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Abstract

Continual learning (CL) enables models to adapt to evolv-
ing data streams. A major challenge of continual learn-
ing is catastrophic forgetting, where new knowledge over-
writes previously acquired knowledge. Prompt-based CL
methods receive increasing attention due to the avoid-
ance of computing-heavy replay of old data. In this pa-
per, we introduce a new lightweight framework for contin-
ual learning called Adapter-Enhanced Semantic Prompt-
ing (AESP). It stands out from the existing prompt-
based CL framework in three aspects. First, we pro-
pose to utilize a (semantic prompt, learnable
visual prompt) pair to represent task-specific knowl-
edge instead of just visual prompts as in existing works.
The semantic prompt is a representative summary of each
task, obtained via a large language model, e.g., BERT, us-
ing class labels as input. It provides extra rich information
to visual prompts. Second, the semantic prompt is also used
as input for our Adapter-enhanced ViT. Both the newly in-
troduced semantic prompt and adapters enable better adap-
tation of frozen ViTs for new tasks. Third, we design a
strong Query-Key matching method for selecting an appro-
priate task prompt pair to improve final prediction accu-
racy. Extensive experiments across three continual learning
datasets demonstrate that the proposed framework achieves
favorable performance compared to several state-of-the-art
approaches.

1. Introduction

Continual learning (CL) [2, 4, 25, 46, 47, 56] aims to enable
models to continuously learn from evolving data streams
and adapt to new environments. Different from traditional
machine learning models [21, 30] that are trained on fixed
datasets and become static after training, CL enables mod-
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els to accumulate existing knowledge and learn new in-
formation with new-task data and existing models, which
avoids retaining all old task data and retrain the model
[15, 25]. CL has received increasing attention in recent
years due to its promising capability to deal with chal-
lenges like data privacy and memory resource limitations
[29, 34, 39].

However, CL suffers from catastrophic forgetting [13,
31, 41], which is caused by the overwriting of old knowl-
edge when learning new tasks, resulting in a significant de-
cline in performance for previous tasks. To address this is-
sue, some approaches [3, 19, 45] propose to retain a few
representative samples from the old tasks for knowledge re-
play. When the next task comes, the retained samples are
replayed with the new task data. Such approaches have
demonstrated their effectiveness in mitigating the model’s
forgetting. However, retaining samples may impose a mem-
ory burden and introduce privacy leakage risks. Besides re-
taining samples, [5, 25] propose to add new branches to the
network for each new task, which increases the model size
and results in slower inference speed and lower efficiency.

In recent years, prompt-based methods [23, 35, 44, 48,
49] have been proposed for CL thanks to their ability to
leverage the knowledge of pre-trained Visual Transformer
(ViT) with fewer parameters and higher efficiency. As is
shown in Figure 1 (a), these methods learn visual prompts to
efficiently adapt the pre-trained ViT model to the CL tasks.
However, they rely solely on visual information, which
may cause the model to struggle in acquiring knowledge
with strong generalization capabilities, especially when the
training data is limited and lacks sufficient diversity. By
contrast, class semantic information extracted by large lan-
guage models is more generalized and adaptable across
tasks. Models like BERT [10] and CLIP [38] align sam-
ples of the same class with the corresponding semantic in-
formation associated with their class label, thus creating a
more generalized feature space. This alignment enables the
model to maintain robustness when encountering unseen
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Figure 1. Comparison between previous prompt-based approaches and our framework. Previous approaches mainly use visual prompts
to update the image features. In contrast, our method introduces semantic prompts (S-Prompts) to enrich the semantic information and
embeds a fine-tunable adapter structure to effectively learn adaptive image features.

samples of the same class, as the model learns to focus on
the shared semantic features, rather than relying solely on
specific visual features.

In this work, we propose a novel Adapter-Enhanced Se-
mantic Prompting (AESP) framework, which introduces se-
mantic information to enhance the generalization of the pre-
trained ViT model for more adaptive visual feature learn-
ing. However, semantic and visual information differ sig-
nificantly in terms of representation and feature space. Re-
lying solely on the attention modules in a pre-trained ViT
may not effectively fuse these two types of information. To
address this, we introduce small, learnable adapter modules
into the ViT model. As shown in Figure 1 (b), adapters
are integrated into each layer of the ViT to help the model
better accommodate semantic information and facilitate the
effective interaction between visual and semantic features.
Therefore, the model not only combines multimodal fea-
tures more effectively but also enables the learned knowl-
edge to exhibit better generalization ability, leading to im-
proved adaptability in the new coming tasks.

