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Abstract

Test-time domain adaptation is a challenging task that aims
to adapt a pre-trained model to limited, unlabeled target
data during inference. Current methods that rely on self-
supervision and entropy minimization underperform when
the self-supervised learning (SSL) task does not align well
with the primary objective. Additionally, minimizing entropy
can lead to suboptimal solutions when there is limited di-
versity within minibatches. This paper introduces a meta-
learning minimax framework for test-time training on batch
normalization (BN) layers, ensuring that the SSL task aligns
with the primary task while addressing minibatch overfitting.
We adopt a mixed-BN approach that interpolates current test
batch statistics with the statistics from source domains and
propose a stochastic domain synthesizing method to improve
model generalization and robustness to domain shifts. Ex-
tensive experiments demonstrate that our method surpasses
state-of-the-art techniques across various domain adaptation
and generalization benchmarks, significantly enhancing the
pre-trained model’s robustness on unseen domains.

Introduction
Deep neural networks are highly effective in learning from
data but operate under the assumption that the distributions
of training and test data are identical. In real-world scenar-
ios, challenges in data collection can result in domain shifts,
where the characteristics of the test data differ from those
of the training data. This mismatch often leads to decreased
performance on the test dataset.

The idea of domain generalization (DG) is to learn a
domain-agnostic model which can be applied to an un-
seen domain. A recent study (Gulrajani and Lopez-Paz
2021a) highlights the challenges many existing methods
face. Specifically, their underperformance compared to the
baseline empirical risk minimization (ERM) method is pri-
marily due to the focus on addressing distribution shifts
in the training data while neglecting test samples. Domain
adaptation (DA) methods address this problem by align-
ing the distributions of training and test samples (Hoffman
et al. 2018; Sun, Feng, and Saenko 2016; Luo et al. 2019;
Kang et al. 2019; Saito et al. 2018, 2019), but most of
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these methods rely on the co-existence of source and tar-
get data or at least a part of the source information. Conse-
quently, source-free unsupervised domain adaptation aims
to solve the domain shift problem by unlabeled target data
alone (Liang, Hu, and Feng 2020; Yang et al. 2021; Li et al.
2020). However, their approach requires high computational
costs and the access to an entire target domain during test
time, whereas in many real world scenarios, only a narrow
portion of target data is available.

Recently, test-time adaptation (TTA) has emerged as a so-
lution to the challenging task of adapting a pre-trained model
to a new test distribution by learning from unlabeled test
(target) data during inference. Given the limited availability
of unlabeled target data, the common adaptation approach
involves exploiting the information from unseen samples by
fine-tuning parts of the model, such as the BN layers, in an
unsupervised manner. The training objective typically em-
ploys entropy minimization or similar SSL losses, which are
both simple and computationally efficient (Li et al. 2018c;
Wang et al. 2021; Zhang et al. 2023; Lim et al. 2023; Niu
et al. 2023). However, the success of this adaptation method
relies on accurately estimating BN statistics, a task that is
difficult to achieve with limited unseen data and a large do-
main gap. Consecutive updates to the adaptable weights on
narrow portions of the target distribution can lead to model
overfitting. Moreover, in scenarios with low intra-batch di-
versity, entropy minimization can predict the same class or a
very limited number of classes in most cases. Recent works
(You, Li, and Zhao 2021; Lim et al. 2023; Zhang et al. 2023)
have proposed to mix statistics calculated from the current
test batch and the running statistics obtained from source
data by adjusting the interpolation weight α. For simplicity,
we refer to this approach as mixed-BN throughout this pa-
per. Despite the soundness of mixing batch statistics, a sub-
optimal choice of hyperparameters can lead to catastrophic
failure. While generalizing these hyperparameters across un-
foreseen domains is desirable, it remains a significant chal-
lenge.

Recent studies of test-time training (TTT) for domain
shifts have shown promising results (You, Li, and Zhao
2021; Liu et al. 2021; Chen et al. 2023a; Jang, Chung, and
Chung 2022). Nonetheless, TTT methods carry a risk of sig-
nificantly degrading the model’s performance on the main
task during adaptation through a SSL task, leading to un-
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expected failures and lower test accuracy. This problem is
largely attributed to unconstrained model updates from the
SSL task that interferes with the main task. Liu (Liu et al.
2021) highlights the importance of incorporating a SSL task
highly correlated with the main task for test-time training.

In this paper, we present a novel meta-learning framework
for mixed-BN based test-time training (Meta-TTT), aimed at
aligning the test-time SSL task with the primary task while
mitigating minibatch overfitting. Our meta-training process
learns hyperparameters tailored to the mixed-BN model. We
also enhance the model’s robustness by exposing it to var-
ious augmented domain shifts during training, and this is
achieved through a stochastic simulation method utilizing a
linear transformation layer. Additionally, we propose a min-
imax entropy approach to adversarially optimize the mixed-
BN model, boosting its resilience in unseen test streams and
preventing oversimplified solutions. Our contributions are
summarized blow:

• Propose a meta-learning framework to align the SSL task
with the main task and learn the hyperparameters of the
mixed-BN model with good generalization capabilities.

• Propose a minimax entropy for the SSL task to prevent
suboptimal solutions caused by entropy minimization.

