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Abstract

Parameter-efficient fine-tuning (PEFT) methods optimize
large language models (LLMs) by modifying or introducing a
small number of parameters to enhance alignment with down-
stream tasks. However, they can result in catastrophic forget-
ting, where LLMs prioritize new knowledge at the expense
of comprehensive world knowledge. A promising approach
to mitigate this issue is to recall prior memories based on the
original knowledge. To this end, we propose a model-agnostic
PEFT framework, IMSM, which Interweaves Memories of
a Siamese Large Language Model. Specifically, our siamese
LLM is equipped with an existing PEFT method. Given an
incoming query, it generates two distinct memories based on
the pre-trained and fine-tuned parameters. IMSM then incor-
porates an interweaving mechanism that regulates the contri-
butions of both original and enhanced memories when gen-
erating the next token. This framework is theoretically appli-
cable to all open-source LLMs and existing PEFT methods.
We conduct extensive experiments across various benchmark
datasets, evaluating the performance of popular open-source
LLMs using the proposed IMSM, in comparison to both clas-
sical and leading PEFT methods. Our findings indicate that
IMSM maintains comparable time and space efficiency to
backbone PEFT methods while significantly improving per-
formance and effectively mitigating catastrophic forgetting.

Code — https://github.com/ECNU-Text-Computing/IMSM

Introduction
Large Language Models (LLMs) have emerged as a sig-
nificant breakthrough in natural language processing (NLP)
(Bai et al. 2023; Touvron et al. 2023; OpenAI 2023; Zeng
et al. 2023). With extensive world knowledge, they have ex-
hibited remarkable zero-shot abilities across various tasks,
such as language understanding (Achiam et al. 2023), logi-
cal reasoning (Kojima et al. 2022), etc. Nevertheless, one of
the challenges with LLMs is their susceptibility to generat-
ing incorrect or unfaithful outputs, especially in unfamiliar
domains (Sun et al. 2024; Lin et al. 2024). In-context Learn-
ing (ICL) (Brown et al. 2020; Huang and He 2024) mitigates
this issue by incorporating typical examples into prompts,
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Figure 1: Comparison between vanilla PEFT (a) and our pro-
posed IMSM (b). Vanilla PEFT methods employ an LLM
only once. The parameter distribution shift will cause the
LLM to forget general knowledge. Instead, IMSM incorpo-
rates a siamese LLM, which can be regarded as two LLMs,
sharing identical structure and pre-trained parameters. One
remains frozen while the other is fine-tuned using an exist-
ing PEFT method. By flexibly recalling the memory of the
original LLM, IMSM can improve fine-tuning performance
and alleviate catastrophic forgetting.

but does not inherently align LLMs with downstream ob-
jectives (Fu et al. 2023; Ding et al. 2023). Continued pre-
training or supervised fine-tuning can better align parame-
ters with tasks but is time-consuming and computationally
intensive (VM et al. 2024; Han et al. 2024). To address this
issue, parameter-efficient fine-tuning (PEFT) (Fu et al. 2023;
Ding et al. 2023), as shown in Figure 1 (a), selectively fine-
tunes a limited subset of parameters or adds new ones, while
keeping the majority fixed.

However, refining the parameters of LLMs using tar-
get datasets enhances domain-specific knowledge but in-
troduces biases related to that domain and task (Ren et al.
2024). This process can result in forgetting world knowl-
edge and compromising general abilities, which is known as
catastrophic forgetting (McCloskey and Cohen 1989; Kirk-
patrick et al. 2017). Effective countermeasures typically en-
compass strategies for replaying pre-training data (Hayes
et al. 2020; Kar et al. 2022) or constraints on updating
parameters (Chen et al. 2020). Nevertheless, obtaining ap-
propriate pre-training data for LLMs presents considerable
challenges. Additionally, the vast range of tasks and the
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sheer number of parameters complicate efforts to balance
integrating new knowledge with preserving existing capa-
bilities. This complexity introduces uncontrollable variables
during the fine-tuning process.

Instead, this paper highlights the significance of utilizing
the original knowledge of LLM to improve fine-tuning ef-
fectiveness and reduce the risk of catastrophic forgetting, as
depicted in Figure 1 (b). Generally, the hidden states of the
final layer of an LLM can be conceptualized as a memory. It
encapsulates the encoded input sequence along with the pre-
ceding tokens of the generated response. When the model
processes a query, the new memory shaped by the updated
knowledge from fine-tuning may diverge from its original
understanding. Therefore, for tasks beyond the fine-tuning
target, the predicted probability distribution of the next token
from this new memory runs the risk of deviating from the
typically accurate distribution. In such cases, recalling the
original memory before predicting based on the new mem-
ory at each step can help prevent deviations in token pre-
dictions. This process is akin to opening a channel between
two parallel worlds with different experiences, facilitating
the fusion of memories of diverse values.

To this end, we propose a straightforward yet highly ef-
fective PEFT framework called IMSM, which Interweaves
Memories of a Siamese Large Language Model. In partic-
ular, we employ a siamese LLM equipped with an exist-
ing PEFT method, like LoRA. Given a query, it generates
two distinct final hidden states, i.e., memories, based on the
original pre-trained parameters and the parameters equipped
with the PEFT module. We then propose a query-aware gate
as the memory interweaving mechanism to facilitate token
generation at each step. During the training phase, the ex-
isting PEFT module effectively retains new knowledge for
downstream tasks. Thus, the gating mechanism is capable of
dynamically balancing between the original memory and the
updated memory based on varying queries. During the infer-
ence stage, IMSM relies on the given query features, allow-
ing it to flexibly meet the demands of original knowledge for
both fine-tuned tasks and other tasks. This mechanism is key
to improving performance on fine-tuning tasks and reducing
catastrophic forgetting on other tasks. Theoretically, our pro-
posed IMSM is a model-agnostic framework that allows for
seamless integration across various open-source LLMs and
existing PEFT methods.

We conduct extensive experiments to evaluate the perfor-
mance of the proposed IMSM in comparison to classical
PEFT methods, including LoRA (Hu et al. 2021), (IA)3

(Liu et al. 2022), and AdaLoRA (Zhang et al. 2023). We
also compare with the state-of-the-art PEFT methods, Lo-
RAMoE (Dou et al. 2023) and DoRA (Liu et al. 2024).
Moreover, we employ popular LLMs such as ChatGLM3
(Du et al. 2021), Qwen1.5 (Bai et al. 2023), Llama2 (Tou-
vron et al. 2023), and Llama3 (Touvron et al. 2023) as back-
bone LLMs and fine-tune them with PEFT on four bench-
mark datasets, e.g., MRPC (El-Said et al. 2015), CoLA (El-
Said et al. 2015), ROPES (Lin et al. 2019), and GSM8K
(Cobbe et al. 2021). To evaluate the extent of catastrophic
forgetting, we analyze the LLMs’ performance on other
datasets before and after fine-tuning on a target dataset. The

results demonstrate that IMSM achieves superior perfor-
mance compared with vanilla PEFT methods. Notably, this
improvement is attained without imposing too many addi-
tional trainable parameters. Furthermore, IMSM can effec-
tively mitigate the issue of catastrophic forgetting.