To accurately select the task-specific prompt for fea-
ture adaptation, we propose a new prompt-key matching
method that combines four matching strategies to ensure
that the most relevant prompts are selected from the prompt
pool. Extensive experiments demonstrate that our proposed
AESP framework can effectively improve the model’s per-
formance across various incremental tasks.

The main contributions are summarized as follows:

• We propose a novel Adapter-Enhanced Semantic Prompt-
ing framework for continual learning, which integrates
multimodality prompts and adapters to facilitate adaptive
feature learning.

• We propose to utilize semantic prompts to improve the
generalization ability of visual features and design a co-
sine contrast loss for effective optimization.

• We integrate multiple prompt-key matching strategies to
improve the accuracy of prompt selection.

• Extensive experiments on three continual learning
datasets demonstrate that our method achieves favor-
able performance compared to several state-of-the-art ap-
proaches.

2. Related Work
Continual Learning. Continual Learning (CL) is an ad-
vanced area within machine learning that allows models to
continuously learn new information while preserving pre-
viously acquired knowledge [4, 25, 47, 54, 56]. However,
the process of acquiring new knowledge can overwrite ear-
lier learning, leading to the issue of catastrophic forgetting
[13, 31, 41]. To address this, CL techniques implement var-
ious strategies to balance retaining old knowledge and inte-
grating new information. One such approach involves regu-
larization methods, which safeguard critical parameters by
imposing constraints that prevent significant changes that
might erase previously learned knowledge [1, 33, 50]. An-
other approach called knowledge distillation, is frequently
used to facilitate a smooth transition between older and
newer models [11, 26, 27]. Parameter isolation strategies
[40, 51, 53] protect existing knowledge by freezing certain
parameters tied to earlier tasks and allocating new parame-
ters for incoming tasks. However, this can lead to increased
model complexity and maintenance overhead. Rehearsal
methods [3, 6, 14] strengthen previous learning by revisiting
examples from earlier tasks. While effective, these meth-
ods require additional memory and may pose data privacy
concerns. These challenges drive the pursuit of innovative
rehearsal-free approaches to manage better catastrophic for-
getting in continual learning systems.

Prompt-based Method. The above-mentioned meth-
ods require training a model from scratch, whereas recent
developments in continual learning focus on fine-tuning
from pre-trained networks [8, 28, 36, 37]. This strategy
is gaining attention due to its enhanced adaptability and
learning efficiency. A common fine-tuning approach is
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Figure 2. Main architecture of our method. Our model incorporates visual prompts and semantic prompts generated by a large language
model to enrich the input information (Section 3.3). An integrated Query-Key matching mechanism is introduced to select the relevant
prompts (Section 3.4). The selected prompts alongside the image tokens are then fed into a novel backbone network, which includes
adapters that can adapt to varying depths of the backbone network for feature refinement and learning (Section 3.5). The final output
features are optimized using classification loss and the proposed cosine contrastive loss to guide the model’s fitting process (Section 3.6).

prompt-based fine-tuning. Prompt-based approaches like
L2P [49] and DualPrompt [48] innovate by using learn-
able prompts to dynamically guide the model’s focus dur-
ing training and inference phases. These prompts serve as
modular instructions inserted into models, ensuring that the
acquired knowledge is encapsulated and readily retrievable,
thus maintaining performance across a variety of tasks. The
integration of key-query mechanisms, as seen in methods
like CODAPrompt [42], further refines this process by al-
lowing more nuanced, context-sensitive prompt applica-
tions, significantly expanding the model’s ability to han-
dle diverse learning scenarios without overwriting existing
knowledge. However, the model’s predictions can be ad-
versely affected when irrelevant prompts are selected during
inference. CPrompt [16] proposes a consistent prompting
approach to improve the robustness of prompts, minimizing
this interference as much as possible.

