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Figure 1: This work addresses few-shot class incremental learning by training an ensemble
of weak classifiers, each specialised in their own set of classes from their given session. For
each session k, the weak classifier is composed of a feature extractor fθ (trained only in
base session and frozen in subsequent sessions) and a classification head HWk

(fitted on
data from their own new session k). A dynamic padding compensates the discrepancy
between the sizes of prediction vectors at each session. The resulting set of weak classifiers
is ensembled by our proposed Aggregated f -averages (AFA) model. AFA neural network
is designed to model and combine different types of averages, in an automatic supervised
fashion, in order to perform an optimal output fusion.
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Highlights
Aggregated f-average Neural Network applied to Few-Shot Class
Incremental Learning

Mathieu Vu, Émilie Chouzenoux, Ismail Ben Ayed, Jean-Christophe Pesquet

• We address the problem of few shot class incremental learning (FSCIL)
as a combination of successive few shot learning problems, by relying on
the ensemble learning paradigm. We ensemble a set of weak classifiers,
each specialised in their own session and their own set of classes.

• For an efficient ensembling, we introduce a novel method called Aggre-
gated f -averages (AFA). Our ensembling method is a supervised neural
network model with a specific architecture, specific activation functions,
and specific weight constraints, enabling to model and combine, in an
automatic supervised manner, various types of averages.

• We show that our proposed method sensibly outperforms classic output
fusion approaches for ensemble learning and yields comparable results
with respect to models specifically dedicated to FSCIL.
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Abstract

Ensemble learning leverages multiple models (i.e., weak learners) on a com-
mon machine learning task to enhance prediction performance. Basic ensem-
bling approaches average weak learners outputs, while more sophisticated
ones stack a machine learning model in between the weak learners outputs
and the final prediction. This work merges both aforementioned frameworks.
We introduce an aggregated f -averages (AFA) shallow neural network which
models and combines different types of averages to perform an optimal ag-
gregation of the weak learners predictions. We emphasise its interpretable
architecture and simple training strategy and illustrate its good performance
on the problem of few-shot class incremental learning.

Keywords: ensemble learning, estimator aggregation, few-shot learning,
incremental learning

1. Introduction

Deep Convolutional Neural Networks (CNNs) have become the state-of-
the-art reference in most computer vision problems. They rely on curated
datasets, for which quality and quantity have a critical impact on the model
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performances. For instance, a challenging scenario arises when classifying im-
ages belonging to new (unseen) classes, with only a few annotations. More
specifically, in supervised classification, models are only able to classify cat-
egories that were seen during training phase. If unseen classes are added, it
is not straightforward to handle them without retraining the whole model.
Incremental learning aims at designing solutions for this situation. How-
ever, when upcoming classes include only a few training samples, incremental
learning methods do not perform well. Few-Shot Class Incremental Learning
(FSCIL), a challenging scenario introduced recently in [1], focuses on design-
ing methods that can deal with both incremental and few-shot settings. On
the one hand, a small training set may induce overfitting, hindering clas-
sification performances on the base classes. This phenomenon is known as
catastrophic forgetting. On the other hand, the focus on avoiding catastrophic
forgettingmay have a counterproductive effect as it impedes the learning of
novel classes.

To address FSCIL, we propose to consider it as a combination of suc-
cessive few-shot learning problems. More precisely, we learn a dedicated
model for each novel set of class of a new session. These models (called weak
classifiers in ensemble learning) are, in our case, simple nearest-neighbour
classifiers based on class prototypes. Since they are specialised on their own
set of classes, they may not perform well on classes that were not included
in their training set (whether they were seen before or after). This is why
we train a final ensembling model, which performs predictions on all classes
by integrating the weak classifiers. To perform the ensembling, we introduce
a novel method called Aggregated f -averages. Our ensembling method is a
supervised neural network model with a specific architecture, specific activa-
tion functions and specific weight constraints, enabling to model and combine
various types of averages. It uses a few parameters while being interpretable.
This yields a strong FSCIL baseline, which integrates simple prototype-based
classifiers and performs competitively in comparisons to specialised and con-
voluted state-of-the-art FSCIL techniques on several datasets. Moreover, we
show experimentally the substantial effect of our f -averages ensembling in
comparisons to standard ensembling methods. Also, we closely examine how
FSCIL methods are evaluated, and argue that the average accuracy over all
classes may not be appropriate in FSCIL as the problem is an instance of
imbalanced classification. For instance, a model trained only on the base
classes, while ignoring subsequent new classes, has a rather steady mean ac-
curacy over all the classes when the number of base classes is greater than the
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total number of new classes. Instead, we advocate the use of the F1 score,
which is commonly used in imbalanced classification problems.

2. Related Work

2.1. The standard few-shot classification setting
Deep learning models have reached human-level performance in many

tasks thanks to large scale datasets. However, their generalisation abilities
are challenged in settings where only a few training samples are available for
new, unseen classes. Numerous research articles have attempted to tackle this
few-shot classification problem, including for example [2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10].
The few-shot classification setting consists of two stages: first, in the base
stage, a model is trained with a substantial amount of labelled data on a
set of base classes; then comes the generalisation stage where only a small
number of labelled training samples are available for the novel classes.

