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Abstract

Pre-trained Large Language Models (LLMs)
have demonstrated remarkable capabilities but
also pose risks by learning and generating
copyrighted material, leading to significant le-
gal and ethical concerns. To address these
issues, it is critical for model owners to be
able to unlearn copyrighted content at vari-
ous time steps. We explore the setting of se-
quential unlearning, where copyrighted content
is removed over multiple time steps—a sce-
nario that has not been rigorously addressed.
To tackle this challenge, we propose Stable
Sequential Unlearning (SSU), a novel unlearn-
ing framework for LLMs, designed to have a
more stable process to remove copyrighted con-
tent from LLMs throughout different time steps
using task vectors, by incorporating additional
random labeling loss and applying gradient-
based weight saliency mapping. Experiments
demonstrate that SSU finds a good balance
between unlearning efficacy and maintaining
model’s general knowledge compared to exist-
ing baselines. !

1 Introduction

Large Language Models (LLMs) (Brown et al.,
2020; Chowdhery et al., 2023; Touvron et al., 2023)
have made significant progress through pre-training
on extensive transformer-based architectures and
learning from diverse text data (Ouyang et al., 2022;
Kojima et al., 2022; Qin et al., 2023; Lewkowycz
et al., 2022; Roziere et al., 2023; Lyu et al., 2023;
Li et al., 2024). However, LLMs inadvertently in-
corporate and learn from copyrighted material (Min
et al., 2023; Brittain, 2023; Rahman and Santacana,
2023). These issues have led to a lawsuit filed by
the New York Times” and eight U.S. newspaper
publishers?. These issues not only pose significant

!Code avilable at https://github.com/guangyaodou/SSU.
INYT Complaint, Dec 2023
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privacy concerns but also raise broader questions
regarding responsible Al usage.

In response to these, General Data Protection
Regulation of the European Union (Hoofnagle
et al., 2019) and the California Consumer Privacy
Act (Pardau, 2018) have mandated the right to be
forgotten (Dang, 2021; Bourtoule et al., 2021). One
naive approach is to exclude copyrighted data from
training corpus and retrain it from scratch. How-
ever, this method is computationally expensive and
impractical, as it requires retraining the model each
time a copyright violation is identified.

An alternative solution is machine unlearn-
ing (Cao and Yang, 2015), which removes un-
wanted knowledge, reconfiguring the model as if
it had never learned that data. Recent works pro-
posed practical machine unlearning algorithms for
LLMs, discussing the trade-off between privacy
and utility (Liu et al., 2024a; Yao et al., 2023;
Zhang et al., 2024; Chen and Yang, 2023; Eldan
and Russinovich, 2023; Jang et al., 2023; Zhao
et al., 2024). However, few have addressed the
challenge of sequentially unlearning literary copy-
righted works. This scenario involves unlearn-
ing specific books over time, followed by subse-
quent unlearning requests. An effective algorithm
should be stable, meaning it should ensure unlearn-
ing efficacy—removing unwanted knowledge ef-
fectively—while maintaining locality, preserving
non-targeted knowledge and the model’s reason-
ing ability. Few works have studied this setting,
leaving it unclear if existing methods are suitable.

Many previous works have used Gradient As-
cent (GA)-based approaches (Zhang et al., 2024;
Maini et al., 2024; Zhao et al., 2024; Liu et al.,
2024b), often leading to catastrophic collapse —
drastically degrading the model’s reasoning ability
and violating the locality property we desire. This
issue is particularly problematic for copyright un-
learning, where preserving model performance is
crucial. Furthermore, the Task Vector (TV) (Ilharco
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et al., 2022) approach fails to achieve a good trade-
off among unlearning efficacy, knowledge reten-
tion (keeping knowledge of non-unlearned books),
and capability retention (maintaining the model’s
reasoning ability). This failure can degrade the
model’s overall performance by unintentionally un-
learning books that should be retained, leading to a
loss of valuable knowledge.

To address these challenges, we propose a Stable
Sequential Unlearning (SSU), marking an initial
step toward a better trade-off between effective un-
learning and maintaining knowledge and capability
retention in sequential settings. SSU is designed
to unlearn copyrighted content, thereby avoiding
copyright infringement in LLMs. Specifically, we
first fine-tune the model with copyrighted books to
ensure unlearning efficacy, incorporating a random
labeling loss term to enhance stability and applying
weight saliency mapping to maintain locality. Then,
we negate the learned knowledge during fine-tuning
on the original model to obtain a modified model
that forgets copyrighted content. Unlike GA-based
methods, SSU does not require additional data col-
lection to maintain its performance on other tasks,
thereby avoiding the complexity and overhead as-
sociated with mitigating catastrophic forgetting. In-
stead, it leverages internal model mechanisms and
loss functions to ensure performance stability.

Our experiments on the Llama3-8B model
(Al@Meta, 2024) to sequentially unlearn copy-
righted books demonstrate that stable unlearning
provides a better trade-off between unlearning effi-
cacy and the retention of model locality compared
to baseline methods. This approach alleviates the
instability commonly encountered during the un-
learning process. Our main contributions are:

* To the best of our knowledge, this is the first
work investigating the sequential unlearning
of copyrighted literary books to address copy-
right infringement.

* We systematically evaluate existing algo-
rithms in our sequential unlearning setting
and highlight that they either encounter catas-
trophic collapse or fail to achieve good trade-
offs among unlearning efficacy, knowledge
retention and capability retention during the
unlearning process.

* We propose SSU, a stable unlearning algo-
rithm for sequential setting. Our experiments

demonstrate that SSU provides a better trade-
off between avoiding copyright infringement
and preserving the model’s reasoning ability
compared to existing methods.

