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PECTP: Parameter-Efficient Cross-Task Prompts for
Incremental Vision Transformer
Qian Feng, Hanbin Zhao†, Chao Zhang, Jiahua Dong, Henghui Ding,

Yu-Gang Jiang, Fellow, IEEE, and Hui Qian

Abstract—Incremental Learning (IL) aims to learn deep mod-
els on sequential tasks continually, where each new task includes
a batch of new classes and deep models have no access to task-ID
information at the inference time. Recent vast pre-trained models
(PTMs) have achieved outstanding performance by prompt
technique in practical IL without the old samples (rehearsal-
free) and with a memory constraint (memory-constrained):
Prompt-extending and Prompt-fixed methods. However, prompt-
extending methods need a large memory buffer to maintain
an ever-expanding prompt pool and meet an extra challenging
prompt selection problem. Prompt-fixed methods only learn a
single set of prompts on one of the incremental tasks and can
not handle all the incremental tasks effectively. To achieve a
good balance between the memory cost and the performance
on all the tasks, we propose a Parameter-Efficient Cross-Task
Prompt (PECTP) framework with Prompt Retention Module
(PRM) and classifier Head Retention Module (HRM). To make
the final learned prompts effective on all incremental tasks,
PRM constrains the evolution of cross-task prompts’ parameters
from Outer Prompt Granularity and Inner Prompt Granularity.
Besides, we employ HRM to inherit old knowledge in the
previously learned classifier heads to facilitate the cross-task
prompts’ generalization ability. Extensive experiments show the
effectiveness of our method. The source codes will be available
at https://github.com/RAIAN08/PECTP.

Index Terms—Incremental Learning, Prompt Learning, Pa-
rameter Efficient Prompts, Pre-Trained Model.

I. INTRODUCTION

DEEP models have achieved outstanding performance in
tackling a wide variety of individual machine learning

tasks. However, in real-world applications, training data is
often received sequentially rather than being available all at
once. Therefore, equipping deep models with the ability to
learn in dynamic environments is a long-term goal in Deep
Learning (DL) [1]. Incremental Learning (IL) involves dynam-
ically learning deep models across different tasks and often
suffers from performance degradation on previously learned
tasks, known as catastrophic forgetting (CF) [2]. Recently,
rehearsal-based methods can effectively mitigate forgetting in
IL by keeping a few representative samples (i.e., exemplars)
of old tasks in a fixed memory buffer [3], [4]. However, these
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Fig. 1: Comparison of different state-of-the-art incremental
learning methods using Pre-Trained Models. The X-axis repre-
sents the total number of learnable parameters, and the Y-axis
represents the average accuracy.

approaches fail in cases with rigorous privacy concerns and
severely constrained memory, where the samples of old tasks
are unavailable and the memory buffer is limited. In this paper,
we focus on strategies for the Rehearsal-Free and Memory-
Constrained Incremental Learning (RFMCIL), which trains
the deep models without exemplars and with severe memory
constraints.

The latest advances in incremental learning with Pre-
Trained Models (PTMs) have already attracted widespread
attention. These methods aim to address Class-Incremental
Learning (CIL), a challenging setup in IL, where each new
task in sequence introduces new classes while keeping the
task-ID unknown during inference. Figure 1 showcases recent
researchs on incremental learning using PTMs. SimpleCIL
[5] proposes directly employing the PTM for downstream
incremental learning inference while adopting a prototype
classifier head. SLCA [6], on the other hand, fully fine-tunes
the PTM with different learning rates for the feature extraction
network parameters and the classifier head parameters to
effectively mitigate the forgetting problem. Therefore, these
two methods are considered the lower bound and upper bound
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(b) Selection Problem.

Fig. 2: Prompt-extending methods face concerns from two
aspects. As incremental tasks keep increasing, the learnable
parameters gradually increase (overhead problem). Simul-
taneously, as inference sessions progress, prompt selection
accuracy becomes lower (selection problem).

of incremental learning methods using PTMs, respectively.
However, SimpleCIL and SLCA each face concerns regarding
performance and overhead. Additionally, a major class of
methods known as prompt-based Incremental Learning (PIL)
has achieved great success in RFMCIL. Specifically, these
methods bridge the gap between the pre-trained data and
sequentially incremental tasks’ data with Parameter-Efficient
Fine-Tuning techniques (PEFTs), such as prompts [7]. Given
the privacy concerns and memory constraints in practical
IL, the tunable prompts enable the frozen PTM to adapt to
different tasks effectively and efficiently [8].

Existing PIL methods mainly focus on how to utilize
prompts and can be briefly separated into two categories:
Prompt-extending [9]–[11] and Prompt-fixed methods [5],
[8]. Prompt-extending methods need to maintain an ever-
expanding prompt pool to store each task-specific set of
prompts during training and select suitable set of prompts
from the pool during inference. Specifically, during training, a
task-specific set of prompts is newly initialized and specially
trained when a new task arrives, with the aim of instructing
the PTM to perform conditionally on this current incremental
task. After that, this set of prompts is stored in a prompt
pool that continually expands as incremental tasks are added
sequentially. During inference, a prompt selection strategy is
employed to first predict the task-ID to which each testing
sample belongs, followed by selecting the corresponding set of
prompts for further inferring. However, continually expanding
the prompt pool can result in increased memory cost, which is
not feasible in RFMCIL (overhead problem, as illustrated in
Figure 2a). Additionally, the prompt selection strategy not only
adds extra computational cost but also encounters a dilemma in
modeling the relationship of prompts for different incremental
tasks (selection problem, as illustrated in Figure 2b).

Another line of work, prompt-fixed methods, learns only a
single set of prompts solely for one of the entire incremental
tasks (consider the learned task as the key-task), and freezes
the parameters in the prompts to directly infer on the remaining
incremental tasks. Although prompt-fixed methods can effi-
ciently save memory costs, the limited knowledge of a single

key-task makes it challenging for one set of prompts to guide
the PTM to perform well on subsequent incremental tasks.
This is particularly evident in practical IL, where incremental
tasks are highly diverse, making it difficult for a single key-
task to adequately represent the entire spectrum of incremental
tasks.