Adapter-based Method. Adapter architectures [9, 20]
were first proposed for fine-tuning LLMs, performing task
adaptation by introducing a small amount of additional
learnable parameters while allowing the parameters of the
backbone network to remain fixed. Thus this method
achieves a high degree of parameter sharing. Leveraging
these strengths, SSIAT [43] integrates adapters into the con-
tinual learning field, employing a prototype shift strategy
to combat the model forgetting problem that arises from
adapter parameter updates. This has led to the efficient fine-
tuning of pre-trained networks and has resulted in superior

performance compared to prompt-based approaches. The
C-ADA [15] employs an expandable strategy for adapter
parameters and utilizes regularization techniques to guide
the direction of parameter updates. This could mitigate the
interference between new and old knowledge. EASE [55]
offers another idea, designing a distinct lightweight adapter
module for each new task and utilizing a semantic-guided
prototype complement strategy to synthesize new features
for old classes. The aforementioned adapter-based meth-
ods have demonstrated good performance in reducing catas-
trophic forgetting.

Different from previous approaches, we propose using a
semantic prompt to improve the generalization ability of im-
age features and design adapters to effectively fuse semantic
information with vision information, thereby enabling the
features more adaptive to the continual learning tasks.

3. Methodology

3.1. Overview

In response to the challenges posed by continual learning,
we propose a novel Adapter-Enhanced Semantic Prompting
framework (AESP). As illustrated in Figure 2, our frame-
work incorporates two types of prompts: randomly initial-
ized visual prompts and semantic prompts generated by a
text encoder. Since each task requires specific prompts, se-
lecting the most relevant task-specific prompts is crucial for
effective learning. To address this, we introduce a novel



integrated Query-Key matching mechanism, which com-
bines multiple matching strategies to significantly improve
the precision of prompt selection.

Once the relevant prompts are selected, they are added
to the input of the network. Given that visual and semantic
features differ significantly in terms of their representations
and feature spaces, we integrate adapters into each layer of
the ViT network via residual connections to effectively fuse
these two modalities. As a result, the final output features
of the model contain both visual and semantic information.
To enable the model to learn generalized knowledge from
the semantic prompts, we design a novel cosine contrast
loss function that enforces the alignment of the semantic
prompts within a specific class semantic space.
3.2. Preliminary
Class-Incremental Learning Formulation. Continual
learning aims to enable models to learn from changing data
across sequential tasks while retaining knowledge from pre-
vious task data. For a dataset D with Nc distinct classes
D = {D1, . . . ,DT }, where T = Nc/Ninc represents the
number of incremental tasks, and Ninc is the number of
classes to be trained in each incremental task stage. The
dataset for t-th task is denoted as Dt = {(xt

i, y
t
i)}

Nt

i=1,
where Nt is the number of samples, and xt

i is the i-th im-
age and yti is the label of xt

i in the t-th task; yi ∈ Y (t),
where Y (t) represents the class set in task t. After the
t-th session, all the classes learned are denoted as Y =
Y (1) ∪ Y (2) ∪ · · · ∪ Y (t). The objective of this frame-
work is to train a mapping function capable of predicting
the class of an input image x for all trained classes ∈ Y . The
datasets are fed to models one by one to mimic data stream.
In this work, we focus on Class-Incremental Learning (CIL)
[14, 32, 56], where the task boundaries are explicit, but the
task identity is unknown during testing.
Pre-trained Visual Transformer Backbone. The back-
bone of our network is a pre-trained visual Transformer
(ViT) [12] on the ImageNet dataset. This backbone con-
sists of an embedding layer fe, and several Multi-Head
Self-Attention (MHSA) blocks fb where b = 1, 2, . . . , Nb.
Given an input image x ∈ RH×W×C from Dt, the image
is first processed by the embedding layer into a sequence
of features written in the form of matrix ξe = fe(x) ∈
RLimg×d, where Limg is the number of tokens, and d is the
embedding dimension. Then, a class token [CLS] ∈ Rd is
prepended to the features ξe, and they are fed into MHSA
blocks to get the final representation ξcls ∈ Rd for the im-
age. ξcls is used to train a task-specific classifier Φ(·;ϕ),
where ϕ = {ϕ1, ϕ2, . . . , ϕT } denotes the parameters of
each classifier.

