.45 0.19 0.25
FedPGP [13] 98.93 1.07 0.41 0.47 99.64 1.00 0.39 0.62 99.90 0.40 0.17 0.23
FedOTP [40] 98.39 4.01 1.59 3.96 98.95 3.60 1.57 3.51 99.80 2.16 1.37 2.08
FedPHA [14] 99.17 1.31 0.32 0.35 99.84 1.23 0.20 0.37 99.90 0.88 0.08 0.10
FL2oRA-text (Ours) 98.78 0.90 0.26 0.42 99.24 0.89 0.32 0.58 99.85 0.74 0.29 0.41
FL2oRA-vision (Ours) 99.41 0.64 0.31 0.55 99.82 0.64 0.30 0.36 99.90 0.37 0.20 0.24
FL2oRA (Ours) 99.41 0.55 0.17 0.36 99.93 0.56 0.25 0.38 99.90 0.43 0.18 0.26

Sketch Average
Method

Acc. ↑ ECE ↓ MCE ↓ ACE ↓ Acc. ↑ ECE ↓ MCE ↓ ACE ↓

ZS-CLIP [56] 90.99 6.41 2.38 6.58 95.75 4.02 1.80 3.99

FL setting (without calibration)
PromptFL [25] 95.17 1.25 0.39 0.97 98.27 0.93 0.36 0.53
FedPGP [13] 96.89 1.47 0.50 1.10 98.88 0.89 0.34 0.63
FedOTP [40] 96.18 5.18 1.77 5.07 98.34 3.78 1.58 3.70
FedPHA [14] 97.08 1.32 0.46 0.72 98.96 0.84 0.33 0.50
FL2oRA-text (Ours) 93.22 1.64 0.39 0.81 97.78 1.22 0.40 0.80
FL2oRA-vision (Ours) 98.18 0.77 0.31 0.58 99.32 0.66 0.29 0.46
FL2oRA (Ours) 97.76 0.97 0.38 0.63 99.24 0.68 0.26 0.41

FL setting (with calibration: DCA [42])
PromptFL [25] 95.30 1.51 0.49 1.46 98.29 1.14 0.42 0.78
FedPGP [13] 96.58 1.17 0.48 0.71 98.84 0.80 0.30 0.48
FedOTP [40] 96.00 4.00 1.58 3.92 98.30 3.00 1.35 2.92
FedPHA [14] 97.20 1.03 0.33 0.84 98.99 0.77 0.26 0.78
FL2oRA-text (Ours) 94.10 1.18 0.32 0.91 97.99 0.89 0.28 0.55
FL2oRA-vision (Ours) 98.03 0.78 0.32 0.59 99.29 0.59 0.27 0.41
FL2oRA (Ours) 97.76 0.81 0.32 0.60 99.22 0.62 0.22 0.34

FL setting (with calibration: MDCA [27])
PromptFL [25] 94.82 0.90 0.23 0.42 98.19 0.71 0.24 0.37
FedPGP [13] 96.33 1.43 1.67 0.93 98.70 0.98 0.66 0.56
FedOTP [40] 96.08 5.28 1.79 5.12 98.30 3.76 1.58 3.67
FedPHA [14] 96.88 0.88 0.35 0.50 98.95 1.07 0.24 0.33
FL2oRA-text (Ours) 93.65 1.57 0.48 0.68 97.88 1.03 0.34 0.52
FL2oRA-vision (Ours) 98.23 0.68 0.31 0.54 99.34 0.58 0.28 0.42
FL2oRA (Ours) 97.85 1.02 0.37 0.46 99.27 0.64 0.24 0.36
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Table 10. Comparison of federated CLIP fine-tuning methods. Performances have been reported on the domain generalization setting
using the OfficeHome dataset.

