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Abstract

Continual learning enables AI models to learn new data se-
quentially without retraining in real-world scenarios. Most
existing methods assume the training data are balanced, aim-
ing to reduce the catastrophic forgetting problem that models
tend to forget previously generated data. However, data im-
balance and the mixture of new and old data in real-world sce-
narios lead the model to ignore categories with fewer training
samples. To solve this problem, we propose an analytic im-
balance rectifier algorithm (AIR), a novel online exemplar-
free continual learning method with an analytic (i.e., closed-
form) solution for data-imbalanced class-incremental learn-
ing (CIL) and generalized CIL scenarios in real-world contin-
ual learning. AIR introduces an analytic re-weighting module
(ARM) that calculates a re-weighting factor for each class
for the loss function to balance the contribution of each cate-
gory to the overall loss and solve the problem of imbalanced
training data. AIR uses the least squares technique to give a
non-discriminatory optimal classifier and its iterative update
method in continual learning. Experimental results on multi-
ple datasets show that AIR significantly outperforms existing
methods in long-tailed and generalized CIL scenarios. The
source code is available at https://github.com/fang-d/AIR.

1 Introduction
Humans can continuously learn new knowledge and expand
their capabilities in real-world scenarios where data comes
in a sequential data stream. Inspired by this ability, continual
learning (CL) is proposed to enable AI models to learn new
knowledge and capabilities without retraining and forget-
ting. Exploring this learning paradigm is significant for deep
neural networks, especially for large pre-trained models, as
it reduces the considerable cost of retraining models. Many
methods have been carried out around class-incremental
learning (CIL), one of the most challenging paradigms in CL
for the severe catastrophic forgetting problem (McCloskey
and Cohen 1989; Ratcliff 1990) that models tend to forget
previously learned data.

Most existing CIL methods assume that the training
dataset is balanced. However, in real-world scenarios, the
number of samples for each category usually follows a long-
tailed distribution, and the data of new and old classes can
arrive mixed. Thus, CIL in real-world scenarios is roughly
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divided into two types: long-tail CIL (Liu et al. 2022) and
generalized CIL (Aljundi et al. 2019). LT-CIL in Figure 1
(a) refers to the process of CIL where the number of samples
for each category follows a long-tailed distribution, extend-
ing conventional CIL to the real-world imbalanced dataset.
GCIL in Figure 1 (b) refers to the scenario where new and
old classes may appear simultaneously in the same phase
during CL, and it focuses on the dynamic changes in the
number of training samples for each category, represented
by the Si-blurry (Moon et al. 2023) setting. Besides, meth-
ods for GCIL can be applied to all CL settings, such as task-
incremental learning and domain-incremental learning.
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(b) GCIL (Si-blurry)
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Figure 1: Different settings of imbalanced CIL.

Therefore, existing CL methods face a significant perfor-
mance decline under real-world scenarios where the train-
ing dataset is usually imbalanced for the following rea-
sons. (1) The number of samples for each category in real-
world datasets is imbalanced, which leads to the model ig-
noring categories with fewer training samples (tail class)
and tending to output categories with more training samples
(head class). (2) Real-world data is often generated sequen-
tially and requires models to learn continuously online. In
GCIL, the ratio of the number of samples between different
categories changes dynamically, making many long-tailed
learning techniques inapplicable. (3) Many applications in
real-world scenarios have rigorous privacy requirements and
replay-based methods that rely on storing past training sam-
ples as exemplars cannot be applied in these scenarios.

Existing CL methods cannot solve the above three chal-
lenges at the same time. For example, to address the chal-
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lenge (1), a common approach is to use a two-stage train-
ing method to alleviate the imbalance (Wu et al. 2019;
Liu et al. 2022), but storing training samples as exem-
plars is required. For challenge (2), some methods intro-
duce Transformer-based models and use techniques like P-
Tuning for exemplar-free CIL (Wang et al. 2022c,b; Smith
et al. 2023). However, the catastrophic forgetting problem
is still significant in imbalanced training data. For challenge
(3), state-of-the-art (SOTA) methods based on analytic CL
(ACL) (Zhuang et al. 2022) solve catastrophic forgetting
with a frozen pre-trained model to extract features and a
ridge-regression (Hoerl and Kennard 1970) classifier with
an analytic (i.e., closed-form) solution of the classifier. Ex-
isting ACL methods treat each training sample equally and
optimize the classifier with the recursive least squares (RLS)
algorithm, leading to a significant performance decline un-
der data-imbalanced scenarios.