In the standard few-shot setting, the literature abounds of convoluted
methods based on meta-learning, which consists of "learning to learn" [10, 9,
11, 6, 12]. The base stage is used to perform a series of episodic training that
will simulate the generalisation stage. For example, prototypical networks [9]
meta-learns how to represent each class with an embedding prototype and
to maximise the log-probability of test samples. Similarly, MAML [10] is a
method producing a meta-learner that helps the model to better fine-tune on
novel classes during generalisation stage. However, recent studies have shown
that standard training strategies coupled with transfer learning outperforms
most meta-learning methods [3, 8, 4]. For instance, SimpleShot [4] performs
a basic nearest-neighbour classifier based on class prototypes, outperforming
most meta-learning methods.

2.2. Few-shot Class Incremental Learning
Few-shot Class Incremental Learning (FSCIL), recently introduced in [1],

attempts to address the poor performances of CIL methods [13, 14] when
only a few training samples are available for the new classes. A variety of
specialised and, in most cases, convoluted methods (e.g., based on meta-
learning) were recently developed for FSCIL. For instance, TOPIC [1] origi-
nally implements a neural gas network, which preserves the topology of the
feature space when learning new classes, thereby mitigating the forgetting of
previously learnt classes. IDVLQ-C’s [15] classification head is built using
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reference vectors that are prototypes optimised through a custom loss, avoid-
ing overlap. State-of-the-art methods achieve best results using even more
elaborate classification heads combined with meta-learning-inspired training
schemes. For example, SPPR [16] generates incremental episode during each
iteration of base training. Furthermore, new-class samples are leveraged in
a self-promoted prototype refinement mechanism that compute their rela-
tions with respect to previous training samples in a latent space. Similarly,
CEC [17] meta-learns a Graph Attention Network (GAT) [18] in a pseudo-
incremental learning stage. This external module is able to adapt new clas-
sification heads given context from previous sessions and new-class samples.
C-FSCIL [19] also meta-learns a module called Explicit Memory (EM) and
embedding networks that form a content-based attention mechanism. This
takes advantage of prototypes stored in the EM similarly to episodic memory
introduced by CIL methods.

The work in [20] argued against relying solely on the average accuracy
over all the classes as evaluation metric, due to the class-imbalanced nature
of the FSCIL problem. This issue is further exacerbated in earlier sessions,
with only a few new classes compared to the many classes of the base sessions.
Instead, two metrics are used: average accuracy on base classes and average
accuracy on new classes. Using these two metrics enable to disentangle the
discovery of new classes and the prevention of catastrophic forgetting.

2.3. Ensemble learning
Ensemble learning is a set of methods which leverage an ensemble of

models (also called weak learners) instead of relying on a single learner to
perform a certain task. While ensembling is obviously more demanding in
terms of computing power, it can achieve better accuracy and generalisation,
improve overall stability and reduce prediction variance and bias. Two main
phases are identified in the process of building an ensemble model: weak
learners training and output fusion [21]. The former focuses on producing an
ensemble of diverse models, which is a crucial principle in ensemble learning.
For example, bootstrap aggregating (also known as bagging) [22] is a method
that trains each model on a different subset of the training data to produce
diverse weak learners. The latter, output fusion, consists of gathering outputs
from every weak learner of the ensemble and on combining them in order to
produce the final prediction.

Two categories of methods can be distinguished to perform output fusion
in ensemble learning [21]. The most direct and naive method to produce
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the unified prediction is to average weak learners outputs or, in the case of
classification, to use a majority voting scheme. Different types of averages
could be used (e.g., arithmetic, geometric, harmonic, etc), or weights that
could be included to further refine results. Those weights can be set using
various kinds of criteria like, for example, based on weak learners isolated
performances [23]. The second category makes use of meta-learners that are
an additional model, which is responsible for taking advantage of the weak
learners. Mixture of experts is a variant of meta-learners, where a gating
network does not combine weak learners output but rather select the weak
learner that is most suited to produce the correct prediction given a certain
input [24]. A more straightforward output fusion based on meta-learners is
the stacking of the additional learning model. Taking weak learners output
as input, it learns the best combination to assemble the unified prediction
[25].

2.4. Our contributions
As mentioned earlier, state-of-the-art FSCIL methods follow the method-

ological trend that have dominated the standard few-shot setting by relying
on complex meta-learning strategies. We propose here a simpler approach,
where the ensemble learning paradigm is used, with the aim to optimally fuse
a set of nearest-neighbour classifiers based on class prototypes. Given the
configuration of the FSCIL setting, training data is characteristically split
into subsets whose classes are exclusive. Using those subsets to train weak
learners naturally provides the desired diversity. Furthermore, we introduce
an original ensembling method, which focuses on the output-fusion part of en-
semble learning. We show that, in the FSCIL setting, our ensembling model
significantly outperforms the output-fusion strategies commonly used in the
ensemble learning literature, while being competitive with state-of-the-art
FSCIL methods.

Our ensembling method enables to model various types of generalised
weighted averages, and to combine and/or select them optimally, in a su-
pervised manner. Moreover, our specific architecture models explicitly the
balancing weights between the different types of averages, and hence yields
an interpretable ensembling mechanism. In order to train our ensemble learn-
ing model in the context of FSCIL, we adopt an episodic memory to learn
the balance between base and new classes. Initial training images are not
stored. Instead, only their projection in the feature space is needed, which
is memory efficient.
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Our experimental analysis relies on advanced metrics (average accuracy
on base classes, and average accuracy on new classes) to better understand
and assess the trade-off between base and new classes, for the benchmarked
models. We also use those metrics to illustrate that the mean F1 score is
better suited to evaluate FSCIL methods, as it is a metric commonly used
in imbalanced classification tasks.