Art Clipart Product
Method

Acc. ↑ ECE ↓ MCE ↓ ACE ↓ Acc. ↑ ECE ↓ MCE ↓ ACE ↓ Acc. ↑ ECE ↓ MCE ↓ ACE ↓

ZS-CLIP [56] 83.95 10.26 1.96 8.72 65.45 5.86 1.24 6.12 89.30 3.49 1.18 3.50

FL setting (without calibration)
PromptFL [25] 87.55 3.83 1.00 3.96 75.35 3.57 1.13 3.27 93.85 2.00 0.60 1.51
FedPGP [13] 89.10 5.32 1.24 3.74 78.55 4.24 1.21 3.19 95.50 2.84 0.71 1.78
FedOTP [40] 81.95 23.56 5.48 23.43 77.15 17.57 3.25 17.53 92.40 21.04 3.45 21.00
FedPHA [14] 88.05 3.36 0.77 2.60 81.35 3.07 0.76 2.88 96.00 1.85 0.57 1.09
FL2oRA-text (Ours) 87.52 3.68 0.83 3.00 75.65 4.09 0.92 4.50 94.94 2.89 0.77 2.16
FL2oRA-vision (Ours) 87.94 3.27 1.00 2.27 81.15 2.89 1.18 2.69 94.21 1.51 0.69 1.60
FL2oRA (Ours) 89.39 4.73 1.09 1.86 82.08 3.76 1.08 2.76 94.38 2.28 0.70 1.24

FL setting (with calibration: DCA [42])
PromptFL [25] 86.55 3.49 0.97 3.12 76.55 4.86 1.19 3.57 94.44 2.25 0.58 1.50
FedPGP [13] 88.79 5.44 1.15 4.34 78.48 3.84 0.95 2.72 95.92 2.04 0.50 1.64
FedOTP [40] 80.95 18.76 4.07 18.70 76.43 13.07 2.62 12.90 91.92 16.66 2.69 16.64
FedPHA [14] 87.70 4.22 0.93 3.82 80.80 3.64 0.87 2.96 95.93 1.94 0.52 1.99
FL2oRA-text (Ours) 88.36 3.64 0.91 2.92 76.14 3.59 1.06 3.02 95.17 2.16 0.66 1.87
FL2oRA-vision (Ours) 88.49 3.97 1.24 3.33 80.97 4.55 1.35 3.53 94.32 2.16 0.76 1.83
FL2oRA (Ours) 88.90 2.59 0.82 3.32 82.35 2.68 0.84 2.28 93.82 2.08 0.48 1.98

FL setting (with calibration: MDCA [27])
PromptFL [25] 86.55 4.47 1.19 2.96 75.34 3.81 0.81 3.02 94.13 1.88 0.63 1.35
FedPGP [13] 88.18 3.57 0.91 3.46 78.65 4.89 1.76 3.61 95.93 3.15 0.76 2.32
FedOTP [40] 82.28 23.86 6.32 23.66 77.50 18.06 3.75 17.97 92.19 20.59 3.16 20.55
FedPHA [14] 89.27 2.81 0.78 2.09 80.62 3.63 1.06 4.16 95.73 1.26 0.44 1.26
FL2oRA-text (Ours) 87.52 3.50 0.93 3.02 75.55 4.32 0.92 4.00 94.94 2.58 0.75 2.10
FL2oRA-vision (Ours) 87.94 3.51 1.11 2.16 80.92 3.33 1.17 2.29 94.21 1.54 0.55 1.61
FL2oRA (Ours) 89.39 4.91 1.17 2.23 81.83 3.40 1.07 2.60 94.38 2.30 0.74 1.25

Real World Average
Method

Acc. ↑ ECE ↓ MCE ↓ ACE ↓ Acc. ↑ ECE ↓ MCE ↓ ACE ↓

ZS-CLIP [56] 90.25 5.15 1.47 4.96 82.24 6.19 1.46 5.82

FL setting (without calibration)
PromptFL [25] 93.00 1.81 0.62 1.71 87.44 2.80 0.84 2.61
FedPGP [13] 93.95 3.51 0.84 2.17 89.28 3.98 1.00 2.72
FedOTP [40] 88.00 16.38 2.65 16.38 84.88 19.64 3.71 19.59
FedPHA [14] 93.50 2.32 0.80 1.64 89.73 2.65 0.73 2.05
FL2oRA-text (Ours) 93.45 2.96 0.87 2.56 87.89 3.41 0.85 3.06
FL2oRA-vision (Ours) 92.96 2.37 0.85 2.17 89.06 2.51 0.93 2.18
FL2oRA (Ours) 93.14 1.64 0.47 1.58 89.75 3.10 0.83 1.86