2 Related Work

Machine unlearning was first introduced by Cao
and Yang (2015), who proposed using a sharded,
isolated, sliced, aggregated (SISA) framework to
split the model into smaller sub-models, each learn-
ing from a portion of the data. This allows for
easier modification of individual sub-models when
unlearning is required. There are two main types
of unlearning: Exact Unlearning and Approximate
Unlearning. Exact unlearning typically applies to
convex settings where all information related to the
unwanted data can be completely removed (Ginart
et al., 2019; Bourtoule et al., 2021). In contrast,
approximate unlearning is used in non-convex set-
tings and requires the output distribution of the
unlearned model to be similar to that of a retrained
model from scratch (Guo et al., 2020; Sekhari et al.,
2021; Liu et al., 2024a; Chien et al., 2022; Pan et al.,
2023; Guo et al., 2020). However, neither exact
nor approximate unlearning is applicable to LLMs,
as it is infeasible to estimate the output distribution
of a LLM.

Some studies have specifically addressed un-
learning copyrighted content for LLMs. Yao et al.
(2023) used a gradient ascent-based approach to un-
learn copyrighted contents, while Eldan and Russi-
novich (2023) explored unlearning the Harry Potter
series. However, Shostack (2024) noted that rem-
nants of the Harry Potter books remained in the
modified model. Chen and Yang (2023) proposed
adding unlearning layers in transformer blocks for
sequential data forgetting, but this approach was
tested on a smaller model focused on movie re-
views in a simulated setting. In contrast, our work
targets the sequential unlearning of extensive liter-
ary works, a more practical scenario, and addresses
the trade-offs between knowledge retention and
capability retention more comprehensively.

Furthermore, Chu et al. (2024) proposed a
method using softmax regression to prevent large
language models from generating copyrighted texts.
Fan et al. (2023) studied the instability of some un-
learning algorithms for image classification and
generation tasks and proposed a gradient-based
weight saliency map. Lastly, Maini et al. (2024)
and Yao et al. (2024) examined "the right to be
forgotten" and provided benchmarks for evaluating



the unlearning effectiveness of private data. How-
ever, none of these works addressed unlearning
copyrighted literary works in a sequential setting
or the limitations of existing methods.

3 Preliminaries

3.1 Machine Unlearning for LLMs

Consider the original model and its weights, de-
noted as 6,. Machine unlearning involves the prob-
lem where, given a dataset D = {(z;,y;)}Y, that
0, was trained on, we aim to intentionally forget a
subset of data, denoted as Dy, to obtain a modified
model, denoted as 6,,.

In the context of machine unlearning, we often
use a retrained model excluding Dy during pre-
training as a gold baseline. However, retraining a
model for LLMs is extremely expensive and im-
practical in real-world settings.

A naive and feasible approach is to perform
Gradient Ascent (GA) (Thudi et al., 2022) on Dy.
However, previous literature has demonstrated that
GA-based methods are prone to catastrophic col-
lapse (Zhang et al., 2024; Liu et al., 2024a; Zhao
et al., 2024), even when including gradient descent
loss to maintain knowledge retention ability (Liu
et al., 2024b). This phenomenon is analogous to
catastrophic forgetting in continual learning (Mc-
Closkey and Cohen, 1989).

3.2 Task Arithmetic

Unlearning via negating task vectors has recently
gained attention (Ilharco et al., 2022; Liu et al.,
2024b) and has become an important baseline ap-
proach for many unlearning tasks. The rationale
behind this approach is that by negating the gradi-
ent updates of the unwanted data, we can achieve a
more localized unlearning algorithm to effectively
erase Dy from 0.

Specifically, our goal is to forget the dataset
Dy. The process involves two stages. First, we
perform standard gradient descent to fine-tune 6,
on Dy, resulting in 6;. Next, we calculate the
task vector as the element-wise difference 0, — 0,,.
We then negate this task vector from 6, to de-
rive the unlearned model 6,,, expressed as 6, =
0o — (O — 0o).

3.3 Unlearning with Multiple Time Steps

This section generalizes the unlearning process to
multiple time steps. Let D be the original dataset
on which the model was trained. Define the set

of all data to be forgotten across all time steps
Tas Dy = U, DY, where DY represents the
subset of data to be forgotten at time step ¢. Let
D, represent the subset of data to be retained, such
that D, = D \ Dy. By definition, Dy N D, = ()
and Dy UD, = D.

At each time step ¢, we aim to unlearn a specific
subset of data D?, resulting in a sequence of mod-

ified models {#*,60%,...,67}. Here, 6° denotes
the original model trained on the dataset D, and
6* denotes the model obtained after unlearning the
subsets D}, D%, ..., D sequentially. The objec-
tive is to ensure that, after each unlearning step,
the model 6 retains as much general knowledge
from D, as possible while effectively forgetting the
data in D}. This sequential unlearning process con-

tinues until all specified subsets Djlc, D]%, e D?
have been unlearned.

4 Methods

This section presents SSU, which performs a more
stable sequential unlearning and achieves a more
balanced trade-off between utility and unlearning
efficacy. Unlike the naive Task Vector (TV) ap-
proach, which often results in instability due to
larger model degradation, SSU leverages task vec-
tors, incorporates additional loss term for ensuring
stability and uses a gradient-based weight saliency
map to ensure locality. The overall process is
shown in Figure 1.

4.1 Learning Stable Task Vectors

First, we present the case of unlearning during
the first time step. This means that ¢ = 1 and
Djlc = Dy. Following the intuition from task
vectors, we first need to fine-tune a model that
effectively learns from Dy. To do this, we de-
fine ho(x,yy<i) = P(yil(z,y<i);0), which is
the probability of the token y; conditioned on
the prompt z and the already generated tokens
Y<i = (Y1, Y2, - Yi—1]- Next, we define the LLM’s
loss on y as:

[yl

L<$7y70) = Zg(h9<x7y<i)7yi>7 (1)

i=1

in which [ is the cross-entropy loss.

