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Abstract

In general class-incremental learning, researchers typically
use sample sets as a tool to avoid catastrophic forgetting dur-
ing continuous learning. At the same time, researchers have
also noted the differences between class-incremental learning
and Oracle training and have attempted to make corrections.
In recent years, researchers have begun to develop class-
incremental learning algorithms utilizing pre-trained mod-
els, achieving significant results. This paper observes that in
class-incremental learning, the steady state among the weight
guided by each class center is disrupted, which is significantly
correlated with catastrophic forgetting. Based on this, we pro-
pose a new method to overcoming forgetting . In some cases,
by retaining only a single sample unit of each class in mem-
ory for replay and applying simple gradient constraints, very
good results can be achieved. Experimental results indicate
that under the condition of pre-trained models, our method
can achieve competitive performance with very low compu-
tational cost and by simply using the cross-entropy loss.

Introduction
In the real world, data is continuously and dynamically gen-
erated, while the current mainstream training methods re-
quire pre-collecting large amounts of data. However, when a
model is trained on non-stationary data, with different clas-
sification tasks arriving sequentially, it leads to catastrophic
forgetting (McCloskey and Cohen 1989), resulting in a de-
cline in performance on previously learned data. This un-
doubtedly limits the flexibility of current artificial intelli-
gence to some extent.

Research on catastrophic forgetting is widely distributed
in the fields of continual learning or incremental learning.
Recently, pre-trained models have been shown to be benefi-
cial for continual learning, and many methods have achieved
significant results. However, to further study catastrophic
forgetting, we need to temporarily return to the perspective
of classical research. To overcome catastrophic forgetting,
extensive research has focused on continuously adjusting
the entire or partial weights of the model as the data dis-
tribution changes, aiming to retain knowledge from previous
tasks (Zhou et al. 2023; De Lange et al. 2021). This typically
relies on a sample buffer to retrain portions of past samples,
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Figure 1: Overview of the WBR Framework. In contrast to
typical methods that use sample buffers to incrementally ad-
just the entire or partial model weights to avoid catastrophic
forgetting, WBR utilizes a single memory vector to repre-
sent all samples within a task, guiding the model to pre-
vent forgetting. During the supervised learning of new tasks,
WBR balances the proportion of old and new tasks in the
model’s weights by controlling the magnitude of gradient
updates. Experimental results demonstrate that this balance
is directly related to the occurrence of catastrophic forget-
ting. Notably, the maximum memory pool size we use is
smaller than that of a single 224x224 image.

and this method is believed to be rooted in the complemen-
tary learning systems theory (Kumaran, Hassabis, and Mc-
Clelland 2016), inspired by hippocampal episodic memory.
On the other hand, since catastrophic forgetting is a phe-
nomenon arising from atypical training processes, it can be
viewed as the abnormal variation of the forgetting model’s
parameters relative to normal training. This branch of re-
search (Castro et al. 2018; Wu et al. 2019; Hou et al. 2019)
seeks to rectify forgetting issues by detecting differences be-
tween normal training and the training process that leads to
forgetting, with the main goal being to align the form of
the forgetting model with the normal model during training.
Nevertheless, the primary defense against forgetting remains
the use of a sample buffer.

Based on previous research, we raise the following ques-
tion: If the use of a sample buffer is merely to make the
forgetting model closer to the normally trained model after
training, can we, through another method, quickly eliminate
this difference once the parameter differences between the
forgetting model and the normal model are identified, with-
out the need to retain a large number of historical samples?

To address this question, we draw inspiration from recent
research on model rectify in the field of continuous learning.
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Model rectify techniques focus on the imbalance between
the weights of new tasks and old tasks in the classification
layer caused by catastrophic forgetting. Based on this dif-
ference, they design specific normalization or training meth-
ods to make the classification layer more consistent with the
form of the normal model during continual learning (Zhao
et al. 2020). Intuitively, model rectify methods, in addition
to using sample buffers to review past knowledge, add cor-
rections to the classification layer. These corrections further
mitigate forgetting in the classification layer. We believe it
is of great significance to identify the patterns of differences
between the forgetting model and the normal model.

Nevertheless, how to quickly fit the parameters of the for-
getting model to the normal model to solve the aforemen-
tioned problem remains unclear. On one hand, like many
algorithms, model rectify-based algorithms still require the
help of a sample buffer to combat forgetting. On the other
hand, as a global phenomenon, catastrophic forgetting in-
volves all parameters, not just the classification layer. There-
fore, if we only focus on the classification layer, it may be
difficult to propose a comprehensive framework. This would
hinder the understanding of the catastrophic forgetting.

