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Abstract— Online Continual Learning (OCL) empowers ma-
chine learning models to acquire new knowledge online across a
sequence of tasks. However, OCL faces a significant challenge:
catastrophic forgetting, wherein the model learned in previous
tasks is substantially overwritten upon encountering new tasks,
leading to a biased forgetting of prior knowledge. Moreover, the
continual doman drift in sequential learning tasks may entail the
gradual displacement of the decision boundaries in the learned
feature space, rendering the learned knowledge susceptible to
forgetting. To address the above problem, in this paper, we
propose a novel rehearsal strategy, termed Drift-Reducing Re-
hearsal (DRR), to anchor the domain of old tasks and reduce
the negative transfer effects. First, we propose to select memory
for more representative samples guided by constructed centroids
in a data stream. Then, to keep the model from domain chaos
in drifting, a two-level angular cross-task Contrastive Margin
Loss (CML) is proposed, to encourage the intra-class and intra-
task compactness, and increase the inter-class and inter-task
discrepancy. Finally, to further suppress the continual domain
drift, we present an optional Centorid Distillation Loss (CDL)
on the rehearsal memory to anchor the knowledge in feature
space for each previous old task. Extensive experimental results
on four benchmark datasets validate that the proposed DRR can
effectively mitigate the continual domain drift and achieve the
state-of-the-art (SOTA) performance in OCL.

Index Terms—Continual Learning, Domain Drift, Rehearsal,
Catastrophic Forgetting

I. INTRODUCTION

IN recent decades, machine learning [1] and deep learn-
ing [2] algorithms leveraging large-scale datasets have

demonstrated comparable capabilities to human intelligence
in certain single domains [3]. However, unlike humans, who
continuously acquire novel knowledge throughout their life-
times, previous studies often operate under impractical static
scenarios, assuming that the class space remains constant.
Continual Learning (CL) [4], [5], also known as lifelong
learning and incremental learning, have been proposed for
models to learn continuously from a sequence of tasks over an
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Fig. 1. (a) Task of OCL. (b) Continual domain drift in OCL. Through
continual training, old tasks have their domain distribution drift in an
unpredictable direction, and the decision boundaries between old and new
tasks could be blurred. Best view in color.

extended period. This CL setting aligns machine learning more
closely with realistic human learning, where new skills are
acquired continuously with the introduction of fresh training
data. CL has been proven effective in various applications,
including autopilot systems [6], emotion recognition [7], hu-
man motion prediction [8], Internet of Things (IoT) [9], and
multi-label recognition [10]. This paper specifically focuses on
exploring more challenging Online Continual Learning (OCL)
in a general context with streaming data, where each data point
or mini-batch traverses the model only once.

Throughout, catastrophic forgetting [11], [12] remains a
primary challenge in CL, signifying the risk of overwriting
previous knowledge when acquiring new information. This
issue becomes even more challenging in the context of OCL,
where data is accessed in flow. The challenge of forgetting is
exacerbated, when training the model for new tasks completely
excludes previous data. In recent years, some previous studies
have achieved less catastrophic forgetting of old knowledge
by finding a balance between old and new tasks in OCL.
Following the categorization in [13], these methods can be
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classified into categories based on Regularization, Rehearsal,
and Architecture. Regularization-based methods, exemplified
by [14]–[16], focus on constructing effective regularization
terms within the loss function. This type of method doesn’t
require the storage of previous data, thus safeguarding pri-
vacy. Architecture-based methods are more appropriate for the
scenarios where there are no constraint on model size, they
identify and freeze task-related parameters while growing new
parameter branches to accommodate new knowledge, such
as [17]–[19], Rehearsal-based methods like [20]–[22] resort to
store and re-train a small subset of training samples from old
tasks to mitigate catastrophic forgetting. The memory size in
this case is significantly smaller than that of the entire training
set. In this case, since the memory size is significantly smaller
than that of the entire training set, an optimal balance between
performance and training cost can be attained.

In addition to the catastrophic forgetting problem in CL, the
phenomenon of continual domain drift [23]–[26] in OCL poses
more challenge. As shown in Fig. 1, OCL receives streaming
data, and insufficient learning can lead to difficulties in acquir-
ing and retaining knowledge. Through continual training, the
serious data isolation between old and new tasks leads to the
trained domains being prone to drift in an undesired direction
and even blurs the decision boundaries between old and
new tasks, which significantly manifests as the catastrophic
forgetting. The negative influence of the continual domain
drift derives from the lackage of the data from old tasks. For
regularization-based and architecture-based methods, both of
them do not access previous data, where the domain drift
remains uncontrollable. For rehearsal-based methods, which
have limited access to previous data, it is challenging to
accurately representing the original data distributions using
only a subset of the training data from old tasks. Thus,
avoiding the biases introduced by memorizing inappropriate
data from previous tasks is crucial for the effectiveness of
rehearsal-based methods

This paper aims to address the issue of continual domain
drift to suppress its negative influence in OCL. We also build
our method on the rehearsal strategy, and our motivation is in
two aspects. First, the negative influence of the continual do-
main drift derives from the shrinkage of old data via sampling,
where the quality of the stored memory buffer is important.
The memory with poor generalization will inevitably worsen
the catastrophic forgetting. Thus, more representative data
rather than randomly-sampled data should be stored. Second,
the imbalance of new data and memory data leads to the drift
inevitablly toward new tasks, which may blur the decision
boundary of old tasks. This occurs because new tasks provide
larger gradients than old tasks in rehearsal-based training. In
this case, when training on both memory and new task data,
it is essential to contrain domain drifts and keep a distinc
decision boundary.

Motivated by the above considerations, we propose a Drift-
Reducing Rehearsal (DRR) approach based on the construc-
tion of centroids, which selects informative data samples of
old tasks as the learned knowledge in memory, comprising
two main parts. First, we propose to store more representative
data based on constructed the centroids for each class during a

full online phase. We sample data from the class adaptively via
the distance from all centroids. Moreover, a fixed-size memory
buffer will be reallocated when the centroids update with the
new accessed data. Second, we combine the logits of all seen
tasks and separate them from each other using a novel cross-
task Contrastive Magin Loss (CML), in which two levels’
angular margins are used to encourage the intra-class/task
compactness and the inter-class/task discrepancy. The class
and task level margins are placed in the angle between any two
features through a cross-task contrastive loss. CML avoids the
vague decision boundary in feature spaces and ensures more
effective training on old and new tasks. Moreover, we present
a new optional Centroid Distillation Loss (CDL) on rehearsal
memory for old tasks that suppress the continual domain drift
by storing the corresponding feature representations of each
data point in memory. We evaluate our proposed DRR method
on four popular OCL datasets and the experimental results
show our DRR can significantly mitigate the continual domain
drift and achieve the SOTA performance.

