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Abstract. Given a model trained on source data, Test-Time Adapta-
tion (TTA) enables adaptation and inference in test data streams with
domain shifts from the source. Current methods predominantly opti-
mize the model for each incoming test data batch using self-training
loss. While these methods yield commendable results in ideal test data
streams, where batches are independently and identically sampled from
the target distribution, they falter under more practical test data streams
that are not independent and identically distributed (non-i.i.d.). The
data batches in a non-i.i.d. stream display prominent label shifts rela-
tive to each other. It leads to conflicting optimization objectives among
batches during the TTA process. Given the inherent risks of adapting
the source model to unpredictable test-time distributions, we reverse
the adaptation process and propose a novel Distribution Alignment loss
for TTA. This loss guides the distributions of test-time features back
towards the source distributions, which ensures compatibility with the
well-trained source model and eliminates the pitfalls associated with con-
flicting optimization objectives. Moreover, we devise a domain shift de-
tection mechanism to extend the success of our proposed TTA method in
the continual domain shift scenarios. Our extensive experiments validate
the logic and efficacy of our method. On six benchmark datasets, we sur-
pass existing methods in non-i.i.d. scenarios and maintain competitive
performance under the ideal i.i.d. assumption.

Keywords: Test-time adaptation · Domain shift · Label shift

1 Introduction

The unprecedented success of deep models [7, 18, 62, 67] is conditioned on the
assumption that the training and test data are drawn from the same distribu-
tion [55]. However, such an assumption is delicate in ever-changing deployment
environments [13,25], leading to domain shift and performance deterioration.
B Corresponding authors. Our code is available at github.com/WZq975/DA-TTA.
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Fig. 1: (a) Overview of our method for fully TTA. With each time step, there are dis-
tribution shifts (label shifts). Our proposed method aligns the distributions of test-time
features with those of the source, not only mitigating the domain shift, but ensuring
robust TTA in the non-i.i.d. data streams. (b) Average classification errors of TTA
methods from CIFAR100 (source) to CIFAR100-C (target) under the fully TTA with
i.i.d and non-i.i.d data stream settings. Lower is better. The red “Source” line indicates
the source model’s result without adaptation. Label shifts in the non-i.i.d. test data
stream degrade TTBN and self-training based methods (SAR and RoTTA are designed
for non-i.i.d. data streams).

Test-Time Adaptation (TTA) is a line of research that mitigates domain shift
by continually adapting to the unlabeled data stream in a target domain before
inference [6, 8, 29, 53, 55]. There are two main categories of TTA: 1) Test-Time
Training (TTT) [53], where customized model training (e.g., adding auxiliary
tasks [32,59]) is performed offline using the source data and performs adaptation
on test data. 2) Fully TTA [55], adapts an off-the-shelf model without altering
offline training. Our work focuses on fully TTA which poses a greater challenge
as minimal training is allowed.

There have been a series of studies on fully TTA to tackle the challenges
of learning on unlabeled data. One notable method is Test-time Batch Nor-
malization (TTBN) [39, 48, 60]. TTBN adjusts the BN layers, allowing them to
normalize the feature leveraging the batch statistics from the current test data
batch, rather than the population statistics from the training phase. Given its
effectiveness, TTBN has become a cornerstone for recent TTA research. Fol-
lowing this, there has been a surge in self-training-based TTA methods, pri-
marily hinging on two adaptation objectives. The first employs entropy min-
imization (EM) [16, 40, 50, 55, 71, 73], pushing the model to make predictions
with low entropy for the incoming test data. This ensures that the inference is
well-distanced from the classification boundary [49], thereby enhancing model
performance on the test data. The second utilizes a teacher-student self-training
framework [11, 57, 69, 74]. Here, a teacher model assigns pseudo labels to the
student, allowing the latter to be trained in a manner similar to supervised
learning.

Both TTBN and self-training-based TTA methods aim to tailor the model
towards the incoming unknown test data batch. Their notable performances have
been observed in ideal circumstances where every test data batch is independent
and identically distributed (i.i.d., balanced classes) from the target domain. In
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the online fashion, as the model keeps updating, the i.i.d scenario ensures stable
optimization from batch to batch. However, real-world scenarios are rarely so ac-
commodating. In applications like self-driving vehicles and robot-vision systems,
the batches of image feed are temporally correlated, making it non-i.i.d (imbal-
anced classes) [16,17]. In the non-i.i.d. data streams, the long-tailed problem may
occur, where a minority of classes dominate the current batch [72] (see Fig. 1a).
As each incoming batch of data contains different sets of dominated classes, the
distributions among batches are diverse, leading to conflicting optimization. As
depicted in Fig. 1b, for TTBN, the adaptation fails because test data batches
in long-tailed distributions do not provide true target domain statistics for the
BN layers. For self-training-based methods, the varying long-tailed target distri-
butions in TTA sessions lead to conflicting optimization objectives [26], which
severely impair model performance, and may even cause it to collapse [63,64].