To this end, starting from the same conceptual basis as
previous ideas, we further extend this to arbitrary weight
changes due to forgetting. To validate this concept, we pro-
pose Weight Balancing Replay (WBR). Figure 1 provides
an overview comparing our method with the sample buffer-
based methods. WBR maximizes the utilization of the im-
balance between the weights of new and old tasks in the
forgetting model. During continual learning, for each past
task, it retains only one vector representing the memory of
that task, dynamically maintaining the weight balance while
training new tasks. Specifically, these memory vectors are
sampled from all samples within a task, similar to class cen-
ters. We designed a balancing mechanism using two hyper-
parameters to explicitly control the gradient update of new
task data and memory vectors during training. The weight
balancing constraint the optimization, allowing new knowl-
edge and old knowledge to integrate rather than experienc-
ing catastrophic forgetting. Our design explicitly targets the
mechanism of catastrophic forgetting, thereby combating
forgetting in the shortest path during the optimization pro-
cess. Strictly speaking, WBR does not belong to the typi-
cal continuous learning training paradigm; it is more akin
to a rapid simulation of a complementary learning system.
Learned knowledge is stored in a compressed form, and
when learning new knowledge, it integrates information by
recalling the memory (Figure 2). Without a large number of
samples in a sample buffer and the additional computational
overhead, WBR has very high training efficiency.

In summary, this work has the following contributions:
• We propose Weight Balancing Replay (WBR), a new

class-incremental learning method based on weight bal-
ancing. By controlling the gradient update size, WBR
balances the changes in weights between new and old
tasks during training, using a memory vector of a sin-
gle sample size instead of a sample buffer. This method
is particularly suitable for sequential learning tasks on
pre-trained models and can significantly reduce the high

training costs associated with large-scale models.
• We conducted multiple experiments under class-

incremental learning settings to demonstrate the ef-
fectiveness of WBR. In a toy environment, we veri-
fied the high correlation between catastrophic forget-
ting and weight balancing. Surprisingly, on the latest
pre-trained model-based continual learning benchmarks,
WBR achieved competitive results with a simple and
low-cost advantage, making it ideal for real-world sce-
narios with complex device environments.

• To the best of our knowledge, we are the first to correct
catastrophic forgetting on a microscopic scale. We hope
our approach provides a different perspective on address-
ing the frontier challenges of catastrophic forgetting.

Related Work
Here, we compare our method with related work and discuss
their differences. The approaches to solving or circumvent-
ing the issue of catastrophic forgetting can be divided into
four main categories:

Parameter Regularization-Based:These methods at-
tempt to measure the impact of each parameter on the net-
work’s importance and protect acquired knowledge by pre-
serving the invariance of critical parameters (Kirkpatrick
et al. 2017; Chaudhry et al. 2018a; Zenke, Poole, and Gan-
guli 2017). Although these methods address catastrophic
forgetting by estimating and calculating parameter impor-
tance without using a sample buffer, they fail to achieve
satisfactory performance under more challenging conditions
(Rebuffi et al. 2017). In contrast, our method directly con-
trols parameter updates to mitigate the effects of catastrophic
forgetting, rather than achieving this indirectly through reg-
ularization penalties.

Sample Buffer-Based:These methods build a sample
buffer to store samples from old tasks (Chaudhry et al.
2018b), or use generative networks to generate samples
(Shin et al. 2017), for training alongside data from new
tasks. Additionally, many methods have improved on this
simple and effective idea by using techniques such as knowl-
edge distillation (Buzzega et al. 2020; Rebuffi et al. 2017)
and model rectify methods (Zhao et al. 2020; Hou et al.
2019). Sample buffer-based methods have achieved leading
performance in various benchmarks in the past (Mai et al.
2022). However, the performance of these methods gener-
ally decreases as the buffer size reduces (Cha, Lee, and Shin
2021), and they are severely limited when considering secu-
rity and privacy concerns (Chamikara et al. 2018). In con-
trast to store historical data, our method compresses past
knowledge into minimal memory vectors, which guide the
balanced fine-tuning of weights when training new tasks.
This balance greatly impacts the occurrence of forgetting.
Our method requires minimal historical information to sig-
nificantly mitigate catastrophic forgetting, suggesting that
there may still be room for optimization in sample buffer-
based methods.