Head classes are likely to contribute more to the loss
function than tail classes under imbalanced scenarios. This
phenomenon emphasizes the head classes when optimizing
the overall loss, resulting in discrimination and performance
degradation. To address this issue, we propose the analytic
imbalance rectifier (AIR), a novel online exemplar-free ap-
proach with an analytic solution for LT-CIL and GCIL sce-
narios in CL. AIR introduces an analytic re-weighting mod-
ule (ARM) that calculates a re-weighting factor for each
class for the loss function to balance the contribution of each
category to the overall loss. We give an optimal unbiased
classifier and its iterative update method. The key contribu-
tions of this paper are summarized as follows.

• We propose AIR, an online exemplar-free CL method for
data-imbalanced scenarios with a closed-form solution.

• We point out that the unequal weight of each class in the
loss function is the reason for discrimination and perfor-
mance degradation under data-imbalanced scenarios.

• AIR introduces ARM that calculates a re-weighting fac-
tor for each class to balance the contribution of each class
to the overall loss, giving an iterative analytic solution on
imbalanced datasets.

• Evaluation under both the LT-CIL and GCIL scenarios
shows that AIR significantly outperforms previous SOTA
methods on several benchmark datasets.

2 Related Works
2.1 Conventional CIL
Conventional CIL focuses on classification scenarios where
classes from different phases strictly disjoint in each incre-
mental phase, and the data from each class are balanced or
nearly balanced.

Classic CL Techniques Many outstanding works have
proposed various methods to solve the problem of catas-
trophic forgetting in conventional CIL. Here, we introduce
two types of them that significantly impact imbalanced CIL.

Exemplar replay is first proposed by iCaRL (Rebuffi et al.
2017) and retains past training samples as exemplars to
hint models of old classes when learning new ones. The
bigger memory for exemplars, the better performance that

replay-based CIL achieves. Although it is a popular anti-
forgetting technique that has inspired many excellent sub-
sequent works (Hou et al. 2019; Douillard et al. 2020; Liu,
Schiele, and Sun 2021; Wang et al. 2022a; Liu et al. 2023),
storing original training samples poses a challenge for ap-
plying these methods in scenarios where stringent data pri-
vacy is mandated.

Regularization is used to prevent the activation and the
parameter drift in CL. EWC (Kirkpatrick et al. 2017), Path
Integral (Zenke, Poole, and Ganguli 2017), and RWalk
(Chaudhry et al. 2018) apply weight regularization based on
parameter importance evaluated by the Fisher Information
Matrix. LwF (Li and Hoiem 2017), LfL (Jung et al. 2016),
and DMC (Zhang et al. 2020) introduce Knowledge Distil-
lation (Hinton, Vinyals, and Dean 2015) to prevent previous
knowledge by distilling the activations of output, hidden lay-
ers, or both of them, respectively. Many regularization-based
methods are exemplar-free but still face considerable catas-
trophic forgetting when there are many learning phases.

Analytic Continual Learning (ACL) ACL is a recently
emerging CL branch exhibiting competitive performance
due to its equivalence between CL and joint learning. In-
spired by pseudoinverse learning (Guo and Lyu 2001, 2004),
the ACL classifiers are trained with an RLS-like technique
to generate a closed-form solution. ACIL (Zhuang et al.
2022) restructures CL programs into a recursive learning
process, while RanPAC (McDonnell et al. 2023) gives an
iterative one. To enhance the classification ability, the DS-
AL (Zhuang et al. 2024c) introduces another recursive clas-
sifier to learn the residue, and the REAL (He et al. 2024)
introduces the representation enhancing distillation to boost
the plasticity of backbone networks. In addition, GKEAL
(Zhuang et al. 2023) focuses on few-shot CL scenarios by
leveraging a Gaussian kernel process that excels in zero-
shot learning, AFL (Zhuang et al. 2024b) extends the ACL
to federated learning, transitioning from temporal increment
to spatial increment, Liu et al. (2024) apply similar tech-
niques to the reinforcement learning, and GACL (Zhuang
et al. 2024a) first extends ACL into GCIL. Our AIR is the
first member of this branch to address the data imbalance
issue in CIL.