Suppose 6; is the current LLM through unlearn-
ing process. The first goal is to obtain a model
that forgets Dy. Specifically, we define our first
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Figure 1: Overall process of our unlearning framework. (a) At each time step ¢, an unlearning request is received

to forget the dataset ch. The unlearning algorithm involves first fine-tuning 6

;;1 on D; and then subtracting the

task vector from the pre-trained model 6,,. (b) At each time step t. we compute the gradient loss and random labeling

loss to obtain the objective L (9;;1) that will be used for fine-tuning. (¢) We fine-tune 6};1

using the objective we

obtained in step (b), and only update model weights that are most salient using weight saliency mapping.

gradient descent loss term as:
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Random Labeling Loss. Inspired by previous
works demonstrating that injecting noise during
training improves robustness (Miyato et al., 2016;
Srivastava et al., 2014; Neelakantan et al., 2015),
we propose enhancing the stability of unlearning
by introducing data augmentation. Specifically, we
randomly mismatch the outputs of Dy with the
inputs of Dy. During the first stage of the task
vector approach, we include the following loss:

Lind := Z |D1
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3)
in which 9,4 is any output from D and not neces-
sarily corresponds to ;.

By incorporating this random labeling loss, we
introduce controlled noise into the unlearning pro-
cess. This helps to prevent "overfitting" and en-
hance the stability of unlearning. Combining two
loss terms, the final objective can be expressed as:

Lf(et) = 6lﬁfgt + 62£rnd- 4

Weight Saliency. Moreover, to enhance locality
of unlearning, we should mitigate the risk of catas-

trophic collapse during each time step of sequential
unlearning. We can achieve this by steering the
unlearning process towards specific parts of the
model weights that are most relevant to the data
to be forgotten. Inspired by this, we use a weight
saliency map during the first stage of fine-tuning
to further ensure localized unlearning by only ad-
justing specific weights that are most influenced by
the data to be forgotten. The weight saliency map
is defined as:

in which 1(f > #) is an element-wise indicator
function which outputs one for the i-th element
if f; > =, and O otherwise, and VyLs(6;) is a
gradient vector.

Next, we apply the weight saliency mapping on
the parameter that that are most salient to unlearn-
ing and have the learned model as at each gradient
accumulation step as:

9t+1 =mg©® (AQ + 075) + (1 — ms) © et, (6)
where A6 indicates model updates. After training
for T gradient accumulation steps using Equation
6, we obtain a fine-tuned model 9}1%. Finally, we
obtain our modified model using task vector by
negating the knowledge of D learned during the



fine-tuning process from the original model as:
Oy =0, — (0}, — 0,). (7)

4.2 Sequential Unlearning

Typically, to sequentially unlearn different data at
different time steps, the modified model at previous
step is used, and the same unlearning algorithm is
applied. However, in SSU, we leverage the fine-
tuned model from the previous time step to perform
stable sequential unlearning. Specifically, at each
time step ¢, we have the original model 6, = 9?%
and the previously fine-tuned model 0?;1. For each
sequential unlearning request, we fine-tune 9;;1 on
ch using the objective described in Equation 6 in
Section 4.1 to obtain ‘93%- Finally, we negate the
knowledge learned during fine-tuning to obtain the
unlearned model at time step ¢ as:
0L, = 0%, — 6%,

The reason we don’t use previously modified model
6!~ as the reference model of task vector approach
is that we want to avoid accumulated errors that
come from each 0!~1. If we use 6! to perform
negation difference, each subsequent unlearning
step is built upon a potentially degraded model,
amplifying any existing errors and making it harder
to maintain overall model integrity. Moreover, if
we were to reference 0.1, the task vector would
reflect not only the new task but also the residual
effects of previous tasks and unlearning steps.

5 Experimental Setup

In this section, we present experiments to validate
the effectiveness of sequential unlearning of copy-
righted books. Our goal is to unlearn copyrighted
contents such that the model can avoid generating
texts that could potentially infringe copyright laws.

5.1 Settings

To evaluate the effectiveness of sequential unlearn-
ing of copyrighted books, we follow the experimen-
tal design from (Zhou et al., 2023; Carlini et al.,
2022). We unlearn a total of four books, one at each
time step. For each book, we split the entire text
into chunks of 350 tokens and randomly selected
100 chunks for our experiment. For each chunk,
we used the first 200 tokens as the prompt text and
a system prompt to ask the model to continue the
story, with the following 150 tokens serving as the
correct label.

To assess the amount of copyrighted information
being leaked, we compared the LLM’s completion
with the remaining 150 tokens of each chunk from
the original book using a greedy decoding strategy.
Besides books in Dy, We specifically evaluated
performance on three groups of books: (a) books
in D,,., (b) books that are not in D, but are
semantically similar any books in D (denoted as
Dy), and (c) books that are not in D,,,, and are
semantically dissimilar to Dy (denoted as Dyg). In
subsequent sections, we refer to the performance on
books except D as knowledge retention. Details
about experiment settings are in Appendix A.1.

5.2 Evaluation Metrics

For each prompt, we compared the completion’s
Jaccard Similarity score and Rouge-L score. In
our experiment, we evaluated these scores on both
the books to be forgotten and the books in the re-
tain set D,., namely D,,,,, Dgs, and Dgg4. In line
with previous unlearning evaluation metrics (Maini
et al., 2024; Yao et al., 2024; Chien et al., 2022)
and considering that semantic similarity does not
indicate copyright infringement, we do not use eval-
uation metrics that reflect semantic similarity.

In addition to evaluating the model’s unlearning
effectiveness, we also assessed its performance on
general downstream tasks after unlearning, which
we refer to as capability retention. The downstream
tasks considered include MathQA (Amini et al.,
2019), Massive Multitask Language Understand-
ing (MMLU) (Hendrycks et al., 2020), and the
Graduate-Level Google-Proof Q&A Benchmark
(GPQA) (Rein et al., 2023). More details are pro-
vided in Appendix A.2.

5.3 Datasets and Models

We used the open-source Llama3-8B (AI@Meta,
2024) language model for our experiments. At time
step 1, we unlearned "Harry Potter and the Prisoner
of Azkaban" by J.K. Rowling (HP3). Subsequently,
we unlearned "Pride and Prejudice" by Jane Austen,
"The Adventures of Sherlock Holmes" by Arthur
Conan Doyle, and "The Great Gatsby" by F. Scott
Fitzgerald at time steps 2, 3, and 4, respectively.
These books were chosen due to high Jaccard Sim-
ilarity and ROUGE-L scores, indicating memoriza-
tion by the Llama3-8B model.

