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ABSTRACT

Work on continual learning (CL) has thus far largely focused on the problems arising from shifts
in the data distribution. However, CL can be decomposed into two sub-problems: (a) shifts in the
data distribution, and (b) dealing with the fact that the data is split into chunks and so only a part
of the data is available to be trained on at any point in time. In this work, we look at the latter
sub-problem, the chunking of data. We show that chunking is an important part of CL, accounting
for around half of the performance drop from offline learning in our experiments. Furthermore, our
results reveal that current CL algorithms do not address the chunking sub-problem, only performing
as well as plain SGD training when there is no shift in the data distribution. Therefore, we show
that chunking is both an important and currently unaddressed sub-problem and until it is addressed
CL methods will be capped in performance. Additionally, we analyse why performance drops when
learning occurs on identically distributed chunks of data, and find that forgetting, which is often seen
to be a problem due to distribution shift, still arises and is a significant problem. We also show that
performance on the chunking sub-problem can be increased and that this performance transfers to
the full CL setting, where there is distribution shift. Hence, we argue that work on chunking can
help advance CL in general.1

1 INTRODUCTION

How should we update a neural network efficiently when we observe new data? This issue remains an open problem,
and is one that the field of continual learning (CL) addresses. Many methods (Delange et al., 2021; Parisi et al., 2019;
Wang et al., 2023) and settings (Hsu et al., 2018; Antoniou et al., 2020; van de Ven & Tolias, 2019) have been proposed
in recent years. Specifically, CL studies settings where a learner sees a stream of chunks of data and where the data
distribution for each chunk changes over time. This type of change in the data distribution is commonly known as task
shift (Caccia et al., 2020).

CL can be decomposed into two sub-problems: (a) learning with a changing data distribution, and (b) only having
access to a single chunk of data for learning at any point in time, unable to ever re-access previous chunks. We call
this latter sub-problem the chunking problem. Current work in CL has focused on realistic settings where both sub-
problems are present and where their separation has not been made explicit. This has meant that separating the two
sub-problems contributions to the difficulty of CL and to what extent CL methods address each sub-problem has been
largely unexplored. Therefore, in this work we investigate the chunking problem, looking at the extent to which it is
a factor of CL performance and how well current CL methods deal with it. To do this we formulate and look at the
chunking setting where we remove the task-shift element of CL but keep everything else the same. We do not propose
this setting to be like the real world, where there is often task-shift, but to analyse the chunking sub-problem and its
contribution to the more realistic full CL setting with task shift.

Our analysis of the chunking setting establishes a number of findings. First, we show that chunking is responsible
for a significant part of the performance difference between CL and offline learning—learning with full access to all
the data. Second, our experiments demonstrate that current CL methods do not address the chunking sub-problem,
performing comparably to plain SGD training in the chunking setting. These two points suggest that chunking is a
significant and unaddressed problem in CL. Additionally, we demonstrate that a large amount of forgetting—the loss
of knowledge learnt from previously seen data—occurs in the chunking setting. This casts doubt on the common
sentiment that forgetting is caused mainly by task shift (Lee et al., 2021; Ramasesh et al., 2020). Last, we demonstrate

1Code is available at https://github.com/Tlee43/Chunking-Setting
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Figure 1: Standard continual learning versus the chunking setting. In standard continual learning (CL) a learner
sequentially receives chunks of data called tasks and there is a shift in distribution between each task. While in
the chunking setting, each chunk of data is identically distributed. CL methods have become better at dealing with
task-shift and so partially address standard continual learning. However, we show that current CL methods do not
tackle the chunking sub-problem as they perform no better than plain SGD training in the chunking setting. We also
find that chunking contributes a significant part of the performance gap between offline learning and CL. This means
that performance in the chunking setting is significantly lower than offline learning performance, for commonly used
numbers of chunks. Therefore, as the chunking setting provides an approximate upperbound to performance in CL,
improving capability in the chunking setting is a necessity to obtain high-performing CL methods.

that we can reduce forgetting and improve performance in the chunking setting, using a per-chunk weight averaging
scheme. This performance improvement transfers to the full CL setting—–where there is also task shift—–establishing
that work on the chunking sub-problem has the potential to impact CL in general.

