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Dynamic Feature Learning and Matching for
Class-Incremental Learning

Sunyuan Qiang, Yanyan Liang, Jun Wan, and Du Zhang

Abstract—Class-incremental learning (CIL) has emerged as a means to learn new classes incrementally without catastrophic
forgetting of previous classes. Recently, CIL has undergone a paradigm shift towards dynamic architectures due to their superior
performance. However, these models are still limited by the following aspects: (i) Data augmentation (DA). DA strategies, which are
tightly coupled with CIL, remains under-explored in dynamic architecture scenarios. (ii) Feature representation. The discriminativeness
of dynamic feature are sub-optimal and possess potential for refinement. (iii) Classifier. The misalignment between dynamic feature
and classifier constrains the capabilities of the model. To tackle the aforementioned drawbacks, we propose the Dynamic Feature
Learning and Matching (DFLM) model in this paper from above three perspectives. Specifically, we firstly introduce class weight
information and non-stationary functions to extend the mix DA method for dynamically adjusting the focus on memory during training.
Then, von Mises-Fisher (vMF) classifier is employed to effectively model the dynamic feature distribution and implicitly learn their
discriminative properties. Finally, the matching loss is proposed to facilitate the alignment between the learned dynamic features and
the classifier by minimizing the distribution distance. Extensive experiments on CIL benchmarks validate that our proposed model
achieves significant performance improvements over existing methods.

Index Terms—Class-incremental learning (CIL), catastrophic forgetting, dynamic architecture, mixed based data augmentation, von
Mises-Fisher classifier.

✦

1 INTRODUCTION

THE complex and ever-changing nature of real-world
environments necessitates that deep neural networks

(DNNs) possess the ability to constantly acquire novel
knowledge and adapt to new circumstances, especially in
areas like computer vision [1], [2], natural language pro-
cessing [3], [4], [5], and autonomous vehicles [6], [7], where
data can exhibit rapid and unpredictable variations. Despite
the remarkable achievements [8], [9], [10], [11] of neural
networks in static scenarios, catastrophic forgetting remains
a major challenge [12], [13], [14] for their application in
dynamic real-world environments, where models exhibit a
bias towards adapting exclusively to the new task data dis-
tribution, while disregarding the knowledge acquired from
previous tasks. To mitigate this issue, the class-incremental
learning (CIL) paradigm is introduced to enable models
to continually incorporate discriminative representations
of newly arrived categories while maintaining knowledge
learned from previously tasks, which has garnered signifi-
cant attention in recent academic community [2], [15], [16],
[17], [18], [19], [20], [21], [22], [23].
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The Class-incremental learning approaches can be pri-
marily divided into three directions: regularization meth-
ods, memory replay methods, and dynamic architecture-
based methods. Additionally, the combination of these di-
rections has resulted in the emergence of more powerful
algorithms. A common approach for achieving continual
knowledge updating in the early works is based on regu-
larization strategies [24], [25], [26]. These methods aimed to
alleviate the issue of catastrophic forgetting by introducing
additional constraints of the model parameters in the train-
ing process. As for memory replay methods [2], [27], [28], they
mainly alleviate forgetting of past tasks by jointly training
on the stored (or synthesized) old examples and current new
task samples. The dynamic architecture-based methods [20],
[29], [30] usually allocates extra model parameter space
for learning new task knowledge without compromising
the performance of old tasks. Moreover, current exemplar
replay techniques are also widely integrated with knowl-
edge distillation (KD)-based regularization methods [17],
[18], [26], [31] and dynamic architecture models [20], [23] to
further improve performance in CIL. Among them, memory
replay methods [2] with dynamic architecture are widely
utilized in the CIL community owing to their promising
performance.

However, despite the advancements made in these mod-
els, their effectiveness is still suffers from certain limitations
in the following aspects: (i) In dynamic architectures, data
augmentation strategies are still relatively under-explored.
We study widely used powerful mix-based DA methods,
namely, Mixup [32] and CutMix [33], but our empirical
results presented in Table 5 suggest that directly transferring
the vanilla mixed strategies to the dynamic CIL does not
yield substantial improvements. The global static interpo-
lation coefficient λ distribution over epoch is not suitable
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for the case of insufficient memory samples in the CIL
scenarios. (ii) The concatenated dynamic feature represen-
tation falls into the sub-optimal situations that restrict the
performance of the model. Fig. 7 visually illustrates the
partial overlap of features. The nearest-mean-of-exemplars
(NME) [2], as a predictor based on class feature prototypes,
can reflect the quality of features. Quantitatively, there is
still a room for improvement shown in Table 3 compared to
CNN. (iii) The phenomenon of mismatch between classifier
and features, as observed through the CNN and NME accu-
racies in Table 3, highlights the inability to accurately model
the distribution of obtained dynamic features, leading to a
degradation in model prediction. And the comprehensive
analysis is provided in ablation study in section 4.4.

To this end, we propose the Dynamic Feature Learning
and Matching (DFLM) model in this paper. In more detail,
we firstly introduce the Memory-Centric Mix (MC-Mix) DA
strategy, which serves as an extended variant of CutMix, not
only incorporates the regularization capability of the mixed
DA, but also further integrates class weight information and
non-stationary functions to dynamically adjust the linear
interpolation coefficient λ in the label space, which enables
the model to dynamically focus on memory samples during
the training process. The experimental results in Table 5
show that the best performance gain can be obtained by our
proposed MC-Mix in this paper. Secondly, the vMF classifier
is utilized for modeling the distribution of dynamic features
without the need for additional parameter estimation, while
also implicitly learning discriminative properties based on
the classification loss. Finally, we build the distribution of
batch-wise feature prototypes using the above vMF classifier
modeling and align them with the classifier weights by
optimizing the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence from the
distribution perspective. Extensive experiments on CIFAR-
100, ImageNet-100, and ImageNet-1000 datasets with a total
of 13 different evaluation settings validate that our model
exhibits superior performance on CIL benchmarks. In par-
ticular, we achieve about 76% and 79% average accuracy
on CIFAR-100 and ImageNet100 B0 10 steps benchmarks,
respectively.

The main contributions of our work are summarized as
follows: (1) We propose a novel mixed data augmentation
(DA) strategy in dynamic CIL scenario. (2) We introduce to
model and learn the dynamic features with vMF classifier.
(3) We propose a dynamic matching loss to align the vMF
classifier with dynamic features. (4) We achieve superior
results on three commonly used datasets with 13 different
evaluation settings in CIL.

2 RELATED WORK

In this section, we provide a comprehensive overview of the
existing literature related to our proposed method, which
we organize into three modules: class-incremental learning
(CIL), data augmentation, and cosine classifier.

2.1 Class-Incremental Learning
There are three main directions [15], [16], [34], [35], [36]
of class-incremental learning methods: regularization meth-
ods, memory replay methods, and dynamic architecture-
based methods. Furthermore, combining these directions

has led to the development of more powerful algorithms. In
this subsection, we comprehensively discuss the methods in
each category.

Regularization methods [24], [25], [26], [37] aim to prevent
models from overfitting to new classes and forgetting old
ones by applying regularization techniques to the model
parameters. Notably, LwF [26] firstly used knowledge dis-
tillation (KD) [31] in continual learning, which subsequently
greatly inspired the CIL community and is often com-
bined with replay exemplars (exemplar-based KD methods,
EKD) [2], [17].

Memory replay methods [2], [27], [28], [38], [39], [40], [41]
involve either directly storing a small amount of old data
or using a neural network model to synthesize old data
for training, often referred to as memory exemplar replay
and generative replay, respectively. Deep generative replay
models typically require a large parameter space and may
produce images of varying quality for training. For directly
saving exemplars [2], [38], iCaRL [2] provided two valuable
insights to the CIL community: using KD-based regulariza-
tion methods [26], [31] and maintaining exemplar sets can
effectively alleviate the forgetting problem. Later, various
exemplar-based KD methods (EKD) emerged [17], [18], [42].
Moreover, due to the tiny number of memory samples,
some CIL models mitigate catastrophic forgetting from an
imbalance view [21], [42], [43], [44], [45]. Some researchers
further shifted their focus back to the original strict non-
exemplar [22], [46], [47], [48] and data-free settings [49],
[50], [51]. On the other hand, some works [19], [52], [53]
centered their attention on the selection of replay exemplars.
Different from our paper, we consider the scenario of in-
corporating exemplar sets with dynamic architecture-based
models.

