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Abstract
Continual learning systems face catastrophic for-
getting, where acquiring new knowledge degrades
performance on prior tasks. We propose SGC, a
novel exemplar-free framework addressing this
through three key innovations: (1) a Max-Cut
graph-based partitioning strategy that groups in-
coming classes into semantically coherent clus-
ters; (2) a dual-strategy distributional rehearsal
(DSDR) combining archetype interpolation and
GMM sampling to generate high-fidelity synthetic
features preserving past class distributions; and
(3) a group-focused training regimen that up-
dates only lightweight group-specific modules
while freezing the shared backbone. Extensive
experiments on CIFAR-100 and four fine-grained
datasets (CUB-200, Flower, Stanford-Cars, Food-
101) demonstrate superior performance over state-
of-the-art exemplar-free methods.

1. Introduction
Deep learning suffers from catastrophic forgetting in se-
quential learning (Wang et al., 2024), where weight up-
dates for new tasks erase prior knowledge, which is a crit-
ical barrier for real-world applications. Continual Learn-
ing (CL) addresses this through replay-based (Ho et al.,
2023), regularization-based (Kirkpatrick et al., 2017), and
Bayesian methods (Li et al., 2025), each facing trade-offs
between memory, computational cost, and plasticity (Qiu
et al., 2024). A key gap remains: existing methods lack a
framework that is simultaneously scalable, exemplar-free,
and semantically aware of incoming data. Most treat new
classes as a monolithic block and rely on oversimplified
distributional assumptions, leading to a suboptimal stability-
plasticity balance. To address this, we propose a CL frame-
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work that uses Max-Cut optimization to partition incoming
classes into semantically coherent groups, trains lightweight
group-specific modules within a dynamic modular archi-
tecture, and introduces a Dual-Strategy Distributional Re-
hearsal (DSDR) mechanism combining Gaussian Mixture
Models (GMMs) and archetype-based interpolation for high-
fidelity exemplar-free rehearsal. Our primary contributions
are:

• A Max-Cut-based class grouping strategy that par-
titions incoming classes into semantically coherent
groups.

• A DSDR mechanism combining GMM sampling and
archetype interpolation for exemplar-free rehearsal.

• A group-focused training regimen with a frozen back-
bone and lightweight group-specific modules for effec-
tive stability-plasticity balance.

• State-of-the-art performance among exemplar-free
methods on CIFAR-100 and four fine-grained datasets.

2. Methodology
In this section, we present our novel framework for con-
tinual learning, designed to mitigate catastrophic forget-
ting by dynamically organizing incoming classes into se-
mantically coherent groups and employing a sophisticated
pseudo-rehearsal strategy. Our core idea is to move beyond
class-agnostic replay and instead create specialized, inter-
pretable modules for distinct class groups. This is achieved
through a three-stage pipeline for each incremental task: 1)
a graph-based partitioning of new classes to form semantic
groups, 2) a rich, dual-strategy modeling of class feature
distributions to enable high-fidelity pseudo-rehearsal, and
3) a group-focused training regimen that updates modular
components of our dynamic modular architecture.

2.1. Problem Formulation

We address the class-incremental learning scenario, where
the task id is not provided in the testing phase. The model is
presented with a sequence of tasks T = {T1, T2, . . . , TN},
where each task Tt introduces a dataset Dt = {(xi, yi)}nt

i=1
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that contains samples from a set of new classes Ct. The
sets of classes are disjoint, that is, Ci ∩ Cj = ∅ for i ̸= j.
After training on task Tt, the model must accurately classify
samples from all previously seen classes, C1:t =

⋃t
i=1 Ci.

A critical constraint is that the data from previous tasks,
D1:t−1, is not accessible during training on Tt.

2.2. Framework Overview

Our proposed method, depicted in Figure 1, processes each
new task Tt through a structured pipeline. Upon the arrival
of new classes Ct, we first model their feature distributions
using a frozen backbone network. This involves computing
not only a mean prototype but also a more descriptive repre-
sentation using K-Means to find class archetypes and fitting
a Gaussian Mixture Model (GMM) to capture intra-class
variance.