Motivated by the above analysis, we aim to achieve an
efficient and effective prompt-based method in RFMCIL. The
key point is to learn a single but effective set of prompts, which
not only bypasses the selection problem but also instructs the
PTM to perform well on both the key-task and all incremental
tasks.

In this paper, we present a Parameter-Efficient Cross-Task
Prompt (PECTP) framework, a prompt-based method for
Rehearsal-Free and Memory-Constrained Incremental Learn-
ing. PECTP aims to balance the trade-off between efficiency
(parameter cost from prompts) and effectiveness (the efficacy
of prompts across different incremental tasks). Our PECTP
framework learns only a single but cross-task set of prompts,
which are dynamically updated across all incremental tasks to
continuously acquire knowledge from each incremental task
and integrate it into the cross-task prompts. Specifically, we
propose a Prompt Retention Module (PRM) to make these
prompts effective on the learned incremental tasks. PRM
restricts the evolution of cross-task prompts’ parameters from
two granularity: Outer Prompt Granularity (OPG) and Inner
Prompt Granularity (IPG). OPG restricts parameter evolution
of prompts by regularizing the output feature of prompt-based
PTM. IPG constrains the variation of prompts’ parameter by
regularizing prompts’ parameters themselves. The eventually
learned single set of prompts is not only highly efficient in
terms of parameter overhead but also effectively guides the
PTM to perform better across various incremental tasks by
integrating knowledge from each incremental task. Besides,
we also propose a classifier head updating scheme named clas-
sifier Head Retention Module (HRM), which further enhances
the generalization ability of cross-task prompts with the inherit
knowledge from old tasks.

The core contributions of the proposed PECTP framework
can be summarized as follows:

• We summarize the prompt-extending and prompt-fixed IL
methods among in PIL methods and propose a PECTP
framework for RFMCIL, which only learns a single but
cross-task set of prompts on the whole incremental tasks.

• We design a novel PRM to restrict the evolution of cross-
task prompts to be effective on the learned incremental
tasks and a HRM to inherit old knowledge to further
facilitate prompts’ generalization.

• Extensive experiments over benchmark datasets demon-
strate the effectiveness of PECTP in performance and
memory cost against the existing PIL methods.

II. RELATED WORK

A. Typical Incremental Learning

Numerous methods have been explored to enhance the
ability to counteract catastrophic forgetting [12]–[16]. These
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Fig. 3: Illustration of sequential tasks with two incremental
tasks. Prompt-fixed methods train a set of prompts P only on
incremental task 1, fix the parameters, and directly infer on the
remaining incremental tasks. Prompt-extending methods learn
a task-specific set of prompts Pi for each task. PECTP uses
a single set of prompts but updates these learnable tokens on
each incremental task, effectively retaining knowledge from
previous tasks through two meticulously designed modules,
PRM and HRM, which act on the single set of prompts and
the classifier head, respectively.

methods can be roughly divided into three main cate-
gories: (1) Rehearsal-based, (2) Regularization-based, and
(3) Architecture-based [17]. Rehearsal methods [3], [18]–[29]
explicitly retrain on a subset of exemplars while training on
new tasks. These exemplars can be obtained in two ways:
stored old samples from previous tasks or generated using
generative models. The former faces data imbalance issues,
and different methods for selecting old samples, such as
herding [3], [30], Coreset Selection [31], and Representative
Sampling [32], have been proposed. The latter faces major
issues related to how well the generated samples restore the
original data distribution of the previous tasks, as well as the
additional complexity in training the generative model, which
increases overhead [33], [34]. Regularization-based [35]–[47]
avoids storing raw inputs, prioritizing privacy, and alleviating
memory requirements. Instead, these methods achieve a bal-
ance between new and old tasks by designing sophisticated
but complex regularization terms. However, the soft penalty
introduced from the regularization terms might not be suffi-
cient to restrict the optimization process to stay in the feasible
region of previous tasks, especially with long sequences [46].
Architecture-based methods [48]–[60] segregate components

within the deep model for each task by expanding the network
or constraining the learning rate of important parameters
towards previous tasks. However, most of these methods
require a task-ID during inference, which is not suitable for
challenging CIL. In contrast, our method, PECTP, not only
conducts inference without relying on the task-ID but also
introduces a negligible number of additional parameters.

B. Prompt-based Incremental Learning

Recently, Prompt-based Incremental Learning (PIL) meth-
ods have garnered significant attention due to their utilization
of PEFT techniques [7], [61] to leverage Pre-Trained Models
(PTMs), achieving rehearsal-free and promising performance
[5], [6], [8]–[11], [62]. These methods follow VPT [7] to use
prompts and can be typically categorized into two main types:
Prompt-fixed and Prompt-extending. Prompt-fixed methods
employ a single set of prompts for deliberate learning on one
incremental task and keep these prompts fixed throughout sub-
sequent tasks (e.g., ADAM-VPT-Shallow and ADAM-VPT-
Deep [5]). In contrast, Prompt-extending methods continually
learn a novel set of prompts for each incremental task, accumu-
lating them in an expanding prompt pool. For inference, they
design different prompt selection mechanisms to predict the
appropriate prompt set for each testing sample. Among them,
DualPrompt [9] proposed partitioning the knowledge of tasks
into general and specific categories and learning them with g-
prompts and e-prompts, respectively. Similarly, S-Prompt [10]
addressed Domain-IL by leveraging Vision-Language Models
(VLMs) to further enhance the learning ability. CODA-Prompt
avoids forgetting by adding new prompts, keys, and masks for
each new task, while freezing previous ones and adopting the
attention mechanism to allocate a subset of prompt sets for
inference.

Although the above methods show high performance, they
face difficulties when applied to Rehearsal-Free and Memory-
Constrained Incremental Learning (RFMCIL). Specifically,
prompt-fixed methods face performance challenges. Since
the introduced learnable prompts are trained only on a sin-
gle incremental task, their limited representative capabilities
make it difficult to provide sufficient guidance for the PTM.
Meanwhile, continually growing the prompt pool and the
prompt selection mechanisms in prompt-extending methods
can respectively lead to increased memory overhead and
extra computation cost, making them unsuitable for practical
incremental learning. Conversely, PECTP not only bypasses
the problem of storage and selection by maintaining only one
set of prompts but also can effectively instruct the PTM across
all incremental tasks. The comparison of the three types of
methods is shown in Figure 3.

