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Few-shot Class-incremental Fault Diagnosis by
Preserving Class-Agnostic Knowledge with

Dual-Granularity Representations
Zhendong Yang, Jie Wang⋆, Liansong Zong, Xiaorong Liu, Quan Qian, Shiqian Chen

Abstract—Few-Shot Class-Incremental Fault Diagnosis (FSC-
FD), which aims to continuously learn from new fault classes
with only a few samples without forgetting old ones, is critical
for real-world industrial systems. However, this challenging task
severely amplifies the issues of catastrophic forgetting of old
knowledge and overfitting on scarce new data. To address these
challenges, this paper proposes a novel framework built upon
Dual-Granularity Representations, termed the Dual-Granularity
Guidance Network (DGGN). Our DGGN explicitly decouples
feature learning into two parallel streams: 1) a fine-grained
representation stream, which utilizes a novel Multi-Order In-
teraction Aggregation module to capture discriminative, class-
specific features from the limited new samples. 2) a coarse-
grained representation stream, designed to model and preserve
general, class-agnostic knowledge shared across all fault types.
These two representations are dynamically fused by a multi-
semantic cross-attention mechanism, where the stable coarse-
grained knowledge guides the learning of fine-grained features,
preventing overfitting and alleviating feature conflicts. To fur-
ther mitigate catastrophic forgetting, we design a Boundary-
Aware Exemplar Prioritization strategy. Moreover, a decoupled
Balanced Random Forest classifier is employed to counter the
decision boundary bias caused by data imbalance. Extensive
experiments on the TEP benchmark and a real-world MFF
dataset demonstrate that our proposed DGGN achieves superior
diagnostic performance and stability compared to state-of-the-
art FSC-FD approaches. Our code is publicly available at
https://github.com/MentaY/DGGN.

Index Terms—Fault Diagnosis, Class incremental learning,
Class-agnostic Features, Feature Expansion.

I. INTRODUCTION

INTELLIGENT fault diagnosis is pivotal for ensuring the
operational reliability and safety of modern industrial sys-

tems by identifying equipment failures from sensor data. While
data-driven methods have shown remarkable success [1]–[5],
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Fig. 1: (a) Existing methods often suffer from feature conflicts
when integrating new fault classes. (b) Our framework intro-
duces a class-agnostic and a class-specific model to collabora-
tively reduce feature conflicts and enhance fault separability.

their efficacy often relies on a static, data-rich training envi-
ronment. This assumption is frequently violated in practice,
as industrial systems operate predominantly under normal
conditions, rendering fault samples inherently scarce. More
critically, fault patterns are not static and evolve dynamically
due to factors such as changing operating conditions and
component aging. This necessitates diagnostic models that can
incrementally learn new fault types without requiring complete
retraining.

These practical constraints motivate the study of Few-Shot
Class-Incremental Fault Diagnosis (FSC-FD). This challeng-
ing task amplifies two core problems for diagnostic models:
the catastrophic forgetting of previously acquired knowledge
and the severe overfitting on the scarce samples of new
fault classes [6]. Developing a methodology that concurrently
addresses this dual challenge is crucial for the deployment
of truly adaptive intelligent diagnosis systems in real-world
settings.

Recent works in Class-Incremental Fault Diagnosis (CIL-
FD) have explored techniques such as contrastive learning
[7], [8], lifelong learning frameworks [9], [10], and memory
replay strategies [11]. Despite this progress, a fundamental
bottleneck persists, particularly in the few-shot context. Exist-
ing methods typically attempt to learn and balance knowledge
within a single, monolithic feature space. This approach leads
to representation entanglement as new classes are added,
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where discriminative features of new classes interfere with
the established representations of old ones. As illustrated in
Fig. 1, this entanglement causes feature confusion and biases
the model’s decision boundaries toward data-rich majority
classes, hindering effective generalization for new, minority
fault types.

To overcome this limitation, this paper proposes a novel
framework that decouples feature learning through what we
term Dual-Granularity Representations. Our proposed Dual-
Granularity Guidance Network (DGGN) explicitly learns two
parallel representations within a unified architecture. It com-
prises a fine-grained, class-specific stream designed to capture
subtle, discriminative features from limited new samples using
a novel Multi-Order Interaction Aggregation (MOIA) module.
In parallel, a coarse-grained, class-agnostic stream contin-
uously models the general, foundational knowledge shared
across all fault types, preserving a stable representation of what
constitutes a fault. A key innovation is our Multi-Semantic
Cross-Attention mechanism, which enables the stable coarse-
grained knowledge to guide and regularize the learning of
the fine-grained representations, thereby preventing overfitting
and alleviating feature conflicts. Furthermore, a Boundary-
Aware Exemplar Prioritization (BAEP) strategy is developed
to optimize the replay mechanism against forgetting. Finally, a
decoupled Balanced Random Forest (BRF) classifier is trained
on the learned features to mitigate classification bias arising
from data imbalance. The main contributions of this paper are
summarized as follows:

• We proposes a novel framework built upon Dual-
Granularity Representations, which models class-specific
features and class-agnostic semantics in parallel. A multi-
semantic cross-attention mechanism is introduced to dy-
namically fuse features from both semantic domains and
transfer the unified representation back to the class-
specific model, effectively mitigating feature conflicts and
enhancing feature representation under few-shot scenar-
ios.

• We design a Multi-Order Interaction Aggregation module
to capture multi-order contextual interactions from lim-
ited fault signals. Additionally, we introduce a Boundary-
Aware Exemplar Prioritization strategy to mitigate for-
getting and adopt a Balanced Random Forest classifier to
address classification bias caused by class imbalance.

• We conduct extensive experiments on the TEP benchmark
and real-world MFF datasets, and the results demonstrate
that the proposed DGGN framework achieves significant
improvements over baseline models in both diagnostic
accuracy and stability.

II. RELATED WORK

A. Class incremental learning

Class-Incremental Learning (CIL), a crucial subfield of
continual learning, enables models to sequentially learn new
classes while preserving performance on previously seen ones
[12]. Prevailing CIL methodologies can be broadly classified
into three categories. 1) Replay-based methods [13]–[16] mit-
igate catastrophic forgetting by storing a small memory buffer

of old class exemplars and replaying them during incremental
training steps. 2) Regularization-based methods [17]–[19] im-
pose constraints to penalize significant updates to parameters
deemed critical for past tasks, thereby preserving learned
knowledge. 3) Architecture-based methods [20], [21] dynam-
ically adapt the model’s architecture, such as by isolating or
expanding network components, to accommodate new classes
without interfering with old knowledge. However, the efficacy
of these traditional CIL methods is severely challenged under
the more realistic and demanding Few-Shot Class-Incremental
Learning (FSCIL) setting. In this scenario, the model must
learn from a mere handful of samples for each new class. This
data scarcity not only exacerbates catastrophic forgetting but
also introduces a high risk of overfitting to the sparse new
data, leading to poor generalization. While some advanced
techniques have been proposed, such as learning in orthogonal
subspaces [22], using Hadamard products for efficient weight
composition [23], or aligning gradients between new and old
tasks [24], they still often learn a monolithic feature repre-
sentation. A primary limitation of these existing approaches
is their failure to explicitly decouple general, class-agnostic
knowledge from discriminative, class-specific features. They
tend to entangle these two types of semantics, making it
difficult to learn robust new concepts from scarce data without
disrupting the stable, foundational knowledge learned from
previous tasks. We argue that by preserving and leveraging
this stable class-agnostic knowledge, it can serve as a powerful
guide for learning new class-specific representations. This
motivates our work to develop a framework built on dual-
granularity representations to address this critical gap.

