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Abstract

Few-shot class-incremental learning (FSCIL) involves
learning new classes from limited data while retaining prior
knowledge, and often results in catastrophic forgetting. Ex-
isting methods either freeze backbone networks to preserve
knowledge, which largely limits adaptability, or rely on ad-
ditional modules or prompts, introducing extra inference
overhead. To this end, we propose Continuous Knowledge-
Preserving Decomposition for FSCIL (CKPD-FSCIL), a
framework that efficiently decomposes model’s weights into
two complementary parts: one that compacts existing
knowledge (knowledge-sensitive components) and another
carries redundant capacity to accommodate new abilities
(redundant-capacity components). The decomposition is
guided by a covariance matrix from replay samples such
that the decomposed principal components align closely
with the classification abilities of these representative sam-
ples. During adaptation, we freeze the knowledge-sensitive
components and only adapt the redundant-capacity compo-
nents, fostering plasticity for new abilities while minimiz-
ing interference with existing knowledge, without chang-
ing model architecture or increasing inference overhead.
Additionally, CKPD introduces an adaptive layer selection
strategy to identify layers with the most redundant capac-
ity, dynamically allocating adapters across layers. Exper-
iments on multiple benchmarks demonstrate that CKPD-
FSCIL outperforms the state-of-the-art methods.

1. Introduction

Few-shot class-incremental learning (FSCIL) [47] ad-
dresses the need to incrementally learn new classes from
limited data while preserving previously acquired knowl-
edge. The setting is common in real-world applica-
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Figure 1. The motivation of CKPD-FSCIL: We utilize replay data
from previously seen categories to perform knowledge-preserving
decomposition at each session, decomposing network weights into
knowledge-sensitive components (frozen during adaptation) and
redundant-capacity components (learnable B and A). Adapter
sensitivity evaluation is then applied to automatically select layers
(l∗). We repeat the steps as session goes on, continuously assimi-
lating new abilities and performing adaptive layer selection.

tions e.g., adaptive recommendation systems and robotics
in evolving environments, where models must efficiently
adapt to new information without compromising existing
knowledge. It combines both demands of few-shot learn-
ing [40, 50], which requires learning from limited data,
and class-incremental learning [29, 41], which incorporates
new classes over time without retraining [49, 65]. This
combination presents significant challenges. First, mod-
els are susceptible to catastrophic forgetting, where knowl-
edge from previous classes is overwritten when learning
new classes without access to prior data [13, 33, 61]. Sec-
ond, the scarcity of data for newly introduced classes in-
creases overfitting risks, hindering generalization [43, 45].
Finally, a delicate balance between maintaining stability of
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prior knowledge and encouraging plasticity to accommo-
date new information [35] is important but elusive.

Various strategies have been developed to address
these challenges. Data replay-based methods [1, 31, 37]
store or synthesize data from previous classes to miti-
gate forgetting. Optimization-based approaches use meta-
learning [46], specialized loss functions [22], and geometric
constraints [32] to improve learning effectiveness from lim-
ited data. Additionally, dynamic adaptation techniques in-
troduce dynamic architectures [57–59], classifiers [47, 53,
63], and parameters [27] to adapt to new classes. Despite
these efforts, several limitations remain. The majority of
FSCIL methods choose to freeze the backbone network in
training because fine-tuning on few-shot data is prone to
overfitting and thus exacerbates catastrophic forgetting [18,
27, 47, 60, 70]. However, limited capacity for adaptation
will obstruct the acquisition of representative and discrim-
inative features for new tasks. Additionally, some studies
introduce task-specific prompts or adapters and only fine-
tune them in adaptation [6, 14, 30, 36, 39, 48, 54], yet they
introduce additional parameters or inference complexity.

In this paper, we investigate the following question,
Can we decompose the weights of a model into two com-

plementary components such that one compacts the abil-
ity of previously acquired knowledge, and the other corre-
sponds to the redundant capacity to spare for new knowl-
edge?
By finding a solution to this question, we can adaptively
freeze the component sensitive to existing knowledge while
making the redundant component learnable during incre-
mental training. This could fundamentally resolve the
dilemma between fully freezing and fine-tuning a backbone
network, without changing the model architecture or incur-
ring additional inference overhead. To this end, we pro-
pose a Continuous Knowledge-Preserving Decomposition
(CKPD) framework, which enables us to continuously de-
tach the redundant component from the essential compo-
nents associated with the already acquired knowledge. The
intuition is to perform dimension reduction for the feature
space to allocate extra space for new knowledge. Consid-
ering that the output feature space of a linear projection in
neural networks usually contains larger inter-class variance
with smaller intra-class variance [16], the principal com-
ponents of the covariance matrix projected onto the output
space capture the most influential and discriminative ele-
ments that contribute to classification [12, 34].

Inspired by this insight, we collect the covariance matrix
before a linear layer using the replay strategy that allows
storing a few samples of old classes (usually one sample
per old class), and perform singular value decomposition
(SVD) for the covariance matrix multiplied by the linear
projection weight, such that the components with the large
singular values most correspond to the classification abili-

ties of these representative samples. Accordingly, the com-
ponents with small singular values are redundant and we
split them away as learnable adapters for new knowledge
while freezing the other components to preserve existing
knowledge. We multiply the inverse of the covariance ma-
trix to reconstruct the linear projection weight trained on
previous classes, so it will not change the weight signifi-
cantly at the start of each session’s adaptation in continual
training. Compared to directly decomposing the weight by
SVD into orthogonal components agnostic of any ability of
concern, our method concentrates the existing classification
abilities associated with the representative samples into the
principal components, and thus the remaining components
contain more capacity for new knowledge with less inter-
ference with the already acquired abilities. Moreover, our
method retains inference efficiency by merging the fine-
tuned adapters with the frozen components to recover the
original model structure, without introducing additional pa-
rameters or computation cost at inference.