The main contributions of this work are:

• Formulation of the chunking sub-problem of CL and demonstrating that it is the reason for a large part of the
performance drop between offline learning and CL.

• Analysis of chunking, where we show among other things that current CL methods do not address this sub-
problem, performing similarly to plain SGD training.

• Demonstrating that performance in the chunking setting can be improved and that this performance transfers
to the full CL setting, illustrating how work on chunking can help improve CL in general.

2 PRELIMINARIES AND RELATED WORK

Continual learning (CL) is a well-studied problem, with many different settings and methods being proposed (van de
Ven & Tolias, 2019; Wu et al., 2022; Mirzadeh et al., 2020; Delange et al., 2021). We focus on classification problems.
In this context, the standard CL setting (sometimes called offline CL (Prabhu et al., 2020)), consists of a learner seeing
a sequence of tasks. Each task consists of a single chunk of data, where the data is drawn i.i.d. from a task-specific
data distribution. In practice, this most commonly means that each task consists of all the training data from a subset
of classes in the dataset (van de Ven & Tolias, 2019). A learner only views each task once and can only revisit data
from previous tasks which it has stored in a limited memory buffer. For example, for CIFAR-10 (Krizhevsky, 2009) a
learner might first see all the data for the airplane and ship classes, then see the data from the dog and cat classes and so
on, seeing all data from two classes at a time until the learner has seen all the classes. Standard CL is further subdivided
into different scenarios depending on the type of distribution shift which occurs and if the learner is told when the task
changes or not. Four popular CL scenarios which are all refinements of the standard CL setting are task-incremental,
class-incremental, domain-incremental and task-free learning (van de Ven & Tolias, 2019; Aljundi et al., 2018; Wang
et al., 2023). Importantly, as these settings contain task-shift they are not the same as the chunking setting we look at,
which is a sub-problem of all of them. Additionally, our results show the behaviour of CL methods in the chunking
setting is quite different to their behaviour in each of the above standard CL scenarios. This is because, as shown in
Figure 1, CL methods improve quite a bit upon plain SGD training in standard CL but perform similarly to it in the
chunking setting. This suggest that current CL methods are quite good at dealing with the task-shift sub-problem but
do not currently tackle the chunking problem, a key insight of our work.
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The chunking sub-problem of CL is closely related to online learning, without task shift (Hoi et al., 2021; Bottou
& LeCun, 2003). In both cases the data is observed in the form of a stationary data stream. However, in chunking
the data is batched into chunks to match modern neural network learning processes. Straight online learning can be
seen as a special case when each chunk consists of one data instance. Furthermore, we investigate the neural network
case in contrast to much work in online learning which focuses on the linear case (Hoi et al., 2021). There is recent
work on online learning of neural networks, for example Ash & Adams (2020); Caccia et al. (2022); and Sahoo et al.
(2017). But, their focus is not on linking or comparing their work to CL and often the settings and assumptions are
quite different from CL. Another related line of work to this paper is the study of the new-instance setting (Lomonaco
& Maltoni, 2017; Prabhu et al., 2023). However, usually in this setting there is task shift (Lomonaco & Maltoni, 2017)
and if not, to the best of our knowledge, previous work has not focused on how the setting is related to CL—with
task shift. This is unlike this paper which focuses on providing insight into CL and where the chunking setting is
deliberately constructed to examine the chunking sub-problem of CL. Also, in addition to the related work discussed
in this section, we also discuss how chunking relates to positive transfer in Appendix C and it use in analysing the
online CL setting in Appendix D. More generally, there are many areas in machine learning, like federated learning
(Zhang et al., 2021), which have challenges similar to that of the chunking problem. Therefore, these areas might also
benefit from work looking at chunking and vice versa.

The reason why the chunking sub-problem and its relation to CL has not been thoroughly explored in the CL literature
is unclear. We see it as perhaps due to the fact that while the continual learning of neural networks has a long history
(de Angulo & Torras, 1995; Polikar et al., 2001; Storkey, 1997; Grossberg, 1988), the current focus has been on
realistic settings that contain a large amount of task shift (Delange et al., 2021; Wang et al., 2023). Because of this
greater complexity, most work has focused on reducing the negative effects of task shift, leaving the component of
performance due to chunking to be overlooked and implicit. Yet decomposing a problem can aid its solution, and
indeed, we show that chunking is responsible for a large part of the performance drop from offline learning to CL.