3. Problem set-up

In this work, we design a novel ensemble learning framework applicable
to the problem of few-shot class incremental learning (FSCIL). Let us recall
the FSCIL problem set-up, in this Section. FSCIL, recently introduced in
[1], focuses on designing machine learning methods that can deal with both
incremental [13, 14] and few-shot situations [7, 8]. Specifically, FSCIL aims
at including an increasing number of categories in a classification problem
with the extra constraint that only a small number of training samples are
available for upcoming classes. This is motivated by the frequent practical
situation in computer vision when a model, built to classify certain categories
seen during training phase, must be adjusted to classify images belonging to
new classes with only (very) few annotations. The main difficulty revolves
around the ability to learn new classes while preventing catastrophic for-
getting of classes previously learnt, yielding poor performance of standard
incremental learning methods.

The FSCIL setting considered in this paper consists of successive sessions
that incrementally provide new categories of images to be classified. First
session, also called base session, is a standard classification problem with a
substantial number of training samples for each base class. The number of
base classes, that we will denote nclass_base, is usually large relatively to the
total number of classes, that we will denote nclass. In subsequent sessions,
only a few training samples are provided for a limited number of novel classes.
Reusing standard incremental and few-shot classification notations, let K be
the total number of sessions, nway the number of new classes and nshots the
number of samples for each new class. Let Dtrain

k (respectively Dtest
k ) be

the sets of training (respectively test) images associated with session k with
k ∈ {1, . . . , K}. Similarly, let us denote Ctrain

k (respectively Ctest
k ) the classes

labels available at session k. During training, for sessions k ∈ {2, . . . , K}, the
number of new classes |Ctrain

k | equals nway and the number of sample images
|Dtrain

k | equals nshots. For base session (i.e., k = 1), we have a relatively
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large number of base classes |Ctrain
1 | = nclass_base, and a large number of

samples |Dtrain
1 |. After each session k ∈ {1, . . . , K}, the goal is to predict,

for each image i ∈ Dtest
k , its class label c among the available Ctest

k . Let
us emphasise that c can be any class from base to current session, i.e. that
Ctest

k =
⋃k

j=1C
train
j . At each session k, the number of classes to predict |Ctest

k |
which we will denote Nk is thus,

Nk = nclass_base + (k − 1)nway. (1)

4. Methodology

We now present our main contribution, that is the proposition of a novel
ensemble learning approach, and its specification for tackling the problem
of FCSIL. We first recall, in Sec. 4.1, the principle of ensembling based on
averaging operations. Then, in Sec. 4.2, we introduce the concept of f -
average, generalizing the Kolmogorov’s mean framework, that will be at the
core of our ensemble learning model. In Sec. 4.3, we present our proposed
ensembling method called AFA (aggregated f -average), and finally, Sec. 4.4
describes our proposed strategy to integrate ensemble learning in the context
of FCSIL.

4.1. Ensembling through averaging
Consider K machine learning models trained for a common task (e.g.,

classification), producing K outputs (xk)1≤k≤K , assumed to be vectors in RN .
In ensemble learning, those K outputs are combined during an output fusion
phase in order to produce a single, expectably better, prediction for the task
at hand. A naive method is to average the outputs with appropriate weights.
We summarize in Table 1 common expressions for weighted averages, with
(ωk)1≤k≤K nonnegative reals such that

∑K
k=1 ωk = 1.

Table 1: Examples of weighted averages along with their validity domains.

Mean Arithmetic Geometric Harmonic Power-q

Formula
∑K

k=1 ωkxk

∏K
k=1 x

ωk
k

(∑K
k=1

ωk

xk

)−1 (∑K
k=1 ωkx

q
k

)1/q
Validity xk ∈ RN xk ∈ [0,+∞)N xk ∈ (0,+∞)N xk ∈ [0,+∞)N , q > 0
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4.2. f -average
Following Kolmogorov’s mean framework [26], we can rewrite the above

examples under the general form:

x̃ = f−1
( K∑

k=1

ωkf(xk)
)
. (2)

Hereabove, f is a bijective function from [0,+∞)N to some convex C of
RN , and f−1 is its inverse function from C to [0,+∞)N . We will subse-
quently assume that f operates component-wise, in the sense that it consists
of the application of the same scalar function to each of the components of
its argument. Let us now express functions f and f−1 to retrieve the pop-
ular averaging rules from Table 1. We denote (ξn)1≤n≤N the components
of x ∈ RN . We set ϵ ∈ (0,+∞) and, to circumvent the indefiniteness of
the harmonic mean for vectors with a zero component, we define the leaky
hyperbolic function hϵ as

(∀ξ ∈ R) hϵ(ξ) =


1

ξ + ϵ
− ϵ if ξ ∈ [0, 1/ϵ− ϵ]

− ξ

ϵ2
+

1

ϵ
− ϵ if ξ < 0

−ϵ2
(
ξ − 1

ϵ
+ ϵ
)

if ξ > 1/ϵ− ϵ.

(3)

Under these notations, Table 2 summarizes the expressions for f , f−1, as
well as their associated definition domains, recovering the averaging rules
from Table 1. Exact geometric and harmonic means formula are retrieved
when ϵ goes to zero.