CIL with Large Pre-trained Models Large pre-trained
models bring backbone networks with strong feature repre-
sentation ability to the CL field. On the one hand, inspired
by fine-tuning techniques in NLP (Lester, Al-Rfou, and Con-
stant 2021; Hu et al. 2022), DualPrompt (Wang et al. 2022b),
CODA-Prompt (Smith et al. 2023), and MVP (Moon et al.
2023) introduce prompts into CL, while EASE (Zhou et al.
2024b) introduces a distinct lightweight adapter for each
new task, aiming to create task-specific subspace. On the
other hand, SimpleCIL (Zhou et al. 2024a) shows that with
the help of a simple incremental classifier and a frozen large
pre-trained model as a feature extractor that can bring gen-
eralizable and transferable feature embeddings, it can sur-
pass many previous CL methods. Thus, it is with great po-
tential to combine the large pre-trained models with the CL
approaches with a powerful incremental classifier, such as
SLDA (Hayes and Kanan 2020) and the ACL methods.
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2.2 Long-Tailed CIL (LT-CIL)
To address data-imbalance problem in CIL, several ap-
proaches are proposed including LUCIR (Hou et al. 2019),
BiC (Wu et al. 2019), PRS (Kim, Jeong, and Kim 2020),
and CImbL (He, Wang, and Chen 2021). LST (Hu et al.
2020) and ActiveCIL (Belouadah et al. 2020) are designed
for few-shot CL and active CL, respectively. Liu et al. (2022)
propose a two-stage learning paradigm, bridging the exist-
ing CL methods to imbalanced CL. The experiments con-
ducted by them on long-tailed datasets inspire a series of
subsequent works (Chen and Chang 2023; Xu et al. 2024;
He 2024; Wang et al. 2024; Hong et al. 2024).

Under online scenarios, CBRS (Chrysakis and Moens
2020) introduces a memory population approach for data
balance, CBA (Wang et al. 2023) proposes an online bias
adapter, LAS (Huang et al. 2024) introduces a logit ad-
just softmax to reduce inter-class imbalance, and DELTA
(Raghavan, He, and Zhu 2024) introduces a decoupled learn-
ing approach to enhance learning representations and ad-
dress the substantial imbalance.

2.3 Generalized CIL (GCIL)
GCIL simulates real-world incremental learning, as data cat-
egory and size distributions could be unknown in one task.
The GCIL arouses problems such as intra- and inter-phase
forgetting and class imbalance (Moon et al. 2023). In the
BlurryM (Aljundi et al. 2019) setting, a% of the classes dis-
joint between phases, with the rest appearing in each phase.
The i-Blurry-N-M (Koh et al. 2022) setting has blurry phase
boundaries and requires the model to perform inference at
any time. The i-Blurry scenario has a fixed number of classes
in each phase with the same proportion of new and old
classes. In contrast, the Si-Blurry (Moon et al. 2023) setting
has an ever-changing number of classes. It can effectively
simulate newly emerging or disappearing data, highlighting
the problem of uneven distribution in real-world scenarios.

Several approaches, such as GSS (Aljundi et al. 2019),
RM (Bang et al. 2021), CLIB (Koh et al. 2022), DualPrompt
(Wang et al. 2022b), and MVP (Moon et al. 2023), are pro-
posed to address this issue.

3 Method
3.1 Class-Incremental Learning Problem
Let {D1,D2, . . . ,Dk, . . . } be the classification dataset that
arrives phase by phase sequentially to train the model.
Dk = {(X k,1, yk,1), (X k,2, yk,2), · · · , (X k,Nk

, yk,Nk
)} of

size Nk is the training set at phase k, where X is the input
tensor and y is an integer representing each distinct class.
Ck is the maximum value of y from phase 1 to k, indicating
the number of classes to classify at phase k.

In conventional CIL, classes from different phases are
strictly disjoint and Ck < Ck+1. However, classes from the
latter phases could either appear or not appear in the previ-
ous phases and Ck ≤ Ck+1 in GCIL.

3.2 Analytic Classifier for Balanced Dataset
AIR extracts features with a frozen backbone network fol-
lowed by a frozen buffer layer. The backbone network

fbackbone(X ,Θ) of AIR is a deep neural network, where Θ
is the network parameters either trained on the base training
datasetD1 or pre-trained on a large-scale dataset. The buffer
layer B non-linearly projects the features to a higher dimen-
sional space. The extracted feature vector x is a raw vector,
where

x = B(fbackbone(X ,Θ)). (1)
There are several options for the buffer layer, such as a ran-
dom projection matrix followed by an activation function in
ACIL (Zhuang et al. 2022) and RanPAC (McDonnell et al.
2023) or a Gaussian kernel in GKEAL (Zhuang et al. 2023).

The feature extractor and the classification model are de-
coupled in AIR. The classifier maps an extracted feature to a
one-hot raw vector. We can use Xk and Yk to represent the
dataset Dk at phase k by stacking the extracted features x
and the corresponding one-hot labels onehot(y) vertically.
Similarly, by stacking Xk and Yk from each phase, we can
get X1:K and Y1:K representing overall training data.