Architecture-Based:These methods aim to introduce an
additional component to store knowledge when encounter-
ing a new task. This component can be realized by copying



and expanding the network (Yan, Xie, and He 2021; Wang
et al. 2022a; Zhou et al. 2022), or by dividing the network
into more sub-networks (Ke, Liu, and Huang 2020). How-
ever, these methods require a large number of additional pa-
rameters, with early methods even saving a backbone net-
work for each task. To achieve scalability under limited
memory budgets, some improved methods still use sample
buffers (e.g., knowledge distillation) to reduce redundancy.
In contrast, WBR does not add any extra parameters and is
fundamentally different from architecture-based methods in
concept: WBR focuses on integrating new and old knowl-
edge through fine-tuning weights without changing the net-
work architecture. Most architecture-based methods aim to
provide additional parameters to preserve knowledge. Addi-
tionally, there is a branch based on meta-learning (Beaulieu
et al. 2020), which attempts to enable the overall architec-
ture to overcome forgetting by providing additional meta-
learning components through meta-training. This is concep-
tually similar to our method, except that we provide prior
knowledge, whereas they hope to obtain this knowledge
through meta-learning.

Pretrained Models-Based:These methods leverage the
powerful representation capabilities of pretrained models for
continual learning. Prompt-based methods establish connec-
tions between pretrained knowledge and continual learning
tasks by designing prompt pools, selecting prompts (Wang
et al. 2022b), and combining prompts (Smith et al. 2023).
In addition, some studies extend prompt selection methods
by incorporating multimodal information. Instead of man-
ual selection, some studies utilize multimodal information
to select appropriate prompts (Razdaibiedina et al. 2023).
Model-mixing methods aim to create a set of models dur-
ing continual learning and perform model ensemble (Wang
et al. 2023) or model merging (Gao et al. 2023) during
inference. This type of method combines the strengths of
multiple models, reducing the problem of catastrophic for-
getting. However, creating and maintaining multiple mod-
els increases computational and storage costs, especially in
resource-limited environments. Representation-based meth-
ods seek to exploit pretrained features for continual learn-
ing, bearing some relation to our approach. By adjusting
the embedding function with a small learning rate and the
classifier with a large learning rate, features can gradually
fit while the classifier quickly adapts. After training, model-
ing and replaying class feature distributions can calibrate the
classifier to resist forgetting (Zhang et al. 2023). Other stud-
ies achieve state-of-the-art performance by efficiently tun-
ing the pretrained model with additional parameter-efficient
modules (Jia et al. 2022; Chen et al. 2022) or connecting fea-
ture representations of multiple task-specific backbone net-
works (Zhou et al. 2024c). Unlike these methods, our ap-
proach directly adjusts classifier weights during continual
learning training without post-processing step, significantly
simplifying the process.

Prerequisites
Continual learning protocols
Continual learning is typically defined as training a ma-
chine learning model on non-stationary data from a se-
quence of tasks. Consider a series of B training task datasets
{D1, D2, . . . , DB}, where Db = {(xb

i , y
b
i )}

nb
i=1 represents

the b-th task in the sequence, containing nb training in-
stances. Each instance xb

i belongs to a label yi ∈ Yb, with Yb

being the label space for task b. For any b ̸= b
′
, Yb∩Yb′ = ∅.

The objective is to train a single model f(x; θ) : X → Y ,
parameterized by θ, to predict the label y = f(x; θ) ∈ Y
for any sample x from any previously learned task. During
the training of task b, the model may only have access to the
data in Db.

Depending on the environmental settings, common con-
tinual learning scenarios are divided into task-incremental,
class-incremental, and domain-incremental learning. Task-
incremental learning assumes that the task identity is known
during testing. Domain-incremental learning maintains the
same set of classes for each task, only changing the distribu-
tion of x between tasks. The goal of class-incremental learn-
ing is to continuously build a classifier that covers all classes
encountered across tasks. This means that the model needs
to learn new knowledge from task b while retaining knowl-
edge from previous tasks. Our paper addresses the more
challenging class-incremental learning setting.

Benchmark for Continual Learning with
Pretrained Models
Previous research typically trained a continual learning
model from scratch. Recently, researchers have focused
on designing continual learning algorithms based on pre-
trained models (PTMs). Many studies have demonstrated
that PTM-based continual learning methods can achieve
excellent performance without the need for large sample
buffers, thanks to the strong generalization capabilities of
PTMs. From the perspective of representation learning,
the essence of model training is to learn appropriate rep-
resentations for each task, and a powerful PTM accom-
plishes this work from the very beginning. Therefore, the
focus of continual learning has shifted to overcoming catas-
trophic forgetting. For example, techniques such as visual
prompt tuning (Jia et al. 2022) and adapter learning (Chen
et al. 2022) can quickly adapt PTMs to downstream tasks
while maintaining generalization. Consequently, compared
to training from scratch, using PTMs in continual learn-
ing shows stronger performance in resisting forgetting (Cao
et al. 2023).