Table 2: Examples for f , f−1, and definition domains, for x = (ξn)1≤n≤N . Geometric and
harmonic formulas are retrieved when ϵ → 0.
Mean f(x) f domain f−1(x) f−1 domain
Arithmetic Id [0,+∞)N Id [0,+∞)N

Geometric
(
ln(ξn + ϵ)

)
1≤n≤N

[0,+∞)N
(
exp(ξn)− ϵ

)
1≤n≤N

[ln ϵ,+∞)N

Harmonic
(
hϵ(ξn)

)
1≤n≤N

[0,+∞)N
(
hϵ(ξn)

)
1≤n≤N

(−∞, ϵ−1 − ϵ]N

Power-q (ξqn)1≤n≤N [0,+∞)N (ξ
1/q
n )1≤n≤N [0,+∞)N

We now propose to extend the generalised average framework (2) to the
case when scalars (ωk)1≤k≤K are replaced by matrices (Ωk)1≤k≤K in RN×N , so
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as to allow a full mixing of the weak learners. Given some functions (f, f−1)
defined as previously, we define the f -average output x̃ ∈ RN as

x̃ = f−1

(
K∑
k=1

Ωkf(xk)

)
= f−1

(
Wf(x)

)
. (4)

Hereabove,
W = [Ω1, . . . ,ΩK ] ∈ RN×KN , (5)

and function

f : [0,+∞)KN → CK (6)
x = (xk)1≤k≤K 7→

(
f(xk)

)
1≤k≤K

, (7)

applies f in a parallel (i.e., block-wise) manner to the vector inputs (xk)1≤k≤K .
In order to ensure the interpretability of the averaging operation in (4),

we propose to set W such that{
W ∈ [0,+∞)N×KN ,

W1KN = 1N .
(8)

This guarantees, in particular, that Wf(x) belongs to the definition domain
of f−1 (since this domain has been assumed to be convex). For instance,
if x ∈ [0, 1]KN (e.g., in a classification context), the constraint (8) on W
ensures that the output x̃ also belongs to [0, 1]N .

x f W f−1 x̃

Figure 2: Structure of the f -average network, i.e. a neural network that performs an
f -average for ensembling

Remarkably, operation (4), that we call an f -average, can be represented
as the application, on x, of a two-layer neural network whose structure is
drawn in Figure 2. This neural network is parametrized by the choice of
f (along with its inverse function f−1) and by the weight matrix W . The
former can be set by the user, while the latter can be determined through
supervised learning, by minimizing a loss associated to the task at hand,
over a training set. Once trained, the f -average network in Figure 2 is inter-
pretable, as the contribution of each output in the final prediction can easily
be retrieved using the weights in matrix W , and the averaging operation is
simply determined by the choice of f .
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4.3. Aggregated f -averages
The previous approach requires the prior choice for the average rule (i.e.,

f). To wave this restriction, we suggest aggregating J > 1 f -averages, as-
sociated to different functions (fj)1≤j≤J . Resorting to the same structure as
the one presented in the previous section, we define

(∀j ∈ {1, . . . , J}) x̃j = f−1
j

(
Wjf j(x)

)
, (9)

where, for every j ∈ {1, . . . , J},{
Wj ∈ [0,+∞)N×KN

Wj1KN = 1N ,
(10)

and f j is a function operating component-wise from [0,+∞)KN to Cj, asso-
ciated to a given averaging function fj, f−1

j is its inverse function operating
component-wise from some convex set Cj ⊂ RN to [0,+∞)N , and x con-
catenates columnwise the inputs (xk)1≤k≤K . The resulting joint aggregate
estimate of the J outputs (x̃k)1≤j≤J is defined as

x̂ =
J∑

j=1

Ajx̃j = A

x̃1
...
x̃J

 , (11)

with, for every j ∈ {1, . . . , J}, Aj ∈ [0,+∞)N×N , and A ∈ [0,+∞)N×NJ is
the rowwise stacking of (Aj)1≤j≤J matrices. Operations (9)-(11) are equiv-
alent to plug x as the input of a neural network with J sub-networks (i.e.,
branches) of the form presented in Figure 2, operating in parallel, followed
by a linear layer involving the weight matrix A. We further propose to
add a final activation function, g : RN → RN , to control the domain of the
output. For instance, a softmax activation can be used to get nonnegative
outputs summing to one, in a classification context. The resulting network,
called aggregated f -averages (AFA), is displayed in Figure 3. It has a limited
number JN2(K + 1) of linear parameters, namely the entries of matrices
W1, . . . ,WJ , and A. The training of these parameters can follow a classical
supervised learning approach. Given a sample and its ground truth, the task
model loss is computed (e.g., a cross-entropy loss for classification), before
updating the weights from all layers using a backpropagation algorithm (e.g.,
Adam optimizer [27]). Constraints (10) on weight matrices (Wj)1≤j≤J can
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simply be imposed through a projection step of each row of these matrices
on the convex unit simplex set [28], performed after each backpropagation
update. Let us remark that this model maintains the interpretability prop-
erties of the J f -average sub-models it contains. Furthermore, weights from
matrix A can be viewed as the contribution level of each type of average
model.

x
f2

f1

...

fJ

W1

W2

...