III. PREREQUISITE AND MOTIVATION

A. Rehearsal-Free and Memory-Constrained Incremental
Learning

Formally, Incremental Learning (IL) aims to learn a deep
model on sequential tasks with novel classes. We denote
the sequence of tasks as {Ti, i = 1, 2, . . .}, where Dk =
{(xi,k,yi,k)}nk

i=1 is the training data corresponding to task k
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with nk training samples. Here, each input sample xi,k ∈ Rn

belongs to class yk
i ∈ Yk, where Yk is the label space

of task k. There are no overlapping classes between tasks
(i.e., Yk ∩ Yk′ = ⊘ if k ̸= k′). Catastrophic forgetting
problem arises because the deep model is trained only on
the current task and evaluated over all the learned tasks (all
encountered classes are denoted as Yk = Y1∪, . . . ,∪, Yk). In
Rehearsal-Free and Memory-Constrained Incremental Learn-
ing (RFMCIL), the memory buffer is limited and samples
of previous tasks can not be replayed when learning the
current task. A deep image classification model is denoted
as ϕθ,w(x) = gw(fθ(x)), where fθ(x) : R|Dk| → Rd is a
feature extractor with weights θ, and gw(·) : Rd → R|Yk| is a
classifier head with weights w. After learning the task k, the
goal is to learn a ϕθ,w(·) that can performs well on Yk with a
memory constraint. Recent prompt-based incremental learning
methods [8] utilize a pre-trained model (PTM) with powerful
representation capability, such as Vision Transformer (VIT),
as the initialization for fθ(x).

B. Pre-Trained Model with Prompt Learning

Pre-trained models encounter domain gap problem between
pre-trained data and the downstream data. Parameter-Efficient
Fine-Tuning (PEFTs) technique, e.g., prompts, are proposed
to address this issue, with the purpose to instruct the PTM to
perform conditionally, e.g., Visual Prompt Tuning (VPT) [7].

Therefore, given a frozen pre-trained VIT model f and a
set of learnable parameters P , namely prompts. We denote the
VIT model with tunable prompts: f + P as Φ(·), and Dall as
the entire data of the downstream task (Joint Training). The
objective function is a classification loss on the downstream
task and defined as follows:

Lcls =
∑

(x,y)∈Dall

L (gw (Φ(x)) ,y) , (1)

where Lcls is a binary-cross entropy loss, w stands for the
parameters of classifier head and [·; ·] indicates concatenation
on the sequence length dimension. Joint training is considered
the upper bound for deep models in incremental learning.

C. Prompt-based Incremental Learning

As illustrated in Figure 3, there are two main different pi-
plines in prompt-based incremental learning methods: Prompt-
extending and Prompt-fixed IL methods.

a) Prompt-extending IL methods: Given the sequential of
tasks {Ti, i = 1, 2, . . .}, prompt-extending IL methods main-
tain a prompt pool C = {Pi, i = 1, 2, . . .} during training.
Before learning task k, a new set of prompts will be initialized:
Pk. The task-specific prompts Pk will be deliberately learned
on task k by the following loss function:

Lcls =
∑

(x,y)∈Dk

L (gwk
(Φk(x)) ,y) , (2)

where f + Pk is the VIT model with tunable prompt Pk

and denoted as Φk(·) for simplicity. wk is the classifier head
corresponding to task k. Dk is the corresponding training data
from task k. During inference, a selection strategy F(·|x) is

employed to select the suitable prompts P∗ for each testing
sample x:

P∗ = F (C|x) . (3)

Prompt-extending IL methods raise concerns from two per-
spectives: (1) Increasingly expanding the capacity of C leads to
failure in RFMCIL, and (2) The design of the prompt selection
strategy F(·|x) has a significant impact on the performance.
As illustrated in Figure 2b, we calculate the Average Selection
Accuracy at each session during inference. Accuracy shapely
decreases as inference session forward, which leads to poor
performance.

b) Prompt-fixed IL methods: Prompt-fixed IL methods
only learn a single set of prompts P on one of the entire
incremental tasks (i.e., the key-task T∗, which, in the absence
of prior knowledge, is typically the first incremental task [5])
using the following classification loss:

Lcls =
∑

(x,y)∈D∗

L (gwk
(Φ(x)) ,y) , (4)

where Φ(·) is the VIT model with the single set of tunable
prompts P and wk is the classifier head corresponding to
task k. After training on the key-task T∗, parameters in P
are frozen and merged with f to collectively constitute Φ(·).
Φ(·) will be directly used in the remaining task’s inference.
Since the classifier head corresponding to task i, i > 1 has
not been trained, a prototypical head approach is used to
perform a non-parametric update for the classifier heads of
the remaining tasks [63]. The only one set of prompts will
not face the problem of prompt selection and remains ‘storage-
friendly’ as it does not increase additional learnable parameters
with the number of tasks. Nevertheless, even if trained on the
so-called ‘key-task’, it fails to generalize to all incremental
tasks. Furthermore, experimental results in Section V-E0c
indicate that, due to the substantial difficulty of learning each
incremental task, training on a single task is far from sufficient.

Based on the analysis above, we propose a simple but
effective approach: only learn a single but cross-task set of
prompts. Having only one set of prompts serves as a direct
solution to bypass the prompt selection problem. Moreover,
prompts are learned not solely from the key-task but encom-
passes all incremental tasks. Additionally, the designed PRM
ensures that continuous training does not lead to the forgetting
of prompts related to previous tasks. And HRM that imposed
on the classifier head can further enhances cross-task prompts’
generalization ability.