• Introduce a stochastic method to synthesize diverse do-
main shift in each batch.

Related Work
Unsupervised Domain Adaptation

Unsupervised domain adaptation (UDA) methods align the
distributions of training and test samples in the input (Hoff-
man et al. 2018), feature (Sun, Feng, and Saenko 2016; Saito
et al. 2018; Kang et al. 2019), and output spaces (Luo et al.
2019) by minimizing a divergence measure (Sun, Feng, and
Saenko 2016; Saito et al. 2019) or using a SSL loss (Hoff-
man et al. 2018; Kang et al. 2019; Luo et al. 2019). Some
intrinsic limitations in this line of work include:

• Dependence on the Co-existence of Source and Tar-
get Data: UDA methods depend on the co-existence of
source and target data, which can be impractical in real-
world scenarios due to data privacy concerns.

• Requirements and Assumptions of Source-free Domain
Adaptation Approaches: To address the co-existence of
source and target data, source-free domain adaptation ap-
proaches (Liang, Hu, and Feng 2020; Li et al. 2020; Yang
et al. 2021) have been proposed, which updates models
solely on unlabeled target data during testing. However,
these approaches require access to the entire target data
and assume a stationary domain during training, which
limits their practicality.

In contrast, our method emphasizes online adaptation, where
each target sample is processed by the model only once. Ad-
ditionally, our approach does not require source data during
testing, making it more practical and mitigating the above
limitations.

Adversarial optimization of domain divergence Saito
(Saito et al. 2018) maximized the discrepancy between the
outputs of two classifiers followed by minimizing the fea-
ture discrepancy of a feature extractor in an adversarial man-
ner to achieve feature alignment. Building on this, Saito
(Saito et al. 2019) introduced a minimax entropy approach
for semi-supervised domain adaptation, which alternates be-
tween maximizing the conditional entropy of unlabeled tar-
get data to update the classifier and minimizing it to up-
date the feature encoder, thereby adversarially optimizing
the model. Inspired by these works, we propose a mini-
max entropy approach to optimize the domain divergence
for test-time mixed-BN adaptation.

Domain Generalization
Domain generalization (DG) typically involves training
models exclusively on source domains to generalize to un-
seen target domains. Various methods, including adversar-
ial training (Li et al. 2018b; Deng et al. 2020) and invari-
ant representation learning (Shi et al. 2021; Rame, Dancette,
and Cord 2022), aim to learn domain-agnostic features. Data
augmentation (Zhou et al. 2021; Nam et al. 2021; Yan et al.
2020; Li et al. 2021) has also been proposed to increase
the diversity of training data for generalization tasks. In the
paper, we introduce a stochastic augmentation approach to
simulate distribution shifts for batch data. It is important to
note that a fundamental difference between domain gener-
alization and our setup is the lack of utilization of test-time
statistics in DG.

Meta-learning For Domain Generalization The goal of
meta-learning is to train a model across diverse learning
tasks using an episodic training strategy, enabling it to
handle new tasks efficiently with a few training samples.
Finn (Finn, Abbeel, and Levine 2017) introduced a Model-
Agnostic Meta-Learning algorithm (MAML) for few-shot
learning. Building on this, Li (Li et al. 2018a) proposed a
gradient based Meta-Learning method for Domain Gener-
alization (MLDG). Balaji (Balaji, Sankaranarayanan, and
Chellappa 2018) developed MetaReg, a Meta-Regularizer
for the classifier, and Dou (Dou et al. 2019) introduced two
complementary losses to explicitly regularize the semantic
structure of feature space for MLDG. Zhang proposed a
framework of Adaptive Risk Minimization (ARM) (Zhang
et al. 2021), which is closely aligned with our work. There
are variations within the ARM family. For example, ARM-
BN involves training a unified model to predict BN parame-
ters using unlabeled data from unseen domains, while ARM-
LL employs a loss network to generate a SSL loss, updating
the model based on both the SSL loss and main loss.

In our approach, rather than directly training a SSL loss
function or a model to predict BN parameters, we adopt a
meta-learning paradigm. This approach aligns the SSL task
with the main task and learns hyperparameters that general-
ize robustly across diverse domains.

Test-Time Adaptation
Test-time adaptation (TTA) handles distribution shifts dur-
ing testing by partitioning the network into adaptable and



frozen parameters and optimizing the trainable ones in a
unsupervised manner usually in mini-batches (Wang et al.
2021; Chen et al. 2023a; Wang et al. 2022; Boudiaf et al.
2022), or even at an instance level (Wang et al. 2022).

Despite the notable success of previous methods in do-
main adaptation, we identify and explore several common
limitations. Our work aims to address and alleviate these
challenges, which include:

• Limitation of Accurate BN Statistics: For adaptable pa-
rameters, one popular choice is the BN layers. Ad-
aBN (Li et al. 2018c) replaces source BN statistics with
target statistics at test batches. Tent (Wang et al. 2021)
extends AdaBN by learning affine transformation param-
eters during test time. The success of these methods relies
on an accurate estimation of the BN statistics. It becomes
challenging with limited test data, potentially leading to
model overfitting when updates are based on small seg-
ments of the target distribution.