To capture evolving task characteristics in continual
training, we continuously recalculate the covariance ma-
trix based on replay data of previously seen classes to per-
form our knowledge-preserving decomposition before each
session’s adaptation, as shown in the top part of Figure 1.
During continuous adaptation, the capacity available for ac-
commodating new knowledge varies across different lay-
ers and changes over sessions. Therefore, we further in-
troduce an adaptive strategy for automatic layer selection.
Concretely, we perform our knowledge-preserving decom-
position for all linear layers and build adapters using the
singular vectors with the smallest r singular values. We de-
velop a metric named the Adapter Sensitivity Ratio (ASR),

and it is computed as ASRl =
σl
−r

σl
min

, where σl
−r is the r-th

last singular value, and σl
min refers to the smallest singular

value of the l-th layer. The metric evaluates the sensitivity
of the detached adapter to existing knowledge. A large ASR
indicates that parts of the important components with non-
negligible contributions to previously acquired abilities are
included into the adapter, while a small value means that
the adapter only contains redundant components with sim-
ilar insignificant contributions and thus less interferes with
existing knowledge. We rank ASRl of all layers and select
the top-K layers with the smallest ASR values. By doing
so, our method dynamically allocates adapters across layers
in each session, as illustrated in the bottom part of Figure 1.

Our contributions can be summarized as follows:

• We propose CKPD-FSCIL, a framework that efficiently
decompose linear projection weights into complementary
components such that the one compacts the ability of pre-
viously acquired knowledge and is frozen during training,
and the other corresponds to the redundant capacity and
is learnable to adapt to new knowledge.



• We develop an adapter sensitivity evaluation strategy for
automatic adapter allocation across layers, which further
maintains the stability of previously acquired knowledge
while ensuring the capacity for learning new tasks.

• Extensive experiments demonstrate that CKPD outper-
forms state-of-the-art methods on multiple benchmarks.
Ablation studies and analyses verify the effectiveness
of our methods in fostering adaptability and mitigating
catastrophic forgetting.

2. Related Works
2.1. Few-shot Class-Incremental Learning

Few-shot class-incremental learning (FSCIL) [47] com-
bines the goals of few-shot learning [40, 50] and class-
incremental learning [29, 41, 49, 65]. It requires train-
ing a base model on a comprehensive set of base classes,
and incrementally learning new classes from a few ex-
amples while retaining prior knowledge, which presents
key challenges of catastrophic forgetting [13, 33, 61], data
scarcity [43, 45], and stability-plasticity dilemma [35].
Existing approaches tackle these issues through data re-
play or generation approaches [1, 31, 37], optimization
strategies including meta-learning and advanced loss func-
tions [22, 32, 46, 60], and dynamic adaptation methods that
adjust model structures or classifiers to accommodate new
classes [47, 53, 57–59, 63]. Dynamic weight aims to adapt
models based on input characteristics without incrementally
increasing overall complexity [27]. However, most meth-
ods limit the backbone’s adaptability by freezing it to mit-
igate catastrophic forgetting, which largely restricts the ca-
pacity to accommodate new knowledge [18, 27, 47, 60, 70].
Alternatively, a trainable backbone often leads to overfit-
ting on few-shot samples, worsening catastrophic forget-
ting [4, 10, 24]. Different from these methods, our method
decomposes the linear projection weights in backbone net-
work into complementary parts, one concentrating the exist-
ing abilities and the other one providing redundant capacity
for learning new knowledge, and thus ensures both stability
and plasticity.

2.2. Efficient Adaptation

Parameter-efficient fine-tuning is an effective technique to
efficiently adapt a model with only a small number of learn-
able parameters [9, 56], which is especially instrumental for
pre-trained large language models whose full fine-tuning
is resource-demanding. Adapter-based [17, 19, 25] and
prompt-based methods [21, 26, 28, 55] insert additional
modules or learnable prompts and only train them for adap-
tation. While effective, these approaches generally increase
inference costs by adding extra parameters or modifying
model architecture. Low-rank adaptation methods, exem-
plified by LoRA [20], build low-rank matrices as learnable

adapters that can be merged into the pre-trained weights and
thus will not cause architectural change or additional infer-
ence cost. LoRA has inspired a series of follow-up stud-
ies. AdaLoRA [66] adopts adaptive rank in different lay-
ers. CorDA [61] proposes a context-oriented decomposi-
tion method to initialize the low rank adapters. Compared
with CorDA, which adapts a model only once, we deal with
evolving task characteristics in continual training, and the
capacity available for accommodating new knowledge al-
ways varies across different layers and changes over ses-
sions. Therefore, our method differs from CorDA in that
we support adaptive layer selection and our adapters can be
dynamically allocated in each session.

Efficient adaptation methods are also developed for
FSCIL with prompt tuning and adapter mechanisms [6,
14, 30, 36, 39, 48, 48, 54]. PL-FSCIL [48] employs
domain and task-specific prompts to adapt a pre-trained
vision Transformer (ViT) to new classes incrementally.
ASP-FSCIL [30] introduces an attention-aware and self-
adaptive prompt framework to retain shared knowledge
across tasks. FSPT-FSCIL [39] further refines prompt us-
age by combining fast-update and slow-update prompts.
Additionally, PriViLege [36] and CPE-CLIP [6] utilize
pre-trained vision-language Transformers with learnable
prompts, while KANet [54] and CA-CLIP [14] employ
adapters to integrate new information. However, these
methods often introduce additional parameters, increasing
inference complexity. As a comparison, our method adopts
the low-rank adapter structure and can recover the architec-
ture without incurring extra parameters or inference over-
head. Besides, prior methods rely on manual layer selec-
tion [30, 39, 54], while our method enables automatic layer
selection with adaptive adjustment over sessions.

3. Method

We describe the problem formulation of FSCIL in Sec. 3.1.
And then we propose our CKPD-FSCIL, composed of con-
tinuous knowledge-preserving decomposition (CKPD) in
Sec. 3.2, and adapter sensitivity evaluation for adaptive
layer selection in Sec. 3.3. Finally, we specify the imple-
mentation details in Sec. 3.4.

