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Abstract—Language model continual learning (CL) has re-
cently garnered significant interest due to its potential to adapt
large language models (LLMs) to dynamic real-world envi-
ronments without re-training. A key challenge in this field is
catastrophic forgetting, where models lose previously acquired
knowledge when learning new tasks. Existing methods com-
monly employ multiple parameter-efficient fine-tuning (PEFT)
blocks to acquire task-specific knowledge for each task, but
these approaches lack efficiency and overlook the potential for
knowledge transfer through task interaction. In this paper, we
present a novel CL framework for language models called Task
Skill Localization and Consolidation (TaSL), which enhances
knowledge transfer without relying on memory replay. TaSL
first divides the model into ‘skill units’ based on parameter
dependencies, enabling more granular control. It then employs
a novel group-wise skill localization technique to identify the
importance distribution of skill units for a new task. By com-
paring this importance distribution with those from previous
tasks, we implement a fine-grained skill consolidation strategy
that retains task-specific knowledge, thereby preventing for-
getting, and updates task-shared knowledge, which facilitates
bi-directional knowledge transfer. As a result, TaSL achieves
a superior balance between retaining previous knowledge and
excelling in new tasks. TaSL also shows strong generalizability,
suitable for general models and customizable for PEFT methods
like LoRA. Additionally, it demonstrates notable extensibility,
allowing integration with memory replay to further enhance
performance. Extensive experiments on two CL benchmarks,
with varying model sizes (from 220M to 7B), demonstrate the
effectiveness of TaSL and its variants across different settings.

Index Terms—Language model continual learning, catas-
trophic forgetting, skill localization.

I. INTRODUCTION

EQUIPPING large language models (LLMs) with contin-
ual learning (CL) capabilities to sequentially learn differ-

ent tasks is essential for their deployment in real-world sce-
narios [1], [2]. This capability enables LLMs to dynamically
adapt to new tasks and acquire additional knowledge [3], [4].
An effective CL system must address two critical challenges:
(1) Catastrophic Forgetting (CF) [5], the phenomenon where
a model’s proficiency in previous tasks deteriorates as it learns
new ones, and (2) Knowledge Transfer (KT) [6], enhancing
task performance through the transfer of knowledge. KT can
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Fig. 1. Conceptual illustration of TaSL. By identifying task-relevant areas
across both previously accumulated and current tasks, we can consolidate
the task-specific and task-shared parameters to facilitate efficient knowledge
transfer (KT) and mitigate catastrophic forgetting (CF).

be categorized into forward transfer, which improves new
task performance using knowledge from previous tasks, and
backward transfer, which enhances performance on previous
tasks after learning a new relevant task. Achieving a balance
between retaining previous knowledge and excelling in new
tasks is vital for success.

Given the considerable computational demands, recent ef-
forts have explored CL for LLMs using parameter-efficient
fine-tuning (PEFT) methods [7], [8], such as Low-Rank Adap-
tation (LoRA) [7]. Traditional rehearsal-based approaches,
which require storing data examples from past tasks for replay,
face significant privacy and memory issues [3], [9], [10].

Another prominent line of work in recent studies is the
parameter isolation CL methods [11]–[14]. These methods
assign a dedicated PEFT block for each new task to acquire
task-specific knowledge, preserving the block for selective
activation during testing. However, they exhibit significant
limitations in effectively addressing the KT and CF challenges.

On one hand, the prevalent design of these frameworks,
which utilizes multiple PEFT blocks, introduces redundancy
and inefficiency [15]. The number of required PEFT blocks
increases with each new task, leading to substantial memory
storage costs and making it difficult to handle long task
sequences [16], [17]. Moreover, such approaches essentially
create separate expert models for each task, which limits their
ability to generalize to unseen tasks [18] (Limitation 1).

On the other hand, these parameter-isolation CL methods
do not consider interactions between tasks, which hinders KT.
For instance, the method in [12] involves learning each PEFT
block separately within individual tasks. Similarly, Orthogonal
Low-Rank Adaptation (O-LoRA) [19] updates parameters via
gradient projection in orthogonal subspaces. Although these
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approaches may mitigate CF to some extent, they cut off the
potential transfer of knowledge stored across different PEFT
blocks, thus impeding bi-directional KT among various tasks
and leading to suboptimal performance (Limitation 2).

To address these limitations, we introduce Task Skill
Localization and Consolidation (TaSL) [20], a novel CL
framework designed to improve KT between tasks without
relying on memory replay. Our approach is motivated by
recent findings that model parameters contribute unevenly to
performance [21]. For instance, the authors in [22] uncovered
a core region on LLMs crucial for all languages, while distinct
monolingual regions exist for different languages. Preserving
these important regions can help avoid forgetting. The research
in [15] also found that during fine-tuning with LoRA, many
redundant parameter modifications are often retained, suggest-
ing that PEFT blocks contain significant redundancies.

Based on these insights, TaSL facilitates KT by identify-
ing and consolidating the importance distribution of model
parameters across tasks. TaSL initially employs a group-wise
importance-aware skill localization technique that utilizes gra-
dient trajectories to identify tiny regions within the parameter
space that store crucial knowledge for the current task. By
comparing the importance distribution with those of previous
tasks, we can then differentiate between task-specific and task-
shared regions, as illustrated in Figure 1. Our innovative skill
consolidation phase then categorically integrates weights from
previous tasks with the current one, enabling effective KT
while minimizing forgetting.

In detail, TaSL first reconstructs the model or PEFT block
into fine-grained “skill units”. A skill unit refers to a dis-
tinct subset of model parameters that encapsulates specific
functional capabilities or knowledge relevant to a particular
task, such as the Query matrix within the self-attention layer.
By operating at this finer granularity, we can localize and
consolidate task-specific and shared knowledge within a single
PEFT block, rather than adapting a separate PEFT block for
each task as in previous works (addressing Limitation 1).