• Challenge of Determining Mixing Coefficients: Recent
methods (You, Li, and Zhao 2021; Lim et al. 2023; Zhang
et al. 2023) propose the mixing of source and target
statistics during test time. Yet, determining the mixing
coefficients often involves manual selection as hyper-
parameters (You, Li, and Zhao 2021) or learning from
source domains as priors (Lim et al. 2023). Sub-optimal
choices of these hyperparameters might lead to catas-
trophic failures.

• Issue with Entropy Minimization and Small Batch Sizes:
Entropy minimization is a widely-used unsupervised
training objective in TTA (Wang et al. 2021; Lim et al.
2023; Zhang et al. 2023; Niu et al. 2023). MEMO
(Zhang, Levine, and Finn 2022) and CoTTA (Wang
et al. 2022) further minimized the entropy of average
predictions over different augmentations. However, en-
tropy minimization often assumes large test batch sizes.
In scenarios involving smaller batch sizes and class-
imbalanced data, studies (Boudiaf et al. 2022; Liang, Hu,
and Feng 2020; Zhang et al. 2022) illustrated that the
entropy minimization method might degrade the model,
collapsing to narrow distributions such as consistent pre-
dictions for the same few classes.

Test-Time Training
Alternatively, and more closely related to our method, test-
time training (TTT) strategies involve modifying the train-
ing objective by training the model on source data through
the main task combined with a SSL task, such as rotation
prediction (Sun et al. 2020), nearest source prototypes (Choi
et al. 2022; Jang, Chung, and Chung 2022), or utilizing con-
sistency loss (Chen et al. 2023a). The model is then up-
dated based on the SSL task during test time. TTT addresses
potential privacy concerns by not requiring the revisitation
of source data or retention of source statistics during test
time. Furthermore, TTT methods do not rely on assumptions
about the output of the main task, making them more generic
and applicable to a wide range of scenarios beyond classifi-
cation problems, including instance tracking (Fu et al. 2021)
and reinforcement learning (Hansen et al. 2020).

Challenges In Test-Time Training Although TTT
emerges as a promising paradigm for domain adaptation
and generalization, it can possibly harm, rather than im-
prove, the test-time performance of severe distribution
shifts. A recent study (Liu et al. 2021) emphasized the
importance of the alignment between the main task and the
SSL task for achieving high test accuracy after adaptation.
An uncontrolled update from the SSL loss might interfere
with the primary task. The study shows that TTT can
improve model performance only when the SSL loss closely
coordinates with the main loss. However, achieving such
alignment is particularly challenging when dealing with
data from unseen domains.

Our Method
Let Θ(x) denotes the parameters of a model trained on the
labeled source domain Ds = {(xi, yi)}Ni=1, where xi ∈ X
is an input and yi ∈ Y is its corresponding label. During test
time, we consider a sequence of unlabeled test minibatches
Dt = {Bt}. Each test minibatch Bt is sampled from an
arbitrary unseen target distribution pt(x). We work under
the standard covariant shift assumption: ps(y|x) = pt(y|x)
and ps(x) ̸= pt(x). The goal of our method Meta-TTT is to
improve performance on Bt by adapting the trained model
to target distribution.

We begin by explaining the mixed-BN adaptation scheme
in Section Mixed-BN Adaptation. In section Meta-Learning
for Test-time Training, we introduce a novel minimax en-
tropy loss and a meta-learning framework, which optimizes
both the proposed SSL loss and the main loss to ensure
their coordinated descent and to facilitate the learning of the
interpolating parameter α. In section Batch Domain Shift
Synthesis, we present an augmentation technique that syn-
thesizes domain shifts within minibatches.

Mixed-BN Adaptation
We adopt the channel-wise interpolated BN proposed by
Singh (Singh and Shrivastava 2019) and Summers (Sum-
mers and Dinneen 2019), which is known for its resilience
against error accumulation and forgetting caused by distri-
bution shifts over time (Lim et al. 2023). Formally, the BN
statistics are computed as:

µ = αµt + (1− α)µs

σ2 = ασ2
t + (1− α)σ2

s + α(1− α)(µt − µs)
2,

(1)

where {µs, σs} and{µt, σt} are the source and target batch
statistics, respectively. The interpolating weight α ∈ Rc falls
within the range of [0, 1], where c is the number of feature
channels. A BN layer transforms input features z into ẑ =
γ(z−µ)/σ+β with the affine parameter vectors β and γ of
size c. Notably, we consider α a learnable parameter rather
than a hyperparameter, along with the affine parameters β
and γ.

During test time, we adapt parameters Θad =
{γl,c, βl,c, αl,c} through a minimax entropy loss for each
BN layer l and channel c while keeping the remaining pa-
rameters Θfz = Θ\Θad frozen.



Meta-Learning for Test-time Training
In this section, we first introduce a minimax entropy loss
for the SSL task, then describe the meta-learning paradigm
used to train both the proposed SSL loss and the model’s
main task for TTT.

Minimax Entropy Objective We partition the test-time
adaptable parameters Θad into Θβ = {βl∈L} and Θγ =
Θad\Θβ , where Θβ includes the shift parameters βl at the
layers l ∈ L.

