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Abstract
The key challenge of cross-modal domain-incremental learning
(DIL) is to enable the learning model to continuously learn from
novel data with different feature distributions under the same task
without forgetting old ones. However, existing top-performing
methods still cause high forgetting rates, by lacking intra-domain
knowledge extraction and inter-domain common prompting strat-
egy. In this paper, we propose a simple yet effective framework,
CP-Prompt, by training limited parameters to instruct a pre-trained
model to learn new domains and avoid forgetting existing fea-
ture distributions. CP-Prompt captures intra-domain knowledge
by compositionally inserting personalized prompts into multi-head
self-attention layers and then learns the inter-domain knowledge
with a common prompting strategy. CP-Prompt shows superiority
compared with state-of-the-art baselines among three widely eval-
uated DIL tasks. The source code is available at https://github.com/
dannis97500/CP_Prompt.
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1 Introduction
Cross-modal models have garnered significant attention due to their
capability to process and integrate diverse types of data. However,
these models often encounter the challenge of different domains
data feature distributions in practical applications. Domain Incre-
mental Learning (DIL) [42] is a special incremental learning task,
where the learning model is trained on a sequence of domains over
time, with each domain or task presenting new and potentially in-
formation, e.g. distributional shift [1]. Under this setting, the tasks
in each domain remain the same and the testing sample does not
know which domain it belongs to.

A vivid example is shown in Figure 1, where the learned model
was firstly trained with quickdraw-style pictures, and then tested
to classify the same category under different styles, such as info-
graphics, painting, and clipart. The key success of DIL algorithm is
to adapt and learn from sequential domains without forgetting the
knowledge it has acquired from previous ones.

A key challenge for domain incremental learning is how to deal
with the phenomenon of catastrophic forgetting [31, 32]. When
learning new domains in sequence, the model may forget previous
knowledge, leading to poor performance on old domains. To allevi-
ate this issue, previous work [14, 35, 38] utilizes a buffer containing
exemplars from previous tasks to facilitate learning new tasks.
Then remarkable progress has recently been made in DIL tasks
using prompt learning methods. Such as building prompt pool [46],
adding different classification tokens [9], employing prompt on
multi-modal pre-trained models [44].

Despite this, two challenges still remain: (1) How to make
the trade-off between common and personalized knowledge

ar
X

iv
:2

40
7.

21
04

3v
2 

 [
cs

.C
L

] 
 2

 A
ug

 2
02

4

https://github.com/dannis97500/CP_Prompt
https://github.com/dannis97500/CP_Prompt
https://doi.org/10.1145/3664647.3681481
https://doi.org/10.1145/3664647.3681481


MM ’24, October 28-November 1, 2024, Melbourne, VIC, Australia Yu Feng et al.

Figure 1: A toy example of CP-Prompt in a domain-
incremental learning task.

within DIL process? Previous studies have shown that extracting
common patterns between domains and enhancing personalized
knowledge with each domain are both helpful in DIL. However,
from the other side, how to balance inter-domain and intra-domain
feature learning is still unaddressed. (2) How to depict the impact
of domain context on embedding tokens? For the transformer
which is widely adopted by DIL models, the effectiveness comes
from routing information of lists of complex tokens to acquire the
correlation by self-attention. However, this structure is difficult to
learn information outside the fix-sized space of transformer [11].
Thus, additional domain context information should be guided into
the transformer encoding process.

To this end, in this paper, we present a prompt learning frame-
work, namely CP-Prompt (Common & Personalized), to instruct
a pre-trained model to learn on incremental data domains with
different data styles. As Figure 1 depicts, CP-Prompt adopts a twin-
prompt strategy. The shared common prompts, embedding within
shallow part of the model, are employed to learn knowledge of
new domains sequentially and then frozen. Common prompts em-
bedding of models can preserve knowledge among domains. The
personalized prompts, called Prefix-One, embedded within the
self-attention layers of the pre-trained model, contribute to model
inference with domain style features. By incorporating these two
prompts, the pre-trained model can be continually learned without
tuning its original parameters.

The contributions of this paper are summarized as follows:
• We present a simple yet effective prompt tuning framework CP-
Prompt for cross-modal domain-incremental learning, with a
parameter-efficient twin-prompting design that preserved both
inter-domain common knowledge and intra-domain personalized
knowledge.

• We further designed Prefix-One, which can incorporate domain
context information into the self-attention layer, thereby guiding
the transformer to fully utilize domain knowledge at different
semantic levels for DIL process.

• CP-Prompt is evaluated on three widely used DIL benchmark
datasets and outperforms existing state-of-the-art sample-free

baselines. Furthermore, onlyminimal additional parameters (0.22%)
are tuned by CP-Prompt, and gaining at even 2.3% improvement,
showing its effectiveness in both parameter efficiency and model
accuracy.

2 Related Work
Domain Incremental Learning. DIL refers to a type of continu-

ous learning scenario where the feature distribution of the same
task changes across different domains [42]. In other words, the
data in each domain is used to accomplish the same task but dif-
fers from each other significantly [20, 33]. The goal of DIL is to
enable the model to learn about newly added domains without
retraining from scratch while maintaining its generalization in
the original domains. Traditionally employed methods typically
include architecture-, regularization-, and replay-based approaches.
Architecture-based methods create independent components for
each task or focus on task-specific subnetworks to avoid inter-
ference between network parameters to alleviate forgetting, such
as XdG [30], DEN [48], PAE [17], and CPG [18]. Regularization-
based approaches [21] [34]constrain or penalize significant model
changes to keep memory on the previous domain with regularized
losses such as distillation loss [25], and parameter update loss [50].
Replay-based methods mitigate catastrophic forgetting by preserv-
ing a small subset of the previous domain and replaying them when
training new tasks, such as ER [39], DGR [2], iCaRL [38], BI-R [41],
and A-GEM [6].

Prompt Learning. Prompt learning originated from manually de-
signing templates as extra instructions to pre-trained models for
efficient adaptation to downstream tasks. Compared with human-
defined fixed ones, treating prompts as learnable parameters sig-
nificantly enhances the efficiency and effectiveness of the model
instruction [19, 29, 52]. In this setting, prompt learning only needs
a tiny set of parameters for training instead of tuning the entire pre-
trained model, benefiting much time- and cost-sensitive scenarios
such as incremental learning and transfer learning [12, 13]. This
parameter-efficient tuning method is primarily classified into three
types, including addition-, specification, and reparameterization-
based approaches. Addition-based methods introduce extra train-
able neural modules not present in the original model, such as
Prompt Tuning [22], Prefix Tuning [24], Adapter Tuning [15], and
P-Tuning [26, 27]. Specification-based methods specify certain pa-
rameters in the original model as trainable and leave the rest frozen,
such as BitFit [49]. Reparameterization-based methods transform
existing parameters into a more parameter-efficient form, including
LoRA [16], AdaLoRA [51], and QLoRA [8].

