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Abstract

Continual Learning (CL) aims to equip AI models with
the ability to learn a sequence of tasks over time, without
forgetting previously learned knowledge. Recently, State
Space Models (SSMs), particularly the Mamba model, have
achieved notable success in computer vision. Building on
the strengths of SSMs, this study explores leveraging the
Mamba model for CL. Therefore, we introduce Mamba-CL,
a framework that continuously fine-tunes the core SSMs of
the large-scale Mamba foundation model by updating pa-
rameters orthogonal to the feature subspace of previous
tasks. This approach theoretically guarantees the consis-
tency objective aiming to preserves consistent output for
each SSM module across both previous and current tasks,
so as to overcome catastrophic forgetting issue. Specifically,
we achieve this goal by deducing the overall consistency
constraints on four key time-invariant parameters in the
Mamba model, streamlining its recurrent state-space struc-
ture and non-linear discretization process in SSM. In prac-
tice, we apply the null-space projection to efficiently im-
plement the orthogonality within Mamba model. Extensive
experiments on four class-incremental benchmarks demon-
strate the effectiveness of Mamba-CL for anti-forgetting,
achieving superior performances to state-of-the-art meth-
ods. Code is available in the supplementary materials.

1. Introduction
Continual Learning (CL) aims to enable AI models to learn
new tasks without forgetting previously acquired knowl-
edge while processing sequentially arrived data, which is a
capability essential for adapting to dynamic real-world en-
vironments. However, deep models face significant chal-
lenges in mitigating catastrophic forgetting when adapting
to new data. This makes it difficult to achieve a balance be-
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tween learning new knowledge and retaining prior knowl-
edge, known as the stability-plasticity dilemma.

Existing CL methods can be broadly categorized into
three types: regularization-based methods [18, 36, 42],
rehearsal-based methods [1, 12, 43], and network expan-
sion methods [5, 14, 41]. Among regularization-based
approaches, subspace projection methods have gained at-
tention for their promising performance in both convolu-
tional neural networks (CNNs) [36] and vision transform-
ers (ViTs) [24]. Specific methods such as OWM [42] and
NSCL [36] have been effectively applied to CNNs, and
VPT-NSP [24] has demonstrated strong performance for
ViTs. Recently, State Space Models (SSMs) [9, 33], partic-
ularly the Mamba model [8], have achieved notable success
in both sequence modeling and computer vision, with appli-
cations like De-focus Mamba [34] and VisionMamba [45].
Building on the strengths of SSMs in vision tasks, this study
explores the potential of the Mamba model for CL through
subspace projection.

To this end, we propose Mamba-CL, a method that fine-
tunes the SSMs along a direction orthogonal to the subspace
spanned by those features from previous tasks during train-
ing Mamba foundation model in a new task. By doing this,
the interference with previously learned tasks can be min-
imized, thus effectively reducing catastrophic forgetting in
CL. Although gradient orthogonal projections, which the-
oretically prevent forgetting, have been widely studied for
CNNs, directly applying these methods to the Mamba struc-
ture introduces significant challenges due to: 1) the higher-
order recurrent state-space structure, and 2) the non-linear
discretization mechanism in SSMs. These factors make
gradient orthogonal projection in SSMs considerably more
complex than in CNNs, posing challenges for continual
training of the Mamba-based foundation model.

Specifically, in the proposed Mamba-CL, we aim to con-
tinually fine-tune the core SSM blocks within the Mamba
foundation model, by updating the parameters in the direc-
tion orthogonal to the subspace of input features from pre-
vious tasks. To achieve this, we analyze the objective that
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keeps consistent outputs across tasks for SSM. As a result,
by deducing sufficient conditions, we derive that the over-
all consistency objective can be satisfied via orthogonality
constraints to four independent, time-invariant parameters
in SSMs. The derived conditions provide a theoretical guar-
antee to prevent interference with previously learned knowl-
edge through a gradient orthogonal projection mechanism,
without catering to the higher-order recurrent state-space
structure and non-linear discretization process in SSM.

In practice, we implement the derived sufficient consis-
tency conditions by a null-space-based approximation solu-
tion [24, 36]. It enables efficient gradient orthogonal pro-
jections for the continual adaptation of the Mamba foun-
dation model. Moreover, we introduce a balance factor to
relax the orthogonality constraints so that we can make a
good trade-off between stability and plasticity. We vali-
date our Mamba-CL approach, which fine-tunes the Mamba
foundation model with null-space projections, across sev-
eral class-incremental benchmarks, including 10-split and
20-split ImageNet-R, 10-split CIFAR-100, and 10-split Do-
mainNet. The proposed Mamba-CL demonstrates solid ef-
fectiveness in mitigating catastrophic forgetting, even in
challenging long-sequence CL scenarios.

The main contributions can be summarized as follows:
• This is the first work to introduce orthogonal projec-

tion into the Mamba model for continual learning. The
orthogonality constraint guarantees that the outputs of
Mamba block remain consistent across tasks, thereby mit-
igating catastrophic forgetting.

• We theoretically derive four sufficient consistency condi-
tions for the SSM block within the Mamba model. Based
on these conditions, we introduce a null-space-based ap-
proximation to efficiently implement gradient orthogonal
projections, enabling continual adaptation of the Mamba
foundation model.

• Extensive experimental results demonstrate the effective-
ness of our approach in anti-forgetting on four class-
incremental benchmarks with diverse experimental set-
tings, and our approach achieves superior performances
to state-of-the-art methods.

2. Related Works
2.1. State Space Models (SSMs)

State Space Models (SSMs) are proposed to model the long-
range dependencies [9, 33] in Natural Language Process-
ing (NLP). [9] first introduces a Structured State-Space Se-
quence (S4) model based on the control theory, outperform-
ing previous models in accuracy and speed. Mamba [8] pro-
poses a data-dependent SSM block and designs a generic
language model for various NLP tasks. Recently, the SSM
structure has been investigated in computer vision tasks.
Several attempts [15, 25, 35] design SSM-based vision

models for various vision tasks, such as video understand-
ing and biomedical image segmentation. VisionMamba
[45] first proposes a vision backbone consisting of bidirec-
tional Mamba blocks, which achieves superior performance
and memory efficiency over vision transformers. VMambda
[23] further proposes Visual State-Space blocks and a 2D
Selective Scan module based on the SSM to efficiently
gather context for images. De-focus Mamba [34] devises
bandpass filters and enhances training strategies to broaden
the attention range, further improving the performance of
the SSM-based model in vision tasks. Despite the differ-
ence in the design of visual Mamba blocks among existing
models, they all rely on the SSM for context modeling. In-
spired by the advancement of SSM models in vision tasks,
this study seeks to harness the potential of SSM for CL.