Given the powerful representation capabilities of PTMs,
if different PTMs lead to varying performance outcomes,
how can we determine whether the differences are due to
the algorithm or the PTM itself? In other words, how can
we measure the fundamental continual learning ability pro-
vided by a PTM within an algorithm? SimpleCIL (Zhou
et al. 2024a)proposes a straightforward approach to achieve
this. When faced with a continuous data stream, it freezes
the pre-trained weights and extracts the center ci for each
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Figure 2: Illustration of WBR During Training. First, WBR samples and retains memory vectors during the learning of historical
tasks based on our proposed bias approximation mechanism. Then, WBR incorporates all historical memory vectors into the
training of the new task and optimizes the network using the loss function defined in Equation 10. The goal is to learn the new
task while maintaining a balance in the weights, guiding the network to avoid forgetting.

class i:
ci =

1

K

∑|Db|
j=1 I(yj = i)ϕ(xj), (1)

where K =
∑|Db|

j=1 I(yj = i), The function I(·) returns 1
when the condition inside the parentheses is true and 0 when
it is false. In equation 1, embeddings of the same class are
averaged, leading to the most common pattern for the cor-
responding class. Accordingly, SimpleCIL directly replaces
the classifier weight for class i with its ci (wi = ci) and uses
a cosine classifier for classification, i.e.:

f(x) =
W⊤ϕ(x)

||W ||2||ϕ(x)||2
Therefore, when faced with a new task, it is possible to
calculate and replace each class’s classifier with the em-
beddings frozen. This simple solution demonstrates supe-
rior performance compared to many prompt-based methods
(Zhou et al. 2024c,a). This indicates that PTMs already pos-
sess generalized representations that can be directly applied
to downstream tasks. Similar phenomena have also been ob-
served in large language models by (Janson et al. 2022) and
(Zheng, Qiu, and Ma 2023). In our experiments, we will use
this baseline to compare against state-of-the-art methods.

Weight Balanced Replay
From classifier bias to network bias
An intuitive approach to quickly align the parameter distri-
butions of a forgetting model and a normal model is to iden-
tify and correct the biases between them. Thus, the focus
lies in uncovering the distribution patterns of these biases.
Earlier studies have identified traces of such patterns in the
embedding module and classifier. For example, the embed-
ding function outputs in a forgetting model are more con-
centrated (Shi et al. 2022), the logits of new tasks are signif-
icantly higher than those of old tasks, and most importantly,
the weight of new tasks in the classifier is greater than that
of old tasks, which can lead to other forgetting character-
istics. Furthermore, we hypothesize that all parameters in a
forgetting model may follow this pattern. Ideally, we aim

to discover a forgetting pattern for parameters that applies
to any model optimized using backpropagation and gradient
descent. Therefore, we define the continual learning process
at stage b as f b−1

Db
(x; θ), where f b−1 represents the model

after completing the previous stage of continual learning,
and the corresponding normal training process is denoted as
fD1∪···∪Db

(x; θ), which involves training on data from D1

to Db. The goal of overcoming forgetting can thus be defined
as:

fD1∪···∪Db
(x; θ)← f b−1

Db
(x; θ), (2)

Specifically, let wb denote the weights of f b−1 after super-
vised learning on Db, where these weights may exhibit for-
getting. Correspondingly, let wo represent the weights ob-
tained from fD1∪···∪Db

trained without forgetting. The bias
between them can then be defined as:

wo ← wb +∆wb, (3)

Previous work has focused on linearly adjusting classifier
parameters to mitigate forgetting. For instance, some ap-
proaches use a cosine classifier to avoid biases in classifier
weights (Hou et al. 2019), apply weight normalization af-
ter training (Zhao et al. 2020), or use additional parameters
to scale classifier weights during training (Wu et al. 2019).
In contrast, our approach aims to swiftly correct the biases
caused by forgetting. It is important to note that we omit the
bias term in the notation, as the impact of the weights on
catastrophic forgetting is sufficiently significant.