Prompt Learning for DIL.. Compared with traditional approaches,
prompt learning-based DIL methods have shown prominent ad-
vantages in both model performance and efficiency. For example,
DyTox [9] applies the vision transformer in continual computer
vision tasks, eliminating the class token and devising personalized
tokens for each task. L2P [46] employs a learnable key/prompt
mechanism to select prompts added into image tokens based on
the similarity between the keys and tokens. It introduces the con-
cept of a prompt pool, based on a key-value mechanism to learn
specific prompts within domains and make inferences by select-
ing appropriate prompts from the pool. Recent approaches such as
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Figure 2: The pipeline of CP-Prompt on new domain with twin-prompt structure. By taking CLIP as an example, the common
prompts are sequentially trained based on the one from the previous domain, while domain-specific personalized prompts are
embedded into key and value vectors to guide the model to learn the latent semantics. During the inference, similarity-based
distances on embedding by 𝐾-Means determine the personalized domain prompts.

S-liPrompts [44] achieve remarkable results which independently
learn a set of prompts for each domain using prompt tuning only,
but still overlooking shared knowledge between domains and leav-
ing significant room for improvement in intra-domain training
methods. Not only limited in DIL tasks, the class incremental learn-
ing (CIL) methods also employ prompt to optimize models. Dual-
Prompt [45] incorporates both general and expert prompts embed-
ded in the pre-trained model, aimed at preserving personalized
knowledge for retaining global shared knowledge and category
distribution. HiDe-Prompt [43] expands the distance of category
distribution using a contrastive loss penalty term, and identifies
different tasks by optimizing the output layers.

3 Preliminary
Prompt Learning on Pre-trained Models. Pre-trained models fol-

low a paradigm that trains its parameters viamassive self-supervised
labeled data for general ability and fine-tunes them with few la-
beled data for downstream tasks. Prompt learning provides a tiny-
parameter-sized embedding to guide a model to generate better
responses, thereby significantly reducing the resource burden of
model training and tuning. Taking the visual-text pre-trained model
CLIP as an example, it comprises a visual encoder and a text one.
In the image encoder, an image 𝑥 ∈ R𝐻×𝑊 ×𝐶 in encoded as a
sequence of vectors 𝒙𝑒𝑚𝑏 ∈ R𝐸𝐼 ×𝐷 by the visual encoder, where
𝐻,𝑊 represents the resolution of the original image, 𝐶 is the num-
ber of channels, 𝐸𝐼 is the feature size after convolution, and 𝐷 is
the embedding dimension. To perform prompt tuning on CLIP, we
can inject tiny-sized parameters into a pre-trained model and only
train them to adapt to downstream tasks. To formalize, the vector of

image samples 𝒙𝑒𝑚𝑏 is concatenated with soft prompts 𝑃 ∈ R𝐿×𝐷 ,

𝒙𝑝 = [𝑃, 𝒙𝑒𝑚𝑏 ] ∈ R(𝐸𝐼 +𝐿)×𝐷 , (1)

where 𝐿 is the prompts length. Discovering the best prompts in-
volves picking specific tokens, which can be achieved through either
manual exploration or non-gradient-based search techniques [40].

The vector 𝒙𝑝 is then encoded by transformer layers, resulting
in a high-dimensional projection 𝒙ℎ ∈ R𝐻𝐼 ×𝐷 , where 𝐻𝐼 is the
number of image features in high dimensional space. Similarly,
in the text encoder, we encode words through vocabulary and
positional embedding 𝒕𝑒𝑚𝑏 ∈ R𝐸𝑇 ×𝐷 , which after transformer
encoding also yields 𝒕ℎ ∈ R𝐻𝑇 ×𝐷 , where 𝐸𝑇 is the feature size,
and 𝐻𝑇 is the number of text features in high dimensional space.
The CLIP model seeks the mapping relationship between the two
high-dimensional embeddings 𝒙ℎ and 𝒕ℎ through a contrastive
loss. When predicting new-coming data, all parameters of CLIP are
frozen, and the loss gradient is only back-propagated to prompts
parameters, thereby significantly reducing model training cost.

Problem Definition. In this paper, we take the widely-used multi-
modal model-based image classification as the benchmark scenario
[44]. Suppose there is a set of domains which each domain is de-
noted as D𝑠 = {𝑥𝑠,𝑖 , 𝑦𝑠,𝑖 }𝑁𝑖=1 ∈ 𝑆 , where 𝑥𝑠,𝑖 ∈ R𝐻×𝑊 ×𝐶 is the 𝑖-th
image sample from the 𝑠 domain, and 𝑁 denotes the total number
of samples. 𝑦𝑠,𝑖 corresponds to the label associated with the sam-
ple. The feature distribution of data among different domains is
highly heterogeneous, and each domain covers all the classes 𝑈 of
the general task. In the DIL setting, only one domain data can be
accessed by the learning model at one time. Additionally, data from
previously visited domains cannot be used again when the model is
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training on the following domains. Formally, the learning modelM
begins training on D1 and progressively learns D2, . . . , D𝑆 . The
crucial challenge in DIL is to ensure that under D𝑆 , the modelM
can still maintain the performance on D1, . . . ,D𝑆−1. The motiva-
tion of this research is to enhance the accuracy of tasks across all
domains in this learning paradigm. Eventually, the objective of DIL
is to optimize the following objective function:

L =

𝑠∑︁
𝑖=1

argmin
𝑃

L𝑖 (𝐹 (𝑃,M) (𝑥)) (2)

where 𝐹 (𝑃,M) (𝑥) ∈ R𝑈 is the prediction projection by model pa-
rameterM as well as tuned prompts parameters 𝑃 , L𝑖 is the pre-
diction loss in 𝑖-th domain.