Concurrently, we perform Incremental Class Grouping by
constructing a similarity graph over the new classes and
partitioning it using a Max-Cut algorithm. This separates
the classes into distinct, semantically dissimilar groups. For
each new group formed, our model architecture dynamically
expands by adding a dedicated fully connected network and
a classification head.

To combat forgetting, we introduce a Balanced Pseudo-
Rehearsal strategy. We generate synthetic features for all
past classes (C1:t−1) by combining two techniques: sam-
pling from their stored GMM parameters and interpolating
between their learned archetypes. Finally, we initiate a
Group-Focused Training stage, where only the classification
heads and explainers are trained on a dataset comprising real
features for new classes and synthetic features for old ones.
The shared feature extractor remains frozen throughout all
incremental steps after the initial task, ensuring knowledge
stability.

2.3. Incremental Class Grouping via Max-Cut

A key innovation of our approach is the dynamic organiza-
tion of classes into manageable groups. This simplifies the
classification problem into a set of smaller, more specialized
sub-problems. This process operates as follows:

1. Prototype Extraction: For each new class k ∈ Ct,
we compute its mean feature vector, or prototype, ck,
by averaging the embeddings of its training samples
produced by the frozen backbone.

2. Graph Construction: We construct a fully connected,
undirected SimGraph G = (V, E), where the set of ver-
tices V corresponds to the new classes Ct. The weight
wij of the edge between two vertices (classes) i and j

Figure 1. Overview of our proposed framework for a single in-
cremental task. New data is used to model class distributions
and partition classes into groups. The model then expands, and
it is trained using real data for new classes and generated pseudo-
features for old classes.

is defined by the cosine similarity of their prototypes:

wij =
ci · cj

∥ci∥∥cj∥
(1)

High similarity indicates that two classes are close
in the feature space and are not candidates for being
grouped together.

3. Graph Partitioning: We formulate the grouping task
as a Max-Cut problem. The objective is to partition
the vertices V into two disjoint sets, S1 and S2, such
that the sum of weights of edges connecting a vertex
in S1 to a vertex in S2 is maximized. This partitions
the classes into two maximally dissimilar super-classes
or groups. To handle tasks with a large number of
incoming classes (|Ct| > 20), we employ an iterative
strategy, applying the Max-Cut partitioning on smaller,
computationally tractable chunks of classes.

2.4. Dual-Strategy Distributional Rehearsal

To effectively prevent catastrophic forgetting, a replay mech-
anism must generate features that are not only realistic but
also diverse. Relying on a single class prototype is insuffi-
cient. We therefore model the feature distribution of each
class using a dual strategy. For each previously seen class
k ∈ C1:t−1, we store its distributional parameters.

1. Archetype-based Interpolation: We first identify M
representative archetypes {ak,m}Mm=1 for each class k
by applying K-Means clustering to its feature repre-
sentations during its initial training. These archetypes

2



110
111
112
113
114
115
116
117
118
119
120
121
122
123
124
125
126
127
128
129
130
131
132
133
134
135
136
137
138
139
140
141
142
143
144
145
146
147
148
149
150
151
152
153
154
155
156
157
158
159
160
161
162
163
164

Semantic Grouping with Dual-Strategy Distributional Rehearsal for Continual Learning

capture the primary modes of the class manifold. Syn-
thetic samples are then generated by random convex
combinations of these archetypes:

x̃interp =

M∑
m=1

αmak,m, s.t.
M∑

m=1

αm = 1, αm ≥ 0

(2)
This approach generates samples that lie on the convex
hull of the class’s primary modes, preserving the global
structure of the feature distribution.

2. Gaussian Mixture Model Sampling: To capture
local density and variation, we also model the fea-
ture distribution of each archetype cluster as a mul-
tivariate Gaussian. This results in a Gaussian Mix-
ture Model (GMM) for each class, with parameters
{(πk,m,µk,m,Σk,m)}Mm=1, where πk,m denotes the
mixture weight of the m-th Gaussian component for
class k, µk,m is its mean vector, and Σk,m is the co-
variance matrix. We generate a second set of synthetic
samples by sampling from this learned GMM.