3.1. Problem Formulation

FSCIL involves training a model incrementally across mul-
tiple sessions, denoted as {D(0),D(1), . . . ,D(T )}. In
each session t, the model receives a training set D(t) =

{(xi, yi)}|D
(t)|

i=1 , where xi is an input sample and yi is its
corresponding label. The base session D(0) provides a com-
prehensive label set C(0) with substantial data for each class,
serving as the foundation for the model’s initial learning. In
subsequent sessions D(t), t > 0, the model is introduced
to new classes with only a few labeled images per class,
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Figure 2. Overview of CKPD-FSCIL. The framework includes: (a) Knowledge-Preserving Decomposition, which computes covariance
matrices from replay samples to decompose weights into frozen knowledge-sensitive components and learnable redundant-capacity com-
ponents; (b) Construction of Learnable Adapters, where redundant-capacity components are used to form low-rank matrices B and A for
new task adaptation, while knowledge-sensitive components are frozen to preserve existing knowledge; (c) Recalculation of Covariance
Matrices, which updates covariance matrices in each session using the latest replay data; (d) Adapter Sensitivity Evaluation, which com-
putes Adapter Sensitivity Ratios (ASR) to identify the K most adaptable layers with the highest redundant capacity and minimal impact
on existing knowledge; and (e) Continuous Layer Selection, which dynamically recalculates ASR values in each session to update the K
most adaptable layers, ensuring efficient adaptation while preserving prior knowledge.

typically following a p-way q-shot setup—meaning p new
classes with q samples for each class. Importantly, there
is no overlap between the classes of different sessions, i.e.,
C(t) ∩ C(t′) = ∅ for all t′ ̸= t. Other than data replay with
limited samples, the training data from previous sessions are
inaccessible in future sessions. During evaluation in session
t, the model is tested on data from all classes encountered,
i.e,

⋃t
i=0 C(i). The goal is to achieve high accuracy across

all learned classes, balancing the acquisition of new knowl-
edge with the retention of existing knowledge.

3.2. Continuous Knowledge-Preserving Decompo-
sition

The motivation of CKPD is to decompose linear projec-
tion weights into two complementary parts: knowledge-
sensitive components that compact existing abilities and
redundant-capacity components that have limited influ-
ence on existing abilities and carry redundant capacity to
accommodate new knowledge. We achieve this by borrow-
ing ideas from principal component analysis, but decom-
pose covariance matrices projected onto the output feature
space of each linear layer, such that the obtained principal
components most correspond to the classification abilities
of these representative samples. Moreover, we can recon-
struct weights by multiplying the inverse of the covariance
matrix.

As illustrated in Fig. 2 (a), at the start of each incremen-

tal session t > 0, we collect a small subset of replay data,
D(t)

replay = {(xi, yi) | yi ∈
⋃t−1

i=0 C(i)}, containing only one
sample for each old class. These replay samples are passed
through the model’s backbone network f to compute acti-
vations and calculate covariance matrices C(t) before each
linear layer (we omit layer index for simplicity) as follows,

C(t) =
1

Nreplay
F (t)F (t)⊤ ∈ Rdin×din . (1)

where F (t) ∈ Rdin×NreplayNpatch represents the activations
from replay data, Nreplay = |D(t)

replay| is the number of re-
play samples, and Npatch is the number of image patches or
tokens.

Once the covariance matrix is computed, we perform
singular value decomposition (SVD) on the covariance ma-
trix C(t) multiplied by the linear projection weight W of
this layer:

SVD(WC(t)) = UΣV ⊤ =

R∑
i=1

σiuiv
⊤
i , (2)

where W ∈ Rdout×din is the weight matrix, Σ ∈ Rdout×din

is a diagonal matrix with singular values σi arranged in de-
scending order, R is the total number of singular values of
WC(t), i.e., R = min{dout, din}, and U ∈ Rdout×dout , V ∈
Rdin×din are orthogonal matrices containing the left and right
singular vectors ui and vi, respectively.



To preserve existing knowledge while enabling adapta-
tion, we split the decomposed components into two parts:
• Knowledge-sensitive components: This part corre-

sponds to the largest singular values (the first R− r com-
ponents), which dominate the contributions to the previ-
ously acquired abilities. These components are frozen
during adaptation in the current session to preserve ex-
isting knowledge.

• Redundant-capacity components: This part consists of
components with the smallest r singular values and is
used to create learnable adapters for adaptation to new
tasks.

The two parts are complementary, and more importantly,
the redundant-capacity components minimize interference
with the existing abilities as much as possible to ensure both
stability for old classes and plasticity for new tasks.

To avoid a large model drift at the start of each session’s
adaptation, the inference result needs to remain unchanged.
We reconstruct the weight matrix W as:

Ŵ = UΣ(V ⊤C−1) =

R∑
i=1

σiuiv̂
⊤
i , (3)

where v̂⊤
i is the i-th row vector of V TC−1.

As illustrated in Fig. 2 (b), the redundant-capacity com-
ponents are used to construct two learnable low-rank matri-
ces, B and A, which serve as learnable adapters to accom-
modate new tasks:

W ′ = W −BA,

B = U[:,−r:]

√
Σ[−r:],

A =
√
Σ[−r:](V

⊤C−1)[−r:,:],

(4)

where U[:,−r:] refers to the last r columns of the matrix
U , (V ⊤C−1)[−r:,:] refers to the last r rows of the matrix
V ⊤C−1, and

√
Σ[−r:] is a diagonal matrix containing the

square roots of the smallest r singular values on its diago-
nal. B ∈ Rdout×r and A ∈ Rr×din form the low-rank adapter
matrices, and BA =

∑R
i=R−r+1 σiuiv̂

T
i corresponds to the

sum of the last r components in Eq. (3). W ′ corresponds
to the knowledge-sensitive components, i.e., the first R− r
components in Eq. (3), and we calculate it by W − BA
to reduce numerical error. During adaptation, only the pa-
rameters in B and A are learnable and updated, while W ′

remains frozen to preserve previously acquired knowledge.
After fine-tuning, we merge the optimized parameters

B∗ and A∗ back into the frozen components to form the
updated weight matrix:

W ∗ = W ′ +B∗A∗. (5)

This ensures that no additional parameter is introduced
into the model, maintaining inference efficiency and the
original model architecture.

As illustrated in Fig. 2 (c), as the model progresses
through sessions, CKPD-FSCIL continuously recalculates
the covariance matrix C(t) and reapplies the decomposi-
tion process to assimilate new abilities into the knowledge-
sensitive components, allowing our method to handle evolv-
ing task characteristics in FSCIL. The replay data for ses-
sion t + 1 is updated to include all classes from previous
sessions:

D(t+1)
replay = {(xi, yi) | yi ∈

t⋃
i=0

C(i)}. (6)

3.3. Adaptive Layer Selection via Adapter Sensitiv-
ity Evaluation

In CKPD, the model’s weights are decomposed into
knowledge-sensitive components and redundant-capacity
components. However, not all layers are equally sensitive to
existing knowledge or have equal redundant capacity to ac-
commodate new knowledge. Allocating learnable adapters
to layers that are highly sensitive to existing knowledge can
still lead to catastrophic forgetting, thereby compromising
the model’s ability to retain previously learned classes. Ad-
ditionally, the redundant capacity for new knowledge not
only varies across different layers but also changes over in-
cremental sessions. Therefore, it is essential to identify and
select the most adaptable layers that have the most redun-
dant capacity and make the minimal contributions to exist-
ing abilities.