As for Dynamic architecture-based methods [20], [23], [29],
[30], they usually open up additional parameter space to
learn new tasks and exhibit state-of-the-art performance.
Despite the drawback of in terms of the parameter space,
this paper focuses on exploring the factors that limit the
performance potential of dynamic architecture models. Re-
cently, some research [54], [55], [56], [57], [58] efforts have
migrated the setup of continual learning to pre-trained
models and design additional tunable prompts to facilitate
the model’s ability for continual learning. However, this
paper focus on exploring the dynamic architecture-based
models without any pre-trained models to further improve
performance under CIL benchmarks.

2.2 Data Augmentation in CIL

In CIL, the issue of catastrophic forgetting can arise due
to the absence of past task data. In this scenario, data
augmentation (DA) [59], [60] becomes tightly intertwined
with CIL. Model-free DA methods [32], [33], [61], [62],
[63] involve directly manipulating images through vari-
ous transformations, which are usually plug-and-play in
deep learning model training. Additionally, mix-based DA
techniques [32], [33], [64] generate new virtual samples by
linearly interpolating the pixels, features, and labels of two
training samples, which further regularize model training
and improve performance. Given the universal plug-and-
play nature of the model-free DA methods, they were
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Fig. 1. The overview of the proposed model.

seamlessly used in CIL and brought significant performance
improvements [22], [42], [45], [47], [65], [66]. Model-based DA
methods [67], [68] typically rely on powerful deep genera-
tive models [39], [69] to synthesize virtual data for model
training, which can be directly categorized as generative
replay-based methods [28], [41] in CIL. Optimizing policy-
based DA methods [70], [71] automatically search for the
optimal data augmentation policies for a given dataset and
task. In CIL, these DA methods are also used to resist
forgetting [23], [65]. In this paper, we additionally add this
strategy and observe a performance improvement. For im-
plicit based DA methods [72], [73], [74], they aim to implicitly
transform the data augmentation into an optimized form
of the loss function. In CIL, semantic augmentation [22]
directly apply ISDA strategy on each old class using pre-
served previous class statistics. However, these methods
typically require estimation of parameters for the assumed
distribution, and the quality of parameter estimation greatly
affects the effectiveness of data augmentation [75].

2.3 Cosine Classifier in CIL

The cosine classifier [76] is commonly used in deep learn-
ing for tasks like face recognition [77], [78], [79], long-
tail recognition [80], [81], [82], [83], and class-incremental
learning [17], [43]. Furthermore, the cosine classifier exhibits
a natural suitability for modeling with the von Mises-Fisher
(vMF) distribution [82], [84], [85], [86], [87], [88], [89], [90],
[91], which confers upon it a property characterized by a pa-
rameterized distribution description. In CIL, UCIR [43] uses
a cosine classifier to alleviate model bias towards new class
predictions in incremental steps. PODNet [17] proposes a
local similarity classifier (LSC) to consider multiple proxies
per class of cosine classifiers. However, the analysis of the
cosine classifier using vMF modeling has been overlooked
in these CIL methods, while this paper further explores the
application of vMF modeling methods in CIL.

3 METHOD

In this section, we first introduce the problem definition
of CIL and dynamic architecture-based strategy, then de-
scribe our proposed dynamic feature learning and match-
ing method, which mainly consists of three components,
memory-centric mix, vMF classifier, and dynamic feature
matching loss. We provide an overview of the proposed

method in the final subsection and the framework is de-
picted in Fig. 1.

3.1 Problem Definition

In class-incremental learning paradigm [2], the datasets for
each task are sequentially received over time. Specifically,
the training dataset Dt at each step t is composed of Nt

sample pairs denoted by {(xt,i, yt,i)}Nt
i=1, where xt,i and yt,i

are the ith sample pair at the tth step from data and target
space Xt and Yt, respectively. The CIL setting assumes that
the target spaces at different steps are non-overlapping, i.e.,
Yi ∩ Yj = ∅ for i ̸= j. Particularly, only a small subset
of the previous training dataset is retained to construct the
exemplar set Mt ⊂ D1:t−1 = ∪t−1

i=1Di with a fixed size K . At
step t, the model is trained on available dataset Dt∪Mt and
required to make predictions across all seen classes Y1:t =
∪t
i=1Yi. |Y1:t−1|, |Yt|, and |Y1:t| denote the total number of

old classes, new classes, and all classes, respectively.

3.2 Dynamic Architecture

Dynamic architecture-based strategy [20], [23] is adopted
in this paper. An additional feature extractor is allocated
and the previous feature extractors are frozen to learn the
knowledge of the new coming categories while maintain-
ing discriminative features of past categories. Formally, as
stated in section 3.1, at each task step t, the expanded
feature extractor ft is concatenated with the previously fixed
accumulated extractors Ft−1 to obtain a new joint extractor
Ft.

z = Ft(x) = [ft(x);Ft−1(x)], (1)

where z ∈ Rdt denotes the feature extracted by Ft with
dimension dt at step t, and [· ; ·] denotes the concatenate
operation. Then, a fully connected layer is followed for clas-
sification W⊤

t z, where Wt ∈ Rdt×|Y1:t| is the weight matrix.
The cross-entropy loss function is commonly employed for
model training.

LCE = −
C∑

y · log(p(z)), (2)

where p(z) = softmax
(
W⊤

t z
)

is the output probability of
all seen classes |Y1:t|. Moreover, an auxiliary fully connected
layer [20] is often introduced into the model to distinguish
between old and new classes, where the previous old classes
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are treated as a unified one class, i.e. WAux
t ∈ Rdt×(1+|Yt|)

is the auxiliary weight matrix.

LAux = −
C∑

ŷ · log(p̂(z)), (3)

where ŷ denotes a new label assignment based on y where
all classes of the old tasks are grouped into one class,
while the remaining classes of the new task are kept same.
p̂(z) = softmax

(
WAux

t
⊤
z
)

is the output probability of new
assignment classes 1 + |Yt|. In the following sections, we
omit the task index symbol t for simplicity.

3.3 Memory-Centric Mix
Given the close relationship between data augmentation
(DA) and CIL as discussed in section 2.2, our aim is to
leverage mixed-based DA to learn better dynamic features
and alleviate forgetting. In this subsection, we first discuss
the existing two classic mix-based DA techniques [32], [33],
and then introduce the proposed Memory-Centric Mix.

Mixup and Cutmix. Mixup [32] is the first mix-based
DA technique that extends the empirical risk minimization
(ERM) [92] to vicinal risk minimization (VRM) [93] by a lin-
ear interpolation between two randomly selected samples.

x̃i,j = λ · xi + (1− λ) · xj ,

ỹi,j = λ · yi + (1− λ) · yj ,
(4)

where (xi, yi) and (xj , yj) are two sample pairs from train-
ing data distribution. λ is usually drawn from Beta distri-
bution λ ∼ Beta(α, α). Mixup is an effective technique for
regularizing neural networks and improving performance
in various applications [94], [95], and has also led to the
emergence of various mix-based DA methods [33], [64].
Cutmix [33] is one such mix-based DA method that builds
upon Mixup’s success by combining it with Cutout [62],
where a portion of an image is randomly removed and
replaced with a patch from another image.

x̃i,j = M⊙ xi + (1−M)⊙ xj ,

ỹi,j = λ · yi + (1− λ) · yj ,
(5)

where M ∈ {0, 1}W×H denotes a binary mask that specifies
the region within the image that will be replaced, and ⊙
denotes element-wise multiplication. Similarly, (xi, yi) and
(xj , yj) are two sample pairs, λ is sampled from a beta
distribution λ ∼ Beta(α, α) and is also utilized to represent
the proportion of the replacement region’s area with respect
to the entire image.

Memory-Centric Mix. The Mixup and Cutmix strategies
have shown strong performance in various applications,
but their performance improvement in the CIL paradigm
remains limited. We conjecture that the potential of mix-
based DA methods is severely limited in the incremental
learning step due to the significant reduction in the memory
replayed exemplars of past learned categories. Additionally,
the abundance of newly coming task data may further
suppress the contribution of old task data to the model’s
training.