3.3. Semantic and Visual Prompt
We use semantic prompts to enhance the generalization
ability of visual features. Specifically, we form a seman-

tic description Rlan as:

“A photo of {class1} or {class2} . . . or {classNinc} .” (1)

for the t-th task dataset comprising the class names. Here,
class1, class2, . . . , classNinc will be replaced with the
class names from Y(t). We then employ the pre-trained
large language model BERT [10] as a semantic feature ex-
tractor to transform Rlan into a text embedding:

Ps = BERT(Rlan), (2)

where Ps ∈ Rd represents the task-level semantic prompt.
Like existing works, we also employ trainable visual

prompts to extract classification knowledge from the visual
feature space. We define the visual prompt as Pv ∈ RLvp×d,
where Lvp is the length of the visual prompt. Pv is ran-
domly initialized at the start of training. These visual
prompts are trained during each incremental session, and
all trained prompts will be stored in a prompt pool.

Then, the input of the ViT backbone network consist of
multiple parts as

x̂ = [ξcls, ξe, Ps, Pv]. (3)

where ξcls is a class token, ξe refers to the image tokens,
Ps and Pv denote the semantic prompt and visual prompt,
respectively. We define x̂ ∈ RLx̂×d to represent the input
information for the ViT backbone network, and Lx̂ = 1 +
Limg + 1+ Lvp as the total number of input token lengths.

3.4. Integrated Query-Key Matching Mechanism
Previous prompt-based methods typically train a separate
prompt for each task and use a Query-Key matching mech-
anism to select an appropriate task prompt for image clas-
sification, where the query feature is derived from the input
image and the key is a learnable vector associated with the
prompt.

However, the query features of different classes within
the same task can vary significantly, which hinders select-
ing an appropriate task prompt. To address this problem,
[16] introduced a Multi-Key mechanism, where each class
within a task is assigned a unique key. The Multi-Key
mechanism focuses on matching the query feature with the
key of each individual class. Despite improvement, achiev-
ing accurate matching at the early stages of model training
remains challenging. To further enhance prompt selection
accuracy, we propose a new method called the Integrated
Query-Key Matching Mechanism.

Our method is built upon the multi-key matching mech-
anism, where the trainable keys are denoted as K =
{K1,K2, . . . ,Kt, . . . ,KT }. There are Ninc keys for each
key set Kt = {Kt

i}
Ninc

i=1 , where Kt
i ∈ Rd represents



the key of the i-th class in t-th task. When training be-
gins, the query image is fed into the frozen ViT to ex-
tract query feature q ∈ Rd. Then, we calculate the co-
sine similarity between query feature q and all keys in
the current training task, resulting in a score vector logit
ℓ̂ = [cos(q,Kt

1), cos(q,Kt
2), ..., cos(q,Kt

Ninc
)]. We further

convert the score vector into a probability distribution via
softmax:

ℓc =
eℓ̂c∑Ninc

j=1 eℓ̂j
, (4)

where c ∈ {1 : Ninc}, and ℓc is the similarity score of the
c-th key after softmax. To encourage the query feature close
to its key and far away from other keys, we use the cross-
entropy loss function [52] as the multi-key loss:

Lk = − 1

Ninc

Ninc∑
i

yi log(ℓ), (5)

where yi is the ground truth label for the input image xi.
Despite success, we observe that this multi-key mech-

anism may select incorrect prompts when classes in other
tasks are similar to those in the current task, finally lead-
ing to wrong image classification. To address this issue, we
introduce an extra measurement based on entropy, which
reflects decision confidence:

H(ℓ) = −
Ninc∑
i=1

ℓi log(ℓi). (6)

Additionally, to further enhance the accuracy of the se-
lection prompts, we calculate the feature mean of each
query class as prototype ξq ∈ RD. Then, the similarity
between the query features and all prototypes for the t-th
task is calculated and processed using the softmax function.
Consequently, we obtain a new probability distribution vec-
tor as output:

ζc =
ecos(q,ξq,c)∑Ninc

j=1 ecos(q,ξq,j)
, (7)

where c ∈ {1 : Ninc} is the index of each class. Similarly,
its entropy is used to improve query-key matching:

H(ζ) = −
Ninc∑
i=1

ζi log(ζi). (8)

During the inference process, the model integrates four
strategies to select prompts, where each strategy is formu-

lated as:

P1 = argmax
t∈T

{ℓt}, (9)

P2 = argmin
t∈T

{H(ℓt)}, (10)

P3 = argmax
t∈T

{ζt}, (11)

P4 = argmin
t∈T

{H(ζt)}, (12)

T ∈ {1 : T } represents the number of tasks already trained.
Then, we adopt a voting strategy [7] to select the final task
prompt. If all outputs differ, the P1 is chosen by default
as the final prediction result. The model uses the predicted
task prompt to carry out the remaining computation.