To address the aforementioned challenges, we propose a surprisingly simple
yet effective method for robust TTA, as illustrated in Fig. 1a. Rather than adapt-
ing the model to unpredictable test-time distributions, we reverse such a process
and propose to set the source feature distribution as a reference and pull test data
towards it. As a result, conflicting optimization objectives among data batches
can be alleviated. Specifically, we propose to optimize the source model’s affine
layers using a Distribution Alignment (DA) loss. This loss minimizes the diver-
gence between test feature distributions and the source distributions, thereby
ensuring the test data’s features align with the source model for compatibility.
Furthermore, to accommodate scenarios featuring continuous domain shifts in
test data streams, namely continual TTA [11,57,69], we devise a domain shift de-
tection mechanism that tracks changes in feature distributions. It improves our
TTA method’s efficacy in continuous domain environments. As demonstrated in
Fig. 1b, our method outshines others in handling both i.i.d. and non-i.i.d. data
streams, effectively navigating the challenges associated with non-i.i.d. streams.

Main Contributions: (1) Our distribution alignment loss addresses the
TTA challenges in non-i.i.d. scenarios by aligning test features with source dis-
tributions, ensuring they mesh with the source model and preventing degradation
from conflicting optimization objectives. (2) We propose a domain shift detection
mechanism that tracks feature distributions, enhancing our TTA method’s per-
formance for continual TTA in non-i.i.d. data streams. (3) Our method surpasses
recent state-of-the-art methods (e.g ., ∼ 6% on ImageNet-C/CIFAR100-C) across
six datasets with different types of domain shifts in non-i.i.d. scenarios, while
maintaining comparable performance under i.i.d. assumption.

2 Related Work

Unsupervised Domain Adaptation (UDA). UDA addresses the distribution
shift by jointly training on the labeled source and unlabeled target data [4,27–29,
58]. One popular approach is to learn domain-invariant features by minimizing
a certain measure of divergence between the source and target distributions
(e.g. [24, 31, 35, 43, 52]). Another line of studies involves embedding a “domain
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discriminator" within the network, which is applied to develop indistinguishable
feature space (e.g. [14,36,42,45]). However, the necessity of having access to both
source and target domains during training limits the usability of these methods.
Source-free Domain Adaptation (SFDA). SFDA aims to adapt source mod-
els to unlabeled target domains without accessing the source domain data [1,22,
54, 56, 66]. Among these, SHOT [29] suggests learning target-specific features
through information maximization and pseudo-label prediction. SFDA-DE [10]
works on domain alignment by estimating source class-conditioned feature dis-
tribution and minimizing a contrastive adaptation loss. DSiT [47] utilizes the
queries of a vision transformer to induce domain-specificity and train the uni-
fied model to enable a disentanglement of task- and domain-specificity. Most
existing source-free methods [26,56,65] operate offline and require an analysis of
the entire test dataset, along with several adaptation epochs for model updates.
Specially, BUFR [12] pre-computes and stores marginal distributions for each
feature on source data using a soft binning function. It then realizes adaptation
by restoring the test features with the stored marginal distributions. The philos-
ophy of BUFR can be related to our work, thus, we also include a comparison
with this SFDA method in our experiments.
Test-time Adaptation (TTA). TTA can be categorized into Test-Time Train-
ing [53] (TTT) and Fully TTA [55], differentiated by the presence of prior joint
training. TTT leverages both supervised and self-supervised losses to train a
source model, which is then fine-tuned during TTA using self-supervised learn-
ing [2,34]. Fully TTA, in contrast, performs inference and adaptation directly in
test data streams without prior training. A notable method in this setting is Test-
Time Batch Normalization (TTBN) [39,48], which utilizes test-time batch statis-
tics within BN layers for adaptation. Subsequently, optimization-based methods,
including entropy minimization [16, 40, 50, 55, 71, 73] and teacher-student self-
training [11,37,38,57,69], have been developed. EATA [40] alleviates redundant
optimization in test streams by employing a mechanism that identifies redundant
samples. It tracks model outputs and skips the optimization for samples that are
similar to previous ones. Our domain shift detection mechanism also adopts a
tracking philosophy, albeit with a different focus and objective: to monitor fea-
ture distribution and detect domain shifts. Besides, LAME [3] focuses on adjust-
ing output assignments rather than tuning parameters for TTA, while ODS [75]
optimizes the estimation of label distribution to enhance self-training-based TTA
methods in scenarios involving label shift. Moreover, DDA [15] employs diffusion
models to align target images with the source domain, then realizes classification
without adapting the source model.
Modified TTBN for TTA in Non-i.i.d. Streams. TTBN [39,48] establishes
a strong baseline for TTA, yet it encounters difficulties in non-i.i.d. data streams
or when dealing with small batch sizes. This is because incoming batches are
class-imbalanced and provide biased statistics for BN layers. Subsequent works
have modified TTBN to better handle non-i.i.d. streams or limited batch sizes.
MEMO [71] and TTN [30] combine source population statistics with dynamic
test batch statistics, while DELTA [73] applies a moving average of test batch
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Fig. 2: (a) Non-i.i.d. data streams. (b) Continual TTA with non-i.i.d. data streams.

statistics for batch normalization. Furthermore, NOTE [16] adjusts the normal-
ization layers of TTBN by selectively incorporating instance normalization. In
addition, both NOTE [16] and RoTTA [69] employ a resampling memory bank
that collects and stores test samples from different estimated classes and updates
test batch statistics from the stored samples using a moving average.