B. Fault Diagnosis
With the advancement of intelligent manufacturing, data-

driven fault diagnosis methods [25] attract widespread atten-
tion in both academia and industry. Deep learning approaches
in particular, such as CNN [26], RNN [27], and LSTM [28],
demonstrate remarkable capabilities in modeling the complex
nonlinear relationships between condition monitoring data
and equipment health status, thereby achieving accurate fault
diagnosis. However, most of these methods operate on the
assumption that all fault categories are known and fixed during
the training phase. This makes them unable to handle novel
fault types that continuously emerge in real-world settings
and causes them to suffer from “catastrophic forgetting.”
Consequently, conventional deep learning models are ill-suited
for dynamically evolving industrial environments.

To address these challenges, researchers have proposed
methods based on class-incremental learning. For instance,
Kirkpatrick et al. [29] introduce the Elastic Weight Consolida-
tion module, which estimates parameter importance to restrict
model updates. Aljundi et al. [30] propose the Memory Aware
Synapses approach to evaluate parameter sensitivity based on
function gradients. Li et al. [31] utilize knowledge distillation
to guide the student network to preserve information learned
by a teacher model. On the other hand, Rebuffi et al. [15]
present a prioritization-based sample selection strategy for
memory replay. Shin et al. [32] introduce Generative Adversar-
ial Networks (GANs) to simulate and retain old class data by
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jointly training generator and discriminator modules. Chen et
al. [9] propose a dual-branch aggregation network to balance
the stability and plasticity of deep neural networks, thereby
improving knowledge retention for previously seen classes.

Although significant progress has been made, existing meth-
ods still face limitations when confronted with real-world
industrial challenges such as limited samples, class imbalance
and semantic conflict. Particularly at the representation learn-
ing level, they lack the ability to perform unified semantic
modeling for both old and new tasks. In this paper, our
proposed dual-granularity representation framework integrates
class-specific and class-agnostic representations. It introduces
a multi-semantic cross-attention mechanism for dynamic fu-
sion and leverages the generalizable knowledge from the class-
agnostic domain to guide the learning of the class-specific
model. This approach enhances the incremental diagnosis
capability, especially under class imbalance conditions.

III. METHOD

A. Preliminaries

Problem Definition. Class-Incremental Learning for Fault
Diagnosis aims to develop intelligent diagnostic models capa-
ble of continuously learning new fault categories from non-
stationary data streams, while simultaneously retaining the
knowledge of previously seen classes. This learning paradigm
typically involves two main phases: (1) Base Session Training,
and (2) Incremental Session Training. During the base session,
the model learns from sufficient and balanced training data to
acquire initial knowledge of fault classes. In the incremental
sessions, new fault categories are introduced with limited
data samples, which often exhibit class imbalance and long-
tailed distributions. Formally, the CIL-FD task is defined as a
sequence of n learning sessions:

T =
[
(C1, D1), (C2, D2), . . . , (Cn, Dn)

]
, (1)

where each session t consists of a class set Ct ={
ct1, c

t
2, . . . , c

t
nt

}
and its corresponding training data Dt.

In the initial session, the training dataset is denoted as
D1 =

{
(x1, y1), (x2, y2), . . . , (xi, yi), yi ∈ C1

}
, where xi

represents a fault signal sample and yi is its corresponding
class label. In each subsequent incremental session t > 1, the
new dataset is represented as Dt =

{
(xi, yi)

N
i=1, yi ∈ Ct

}
de-

notes the set of new classes introduced at session t. To ensure a
clear separation of learning tasks, the class sets across different
sessions are disjoint, i.e., ∀t1 ̸= t2, C

t1 ∩Ct2 = ∅. During the
evaluation phase, the model is expected to recognize samples
from all the learned classes. Therefore, the final diagnostic
model should be able to correctly classify inputs drawn from
the cumulative class set:

C(0:n) =
{
C1 ∪ C2 ∪ · · · ∪ Cn

}
, (2)

and demonstrate consistent performance across all fault cate-
gories.

Feature Diversity. In single-task fault diagnosis classifi-
cation, the model only needs to capture the minimal set of
discriminative features required to complete the task. For

example, in a binary classification task involving only “se-
vere outer ring wear of the bearing ” and “normal motor
operation,” it is sufficient for the model to detect whether
the energy amplitude in a specific high-frequency band of
the vibration signal significantly increases. This enables the
model to distinguish the two conditions with high accuracy
while minimizing classification loss. These features, which are
highly discriminative for the current classification objective,
are often only effective within the current class distribution
and struggle to generalize to newly introduced classes. We
refer to them as class-specific features. However, beyond these
task-specific features, the data also contain a large number of
latent features that are not explicitly used for classification.
These features may not directly correspond to specific fault
categories but can reflect the underlying operating conditions
of the equipment, environmental noise, or the inherent physical
properties of the signal. We define these as class-agnostic
features, and this paper explores how jointly modeling these
two feature types can enhance both the performance and
generalization capability of class-incremental fault diagnosis.

B. Approach Overview
The overall architecture of our approach is illustrated in

Fig. 2. Specifically, our method consists of four core com-
ponents: class-specific representation learning, class-agnostic
guided feature expansion, dual-domain feature fusion and
alignment, and decoupled classification.

We begin by extracting task-relevant features from fault
signals using a dual-branch feature extractor. To enhance
the discriminability of learned features, we design a Multi-
Order Interaction Aggregation module that captures both local
and global information through hierarchical interactions. To
further mitigate the challenges of catastrophic forgetting and
class imbalance, we incorporate knowledge distillation within
the class-specific branch via a teacher-student paradigm, and
introduce a sample replay mechanism based on the Boundary-
Aware Exemplar Prioritization strategy.

Meanwhile, we deploy a class-agnostic branch to contin-
uously model the shared semantic information across tasks.
A Multi-Semantic Cross Attention module is proposed to
align and integrate class-agnostic and class-specific features,
enabling the fused representations to guide the optimization of
the class-specific learner. Finally, to decouple the complexity
of feature learning from the classification decision, we employ
a separately trained BRF classifier to make the final predic-
tions.