FL setting (with calibration: DCA [42])
PromptFL [25] 93.76 2.24 0.69 2.26 87.83 3.21 0.86 2.61
FedPGP [13] 93.83 2.47 0.90 2.06 89.25 3.45 0.87 2.69
FedOTP [40] 87.15 12.89 2.26 12.86 84.11 15.35 2.91 15.28
FedPHA [14] 92.82 2.95 0.91 2.66 89.31 3.19 0.81 2.86
FL2oRA-text (Ours) 93.38 2.72 0.81 2.30 88.26 3.03 0.86 2.53
FL2oRA-vision (Ours) 92.97 2.23 0.52 1.92 89.19 3.23 0.97 2.65
FL2oRA (Ours) 92.66 1.99 0.49 1.33 89.43 2.34 0.66 2.23

FL setting (with calibration: MDCA [27])
PromptFL [25] 93.97 2.56 0.63 2.63 87.50 3.18 0.82 2.49
FedPGP [13] 94.40 3.23 0.77 3.12 89.29 3.71 1.05 3.13
FedOTP [40] 87.64 16.21 2.92 16.21 84.90 19.68 4.04 19.60
FedPHA [14] 93.93 2.40 0.69 1.79 89.89 2.53 0.74 2.33
FL2oRA-text (Ours) 93.56 2.75 0.84 2.64 87.89 3.29 0.86 2.94
FL2oRA-vision (Ours) 93.08 2.30 0.71 2.26 89.04 2.67 0.89 2.08
FL2oRA (Ours) 93.03 1.46 0.47 1.47 89.66 3.02 0.86 1.89
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Table 11. Comparison of federated CLIP fine-tuning methods. Performances have been reported on the domain generalization setting
using the VLCS dataset.

Caltech Labelme Pascal-VOC
Method

Acc. ↑ ECE ↓ MCE ↓ ACE ↓ Acc. ↑ ECE ↓ MCE ↓ ACE ↓ Acc. ↑ ECE ↓ MCE ↓ ACE ↓

ZS-CLIP [56] 78.44 10.36 4.56 10.53 84.65 6.40 2.41 6.64 87.94 7.51 1.75 8.24

FL setting (without calibration)
PromptFL [25] 100.00 2.22 1.83 2.15 78.24 10.11 4.84 11.67 89.27 2.70 1.19 2.58
FedPGP [13] 100.00 2.30 1.23 2.25 81.37 4.87 2.09 5.68 90.77 2.06 1.07 2.30
FedOTP [40] 100.00 2.80 1.82 2.80 81.96 6.20 2.13 6.08 90.58 6.21 1.80 5.59
FedPHA [14] 100.00 2.51 1.18 2.39 81.98 4.85 1.92 5.40 90.67 2.11 0.88 1.82
FL2oRA-text (Ours) 100.00 2.64 2.32 2.64 80.40 4.47 1.23 5.00 90.41 3.96 1.38 3.62
FL2oRA-vision (Ours) 99.64 1.80 0.97 1.50 83.27 7.00 2.38 6.63 90.99 2.31 0.64 2.47
FL2oRA (Ours) 100.00 2.04 1.20 2.01 81.57 5.79 1.84 5.25 91.06 2.59 1.09 2.27

FL setting (with calibration: DCA [42])
PromptFL [25] 100.00 2.28 1.78 2.23 78.34 8.90 4.69 10.27 90.61 2.77 0.82 2.59
FedPGP [13] 100.00 0.22 0.13 0.13 86.20 6.32 1.96 6.55 95.85 1.72 0.69 2.34
FedOTP [40] 100.00 2.14 1.45 2.14 82.65 5.00 1.40 4.75 94.50 5.24 1.53 4.50
FedPHA [14] 100.00 0.32 0.11 0.14 86.53 4.54 1.34 5.05 94.82 1.62 0.52 1.55
FL2oRA-text (Ours) 100.00 2.06 1.86 2.05 77.83 5.56 2.24 7.24 90.43 3.59 1.24 3.06
FL2oRA-vision (Ours) 99.64 1.74 0.85 1.33 82.70 7.71 2.58 6.71 90.86 2.59 0.83 2.10
FL2oRA (Ours) 100.00 2.18 1.10 2.16 83.16 5.31 1.65 4.88 90.67 3.20 1.38 2.67