We initially collected 12 books from Project
Gutenberg’s "Top 100 EBooks last 30 days" as
Dyor. At each subsequent time step, the book to
be unlearned was removed from D,,,,.. Addition-
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Figure 2: The performance comparison of SSU with baseline methods on four groups of data: (a)(b) — books to
forget (Dy); (c)(d) — books that are not in D,,,,- but semantically similar (D,,); (e)(f) — books that are not in D,
but semantically dissimilar (D,4); and (g)(h) — books in D,,,,.. The x-axis of each plots represents different time
steps of sequential unlearning. The y-axis shows either the average Jaccard similarity score or the average Rouge-L
score. SSU is represented in brown. The black dashed line indicates the random baseline for both Jaccard and
Rouge scores. For books to be unlearned, the goal is to approach the random baseline, whereas for other books, the

goal is to stay above this baseline.

ally, we included four books semantically similar to
HP3 but not in D,,,,- as D, and four books not in
Do and semantically dissimilar as D,,4. Detailed
dataset information is in Appendix A.3.

5.4 Baseline Methods

We compared our approach with state-of-the-art
unlearning methods, including GA (Thudi et al.,
2022), Task Vectors (Ilharco et al., 2022), and GA
with additional loss terms to maintain knowledge
(Yao et al., 2023). Specifically, GA with additional
loss terms involves using D,,,, to maintain perfor-
mance and a random mismatch loss to force LLM
to generate random output for unlearned data. The
random response could be any labels from D,,,, or
simply the response "I don’t know." (IDK) We con-
sider both cases as our baseline methods, referring
to them as GA + Mismatch + Maintain Loss and
GA + IDK + Maintain Loss.

Additionally, we derived a random baseline for
each book type by mismatching the output of each
book with random outputs from other book types
and computing Jaccard and ROUGE scores. This
approach ensures these random outputs do not in-
fringe copyright, serving as a baseline for determin-
ing copyright infringement. A successful unlearn-
ing algorithm should aim to match this baseline
for Dy while maintaining higher performance on
books not D . Details are in Appendix A 4.

6 Results

We present experimental results for different un-
learning time steps in Figure 2 and Figure 3. See
the full results with exact numbers in Appendix B.

6.1 Unlearning Books Sequentially

First, We evaluate the unlearning efficacy of each
method on a sequence of books. We task the pre-
trained Llama3-8B model to unlearn four books
in Dy one at a time. This sequential unlearning
setting simulates the situation in which authors of
these four books requested model developers to
remove their books from the model parameters to
protect their copyright.

As shown in Figures 2a and 2b, GA and GA
variants have Jaccard and ROUGE scores near zero
most of the time. Specifically, the scores are 0 at
time steps 1, 3, and 4. At time step 2, the Jaccard
score is 0.02 for GA + IDK + Maintain Loss and
0.014 for GA + Mismatch + Maintain Loss, both
still well below the random baseline (0.054 for
Jaccard and 0.078 for ROUGE). For the naive TV
method, the Jaccard score is 0.064 and the ROUGE
score is 0.085 at time step 4, which are relatively
close to the random baseline. On the other hand,
SSU has a Jaccard score of 0.076 and a ROUGE
score of 0.099, which are slightly higher than those
of the TV method. However, compared to the orig-
inal model, SSU is already very close (the baseline
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Figure 3: Llama3-8B’s Benchmark performance across
different unlearing time steps. The x axis is the number
of beings unlearned, and the y axis is the average ac-
curacy of MathQA (0-shot), MMLU (0-shot), MMLU
(5-shot), and GPQA (0-shot) from main set.

is 28.9% lower) to the random baseline. In con-
clusion, SSU effectively minimizes the risk of
copyright infringement.

6.2 Knowledge Retention During Unlearning

This sections studs how unlearning affects the
model’s knowledge on three groups of books:
Dyor, Dss, and Dsd-

Results for the performance on the additional
books collected for GA-based methods D,,,, are
shown in Figures 2g and 2h. Until time step 2,
GA + IDK + Maintain Loss and GA + Mismatch
+ Maintain Loss have high Jaccard and ROUGE
scores, which is reasonable as they are intention-
ally trained on D,,, during unlearning process.
However, at time steps 3 and 4, their scores drop
significantly to near zero due to the unbounded loss
function of GA methods, leading to catastrophic
collapse (Zhang et al., 2024). As a result, the GA-
based modified model loses the ability to gener-
ate any coherent completions for books in D,
after time step 3. The naive TV method’s perfor-
mance on D,,,, decreases by 35.85% throughout
the time steps. In contrast, SSU preserves knowl-
edge on D, 36.76 % better than the naive TV and
maintains the most stable performance, with only a
26.19% decrease across all time steps.

For books semantically similar to Harry Potter 3,
results are shown in Figures 2c and 2d. Except for
time step 2, where scores are close to the random
baseline, GA-based methods score zero, indicating
over-unlearning books that are semantically sim-
ilar to the books to forget. The naive TV method
performs better at time step 4, but SSU outperforms
all baselines, with a Jaccard score 35% higher and

a ROUGE score 47.5% higher than TV. At the last
time step, SSU’s Jaccard is 116.27 % higher, and
ROUGE is 93.24% higher than the baseline.

Performance on books in D, is shown in Fig-
ures 2e and 2f. GA-based methods perform well
until time step 2, then catastrophic collapse occur.
The naive TV method’s performance on D, de-
creases throughout the time steps. At time step
4, TV’s Jaccard is 26.42% higher, and ROUGE is
16.46% higher than the baseline. SSU still outper-
forms all baselines, with a Jaccard 35.82% higher
than TV and a ROUGE 30.43% higher than TV.
Additionally, SSU’s Jaccard is 74.24% higher, and
ROUGE is 52.90% higher than the baseline.