Our main contributions are summarized as follows:
• To the best of our knowledge, this represents the first

model-agnostic PEFT framework that employs a siamese
LLM, effectively harnessing both its intrinsic world knowl-
edge and the novel insights gained from PEFT.
• We propose a query-aware gate mechanism for inter-

weaving memories, allowing flexible fusion of the last hid-
den states at each step.
• Extensive experiments validate the effectiveness of our

proposed IMSM, and the results have confirmed its excep-
tional performance in striking a balance between plasticity
and stability.

Related Work
We review three lines of related work: parameter-efficient
fine-tuning methods, strategies for mitigating catastrophic in
LLMs, and approaches employing logits arithmetic.

Parameter-efficient Fine-Tuning
Traditional approaches to fully fine-tuning LLMs with bil-
lions of parameters suffer from significant difficulties in
terms of training time, computational expense, and practi-
cal efficiency. To overcome these, parameter-efficient fine-
tuning (PEFT) techniques have been developed, which fo-
cus on adjusting only a subset of the model weights while
maintaining the rest unchanged (Mao et al. 2021).

PEFT methods can be categorized into four main types:
additive, selective, re-parameterized, and hybrid approaches
(Han et al. 2024). Additive methods, like prefix-tuning (Li
and Liang 2021) and (IA)3 (Liu et al. 2022), introduce ad-
ditional modules into the LLM layers. Selective methods,
like BitFit (Zaken, Goldberg, and Ravfogel 2022), focus on
selecting a small subset of parameters for fine-tuning. Re-
parameterized methods (Hu et al. 2021) use low-rank matri-
ces to approximate the changing weights. Hybrid methods
(Mao et al. 2022) are designed to combine different PEFT
methods, offering a comprehensive solution.

Current PEFT methods enable domain alignment at the
parameter level but can risk disrupting LLMs’ existing world
knowledge and reasoning capabilities. Therefore, we pro-
pose IMSM, a model-agnostic framework for any open-
source LLM and PEFT, which leverages the knowledge of
the original LLM to enhance response accuracy by integrat-
ing the original memories generated from the same input.

Catastrophic Forgetting in LLMs
LLMs face the challenge of catastrophic forgetting (Mc-
Closkey and Cohen 1989) during both pre-training and
fine-tuning, where the model tends to forget previously ac-
quired knowledge after being fine-tuned for downstream
tasks. Catastrophic forgetting is the traditional challenge of
continuous learning, leading to the development of various
methods to address this issue in this scenario. Prominent



strategies include techniques such as constrained parameter
updates, data replay, and parameter isolation (Ke and Liu
2022).

Recently, empirical investigations have indicated that
even advanced fine-tuning techniques like LoRA are not im-
mune to catastrophic forgetting (Luo et al. 2023). To address
the issue during PEFT, acquiring extensive pre-training data
can be an expensive process. Moreover, it is challenging to
ensure that the existing knowledge learned by the LLM is
not overwritten at the parameter level. Correspondingly, this
work suggests a novel approach to address this issue by uti-
lizing the siamese model to directly recall the knowledge
from the original LLM. By interweaving distinct memories
for the same input, the responses can be generated with en-
hanced flexibility.

Logits Arithmetic
Due to the limitations of individual LLM, model collabora-
tion emerges as a promising prospect. Previous studies (Liu
et al. 2021) have highlighted the effectiveness of ensembling
logits from multiple LLMs in controlled text generation or
reducing hallucinations. Contrastive decoding (O’Brien and
Lewis 2023) is proposed to directly use the discrepancy in
logits between robust and weaker models. Prefix-Adaptive
Decoding (Pei, Yang, and Klein 2023) and Context-aware
decoding (Shi et al. 2023) enhance the model’s faithfulness
by amplifying output probability differences across prompts.

Logits are derived from the final hidden states of LLMs,
which serve as internal representations or memories. Prior
research (Azaria and Mitchell 2023; Duan, Yang, and Tam
2024) has shown that these hidden states encapsulate knowl-
edge or information pertinent to factual judgments. Thus, the
final hidden states, focused on generating the next token, re-
flect the LLMs’ comprehension of the input information.

Taking this as a starting point, and different from previous
methods, we place the siamese LLM within the PEFT frame-
work, enabling a learnable collaboration. This approach not
only enhances the performance of PEFT in downstream
tasks, but also retains extensive world knowledge and rea-
soning capabilities of the original LLM.

Methodology
In this section, we introduce the proposed IMSM, a novel
model-agnostic PEFT framework. As illustrated in Figure 2,
the siamese LLM is enhanced with a PEFT module. We con-
ceptualize this siamese LLM as comprising two LLMs: one
retains the original pre-trained knowledge, while the other
is adapted with knowledge specific to the downstream task.
The input tokens and the previously generated response to-
kens are processed by the siamese LLM to create distinct
memories, specifically the final hidden states. We then pro-
pose a query-aware gate mechanism to interweave these
memory representations. The next token is generated from
the intertwined memory.

In this framework, the parameters associated with PEFT
and the parameters related to the gate mechanism will un-
dergo fine-tuning, while the remaining parameters will be
frozen. Our objective is to preserve the model’s inherent

Figure 2: The overall architecture of IMSM, including a
siamese LLM and an interweaving mechanism. Given the
same input tokens, our siamese LLM produces memories
with distinct values, which correspond to the two last hidden
states. The generation of the next token relies on the updated
memory through an interweaving mechanism. Trainable pa-
rameters are marked in red.

world knowledge and general reasoning capabilities while
simultaneously improving its performance in both down-
stream and general tasks. IMSM has the potential to be ap-
plied to various open-source LLMs and PEFT methods.

Siamese Large Language Model
To facilitate description and enhance intuitive understand-
ing, our Siamese LLM can be conceptualized as a LLM with
dual types of parameters. When integrating PEFT methods
into the siamese LLM, the model first retains a copy of the
original knowledge. It then undergoes fine-tuning through
the PEFT module using downstream data to better align with
the new target objective. Taking LoRA as an exemplar PEFT
method, we update the parameters W by adding an adapter
∆W to the original parameters Wo ∈ Rd×k:

W = W0 +∆W = W0 +BA (1)

where Wo remains frozen, while B ∈ Rd×r′ and A ∈
Rr′×k denote trainable low-rank matrices. And r′ is signif-
icantly smaller than d and k. This configuration results in
a substantial reduction in the number of trainable parame-
ters. Wo and W represent the parameters of the frozen LLM
(i.e., original LLM) and tuned LLM, respectively.