WJ

f−1
1

f−1
2

...

f−1
J

A g x̂

Figure 3: Structure of the proposed aggregated f -average (AFA) neural network. It
aggregates J f -averages for ensembling, with A ∈ [0,+∞)N×NJ . The activation function
g : RN → RN is selected according to the task (e.g, softmax for classification, linear for
regression).

4.4. Application of Aggregated f -averages to FSCIL
We now present our approach, to address FSCIL, using ensemble learn-

ing by AFA. We propose to consider FSCIL as a combination of successive
few-shot learning problems. To do so, for each session, we train a few-shot
learning classifier. Each of these weak classifiers can be viewed as a model
specialised on its own session data. This enables to build a diverse set of
models which are then gathered by our AFA ensembling model. By combin-
ing predictions from every weak classifiers, the ensembling model will be able
to output a prediction for all classes from base to current sessions. Let us
now describe the detailed architecture, and our specific strategy for padding
unseen classes predictions.

4.4.1. Architecture of AFA for FSCIL
The complete architecture is displayed in Fig. 4. First, and similarly to

[3, 1], we consider a CNN classification model (here, a ResNet-18), as the
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composition of a feature extractor fθ parametrised by some network weights
gathered in a vector θ, and a classification head HWk

with Wk its weights for
session k. The CNN is trained during base session (k = 1), namely the only
session with a substantial amount of data. The CNN’s backbone fθ (dark
blue box in Fig. 4) is frozen, and will serve the purpose of a feature extractor
for following sessions (k ∈ {2, . . . , K}). Its last layer, i.e., the classification
head HW1 (top light blue box in Fig. 4) is a weak classifier specialised on the
base session.

Session

1

2

...

K

Dtrain
1

Dtrain
2

...

Dtrain
K

fθ HW1

fθ HW2

...

fθ HWK



x1,1
...

x1,N1

p1,1
...

p1,NK−N1




x2,1
...

x2,N2

p2,1
...

p2,NK−N2



··
·


xK,1

xK,2
...

xK,NK



Aggregated
f -averages

 x̂1
...

x̂NK



Figure 4: AFA ensembling for FSCIL. The CNN feature extractor fθ is trained in base
session and frozen for following sessions. Its classification head HW1

is a standard clas-
sification layer. For subsequent sessions (for k ∈ {2, . . . ,K}) SimpleShot classifications
heads HWk

are used, based on nearest-neighbour classifiers, and fine-tuned using Dtrain
k .

A padding p is added to compensate the size of outputs x from classification heads.
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Hence, for k ∈ {2, . . . , K}, we replace it by new classification heads HWk
.

Specifically, instead of a CNN last layer, we rely on the few-shot learning
method SimpleShot [4]. SimpleShot is a nearest-neighbour classifier which,
given a session k, determines an estimated class ĉ(i) of a test image i ∈ Dtest

k

by retrieving the closest mean centroid in the feature space

ĉ(i) = argmin
c∈Ctest

k

∥z − z̄c∥2, (12)

where z is the ℓ2-normalised feature vector of a sample image i

z =
fθ(i)

∥fθ(i)∥2
(13)

and {z̄c | c ∈ Ctest
k } are the mean centroid of each class

(∀k ∈ {1, . . . , K})(∀c ∈ Ctrain
k ) z̄c =

1

nshots

nshots∑
n=1

zn,c. (14)

Hence, the SimpleShot classification head coupled with the feature ex-
tractor forms the weak classifier for each session k ∈ {2, . . . , K}. All these
weak classifiers should perform well on images whose classes belong to their
respective session since they are trained only on these classes. However, they
might not generalise on (unseen) classes from other sessions. To overcome
this issue, we propose to ensemble all weak classifiers outputs, using our AFA
model (orange box in Fig. 4), so as to produce a final model capable of pre-
dicting any class. At session k, input of the ensembling model consists of
k outputs, each from a different weak classifier. However, except the CNN
from base session, weak classifiers output distances and not probabilities. To
convert them, we use the following formula:

x = softmin(τ∥z − z̄c∥2) (15)

where τ > 0 is a learnable temperature scaling parameter. Since SimpleShot
relies on the smallest distance to predict classes, we need to transform low
distances into high probabilities, hence the softmin function. Once learnt,
the temperature parameter scales the output distance so that the softmin
operation produces meaningful numerical values.
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4.4.2. Padding and inlierness
As it can be seen in Fig. 4, once session K is reached, we obtain K weak

classifiers outputs, with a vector of prediction of a different size Nk (∀k ∈
{1, . . . , K}) (see also Eq. (1)). However, our AFA ensembling only averages
inputs of the same length. To cope with this situation, we must add a padding
at the end of each prediction vector (except, obviously, for the last one which
is already of size NK) in order to obtain K prediction vectors which are all of
the same size, i.e. predicting the same number of classes, namely the number
of classes NK of session K (cf. Eq. (16)). The size of the padding is NK−Nk,
and (pi)1≤i≤NK−Nk

denotes the padding vector so that

x =



x1

x2
...

xNk

p1
p2
...

pNK−Nk


(16)