FL setting (with calibration: MDCA [27])
PromptFL [25] 100.00 2.00 1.69 1.99 79.68 8.37 4.52 9.55 90.91 2.46 0.75 3.30
FedPGP [13] 100.00 0.27 0.21 0.21 87.91 3.26 1.31 4.62 95.59 1.63 0.69 1.36
FedOTP [40] 100.00 2.85 1.72 2.85 83.89 5.87 1.58 6.32 94.37 5.89 1.67 5.45
FedPHA [14] 100.00 1.98 1.77 1.79 86.64 4.05 2.51 3.92 94.72 2.66 1.61 2.66
FL2oRA-text (Ours) 100.00 1.36 1.26 1.31 79.03 5.55 2.24 6.29 91.18 2.57 0.82 2.69
FL2oRA-vision (Ours) 99.64 1.74 0.94 1.43 82.29 5.73 2.28 6.26 91.43 2.02 0.62 2.02
FL2oRA (Ours) 99.82 1.97 1.13 1.96 82.55 5.39 2.01 4.24 91.06 2.44 0.75 2.34

Sun Average
Method

Acc. ↑ ECE ↓ MCE ↓ ACE ↓ Acc. ↑ ECE ↓ MCE ↓ ACE ↓

ZS-CLIP [56] 80.78 3.95 1.45 4.22 82.95 7.06 2.54 7.41

FL setting (without calibration)
PromptFL [25] 84.63 4.53 1.89 4.45 88.03 4.89 2.44 5.21
FedPGP [13] 87.81 3.32 0.87 3.25 89.99 3.14 1.32 3.37
FedOTP [40] 87.38 3.19 1.46 2.85 89.98 4.60 1.80 4.33
FedPHA [14] 87.06 4.04 1.49 3.67 89.93 3.38 1.37 3.32
FL2oRA-text (Ours) 84.43 4.46 1.48 4.33 88.81 3.88 1.60 3.90
FL2oRA-vision (Ours) 87.74 2.92 1.18 2.59 90.41 3.51 1.29 3.30
FL2oRA (Ours) 88.77 2.88 1.01 3.31 90.35 3.33 1.29 3.21

FL setting (with calibration: DCA [42])
PromptFL [25] 82.49 5.51 2.23 5.84 87.86 4.87 2.38 5.23
FedPGP [13] 92.79 2.10 0.71 2.96 93.71 2.59 0.87 3.00
FedOTP [40] 91.62 2.67 1.34 3.10 92.19 3.76 1.43 3.62
FedPHA [14] 92.59 3.69 1.44 3.00 93.49 2.54 0.85 2.44
FL2oRA-text (Ours) 83.58 4.71 1.72 5.02 87.96 3.98 1.77 4.34
FL2oRA-vision (Ours) 87.52 3.39 1.08 2.16 90.18 3.86 1.34 3.08
FL2oRA (Ours) 89.17 2.61 1.01 3.41 90.75 3.33 1.29 3.28

FL setting (with calibration: MDCA [27])
PromptFL [25] 82.49 6.59 3.37 6.96 88.27 4.85 2.58 5.45
FedPGP [13] 93.08 3.54 1.73 1.79 94.14 2.17 0.98 2.00
FedOTP [40] 91.45 2.72 1.31 3.22 92.43 4.33 1.57 4.46
FedPHA [14] 91.99 3.69 1.48 3.01 93.34 3.10 1.84 2.85
FL2oRA-text (Ours) 84.19 3.26 1.03 3.99 88.60 3.18 1.34 3.57
FL2oRA-vision (Ours) 88.22 2.65 1.11 3.20 90.40 3.04 1.24 3.23
FL2oRA (Ours) 87.71 2.44 0.90 2.13 90.28 3.06 1.20 2.67
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Table 12. Comparison of federated CLIP fine-tuning methods. Performances have been reported on the base-to-new generalization
setting using the Food101 dataset.

Acc. ↑ ECE ↓ MCE ↓ ACE ↓
Method

Base New HM Base New HM Base New HM Base New HM

ZS-CLIP [56] 90.29 91.70 90.99 2.38 2.90 2.61 0.76 0.82 0.79 2.38 2.90 2.61

FL setting (without calibration)
PromptFL [25] 89.78 90.79 90.28 0.48 0.70 0.57 0.13 0.17 0.15 0.39 0.61 0.47
FedPGP [13] 87.54 87.94 87.74 1.19 1.08 1.13 0.38 0.35 0.37 1.16 1.02 1.09
FedOTP [40] 15.18 40.18 22.03 39.93 17.49 24.32 8.05 4.02 5.36 39.93 17.48 24.31
FedPHA [14] 58.11 70.69 63.79 19.21 7.56 10.85 7.37 2.78 4.04 18.19 7.31 10.43
FL2oRA-text (Ours) 90.06 91.23 90.64 0.49 0.56 0.52 0.15 0.19 0.17 0.37 0.52 0.43
FL2oRA-vision (Ours) 89.29 90.58 89.93 1.14 0.74 0.90 0.30 0.22 0.25 1.21 0.67 0.86
FL2oRA (Ours) 89.34 89.83 89.58 1.95 1.12 1.42 0.62 0.29 0.39 1.81 1.03 1.31