The final set of pseudo-features is a balanced mixture of
samples from both strategies, controlled by a hyperparame-
ter ρ that dictates the interpolation ratio. This dual approach
ensures that our replay mechanism generates features that
represent both the structural manifold and the local density
of the past data.

2.5. Group-Focused Modular Training

Our network architecture starts with a shared feature en-
coder, fenc, which processes an input image x into a feature
vector z = fenc(x). This is followed by a dynamically
growing set of group-specific modules. For each group g,
we maintain an fully connected network f fc

g , and a linear
classification head, f head

g .

During inference, the feature vector z is fed into each avail-
able fully connected network. Each fully connected network
f fc
g independently generates a group-specific activation vec-

tor pg = f fc
g (z). This vector is then immediately passed to

its corresponding classification head f head
g , which produces

logits only for the classes within that group. The final out-
put is a combined logits vector, formed by arranging the
group-specific logits to represent all previously seen classes.

z = fenc(x), (3)

pg = f fc
g (z), ∀g ∈ G, (4)

ℓ = Concat
(
{f head

g (pg) | g ∈ G}
)
. (5)

The training process is carefully constrained to ensure
knowledge preservation and effective learning of new tasks.

Table 1. Performance comparison on CIFAR-100. The best per-
formance is shown in bold, and the second-best performance is
underlined.

Methods B-10 Inc-10 B-50 Inc-5
Ā Alast Ā Alast

L2P(Wang et al., 2022b) 76.56 65.75 61.85 44.19
DualPrompt(Wang et al., 2022a) 81.41 70.34 64.05 43.86
CODA-Prompt(Smith et al., 2023) 82.13 72.34 65.49 49.72
CPP(Li et al., 2024) 75.73 67.50 69.57 66.26
LAE(Gao et al., 2023) 82.65 72.60 67.35 50.96
Continual-CLIP(Thengane et al., 2022) 75.15 66.68 70.79 66.68
SLCA(Zhang et al., 2023) 83.13 72.01 80.07 71.24
EASE(Zhou et al., 2024) 85.07 77.31 76.72 70.50
CLG-CBM(Yu et al., 2025) 84.49 76.82 79.07 75.91
SGC(Ours) 87.36±0,45 80.95±0,14 83.81±0.33 80.92±0.11

1. Parameter Isolation: During an incremental step, the
backbone fenc is kept frozen. Only the parameters of
the classification heads and fully connected networks
for all groups (both old and new) are updated.

2. Loss Function: The trainable parameters are opti-
mized using a composite loss function. For each batch
B, the total loss LB is a weighted sum of the standard
classification loss and a sparsity-inducing regularizer
that is dynamically applied only for the groups ac-
tive in that batch:

LB = LCE(ŷ, y) + λ
∑
g∈GB

∥Wg∥1 (6)

where LCE is the Cross-Entropy loss, Wg are the
weights of the classification head for group g, and
GB is the set of unique group indices corresponding to
the class labels present in the current batch B. The key
insight behind this formulation is twofold. Primarily,
by localizing the sparsity pressure to only the active
groups within a batch, we shield the group-specific
parameters of inactive groups from unnecessary up-
dates. This targeted approach acts as a form of im-
plicit regularization masking, directly contributing to
knowledge preservation and mitigating catastrophic
forgetting. Secondarily, this approach is also more
computationally efficient. The coefficient λ controls
the strength of this sparsity constraint.

3. Experimental Results
3.1. Experiments Setup

Evaluation Benchmarks. We experiment our method on
a comprehensive datasets: CIFAR-100 (Krizhevsky et al.,
2009), CUB-200 (Wah et al., 2011), Flower (Nilsback &
Zisserman, 2008), Food-101 (Bossard et al., 2014), and
Stanford-cars (Krause et al., 2013). We evaluate on two
primary metrics: average incremental accuracy(Ā) and final
average accuracy(Alast)

Implementation Details. Across all experiments, we em-
ployed CLIP ViT-B/16 as the default feature extractor for
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Table 2. Average incremental accuracy comparison on four datasets, the best performance is shown in bold, the second-best is underlined.
All methods are implemented without using exemplars. We replace the backbones of all methods with CLIP ViT-B/16.