AIR trains a ridge-regression model (Hoerl and Kennard
1970) with weight Wk at phase k as the classifier like ex-
isting ACL approaches, but uses a different loss function.
However, when the training dataset is strictly balanced, the
loss of AIR and existing ACL methods are the same

L(Wk) = ∥X1:KWk − Y1:K∥2F + γ∥Wk∥2F, (2)
where ∥·∥F indicates the Frobenius norm and γ is the coef-
ficient of the regularization term.

The goal of AIR is to find the optimal weight under data-
imbalanced scenarios, which is inspired by existing ACL
methods that find a recursive form (Zhuang et al. 2022) or
an iterative form (McDonnell et al. 2023) of the optimal so-
lution at phase k

Ŵk = argmin
Wk

L(Wk) = (

k∑
t=1

At + γI)−1(

k∑
t=1

Ct), (3)

where At = X⊤
t Xt is the auto-correlation feature matrix,

and Ct = X⊤
t Yt is the cross-correlation feature matrix.

3.3 Diagnosis: Classifier Need to Be Rectified
The loss function in Equation (2) teats each sample equally,
bringing discrimination under the class imbalance scenarios.

We sort the samples at each phase by their labels to illus-
trate this issue. Let x(y)

k,i be the i-th extracted features with

label y at phase k. Similarly, we use X
(y)
k and Y

(y)
k to rep-

resent the extracted features and labels with the same label
y at phase k. X(y)

1:k and Y
(y)
1:k are all the features and labels

with the same label y from phase 1 to k. N (y)
k is the number

of samples at phase k with label y, and N
(y)
1:k =

∑k
t=1 N

(y)
t

is the number all training samples with label y.
Rearranging the samples by their labels, the training loss

(2) can be written in

L(Wk) =

k∑
t=1

Nk∑
i=1

∥xt,iWk − onehot(yt,i)∥2F + γ∥Wk∥2F

=

Ck∑
y=0

L(y)(Wk) + γ∥Wk∥2F, (4)
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Figure 2: The flowchart of AIR, including (a) the input data stream that arrives phase by phase, where data is imbalanced, and
the number of classes may change dynamically; (b) a frozen backbone network followed by a buffer layer that extracts features
and maps into a higher dimensional space; (c) the analytic re-weighting module (ARM) calculating the re-weighting factor πy

for each class πy; (d) the unbiased classifiers that are iteratively updated at each phase; (d) the frozen backbone network, the
frozen buffer layer, and the unbiased classifier are used for inference.

where

L(y)(Wk) =

k∑
t=1

N
(y)
t∑

i=1

∥x(y)
t,i Wk − onehot(y)∥2F

= ∥X(y)
1:kWk − Y

(y)
1:k ∥

2
F

(5)

is the loss on the specific class y. The total loss L(Wk) is
the sum of the loss on each class L(y)(Wk) plus the regular-
ization term γ∥Wk∥2F.

Each training sample contributes equally to the total loss
L(Wk) in existing ACL approaches. In class-imbalance sce-
narios, head classes with more training samples are more
likely to have a larger contribution L(y)(Wk) to the total
loss. As the goal of the classifier is to find a classifier with
a minimum loss, this imbalance in the contribution to the
total loss leads to a bias towards the classes with more sam-
ples, causing discrimination under the data-imbalanced sce-
narios. Therefore, the ridge-regression classifier needs to be
rectified under the data-imbalanced scenarios.

3.4 Analytic Imbalance Rectifier (AIR)
A simple but effective strategy is to re-weight the loss of
each class. Inspired by this idea, we introduce ARM to bal-
ance the loss of each class, adding a scalar term πy for each
class to the overall loss function

Lwe(Wk) =

Ck∑
y=0

πyL(y)(Wk) + γ∥Wk∥2F

=

Ck∑
y=0

πy∥X(y)
1:kWk − Y

(y)
1:k ∥

2
F + γ∥Wk∥2F.

(6)

Although the scalar term πy for each class can be arbitrarily
configured, we just set it to the reciprocal of the number of
training samples (i.e., πy = 1/N

(y)
t ) in this paper, so that

each class contributes equally to the global loss no matter
how many training samples in this class.

The global optimal weight of the classifier W̄k can be
obtained by mincing the weighted loss function Lwe(Wk).

Theorem 1. The global optimal weight of the weighted clas-
sifier at phase k is

W̄k = argmin
Wk

Lwe(Wk)

= (

Ck∑
y=0

πyA
(y)
1:k + γI)−1(

Ck∑
y=0

πyC
(y)
1:k ),

(7)

where{
A

(y)
1:k =

∑k
t=1 X

(y)⊤
t X

(y)
t = A

(y)
1:k−1 +X

(y)⊤
k X

(y)
k

C
(y)
1:k =

∑k
t=1 X

(y)⊤
t Y

(y)
t = C

(y)
1:k−1 +X

(y)⊤
k Y

(y)
k

(8)
can be obtained iteratively.