In conclusion, compared to baseline methods,
SSU maximally preserves knowledge on books
in D,,r, Dss, and Dy, making it more stable
and maintaining better locality throughout the
unlearning process.

6.3 Capability Retention During Unlearning

We present how sequential unlearning affects
model’s ability to perform general downstream
tasks in Figure 3. Both GA + IDK + Maintain
Loss and GA + Mismatch + Maintain Loss suffer
from catastrophic collapse at time step 3. Specif-
ically, the GA + IDK + Maintain Loss’s average
accuracy drops from 0.421 at time step 2 to 0.284
at time step 3, and the GA + Mismatch + Maintain
Loss’s accuracy drops from 0.408 at time step 2 to
0.233 at time step 3. This indicates a significant
loss in reasoning ability.

Meanwhile, SSU results in an average accuracy
of 0.436 at time step 3, compared to the TV’s
average accuracy of 0.391. At time step 4, our
model’s average accuracy is 0.410, whereas the
TV’s average accuracy is 0.372. Notably, as shown
in Appendix B, at time step 4, TV’s MMLU five-
shot performance (0.472) is worse than the MMLU
zero-shot performance (0.479), indicating that the
TV leads the model toward losing its in-context
learning ability over time, whereas SSU maintains
this capability. Overall, SSU achieves a better
trade-off among unlearning efficacy, knowledge
retention, and capability retention comparing
to existing baseline methods.

7 Analysis

In previous section, we demonstrate SSU achieves
better trade-off among unlearning efficacy, knowl-
edge retention, and capability retention than exist-
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Figure 4: Ablation study of SSU on each loss terms we introduced during the fine-tuning stage for each time step.
For orange line is when we fine-tune without weight saliency map, and green line is when we remove the random
labeling loss, and the red line is the case without both components, which is the same as the TV baseline. Lastly, the

purple line represents SSU.
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Figure 5: Ablation study of Llama3-8B’s Benchmark
performance across different unlearing time steps. The
x axis is the number of being unlearned, and the y axis
is the average accuracy of MathQA (0-shot), MMLU
(0-shot), MMLU (5-shot), and GPQA (0-shot main set).

ing baseline methods. In this section, we exam-
ine how different components of SSU, including
weight saliency maps and random labeling loss,
affect the sequential unlearning process. Figure 4
compares unlearning efficacy and knowledge re-
tention and Figure 5 compares capability retention.
Note that because D, Dss, and D4 are indistin-
guishable for TV-based methods, we combine all
of these books and denote them as D,..

7.1 How Does Weight Saliency Affect
Unlearning?

We study how removing weight saliency during
fine-tuning affects overall performance in var-
ious aspects of unlearning. As seen in Fig-
ure 4, the performance of SSU without weight
saliency has a 2.17% lower Jccard score and 5%
lower Rouge score on D,.. Moreover, as shown
in Figure 5, the benchmark performance of the
method without weight saliency decreases much
faster at each time step.This suggests that without

weight saliency, the risk of catastrophic collapse
increases, as the model’s reasoning ability deteri-
orates. By updating only certain parts of the
model weights, weight saliency helps preserve
the model’s knowledge retention and capability
retention, and hence maintains locality.

7.2 How Does Random Labeling Loss Affect
Unlearning?

To understand the role of random labeling loss
during sequential unlearning, we conduct an ab-
lation study by removing it from fine-tuning. As
seen in Figure 4a and 4b, the unlearning algorithm
without random labeling loss has a 17.41% higher
Jaccard and 23.30% higher Rouge score on Dy.
The performance on D, remains similar, but the
benchmark performance is 1.487% higher without
random labeling loss, This indicates that though
unlearning algorithm without random labeling loss
has a slightly higher benchmark performance, is
has a higher risk of copyright infringement. More-
over, the model without random labeling loss shows
greater variance across unlearning steps, suggest-
ing that random labeling loss provides more sta-
ble sequential unlearning. This results in a bet-
ter trade-off among unlearning efficacy, knowl-
edge retention, and capability retention.

8 Conclusion

In this work, we explore the practical setting of
unlearning copyrighted content sequentially from
LLMs to mitigate legal and ethical concerns. We
propose SSU, which utilizes random labeling loss
and gradient-based weight saliency to achieve more
stable sequential unlearning. Experiments demon-
strate that SSU achieves a better trade-off among
unlearning efficacy, knowledge retention, and ca-
pability retention compared to existing methods.



9 Limitations

In this work, we primarily use lexical-based evalu-
ation metrics to evaluate the algorithm. However,
as Ippolito et al. (2023) notes, measuring verbatim
memorization might provide a false sense of pri-
vacy. Therefore, we should incorporate methods
that can detect the leakage of training data. Mem-
bership Inference Attacks (MIAs) (Shokri et al.,
2017) offer a promising direction. Nonetheless,
current research indicates that the performance
of MIAs is near random guessing for pre-trained
LLMs in various settings (Duan et al., 2024; Yao
et al., 2024). We encourage future research to de-
velop more effective MIAs and apply them to our
sequential unlearning setting.

Furthermore, although SSU achieves a better
trade-off among unlearning efficacy, knowledge re-
tention, and capability retention compared to state-
of-the-art baseline methods, we still observe some
loss of knowledge in books that are not meant to
be unlearned, and a decrease in the model’s rea-
soning ability. Future work should aim to further
minimize the knowledge and capability retention
gap between the modified model and the original
model to ensure better locality during sequential
unlearning.
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A Appendix: Experiment Details

A.1 Experiment Settings

To evaluate the effectiveness of sequential un-
learning, we conduct experiments on several copy-
righted books. Our process involves the following
steps:

First, each book is split into 100 chunks of 350
tokens. For each chunk, the initial 200 tokens are
used as a prompt, which is fed into the LLM. The
remaining 150 tokens serve as the answer or con-
tinuation from the original book. This setup allows
us to assess how well the model can generate text
that follows the given prompt.