FL setting (with calibration: DCA [42])
PromptFL [25] 89.87 91.11 90.49 0.57 0.89 0.70 0.10 0.30 0.15 0.58 0.83 0.68
FedPGP [13] 85.46 86.16 85.81 2.72 0.99 1.45 0.99 0.33 0.50 2.68 0.92 1.37
FedOTP [40] 14.08 38.27 20.59 44.94 20.15 27.83 8.26 5.34 6.49 44.93 20.13 27.80
FedPHA [14] 54.03 69.22 60.69 25.12 9.76 14.06 9.79 3.13 4.74 23.47 9.40 13.42
FL2oRA-text (Ours) 90.13 91.24 90.68 0.66 0.46 0.54 0.18 0.12 0.14 0.64 0.36 0.46
FL2oRA-vision (Ours) 89.22 90.54 89.87 1.75 0.55 0.84 0.36 0.15 0.21 1.73 0.53 0.81
FL2oRA (Ours) 89.21 89.82 89.51 2.46 1.46 1.83 0.81 0.38 0.52 2.25 1.37 1.70

FL setting (with calibration: MDCA [27])
PromptFL [25] 89.81 90.60 90.20 0.39 0.81 0.53 0.11 0.27 0.16 0.45 0.77 0.57
FedPGP [13] 87.54 87.94 87.74 1.19 1.08 1.13 0.38 0.35 0.36 1.16 1.02 1.08
FedOTP [40] 18.91 40.78 25.84 35.79 13.38 19.48 7.18 2.84 4.07 35.79 13.38 19.48
FedPHA [14] 50.77 60.46 55.19 26.35 17.71 21.18 10.07 6.04 7.55 24.84 17.14 20.28
FL2oRA-text (Ours) 90.08 91.28 90.68 0.51 0.47 0.49 0.14 0.17 0.15 0.36 0.49 0.42
FL2oRA-vision (Ours) 89.26 90.52 89.89 1.23 0.72 0.91 0.33 0.20 0.25 1.26 0.67 0.87
FL2oRA (Ours) 89.35 89.81 89.58 2.01 1.17 1.48 0.64 0.30 0.41 1.86 1.10 1.38

Table 13. Comparison of federated CLIP fine-tuning methods. Performances have been reported on the base-to-new generalization
setting using the DTD dataset.

Acc. ↑ ECE ↓ MCE ↓ ACE ↓
Method

Base New HM Base New HM Base New HM Base New HM

ZS-CLIP [56] 53.70 54.23 53.96 5.90 8.47 6.96 1.49 2.97 1.98 6.85 9.88 8.09

FL setting (without calibration)
PromptFL [25] 76.85 44.93 56.71 6.72 24.65 10.56 2.32 7.38 3.54 6.35 24.65 10.10
FedPGP [13] 67.88 50.87 58.16 13.98 19.19 16.18 5.88 4.27 4.95 13.88 19.12 16.08
FedOTP [40] 27.65 42.17 33.40 41.26 13.68 20.55 11.00 2.95 4.66 41.04 13.71 20.55
FedPHA [14] 27.87 38.29 32.26 50.52 20.53 29.20 25.81 4.50 7.67 48.96 20.50 28.90
FL2oRA-text (Ours) 79.51 58.49 67.40 5.36 16.78 8.12 1.62 4.80 2.42 4.91 16.25 7.54
FL2oRA-vision (Ours) 81.34 48.59 60.84 6.97 17.14 9.91 1.81 3.89 2.47 7.45 16.95 10.35
FL2oRA (Ours) 82.63 55.59 66.47 8.45 26.27 12.79 3.12 10.45 4.81 7.09 23.35 10.88