4 The CP-Prompt Framework
4.1 Overall Structure
The overall pipeline of the proposed CP-Prompt is presented in
Figure 2. In CP-Prompt, we propose a twin-prompting strategy. The
underlying assumption of this design is that the learning model
should be guided by inter-domain shared prompts to enhance the
generalization of common knowledge for the overall task. Simulta-
neously, personalized prompts within the domain guide the model
to capture personalized knowledge, improving accuracy for speci-
ficities. Specifically, personalized prompts are embedded into key
and value vectors in different transformer layers for guiding the
model to learn latent semantics with different granularities. During
the inference, a simple𝐾-Means algorithm is utilized to select appro-
priate common and personalized prompts to guide the pre-trained
model to encode new image tokens for classification.
4.2 Common Prompts
As shown in Figure 2, we design a continually tuned common
prompting strategy for guiding the learning model to extract shared
knowledge across each domain. The common prompts are tiny-
sized parameters that are tuned by loss gradient calculated by pre-
diction on each domain data sample. At this moment, the entire
parameters of the pre-trained model are frozen so that the genera-
tion variation of the model would only be affected by inputs and
prompts.

For the sake of simplification, here we describe the prompting on
the image encoder side. Formally, for the 𝑖-th domain dataset D𝑠 =

{𝑥𝑠,𝑖 , 𝑦𝑠,𝑖 }𝑁𝑖=1, the image tokens 𝒙𝑠,𝑖
𝑒𝑚𝑏

∈ R𝐸𝐼 ×𝐷 are obtained by the
initial convolutional neural network embedding layer. Subsequently,
𝒙𝑠,𝑖
𝑒𝑚𝑏

is concatenated with the common prompts 𝑷𝑠C ∈ R𝐿C×𝐷 .
In the design of the common prompts, we composite prompt-

empowered embedding 𝒙𝑠𝑝 by domain globally shared prompts 𝑷𝑠C
and image tokens:

𝒙𝑠𝑝 ∈ R𝑀×𝐷 = [Img𝐶𝐿𝑆 ; 𝒙
𝑠,𝑖

𝑒𝑚𝑏
; 𝑷𝑠C], (3)

where [; ] denotes the vector concatenation operation. Img𝐶𝐿𝑆 de-
notes the image pre-training class tokens, and𝑀= 𝐸𝐼 + 𝐿𝐶 + 1. The
shared prompts informationwe propose are directly integrated with
image tokens. As input for subsequent transformer encoding, this
approach enables the multi-head self-attention (MSA) mechanism
to effectively learn the prompt-guided token embeddings.

Figure 3: Prefix-One prompting in the Multi-Head Self-
Attention (MSA) layer.

After the common prompts are tuned on one domain dataset, we
make a copy of these prompts as frozen ones to serve as common
prompts on domain 𝑠 , and we sequentially tune the original prompts
to fit the next domain 𝑠 +1, thereby obtaining 𝑷𝑠+1C sharing effective
information and minimizing forgetting.

4.3 Personalized Prompts
In addition to the complementary formation of common prompts,
personalized prompts are embedded across the transformer’s at-
tention layers in the form of parameters, capturing semantics at
various levels of granularity.

Prefix-One Prompting. The embeddings 𝒙𝑠𝑝 then undergo projec-
tion transformation by the transformer layers of the pre-trained
model. Therefore, inserting personalized prompts 𝑷𝑠P,𝑖𝑚𝑔

∈ R𝐿𝑃𝐼 ×𝐷
intoMSA layers can help to instruct the attention-capturing domain-
individual semantics and knowledge, where 𝐿𝑃𝐼 denotes the length
of the personalized prompts. Inspired by Prefix-Tuning [24], we
incorporate prompts into the prefix section of data features. To
apply domain context into the MSA layer, we add soft prompts to
the 𝐾𝑒𝑦 matrix, and multiply it by the 𝑄𝑢𝑒𝑟𝑦 matrix containing
only the original data, then derive attention score. The attention
score calculates the original data and the contextual information
related to the domain style. The attention score is then multiplied
by the 𝑉𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒 matrix that is the same as the 𝐾𝑒𝑦. The obtained
output incorporates the contextual knowledge within the current
domain, and this attention extension is named as Prefix-One, as
presented in Figure 3. It enables the pre-trained model to consider
the particularity of personalized domain style and achieve the effect
of adapting to domain tasks with less training cost.

Formally, in Prefix-One within the MSA layers, we iteratively
obtain encoding by compositing personalized prompts into key and
value embeddings:

𝒉(𝑙+1)𝑚 = 𝑓
(𝑙 )
𝑃𝑟𝑒−𝑂𝑛𝑒

(
𝑷 (𝑙 )
P,𝑖𝑚𝑔

,𝒉(𝑙 )𝑚

)
= 𝑆𝑜 𝑓 𝑡𝑚𝑎𝑥

©«
𝒉(𝑙 )𝑞 𝒉(𝑙 )

𝑘√︃
𝑑𝑞,𝑘

ª®®¬ · 𝒉
(𝑙 )
𝑣 ,

(4)



CP-Prompt: Composition-Based Cross-modal Prompting for
Domain-Incremental Continual Learning MM ’24, October 28-November 1, 2024, Melbourne, VIC, Australia

where 𝑙 = 0, 1, . . . 𝑅 (𝑅 indicates the number of transformer layers),
𝒉(0)𝑚 = 𝒙𝑠𝑝 , and 𝒉

(𝑙 )
𝑞 ,𝒉(𝑙 )

𝑘
,𝒉(𝑙 )𝑣 are calculated by:

𝒉(𝑙 )𝑞 ∈ R𝑀×𝐷 = 𝒉(𝑙 )𝑚 𝑊
(𝑙 )
𝑞 , (5)

𝒉(𝑙 )
𝑘

∈ R(𝑀+𝐿𝑃𝐼 )×𝐷 = [𝒉(𝑙 )𝑚 ; 𝑷 (𝑙 )
P,𝑖𝑚𝑔

]𝑊 (𝑙 )
𝑘
, (6)

𝒉(𝑙 )𝑣 ∈ R(𝑀+𝐿𝑃𝐼 )×𝐷 = [𝒉(𝑙 )𝑚 ; 𝑷 (𝑙 )
P,𝑖𝑚𝑔

]𝑊 (𝑙 )
𝑣 , (7)

where 𝑷 (𝑙 )
P,𝑖𝑚𝑔

represents the image personalized prompts param-

eters for the 𝑙-th layer. 𝒉(𝑙 )𝑞 ,𝒉(𝑙 )
𝑘
,𝒉(𝑙 )𝑣 are outputs to the 𝑙-th MSA

layer in the image transformer.𝑊 (𝑙 )
𝑞 ,𝑊

(𝑙 )
𝑘
,𝑊

(𝑙 )
𝑣 represent the cor-

responding model parameters. Since the prompts on the image side
are embedded in the MSA layer, for a pre-trained model with 𝑅
layers of the transformer architecture, prompts can be embedded in
multiple layers of MSA to better learn domain-specific knowledge.