Proof. To minimize the loss function, we first calculate the
gradient of the loss function Lwe, with respect to the weight:

∂

∂Wk

(
Ck∑
y=0

πy∥X(y)
1:kWk − Y

(y)
1:k ∥

2
F + γ∥Wk∥2F

)

= −2
Ck∑
y=0

πyX
(y)⊤
1:k (Y

(y)
1:k −X

(y)
1:kWk) + 2γWk

(9)
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Setting the gradient to zero matrix yields the optimal weight:

W̄k = (

Ck∑
y=0

πyX
(y)⊤
1:k X

(y)
1:k + γI)−1

Ck∑
y=0

(πyX
(y)⊤
1:k Y

(y)
1:k )

= (

Ck∑
y=0

πyA
(y)
1:k + γI)−1(

Ck∑
y=0

πyC
(y)
1:k ),

(10)
which completes the proof.

Therefore, we give the pseudo-code of AIR in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 The training process of AIR for CIL.

procedure TRAINFORONEPHASE(Dk, γ, Θ)
▷ Extract features. ◁
for all (X , y) ∈ Dk do
x← B(fbackbone(X ,Θ))

A
(y)
k ← A

(y)
k + x⊤x

C
(y)
k ← C

(y)
k + x⊤ onehot(y)

N (y) ← N (y) + 1

▷ Calculate the unbiased classifier. ◁
for all y ∈ Dk do
πy ← 1/N (y)

Ak ← Ak + πyA
(y)
k

Ck ← Ck + πyC
(y)
k

▷ Accumulate Ak and Ck to reduce memory. ◁
A1:k ← A1:k−1 +Ak

C1:k ← C1:k−1 +Ck

return W̄k ← (A1:k + γI)−1C1:k

3.5 Generalized AIR
The programming trick in Algorithm 1 that accumulates
the sums of auto-correlation feature matrix and the cross-
correlation feature matrix in A1:k and C1:k to reduce the
memory is based on the assumption that classes from differ-
ent phases are strictly disjoint in conventional CIL. In CIL

A1:k =

K∑
t=1

Ct∑
y=0

A
(y)
t =

Ck∑
y=0

K∑
t=1

A
(y)
t (11)

as Ay
t = 0 when t ≤ Ct−1. The memory consumption of

this algorithm is Θ(f2 + fCk), where f is the length of the
feature vector x.

However, classes training samples in each phase may ei-
ther appear or not appear in the previous phases in GCIL
scenarios, so that eq. (11) is no longer available in GCIL
scenarios. To solve this problem, all we need to do is store
A(y) =

∑K
t=1 A

(y)
t for each class. The memory consump-

tion of the algorithm for GCIL is Θ(Ck(f
2 + fCk)), which

could be a limitation of our algorithm when the feature size
f and the number of classes Ck are both large.

The pseudo-code of generalized AIR for GCIL is listed in
Algorithm 2.

Algorithm 2 The training process of AIR for GCIL.

procedure TRAINFORONEPHASE(Dk, γ, Θ)
for all (X , y) ∈ Dk do

x← B(fbackbone(X ,Θ))
A(y) ← A(y) + x⊤x
C(y) ← C(y) + x⊤ onehot(y)
N (y) ← N (y) + 1
πy ← 1/N (y)

Cy ← max(Cy, y)

A1:k ←
∑Cy

y=0 πyA
(y)

C1:k ←
∑Cy

y=0 πyA
(y)

return W̄k ← (A1:k + γI)−1C1:k

4 Experiments
4.1 Scenario 1: Long-Tailed CIL (LT-CIL)
We compare our AIR on CIFAR-100 (Krizhevsky, Nair, and
Hinton 2009) and ImageNet-R (Hendrycks et al. 2021) un-
der the LT-CIL scenario with baseline and SOTA methods.

Setting We follow Hong et al. (2024) to use the CIFAR-
100 and the ImageNet-R datasets by splitting them into the
long-tailed distribution. The imbalance ratio ρ, the ratio be-
tween the least and the most frequent class, is configured
to 1/500 for CIFAR-100 and 1/120 for ImageNet-R1. The
training/testing split is 80%/20% for ImageNet-R.

We follow Hong et al. (2024) to split the dataset into 10
incremental phases. The number of classes in each phase is
10 for CIFAR-100 and 20 for ImageNet-R. The class dis-
tribution in each phase is divided into 3 settings: ascend-
ing, descending, and shuffled. In the ascending scenario, the
learning process starts with data-scarce phases followed by
data-rich ones. In contrast, in the descending scenario, the
learning process begins with data-rich tasks followed by
data-scarce ones. In the shuffled scenario, the classes are
randomly shuffled in each phase.