The importance-aware skill localization method employs
a new group-wise metric to compute importance scores, ef-
fectively quantifying the significance of each skill unit for
the current task. Our approach, focusing on parameter space
rather than dataset-driven categorization of task-specific and
task-shared knowledge, offers a more effective solution to
managing KT in LLMs, overcoming inaccuracies caused by
dataset noise. Our skill consolidation stage, then based on
a fine-grained model averaging strategy, effectively manages
different types of knowledge. During this phase, we promote
forward KT by initializing new tasks with previously fine-
tuned weights. For backward KT, we merge knowledge from
both current and past tasks into localized task-shared skill
units, enhancing their capability. To prevent CF, we preserve
the integrity of skill units containing previous task-specific
knowledge, ensuring they remain unaffected by new task
learning (addressing Limitation 2).

Given the widespread adoption and success of LoRA in fine-
tuning LLMs, there is a compelling opportunity to optimize
the TaSL framework specifically for LoRA. While the original
TaSL framework has shown promising results, it has only been

validated on a specific sub-task, and its effectiveness on gen-
eral CL benchmarks has yet to be explored. Additionally, on
the technical side, the skill localization process in TaSL relies
on first-order gradients, which may not always provide precise
importance localization. Furthermore, the skill consolidation
phase in TaSL involves many hyperparameters, potentially
complicating the averaging process.

To address these issues, we propose TasLoRA, a LoRA-
tailored version of TaSL. TasLoRA reconstructs the LoRA
adapter into new skill units based on parameter dependencies,
ensuring more efficient management of knowledge through
sequential task learning. During the fine-tuning process, an
additional orthogonal loss is added to ensure that skill units
within the same LoRA adapter capture distinct latent semantic
features. For skill localization, TasLoRA employs a novel
second-order gradient approximate group-wise metric to com-
pute importance scores more precisely. For skill consolidation,
we transition from the previous hard-mask model averaging
approach to a soft-masking strategy, using an adaptive aver-
aging technique. This allows for a more flexible integration
of task-specific and shared parameters, dynamically adjusting
the contribution of each skill unit based on its importance.

Furthermore, to adapt to a broader range of application
scenarios, we combine TaSL with memory replay, introducing
the TaSL-M model. Through extensive experiments on two CL
benchmarks with different parameter-level backbones (from
220M to 7B), our TaSL framework, along with its variants,
excels in mitigating CF and showcases remarkable capabilities
for KT, outperforming state-of-the-art (SOTA) methods.

The main contributions are summarized as follows:
• We propose a novel Task Skill Localization and Consol-

idation (TaSL) framework for language model continual
learning. By identifying and consolidating task-specific
and task-shared knowledge at a granular skill unit level,
TaSL achieves effective knowledge transfer and mitigates
catastrophic forgetting, overcoming the limitations of
previous approaches.

• We develop various group-wise skill localization and fine-
grained skill consolidation techniques. For instance, the
parameter importance metric in skill localization can be
based on first-order gradients or a new second-order
gradient approximation method. In skill consolidation,
our model averaging strategies include a categorical hard-
mask approach and an adaptive soft-mask method.

• The TaSL framework demonstrates strong generalizabil-
ity and extensibility. The flexible design of skill units
enables TaSL to be easily tailored to PEFT methods,
such as LoRA, optimizing performance for specific model
architectures. Additionally, TaSL can be integrated with
memory replay technique to further enhance performance
and adapt to a broader range of application scenarios.

• Extensive evaluation on two CL benchmarks underscores
the superiority of our TaSL framework and its variants
in facilitating knowledge transfer and mitigating catas-
trophic forgetting, especially in memory-free scenarios.
Furthermore, TaSL consistently excels across diverse
model sizes (ranging from 220M to 7B), different model
architectures (T5 and LLaMA-2), and unseen tasks.
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II. RELATED WORK

A. Continual Learning

Continual learning [3] aims to develop learning algorithms
capable of accumulating knowledge from non-stationary data.

Conventional Continual Learning methods can be divided
into three categories: (i) Regularization-based methods add
explicit regularization terms to preserve the knowledge of
previous tasks [13], [23]. (ii) Rehearsal-based methods address
catastrophic forgetting by storing old training samples [24],
[25] or by training generative models to provide pseudo
samples of previous tasks [26], [27]. Due to the memory and
data privacy issues associated with these methods, we focus
on rehearsal-free CL methods. (iii) Parameter isolation-based
methods dynamically expand model capacity or assign isolated
parameters dedicated to each task throughout the CL process
to prevent interference between tasks [28]–[30].

Language Model Continual Learning with PEFT. Based
on PEFT methods, current approaches for the continual learn-
ing of LLMs adopt the concept of parameter isolation, using
a pipeline fashion to learn and select PEFT blocks for each
task [12], [31], [32]. However, these approaches are limited in
effectively addressing the challenges of catastrophic forgetting
(CF) and knowledge transfer (KT) [33]. For instance, the au-
thors in [19] and [34] constrain the learning of PEFT blocks to
maintain orthogonality, restricting KT among different tasks.
Although the recent SAPT method [16] and DAP method [35]
achieves KT, it relies on pseudo sample replay or unlabeled
domain corpora.

Our method achieves KT without memory replay, offering
unique advantages in data privacy and parameter efficiency.
By using layering low-rank adapters on the key and value
projection matrices of transformer blocks, we balance retaining
previous knowledge and excelling in new tasks.

B. Skill Localization

Research shows that model parameters do not all contribute
equally to performance [36]. The authors in [21] introduced
the concept of “skill localization” to identify critical parame-
ters in pre-trained language models, suggesting that fine-tuning
only these critical parameters can achieve results comparable
to full model fine-tuning. However, their method involves
additional steps to identify and retrain these key parameters
during the post-fine-tuning phase, which reduces efficiency.

Inspired by techniques from the pruning community, pre-
vious studies have utilized gradient-based metrics to pin-
point important parameters during fine-tuning. Sensitivity-
based scoring [37], [38] evaluates the impact on training
loss, and sensitivity smoothing, as employed by [39], helps
remove unnecessary parameters for more efficient fine-tuning.
Nonetheless, these methods often result in element-wise prun-
ing, where individual parameters are removed based on their
importance scores. This approach can be computationally
and storage-intensive, as it requires detailed management of
numerous parameters throughout the model.