In addition to the prompt from the book, we use
a system prompt to guide the model in generating
the completion. The system prompt is designed
to instruct the model to continue the story in a co-
herent and engaging manner, ensuring consistency
with the plot, characters, and writing style of the
original book. The complete prompt given to the
model is:

"Continue the story based on the given
context from the book. Generate a coher-
ent and engaging continuation that fol-
lows the plot, maintains consistency with
the characters, and captures the writing
style of the original book."

For each prompt, the model generates a comple-
tion using a greedy decoding strategy by setting the
temperature to 0. This method involves selecting
the most likely next word at each step, ensuring
that the generated text is a plausible continuation
of the prompt.

To evaluate the generated completions, we
use several metrics, including Jaccard Similarity,
ROUGE-L score, and Perplexity. These metrics
allow us to compare the LLM’s completions with
the original text and assess the model’s ability to
unlearn specific content while retaining its overall
language capabilities.

Specifically, we evaluate the scores on the fol-
lowing sets of books:

* Books to be forgotten (D)

* Books in D, (those not to be forgotten but
used for maintaining knowledge)

* Books not in D,,,, but semantically similar

* Books not in D,,,, and semantically dissimilar



We test books in D,,,, separately because GA +
Mismatch + Maintain Loss and GA + IDK + Main-
tain Loss learn these books during the unlearning
process. In subsequent sections, we refer to the
performance on books other than D as knowledge
retention.

Additionally, we evaluate the model’s perfor-
mance on general downstream tasks to assess its
capability retention. The downstream tasks con-
sidered include MathQA (0-shot) (Amini et al.,
2019), Massive Multitask Language Understand-
ing (MMLU) (0-shot and 5-shots) (Hendrycks et al.,
2020), and Graduate-Level Google-Proof Q&A
Benchmark (GPQA) (0-shot on main set) (Rein
etal., 2023).

A.2 Evaluation Metrics
A.2.1 Jaccard Similarity

Jaccard similarity is a measure of similarity be-
tween two sets. It is defined as the size of the
intersection divided by the size of the union of the
sets. The Jaccard similarity score ranges from O
to 1, where 0 means no similarity and 1 means
complete similarity.

To compute the Jaccard similarity between the
LLM’s completion (hypothesis text) and the origi-
nal book (reference text), we follow these steps:

First, we tokenize both texts into sets of words:

®)
(€))

Next, we define the intersection as the set of
words common to both texts:

set; = set of words in the hypothesis text

seto = set of words in the reference text

(10)

We also define the union as the set of all unique
words present in either of the texts:

Intersection = set; M sety

1D

The Jaccard similarity is then calculated as the
ratio of the size of the intersection to the size of the
union:

Union = set; U sety

|Intersection| (12)

Jaccard Similarity = -
|Union|

Here, |Intersection| represents the number of
words that appear in both the hypothesis and refer-
ence texts, and |[Union| represents the total number
of unique words in both texts combined.

This metric helps us understand the extent of
overlap between the LLM’s completion and the
original book, providing a measure of how similar
the two texts are in terms of their word content.

12

A.2.2 Rouge-L

Recall-Oriented Understudy for Gisting Evalua-
tion (Rouge) measures the longest common subse-
quence (LCS) between the LLM’s completion and
original books. In detail, LCS is a sequence that
appears in both the completion (hypothesis text)
and original book (reference text) in the same order
but not necessarily contiguously.

Next, we define the recall as the ratio of the
length of the LCS to the total length of the reference
text:

LCS
Il = . 13
Reca length of the reference text (13

We also define the precision as the ratio of the
length of the LCS to the total length of the hypoth-
esis text:

LCS

length of the hypothesis text
(14)
Lastly, the Rouge-L score we used in our experi-
ments is defined as:

Precision =

Precision - Recall

Fl1=2 (15)

" Precision + Recall
A.3 Datasets

This section provides detailed information about
the books used in the experiment.

A.3.1 Books to Forget

At time step 1, we unlearn the third book of the
Harry Potter series (HP3) by J.K. Rowling. Sub-
sequently, we unlearn Pride and Prejudice by Jane
Austen, The Adventures of Sherlock Holmes by
Arthur Conan Doyle, and The Great Gatsby by F.
Scott Fitzgerald at time steps 2, 3, and 4, respec-
tively.

A.3.2 Booksnotin D,

Throughout the experiments, we collect four books
that are semantically similar to HP3 but not in
Dy,or: Harry Potter 2, Harry Potter 6, The Tales of
Beedle the Bard, and Short Stories from Hogwarts
of Heroism, Hardship, and Dangerous Hobbies, all
written by J.K. Rowling. The last two are stories
closely related to the Harry Potter series and hence
are also semantically similar.

In addition to the semantically similar books,
we collect four books from Project Gutenberg that
are semantically dissimilar and not in D,,,,: Meta-
morphosis by Franz Kafka, Cranford by Elizabeth
Cleghorn Gaskell, A Doll’s House: a play by Hen-
rik Ibsen, and Little Women by Louisa May Alcott.



A.3.3 Booksin D,

At time step 1 (unlearning Harry Potter 3), the
12 books collected from Project Gutenberg to be
initially used as D,,,, are: Alice’s Adventures in
Wonderland by Lewis Carroll, Adventures of Huck-
leberry Finn by Mark Twain, The Enchanted April
by Elizabeth Von Arnim, The Scarlet Letter by
Nathaniel Hawthorne, The Great Gatsby by F. Scott
Fitzgerald, The Adventures of Sherlock Holmes by
Arthur Conan Doyle, Jane Eyre: An Autobiogra-
phy by Charlotte Bronté, My Life — Volume 1 by
Richard Wagner, The Blue Castle: a novel by L.M.
Montgomery, Romeo and Juliet by William Shake-
speare, Twenty Years After by Alexandre Dumas
and Auguste Maquet, and Pride and Prejudice by
Jane Austen.

At time step 2, since we are unlearning Pride and
Prejudice, we remove Pride and Prejudice from
Dy, Similarly, we remove The Adventures of
Sherlock Holmes and The Great Gatsby at time
steps 3 and 4, respectively.