3.5. Transformer Layers with Adapter
Previous prompt-based methods [48, 49] primarily focus on
the input and output of pre-trained models, overlooking the
internal learning processes and feature extraction. This lim-
its the model’s generalization capability, making it difficult
to adapt to new data. To address this problem, we pro-
pose incorporating adapter structures within the layers of
pre-trained models.

An adapter typically consists of a down-projection ma-
trix Wdown ∈ Rd×d′

, a non-linear activation function such
as ReLU, and an up-projection matrix Wup ∈ Rd′×d. Here,
d′ refers to the input dimension of the ReLU activation
layer. Let xin denote the input to the adapter. An adapter
can be formalized as:

xout = Wup,L(ReLU(Wdown,L · xin)), (13)
xin = [ξe, Ps], (14)

where L represents the L-th layer of the backbone. To en-
able using semantic information to guide the model in learn-
ing more generalized visual features, we input the image to-
ken ξe and Ps into the adapter. As training, the parameters
within the adapter retain knowledge learned from the data.

Thanks to our new Query-Key matching mechanism pro-
posed in Section 3.4, which significantly enhances task-
matching accuracy. We adopt task-specific adapter param-
eters to address the forgetting problem caused by the up-
dating of adapter parameters. When a new task comes, the
adapter will train new parameters while retaining the old pa-
rameters. During the inference phase, when the Query-Key
matching mechanism selects prompts for a specific task, the
corresponding task’s adapter parameters will be loaded into
the network’s adapter as well.

3.6. Loss Functions
Cosine Contrast Loss. We introduce a new contrast loss
to ensure that the semantic prompts closely align with the
features of class labels. Specifically, the class names will



be organized into the following form:

Rsem,i = “A photo of {class i} .” (15)

to represent the class-level semantic expression for the i-th
label in Y (t). Next, they are encoded into semantic space
ξsem,i = BERT(Rsem,i). Given the significant diversity in
classes and domains within the dataset, we propose using a
cosine-based function to enhance the stability of the learn-
ing process. The proposed cosine contrast loss is formulated
as:

Lcon =
1

Ninc

Ninc∑
i=1

{ŷi(1− cos(Ps, ξsem,i))

+α · (1− ŷi) |cos(Ps, ξsem,i)|} , (16)

where ŷi is a label indicating whether the sample pair is of
the same class. ŷi = 1 indicates a positive sample pair, and
ŷi = 0 indicates a negative sample pair.

In incremental tasks, the number of negative pairs of-
ten greatly exceeds that of positive pairs. For instance, in
a 10-classes incremental stage, there is only one positive
pair versus nine negative pairs. The imbalance makes it
difficult for the model to learn from positive samples. To
mitigate this issue, we introduce a trade-off factor α, empir-
ically set to 0.3. By minimizing this cosine contrast loss,
the model outputs Ps that are similar to their corresponding
class-level semantic features. The adapter in the backbone
network is thus guided to learn the correspondence between
the semantic information and the image representation, thus
improving the performance of image classification.
Classification Loss . In our approach, each task has its
specific trainable classifier Φ (·;ϕ), which predicts the class
of an image based on its features ξcls. Similar to previous
methods, we use the cross entropy loss to optimize the clas-
sifier:

Lce = CrossEntropy(Φ (ξcls;ϕ) , y). (17)

Final Loss Function. In general, for task t, the final loss
function combines the multi-key loss Lk, cosine contrast
loss Lcon, and CE loss Lce, forming the overall learning
objective of the proposed model:

L = Lk + Lcon + Lce. (18)

4. Experiments
4.1. Experimental Settings
Datasets. To compare with different continual learning
methods, we conduct experiments on three benchmark
datasets. Following the class-incremental learning setting
[16, 32], task identities are not provided during testing.
• ImageNetR [17] is a dataset comprising 30,000 images

across 200 classes derived from ImageNet. Each class

includes images in various styles, such as art, cartoons,
graffiti, and challenging examples from the original Ima-
geNet, introducing a significant domain shift. This diver-
sity in styles makes the dataset particularly challenging
for models trained on standard datasets.