Generalizing to text encoder. The Prefix-One for text-based en-
coder is similar to the image one. Taking our adopted CLIP ar-
chitecture as an example, the complete label set 𝑌 = {𝑦 𝑗 }𝑈𝑗=1 is
transformed to texts. The encoded label text set 𝑌𝑒𝑚𝑏 = {𝑦 𝑗

𝑒𝑚𝑏
} ∈

R𝑈 ×𝐷 is concatenated with the text personalized prompts 𝑷𝑠P,𝑡𝑒𝑥 ∈
R𝐿𝑃𝑇 ×𝐷 , where 𝐿𝑃𝑇 is the length of the personalized prompt for
text. The high-dimensional projection after feature extraction by
the text transformer is 𝒕𝑠

ℎ
∈ R𝑈 ×𝐷 , and 𝐿𝑇 represents the feature

count after encoding the label set using the vocabulary and adding
positional vectors.

The composition of 𝑷𝑠P,𝑡𝑒𝑥 is similar to the shared prompts on
the image side. The encoded label 𝑦𝑒𝑚𝑏 is concatenated with the
class token Tex𝐶𝐿𝑆 and prompts 𝑷𝑠P,𝑡𝑒𝑥 , to derive 𝒆𝑠 :

𝒆𝑠 ∈ R(1+𝑈 +𝐿𝑃𝑇 )×𝐷 = [Tex𝐶𝐿𝑆 ; 𝑷𝑠P,𝑡𝑒𝑥 ;𝑌𝑒𝑚𝑏 ] . (8)

After feature extraction by the frozen pre-trained transformer’s
multi-head attention mechanism, the classification token 𝒕𝑠

ℎ
is ob-

tained by:
𝒕𝑠
ℎ
= 𝑔M (𝒆𝑠 ·𝑾𝑠 + 𝒃𝑠 ), (9)

where 𝑾𝑠 denotes the fixed parameters of the text pre-trained
model, and 𝒃𝑠 represents the associated bias values, and the rest of
this structure for text is the same as image one.

4.4 Overall Objective for CP-Prompt
Finally, the logits 𝒛𝑠 ∈ R𝑈 , are computed by matrix multiplication
of the high-dimensional projections from the image and text sides:

𝒛𝑠 = 𝒉(𝑅)𝑚 · (𝒕𝑠
ℎ
)⊤ . (10)

It should be noted that, after continual training on 𝑠-th domain, 𝑷𝑠C
is not only used as common prompts for the current domain, but
also the initialization for the next one. However, the deep domain-
specific knowledge-oriented personalized prompts 𝑷𝑠P are isolated
and optimized in different domains.

During the inference stage, we adopt a simple yet effective unsu-
pervised clustering, 𝐾-Means, as domain selector to assign model
extracted features with 𝐾 domain centroids F = {𝒎 𝑗

𝑓
}𝑠
𝑗=1

as feature
pool. Given a new arriving sample 𝒙𝑛𝑒𝑤 , the domain selector selects

Table 1: DIL Results on CDDB-Hard. * represents the result
is quoted from [44].

Method Buffer size Prompt AA AF

LRCIL × 76.39* -4.39*
iCaRL 100/class × 79.76* -8.73*
LUCIR × 82.53* -5.34*

LRCIL

50/class

× 74.01* -8.62*
iCaRL × 73.98* -14.50*
LUCIR × 80.77* -7.85*
DyTox ✓ 86.21* -1.55*

EWC

No Buffer

× 50.59* -42.62*
LwF × 60.94* -13.53*
DyTox ✓ 51.27* -45.85*
L2P ✓ 61.28* -9.23*
HiDe-Prompt ✓ 84.32 -2.61
S-liPrompts ✓ 88.79 -0.63
Dual-Prompt ✓ 92.51 -0.76
CP-Prompt(Ours) ✓ 93.65 -0.25

Table 2: DIL Results on CORe50. * represents the result is
quoted from [44].

Method Buffer size Prompt AA

ER

50/class

× 79.75±0.84*
GDumb × 74.92±0.25*
BiC × 79.28±0.30*
DER++ × 79.70±0.44*
Co2L × 79.75±0.84*
L2P × 81.07±0.13*

EWC

No Buffer

× 74.82±0.60*
LwF × 75.45±0.40*
L2P ✓ 78.33±0.06*
HiDe-Prompt ✓ 80.81±0.76
S-liPrompts ✓ 87.07±0.65
Dual-Prompt ✓ 88.74±0.36
CP-Prompt(Ours) ✓ 90.67±0.55

the most relevant personalized prompts for inference by measur-
ing the distance between 𝒙𝑛𝑒𝑤 and F. Following the multimodal
pre-training setting [44], the model’s inferences prediction 𝒛𝑠

′
is

derived by freezing prompts parameters and untrained pre-trained
model:

𝒛𝑠
′
= 𝑓𝑃𝑟𝑒−𝑂𝑛𝑒 (𝑷𝑠C, 𝑷

𝑠
P,𝑖𝑚𝑔

) × 𝑔𝑀𝑝𝑟𝑒
(𝑷𝑠P,𝑡𝑒𝑥 ). (11)

The goal of the model is to optimize the following loss function
by tuning the tiny-sized prompts parameters 𝑷𝑠C, 𝑷

𝑠
P,𝑖𝑚𝑔

, 𝑷𝑠P,𝑡𝑒𝑥 :

L = − 1
2𝑛

𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑦 log(𝒛𝑠
′
) + (1 − 𝑦) log(1 − 𝒛𝑠

′
). (12)

4.5 Model Analysis
We conduct model analysis to demonstrate the rationality behind
the simple design of CP-Prompt. We will demonstrate the rela-
tionship with Dual-Prompt, a class-incremental learning model
that utilizes a combination of double prompts. We extracted Dual
Prompt core modules and transformed them for use in domain
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Figure 4: The model performance variation results from inserting personalized prompts into different consecutive transformer
layers. The vertical axis represents the starting layer index for inserting personalized prompts, while the horizontal axis
represents the ending layer index.