Our main contributions are three-fold:

(1) We propose a new Centroid-based Online Selection (COS)
strategy to sample more representative samples in stream-
ing rehearsal-based continual learning. The proposed strat-
egy is efficient and suitable for the CL task based on data
stream setting.

(2) We propose a novel cross-task Contrastive Margin Loss
(CML) for continual learning to further connect each
isolation task and set two-level angular margins in the con-
trastive loss to encourage the intra-class/task compactness
and the inter-class/task discrepancy.

(3) We evaluate our methods on four popular OCL datasets
and achieve new SOTA performance. All the results show
that the proposed method is able to reduce the continual
domain drift in OCL and alleviates the catastrophic for-
getting problem.

II. RELATED WORK

A. Continual Learning and Online Continual Learning

In contrast to static machine learning [2], [3], [27], [28],
continual learning [29], [30] is designed to mimick human
learning that learns new knowledge sequentially. Because of
the learning from sequential tasks, the catastrophic forgetting
issue [11], [12] is produced that new knowledge overwrites old
knowledge. Previous solutions to the catastrophic forgetting
problem [11], [12] can be categorized into regularization-
based, architecture-based and rehearsal-based methods [13].
Regularization-based methods such as [14]–[16] focus on
designing effective regularization terms in the loss function,
which restricts the update of important parameters of old
tasks. Architecture-based methods such as [17], [18] find task-
specific paths in neural networks to avoid the new update
affecting old tasks. Some of these methods grow new param-
eter branches for new knowledge. Although much progress
has been made in regularization-based and architecture-based
methods, their performance still has a big gap with that of
rehearsal-based methods elaborated in the next subsection.
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B. Rehearsal strategy

Different from regularization-based and architecture-based
methods, Rehearsal-based methods consider solving catas-
trophic forgetting by storing a small-size subset of the
old tasks’ training data. First, some methods save the raw
data [20]–[22], [31] and directly retrain the saved data together
with the new task training, where the memory is always treated
as the constraints. Then, some methods store the latent features
for selected samples (Latent-rehearsal) [32], and build distil-
lation loss to reduce forgetting. Finally, some methods build
generative models such as Generative Adversarial Networks
(GANs), to synthesize data from old tasks [33]–[35]. In this
way, the knowledge can be saved as parameters rather than
raw data or features.

In this paper, we only consider the native rehearsal strat-
egy by storing raw data in OCL. The traditional rehearsal
methods [21], [22], [36] take a random selection strategy.
However, randomly sampled data lacks the capacity of repre-
senting the whole training set, where the distribution changes
significantly with bias. The shrinkage of the training set makes
the retraining of rehearsal prone to continual domain drifts
in the feature space. Ring buffer 37 allows memory to be
updated cyclically and only stores the last seen sample. Mean-
of-Feature [31] samples the data closest to the mean by
calculating the mean of the features of all data in each class.
Gradient-based Sample Selection [38] diversifies the gradients
of the samples in the memory buffer. However, these previous
methods suffer from the following limitations. (1) They select
samples not damage the current new tasks but ignore the
future tasks, some non-representative samples are selected. (2)
Some methods rely on storing extra models to evaluate the
stored sample, which means more memory is used. (3) Some
methods need to select from the whole training set and thus
cannot be applied to streaming data. (4) Some methods are
complex and not efficient in streaming data. In this paper, we
propose a centroid-based online selection strategy, which can
be efficiently applied to streaming data in OCL.

C. Contrastive learning

The goal of contrastive learning is to learn a more discrimi-
native feature representation by learning how to group similar
samples together and spread out dissimilar samples [39],
[40]. Specifically, contrastive learning makes positive samples
as close to each other as possible and negative samples as
far apart as possible by comparing positive samples (similar
samples) with negative samples (dissimilar samples). Sim-
CLR [41] propose a framework for self-supervised contrastive
learning that leverages a large number of negative samples
to learn powerful representations. Momentum Contrast [42]
introduce a memory bank and a momentum update strategy to
improve contrastive learning. In the field of continual learning,
contrastive learning methods have been shown ability to learn
more discriminative representations compared to traditional
cross-entropy learning methods [43], [44]. They also exhibit
better generalization ability and help alleviate the forgetting
of previously learned classes in continual learning. However,
existing CL methods using contrastive loss [45] ignore the

continual domain drift problem, and prone to entangle across
different tasks and different classes.

D. Margin loss and distillation loss

Most classification methods use the softmax function as
the classifier that maps the logits from a neural network to
a probability. However, the vanilla softmax function is based
on the expontional function and has no sensitivity on the
target logit and others. In recent years, some methods add
margins to the expontional function to improve the ability of
discrimination. SphereFace [46] and L-Softmax [47] add mul-
tiplicative angular margins on the angular space. CosFace [48],
[49] and ArcFace [50] add additive cosine margin and angular
margin, respectively. This paper proposes a novel cross-task
contrastive margin loss inspired by ArcFace. Our loss function
improves both inter-class/task compactness and intra-class/task
discrepancy. The knowledge distillation [51] is first proposed
to transfer knowledge from a teacher network to a student
network. Inspired by the distillation loss, we propose to store
the feature representation of memory and build distillation loss
between the old and new models on old tasks.

III. PRELIMINARY: REHEARSAL-BASED OCL

Given T different tasks w.r.t. datasets {D1, · · · ,DT }.
For the t-th dataset of the corresponding task, Dt =
{(x1, y1), · · · , (xNt , yNt)}, where xi ∈ Xt is the i-th input
data, yi ∈ Yt is the corresponding label and Nt is the
number of samples. OCL aims to online learn a predictor
f : Xk → Yk, k ∈ {1, · · · , t} that predicts all seen tasks in
sequence learning at any time t. In the predictor, θ is shared
across all seen tasks while θk is the task-specific parameter
for task k. Note that in the general online setting, the model
has the flexibility to process either individual data points or
small-sized mini-batches at each iteration. In this paper, we
focus on batch-level OCL.

The rehearsal-based OCL [20]–[22], [31], [52] builds a
memory buffer Mk ⊂ Dk with small-size for each previous
task k, i.e., |Mk| ≪ |Dk|. Following [20], when training a task
t ∈ {2, · · · , T}, for all Mk that k < t, the rehearsal-based
OCL can be formulated as a multi-objective optimization
problem:

min
θ,{θ1,··· ,θt}

{ℓ(fθ, fθt
,Dt)} ∪ {ℓ(fθ, fθk

,Mk)|∀k < t} (1)

where ℓ is the empirical loss. It is difficult to directly solve the
above Multi-Objective Optimization (MOO) problem. In the
following, we introduce two main kinds of rehearsal methods
for solving the MOO problem, and illustrate the continual
domain drift problem.