• CIFAR-100 [24] consists of 60,000 color images at a res-
olution of 32×32 pixels, categorized into 100 classes with
500 training images and 100 test images per class. It is
a widely recognized benchmark in the continual learning
community.

• ImageNetA [18] is a real-world dataset containing 7,500
unmodified, naturally occurring images from 200 Ima-
geNet classes. These images were adversarially selected
to be misclassified by ResNet models, presenting a sub-
stantial challenge for machine learning models. The
dataset exhibits significant class imbalance, with some
categories having very few samples.

Implementation Details. Following Cprompt [16], we
employ the Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD) optimizer
[22] with a momentum of 0.9 and an initial learning rate of
0.01. Our experiments are conducted on an NVIDIA RTX
3090 GPU, with a batch size of 24 images per iteration. The
learning rate decays to zero according to a cosine anneal-
ing schedule. We trained on ImageNetR for 14 epochs and
trained 20 epochs on CIFAR100 and ImageNetA.

To evaluate our method in different incremental learn-
ing settings, we applied two strategies for ImageNetR and
ImageNetA, each containing 200 classes. The first strat-
egy splits the dataset into 10 tasks, with 20 classes per task,
while the second divides it into 20 tasks, each containing
10 classes. For CIFAR100, which includes 100 classes, we
partitioned it into 10 tasks, each containing 10 classes.

Evaluation Metrics. We evaluated our model using three
widely adopted metrics in continual learning [16, 42, 47–
49]. Specifically, we report the average prediction accu-
racy on all classes after the final training session, denoted as
Last-acc, and the average accuracy across all sessions, de-
noted as Avg-acc. Additionally, we calculate the forgetting
score FF, following the methodology in [42, 48], to quantify
the performance degradation on previous tasks over time.
To show the reliability and statistical significance of our re-
sults, we conducted each experiment three times using dif-
ferent random seeds to shuffle the dataset order. We report
the mean performance metrics across these runs along with
the corresponding standard deviations.
Compared Methods. To comprehensively demonstrate
the superiority of our approach, we compare it against both
prompt-based and adapter-based state-of-the-art (SOTA)
continual learning methods. Specifically, the prompt-
based methods we consider are L2P [49], DualPrompt [48],
CODA-P [42], and CPrompt [16], while the adapter-based
methods include EASE [55] and SSIAT [43]. These meth-
ods were chosen because they represent the current leading



Method
Split-ImageNetR CIFAR100 Split-ImageNetA

Last-acc↑ Avg-acc↑ FF↓ Last-acc↑ Avg-acc↑ FF↓ Last-acc↑ Avg-acc↑ FF↓

L2P[49] 69.11±0.42 75.61±0.80 7.93±0.05 82.44±0.56 88.00±0.97 7.04±1.48 44.29±0.74 53.93±1.05 9.98 ±0.15

DualPrompt[48] 71.50±0.23 76.62±0.68 6.03±0.88 83.07±0.55 88.41±1.19 6.22±1.43 46.65±0.19 58.06±0.91 12.69±1.11

CODA-P[42] 75.17±0.23 80.59±0.68 7.07±0.86 86.19±0.36 90.97±1.19 6.70±0.88 51.90±0.71 62.23±1.42 9.69±0.67

Cprompt[16] 76.93±0.55 82.45±0.80 5.44 ±0.41 87.62±0.16 92.33±0.28 5.20±0.32 55.06±1.19 66.25±1.95 12.14±0.78

EASE[55] 76.16±0.25 82.85±0.46 7.45±0.34 88.12±0.56 92.49±0.75 5.83±0.60 54.16±0.20 65.98±0.78 13.05±0.82

SSIAT[43] 79.90 ±0.43 84.06 ±0.64 5.91±0.43 91.43 ±0.16 94.27 ±0.74 4.63 ±0.48 61.29 ±1.10 69.91 ±1.54 15.67±0.68

AESP(ours) 81.95±0.50 86.06±0.48 4.53±0.22 92.69±0.19 95.19±0.07 2.87±0.27 63.99±0.68 72.01±0.78 10.08±0.10

Table 1. Comparison of performance on Split-ImageNetR, CIFAR100, and Split-ImageNetA under the 10-task setting. The first four rows
display the prompt-based methods, the following two rows present the adapter-based methods, and the proposed AESP is shown in the last
row. The best result is marked in bold, and the second-best result is underlined.