Figure 5: Common prompts Comparison of different MSA
layers embedding General prompts. The vertical axis is the
average accuracy of the model. The horizontal axis from left
to right is the domain data sequentially learned by themodel.
incremental tasks. First we will explain the difference between
General-Prompt and Common-Prompt, and then demonstrate the
difference between Expert-Prompt and Personalized-Prompt.

Common prompts vs. General prompts. In CP-Prompt, we design
the common prompt as: 𝒙𝑝 = [𝑃, 𝒙𝑒𝑚𝑏 ] ∈ R(𝐸𝐼 +𝐿)×𝐷 , where 𝒙𝑝 is
the feature after initial encoding and 𝐿 is the prompts length. The
purpose of this design is to retain shared information based on the
characteristics of different data domains, and on the other hand, to
enable multi-layer personalized prompts to deeply extract shared
information. 𝑔 (𝑙 ) ∈ R𝐿𝑔×𝐷 is General prompts to be attached to
the 𝑙-th MSA layers.

We explored embedding the General prompt in MSA layers, as
shown in the figure 5. As the number of embedding layers increases,
the forgetting rate of the model will increase significantly. The
performance of our proposed method is better than the shallowest
embedding of General Prompt.

Furthermore, targeting at the domain-incremental scenario, cate-
gory information in complete before the dataset transfer, while the
core challenge is to model the different feature distribution. Thus,
the class-incremental-oriented methods such as DualPrompt fails
to capture both the category-complete information and distribution
difference. In the CP-Prompt, we propose to insert common prompts
before the transformer structure is better than the design in the
transformer, which the shared common prompts are employed to
learn knowledge of new domains sequentially and then frozen.

Personalized prompts vs. Expert prompts. In CP-Prompt, personal-
ized prompt considers the relationship between attention score and
prompts, which the structure is formulated as: 𝑓 𝑃𝑟𝑒−𝑂𝑛𝑒

𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑚𝑝𝑡 (𝑝,ℎ) =
𝑀𝑆𝐴(ℎ𝑚, [𝑝𝑘 ;ℎ𝑘 ], [𝑝𝑘 ;ℎ𝑘 ]). However, Dual-Prompt[45] splits 𝑝
into 𝑝𝑘 , 𝑝𝑣 ∈ R(𝐿𝑝/2×𝐷 ) , and connect them to ℎ𝑘 , ℎ𝑣 respectively.
The method of directly adding parameters is certainly effective,
but in the attention layer, there is a lack of correlation between
prompts.

In DIL scenarios, the parameters in the pre-training model are
fixed. We argue that the attention score for the prompts should be
further weighted, to learn the relationship between pre-training
knowledge and domain-specific one, rather than simply adding
parameters to fit new domain knowledge. As shown in Figure 5(b) of
the original manuscript, we compare the proposed tuning strategy,
prefix-one, with the prefix-tuning under the same environment
setting among the three benchmarks. The result shows that CP-
Prompt achieves optimal performance, with a 2% improvement.

5 Experiment
5.1 Experiment Setup

Dataset and Model Setting. To evaluate the effectiveness of CP-
Prompt, we test three widely used DIL benchmarks, including
CDDB-Hard [23], CORe50 [36], and DomainNet [28]. For a fair
performance comparison, we adopt the same dataset and experi-
ment setting with the previous studies [44]. A detailed description
of datasets and settings is available in supplementary materials.

Baselines. We compare the proposed CP-Prompt with state-of-
the-art DIL methods, including replay-based methods including
iCaRL [38], LUCIR [14], LRCIL [35], distillation-basedmethod BiC [47],
regularization-basedmethod EWC [21], self-supervised-basedmethod
CaSSLe [10], and other non-prompt methods including ER [7],
GDumb [37], DER++ [3], and Co2L [5]. Furthermore, prompting-
based methods including L2P [46], DyTox [9] and S-liPrompts [44]
are also compared. In addition, we also extend two class incre-
mental learning methods, includung Dual-Prompt [45] and HiDe-
Prompt [43], to the DIL task as baselines. A detailed description of
these baselines is also available in supplementary materials. For a
fair model comparison, all methods utilizing pre-trained models
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Figure 6: Performance variation of CP-Prompt by (a) using different prompt lengths; (b) adding new domain data.

Table 3: DIL Results on DomainNet. * represents the result is
quoted from [44].

Method Buffer size Prompt AA

DyTox 50/class ✓ 62.94*

EWC

No Buffer

× 47.62*
LwF × 49.19*
SimCLR × 44.2*
BYOL × 49.7*
Barlow Twins × 48.9*
SupCon × 50.9*
HiDe-Prompt ✓ 60.15
S-liPrompts ✓ 67.78
Dual-Prompt ✓ 71.02
CP-Prompt(Ours) ✓ 73.35

are standardized to use the image transformer encoder and text
transformer encoder from CLIP.

EvaluationMetrics. We employ widely used two standardmetrics
in DIL[44], average classification accuracy (AA) and forgetting rate
(AF) as the evaluation metrics for comparing the CP-Prompt and
other baselines.

5.2 Experimental Results
Main Results. Experimental results from Table 1, 2 and 3 demon-

strate that our proposed CP-Prompt method significantly outper-
forms other exemplar-free methods, including the recently intro-
duced state-of-the-art domain incremental method S-liPrompt. We
slightly extend the Dual-Prompt and HiDe-Prompt to adopt to
the DIL setting. Both of them also take the same multi-modal pre-
trained model CLIP. It is observed that the prompt design proposed
by Dual-Prompt also shows amild improvement. In contrast, adding
HiDe-Prompt produces negative optimizations, showing that the
idea of retaining finer-grained category features is not effective for

Table 4: Ablation results of CP-Prompt on three datasets

Component CDDB-Hard CORE50 DomainNet

CP-Prompt 93.65 90.67 73.35
-Personalized 91.59 88.81 68.46
-Common 93.27 89.64 71.95
-Both 88.79 88.07 67.78

DIL tasks. In particular, we achieved the optimal average classifica-
tion accuracy in 2-class, 50-class, and 345-class DIL tasks, with the
highest improvement reaching 2.32%. Additionally, we attained the
optimal average forgetting rate, reduced to 0.25.