To address this challenge, we employ a strategy for adap-
tive layer selection. We introduce a metric, Adapter Sensi-
tivity Ratio (ASR), which quantifies the sensitivity of the
detached redundant-capacity components in each layer to
existing knowledge. The ASR for a given layer l is calcu-
lated as:

ASRl =
σl
−r

σl
min

, (7)

where σl
−r is the r-th last singular value of Σl, the diago-

nal matrix of singular values obtained from the knowledge-
preserving decomposition in layer l as defined in Eq. (2).
σl
−r also represents the largest singular value among the

redundant-capacity components, while σl
min denotes the

smallest singular value of the layer.
A lower ASR indicates that the adapter is less likely

to interfere with existing knowledge, as these components
have singular values that are closer to the smallest one,
which means the adapter only contains redundant compo-
nents. Conversely, a higher ASR indicates that some impor-
tant components with non-negligible contributions to exist-
ing knowledge are included in the adapter. The ASR also
shares a similar concept with the matrix condition number.

To minimize interference with existing knowledge and
ensure stable adaptation, layers with lower ASR values are
prioritized for adapter allocation. As shown in Fig. 2 (d), for



each layer l in session t, the ASRl value is calculated using
the singular values obtained from the knowledge-preserving
decomposition. Once the ASR values are computed, all lay-
ers are ranked in ascending order of their ASR values as
follows:

ASRl
(t)
1 ≤ ASRl

(t)
2 ≤ · · · ≤ ASRl

(t)
N , (8)

where ASRl
(t)
1 represents the smallest ASR and ASRl

(t)
N

represents the largest. Here, N is the total number of lin-
ear layers in the network. As illustrated in Fig. 2 (c), the K
layers with the smallest ASR values are selected for adapter
allocation:

L(t)
selected = {l(t)1 , l

(t)
2 , . . . , l

(t)
K }, (9)

where K is the predefined number of layers to adapt in each
session. The adapters in the selected layers, L(t)

selected, are
trained during the session, while the remaining N −K lay-
ers are kept frozen to preserve learned knowledge.

At the start of each incremental session t + 1, the co-
variance matrices C(t+1) are recalculated using the updated
replay dataset D(t+1)

replay . Based on these updated matrices, the
ASR values are recomputed, and the adaptive layer selec-
tion mechanism identifies a new set of K layers for adapta-
tion: L(t+1)

selected = {l(t+1)
1 , l

(t+1)
2 , . . . , l

(t+1)
K }.

The proposed adaptive layer selection strategy dynami-
cally reallocates adapters in each session and ensures that
the most adaptable layers are selected based on the current
distribution of redundant capacity across the layers.

3.4. Implementation

In implementations, we use Vision Transformer [11] as the
backbone network because the majority of parameterized
modules are linear projection layers. After the backbone
network, we adopt the Mamba-FSCIL projector [27], which
projects the output features through a selective state space
module [15], and calculates classification error using the
ETF classifier head and the DR loss function [60]. Apart
from the loss functions proposed in Mamba-FSCIL for the
projector and the DR loss, we do not introduce any loss
function in our method. In base session training, the param-
eters of the last block in the backbone network and the pro-
jector are learnable. In incremental sessions, different from
Mamba-FSCIL [27] and most existing studies that freeze
the backbone network [60], we train the adapters allocated
by our method along with the projector, which releases the
adaptability of the backbone network while preserving es-
sential components associated with foundational abilities.

4. Experiments
We compare CKPD-FSCIL with state-of-the-art FSCIL
methods, including those with frozen backbones and

prompt/token-based adaptation. Additionally, ablation
studies are performed to assess the contributions of con-
tinuous knowledge-preserving decomposition and adaptive
layer selection.

Following the standard experimental settings [27, 36, 47,
54, 60], we conduct experiments on three widely used FS-
CIL benchmarks, including miniImageNet [42], CIFAR-
100 [23], and CUB-200 [51]. We use the image branch
of CLIP-ViT-B/16 [38] as the starting backbone following
prior works [14, 36, 54]. For dataset and training details,
please refer to the Appendix.

4.1. Comparison with the State-of-the-art Methods

As shown in Tables 1 and 2, CKPD-FSCIL consistently
outperforms other FSCIL methods on the miniImageNet
and CUB-200 datasets. CPE-CLIP [6], CEC+ [53], and
KANet [54] use OpenAI CLIP’s image branch [38] for
weight initialization.

On miniImageNet, our CKPD-FSCIL achieves 90.66%
average accuracy, surpassing CPE-CLIP [6] by 4.53%. Un-
like CPE-CLIP, our CKPD-FSCIL improves performance
without extra parameters or computational overhead. It
also outperforms methods that freeze the backbone, such
as Mamba-FSCIL [27] and NC-FSCIL [60], thanks to the
enhanced adaptability coming from the redundant-capacity
components of our method. With an IN21K pre-trained
backbone, our CKPD-FSCIL achieves 95.36% average ac-
curacy, outperforming PriViLege [36] that uses prompts
and knowledge distillation. As a comparison, our CKPD-
FSCIL achieves superior performance without relying on
additional parameters or distillation supervision.

On CUB-200, our CKPD-FSCIL outperforms
KANet [54] by 5.83% in terms of average accuracy.
It is noteworthy that KANet [54] requires manual tuning
and extra parameters. By contrast, our method automati-
cally selects layers for fine-tuning, and more importantly,
preserves model structure and inference efficiency, as
shown in the comparison in the Appendix. With an IN21K
pre-trained backbone, CKPD-FSCIL achieves 84.95% av-
erage accuracy, surpassing PriViLege [36], PL-FSCIL [48],
and ASP-FSCIL [30], which also add complexity with
extra prompts and knowledge distillation.

Comparison with Methods using Pre-trained Models.
Recent advancements in FSCIL leverage pretrained mod-
els to adapt to new classes. However, many methods intro-
duce additional parameters, prompts, or modules, increas-
ing model complexity and inference cost. Tab. 3 sum-
marizes key differences between CKPD-FSCIL and other
methods. Among them, CPE-CLIP [6] employs extra
learnable multimodal prompts for CLIP’s language and vi-
sion encoders, adding a regularization loss to ensure sta-
ble learning. PriViLege [36] introduces additional base
prompts and vision-language prompts to facilitate the incre-



Table 1. FSCIL performance comparison on miniImageNet. “Average Acc.” represents the mean accuracy across all sessions. † indicates
models with ImageNet-1K [7] pretraining. †† refers to ImageNet-21K [42] pretraining.