C. Class-Specific Representation Learning
To effectively capture discriminative patterns of newly

introduced fault classes under limited data conditions, we
construct a class-specific feature extraction branch as the
primary semantic encoding pathway for fault information. This
branch is continuously updated during each incremental ses-
sion to extract discriminative features relevant to the currently
introduced classes. To further enhance its representational
capacity, we design a MOIA module and incorporate feature-
level knowledge distillation to alleviate catastrophic forgetting.
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Fig. 2: Architecture of the proposed Dual-Granularity Guidance Network. The framework comprises three key components:
sample replay, feature expansion, and classifier. The Boundary-Aware Exemplar Prioritization strategy selects representative
samples to mitigate catastrophic forgetting. In the core module, class-agnostic knowledge is preserved to guide the learning of
class-specific representations, thereby preventing feature entanglement. Finally, a decoupled Balanced Random Forest classifier
is used to address data imbalance during classification.
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Fig. 3: Class-Specific Model Architecture with Multi-Order
Interaction Aggregation Module.

This section details the update procedure of the class-specific
model within our proposed framework.

1) Multi-Order Interaction Aggregation Module.: As illus-
trated in Fig. 3, we adopt 1D ResNet-18 as the backbone of the
class-specific model and incorporate a Multi-Order Interaction
Aggregation module into the residual blocks. This module
encodes multi-order features within the class-specific branch
via depthwise separable convolutions (DWConv). Different
from prior works [33], [34] that simply combine DWConv
with attention to capture contextual representations, we utilize
three parallel DWConv layers with dilation rates d ∈ {1, 2, 3}
to extract low-, mid-, and high-level contextual features.
Specifically, given an input feature Xin ∈ RC×L, where C
denotes the number of channels and L the sequence length,
we first apply a DWConv5×5 with dilation d = 1 to obtain
the initial encoding. The output is then split along the channel

dimension into three parts: low-level features Xl ∈ RCl×L,
mid-level features Xm ∈ RCm×L, and high-level features
Xh ∈ RCh×L. The mid- and high-level features are further fed
into DWConv layers with dilation rates 2 and 3, respectively,
yielding the following:

X̃m = DW5×5,d=2(Xm), (3)

X̃h = DW7×7,d=3(Xh), (4)

where X̃m and X̃h extract mid- and high-range contextual
representations, respectively, which are crucial for capturing
cross-scale dependencies in complex fault scenarios. Subse-
quently, the three features Xl, X̃m and X̃h are concatenated
along the channel dimension and compressed through a 1× 1
convolution to produce the final multi-order contextual repre-
sentation xout, as formulated in (5):

Xout = Conv1×1

(
Concat(Xl, X̃m, X̃h)

)
. (5)

The resulting feature Xout ∈ RC×L effectively integrates
both local details and global semantics from fault signals,
significantly enhancing the representational capacity of the
class-specific model under limited data conditions.

2) Supervised Contrastive Knowledge Distillation.: To en-
sure that the features extracted by the current encoder f (t)

cs ex-
hibit high intra-class compactness and inter-class separability,
we adopt a supervised contrastive learning strategy [35]. As
shown in Fig. 4, the core idea is to encourage embeddings of
samples from the same class (i.e., positive samples) to cluster
together in the embedding space, while simultaneously push-
ing apart those from different classes (i.e., negative samples).
Given a mini-batch of labeled samples (xi, yi) ∈ Dt, and
the corresponding embeddings zi = fcs(xi), the supervised
contrastive loss is defined as:

Lscl =
∑
i∈I

−1

|P (i)|
∑

p∈P (i)

log
exp ((zi · zp)/τ)∑

a∈A(i) exp ((zi · za)/τ)
, (6)
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learning.

where τ ∈ R+ denotes a temperature parameter, and the dot
product · represents the inner product. I is the index set of all
samples, and A(i) ≡ I \ {i} represents the set of all anchor
samples excluding xi. The set P (i) ≡ {p ∈ A(i) : yp = yi}
includes all positive samples that share the same label as xi,
and |P (i)| denotes the number of such samples.

To further mitigate the effects of catastrophic forgetting,
we introduce a feature-level knowledge distillation method.
Unlike traditional approaches that distill softmax-based class
distributions [15], our method aligns the feature representa-
tions between the student and teacher models in the embedding
space. Specifically, we freeze the feature encoder f (t−1)

cs from
the previous session as the teacher model and optimize the
current session’s encoder f

(t)
cs as the student. The teacher

provides guidance based on its prior distribution over old
classes, and the distillation is performed via a contrastive
similarity loss defined as:

Q(zi; za) =
exp ((zi · za)/τ)∑

k∈A(i) exp ((zi · zk)/τ)
, (7)

Lkd(f
t−1
cs , f t

cs) = − 1

2N

∑
i∈I

∑
a∈A(i)

Q(zi; za)
T log

(
Q(zi; za)

S
)

= − 1

2N

∑
i∈I

∑
a∈A(i)

[
Q
(
f t−1

cs (xi); f
t−1
cs (xa)

)
log

(
Q
(
f t

cs(xi); f
t
cs(xa)

)) ]
,

(8)

where Q(zi; za) measures the similarity between the anchor
feature zi and the auxiliary feature za. The superscripts S
and T represent the student and teacher models, respectively.
zi and za correspond to features extracted from samples xi

and xa and are normalized before similarity is computed. The
term 2N denotes the number of sample pairs in a mini-batch,
accounting for bidirectional similarity matching.

D. Class-Agnostic Guided Feature Expansion

The primary goal of the class-specific branch is to dis-
criminate among newly introduced fault classes in each task.
However, when the sample size of these new categories is

limited, the model tends to overfit the most discriminative
patterns for the new classes. This inclination may result in
learned features that lack generalization and are entangled
with those of previously seen classes in the feature space.
To mitigate this issue, we introduce a parallel class-agnostic
feature branch that complements the class-specific encoder
by capturing class-independent representations. These general
representations serve as shared semantic priors across tasks to
guide and regularize the learning of the class-specific model.

Specifically, to continuously acquire task-agnostic features,
we design a standalone encoder fca. This encoder leverages
the prediction-based self-supervised learning approach from
CaSSLe [36] to extract more general features. Furthermore,
we integrate both SimCLR [37] and CaSSLe as base learning
objectives to obtain a “semantic anchor” for each session. As
illustrated in the right half of Fig. 2 (Class-Specific Model),
we use an independent model to continuously maintain class-
agnostic representations. The backbone of fca remains a 1D
ResNet-18, the same as that of fcs, but it is trained to learn
generalizable representations over all previously seen data in
each incremental session.

Given an input sample xi, we generate two different aug-
mented views xi and x′

i, which are embedded via the current
class-agnostic encoder as zi = fca(xi) and z′i = fca(x

′
i). We

employ an InfoNCE loss to maximize the mutual information
between these embeddings during the base session. The loss
is formulated as:

L(t=0)
ca = −InfoNCEE

(
{fca(xi)}Ni=1, {fca(x

′
i)}Ni=1

)
=

1

N

N∑
i=1

log
exp (sim(zi, z

′
i)/τ)∑N

j=1
j ̸=i

exp
(
sim(zi, z′j)/τ

) , (9)

sim(zi, z
′
i) =

z⊤i z′i
∥zi∥ · ∥z′i∥

, (10)

where N is the batch size, sim(zi, z
′
i) denotes the normal-

ized cosine similarity, and τ is a temperature parameter. This
self-supervised contrastive objective encourages fca to learn
general-purpose representations that are not bound to class-
specific labels.