Approximate bias and balance
We designed a replay-based approximate correction strategy
to dynamically adjust the parameters during new task train-
ing (see Figure 2). This correction mechanism shares some
design principles with sample buffering methods, which typ-
ically maintain a portion of original samples in memory to
combat forgetting. However, our approach aims to obtain
prior knowledge at minimal cost to quickly compute the bias
∆wb. We associate ∆wb with each previously learned task.
If this bias is distributed across each training iteration in the
b-th stage of continual learning, considering the additivity of



gradients, it can be easily expanded as follows:

∆wb =

N1∑
i=1

a1i δ
1
i + · · ·+

Nb−1∑
i=1

ab−1
i δb−1

i , (4)

Here, a represents the activation from the previous layer,
and δ is the error backpropagated from the next layer. The
product of these two gives the gradient update matrix for w.∑Nb−1

i=1 ab−1
i δb−1

i denotes the actual bias of task b−1 in ∆w.
Ideally, the supervised learning process can be viewed as the
gradient update generated by the samples of task b, plus the
bias from tasks 1 through b − 1. In other words, as long
as the cost of calculating the bias is sufficiently low, super-
vised learning can closely approximate continual learning.
Our idea is that if the balance of weights between differ-
ent tasks is the key factor influencing catastrophic forgetting,
then retaining only the most essential information for weight
updates should also lead to significant changes in forget-
ting, without the need to compute the forward and backward
passes for all samples. To this end, we introduce an approx-
imate strategy, similar to parameter regularization methods
(Kirkpatrick et al. 2017), to compute the importance of each
parameter. We calculate the importance of each a:

a∗ =

Nb∑
i=1

Ω(ai) ∗ ai, (5)

Ω is an importance function that evaluates the significance of
the current sample. Based on this, we can quickly calculate
the bias:

∆wb ≈ ∆wb
∗ = (a1∗δ

1
∗) + · · ·+ (ab−1

∗ δb−1
∗ ), (6)

While reducing the computational cost of bias, it does not
resolve the balance issue during training. To address this,
we use a simple yet effective solution that explicitly controls
the update step sizes on both sides. Specifically, we apply
different gradient constraints to the training of the current
task and the calculation of bias:

wo ← wb−1 +min(α,∇wb) + min(β,∆wb
∗), (7)

∇wb represents the update gradient generated by supervised
learning of wb−1 on Db, constrained by α. Similarly, when
calculating the bias for previous tasks, the process is con-
strained by β.

Importance function. Regarding the importance func-
tion, we found that average sampling already performs very
well, similar to class centers:

a∗ =
1

Nb

Nb∑
i=1

ai, (8)

We experimented with using confidence-weighted sampling
similar to the herding strategy (Rebuffi et al. 2017):

a∗ =

Nb∑
i=1

(1− Sb(f(xi; θ))) ∗ ai, (9)

In conclusion, the latter only improved by 1% over the for-
mer, making the improvement seem negligible and not par-
ticularly meaningful.

Algorithm 1: Weight Balanced Replay on PTM
Input: Pre-trained encoder g; training dataset Db for task
b = 1, . . . , B; decoder f(g(x); θ); learning rates γ for θ;
clip factor α, β.
Initialization: freeze encoder g; initialize θ randomly.

1: for task b = 1, . . . , B do
2: while batch← Db do
3: Train f(g(x); θ) on batch. Option: Clip(θ, α).
4: Train f(g(x); θ) on memory. Option: Clip(θ, β).
5: end while
6: g(x)b∗ =

∑Nb

i=1 Ω(xi) ∗ g(xi)
7: memory = [g(x)1∗, . . . , g(x)

b−1
∗ ]← g(x)b∗

8: end for

Optimization objective for WBR
Following the above strategy, the memory information a∗ for
each task only needs to be calculated once and can be easily
completed during its respective continual learning training
phase, as training typically involves at least one pass through
the data. In each training step, the data x from the current
task is input into the model alongside the memory informa-
tion x∗ for supervised learning. While seeking weight bal-
ance, our objective is to minimize the end-to-end training
loss function:

min
θ

L(f(x; θ), y) +
b−1∑
1

L(f(xj
∗; θ), y),

s.t. Clip(f(x; θ), α), Clip(f(x∗; θ), β),

(10)

Both losses are computed using softmax cross-entropy and
are controlled by the gradient clipping function to limit the
gradient magnitude. If a pretrained model g(x) is used, the
loss function becomes:

min
θ

L(f(g(x); θ), y) +
b−1∑
1

L(f(g(x)j∗; θ), y),

s.t. Clip(f(g(x); θ), α), Clip(f(g(x)∗; θ), β),

(11)

g(x)∗ indicates that g(x) is used in place of x to compute
the memory information.