To see if it is possible to improve performance in the chunking setting we consider per-chunk weight averaging and find
that it provides significant improvements. There have been many weight averaging approaches proposed for offline
learning (Izmailov et al., 2018; Tarvainen & Valpola, 2017). Additionally, there have been weight averaging methods
suggested for CL (Lee et al., 2017; 2020; Garg et al., 2023; Stojanovski et al., 2022). So, we are not proposing our
per-chunk weight averaging scheme as being a particularly original method. Instead, its use here is new and of interest
in that it demonstrates that we can improve performance in the chunking setting and that this performance transfers to
the full CL setting with task shift. To the best of our knowledge this has not been demonstrated before.

3 THE CHUNKING SETTING

In the chunking setting, a learner sees a sequence of chunks C1, C2, . . . , CN , and trains on one chunk of data at a
time, where chunks are not revisited. Each chunk of data consists of instance pairs (x, y), with x ∈ X (e.g. images)
and labels y ∈ Y . The data in all chunks are drawn from the same distribution, so there is no distribution shift.
Furthermore, in this paper, to control for class imbalance effects we consider a balanced chunking setting (henceforth
assumed); we constrain each chunk to have as close to the same number of instances for each class in Y as possible.
In this way we ensure the results of our experiments are solely due to the effects of limited data availability through
chunking and not due to class imbalance. We record results for the case where the chunks are class imbalanced in
Appendix H and observe that for our experimental setup class imbalance does not have any significant effect.

In practice, to perform experiments in the chunking setting, consider a class-balanced training dataset of size M and
a target chunk size S. First, we randomly reorder the training data for each class, and then arrange all the data into a
class-ordered list. Data is then sequentially allocated into ⌊M/S⌋ chunks by assigning each element of the list in turn
to a chunk, in a cyclical fashion. So, the first data item goes into chunk 1, second into chunk 2 etc., up to an item into
chunk ⌊M/S⌋, then the next into chunk 1 again and so on. Then we randomly permute the data within each chunk
and randomly reorder the chunks themselves. To ensure chunks are fully balanced, in the experiments in this paper
we choose chunk sizes so that all chunks are of equal size and contain the same number of data instances for each
class. Finally, we reserve a equal-sized portion of data from each class to form a test set which is used to evaluate the
accuracy of a method.

The only difference between the chunking setting and the full CL setting is the lack of task shift. Therefore, the
chunking setting provides a simple way to analyse and understand the problems caused by chunking. Importantly, we
are not proposing the chunking setting as being realistic, instead we use it to explore the chunking sub-problem which
is a component of all the more realistic settings where there is also task-shift. Also, performance in the chunking
setting gives an approximate upper bound to CL performance (task-shift just makes things harder), and so without
solving this setting CL will never be able to improve beyond current chunking performance.
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Table 1: Accuracy of DER++ when using a ResNet18 in the offline, chunking and standard CL class-incremental
settings, along with the percentage drop in accuracy from offline learning to CL due to chunking (Chunking Prop.).
We split each dataset into 10 tasks following the experimental setup of Buzzega et al. (2020) and Boschini et al. (2022).
The table shows, by the bold column, that a significant proportion of the performance drop from offline learning to CL
is due to the chunking problem.

Dataset Offline Chunking CL Chunking Prop.
CIFAR-100 73.72±0.115 63.35±0.348 53.00±0.327 50.05%
Tiny ImageNet 60.63±0.366 50.54±0.118 39.02±0.97 46.69%
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Figure 2: End-of-training accuracy against chunk size on CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-100. Each data point on a curve
presents the end-of-training accuracy of a method from a full run with chunks of the size given on the horizontal axis.
The plots show that a smaller chunk size leads to a greater performance drop from offline learning (the performance of
the right most point in each plot) and that CL methods perform similarly to plain SGD training in the chunking setting.