Methods CUB-200 Flower Stanford-cars Food-101
B-10 Inc-10 B-100 Inc-10 B-10 Inc-10 B-50 Inc-5 B-14 Inc-14 B-100 Inc-10 B-10 Inc-10 B-50 Inc-5

L2P(Wang et al., 2022b) 62.08 59.38 84.37 76.70 64.42 61.82 79.48 69.72
DualPrompt(Wang et al., 2022a) 64.95 61.85 89.64 79.16 76.94 68.46 86.27 69.66
CODA-Prompt(Smith et al., 2023) 67.22 59.82 88.57 77.70 76.44 60.80 87.76 67.22
CPP(Li et al., 2024) 83.60 75.03 94.95 93.30 84.75 77.49 90.21 86.60
LAE(Gao et al., 2023) 66.45 59.98 86.79 77.55 77.25 80.28 88.41 66.26
Continual-CLIP(Thengane et al., 2022) 69.41 60.35 78.72 74.06 86.43 69.79 92.04 89.96
SLCA(Zhang et al., 2023) 80.53 76.85 92.77 82.14 84.74 70.59 74.49 76.28
EASE(Zhou et al., 2024) 83.87 66.14 94.86 77.05 86.22 64.32 91.74 81.72
CLG-CBM(Yu et al., 2025) 85.40 82.20 95.58 94.53 88.60 85.07 92.25 90.97
SGC(Ours) 86.18±0,41 82.59±0,21 96.36±0,22 95.67±0,32 90.36±0,38 87.26±0,28 94.08±0,06 92.63±0.12

all models, unless specified differently. We used the Adam
optimizer (Kingma, 2014) with a learning rate of 0.001 and
a batch size of 64 for a total of 60 epochs. Furthermore, the
weight of the sparsity loss, λ to 0.001 and the interpolation
ratio, ρ was set at 0.3.

3.2. Result and Discussion

Evaluation on CIFAR-100 Dataset. As shown in Table 1,
SGC sets a new state-of-the-art on the CIFAR-100 bench-
mark. In the B-10 Inc-10 setting, we achieve an average
incremental accuracy (Ā) of 87.36% and a final average
accuracy (Alast) of 80.95%, outperforming the previous best
method by 2.29% and 3.64%, respectively. The dominance
of SGC is even more pronounced in the B-50 Inc-5 setting,
where the SGC model achieves 83. 81% in Ā and 80. 92%
in Alast, surpassing the strongest competitors by at least
3.74% and 5.01%. These results clearly demonstrate the
superior performance of our approach.

Evaluation on Fine-grained Datasets. We further eval-
uate SGC on 4 fine-grained datasets: CUB-200, Flower,
Food-101 and Standford-cars. As shown in Table 2, SGC
achieves the best results on all four datasets. Compared
with the strongest baseline (CLG-CBM), it improves by
0.78%/0.39% on CUB-200, 0.78%/1.14% on Flowers,
1.76%/2.19% on Stanford-Cars, and 1.83%/1.66% on Food-
101. These consistent improvements highlight the robust-
ness and generalizability of our approach across diverse
benchmarks.

4. Conclusion
In this work, we propose SGC, a novel continual learning
framework that effectively addresses catastrophic forgetting
through semantically-aware class organization and sophis-
ticated pseudo-rehearsal mechanisms. Our approach intro-
duces three key innovations: a graph-based Max-Cut parti-
tioning strategy for dynamic class grouping, a dual-strategy
distributional rehearsal mechanism combining GMM-based
sampling with archetype-based interpolation, and a group-
focused training regimen that maintains knowledge stability

while enabling efficient adaptation. Extensive experiments
on CIFAR-100 and four challenging fine-grained datasets
demonstrate that our method consistently outperforms state-
of-the-art exemplar-free approaches, achieving superior av-
erage incremental accuracy and significantly reduced for-
getting scores. The proposed framework’s ability to operate
effectively without storing previous task data while main-
taining high performance across diverse datasets highlights
its practical value for real-world continual learning applica-
tions. Future work could explore extending this approach
to more complex continual learning scenarios and investi-
gating the scalability of the semantic grouping strategy to
larger numbers of tasks and classes.