FL setting (with calibration: DCA [42])
PromptFL [25] 78.59 51.21 62.01 6.78 20.79 10.23 1.93 5.32 2.83 6.41 20.79 9.80
FedPGP [13] 69.84 53.85 60.81 10.94 12.93 11.85 3.65 2.62 3.05 10.77 12.85 11.72
FedOTP [40] 22.66 42.13 29.47 50.82 16.65 25.09 16.58 4.04 6.50 50.52 16.70 25.11
FedPHA [14] 25.81 39.55 31.24 53.81 20.70 29.90 27.74 5.39 9.03 51.43 20.44 29.26
FL2oRA-text (Ours) 79.27 58.00 66.99 6.47 16.98 9.37 2.05 5.37 2.97 5.98 16.06 8.72
FL2oRA-vision (Ours) 81.92 48.50 60.93 3.81 19.14 6.35 1.16 4.38 1.83 4.83 18.81 7.68
FL2oRA (Ours) 82.85 55.98 66.81 9.91 26.80 14.47 4.08 11.01 5.95 8.26 23.32 12.20

FL setting (with calibration: MDCA [27])
PromptFL [25] 76.62 53.86 63.26 7.17 17.06 10.10 2.37 4.10 3.00 6.71 16.75 9.58
FedPGP [13] 74.72 48.54 58.85 7.88 19.95 11.30 3.34 3.91 3.60 7.63 19.85 11.02
FedOTP [40] 29.10 44.70 35.25 39.73 10.15 16.17 11.06 2.19 3.66 39.45 10.13 16.12
FedPHA [14] 26.47 37.40 31.00 52.05 23.25 32.14 25.88 5.45 9.01 50.00 23.00 31.51
FL2oRA-text (Ours) 79.78 55.62 65.54 4.91 17.38 7.66 1.50 3.97 2.18 4.61 17.03 7.26
FL2oRA-vision (Ours) 81.60 48.66 60.96 6.63 17.27 9.58 1.79 3.95 2.46 7.24 17.07 10.17
FL2oRA (Ours) 82.47 56.11 66.78 9.05 26.77 13.53 3.74 10.69 5.54 7.69 23.97 11.64
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Table 14. Comparison of federated CLIP fine-tuning methods. Performances have been reported on the base-to-new generalization
setting using the Caltech101 dataset.

Acc. ↑ ECE ↓ MCE ↓ ACE ↓
Method

Base New HM Base New HM Base New HM Base New HM

ZS-CLIP [56] 95.93 93.34 94.62 7.41 3.34 4.60 1.50 2.55 1.89 7.41 2.68 3.94

FL setting (without calibration)
PromptFL [25] 97.55 92.36 94.88 0.77 4.41 1.31 0.21 3.77 0.40 0.36 4.89 0.67
FedPGP [13] 96.36 92.43 94.36 1.39 4.08 2.07 0.62 3.01 1.03 0.87 3.64 1.40
FedOTP [40] 38.97 67.98 49.54 18.51 11.40 14.11 3.68 2.61 3.05 18.68 11.31 14.09
FedPHA [14] 82.15 87.03 84.52 5.42 5.55 5.48 1.95 2.75 2.28 5.16 4.75 4.95
FL2oRA-text (Ours) 98.17 93.32 95.68 1.62 2.92 2.08 0.58 1.07 0.75 1.17 2.44 1.58
FL2oRA-vision (Ours) 98.40 92.78 95.51 2.91 7.21 4.15 0.91 3.57 1.46 2.62 4.09 3.20
FL2oRA (Ours) 98.34 93.41 95.81 1.34 3.33 1.91 0.44 1.17 0.64 0.84 2.51 1.26

FL setting (with calibration: DCA [42])
PromptFL [25] 97.09 92.03 94.49 1.56 4.87 2.36 0.89 4.24 1.47 1.08 4.29 1.73
FedPGP [13] 96.95 92.98 94.93 1.01 3.89 1.60 0.41 2.75 0.71 0.82 3.26 1.31
FedOTP [40] 42.63 66.62 51.99 19.08 7.75 11.02 3.87 1.95 2.59 19.13 7.84 11.12
FedPHA [14] 78.78 87.05 82.71 8.54 6.13 7.14 4.03 3.06 3.48 8.05 5.04 6.20
FL2oRA-text (Ours) 98.17 93.61 95.84 1.33 2.80 1.80 0.49 0.92 0.64 0.91 2.18 1.28
FL2oRA-vision (Ours) 98.41 92.82 95.53 2.32 6.57 3.43 0.84 3.75 1.37 1.95 4.15 2.65
FL2oRA (Ours) 98.30 93.33 95.75 1.20 3.44 1.78 0.39 1.05 0.57 0.60 2.67 0.98