Overall, prior works modify the computing of batch normalization, trying to
stabilize the normalization process for the incoming test batch. Differently, this
work investigates the correlation between model accuracy and the change in in-
termediate feature distribution due to imbalanced or balanced classes (Sec. 3.2).
And we introduce our Distribution Alignment method, which directly optimizes
the distribution of features for all test batches towards the same source reference.

3 Methodology

3.1 Problem Definition

Fully TTA [55] encompasses a scenario where a model, pre-trained on a labeled
source dataset {(x, y) ∼ PS(x, y)}, is subjected to a stream of unlabeled test data
from a target dataset {(x, y) ∼ PT (x, y)}. This target dataset presents a domain
shift from the source, indicated by PS(x) ̸= PT (x) and PS(y|x) = PT (y|x) [51].
After deployment, the model updates itself based on the current data it receives,
without using the source data. In pioneer work, fully TTA assumes that the
distributions of target data over time, PT (x, y | t), are i.i.d. that is consistent
with PS(x, y). However, our focus is on practical scenarios where PT (x, y | t)
is non-i.i.d. and changes over time. Therefore, fully TTA in non-i.i.d. data
streams demands the management of both the domain shift from source to
target and the distribution shifts (label shifts) that occur at each time step.
Besides, we also consider continual TTA [11, 50, 69]. This setting extends the
fully TTA from a single target domain to a sequence of continuously shifting
target domains: PT1

(x), PT2
(x), . . . , PTn

(x), as depicted in Fig. 2.

3.2 Motivation on TTA in Dynamic Online Settings

TTBN [39,48] sets a strong baseline underpinning a series of TTA works [11,30,
37, 38, 40, 55, 57]. We first analyze why TTBN experiences performance drop in
dynamic online data streams follow by our motivation.
Analysis of TTBN in Non-i.i.d. Data Streams. Fig. 1b shows the com-
mendable efficacy of TTBN [39, 48] in i.i.d. test data streams, positioning it
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Fig. 3: (a) For clarity, we use µ,σ to denote the batch statistics, while using m,d to
denote the mean and standard deviation of the feature distribution for each sample.
(b) Visualization of the average statistics (d2(X̂(i))) of feature distributions in a BN
layer of the source model through TTBN method. We feed both source and target data
streams (both i.i.d. and non-i.i.d.) and record the average variance for each channel in
the corresponding BN layer. For clarity, the curves are downsampled by a factor of 5
and smoothed. The figure shows that the distribution statistics for the i.i.d. stream are
nearing those of the source data, associated with a 20% error. In contrast, the statistics
for the non-i.i.d. stream notably deviate from the source, associated with a 79% error.

as a strong baseline method. However, its performance wanes when exposed to
non-i.i.d. data streams. We attribute this degradation to misleading distribution
statistics provided by non-i.i.d data batches. Specifically, TTBN’s adjustment
to the source model lies on the test-time statistics—the means µ and standard
deviations (stds) σ of each Batch Normalization layer:

µ =
1

b

b∑
i=1

X(i),σ2 =
1

b

b∑
i=1

(X(i) − µ)2, (1)

where X(i) is the input feature corresponding to ith sample in a batch with batch
size b. The µ and σ enable an affine transformation that normalizes the feature
X(i), i ∈ [1, b] to match preferred distributions of the well-trained source model:

X̂(i) =
X(i) − µ√
σ2 + ϵ

=
X(i)

√
σ2 + ϵ

+
−µ√
σ2 + ϵ

, (2)

⇒

{
m(X̂(i)) = 1√

σ2+ϵ
·m(X(i)) + −µ√

σ2+ϵ
,

d(X̂(i)) = 1√
σ2+ϵ

· d(X(i)),
(3)

where X̂(i) is transformed from X(i), and m(X̂(i)), d2(X̂(i)) are the mean and
variance of each transformed feature map. For clarity, we use µ,σ to denote the
batch statistics, while using m,d to denote the mean and standard deviation of
the feature distribution for a single sample, as illustrated in Fig. 3a.
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Implications for TTA. During test-time, when fed a data batch, the TTBN
layers transform their features, trying to approach X̂(i) towards the distributions
of the source data features. The domain shift can be effectively mitigated and
performance can be preserved if the transformed features approximate the source
distribution. Fig. 3b provides a visual exploration of the impact of non-i.i.d. data
streams on the transformed feature distribution. With a frozen source model,
three different data streams are assessed through the TTBN method: an i.i.d.
source data stream, and both i.i.d. and non-i.i.d. target data streams. These
visualizations randomly spotlight one of BN layers, with the x-axis denoting
feature channels, and the y-axis portraying the average variances d2(X̂(i)). The
means are approximating zeros that are omitted here.

The key takeaways include: (a) I.i.d. target data has its transformed feature
distributions closer to the source distributions, and mild performance drop
is observed (i.e., error rate = 20%). (b) Conversely, non-i.i.d. streams manifest
feature distributions that deviate from the source, correlating with the observed
significant performance dip (i.e., error rate = 79%). Therefore, the per-
formance of TTBN method is greatly hampered under the non-i.i.d. (dynamic
online) setting due to the drifting of target feature distributions. On the other
hand, as the distribution (label) for each non-i.i.d. batch differs, it causes the
gradient conflict [68] among batches when the model is updating towards test
data. The performance is further impeded due to such conflicting optimizations.