Assume that within Bt, there are some samples exhibiting
high confidence according to the trained model. We utilize
these predictions as pseudo-labels ŷ for the samples with
confidence exceeding a threshold κ, and compute a standard
cross-entropy loss:

Lpesudo = E(x)∈Dconf
Lce(Θ(x), ŷ). (2)

To circumvent oversimplified solutions by entropy mini-
mization, we propose incorporating an entropy maximiza-
tion step to update Θβ on the remaining samples with low
confidence:

Lem = −E(x)∈Bt\Dconf
Lent(Θ(x)) (3)

We assume the existence of a single domain-invariant proto-
type for each class, where all target features should closely
align with the source distribution. Intuitively, we encourage
a uniform output probability and prevent suboptimal solu-
tions that are overly simplified by maximizing entropy to
align target features closer to the coordinate origin. Con-
versely, to separate distinct features on unlabeled target ex-
amples, we propose to minimize entropy on these samples
to update Θγ . Therefore, our approach can be formulated
as a adversarial learning process between Θβ and Θγ : Θβ

is trained to maximize the entropy, while Θγ is trained to
minimize it according to:

Θβ = argmin
Θβ

Lpesudo − λLem

Θγ = argmin
Θγ

Lpesudo + λLem,
(4)

where λ is a hyperparameter controlling the trade-off be-
tween the minimax entropy and pseudo-labeling objectives.

Theoretical Insights Our minimax entropy formulation
draws inspiration from Ben-David (Ben-David et al. 2010)
and Saito (Saito et al. 2019, 2018). Consider a hypothe-
sis h ∈ H, which can be viewed as a candidate model
that approximates a mapping function from inputs to out-
puts. Let ϵs(h) and ϵt(h) represent the expected risks in
the source and target domains, respectively. Then ϵt(h) ≤
ϵs(h)+ dH(p, q)+λ, where λ is a combined error expected
to be relatively small, p and q are the source and target distri-
butions, and dH(p, q) is the H-divergence between the two
distributions, given by:

dH(p, q) = 2 sup
h∈H
|Exs∼p[h(fs) = 1]− Ext∼q[h(ft) = 1]| .

(5)
where fs and ft denote the features in the source and target
domains, respectively. Let h = 1(Lent(ΘC(f)) ≥ τ) be

a binary head where τ is a threshold value and ΘC is the
classifier. We can rewrite Eq. 5 as:

dH(p, q) ≜ 2 sup
h∈H

∣∣Prfs∼p [h(fs) = 1]−Prft∼q [h(fs) = 1]
∣∣

= 2|Prfs∼p [Lent(ΘC(fs)) ≥ τ ]−
Prft∼q [Lent(ΘC(ft)) ≥ τ ] |
≤ 2Prft∼q [Lent(ΘC(ft)) ≥ τ ] .

We assume Prfs∼p [Lent(ΘC(fs)) ≥ τ ] ≤
Prft∼q [Lent(ΘC(ft)) ≥ τ ], given that the entropy on
a source sample is very small after minimizing it on the
main task with Ds. Hence, we establish an upper bound
by identifying the classifier ΘC that achieves maximum
entropy for all target features. Our goal is to find the features
that achieve the lowest divergence, and the objective can be
rewritten as follows:

min
ft

max
ΘC

Pft∼q [Lent(ΘC(ft)) ≥ τ ]

Finding the minimum with respect to ft is equivalent to
identifying a feature extractor ΘF that achieves this min-
imum. By setting ΘC = Θβ , the maximum entropy op-
timization on the shift transformation parameters {βl∈L}
serves as a gauge for measuring domain divergence; on the
other hand, by setting ΘF = Θγ , the entropy minimization
process on the other BN parameters including the scaling pa-
rameters {γl∈L} and the interpolation weight aims to reduce
this divergence. Consequently, we derive the minimax ob-
jective of our proposed learning method, as shown in Eq. 4.

Meta-learning framework In the TTT setting, we assume
that we have access to the labeled source domain DS =
{Ds}Mi=1. Recent studies (Liu et al. 2021; Jang, Chung, and
Chung 2022; Chen et al. 2023a) indicate that the advan-
tage of TTT is only evident when the descent of SSL loss
closely aligns with that of the main loss. To establish this
alignment, we leverage a meta-learning paradigm to syn-
chronize gradient descents in both the SSL task and the main
task on source data. Each meta-learning iteration involves
two steps: meta-train and meta-test. During the meta-train
stage, the model focuses on rapid acquisition of domain-
specific knowledge through the self-supervised minimax en-
tropy loss. Conversely, in the meta-test stage, the model
gradually refines its parameters and the interpolation weight
α on the fully supervised main task. This two-step approach
allows both tasks to converge and can effectively prevent
overfitting of the SSL task. Our full algorithm is outlined
in Algorithm 1.

Meta-Train Θad is optimized by the proposed SSL loss
on Ds. When adapting to a new minibatch, we update Θad

by alternatively minimizing Lpseudo−λLem and Lpseudo+
λLem, as outlined in Eq. 4. More precisely, we use the for-
mer loss to optimize Θβ and the latter to optimize Θγ .