FL setting (with calibration: MDCA [27])
PromptFL [25] 97.03 92.58 94.75 1.20 4.40 1.89 0.37 3.35 0.67 0.55 3.58 0.95
FedPGP [13] 96.45 92.45 94.40 1.30 2.63 1.74 0.65 1.09 0.81 1.00 2.40 1.41
FedOTP [40] 31.80 68.20 43.38 26.03 12.32 16.72 5.35 2.95 3.80 25.99 12.23 16.63
FedPHA [14] 78.68 84.12 81.31 7.86 6.60 7.18 2.86 2.77 2.81 7.46 5.39 6.26
FL2oRA-text (Ours) 98.17 93.45 95.75 1.62 2.65 2.01 0.57 0.90 0.70 1.13 2.20 1.49
FL2oRA-vision (Ours) 98.36 92.79 95.50 2.76 6.18 3.82 0.90 3.59 1.44 2.50 4.12 3.11
FL2oRA (Ours) 98.36 93.43 95.83 1.30 3.35 1.87 0.43 1.23 0.64 0.83 2.49 1.24

Table 15. Comparison of federated CLIP fine-tuning methods. Performances have been reported on the base-to-new generalization
setting using the Flowers102 dataset.

Acc. ↑ ECE ↓ MCE ↓ ACE ↓
Method

Base New HM Base New HM Base New HM Base New HM

ZS-CLIP [56] 73.22 77.94 75.51 4.83 4.45 4.63 1.38 0.94 1.12 5.20 4.89 5.04

FL setting (without calibration)
PromptFL [25] 95.82 64.26 76.93 3.05 15.74 5.11 1.04 3.89 1.64 2.91 15.74 4.91
FedPGP [13] 73.79 65.21 69.24 7.53 10.88 8.90 3.24 2.66 2.92 7.41 10.86 8.81
FedOTP [40] 15.15 32.85 20.73 46.74 13.96 21.50 9.81 3.28 4.91 46.72 14.09 21.65
FedPHA [14] 29.43 49.37 36.88 48.27 16.31 24.38 21.26 3.57 6.11 45.80 16.28 24.02
FL2oRA-text (Ours) 97.63 72.67 83.32 3.51 9.02 5.05 1.25 1.95 1.52 3.26 9.02 4.79
FL2oRA-vision (Ours) 96.32 68.35 79.96 3.46 15.94 5.69 1.35 4.91 2.12 3.06 15.26 5.10
FL2oRA (Ours) 98.01 72.27 83.19 1.44 15.23 2.63 0.46 5.72 0.85 1.02 14.47 1.90

FL setting (with calibration: DCA [42])
PromptFL [25] 94.68 66.74 78.29 2.69 11.13 4.33 0.97 2.16 1.33 2.32 11.14 3.84
FedPGP [13] 70.77 64.21 67.33 11.15 14.53 12.62 4.90 3.79 4.27 11.04 14.52 12.54
FedOTP [40] 14.01 28.67 18.82 53.06 22.78 31.88 13.38 5.57 7.86 53.06 22.93 32.02
FedPHA [14] 29.05 47.58 36.08 50.91 20.96 29.69 22.98 4.47 7.49 47.93 20.96 29.17
FL2oRA-text (Ours) 97.86 73.52 83.97 3.18 9.06 4.71 1.21 2.18 1.56 2.96 2.94 2.95
FL2oRA-vision (Ours) 96.26 68.20 79.83 2.44 16.82 4.26 0.92 5.38 1.57 2.07 15.89 3.66
FL2oRA (Ours) 97.83 70.65 82.05 1.07 16.88 2.01 0.34 6.55 0.65 0.60 15.82 1.16