Experiments
To evaluate the proposed WBR method, we strictly followed
the experimental setup of previous works (Rebuffi et al.
2017; Zhou et al. 2024c) and conducted experiments in a
class-incremental learning setting, where the task identity is
unknown during inference. Specifically: (1) We conducted
ablation experiments in a simplified environment to more
intuitively understand the relationship between this balance
and catastrophic forgetting. (2) We compared our method
with various state-of-the-art approaches on the latest pre-
trained model-based continual learning baseline (Zhou et al.
2024a). Finally, we discussed the results of WBR compared
to other methods, as well as its implications for addressing
catastrophic forgetting.



Figure 3: Ablation Study on split MNIST. The left figure shows the impact of network depth on the control of the first layer’s
memory vector when α and β are not set. The middle figure illustrates the effect of different learning rates on mitigating
forgetting. The right figure depicts the impact of different learning constraints α and memory constraints β on forgetting when
the learning rate is set to 0.01 and no hidden layers are used.

Comparing methods
We compared the WBR method with multiple baseline and
state-of-the-art continual learning methods. Our approach is
based on the pretrained ViT-B-16 model (Dosovitskiy et al.
2020), which has become a common tool in the field of
pretrained model-based continual learning. To ensure a fair
comparison, we utilized the latest pretrained continual learn-
ing baseline, SimpleCIL , which allows us to evaluate algo-
rithm performance across different pretrained models. We
referred to recent review papers (Zhou et al. 2024b, 2023)
and the latest research works, selecting the most recognized
or best-performing methods in each domain.

Baseline Methods. Fine-tuning involves sequential su-
pervised learning on all continual learning data and is typ-
ically regarded as a scenario where catastrophic forgetting
occurs completely, serving as a classical baseline for contin-
ual learning. EWC (Kirkpatrick et al. 2017) is a representa-
tive method based on parameter regularization. SimpleCIL
is a baseline method for pretrained model-based continual
learning, representing the performance that can be achieved
through the inherent generalization capabilities of pretrained
models without learning any additional parameters, includ-
ing the classifier.

SOTA Sample Buffer-Based Methods. We selected
three state-of-the-art sample buffer-based methods for com-
parison, including iCaRL (Rebuffi et al. 2017), BiC (Wu
et al. 2019), and WA (Zhao et al. 2020). iCaRL is a rep-
resentative method that improves upon sample buffers using
knowledge distillation, while WA is a representative method
that further rectify the model based on distillation.

SOTA Architecture-Based Methods. We selected two
architecture-based methods that do not use pretrained mod-
els for comparison: DER (Yan, Xie, and He 2021) and
MEMO (Zhou et al. 2022). These methods neither use sam-
ple buffers nor rely on pretrained models, making them typ-
ical examples of architecture expansion approaches.

SOTA Pretrained Model-Based Methods. We selected
two state-of-the-art methods that use frozen pretrained mod-
els for comparison: ADAM (Zhou et al. 2024a) and EASE
(Zhou et al. 2024c). Both methods utilize additional adapters
for fine-tuning.

Our Method. WBR is the method we propose. Unlike

Setting Base-0,Inc-1
AB(%) ↑ Ā(%) ↑

lr = 0.01, N × 0 74.87±0.28 87.4±0.33

lr = 0.01, N × 1 67.7 ±0.15 84.73 ±0.1

lr = 0.01, N × 2 61.56 ±0.47 80.03 ±0.13

lr = 0.1, N × 0 66.40 ±0.62 83.65 ±0.6

lr = 0.01, N × 0 75.69 ±0.81 87.30 ±0.69

lr = 0.001, N × 0 68.29 ±0.88 85.91 ±0.66

lr = 0.1, N × 2 37.59 ±0.51 70.51 ±0.14

lr = 0.01, N × 0, α = 0.5 81.18 ±0.17 89.18 ±0.32

Table 1: Ablation Study on split MNIST. The impact of dif-
ferent hyperparameter settings on forgetting.

other approaches, WBR does not use a sample buffer but
instead maintains a minimal, non-learnable memory pool.
Furthermore, WBR introduces no additional parameters and
does not require any post-processing.

Datasets and experimental details
Datasets. We used Split CIFAR-100 (Krizhevsky, Hinton
et al. 2009) in a class-incremental setting to evaluate the ef-
fectiveness of our method. Additionally, we conducted ab-
lation studies on MNIST to assess the impact of network
depth, learning rate, and the balance between α and β on
WBR’s performance.