Figure 3. Illustrations of the continual learning performance at each task are depicted through these curves. The curves are constructed by
averaging the performance across three separate seeds for every incremental learning session.

Method
Split-ImageNetR Split-ImageNetA

Last-acc↑ Avg-acc↑ Last-acc↑ Avg-acc↑

L2P[49] 65.88±0.33 73.18±1.37 37.16±0.36 47.95±0.43

Dual-P[48] 67.80±0.51 73.82±1.45 39.76±0.24 53.67±0.72

CODA-P[42] 72.41±0.37 77.98±1.01 43.78±0.57 56.03±0.69

Cprompt[16] 74.31±0.79 81.18±0.15 52.29±0.81 64.02±1.26

EASE[55] 74.09±0.36 81.51±0.47 42.42±1.29 57.36±1.26

SSIAT[43] 78.32 ±0.36 82.99 ±0.68 58.45 ±2.23 68.03 ±2.18

AESP(ours) 79.75±0.52 84.48±0.53 60.96±0.76 70.28±0.98

Table 2. Experimental results under 20-task setting on Split-
ImageNetR and Split-ImageNetA dataset. The best result is
marked in bold, and the second-best result is underlined.

techniques in their respective categories, providing a robust
benchmark for evaluation. For a fair comparison, we re-
produce the best results of these methods under the same
experimental environments. Additionally, all results are av-
eraged over three runs with different random seeds to ensure
statistical reliability.

4.2. Main Results
As shown in Table 1, the proposed AESP method outper-
formed across all datasets when compared to SOTA meth-
ods. First, we report the experimental results on the Im-
ageNetR and CIFAR100 datasets. Our method demon-

strates a substantial improvement over prompt-based ap-
proaches. Notably, although Cprompt has achieved signifi-
cant advancements over earlier prompt-based methods, our
approach surpasses it on ImageNetR by 5.02% in Last-acc,
3.61% in Avg-acc, and 1.38% lower than it in forgetting
rate. Similarly, on CIFAR100, AESP exceeds Cprompt by
4.87% in Last-acc and 2.66% in Avg-acc. In terms of for-
getfulness, it’s almost 2% lower.

Moreover, while the latest adapter-based methods have
previously outperformed prompt-based methods, our AESP
method which integrates both adapters and prompts, suc-
cessfully surpasses these adapter-based approaches. Specif-
ically, we achieve improvements of 2.05% in Last-acc and
2% in Avg-acc on ImageNetR over the best-performing
adapter-based method SSIAT. While our lead in Last-acc
over prompt-based methods is notable, our advantage in
Avg-acc over adapter-based methods is even more pro-
nounced. This is because adapter-based methods tend to
exhibit stronger resistance to catastrophic forgetting. By
combining adapters with prompts, our approach effectively
inherits this strength, reducing the forgetting rate by ap-
proximately 1.38% compared to SSIAT on ImageNetR and
1.76% on CIFAR100.

ImageNetA is a particularly challenging dataset, as it
comprises samples that are frequently misclassified by



Method
Split-ImageNetR CIFAR100 Split-ImageNetA

Last-acc↑ Avg-acc↑ FF↓ Last-acc↑ Avg-acc↑ FF↓ Last-acc↑ Avg-acc↑ FF↓

w/o Adapter 80.29 84.53 4.43 91.31 94.14 3.15 62.78 68.36 8.58
w/o S-Prompt 79.99 84.26 4.58 91.23 94.18 3.21 64.12 71.36 9.71
w/o IQKM 74.39 80.74 8.25 84.54 90.06 6.81 53.87 64.59 16.17
AESP 81.95 86.06 4.53 92.69 95.19 2.87 63.99 72.01 10.08

Table 3. Ablation Study on Split-ImageNetR, CIFAR100, and Split-ImageNetA dataset. We removed the Adapter, Semantic Prompt (S-
Prompt), and Integrated query-key matching (IQKM) from the model separately to verify the validity of each component.