4 ANALYSIS OF THE CHUNKING SETTING

To see how much chunking is a factor of the performance in CL, we perform an experiment with DER++ (Buzzega
et al., 2020), a popular and highly capable CL method. We find that chunking plays a significant part in the performance
drop from the offline setting. The experiment consists of comparing the relative performance drop from offline SGD
training to DER++ on the standard CL and chunking settings. For the experiment, we use class-incremental learning
for standard CL; which means at test time, the learner has to classify across all the classes (van de Ven & Tolias,
2019) in exactly the same way as the chunking setting. Additionally, following the experimental setup of Buzzega
et al. (2020) and Boschini et al. (2022), we use a ResNet18 backbone and a 10 task/chunk split of (a) CIFAR-100
(Krizhevsky, 2009) with a memory size of 2000, and (b) Tiny ImageNet (Wu et al., 2015) with a memory size of 5120.
The rest of the experimental details are given in Appendix B. The results are presented in Table 1 and show that the
performance drop between offline learning and chunking is 50.05% and 46.69% of the full performance drop from
offline learning to CL for CIFAR-100 and Tiny ImageNet, respectively. This indicates that a significant part of the
performance drop of CL from offline learning is due to chunking and not due to task/distribution shift. Also, in the
real world it is often the case that the hard task shifts commonly used in continual learning do not happen (Bang et al.,
2021; 2022; Mi et al., 2020) and instead there are smoother changes between tasks which could reduce the effect of
task shift and increase the importance of dealing with chunking.

4.1 PERFORMANCE IN THE CHUNKING SETTING

Our results on the chunking setting show that CL methods perform no better than plain SGD training. For instance,
Figures 2 and 3 present the performance of state-of-the-art CL methods for different chunk sizes and a memory buffer
size of 500 examples on CIFAR-10, CIFAR-100 and Tiny Imagenet, which are commonly used in the CL literature
(Delange et al., 2021). We train on each chunk for 50 epochs for CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-100 and 100 epochs for Tiny
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Figure 3: End-of-training accuracy against chunk size for
Tiny ImageNet. Each data point on a curve presents the
end-of-training accuracy of a method from a full run on
Tiny ImageNet with chunks of the size given on the hori-
zontal axis. The plot shows that the smaller the chunk size
the greater the performance drop from offline learning (the
performance of the right most point in the plot) and that
CL methods perform similarly to plain SGD training in
the chunking setting.
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Figure 4: The training loss curve for plain SGD on
CIFAR-100 when training on 50 chunks, where we plot
the training loss for the first 2000 update steps correspond-
ing to learning on the first 13 chunks. The plot shows
that the loss converges for each chunk and hence that the
learner does not underfit when training on any chunk.

ImageNet which we found to be give the best or comparable to the best performance (as shown in Appendix I). The
full experimental details of this experiment are described in Appendix B. The results displayed in Figures 2 and 3
show that all the CL methods perform roughly the same as plain SGD training. Hence, our results indicate that current
CL methods do not tackle the chunking problem and instead have focused on reducing the performance drop due to
task shift, as they perform much better than SGD on settings with task shift (Wang et al., 2023). One point to note on
this is that the replay methods ER (Chaudhry et al., 2020) and ER-ACE (Caccia et al., 2021) perform better than SGD
for very small chunk sizes. This is due to them storing 500 examples in memory and so have an effective chunk size
of 500 more data points than SGD, which impacts performance for chunk sizes around and below 500. Additionally,
Figures 2 and 3 show that there is a large performance drop as the chunk size decreases. For example, on CIFAR-100
for offline learning when all the data is in one chunk, corresponding to a chunk size of 50000, CL methods get a test
accuracy of around 73% but when each chunk consists of 1000 examples they get around 45%. Also, in addition to
the results here, we show that the stability gap phenomenon (De Lange et al., 2023) appears in the chunking setting in
Appendix E and look at the impact of using pretrained models in the chunking setting in Appendix G.