Building on these advancements, we propose a novel
importance-aware skill localization method. This approach

uniquely differentiates between task-specific and shared pa-
rameters to mitigate forgetting and achieve KT in CL.

III. PRELIMINARIES

A. Continual Learning

Continual learning [40] aims to create learning algorithms
that can continuously accumulate knowledge from ongoing
sequences. In supervised continual learning, a sequence of
tasks {T1, . . . , TK} is presented in a streaming manner. Each
task Tk includes a distinct target dataset Dk =

{(
xk
i , y

k
i

)}Nk

i=1
of size Nk, where xk

i ∈ Xk and yki ∈ Yk. The model must
adapt to these tasks sequentially, having access only to Dk

during the k-th task. Generally, with a prediction model f
parameterized by Θ, continual learning aims to optimize the
following objective across all tasks:

max
Θ

K∑
k=1

∑
x,y∈Dk

log pΘ(y | x) (1)

The notation fk refers to the model after training on task
Tk, while f̂k denotes the model after averaging for f̂k−1 and
fk. Our TaSL framework aims to address a more challenging
scenario where the model cannot access any historical data
during training [19]. Nevertheless, to adapt to a wider range
of application scenarios, we have also combined TaSL with
memory replay. In this setting, we randomly save |M| samples
from the training set of each previous task Ti in memory Mi

and jointly train the model on new task data Dk and memory
M<k. This extension, called TaSL-M, leverages memory
replay to enhance performance.

B. Low-Rank Adaption

Low-Rank Adaption (LoRA) [7] is a parameter-efficient
fine-tuning method to adapt LLMs to novel tasks. It assumes
that the changes of parameters lie in a low-rank space when
the model is fully fine-tuned on a downstream task. This
approach eliminates the necessity of fine-tuning the entire
model, thereby improving computational efficiency and re-
source utilization.

Inspired by the low-rank internal dimensionality [41], LoRA
hypothesizes the updates to the weights also has a low “intrin-
sic rank” during adaptation. For a pre-trained weight matrix
W (0) ∈ Rout×in that takes x as input, LoRA modifies the
output h of W (0) with a low-rank decomposition:

h = W (0)x+∆Wx = W (0)x+BAx, (2)

while B ∈ Rout×r, A ∈ Rr×in, and the rank r ≪
min(in, out). A is initialized from a random Gaussian distri-
bution and B is initialized with all zeros. During the training
stage, W (0) is fixed, and only BA is updated. Due to its
superior performance, LoRA has become one of the most
popular PEFT methods in NLP community.
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Fig. 2. Left: Illustration of reconstructing LoRA as fine-grained skill units. Right: Overview of TaSL. Step 1: We compute the importance scores of skill units
for the current task k using our importance-aware skill localization method during fine-tuning. Step 2: Based on a categorical model averaging strategy, the
skill consolidation mechanism merges the model f̂k−1, which accumulates knowledge of all previous tasks, with the current task’s model fk . The integration
is guided by the importance distributions of skill units across various tasks. This process can be repeated with the introduction of each subsequent task.

IV. PROPOSED METHOD: TASL

A. Overview

TaSL includes two key components: (i) Skill Localization,
utilizing a group-wise importance metric to accurately identify
the importance distribution of parameters across tasks, and
(ii) Skill Consolidation, which employs a novel fine-grained
model averaging strategy to integrate model weights from both
current and past tasks for effective knowledge transfer.

Figure 2 provides a comprehensive overview of our pro-
posed TaSL framework, with the following subsections detail-
ing each component and the corresponding extensions.

B. Fine-Grained Skill Unit

Before we localize the importance of parameters, we need to
define a structure that helps us better organize the knowledge
stored in the model. This structure will provide a clearer un-
derstanding of how to mitigate CF and achieve KT. Therefore,
we refer to the basic unit of stored skills or knowledge in the
model as a “skill unit.” Based on different usage scenarios, we
offer the following two structures for skill units:

1) Matrix-Level Skill Unit: In this division strategy, we
define skill units as individual matrices in the model, such
as the query or key matrices in the self-attention layer or the
A matrix in LoRA. This approach aligns with the original
TaSL framework. The advantage of this division is that it is
model-agnostic, making it applicable to both traditional full-
parameter fine-tuning and the latest parameter-efficient fine-
tuning methods, such as LoRA. This provides a higher degree
of generalizability.

2) LoRA-Tailored Skill Unit: While the matrix-level divi-
sion is simple and intuitive, it did not sufficiently consider
the intra-matrix redundancy and inter-matrix dependencies. To
address these limitations and the inefficiencies noted in recent
work [19], which treats each LoRA adapter as a container for
task-specific knowledge, we decompose the model matrices
into new, finer-grained “skill units” based on parameter de-
pendencies tailored for LoRA. The construction process for
these LoRA-tailored skill units is as follows.

As shown in Eq (2), A and B can be viewed as a
combination of a set of vectors: A = [a1, a2, · · · , ar], B =
[b1, b2, · · · , br], where ai ∈ Rin, bi ∈ Rout. Thus BA can be
further disassembled as:

W = W (0) + b1a1 + b2a2 + · · ·+ brar

= W (0) + u1 + u2 + · · ·+ ur,
(3)

where skill unit ui is a matrix obtained by the product of the
vectors bi, ai. Therefore, LoRA can be viewed as a fusion of
knowledge learned from multiple skill units:

W = W (0) +

r∑
i=1

biai = W (0) +

r∑
i=1

ui (4)

This division strategy effectively decomposes the parame-
ters of a single LoRA adapter, reducing the redundancy in the
traditional approach of employing separate LoRA adapters for
each task [19]. To ensure that different skill units within the
same layer learn distinct latent semantic features, we apply a
regularization term as introduced by [39]:

R(A,B) = ∥ATA− I∥2F + ∥BTB − I∥2F , (5)
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where I is an identity matrix, this forces A and B to be
orthogonal after training.