To this end, we aim to narrow the disparity in distributions between non-i.i.d.
test features and source features by steering the feature distributions back to
the source, ensuring they are aptly managed by the source model. Moreover,
as the source distribution is set as the “reference” for all test data streams,
it sidesteps conflicting optimizations on distinctively distributed batches, thus
preventing degradation of the well-trained source model.

3.3 Distribution Alignment for TTA

We propose the Distribution Alignment (DA) loss, a simple yet effective method
to provide consistent optimization objectives. It avoids the instability caused by
conflicting objectives, and effectively counteracts domain shifts by steering the
test-time feature distributions towards the source domain. The DA loss is applied
to the features from intermediate layers (DA is applied to multiple layers, we
omit the layer notation here for simplicity) of the source model. Upon processing
a batch of input data, we calculate distribution statistics of the features in the
model. For one of the intermediate features, X, we have:

mj =
1

H ·W

H·W∑
p=1

Xj,p, d2
j =

1

H ·W

H·W∑
p=1

(Xj,p −mj)
2, (4)

where j ∈ {1, . . . , C}, C is the channel, and H ·W represents the spatial size of
each feature map. It is important to note that prior to TTA, we pre-compute
the average feature distribution statistics mS

j ,d
2
S

j of source data offline. This
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Fig. 4: Illustration of the distribution alignment loss applied to features post-BN lay-
ers. This loss optimizes the affine parameters of BN layers to transform the feature
distributions towards the pre-computed source distributions. Each circle represents the
distribution of a channel in the feature following an affine layer, characterized by a
mean (center) and a standard deviation (radius).

computation is performed only once, after which the source statistics are retained
for ongoing use. This kind of operation before deployment time is also adopted
in other TTA methods, such as EATA [40] and RMT [11]. During TTA, when
a batch of test data is fed into the model, the test statistics mT

j ,d
2T
j are also

computed using Eq. (4). Subsequently, the DA loss is computed based as:

LDA =
1

C

C∑
j=1

(∣∣mT
j −mS

j

∣∣+ ∣∣∣d2T
j − d2

S

j

∣∣∣) , (5)

where |·| denotes the absolute value operation. Therefore, the DA loss quantifies
the disparity between the feature distributions of the source and test data, with
the objective of pulling test-time feature distributions back to the source domain
through optimization as shown in the right side of Fig. 4.

Feature distribution (means and variances) can be linearly manipulated via
affine transformations. Hence, we utilize the affine layers in BN layers to be
optimized by the DA loss, as depicted on the left side of Fig. 4. Alternative
strategies for the selection of affine layers, such as integrating external affine
layers instead of utilizing those within BN layers, are discussed in Appendix G.

At inference, BN layers utilize the population mean µpopu and variances σ2
popu

computed at pre-training for normalization. Before the TTA process starts, we
update the such statistics in [23] towards the first batch of test data as:

µnorm = α · µpopu + (1− α) · µB1 , (6)

σ2
norm = α · σ2

popu + (1− α) · σ2
B1

, (7)

where µB1 ,σ
2
B1

are the statistics of the first batch from the test data stream,
and α is a hyper-parameter. This modification offers a more favorable starting
point for optimization, ensuring that the initial distribution discrepancy between
the test and source features is not excessively large.
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Additionally, we explore the synergistic effect of combining the DA loss with
the entropy minimization (EM) loss:

LEM =
∑
m

[
1
(
max
n

ŷn > θ
) N∑

n=1

−p(ŷn) log p(ŷn)

]
, (8)

Lfinal = LDA + LEM , (9)

where ŷn denotes the predicted probability for class n, with n ranging from 1
to N , 1(·) denotes an indicator function, θ is the confidence threshold, and m
is the batch size. Sec. 4.4 will reveal that, additional EM loss further improves,
although DA loss alone can achieve SoTA performance.

3.4 Domain Shift Detection in Continual TTA Setting

In certain application scenarios, it is essential for deployed models to automat-
ically process data streams with continual domains without manual interven-
tion [5, 33], as shown in Fig. 2b. The DA loss is designed to pull the feature
distributions in current test domain to the source distributions. When a new
target domain is encountered, the model, whose affine layers are tailored to the
last tested domain, may apply unsuitable affine transformations on the features
of the new domain. This is particularly problematic in the event of significant
domain shifts, as the discrepancy between the test-time feature distributions
and the source distributions can increase substantially, thereby raising the risk
of convergence to a suboptimal local minimum.

To improve the performance of our method in the continual TTA setting [11,
50,69], we introduce a domain shift detection mechanism. This mechanism tracks
the DA loss LDA, which reflects the discrepancy between test-time feature dis-
tributions and source distributions. A domain shift is detected if the average
discrepancy within a short-term window is larger than the average discrepancy

within a long-term window by a predefined margin,
∑p

i=0 L
Bt−i
DA

p > τ ·
∑q

i=0 L
Bt−i
DA

q ,
where LBt

DA denotes the DA loss of the current batch, p, q denote the lengths of
short-term and long-term windows, and the τ is the threshold factor. Upon de-
tecting a new domain, the model’s trainable affine layers are reset to their initial
states and the normalization layers in BN layers are reset according to Eq. (6)
and Eq. (7). For more details on the domain shift detection mechanism, see Al-
gorithm 1, Appendix A. It is noteworthy that in the continual TTA setting, we
employ both distribution alignment and domain shift detection, whereas for the
fully TTA setting, we exclusively utilize distribution alignment.