Memory Interweaving Mechanism
Throughout both the fine-tuning and inference processes,
our siamese LLM generates distinct hidden states and cor-
responding logits. The last hidden states can serve as fea-
ture representations, encapsulating the LLM’s memory of
the previous input tokens. We shall employ these two repre-
sentations as vehicles to interweave memories derived from
various experiences, and propose a gate-based interweaving
mechanism for memories.

LetM represent the original LLM with parameters Wo,
whileM′

denotes the fine-tuned LLM with parameters W
including partially tuned parameters ∆W .

At each time step t, we can access the hidden states de-
rived from M and M′

, as well as the hidden states prior
to t. First, we compute the average of the query’s last layer
hidden states in the Siamese LLM to obtain its dense repre-
sentations, reflecting the model’s dual understanding of the
input. Next, the hidden states for query understanding and
next token prediction are concatenated along the feature di-
mension. Finally, we construct a linear layer with low-rank
weight matrices at the top of the model to generate a gate,
which determines the contribution of each LLM in the next
step of logits generation process:

h
q

M =
1

Tin

Tin∑
t=1

ht
M (2)

h
q

M′ =
1

Tin

Tin∑
t=1

ht
M′ (3)

gate = sigmoid
(
f(h

q

M ⊕ ht
M ⊕ ht

M′ ⊕ h
q

M′)
)

= sigmoid
(
(h

q

M ⊕ hM ⊕ hM′ ⊕ h
q

M′) ·WA ·WB

)
(4)

where ht
M and ht

M′ represent the last layer hidden states of
the original LLMM and the tuned LLMM′

, respectively,
for the t-th token in the sequence. Tin represents the input
sequence length. h

q

M and h
q

M′ represent the average of the
query’s last layer hidden states. ⊕ denotes vector concate-
nation and f represents the linear layer with low rank. Here,
ht
M,ht

M′ ∈ R1×d, where d represents the dimension of the
hidden state. WA ∈ R4d×r and WB ∈ Rr×d, where r is
a hyper-parameter. Notably, r is significant smaller than d,
ensuring a limited number of parameters. Furthermore, the
gate is obtained through sigmoid activation.

The updated last hidden state hl
N and the logits can be

calculated by:

ht
N = gate ◦ ht

M + (1− gate) ◦ ht
M′ (5)

logits = ht
N ·Wout (6)

where ◦ denotes element-wise multiplication and Wout de-
notes the parameters of the linear layer of the siamese LLM
that are utilized for generating the logits of the next token
corresponding to the vocabulary size.

In the memory interweaving process, incorporating query
information into the gating mechanism enables the model to

better retain original knowledge and reasoning abilities. Un-
like additive methods that lead to parameter sharing, con-
catenating hidden states facilitates finer-grained feature fu-
sion. Generally, both averaging and maximization are valid
strategies for handling the parallel memories of past query
tokens. However, averaging to synthesize information offers
a more comprehensive representation of the query.

Training and Inference
The probability distribution of the next token can be calcu-
lated as follows:

p(yt|x, y<t) = softmax (logits) (7)

During the fine-tuning phase, we utilize cross-entropy as
our loss function:

L(∆W ,WA,WB) = −
Tout∑
t=1

∑
y∈V

ytlog p(yt|x, y<t) (8)

where Tout is the length of the output sequence. Finally,
we optimize the parameters ∆W , WA, and WB using the
optimization algorithm like AdamW (Loshchilov and Hut-
ter 2017). Consequently, the gate mechanism is capable of
learning to execute flexible memory interweaving for di-
verse queries. This allows our proposed IMSM to mitigate
the interference caused by extraneous new knowledge for
tasks that fall outside the fine-tuning objective.

During the inference phase, as shown in Algorithm 1, we
utilize a greedy search strategy to generate the output se-
quence. We select the token with the highest probability, in-
formed by the updated memory, as the next generated token,
add it to the input sequence, and then repeat this process un-
til the complete sequence is generated.

Experiments
Datasets
We conduct experiments on four datasets: MRPC (El-Said
et al. 2015), CoLA (El-Said et al. 2015), ROPES (Lin et al.
2019), and GSM8K (Cobbe et al. 2021), to evaluate the
alignment capability of our IMSM. Following previous stud-
ies (Schick et al. 2024; Asai et al. 2023), we also employ
MRPC (El-Said et al. 2015), WebQ (Berant et al. 2013),
FreebaseQA (Jiang, Wu, and Jiang 2019), and MultiRC
(Khashabi et al. 2018), to assess the abilities to retain gen-
eral knowledge of LLM. Distinct metrics are employed for
different tasks. More details about datasets and correspond-
ing metrics can be found in Appendix A2.

Backbone LLMs
We employ four mainstream open-source LLMs, including
ChatGLM3-6B (Zeng et al. 2023), Qwen1.5-4B (Bai et al.
2023), Llama2-7B (Touvron et al. 2023), and Llama3-8B
(Touvron et al. 2023), as backbones of our siamese LLM. We
also directly prompt these LLMs as baseline models. More
details can be found in Appendix A2.



Backbone Method Params
MRPC CoLA ROPES GSM8K

AverageAcc. F1 Mcc. EM F1 Acc.

ChatGLM3

Original - 74.72 82.88 43.99 58.47 22.67 45.79 54.75

LoRA 3.899M 86.67 90.10 63.56 74.38 79.41 44.50 73.10
IMSM 4.063M 87.13* 90.49* 65.21* 79.15* 81.28* 48.45* 75.29*
(IA)3 0.513M 86.96 90.32 62.12 72.22 76.36 50.04 73.00
IMSM 0.676M 88.70* 91.66* 64.53* 73.34* 77.56* 52.46* 74.71*

AdaLoRA 2.925M 87.02 90.35 62.48 75.14 78.64 49.36 73.83
IMSM 3.089M 87.77* 90.81* 65.57* 78.50* 82.23* 50.80* 75.95*

Qwen1.5

Original - 74.20 81.04 46.50 56.58 38.58 18.35 52.54

LoRA 3.277M 86.41 89.79 65.23 63.63 69.56 50.27 70.82
IMSM 3.379M 87.25* 90.48* 65.80* 65.64* 72.71* 52.69* 72.43*
(IA)3 0.205M 86.84 90.16 64.96 56.46 64.35 51.33 69.02
IMSM 0.307M 87.13* 90.73* 69.13* 60.25* 67.62* 53.15* 71.34*