C. Importance-aware Skill Localization

To calculate the importance of each skill unit u, we intro-
duce a group-wise metric that also addresses the significant
computational and storage burdens associated with previous
parameter-level importance calculation methods [42]:

I(u) = 1

in× out

in∑
i=1

out∑
j=1

s(wij) (6)

where wij denotes the trainable parameters, and in×out repre-
sents the total parameter count in a skill unit u. I(u) measures
the collective importance of all parameters within each skill
unit, where higher values signify increased importance. The
importance function s(·) for individual parameters, inspired
by the pruning community [43], is quantified by measuring
the impact of its removal on the loss. Specifically, to estimate
the importance of Wi, we calculate the change in loss when
the parameter is zeroed out using:

IWi = |∆L(D)| = |LWi(D)− LWi=0(D)|

=

∣∣∣∣∂L(D)∂Wi
Wi −

1

2
WiHiiWi +O(∥Wi∥3)

∣∣∣∣ (7)

where H is the hessian matrix, Wi represents the i-th param-
eter in W , and L represents the next-token prediction loss.
If removing a parameter has a significant influence, then the
model is sensitive to it, and we should retain it [44]. Based on
Eq. (7), we can derive the following two metrics for calculating
parameter importance:

1) First-Order Gradient-Based Metric: In original TaSL
framework, we followed the standard approach, defining s(·)
as the magnitude of the gradient-weight product:

IWi
= |Wi∇Wi

L| (8)

This metric only considers the first-order gradient term in
the importance calculation. However, the importance of a pa-
rameter is also reflected in the second-order gradients (Hessian
matrix). Ignoring second-order gradient information may lead
to biases in localization, thus affecting model performance.
Therefore, we propose the following new metric.

2) Second-Order Gradient Approximation Metric: Direct
computation of the Hessian matrix for LLMs is impractical
due to its O(N2) complexity. To address this, we propose
a second-order gradient approximation for the importance
metric, which balances the efficiency of first-order methods
with the precision of second-order gradients. To reduce the
computational complexity, the diagonal of the Hessian Hii

can be approximated by the Fisher information matrix [45],
and the importance can be defined as:

IWi
≈

∣∣∣∣∣∣∂L(D)∂Wi
Wi −

1

2

N∑
j=1

(
∂L(Dj)

∂Wi
Wi

)2
∣∣∣∣∣∣ (9)

However, calculating the importance as specified in Eq. (9)
across the entire training set introduces significant challenges,
as model training typically only has access to mini-batch data.

Algorithm 1 Importance-aware Skill Localization
Input: Training dataset Dk for task Tk; total training itera-

tions T ; hyperparameters α1, α2.
for t = 1, . . . , T do

Sample a mini-batch from Dk and compute the gradient
∇L;
Compute the sensitivity I (wij) via Eq. (8) or Eq. (9);
Update Ī(t) via Eq. (10) and Ū (t) via Eq. (11);

end for
Compute the importance score I(uk

i ) for each skill unit
uk
i by Eq. (6), for i = 1, . . . , n.

Output: fk and importance scores I(Uk) for Uk.

This means the metric is subject to variability due to stochastic
sampling and training dynamics, introducing large uncertainty
in estimating sensitivity. To mitigate this, we propose a more
reliably importance metric based on sensitivity smoothing and
uncertainty quantification [39]:

Ī(t) (wij) = α1Ī
(t−1) (wij) + (1− α1) I

(t) (wij) (10)

Ū (t) (wij) = α2Ū
(t−1) (wij)+

(1− α2)
∣∣∣I(t) (wij)− Ī(t) (wij)

∣∣∣ (11)

where α1 and α2 are smoothing factors, and t is the iteration
number. Ī(t) represents smoothed sensitivity and Ū (t) is the
uncertainty term quantified by the local variation between
I(t) and Ī(t). Using the exponential moving average of the
importance metric, we can retain and explore the trajectory
gradient for a longer time, providing a more robust and precise
importance assessment. Importance is then determined by:

s(t) (wij) = Ī(t) (wij) · Ū (t) (wij) (12)

To compute the importance score of each skill unit for cur-
rent task Tk, we employ Eq. (6) during fine-tuning. The model
f with n skill units is denoted as U = {u1, . . . , un}, with their
importance scores for task Tk denoted by I(Uk) ∈ Rn. The
detailed computation process is provided in Algorithm 1.

After computing importance scores for each skill unit at the
current task Tk, it is essential to compare these with scores
from all previously learned tasks to distinguish between task-
specific and task-shared skill units. To avoid the inefficiency
of storing scores for each past task, we aggregate importance
scores from all prior tasks into a cumulative score for tasks
up to Tk−1. This method allows for the iterative refinement of
accumulated scores without separately saving past task scores.
The skill units with these cumulative scores up to Tk−1 are
denoted as Ûk−1, calculated using:

I(Ûk−1) = βNorm(I(Ûk−2)) + (1− β)Norm(I(Uk−1))
(13)

where β ∈ [0, 1], and Norm(·) normalizes importance scores
to the [0, 1] range, thus resolving discrepancies across models.
The initial scores, I(Û1), are set to be equal to I(U1).
Following this, the importance distribution for skill units up
to task Tk−1 is combined with that of the current task, Tk, to
facilitate the skill consolidation process.
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D. Skill Consolidation

After skill localization, the subsequent vital phase involves
consolidating the knowledge in the skill unit into a uni-
fied framework. This process demands a sophisticated model
averaging approach considering various factors to optimize
task performance. Traditional coarse-grained model averaging
assumes that all model weights are equally important for the
training task [46], [47], which can be written as the following
iterative computation format:

f̂k = λf̂k−1 + (1− λ) fk (14)

However, coarse-grained methods may overemphasize
weights that are irrelevant to the current task, contaminating
previously acquired task-specific knowledge and leading to
forgetting. To address this issue, we introduce two fine-grained
averaging strategies that focus on skill units rather than the
entire model. Our approach distinguishes between task-shared
and task-specific skill units, applying weighted averaging to
parameters within each unit. This tailored method provides a
customized solution to meet the distinct needs of each task.

1) Static Weighted Consolidation: This strategy, used in
the original TaSL framework, begins by setting importance
thresholds δ using quantiles to select the top 20% of skill
units based on importance scores. A skill unit uk

i is deemed
important (denoted as (uk

i )
+) if its score I(uk

i ) is above δk,
and unimportant ((uk

i )
−) otherwise.