4 Experiments

We conduct comparative experiments on TTA benchmarks with state-of-the-art
TTA methods: TTBN [39,48], TENT [55], MEMO [71], LAME [3], CoTTA [57],
EATA [40], NOTE [16], RoTTA [69], RMT [11], DELTA [73], and SAR [41]. We
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also compare our method with a related SFDA work, BUFR [12], in Appendix
F.1. For a fair comparison, we adopt the codebase from RMT [11] which inte-
grates many SoTA TTA methods. In Appendix F.1, we also integrate our method
into the official NOTE [16] codebase for a direct comparison with NOTE [16].

4.1 Datasets

CIFAR10/100-C, ImageNet-C. We conduct experiments on the CIFAR10-C,
CIFAR100-C, and ImageNet-C [20] that are common TTA benchmarks. They
have 15 types of corruptions (target domains) applied on test and validation.
Each type of corruption has 5 severity levels, of which we use the highest. On each
target domain, CIFAR10-C/CIFAR100-C/ImageNet-C has 10 000/10 000/50 000
images and 10/100/1000 classes.
ImageNet-R, ImageNet-D, ImageNet-A. We additionally conduct experi-
ments on other types of domain shifts. ImageNet-R [19] contains 200 ImageNet
classes with different textures and styles. ImageNet-D [46], re-proposed from Do-
mainNet [44], maps classes to those in ImageNet, removing unmappable classes.
Furthermore, ImageNet-A [21] comprises adversarially filtered images from 200
ImageNet classes. We use these datasets as target domains, with ImageNet serv-
ing as the source domain. Appendix B shows more details.

4.2 Implementation and Setup.

We evaluate our method in both fully TTA [16, 40, 41, 55, 73] and continual
TTA [11, 50, 69] settings within non-i.i.d. scenarios. In the fully TTA setting,
an off-the-shelf source model is online adapted to a data stream from a sin-
gle target domain. In the continual TTA setting, the model is online adapted
to a data stream that comprises a succession of domains, each fed sequentially
one after the other. Following most existing TTA work, we use a pre-trained
WideResNet-28 [70], ResNeXt-29 [61], and ResNet-50 [18] from the Robust-
Bench benchmark [9] as source models for the CIFAR10-C, CIFAR100-C, and
ImageNet-C/D/R, respectively, in experiments for all methods. In comparative
experiments, non-i.i.d. data streams of CIFAR10/100-C and ImageNet-R/D/A
are generated based on Dirichlet distribution with Dirichlet parameter δ set to
0.1, which controls the degree of temporal correlation of class labels in data
streams. We provide illustration of non-i.i.d. data streams with different δ in
Appendix C.1. For ImageNet-C, due to the low ratio of samples per class to the
number of classes, we construct non-i.i.d. data streams by sorting the images ac-
cording to their labels. More implementation details on ImageNet-D/R/A and
hyper-parameter details can be found in Appendix C.2 and Appendix D.

4.3 Main Results

We conduct the comparative experiments in both the fully TTA (Tab. 1, Tab. 2,
Tab. 3) and the continual TTA (Tab. 4) settings as described in Sec. 3.1.
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Table 1: Fully test-time adaptation in non-i.i.d. test data streams. Classification error
rates (%) are reported for each of the 15 target domains within the CIFAR-10-C,
CIFAR-100-C, and ImageNet-C datasets, respectively.

Method bri gla jpe con def imp mot sno zoo fro pix gau ela sho fog Mean

C
IF

A
R

1
0
-C

Source 9.3 54.3 30.3 46.7 46.9 72.9 34.8 25.1 42.0 41.3 58.5 72.3 26.6 65.7 26.0 43.5
CoTTA [57] 75.3 81.5 78.6 80.3 77.2 80.1 77.9 77.4 77.1 76.4 77.3 78.3 78.8 77.3 76.3 78.0
RMT [11] 74.3 81.1 79.6 75.2 75.9 80.9 76.0 77.0 76.0 76.2 77.5 79.2 79.1 78.0 75.6 77.5
TENT [55] 72.5 81.4 80.1 76.4 75.2 81.1 75.1 76.4 75.8 75.0 77.2 78.3 79.0 78.2 73.6 77.0

TTBN [39,48] 71.6 80.3 78.7 73.2 73.6 80.0 73.9 75.3 73.9 73.9 76.4 77.5 77.4 77.0 73.1 75.7
SAR [41] 71.8 80.2 78.5 73.4 73.4 79.9 73.9 75.3 73.8 73.9 76.3 77.6 77.3 76.9 72.9 75.7
EATA [40] 75.3 81.5 78.6 80.3 77.2 80.1 77.9 77.4 77.1 76.4 77.3 78.3 78.8 77.3 76.3 75.7
MEMO [71] 8.3 48.7 27.5 30.5 32.6 56.5 27.7 20.1 29.4 29.4 51.3 57.2 25.2 50.6 20.6 34.4
LAME [3] 4.6 42.9 6.7 40.8 25.8 62.7 12.8 9.4 14.1 25.5 53.3 77.9 5.9 67.3 11.5 30.7
NOTE [16] 13.4 46.3 44.1 9.9 24.9 45.3 20.4 22.6 25.1 23.5 36.2 36.9 36.5 34.3 21.8 29.4
RoTTA [69] 11.0 45.0 35.3 21.1 18.8 46.5 19.6 23.8 17.2 23.4 27.3 37.6 31.6 35.5 21.1 27.6