We initially set the components of p to be all equal to pi = 1/(NK − Nk),
considering an uniform probability among the remaining classes. However,
by doing so, x in Eq. (16) becomes the concatenation of two probabilities vec-
tor, not summing to one, with an obvious lack of interpretability. We thus
propose a corrective approach, where we multiply the predictions (xi)1≤i≤Nk

and the padded values (pi)1≤i≤NK−Nk
by appropriate scaling factors, ensuring

both normalization and meaningfulness of the output. To do so, we design an
inlierness indicator assessing whether a given input is regarded as probably
being in the set of learnt classes of that particular weak classsifier or not. The
inlierness indicator relies on the quantity max

1≤i≤Nk

xi, which indeed indicates

the weak classifier level of confidence of the prediction x from Eq. (15). If
the latter value is higher than a certain threshold t > 0 (set as an hyperpa-
rameter), then the prediction is considered to be reliable and likely to belong
to the set of learnt classes for this particular weak classifier. In such a case,
the normalisation factor reflects the confidence by increasing the weight of
corresponding predictions xi with respect to padding values pi. Otherwise,
if the prediction confidence is lower than the threshold, the normalisation
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factor emphasizes padding values instead of the predictions. More precisely,
new prediction values x′

i are computed as follows, for every i ∈ {1, . . . , Nk},

x′
i =

{
1
2
( Nk

NK
+ 1)xi, if max

1≤i≤Nk

xi ≥ t

1
2
( Nk

NK
)xi, otherwise.

(17)

Furthermore, the corrected values (p′i)1≤i≤NK−Nk
are computed using the

complimentary probability, in order to obtain a prediction vector summing
to one. For every i ∈ {1, . . . , NK −Nk},

p′i =

{
(1− 1

2
( Nk

NK
+ 1))pi, if max

1≤i≤Nk

xi ≥ t

(1− 1
2
( Nk

NK
))pi, otherwise,

(18)

where we recall that pi = 1/(NK −Nk) for all i ∈ {1, . . . , NK −Nk}.
Finally, to train the AFA ensembling model, we adopt a prototype re-

hearsal method similarly to [29], i.e., weak classifiers perform predictions on
all training prototypes used during all sessions in order to provide training
inputs for our final ensembling model.

5. Experiments

We now present our experimental results, with the aim to show (i) the
validity of the combined FSCIL and ensembling pipeline, (ii) the benefits
of our AFA method when compared to state-of-the-art ensemble learning
methods, in that context.

We conduct experiments on four image classification datasets typically
used in few-shot or incremental learning, namely mini-ImageNet [11], CUB-
200 [30], tiered-ImageNet [31], and FGVC-Aircraft [32]. Let us first describe
each dataset specificity.

mini-ImageNet. Based on ImageNet [33], this dataset provides 500 training
samples and 100 test samples for each of the 100 classes. We replicate [1] set-
ting parameters by having 9 sessions with a number of base classes nclass_base

of 60 and 5-way 5-shots for following sessions.

tiered-ImageNet. Also based on ImageNet, this dataset provides 506 classes
of images. This allows us to evaluate our method on a larger scale than what
mini-ImageNet allows us to. To do so, we set the total number of sessions
to 11 with a number of base classes nclass_base of 100 and 10-way 5-shots for
following sessions, similarly to the CUB-200 dataset.
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CUB-200. As opposed to ImageNet (and its smaller versions), this dataset
is devised for fine-grained image classification. For this dataset too, we re-
produce [1] setting with 11 sessions, a number of base classes nclass_base of
100 and 10-way 5-shots for following sessions.

FGVC-Aircraft. To complete previous datasets, we add FGVC-Aircraft as
it is another fine-grained image classification dataset, with a similar size
compared to mini-ImageNet. We set it up similarly to the latter with 10
sessions, a number of base classes nclass_base of 50 and 5-way 5-shots for
following sessions.

These four datasets allow us to provide experimental results for standard
and fine-grained image classification and, for both, with a smaller and a
larger setting size.

For every experiment, we use ResNet-18 [34] as base model. Trained on
base session, we set the mini-batch size to 128, the learning rate to 0.1 and
the momentum to 0.9. The learning rate is decreased by a factor 10 on
epoch 30 and again on epoch 40. For subsequent sessions, its classification
head is removed and replaced as described in Section 4.4 and feature extrac-
tor weights are frozen. Our method is implemented using Pytorch [35] and
models were trained on a Nvidia Tesla V100 GPU.

Experimental results of our proposed AFA pipeline, are compared against
state-of-the-art methods dedicated to FSCIL, namely SPPR [16], CEC [17],
and FACT [36]. We also display results from the incremental learning meth-
ods LUCIR [14] and EEIL [13], for reference. Regarding ensemble learning
benchmarks, we perform comparisons with standard output fusion strategies,
namely classic averaging rules (arithmetic, geometric, and harmonic) and a
majority vote scheme. In addition, stacked NNs performing the output fusion
are also experimented (a shallow NN, a deep NN, and a weighted average
NN).

We first discuss in Section 5.1 the choice for the comparative metrics,
which is particularly challenging in the FSCIL context. We then provide our
experimental results and discuss those in Section 5.2.