We first model the interpolation coefficient λ as a time
series process with respect to the training epoch e, where the
total number of epochs is denoted as E. As shown in Eq. 4

and Eq. 5, the vanilla mix-based methods treat coefficient
λ(e) ∼ Beta(α, α) as a stationary sequence in both the
sample and label spaces with the constant mean function
as shown in Fig. 2(b),

µ(e) = Eλ(e) =
α

α+ α
=

1

2
. (6)

Based on the Eq. 6, we argue that such a stationary sequence
is not suitable for CIL: (i) Treating two samples to be mixed
equally (with an expectation of 1

2 each) ignores the issue of
imbalance. (ii) The utilization of global static interpolation
coefficients during training phase may potentially impair
the performance of the model. To this end, we introduce a
non-stationary time series process by extending the sigmoid
function and incorporating the information of the class sam-
ple number to further improve the interpolation coefficients.
According to the Cutmix [33] and Eq. 5, the mixed samples
of our proposed memory-centric mix are also calculated by

x̃i,j = M⊙ xi + (1−M)⊙ xj , (7)

where M ∈ {0, 1}W×H denotes a binary mask corre-
sponding to the coefficient λ(e) ∼ Beta(α, α). (xi, yi) and
(xj , yj) are two sample pairs. We maintain the original
mix operation in the sample space, but for the label space,
we extend λ time series process with the sigmoid function
σ(x) = 1

1+exp(−x) ,

λ̂(e, y, λ) =
wy · λ

1 + exp (−γ · (e− τ · E))
+ λ

=

(
wy ·

1

1 + exp (−γ · (e− τ · E))
+ 1

)
· λ

= (wy · σγ,τ (e) + 1) · λ,

(8)

where σγ,τ denotes the proposed variant of sigmoid func-
tion, e and E are the current epoch and total number of
epochs, respectively. The hyper-parameters γ and τ are used
to modulate the steepness and centrality of the sequence as
shown in Fig. 2(a). wy is the class weight information, and
we quantify it as wy = Freq[y]−1, where Freq[·] refers to the
normalized inverse class frequency. Effective number [96]
is another common strategy that can describe class infor-
mation but introduces additional hyper-parameters particu-
larly in many incremental steps.

To further interpret Eq. 8, we view it as a scaling transfor-
mation of the coefficient λ. The scaling multiplicative factor
(wy · σγ,τ (e) + 1) consists of two components: the class
weight information component wy and the non-stationary
time series component σγ,τ (e). In this case, σγ,τ (e) assigns
a non-stationary sequence process to the model training
in CIL, by dynamically adjusting the activation level of
weights wy through outputting a value between 0 and 1
based on the current epoch e. Using the normalized inverse
class frequency Freq[·], wy is utilized to adjust the interpo-
lation coefficient λ range in the label space, which expands
the range of rare old task samples (where wy is positive)
and contracts range for a large number of new task samples
(where wy is negative). We then have the new mean function
µ̂(e) of λ̂(e, y, λ),

µ̂(e) = Eλ̂(e) =
wy · σγ,τ (e) + 1

2
. (9)
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Fig. 2. (a) The visualization results of sigmoid function σγ,τ (e) with different γ and τ in Eq. 8. (b)(c)(d) The visualization results of mean functions
µ(e) and µ̂(e) with intervals and random examples.

While there are some prior works on dynamic adjustments
and weighting [97], [98], our approach introduces the mixed
DA method and models the interpolation coefficients λ with
non-stationary functions for CIL scenarios. As shown in
Fig. 2(c) and Fig. 2(d), we provide two time series process
examples corresponding to λ̂, where one wy is positive 0.5
and the other wy is negative 0.5. The total number of epochs
is E = 240, γ and τ are set to 0.5 and 0.6, respectively.
Compared with Eq. 6 and Fig. 2(b), we introduce not only
weight class information but also dynamic non-stationary
property for time series processes. Then, the two labels are
mixed as

ỹi,j = λ̂(e, yi, λ) · yi + λ̂(e, yj , 1− λ) · yj . (10)

After the mixed samples (x̃i,j , ỹi,j) are fed into the dy-
namic architecture model for forward propagation, the cross
entropy loss is usually used as the training objective for
classification learning.

3.4 Learning Dynamic Feature with vMF Classifier

As shown in section 3.2 and Eq. 1, the accumulating feature
representations of the dynamic architecture may contain a
significant amount of knowledge learned from old tasks
to mitigate catastrophic forgetting, which encourages us to
explore learning better features from a distribution model-
ing perspective. To this end, we extend the softmax proba-
bility p(yi|z) from Euclidean space to hypersphere surface
space [77], [85]. Here, we omit the mix operation symbols i
and j in previous section for simplicity.

p(yi|z) =
exp

(
W⊤

i z
)∑

j exp
(
W⊤

j z
)

=
exp

(
∥W⊤

i ∥∥z∥ · W̄⊤
i z̄
)∑

j exp
(
∥W⊤

j ∥∥z∥ · W̄⊤
j z̄
)

≈
exp

(
s · W̄⊤

i z̄
)∑

j exp
(
s · W̄⊤

j z̄
)

=
exp

(
s · ⟨W̄i, z̄⟩

)∑
j exp

(
s · ⟨W̄j , z̄⟩

) ,

(11)

where z = F(x) ∈ Rd denotes the feature corresponding
class yi, and W̄i = Wi

∥Wi∥ , z̄ = z
∥z∥ . The scaling factor s

can be viewed as a pre-fixed hyper-parameter [78] or as a
learnable parameter [17].

vMF classifier is a feature distribution model with-
out additional parameter estimation. Based on directional
statistics [99], [100], we can model Eq. 11 with mixture von
Mises-Fisher (vMF) distributions [84], and the normalized
feature z̄ lies on the unit hyper-sphere surface Sd−1. Then,
the definition of the vMF probability density function for
class yi is:

p(z̄|yi) = Cd(κi) · exp (κi · ⟨µ̄i, z̄⟩) , (12)

where κi and µ̄i are concentration parameter and mean di-
rection for class yi, respectively. The normalization constant
Cd(κi) is equal to

Cd(κi) =
κ
d/2−1
i

(2π)d/2 · Id/2−1(κi)
, (13)

where Iv denotes the modified Bessel function of the first
kind at order v. Eq. 12 expresses that the normalized features
z̄ of the same class follow to a vMF distribution, which is
determined by two parameters, κ and µ. These parameters
can be further viewed as learnable parameters that can be
seamlessly integrated into the final classifier during model
training as shown in Eq. 11. Using Bayes theorem, the poste-
rior probability for predicting class yi given z̄ is formulated
as:

p(yi|z̄) =
p(z̄|yi)p(yi)∑
j p(z̄|yj)p(yj)

=
exp (κ · ⟨µ̄i, z̄⟩)∑
j exp

(
κ · ⟨µ̄j , z̄⟩

) , (14)

where we assume that the concentrations of different classes
are the same in mixture vMF distributions, {κi}Ci=1 = κ,
and the class prior have been taken into account in our
proposed memory-centric mix as discussed in section 3.3.
Therefore, we established the vMF classifier to model the
accumulated features z̄ in Eq. 14, where µ̄i = Wi

∥Wi∥ is the
normalized weight of the classifier, and κ is a learnable
parameter similar to s in Eq. 11. Moreover, the dynamic
features follow the known mixture vMF distributions, which
provides an analytical model for further investigation, lead-
ing to the derivation of our proposed feature matching loss
as discussed in section 3.5.

vMF classifier is a feature learning model. As stated at
the beginning of this section, we aim to learn a good feature
representation in dynamic architecture. We first rewrite the
Eq. 1 as:

z = Ft(x) = [ft(x);Ft−1(x)] = [z(n); z(o)], (15)
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where z(n)and z(o) denote the new trainable features and
old frozen features, respectively. Similarly, we employ the
the negative log-likelihood transformation of Eq. 14 as:

LNLL = − log
exp (κ · ⟨µ̄i, z̄⟩)∑
j exp

(
κ · ⟨µ̄j , z̄⟩

)
= log

[
1 +

C∑
j ̸=i

exp
(
κ · (⟨µ̄j , z̄⟩ − ⟨µ̄i, z̄⟩)

)]
.

(16)

With the vMF distribution modeling, the mean direction can
be obtained as the normalized arithmetic mean of the feature
samples, µ̄i =

µi

∥µi∥
, where µi =

1
N

∑N
n=1 z̄ and z̄ ∼ p(z̄|yi).