DA-TTA (ours) 11.7 42.1 32.0 14.4 17.8 40.7 18.2 20.6 16.2 20.6 24.4 31.0 27.6 28.8 18.7 24.3

C
IF

A
R

1
0
0
-C

Source 29.5 54.1 41.2 55.1 29.3 39.4 30.8 39.5 28.8 45.8 74.7 73.0 37.2 68.0 50.3 46.5
LAME [3] 52.7 77.3 68.5 84.3 47.4 46.2 48.4 68.5 48.2 73.4 94.9 87.8 65.3 85.8 75.0 68.3
TENT [55] 52.5 65.4 63.6 59.6 52.7 59.3 54.7 57.2 52.8 62.7 57.1 64.2 61.0 62.0 62.0 59.1
RMT [11] 50.3 60.1 59.2 53.7 51.4 59.1 53.3 56.1 51.7 56.1 53.8 59.7 56.9 58.7 57.4 55.8

TTBN [39,48] 48.8 60.4 59.5 51.0 49.4 60.2 50.4 55.6 49.8 54.8 53.6 60.2 55.6 59.1 60.4 55.3
NOTE [16] 43.2 64.9 60.9 38.7 45.5 62.2 46.4 51.9 46.5 52.0 54.3 65.6 58.5 64.1 62.5 54.5
CoTTA [57] 48.7 57.8 55.9 54.1 50.2 56.9 51.0 54.8 49.8 53.7 51.0 57.2 54.9 56.3 60.0 54.2
SAR [41] 48.6 59.1 58.3 51.3 48.8 54.7 50.2 54.5 49.1 54.4 51.9 58.3 55.3 56.6 58.0 54.0
EATA [40] 48.6 58.6 57.8 51.2 49.2 53.8 50.3 53.7 49.7 54.3 51.9 57.9 55.6 56.3 56.8 53.7
RoTTA [69] 30.6 48.1 48.2 61.9 32.1 49.9 34.6 40.6 32.8 48.2 40.7 49.2 41.6 49.2 45.3 43.5
MEMO [71] 26.4 45.6 39.2 38.5 28.7 36.1 29.4 34.1 29.2 35.9 52.2 57.6 36.8 53.5 46.5 39.3

DA-TTA (ours) 23.8 37.8 37.3 26.6 25.3 33.5 27.2 31.5 25.2 31.4 29.8 38.5 32.8 37.3 36.0 31.6

Im
a
g
eN

et
-C

Source 41.1 90.2 68.4 94.6 82.1 98.2 85.2 83.1 77.5 76.7 79.4 97.8 83.0 97.1 75.6 82.0
EATA [40] 95.1 99.7 98.5 99.6 99.5 99.5 99.1 98.5 98.5 98.6 98.5 99.5 98.2 99.4 97.9 98.7
TENT [55] 92.7 98.5 95.5 99.2 98.2 97.8 98.0 97.0 96.0 97.0 95.1 97.8 96.0 97.8 94.2 96.7
RMT [11] 93.5 98.3 95.7 97.6 98.1 97.4 96.9 96.1 96.2 96.1 95.2 97.4 95.9 97.6 94.6 96.4
SAR [41] 91.9 98.2 94.6 98.9 98.1 97.6 97.8 96.3 95.7 96.7 94.6 97.8 95.3 97.9 93.6 96.3

CoTTA [57] 91.8 98.2 94.9 98.0 98.1 97.2 96.7 95.3 95.6 95.0 94.4 97.3 95.2 97.1 93.7 95.9
TTBN [39,48] 91.1 98.1 94.8 97.4 98.0 97.5 96.6 95.1 95.4 94.8 94.3 97.5 95.1 97.4 93.6 95.8

NOTE [16] 66.0 95.7 91.4 93.5 97.1 95.6 89.5 85.3 89.3 84.6 90.5 96.0 83.3 96.1 79.5 88.9
DELTA [73] 50.9 90.2 69.2 97.5 90.4 86.5 87.2 78.7 74.2 78.2 64.7 86.6 68.2 85.8 64.0 78.1
MEMO [71] 39.6 86.4 63.8 87.2 81.4 91.3 77.5 71.7 72.5 69.5 65.0 92.5 72.8 91.3 65.4 75.2
RoTTA [69] 37.8 86.6 63.2 83.2 86.4 84.8 76.6 67.9 64.7 73.3 55.5 85.8 58.3 85.7 54.6 71.0
LAME [3] 27.6 83.3 45.6 90.2 57.3 98.9 71.6 75.7 60.2 52.6 62.6 98.8 78.4 97.8 60.5 70.7

DA-TTA (ours) 35.2 77.3 55.2 70.8 75.5 78.0 69.5 63.9 60.8 74.9 50.3 79.7 53.4 78.6 49.7 64.8