Meta-Test The meta-test step evaluates the main task
with the updated model from meta-train. We use the cross-
entropy loss calculated on labeled source data as below:

G = E(x,y)∈Bt
Lce(Θ(x), y), (6)



Algorithm 1: Meta-learning for mixed-BN Test-Time Train-
ing
Input: Source domain Ds = {Bs} = {(xi, yi)}Ni=1
Init: Model parameters Θ

1: while not done do
2: Fetch a minibatch Bs from a synthesized domain

Ds ∈ DS created by Equation 7
3: Compute Lpesudo and Lem on Bs

4: Θβ ← argminΘβ
Lpesudo − λLem

5: Θγ ← argminΘγ Lpesudo + λLem,
6: Compute cross entropy loss G on Bs

7: Θad ← argminΘad
G

8: end while
9: return New model parameters Θ trained on source

where Θ = {Θad,Θfz} from meta-train. We update Θad

and the interpolation weight α by minimizing G. This neces-
sitates the computation of the second derivative with respect
to Θ.

Final-Test After the model is optimized to convergence
on Ds. We deploy the final model and conduct the self-
supervised ”meta-train” step on unlabeled test minibatches.

Batch Domain Shift Synthesis
To have diverse domains seen at the training stage, we pro-
pose a stochastic method for synthesizing domain shifts in
a batch. Let z ∈ Rn×c×u×v represent the input features,
where n is the batch size and c is the number of feature
channels. To simulate a channel-wise distribution shift, we
introduce a linear transformation layer: ẑ = z ·Γ+Λ, where
Γ,Λ ∈ R1×c×1×1 are the weights and biases. Consequently,
the synthesized distribution shifts can be formulated as:

M ∼ Bernoulli(p),
Γ =(1−M)⊙ Γ0 +M ⊙R ∼ U [0, 1],

Λ =(1−M)⊙ Λ0 +M ⊙R ∼ U [0, 1].

(7)

where ⊙ denotes element-wise multiplication. Γ0 is set as
1 and Λ0 as 0. R ∼ U(0, 1) ∈ R1×c×1×1 ranges [0, 1].
The parameter p denotes a small probability for shifts, while
M represents a mask tensor of the same shape as the trans-
formation parameters, i.e., [1, c, 1, 1]. This mask tensor de-
termines which channel will have a random distributional
statistic shift. In our implementation, we insert the proposed
linear transformation layer to induce channel-wise statistical
shifts after the stem block within ResNet18 and ResNet50
architectures.

Experiments
In this section, we showcase the effectiveness of our method
compared to state-of-the-art TTA and TTT techniques on
multi-source generalization and image corruption datasets.
We also conduct an ablation study to assess the contribution
of each component of our approach. Furthermore, we an-
alyze Meta-TTT’s performance across different batch sizes
and choices of adaptable shift parameters.

Experimental Setup
We compare Meta-TTT to several TTA methods: (1) Ad-
aBN (Li et al. 2018c), (2) TENT (Wang et al. 2021), (3)
GEM (Zhang et al. 2023), and (4) ARM (Zhang et al. 2021),
all of which are BN-based TTA methods. Additionally, (5)
LAME (Boudiaf et al. 2022) directly updates output assign-
ment vectors, while (6) TTAC (Su, Xu, and Jia 2022) up-
dates all network parameters by matching the statistics of
the target clusters to the source ones. We also benchmark
Meta-TTT against the baseline ERM method.

As for TTT, we select (1) ITTA (Chen et al. 2023b), (2)
TTT-R (Sun et al. 2020), and (3) TTT++ (Liu et al. 2021)
for a comparison study. ITTA employs a learnable consis-
tency loss, TTT-R incorporates a rotation head and min-
imizes loss of rotation prediction, and TTT++ adapts the
encoder through online feature alignment combined with a
SSL task.

In our experiments, we use pre-trained ResNet18 and
ResNet50 as the model backbone and employ a generalized
entropy-minimization loss as in DomainAdaptor (Zhang
et al. 2023). We designate the final BN layer as the adaptable
layer L for ΘC , set the number of meta-learning steps k = 1
due to memory constraints, and use a batch size N = 64.

Comparison to Previous Methods
Multi-Source Domain Generalization We test Meta-
TTT on PACS (Li et al. 2017), OfficeHome (Venkateswara
et al. 2017), VLCS (Torralba and Efros 2011) and Terra
Incognita (Beery, Van Horn, and Perona 2018) to demon-
strate its multi-source generalization performance. PACS
consists of 9,991 images from 7 classes across 4 domains
(Photo, Art Painting, Cartoon, and Sketch), VLCS contains
10,729 images from 5 classes across 4 domains (Caltech101,
LabelMe, SUN09, and VOC2007), OfficeHome has 15,500
images from 65 classes across 4 domains (Art, Clipart, Prod-
uct, and Real World), and Terra Incognita features 24,788
images spanning 10 classes, collected from 4 different loca-
tions, aka. 4 domains (L100, L38, L43, L46).

We report the results as presented in the respective pa-
pers when available; otherwise, we conduct all compari-
son experiments under the same conditions using the Do-
mainBed (Gulrajani and Lopez-Paz 2021b) framework. Fur-
ther details on hyperparameter selection can be found in the
supplementary materials. Based on the ERM results, Office-
Home and Terra Incognita exhibit a large domain gap, while
PACS and VLCS have a relatively small domain gap. Table 1
shows the comparison to previous methods using Resnet18
as the model backbone. As shown, Meta-TTT achieves state-
of-the-art results across all datasets, demonstrating its supe-
rior performance in generalizing to unseen domains in the
multi-source setting.