The key component of Eq. 16 can be rewritten as

κ · ⟨µ̄, z̄⟩ = κ ·
(
⟨µ̄(n), z̄(n)⟩+ ⟨µ̄(o), z̄(o)⟩

)
= κ ·

(
⟨ 1
N

N∑
n=1

z̄(n)n , z̄(n)⟩+ ⟨ 1
N

N∑
n=1

z̄(o)n , z̄(o)⟩
)

=
1

N

N∑
n=1

κ · ⟨z̄(n)n , z̄(n)⟩+ const,

(17)
where µ̄ is also split into two parts µ̄(n) and µ̄(o). z̄

(n)
n

denotes the other new features belonging to the same class
as z̄(n). Here we omit the normalization scaling operation
in arithmetic mean function. Since the old feature extractor
is frozen, we replace the result of the old features with a
constant. As the LogSumExp function is a smooth approx-
imation of the max function [101], we can rewrite Eq. 16
as

LNLL ≈ max {0} ∪
{
κ · (⟨µ̄j , z̄⟩ − ⟨µ̄i, z̄⟩)

}C
j ̸=i

. (18)

Then, we can further substitute Eq. 17 into the second part
of Eq. 18 to getκ ·

 1

Nj

Nj∑
n=1

⟨z̄(n)n,−, z̄
(n)⟩ − 1

Ni

Ni∑
n=1

⟨z̄(n)n,+, z̄
(n)⟩


C

j ̸=i

,

(19)
where we represent the samples belonging to the same class
i and different classes j, j ̸= i as positive samples + and
negative samples −, respectively. Compared with triplet
loss [102],

LTriplet = max {0, ⟨z̄(n)− , z̄(n)⟩ − ⟨z̄(n)+ , z̄(n)⟩}, (20)

we observe that the loss function of the vMF classifier
shares a strikingly similar form with that of the triplet
loss. Different from unified loss perspective [103] and vMF
based N-paired loss learning [87], this paper explores the
dynamic new features in CIL from the perspective of triplet
loss with vMF modeling. (i) Multiple positive samples.
Unlike triplet loss, which randomly selects only one positive
sample, Eq. 19 takes into account Ni positive samples. (ii)
Multiple negative samples. Similar to the above, it uses Nj

negative samples. By constraining the anchor based on the
average direction of positive and negative samples formed
by multiple groups of samples, Eq. 19 can make better use
of the samples and reduce variance for feature learning. (iii)
Multi-class max function. By using the maximum similarity
value among negative samples from different classes as the
loss value, Eq. 19 can identify the most similar group of

negative samples from a class and penalize them. In the
extreme case where there is only one additional class with a
single sample in each class, the loss function simplifies into
the form of triplet loss.

Brief summary. Our findings suggest that the vMF
classifier can naturally induce the distribution probability
density function of the global features z̄ = [z̄(n); z̄(o)],
and performing discriminative classification based on these
features to enable the learning of new task knowledge while
mitigating the forgetting of old task knowledge. Based on
the vMF distribution modeling, we can further derive our
proposed dynamic feature matching loss function as dis-
cussed in the next section. Moreover, by rewriting the loss
function of the vMF classifier, we can find that it implicitly
imposes constraints on the newly learned dynamic features
z̄(n), i.e., separates features of different classes and brings
features of the same class closer.

3.5 Dynamic Feature Matching

The parameters κ and µ̄, estimated directly by gradient
descent, play a very important role in the probability output
in the final classifier. On the other hand, with vMF model-
ing in section 3.4, the κ and µ̄ describe the properties of
the dynamic features obtained by the backbone extractors.
However, the performance is still limited by the issue of
dynamic features and vMF classifier mismatch. Empirical
results indicate a discernible gap in accuracy between CNN
and NME as shown in Tab. 3.

Therefor, we propose the online batch update dynamic
feature matching loss to alleviate this issue. Specifically, we
compute the class mean for each batch of samples, and
consider it to fit a new vMF distribution.

µ̃i =
µi

∥µi∥
, µi =

1

Bi

Bi∑
n=1

z̄n, (21)

where {z̄n}Bi
n=1 are the latent dynamic features belonging

to the class yi in the mini-batch, which are sampled from
z̄n ∼ p(z̄|yi) in Eq. 12. We compute the class mean µi, then
calculate the normalized class direction µ̃i, and Bi denote
the the number of features of class yi in the mini-batch. Now,
we model the new mixture vMF distributions as

p̃(z̄|yi) = Cd(κi) · exp (κi · ⟨µ̃i, z̄⟩) , (22)

where {κi}Ci=1 = κ are set to the same parameters as
in Eq. 14. To quantify the mismatch problem, we simply
utilize KL divergence to analytically measure the mismatch
between Eq. 12 and Eq. 22 as

DKL(p(z̄|yi)∥p̃(z̄|yi)) =
∫

p(z̄|yi) · log
p(z̄|yi)
p̃(z̄|yi)

dz̄

= κ ·Ad(κ) · (1− ⟨µ̄i, µ̃i⟩),
(23)

where Ad(κ) = Id/2(κ)/Id/2−1(κ).
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Proof. According to Eq. 23, we have

DKL =

∫
p(z̄|yi) · log

p(z̄|yi)
p̃(z̄|yi)

dz̄

=

∫
p(z̄|yi) · [log p(z̄|yi)− log p̃(z̄|yi)] dz̄

=

∫
p(z̄|yi) ·

[
log

Cd(κ)

Cd(κ)
+ log

exp(κ · ⟨µ̄i, z̄⟩)
exp(κ · ⟨µ̃i, z̄⟩)

]
dz̄

=

∫
p(z̄|yi) ·

[
log

Cd(κ)

Cd(κ)
+ κ · (⟨µ̄i, z̄⟩ − ⟨µ̃i, z̄⟩)

]
dz̄

= κ ·
∫

p(z̄|yi) ·
(
µ̄⊤

i − µ̃⊤
i

)
· z̄ dz̄

= κ ·
(
µ̄⊤

i − µ̃⊤
i

)
·
∫

z̄ · p(z̄|yi) dz̄

= κ ·
(
µ̄⊤

i − µ̃⊤
i

)
· Ez̄∼p(z̄|yi)[z̄].

(24)
Inspired by [82], [104], for the vMF distribution p(z̄|yi) with
mean direction µ̄i and concentration κ, the expected value
is Ad(κ) · µ̄i, where Ad(κ) = Id/2(κ)/Id/2−1(κ). Then, we
have

DKL = κ ·
(
µ̄⊤

i − µ̃⊤
i

)
·Ad(κ) · µ̄i

= κ ·Ad(κ) · (1− ⟨µ̄i, µ̃i⟩).
(25)

Thus, our proposed dynamic feature matching loss func-
tion is defined as

LMa = κ ·Ad(κ) · (1− ⟨µ̄i, µ̃i⟩), (26)

where κ and µ̄i are parameters of vMF classifier. µ̃i denotes
the normalized class mean feature vector in the mini-batch.
The proposed matching loss aligns the dynamic feature with
the vMF classifier, leading to improved performance.

3.6 Overview
In this subsection, we provide an overview of our proposed
method. Fig. 1 illustrates the overall framework, depicting
both the workflow and the loss functions for model training.

The training dataset consists of the current task data
and a small amount of past task data Dt ∪ Mt. Based on
the dataset, we first employ the memory-centric mix to
construct mixed samples and labels (x̃i,j , ỹi,j) ((x, y) for
simplicity), as shown in Eq. 7, Eq. 8, and Eq. 10. Fig. 1
presents our MC-Mix strategy, which encompasses non-
stationary sequences involving a sigmoid function, along
with class weight information regarding the sample counts.
Next, the mixed data is fed into a dynamic architecture,
which consists of frozen previous feature extractors and a
trainable new feature extractor, to obtain dynamic features
z = [z(n); z(o)] as shown in Eq. 1. Finally, a vMF classifier
is employed for the final probability prediction output in
Eq. 14.

The training loss functions are composed of three key
components: the negative log-likelihood (NLL) loss, the
auxiliary classifier (Aux) loss, and the dynamic feature
matching (Ma) loss, as shown in Fig. 1. The NLL loss
LNLL in Eq. 16 shares properties with the commonly used
softmax cross entropy loss in Eq. 2 for classification learn-
ing, implicitly separating dissimilar instances and bringing
similar instances closer under vMF modeling, as described

in section 3.4. The LAux loss function in Eq. 3 is employed to
distinguish between data from the old and new tasks. The
LMa loss in Eq. 26 is used for dynamic feature matching.
The total training loss is as follows

L = LNLL + ηAux · LAux + ηMa · LMa, (27)

where ηAux and ηMa are hyper-parameters to control the
effect of the loss functions.

4 EXPERIMENT

4.1 Datasets and Benchmarks
We employ CIFAR-100 [105], ImageNet-100, and ImageNet-
1000 [106] for evaluation. CIFAR-100 is a dataset of 32 ×
32 RGB color images, consisting of 50,000 training images
and 10,000 testing images over 100 classes. ImageNet-1000
is a large dataset commonly used ILSVRC, which consists
of 1000 classes with about 1.28M training images and 50K
validation images. ImageNet-100 is a subset of ImageNet-
1000, where we select the same 100 classes based on [17].