IV. PROMPT-BASED IL WITH PARAMETER-EFFICIENT
CROSS-TASK PROMPT

In this section, we introduce PECTP in detail, which can
enable a single set of prompts to efficiently instruct the PTM to
perform effectively on the whole incremental tasks (as shown
in Figure 4). Due to the memory-constraint in practical IL,
PECTP utilizes only one set of of prompts, instead of adopting
a continuously expanding prompt pool. To make these prompts
generalized on the whole incremental tasks, PECTP updates
the prompts on each incremental task, rather than solely on
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Fig. 4: An architecture of the PECTP framework. When learning task k, a training sample is processed by both Φk−1 and Φk

to extract image features hk−1 and hk, respectively. In this context, Φk−1 uses a fixed set of prompts Pk−1, while Φk employs
a learnable set of prompts Pk. PRM applies constraints from the Outer Prompt Granularity on ϕn,w,h, ϕw,h, ϕn,h and ϕn,w

(OPG). Additionally, PRM imposes constraints directly on the parameters of the single set of prompts (IPG). Moreover, HRM
transfers knowledge from previously learned task-specific classifier heads to initialize the classifier head for task k.

the key-task. Then, the classification loss on the current task
k is defined as follows:

Lcls =
∑

(x,y)∈Dk

L (gwk
(Φk(x)) , y) , (5)

where Φk(·) is constituted by f and the single set of prompts
Pk and wk is the classifier head corresponding to task k. We
use the superscript k to denote that the single set of prompts
is trained on the task k for simplicity.
Lcls makes the single set of prompts effective on the current

task. However, if no constraints are imposed on the parameters
of Pk, it will perform well on the current task k, but it will
forget knowledge related to previous tasks, resulting in poor
performance on learned tasks.

To make these prompts effective on the previous learned
tasks, we propose a Prompt Retention Module (PRM). PRM
restricts the evolution of cross-task prompts’ parameters from
OPG (Section IV-A) and IPG (Section IV-B). To further
improve the cross-task prompts’ generalization ability, HRM
is imposed on the classifier head to inherit old knowledge from
learned tasks (Section IV-C).

A. PRM from Outer Prompt Granularity

Our PRM restricts parameter evolution of prompts from
Outer Prompt Granularity, which regularizes the output feature
of prompt-based PTM. In OPG, we introduces a set of prompt
constraints, not only over the final output feature but also over
the intermediate output feature of each transformer block.

We denote each transformer block in Φk(·) as fk
i , i =

1, 2, . . . , N and the input feature of the i-th transformer block
as dki . The output of i-th transformer block can be formulated
as follows:[

cki+1; e
k
i+1;

]
= fk

i

(
dk
i

)
, i = 1, 2, ..., N, (6)

where dk
i =

[
cki ; e

k
i ;p

k
i

]
is the input feature, cki ∈ RD

denotes the cls token, eki ∈ RLg×D denotes the embedding
of the input image with sequence length Lg and embedding
dimension D, pk

i ∈ RLp×D denotes the prompts with prompts’
length Lp.

While learning the k-th incremental task, we denote the
output feature of each transformer block in the model Φk(·)
as hk

i =
[
cti+1, e

k
i+1,

]
, i = 1, 2, . . . , N . Simultaneously, the

model Φk−1(·) can also extract features from each transformer
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Method CIFAR Inc10 CUB Inc10 IN-R Inc10 IN-A Inc10 ObjNet Inc10 Omni Inc30 VTAB Inc10
L2P 84.33(0.41) 56.01(0.16) 67.20(0.41) 38.88(0.39) 52.19(0.40) 64.69(1.21) 77.10(1.01)
DualPrompt 84.02(0.29) 60.81(0.11) 64.92(0.56) 42.38(1.30) 49.33(0.31) 65.52(0.87) 81.23(0.99)
ADAM-Finetune 81.23(0.33) 85.58(0.21) 63.35(0.65) 50.76(1.82) 48.34(0.36) 65.03(0.77) 80.44(0.36)
ADAM-VPT-Shallow 84.96(0.79) 85.37(0.36) 62.20(1.31) 47.48(1.29) 52.53(0.22) 73.68(0.66) 85.36(0.58)
ADAM-SSF 85.14(0.52) 85.37(0.61) 65.00(0.84) 51.48(1.36) 56.64(0.56) 74.00(1.1) 81.92(0.74)
ADAM-Adapter 87.49(0.98) 85.11(0.23) 67.20(0.86) 49.57(1.95) 55.24(0.64) 74.37(1.31) 84.35(0.91)
SimpleCIL 81.26(0.20) 85.16(0.13) 54.55(0.16) 49.44(0.61) 51.13(0.33) 73.15(0.67) 84.38(0.31)
ADAM-VPT-Deep 84.95(0.42) 83.88(0.91) 66.77(0.75) 51.15(3.34) 54.65(0.36) 74.47(1.36) 83.06(0.69)
PECTP(Ours) 88.09(0.16) 85.69(0.52) 70.28(0.19) 54.66(0.99) 58.43(0.24) 74.54(0.94) 86.32(0.70)

(a) Performance after the last task AB comparison on seven datasets.

Method CIFAR Inc10 CUB Inc10 IN-R Inc10 IN-A Inc10 ObjNet Inc10 Omni Inc30 VTAB Inc10
L2P 88.14(0.32) 66.60(0.30) 73.52(0.65) 47.56(0.93) 63.78(0.54) 73.36(1.01) 77.11(1.12)
DualPrompt 89.61(0.26) 74.80(0.17) 70.12(0.96) 52.76(1.01) 59.27(0.61) 73.92(0.62) 83.36(0.59)
ADAM-VPT-Shallow 89.31(0.91) 90.15(0.96) 70.59(1.26) 58.11(0.67) 64.54(1.05) 79.63(1.13) 87.15(0.53)
SimpleCIL 87.13(0.31) 90.96(0.17) 61.99(0.25) 60.50(0.31) 65.45(0.32) 79.34(0.37) 85.99(0.11)
ADAM-VPT-Deep 90.29(0.22) 89.18(0.47) 73.76(0.76) 62.77(3.19) 67.83(1.69) 81.05(1.71) 86.59(0.73)
PECTP(Ours) 92.49(0.19) 91.00(0.21) 78.33(0.64) 65.74(1.22) 70.18(0.74) 81.08(0.53) 87.14(1.21)

(b) Performance of Ā comparison on seven datasets.