Compared to traditional historical replay-based methods, our
proposed prompting approach significantly enhances classification
performance for data with more similar features without using
an additional sample buffer. In fact, sampling a small amount of
information from the original domain is likely to introduce extra
noise and, consequently, fails to improve classification performance.

In contrast to the other approach of prompt methods, CP-Prompt
incorporates domain-wide shared prompts to facilitate the trans-
fer of common knowledge. Additionally, our approach employs
a multi-layered intra-domain prompting method, making full use
of self-attention mechanisms to merge prompt information with
high-dimensional latent features. The combination of these two
prompts optimally leverages shared information across domains
and individualized information within each domain. Compared to
the SOTA model, our proposed method even surpasses the upper
limit of S-liPrompts on i.i.d. data in terms of the CDDB-Hard and
DomainNet tasks. This observation indicates that our proposed
method is more effective in handling data with similar categories
and significant feature differences in highly heterogeneous domains
compared to fine-tuning methods.

Ablation Study. We also perform the ablation study to evaluate
the effectiveness of each major component in CP-Prompt, as shown
in Table 4. We evaluate the performance by removing personalized,
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Figure 7: Attention weights (layer 1 - 3) of CP-prompt and Dual-Prompt when shifting on different domains.

Figure 8: Different 𝐾 values for 𝐾-Means.

common, and both prompting, which is denoted as ‘-Personalized’,
‘-Common’, and ‘-Both’, respectively. It is observed that both com-
mon and personalized prompts play a crucial role in improving
performance for DIL tasks. Removing the common prompts leads
to a decline in performance across the three tasks, as inter-domain
knowledge sharing becomes impaired. Similarly, omitting the per-
sonalized prompts results in an ineffective extraction of knowledge
within domains, leading to substantial performance loss.

Model Parameter Analysis. We further explore the optimal layers
for inserting domain prompts, as illustrated in Figure 6. We observe
that inserting prompts is widespreadly effective for transformer
layers. Additionally, for new arriving DIL samples from known
domains (CDDB-Hard and DomainNet), prompts within deep layers
contribute to the performance more significantly by extracting
high-level individual information. In the case of a sample from
unknown domains (CORe50), adding prompts in both the shallow
and deep layers helps to guide the model to capture the common
and personalized knowledge of domains.

Prompt length is a hyper-parameter of CP-Prompt. As shown in
Figure 6-(a), the model’s performance is generally insensitive to the
length of common prompts. However, an excessively long common
prompt may introduce information specific to certain domains,
leading to a slight performance decline. In the case of personalized
prompts, adopting a longer prompt length than common prompts
can significantly improve model accuracy to gain a larger encoding
space. However, compared with fine-tuning, our method has a
total parameter count of 150 million, with the actual fine-tuned
parameters being 335,360, accounting for 0.22% in each domain.

In Figure 6-(b), we compare the improvement in Prefix-One de-
sign with existing methods, namely S-liPrompts and Prefix Tuning.
The results indicate that our proposed solution exhibits superior
performance in each domain. Moreover, in domains with lower data
quality, CP-Prompt demonstrates lower forgetting rates, leading to
overall better performance. In Figure 8, we explore the effects of the
number of clustering points in each domain. The results indicate
that increasing the number of clustering points generally leads to
an imperceptible performance improvement. Thus, the choice of 𝐾
is not a crucial setting of CP-Prompt.

Common Prompt Design Analysis. We further explore contrasting
different prompt design schemes between Dual-Prompt and the
proposed CP-Prompt. As introduced above, Dual-Prompt embeds
the General Prompt within the attention layer, while CP-Prompt
embeds the Common Prompt before the attention layer. As shown
in Figure 7, we adopted the Dino visualization scheme [4] tomap the
attention variation when the model continues to learn on different
domains. The attention weights of the first three layers of both
approaches are displayed. It is observed that the attentions of CP-
Prompt keep close to the object for identification alone side with
domain shifting, while the Dual-Prompt gradually lose correct focus.
It is evident that for cross-domain learning processes, embedding
multi-domain common knowledge before attention better preserves
key information in each domain. Particularly in info-graphs with
multiple informational elements, the CP-Prompt approach canmore
accurately identify primary characteristic information.

6 Conclusion
In this paper, we propose CP-Prompt, which introduces common
and personalized prompts into the cross-modal domain-incremental
learning task. CP-Prompt integrates prompts into pre-trained mod-
els based on the transformer architecture, learning common prompts
in the shallow layers and personalized prompts in the deep layers
to capture semantic knowledge at different granularity. CP-Prompt
significantly reduces the catastrophic forgetting rate by only tun-
ing tiny-sized parameters. Extensive experiments also show the
superiority of CP-Prompt over existing state-of-the-art approaches.



CP-Prompt: Composition-Based Cross-modal Prompting for
Domain-Incremental Continual Learning MM ’24, October 28-November 1, 2024, Melbourne, VIC, Australia

Acknowledgments
This work was supported by National Natural Science Foundation
of China under Grant 62076035, China Postdoctoral Science Founda-
tion under Grant 2022M711814, and by the Science and Technology
Project of State Grid Hebei Information and Telecommunication
Branch under Grant SGHEXT00SJJS2200026.

References
[1] Dario Amodei, Chris Olah, Jacob Steinhardt, Paul F. Christiano, John Schulman,

and Dan Mané. 2016. Concrete Problems in AI Safety. CoRR abs/1606.06565
(2016). http://arxiv.org/abs/1606.06565

[2] Eden Belouadah, Adrian Popescu, and Ioannis Kanellos. 2021. A comprehensive
study of class incremental learning algorithms for visual tasks. Neural Networks
135 (2021), 38–54.

[3] Pietro Buzzega, Matteo Boschini, Angelo Porrello, Davide Abati, and Simone
Calderara. 2020. Dark Experience for General Continual Learning: a Strong,
Simple Baseline. In NeurIPS 2020, Hugo Larochelle, Marc’Aurelio Ranzato, Raia
Hadsell, Maria-Florina Balcan, and Hsuan-Tien Lin (Eds.).

[4] Mathilde Caron, Hugo Touvron, Ishan Misra, Hervé Jégou, Julien Mairal, Piotr
Bojanowski, and Armand Joulin. 2021. Emerging Properties in Self-Supervised
Vision Transformers. CoRR abs/2104.14294 (2021). arXiv:2104.14294 https:
//arxiv.org/abs/2104.14294

[5] Hyuntak Cha, Jaeho Lee, and Jinwoo Shin. 2021. Co2L: Contrastive Continual
Learning. In ICCV 2021. 9496–9505.