First, some studies [20]–[22] design to transform the multi-
objective optimization problem to only optimize the new task
while constraining the loss rise of old tasks:

min
θ,θt

ℓ(fθ, fθt
,Dt),

s.t. ℓ(fθ, fθk
,Mk) ≤ ℓ(f t−1

θ , f t−1
θk

,Mk), ∀k < t.
(2)

Then, the problem is reduced to find an optimal gradient that
approaches the gradient of new task and may not harm any
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Fig. 2. Drift comparison in rehearsal-based OCL. (a) and (b) show the two kinds of domain drift in rehearsal-based CL. Because of the unrepresentative
stored data and the gradient bias, the features of old and new tasks are entangled thus causing catastrophic forgetting. (c) Our DRR seeks to store representative
data via centroids and constrain the drift via the proposed cross-task contrastive margin loss.

old tasks. To inspect the increase in old tasks’ loss, previous
studies [20]–[22] prefer to make the gradient of the current
task as the target gradient and compute the angle from the
gradients of old tasks to the target gradient. Consequently,
gradient bias induces rehearsal drift, which in turn causes the
features of old tasks to shift towards learning new tasks. This
results in feature entanglement and degradation of old task
performance, thus exacerbating the catastrophic forgetting (see
Fig. 2(a)). In conclusion, this kind of drift over-emphasizes the
current task while ignoring the adaptation of old tasks, which
means rigorous forgetting.

Second, some other methods such as [53] ensemble all
tasks’ objectives as a single-objective problem as follows:

min
θ,{θ1,··· ,θt}

αtℓ(fθ, fθt
,Dt) +

t−1∑
k=1

αkℓ(fθ, fθk
,Mk) (3)

where α is the weight for each task-specific loss. This kind
of method relies on the effective weighted summation of all
gradients, but ignoring the ensembled gradients may conflict
with some old tasks’ gradients. In addition, the magnitude of
new tasks’ gradients exceeds that of old tasks in most cases,
which leads to the summed gradient having a large bias toward
the new tasks. Accordingly, rehearsal may make old tasks
drifting and entangled with each other, causing domain chaos
(see Fig. 2(b)).

The above two kinds of rehearsal-based methods in Eqs. (2)
and (3) ignore the origin of catastrophic forgetting in rehearsal-
based OCL, and suffer from feature entanglement between old
and new tasks. In the following section, we will propose a
new paradigm of rehearsal-based OCL, named drift-reducing
rehearsal, which analyzes and mitigates the continual domain
drift with two proposed inequalities.

IV. DRIFT-REDUCING REHERASAL

A. Overview: Continual Domain Drift

In rehearsal-based OCL, suppose all tasks are independent
and identically distributed (I.I.D.). That is, a domain drift for
task i at task t > 1 can be denoted as the feature drift from
f t−1
i to f t

i . If i = t, fi = fθ(Di) represents the feature on the
current data for the new task. If i < t, fi = fθ(Mi) represents

the feature on the memory buffer for the old tasks. To reduce
the drift, we transform the problem to two minimizing distance
constraints. First, for the old task i ∈ [1, t), let d(·) denote
the distance between two domains, and the problem needs to
satisfy the following stability inequality:

d(f t
i , f

i
i ) ≤ d(f t−1

i , f i
i ). (4)

Eq. (4) means that the distance from the new location to the
original location in the feature space for an old task should
not get larger. Second, for i, j ∈ [1, t] and i ̸= j, the domain
distance across tasks should satisfy the following inequality:

d(f t
i , f

t
j ) ≥

{
d(f t−1

i , f t−1
j ) ≥ m, Old and old.

m, New and old
(5)

where m means a pre-defined margin. For the t tasks w.r.t.
datasets {D1, · · · ,Dt}, the Inequality (5) means that the
domain distance between any two tasks should not be smaller
than the model trained on the last task.

However, the distance can be evaluated only if we further
store every previous model when training with new tasks,
which is costly in OCL. Thus, we further transform the two
above inequalities into two goals. First, we should store more
representative samples in rehearsal to reduce the influence of
unpredictable drift from out-of-distribution samples. Second,
we should enlarge the discrepancy between different tasks and
different classes.

To achieve this, corresponding to the above two goals,
we design to reduce the continual domain drift in OCL via
constructing centroids. Centroid refers to the center point of
a cluster for each class or task. In OCL, where the model
is updated continuously as new data becomes available, the
centroid of a cluster may change over time as new data points
are added. As new data points arrive, the centroid of a cluster
may be updated to reflect the changes in the distribution of
the data. This allows the model to adapt to evolving patterns
in the data over time. For the first goal, it is feasible to
leverage centroids to select more representative data points
in the process of rehearsal, thus approaching the original data
distribution. For the second goal, one can further constrain the
drift of each task based on the constructed centroids.
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Fig. 3. Training procedure of the proposed DRR in continual learning on a data stream. At each step, we store a small number of samples and the
corresponding latent representations via centroid-based rehearsal. The cross-task margin loss guarantees the intra-class/task compactness and inter-class/task
discrepancy. The centroid distillation loss helps further to reduce the continual domain drift of the old tasks. The dashed elements mean the optional items.

Accordingly, we propose a novel Drift-Reducing Rehearsal
(DRR) method to disentangle continual domain drift and
reduce the negative transfer. Our DRR reduces the continual
domain drift in OCL via two key components:

(1) Centroid-based Online Selection (COS): As the distribu-
tion shifts from the entire training dataset to a small memory
buffer, the stored memory buffer has poor generalization
as the whole training set. Thus, we design to store more
representative data according to centroids in an online fashion.

(2) Contrastive Margin Loss (CML): We propose to connect
each isolation task and set two-level angular margins within
the contrastive loss framework. This is achieved through the
use of constructed centroids, which serves to enhance intra-
class/task compactness and inter-class/task discrepancy.

We illustrate the framework of the proposed DRR method
in Fig. 3. In OCL, when a new task comes with a new mini-
batch, DRR builds or updates the centroids and the stored data
in memory via COS. For the stored data, we train them with
the new tasks and connect their logits by the proposed cross-
task CML. In the following subsections, we will illustrate the
two components in detail.

B. Centroid-based Online Selection

To encourage the selection, we propose a novel centroid-
based online selection method, called COS, to store more
representative samples in the streaming training data of OCL.
Building centroids in OCL is equivalent to adaptive data clus-
tering, but relies on a pre-defined centroid distance threshold
ϵ. Many previous methods construct centroids to represent
data in previous studies [54], [55]. To align the construction
with the OCL setting, three critical factors must be addressed:
1) Continual task evolution: The task evolves continuously,
necessitating the rapid generation of appropriate centroids. 2)
Adaptation to domain drift: The domain drifts for old tasks,
necessitating ongoing updates to the centroids to align with
the evolving distribution. 3) Limited memory budget: With a
fixed memory buffer budget, the centroids must be updated
judiciously as the number of tasks increases. Motivated by

these considerations, our COS strategy, designed for a data
stream, encompasses three main steps.