AdaLoRA 2.458M 86.73 90.15 65.63 64.81 68.62 52.01 71.33
IMSM 2.560M 88.41* 91.32* 66.24* 67.18* 72.36* 51.86 72.90*

Llama3

Original - 68.17 79.83 37.96 49.23 13.95 3.23 42.06

LoRA 6.816M 89.10 91.88 71.65 87.26 89.09 59.59 81.43
IMSM 6.980M 89.04 91.84 72.05* 87.85* 90.42* 61.26* 82.08*
(IA)3 0.524M 87.71 90.78 68.16 78.55 82.86 62.62 78.45
IMSM 0.688M 88.87* 91.77* 70.78* 81.58* 85.95* 61.33 80.05*

AdaLoRA 5.113M 88.87 91.72 68.77 87.21 88.98 55.42 80.16
IMSM 5.276M 89.22* 91.95* 71.55* 87.80* 89.05* 59.74* 81.55*

Table 1: The overall comparison across four downstream tasks. The best results achieved using IMSM and its corresponding
vanilla fine-tuning methods are highlighted in boldface. The improvements achieved by IMSM over all baselines are statistically
significant, as measured by student’s t-test with a significance level of p < 0.05.

Baseline PEFT Methods
We utilize classical and state-of-the-art PEFT methods, like
LoRA (Hu et al. 2021), (IA)3 (Liu et al. 2022), AdaLoRA
(Zhang et al. 2023), and DoRA (Liu et al. 2024), to perform
fine-tuning on the siamese LLM of our IMSM. In addition,
we compare LoRAMoE (Dou et al. 2023), a plugin-based
mixture of experts model for preventing catastrophic forget-
ting. More details can be found in Appendix A2.

Implementation Details
We utilize HuggingFace Transformers (Wolf et al. 2019) and
PEFT (Mangrulkar et al. 2022) to perform our experiments.
The fine-tuning procedure is executed on 8 NVIDIA A800
GPUs under a Linux system.

For LoRA, AdaLoRA, and DoRA, we employ AdamW
as the optimizer with learning rates of 3 × 10−4, 2 × 10−3,
and 1× 10−4, respectively, and a batch size of 16. The rank
and alpha for LoRA are 16, while for DoRA, they follow
the recommended settings of 16 and 32. For (IA)3, we use
Adafactor with a learning rate of 3 × 10−3 and a batch size
of 8. All methods are trained for 3 epochs. For LoRAMoE,
we use the original paper’s configuration. For a fair compar-
ison, we set the configurations of the tuned target modules

of IMSM to be exactly the same as vanilla PEFT, as detailed
in Appendix A3. The gate rank r of IMSM is set to 8.

Performance Comparison
Table 1 presents the fine-tuning results of IMSM and base-
lines across four datasets. Generally, the fine-tuned LLMs
outperform the solely prompted LLMs. This highlights the
significance of parameter tuning compared with ICL for
aligning LLMs to unfamiliar tasks. Moreover, our proposed
method, IMSM, significantly surpasses all vanilla PEFT
methods across all three LLMs.

The effect of parameter fine-tuning is influenced by
multiple factors, including the quality and capabilities of
the backbone LLM, and the adaptability of the employed
PEFT method. As one of the most advanced open-source
LLMs, the Llama3-based models achieve near-optimal per-
formance. Furthermore, AdaLoRA dynamically adjusts the
rank of low-rank matrices, highlighting its efficacy in align-
ing with downstream tasks.

IMSM, as a simple yet powerful model-agnostic PEFT
framework, excels at integrating the stability of the original
LLM with the adaptability of the tuned LLM. Additionally,
it incorporates the gate mechanism that allows for selective
control over whether the understanding is derived from the



Dataset ROPES WebQ MultiRC MRPC Freebase Avg.

ChatGLM3 58.47 25.49 71.74 74.72 36.81 53.45

LoRA 74.38 20.47 66.67 70.32 38.61 54.09
IMSM 79.15 21.11 71.47 71.83 38.01 56.31

(IA)3 72.22 20.96 70.83 72.58 37.34 54.79
IMSM 73.34 21.36 73.72 74.20 37.74 56.07

AdaLoRA 75.14 19.98 67.63 70.20 35.99 53.79
IMSM 78.50 22.88 73.72 74.96 38.41 57.69

Table 2: Catastrophic forgetting validation between vanilla
PEFT and IMSM using ChatGLM3-6B, fine-tuned on
ROPES and evaluated on general knowledge benchmarks.

fixed or adjusted knowledge. Therefore, it leads to consistent
improvement across various downstream tasks.

Dataset GSM8K WebQ MultiRC MRPC Freebase Avg.

ChatGLM3 45.79 25.49 71.74 74.72 36.81 50.91

DoRA 45.34 26.18 71.47 74.55 33.26 50.16
IMSM 48.75 25.49 75.00 75.19 38.89 52.66

Qwen1.5 18.35 32.33 66.99 74.20 47.12 47.80

DoRA 51.33 27.51 66.03 73.91 41.19 51.99
IMSM 52.84 28.94 68.27 74.26 43.52 53.57

Llama3.1 33.06 41.78 54.17 42.43 76.35 49.56

DoRA 72.71 32.78 58.65 55.55 65.92 57.12
IMSM 73.77 40.31 66.90 47.94 75.45 60.87

Table 3: Evaluation of catastrophic forgetting between
DoRA and its corresponding IMSM across different LLMs.

Catastrophic Forgetting Evaluation
Fine-tuning inevitably introduces a degree of forgetting. We
fine-tune LLMs on one dataset and subsequently evaluate
their performance on other general benchmarks.

Table 2 shows the results of fine-tuning ChatGLM on
ROPES. For the three vanilla PEFT methods, they all prior-
itize enhancing adaptability while neglecting stability. After
fine-tuning ChatGLM on ROPES with LoRA, (IA)3, and
AdaLoRA, the accuracy on MultiRC drops from 71.74 to
66.67, 70.83, and 67.63, respectively. IMSM can effectively
mitigate performance degradation. For example, IMSM im-
proves overall performance by 4.10% compared with LoRA
on ChatGLM. Notably, the interweaving strategy of IMSM
can even revive precise memories within the LLM, enhanc-
ing performance on non-target datasets.