During incremental sessions (t > 0), to maintain semantic
consistency in the representation space, we retain the InfoNCE
objective while introducing an additional cross-session pre-
diction alignment loss. Unlike the class-specific model fcs,
which is updated for each session, the class-agnostic encoder
fca is frozen after each session and preserved as a semantic
anchor for the following sessions. In each incremental step,
we introduce a lightweight predictor g(·) that maps the current
class-agnostic embedding to the previous session’s representa-
tion space f t−1

ca (xi). The complete objective for class-agnostic
learning becomes:

L(t>0)
ca = −InfoNCEE

(
{f t

ca(xi)}Ni=1, {f t
ca(x

′
i)}Ni=1

)
− InfoNCEE

(
{g(f t

ca(xi))}Ni=1, {f t−1
ca (xi)}Ni=1

),
(11)

where f t−1
ca (·) represents the frozen class-agnostic encoder

from the previous session. The core idea of the predictor
is to minimize the divergence between current and previous
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embeddings. If this divergence is minimized, the current
features are guaranteed to retain at least as much semantic
information as those in the previous session. Therefore, as
the learning progresses, the class-agnostic encoder gradually
accumulates general representations across all tasks.

E. Guided Dual-Granularity Fusion and Alignment

1) Multi-Semantic Cross Attention.: To alleviate the dis-
crepancy in semantic distribution between the class-specific
features learned from the current task and the class-agnostic
features inherited from previous tasks, we propose a multi-
semantic cross-attention mechanism. This design adaptively
controls the feature fusion process and fully exploits the po-
tential of class-agnostic information. Given the class-specific
feature map F t

cs(x) and the class-agnostic feature map F t
ca(x),

we first normalize both features as follows:

zcs = LayerNorm1

(
F t

cs(x)
)
, (12)

zca = LayerNorm2

(
StopGradient

(
F t

ca(x)
))

. (13)

To leverage the useful information from class-agnostic fea-
tures, we treat zcs as the query vector, which enables it to
attend to both zcs and zca. Since zcs and zca reside in distinct
feature spaces, we compute their keys and values separately
as:

Q = Wq · zcs, Kcs = W cs
k · zcs, Vcs = W cs

v · zcs, (14)

Kca = W ca
k · zca, Vca = W ca

v · zca, (15)

where Wq , Wk, Wv denote learnable linear projections. We
then concatenate keys and values from both branches and
apply multi-head scaled dot-product attention to obtain the
final multi-semantic fusion representation:

z(h)m = Softmax

Q(h)
[
K

(h)
cs ,K

(h)
ca

]T
d/h

[
V (h)

cs , V (h)
ca

]
,

(16)
where d is the embedding dimension and h is the number of
attention heads. This mechanism introduces semantic priors in
an adaptive manner, effectively expanding the representation
space of current task features. Consequently, the fused rep-
resentation captures not only current task semantics but also
general knowledge across tasks.

Although the fused representation incorporates complemen-
tary semantics from both branches, unconstrained fusion may
lead to bias away from class-specific learning objectives. To
address this, we apply global average pooling (GAP) and use
cross-entropy loss to supervise the classification of the fused
features:

Lmcls = ℓCE(GAP(zm), y), (17)

where ℓCE is the cross-entropy loss and y denotes the ground-
truth label. It is important to note that gradients are not propa-
gated back to the class-agnostic feature extractor, ensuring that
the class-agnostic representation remains independent from
task-specific discriminative supervision.

2) Cross-Domain Knowledge Alignment.: Through the
multi-semantic cross-attention mechanism, the model captures
more diverse feature representations. However, as the class-
agnostic model continues to be updated, semantic drift may
occur. To mitigate this issue, we do not directly rely on the
fused features for final prediction. Instead, we transfer the
diversified information in the fused features to the feature
space of the class-specific task.

Specifically, we feed the fused feature into a classifier to
obtain the predicted class probability distribution pm through
a fully connected layer. Simultaneously, the class-specific
branch f

(t)
cs also produces its own classification output pcs.

To enable the fused features to transfer shared semantic
knowledge across domains to the class-specific model, we
minimize the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence between these
two distributions. The corresponding loss function is defined
as:

Lkl =

c∑
i=1

SG(pm(i)) log

(
SG(pm(i))

pcs(i)

)
, (18)

where SG denotes the StopGradient operation, which blocks
the gradient flow from the fused features. This mechanism
facilitates the transfer of semantic knowledge from the class-
agnostic domain to the class-specific domain. During incre-
mental sessions, we jointly minimize the supervised con-
trastive loss Lscl, the knowledge distillation loss Lkd, and the
KL alignment loss Lkl to update the class-specific model. This
enables it to learn discriminative features for new classes while
retaining knowledge of previously seen classes. The overall
loss for the class-specific branch is defined as:

Lcs = Lscl + Lkd + Lkl. (19)

This joint optimization strategy allows the model to not
only acquire discriminative features for the current session
but also recall informative features learned from previous
sessions, thereby enhancing the expressiveness of the class-
specific model. Finally, the total training loss for the overall
framework in the incremental learning process is formulated
as:

Ltotal = Lcs + λ · Lca + µ · Lmcls, (20)

where λ and µ are hyperparameters that balance the losses
Lcs, Lca, Lmcls. The training objective is to minimize the total
loss Ltotal.

F. Decoupled Classification

1) Boundary-Aware Exemplar Prioritization.: During each
incremental learning stage, we employ a sample replay strat-
egy to enrich feature learning with more diverse data. Specif-
ically, we propose a Boundary-Aware Exemplar Prioritization
strategy, which selects a representative subset of historical
exemplars to be stored in the memory buffer, while simul-
taneously updating the feature extractor using both old and
new class data. Unlike conventional uniform or center-based
sampling strategies (e.g., Herding [15], [38]), BAEP empha-
sizes the importance of boundary information. Its objective is
to select samples that lie near the decision boundary in the
feature space and exhibit high representativeness and density.
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Compared to class-center samples, these boundary exemplars
pose greater challenges to the model. This forces the model
to learn more generalizable and robust feature representations
and enhances its awareness of inter-class separability.

As the number of new classes continues to grow, the
computation and storage demand also increases. We define
a fixed memory capacity M for the buffer, which stores
exemplars from both old and new classes. The storage quota
for each class is dynamically adjusted to k = M/t, where
t denotes the number of classes encountered so far. In each
iteration, one sample is selected until the quota k is reached.
The selection criterion for the k-th exemplar is given by:

pk = argmax
x∈C

∥∥∥∥∥∥φθ(x)− µc +
1

k

k−1∑
j=1

(φθ(pj)− µc)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

2

, (21)

where C = {x1, x2, . . . , xn} represents the candidate pool of
new class samples, φθ(·) is the current feature extractor, and
µc =

1
n

∑n
i=1 φθ(xi) denotes the mean feature embedding of

the current class.
BAEP maximizes the deviation of a candidate sample

from the class mean and the previously selected exemplars,
encouraging the model to preserve boundary instances with
strong discriminative power. This strategy ensures that minor-
ity classes are sufficiently represented and helps mitigate class
imbalance.