Domain Adaptation to Corruption Datasets To under-
stand Meta-TTT’s robustness to corruptions, we evaluate
it on CIFAR10-C/CIFAR100-C (Hendrycks and Dietterich
2019), each comprised of 10/100 classes with a training set
of 50,000 and a test set of 10,000 examples in 15 corruption
types.



Method Training inputs 1 PACS VLCS OH TerraInc Avg.
ERM Ds 79.44±0.44 75.77±0.29 64.61±0.18 39.25±0.58 64.77
AdaBN (Li et al. 2018c) Bt 80.44±0.29 69.44±0.48 63.38±0.12 38.20±0.19 62.87
Tent (Wang et al. 2021) Bt 83.56±0.47 73.37±0.31 64.54±0.06 39.87±0.60 65.34
GEM-T (Zhang et al. 2023) Bt 85.04±0.23 77.54±0.14 65.39±0.19 42.37±0.96 67.59
GEM-SKD (Zhang et al. 2023) Bt 84.37±0.28 78.10±0.14 65.61±0.14 42.45±1.01 67.63
GEM-Aug (Zhang et al. 2023) Bt 84.93±0.19 78.50±0.22 66.73±0.25 42.98±1.19 68.29
LAME (Boudiaf et al. 2022) Bt 80.28±0.33 75.59±0.96 63.16±0.28 38.37±1.12 64.35
ARM (Zhang et al. 2021) Ds +Bt 82.47±0.59 68.21±1.68 63.15±0.61 37.60±2.39 62.86
TTAC (Su, Xu, and Jia 2022) Bt 82.35±0.50 74.74±1.08 63.13±0.52 42.19±1.69 65.60

ITTA (Chen et al. 2023b) Ds +Bt 82.25±0.54 72.28±2.48 66.42±0.48 41.07±1.14 65.51
TTT-R (Sun et al. 2020) Ds +Bt 83.35±0.57 77.15±0.35 66.37±0.28 35.37±0.74 65.56
TTT++ (Liu et al. 2021) Ds +Bt 82.11±0.75 73.84±0.16 61.84±0.24 43.52±0.31 65.33

Ours Ds +Bt 86.69±0.03 78.73±0.41 67.36±0.45 43.77±0.27 69.14

Table 1: Comparison of multi-source generalization results using ResNet18 as the backbone model.

Mixed-BN Meta-L Shift-Aug Minimax PACS-TTT PACS-Source

✓ 84.02 79.44
✓ ✓ 85.19 83.96
✓ ✓ ✓ 85.39 85.13
✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 86.69 85.44

Table 2: Ablation study of our method with ResNet18.
PACS-TTT and PACS-Source represent the model perfor-
mance on target domain with and without the adaptation at
test time, respectively.

Table 3 and 4 present the error rates for the highest
level of corruption, level 5, on the CIFAR10-C/CIFAR100-
C datasets. Except for impulse noise and jpeg compres-
sion, Meta-TTT exhibits superior performance across vari-
ous types of corruption. We attribute our improvements over
prior methods to the synchronized descent of the SSL task
and the fully supervised main task. In this gradient-based
meta-learning paradigm, simultaneous optimization of the
SSL loss and the main loss prevents the model from overfit-
ting on the SSL task and fosters robust generalization across
diverse domains.

Ablation Study
We conduct an ablation study of our proposed Meta-TTT
on the PACS dataset to investigate the contributions of in-
dividual components, including mixed-BN, meta-learning,
domain shift augmentation and minimax entropy. We use
ResNet18 as the backbone model with a batch size of 64.
Each component is added incrementally, and we make the
following observations from Table 2.

1Ds refers to the entire source data and Bt refers to the target
data, which is processed in minibatches sequentially in a stream-
ing manner exactly once. Methods that involve training on both Ds

and Bt first train a source model on the modified training objective
with Ds and then adapt it on Bt via a SSL task at test time in one
pass. Therefore, these methods fall into the Y-O test-time-training
protocol according to TTAC’s (Su, Xu, and Jia 2022) categoriza-
tion.

Mixed-BN: In ablating mixed-BN, we update the affine pa-
rameters β and γ online using entropy minimization while
maintaining a fixed interpolation factor α = 0.75 for Eq.
1. Applying Mixed-BN test-time training to the baseline sig-
nificantly enhances source model performance from 79.44%
(PACS-Source) to 84.02% (PACS-TTT), demonstrating the
effectiveness of estimating batch statistics by combining in-
formation from both source and target domains.

Meta-L: When the gradient-based meta-learning
paradigm is employed to simultaneously learn from
the main task and the self-supervised entropy minimization
task, performance improves for both the trained source
model PACS-Source (from 79.44% to 83.96%) and its test-
time training version PACS-TTT (from 84.02% to 85.19%).
This demonstrates that leveraging meta-learning to align the
self-supervised and main tasks not only enhances mixed-BN
test-time training on test batches but also improves the
model’s generalization ability to unseen domains.

Shift-Aug: We utilize a stochastic method to augment do-
main shift variability during our meta-train process as in
Section Batch Domain Shift Synthesis. This augmentation
yields an enhancement in both PACS-Source (from 83.96%
to 85.13%) and PACS-TTT (from 85.19% to 85.39%),
though the effect is more marginal for PACS-TTT.