(1) Build new centroids: For any new tasks, let ci be the i-th
centroid. If there exists no centroid that satisfies the distance
constraint to a new-input data point, i.e.,

min
i
∥fθ (x)− ci∥ > ϵ (6)

we set a new centroid according to this data point as

cnew = fθ (x) . (7)

The creation of a new centroid is simple and similar to many
traditional centroid methods.

(2) Update existing centroids: Otherwise, for the same new
task, if we have

min
i
∥fθ (x)− ci∥ ≤ ϵ (8)

which means that this data point belongs to an existing
centroid with the smallest distance. We then update the target
centroid of the new task by

ci∗ =
NC

i∗ × ci∗ + fθ (x)

NC
i∗ + 1

(9)

where
i∗ = argmin

i
∥fθ (x)− ci∥ . (10)

Note that the centroid construction of a new task is greedy,
which means that we need to generate enough centroids as
quickly as possible. This can be achieved by carefully selecting
the threshold ϵ.

(3) Update memory with reallocation: For any old tasks,
given the fixed-size memory buffer M, we divide it evenly
for each class. For class C, its corresponding memory MC

can be sampled from all related centroids. A sample from the
i-th centroid will be selected under the Bernoulli distribution
B(1, p(i)), and the probability is computed by

p(i) =
NC

i∑
j N

C
j

(11)
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Fig. 4. Centroid-based online selection. For each data point on a data stream,
we first compare it with existing centroids if it satisfies the threshold limit.
Left: If the data point is captured by a centroid with the smallest allowed
distance, the target centroid will be updated. Right: Then, we reevaluate the
distance to each centroid, and replace the farthest point with the new-captured
sample in the memory buffer.

where the value NC
i means the number of seen samples by

the i-th centroid. The whole selection pipeline can be found in
Algorithm 1 and Fig. 4. The sampled data is stored in memory
MC = {(xC

1 , y
C
1 ), · · · , (xC

|MC |, y
C
|MC |)} ⊂ DC .

To enhance the ability to reduce continual domain drift,
we also leverage a simple yet effective optional strategy for
old tasks, named Centroid Distilllation Loss (CDL) based on
the above centroids. CDL is designed to reduce the continual
domain drift along with the continual learning process. First,
apart from the raw data, we also store the corresponding
feature representations from its current model, denoted as
FC = {fC1 , · · · , fC|MC |}. The CDL is defined as

ℓD(fθ(x
C
i ), f

C
i ) =

∥∥fθ(xC
i )− fCi

∥∥2 . (12)

The CDL can be in many formats, and we choose the Mean
Square Error (MSE). By training with Eq. (12) in each step,
we can ease the continual domain drift effectively.

In general, the proposed COS strategy can select represen-
tatives in a data stream without storing the whole dataset.
The CDL builds extra memory buffers to save the feature
representation for each stored sample. We find that the extra
memory buffers are very small in size compared to the whole
training set. In our implementation, we save the representation
from the last fully-connected layer before the classifier, which
is a vector with lengths from 256 to 2048 (for different
backbones). This means that the memory cost is smaller than
saving the raw data (e.g., 32× 32× 3 for CIFAR).

C. Contrastive Margin Loss

By the aforementioned COS, we store more representative
samples in the process of training CL model. However, only
representative memory is not enough to solve continual do-
main drift, because the number of samples is too small than
the training set. It is better to further constrain the latent
continual domain drift in the feature space. In contrast to
traditional proxy-based learning with softmax classifier, using
contrastive-based loss and nearest class mean (NCM) classifier
witness better generalization [45]. However, the contrastive
loss is subjected to the “bias” issue caused by class imbalance,
tending to classify most samples of old classes into new cate-
gories [56]. We claim that this kind of bias makes it difficult

Algorithm 1 Centroid-based Online Selection (COS)
Procedure COS (Memory bufferM, Feature memory buffer
F , Input data (x, y), Model f )
Known items: Seen class set C, Threshold ϵ, Centroid
count {Ny

1:|Cy|}, Buffer size m

1: i∗ = argmini ∥fθ (x)− ci∥
2: d = ∥fθ (x)− ci∗∥
3: if d > ϵ then
4: Cy ← cnew = fθ (x) #Create new centroid
5: Ny

|Cy|+1 = 1
6: else
7: ci∗ =

Ny
i∗×ci∗+fθ(x)

Ny
i∗+1

#Update centroid

8: Ny
i∗ = Ny

i∗ + 1
9: end if

10: #Update memory with sampling
11: s ∼ B(1, p(i)) #Sample with probability (11)
12: if s = 1 then
13: #Add new samples
14: My ←My ∪ {(x, y)}
15: Fy ← Fy ∪ {f(x)}
16: end if
17: if |My| >

m

|C|
then

18: #Remove extra samples
19: x′

m, y′m = argmax(x′,y′)∈My
i∗
∥fθ (x′)− ci∗∥

20: Remove (x′
m, y′m) and fθ (x

′
m) from M and F

21: end if
22: Return M, F

to reduce continual domain drift in two aspects. First, the
traditional contrastive loss cannot observe the drift of the same
class from past to present. Second, task imbalance between
different tasks exists in rehearsal-based CL, and traditional
contrastive loss cannot avoid drifting from this kind of task
imbalance. In this paper, we propose to extend the traditional
contrastive loss for each task to disentangle continual domain
drift based on the centroid extracted from COS.

Given data point (x, y) with its feature z = fθ(x), we have
the traditional contrastive loss for a mini-batch

ℓk(x) =
∑
i∈B

−1
|P(i)|

∑
p∈P(i)

log
ez

⊤
i zp/τ∑

j∈B\{i} e
z⊤
i zj/τ

(13)

where B denotes a mini batch and B\{i} means the batch
excludes the sample i. P(i) = {p ∈ A(i) : yp = yi} is the set
of all positives (i.e., samples with the same labels as sample i )
in batch excluding sample i. The contrastive loss is built across
tasks. That is, each classifier leverages the features from other
tasks to improve the perception between tasks. The cross-task
contrastive loss helps to equally treat new tasks and old tasks.