Our static weighted consolidation strategy customizes pa-
rameter combination for each skill unit, based on its impor-
tance under different tasks, as follows:

ûk
i =


γûk−1

i + (1− γ)uk
i , if (ûk−1

i )+, (uk
i )

+

ûk−1
i , if (ûk−1

i )+, (uk
i )

−

uk
i , if (ûk−1

i )−, (uk
i )

+

1
2 (û

k−1
i + uk

i ), if (ûk−1
i )−, (uk

i )
−

(15)

This approach performs the element-wise adjustment of pa-
rameters within each skill unit based on its relevance to
previous and current tasks, using hyperparameter γ to control
their influences.

2) Adaptive Weighted Consolidation: Building upon the
original TaSL framework, we propose an Adaptive Weighted
Consolidation strategy as our latest extension. In contrast to
the manual setting of multiple hyperparameters required in the
original method, this adaptive strategy simplifies the process
by automatically adjusting to various scenarios, making the
averaging process more efficient and flexible. In detail, for a
specific skill unit ui, the weighting coefficients are:

λ̂k−1
i = exp

(
I(ûk−1

i )/τ
)
, λk

i = exp
(
I(uk

i )/τ
)

(16)

where both exp and temperature coefficient τ are scaled to the
raw importance score. Then the updated model parameters are:

ûk
i =

(
λ̂k−1
i

λ̂k−1
i + λk

i

)
· ûk−1

i +

(
λk
i

λ̂k−1
i + λk

i

)
· uk

i (17)

By using Eq. (15) or Eq. (17) in our skill consolidation
phrase, it effectively addresses the challenges in CL:

Algorithm 2 TaSL
Input: Dataset Dk for task k = 1, . . . ,K; initial pre-trained

model f0; hyperparameters α1, α2, β, τ .
1: # sequential tasks.
2: for task k = 1, . . . ,K do
3: # skill localization.
4: Get fk and calculate Uk by Algorithm (1);
5: if k = 1 then
6: # initialization at beginning task.
7: f̂1 ← f1, Û1 ← U1;
8: else
9: # skill consolidation.

10: for skill unit i = 1, . . . , n do
11: Calculate ûk

i by Eq. (17);
12: end for
13: Get the averaged model f̂k based on Ûk;
14: Calculate accumulated importance score I(Ûk) ac-

cording to Eq. (13);
15: end if
16: end for

• If I(ûk−1
i ) is high while I(uk

i ) is low, it indicates that the
skill unit ui is more important for the history task. Ac-
cording to Eq. (15) or (17), we maintain the previous task-
specific knowledge stored in ûk−1

i untouched to prevent the
contamination of historical knowledge with task-irrelevant
information in uk

i , thereby mitigating CF.
• If I(ûk−1

i ) is low and I(uk
i ) is high, it suggests that the

skill unit ui is more important for the current task. Since
the model’s training initializes from the endpoint of the
previous task, the historically learned knowledge is utilized
to enhance performance on the current task. So we ensure
the integrity of the parameters in uk

i , which stores current
task-specific knowledge, thereby facilitating forward KT.

• If both I(ûk−1
i ) and I(uk

i ) are high, it indicates that the
skill unit ui is important for both the previous and current
tasks. Consequently, we integrate newly acquired knowledge
into this task-shared skill unit to enable backward KT.

• If both I(ûk−1
i ) and I(uk

i ) are low, it indicates the skill unit
is not significantly relevant to any task. In this case, simply
averaging the parameters within this unit is sufficient.
Skill consolidation is performed before starting a new task

in CL, utilizing the averaged model for subsequent task
initialization. Only the importance scores of Ûk−1 and Uk
are retained for use between tasks, starting with Û1 = U1
estimated from f1 on D1. Detailed implementation of entire
TaSL algorithm is provided in Algorithm 2.

V. TASL WITH MEMORY REPLAY: TASL-M

To adapt TaSL to scenarios where historical data can be
used, we propose a memory replay-enhanced version, TaSL-
M, to further improve model performance. The implementation
process is shown in Figure 3.

After training on task Tk using the skill localization and
skill consolidation, we obtain the model f̂k. Before the next
task arrives, we introduce a replay stage, where the model f̂k



JOURNAL OF LATEX CLASS FILES, VOL. 14, NO. 8, AUGUST 2021 7

Fig. 3. Overview of TaSL-M.

is fine-tuned using historical data stored in the memory buffer
M<k. This process results in a new model f̂m

k , which helps
recover forgotten knowledge. Specifically, during the replay
stage, we do not fine-tune the parameters of all skill units using
historical data, as this could negatively impact the performance
on the current task. Instead, we fix the current task-specific
skill units and fine-tune only the remaining parameters. This
approach achieves a better balance between retaining previous
knowledge and excelling in new tasks.

VI. EXPERIMENTS AND ANALYSIS

A. Experimental Setup

1) Datasets: We utilize the SuperNI Benchmark [48], a
comprehensive benchmark designed to evaluate diverse NLP
tasks using expert-written instructions. This benchmark facili-
tates thorough evaluation in more practical settings for the CL
of LLMs. It includes tasks in dialogue generation, information
extraction, question answering, summarization, and sentiment
analysis. Following the established CL setup [16], three tasks
are chosen from each type, creating a sequence of 15 tasks in
total for evaluation. For each task, 1,000 instances from the
dataset are randomly selected for training, and 100 instances
are used for validation and testing.

Additionally, we employ the Long Sequence Bench-
mark [18], a continual learning benchmark consisting of 15
classification datasets. In line with [19], we randomly select
1,000 samples for training each task and reserve 500 samples
per class for validation and testing. We explore two different
task orders for each benchmark. Please refer to the Appendix
for more details about the tasks and orders.