For the test protocols, we construct a wide range of di-
verse settings based on the above three datasets. (i) CIFAR-
100: A uniform backbone network configuration of ResNet-
32 [2], [9] is employed for fair comparisons. Firstly, we adopt
the testing protocol described in [2], where the 100 classes
are directly divided into 5, 10, and 20 tasks, with each task
involving the incremental learning of 20, 10, and 5 new
classes, respectively. These settings are usually refer to as
”B0 T steps”, where T denotes the total number of tasks
according to [20]. The memory size is fixed to a total of 2,000
exemplars during incremental steps. On the other hand,
another common used testing protocol [17] involves training
half of the classes, namely 50 classes, in the first task, fol-
lowed by incremental learning of new classes in subsequent
tasks. The remaining 50 classes are divided into 5, 10 and 25
tasks, where each task requires incremental learning of 10,
5 and 2 new classes, respectively. This protocol is referred
to as ”B50 T steps”, where T denotes the number of the
following incremental tasks. And the memory size is fixed
at 20 samples per class. (ii) ImageNet-100: Similarly, CIFAR-
100 and ImageNet-100 have the same number of classes, the
division of the incremental tasks and the memory size are
set up in the same way. The backbone network is set as
ResNet-18 [9] followed by [2], [17]. (iii) ImageNet-1000: The
ResNet-18 network backbone is also adopted in ImageNet-
1000 dataset. We evaluate our model on B0 10 steps, where
each task involves learning 100 classes using 20,000 memory
exemplars. Moreover, we report the average accuracy [2]
across all tasks as a quantitative metric for all settings.
Finally, we build a comprehensive and detailed comparison
benchmarks that includes a total of 13 different settings.

4.2 Implementation Details
We implement our model with PyTorch [107]. During model
training, we employ the SGD optimizer with a weight decay
of 2e-4 across all datasets. Additionally, a linear warm-up
strategy is adopted for the initial 10 epochs. For CIFAR-100
benchmarks, we conduct training for a total of 240 epochs
using a batch size of 128. The learning rate starts at 0.1 and
decays at 100, 170, and 210 epochs with a decay rate of
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TABLE 1
Performance comparison on the CIFAR-100 benchmarks. Average accuracy (%) over all steps are reported. We run experiments using three

different class orders and report their mean and standard deviation.

Dataset CIFAR-100

Methods B0 5 steps B0 10 steps B0 20 steps B50 5 steps B50 10 steps B50 25 steps

iCaRL [2] 67.52±1.45 64.06±1.41 62.30±1.48 57.51±0.87 53.86±0.99 50.39±0.81

WA [21] 69.15±1.00 67.21±1.34 65.31±1.56 62.90±0.92 57.97±0.58 51.90±1.09

PODNet [17] 64.11±1.19 54.60±1.21 46.82±1.09 64.98±0.41 63.16±0.80 60.79±0.92

AFC [18] 66.41±1.10 60.40±1.51 55.19±1.58 65.84±0.57 64.72±0.60 63.79±0.64

DER [20] 73.14±0.86 71.52±0.83 70.32±1.43 68.97±0.45 67.51±0.36 64.89±0.53

FOSTER† [23] 75.98±0.96 73.98±1.16 71.54±1.71 72.62±0.79 69.59±0.79 66.17±0.46

Ours 74.66±0.86 74.03±1.18 72.93±1.33 70.73±0.75 69.85±0.43 67.89±0.53

Ours† w/Aug 76.37±0.78 76.26±1.01 75.31±0.90 73.32±0.62 72.58±0.44 71.62±0.66
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Fig. 3. Performance comparison for each step. From left to right: CIFAR-100 B0 10 steps, CIFAR-100 B0 20 steps, CIFAR-100 B50 5 steps, and
CIFAR-100 B50 10 steps.

0.1. The ImageNet-100 benchmarks utilize a learning rate
of 0.1 that decays at 80, 130, and 170 epochs by a factor
of 0.1, with a total of 200 epochs and a batch size of 128.
The ImageNet-1000 benchmark exclusively utilizes MC-Mix
as the model, training it for 240 epochs with a batch size
of 256. The learning rate also starts at 0.1 and decays at
100, 160, and 200 epochs with a decay rate of 0.1. Moreover,
herding exemplars selection [2] and weight alignment [21]
strategies are adopted in our model. For MC-Mix, it is only
added in the incremental steps after the first task. We also
consider additional improvement, denoted by ”†w/Aug”,
which adds AutoAugment [70] and color jitter DA methods
following the [23], and includes the vanilla CutMix in the
first task.

4.3 Main Results

We compare our method with various models, including
iCaRL [2], WA [21], PODNet [17], AFC [18], DER [20], and
FOSTER [23]. We reproduce the results of iCaRL, WA, and
DER based on the PyCIL framework [108]. For PODNet,
AFC, and FOSTER, we use the official code for reproduc-
tion. FOSTER additionally use ”†” as a marker to indicate
the adaption of strong DA. The ImageNet-1000 benchmark
results are directly reported from [20] and [23].

For CIFAR-100 dataset, Table 1 and Fig. 3 summarizes
the quantitative results of different methods. We run ex-
periments using three different class orders and report
their averages and standard deviations. Overall, our model

consistently outperforms all previous methods on both B0
and B50 benchmarks, particularly when augmented with
strong DA techniques (”†w/Aug”), demonstrating superior
performance on the CIFAR-100 dataset. The DER and FOS-
TER, as dynamic architecture based models, demonstrate
significant performance improvements over previous KD
based methods, validating the promising prospects of this
direction. Specifically, under the protocol setting of B0 10
steps, we improve the average accuracy from 71.52% to
74.03% (+2.51%). When further applying strong DA, our
performance increase from 73.98% to 76.26% (+2.28%),
which validate the effectiveness of our proposed model.
In an alternative common setting, namely the B50 10 steps
benchmark, our method demonstrates a commendable av-
erage accuracy of 72.98%. It is noteworthy that the inte-
gration of the strong DA techniques with our model con-
sistently lead to further improvements (e.g. from 69.85%
to 72.58% on B50 10 steps). This empirical observation not
only substantiates the strong coupling between DA and CIL,
presenting a promising direction to mitigate catastrophic
forgetting by focusing on the quality of training samples,
but also serves as validation for the further improvement
of our model by the incorporation of strong DA techniques.
Meanwhile, as illustrated in Fig. 3, it is evident that our
approach consistently outperforms other methods in nearly
every incremental step, especially in the last step where a
significant increase in performance is observed and further
proves the success of our model.
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TABLE 2
Performance comparison on the ImageNet-100 and ImageNet-1000 benchmarks.

Dataset ImageNet-100 ImageNet-1000

Methods B0 5 steps B0 10 steps B0 20 steps B50 5 steps B50 10 steps B50 25 steps B0 10 steps

iCaRL [2] 73.85 68.25 64.96 - - - 38.40
WA [21] 75.62 70.16 66.45 - - - 65.67
PODNet [17] - - - 75.54 74.33 68.31 -
AFC [18] - - - 76.87 75.75 73.34 -
DER [20] 78.82 77.23 75.18 79.53 78.25 75.17 68.84

FOSTER† [23] 79.04 78.10 74.03 79.74 77.55 73.17 68.34

Ours 79.75 79.01 77.98 79.56 78.98 76.63 70.52

Ours† w/Aug 81.35 80.48 80.01 82.25 81.98 78.70 71.01
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Fig. 4. Performance comparison for each step. From left to right: ImageNet-100 B0 10 steps, ImageNet-100 B0 20 steps, ImageNet-100 B50 5
steps, and ImageNet-100 B50 10 steps.

TABLE 3
Ablation Comparison of Components on the CIFAR-100 Benchmarks.

Dataset CIFAR-100

Components B0 10 steps B50 5 steps

Mix vMF Ma. CNN NME CNN NME

- - - 71.67 - 71.44 - 67.79 - 68.52 -
✓ 74.86 +3.19 72.24 +0.80 67.86 +0.08 68.69 +0.17
✓ ✓ 74.90 +3.23 73.69 +2.25 69.19 +1.40 69.50 +0.98
✓ ✓ ✓ 74.92 +3.25 74.50 +3.06 70.90 +3.21 70.72 +2.20

For the ImageNet-100 and ImageNet-1000 benchmarks,
we achieve similar results to those obtained on the CIFAR-
100 dataset, surpassing previous methods across all testing
protocols, as shown in Table 2 and Fig. 4. Specifically, we
achieve impressive performance with average accuracies of
80.48% and 81.98% on the ImageNet-100 B0 10 and B50 10
steps benchmarks, respectively. Fig. 4 also showcases the
outstanding performance of our model at each incremental
step, especially in the last step. For ImageNet-1000 B0 10
steps, we directly adapot the MC-Mix as our model accord-
ing to the ablation study, and achieve the average accuracies
of 70.52% and 71.01%, which validates the effectiveness
of our method. It is worth noting that the performance
improvement of the model after the addition of strong DA
is not as significant as observed in other benchmarks. We
speculate that this could be attributed to the rich quality of
samples in the large-scale dataset.