Evaluation Metrics. We used two evaluation metrics: fi-
nal accuracy AB and average accuracy Ā, both of which are
better when higher. These metrics have been widely used in
previous research (Zhao et al. 2020; Zhou et al. 2024c; Re-
buffi et al. 2017). Specifically, Ab represents the top-1 accu-
racy of the model across all learned tasks after the b-th stage
of continual learning. Ā is calculated as 1

B

∑B
b=1 Ab, which

averages the accuracy at each stage.
Training Details. For the WBR method, we used PyTorch

and ran the experiments on an NVIDIA 3060 GPU. All
experiments were conducted using the SGD optimizer for
training with the following setups: Non-Pretrained Environ-
ment. We used a Multilayer Perceptron (MLP) as the train-
ing model with the structure 784x(32xN)x10, where N rep-



Method Base0,Inc-5 Base0,Inc-10 Epochs↓ Buffer size↓ Extra paramLast AB ↑ Average Ā ↑ Last AB ↑ Average Ā ↑
Fintune 4.83 17.59 9.09 26.25 170 - n
EWC 5.58 18.42 12.44 29.73 170 - n

iCaRL 45.12 63.51 49.52 64.42 170 2000 n
WA 48.46 64.65 52.30 67.09 170 2000 n
BiC 43.08 62.38 50.79 65.08 170 2000 y
DER 53.95 67.99 58.59 69.74 170 - y
MEMO 54.23 68.10 58.49 70.20 170 - y

SimpleCIL 64.41 76.1 64.39 75.46 - - n

ADAM + Finetune +0.01 +0.1 - - 20 - n
ADAM + VPT-S +3.31 +2.86 - - 20 - y
ADAM + VPT-D +0.91 +0.89 - - 20 - y
ADAM + SSF +0.72 +0.21 - - 20 - y
ADAM + Adapter +3.89 +3.08 - - 20 - y
EASE +4.54 +3.94 - - 20 - y

WBR,α = 0.5 +3.91 +2.21 +4.37 +2.79 3 23.75 n
WBR,α not set -5.29 -3.9 -5.59 -1.88 3 23.75 n
WBR,moment = 0.9 -35.8 -38.17 -31.25 -27.35 3 23.75 n

Table 2: Comparison Results on split CIFAR-100 for Class-Incremental Learning (Task Identity Unknown During Testing).
In methods using pretrained models, we conducted comparisons based on the SimpleCIL benchmark, which utilizes models
pretrained on the ImageNet1K dataset instead of ImageNet21K. WBR significantly outperforms other methods in terms of
training speed, while achieving competitive results.

resents the number of hidden layers. We experimented with
three learning rates (0.1, 0.01, 0.001) and provided three op-
tions for the balance factors α and β: 0.1, 0.5, and not set.
MNIST input images were resized to 784x1 to match the
network structure, and each task was trained for 10 epochs.
Pretrained Environment. We primarily used ViT-B-16 as the
encoder, with pretrained weights from the publicly available
ImageNet1K weights in the Torchvision library. We only
trained the classifier’s parameters, while the encoder was
frozen. Each task was trained for 3 epochs, with learning
rates of 0.01, batch size set to 16. Since the training gradient
for new tasks is usually higher than the gradient when cal-
culating bias, we set α = 0.5 here and do not set β. Input
images were resized to 224x224 and normalized to the [0,1]
range to match the pretrained setup. Specifically, The out-
put dimension of ViT-B-16 is 768, which defines the size of
each memory vector. For instance, in the base-0, inc-5 setup,
95 such vectors need to be stored. For CIFAR-100, with
each sample size being 32x32x3, this equals 23.75 sample
sizes. Similarly, in the base-0, inc-10 setup, 90 vectors need
to be stored, equaling 22.5, respectively. For Other Meth-
ods. According to the papers (Zhou et al. 2023, 2024a,c),
non-pretrained model methods use ResNet-32 as the back-
bone network, with the training period uniformly set to
170 epochs and a sample buffer size of 2000. Pretrained
model methods use the ViT-B-16 model pretrained on Im-
ageNet21K, with the training period uniformly set to 20
epochs. All methods utilize the SGD optimizer. Since the
pretrained model weights differ from those in our experi-
ments, we use SimpleCIL as the baseline for comparison.