References
Bossard, L., Guillaumin, M., and Van Gool, L. Food-101–

mining discriminative components with random forests.
In European conference on computer vision, pp. 446–461.
Springer, 2014.

Douillard, A., Cord, M., Ollion, C., Robert, T., and Valle,
E. Podnet: Pooled outputs distillation for small-tasks in-
cremental learning. In European conference on computer
vision, pp. 86–102. Springer, 2020.

Fortunato, S. and Hric, D. Community detection in net-
works: A user guide. Physics reports, 659:1–44, 2016.

Gao, Q., Zhao, C., Sun, Y., Xi, T., Zhang, G., Ghanem, B.,
and Zhang, J. A unified continual learning framework
with general parameter-efficient tuning. In Proceedings
of the IEEE/CVF International Conference on Computer
Vision, pp. 11483–11493, 2023.

Ghashami, M., Liberty, E., Phillips, J. M., and Woodruff,
D. P. Frequent directions: Simple and deterministic ma-
trix sketching. SIAM Journal on Computing, 45(5):1762–
1792, 2016.

Goemans, M. X. and Williamson, D. P. Improved approx-
imation algorithms for maximum cut and satisfiability

4



220
221
222
223
224
225
226
227
228
229
230
231
232
233
234
235
236
237
238
239
240
241
242
243
244
245
246
247
248
249
250
251
252
253
254
255
256
257
258
259
260
261
262
263
264
265
266
267
268
269
270
271
272
273
274

Semantic Grouping with Dual-Strategy Distributional Rehearsal for Continual Learning

problems using semidefinite programming. Journal of
the ACM (JACM), 42(6):1115–1145, 1995.

Hamilton, W. L., Ying, R., and Leskovec, J. Representation
learning on graphs: Methods and applications. arXiv
preprint arXiv:1709.05584, 2017.

Ho, S., Liu, M., Du, L., Gao, L., and Xiang, Y. Prototype-
guided memory replay for continual learning. IEEE trans-
actions on neural networks and learning systems, 35(8):
10973–10983, 2023.

Hou, S., Pan, X., Loy, C. C., Wang, Z., and Lin, D. Learn-
ing a unified classifier incrementally via rebalancing. In
Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF conference on computer
vision and pattern recognition, pp. 831–839, 2019.

Javed, K. and White, M. Meta-learning representations for
continual learning. Curran Associates Inc., Red Hook,
NY, USA, 2019.

Kingma, D. P. Adam: A method for stochastic optimization.
In International Conference on Learning Representations.
International Conference on Learning Representations,
2014.

Kirkpatrick, J., Pascanu, R., Rabinowitz, N., Veness, J., Des-
jardins, G., Rusu, A. A., Milan, K., Quan, J., Ramalho, T.,
Grabska-Barwinska, A., et al. Overcoming catastrophic
forgetting in neural networks. Proceedings of the national
academy of sciences, 114(13):3521–3526, 2017.

Krause, J., Stark, M., Deng, J., and Fei-Fei, L. 3d object rep-
resentations for fine-grained categorization. In Proceed-
ings of the IEEE international conference on computer
vision workshops, pp. 554–561, 2013.

Krizhevsky, A., Hinton, G., et al. Learning multiple layers
of features from tiny images. 2009.

Li, M., Lu, Y., Dai, Q., Huang, S., Ding, Y., and Lu, H. Be-
came: Bayesian continual learning with adaptive model
merging. In Forty-second International Conference on
Machine Learning, 2025.

Li, Z. and Hoiem, D. Learning without forgetting. IEEE
transactions on pattern analysis and machine intelligence,
40(12):2935–2947, 2017.