4.4 Ablation Study

In this subsection, we conduct an exhaustive ablation study
to validate the effectiveness of our proposed method. We
begin by presenting the main results and providing a
component-wise analysis of the ablation study. Then, we
delve into a detailed analysis of each component.

Main results of the ablation study. Table 3 presents
a comprehensive overview of the main results of our ab-
lation study experiments. The CNN accuracy is directly
determined by utilizing the classifier head for prediction. In
contrast, the nearest-mean-of-exemplars (NME) accuracy [2]
assigns class labels based on the most similar class feature
prototypes. Intuitively, the CNN accuracy serves as an es-
sential indicator for assessing the classifier’s performance,
while NME accuracy can offers valuable insights into the
quality of the extracted feature representations. Therefore,
we systematically assess the individual impact of each com-
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Fig. 5. Ablation comparison of hyper-parameters γ and τ in MC-Mix on
CIFAR-100 benchmark.

ponent on both CNN accuracy and NME accuracy in the
CIFAR-100 B0 10 steps and B50 5 steps benchmarks.

Taking into consideration the exclusive utilization of the
dynamic architecture, as discussed in Section 3.2, within
the baseline model, while excluding the incorporation of
the MC-Mix strategy, vMF classifier, and matching loss, the
baseline on CIFAR-100 B0 and B50 benchmarks achieve av-
erage accuracies of 71.67% and 68.52%, respectively. These
results validate the considerable potential of the dynamic ar-
chitecture approach in comparison to previous methods em-
ploying fixed-model size knowledge distillation techniques.
Then, by introducing MC-Mix to the baseline model, the
CNN accuracy is significantly improved by +3.19%, indi-
cating its efficacy in boosting model performance, especially
on the CIFAR-100 B0 10 steps benchmark. Nevertheless, the
observed improvements in NME accuracy is not significant
enough, implying that the learning of feature representa-
tions may still be incomplete, emphasizing the necessity for
further investigation and refinement of the feature learning
for better performance. Next, following the substitution of
the original base classifier with the vMF classifier, notable
performance gains are observed, particularly in terms of
NME accuracy. Specifically, on the B0 10 steps benchmark,
the NME accuracy increases from 72.24% to 73.69%, and
on the B50 5 steps benchmark, the NME accuracy improves
from 68.69% to 69.50%. These observations provide empiri-
cal validation of the substantial performance improvements
achieved through the utilization of the vMF classifier and
corroborate our analysis of using vMF classifier for dynamic
feature learning in section 3.4. Finally, we employ the pro-
posed dynamic feature matching loss to synergistically align
the vMF classifier and the dynamic feature representations.
As for the B0 10 steps, we achieve an average accuracy
of about 74.92% and 74.50% for both CNN and NME
predictors, respectively. While the CNN accuracy remains
relatively stable on B0 setting, it is noteworthy that NME
exhibits a gradual improvement in accuracy over time,
ultimately reaching parity with CNN accuracy, and we
empirically use MC-Mix as model on ImageNet-1000 B0 10
steps setting in this case directly. Under the setting of B50
5 steps, we finally improve the CNN accuracy from 67.79%
to 70.90% (+3.21%) compared to the baseline result, which
validates the effectiveness of our method. In the remainder

TABLE 4
Ablation comparison of base classifier and vMF classifier on

CIFAR-100 benchmark.

Benchmark CIFAR-100 B50 5 steps

Classifier CNN NME

w/o MC-mix base 67.79 68.52
vMF 63.01 67.20

w/ MC-mix base 67.86 68.69
vMF 69.19 69.50

TABLE 5
Ablation comparison of mix-based data augmentation methods on

CIFAR-100 benchmark.

Benchmark CIFAR-100 B0 - 10

Methods λ(e) Avg Last ∆

- - 71.82 60.11 -
Mixup S 69.20 57.42 −2.26/−2.69
Cutmix S 72.41 61.58 +0.59/+1.47

Cutmix (w) S 72.86 62.03 +1.04/+1.92
MC-Mix NS 74.73 64.85 +2.91/+4.74

of this subsection, we proceed with a detailed analysis of
the three components.

Ablation study on MC-Mix (Hyper-parameters γ and
τ ). Regarding the MC-Mix method, in addition to assessing
its effectiveness as demonstrated in Table 3, it also involves
two hyper-parameters, namely γ and τ , which are related to
non-stationary sigmoid function and require further analy-
sis and sensitive study. As depicted in Fig 2(a), the parame-
ter γ regulates the steepness of function variation, where a
larger γ value leads to more pronounced and rapid changes,
while a smaller γ value results in smoother and gradual
transitions. Conversely, τ , ranging from 0 to 1, controls
the positioning of non-stationary state changes within the
sequence. To evaluate the hyper-parameters impact, we
conduct a systematic investigation by exploring a range of
values for γ (0.01, 0.1, 0.5, 1.0, 10) and τ (0.1, 0.5, 0.6, 1.0)
on CIFAR-100 B0 10 steps benchmark as shown in Fig 5.

Firstly, when τ deviates from the central position and
assumes values of 0.1 and 1.0, the model’s performance ex-
periences certain limitations. Although a smoother γ (such
as 0.01) can partially mitigate these limitations with the last
accuracy increasing from 61.43% to 62.27%, the model still
falls short of attaining the optimal results even with such
refinements. Furthermore, we find that the hyper-parameter
combination of γ = 0.5 and τ = 0.6 consistently yields
the best performance with average accuracy 74.99% and
last accuracy 65.18%. Notably, the favorable and similar
performance tends to cluster around this particular pa-
rameter configuration. The robustness and insensitivity in
hyper-parameter selection highlight the practicality of the
proposed MC-Mix, which suggests that it can be seamlessly
plug-and-play integrated into existing CIL methods as a
data augmentation strategy. In this paper, we therefore set
the parameter values of γ and τ to 0.5 and 0.6, respectively.

Ablation study on MC-Mix (Other mix-based meth-



JOURNAL OF LATEX CLASS FILES, VOL. 14, NO. 8, AUGUST 2015 11

Base 0.1 0.5 1.0 2.0 5.0 10 20 50
´

68

70

A
cc

ur
ac

y 
(%

)

CNN
NME

Fig. 6. Ablation comparison of hyper-parameter ηMa in dynamic match-
ing loss on CIFAR-100 benchmark.

ods). On the other hand, as MC-Mix serves as a vari-
ant of mix-based data augmentation methods applied in
CIL, it is essential to compare it with other mix-based
approaches to validate its performance. Specifically, we
include Mixup [32], CutMix [33], and CutMix with class
weight information (referred to as Cutmix (w)) as the com-
parative methods for a comprehensive analysis. As shown
in Table 5, we compared the performance of these three
strategies, along with the baseline, against our proposed
MC-Mix method on the CIFAR-100 B0 10 steps benchmark.

It is worth noting that the adoption of the Mixup results
in a decline in model performance, whereas the utilization
of CutMix exhibits a slight improvement. This observation
reveals the significance of employing the CutMix regular-
ization approach in preserving local image information with
dynamic architecture. In line with this, our proposed MC-
Mix method also builds upon the principles of CutMix.
Moreover, the inclusion of normalized inverse class fre-
quency weight information in CutMix mitigates the model
bias caused by the imbalance between previous memory
samples and new task samples, resulted in improved model
performance with an average accuracy of 72.86% and a
last accuracy of 62.03%. However, the global stationary
sequence of λ(e) during training process still imposes lim-
itations on the model’s performance. The experimental re-
sults in Table 5 illustrate that our proposed MC-Mix ex-
hibits the best performance among the compared strategies,
with an average accuracy of 74.73% and a last accuracy
of 64.85%. The average and last accuracies improved by
+2.91% and +4.74% respectively compared to the baseline,
which validates its effectiveness. Among the first three mix-
based methods, the mean functions λ(e) are assumed to
be stationary sequences (S) by default, and CutMix (w)
incorporates class weight information as an additional aux-
iliary component. However, MC-Mix takes a step further by
introducing a non-stationary sequence (NS) with sigmoid
functions and leveraging class weight information, leading
to the ultimate and optimal improvement in performance.