5.1. Setting comparison metrics
Let us first discuss the comparison metrics, used in our subsequent ex-

periments. In most experimental settings, nway being much smaller than
nclass_base, the FSCIL problem is an imbalanced classification one. While the
imbalance is especially strong in earlier sessions due to the very few novel
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mini-ImageNet CUB-200
Method mean acc. acc. base acc. new F1 mean acc. acc. base acc. new F1
No fine-tuning 39.26 65.43 0.00 30.08 33.33 67.42 0.00 24.64
FACT [36] 49.51 73.80 13.07 44.77 56.43 72.93 40.30 56.03
AFA 48.11 66.96 27.80 48.75 52.22 70.53 34.33 51.58

Table 3: Detailed metrics on last session of mini-ImageNet and CUB-200, for 3 compared
methods. Here, the model ‘No fine-tuning’, only trained on base session and ignoring new
sessions displays a very close mean accuracy over all classes, hiding the fact that it can
hardly handle new classes. This table illustrates that F1 score better reflects performance
in an imbalanced classification setting.

classes compared to the bigger base training set, this can also be observed
when reaching last session where nclass can be inferior to nclass_base. Pre-
liminary experiments show that some methods might reach a fairly strong
mean accuracy over all (base and new) classes by focusing only on base
classes. While this can prevent efficiently catastrophic forgetting, it can also
be counterproductive in the learning of new classes. Table 3 illustrates this
behaviour with an extreme example.

For example, we devise a model called ‘No fine-tuning’ trained on base
session only, i.e. that ignored following sessions training. For those sessions,
vector predictions are completed with zeros as the model does not recognize
any class beyond base session. We can observe that such model retains a
decent mean accuracy thanks to its performance on base session classes. In
contrast, both FACT and our AFA appear to generalize well from the base
to the new session. The bias of the mean accuracy metric is well-known [37].
Instead, in such imbalanced settings, the F1 score is preferred, defined as

F1 =
2× Precision × Recall

Precision + Recall
(19)

where Precision = TruePositive / (TruePositive + FalsePositive) and Recall
= TruePositive / (TruePositive + FalseNegative). As Table 3 shows, imbal-
anced performance between base and new classes are better accounted for
with this metric than with average accuracy over all classes. Following re-
sults will be reported using only F1 score, based on this discussion. In all
the forthcoming tables, best (i.e., highest) F1 scores among all benchmarks
are highlighted in bold, while the top F1 scores among ensembling methods
are underlined.
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mini-ImageNet

Strategy Method F1 score (%) for each session

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Incremental LUCIR [14] 75.93 74.21 56.88 44.02 31.86 25.83 22.47 18.48 14.75
EEIL [13] 70.92 69.93 5.64 1.63 1.88 2.60 2.74 1.27 1.05

SPPR [16] 62.40 62.60 57.64 52.90 49.01 45.75 42.81 39.34 36.90
FSCIL CEC [17] 72.12 66.95 62.94 59.63 56.91 53.87 51.37 49.36 47.72

FACT [36] 75.37 70.49 65.99 62.21 58.89 55.71 52.50 50.40 48.59

Arithmetic mean 75.37 69.51 64.58 60.05 55.43 51.75 48.56 45.26 42.74
Geometric mean 75.37 69.98 65.27 59.87 55.41 51.13 47.93 44.23 41.26
Harmonic mean 75.37 70.82 66.72 62.21 57.53 52.44 48.64 44.66 41.26

Ensemble Majority vote 75.37 67.52 62.50 58.29 53.36 50.08 46.69 43.94 40.88
Learning Shallow NN 75.37 65.93 63.90 59.57 56.77 54.35 50.73 43.81 46.67

Deep NN 75.37 60.55 61.12 59.26 55.68 53.51 46.96 47.04 43.77
Weighted avg. 75.37 64.24 62.82 53.77 53.17 50.58 47.50 44.18 37.46
AFA 75.37 68.83 66.54 63.09 57.86 56.40 53.50 50.36 48.80

Table 4: Benchmark on mini-ImageNet. Methods from various strategies are included:
incremental learning, FSCIL and ensemble learning.

CUB-200

Strategy Method F1 score (%) for each session

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

LUCIR [14] 72.13 72.90 65.74 60.38 57.06 49.51 44.17 41.29 40.01 37.57 37.27
EEIL [13] 68.40 68.44 51.27 43.59 39.45 36.22 34.12 31.27 29.19 27.10 26.47

SPPR [16] 68.66 63.18 58.70 54.44 51.67 47.92 46.22 45.59 42.34 40.35 38.74
FSCIL CEC [17] 75.69 71.56 67.94 63.15 62.22 57.95 57.26 55.61 54.49 53.30 52.12

FACT [36] 76.75 73.53 70.34 65.39 64.79 61.54 61.07 59.43 57.49 57.30 56.29

Arithmetic mean 75.70 62.01 63.93 61.47 58.19 55.74 53.73 52.63 50.40 48.59 47.22
Geometric mean 75.70 52.08 51.77 50.58 49.82 48.56 48.37 47.44 46.79 45.62 44.82
Harmonic mean 75.70 52.17 50.64 47.17 45.26 43.57 42.24 41.10 39.33 38.59 37.27

Ensemble Majority vote 75.70 58.64 61.42 60.39 57.92 54.05 51.42 49.03 47.56 45.38 44.29
Learning Shallow NN 75.70 55.29 57.19 60.17 59.84 57.98 57.28 55.08 53.85 53.62 50.57

Deep NN 75.70 49.09 57.48 57.72 55.00 53.15 47.52 46.94 42.41 41.83 38.43
Weighted avg. 75.70 36.73 40.86 56.16 57.00 52.25 49.97 43.64 49.60 39.21 46.52
AFA 75.70 63.08 61.53 61.13 60.01 57.99 56.13 53.79 51.95 51.45 51.58

Table 5: Benchmark on CUB-200. Methods from various strategies are included: incre-
mental learning, FSCIL and ensemble learning.