We also compare IMSM with LoRAMoE and DoRA,
which are state-of-the-art solutions for catastrophic forget-
ting and PEFT, respectively. For LoRAMoE, we follow
the original setup using Llama2 as the backbone. Due to
crashes when using DoRA for fine-tuning Llama3, we opt
for Llama3.1-instruct instead. As illustrated in Figure 3,
IMSM reaches or surpasses LoRAMoE on general bench-
marks, offering an average boost of 1.85% and 8.77% in
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Figure 3: Evaluation of catastrophic forgetting using
Llama2-7B, fine-tuned on ROPES and GSM8K, and eval-
uated on general knowledge benchmarks.

overall performance. As shown in Table 3, whether on the
target dataset GSM8K or general benchmarks, IMSM’s per-
formance consistently outperforms the standalone DoRA.

The last hidden state serves as the memory for the LLMs’
understanding of the input sequence. By considering the
original and updated memories, we ensure that the siamese
LLM retains a balance between its prior knowledge and its
adaptation to new data.

Ablation Study
We conduct ablation tests to investigate how the query-aware
gate, which serves as the memory interweaving mechanism,
improves performance and assess its necessity. The results
are shown in Table 4 and Figure 4. In the “w/o query” set-
ting, the siamese LLM’s understanding of the query is ex-
cluded from the gate construction. In the “w/o gate” setting,
the gate construction is omitted, and the two final hidden
states of the siamese LLM are directly added in a 1:1 ratio.

As shown in Table 4, the query-aware gate mechanism
brings the most significant improvement to downstream task
performance in almost all settings. Figure 4 illustrates that
directly combining memories and incorporating the original
parameter memory bring performance gains on non-target
datasets compared with vanilla PEFT. This highlights the ef-
fectiveness of recalling original knowledge through the final
layer hidden state. With the introduction of a simple gate,
the approach can dynamically balance the previous and the
refreshed knowledge. The integration of the siamese LLM’s
query feature further alleviates catastrophic forgetting.

Space and Time Complexity
Compared to the PEFT method alone, IMSM maintains
comparable space and time complexity. While the gate
mechanism introduces additional trainable parameters, their
impact is minimal compared with the original PEFT. We
report the count of trainable parameters in Table 1, with a
gate rank of 8 used across all IMSM experiments. During
inference, the time required to interweave the two memo-
ries remains constant for each step, with the two memory



20
.4722

.29
22

.34

21
.11

66
.67

72
.76

71
.47 74

.90

70
.32 71

.83

38
.61

37
.94

37
.91
38

.01

49
.0251

.59
51

.98

50
.61

WebQ MultiRC MRPC Freebase Avg.

20

40

60

80
71

.79 74
.32

20
.96

21
.16

21
.21

21
.36

70
.8371

.7972
.7673

.72

72
.58 75

.94

74
.20

37
.34

34
.7936

.8337
.74

50
.43

50
.8851

.69
51

.76

WebQ MultiRC MRPC Freebase Avg.

20

40

60

80
75

.77

19
.9820

.7221
.7522

.88

67
.63 69

.23
70

.2
0 74

.78
74

.96

35
.99 38

.41

36
.00

50
.55

 

50
.9852

.49

WebQ MultiRC MRPC Freebase Avg.

20

40

60

80

70
.19 73

.72 75
.30

48
.45

38
.14

Figure 4: Ablation test of catastrophic forgetting validation. ChatGLM3-6B is employed as the backbone LLM, fine-tuned on
ROPES, and evaluated on general knowledge benchmarks.

Dataset MRPC CoLA ROPES Avg.
LoRA 86.67 90.10 63.56 74.38 79.41 78.82

IMSM 87.13 90.49 65.21 79.15 81.28 80.65
w/o query 87.62 90.81 64.92 77.43 80.38 80.23

w/o gate 87.01 90.31 63.74 76.54 80.12 79.54
(IA)3 86.96 90.32 62.12 72.22 76.36 77.60

IMSM 88.70 91.66 64.53 73.34 77.56 79.16
w/o query 87.77 91.04 63.49 72.93 76.73 78.39

w/o gate 87.04 90.48 62.94 71.86 76.77 77.82
AdaLoRA 87.02 90.35 62.48 75.14 78.64 78.73

IMSM 87.77 90.81 65.57 78.50 82.23 80.98
w/o query 87.59 90.68 65.19 75.41 79.56 79.69

w/o gate 87.30 90.59 64.94 76.60 80.07 79.90

Table 4: The ablation test is performed on ChatGLM3-6B to
compare its performance across various downstream tasks.

streams being generated in parallel theoretically. Compared
to vanilla PEFT, IMSM introduces only a lightweight gating
mechanism overhead, maintaining equivalent time complex-
ity. The inference speed, measured in tokens per second, is
presented in Table 5. The extra memory usage is a necessary
and acceptable trade-off to address catastrophic forgetting.

Method ChatGLM3 Qwen1.5 Llama3

LoRA 31.30 22.86 22.98
IMSM 29.05 21.76 21.18

(IA)3 33.86 23.51 22.81
IMSM 30.40 22.10 20.51

AdaLoRA 30.85 21.68 21.49
IMSM 27.91 20.03 18.71

Table 5: The comparisons of inference speed (tokens/sec)
between vanilla PEFT methods and IMSM.

Hyper-parameter Analysis
This section focuses on the sensitivity of the rank r, a hyper-
parameter in the gate mechanism. Keeping other settings
constant, we vary the rank among 4, 8, and 16. Please re-

fer to Table 6 for a comprehensive representation. While in-
creasing the rank adds more trainable parameters, it does not
necessarily improve performance on the target dataset. The
optimal rank varies depending on the specific PEFT used.
For IMSM based on LoRA and (IA)3, a rank of 8 is often
optimal, while for AdaLoRA, 16 is usually the most benefi-
cial choice. However, as the rank increases, the gate mecha-
nism may better recall original memories, potentially reduc-
ing forgetting on non-target datasets more effectively.

IMSM Method Rank Params GSM8K WebQ Freebase

LoRA
4 6.898M 59.44 40.55 73.15
8 6.980M 61.26 40.90 73.72

16 7.143M 59.21 39.86 75.23

(IA)3
4 0.606M 58.98 37.80 74.60
8 0.688M 61.33 38.58 74.32

16 0.852M 61.26 38.98 75.90

AdaLoRA
4 5.194M 59.67 41.63 73.97
8 5.276M 59.74 40.94 74.28

16 5.440M 60.50 42.72 75.45

Table 6: Efficiency on gate rank r is fine-tuned on GSM8K
using Llama3-8B, with effects on WebQ and Freebase.

Conclusion and Future Work
This paper presents a novel approach to fine-tuning LLMs,
aiming to strike a delicate balance between plasticity and
stability. Our proposed IMSM constitutes a model-agnostic
framework applicable to any open-source LLMs, in con-
junction with existing PEFT methods. Particularly, IMSM
enables the interweaving of memories derived from the
siamese LLM, facilitating collaboration between frozen
knowledge and tuned knowledge. Extensive experiments
substantiate that the interweaving mechanism significantly
improves alignment performance on downstream tasks
and alleviates catastrophic forgetting. Additional hyper-
parameter experiments further confirm the robustness of the
proposed model.