A.3.4 Preparing the Dataset

For books in Dy and D,., we split the entire texts
into chunks of 400 tokens and format the dataset
as QA pairs, in which the first 200 tokens are con-
sidered the Question, and the next 200 tokens are
considered the Answer. We include all the texts
from the book and format them into JSON files.

A.4 Baseline Methods

A.4.1 Unlearning via Gradient Ascent with
Other Loss Terms

In this work, we use the method proposed by (Yao
et al., 2023) as one of the baseline methods. We
first discuss the case of time step 1 and then cover
sequential unlearning in section A.4.3.

Specifically, let 8, denote the original model
weight of LLM, 6, the current LLM through un-
learning process, D} = Dy the dataset represent-
ing the book we want to forget, and D,,,, to a set
of book corpora that does not contain the book to
be forgotten. Moreover, we define hy(z, yy<i) =
P(y;|(z, y<i); 0), which is the probability of the to-
ken y; conditioned on the prompt x and the already
generated tokens y—; = [y1, y2, ..., ¥i—1]. Next, we
define the LLM’s loss on y as:

|yl

L(w,y;0) := Y t(hg(w,y<i), i)
=1

(16)
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The GA + Mismatch based method has three
loss terms, defined as follows:

>

(xfgt 7yfgt)€Df

£fgt = - L(:I;fgh Yfgat, 015) (17)

1
ﬁrnd = Z Z L(xfgtv Yrnd, et)
) |}/rnd‘
(xtgl’)eDf (7ymd)€Ymd
(18)
P9 = hg (xnora yn0r<i) (19)

|yn0r ‘

ST S KL, || d)- 20)

(norsYnor) € Dnor 1=1

Lnor :=

in which Y;,q is a set of responses irrelevant to
responses of Dy.

Lastly, the GA approach is trying to minimize
the following loss to obtain the unlearned model:

L = €1Lsgt + €2Lma + €3Lnor (21)

9t+1 — Qt — VL.

in which Ly is a gradient ascent loss on D¢, which
tries to make the model perform poorly on the
Dy. Next, Ly tries to randomly mismatch the
labels from non-relevant dataset to the inputs of
the dataset we want to forget. Lastly, L tries to
maintain the performance on the normal dataset. In
the end, after 7" gradient accumulation steps, we
obtain the unlearned model 6.

In our work, we consider two different settings
for the Yi,q in the loss term L.,q. Frist case is
when we consider all the responses in D, as Ying,
and we refer this as GA + Mismatch + Maintain
Loss. The second setting is we consider the answer
"I don’t know" as Y;,q, and we refer the second
setting as GA + IDK + Maintain Loss.

A.4.2 Unlearning via Task Vector

We also use the task vector method as one of the
baseline approaches, which typically involves a
two-stage process. Considering the case of ¢ = 1,
we denote 6, as the original model weights. We
intentionally fine-tune the model on D} to obtain
G}t. This fine-tuning process is defined as follows:

Lig= Y. LT Y, 0:)  (22)
(xfgtyyfgt)eDf
Op1 < 0 — €V, Lig (23)

Next, we define the task vector 7 as the element-
wise difference between 01, and 0,:



T =0} —0, (24)

Finally, the unlearned model 6,, at time step ¢ is
obtained by:

O =0,—T (25)

The general intuition behind this method is to
first obtain a model that is specialized in the dataset
we aim to forget. The task vector 7 represents the
changes in weights required to acquire this spe-
cific knowledge. By subtracting these "knowledge"
weights from the original model, we effectively
unlearn the targeted information.

A.4.3 Sequential Unlearning

For GA, GA + Mismatch + Maintain Loss, and
GA + IDK + Maintain Loss, we apply the same
algorithm described in Appendix A.4.1 to the pre-
viously unlearned model 6%~! at each time step ¢
to perform sequential unlearning. For the TV ap-
proach, we use the previously fine-tuned model
weights and follow the method described in section
4.1 to perform sequential unlearning.

A.5 Implementation Details

The experiments are conducted on four RTX A6000
GPUs. For all unlearning algorithms, at each time
step, we perform 200 gradient accumulation steps.
The batch size is set to 4, and the learning rate
is maintained at 0.001 throughout the experiment.
Additionally, we set v to the mean of the gradient
vector VgL (6y).

B Appendix: Complete Experiment
Results

In this section, we present our experimental results
numerically. Table 1 shows the results of unlearn-
ing "Harry Potter and the Prisoner of Azkaban"
(HP3) at the first time step. Table 2 provides the
results when we continuously unlearn "Pride and
Prejudice.” Table 3 displays the results of further
unlearning "The Adventures of Sherlock Holmes,"
and Table 4 presents the results of unlearning "The
Great Gatsby" at the final time step. As described in
Appendix A.3, we adjust D,,,, at each subsequent
time step, resulting in different numbers for the
original model. For each set of books, we present
the average score.

At time step 2, the 5-shot performance of GA
+ IDK + Maintain Loss is lower than the O-shot
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performance, indicating that the model has deteri-
orated in its ability to follow instructions and per-
form in-context learning. At time step 3, catas-
trophic collapse occurs for both GA-based meth-
ods. Moreover, SSU consistently performs better in
terms of achieving a better trade-off among unlearn-
ing efficacy, the model’s performance on D,
Dyss, Dyg, and benchmark performance across all
time steps compared to baseline methods.