TABLE I: Main results on seven datasets. We run our benchmarks for five different shuffles of the task class order with a
consistent seed (different for each trials) and report the mean and standard deviation (inside the parentheses) of these runs.

block and the corresponding output features are denoted
as hk−1

i , i = 1, 2, . . . , N . OPG will impose constrains on
the aggregated feature, which can be formulated as hk =[
hk
1 ,h

k
2 , ...,h

k
N

]
∈ RN×(1+Lg+Lp)×D. Each element of hk

can be denoted as hk
n,w,h, where n represents the block, and

w, h stands for patch and dimension axis, respectively.
To approximate the prompts’ parameters in Φk(·) to that

in Φk−1(·), we aim to make the output features generated by
Φk(·) similar as the features generated by Φk−1(·). A simple
implementation is to ensure that the output features generated
by both models are identical at every feature dimension (point
by point). We refer to the corresponding loss as LOPG-Point-Wise:

LOPG-Point-Wise =
∑
n,w,h

∥ϕn,w,h∥2 , (7)

where ϕn,w,h = hk−1
n,w,h − hk

n,w,h is the point-wise repre-
sentative shift between Φk(·) and Φk−1(·). However, part
of features generated by each transformer block are weakly
important or even not related to the final prediction [64], [65].
LOPG-Point-Wise can make Φk(·) hard to fetch the truely impor-
tant features, which results in degradation in the learned tasks.
Additionally, extreme constraint can disrupt the flexibility to
gain novel knowledge from the current task. To address this
issue, we propose a set of soft constraints on the statistic
distribution of the original output features hk. hk includes the
block, patch, and dimension axis. Then we propose to obtain
the distribution knowledge of hk from these three axes by
average pooling operation as follows:
(1) pooling over the block axis calculates the output feature

distribution from different blocks:

LOPG-Block-Wise =
∑
w

∑
h

∥ϕw,h∥2 , (8)

where ϕw,h =
∑

n h
k−1
n,w,h −

∑
n h

k
n,w,h is the block-wise

representative shift between Φk(·) and Φk−1(·).

(2) pooling over the patch axis calculates the output feature
distribution from different locations:

LOPG-Patch-Wise =
∑
n

∑
h

∥ϕn,h∥2 , (9)

where ϕn,h =
∑

w hk−1
n,w,h −

∑
w hk

n,w,h is the patch-wise
representative shift.

and (3) pooling over the dimension axis can calculate the
output feature distribution from both the blocks and locations:

LOPG-Dimention-Wise =
∑
n

∑
w

∥ϕn,w∥2 . (10)

where ϕn,w =
∑

h h
k−1
n,w,h−

∑
h h

k
n,w,h is the dimention-wise

representative shift.
After obtaining the distribution of the original output fea-

tures hk, we make the distribution information of Φk(·)
approximated to that of Φk−1(·). Such distribution-level con-
straints can be considered as a form of soft constraints,
effectively mitigating hard constraints that prevent the model
from learning new knowledge from the current incremental
task. With these OPG soft constraints, it is feasible to strike
an optimal balance between learning new task knowledge and
preserving old task knowledge.

B. PRM from Inner Prompt Granularity

Our PRM constrains prompt parameter variation from Inner
Prompt Granularity. Specifically, while learning the k-th incre-
mental task, the prompts in Φk(·) should keep the knowledge
of the learned prompts in Φk−1(·) and obtain the knowledge
of current task k. In order to make Pk effective on task k−1,
we impose a Inner Prompt Granularity Loss LIPG between Pk

and Pk−1:

LIPG =
∑
n

∑
w

∑
h

∥∥∥pk−1
n,w,h − pkn,w,h

∥∥∥2 , (11)
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where the total prompts can be formulated as Pk =[
pk
1 ,p

k
2 , . . . ,p

k
N

]
∈ RN×Lp×D. Each element of Pk can be

denoted as pkn,w,h.

C. HRM on the Classifier Head

The features extracted through the VIT need to be mapped
to the classification space through a classifier head, as shown
below:

ŷ = gw(Φ(x)), (12)

where w represents the parameters of the classifier head.
Prompt-based IL methods typically learn a unified classifier

head w. As incremental tasks are added, w will continuously
expand. Therefore, to further enhance the generalization abil-
ity of the cross-task prompts, we propose a classifier head
Retention Module. Specifically, we partition the parameters w
of the classifier head trained on task k − 1 into w1, w2, ...,
wk−1. Here, wi represents the parameters of the classifier head
for task i and its corresponding information. The previous w1,
w2, ..., wk−1 are frozen to avoid catastrophic forgetting. While
learning task k, to effectively retain knowledge from previous
tasks, the current classifier head is initialized with a weighted
combination of all previous classifier heads:

wk ←
1

k − 1

k−1∑
i=1

γiwi, (13)

where γi is a hyperparameter that controls the strength of
inherited old knowledge from each task to facilitate wk in
learning the current task.

D. Full Optimization

Our model is trained with three parts of losses: (1) the
classification loss Lcls, a binary-cross entropy to learn on the
current incremental task, (2) an Inner Prompt Granularity loss
LIPG in PRM to regularize the prompts’ parameter themselves,
and (3) an Outer Prompt Granularity loss LOPG in PRM to
restrict parameter evolution of prompts by regularizing the
output feature of prompt-based PTM. The total loss is:

Lall = Lcls + αLIPG + βLOPG, (14)

where α and β are two hyperparameters to maintain the
balance between learning new task knowledge and preserving
old task knowledge.

We provide the pseudo-code of PECTP in Algorithm 1.
When learning the task 1, PECTP will degrade to ADAM-
VPT-Deep, which guarantees the performance lower bound.
Unlike ADAM-VPT-Deep, PECTP will train the single set
of prompts on each incremental task from task 2 to task
m, thereby continually accumulating knowledge from new
tasks. The loss functions LIPG and LOPG balance the trade-
off between preserving old knowledge and accumulating novel
knowledge.