In future research, we aim to explore more intricate mem-
ory fusion mechanisms within multiple Transformer layers.
Besides, we intend to evaluate the performance of our model
on more challenging scenarios of catastrophic forgetting.



Acknowledgments
This work is supported by the National Natural Science
Foundation of China (72204087, 72404212, 72234005),
the Shanghai Planning Office of Philosophy and Social
Science Youth Project (2022ETQ001), the “Chen Guang”
project supported by Shanghai Municipal Education Com-
mission and Shanghai Education Development Foundation
(23CGA28), the Shanghai Pujiang Program (23PJC030), the
Fundamental Research Funds for the Central Universities,
China, and the 2024 Innovation Evaluation Open Fund, Fu-
dan University (CXPJ2024006). We also appreciate the con-
structive comments from the anonymous reviewers.

References
Achiam, J.; Adler, S.; Agarwal, S.; Ahmad, L.; Akkaya, I.;
Aleman, F. L.; Almeida, D.; Altenschmidt, J.; Altman, S.;
Anadkat, S.; et al. 2023. Gpt-4 technical report. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2303.08774.
Asai, A.; Wu, Z.; Wang, Y.; Sil, A.; and Hajishirzi, H. 2023.
Self-RAG: Learning to Retrieve, Generate, and Critique
through Self-Reflection. arXiv preprint arXiv:2310.11511.
Azaria, A.; and Mitchell, T. 2023. The Internal State of an
LLM Knows When It’s Lying. In Findings of the Association
for Computational Linguistics: EMNLP 2023, 967–976.
Bai, J.; Bai, S.; Chu, Y.; Cui, Z.; Dang, K.; Deng, X.; Fan,
Y.; Ge, W.; Han, Y.; Huang, F.; et al. 2023. Qwen technical
report. arXiv preprint arXiv:2309.16609.
Berant, J.; Chou, A.; Frostig, R.; and Liang, P. 2013. Se-
mantic parsing on freebase from question-answer pairs. In
Proceedings of the 2013 conference on empirical methods in
natural language processing, 1533–1544.
Brown, T.; Mann, B.; Ryder, N.; Subbiah, M.; Kaplan, J. D.;
Dhariwal, P.; Neelakantan, A.; Shyam, P.; Sastry, G.; Askell,
A.; et al. 2020. Language models are few-shot learners. Ad-
vances in neural information processing systems, 33: 1877–
1901.
Chen, S.; Hou, Y.; Cui, Y.; Che, W.; Liu, T.; and Yu, X. 2020.
Recall and learn: Fine-tuning deep pretrained language mod-
els with less forgetting. arXiv preprint arXiv:2004.12651.
Chicco, D.; and Jurman, G. 2020. The advantages of the
Matthews correlation coefficient (MCC) over F1 score and
accuracy in binary classification evaluation. BMC genomics,
21: 1–13.
Cobbe, K.; Kosaraju, V.; Bavarian, M.; Chen, M.; Jun, H.;
Kaiser, L.; Plappert, M.; Tworek, J.; Hilton, J.; Nakano, R.;
et al. 2021. Training verifiers to solve math word problems.
arXiv preprint arXiv:2110.14168.
Dai, Y.; Lang, H.; Zheng, Y.; Huang, F.; and Li, Y. 2023.
Long-tailed question answering in an open world. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2305.06557.
Ding, N.; Qin, Y.; Yang, G.; Wei, F.; Yang, Z.; Su, Y.;
Hu, S.; Chen, Y.; Chan, C.-M.; Chen, W.; et al. 2023.
Parameter-efficient fine-tuning of large-scale pre-trained
language models. Nature Machine Intelligence, 5(3): 220–
235.

Dou, S.; Zhou, E.; Liu, Y.; Gao, S.; Zhao, J.; Shen, W.; Zhou,
Y.; Xi, Z.; Wang, X.; Fan, X.; Pu, S.; Zhu, J.; Zheng, R.; Gui,
T.; Zhang, Q.; and Huang, X. 2023. LoRAMoE: Revolution-
izing Mixture of Experts for Maintaining World Knowledge
in Language Model Alignment. arXiv:2312.09979.
Du, Z.; Qian, Y.; Liu, X.; Ding, M.; Qiu, J.; Yang, Z.;
and Tang, J. 2021. Glm: General language model pre-
training with autoregressive blank infilling. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2103.10360.
Duan, H.; Yang, Y.; and Tam, K. Y. 2024. Do LLMs Know
about Hallucination? An Empirical Investigation of LLM’s
Hidden States. arXiv preprint arXiv:2402.09733.
El-Said, A. M.; Eldesoky, A. I.; Arafat, H. A.; et al. 2015.
Exploiting semantic annotations and-learning for construct-
ing an efficient hierarchy/graph texts organization. The Sci-
entific World Journal, 2015.
Fu, Z.; Yang, H.; So, A. M.-C.; Lam, W.; Bing, L.; and Col-
lier, N. 2023. On the effectiveness of parameter-efficient
fine-tuning. In Proceedings of the AAAI Conference on Ar-
tificial Intelligence, volume 37, 12799–12807.
Han, Z.; Gao, C.; Liu, J.; Zhang, S. Q.; et al. 2024.
Parameter-efficient fine-tuning for large models: A compre-
hensive survey. arXiv preprint arXiv:2403.14608.
Hayes, T. L.; Kafle, K.; Shrestha, R.; Acharya, M.; and
Kanan, C. 2020. Remind your neural network to prevent
catastrophic forgetting. In European Conference on Com-
puter Vision, 466–483. Springer.
Hu, E. J.; Shen, Y.; Wallis, P.; Allen-Zhu, Z.; Li, Y.; Wang,
S.; Wang, L.; and Chen, W. 2021. Lora: Low-rank adaptation
of large language models. arXiv preprint arXiv:2106.09685.
Huang, C.; and He, G. 2024. Text clustering as classification
with llms. arXiv preprint arXiv:2410.00927.
Jiang, K.; Wu, D.; and Jiang, H. 2019. FreebaseQA: A new
factoid QA data set matching trivia-style question-answer
pairs with Freebase. In Proceedings of the 2019 Confer-
ence of the North American Chapter of the Association for
Computational Linguistics: Human Language Technologies,
Volume 1 (Long and Short Papers), 318–323.
Kar, S.; Castellucci, G.; Filice, S.; Malmasi, S.; and
Rokhlenko, O. 2022. Preventing catastrophic forgetting in
continual learning of new natural language tasks. In Pro-
ceedings of the 28th ACM SIGKDD Conference on Knowl-
edge Discovery and Data Mining, 3137–3145.
Ke, Z.; and Liu, B. 2022. Continual learning of natu-
ral language processing tasks: A survey. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2211.12701.
Khashabi, D.; Chaturvedi, S.; Roth, M.; Upadhyay, S.; and
Roth, D. 2018. Looking beyond the surface: A challenge
set for reading comprehension over multiple sentences. In
Proceedings of the 2018 Conference of the North American
Chapter of the Association for Computational Linguistics:
Human Language Technologies, Volume 1 (Long Papers),
252–262.
Kirkpatrick, J.; Pascanu, R.; Rabinowitz, N.; Veness, J.; Des-
jardins, G.; Rusu, A. A.; Milan, K.; Quan, J.; Ramalho, T.;