Evaluation Metrics We use the average accuracy Aavg
and the last-phase accuracy Alast as the evaluation metrics.
Alast is the average accuracy of each class in the last phase,
while Aavg is the average accuracy of each phase.

Implementation Details We follow Hong et al. (2024) to
use ViT-B/16 (Dosovitskiy et al. 2021) pre-trained on Ima-
geNet as the shared backbone. For all the ACL methods, we
follow ACIL (Zhuang et al. 2022) and RanPAC (McDonnell
et al. 2023) to use the random buffer layer with a ReLU acti-
vation, projecting the extracted features to 2048. The coeffi-
cient of the regularization term of classifier γ of our methods
is set to 1000. The batch size is configured to 64.

Result Analysis As shown in Table 1, AIR significantly
outperforms other methods in most metrics on both CIFAR-
100 and ImageNet-R datasets under the LT-CIL scenario.

1Hong et al. (2024) have not reported their imbalance ratio for
ImageNet-R yet. Thus, we use the most challenging value so that
the number of tail classes is 1 for the correctness of conclusions.
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Method Memory
CIFAR-100 (LT) ImageNet-R (LT)

Ascending Descending Shuffled Ascending Descending Shuffled
Aavg Alast Aavg Alast Aavg Alast Aavg Alast Aavg Alast Aavg Alast

Fine-tuning 0 65.83 22.02 19.52 25.58 43.30 33.56 40.60 7.68 18.22 21.15 21.37 22.62
iCaRL (2017) 20/cls 53.00 28.73 41.70 26.88 48.62 31.02 48.41 29.55 24.40 29.17 40.21 23.02
ACIL / RanPAC (2022; 2023) 0 72.51 57.40 81.66 57.40 71.72 57.40 42.97 42.55 60.19 42.55 50.07 42.55
L2P (2022c) 0 66.51 50.26 53.50 48.73 51.43 49.43 50.05 31.72 27.24 29.42 30.19 26.21
Dual-Pormpt (2022b) 0 70.51 51.79 54.50 45.72 49.49 48.82 51.47 31.12 25.03 25.42 34.68 27.38
CODA-Prompt (2023) 0 81.91 58.98 54.54 41.84 60.90 42.56 52.39 35.21 28.21 32.62 40.02 34.78
DS-AL (2024c) 0 72.08 56.59 85.17 64.15 72.63 59.02 42.84 42.23 63.07 48.32 50.88 44.06
DAP (2024) 0 79.09 61.49 56.30 55.47 61.43 56.12 58.47 40.25 31.42 36.47 43.22 36.38

AIR 0 82.39
±0.03

79.70
±0.06

89.43
±0.02

79.70
±0.06

85.75
±0.92

79.70
±0.06

49.01
±0.11

55.49
±0.06

68.95
±0.05

55.49
±0.06

61.53
±2.11

55.49
±0.06

Table 1: Accuracy (%) among AIR and other methods under the LT-CIL setting. Data in bold and underlined represent the best
and the second-best results, respectively. We run experiments 7 times and show the results of AIR in “mean±standard error”.

Gradient-based methods such as DAP usually achieve
higher performance in average accuracy for better adapta-
tion in imbalanced datasets. In contrast, ACL methods such
as DS-AL reach higher last-phase accuracy for their non-
forgetting property. AIR inherits the non-forgetting property
of ACL and solves the data imbalance problem at the same
time, thus achieving competitive average accuracy and out-
performing the Alast of the SOTA method by over 7%.

Besides, the last-phase accuracyAlast of AIR are the same
(i.e., 79.70% for CIFAR-100 and 55.49% for ImageNet-R)
no matter the classes are in ascending, descending, or shuf-
fled order, which indicates that AIR is robust to the data
order in the LT-CIL scenario, keeping the same weight-
invariant property as the other ACL approaches. For com-
parison, the last-phase accuracy of the gradient-based ap-
proaches is significantly affected by the order of the classes.

4.2 Scenario 2: Generalized CIL (GCIL)
We compare our AIR on CIFAR-100 (Krizhevsky, Nair,
and Hinton 2009), ImageNet-R (Hendrycks et al. 2021),
and Tiny-ImageNet (Deng et al. 2009) under the Si-blurry
(Moon et al. 2023) scenario, one of the most challenging
scenarios of GCIL with baseline and SOTA methods.