An important question to ask is why does chunking reduce the performance from offline learning. There are three
general possibilities: not integrating all the information a chunk has into the model (underfitting), fully integrating
each chunk’s information but at the cost of forgetting previous information (forgetting) or a mixture of both. To
explore which possibility is true we look in more detail at the case when we train using 50 chunks. We present the
training loss curve in Figure 4 of learning on the first 13 chunks for CIFAR-100 and in Figure 5 the test accuracy and
accuracy on the training data for the 5th, 20th and 40th chunks evaluated at the end of each chunk, for CIFAR-100 and
Tiny ImageNet (see Appendix J for CIFAR-10). The training loss curve in Figure 4 shows that we fit each chunk well
as the loss plateaus for each chunk and at a relatively low value. Furthermore, the accuracy curves for each chunks
training data in Figure 5 establishes that after training on the chunk the model fits it perfectly, achieving an accuracy
of 100%. Hence, we know that the learner fits each chunk well, removing the possibility of underfitting. Figure 5 also
shows that after learning on the chunk the accuracy on that chunks data quickly drops back to the level of the test set
performance, showing that the learner is forgetting a lot of the chunk’s information. Therefore, our results suggest
that the performance drop in the chunking setting is due to forgetting. However, not all of a chunk’s information
is forgotten as the test accuracy improves as the learner sees more chunks. Additionally, our results indicate that
forgetting is not only due to task shift, which is commonly assumed in previous work (Lee et al., 2021; Ramasesh
et al., 2020), but that it is also due to chunking. It is also useful to question why forgetting is occurring. One potential
reason is overfitting, as Figure 5 shows that the learner achieves 100% accuracy on the current chunk. However,
whether this means overfitting is happening is a difficult question to answer as a model can achieve 100% training
accuracy and still generalise well—as demonstrated by the double decent phenomenon (Nakkiran et al., 2021). If
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Figure 5: Accuracy at the end of learning on each chunk for the training set of the 5th, 20th and 40th chunks and
the test set, for CIFAR-100 and Tiny ImageNet when using plain SGD training. We split the datasets into 50 chunks,
corresponding to a chunk size of 1000 and 2000 for CIFAR-100 and Tiny ImageNet, respectively. The plots show that
after learning on a chunk the accuracy on that chunk quickly drops to the level of test set performance and hence that
the learner quickly forgets a large part of the knowledge of a chunk after learning on it.

overfitting is the cause of the forgetting, it is interesting that even at the start of learning the learner forgets previous
chunks. This is because, at the start of learning there is plenty of capacity in the network to both overfit to the current
chunk and retain knowledge of previous chunks. So, if this is the case, the current way models are learnt seems to be
particularly destructive of previous knowledge.

Our results suggest that forgetting is the reason for the reduced performance in the chunking setting, when compared
to offline learning. However, not all the information provided by a chunk is forgotten and if a learner could repeatedly
resample chunks it would approach offline performance (as suggested by Figure 5). This fact is standard knowledge
for online learning (Bottou & LeCun, 2003) and has recently been shown to be true for CL with task-shift (Lesort
et al., 2022). However, unlike standard online learning, due to real-world constraints in the chunking setting and CL
it is not possible to resample chunks. Therefore, in these settings we need to be able to fully learn a chunk of data
without needing to repeatedly revisit it in the future. This implies that improving chunking performance and reducing
forgetting is closely related to improving the efficiency of learning. Hence, we hope that work on improving chunking
performance will also improve the general efficiency of learning algorithms and vice versa.

5 PER-CHUNK WEIGHT AVERAGING

To explore if it is possible to improve performance in the chunking setting and whether this performance transfers
to standard CL, we look at using per-chunk weight averaging. The reason we look at weight averaging is that by
averaging over past weights the learner should better preserve information about previous chunks, reducing forgetting
and hence improve performance. Also, in Appendix F we look at chunking when using linear models and show
that weight averaging performs well. The simple weight averaging method we look at, per-chunk weight averaging,
consists of training the model as normal but we additionally store an average of the weights learnt at the end of each
chunk. The per-chunk weight average is not used in training but in evaluation is used as the weights of the network.
Here we consider the weights to be all the parameters of the neural network, including batch normalisation statistics
(Ioffe & Szegedy, 2015). More specifically, we look at using in evaluation the mean or an exponential moving average
(EMA) of the weights found after training on each chunk up to some chunk k, defined by