2) Balanced Random Forest Classifier.: In the final clas-
sification stage, we adopt the Balanced Random Forest [39]
as a decoupled classifier to predict the final labels based on
the features extracted by the class-specific model. Structurally,
the BRF is based on traditional random forests but incorpo-
rates a class-balanced sampling mechanism, which effectively
mitigates the bias introduced by class imbalance.

Specifically, during each BRF construction iteration, sup-
pose the current training set contains C classes. For the i-th
tree, its training sample subset S(i) consists of the following
two parts:

S(i) = S
(i)
minority ∪ S

(i)
majority, (22)

where S
(i)
minority denotes the subset obtained by bootstrapping

samples from the current minority classes, while S
(i)
majority is

randomly sampled from the majority classes. Both subsets
contain the same number of samples. We then train a CART
[40] decision tree Ti using this combined subset. At each
tree node, feature selection is performed from a random
subset Vmtry ⊆ V to enhance the diversity and generalization
capability of the tree structure. After training N trees, the BRF
classifier makes predictions on a sample x through majority
voting:

ŷ(x) = mode
(
T1(φ(x)), T2(φ(x)), . . . , TN (φ(x))

)
, (23)

where φ(x)) denotes the feature representation of the sample
x, T (·) indicates the output of the corresponding tree, and
mode(·) represents the majority voting operation.

By leveraging structured class-balanced sampling and en-
semble voting, the BRF classifier not only alleviates the effect
of inter-class distribution shift on final classification but also
improves the model’s sensitivity to minority classes.

IV. EXPERIMENT

This section provides a detailed introduction to the two
datasets used to evaluate our proposed method: the widely
adopted benchmark Tennessee Eastman Process (TEP) dataset
[41], and a real-world industrial fault diagnosis dataset, the
Multiphase Flow Facility (MFF) [42]. We conduct compre-
hensive evaluations on both datasets to assess the effectiveness
of our approach and to validate the contributions of each
component through ablation studies.

A. Datasets

TEP Dataset: In the domain of fault diagnosis, the TEP
dataset focuses on simulating realistic chemical processes and
has been widely used. It consists of 40 measured variables and
12 manipulated variables (e.g., pressure, temperature, valve
opening, and feed flow rates), all of which are continuously
monitored by sensors. The TEP dataset consists of 21 types
of faults (e.g., step disturbances, valve stiction, etc.), from
which we select nine fault types (faults 1, 2, 4, 6, 7, 8, 12,
14, and 18) and one normal class (type 0) to demonstrate the
effectiveness of our method under class-imbalanced and long-
tailed distributions.

MFF Dataset: The MFF dataset is collected from a gas-
liquid-solid three-phase flow separation test platform at Cran-
field University. It is a semi-physical dataset that includes
24 process variables (e.g., pressure and flow rate), sampled
at 1Hz, with six standard fault types. These variables come
from a real-world multiphase flow system. Compared to TEP,
the MFF dataset represents a more complex and dynamic
industrial process, making it a more challenging benchmark.
In our experiments, we randomly select four fault types (types
1, 2, 3, and 4) and one normal type (type 0).

To simulate limited fault data, we restrict the number of
samples for each fault class. Following the setting in Peng
[43], class imbalance arises from the normal class having
significantly more samples than the fault classes, and long-
tailed scenarios are simulated by having a few fault classes
with a small number of samples. TABLE I shows the class-
specific sample settings in the incremental sessions: in the TEP
dataset, the number of samples per fault class is set to either
48 or 20, while in the MFF dataset it is set to either 10 or 5.

B. Model Setting

Implementation details: We adopt ResNet18 as the back-
bone network for both the class-agnostic and class-specific
models. For the TEP dataset, we set the memory buffer size
to 100 for the imbalanced scenario and 40 for the long-tailed
scenario. For the MFF dataset, these values are set to 10 and
5, respectively. All training is conducted on four A40 GPUs
using the Adam optimizer. The batch size is set to 512, the
weight decay is 1e−5, and the temperature parameter τ is set
to 0.07. We set the loss balancing hyperparameters λ and µ
to 0.5 and 0.6, respectively. The learning rate is fixed at 0.01,
and the training lasts for 500 epochs. For data augmentation in
the supervised contrastive learning (SCL) stage, we randomly
select a segment of the input sequence, shuffle it, and then
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TABLE I: TEP dataset and MFF dataset settings

Dataset Mode
Training Set Testing Set

Incremental SessionsNormal Class Fault Class Normal Class Fault Class

TEP
Imbalanced

500
48

800 800 5Long-Tailed 20

MFF
Imbalanced

200
10

800 800 5Long-Tailed 5

reintegrate it into the original sequence. The BRF classifier is
implemented using the imbalanced-learn 1 library.

Scenario setup: In our experiments, we focus on multi-
stage setups. In these setups, we first train the model on an
initial set of tasks T1, and then sequentially add new classes in
subsequent stages Tn. At each stage Tn, we evaluate the model
on all classes encountered from stage T1 to Tn. Specifically,
we adopt an incremental class setting of 2+2+2+2+2 classes
on the TEP dataset and 1+1+1+1+1+1 classes on the MFF
dataset.

Evaluation Metrics: To ensure fair comparison with prior
work, we report the average results over the last 10 checkpoints
to reduce performance variance. Following previous studies
[15], [31], [44], [45], we adopt classification accuracy and
mean per-class accuracy on all classes encountered during
incremental learning as our evaluation metrics.

C. Baselines

To rigorously evaluate the proposed model, we conduct
comprehensive comparisons with established baselines and
state-of-the-art class-incremental learning methods. Classical
approaches include: LwF.MC [31] which mitigates forgetting
through knowledge distillation using previous-task outputs as
soft targets without old data access; Finetuning [15] as a
simple transfer baseline lacking anti-forgetting mechanisms;
iCaRL [15] pioneering rehearsal-based incremental learning
via exemplar memory and distillation; EEIL [46] imple-
menting end-to-end learning with cross-distillation loss; and
BiC [47] correcting classifier bias through linear adjustment.
Contemporary state-of-the-art methods comprise: SAVC [45]
enhancing base-class separation with pseudo-supervised con-
trastive learning; WaRP-CIFSL [48] consolidating knowledge
by warping parameter spaces; BiDistFSCIL [49] preventing
overfitting via dual-teacher knowledge transfer; and SCLIFD
[8] tailoring contrastive distillation for industrial incremental
scenarios.