Attach Layer Amount Last-acc↑ Avg-acc↑

Layer 0 - 3 4 81.08 85.15
Layer 8 - 11 4 80.10 84.25
Layer 0 - 4 5 81.16 85.11
Layer 7 - 11 5 80.98 84.83
Layer 0 - 5 6 81.33 85.55
Layer 6 - 11 6 81.12 85.40
Layer 0 - 11 12 81.95 86.06

Table 4. The influence of Adapters for different layers. Experi-
ments were performed on the Split-imagenetR dataset.

ResNet models due to their adversarial or anomalous na-
ture. However, our proposed method leverages the strong
generalization capabilities of semantic information, enhanc-
ing image feature representations and thereby improving
the classification accuracy of these difficult samples. Our
method achieves Last-acc and Avg-acc of 63.99% and
72.01%, respectively, representing improvements of about
1.56% and 1.18% over SSIAT. A detailed comparison of the
different continual learning methods in the three datasets is
shown in Figure 3.

Additionally, we evaluate our method under a 20-task
setting to assess its performance in scenarios involving long
sequences of tasks. As shown in Table 2. Under the 20-task
setting, our method achieves a Last-acc of 79.75% on Im-
ageNetR and 60.96% on ImageNetA, maintaining leading
performance. These results are 1.43% higher than SSIAT
and ahead of Cprompt by as much as 5.44%. A similar
trend is observed for Avg-acc, indicating that our method
maintains good stability and strong resistance to forgetting
when dealing with longer task sequences.

4.3. Ablation Study
We conducted ablation experiments under the 10-task set-
ting on three datasets to evaluate the effectiveness of three
components: adapters, semantic prompts, and integrated
query-key matching (IQKM). The results are shown in Ta-
ble 3. First, when we removed the adapter from the ViT
layers, the Last-acc dropped by 1.66%, 1.38%, and 1.21%
on ImageNetR, CIFAR100, and ImageNetA, respectively,
while the Avg-acc decreased by 1.53%, 1.05%, and 3.65%.
This consistent decline across all datasets indicates that in-

tegrating the adapter is crucial for learning adaptive fea-
tures.

Next, removing the semantic prompts resulted in a de-
crease in Last-acc by 1.96% on ImageNetR and 1.46%
on CIFAR100. Interestingly, on ImageNetA, the Last-acc
slightly increased by 0.13%. The Avg-acc dropped by
1.80%, 1.01%, and 0.65% on the three datasets, respec-
tively. These results suggest that while semantic prompts
generally assist in feature adaptation and lead to more gen-
eralized feature representations, their impact may vary de-
pending on the dataset characteristics.

Finally, replacing the IQKM module with the Multi-Key
mechanism from CPrompt [16] for query-key matching led
to significant performance drops across all datasets. The
Last-acc decreased by 7.56%, 8.15%, and 10.12% on the
three datasets respectively, and the Avg-acc fell by 5.32%,
5.13%, and 7.42%. This substantial decline aligns with
our expectations: inaccurate task selection can cause the
adapter and prompt to provide incorrect prompts and se-
mantic guidance, conflicting with the model’s pre-trained
knowledge and leading to suboptimal results.
Impact of adapter location. Layers at different depths of
ViT exhibit varying feature extraction capabilities. On the
ImageNetR dataset, we explored the impact of fine-tuning
ViT layers at different depths under the 10-task setting on
model performance. Table 4 reports the results of adding
adapters at different depths.

It is clear that incorporating adapters in all layers of the
ViT remains the most effective approach. Additionally, at-
taching adapters to shallow layers yields better results than
to deep layers. This phenomenon differs somewhat from
previous findings [15, 35]. Earlier adapter-based meth-
ods primarily handled pure image information, whereas our
method integrates semantic information, requiring adapters
to align both semantic and image features at varying depths.
This shows to some extent that our approach optimizes the
model’s internal learning process and feature extraction ca-
pabilities.

5. Conclusion
In this paper, we design a novel adapter-enhanced se-
mantic prompting framework for continual learning, which



combines the benefits of prompts and adapters. To en-
hance the generalization ability of visual features, we in-
troduce semantic prompts generated by the large language
model BERT and design a cosine contrast loss for effec-
tive learning. Furthermore, we propose an integrated query-
key matching mechanism to improve the accuracy of task
prompt selection, which facilitates final image classifica-
tion. Extensive experiments on three widely used continual
learning datasets demonstrate the effectiveness of our pro-
posed framework.
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