Main results
Results in the Non-Pretrained Environment. Figure 3
and Table 1 illustrates the performance of WBR in a non-
pretrained environment. Overall, the results indicate that sig-
nificant forgetting can be mitigated without the need for ex-
tensive mixed supervision training; maintaining a balance
between the weights of old task and the new task is suffi-
cient. Specifically: (1) It can be observed that as the depth
of the network increases, the impact of this balance on for-
getting significantly diminishes. (2) The learning rate also
has a notable effect on this balance: too high a learning
rate exacerbates forgetting, while too low a learning rate
hinders the timely acquisition of new knowledge. An ap-
propriate learning rate keeps learning and forgetting in a
relatively stable state. (3) Catastrophic forgetting is highly
correlated with this balance. Using the analogy of stability
versus plasticity is apt: when α is greater than β, classical
catastrophic forgetting occurs, meaning plasticity outweighs
stability; when α is less than β, learning efficiency is low,
meaning stability outweighs plasticity. When α equals β, a
balance is achieved, effectively controlling forgetting. How-
ever, we can also observe that even without applying bal-
ance constraints, simply incorporating memory vectors into
the training process has already mitigated forgetting to some
extent. Additionally, since the gradients of new tasks are typ-
ically higher than those of the memory vectors during ac-
tual training, adjusting the gradient constraints for new tasks
alone is more efficient.

Results in the Pretrained Environment. Table 2 sum-
marizes the results on the class-incremental benchmarks.



Figure 4: The two figures on the left show the results of WBR based on ViT-B-16 (pretrained on ImageNet1K) on Split CIFAR-
100, while the right figure displays the accuracy of learning new tasks at each stage. Notably, when the hyperparameters are
appropriately set, the accuracy of new tasks ceases to improve and instead decreases. Catastrophic forgetting typically occurs
when new tasks overfit, causing the performance on old tasks to degrade. This suggests that, at least locally, the balance of
weights is closely related to catastrophic forgetting.

WBR outperforms all comparison methods in terms of train-
ing speed and is competitive with state-of-the-art methods in
performance. We attribute this to WBR’s use of prior knowl-
edge to directly mitigate catastrophic forgetting, rather than
relying on indirect means. The results in Figure 4 further
support this: when the weights are well-balanced, the per-
formance of new tasks cannot continue to improve, indicat-
ing that the model may have reached the limits of the pre-
trained model’s representation capacity. In contrast, other
settings show near 100% accuracy, which clearly indicates
overfitting and the occurrence of forgetting. Additionally,
when momentum is enabled, the performance of WBR sig-
nificantly decreases, which we believe leads to a disruption
of balance. This also aligns with our design of the bias, as we
did not account for the changes brought by momentum, but
rather focused solely on the updates driven by the original
gradients.

Limitations
As shown in Figure 3, with increasing network depth, the
influence of the memory vector from the first layer on the
subsequent layers weakens, which contradicts the advan-
tages of deep learning. The power of deep learning comes
from the nonlinear stacking of multiple layers, which results
in strong fitting capabilities, something that a single-layer
network lacks. This is precisely why WBR is well-suited
for pretrained models; it only needs to address forgetting
locally, without dealing with the diminishing influence in
deeper networks.

Furthermore, using only MLPs for experiments is, strictly
speaking, incomplete. We have demonstrated the correla-
tion between catastrophic forgetting and this weight bal-
ance from the perspective of backpropagation and gradient
descent. However, in more complex architectures, such as
convolutional or attention modules, we do not know how
to design this balance. More critically, if we were to store
memory vectors for each layer of the network, a significant
challenge would be that after backpropagation updates, the
memory vectors for deeper layers could become invalid due
to changes in the earlier layers. It is foreseeable that attempt-
ing to address these challenges in practice would involve sig-
nificant complexity and engineering effort. Perhaps, instead
of designing more intricate training processes, it might be

better to explore an algorithm different from backpropaga-
tion.

Conclusion
This paper proposes a novel method to overcome catas-
trophic forgetting, aiming to demonstrate that imbalances
in any weights, not just in the classifier, are one of the di-
rect causes of catastrophic forgetting. WBR extends the con-
cept of classifier bias to arbitrary weights and introduces
the use of approximate information instead of sample infor-
mation to compute weight biases, while controlling weight
balance during training through gradient constraints. This
approach effectively and rapidly corrects the weight biases
caused by catastrophic forgetting. The method significantly
outperforms previous state-of-the-art approaches in training
speed for class-incremental learning without sacrificing per-
formance.
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Castro, F. M.; Marı́n-Jiménez, M. J.; Guil, N.; Schmid, C.;
and Alahari, K. 2018. End-to-end incremental learning. In
Proceedings of the European conference on computer vision
(ECCV), 233–248.
Cha, H.; Lee, J.; and Shin, J. 2021. Co2l: Contrastive contin-
ual learning. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF International
conference on computer vision, 9516–9525.
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