2.2. Parameter-Regularization-based Continual
Learning

A series of CNN-based methods [4, 18, 42] design various
parameter regularization theories to mitigate catastrophic
forgetting. Subspace projection methods [21, 31, 36, 42]
propose to update parameters in the subspace orthogonal to
the previous feature space. Through the orthogonality, the
features from old tasks can remain unchanged after learn-
ing new tasks, thereby theoretically enhancing the stabil-
ity of models. Recently, prompt-tuning-based CL meth-
ods [7, 32, 38, 39] utilizing pre-trained ViTs have achieved
remarkable performance, where a small number of learn-
able prompts are introduced for the adaptation to down-
stream tasks. PGP [28] first proposes to update the vi-
sual prompts in the direction orthogonal to the previous
input feature subspace. VPT-NSP [24] theoretically de-
duces two sufficient consistency conditions to strictly sat-
isfy the orthogonality for prompt tuning, where the null
space method [36] is utilized to implement the conditions.
Inspired by these methods, we also adopt the null space ap-
proach [36] to construct the orthogonal projectors.

However, due to the higher-order recurrent state-space
structure and the non-linear discretization operation in the
SSM, the orthogonality constraints of the above methods
are inapplicable to the Mamba architecture. We aim to de-
duce the consistency conditions for the SSMs and design
dedicated projectors to implement the orthogonal projec-
tion, as introduced in the next section.

3. Preliminaries

Problem Definition. In continual learning, there is a se-
quence of tasks with non-overlapping classes. We de-
fine the task sequence as T = {T1, · · · , TT }. Dt =

{x<i>
t , y<i>

t }|Tt|
i=1 is the dataset associated with the t-th task

of size |Tt|, where x<i>
t ∈ RH×W×C are training images

and y<i>
t ∈ Yt are ground-truth labels. Yt is the label



Figure 1. Illustration of the proposed Mamba-CL. The backbone contains S Mamba blocks. For each Mamba block, we fine-tune the
weights Wδ,WB ,WC and A within the SSM (as well as the linear layer after the SSM). To minimize forgetting, we aim to utilize
orthogonal projections to keep the output unchanged from SSM after training the t+ 1-th task.

space of the t-th task, and Yt ∩ Yt′ = ∅ for t ̸= t′ in class-
incremental learning. The objective of continual learning is
to train a model f(·|θ) with parameters θ sequentially on T
tasks and perform well on all seen classes Y1 ∪ · · · ∪ YT .

Inspired by existing fine-tuning-based CL methods [24,
38, 39], we utilize a pre-trained De-focus Mamba [34] as
our backbone. As illustrated in Fig.1, Mamba-CL tunes the
parameters within the SSM blocks and the linear projec-
tions after the SSM blocks via orthogonal projection-based
optimization, while maintaining others frozen.

3.1. The Forward Process of State Space Models

In this section, we outline the forward process of the State
Space Model (SSM) in Mamba. Let X ∈ RL×D denote
an input sequence of SSM with token length L, where D
represents the dimension of each token. The SSM requires
four input parameters, including an input-invariant param-
eter A, and three input-conditioned parameters B, C and
δ [8]. First, the input X undergoes three projection lay-
ers sB(·), sC(·) and sδ(·) to derive the above three input-
conditioned parameters:

B = sB(X;WB) ∈ RL×N ,

C = sC(X;WC) ∈ RL×N ,

δ = τδ(param+ sδ(X;Wδ)) ∈ RL×1,

(1)

where WB ∈ RD×N , WC ∈ RD×N and Wδ ∈ RD×1 de-
note the learnable weights in sB(·), sC(·) and sδ(·), respec-
tively. Here, N denotes the dimension of each latent state
in SSM. param is a bias term and τδ(·) denotes the soft-
plus operation [8] to avoid negative values in δ. After that,
the SSM transforms the ‘continuous parameters’ (A,B, δ)
to ‘discrete parameters’ (A,B) through the zero-order hold
(ZOH) discretization rule:

{
A = exp(δA) ∈ RL×D×N ,

B = (δA)−1(exp(δA− I))δB ∈ RL×D×N .
(2)

After that, the final output is derived through a global con-
volution with kernel K, and the convolutional kernel is con-
structed on top of the above parameters A, B and C. The
forward process is formulated as follows:

K =
[
CB,CAB, · · · ,CA

k
B, · · ·

]
, (3)

Y = SSM(X|A,WB ,WC ,Wδ) = X ∗K, (4)

where k denotes the kernel tensor corresponding to the k-
th latent state within the SSM and Y denotes the output of
the SSM model. ‘∗’ denotes the convolution operation. The
learnable parameters in the SSM including A ∈ RD×N and
the projection weights W{B,C,δ} ∈ RD×{N,N,1}. Finally,
the output Y is fed into the next layer.

3.2. Orthogonal Projection in Convolutional Layers

For a convolutional layer fconv(·|Θt) after training the t-th
task, we define its unrolled convolutional matrix as Θt ∈
RDin×Dout , where Din denotes the number of pixels in
each kernel and Dout denotes the number of channels. We
define a flattened input from the t-th task as Xt ∈ RN×Din

with N patches. The forward process is simply formulated
as a linear operation, where fconv(Xt|Θt) = XtΘt. The
orthogonal projection aims to keep the output unchanged
from the convolutional weight after training t+1-th task to
minimize forgetting, which is formulated as follows:

fconv(Xt|Θt) = fconv(Xt|Θt+1), (5)

where Θt+1 = Θt + ∆Θ. ∆Θ denotes the change of Θ
before and after learning the t + 1-th task. Then we derive
the updating rule to achieve Eq.5:



XtΘt = Xt(Θt +∆Θ)⇒ Xt∆Θ = 0. (6)

The above term suggests that if the change of convolutional
weight ∆Θ in the new task is orthogonal to the previous
input feature space Xt, the output of old task instances will
remain unchanged. Existing methods [21, 31, 36] imple-
ment Eq.6 by projecting the original gradient GΘ onto the
orthogonal space of previous feature space through a pro-
jector P ∈ RDin×Din , where ∆Θ = PGΘ.