Dy Dior Dgs Dgg Benchmark
Jaccard Rouge || Jaccard Rouge || Jaccard Rouge || Jaccard Rouge || MathQA ?gi/g‘o I[j) ?;IZLI;) [lj) GPQA Avg
Original 0.165 0.221 0.164 0.212 || 0.151 0.200 || 0.153 0.196 || 0.402 0.618 0.648 0306  0.494
GA 0 0 0.013 0.016 || 0.006 0.004 || 0.005 0.004 || 0.188 0.247 0.247 0234 0229
Task Vector 0.076 0.102 || 0.106 0.137 || 0.091 0.118 || 0.090 0.117 || 0.359 0.573 0.603 0.250  0.446
GA + IDK + Maintain Loss 0 0 0.153 0.197 || 0.004 0.003 || 0.134 0.170 || 0.381 0.587 0.617 0.268  0.463
GA + Mismatch + Maintain Loss || 0.011 0 0.135 0.180 || 0.014 0.002 || 0.122 0.157 || 0.350 0.566 0.603 0284 0451
SSU 0.090 0.125 || 0.126 0.162 || 0.107 0.142 || 0.106 0.135 || 384 0.590 0.614 0.286  0.469

Table 1: Overall results of our proposed method compared with several baselines at time step 1. D consists of HP3,
while D,,,, includes the books collected for GA-based methods. Dy comprises books that are not in D,,,, but
are semantically similar to HP3, and D, includes books that are not in D,,,, and are semantically dissimilar. For
each type of book, we present the average score. For benchmark performance, we present the accuracy of MathQA,
MMLU under 0-shot and 5-shot settings, and GPQA’s main set under the 0-shot setting.

D¢ Dior Dgs Dsa Benchmark
Jaccard Rouge || Jaccard Rouge || Jaccard Rouge || Jaccard Rouge || MathQA l(\gid}i; L[J) ?;lf\:lhlg) ltj) GPQA Avg
Original 0.161 0217 || 0.164 0212 | 0.151 0.200 || 0.153 0.196 || 0.402 0.618 0.648 0.306  0.494
GA 0 0 0.002 0 0.006 0 0.001 0.004 || 0.187 0.246 0.247 0234  0.228
Task Vector 0.079 0.098 || 0.084  0.109 | 0.078 0.102 || 0.079 0.105 || 0.338 0.541 0.552 0.253 0421
GA + IDK + Maintain Loss 0.019 0.024 || 0.128 0.166 || 0.056  0.069 | 0.121 0.156 || 0.366 0.541 0.519 0.257  0.421
GA + Mismatch + Maintain Loss || 0.014  0.010 || 0.137 0.143 || 0.032 0.028 || 0.121 0.158 || 0.344 0.477 0.525 0.285  0.408
SSU 0.084  0.112 || 0.095 0.124 || 0.095 0.121 0.101 0.128 || 0.362 0.573 0.594 0.288  0.454

Table 2: Overall results of our proposed method compared with several baselines at time step 2. D consists of HP3
and Pride and Prejudice, while D, includes the books collected for GA-based methods and adjusted accordingly.
D, comprises books that are not in D,,,,- but are semantically similar to HP3, and D4 includes books that are
not in D,,,, and are semantically dissimilar. For each type of book, we present the average score. For benchmark
performance, we present the accuracy of MathQA, MMLU under 0-shot and 5-shot settings, and GPQA’s main set
under the 0-shot setting.

D¢ Dior Dgs Dga Benchmark
Jaccard Rouge || Jaccard Rouge || Jaccard Rouge || Jaccard Rouge || MathQA ?gf\:ll‘nl(‘) l; l(\;[f\:ﬂ:) llj) GPQA Avg
Original 0.161 0.220 || 0.164  0.209 || 0.151 0.200 | 0.153 0.196 || 0.402 0.618 0.648 0.306  0.494
GA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.187 0.247 0.247 0234 0.229
Task Vector 0.071 0.097 || 0.080  0.107 | 0.066 0.102 || 0.076  0.100 | 0.321 0.507 0.494 0243 0.391
GA + IDK + Maintain Loss 0.006  0.010 || 0.024  0.034 | 0.006 0.069 | 0.028  0.041 | 0.291 0.324 0.252 0.268  0.284
GA + Mismatch + Maintain Loss || 0 0 0.010  0.011 || 0.002 0.028 || 0.003 0.002 || 0.201 0.229 0.243 0.261  0.233
SSU 0.081 0.106 || 0.094  0.122 | 0.086 0.121 0.090  0.116 || 0.343 0.543 0.554 0.3013  0.436

Table 3: Overall results of our proposed method compared with several baselines at time step 3. D consists of HP3,
Pride and Prejudice, and Adventures of Sherlock Holmes, while D,,,, includes the books collected for GA-based
methods and adjusted accordingly. D, comprises books that are not in D,,,, but are semantically similar to HP3,
and D, includes books that are not in D, and are semantically dissimilar. For each type of book, we present the
average score. For benchmark performance, we present the accuracy of MathQA, MMLU under 0-shot and 5-shot
settings, and GPQA’s main set under the 0-shot setting.

D¢ Dior Dgs Dgq Benchmark
Jaccard Rouge || Jaccard Rouge || Jaccard Rouge || Jaccard Rouge || MathQA ?g}\f}i‘o [[I) ?;I}\:E;) [[J) GPQA Avg
Original 0.156 0215 | 0.170  0.211 || 0.151 0.200 || 0.153 0.196 || 0.402 0.618 0.648 0.306  0.494
GA 0.001 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.188 0.247 0.247 0234  0.229
Task Vector 0.064  0.085 || 0.068 0.916 || 0.067 0.805 || 0.067 0.092 || 0.303 0.479 0.472 0.234 0372
GA + IDK + Maintain Loss 0 0 0 0.034 || 0.006 O 0.001 0 0.211 0.289 0.256 0.243  0.250
GA + Mismatch + Maintain Loss || 0 0 0 0.011 || 0.002 0 0.001 0 0.266 0.276 0.329 0259  0.283
SSU 0.076  0.099 || 0.093 0.120 || 0.091 0.118 || 0.092  0.120 | 0.328 0.512 0.532 0270 0410

Table 4: Overall results of our proposed method compared with several baselines at time step 4. D consists of HP3,
Pride and Prejudice, Adventures of Sherlock Holmes, and the Great Gatsby, while D, includes the books collected
for GA-based methods and adjusted accordingly. D, comprises books that are not in D,,,,,- but are semantically
similar to HP3, and Dy, includes books that are not in D,,,,- and are semantically dissimilar. For each type of book,
we present the average score. For benchmark performance, we present the accuracy of MathQA, MMLU under
0-shot and 5-shot settings, and GPQA’s main set under the 0-shot setting.
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