Nonetheless, the contrastive softmax classifier is not effec-
tive because it ignores the intra-class compactness and the
inter-class discrepancy, which is important for the classifi-
cation in drift space. In recent years, some methods such
as [47], [50] use large margins in the classifier to improve
the discriminative capability. Inspired by the well-proven Ar-
cface [50], we also seek to add large margins to the angle
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between contrastive features. Specifically, Arcface deletes the
bias of the last full connected (FC) layer and transforms
WT

j x = ∥Wj∥ ∥x∥ cosβj , where βj denotes the angle
between the weight Wj and the feature vector x. Then an
angular margin m is placed between class y and other classes

ℓ(x) = − log
es·cos(βy+m)

es·cos(βy+m) +
∑n

j=1,j ̸=y e
s·cos βj

(14)

where the magnitude of individual weight ∥Wj∥ is fixed to 1
and the feature x is rescaled to s by l2-norm. The normaliza-
tion makes the predictions magnitude-irrelevant but improves
the intra-class compactness and inter-class discrepancy.

However, Arcface cannot be directly applied to our cross-
task contrastive loss, because the method places large margins
only on a single task in softmax function. We prefer to reduce
the possible interference from new tasks to old tasks, i.e.,
catastrophic forgetting, and the negative transfer from old
tasks to new tasks. In this paper, we propose two levels
of margins for each classifier i.e., class level and task level
margins in contrastive loss. Based on Eq. (14), we propose
our Contrastive Margin Loss (CML).

First, for two samples x1 and x2, we have their feature
relations between z1 and z2 computed by

z⊤1 z2 = ∥z1∥∥z2∥ cos(β1,2). (15)

The function means that the contrastive relations between
two samples can be projected to an angle space. Inspired
by Arcface, we place the two margins in this angle space.
Specifically, for the task k ∈ [1, t], we have CML computed
as follows:

ℓk(x) =
∑
y∈I

−1
|P (y)|

∑
p∈P (y)

log
es·cos((β

k
y,p+mc)+mt)

σc + σt + σs
(16)

where

σc = es·cos((β
k
y,p+mc)+mt), σt =

Ck∑
j=1,j ̸=y

es·cos(β
k
y,j+mt) (17)

denote the class-level and task-level similarities in Eq. (16),
respectively. Moreover, others comparisons are denoted as

σs =

t∑
i=1,i̸=k

Ci∑
j=1

es·cos β
i
y,j . (18)

Concretely, mc denotes the class-level margin for the
ground-truth class. mt represents the task level margin for the
current incremental learning task. In Eq. (16), we add class-
level margin mc and task-level margin mt to the angular β.
mc is similar to m in Eq. (14), which controls the intra-task
class compactness and discrepancy [50]. mt controls the task
compactness and discrepancy, which ensures the knowledge
of each task does not mix up with others.

CML offers two distinct advantages. First, it enhances
task boundary clarity, effectively segregating old and new
tasks, thereby demonstrating the efficacy of mt. Second, CML
alleviates domain overlap resulting from continual domain
drift by compelling tasks to diverge in angular space. The
implementation of two-tier angular margins for old and new

Algorithm 2 Drift-Reducing Rehearsal (DRR)
Procedure TRAIN(fθ, fθ1:T , {Dtrn

1 , · · · ,Dtrn
T })

1: M,F ← {}, {} #Memory initialization
2: for t = 1 to T do
3: for mini-batch B ∈ Dtrn

t do
4: g, gt ← ∇θℓt(fθ, fθt ,B) #CML for new task
5: if t = 1 then
6: g̃ ← g
7: else
8: #CML for old tasks
9: gref, g1:t−1 ← ∇θℓ1:t−1(fθ, fθ1:t−1

,M)
10: #CDL for old tasks
11: gref ← gref +∇θℓD(fθ,Fref)
12: g̃ ← g + gref

13: end if
14: #Update shared parameter
15: θ ← θ − StepSize · g̃
16: #Update task-specific parameters
17: θ1:t ← θ1:t − StepSize · g1:t
18: end for
19: M,F ← COS(M,F ,Dtrn

t , fθ)
20: end for

tasks enhances both intra-class/task compactness and inter-
class/task discrepancy.

D. Total Algorithm

We unites the memory of all old tasks for efficiency. Let
M = ∪k<tMk and F = ∪k<tFk be the united data and
representation memory for old tasks. Then, we train the model
with an updated objective as

ℓ = ℓt(fθ, fθt ,Dt)︸ ︷︷ ︸
CML: new task

+ ℓ1:t−1(fθ, fθ1:t−1 ,M)︸ ︷︷ ︸
CML: rehearsal on old tasks

+ ℓD(fθ,F)︸ ︷︷ ︸
CDL (optional)

.

(19)
We show the detailed OCL training in Algorithm 2, where

we have each mini-batch pass only once. For each mini-batch,
we first compute the CML for the new task, note that the
task-level margin is not active if t = 1. Then, for t > 1, we
further compute the CML and CDL for old tasks to reduce
catastrophic forgetting. The three losses are used to compute
the gradient of shared and task-specific parameters, and we use
the ensemble gradient to update the model. After the model
update, the storage of memory feature in COS becomes the
anchor of old task in current task training.

V. EXPERIMENTS

A. Datasets

We evaluate our DRR method on four popular CL datasets.
Permuted MNIST [12] is a variant of the MNIST dataset
where the pixel locations are randomly permuted to create new
sequences of images. This variation challenges models to adapt
to different pixel permutations, thus testing their robustness
and plasticity to input variations. It is commonly used to
evaluate model performance in the face of distribution shifts,
particularly in tasks such as transfer learning and continual
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learning. We set 20 fixed permutations on pixels of all images
to stand for 20 different tasks. Each task has a fixed random
permutation of the input pixels which is applied to all the
images of that task.
Split CIFAR [57] is a variant of the CIFAR-100 dataset where
the classes are divided into different subsets, each subset used
for a different task. This dataset is often employed to assess
model performance in CL, simulating real-world scenarios
where the data distribution changes over time. We randomly
and evenly splits CIFAR-100 dataset into 20 tasks, where each
task has 5 classes.
Split CUB. [21] is a variant of the CUB-200-2011 bird dataset
where the bird categories are divided into different subsets like
Split CIFAR. We splits the CUB dataset [58] randomly and
evenly into 20 tasks, where each task has 10 classes.
Split AWA [21] is a variant of the Animals with Attributes
(AWA) dataset where animal categories are divided into dif-
ferent subsets, each subset is used for a different task. This
dataset consists of 20 subsets of the AWA dataset [59], where
each subset has 5 classes with replacement from a total of
50 classes. Note that the same class can appear in different
subsets. As in [21], in order to guarantee that each training
example only appears once in the learning process, based on
the occurrences in different subsets the training data of each
class is split into disjoint sets.

B. Evaluation Metrics

In our paper, we evaluate OCL methods using three metrics.
Average Accuracy. (At ∈ [0, 1]) For task t ∈ {1, · · · , T}, the
average accuracy is computed as follows.