Similarly, for the SSM model with learnable parameters
{A,WB ,WC ,Wδ}, we also aim to remain the previous
output unchanged while learning the new task:

SSM(Xt|At,W
B
t ,W

C
t ,W

δ
t ) =

SSM(Xt|At+1,W
B
t+1,W

C
t+1,W

δ
t+1),

(7)

where the subscripts t and t + 1 denote the parameters
trained after the t-th and t+1-th tasks, respectively. Due to
the complex forward propagation in SSM, the simple con-
sistency condition given by Eq.6 is insufficient to achieve
the above consistency term. In the next section, we will
deduce the conditions to achieve Eq.7 in the SSM.

4. Methodology
In this section, we aim to deduce one or more conditions
expressed in terms of the change of parameters to satisfy
Eq.7. We use {∆A,∆WB ,∆WC ,∆Wδ} to denote the
change of parameters before and after learning t+1-th task.

4.1. Analysis of the Consistency Conditions

As shown in Fig.1, the output is determined by the global
convolution in Eq.4. Therefore, to achieve Eq.7, the previ-
ous output from Eq.4 should be unchanged before and after
learning the new task. We substitute Eq.4 into Eq.7:

Xt ∗Kt = Xt ∗Kt+1. (8)

To achieve the consistency condition formulated in the
above term, we derive the following equation:

Kt = Kt+1. (9)

Through the definition of K in Eq.3, the above consistency
term can be transformed as follows:[

CtBt, · · · ,CtA
k

tBt, · · ·
]
=[

Ct+1Bt+1, · · · ,Ct+1A
k

t+1Bt+1, · · ·
]
.

(10)

Since Eq.10 contains three variables, (i.e., A, B and C),
we analyze the sufficient conditions for which Eq.10 holds
as a particular solution to the equation:

A
k

t = A
k

t+1,

Bt = Bt+1,

Ct = Ct+1.

(11)

Next, we separately analyze the conditions under which
the above consistency equations can be satisfied.
Analysis of the condition to satisfy A

k

t = A
k

t+1. Ac-
cording to the definition A = exp(δA) in Eq.2, we aim
to deduce the conditions for the two variables A and δ.
Based on the definition of A, we first transform the con-
dition At = At+1 as follows:

[exp(δtAt)]
k = [exp(δt+1At+1)]

k. (12)

Since the exponential operation is element-wise, and given
the monotonic increasing property of [exp(x)]k, the above
term can be transformed as follows:

δtAt = δt+1At+1. (13)

As there are two potential variables (i.e., ∆δ and ∆A) in
the single equation Eq.13, it is difficult to solve it directly.
Given that δ is a discretization parameter that affects both
A and B, we first keep δt = δt+1 so that the discretization
process remains consistent. Base on that, we can decom-
pose Eq.13 into two consistency conditions for δ and A:{

δt = δt+1,

δtAt = δtAt+1 = δt(At +∆A) ⇒ δt∆A = 0.

(14)
To achieve δt = δt+1, given the definition δ = τδ(param+
sδ(X;Wδ)) in Eq.1, we aim to obtain the consistency con-
ditions for Wδ . Since the softplus function τδ is monotoni-
cally increasing, and given sδ(X;Wδ) = XWδ , the upper
formula in Eq.14 can be simplified as follows:

XtW
δ
t = XtW

δ
t+1 ⇒ XtW

δ
t = Xt(W

δ
t +∆Wδ). (15)

In this way, we derive the consistency condition for ∆Wδ:

Xt∆Wδ = 0. (16)

By combining Eq.14 and Eq.16, we obtain two sufficient
conditions of ∆A and ∆Wδ for maintaining the consis-
tency term A

k

t = A
k

t+1:{
δt∆A = 0,

Xt∆Wδ = 0.
(17)

Analysis of the condition to satisfy Bt = Bt+1. Accord-
ing to the definition B = (δA)−1(exp(δA−I))δB in Eq.2,
we formulate the consistency term in Eq.11 as follows:

(δtAt)
−1(exp(δtAt − I))δtBt =

(δt+1At+1)
−1(exp(δt+1At+1 − I))δt+1Bt+1.

(18)

Considering the deduced condition δtAt = δt+1At+1

given by Eq.13, the above term can be simplified as follows:

δtBt = δt+1Bt+1. (19)



Given B = XWB is the output of the projection layer
sB(·), the above equation can be expanded as:

δtXtW
B
t = δt+1Xt(W

B
t +∆WB). (20)

Cosidering the condition δt = δt+1 given by Eq.14 for
parameter δ, we can derive the consistency condition for
∆WB by expanding the above equation:

δtXt∆WB = 0. (21)

Analysis of the condition to satisfy Ct = Ct+1. Given
the definition of C in Eq.1, where C = sC(X;WC), we
reformulate Ct = Ct+1 as follows:

sC(Xt;W
C
t ) = sC(Xt;W

C
t+1). (22)

Given the linear operation in the projection layer sC(·),
where sC(X;WC) = XWC , the consistency condition
for ∆WC can be similarly derived:

Xt∆WC = 0. (23)

By combining Eq.17, Eq.21 and Eq.23, we derive four
sufficient consistency conditions to satisfy Eq.7 for four up-
dating parameters {A,WB ,WC ,Wδ}:

δt∆A = 0,

Xt∆Wδ = 0,

δtXt∆WB = 0,

Xt∆WC = 0.

(24)

The above four conditions can achieve the consistency
objective formulated in Eq.7 to minimize catastrophic for-
getting of old knowledge. In the next section, we will de-
scribe the optimization process for updating the parameters
under the above conditions in detail.

4.2. Optimization of Consistency Conditions

To jointly optimize these four conditions, we aim to solve
the update of parameters {∆A,∆WB ,∆WC ,∆Wδ} to
satisfy all conditions concurrently. Firstly, the optimization
should make ∆Wδ and ∆WC orthogonal to the feature
space spanned by Xt. Subsequently, it should guarantee
that ∆A and ∆WB are orthogonal to the space spanned by
δt and δtXt under the condition δt = δt+1.