Setting We follow Moon et al. (2023) to use the Si-
blurry scenario to test our proposed method. In the Si-blurry
scenario, classes are partitioned into two groups: disjoint
classes that cannot overlap between tasks and blurry classes
that might reappear. The ratio of partition is controlled by
the disjoint class ratio rD, which is defined as the ratio of
the number of disjoint classes to the number of all classes.
Each blurry task further conducts the blurry sample division
by randomly extracting part of samples to assign to other
blurry tasks based on blurry sample ratio rB, which is de-
fined as the ratio of the extracted sample within samples in
all blurry tasks. In this experiment, we set rD = 0.1 and
rB = 0.5.

Evaluation Metrics We use the average accuracy Aavg
and the last-phase accuracy Alast as the evaluation metrics,

which are the same as the first experiment. Besides, we fol-
low Moon et al. (2023) to validate the performance per 1000
samples and use the area under the curve (AUC) as the eval-
uation metric Aauc.

Implementation Details We use DeiT-S (Touvron et al.
2021) pre-trained on 611 ImageNet classes after exclud-
ing 389 classes that overlap with CIFAR-100 and Tiny-
ImageNet to prevent data leakage. The memory sizes of
compared replay-based methods are set to 500 and 2000.
For the ACL methods, we set the output of the buffer layer
to 5000 and the coefficient of the regularization term γ by
grid search. The best γ to AIR is 1000 on CIFAR-100 and
ImageNet-R.

Result Analysis We can see from Table 2 that AIR outper-
forms all exemplar-free methods in all metrics on CIFAR-
100, ImageNet-R, and Tiny-ImageNet datasets under the Si-
blurry setting. The results are competitive, even compared
with the replay-based methods.

Our AIR outperforms replay-based methods when the
memory is limited (e.g., 500) and reaches a competitive re-
sult when the memory is 2000. Although replay-based meth-
ods can be further improved using more exemplars, they
could bring more training memory and costs.

Compared with GACL, AIR shows a significant improve-
ment in Aauc and Aavg, indicating that the proposed method
is more effective in the data-imbalanced scenario. However,
for the balanced dataset in total (e.g., CIFAR-100), the last-
phase accuracy of AIR and GACL is closed, showing that
the GACL is just a particular case of AIR.

4.3 AIR Solves the Imbalance Issue
Classification Compared with ACIL, AIR has a more bal-
anced classification result, indicating that our method gives
a more balanced prediction for each class. As shown in the
confusion matrix in Figure 3 (a), ACIL is more likely to pre-
dict the classes with more samples, resulting in worse per-
formance for the tail classes. In contrast, the AIR gives a
more balanced prediction for each class in Figure 3 (b).
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Method Memory
CIFAR-100 ImageNet-R Tiny-ImageNet

Aauc Aavg Alast Aauc Aavg Alast Aauc Aavg Alast

EWC++ (2017) 2000 53.31±1.70 50.95±1.50 52.55±0.71 36.31±0.72 39.87±1.35 29.52±0.43 52.43±0.52 54.61±1.54 37.67±0.77

ER (2019) 2000 56.17±1.84 53.80±1.46 55.60±0.69 39.31±0.70 43.03±1.19 32.09±0.44 55.69±0.47 57.87±1.42 41.10±0.57

RM (2021) 2000 53.22±1.82 52.99±1.69 55.25±0.61 32.34±1.88 36.46±2.23 25.26±1.08 49.28±0.43 57.74±1.57 41.79±0.34

MVP-R (2023) 2000 63.09±2.01 60.63±2.20 65.77±0.65 47.96±0.78 51.75±0.93 41.40±0.71 62.85±0.47 64.95±0.70 50.72±0.31

EWC++ (2017) 500 48.31±1.81 44.56±0.96 40.52±0.83 32.81±0.76 35.54±1.69 23.43±0.61 45.30±0.61 46.34±2.05 27.05±1.35

ER (2019) 500 51.59±1.94 48.03±0.80 44.09±0.80 35.96±0.72 39.01±1.54 26.14±0.44 48.95±0.58 50.44±1.71 29.97±0.75

RM (2021) 500 41.07±1.30 38.10±0.59 32.66±0.34 22.45±0.62 22.08±1.78 9.61±0.13 36.66±0.40 38.83±2.33 18.23±0.22

MVP-R (2023) 500 59.25±2.19 56.03±1.89 56.79±0.54 44.33±0.80 47.25±1.05 35.92±0.94 56.78±0.60 58.34±1.39 40.49±0.71

LwF (2017) 0 40.71±2.13 38.49±0.56 27.03±2.92 29.41±0.83 31.95±1.86 19.67±1.27 39.88±0.90 41.35±2.59 24.93±2.01