Fully TTA in Non-I.I.D. Data Streams. Tab. 1 presents the results of our
method in comparison to other TTA methods on the commonly used corrup-
tion benchmark. Observing the “Mean” column reveals that over half of the
prior methods yield results inferior to the source model without adaptation,
suggesting an adaptation failure. Our method, denoted DA-TTA, outperforms
competing methods across all the datasets, showcasing accuracy improvements
of 3.3%, 7.7%, 5.9% over the next best-performing methods, respectively. Fur-
thermore, DA-TTA demonstrates robust performance across all target domains.
In contrast, LAME excels in certain domains but significantly underperforms or
even regresses relative to the “Source” in others. Besides, it is observed that many
previous methods exhibit notably poorer results in non-i.i.d. streams compared
to i.i.d. streams (shown in Appendix F.2). Our method, however, obtains close
results in the i.i.d. and non-i.i.d. data streams.

Apart from the corruption domain shifts, Tab. 2 presents the results of evalu-
ations on realistic domain shifts using the ImageNet-D and ImageNet-R datasets.
Previous methods, except for RoTTA, fail to adapt in these non-i.i.d. streams
(performing worse than the “Source”), while our method achieves an improve-
ment of 3.9% on ImageNet-D and 5.3% on ImageNet-R compared to the “Source”.
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Table 2: Fully test-time adaptation in non-i.i.d.
streams. Presented are error rates (%) on ImageNet-
D and ImageNet-R datasets.

Method ImageNet-D ImageNet-R
cli inf pai real ske Mean

Source 76.0 89.7 65.1 40.2 82.0 70.6 63.8
LAME [3] 88.0 99.7 70.5 35.4 92.6 77.2 84.8

TTBN [39,48] 81.4 91.3 79.0 74.5 87.3 82.7 69.2
TENT [55] 80.9 90.8 79.2 76.6 87.6 83.0 68.3
CoTTA [50] 80.0 90.6 77.5 73.0 85.8 81.4 67.9
SAR [41] 80.3 90.0 78.5 74.9 86.0 81.9 67.6

EATA [40] 79.6 89.4 78.1 75.5 86.2 81.8 66.3
RoTTA [69] 70.3 86.0 63.3 40.7 77.6 67.6 61.5

DA-TTA(ours) 69.2 85.4 61.5 40.7 75.9 66.5 58.5

Table 3: Fully test-time
adaptation. Error rates (%) on
ImageNet-A dataset.

Method i.i.d. non-i.i.d.

Source 90.5 90.5
LAME [3] 95.2 95.3

TTBN [39,48] 92.8 93.0
RMT [11] 95.5 95.5
TENT [55] 92.5 92.6
CoTTA [50] 93.0 93.2
SAR [41] 93.5 93.7

EATA [40] 92.8 92.7
RoTTA [69] 93.5 93.1

DA-TTA(ours) 86.8 88.6

Table 4: Continual test-time adaptation in non-i.i.d. test data stream. Presented are
the classification error rates (%) for TTA methods that are continually adapting to 15
target domains within the ImageNet-C dataset under a non-i.i.d. data stream scenario.

Method
Continual adaptation to sequential domains −−−−−−−−→

Mean
bri gla jpe con def imp mot sno zoo fro pix gau ela sho fog

Source 41.1 90.2 68.4 94.6 82.1 98.2 85.2 83.1 77.5 76.7 79.4 97.8 83.0 97.1 75.6 82.0
EATA [40] 95.1 99.5 99.5 99.8 99.8 99.8 99.8 99.7 99.8 99.8 99.8 99.9 99.8 99.8 99.8 99.4
TENT [55] 92.7 98.9 99.1 99.8 99.8 99.8 99.8 99.8 99.8 99.8 99.8 99.8 99.8 99.8 99.8 99.2
SAR [41] 92.0 98.7 97.8 99.6 99.7 99.7 99.8 99.8 99.8 99.8 99.8 99.8 99.8 99.8 99.8 99.0

CoTTA [57] 91.8 98.0 96.4 98.2 98.7 98.7 99.0 99.1 99.2 99.4 99.3 99.4 99.5 99.5 99.6 98.4
RMT [11] 93.6 98.2 96.5 98.2 98.5 98.2 98.5 98.3 98.5 98.7 97.7 98.5 97.7 98.7 97.6 97.8

TTBN [39,48] 91.1 98.1 94.8 97.4 98.0 97.5 96.6 95.1 95.4 94.8 94.3 97.5 95.1 97.4 93.6 95.8
DELTA [73] 50.9 90.2 78.9 96.6 94.1 93.2 93.6 92.5 91.1 94.4 90.8 95.7 93.5 95.7 95.2 89.8
RoTTA [69] 37.7 86.6 65.0 96.1 85.7 89.9 88.4 84.7 86.2 87.0 84.0 94.1 87.4 93.0 96.6 84.2
LAME [3] 27.6 83.3 45.6 90.2 57.3 98.9 71.6 75.7 60.1 52.6 62.6 98.8 78.4 97.7 60.4 70.7

DA-TTA (ours) 36.9 88.9 59.4 78.4 78.3 82.5 74.1 67.2 63.8 73.4 55.4 81.8 56.9 79.3 52.1 68.6