Specifically, we utilize G{A,B,C,δ} to represent the gra-
dient of the parameters generated by the optimizer. We aim
to find a group of projectors P{A,B,C,δ} to project these
gradients onto the orthogonal space of the aforementioned
feature space to satisfy Eq.24:{

∆A = PAGA,

∆W{B,C,δ} = P{B,C,δ}G{B,C,δ}.
(25)

Inspired by the null-space optimization methods [24,
31, 36], the bases of the projection matrices Pδ and PC

should reside in the null space of Xt. Meanwhile, the

bases of PA and PB should lie in the null space of δt
and δtXt. To obtain the null space bases, after training
the t-th task, we extract the feature matrices Xt, δt, δtXt

of all images from the t-th task. For example, Xt =
[X1

t , · · · ,Xm
t · · · ,XM

t ] ∈ RML×D is built by the entire
t-th dataset. Xm

t is the feature of the m-th data point, and
M is the number of data points. Then we derive the un-
centered covariance matrices of the feature matrices, where
Q1 = X

⊤
t Xt, Q2 = δ

⊤
t δt, and Q3 = δtX

⊤
t δtXt. The

null space bases U1,0, U2,0 and U3,0 are obtained from
the right singular vectors corresponding to the zero singu-
lar values through singular value decomposition (SVD) of
{Q1,Q2,Q3}. Each group of null space bases constructs a
subspace orthogonal to the corresponding feature subspace.

Note that since zero singular values do not always ex-
ist, we use an adaptive method to select the singular values
close to zero as approximated zero singular values. Based
on the observation that the singular values in descending
order form an ”L” shape [24], we first find the index of the
corner point by calculating the maximum second derivative
of the points: R = J −argmaxj{λj−1−2λj +λj+1}J−1

j=2 ,
where J , R and λj denote the total number of singular val-
ues, the number of approximated zero singular values and
the j-th singular value, respectively. Those right singular
values corresponding to the R smallest singular values ob-
tained by SVD are selected as the null space bases.

As a result, we derive the projectors H1 = U1,0U
⊤
1,0,

H2 = U2,0U
⊤
2,0, and H3 = U3,0U

⊤
3,0 to enable that the

parameter updates satisfy the conditions in Eq.24:
∆Wδ = H1G

δ,

∆WC = H1G
C ,

∆A = H2G
A,

∆WB = H3G
B .

(26)

To sum up, we use Eq.26 to perform orthogonal projec-
tions for parameter updating. The whole training process
is outlined in Appendix A. To further balance the stability
and plasticity of the model, we introduce a balance hyper-
parameter η ∈ [0, 1] to relax the orthogonality constraints.
For example, for ∆Wδ , we combine the null space projec-
tion H1 and the identity matrix I to derive a new projector
H1 for enhancing plasticity: H1 = ηH1 + (1 − η)I. η
represents the strictness degree of the orthogonality. After
that, the updating rule of Wδ is given by: ∆Wδ = H1G

δ .
Such a strategy can be applied to other parameters similarly
to improve the model’s plasticity.

5. Experiments
5.1. Experimental Setups

We mainly evaluate our approach across four class-
incremental learning (CIL) benchmarks: 10-split and 20-



Table 1. Comparison between the proposed approach (Mamba-CL) and the baseline of sequential fine-tuning Mamba (Mamba-Seq). The
upper bound means jointly training all the classes in the dataset. The value after ± indicates the standard deviation.

Method 10-split ImageNet-R 20-split ImageNet-R 10-split CIFAR-100 10-split DomainNet

Acc.↑ Forgetting↓ Acc.↑ Forgetting↓ Acc.↑ Forgetting↓ Acc.↑ Forgetting↓
Mamba-Seq 63.72±0.55 28.52±0.49 56.95±0.62 36.37±0.53 49.01±0.35 53.94±0.39 39.36±0.58 64.74±0.63
Mamba-CL 81.67±0.37 4.07±0.33 78.60±0.41 4.88±0.39 89.60±0.27 2.57±0.36 85.03±0.48 3.52±0.54
Upper-bound 85.47±0.09 - 85.47±0.09 - 93.05±0.08 - 90.23±0.11 -

Table 2. Comparison with existing methods pre-trained on the ImageNet-21K. The results marked with † and * are implemented by [7] and
us, respectively, due to a lack of official results. The highest accuracies are in bold, and the second-highest accuracies are underlined.

Method Venue 10-split ImageNet-R 20-split ImageNet-R 10-split CIFAR-100 10-split DomainNet

Acc.↑ Forgetting↓ Acc.↑ Forgetting↓ Acc.↑ Forgetting↓ Acc.↑ Forgetting↓
L2P [39] CVPR’22 61.57±0.66 9.73±0.47 59.38±0.50 5.89±0.36 83.83±0.04 7.63±0.30 81.17±0.83

† 8.98±1.25
DualPrompt [38] ECCV’22 68.13±0.49 4.68±0.20 63.21±0.49 5.28±0.45 86.51±0.33 5.16±0.09 81.70±0.78

† 8.04±0.31
CODA-Prompt [32]CVPR’23 75.45±0.56 1.64±0.10 72.37±1.19 0.96±0.15 86.25±0.74 1.67±0.26 80.04±0.79

† 10.16±0.35
LAE [6] ICCV’23 72.66±0.63 - 69.67±0.86 - 85.59±0.46 - - -
LGCL [16] ICCV’23 69.46±0.04 4.20±0.06 - - 87.23±0.21 5.10±0.15 - -
C-LN [3] ICCVW’23 76.36±0.51 8.31±1.28 71.72±0.47 5.42±0.28 86.95±0.37 6.98±0.43 - -
ESN [37] AAAI’23 71.07±0.29 4.99±0.49 64.77±0.71 6.65±1.24 86.34±0.52 4.76±0.14 79.22±2.04

† 10.62±2.12
EvoPrompt [20] AAAI’24 76.83±0.08 2.78±0.06 74.41±0.23 2.56±0.22 87.97±0.30 2.60±0.42 79.50±0.29

* 3.81±0.36
PGP [28] ICLR’24 69.34±0.05 4.53±0.04 - - 86.92±0.05 5.35±0.19 80.41±0.25

* 8.39±0.18
OVOR-Deep [13] ICLR’24 76.11±0.21 7.16±0.34 73.85±0.29 6.80±0.65 85.99±0.89 6.42±2.03 79.61±0.86

* 4.77±0.94
ConvPrompt [29] CVPR’24 77.86±0.25 4.33±0.24 75.10±0.39 4.10±0.29 88.87±0.33 4.75±0.15 79.47±0.35

* 6.49±0.43
InfLoRA [22] CVPR’24 75.65±0.14 5.73±0.44 71.01±0.45 6.83±0.44 87.06±0.25 6.22±0.39 81.45±0.68

* 5.35±0.52
EASE [44] CVPR’24 76.17 7.82 73.27 8.51 87.76 5.94 78.89* 7.89
CPrompt [7] CVPR’24 77.14±0.11 5.97±0.68 74.79±0.28 7.34±0.65 87.82±0.21 5.06±0.50 82.97±0.34 7.45±0.93