D. Results

This section presents the experimental results of various
methods under multi-step incremental learning settings on the
TEP and MFF datasets, focusing on the challenging scenarios
of class imbalance and long-tailed distributions. As shown in
TABLE II, we report the classification accuracy at the end of
each incremental phase, as well as the overall average accuracy

1https://imbalanced-learn.org/stable/references/generated/
imblearn.ensemble.BalancedRandomForestClassifier.html#
balancedrandomforestclassifier

after all incremental sessions. In addressing class imbalance,
DGGN consistently achieves higher average classification
accuracy than other state-of-the-art methods. For example,
compared to the SCLIFD method based on supervised con-
trastive knowledge distillation, DGGN achieves improvements
of 4.51% and 5.62% in average class-wise accuracy under
class-imbalanced settings on the two datasets, respectively. In
the long-tailed scenario on the MFF dataset, DGGN achieves
an improvement of 17.77% in average class-wise accuracy.
Furthermore, as the incremental sessions progress, DGGN
continues to outperform other methods in terms of accuracy.
For instance, in the fifth incremental session on the MFF
dataset, DGGN attains an accuracy of 99.95%, exceeding
the second-best method WaRP-CIFSL (96.60%) by 3.47%.
The superior performance of DGGN can be attributed to
the integration of general class-agnostic information, which
provides advantages over conventional models that rely on
a single feature extractor. Additionally, as shown in Fig. 5,
the accuracy curves of DGGN and baseline methods under
various scenarios indicate that DGGN maintains consistently
stable performance throughout the entire incremental learn-
ing process. This stability demonstrates that our approach
effectively mitigates catastrophic forgetting and alleviates the
conflict between old and new knowledge in the feature space.

E. Ablation Study

In our study, the proposed DGGN model significantly en-
riches feature representation by introducing multi-order inter-
active aggregation (MOIA) modules and leveraging the univer-
sal information from a class-agnostic model. Additionally, we
design a multi-semantic cross-attention (MSCA) mechanism
to more efficiently integrate features from different semantic
domains and to enable knowledge transfer from the class-
agnostic model to the class-specific model, thereby enhancing
the model’s generalization and discriminative abilities.

To evaluate the independent contributions of these compo-
nents to class-incremental fault diagnosis, we conduct com-
prehensive ablation studies under both imbalanced and long-
tailed settings on the TEP and MFF datasets. As shown in TA-
BLE III, the symbols ↑ (↓) indicate an improvement (decline)
in performance relative to DGGN. The results demonstrate
that, when the MOIA module is removed, the average accuracy
on the TEP long-tailed task drops from 85.13% to 83.74%, and
on the MFF long-tailed task from 99.99% to 97.85%. This
indicates that the multi-order interactive aggregation module
plays a critical role in modeling inter-feature relationships
in small-sample scenarios. MOIA enables the class-specific
model to extract more discriminative features from limited

https://imbalanced-learn.org/stable/references/generated/imblearn.ensemble.BalancedRandomForestClassifier.html#balancedrandomforestclassifier
https://imbalanced-learn.org/stable/references/generated/imblearn.ensemble.BalancedRandomForestClassifier.html#balancedrandomforestclassifier
https://imbalanced-learn.org/stable/references/generated/imblearn.ensemble.BalancedRandomForestClassifier.html#balancedrandomforestclassifier
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TABLE II: Comparison of experimental results of TEP and MFF datasets (experimental results retain two decimal places).

Dataset Diagnosis Mode Method
Accuracy(%) in All Incremental Sessions↑

1 2 3 4 5 Average

TEP

Imbalanced

LwF.MC 99.43 42.92 18.89 13.96 10.76 37.19
Finetuing 99.38 47.02 32.00 15.87 17.63 42.38

iCaRL 98.69 72.41 60.67 58.26 54.02 68.81
EEIL 58.12 33.24 17.67 14.87 11.24 27.03
BiC 59.55 32.57 25.35 19.63 17.76 30.97

SAVC 89.22 59.87 50.54 36.50 30.85 53.40
WaRP-CIFSL 98.35 55.54 52.48 42.59 37.84 57.36
BiDistFSCIL 99.20 71.93 63.35 50.96 47.98 66.68

SCLIFD 99.38 76.28 92.60 82.91 81.42 86.52
Ours 99.20 97.44 97.92 84.47 73.00 90.41

Long-Tailed

LwF.MC 99.32 44.43 26.49 14.57 13.27 37.62
Finetuing 99.09 46.79 31.75 14.19 15.63 41.49

iCaRL 98.35 70.21 58.17 54.12 51.63 66.49
EEIL 57.81 27.14 13.38 10.26 8.14 23.35
BiC 52.66 27.93 18.67 13.65 10.46 24.67

SAVC 97.24 56.35 42.11 32.21 25.84 50.75
WaRP-CIFSL 97.27 51.31 44.40 39.01 36.68 53.73
BiDistFSCIL 99.09 68.69 54.94 46.01 43.01 62.35

SCLIFD 99.38 79.91 94.60 81.74 74.41 86.01
Ours 98.92 91.34 95.38 75.29 64.69 85.13

MFF

Imbalanced

LwF.MC 100.00 80.68 43.91 38.30 28.85 58.35
Finetuing 100.00 50.00 49.19 33.33 25.00 45.67

iCaRL 100.00 70.21 62.50 54.12 51.63 66.49
EEIL 100.00 43.34 33.87 25.93 22.19 45.07
BiC 100.00 48.45 34.25 27.81 19.23 45.95

SAVC 100.00 99.94 70.50 51.78 38.80 72.20
WaRP-CIFSL 100.00 97.69 89.42 96.44 97.78 97.86
BiDistFSCIL 100.00 98.19 98.63 96.72 96.18 97.94

SCLIFD 100.00 99.66 94.77 88.87 88.17 94.29
Ours 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 97.92 99.59

Long-Tailed

LwF.MC 100.00 58.47 40.20 52.38 42.31 58.67
Finetuing 100.00 50.00 33.33 25.00 20.00 45.67

iCaRL 100.00 74.94 82.13 84.56 89.93 86.31
EEIL 100.00 40.52 31.62 24.56 21.25 45.51
BiC 100.00 41.74 30.10 21.53 17.12 42.10

SAVC 100.00 93.56 95.67 72.13 56.13 83.50
WaRP-CIFSL 100.00 100.00 98.88 98.88 96.60 98.87
BiDistFSCIL 100.00 99.62 100.00 96.91 88.90 97.09

SCLIFD 100.00 88.18 78.52 77.98 79.81 84.90
Ours 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 99.95 99.99

incremental data, thus improving overall diagnostic perfor-
mance.

Moreover, removing the parallel class-agnostic model
causes a substantial decline in accuracy at all incremental
stages—most notably, in the TEP imbalanced setting, accuracy
drops from 90.41% to 71.06%. This result underscores the
positive impact of universal semantic representations in guid-
ing the learning of class-specific models. The presence of the
class-agnostic model allows our incremental learning frame-
work to achieve better knowledge sharing and generalization
between new and old classes, alleviating feature conflicts.