[6] Arslan Chaudhry, Marc’Aurelio Ranzato, Marcus Rohrbach, and Mohamed Elho-
seiny. 2019. Efficient Lifelong Learning with A-GEM. In ICLR 2019.

[7] Arslan Chaudhry, Marcus Rohrbach, Mohamed Elhoseiny, Thalaiyasingam Ajan-
than, Puneet K Dokania, Philip HS Torr, and Marc’Aurelio Ranzato. 2019. On tiny
episodic memories in continual learning. arXiv preprint arXiv:1902.10486 (2019).

[8] Tim Dettmers, Artidoro Pagnoni, Ari Holtzman, and Luke Zettlemoyer. 2023.
QLoRA: Efficient Finetuning of Quantized LLMs. CoRR abs/2305.14314 (2023).

[9] Arthur Douillard, Alexandre Ramé, Guillaume Couairon, andMatthieu Cord. 2022.
DyTox: Transformers for Continual Learning with DYnamic TOken eXpansion.
In CVPR 2022. 9275–9285.

[10] Enrico Fini, Victor G. Turrisi da Costa, Xavier Alameda-Pineda, Elisa Ricci, Kar-
teek Alahari, and Julien Mairal. 2022. Self-Supervised Models are Continual
Learners. In CVPR 2022. 9611–9620.

[11] Albert Gu and Tri Dao. 2023. Mamba: Linear-Time Sequence Modeling with
Selective State Spaces. CoRR abs/2312.00752 (2023). https://doi.org/10.48550/
ARXIV.2312.00752

[12] Tao Guo, Song Guo, and JunxiaoWang. 2023. pFedPrompt: Learning Personalized
Prompt for Vision-Language Models in Federated Learning. InWWW 2023. 1364–
1374.

[13] Tao Guo, Song Guo, Junxiao Wang, Xueyang Tang, and Wenchao Xu. 2023.
Promptfl: Let federated participants cooperatively learn prompts instead of
models-federated learning in age of foundation model. IEEE Transactions on
Mobile Computing (2023).

[14] Saihui Hou, Xinyu Pan, Chen Change Loy, Zilei Wang, and Dahua Lin. 2019.
Learning a Unified Classifier Incrementally via Rebalancing. In CVPR 2019. 831–
839.

[15] Neil Houlsby, Andrei Giurgiu, Stanislaw Jastrzebski, Bruna Morrone, Quentin
de Laroussilhe, Andrea Gesmundo, Mona Attariyan, and Sylvain Gelly. 2019.
Parameter-Efficient Transfer Learning for NLP. In ICML 2019, Vol. 97. 2790–2799.

[16] Edward J. Hu, Yelong Shen, Phillip Wallis, Zeyuan Allen-Zhu, Yuanzhi Li, Shean
Wang, Lu Wang, and Weizhu Chen. 2022. LoRA: Low-Rank Adaptation of Large
Language Models. In ICLR 2022.

[17] Steven C. Y. Hung, Jia-Hong Lee, Timmy S. T. Wan, Chien-Hung Chen, Yi-
Ming Chan, and Chu-Song Chen. 2019. Increasingly Packing Multiple Facial-
Informatics Modules in A Unified Deep-Learning Model via Lifelong Learning.
In ICMR 2019. 339–343.

[18] Steven C. Y. Hung, Cheng-Hao Tu, Cheng-En Wu, Chien-Hung Chen, Yi-Ming
Chan, and Chu-Song Chen. 2019. Compacting, Picking and Growing for Unfor-
getting Continual Learning. In NeurIPS 2019. 13647–13657.

[19] Menglin Jia, Luming Tang, Bor-Chun Chen, Claire Cardie, Serge J. Belongie,
Bharath Hariharan, and Ser-Nam Lim. 2022. Visual Prompt Tuning. In ECCV
2022, Vol. 13693. 709–727.

[20] Zixuan Ke, Bing Liu, Hu Xu, and Lei Shu. 2021. CLASSIC: Continual and Con-
trastive Learning of Aspect Sentiment Classification Tasks. In EMNLP 2021. 6871–
6883.

[21] James Kirkpatrick, Razvan Pascanu, Neil Rabinowitz, Joel Veness, Guillaume
Desjardins, Andrei A Rusu, Kieran Milan, John Quan, Tiago Ramalho, Agnieszka
Grabska-Barwinska, et al. 2017. Overcoming catastrophic forgetting in neural
networks. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 114, 13 (2017), 3521–
3526.

[22] Brian Lester, Rami Al-Rfou, and Noah Constant. 2021. The Power of Scale for
Parameter-Efficient Prompt Tuning. In EMNLP 2021. 3045–3059.

[23] Chuqiao Li, Zhiwu Huang, Danda Pani Paudel, Yabin Wang, Mohamad Shahbazi,
Xiaopeng Hong, and Luc Van Gool. 2023. A Continual Deepfake Detection
Benchmark: Dataset, Methods, and Essentials. In WACV 2023. 1339–1349.

[24] Xiang Lisa Li and Percy Liang. 2021. Prefix-Tuning: Optimizing Continuous
Prompts for Generation. In ACL 2021. 4582–4597.

[25] Zhizhong Li and Derek Hoiem. 2017. Learning without forgetting. IEEE Transac-
tions on Pattern Analysis and Machine Intelligence 40, 12 (2017), 2935–2947.

[26] Xiao Liu, Kaixuan Ji, Yicheng Fu, Zhengxiao Du, Zhilin Yang, and Jie Tang. 2021. P-
Tuning v2: Prompt Tuning Can Be Comparable to Fine-tuning Universally Across
Scales and Tasks. CoRR abs/2110.07602 (2021). https://arxiv.org/abs/2110.07602

[27] Xiao Liu, Yanan Zheng, Zhengxiao Du, Ming Ding, Yujie Qian, Zhilin Yang, and
Jie Tang. 2023. GPT understands, too. AI Open (2023).

[28] Vincenzo Lomonaco and Davide Maltoni. 2017. CORe50: a New Dataset and
Benchmark for Continuous Object Recognition. In CoRL 2017, Vol. 78. 17–26.