Li, Z., Zhao, L., Zhang, Z., Zhang, H., Liu, D., Liu, T., and
Metaxas, D. N. Steering prototypes with prompt-tuning
for rehearsal-free continual learning. In Proceedings
of the IEEE/CVF Winter Conference on Applications of
Computer Vision, pp. 2523–2533, 2024.

Newman, M. E. Modularity and community structure in net-
works. Proceedings of the national academy of sciences,
103(23):8577–8582, 2006.

Nilsback, M.-E. and Zisserman, A. Automated flower clas-
sification over a large number of classes. In 2008 Sixth
Indian conference on computer vision, graphics & image
processing, pp. 722–729. IEEE, 2008.

Qiu, Z., Xu, Y., Meng, F., Li, H., Xu, L., and Wu, Q. Dual-
consistency model inversion for non-exemplar class in-
cremental learning. In 2024 IEEE/CVF Conference on
Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition (CVPR), pp.
24025–24035. IEEE Computer Society, 2024.

Rebuffi, S.-A., Kolesnikov, A., Sperl, G., and Lampert, C. H.
icarl: Incremental classifier and representation learning.
In Proceedings of the IEEE conference on Computer
Vision and Pattern Recognition, pp. 2001–2010, 2017.

Smith, J. S., Karlinsky, L., Gutta, V., Cascante-Bonilla, P.,
Kim, D., Arbelle, A., Panda, R., Feris, R., and Kira,
Z. Coda-prompt: Continual decomposed attention-based
prompting for rehearsal-free continual learning. In Pro-
ceedings of the IEEE/CVF conference on computer vision
and pattern recognition, pp. 11909–11919, 2023.

Thengane, V., Khan, S., Hayat, M., and Khan, F. Clip
model is an efficient continual learner. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2210.03114, 2022.

Von Luxburg, U. A tutorial on spectral clustering. Statistics
and computing, 17(4):395–416, 2007.

Wah, C., Branson, S., Welinder, P., Perona, P., and Belongie,
S. The caltech-ucsd birds-200-2011 dataset. 2011.

Wang, L., Zhang, X., Su, H., and Zhu, J. A comprehen-
sive survey of continual learning: Theory, method and
application. IEEE transactions on pattern analysis and
machine intelligence, 46(8):5362–5383, 2024.

Wang, Z., Zhang, Z., Ebrahimi, S., Sun, R., Zhang, H., Lee,
C.-Y., Ren, X., Su, G., Perot, V., Dy, J., et al. Dualprompt:
Complementary prompting for rehearsal-free continual
learning. In European conference on computer vision, pp.
631–648. Springer, 2022a.

Wang, Z., Zhang, Z., Lee, C.-Y., Zhang, H., Sun, R., Ren,
X., Su, G., Perot, V., Dy, J., and Pfister, T. Learning
to prompt for continual learning. In Proceedings of the
IEEE/CVF conference on computer vision and pattern
recognition, pp. 139–149, 2022b.

Yoon, J., Lee, J., Yang, E., and Hwang, S. J. Lifelong
learning with dynamically expandable network. In Inter-
national Conference on Learning Representations. Inter-
national Conference on Learning Representations, 2018.

Yu, L., Han, H., Tao, Z., Yao, H., and Xu, C. Language
guided concept bottleneck models for interpretable con-
tinual learning. In Proceedings of the Computer Vision

5



275
276
277
278
279
280
281
282
283
284
285
286
287
288
289
290
291
292
293
294
295
296
297
298
299
300
301
302
303
304
305
306
307
308
309
310
311
312
313
314
315
316
317
318
319
320
321
322
323
324
325
326
327
328
329

Semantic Grouping with Dual-Strategy Distributional Rehearsal for Continual Learning

and Pattern Recognition Conference, pp. 14976–14986,
2025.

Zhang, G., Wang, L., Kang, G., Chen, L., and Wei, Y.
Slca: Slow learner with classifier alignment for continual
learning on a pre-trained model. In Proceedings of the
IEEE/CVF International Conference on Computer Vision,
pp. 19148–19158, 2023.