2) Evaluation Metrics: We denote aj,i as the testing perfor-
mance (Accuracy for classification task and Rouge-L [51] for
others) on the i-th test set of task right after training on j-th
task. The performance of CL is assessed using three metrics:

AP =
1

K

K∑
i=1

aK,i (18)

FWT =
1

K − 1

K∑
i=2

ai−1,i (19)

BWT =
1

K − 1

K−1∑
i=1

aK,i − ai,i (20)

Average Performance (AP) [52] calculates the average
performance across all tasks after training on the final task.
Forward Transfer (FWT) [53] evaluates a model’s gener-
alization ability by measuring the averaged zero-shot perfor-
mance. Backward Transfer (BWT) [54] assesses the impact
of new learning on previous tasks. Negative BWT indicates
the model lost some previously acquired knowledge.

3) Baselines: We evaluate TaSL against the following
PEFT-based continual learning baseline methods: SeqLoRA:
sequentially trains the LoRA on the task orders. IncLoRA:
incremental learning of new LoRA parameters on a sequential
series of tasks. Replay: replays real samples from old tasks
when learning new tasks to avoid forgetting. EWC [46]: fine-
tune the model with a regularization loss that prevents updating
parameters that could interfere with previously learned tasks.
L2P [49]: uses the input to dynamically select and update
prompts from a fixed prompt pool. LFPT5 [50]: continuously
trains a soft prompt for each task with generative replay and
an auxiliary loss. Prog-Prompt [18]: sequentially concatenates
previous learned prompts to the current one during the training
and testing time. O-LoRA [19]: learns tasks in different LoRA
subspaces that are kept orthogonal to each other and sums all
LoRA weights up at testing time. SAPT [16]: leverages pseudo
samples and a shared attention framework to align PEFT block
learning and selection.

Table II compares our TaSL with these baselines, high-
lighting three distinct advantages: data privacy-friendliness,
model parameter-friendliness, and generalization-friendliness.
To clarify the specific localization and consolidation tech-
niques used in TaSL and its variants: TaSL: our base frame-
work utilizes original components, including matrix-level skill
units, first-order gradient-based metric for skill localization
(Eq. 8), and static weighted consolidation (Eq. 15). TasLoRA:
as the latest extension of TaSL, it employs LoRA-tailored skill
units, the second-order gradient approximation metric for skill
localization (Eq. 9), and adaptive weighted consolidation (Eq.
17). TasL-M and TasLoRA-M: these variants combine TaSL
or TasLoRA with memory replay techniques to further enhance
performance.

4) Implementation Details: We utilize two language models
adopted by the previous lines of works in CL for NLP:
encoder-decoder T5 model [57] and decoder-only LLaMA
model [58]. In TaSL, the hyperparameters α1 and α2 in Eq.
(10) and Eq. (11) are set to 0.85. We set β in Eq. (13) to
0.7 and τ in Eq. (16) to 0.15. Following [59], the volume of
replay samples is set to 2% of the original training set for all
replay-based baseline methods. For different backbones, we
utilized the following hyperparameters:
• T5-base (220M), T5-large (780M), and T5-XL (3B): Train-

ing was conducted with a learning rate of 3e-4, batch size
of 8, maximum input length of 512, maximum target length
of 128, rank = 8, targeting modules [q, v] and 10 epochs.
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TABLE I
THE OVERALL RESULTS ON TWO CONTINUAL LEARNING BENCHMARKS WITH T5-LARGE MODEL. ALL RESULTS ARE AVERAGED OVER TWO DIFFERENT

ORDERS OF EACH BENCHMARK. OUR REHEARSAL-FREE TASL OUTPERFORMS THE PREVIOUS BEST METHOD, O-LORA, BY ACHIEVING AN AVERAGE
2.3% ABSOLUTE IMPROVEMENT ON AP, AN AVERAGE 2.8% ABSOLUTE IMPROVEMENT ON FWT, AND AN 4.8% ABSOLUTE INCREASE IN BWT.

Method Memory-Replay SuperNI Benchmark Long Sequence Benchmark
AP↑ FWT↑ BWT↑ AP↑ FWT↑ BWT↑

SeqLoRA

✗

6.43 1.58 -30.94 9.72 6.81 -73.37
IncLoRA 19.12 2.03 - 31.24 62.50 2.62 -15.34
ProgPrompt [18] 3.34 5.29 -33.18 7.98 6.63 -66.71
EWC [46] 17.46 4.20 -28.61 45.45 3.73 -25.93
L2P [49] 12.73 1.14 -7.95 57.98 8.36 -16.63
LFPT5 [50] 24.76 7.46 -24.41 67.01 9.48 -12.80
O-LoRA [19] 25.89 8.14 -24.59 69.24 10.15 -4.05
TaSL (ours) 26.41 11.78 -18.55 70.71 11.80 -3.27
TasLoRA (ours) 27.43 11.02 -16.91 72.29 12.89 -2.04

Replay

✓

35.37 2.35 -15.79 75.28 3.28 -1.88
SAPT [16] 51.54 8.88 -0.57 82.02 9.86 -1.25
TaSL-M (ours) 52.12 11.13 -1.31 84.26 12.32 -1.08
TasLoRA-M (ours) 53.01 11.21 -0.81 84.33 11.71 -0.98

TABLE II
THE COMPARISON BETWEEN TASL AND OTHER CL METHODS.

SPECIFICALLY, RF INDICATES WHETHER THE METHOD IS
REHEARSAL-FREE. PE INDICATES WHETHER THE METHOD IS PARAMETER

EFFICIENT. UT INDICATES WHETHER THE METHOD CAN BE APPLIED TO
SOLVE UNSEEN TASKS. KT INDICATES WHETHER THE METHOD ENABLES

KNOWLEDGE TRANSFER.

Method RF PE UT KT

EWC [46] ✓ ✓
OGD [55] ✓ ✓
LFPT5 [50] ✓ ✓
L2P [49] ✓ ✓
EIP [12] ✓ ✓
O-LoRA [19] ✓ ✓ ✓
MoCL [56] ✓ ✓ ✓
SAPT [16] ✓ ✓ ✓

TaSL ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

• LLaMA (7B): With a learning rate of 3e-4, batch size of
128, a cutoff length of 512, and 10 epochs. Lora settings
were rank = 8, alpha = 16, dropout = 0.05, targeting modules
[q_proj, v_proj]. For testing, settings included temperature
= 0.02, top_p = 0, top_k = 1, max new tokens = 128.
Experiments are carried out using 4 NVIDIA A100.