5.2. Experimental results
We now provide all our comparative results, namely the performance

metrics for standard datasets mini-ImageNet and CUB-200 in Tables 4 and
5, and performance curves for tiered-ImageNet and FGVC-Aircraft in Fig-
ure 5. As already mentioned, this variety of datasets allows us to benchmark
the methods on standard image classification datasets (mini-ImageNet and
tiered-ImageNet) and on fine-grained image classification datasets (FGVC-
Aircraft and CUB-200). It also allows us to compare differences between
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Figure 5: F1 comparison with the state of the art on FGVC-Aircraft and tiered-ImageNet

smaller (100 classes in total for mini-ImageNet and FGVC-Aircraft) and
larger (200 classes in total for tiered-ImageNet and CUB-200) datasets.

Comparison of AFA with state-of-the-art FSCIL approaches. First, a global
inspection of the results show that our proposed method AFA shows com-
parable results with respect to FSCIL-specific methods such as CEC [17]
and FACT [36]. The F1 score of our method is higher on mini-ImageNet
and close to the state-of-the art on CUB-200, tiered-ImageNet and FGVC-
Aircraft. This confirms the ability of our proposed ensemble learning pipeline
to tackle the FSCIL challenging scenario. An advantage of our method is its
simple design, with interpretable and easy to learn modules.

Comparison of AFA with standard average. We now focus on the comparison
between AFA with classic ensembling strategies, based on simple averaging
using either arithmetic, geometric, or harmonic mean. We also display results
obtained with a majority vote. As Tables 4 and 5 (bottom part), and Fig. 6
show, classic averaging methods show quite inconsistent results. The best
type of average seems to depend on session number and dataset. Similarly,
the majority vote scheme seems to produce worse results in early sessions,
when few voters are available, but a gain in performance with an increas-
ing number of voters. The AFA ensemble method we propose models and
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combines, by design, those different types of average. It learns their optimal
balancing, thus producing significantly better performance in all sessions.

Comparison of AFA with standard neural networks. Performance of our pro-
posed method were also compared against three different types of ensembling
neural network, namely (1) a shallow neural network with similar number of
parameters and layers as our AFA model, (2) a deeper neural network with
five fully connected layers, and (3) a neural network specifically designed for
ensembling including a weighted average layer followed by a fully connected
layer for the output [38]. All neural network models, including the AFA
model, were trained with the same process with only slight adjustments on
learning rate parameters to adapt to each model architecture, for the sake of
fair comparisons. The results, in terms of accuracy and F1 scores (the larger,
the better), are summarized in Table 4 and Figure 6.

Figure 7: Loss versus epoch number for various NN-based ensemble learning methods,
including our proposed AFA, on the last (10th) session of the CUB-200 setting.

AFA outperforms those other NN approaches. The second best perform-
ing is the shallow NN, indicating that the limited number of parameters
from both AFA and the shallow NN produces a decisive advantage when
compared to the deep NN. The latter shows inconsistent results across differ-
ent datasets. For example, it performs better in last session of mini-ImageNet
than the weighted average NN (F1 score of 43.77% against 37.46%) but worse
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in last session of CUB-200 (38.43% against 46.52%). Indeed, these later ses-
sions drastically increase its architecture size due to the higher number K of
models to ensemble and the higher number of classes NK to predict, while
not providing a significantly larger training set because of the few-shot con-
straint, making the training of larger models difficult.

Figure 7 illustrates these behaviours. It displays the training losses of the
different stacked NN models, including the proposed AFA, on the last (10th)
session for the CUB-200 setting. The plots demonstrate our model stability
and fast convergence to a lower loss value than other methods which exhibit
a plateau at a higher value. The deep NN loss behaviour shows the inability
to train a large number of parameters on such limited amount of data, with
a validation loss diverging. The shallow NN, having a similar number of
parameters as our AFA model, also converges but with a lower rate and to a
higher loss value, as demonstrated by its F1 score which is 1.01 % lower than
the AFA model. Finally, having only k parameters, the Weighted Average
NN weights converge in a single epoch as shown by its loss that does not
evolve along subsequent epochs.

6. Conclusion

In this work, we have proposed a novel approach for ensemble learning
that we have applied to the FSCIL problem. The FSCIL setting requires
to produce methods able to handle an increasing number of classes with the
extra constraint that only a few number of training samples are available
for novel classes. FSCIL state-of-the-art extensively adopts meta-learning
strategies, similarly to the few-shot classification setting. We propose here a
conceptually simpler approach based on the ensembling of a set of nearest-
neighbour classifiers. While basic ensembling strategies do not perform well
in a consistent manner, our innovative Aggregated f -averages (AFA) ensem-
bling model reaches significantly better and more stable performance than
all its ensemble learning competitors, while achieving results comparable to
the most sophisticated state-of-the-art FSCIL models. AFA is a supervised
neural network with a specific architecture, specific activation functions, and
specific weight constraints that models and combines various types of aver-
ages. AFA has a reduced number of trainable weights and present the addi-
tional advantage of being interpretable. In future work, we intend to further
illustrate the flexibility and efficiency of our AFA model on regression tasks.
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