[29] Yuning Lu, Jianzhuang Liu, Yonggang Zhang, Yajing Liu, and Xinmei Tian. 2022.
Prompt Distribution Learning. In CVPR 2022. 5196–5205.

[30] Nicolas Y. Masse, Gregory D. Grant, and David J. Freedman. 2018. Alleviating
catastrophic forgetting using context-dependent gating and synaptic stabilization.
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 115, 44 (2018), E10467–E10475.

[31] James L McClelland, Bruce L McNaughton, and Randall C O’Reilly. 1995. Why
there are complementary learning systems in the hippocampus and neocortex:
insights from the successes and failures of connectionist models of learning and
memory. Psychological Review 102, 3 (1995), 419.

[32] Michael McCloskey and Neal J Cohen. 1989. Catastrophic interference in con-
nectionist networks: The sequential learning problem. In Psychology of Learning
and Motivation. Vol. 24. 109–165.

[33] Muhammad Jehanzeb Mirza, Marc Masana, Horst Possegger, and Horst Bischof.
2022. An Efficient Domain-Incremental Learning Approach to Drive in All
Weather Conditions. In CVPR Workshops 2022. 3000–3010.

[34] Pingbo Pan, Siddharth Swaroop, Alexander Immer, Runa Eschenhagen, Richard E.
Turner, and Mohammad Emtiyaz Khan. 2020. Continual Deep Learning by
Functional Regularisation of Memorable Past. In NeurIPS 2020.

[35] Lorenzo Pellegrini, Gabriele Graffieti, Vincenzo Lomonaco, and Davide Maltoni.
2020. Latent Replay for Real-Time Continual Learning. In IROS 2020. 10203–
10209.

[36] Xingchao Peng, Qinxun Bai, Xide Xia, Zijun Huang, Kate Saenko, and Bo Wang.
2019. Moment Matching for Multi-Source Domain Adaptation. In ICCV 2019.
1406–1415.

[37] Ameya Prabhu, Philip H. S. Torr, and Puneet K. Dokania. 2020. GDumb: A Simple
Approach that Questions Our Progress in Continual Learning. In ECCV 2020,
Vol. 12347. 524–540.

[38] Sylvestre-Alvise Rebuffi, Alexander Kolesnikov, Georg Sperl, and Christoph H.
Lampert. 2017. iCaRL: Incremental Classifier and Representation Learning. In
CVPR 2017. 5533–5542.

[39] David Rolnick, Arun Ahuja, Jonathan Schwarz, Timothy P. Lillicrap, and Gregory
Wayne. [n. d.]. Experience Replay for Continual Learning. In NeurIPS 2019. 348–
358.

[40] Taylor Shin, Yasaman Razeghi, Robert L. Logan IV, Eric Wallace, and Sameer
Singh. 2020. AutoPrompt: Eliciting Knowledge from Language Models with
Automatically Generated Prompts. In EMNLP 2020. 4222–4235.

[41] Gido M Van de Ven, Hava T Siegelmann, and Andreas S Tolias. 2020. Brain-
inspired replay for continual learning with artificial neural networks. Nature
Communications 11, 1 (2020), 4069.

[42] Gido M. van de Ven, Tinne Tuytelaars, and Andreas S. Tolias. 2022. Three types
of incremental learning. Nat. Mac. Intell. 4, 12 (2022), 1185–1197.

[43] Liyuan Wang, Jingyi Xie, and Xingxing Zhang et al. 2023. Hierarchical Decompo-
sition of Prompt-Based Continual Learning: Rethinking Obscured Sub-optimality.
In NeurIPS 2023.

[44] Yabin Wang, Zhiwu Huang, and Xiaopeng Hong. 2022. S-Prompts Learning with
Pre-trained Transformers: An Occam’s Razor for Domain Incremental Learning.
In NeurIPS 2022.

[45] Zifeng Wang, Zizhao Zhang, and Sayna Ebrahimi et al. 2022. DualPrompt:
Complementary Prompting for Rehearsal-Free Continual Learning. In ECCV.

[46] Zifeng Wang, Zizhao Zhang, Chen-Yu Lee, Han Zhang, Ruoxi Sun, Xiaoqi Ren,
Guolong Su, Vincent Perot, Jennifer G. Dy, and Tomas Pfister. 2022. Learning to
Prompt for Continual Learning. In CVPR 2022. 139–149.

[47] Yue Wu, Yinpeng Chen, Lijuan Wang, Yuancheng Ye, Zicheng Liu, Yandong Guo,
and Yun Fu. 2019. Large Scale Incremental Learning. In CVPR 2019. 374–382.

[48] Jaehong Yoon, Eunho Yang, Jeongtae Lee, and Sung Ju Hwang. 2019. Lifelong
Learning with Dynamically Expandable Networks. In ICLR 2018.

[49] Elad Ben Zaken, Yoav Goldberg, and Shauli Ravfogel. 2022. BitFit: Simple
Parameter-efficient Fine-tuning for Transformer-basedMasked Language-models.
In ACL 2022. 1–9.

[50] Friedemann Zenke, Ben Poole, and Surya Ganguli. 2017. Continual Learning
Through Synaptic Intelligence. In ICML 2017, Vol. 70. 3987–3995.

http://arxiv.org/abs/1606.06565
https://arxiv.org/abs/2104.14294
https://arxiv.org/abs/2104.14294
https://arxiv.org/abs/2104.14294
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2312.00752
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2312.00752
https://arxiv.org/abs/2110.07602


MM ’24, October 28-November 1, 2024, Melbourne, VIC, Australia Yu Feng et al.

[51] Qingru Zhang, Minshuo Chen, Alexander Bukharin, Pengcheng He, Yu Cheng,
Weizhu Chen, and Tuo Zhao. 2023. Adaptive Budget Allocation for Parameter-
Efficient Fine-Tuning. In ICLR 2023.

[52] Kaiyang Zhou, Jingkang Yang, Chen Change Loy, and Ziwei Liu. 2022. Conditional
Prompt Learning for Vision-Language Models. In CVPR 2022. 16795–16804.


	Abstract
	1 Introduction
	2 Related Work
	3 Preliminary
	4 The CP-Prompt Framework
	4.1 Overall Structure
	4.2 Common Prompts
	4.3 Personalized Prompts
	4.4 Overall Objective for CP-Prompt
	4.5 Model Analysis

	5 Experiment
	5.1 Experiment Setup
	5.2 Experimental Results

	6 Conclusion
	Acknowledgments
	References