At =
1

t

t∑
j=1

aBt,j (20)

where aBt,j is the mean accuracy of task j on Bt mini-batches.
In particular, AT is the final average accuracy on all tasks.
Forgetting Measure [15]. (Ft ∈ [−1, 1]) For task t ∈
{1, · · · , T}, the average forgetting is defined as follows.

Ft =
1

t− 1

t−1∑
j=1

f t
j (21)

where f t
j is the forgetting on task j after the model finishing

the training of task t and is computed as

f t
j = max

l∈{1,··· ,k−1}
al,Bl,j − at,Bk,j . (22)

This metric is also known as backward transfer (BWT).
Long-Term Remembering (LTR) [22]. (LTR ≥ 0) LTR
evaluates the accuracy drop on each task relative to the
accuracy just right after the task has been learned. The final
LTR is defined as

LTR = − 1

T − 1

T−1∑
j=1

(T − j)min
{
0, aT,BT ,j − aj,Bj ,j

}
.

(23)
LTR quantifies the accuracy drop on task Dj relative to aj,Bj ,j .

TABLE I
COMPARISON WITH SOTAS ON PERMUTED MNIST.

Method AT (%) FT LTR

JOINT (UB) 95.30 - -
VAN (LB) 47.55± 2.37 0.52± 0.026 5.375± 0.194

EWC 68.68± 0.98 0.28± 0.010 3.292± 0.135
MAS 70.30± 1.67 0.26± 0.018 -
RWalk 85.60± 0.71 0.08± 0.007 -
GEM 89.50± 0.48 0.06± 0.004 -
A-GEM 89.32± 0.46 0.07± 0.004 0.716± 0.048
ER 90.47± 0.14 0.03± 0.001 0.367± 0.013
MEGA-I 91.10± 0.08 0.05± 0.001 -
MEGA-II 91.21± 0.10 0.05± 0.001 -
ϵ-SOFT-GEM 91.30± 0.11 0.05± 0.001 -
DER 92.03± 0.19 0.04± 0.001 0.402± 0.012
SCR 91.74± 0.63 0.05± 0.004 0.492± 0.041
MDMT-R 94.33± 0.04 0.02± 0.000 0.247± 0.009

DRR (Ours) 94.43± 0.17 0.02± 0.001 0.243± 0.001

TABLE II
COMPARISON WITH STATE-OF-THE-ARTS ON SPLIT CIFAR.

Method AT (%) FT LTR

JOINT (UB) 68.30 - -
VAN (LB) 40.44± 1.02 0.27± 0.006 2.613± 0.174

EWC 42.67± 4.24 0.26± 0.039 2.493± 0.427
MAS 42.35± 3.52 0.26± 0.030 -
RWalk 42.11± 3.69 0.27± 0.032 -
MER 37.27± 1.68 0.03± 0.030 -
GEM 61.20± 0.78 0.06± 0.007 -
A-GEM 61.28± 1.88 0.09± 0.018 0.643± 0.124
ER 63.97± 1.30 0.06± 0.006 0.451± 0.333
MEGA-I 66.10± 1.67 0.05± 0.014 -
MEGA-II 66.12± 1.94 0.06± 0.015 -
ϵ-SOFT-GEM 63.90± 1.53 0.06± 0.014 -
DER 68.49± 1.45 0.06± 0.009 0.371± 0.087
SCR 67.99± 1.89 0.05± 0.004 0.258± 0.024
ASER 65.53± 1.89 0.07± 0.007 0.544± 0.133
MDMT-R 69.20± 1.60 0.04± 0.010 0.283± 0.099

DRR (Ours) 72.47± 2.34 0.03± 0.011 0.127± 0.093

C. Implementation Details

Network architectures. Following previous studies [20]–[22],
[36], we use a FC network with two hidden layers for
Permuted MNIST, where each layer has 256 units with the
ReLU activation. For Split CIFAR, we use a reduced ResNet18
as in [2]. For Split CUB and Split AWA, we use a standard
ResNet18.
Seed initialization. We set 5 fixed seeds from 1,234 to 1,238
for all compared methods, and the show the average accuracy
and the standard deviation.
Hyper-Parameters selection. We report the hyper-parameters
used in our experiments. Following A-GEM [21], the learning
rates for each dataset are 0.1 for Permuted MNIST, 0.03 for
Split CIFAR and CUB, and 0.01 for Split AWA. The selected
centroid thresholds ϵ are 6 for Permuted MNIST, 8 for Split
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TABLE III
COMPARISON WITH SOTAS ON SPLIT CUB.

Method AT (%) FT LTR

JOINT (UB) 65.60 - -
VAN (LB) 53.89± 2.00 0.13± 0.020 0.976± 0.215

EWC 53.56± 1.67 0.14± 0.024 1.021± 0.210
MAS 54.12± 1.72 0.13± 0.013 -
RWalk 54.11± 1.71 0.13± 0.013 -
SI 55.04± 3.05 0.12± 0.026 -
A-GEM 61.82± 3.72 0.08± 0.021 0.456± 0.174
ER 73.63± 0.52 0.01± 0.005 0.001± 0.001
MEGA-I 79.67± 2.15 0.01± 0.019 -
MEGA-II 80.58± 1.94 0.01± 0.017 -
ϵ-SOFT-GEM 75.60± 2.00 0.03± 0.009 -
DER 76.56± 2.48 0.01± 0.015 0.025± 0.018
SCR 81.43± 1.97 0.01± 0.007 0.007± 0.009
ASER 75.58± 3.72 0.02± 0.010 0.037± 0.029
MDMT-R 84.27± 1.63 0.01± 0.015 0.017± 0.014

DRR (Ours) 85.71± 1.26 0.01± 0.005 0.007± 0.007

TABLE IV
COMPARISON WITH STATE-OF-THE-ARTS ON SPLIT AWA.

Method AT (%) FT LTR

JOINT (UB) 64.80 - -
VAN (LB) 30.35± 2.81 0.04± 0.013 0.202± 0.090
EWC 33.43± 3.07 0.08± 0.021 0.675± 0.214
MAS 33.83± 2.99 0.08± 0.022 -
RWalk 33.63± 2.64 0.08± 0.023 -
SI 33.86± 2.77 0.08± 0.022 -
A-GEM 44.95± 2.97 0.05± 0.014 0.178± 0.082
ER 54.27± 4.05 0.02± 0.030 0.014± 0.015
MEGA-I 54.82± 4.97 0.04± 0.034 -
MEGA-II 54.28± 4.84 0.05± 0.040 -
ϵ-SOFT-GEM 55.30± 3.57 0.01± 0.028 -
DER 50.70± 4.91 0.04± 0.040 0.063± 0.094
SCR 54.35± 2.68 0.02± 0.012 0.022± 0.010
ASER 46.72± 3.20 0.05± 0.006 0.171± 0.021
MDMT-R 61.56± 3.36 0.02± 0.027 0.002± 0.002

DRR (Ours) 62.86± 4.04 0.01± 0.005 0.009± 0.011

CIFAR and AWA, and 7 Split CUB. The hyperparameter mt
is set to 0.1 for Permuted MNIST and Split CIFAR, 0.2 for
Split AWA, and 0.4 for Split CUB. We set mc to 0.01 for
Permuted MNIST and Split CIFAR, 0.02 for Split AWA, and
0.05 for Split CUB. we set s to 20 for Split CUB, 24 to Split
CIFAR, and 32 for Permuted MNIST and Split AWA.