Grabska-Barwinska, A.; et al. 2017. Overcoming catas-
trophic forgetting in neural networks. Proceedings of the
national academy of sciences, 114(13): 3521–3526.
Kojima, T.; Gu, S. S.; Reid, M.; Matsuo, Y.; and Iwasawa,
Y. 2022. Large language models are zero-shot reason-
ers. Advances in neural information processing systems, 35:
22199–22213.
Li, X. L.; and Liang, P. 2021. Prefix-tuning: Optimiz-
ing continuous prompts for generation. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2101.00190.
Lin, C.; Jiayu, R.; He, G.; Jiang, Z.; Yu, H.; and Zhu, X.
2024. Recurrent Alignment with Hard Attention for Hier-
archical Text Rating. In Proceedings of the 2024 Confer-
ence on Empirical Methods in Natural Language Process-
ing, 18643–18657.
Lin, K.; Tafjord, O.; Clark, P.; and Gardner, M. 2019. Rea-
soning over paragraph effects in situations. arXiv preprint
arXiv:1908.05852.
Liu, A.; Sap, M.; Lu, X.; Swayamdipta, S.; Bhagavatula,
C.; Smith, N. A.; and Choi, Y. 2021. DExperts: Decoding-
time controlled text generation with experts and anti-experts.
arXiv preprint arXiv:2105.03023.
Liu, H.; Tam, D.; Muqeeth, M.; Mohta, J.; Huang, T.;
Bansal, M.; and Raffel, C. A. 2022. Few-shot parameter-
efficient fine-tuning is better and cheaper than in-context
learning. Advances in Neural Information Processing Sys-
tems, 35: 1950–1965.
Liu, S.-y.; Wang, C.-Y.; Yin, H.; Molchanov, P.; Wang, Y.-
C. F.; Cheng, K.-T.; and Chen, M.-H. 2024. DoRA: Weight-
Decomposed Low-Rank Adaptation. In Forty-first Interna-
tional Conference on Machine Learning.
Loshchilov, I.; and Hutter, F. 2017. Decoupled Weight De-
cay Regularization. In International Conference on Learn-
ing Representations.
Luo, Y.; Yang, Z.; Meng, F.; Li, Y.; Zhou, J.; and Zhang,
Y. 2023. An empirical study of catastrophic forgetting in
large language models during continual fine-tuning. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2308.08747.
Mangrulkar, S.; Gugger, S.; Debut, L.; Belkada, Y.;
Paul, S.; and Bossan, B. 2022. PEFT: State-of-the-art
Parameter-Efficient Fine-Tuning methods. https://github.
com/huggingface/peft.
Mao, Y.; Mathias, L.; Hou, R.; Almahairi, A.; Ma, H.; Han,
J.; Yih, S.; and Khabsa, M. 2022. UniPELT: A Unified
Framework for Parameter-Efficient Language Model Tun-
ing. In Proceedings of the 60th Annual Meeting of the Asso-
ciation for Computational Linguistics (Volume 1: Long Pa-
pers), 6253–6264.
Mao, Y.; Mathias, L.; Hou, R.; Almahairi, A.; Ma, H.; Han,
J.; Yih, W.-t.; and Khabsa, M. 2021. Unipelt: A unified
framework for parameter-efficient language model tuning.
arXiv preprint arXiv:2110.07577.
McCloskey, M.; and Cohen, N. J. 1989. Catastrophic inter-
ference in connectionist networks: The sequential learning
problem. In Psychology of learning and motivation, vol-
ume 24, 109–165. Elsevier.

O’Brien, S.; and Lewis, M. 2023. Contrastive decoding im-
proves reasoning in large language models. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2309.09117.
OpenAI. 2023. GPT-4 Technical Report. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2303.08774.
Pei, J.; Yang, K.; and Klein, D. 2023. PREADD: prefix-
adaptive decoding for controlled text generation. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2307.03214.
Ren, W.; Li, X.; Wang, L.; Zhao, T.; and Qin, W. 2024. An-
alyzing and Reducing Catastrophic Forgetting in Parameter
Efficient Tuning. arXiv preprint arXiv:2402.18865.
Schick, T.; Dwivedi-Yu, J.; Dessı̀, R.; Raileanu, R.; Lomeli,
M.; Hambro, E.; Zettlemoyer, L.; Cancedda, N.; and
Scialom, T. 2024. Toolformer: Language models can teach
themselves to use tools. Advances in Neural Information
Processing Systems, 36.
Shi, W.; Han, X.; Lewis, M.; Tsvetkov, Y.; Zettlemoyer,
L.; and Yih, S. W.-t. 2023. Trusting your evidence: Hal-
lucinate less with context-aware decoding. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2305.14739.
Sun, L.; Huang, Y.; Wang, H.; Wu, S.; Zhang, Q.; Gao, C.;
Huang, Y.; Lyu, W.; Zhang, Y.; Li, X.; et al. 2024. Trustllm:
Trustworthiness in large language models. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2401.05561.
Touvron, H.; Lavril, T.; Izacard, G.; Martinet, X.; Lachaux,
M.-A.; Lacroix, T.; Rozière, B.; Goyal, N.; Hambro, E.;
Azhar, F.; et al. 2023. Llama: Open and efficient founda-
tion language models. arXiv preprint arXiv:2302.13971.
VM, K.; Warrier, H.; Gupta, Y.; et al. 2024. Fine Tuning
LLM for Enterprise: Practical Guidelines and Recommen-
dations. arXiv preprint arXiv:2404.10779.
Wolf, T.; Debut, L.; Sanh, V.; Chaumond, J.; Delangue, C.;
Moi, A.; Cistac, P.; Rault, T.; Louf, R.; Funtowicz, M.; et al.
2019. Huggingface’s transformers: State-of-the-art natural
language processing. arXiv preprint arXiv:1910.03771.
Zaken, E. B.; Goldberg, Y.; and Ravfogel, S. 2022. Bit-
Fit: Simple Parameter-efficient Fine-tuning for Transformer-
based Masked Language-models. In Proceedings of the 60th
Annual Meeting of the Association for Computational Lin-
guistics (Volume 2: Short Papers), 1–9.
Zeng, A.; Liu, X.; Du, Z.; Wang, Z.; Lai, H.; Ding, M.; Yang,
Z.; Xu, Y.; Zheng, W.; Xia, X.; Tam, W. L.; Ma, Z.; Xue, Y.;
Zhai, J.; Chen, W.; Liu, Z.; Zhang, P.; Dong, Y.; and Tang,
J. 2023. GLM-130B: An Open Bilingual Pre-trained Model.
In The Eleventh International Conference on Learning Rep-
resentations.
Zhang, Q.; Chen, M.; Bukharin, A.; He, P.; Cheng, Y.;
Chen, W.; and Zhao, T. 2023. Adaptive budget allo-
cation for parameter-efficient fine-tuning. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2303.10512.