B. Main Results

Overall CL results of different methods at the same T5-large
backbone are summarized in Table I.

Firstly, TaSL and its variants demonstrate superior CL
performance through effective knowledge transfer. Compared
to previous rehearsal-free methods such as IncLoRA and O-
LoRA, TaSL excels in addressing the two critical challenges of
CF and KT, achieving the highest AP, FWT, and BWT when
learning tasks sequentially.

Moreover, our enhanced version, TasLoRA, shows signifi-
cant improvements over TaSL. Specifically, TasLoRA achieves
average gains of 1.3% on AP and 1.4% on BWT, indicating
that our extensions to each component are effective. Notably,
even without relying on memory replay, our method nearly
matches the performance of SAPT with memory replay on
Long Sequence Benchmark, particularly in BWT, with only a
slight difference of 0.8% (-2.04% vs. -1.25%).

For memory-based methods, both TaSL-M and TasLoRA
outperform the best SAPT methods, further demonstrating the
versatility and robustness of our framework. For the conve-
nience of subsequent experimental analysis and comparison,
we focus on the performance of TasLoRA, the best-performing
memory-free version, for further evaluations.

Secondly, TasLoRA consistently demonstrates superior per-
formance across various backbones. To further validate the
effectiveness of our framework, we conducted experiments
using a range of parameter-level backbones, as shown in
Figure 4, which highlight performance improvements with
increasing model size. Across different backbones, our method
consistently outperforms traditional approaches. For example,
in T5-xl, TasLoRA significantly increases the AP metric from
28.6% to 33.3%, and achieves substantial improvements in
both FWT and BWT metrics, rising from 11.1% to 16.1%
and improving from -20.6% to -14.0%, respectively. These
results further validate the robust generalization ability of our
proposed framework.

Thirdly, adaptive skill consolidation effectively mitigates
catastrophic forgetting. To rigorously assess our model’s effec-
tiveness in countering forgetting, we analyzed its performance
on the initial task after training on subsequent tasks using the
Long Sequence Benchmark. Figure 5 shows that our TasLoRA
method significantly slows the forgetting rate, with an average
performance decrease of only 11% after training on the final
task. In stark contrast, vanilla backbones exhibit a substantial
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(a) Results on the SuperNI benchmark (b) Results on the Long Sequence benchmark

Fig. 4. Performance of TaSL w/ different backbones.

Fig. 5. Performance trajectory of Task 1 on Long Sequence Benchmark during
the CL process.

TABLE III
RESULTS ON UNSEEN TASKS BASED ON THE T5-LARGE BACKBONE

MODEL. WE REPORT THE AVERAGE ROUGE-L OF THE 3 TASKS UNDER
EACH CATEGORY.

Unseen Tasks Avg.Dialog IE QA Sum SA

T5-ZS 7.49 6.70 4.28 12.14 4.54 7.03
O-LoRA 4.39 9.89 25.38 8.26 50.41 19.67
LFPT5 6.96 35.32 35.00 13.26 21.51 22.41

TasLoRA 10.32 31.34 37.13 14.20 47.17 28.03

average performance drop of 20%, underscoring our method’s
superior ability to mitigate forgetting.

C. Performance on Unseen Tasks
Following previous work [16], we further select three tasks

from each one of the above task categories to assess the TaSL’s
cross-task generalization ability. This is also a crucial dimen-
sion for evaluating CL algorithms. Table III shows the results.
T5-ZS represents the zero-shot approaches for task adaptation,
respectively. TasLoRA achieved the best performance, which
can be attributed to its ability to identify task-specific and
shared parameters effectively.

D. Visualization of Skill Units
We visualized the distribution of importance scores for the

skill units across tasks on T5-large, as shown in Figure 6 and

Figure 7, leading to several critical insights:
• There is a noticeable variation in the importance of skill

units for the same task, with important skill units making
up only a small fraction of all trainable LoRA parameters.

• The distribution of important skill units is task-dependent,
indicating both task-shared and specific parameters, con-
firming TaSL’s validity.

• For classification tasks, such as those in the Long Sequence
Benchmark (Figure 6), the skill units in the encoder, par-
ticularly the lower layers closer to the model input, play a
more significant role. In contrast, for generative tasks, such
as dialogue generation and summarization in the SuperNI
benchmark (Figure 7), both the encoder and decoder skill
units are important, with both the lower and upper layers of
the network being crucial.

• Within each layer, the importance of the Query (Q) matrices
in the attention mechanism consistently surpasses that of the
Value (V) matrices.

E. Ablation Study

In this section, we evaluate the impact of importance-
aware skill localization, fine-grained skill consolidation, and
hyperparameter sensitivity, with the results discussed below.

1) Effect of the proposed importance metric in skill local-
ization: Our method calculates importance scores using Eq.
(6). As shown in Table IV, we explore alternative importance
scoring approaches: (i) to test the effectiveness of using
moving averages on trajectory gradients, we modify s(·) in
Eq. (6) to include only sensitivity, as described in Eq. (9);
and (ii) to assess the validity of our proposed approximate
second-order gradient importance metric in Eq. (6), we use
a first-order Taylor expansion to approximate the importance
I by using Eq. (8). The results indicate that using moving
averages for importance scoring outperforms the alternatives,
with the other two variants leading to performance decreases
of up to 3.3%, 2.5%, and 4.2% across the three metrics.
This underscores the value of accurate skill localization in
enhancing model performance.

2) Effect of Adaptive Skill Consolidation: We compared
our fine-grained skill unit-level adaptive LoRA averaging
mechanism against two coarse-grained strategies: (i) Weight-
Ensemble, which uses a global weight to uniformly average the
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Fig. 6. Visualization of importance scores for skill units across different tasks on T5-large for the Long Sequence Benchmark.

Fig. 7. Visualization of importance scores for skill units across different tasks on T5-large for the SuperNI Benchmark.

TABLE IV
ABLATION STUDY. EVALUATING THE IMPACT OF IMPORTANCE SCORING

VARIATIONS ON SKILL LOCALIZATION.