D. Compared Methods

We compare our DRR method with the following methods:
Regularization-based methods. EWC [12], MAS [60],
RWalk [15] and SI [57] are regularization-based methods that
set extra regularization terms to prevent forgetting. EWC and
RWalk evaluate a Fisher information matrix to record the
important parameters of old tasks. MAS adds perturbation to
parameters to evaluate the importance of each neuron. SI is

TABLE V
ABLATION STUDY OF MARGINS ON SPLIT CIFAR.

mt mc CDL AT (%) FT LTR

- - 66.23± 1.35 0.046± 0.006 0.314± 0.052

- - ✓ 67.84± 2.54 0.041± 0.017 0.287± 0.082

0.0 0.0 71.83± 1.76 0.036± 0.005 0.206± 0.056
0.1 0.0 72.01± 2.65 0.034± 0.005 0.187± 0.016
0.0 0.01 69.99± 1.71 0.034± 0.016 0.233± 0.128
0.1 0.01 72.01± 2.13 0.031± 0.015 0.161± 0.078
0.4 0.01 71.55± 1.67 0.032± 0.008 0.186± 0.065
0.4 0.05 71.81± 2.82 0.035± 0.007 0.214± 0.053
0.4 0.1 71.56± 1.67 0.043± 0.008 0.216± 0.066

0.1 0.01 ✓ 72.47± 2.34 0.027± 0.011 0.127± 0.093

TABLE VI
ABLATION STUDY OF CENTROID THRESHOLD D ON SPLIT CIFAR.

D AT (%) FT LTR

- 70.62± 1.60 0.042± 0.010 0.283± 0.099

6.0 71.72± 2.34 0.034± 0.010 0.172± 0.092
6.5 72.02± 2.37 0.032± 0.010 0.178± 0.059
7.0 72.12± 2.52 0.039± 0.008 0.165± 0.061
7.5 72.28± 2.11 0.036± 0.006 0.162± 0.027
8.0 72.47± 2.34 0.027± 0.011 0.127± 0.093
8.5 72.22± 2.23 0.032± 0.008 0.177± 0.067

similar to MAS but watches the change of loss value.
Reherasal-based methods. GEM [20], MER [52], ER [37],
A-GEM [21], MEGA [22], DER [61], SCR [62], ϵ-SOFT-
GEM [63], ASER [64] and MDMT-R [36] are rehearsal-based
methods that store and retrain on old data. GEM and A-
GEM focus on finding the optimal gradient that saves the old
tasks from being corrupt. MER combines meta-learning and
experience replay to evaluate the importance of each neuron.
ER concatenates the memory and current mini-batch and
trains them together. MEGA proposes to balance the loss via
optimization. DER stores the logits or features of memory data
to reduce catastrophic forgetting. SCR constructs contrastive
loss and emphasizes reducing the negative effects of domain
drift by boundaries between classes. ϵ-SOFT-GEM adds a soft
constraint to A-GEM to balance old and new knowledge.
ASER stores samples near the classification boundary by
calculating the adversarial shapely value. MDMT-R proposes
to use a margins on softmax to control the decision boundaries.
VAN means continual fine-tuning without a forgetting-
reducing strategy. This is set as a lower bound of compared
methods. We also evaluate the joint training (JOINT) on all
datasets with different classifiers together. This is set as an
upper bound of compared methods.

E. Major Results

As shown in Tables I, II, III and IV, we show the exper-
imental results on four datasets including Permuted MNIST,
Split CIFAR, Split CUB and Split AWA by three evaluated
metrics including average accuracy AT , forgetting measure
FT and long-term remembering LTR. For each metric, we
have several observations on four datasets.
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Fig. 5. Average accuracy of all tasks when they just finish their training.
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Fig. 6. Average accuracy trend (from A1 to AT ) on four datasets.

Comparisons on AT : The average accuracy AT represents
the final performance on each training task at the end time.
First, VAN, serving as the lower bound, obtains the worst
performance, which means that the naive fine-tuning can
hardly deal with catastrophic forgetting. Second, joint training
has the best performance because no forgetting occurs in
this situation except on Split CUB. This is because CUB
has classes that have large connections. Thus, it is necessary
to design continual learning in online incremental scenarios.
Third, we find that regularization-based methods still have a
large performance gap compared to rehearsal-based methods,
which means that the usage of memory is effective to reduce
catastrophic forgetting in continual learning. This also indi-
cates that it is meaningful to suppress the domain drift in
rehearsal-based continual learning. Fourth, for AT , our DRR
method shows its superiority on all four datasets. This means
less forgetting of old tasks and better learning of new tasks
by reducing unpredictable continual domain drift in OCL.

TABLE VII
SAMPLING COMPARISONS ON SPLIT CIFAR.

Methods AT (%) FT LTR Time(ms)

Ring buffer 66.38± 1.63 0.052± 0.006 0.377± 0.076 27.53
MoF 66.58± 1.75 0.053± 0.010 0.359± 0.106 32.62
GSS 62.06± 3.58 0.115± 0.021 0.912± 0.183 652.88

ASER 65.53± 1.89 0.072± 0.007 0.544± 0.133 44.13

DRR 69.37± 1.09 0.037± 0.007 0.253± 0.049 28.82

Comparisons on FT : FT evaluates the fine-grained batch-
level forgetting, i.e., performance drop, but never cares about
the accuracy value itself. Therefore, the forgetting measure
depends on both the start and the end accuracy of each task.
As expected, VAN has the worst forgetting measure, because
no strategy is used to reduce catastrophic forgetting. Another
observation is that rehearsal-based methods such as GEM
and A-GEM have less forgetting than regularization-based
methods. On the four datasets, the proposed DRR obtains the
best forgetting measure, which shows its effectiveness. For
example, on Split CIFAR, DRR achieves 0.03 FT while the
previous SOTA is MDMT-R (0.04). Compared to MDMT-R,
the proposed DRR achieves better performance in terms of
both AT and FT , which means better stability and plasticity.