Methods Venue Accuracy in each session ↑ Average

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Acc.

DSN [59] TPAMI 2022 68.95 63.46 59.78 55.64 52.85 51.23 48.90 46.78 45.89 54.83
Data-free [31] ECCV 2022 71.84 67.12 63.21 59.77 57.01 53.95 51.55 49.52 48.21 58.02
MetaFSCIL [5] CVPR 2022 72.04 67.94 63.77 60.29 57.58 55.16 52.90 50.79 49.19 58.85
LIMIT [69] TPAMI 2022 72.32 68.47 64.30 60.78 57.95 55.07 52.70 50.72 49.19 59.06
FACT [68] CVPR 2022 72.56 69.63 66.38 62.77 60.60 57.33 54.34 52.16 50.49 60.70
CABD [67] CVPR 2023 74.65 70.43 66.29 62.77 60.75 57.24 54.79 53.65 52.22 61.42
TEEN [52] NeurIPS 2023 73.53 70.55 66.37 63.23 60.53 57.95 55.24 53.44 52.08 61.44
C-FSCIL [18] CVPR 2022 76.40 71.14 66.46 63.29 60.42 57.46 54.78 53.11 51.41 61.61
Regularizer [3] ICLR 2022 80.37 74.68 69.39 65.51 62.38 59.03 56.36 53.95 51.73 63.71
ALICE [37] ECCV 2022 80.60 70.60 67.40 64.50 62.50 60.00 57.80 56.80 55.70 63.99
SAVC [44] CVPR 2023 81.12 76.14 72.43 68.92 66.48 62.95 59.92 58.39 57.11 67.05
NC-FSCIL [60] ICLR 2023 84.02 76.80 72.00 67.83 66.35 64.04 61.46 59.54 58.31 67.82
FeSSSS [2] CVPR 2022 81.50 77.04 72.92 69.56 67.27 64.34 62.07 60.55 58.87 68.23
Mamba-FSCIL [27] Arxiv 2024 84.93 80.02 74.61 71.33 69.15 65.62 62.38 60.93 59.36 69.81
CPE-CLIP [6] ICCVW 2023 90.23 89.56 87.42 86.80 86.51 85.08 83.43 83.38 82.77 86.13
CKPD-FSCIL - 96.18 95.25 92.81 91.73 91.07 89.41 87.02 86.18 86.23 90.66

PriViLege†† [36] CVPR 2024 96.68 96.49 95.65 95.54 95.54 94.91 94.33 94.19 94.10 95.27
CKPD-FSCIL†† - 97.77 96.62 95.21 95.39 95.75 94.87 94.18 94.19 94.27 95.36

Table 2. FSCIL performance comparison on CUB-200. “Average Acc.” represents the mean accuracy across all sessions. Results marked
with ∗ are copied from [54], † indicates models with ImageNet-1K [7] pretraining, and †† refers to ImageNet-21K [42] pretraining.

Methods Venue
Accuracy in each session ↑ Average

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Acc.

Finetune∗ - 82.00 76.72 70.42 60.70 45.24 25.75 21.39 16.84 13.05 11.34 10.39 39.44

Data-free [31] ECCV 2022 75.90 72.14 68.64 63.76 62.58 59.11 57.82 55.89 54.92 53.58 52.39 61.52

MetaFSCIL [5] CVPR 2022 75.90 72.41 68.78 64.78 62.96 59.99 58.30 56.85 54.78 53.82 52.64 61.93

FeSSSS [2] CVPR 2022 79.60 73.46 70.32 66.38 63.97 59.63 58.19 57.56 55.01 54.31 52.98 62.85

DSN [59] TPAMI 2022 76.06 72.18 69.57 66.68 64.42 62.12 60.16 58.94 56.99 55.10 54.21 63.31

FACT [68] CVPR 2022 75.90 73.23 70.84 66.13 65.56 62.15 61.74 59.83 58.41 57.89 56.94 64.42

ALICE [37] ECCV 2022 77.40 72.70 70.60 67.20 65.90 63.40 62.90 61.90 60.50 60.60 60.10 65.75

TEEN [52] NeurIPS 2023 77.26 76.13 72.81 68.16 67.77 64.40 63.25 62.29 61.19 60.32 59.31 66.63

LIMIT [69] TPAMI 2022 76.32 74.18 72.68 69.19 68.79 65.64 63.57 62.69 61.47 60.44 58.45 66.67

NC-FSCIL [60] ICLR 2023 80.45 75.98 72.30 70.28 68.17 65.16 64.43 63.25 60.66 60.01 59.44 67.28

Mamba-FSCIL [27] Arxicv 2024 80.90 76.26 72.97 70.14 67.83 65.74 65.43 64.12 62.31 62.12 61.65 68.13

CPE-CLIP [6] ICCVW 2023 81.58 78.52 76.68 71.86 71.52 70.23 67.66 66.52 65.09 64.47 64.60 70.79

CEC+∗ [53] TCSVT 2023 82.00 76.68 74.97 72.27 71.37 69.89 68.94 68.38 66.89 67.48 67.12 71.45

KANet [54] Arxiv 2024 82.00 77.99 76.68 74.25 73.37 71.55 70.66 70.26 69.13 69.65 69.35 73.17

CKPD-FSCIL - 87.05 82.60 82.27 79.48 76.81 77.14 77.46 77.76 76.51 76.39 75.56 79.00

PL-FSCIL† [48] Arxiv 2024 85.16 85.40 82.75 75.22 77.22 73.25 72.39 70.24 67.97 68.33 69.86 75.25

PriViLege†† [36] CVPR 2024 82.21 81.25 80.45 77.76 77.78 75.95 75.69 76.00 75.19 75.19 75.08 77.50

ASP-FSCIL† [30] ECCV 2024 87.10 86.00 84.90 83.40 83.60 82.40 82.60 83.00 82.60 83.00 83.50 83.83

CKPD-FSCIL†† - 88.20 86.00 85.74 84.58 84.19 83.47 84.31 84.67 84.29 84.56 84.48 84.95

mental transfer of domain-specific and positive knowledge
across sessions. It further employs entropy-based diver-
gence loss and semantic knowledge distillation from a pre-
trained language model. PL-FSCIL [48] utilizes additional
visual prompts with a pre-trained ViT, introducing domain
and task-specific prompts, and implements an extra prompt
regularization mechanism to enforce orthogonality between
them. ASP-FSCIL [30] proposes an attention-aware self-

adaptive prompt framework using additional task-invariant
and task-specific prompts to capture shared and specific
knowledge, introducing an extra information bottleneck
learning objective. FSPT-FSCIL [39] draws inspiration
from the brain’s complementary learning systems, intro-
ducing additional prompts categorized into fast-update and
slow-update groups trained via meta-learning. KANet [54]
introduces additional knowledge adapter modules to fuse



Table 3. Comparison of CKPD-FSCIL with other methods using pretrained models, highlighting key differences in additional parameters,
inference cost, supervision requirements, and layer selection strategies.