To further investigate the importance of dual-domain fea-
ture interaction, we remove the multi-semantic cross-attention
module. The results show that the absence of the MSCA mod-
ule restricts information fusion across semantic domains, with
accuracy in the fifth incremental session of the TEP long-tailed
task dropping from 64.69% to 54.13%. Additionally, when
knowledge is not transferred from the class-agnostic model
to the class-specific model (i.e., the cross-domain alignment
loss is omitted), the accuracy in the MFF imbalanced task

decreases by up to 8.24%.
In summary, the ablation experiments fully validate the

effectiveness of each component within our unified framework.
These modules work collaboratively to significantly enhance
the expressive capacity and stability of the model, which ef-
fectively alleviates catastrophic forgetting and feature conflict.
As a result, our method demonstrates superior performance
and robustness in complex class-incremental fault diagnosis
scenarios.

F. Model Analysis

In this section,we provide a more in-depth analysis of the
importance of DGGN, with all results obtained on the TEP
dataset.

1) Analysis of the MOIA Module’s Role in Modeling Dis-
criminative Features.: In this section, we conduct an in-depth
analysis of the role of the MOIA module in discriminative
feature modeling within class-specific models. We perform
experiments on the TEP dataset under both class-imbalanced
and long-tailed settings, constructing separable convolutions
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Fig. 5: Accuracy curves of DGGN and baselines in different incremental scenarios.

TABLE III: Ablation study results on the TEP and MFF datasets. “MOIA,” “CA model,” “MSCA,” and “w/o Knowledge
Transferring” respectively indicate the model’s multi-order interactive aggregation module, class-agnostic branch, multi-semantic
cross-attention module, and the absence of knowledge transfer back to the class-specific model.

Dataset Diagnosis Mode Method
Accuracy(%) in All Incremental Sessions↑

1 2 3 4 5 Average

TEP

Imbalanced

DGGN 99.20 97.44 97.92 84.47 73.00 90.41
w/o MOIA 98.98↓ 97.50↑ 98.63↑ 82.01↓ 68.09↓ 89.04↓

w/o CA model 98.12↓ 74.61↓ 72.76↓ 59.94↓ 49.84↓ 71.06↓
w/o MSCA 99.15↓ 98.63↑ 89.94↓ 73.00↓ 57.57↓ 83.66↓

w/o Knowledge Transferring 98.98↓ 97.89↑ 97.76↓ 84.27↓ 70.60↓ 89.90↓

Long-Tailed

DGGN 98.92 91.34 95.38 75.29 64.69 85.13
w/o MOIA 99.09↑ 93.48↑ 82.46↓ 72.71↓ 60.96↓ 83.74↓

w/o CA model 98.98↑ 72.62↓ 68.37↓ 63.20↓ 51.99↓ 71.03↓
w/o MSCA 98.86↓ 73.36↓ 79.92↓ 62.91↓ 54.13↓ 73.84↓

w/o Knowledge Transferring 99.03↑ 83.21↓ 83.41↓ 64.95↓ 54.04↓ 76.93↓

MFF

Imbalanced

DGGN 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 97.92 99.59
w/o MOIA 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 88.75↓ 97.75↓

w/o CA model 100.00 100.00 100.00 77.56↓ 81.33↓ 91.78↓
w/o MSCA 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 84.47↓ 96.90↓

w/o Knowledge Transferring 100.00 96.81↓ 100.00 100.00 89.85↓ 97.33↓

Long-Tailed

DGGN 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 99.95 99.99
w/o MOIA 100.00 99.38↓ 95.04↓ 96.75↓ 98.08↓ 97.85↓

w/o CA model 100.00 98.38↓ 98.96↓ 77.03↓ 62.65↓ 87.40↓
w/o MSCA 100.00 100.00 83.04↓ 97.12↓ 99.08↓ 95.85↓

w/o Knowledge Transferring 100.00 97.44↓ 97.08↓ 96.75↓ 87.33↓ 95.72↓



11

TABLE IV: Impact of Multi-Scale Receptive Field Modeling Strategies on Diagnostic Performance and Model Overhead, Where
M1 denotes DW7×7, M2 denotes DW5×5,d=1 + DW7×7,d=3, and M3 denotes DW5×5,d=1 + DW5×5,d=2 + DW7×7,d=3.

Dataset Diagnosis Mode Modules
Accuracy(%) in All Incremental Sessions↑

Params(M)1 2 3 4 5 Average

TEP

Imbalanced

M1 99.09 98.27 98.12 83.86 69.85 89.84 8.50
M2 99.20 97.53 97.20 80.50 70.20 88.93 8.52
M3 98.81 98.36 96.51 79.79 70.40 88.77 8.54

DGGN 99.20 97.44 97.92 84.47 73.00 90.41 9.91

Long-Tailed

M1 98.86 90.39 91.13 65.59 57.92 80.78 8.50
M2 98.92 91.58 92.02 69.36 61.61 82.70 8.52
M3 98.92 92.11 91.29 64.09 59.41 81.16 8.54

DGGN 98.92 91.34 95.38 75.29 64.69 85.13 9.91

(DWConv) of varying depths. Unlike our proposed parallel
multi-branch modeling of multi-order contexts, the compara-
tive structures adopt three typical serial stacking strategies: a
single receptive field structure (DW7×7), a dual-branch serial
structure (DW5×5,d=1 + DW7×7,d=3), and a triple-branch se-
rial structure (DW5×5,d=1 + DW5×5,d=2 + DW7×7,d=3). As
shown in TABLE IV, the MOIA module consistently achieves
optimal performance under both experimental settings. In the
imbalanced setting, it yields an average accuracy of 90.41%,
which is significantly higher than that of other serial DWConv
layers. This advantage is mainly attributed to the superiority of
parallel multi-order modeling over serial stacking, as it more
effectively captures both local and global contextual depen-
dencies. Although the parallel structure involves slightly more
parameters than the serial structure, our model achieves higher
classification accuracy in subsequent incremental sessions.

In summary, MOIA enhances the capacity of class-specific
models to model complex fault scenarios by constructing par-
allel low-, mid-, and high-level semantic branches. This results
in greater robustness and discriminative power, especially in
scenarios with limited samples or semantic ambiguity.

2) Comparison with other sample replay strategies.: To
further validate the superiority of our sample replay strategy,
we compare BAEP with random selection, Herding [38], and
a mixed strategy where half of the samples are selected
by Herding and the other half by BAEP. We visualize the
test feature vectors and their separability at each incremental
learning stage using t-SNE, as shown in Fig. 6. The results
demonstrate that the BAEP strategy consistently achieves su-
perior feature separation at every incremental step. Compared
with other replay strategies, BAEP plays a positive role in
sample selection. For example, in Session 3 and Session
4, BAEP maintains clear decision boundaries for existing
classes and provides distinct feature spaces for newly added
classes, effectively alleviating the issues of old-class forgetting
and new-class interference. In contrast, other strategies show
significant class overlap, making it difficult to maintain clear
class boundaries. The mixed strategy balances the compactness
of Herding and the discriminability of BAEP to some extent,
but still falls short of BAEP’s overall performance in feature
selection. These results indicate that BAEP is capable of se-
lecting both representative and discriminative samples, thereby
providing higher-quality replay samples for class-incremental
fault diagnosis.