Method AP FWT BWT

vanilla T5-large 54.10 3.32 -29.63

s (·) = I (·) 70.48 10.39 -3.81
s (·) =

∣∣∇wijL
∣∣ 68.82 10.80 -6.22

TasLoRA (ours) 72.29 12.89 -2.04

LoRA parameters, i.e., Eq. (14), and (ii) Exponential Moving
Average (EMA) [60], which applies a running average of
parameters at each fine-tuning iteration.

For Table V, Weight-Ensemble significantly improves upon
the vanilla model, highlighting the benefits of coarse-grained
averaging for continual learning. EMA generally outperforms
Weight-Ensemble but falls short of our fine-grained approach
due to its overuse of averaging, with frequent parameter adjust-
ments within the same task potentially leading to suboptimal
outcomes. Our method, which averages weights only after each
task, enhances computational efficiency.

TABLE V
ABLATION STUDY. COMPARING COARSE- AND FINE-GRAINED MODEL

AVERAGING METHODS ON SKILL CONSOLIDATION.

Method AP FWT BWT

vanilla T5-large 54.10 3.32 -29.63

Weight-Ens. 63.28 7.71 -11.82
EMA 62.76 8.23 -9.80
TasLoRA (ours) 72.29 12.89 -2.04

3) Sensitivity Analysis for Hyperparameters: The proposed
framework incorporates three key hyperparameters, including
the α for computing importance scores in Eq. (10) and Eq.
(11), the β for calculating cumulative importance scores in
Eq. (13), and the τ for performing weighted averaging within
skill units as outlined in Eq. (16). Our analysis aims to assess
the impact of varying these hyperparameters on our method’s
performance, testing on the T5-large backbone model.

As evidenced in Table VI, we determine that the optimal
setting for α is 0.55. An α value too low results in a
performance decline, indicating that the calculated importance
scores are not sufficiently accurate. Furthermore, as depicted
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TABLE VI
PERFORMANCE COMPARISONS OF TASL EQUIPPED WITH DIFFERENT α ON

LONG SEQUENCE BENCHMARK AT TASK ORDER 1.

α1,α2 AP FWT BWT

Vanilla T5-large 51.6 5.6 -29.7

0.15 71.8 13.7 -3.7
0.35 71.2 14.1 -4.3
0.55 72.8 12.6 -2.5
0.85 70.7 12.9 -3.3
0.95 71.7 14.0 -3.6

TABLE VII
PERFORMANCE COMPARISONS OF TASL EQUIPPED WITH DIFFERENT β ON

LONG SEQUENCE BENCHMARK AT TASK ORDER 1.

β AP FWT BWT

Vanilla T5-large 51.6 5.6 -29.7

0.1 73.8 13.6 -3.7
0.3 73.5 12.4 -3.4
0.5 74.3 13.5 -2.2
0.7 72.7 12.9 -2.3
0.9 60.2 14.2 -5.0

in Table VII, we also find that β values within a normal range
do not significantly affect performance. However, excessively
high or low values for β may skew the model towards favoring
either past or current task knowledge, thereby disrupting
the desired balance. Nonetheless, the model’s performance
remains relatively stable across most conditions, indicating a
low sensitivity to hyperparameter variations.

The VIII below shows the model’s performance under
different temperature coefficients, τ . It can be seen that setting
a higher τ (higher than 0.5) smooths the weights, thereby
increasing the weight of unimportant skill units, which reduces
the model’s effectiveness and may contaminate historical
knowledge, leading to forgetting. On the other hand, setting a
lower τ (less than 0.1) may cause larger differences in weight
coefficients, thereby limiting KT between different tasks.

VII. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we introduce a novel Task Skill Localization
and Consolidation (TaSL) framework for language model con-
tinual learning, facilitating effective knowledge transfer across
tasks. Our framework leverages an importance-aware skill
localization and a fine-grained skill consolidation technique
to differentiate between task-specific and shared knowledge
within each skill unit, thereby mitigating forgetting. TaSL
also demonstrates strong generalizability and extensibility,
with optimizations to various components and the ability to
integrate with memory replay methods for further perfor-
mance enhancement. Comprehensive experiments showcase
our framework’s exceptional ability to balance preserving past
knowledge and excelling in new tasks, surpassing previous
state-of-the-art methods.

While our method significantly improves efficiency and
performance in large language model continual learning, some

TABLE VIII
PERFORMANCE COMPARISONS OF TASL (USING T5-LARGE AS THE

BACKBONE) EQUIPPED WITH DIFFERENT τ ON LONG SEQUENCE
BENCHMARK AT TASK ORDER 1.

temperature coefficient τ AP FWT BWT

0.05 69.0 14.3 -3.4
0.15 73.4 12.8 -2.1
0.25 72.2 13.2 -2.5
0.35 72.1 13.6 -2.1
0.45 72.7 12.5 -3.0
0.55 70.9 11.6 -4.2

limitations remain. For instance, the choice of importance
thresholds after determining the importance distribution can
affect the effectiveness of subsequent consolidation. Dynami-
cally selecting thresholds based on data distribution could lead
to more accurate classification of task-shared and task-specific
parameters, thereby enhancing performance. Additionally, we
could explore merging the skill localization and consolidation
stages, allowing for parameter consolidation based on impor-
tance during model training. This would enable more flexible
adaptation and address scenarios in online continual learning.

APPENDIX
DATASET DETAILS

Table IX & X show details of the datasets we used for our
experiments, along with their evaluation metrics. Overall, in
SuperNI, we choose 3 tasks from dialogue generation (Dialog),
information extraction (IE), question answering (QA), summa-
rization (Sum) and sentiment analysis (SA), respectively.

For the Long Sequence benchmark, this includes five tasks
from the standard CL benchmark (AG News, Amazon reviews,
Yelp reviews, DBpedia and Yahoo Answers), four from GLUE
benchmark (MNLI, QQP, RTE, SST2), five from SuperGLUE
benchmark (WiC, CB, COPA, MultiRC, BoolQ), and the
IMDB movie reviews dataset. We report 4 different task orders
used for our experiments in Table XI.
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