Methods No Additional Parameters No Additional Inference Cost No Additional Supervision Layer Selection Strategy

CPE-CLIP [6] × × × Manual
PriViLege [36] × × × Manual
PL-FSCIL [48] × × × Manual
ASP-FSCIL [30] × × × Manual
FSPT-FSCIL [39] × × ✓ Manual
KANet [54] × × ✓ Manual

CKPD-FSCIL ✓ ✓ ✓ Adaptive

Table 4. Comparison of FLOPs (G) and Parameters (M) across
sessions for different methods. Red arrows and numbers indicate
the increment relative to the initial pre-trained model (Init).

Methods FLOPs (Init) FLOPs (Session 1 ∼ Session 8)

PriViLege [36] 85.799 85.810 (↑ 0.01%)
ASP-FSCIL [30] 85.799 173.923 (↑ 102.71%)
CPKD-FSCIL (ours) 85.799 85.799

Methods Params (Init) Params (Session 1 ∼ Session 8)

PriViLege [36] 17.582 17.766 (↑ 1.05%)
ASP-FSCIL [30] 17.582 35.742 (↑ 103.29%)
CPKD-FSCIL (ours) 17.582 17.582

data-specific knowledge into the general representation.
In contrast, CKPD-FSCIL offers several advantages:

(1) No additional parameters or inference cost: CKPD-
FSCIL does not introduce extra parameters or computa-
tional overhead during inference. By decomposing model
weights into knowledge-sensitive components and adapt-
able redundant-capacity components, and then merging
adapters back into the preserved weights, it maintains the
original model architecture. (2) No additional supervi-
sion: CKPD-FSCIL operates without requiring extra su-
pervision for external models or prompts, simplifying the
training process. (3) Adaptive layer selection strategy:
CKPD-FSCIL employs an adaptive layer selection strategy
that automatically allocates capacity across layers for new
knowledge based on each layer’s sensitivity, eliminating the
need for manual layer selection.

Comparison of model complexity. We compare the
floating point operations (FLOPs) and parameters of the
backbone network during inference for three methods, in-
cluding CKPD-FSCIL (Ours), PriViLege [36], and ASP-
FSCIL [30], across incremental sessions. The initial model
(Init) refers to the original pre-trained backbone network
before incremental training. We indicate the increment ra-
tio compared to the initial model using red arrows and num-
bers. As shown in Tab. 4, CKPD-FSCIL maintains con-
stant FLOPs and parameters across all sessions, as we do
not introduce additional modules or parameters during in-
cremental learning. In contrast, PriViLege and ASP-FSCIL
increase both FLOPs and parameters due to the incorpo-
ration of prompts and additional modules. Specifically,

Table 5. Performance comparison of CKPD and KPD on the
average accuracies across sessions in CIFAR-100 and CUB-200
datasets.

Methods CIFAR-100 CUB-200

KPD 69.15 76.02
CKPD 71.33 77.98
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Figure 3. Comparison of CKPD and KPD on accuracy across ses-
sions for novel classes ”plain,” ”plate,” and ”poppy” from CIFAR-
100’s first incremental session.

ASP-FSCIL nearly doubles the number of parameters from
17.582 M to 35.742 M, and the FLOPs also double accord-
ingly. PriViLege also shows a slight increment, in both pa-
rameters and FLOPs. These increments lead to higher com-
putational cost and memory requirements during inference,
which could be unbearable if continual training lasts for a
large number of sessions.

4.2. Ablation Studies

Effect of Continuous Decomposition. We introduce a
baseline, denoted as KPD, which performs decomposition
only once based on replay data of the base classes, while
our CKPD continuously assimilates new abilities into the
knowledge-preserving components. We compare CKPD
with KPD to assess the impact of continuous decomposition
on performance and knowledge retention. Training was per-
formed on CIFAR-100 and CUB-200, with results shown
in Tab. 5. CKPD outperforms KPD, achieving 71.33% ac-
curacy on CIFAR-100 (2.18% improvement) and 77.98%
on CUB-200 (1.96% improvement), demonstrating better
adaptability and overall performance.

Fig. 3 provides a further comparison between CKPD



Table 6. Performance comparison of CKPD-FSCIL with other
adaptation methods on CIFAR-100 and CUB-200 datasets. AVG

denotes the average accuracy across all sessions. FINALBase de-
notes the base class accuracy in the final incremental session.

Methods CIFAR-100 CUB-200
AVG↑ FINALBase ↑ AVG↑ FINALBase ↑

Freeze 74.76 79.63 77.77 82.93
Full Adapt 73.14 77.80 73.19 77.97
SVD 75.42 78.85 78.44 82.86
ASVD [62] 74.11 75.82 77.63 81.08
LoRA [20] 75.21 78.93 78.35 81.63
CKPD-FSCIL 76.01 80.65 79.21 83.66

Table 7. Performance comparison of different decomposition
methods on base class accuracy in CIFAR-100 with varying
dropout rates.

Methods Dropout Rate
0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8

SVD 85.92 84.39 75.93 55.18
ASVD 86.10 84.50 76.17 52.10
CKPD 86.17 85.02 77.98 58.53

and KPD, highlighting CKPD’s superior ability to retain
performance on novel classes. Specifically, we compare
CKPD and KPD on accuracy across sessions for CIFAR-
100’s novel classes (“plain”, “plate”, and “poppy” from the
first incremental session). CKPD reduces catastrophic for-
getting and better retains accuracy for these classes due to
its continuous update of the knowledge-preserving compo-
nents, while KPD, which decomposes only once, cannot
mitigate the novel classes’ forgetting.