Comparisons on LTR: LTR evaluates long-term remem-
bering, and we use this metric to evaluate the influence of
reducing drift. On Permuted MNIST and Split CIFAR, DRR
gets the best LTR (0.243 and 0.127), and comparable LTR
on Split CUB (0.009) and Split AWA (0.009). Specifically,
MDMT-R, gets the best LTR on Split AWA and DRR is only
next to MDMT-R. For Split CUB, the best method for LTR is
ER, and we think this is because the dataset CUB has less dis-
criminative on multiple bird classes, which means less impact
of CML and ED losses because of similar representations. For
Split AWA, the dataset contains overlapped classes between
different tasks, which may also reduce the degree of forgetting.

F. Learning Trend Analysis
In Fig. 5, we show the average accuracy of all tasks when

they just finish their training. The value represents the ability
of learning new tasks, and the larger the better. Obviously, the
proposed DRR achieves the best value on the four datasets.
This means that DRR is able to reduce the domain drift
influence on new tasks’ training. We observe that SCR obtains
comparable results because it also considers reducing the
negative effects of domain drift. However, SCR ignores the
quality of stored data just like MDMT-R, and may still suffer
much from continual domain drift.

In Fig. 6, we show the accuracy trends in the continual
process (from A1 to AT ). Each value on a line means the
average accuracy of seen tasks so far. As observed from these
results, the proposed DRR obtains robust results along the
continual training process on the four datasets, which also
indicates the better performance of the DRR.

G. Ablation Study
As shown in Table V, we analyze the importance of margins

and CDL on Split CIFAR. The first row is the results with only
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Fig. 7. The t-SNE results of the features from task 1 on Permuted MNIST after the lifelong learning on tasks 1, 9 and 17.

vanilla contrastive loss, while mt = 0 and mc = 0 means the
Cross-Task Loss. We have the following observations. First,
both CDL and CML improve the metric of average accuracy.
By adding both the CDL and CML, a dramatic performance
improvement can be observed, which means that the two
loss functions can clearly reduce catastrophic forgetting. In
Table VI, we then show the appropriate centroid threshold on
Split CIFAR. We select a feasible threshold via grid searching.
The results show that smaller or larger thresholds will bring
performance drops on the three metrics.

H. Comparison on Sampling Methods

In Table VII, we show the comparison of our centroid-based
online selection with some other sampling methods including
ring buffer, MoF [31], GSS(GSS) [38] and ASER [64]. Note
that ring buffer means random sampling. For a fair compari-
son, we directly retrain stored memory of old tasks and only
use different sampling strategies. Our centroid-based online
selection strategy outperforms all other compared sampling
methods and with nearly 3% improvement than them in
terms of final average accuracy. Moreover, our strategy is

time-efficiency and uses close time for sampling. The results
show the proposed centroid-based online selection strategy is
effective and efficient in rehearsal-based continual learning

I. Visualization Analysis

In this subsection, we show some visualizations of continual
domain drift via t-distributed Stochastic Neighbor Embedding
(t-SNE) [65] on Permuted MNIST. As shown in Fig. 7, we
show the continual domain drift of task 1 after the model
trained on tasks 1, 5, 11 and 17, respectively. Other methods
including A-GEM, DER and SCR cannot reduce the continual
domain drift at all, which results in serious forgetting. The pro-
posed DRR method can clearly reduce the continual domain
drift. By storing samples using centroids, our DRR can further
reduce domain drift than MDMT-R. For example, evaluating
task 1 after 17, MDMT-R has a diffused distribution compared
to task 1 after 1. This phenomenon is because MDMT-R does
not store representative samples for old tasks. In comparison,
our DRR can keep the distribution well even after 17 tasks.
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TABLE VIII
COMPUTATIONAL COST AND MEMORY COMPLEXITY. THE MEMORY COST

USES SEVERAL PARAMETERS: (1) THE NUMBER OF TASKS T ; (2) THE
TOTAL NUMBER OF PARAMETERS P ; (3) THE SIZE OF THE MINI-BATCH B;
(4) THE TOTAL SIZE OF THE NETWORK HIDDEN STATE H (ASSUMING ALL
METHODS USE THE SAME ARCHITECTURE); (5) THE SIZE OF THE MEMORY
M PER TASK; (6) THE SIZE OF THE HIDDEN STATE H̃ w.r.t. THE LATENT
REPRESENTATION; (7) THE SIZE OF THE LOGITS L; (8) THE NUMBER OF

DATA AUGMENTATION A. (9) THE NUMBER OF CENTROID C .

Method Training time (ms/batch) Memory
MNIST CIFAR CUB AWA Training

A-GEM 2.27 19.96 60.41 59.47 2P + (B +M)H
MEGA 2.54 22.36 62.42 57.65 2P + (B +M)H
DER 25.69 59.91 109.05 79.90 2P + (B +M)H +ML
ASER - 64.23 64.23 60.57 2P + (B +M)H
SCR 6.76 22.04 198.61 200.36 2P + (B +M +A)H

MDMT-R 5.98 49.85 123.29 94.88 2P + (B +M)H +MH̃

DRR 7.34 51.55 124.13 99.67 2P + (B +M)H + (M + C)H̃

J. Computational Cost and Memory Complexity

In Table VIII, we show the training computational cost
and memory complexity on a single RTX 3090Ti GPU card.
We observe that the training time of the proposed DRR is
comparable with other methods. The memory cost of the
training procedure is on the right of Table VIII. Compared
to the previous methods, the memory cost of the proposed
method has a slight increase, (M + C)H̃ , which arises from
the stored features of old tasks. However, the increase is very
small compared to the total memory cost because in most
situations the feature has a smaller size than an image.

VI. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

In this paper, we address catastrophic forgetting, a major
challenge of OCL study, by considering the continual domain
drift of old tasks in the training sequence. In rehearsal-
based OCL, the continual domain drift is given rise from the
imbalance of stored old tasks’ data and massive new tasks’
data. We propose an effective Drift-Reducing Rehearsal (DRR)
method, which effectively anchors the domain of old tasks and
makes all tasks perceive each other. First, we store samples
in the memory buffer of rehearsal by measuring the distance
from the sample to constructed centroids. Then, we propose
a new cross-task contrastive margin loss to encourage intra-
class and intra-task compactness, and inter-class and inter-
task discrepancy. Finally, we present an optional centroid
distillation loss to mitigate the continual domain drift. We
evaluate the proposed DRR method on four OCL benchmark
datasets. Extensive experiments show the superiority of our
approach over SOTA methods.

Although the method proposed in this paper has achieved
certain effectiveness, we do not have a way to constrain the
exact direction of domain drift, making the direction of drift
easily uncontrollable after training on a large number of tasks.
In the future, we plan to research modeling the direction of
domain drift and controlling the orthogonality of multi-task
directions to ensure better OCL effectiveness.
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