Mamba-CL This work 81.67±0.37 4.07±0.33 78.60±0.41 4.88±0.39 89.60±0.27 2.57±0.36 85.03±0.48 3.52±0.54

Figure 2. Task-by-task accuracy changing curves of the Mamba-
Seq and the Mamba-CL on two benchmarks.

split ImageNet-R [11], 10-split CIFAR-100 [19] and 10-
split DomainNet [27]. Note that the 10-split DomainNet is
organized by Wang et al. [37] specifically for cross-domain
CIL, with the top 200 classes from the original Domain-
Net [27] selected based on the number of samples. The

Figure 3. Results of using the pre-training parameters further fine-
tuned on ImageNet-1k. The annotated values of the filled bars
denote the accuracy or forgetting of Mamba-CL, while those of
the blank bars denote the two metrics of the baseline.

above three datasets are also split into 50 or 100 tasks
to evaluate the long-sequence continual learning perfor-
mances.

Since only the De-focus Mamba-Large [34] has the
weights pre-trained on ImageNet-21k [30] among existing
visual Mamba models [10, 23, 45], we employ the De-focus
Mamba-Large as the backbone, so that we can compare
our approach with existing methods using the same pre-
training dataset. More experimental results using the pre-



Table 3. Ablation study of the components proposed in our approach.

H1,δ H1,C H2 H3 Hout
10S-ImageNet-R 20S-ImageNet-R 10S-CIFAR-100 10S-DomainNet

Acc.↑ Forgetting↓ Acc.↑ Forgetting↓ Acc.↑ Forgetting↓ Acc.↑ Forgetting↓
63.72 28.52 56.95 36.37 49.01 53.94 39.36 64.74

√ √
81.08 5.38 77.47 5.97 89.15 4.13 84.19 7.09√ √
79.92 7.30 76.45 8.53 87.90 6.94 83.02 8.91√ √
79.55 7.95 75.95 9.05 87.58 7.44 82.66 10.14√ √
79.75 7.82 76.38 8.76 88.12 6.76 83.05 9.20

√ √ √ √
79.42 8.25 76.23 8.91 87.79 6.98 82.89 9.31√
78.25 9.14 75.53 9.73 87.28 7.67 81.98 11.26

√ √ √ √ √
81.67 4.07 78.60 4.88 89.60 2.57 85.03 3.52

Table 4. Results for long-sequence continual learning under the settings of 50 tasks and 100 tasks across five benchmarks.

Method Venue 50S-ImageNet-R 50S-CIFAR-100 50S-DomainNet 100S-ImageNet-R 100S-DomainNet

Acc. Forgetting Acc. Forgetting Acc. Forgetting Acc. Forgetting Acc. Forgetting

L2P [39] CVPR’22 48.53 12.99 76.19 12.06 59.45 11.53 38.87 15.26 50.52 17.66
EvoPrompt [20] AAAI’24 68.53 10.03 76.60 13.86 67.68 10.41 61.84 15.84 56.35 21.39
OVOR-Deep [13] ICLR’24 60.08 5.86 65.69 14.28 66.27 7.43 40.49 8.12 47.65 8.91
InfLoRA [22] CVPR’24 59.02 11.02 61.49 13.68 69.96 9.51 38.16 15.11 44.32 17.85
EASE [44] CVPR’24 68.17 7.76 74.47 9.31 61.20 10.01 47.55 8.22 33.08 32.14
CPrompt [7] CVPR’24 68.47 8.16 74.97 7.45 67.87 9.36 56.95 10.20 53.73 12.14

Mamba-Seq Baseline 19.77 72.81 11.13 85.63 4.05 94.89 7.33 79.93 2.57 81.98
Mamba-CL This work 70.47 4.91 81.05 6.01 72.33 11.69 63.05 8.76 57.91 14.12

training weights of ImageNet-1k are provided in Appendix
C.2. The null-space projection matrix for the liner layer
after the SSM is computed in the same way as that in lin-
ear/convolutional layers [36]. We use the Adam [17] op-
timizer to train the backbone for 50 epochs with an initial
learning rate of 0.0002 and a batch size of 200. The learn-
ing rate of the classifier is set to 0.01. We report the mean
values of the final average accuracy and final average forget-
ting over three runs with different random seeds. Additional
experimental details can be found in the Appendix.

5.2. Validation of Effectiveness

Comparison with Baseline: We conduct experiments on
four benchmarks involving two regular-sequence settings
(i.e., 10 and 20 tasks). The results are presented in Table 1.
The baseline employing sequential fine-tuning without null-
space projections is represented by ”-Seq”. Our approach
using the proposed null-space projections is denoted by ”-
CL”. The proposed Mamba-CL outperforms the baseline
by a large margin, enhancing accuracy by 18%∼45% and
reducing forgetting by 24%∼61% across all benchmarks.

Figure 2 visually depicts the accuracy curves for the 10-
split ImageNet-R and CIFAR-100. The performance of the
Mamba-CL surpasses the baseline on each task consistently.
Especially, the improvement increases with learning more

and more tasks. Furthermore, we also validate that our ap-
proach performs well on different pre-training parameters.
As shown in Figure 3, when using the pre-training parame-
ters pre-trained on ImageNet-21k and further fine-tuned on
ImageNet-1k, the Mamba-CL can still bring significant ac-
curacy improvements.
Evolution of Training Loss: To validate the stability of the
proposed Mamba-CL on old tasks, we visualize the evolu-
tion of training losses on tasks T1 and T2 across two bench-
marks, as shown in Figure 5. Each data point on the curves
represents the loss value of the training data in T1/T2 after
continuously training Mamba on a new task. It can be ob-
served that when Mamba is trained with the proposed null-
space method, the training losses for these two old tasks
remain almost unchanged. This indicates that the represen-
tations of previous instances do not change during training
new tasks, thus enabling the model to learn new tasks with-
out compromising performance on previously learned tasks.
Comparison with Existing Approaches: We compare
the proposed method with existing state-of-the-art methods
across four benchmarks, as shown in Table 2. Our method
Mamba-CL demonstrates an average improvement of 2.5%
and a maximum improvement of 3.8% in accuracy over
other leading methods across these four benchmarks, show-
casing the superiority of the proposed approach. Although



Figure 4. Effects of the orthogonal projection weight η on accuracy and forgetting for the stability-plasticity trade-off.