Effect of Adaptation Methods. We compare CKPD-
FSCIL with different adaptation methods on CIFAR-100
and CUB-200 datasets, as shown in Tab. 6. CKPD-
FSCIL achieves the highest average accuracies of 76.01%
on CIFAR-100 and 79.21% on CUB-200, along with the
highest last-session base accuracies of 80.65% and 83.66%,
outperforming other methods. CKPD-FSCIL outperforms
SVD, ASVD, and LoRA by dynamically separating re-
dundant components from essential knowledge, fine-tuning
only the redundant parts. Unlike ASVD’s incorporating ac-
tivation mean values, CKPD uses covariance-based decom-
position to better capture discriminative components, lead-
ing to superior performance.

Additionally, when varying dropout rates are applied to
the adapter with rank of 640, CKPD shows the slowest de-
cline in base accuracy, as shown in Tab. 7. The results in-
dicate that the adapter built by our CKPD has the least in-
terference with the knowledge to maintain, highlighting its
superior ability to concentrate existing knowledge into the
principal components.

Effect of Adaptive Layer Selection. We compare the
adaptive layer selection method with manual strategies on
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Figure 4. Comparison of adaptive vs. manual layer selection in
CKPD-FSCIL on CIFAR-100. (a) Average accuracy on previously
learned novel classes. (b) Performance on the newly added novel
classes after each session. “Adaptive” refers to your adaptive layer
selection. “Uniform” is uniformly selecting 6 layers with 1 adapter
for each layer. The other choices are manually selecting 2 layers
with 3 adapters for each layer.
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Figure 5. Impact of adapter rank r and adaptable layers K: (a) on
r and (b) on K.

CIFAR-100, including manually selecting two layers (e.g.,
layer indices of {0, 1} or {8, 9}) with 3 adapters for each
layer uniformly selecting 6 layers (the layer indices of {0,
2, 4, 6, 8, 10}) with 1 adapter for each layer.

As shown in Fig. 4, our adaptive layer selection (“Adap-
tive” in the figure) outperforms manual strategies in both
learning novel classes in the current session while maintain-
ing all novel classes encountered. Manual selection (8,9)
performs similarly with ours in Fig. 4-(a), but lags behind
in adapting to new classes. Manual selection (8,9) performs
well in Fig. 4-(b), but is inferior to ours in Fig. 4-(a). It im-
plies that our adaptive layer selection method can allocate
adapters for both knowledge retention and task adaptation,
outperforming manual methods in both aspects.

Impact of Adapter Rank r and Number of Adaptable
Layers K We evaluate the impact of adapter rank r and
the number of adaptable layers K on CIFAR-100. As shown
in Fig. 5 (a), peak performance occurs at r = 256, with ac-
curacy declining as r increases. Although performance re-
mains strong at r = 512, it drops significantly at r = 768,
which corresponds to full fine-tuning. It indicates that catas-
trophic forgetting occurs when full fine-tuning, and using



our method with adapter rank in a proper range will have
stable performance. In Fig. 5 (b), the best performance
is observed at N = 6, with only slight degradation at
N = 12. However, when N = 24, performance drops
noticeably, suggesting that adapting too many layers also
degrades model performance. Overall, CKPD-FSCIL effec-
tively balances adaptability and knowledge retention across
a range of r and K choices.

5. Conclusion
In this paper, we propose CKPD-FSCIL, which offers an
efficient solution to the challenges of FSCIL by decoupling
model weights into knowledge-preserving and adaptable
components. By freezing knowledge-sensitive components
and adapting redundant capacity, our framework strikes a
balance between retaining prior knowledge and learning
new tasks. The adaptive layer selection strategy further en-
hances this balance, dynamically allocating adapters based
on adapter sensitivity. Our method does not rely on addi-
tional modules or prompts that introduce extra inference
overhead. Experimental results on multiple benchmarks
show that CKPD-FSCIL outperforms current state-of-the-
art methods, demonstrating its effectiveness in mitigating
catastrophic forgetting while maintaining adaptability.

Limitations and future work. The adaptive layer selec-
tion strategy proposed by our method is able to automati-
cally assign adapters across layers. But we adopt the same
adapter rank for all selected layers. Different layers may
contain various available capacities for new knowledge.
Therefore, developing an adaptive rank allocation strategy
may further enhance the ability to preserve existing knowl-
edge without sacrificing adaptability, which deserves our
future exploration.
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Supplementary Material

A. Implementation Details
Datasets. miniImageNet consists of 100 classes, each
having 500 training and 100 testing images of 84×84 pixels.
CIFAR-100 has the same number of classes and images, and
the image size is 32×32. CUB-200 is a fine-grained classi-
fication dataset consisting of 11,788 images in 200 classes,
with an image resolution of 224 × 224. For miniImageNet
and CIFAR-100, the base session includes 60 classes, fol-
lowed by 8 incremental sessions with a 5-way 5-shot setup
(5 classes with 5 images per class). For CUB-200, the base
session includes 100 classes, followed by 10 incremental
sessions in a 10-way 5-shot setting.

Training Details. We conduct experiments using Py-
Torch on 8 NVIDIA A100-SXM4 (40GB) GPUs. Follow-
ing prior works [14, 36, 54], we adopt the image branch of
CLIP-ViT-B/16 [38] as our backbone, initializing weights
from the pre-trained model provided by OpenAI.1 For ex-
periments with models pre-trained on ImageNet-21K, we
initialize weights from the PyTorch Image Models repos-
itory2 using the pre-trained weights provided3, following
the setup in [36, 52]. For consistency across datasets,
input images are resized to 224 × 224 and are processed
through standard data augmentations, including random re-
sizing, flipping, color jittering, Mixup [64], and Cutout [8],
as in [27, 60].

In the base session, only the last block of ViT-B [11]
is fully trainable, while all the other layers are frozen to
preserve generalization capabilities. CKPD-FSCIL is ap-
plied during incremental sessions to adapt to new knowl-
edge without interfering with existing abilities. Across all
sessions and datasets, we use a batch size of 128, combining
new session data with replay data and features (one sample
per class). Other training details are as follows:
• Base Session Training: We train for 200 epochs on all

datasets. The initial learning rates are set to 0.25 for mini-
ImageNet and CIFAR-100, and 0.2 for CUB-200.