Task Sequence Length IM-R
20(Inc10) 40(Inc5) 50(Inc4) 100(Inc2)

L2P 65.86 59.22 57.28 35.56
DualPrompt 67.87 55.22 58.61 39.66
SimpleCIL 54.55 54.55 54.55 54.55
ADAM-VPT-Deep(Baseline) 66.47 64.3 60.35 54.07
PECTP(Ours) 70.01 68.15 66.18 59.75

TABLE II: Results of Ab in long-sequence learning tasks on
IM-R Inc10, Inc5, Inc4 and Inc2.

Algorithm 1 Our PECTP Framework to PIL
Input: Sequential supervised tasks T1, T2, ..., Tm and corre-
sponing dataset D1,D2, ...,Dm, Initialized a single set of
Prompts P and Initialized a Classifier Head W ; Pre-trained
VIT f , Hyperparameters α, β and γ;
Output: Prompts parameter P∗ and Classifier Head parameter
W ∗;

1: for i = 1, ...,m do
2: if i == 1 then
3: Get Φi by mergingPi with Pre-trained VIT f ;
4: Get Lcls by feeding each training sample from Di

into Φi;
5: Pi, wi ← argmin

P,w
Lall via Eq. (2);

6: else
7: Get wi by initializing with {wj , j < i} via Eq. (13);

8: Get Φi by merging learnable Pi with Pre-trained
VIT f ;

9: Get Φi−1 by merging fixed Pi−1 with Pre-trained
VIT f ;

10: Get LOPG by feeding each training sample from Di

into Φi and Φi−1;
11: Get LIPG via Eq. (11);
12: Pi, wi ← argmin

P,w
Lall via Eq. (14);

13: end if
14: return P∗ = Pm and W∗ = [w1;w2; ...;wm].
15: end for

V. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

A. Experimental Setup

a) Datasets: We follow [5] and conduct the experiments
on seven datasets: CIFAR100 [66] (CIFAR), CUB200 [67]
(CUB), ImageNet-R [68] (IN-R), ImageNet-A [69] (IN-A),
ObjectNet [70] (ObjNet), Omnibenchmark [71] (Omni) and
VTAB [72]. As described in [5], the last four datasets have a
large domain gap with the pre-trained dataset ImageNet. IM-A
and ObjNet include the challenging samples that PTMs with
ImageNet can merely handle, while Omni and VTAB contain
diverse classes from multiple complex realms.

b) Training Details: For compared methods, we adopt
the implementation1 of L2P [8] and the implementation2 of
DualPrompt [9]. We follow the implementations in ADAM3

1https://github.com/JH-LEE-KR/l2p-pytorch
2https://github.com/JH-LEE-KR/dualprompt-pytorch
3https://github.com/zhoudw-zdw/RevisitingCIL
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Method CIFAR Inc10 IN-A Inc10 CUB Inc10 IN-R Inc10
Ā AB Ā AB Ā AB Ā AB

PlainCIL 90.68 87.00 59.95 48.44 84.30 77.27 68.40 61.28
SimpleCIL 87.13 81.26 60.50 49.44 90.96 85.16 61.99 54.55
Baseline 90.19 84.66 60.59 48.72 89.48 83.42 74.46 66.47
Baseline+OPG 92.43 87.66 65.48 53.92 90.01 85.09 77.03 69.38
Baseline+IPG 91.70 87.60 61.41 49.11 89.69 84.01 75.91 67.43
Baseline+IPG+OPG 92.59 87.73 66.21 55.43 91.01 85.11 77.42 70.01

TABLE III: Results of ablating components of PRM (i.e.,
OPG, IPG) on 4 datasets.

Initialization Methods CIFAR Inc10 IM-R Inc10
Ā AB Ā AB

zero-Init 87.30 81.55 70.06 61.01
uniform-Init 91.86 87.50 76.10 68.13
kaming-Init 92.27 87.69 76.33 68.41
old-Init(Ours) 92.49 88.09 78.33 70.28

TABLE IV: Influence of different implementations in the
classifier head on CIFAR and IM-R.

[5] to re-implement other compared methods with VIT, i.e.,
ADAM-Finetune, ADAM-VPT-Shallow, ADAM-VPT-Deep,
ADAM-SSF and ADAM-Adapter. Our PECTP is based on
the ADAM-VPT-Deep and utilize the same hyper-parameters
in [5] (e.g., learning rate, epoch, weight decay, the number
of prompts). We utilize the PTM VIT-B/16-IN21K, which is
pre-trained on ImageNet21K. Following [8], we use the same
data augmentation for all methods, i.e., random resized crop
and horizontal flip. Input images are resized to 224 × 224
before feeding into the model. Following [3], all classes are
randomly shuffled with Numpy random seed 1993 before
splitting into incremental tasks. Furthermore, PRM in PECTP
uses the hyperparameter α and β to maintain the balance
between learning new task knowledge and preserving old task
knowledge. We adopt the hyperparameters α = 1

3.5×105 , β =
1

4×102 for CIFAR, α = 1
8×103 , β = 1

5×102 for CUB, α =
1

4.5×104 , β = 1
5×102 for IM-R, α = 1

2×104 , β = 1
5×102 for IM-

A, α = 1
2×104 , β = 1

2×102 for ObjNet, α = 1/ 1
1.5×104 , β =

1
1×102 for Omni and α = 1

9×104 , β = 1
2×102 for VTAB.

c) Evaluation Protocol: We adopt two metrics for incre-
mental learning, including the final average accuracy (AB) and
cumulative average accuracy (Ā) to evaluate the performance
on all seen classes after learning each new incremental task.
Specifically, we define the accuracy on the i-th task after
learning the t-th task as Ai,t, and define the Final Average
Accuracy AB as follows:

AB =
1

B

B∑
i=1

Ai,B . (15)

Likewise, the Cumulative Average Accuracy Ā is defined as
follows:

Ā =
1

B

B∑
b=1

Ab. (16)

AB is the primary metric to evaluate the final performance of
incremental learning, Ā further reflects the historical perfor-
mance. We further provided the results of Ā with mean and

standard deviation (inside the parentheses) on seven bench-
marks to validate the effectiveness of our methods. Besides,
as illustrated in Figure 2b, we also calculated the prompt
selection accuracy after training on each incremental task by
comparing the set of selected prompts from prompt-extending
methods with the ground-truth set of prompts.