3) Applying our approach to other decoupled classifiers.:
To evaluate the performance gain of the BRF classifier, we
compare it against several common baseline classifiers, in-
cluding a fully connected classifier (FCC), K-NN, and SVM.
For FCC, a fully connected layer with a Softmax function
is attached to the frozen backbone, and the model is trained
using cross-entropy loss and the Adam optimizer. All other
experimental settings and hyperparameters are kept consis-
tent with those used for BRF. Additionally, the number of
neighbors K in K-NN is dynamically set to half the average
sample number per class at each session, while the SVM
adopts a linear kernel version for computational efficiency in
the class-incremental learning setting. As shown in TABLE V,
under both settings of the TEP dataset, the BRF classifier
consistently outperforms the baselines. In the class-imbalanced
scenario, particularly at the fifth incremental session, BRF
maintains stronger discriminative power, achieving a classi-
fication accuracy of 73%, whereas KNN and SVM drop to
71.56% and 66.10%, respectively. In the more challenging
long-tailed scenario, the average accuracy of BRF surpasses
those of FCC, KNN, and SVM by 12.66%, 3.13%, and 6.71%,
respectively. These results demonstrate the effectiveness of the
BRF classifier in maintaining inter-class discriminability and
intra-class consistency, thus achieving more accurate classifi-
cation in incremental learning tasks.

4) Dual domain feature similarity analysis.: To demon-
strate the effectiveness of the learned generic and class-specific
feature representations, we adopt centered kernel alignment
(CKA) [50] as a similarity metric to quantitatively analyze
the pairwise feature similarity between the class-agnostic (CA)
and class-specific (CS) branches across different incremental
learning sessions (S1–S5). We extract CA and CS features
from the test set of each session and compute their pairwise
CKA similarity, with the results visualized as a heatmap
in Fig. 7. As shown in the figure, the CA branch exhibits
extremely high feature stability, with inter-session similarities
consistently very high (for example, Agnostic-S1 vs. Agnostic-
S2 is 0.98, Agnostic-S1 vs. Agnostic-S5 is 0.96, and generally
above 0.92). This indicates that the CA branch continually

learns and preserves generic, cross-class shared semantics,
providing a stable foundation for the model and remaining
unaffected by the introduction of new fault classes. In con-
trast, the CS branch demonstrates clear dynamic evolution
in its feature representations, with much lower inter-session
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Fig. 6: t-SNE visualization of class-wise feature representations under different sample replay strategies in class-incremental
fault diagnosis tasks.

TABLE V: Comparison of Classification Accuracy Across Different Classifiers under Class-Imbalanced and Long-Tailed
Scenarios on the TEP Dataset.

Dataset Diagnosis Mode Modules
Accuracy(%) in All Incremental Sessions↑

1 2 3 4 5 Average

TEP

Imbalanced

KNN 99.15 97.35 98.21 85.06 71.56 90.26
SVM 99.09 98.48 98.55 78.28 66.10 88.10
FCC 78.75 94.58 91.14 71.74 65.97 80.64

DGGN 99.20 97.44 97.92 84.47 73.00 90.41

Long-Tailed

KNN 98.86 88.87 90.65 70.06 61.54 82.00
SVM 98.92 79.38 85.93 65.95 61.95 78.42
FCC 62.33 89.64 86.79 68.83 54.74 72.47

DGGN 98.92 91.34 95.38 75.29 64.69 85.13

TABLE VI: Classification Accuracy for Different Fault Types under the Class-Imbalanced Setting of the TEP Dataset.

Dataset Diagnosis Mode Different Fault Types
Accuracy(%) in All Incremental Sessions↑

1 2 3 4 5 Average

TEP Imbalanced

1, 2, 7, 9, 11, 14, 15, 19, 20 98.92 98.07 98.63 83.69 71.46 90.15
4, 5, 6, 8, 10, 13, 17, 18, 21 99.20 98.10 98.57 81.43 71.05 89.67
1, 3, 5, 7, 12, 14, 16, 19, 20 98.81 98.63 99.09 85.26 72.72 90.90
2, 6, 8, 9, 10, 11, 15, 17, 21 98.98 98.01 98.91 84.34 72.00 90.45
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Fig. 7: CKA similarity heatmap between class-agnostic and
class-specific branch features across different incremental ses-
sions.

similarities (for example, Specific-S2 vs. Specific-S3 is 0.41,
Specific-S4 vs. Specific-S5 is 0.37). This suggests that the
CS branch constantly adjusts its features as new classes are
introduced, to capture the unique discriminative information of
the current task. Most importantly, the cross-branch similarity
analysis reveals a high degree of disentanglement between the
two branches. For example, the similarity between Agnostic-
S1 and Specific-S1 within the same session is only 0.32,
and that between Agnostic-S1 and Specific-S5 across sessions
is around 0.32 as well. These extremely low CKA values
strongly demonstrate that the CA and CS branches learn
different feature representations, effectively separating generic
semantics from class-specific details.

5) Results on different fault classes.: To verify the ap-
plicability of our method to other fault types, we further
conduct experiments on nine additional fault categories from
the 21 fault types in the TEP dataset. These fault categories
are divided into four experimental groups, with each group
containing a different combination of fault types. The exper-
imental setup remains consistent with previous settings, and
we evaluate the classification performance at each incremental
stage throughout the entire incremental learning process. As
shown in TABLE VI, under the class-imbalanced setting of
the TEP dataset, the average classification accuracy for all
four groups exceeds 89.67%. These results demonstrate that
our method maintains high classification accuracy even on
fault types beyond the original dataset, further validating
the robustness and adaptability of our approach in class-
incremental fault diagnosis tasks.

V. CONCLUSION

In this work, we addressed the core challenges in Few-
Shot Class-Incremental Fault Diagnosis, namely catastrophic
forgetting and overfitting on scarce data. We proposed the

Dual-Granularity Guidance Network, a novel framework that
constructs parallel class-agnostic and class-specific feature
streams. The class-agnostic model captures stable, cross-class
knowledge, while the class-specific model focuses on learning
discriminative features via multi-order interactive aggregation
modules. A multi-semantic cross-attention module aligns these
two streams, allowing the general knowledge to guide rep-
resentation learning and alleviate feature conflicts. Addition-
ally, we employed a Boundary-Aware Exemplar Prioritization
strategy and a Balanced Random Forest classifier to further
mitigate catastrophic forgetting and bias from data imbalance.

The effectiveness of our approach was validated through
extensive experiments on the TEP and MFF datasets, where
DGGN consistently demonstrated superior performance and
stability over state-of-the-art methods. While the results are
strong, future work will focus on three key areas: optimiz-
ing the model architecture for greater efficiency, developing
dynamic memory management methods, and extending the
framework to more complex cross-device or cross-domain
scenarios.
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