• Incremental Sessions: Each incremental session consists
of 1000 iterations across all datasets. The initial learning
rates are 0.1 for miniImageNet, 0.25 for CIFAR-100, and

1https://huggingface.co/openai/clip-vit-base-
patch16

2https://github.com/huggingface/pytorch-image-
models/

3https : / / storage . googleapis . com / vit _ models /
augreg/B_16-i21k-300ep-lr_0.001-aug_medium1-wd_
0.1-do_0.0-sd_0.0--imagenet2012-steps_20k-lr_0.
01-res_224.npz

0.05 for CUB-200. For stability, the adapter’s learning
rate is set to 10% of the projector’s learning rate. The
adapter rank r (defined in Eq. (4) in the main paper) is
set to 128 for miniImageNet and CUB-200, and 256 for
CIFAR-100. The number of adaptively selected layers K
(introduced in Sec. 3.3) is set to 6 for all datasets.

B. More Results
Comparison with the state-of-the-art methods on
CIFAR-100. Due to space constraints in the main text, we
show the performance comparison of CKPD-FSCIL with
state-of-the-art methods on the CIFAR-100 dataset in Tab. 8
in the Appendix. For a fair comparison, we integrate our
proposed CKPD-FSCIL method into the PriViLege frame-
work [36], which is based on ViT models pretrained on
ImageNet-21K. We train the base session for 20 epochs and
each incremental session for 20 epochs, setting the initial
learning rates to 2e-4 and 5e-5, respectively.

Our method achieves an average accuracy of 88.62%,
which is a 0.21% improvement over PriViLege’s 88.41%.
CKPD-FSCIL consistently surpasses PriViLege across all
incremental sessions, highlighting its ability to enhance
existing frameworks seamlessly without modifying their
structures or adding complexity. Notably, CKPD-FSCIL
achieves performance comparable to ASP-FSCIL while
avoiding the significant additional computational and pa-
rameter cost associated with ASP-FSCIL as demonstrated
in Tab. 3 and Tab. 4.

https://huggingface.co/openai/clip-vit-base-patch16
https://huggingface.co/openai/clip-vit-base-patch16
https://github.com/huggingface/pytorch-image-models/
https://github.com/huggingface/pytorch-image-models/
https://storage.googleapis.com/vit_models/augreg/B_16-i21k-300ep-lr_0.001-aug_medium1-wd_0.1-do_0.0-sd_0.0--imagenet2012-steps_20k-lr_0.01-res_224.npz
https://storage.googleapis.com/vit_models/augreg/B_16-i21k-300ep-lr_0.001-aug_medium1-wd_0.1-do_0.0-sd_0.0--imagenet2012-steps_20k-lr_0.01-res_224.npz
https://storage.googleapis.com/vit_models/augreg/B_16-i21k-300ep-lr_0.001-aug_medium1-wd_0.1-do_0.0-sd_0.0--imagenet2012-steps_20k-lr_0.01-res_224.npz
https://storage.googleapis.com/vit_models/augreg/B_16-i21k-300ep-lr_0.001-aug_medium1-wd_0.1-do_0.0-sd_0.0--imagenet2012-steps_20k-lr_0.01-res_224.npz


Table 8. FSCIL performance comparison on CIFAR-100. “Average Acc.” denotes the mean accuracy across all sessions. Results marked
with ∗ are sourced from [54], † indicates models pre-trained on ImageNet-1K[7], †† indicates models pre-trained on ImageNet-21K [42],
and ‡ indicates results reproduced using their official code.

Methods Venue Accuracy in each session ↑ Average

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Acc.

DSN [59] TPAMI 2022 73.00 68.83 64.82 62.24 59.16 56.96 54.04 51.57 49.35 60.00
Data-free [31] ECCV 2022 74.40 70.20 66.54 62.51 59.71 56.58 54.52 52.39 50.14 60.78
MetaFSCIL [5] CVPR 2022 74.50 70.10 66.84 62.77 59.48 56.52 54.36 52.56 49.97 60.79
FeSSSS [2] CVPR 2022 75.35 70.81 66.70 62.73 59.62 56.45 54.33 52.10 50.23 60.92
C-FSCIL [18] CVPR 2022 77.47 72.40 67.47 63.25 59.84 56.95 54.42 52.47 50.47 61.64
LIMIT [69] TPAMI 2022 73.81 72.09 67.87 63.89 60.70 57.77 55.67 53.52 51.23 61.84
FACT [68] CVPR 2022 74.60 72.09 67.56 63.52 61.38 58.36 56.28 54.24 52.10 62.24
TEEN [52] NeurIPS 2023 74.92 72.65 68.74 65.01 62.01 59.29 57.90 54.76 52.64 63.10
ALICE [37] ECCV 2022 79.00 70.50 67.10 63.40 61.20 59.20 58.10 56.30 54.10 63.21
CABD [67] CVPR 2023 79.45 75.38 71.84 67.95 64.96 61.95 60.16 57.67 55.88 66.14
NC-FSCIL [60] ICLR 2023 82.52 76.82 73.34 69.68 66.19 62.85 60.96 59.02 56.11 67.50
Mamba-FSCIL [27] Arxiv 2024 82.80 77.85 73.69 69.67 66.89 63.66 61.48 59.74 57.51 68.14
Finetune∗ - 85.67 81.14 75.37 59.68 50.31 24.00 21.03 16.29 16.85 47.82
CEC+∗ [53] TCSVT 2023 85.67 78.55 76.51 73.80 72.92 71.67 71.76 70.55 68.90 74.48
KANet [54] Arxiv 2024 85.67 79.94 78.06 75.43 74.43 73.11 73.16 71.95 70.22 75.77
CPE-CLIP [6] ICCVW 2023 87.83 85.86 84.93 82.85 82.64 82.42 82.27 81.44 80.52 83.42
PL-FSCIL† [48] Arxiv 2024 89.93 77.26 76.12 68.06 69.53 68.21 70.03 69.07 65.73 72.66
PriViLege††,‡ [36] CVPR 2024 91.57 89.91 89.66 88.21 88.33 87.44 87.59 87.12 85.84 88.41
ASP-FSCIL†,‡ [30] ECCV 2024 91.65 90.22 89.71 88.49 88.56 87.75 87.68 87.34 86.21 88.62
CKPD-FSCIL†† - 91.57 90.03 89.84 88.44 88.58 87.74 87.82 87.36 86.22 88.62
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