Zhou, D.-W., Sun, H.-L., Ye, H.-J., and Zhan, D.-C.
Expandable subspace ensemble for pre-trained model-
based class-incremental learning. In Proceedings of the
IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern
Recognition, pp. 23554–23564, 2024.

Zhu, X. J. Semi-supervised learning literature survey. 2005.

6



330
331
332
333
334
335
336
337
338
339
340
341
342
343
344
345
346
347
348
349
350
351
352
353
354
355
356
357
358
359
360
361
362
363
364
365
366
367
368
369
370
371
372
373
374
375
376
377
378
379
380
381
382
383
384

Semantic Grouping with Dual-Strategy Distributional Rehearsal for Continual Learning

A. Appendix
A.1. Class Incremental Learning

Class incremental learning is a scenario in continual learning in which new classes arrive sequentially without explicit
task boundaries. Unlike task-incremental learning, models must distinguish between all previously seen classes while
incorporating new ones, making the problem significantly more complex due to the absence of task identifiers during
inference. Early approaches to class incremental learning focused on knowledge distillation and architectural modifications.
Learning without Forgetting (LwF) (Li & Hoiem, 2017) employs knowledge distillation to preserve outputs on old classes
while learning new ones. iCaRL (Rebuffi et al., 2017) combines exemplar storage with nearest-mean classification, storing
representative samples from previous classes. LUCIR (Hou et al., 2019) addresses the bias towards new classes through
cosine normalization and margin ranking loss, while PODNet (Douillard et al., 2020) uses spatial-based distillation to
preserve intermediate representations.

Recent advances have explored prompt-based approaches that achieve impressive performance without storing exemplars.
Learning to Prompt (L2P) (Wang et al., 2022b) learns a pool of prompts and selectively uses them for different tasks,
while DualPrompt (Wang et al., 2022a) employs complementary prompts for general and specific knowledge. CODA-
Prompt (Smith et al., 2023) further improves this paradigm through continual decomposed attention-based prompting. These
methods demonstrate that frozen pre-trained models can be effectively adapted for continual learning through careful prompt
design.

Parameter-efficient approaches have also gained attention in class incremental learning. CPP (Li et al., 2024) steers
prototypes with prompt-tuning for rehearsal-free continual learning, while LAE (Gao et al., 2023) provides a unified
framework with general parameter-efficient tuning. SLCA (Zhang et al., 2023) focuses on slow learning with classifier
alignment, and EASE (Zhou et al., 2024) proposes expandable subspace ensembles for pre-trained model-based learning.

Despite these advances, most existing methods treat incoming classes as independent entities, failing to take advantage of
potential semantic relationships that could simplify the learning problem. This limitation becomes particularly pronounced
when dealing with fine-grained datasets where classes may share substantial semantic overlap. Our approach addresses this
gap by dynamically organizing classes into semantically coherent groups, enabling more efficient and targeted learning
strategies.

A.2. Graph-Driven Dynamic Similarity Grouping

Graph-based methods have demonstrated significant success in capturing and exploiting similarity relationships across
various machine learning domains. In clustering and community detection, spectral methods (Von Luxburg, 2007) and
modularity optimization (Newman, 2006) leverage graph structures to identify meaningful groupings. Graph partitioning
algorithms, particularly the Max-Cut problem (Goemans & Williamson, 1995), have been extensively studied for dividing
vertices into disjoint sets that maximize inter-group connections.

In the context of machine learning, graph-based similarity grouping has been applied to semi-supervised learning (Zhu, 2005),
where label propagation on similarity graphs enables learning from limited labeled data. Graph neural networks (Hamilton
et al., 2017) have further advanced the field by learning representations that incorporate graph structure, enabling more
sophisticated similarity-based reasoning.

Dynamic grouping approaches have emerged to handle evolving data distributions and relationships. Online clustering
methods (Ghashami et al., 2016) adapt to streaming data by continuously updating cluster assignments, while dynamic
community detection algorithms (Fortunato & Hric, 2016) track evolving community structures in temporal networks. These
methods typically focus on maintaining consistency while adapting to new information.