Minimax: Replacing entropy minimization with our min-
imax entropy approach as outlined in Section Minimax En-
tropy Objective yields notable performance enhancements
from 85.13% to 85.44% on PACS-Source and from 85.39%
to 86.69% on PACS-TTT. We treat α as a learnable interpo-
lation weight instead of a fixed hyperparamter during the
meta-test phase on the entire source domains. Compared
to the traditional ERM, optimizing our proposed minimax
entropy continually enhances model performance over sev-
eral iterations and effectively prevents oversimplified solu-
tions, resulting in better overall performance. Our experi-
ments employ the complete version of the proposed method,
integrating mixed-BN, meta-learning, domain shift augmen-
tation and minimax entropy.



Avg. err Gaus. Shot Impu. Defo. Glas. Moti. Zoom Snow Fros. Fog Brig. Cont. Elas. Pixe. Jpeg
Source 36.63 44.19 41.16 53.02 32.65 57.59 32.83 26.85 30.25 34.10 31.20 14.72 34.04 42.80 36.79 37.19
Tent (Wang et al. 2021) 30.99 38.01 34.27 47.89 23.44 57.57 26.50 19.18 24.88 29.11 25.08 11.31 27.05 37.81 31.90 30.91
TTAC (Su, Xu, and Jia 2022) 18.53 27.12 24.39 21.78 17.31 28.70 15.72 13.07 16.52 18.51 17.75 7.55 10.62 25.05 14.56 19.30
TTT-R (Sun et al. 2020) 28.72 35.39 32.87 41.70 21.03 42.16 27.06 17.69 24.48 22.07 25.68 14.08 33.78 32.08 37.85 22.95
TTT++ (Liu et al. 2021) 36.41 45.89 42.18 53.32 29.78 57.73 31.39 25.87 30.25 34.99 32.03 14.22 33.58 42.90 36.17 35.81

Ours 14.87 25.15 23.46 36.60 8.02 21.49 10.65 5.93 11.20 10.29 10.94 5.36 7.89 15.21 8.38 22.52

Table 3: Error rates across various corruptions on the severity level 5 of CIFAR10-C with Resnet50

Avg. err Gaus. Shot Impu. Defo. Glas. Moti. Zoom Snow Fros. Fog Brig. Cont. Elas. Pixe. Jpeg
Source 61.94 71.54 69.73 83.00 53.91 78.57 54.58 49.83 59.35 58.93 59.88 39.84 52.98 67.91 63.14 65.94
Tent (Wang et al. 2021) 54.33 71.09 61.95 92.04 37.30 85.42 39.03 33.76 58.38 51.61 44.34 27.60 39.34 68.65 52.95 51.56
TTAC (Su, Xu, and Jia 2022) 48.05 56.24 55.32 60.33 40.69 62.51 42.98 38.69 49.11 50.27 46.51 33.97 35.27 52.54 48.55 47.79
TTT-R (Sun et al. 2020) 48.95 63.98 62.15 67.76 36.31 63.02 42.92 31.78 43.19 42.10 45.82 30.18 52.57 50.33 52.75 49.44
TTT++ (Liu et al. 2021) 61.45 72.88 71.54 83.73 52.26 78.69 54.55 49.04 59.85 60.84 44.34 40.76 54.47 68.03 63.98 66.76

Ours 38.46 54.11 52.89 64.50 26.99 48.10 31.65 23.97 35.19 33.92 35.96 22.93 28.88 39.00 29.10 49.72

Table 4: Error rates across various corruptions on the severity level 5 of CIFAR100-C with Resnet50

16 32 64 256
Tent (Wang et al. 2021) 38.04 38.02 38.01 37.97
GEM-T (Zhang et al. 2023) 35.27 35.15 35.13 34.90
TTT-R (Sun et al. 2020) 36.21 35.48 35.39 35.36
TTT++ (Liu et al. 2021) 46.55 46.02 45.89 45.86

Ours 25.29 25.15 25.15 25.13

Table 5: Error rates for different test batch sizes (16, 32,
64 and 256) on CIFAR10-C with ResNet50 under Gaussian
noise corruption (severity level 5)

Additional Analysis
Robustness to Batch Size In table 5, we compare prior
TTA and TTT methods with Meta-TTT to demonstrate our
robustness across various test batch sizes ranging from 16
to 256. When limited by batch sizes, previous works fail to
estimate correct batch statistics, possibly due to model over-
fitting on small test distribution. In contrast, Meta-TTT uti-
lizes adaptable BN parameters, thus performing exception-
ally well even for smaller batch sizes.

BN Layers Params Error rate (%)

None 0 27.77
Last 2,048 25.15

Layer4 9,216 25.91
BN3 15,104 25.67
All 22,720 26.70

Table 6: Selection of BN layers to maximize the entropy
based on error rate at the most severe level of the Gaussian
corruption type of CIFAR10-C (using a ResNet50). None
means using the traditional ERM method for all BNs; Last
refers to the very last BN layer; Layer4 refers to BN layers
in the last block of the ResNet50 backbone; BN3 refers to
the third BN layers. All means applying entropy maximiza-
tion at all BN layers.