Figure 5. The change of training losses on tasks T1 and T2 of the
baseline Mamba-Seq and our approach Mamba-CL.

Mamba-CL does not achieve the lowest forgetting, this is
attributed to the dual influence of stability and plasticity on
accuracy. By allowing a slight increase in forgetting, we can
strike a balance in the stability-plasticity trade-off, thereby
enhancing the model’s overall accuracy.

5.3. Further Analysis

Ablation Study: Our approach comprises three key com-
ponents, i.e., the three null-space projection matrices
H{1,2,3}. We use H1,δ and H1,C to differentiate the H1

performed on δ and C, respectively. As aforementioned,
the linear layer after SSM is also trained with a null-space
projection matrix, which is denoted as Hout. The effect
of the introduced projection matrices is shown in Table 3.
We can conclude that: 1) among the four projections for
the SSM, the projection of δ (i.e., H1,δ) plays the most im-
portant role in anti-forgetting. This is reasonable since the
parameters A and B are both discretized by δ. 2) The null-
space projection applied to the input-invariant parameter A
(i.e., H2) has a relatively minor impact. 3) When the pro-
jection matrices are employed jointly, the model achieves
the best accuracy with the least forgetting. This demon-
strates that the proposed null-space projections can collec-
tively contribute to Mamba’s stability in continual learning.
Long-sequence Continual Learning: To verify that our

approach is also suitable for long-sequence continual learn-
ing, we conduct experiments across five CIL benchmarks,
with task counts reaching 50 and 100, as shown in Ta-
ble 4. We additionally reproduce six existing leading meth-
ods for comparison. The results indicate that the base-
line Mamba-Seq without anti-forgetting mechanism per-
forms poorly in long-sequence continual learning tasks. In
contrast, Mamba-CL achieves a substantial improvement
in accuracy over Mamba-Seq and a significant reduction
in forgetting. Compared with other outstanding methods,
Mamba-CL outperforms the second-best approach by an
average of 2.3%, with a maximum improvement of 4.5%.
This demonstrates that the proposed null-space projection
method enables Mamba-CL to maintain its advantage in
long-sequence continual learning.
Trade-off between Stability and Plasticity: As described
in Section 4.2, we introduce a hyper-parameter η ∈ [0, 1]
for the nulls-space projection matrix to balance stability and
plasticity. Figure 4 displays the effects of η on accuracy and
forgetting. Although the forgetting is lowest when η is set
to 1, the accuracy is limited due to the weakened model
plasticity. As η decreases from 1 to 0.85 in steps of 0.05,
the accuracy initially increases before decreasing, while the
forgetting consistently rises. This trend indicates a gradual
reduction in model stability and an increase in plasticity.
When an optimal balance between stability and plasticity is
reached (i.e., η=0.90 for 10-split ImageNet-R and 0.95 for
other benchmarks), the model reaches peak accuracy.

6. Conclusion

In this paper, we introduce Mamba-CL, the first method to
incorporate orthogonal projection into the Mamba model
for continual learning. This approach enables continuous
training of the large-scale Mamba foundation model
without catastrophic forgetting, ensuring the output from
each SSM block remain consistent across both previous
and current tasks. We derive four sufficient orthogonal
conditions on the key time-invariant parameters in the
SSM block to optimize the Mamba model for continual
learning, and apply a null-space-based approximation to



efficiently implement these gradient projection condi-
tions. In future work, we aim to explore more flexible
constraints on orthogonal projections and extend our
method to more variants of Mamba foundation models.
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Mamba-CL: Optimizing Selective State Space Model in Null Space for Continual
Learning

Supplementary Material

A. The Whole Training Process

The whole training process is outlined in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Null Space Optimization for Mamba-CL.

Inputs: Datasets Dt = {(X<i>
t , y<i>

t )}|Tt|
i=1 for task Tt ∈

{T1, T2, · · · }, the Mamba model f(·) with learnable
parameters {At−1,W

B
t−1,W

C
t−1,W

δ
t−1}, the uncen-

tered covariance matrices {Q1,Q2,Q3}, the projection
matrices {H1,H2,H3}, learning rate γ.

Outputs: Optimized parameters {At,W
B
t ,W

C
t ,W

δ
t }.

1: Initialization: Randomly initialize parameters {A0,
WB

0 ,W
C
0 ,W

δ
0}; {Q1,Q2,Q3} = {0,0,0};

2: for task Tt ∈ {T1, T2, · · · } do
3: repeat
4: Sample a mini-batch X t,yt ∼ Dt;
5: Get ŷt ← f(X t|At−1,W

B
t−1,W

C
t−1,W

δ
t−1);

6: Compute loss L ← CrossEntropy(ŷt,yt);
7: Backward propagation;
8: Get the gradients GA,GB ,GC ,Gδ;
9: if t > 1 then

10: Update Wδ by Wδ
t−1 ←Wδ

t−1 − γH1G
δ;

11: Update WC by WC
t−1 ←WC

t−1 − γH1G
C ;

12: Update A by At−1 ← At−1 − γH2G
A;

13: Update WB by WB
t−1 ←WB

t−1 − γH3G
B ;

14: else
15: Update Wδ by Wδ

t−1 ←Wδ
t−1 − γGδ;

16: Update WC by WC
t−1 ←WC

t−1 − γGC ;
17: Update A by At−1 ← At−1 − γGA;
18: Update WB by WB

t−1 ←WB
t−1 − γGB ;

19: end if
20: until convergence
21: Get optimized parameters {At,W

B
t ,W

C
t ,W

δ
t }=

{At−1,W
B
t−1,W

C
t−1,W

δ
t−1};

22: Initialize three temporary matrices J1 = [ ], J2 = [ ]
and J3 = [ ];

23: for X<i>
t ∈ Dt do

24: Get the feature matrices (Xt)
<i>, (δt)

<i> and
(δtXt)

<i> through the forward propagation;
25: Update J1, J2 and J3 by concatenating (Xt)

<i>,
(δt)

<i> and (δtXt)
<i>, respectively;

26: end for
27: Update uncentered covariance matrices Q1 ← Q1 +

J⊤
1 J1, Q2 ← Q2 + J⊤

2 J2 and Q3 ← Q3 + J⊤
3 J3;

28: Compute the projection matrices {H1,H2,H3} by
SVD on {Q1,Q2,Q3}.