SLDA (2020) 0 53.00±3.85 50.09±2.77 61.79±3.81 33.11±3.17 33.78±1.76 39.02±1.30 49.17±4.41 47.93±4.43 53.13±2.29

Dual-Prompt (2022b) 0 41.34±2.59 38.59±0.68 22.74±3.40 30.44±0.88 32.54±1.84 16.07±3.20 39.16±1.13 39.81±3.03 20.42±3.37

L2P (2022c) 0 42.68±2.70 39.89±0.45 28.59±3.34 30.21±0.91 32.21±1.73 18.01±3.07 41.67±1.17 42.53±2.52 24.78±2.31

MVP (2023) 0 48.95±2.62 48.95±1.11 36.97±3.06 36.64±0.91 38.09±1.39 25.03±2.38 46.80±0.96 47.83±1.85 29.31±1.91

GACL (2024a) 0 60.36±1.34 61.50±2.05 72.33±0.07 41.68±0.78 47.30±0.84 42.22±0.10 63.23±1.74 68.17±2.57 64.17±0.07

AIR 0 67.86±1.16 68.82±1.53 72.33±0.07 45.49±0.93 48.85±1.49 42.88±0.18 67.87±1.21 70.34±1.76 64.26±0.09

Table 2: Accuracy (%) among AIR and other methods under the Si-Blurry setting. Data in bold and underlined represent the
best and the second-best results, respectively. We run all experiments 5 times and show the results in “mean±standard error”.
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Figure 3: Last-phase performance on the testing set of
CIFAR-100 under the descending LT-CIL scenario.

Accuracy As shown in Figure 4, AIR has a more balanced
accuracy for each class. Although the accuracy of the head
classes is slightly lower than ACIL, the accuracy of the mid-
dle and the tail classes is significantly improved, resulting in
a better overall performance.
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Figure 4: Last-phase accuracy for classes in each phase.

Weight We plot the L2 norm of the weight for each class
in the last-phase classifier on CIFAR-100. Figure 5 (a) shows
that the weight of the head classes is significantly larger than
the tail classes in ACIL. That is why ACIL is more likely to
predict the head classes. In contrast, AIR has a more bal-
anced weight for each class shown in Figure 5 (b), showing
that AIR learns a more balanced classifier.
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Figure 5: L2 norm of the weight for each class in the last-
phase classifier under the descending LT-CIL scenario.

4.4 Analysis on the Loss
We validate our claim that the unequal weight of each class
in the loss function is the reason for discrimination and per-
formance degradation under data-imbalanced scenarios by
experiments with the same setting as the LT-CIL experiment.

We train models under the descending order (where head
classes are with smaller class IDs) and plot the average loss
of samples in each class below in Figure 6. We use the mean
square error (MSE) loss on the testing set of CIFAR-100.
The losses of head classes of ACIL and DS-AL are signif-
icantly lower than the tail classes, indicating that the head
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classes are more important than the tail classes in training,
leading to discrimination. In contrast, the losses of each class
in AIR are unbiased, addressing this issue.
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Figure 6: MSE loss on CIFAR-100 (LT) testing set.

We also plot the sum of loss on the training set on the
training dataset in Figure 7. Classes with more training sam-
ples contribute more loss to the total loss. However, AIR can
alleviate this issue by balancing the loss of each class. The
sum loss of tail classes of AIR is much less than in other
methods, leading to better performance.
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Figure 7: MSE loss on CIFAR-100 (LT) training set.

4.5 Discussion
Why AIR outperforms Gradient-based Methods? AIR
significantly improves under the LT-CIL and the Si-blurry
scenario compared with gradient-based methods. AIR, as a
new member of ACL, inherits the non-forgetting property
of ACL by giving an iterative closed-form solution, which
avoids task-recency bias caused by gradient descent.

Why AIR outperforms Existing ACL Methods? Exist-
ing ACL methods are not designed for data-imbalanced sce-
narios. AIR introduces ARM to balance the loss of each
class, treating each class equally in the total loss function,
thus performing better and without discrimination.

5 Conclusions
In this paper, we point out that the unequal weight of each
class in the loss function is the reason for discrimination and
performance degradation under data-imbalanced scenarios.
We propose AIR, a novel online exemplar-free CL method
with an analytic solution for LT-CIL and GCIL scenarios to
address this issue.

AIR introduces ARM, which calculates a weighting fac-
tor for each class for the loss function to balance the con-
tribution of each category to the overall loss and solve the

problem of imbalanced training data and mixed new and old
classes without storing exemplars simultaneously.

Evaluations on the CIFAR-100, ImageNet-R, and Tiny-
ImageNet datasets under the LT-CIL and the Si-blurry sce-
narios show that our AIR outperforms SOTA methods in
most metrics, indicating that AIR is effective in real-world
data-imbalanced CIL scenarios.
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