Additionally, Tab. 3 shows the results on the ImageNet-A dataset. Our method
demonstrates effectiveness in adapting to the adversarial attack domain shift.
Continual TTA in Non-I.I.D. Data Streams. In Tab. 4, we present the
comparison of our method with other TTA methods when applied to a test
data stream comprised of continual domains. This demanding stream delivers a
sequence of 750 000 images from 15 target domains of ImageNet-C under the non-
i.i.d. sampling condition. It is observed that the majority of competing methods
present incur error rates in excess of 90%, significantly underperforming when
compared to the “Source”. While LAME performs optimally on a few target
domains, it encounters failures in several domains, registering error rates above
90%. In comparison, DA-TTA showcases robust adaptation capabilities on all
target domains and achieves the best overall average performance.
Robustness on Different Conditions of Data Streams. We examine the
effect of the non-i.i.d. degree and the batch size. As illustrated in Fig. 5a, a
smaller Dirichlet parameter δ indicates a higher degree of temporal correlation
within the data stream. Most existing TTA methods experience a marked perfor-
mance decline as δ decreases. LAME excels under intense temporal correlation,
yet it underperforms compared to the baseline in less severe cases. In contrast,
our method maintains robust performance across various degrees of non-i.i.d.
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(a) Effect of Dirichlet parameter. (b) Effect of batch size.

Fig. 5: Robustness on various conditions of test data stream.

severity. Fig. 5b illustrates the impact of varying batch sizes. It’s observed that
most existing TTA methods experience a decline in performance as the batch
size is reduced. This phenomenon could be attributed to larger batches more
accurately representing the target domain’s distribution, thereby reducing the
conflict with the optimization objective. In contrast, our method shows consis-
tent performance, proving to be robust across different batch sizes.

4.4 Ablation Studies

Effects of Model Components. As detailed in Tab. 5, we conduct an ablation
study in non-i.i.d. data streams across three datasets. Firstly, we explored the
effects of applying DA optimization within different ranges of the source model.
The terms ‘w/o low-level DA’ and ‘w/o high-level DA’ refer to the application of
DA optimization to the latter and former halves of the affine layers in the model,
respectively. The results indicate a performance decline when the DA optimiza-
tion range is reduced. However, the decrease in performance is relatively modest.
This can be attributed to the correlated nature of feature distributions among
layers within the frozen model, ensuring distributions in layers not directly su-
pervised remain controlled. Moreover, the application of EM on top of the TTBN
baseline, which is the TENT method, yields diminished results in non-i.i.d. data
streams, as shown in Tab. 1. Nevertheless, introducing an EM loss atop the DA
loss resulted in enhanced performance, highlighting the synergistic effect of the
EM loss under protection from DA optimization.

Table 5: Ablation study in error rates. ‘w/o low-level DA’ and ‘w/o high-level DA’
denote removing the DA supervision from the first and second halves of the model.

Method CIFAR10-C CIFAR100-C ImageNet-C

Source 43.5 46.5 82.0
w/o low-level DA 26.6 32.6 68.1
w/o high-level DA 24.9 33.5 67.1

w/o LEM 28.1 35.8 70.1
Ours 24.3 31.6 64.8
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(a) (b)

Fig. 6: (a) DA alleviates domain shifts. Visualization of features prior to the classifier
of the model for both source data and target data (one of target domains in CIFAR10-
C dataset). Left: Source/target data inputs source model. Right: Source data inputs
source model, and target data inputs source model with DA. (b) Verifying alignment
between DA optimization and task objective from correlation between distribution
discrepancy and classification error.

DA Alleviates Domain Shifts. In this analysis, we input source data and
target domain data into the source model, labeling the features prior to the
classifier layer as RS for the source and RT for the target, respectively. We
then feed target data under our TTA method, labeling these features as R′

T .
Visualization of RS and RT is provided in the left plot in Fig. 6a via t-SNE,
while the right plot depicts the RS and R′

T . Upon examining the transition
from the left to the right, we observe a clear trend: the features of each class in
the target domain not only become discriminative but also show an alignment
with their corresponding classes in the source domain. This convergence of class-
specific clusters confirms that our method is successfully reducing domain shift
by steering the target feature distributions back to those from the source.
Alignment Between DA Optimization and Task Objective. DA opti-
mization minimizes the discrepancy in distribution between test-time and source
features. The task objective is to classify the incoming data stream. Fig. 6b pro-
vides a visualization of both the distribution discrepancy and the cumulative
classification errors across data batches. Notably, there is a trend of decreasing
accumulated error, which corresponds with the shrunken distribution discrep-
ancy, in contrast to the larger discrepancy observed in the TTBN baseline.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, we introduce a simple yet effective Distribution Alignment (DA)
method for fully realizing test-time adaptation within dynamic online streams.
Our proposed distribution alignment loss aligns test-time data features with the
source distributions, ensuring compatibility with the source model and address-
ing the challenges posed by label shifts across online data batches. The addition
of a domain shift detection mechanism further strengthens our method’s per-
formance in environments with continual domain shifts. Extensive experiments
confirm the superiority of our method in non-i.i.d. streams, while it also main-
tains competitive performance under the i.i.d. assumption.
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