Ablation study on vMF classifier. We conducted a com-
parative analysis of the performance of the vMF classifier.
As shown in Table 4, we included an additional comparison
of the performance using only the vMF classifier without
MC-Mix on CIFAR-100 B50 5 steps benchmark. As described
in section 3.4, employing the vMF classifier enables better
learning of dynamic features. However, we observed a
discernible reduction in performance when exclusively sub-
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Fig. 7. The two t-SNE feature visualization examples on CIFAR-100
benchmark.

stituting the original base classifier with the vMF classifier,
resulting in CNN accuracy of 63.01% and NME accuracy
of 67.20%. We speculate that this could be attributed to the
unit hyperspherical mapping by vMF classifier. The estimate
of the mean direction weight is affected by the difference
in sample size between the old and new samples. From
another perspective, the NME accuracy of 63.01% improves
over 3 percentage points compared to CNN accuracy. This
observation exemplifies the outstanding capability of the
vMF classifier in effectively optimizing dynamic features,
despite being impacted by classifier weight defects, which
also lends support to our analysis framework and strength-
ens its credibility.

On the contrary, the utilization of the MC-Mix technique
unleashes the latent potential of the vMF classifier method,
leading to a notable improvement from the base classifier’s
performance of 67.86% and 68.69% to 69.19% and 69.50%,
providing empirical evidence supporting the validity of
the vMF classifier. Particularly, the integration of the vMF
classifier with MC-Mix yielded a significant improvement in
CNN accuracy, increasing from 63.01% to 69.19% (+6.18%),
which also demonstrates the success of the proposed MC-
Mix approach.

Ablation study on dynamic matching loss. The dy-
namic matching loss also involves a hyper-parameter ηMa

to control the magnitude of the loss. Therefore, we further
conduct analysis and sensitive study on CVIFAR-100 B50 5
steps with different ηMa (0.1, 0.5, 1.0, 2.0, 5.0, 10, 20, 50), as
shown in Fig 6.

Overall, different from the base model, when the match-
ing loss is employed, it is clear that CNN outperforms
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TABLE 6
Performance comparison using Plug and Play Memory-Centric Mix on

the CIFAR-100 benchmarks.

Dataset CIFAR-100

Methods B0 5 steps B0 10 steps B0 20 steps

iCaRL [2] 67.52±1.45 64.06±1.41 62.30±1.48

iCaRL [2] w/ MC-mix 69.78±1.14 67.07±1.38 64.92±1.04

WA [21] 69.15±1.00 67.21±1.34 65.31±1.56

WA [21] w/ MC-mix 70.09±0.94 68.27±1.06 65.38±1.60
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Fig. 8. Performance comparison for each step using Plug and Play
Memory-Centric Mix on the CIFAR-100 benchmark.

NME in accuracy, regardless of different ηMa magnitude.
The collaborative alignment between the dynamic feature
representations and the classifier leads to a subsequent
unleashing of CNN accuracy thanks to the excellent features
obtained by the vMF classifier. By setting ηMa only to 0.1,
we can already observe performance improvement using a
lightweight matching loss. When ηMa is set too large, such
as 20 or 50, there is a noticeable decline in performance
compared to the base model. The excessively large matching
loss overshadowed the utility of the cross-entropy loss for
classification. Ultimately, the best results is obtained when
ηMa is set to 2.0, yielding an accuracy of about 70.90%, and
we therefore set ηMa to 2.0 in this paper.

4.5 Further Exploration
In this section, we conduct an in-depth investigation of our
methodology, including analysis of feature t-SNE visual-
ization [109], seamless integration of MC-Mix with other
CIL techniques, and the exploration of other non-stationary
functions.

t-SNE Feature Visualization. We employ t-SNE [109]
to visually analyze the dynamic feature representations of
the CIFAR-100 test dataset. Fig. 7 present two compara-
tive results of the baseline and our proposed model on
the CIFAR-100 B50 5 steps evaluation setting. Specifically,
distinct marker symbols and colors are utilized to symbolize
different class samples. For better visualization, we select
five classes from first task and mark them with circles ”◦”,
and in each of the following five incremental tasks, select
one class and mark with ”×”. Therefore, we ultimately
visualize dynamic features samples from differently selected
10 classes with two examples.

For example 1 shown in Fig. 7(a) and Fig. 7(b), the five
categories located in the lower left corner of the baseline

results, namely blue ◦, blue ×, green ◦, green ×, and
orange ◦, exhibit a tendency towards dense clustering. On
the contrary, our method shows a tendency to increase the
inter-class distance, especially for green ◦ and orange ◦. As
for example 2 shown in Fig. 7(c) and Fig. 7(d), it is worth
noting that the the class of blue × is split into two parts
in baseline. However, as for ours results, although there is
a slight overlap between the blue ◦ and × in Fig. 7(d), it
is evident that the blue × instances belonging to the same
class exhibit noticeable aggregation. These observed results
validate that our model learn better dynamic features, con-
firming its ability to resist catastrophic forgetting in class-
incremental learning. Moreover, these visualization results
corroborate the improvement in NME accuracy observed
in ablation study and are also consistent with our vMF
classifier analysis, further validating the superiority of our
method.

Plug-and-play MC-Mix. As stated in the related work
in section 2.2, the data augmentation strategies intertwine
with the techniques of CIL. Hence, our proposed MC-Mix
method offers a seamless and plug-and-play integration
with existing CIL techniques, allowing for its immediate
utilization. As shown in Table 6, we consider two classic CIL
methods, namely iCaRL [2] and WA [21], and applied MC-
Mix to them in order to further improve the performance.
The benchmark comparisons are performed on the CIFAR-
100 dataset B0 5 steps, 10 steps, and 20 steps. We also run
experiments using three different class orders and report
their mean and standard deviation.

Overall, the experimental results in Table 6 indicate
that the average accuracy achieved using MC-Mix consis-
tently surpasses the accuracy obtained without MC-Mix.
Particularly, for iCaRL method, we can clearly observe a
significant improvement from 64.06% to 67.07% (+3.01%)
in the average accuracy on B0 10 steps benchmark. On the
other hand, the average accuracy of WA exhibits a modest
increase from 67.21% to 68.27% (+1.06%), as compared to
the improvement observed in iCaRL. We speculate that this
difference can be attributed to the fact that WA mitigates
the issue of sample imbalance between new and old tasks
by aligning classifier weights, which is partially coupled
with the utility of our MC-Mix methodology. Neverthe-
less, we indeed observe a slight boost, providing empirical
evidence for the effectiveness of MC-Mix. Fig. 8 presents
the performance comparison at each step using the MC-
Mix on the CIFAR-100 benchmark, we can see a consistent
improvement in accuracy for almost every task, further
proving the success of the MC-Mix.

Other Non-stationary Functions. One of the key com-
ponents of our proposed MC-Mix is the selection of non-
stationary functions as shown in Fig.2. The insight behind
our choice of the sigmoid function is rooted in its common
usage as a non-linear activation function. In this subsection,
we further explored other non-stationary functions, includ-
ing the unit step function and linear function. It is worth
noting that the tanh function can be directly considered
as a variant of the sigmoid function. Similar to Fig. 2(c)
and Fig. 2(d), we also provide the plots of mean functions
µ̂(e) corresponding to the linear function and the unit
step function as shown in Fig. 9. It is clear that the class
weight information is introduced to dynamically adjust the
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Fig. 9. Other Non-stationary Sequence Functions in MC-Mix.
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Fig. 10. Ablation comparison of different non-stationary functions in MC-
Mix on CIFAR-100 benchmark.

distribution range of the interpolation coefficients λ. For
quantitative analysis, we conducted comparative evalua-
tion between the baseline model and other non-stationary
functions on CIFAR-100 B0 10 steps benchmark as shown in
Fig. 10.

The experimental results demonstrate a significant im-
provement in both average accuracy and last accuracy of the
baseline model when non-stationary functions are used. It is
noteworthy to observe that the utilization of different func-
tions did not exhibit significant difference, thereby attesting
to the robustness of MC-mix. Furthermore, we conjecture
that epoch as a natural number results in discrete sam-
pling of different non-stationary functions that do not vary
much during model training. Nevertheless, it is imperative
to emphasize that empirical evidence strongly supports
the indispensability of incorporating non-stationary mean
functions for performance improvement as demonstrated in
Table 5.