Selection of Θβ In our implementation of the minimax
strategy in Section Minimax Entropy Objective, two disjoint
set of adaptable parameters Θβ and Θγ are learned adver-
sarially whereby Θβ is trained to maximize the entropy and
Θγ strives to minimize it. Θβ comprises shift parameters
βl at the BN layers l ∈ L. In selecting L, we aim to en-
sure the effectiveness of Θβ and minimize the number of
learnable variables to prevent overfitting. Table 6 gives the
results incurred by selecting different layers for L. Based on
the overall performance and parameter efficiency, we decide
to maximize only the last BN layer in all our experiments.

Conclusion
In this paper, we present a novel meta-learning frame-
work for mixed-BN based test-time training. Our method
aims to improve existing TTT strategies in three aspects: a
novel meta-learning framework, minimax entropy, and do-
main shift augmentation. Through extensive experiments,
we show that our method can achieve superior performance
on both the multi-source domain generalization and single-
source domain adaptation tasks. Future work will focus on
continual adaptation at test time (Wang et al. 2022) to cater
to real-world scenarios where the test distribution can come
from continually changing domains and are not drawn in-
dependently and identically (non-i.i.d.) (Yuan, Xie, and Li
2023; Gong et al. 2022).
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Implementation Details
We choose soft cross-entropy (Lce in Equation 2) for the
pseudo labeling loss and the Generalized Entropy Minimiza-
tion (GEM-T) (Zhang et al. 2023) loss in Equation 3 to opti-
mize the SSL task. Note that although GEM-Aug performs
the best among the GEM family according to DomainAdap-
tor (Zhang et al. 2023), we avoid using it since the augmen-
tation loss counteracts and cancels out the effects of our pro-
posed domain shift augmentation. We utilize SGD optimiz-
ers with Nesterov accelerated gradient (Nesterov 1983) for
both the meta-train and meta-test phases. Additional hyper-
parameters are set as follows: learning rate = 0.001, meta
learning rate = 0.05, learning rate decay = 0.1, learning rate
for the final classifier network = 0.01, momentum = 0.9,
weight decay = 0.0005, initial value for the interpolation
weight = 0.75 and its learning rate = 0.1. For image trans-
formation, we apply color jittering, resize the image dimen-
sions to 224 x 224 and perform a random resized cropping
with a scale of 0.8.

For multi-source domain generalization datasets (PACS,
VLCS, OH and TerraInc) in Table 1, we follow the
leave-one-domain-out cross-validation method in Do-
mainBed (Gulrajani and Lopez-Paz 2021b) for hyperparam-
eter selection. Specifically, given n training domains, we
leave out one domain at a time and evaluate the model
trained on the remaining n − 1 domains on that held-out
domain. We then average the accuracies across all held-out
domains. The set of hyperparameters that maximizes this av-
erage accuracy is selected, and we retrain the model using
these hyperparameters in the same leave-one-domain-out
manner. We average the results from three independent runs
with different random seeds, and maintain a fixed batch size
of 64. Table 7 describes our hyperparameter search spaces
over which we conduct 20 random trials. Due to computa-
tional limitation and the fact that only a portion of hyperpa-
rameters affect model performance to a noticeable degree,
we only search through learning rates and the initialization
of interpolation weight. The remaining hyperparameters de-
fault to the standard values described earlier in this section.

Parameter Best Value Search Space

initialization of α 0.75 [0.55, 0.65, 0.75, 0.85]
learning rate for α 0.1 [0.005, 0.1, 0.5]
meta-learning rate 0.05 [0.01, 0.05, 0.1]

learning rate (others) 0.001 [0.0005, 0.001, 0.005, 0.01]

Table 7: Hyperparameter search spaces and their best values
for our method. We maintain a learning rate for the final
classifier network to be ten times the original learning rate.

Further Analysis
Efficacy of Meta Learning
In this study, we propose leveraging the gradient-based
meta-learning framework to align the SSL task with the pri-
mary task when training the source model. We further ex-
plore the efficacy of this framework across various prevalent
SSL tasks.

Art Cartoon Photo sketch Avg
TTT-Rotation 78.66 80.80 95.81 78.14 83.35
Meta-L + TTT-Rotation 82.71 81.44 96.65 78.72 84.88
TTT-Norm 80.22 80.33 96.35 77.60 83.63
Meta-L + TTT-Norm 82.62 80.16 96.77 78.34 84.47

Table 8: Efficacy of the meta-learning framework with dif-
ferent self-supervised objectives for TTT on PACS with
ResNet18.

Table 8 presents TTT results of some of the popular SSL
tasks, including rotation identification and norm minimiza-
tion. The findings indicate that the meta-learning approach
effectively aligns multiple SSL tasks with the primary task
and leads to performance enhancements of source models.

Efficacy of Minimax Entropy

Figure 1: Training curves comparing minimax entropy and
traditional entropy (ERM) on Gaussian noise corruption at
the highest severity on CIFAR10-C

Figure 1 demonstrates the superiority of minimax entropy
over the standard entropy. At the end of each meta-train
epoch, we adapt the model checkpoint trained on CIFAR10
to the most severe Gaussian corruption type in CIFAR10-
C. The trend indicates that the model optimized using min-
imax entropy consistently improves its performance on un-
seen corrupted data, proven to be more effective than the
traditional entropy method.