B. Comparison to Previous Methods

a) Main Results: We compare our method with recent
prompt-based IL methods: L2P [8], DualPrompt [8], CODA-
Prompt [11], SimpleCIL [5], and ADAM [5]. ADAM has
different variants with various adaptation techniques (i.e.,
ADAM-Finetune, ADAM-VPT-Shallow, ADAM-VPT-Deep,
ADAM-SSF, ADAM-Adapter). DualPrompt and CODA-
Prompt are Prompt-extending methods. L2P, ADAM-VPT-
Deep, ADAM-VPT-Shallow and Our proposed PECTP are
Prompt-fixed methods.

We show the performance of these methods on seven
datasets in Table Ia and Table Ib. On typical IL datasets
CIFAR, CUB and IM-R, our method achieves 88.09%, 84.69%
and 70.28% on AB , outperforming the baseline ADAM-
VPT-Deep by 3.14%, 1.81% and 3.51%, respectively. On the
challenging IM-A and ObjNet datasets, our method achieves
54.66% and 58.43% on AB , surpassing ADAM-Adapter by
5.09% and 3.19%, respectively. On Omni and VTAB datasets,
the AB of our method is 9.02% and 5.00% higher than that
of DualPrompt respectively.

b) Pressure Test: Learning in the context of long se-
quential tasks has long been regarded as a more challenging
setting in IL. As illustrated in Figure 2a and Figure 2b,
Prompt-extending methods face not only storage difficulties
during incremental sessions, which become extremely long,
but also hardships in prompt selection. In contrast, PECTP
only maintain a single set of prompts, which can bypass the
prompt selection problem. Results in Table II indicate that,
although PECTP has fewer learnable parameters compared to
prompt-extending methods, it can still perform well in some
extreme tasks (long-sequence learning tasks).

C. Ablation Experiments

a) Effect of PRM: As described Section V-A, we select
the ADAM-VPT-Deep [5] as the Baseline of PECTP. We have
conducted the experiments to validate the effectiveness of our
PRM (OPG and IPG). As shown in Table III, both IPG and
OPG can improve the performance of Baseline on CIFAR,
CUB, IM-R and IM-A datasets. While utilizing OPG and IPG
simultaneously, our method achieves the highest performance,
illustrating that these two granularity are necessary and com-
plementary for keeping the old task knowledge of prompts.
Besides, we also add another baseline, denoted as PlainCIL,
which has no constrains on the prompt while training on the
current task with Lcls. As mentioned in the Section IV, prompt
will be prone to forget the knowledge related to previous tasks.
Therefore, PlainCIL performs even worse than SimpleCIL.
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Fig. 5: The detailed improvement of PECTP over the baseline for each task. The x-axis denotes each incremental task. Apart
from ADAM-VPT-Deep, we also present the results of PlainCIL and SimpleCIL.
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(b) Prompt-extending methods.
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(c) PECTP.

Fig. 6: T-SNE visualization of features obtained by prompt-fixed methods, prompt-extending methods and PECTP on each
class from task 10 in CIFAR.

b) Effect of HRM: HRM initializes the current classifier
head with a weighted combination of all previous classifier
heads. We explore the experiment results with different ini-
tialization methods: (1) initialized with zeros (zero-Init), (2)
initialized with the previously learned classifier heads (old-
Init) which is the default settings in PECTP, (3) initialized with
Uniform-distribution (uniform-Init) and (4) initialized with
Kaming (kaming-Init). The results shown in Table IV indicate
that the classifier head also encapsulates the relationship be-
tween old and new tasks. The different initialization methods
of the classifier head significantly impact the performance.
The proposed HRM in PECTP effectively transfers knowledge
relevant to new tasks from old tasks and facilitates learning
on new tasks.

D. Overheads
To validate the computational efficiency of our PECTP

framework, we select four metrics to compare PECTP with
other baseline methods: Prompt Number, Learnable Parame-
ters, Training Time, and Selection Time.

a) Prompt Number: In existing prompt-based IL meth-
ods, the description of ‘prompt’ refers to a set of prompts

instead of a single prompt. For example, in L2P, Pi ∈ RLP×D,
where LP is the number of single prompts, and each Pi is
stored in a prompt pool. Therefore, for L2P, the total number
of prompts is LP× ‘the number of prompts’. Furthermore,
current IL methods using PTMs follow VPT [7] for prompting,
which has two variants: VPT-Deep and VPT-shallow. For
instance, in DualPrompt [8], e-prompts: ei ∈ RLe×D are
inserted into the 3-5 layers of the VIT encoder, while g-
prompt: gj ∈ RLg×D is inserted into the 1-2 layers of the
VIT encoder. Therefore, for DualPrompt, the total number of
prompts is: ‘the number of e-prompts’ × Le× ‘inserted layers’
+ ‘the number of g-prompts’ × Lg× ‘inserted layers’. From
the results in Table V, we oberserve that the total number
of Prompt Number for L2P, DualPrompt, and CODA-Prompt
is around 10, 44, and 72 times that of PECTP, but PECTP
outperforms all these methods on AB .

b) Learnable Parameter: Besides Prompt Number an-
other metric is also adopted. Learnable Parameters (LP) are
divided into two parts: prompt and key. For L2P, each prompt
is matched with a prompt key and jointly trained. This set of
prompt keys is used during each inference session, addressing
the prompt selection problem. DualPrompt is akin to L2P, with
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Method Performance Overheads
AB PN LP(M) Flops(G) TT(s) ST(s)

Prompt-Extending DualPrompt 83.05 605 2.39(44.25×) 35.19(2.03×) 26.06±0.40 1.37±0.16
CODA-Prompt 86.25 4000 3.92(72.59×) 35.17(2.03×) 26.26±0.48 1.49±0.04

Prompt-Fixed

L2P 82.50 200 0.57(10.56×) 35.18(2.03×) 26.00±0.38 1.22±0.13
ADAM-VPT-Deep 83.20 60 0.05(1.00×) 17.28(1.00×) 15.58±0.47 0
PECTP 86.27 60 0.05(1.00×) 17.28(1.00×) 22.95±0.33 0
PECTP-L2P 87.82 240 0.22(4.07×) - - 0
PECTP-Dual 88.14 600 0.54(10.00×) - - 0
PECTP-CODA 88.28 3600 3.24(60.00×) - - 0