5 CONCLUSION

In this paper, we improve the dynamic architecture based
CIL model and propose our Dynamic Feature Learning and
Matching (DFLM) model from three perspectives: data aug-
mentation, feature representation, and classifier. Memory-
Centric Mix strategy is proposed that dynamically attends
to memory replay samples by incorporating non-stationary
class weights information. Then, vMF classifier is intro-
duced to effectively model and learn the dynamic features.
The matching loss finally aligns the classifier weights with
dynamic features by minimizing distribution distance. Ex-
tensive experiments show that our model obtains superior
performance on CIL benchmarks.

REFERENCES

[1] K. J. Joseph, J. Rajasegaran, S. H. Khan, F. S. Khan, and V. N. Bal-
asubramanian, “Incremental object detection via meta-learning,”
IEEE Trans. Pattern Anal. Mach. Intell., vol. 44, no. 12, pp. 9209–
9216, 2022.

[2] S. Rebuffi, A. Kolesnikov, G. Sperl, and C. H. Lampert, “icarl:
Incremental classifier and representation learning,” in 2017 IEEE
Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, CVPR 2017.
IEEE Computer Society, 2017, pp. 5533–5542.

[3] Z. Ke and B. Liu, “Continual learning of natural language pro-
cessing tasks: A survey,” CoRR, vol. abs/2211.12701, 2022.

[4] S. Mazumder, N. Ma, and B. Liu, “Towards a continuous knowl-
edge learning engine for chatbots,” CoRR, vol. abs/1802.06024,
2018.

[5] L. Ouyang, J. Wu, X. Jiang, D. Almeida, C. L. Wainwright,
P. Mishkin, C. Zhang, S. Agarwal, K. Slama, A. Ray, J. Schulman,
J. Hilton, F. Kelton, L. Miller, M. Simens, A. Askell, P. Welinder,
P. F. Christiano, J. Leike, and R. Lowe, “Training language models
to follow instructions with human feedback,” in NeurIPS, 2022.

[6] X. Han, Y. Zhou, K. Chen, H. Qiu, M. Qiu, Y. Liu, and T. Zhang,
“Ads-lead: Lifelong anomaly detection in autonomous driving
systems,” IEEE Trans. Intell. Transp. Syst., vol. 24, no. 1, pp. 1039–
1051, 2023.

[7] M. J. Mirza, M. Masana, H. Possegger, and H. Bischof, “An
efficient domain-incremental learning approach to drive in all
weather conditions,” in IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision
and Pattern Recognition Workshops, CVPR Workshops 2022. IEEE,
2022, pp. 3000–3010.

[8] R. B. Girshick, J. Donahue, T. Darrell, and J. Malik, “Region-
based convolutional networks for accurate object detection and
segmentation,” IEEE Trans. Pattern Anal. Mach. Intell., vol. 38,
no. 1, pp. 142–158, 2016.

[9] K. He, X. Zhang, S. Ren, and J. Sun, “Deep residual learning for
image recognition,” in 2016 IEEE Conference on Computer Vision
and Pattern Recognition, CVPR 2016. IEEE Computer Society,
2016, pp. 770–778.

[10] A. Krizhevsky, I. Sutskever, and G. E. Hinton, “Imagenet classifi-
cation with deep convolutional neural networks,” in Advances in
Neural Information Processing Systems 25, NeurIPS 2012, 2012, pp.
1106–1114.

[11] K. Simonyan and A. Zisserman, “Very deep convolutional net-
works for large-scale image recognition,” in 3rd International
Conference on Learning Representations, ICLR 2015, 2015.

[12] R. M. French, “Catastrophic forgetting in connectionist net-
works,” Trends in cognitive sciences, vol. 3, no. 4, pp. 128–135, 1999.

[13] I. J. Goodfellow, M. Mirza, X. Da, A. C. Courville, and Y. Bengio,
“An empirical investigation of catastrophic forgeting in gradient-
based neural networks,” in 2nd International Conference on Learn-
ing Representations, ICLR 2014, 2014.

[14] M. McCloskey and N. J. Cohen, “Catastrophic interference in
connectionist networks: The sequential learning problem,” in
Psychology of Learning and Motivation. Academic Press, 1989,
vol. 24, pp. 109–165.

[15] E. Belouadah, A. Popescu, and I. Kanellos, “A comprehensive
study of class incremental learning algorithms for visual tasks,”
Neural Networks, vol. 135, pp. 38–54, 2021.

[16] M. D. Lange, R. Aljundi, M. Masana, S. Parisot, X. Jia,
A. Leonardis, G. G. Slabaugh, and T. Tuytelaars, “A continual
learning survey: Defying forgetting in classification tasks,” IEEE



JOURNAL OF LATEX CLASS FILES, VOL. 14, NO. 8, AUGUST 2015 14

Trans. Pattern Anal. Mach. Intell., vol. 44, no. 7, pp. 3366–3385,
2022.

[17] A. Douillard, M. Cord, C. Ollion, T. Robert, and E. Valle, “Podnet:
Pooled outputs distillation for small-tasks incremental learning,”
in Computer Vision - ECCV 2020 - 16th European Conference, vol.
12365. Springer, 2020, pp. 86–102.

[18] M. Kang, J. Park, and B. Han, “Class-incremental learning by
knowledge distillation with adaptive feature consolidation,” in
IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition,
CVPR 2022. Computer Vision Foundation / IEEE, 2022, pp.
16 071–16 080.

[19] Y. Liu, B. Schiele, and Q. Sun, “RMM: reinforced memory man-
agement for class-incremental learning,” in Advances in Neural
Information Processing Systems 34, NeurIPS 2021, 2021, pp. 3478–
3490.

[20] S. Yan, J. Xie, and X. He, “DER: dynamically expandable repre-
sentation for class incremental learning,” in IEEE Conference on
Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, CVPR 2021. Computer
Vision Foundation / IEEE, 2021, pp. 3014–3023.

[21] B. Zhao, X. Xiao, G. Gan, B. Zhang, and S. Xia, “Maintaining dis-
crimination and fairness in class incremental learning,” in 2020
IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition,
CVPR 2020. Computer Vision Foundation / IEEE, 2020, pp.
13 205–13 214.

[22] F. Zhu, Z. Cheng, X. Zhang, and C. Liu, “Class-incremental learn-
ing via dual augmentation,” in Advances in Neural Information
Processing Systems 34, NeurIPS 2021, 2021, pp. 14 306–14 318.

[23] F. Wang, D. Zhou, H. Ye, and D. Zhan, “FOSTER: feature boosting
and compression for class-incremental learning,” in Computer Vi-
sion - ECCV 2022 - 17th European Conference, vol. 13685. Springer,
2022, pp. 398–414.

[24] R. Aljundi, F. Babiloni, M. Elhoseiny, M. Rohrbach, and T. Tuyte-
laars, “Memory aware synapses: Learning what (not) to forget,”
in Computer Vision - ECCV 2018 - 15th European Conference, vol.
11207. Springer, 2018, pp. 144–161.

[25] J. Kirkpatrick, R. Pascanu, N. Rabinowitz, J. Veness, G. Des-
jardins, A. A. Rusu, K. Milan, J. Quan, T. Ramalho, A. Grabska-
Barwinska, D. Hassabis, C. Clopath, D. Kumaran, and R. Had-
sell, “Overcoming catastrophic forgetting in neural networks,”
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, vol. 114, no. 13, pp.
3521–3526, 2017.

[26] Z. Li and D. Hoiem, “Learning without forgetting,” in Computer
Vision - ECCV 2016 - 14th European Conference, vol. 9908. Springer,
2016, pp. 614–629.

[27] A. Chaudhry, M. Rohrbach, M. Elhoseiny, T. Ajanthan, P. K.
Dokania, P. H. S. Torr, and M. Ranzato, “Continual learning with
tiny episodic memories,” CoRR, vol. abs/1902.10486, 2019.

[28] H. Shin, J. K. Lee, J. Kim, and J. Kim, “Continual learning
with deep generative replay,” in Advances in Neural Information
Processing Systems 30, 2017, 2017, pp. 2990–2999.

[29] J. Rajasegaran, M. Hayat, S. H. Khan, F. S. Khan, and L. Shao,
“Random path selection for continual learning,” in Advances in
Neural Information Processing Systems 32, NeurIPS 2019, 2019, pp.
12 648–12 658.

[30] A. A. Rusu, N. C. Rabinowitz, G. Desjardins, H. Soyer, J. Kirk-
patrick, K. Kavukcuoglu, R. Pascanu, and R. Hadsell, “Progres-
sive neural networks,” CoRR, vol. abs/1606.04671, 2016.

[31] G. E. Hinton, O. Vinyals, and J. Dean, “Distilling the knowledge
in a neural network,” CoRR, vol. abs/1503.02531, 2015.
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