In continual learning, some works have explored graph structures for organizing knowledge, though primarily at the task
level rather than the class level. Meta-learning approaches (Javed & White, 2019) use task similarity graphs to guide
parameter sharing, while some architectural methods (Yoon et al., 2018) employ graph structures to determine parameter
allocation across tasks.

However, existing graph-based approaches in continual learning have limitations in addressing class-level semantic or-
ganization within individual tasks. Most methods either operate at the task level or require static, pre-defined groupings.
Our approach introduces a novel application of graph partitioning specifically for dynamic class grouping, where we
construct similarity graphs from class prototypes and employ Max-Cut optimization to create semantically coherent clusters.
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Figure 2. Comparison of accuracy across tasks for different datasets (CIFAR-50-5, CIFAR-10-10, and Flower-10-10) using our proposed
method (solid lines) and the CLG-CBM baseline (dashed lines). The results show that our approach consistently achieves higher accuracy
than CLG-CBM, with the performance gap being more pronounced on CIFAR datasets, while both methods maintain high accuracy on
Flower-10-10.

This enables the decomposition of complex classification problems into smaller, more manageable sub-problems, while
maintaining the flexibility to adapt to new class configurations as they arrive.

A.3. Further Result Analysis.

To further validate the effectiveness of SGC, we performed a detailed comparative analysis against the baseline CLG-CBM
on various challenging continual learning benchmarks. Figure 2 compares the accuracy curves of our method and CLG-CBM
across multiple datasets. Our approach consistently maintains higher accuracy throughout the incremental tasks, with
a notably larger margin on CIFAR-50-5 and CIFAR-10-10. On Flower-10-10, both methods achieve relatively stable
performance; SGC shows a slight advantage, confirming its effectiveness across diverse domains. Figure 3 further illustrates

Figure 3. Accuracy progression across sequential tasks on CIFAR B-10 Inc-10. The left heatmap shows the performance of the CLG-CBM
model, while the right heatmap illustrates our method. Each cell indicates the accuracy of a model trained up to task i when evaluated on
task j (i < j).

the progression of accuracy on CIFAR B-10 Inc-10. The heatmaps reveal that our method preserves knowledge from
earlier tasks more effectively than CLG-CBM, resulting in consistently higher accuracy on past tasks. Although our model
sometimes shows slightly lower performance when learning new tasks, its ability to retain previous knowledge is markedly
superior. This observation is further supported by the forgetting score results in Table 3, where our approach achieves a
significantly lower score (10.99%) compared to CLG-CBM (14.32%). This improvement highlights the effectiveness of
our rehearsal-based DSDR strategy, which plays a crucial role in mitigating catastrophic forgetting and maintaining stable
performance across tasks.

8



440
441
442
443
444
445
446
447
448
449
450
451
452
453
454
455
456
457
458
459
460
461
462
463
464
465
466
467
468
469
470
471
472
473
474
475
476
477
478
479
480
481
482
483
484
485
486
487
488
489
490
491
492
493
494

Semantic Grouping with Dual-Strategy Distributional Rehearsal for Continual Learning

Method Forgetting Score (%)
CLG-CBM 14.32
SGC(Ours) 10.99

Table 3. Comparison of forgetting scores between SGC and CLG-CBM on CIFAR B-10 Inc-10. Note that lower forgetting scores indicate
better performance.

To better understand the contribution of each component, we conduct an ablation study as shown in Table 4. The results
demonstrate that removing DSDR and reverting to SGPA, Semantic Guide Prototype Augmentation (CLG-CBM), or
discarding grouping, both lead to performance drops across datasets. Our complete model consistently achieves the best
results, validating both the effectiveness of DSDR and the grouping strategy.

Method CIFAR100 Food-101 Stanford-cars
B-10 Inc-10 B-10 Inc-10 B-14 Inc-14

w/o DSDR (SGPA) 81.46 93.41 89.95
w/o grouping 83.50 93.66 89.73
SGC (Ours) 83.81 94.08 90.36

Table 4. Ablation study on SGC components across datasets.
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