29: end for

B. Experimental Setups and Implementation
Details

B.1. Models

As we investigated, only the De-focus Mamba-Large [34]
provides the pre-training weights on the ImageNet-21k
dataset [30], while other variants such as De-focus Mamba-
Base [34], MambaVision [10], VMamba [23] and Vim [45]
only have the pre-training weights on the ImageNet-1k
dataset. To compare with existing ViT-based methods
which are pre-trained on ImageNet-21k, we mainly employ
the De-focus Mamba-Large which is also pre-trained on
ImageNet-21k as the backbone in our experiments. In order
to further verify the generalizability of our approach across
various Mamba variants and compare with existing ViT-
based models under similar backbones as well as the same
pre-training weights, we also experiment on MambaVi-
sion [10], Vim [45] and VMamba [23] which are pre-trained
on the ImageNet-1k dataset, whose results are shown in
Section C.2.

There are 48 Mamba blocks in the backbone and the
SSM in every Mamba block is fine-tuned with the proposed
null-space projection. In addition, the linear layer after the
SSM within the Mamba block is also fine-tuned with the
null-space projection derived from linear layers [36]. We
conduct an ablation study in Section C.1 to determine which
linear layer within the Mamba block to fine-tune by observ-
ing the adaptation performance on downstream tasks. The
classifiers are trained for each task independently. During
inference, all classifiers from previous tasks are concate-
nated to make predictions for all available classes.

B.2. Benchmarks

We conduct experiments under the class-incremental learn-
ing protocol, where the classes in each task are disjoint,
and task identity is unknown during inference. Four class-
incremental benchmarks across three widely used datasets
are adopted: 10-split and 20-split ImageNet-R [38], 10-split
CIFAR-100 [19] and 10-split DomainNet [27, 37].

We follow [38] to randomly split the 200 classes in
ImageNet-R into 10 and 20 tasks, forming the 10-split and
20-split ImageNet-R benchmarks, respectively, aiming to
evaluate the ability to handle different numbers of tasks. For
the CIFAR-100 dataset, the total 100 classes are randomly
split into 10 tasks. Note that the DomainNet [27] was origi-
nally proposed for domain-incremental learning. However,
we follow the same dataset protocol adopted in [37] and [7]



Table 5. Results of using three different backbones pre-trained on the ImageNet-1k dataset.

Backbone Method 10S-ImageNet-R 20S-ImageNet-R 10S-CIFAR-100 10S-DomainNet

Acc. Forgetting Acc. Forgetting Acc. Forgetting Acc. Forgetting

MambaVision [10] Mamba-Seq 64.38 25.02 64.17 26.55 65.72 33.89 62.01 37.94
Mamba-CL 76.18 7.81 73.58 8.74 77.41 15.30 76.14 17.21

Vim [45] Mamba-Seq 65.21 23.54 64.19 24.96 67.24 29.31 61.23 38.44
Mamba-CL 75.39 8.16 73.27 8.79 78.43 14.34 75.68 18.12

VMamba [23] Mamba-Seq 64.05 25.92 63.52 26.10 65.98 30.76 62.06 37.25
Mamba-CL 75.89 7.95 72.96 9.39 76.87 15.81 77.11 16.64

ViT
CODA-Prompt [32] 67.68 4.81 64.56 5.78 75.79 4.17 63.61 6.19
CPrompt [7] 59.27 5.98 53.07 4.49 71.97 7.91 69.34 5.78
InfLoRA [22] 69.47 5.63 67.42 5.93 76.56 8.68 76.82 6.34

Figure 6. Performance with regard to the number of fine-tuned Mamba blocks (S). The first {1, 12, 14, 36, 48} Mamba blocks are fine-
tuned and the rest blocks are kept frozen.

Table 6. Joint training accuracy (%) of training different additional
layers in the Mamba block. ’None’ means only fine-tuning the
SSM without training additional layers.

Layer ImageNet-R CIFAR-100 DomainNet

None 84.03 92.13 89.37

Linearin1 85.32 92.64 90.06
Linearin2 84.68 92.51 89.47
Causal Conv 85.12 92.78 89.68
Linearout 85.47 93.05 90.23

to select the top 200 classes with the most images from the
original DomainNet, and randomly split them into 10 tasks
with 20 classes per task to construct a cross-domain class-
incremental benchmark.

B.3. Metrics

Following [39] and most continual learning methods based
on pre-training, we report the final average accuracy and

the final average forgetting in our paper. Formally, the final
average accuracy and final average forgetting are defined as:

Accuracy =
1

T

T∑
i=1

aT,i,

Forgetting =
1

T − 1

T−1∑
i=1

max
j∈{1,2,··· ,T−1}

(aj,i − aT,i),

where T is the number of tasks, aT,i is the accuracy of the
T -th model on the i-th task data, and aj,i is the accuracy of
the j-th model on the i-th task samples.

Note that the aforementioned final average accuracy is
the commonly used metric in pre-training-based works.
However, in addition to the final average accuracy, a few
works also report mean average accuracy, which is defined
as the mean value of the final average accuracies for all
tasks. For a fair comparison, we consistently report the final
average accuracy for all the methods in our paper.

Higher accuracy indicates better model performance,



while lower forgetting signifies stronger stability (i.e., the
ability to retain old knowledge). However, lower forgetting
does not always lead to higher accuracy, as accuracy is also
influenced by plasticity (i.e., the ability to learn new knowl-
edge). Accuracy is the primary metric that we should focus
on, as it reflects the precision of classification in practice.

B.4. Implementation Details

The images fed into the models are resized to 192 × 192
pixels and augmented by AutoAugment [2] during training.
We use the Adam optimizer [17] with β1 = 0.9, β2 = 0.999
and a weight decay of 5 × 10−5 to train the backbone for
50 epochs with an initial learning rate of 0.0002 and a batch
size of 200. The learning rate is scaled by a factor of 0.1
at the 25-th and 40-th epochs. For the classifier, we use
a large learning rate of 0.01 to promote the adaptation to
downstream tasks. Our training loss only involves the cross-
entropy loss for classification.

As introduced in the Optimization of Consistency Condi-
tions section, we adopt a balanced hyper-parameter η for the
trade-off between stability and plasticity in the null-space
projections. η is set to 0.90 for 10-split ImageNet-R and
0.95 for other benchmarks.

We implement our approach in PyTorch [26] with the
timm library [40]. The experiments are performed on a
server with 128 GB RAM and four NVIDIA RTX 4090
GPUs.