Upper Bound 90.86 - - - - 0

TABLE V: The trade-off between performance and overheads is crucial when comparing CIFAR performance among three baselines and
PECTP. Furthermore, the results of variants of PECTP (e.g., PECTP-L2P, PECTP-Dual, and PECTP-CODA) with additional learnable
parameters are provided to showcase the scalability of PECTP.

the distinction that it necessitates the addition of a prompt
key for each group of ‘e-prompts,’ while ‘g-prompts’ do not
require this addition. In CODA-Prompt, the calculation of the
‘component weight’ not only mandates an extra prompt key
for each prompt group but also introduces the concept of an
‘attended-query’ to further refine the attention of prompts for
different testing samples. Therefore, they also need to add an
‘attention vector‘’ for each prompt group. In PECTP, we only
need to maintain a single set of prompts, significantly reducing
the overhead on learnable parameters. In Table V, PECTP
achieves the highest performance and the lowest Learnable
Parameter after learning the last incremental task. CODA-
Prompt exhibit close results to the PECTP. However, the
Learnable Parameter required by PECTP are only around 5%
of CODA-Prompt. Furthermore, to demonstrate the scalability
of PECTP, we introduce three variants with increased Prompt
Number, namely PECTP-L2P, PECTP-Dual, and PECTP-
CODA. These three variants have comparable numbers of
learnable parameters to L2P, DualPrompt, and CODA-Prompt,
respectively, but they outperform the compared methods in
terms of performance. Finally, we provide the Upper bound
for the CIFAR Inc10 setting, revealing that the gap between
PECTP-C and the Upper bound is very small. All the results
illustrate that our PECTP framework can strike a good balance
between IL performance and memory cost.

c) Training Time and Selecting Time: We conducted a
detailed analysis of the time cost for PECTP and baseline
methods over one training epoch, denoted as Training Time
(TT), and the time spent on prompt selection, denoted as
Selecting Time (ST). As shown in Table V, except for ADAM-
VPT-Deep, PECTP has the shortest TT compared to other
methods. However, ADAM-VPT-Deep exhibits a significant
performance gap compared to PECTP. Furthermore, since
PECTP only needs to maintain a single set of prompts,
effectively bypassing the prompt selection problem, the time
cost in this step is 0. This further underscores that PECTP,
as a parameter-efficient method, not only reduces learnable
parameters but also accelerate both training and inference.

E. Detail Analysis

a) Real Gains over PTMs: It faces a certain degree
of data leakage because PTM is pre-trained on ImageNet,
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Fig. 7: Results of Ab between Lx and PECTP on CIFAR and
IM-A.

and there is partial data-overlap between the pre-training
data and the training data for downstream incremental tasks.
Following [5], we introduce a novel baseline for Prompt-Based
IL methods, referred to SimpleCIL. Specifically, SimpleCIL
performs directly on incremental tasks without any prompting
or fine-tuning. The results can be found in the seventh row
of Table Ia and the forth row of Table Ib, demonstrating
that PECTP consistently outperforms SimpleCIL across seven
benchmarks, especially on those without data-overlap (e.g.,
IM-A, ObjNet, Omin, VTAB).

b) Gains on each Task: Figure 5a and Figure 5b present
detailed accuracy for each task. Here, we provide a comparison
between PECTP and ADAM-VPT-Deep under two experi-
mental settings. Since PECTP is trained on each incremental
task, it consistently surpasses ADAM-VPT-Deep across all
incremental tasks. Additionally, we present PlainCIL, which
imposes no constraints when learning new tasks. The results
further demonstrates that the proposed PRM and HRM effec-
tively reduce forgetting of old knowledge when learning new
tasks.

c) Effectiveness of Cross-Task Prompt: Compared to
prompt-fixed methods that employ key-task prompts, our
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PECTP uses a single set of prompts that learns across each
incremental task. In prompt-fixed methods, the key-task is
typically the first task. Therefore, by deliberately adjusting the
order of the sequential tasks, we can select different tasks as
the key-task. For simplicity, we denote the key-task prompts
learned on the Dx task as Lx. As shown in Figure 7, the
accuracy of PECTP consistently surpasses that of Lx.

Furthermore, we visualize the extracted features using T-
SNE. As shown in Figure 6, features extracted through prompt-
fixed methods are insufficient, resulting in a fuzzy classi-
fication boundary (blue box). Meanwhile, prompt-extending
methods, compared to prompt-fixed methods, attempt to better
differentiate class 6, 7, 9 from class 2, 3, 5. However, when
making finer distinctions within class 6, 7, 9, noticeable feature
mixing occurs. In contrast, PECTP maintains a clear classifi-
cation boundary.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we propose the Parameter-Efficient Cross-
Task Prompt (i.e., PECTP) for Rehearsal-Free and Memory-
Constrained Incremental Learning (RFMCIL). We first con-
duct a detailed analysis of the prompt-extending and prompt-
fixed prompt-based methods. To address the performance
concerns of prompt-fixed methods, we propose training the in-
troduced prompt not only on the first (or key-task) incremental
task but also on each task to continuously acquire new knowl-
edge. To address the computational overhead and parameter
storage issues faced by prompt-extending methods, we propose
using a single but efficient set of prompts, thereby avoiding the
need to maintain a prompt pool and select from multiple sets of
prompts. PECTP utilizes a PRM to restrict parameter evolution
of cross-task prompts from the OPG and IPG, which can
effectively preserve the learned knowledge of the prompts after
learning the new incremental task. Additionally, we propose a
HRM to facilitate the generalization of the cross-task prompts.
We perform extensive evaluations of our method and other
prompt-based methods, demonstrating the effectiveness of our
approach. The proposed PECTP, due to its use of a single set of
prompts, is inherently limited in performance, especially when
faced with downstream tasks that are significantly different,
such as those that span across domains and modalities, or
have extremely imbalanced data distributions. A simple idea
to flexibly combine prompt-extending methods with PECTP
and dynamically select between them will be the direction of
our future exploration.
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