FL setting (with calibration: MDCA [27])
PromptFL [25] 95.16 67.30 78.84 3.32 11.70 5.18 1.07 2.77 1.54 3.15 11.71 4.96
FedPGP [13] 74.97 66.35 70.40 7.59 9.26 8.34 3.02 2.24 2.57 7.63 9.32 8.39
FedOTP [40] 13.92 24.50 17.75 51.17 26.85 35.22 11.34 6.65 8.39 51.16 26.75 35.13
FedPHA [14] 29.01 45.74 35.50 49.52 21.80 30.27 22.22 5.88 9.30 46.80 21.70 29.65
FL2oRA-text (Ours) 97.62 72.42 83.15 3.37 9.04 4.91 1.28 2.06 1.58 3.18 9.05 4.71
FL2oRA-vision (Ours) 96.45 68.12 79.85 3.42 16.24 5.65 1.35 4.95 2.12 3.06 15.55 5.11
FL2oRA (Ours) 98.02 72.49 83.35 1.37 15.13 2.51 0.43 5.70 0.80 0.98 14.36 1.83
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Table 16. Comparison of federated CLIP fine-tuning methods. Performances have been reported on the base-to-new generalization
setting using the OxfordPets dataset.

Acc. ↑ ECE ↓ MCE ↓ ACE ↓
Method

Base New HM Base New HM Base New HM Base New HM

ZS-CLIP [56] 92.88 97.60 95.18 4.39 3.36 3.81 1.36 1.35 1.36 4.27 3.37 3.77

FL setting (without calibration)
PromptFL [25] 95.48 96.76 96.12 2.85 3.13 2.98 0.79 0.91 0.85 2.78 3.13 2.95
FedPGP [13] 94.86 97.12 95.98 2.08 3.37 2.57 0.86 1.42 1.07 2.00 3.25 2.48
FedOTP [40] 13.86 52.07 21.89 64.69 18.64 28.94 26.50 4.13 7.15 64.55 18.63 28.91
FedPHA [14] 44.75 80.04 57.40 36.96 5.96 10.26 20.54 1.69 3.12 33.76 5.96 10.13
FL2oRA-text (Ours) 94.98 97.96 96.45 1.74 2.70 2.12 0.64 0.96 0.77 1.33 2.41 1.71
FL2oRA-vision (Ours) 95.02 96.40 95.70 1.00 1.10 1.05 0.38 0.35 0.36 0.77 0.79 0.78
FL2oRA (Ours) 95.16 97.29 96.22 0.60 1.24 0.81 0.33 0.41 0.37 0.66 0.69 0.67

FL setting (with calibration: DCA [42])
PromptFL [25] 95.37 96.59 95.98 2.25 2.19 2.22 0.65 0.75 0.70 2.24 1.90 2.06
FedPGP [13] 94.05 97.21 95.60 1.11 2.78 1.59 0.38 1.06 0.56 1.08 2.64 1.53
FedOTP [40] 14.33 50.29 22.31 63.71 26.13 37.06 27.50 8.75 13.28 63.60 26.19 37.10
FedPHA [14] 51.62 77.82 62.07 29.78 5.22 8.88 17.39 1.60 2.93 27.62 5.27 8.85
FL2oRA-text (Ours) 95.08 98.03 96.53 1.31 2.60 1.74 0.54 0.93 0.68 1.05 2.36 1.45
FL2oRA-vision (Ours) 95.01 95.78 95.39 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.51 0.55 0.53
FL2oRA (Ours) 95.35 97.22 96.28 0.98 0.93 0.95 0.42 0.30 0.35 0.69 0.48 0.57

FL setting (with calibration: MDCA [27])
PromptFL [25] 95.37 96.76 96.06 2.59 2.64 2.61 0.72 0.87 0.79 2.55 2.64 2.59
FedPGP [13] 95.02 97.29 96.14 1.85 2.60 2.16 0.80 1.02 0.90 1.77 2.56 2.09
FedOTP [40] 13.08 46.77 20.45 64.72 28.09 39.18 25.73 7.28 11.35 64.66 28.19 39.26
FedPHA [14] 46.56 79.30 58.67 33.12 7.30 11.96 18.36 2.56 4.49 30.86 7.14 11.60
FL2oRA-text (Ours) 95.06 97.91 96.46 1.65 2.59 2.02 0.61 0.94 0.74 1.29 2.34 1.66
FL2oRA-vision (Ours) 95.06 96.24 95.64 0.92 0.91 0.91 0.29 0.28 0.29 0.80 0.64 0.71
FL2oRA (Ours) 95.10 97.28 96.17 1.03 1.18 1.10 0.38 0.39 0.39 0.72 0.63 0.67
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