C. More Experimental Results
C.1. Determination of Additional Linear Layer

To promote the model’s adaptation to downstream tasks, we
additionally train an extra layer within the Mamba block
alongside the SSM. We denote the linear layers before the
SSM in the left and right branches as Linear1 and Linear2,
respectively, and the linear layer after the SSM as Linearout.
In addition, there is a Causal Conv layer preceding the SSM.
The layer to be additionally trained is determined based on
the joint training accuracy of the model on the datasets. As
shown in Table 6, the model exhibits the best adaptation
ability in downstream tasks when the Linearout is addition-
ally fine-tuned. Therefore, in our experiments, we fine-tune
both the SSM and the Linearout layer.

C.2. Generalizability across Visual Mamba Vari-
ants

To validate that our proposed Mamba-CL is applicable to
other visual mamba variants, we conduct experiments on
the four benchmarks using the MambaVision [10], Vim [45]
and VMamba [23] backbones of their corresponding base
versions. Moreover, we use the official codes to reproduce
three ViT-based methods whose backbones are ViT-B/16:
CODA-Prompt [32] (CVPR’23), CPrompt [7] (CVPR’24)

and InfLoRA [22] (CVPR’24). All of these Mamba-based
and ViT-based models are pre-trained on the ImageNet-1k
dataset. The results are shown in Table 5. It can be seen
that our approach improves accuracy by 9%∼14% across
the three backbones on the benchmarks, and reduces for-
getting by 15%∼20%. The proposed Mamba-CL exhibits
good generalizability in multiple variants of visual Mam-
bas. Moreover, the Mamba-CL method can outperform the
other three ViT-based methods, demonstrating the superior-
ity of the proposed approach.

C.3. Number of Fine-tuned Mamba Blocks

There are 48 Mamba blocks in the De-focus Mamba-Large
model. We fine-tune the first {1, 12, 24, 36, 48} blocks
and freeze the rest blocks. The accuracy and forgetting are
shown in Figure 6.

The accuracy first increases significantly and then de-
creases slightly on ImageNet-R and CIFAR-100 datasets.
However, it always increases with the growth of the number
of fine-tuned blocks on the 10-split DomainNet. The reason
is that the split DomainNet is a cross-domain CIL bench-
mark with various domains and classes. As the capacity of
the model increases, the accuracy can improve steadily due
to the better adaptation to data. Since the size of the CIFAR-
100 dataset is small and the domains vary little, the model
is easy to overfit to it and thus causes slight performance
degradation.

Nonetheless, the forgetting can almost keep unchanged
or decrease as the number of fine-tuned blocks increases. It
demonstrates that the proposed Mamba-CL can effectively
prevent forgetting in each fine-tuned Mamba block. Given
that when all the blocks are fine-tuned, the model can reach
the peak accuracy on the DomainNet, and generally achieve
satisfied performances on the ImageNet-R and CIFAR100,
we uniformly fine-tune all the Mamba blocks in our experi-
ments.

C.4. Analysis of Memory

We analyze the additional memory required by the proposed
null-space projections for SSMs as follows. The introduced
uncentered covariance matrices (i.e., XtX

⊤
t ∈ RD×D,

δtδ
⊤
t ∈ RL×L, δtXtδtX

⊤
t ∈ RD×D) and the orthogo-

nal projection matrices (i.e., H1 ∈ RD×D, H2 ∈ RL×L,
H3 ∈ RD×D) need to be stored for calculating and per-
forming orthogonal projections during training. Therefore,
the additional memory for a total of S layers is formulated
as:

AdditionalMemory = 2S(2D2 + L2). (27)

In our default setting, D = 2048, L = 145 and S =
48. The total additional memory required is approximately
807.36 million floating-point values, which is acceptable
since the storage cost is cheap for modern hardware. Note



Table 7. Running time (in minutes) of Mamba-Seq and Mamba-CL on four benchmarks.

Model 10S-ImageNet-R 20S-ImageNet-R 10S-CIFAR-100 10S-DomainNet Average

Mamba-Seq 368 412 715 678 543
Mamba-CL 384 433 755 751 581
Increase 16 (4.3%) 21 (5.1%) 40 (5.6%) 73 (10.8%) 38 (7.0%)

that this additional memory is constant and does not in-
crease with the number of tasks or classes, providing an
advantage in practical applications compared to those ap-
proaches requiring to expand networks or store samples for
rehearsal.

C.5. Analysis of Complexity

The additional complexity brought by the null-space pro-
jections within a block mainly contains the following parts.

1) The null-space projections in each optimization step.
For the gradient matrices Gδ , GC , GA and GB which are
multiplied by H1, H1, H2 and H3, respectively, the com-
plexity of matrix multiplication isO(D(2DN+LN+D)).
The batch size and epochs are represented as nbatch and
nepoch, respectively. We denote the total number of sam-
ples in each task as M , and there are T tasks. After training
all the tasks, the complexity introduced by the null-space
projections is O(nepochMTD(2DN+LN+D)

nbatch
).

2) The forward process to obtain the intermediate fea-
tures which will be used for computing uncentered covari-
ance matrices. We denote the computational cost of the
model’s forward propagation as Cmodel. Thereby, the in-
troduced additional computation is MTCmodel.

3) Computation of uncentered covariance matrices in
each task. The complexity of computing the uncentered co-
variance matrices is O

(
2TMLD2 + TM2L2

)
.

4) Computation of SVD and projection matrices. As
the specific complexity of SVD is hard to determine, we
use O (CSV D) to represent its complexity for on task.
Moreover, the complexity of computing projection matri-
ces derived from the null-space bases is also hard to de-
termine since the number of bases is calculated adaptively.
For simplicity, we use O (Cbases) to represent the com-
plexity of computing projection matrices. The complex-
ity of these two operations on all the tasks is denoted as
O (T (CSV D + Cbases)). However, it is worth noting that
the SVD, computation of projection matrices as well as the
uncentered covariance matrices are only performed once in
each task. Therefore, the computational complexity is neg-
ligible compared to the whole training process.

Overall, the additional complexity of the proposed ap-
proach is O(MT [

nepoch

nbatch
D(2DN + LN +D) + (2LD2 +

ML2) + Cmodel] + T (CSV D + Cbases)).

C.6. Running Time

We report the average running time over three runs for our
Mamba-CL and the baseline Mamba-Seq across the four
benchmarks, as shown in Table 7. Compared to the baseline
Mamba-Seq, the running time of Mamba-CL increases by
16∼73 minutes (4.3%∼10.8%) across these benchmarks,
with an average increase of 38 minutes (7.0%). The ad-
ditional running time introduced by nulls-space projections
is acceptable as it constitutes only a small portion of the
overall running time.
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