Appendix
A1. Inference Process
The inference process of the proposed IMSM is shown in
Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1: Inference Algorithm

1: Input: query x, query length Tin

2: Output: output response y
3: Model: the siamese LLM (can be regarded as a frozen

LLM M and a tuned LLM M′
), gate mechanism in-

cluding WA and WB , maximum output length T , EOS
token teos, and vocabulary V

4: Initialize: y ← empty sequence
5: for t = 1 to T do
6: if t = 1 then
7: Calculate the siaseme LLM’s understandings of the

query and store them in the cache:
8: h

q

M = 1
Tin

∑Tin

t=1 h
t
M

9: h
q

M′ = 1
Tin

∑Tin

t=1 h
t
M′

10: end if
11: Compute updated last layer hidden state based on x

and y<t using gate-based query-driven memory in-
terweaving mechanism:

12: gate = sigmoid(
(
h
q

M ⊕ ht
M ⊕ ht

M′ ⊕ h
q

M′

)
·

13: WA ·WB)
14: ht

N = gate ◦ ht
M + (1− gate) ◦ ht

M′

15: Compute the next token probability distribution:
16: p(yit|x, y<t) = softmax(ht

N ·Wout)
17: Utilize greedy search to obtain the next token yt
18: Update the sequence: x += yt, y += yt
19: if yt = teos then
20: break
21: end if
22: end for

A2. Evaluation Setup
Datasets The datasets used in this paper are as follows:
• MRPC (El-Said et al. 2015) is a dataset that aims to deter-

mine whether two given sentences have the same mean-
ing.

• CoLA (El-Said et al. 2015) is a linguistically annotated
dataset designed to assess the model’s ability to discern
grammatical acceptability in sentences.

• ROPES (Lin et al. 2019) is a reading comprehension
dataset designed to evaluate models’ reasoning abilities
demanding multi-step reasoning over a new situation.

• GSM8K (Cobbe et al. 2021) is a collection of questions
to evaluate the ability of LLM to solve mathematical
word problems.

• WebQ (Berant et al. 2013) is a question answering
dataset to evaluate the world knowledge LLM.

• Freebase (Jiang, Wu, and Jiang 2019) is also a context-
free dataset used to evaluate the knowledge stored in
LLM.

• MultiRC (Khashabi et al. 2018) is used to evaluate the
model’s understanding of short paragraphs and multi-
sentence questions. We use a sub-dataset of the original
dataset, same as the previous study (Dai et al. 2023).

Metrics For MRPC, we typically use accuracy (Acc.) and
F1 score as the metrics. For CoLA, we utilize mattews cor-
relation coefficient (MCC) (Chicco and Jurman 2020) as the
primary metric. For ROPES, we employ Exact Match (EM)
and F1 token overlap between the answer text and the golden
truth as the metrics. For GSM8K and MultiRC, we typi-
cally use accuracy (Acc.) as the evaluation metric. Following
(Schick et al. 2024; Asai et al. 2023), we evaluate the per-
formance on WebQ and Freebase by examining whether the
generated response contains the golden answer rather than
strictly requiring exact matching.

Backbone LLMs We employ four mainstream open-
source LLMs:

• ChatGLM3-6B (Du et al. 2021; Zeng et al. 2023): Re-
leased in 2023, it optimizes positional encoding and uti-
lizes the Swish activation function.

• Qwen1.5-4B (Bai et al. 2023): With its release in 2024,
it is built on the Transformer architecture with SwiGLU
activation and attention QKV bias.

• Llama2-7B (Touvron et al. 2023): Released in 2023, it
improves upon Llama1 by increasing context length and
introducing Grouped Query Attention (GQA).

• Llama3-8B (Touvron et al. 2023): Also released in 2024,
it employs an optimized transformer architecture, adopt-
ing Grouped Query Attention (GQA) to enhance infer-
ence efficiency.

Baseline Methods We utilize the following methods as
baselines:

• LoRA (Hu et al. 2021) freezes the pre-trained model
weights and incorporates a detachable plugin, the train-
able rank decomposition matrix, into the layers of the
Transformer architecture.

• (IA)3 (Liu et al. 2022) rescales inner activations with
learned vectors and requires fewer trainable parameters
than LoRA.

• AdaLoRA (Zhang et al. 2023) adaptively adjusts the
ranks of different modules based on the importance of
the weight matrix.

• DoRA (Liu et al. 2024) leverages finer-grained control
by separately adjusting the magnitude and direction of
the weights.

• LoRAMoE (Dou et al. 2023) is a plugin-based Mixture
of Experts approach designed to mitigate knowledge for-
getting in LLMs.

A3. Implementation Details
The target adapters of LoRA & AdaLoRA, (IA)3, and
DoRA are shown in Table 7, Table 8, and Table 9, respec-
tively.



Backbone target modules

ChatGLM3 [“query key value”]
Qwen1.5 [“q proj”]
Llama3 [“q proj”, “v proj”]
Llama2 [“gate proj”, “down proj”, “up proj”]

Table 7: Target Adapter of LoRA & AdaLoRA for Different
Backbones.

Backbone target modules feedforward modules

ChatGLM3 [“query key value”,
“mlp.dense 4h to h”] [“mlp.dense 4h to h”]

Qwen1.5 [“q proj”, “v proj”] []

Llama3 [“k proj”, “v proj”,
“down proj”] [“down proj”]

Table 8: Target Adapter of (IA)3 for Different Backbones.

Backbone target modules

ChatGLM3 [“query key value”]
Qwen1.5 [“q proj”, “v proj”]
Llama3.1 [“q proj”, “v proj”]

Table 9: Target Adapter of DoRA for Different Backbones.