θMEAN
k =

1

k

k∑
t=1

θt (1)

θEMA
k = αθEMA

k−1 + (1− α)θk, (2)

where θt is the value of the weights after learning on chunk Ct and for EMA, α ∈ [0, 1] controls how much weight is
given to old versus newly learnt end-of-chunk weights.
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Figure 6: Plots (a), (b) and (c) show the end-of-training accuracy when learning with the given chunk size for CIFAR-
10, CIFAR-100 and Tiny ImageNet, where sgd is learning without weight averaging and we display EMA results
for α=0.8 and 0.95. These plots show that using weight averaging, in particular mean weight averaging, improves
performance in the chunking setting. Plot (d) shows when using mean weight averaging the accuracy at the end of
learning on each chunk for the training set of the 5th, 20th and 40th chunks and the test set, for Tiny ImageNet with 50
chunks, corresponding to a chunk size of 2000. The plot demonstrates, when compared to Figure 5, that mean weight
averaging forgets less than plain SGD training.

To observe whether per-chunk weight averaging improves performance in the chunking setting, we carry out experi-
ments using it in combination with plain SGD training. The reason we only look at plain SGD training and not a CL
method is that, as shown in Figures 2 and 3, no CL method looked at performs any better than SGD in the chunking
setting. The experimental setup is the same as the previous experiments and is described in Appendix B. The results of
the experiments are presented in plots (a), (b) and (c) of Figure 6 and show that it is clear that for all three datasets—
CIFAR-10, CIFAR-100 and Tiny ImageNet—using a per-chunk weight average in evaluation increases accuracy. For
instance, for the smallest chunk size looked at for each dataset, using mean weight averaging improves accuracy by
+4.32%, +8.22% and +11.73% for CIFAR-10, CIFAR-100 and Tiny ImageNet, respectively. Additionally, Figure 6
demonstrates that using the mean is better than or comparable to using EMA for nearly all chunk sizes on each dataset.
We only display EMA for two α values in the figure but we looked at many more in Appendix K, and selected the two
best values to show in Figure 6. So, our results show that using the mean of the weights learnt after learning on each
chunk for prediction is an effective way to improve performance in the chunking setting.
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Table 2: Accuracy of CL methods in online and standard CL settings when using per-chunk weight averaging (WA-)
or not, averaged over 3 runs and where we report the standard error over the runs. We also present results for IMM
a CL weight averaging method, which performs worse than using per-chunk weight averaging with any base method.
The table indicates that in general using weight averaging improves performance as shown by the positive performance
improvement (∆Acc) when using weight averaging for almost all method/dataset/setting combinations.

CIFAR-10 CIFAR-100 Tiny ImageNet

Setting Method Class-IL Task-IL Class-IL Task-IL Class-IL Task-IL

Online

DER++ 34.76±2.20 78.56±1.10 6.73±0.26 41.21±1.34 5.48±0.21 30.95±0.11

WA-DER++ 33.46±0.72 81.97±0.25 12.34±0.19 52.34±0.43 8.53±0.05 39.32±0.55

∆Acc (↑) −1.30 +3.41 +5.61 +11.13 +3.05 +8.37

ER 36.19±1.19 81.89±0.92 8.45±0.45 44.14±1.31 5.56±0.21 27.23±0.65

WA-ER 39.59±0.60 84.27±0.37 14.01±0.23 50.66±0.77 7.77±0.09 34.26±0.33

∆Acc (↑) +3.40 +2.38 +5.56 +6.52 +2.21 +7.03

AGEM 16.82±0.61 70.70±1.92 4.70±0.51 29.56±1.93 3.93±0.22 20.53±1.30

WA-AGEM 22.59±1.04 72.37±3.03 10.73±0.35 44.68±0.58 9.06±0.47 34.44±0.59

∆Acc (↑) +5.77 +1.67 +6.03 +20.39 +5.13 +13.91

GSS 27.33±1.26 81.28±1.47 7.93±0.16 49.95±0.24 5.59±0.11 36.00±0.49

WA-GSS 35.03±0.50 84.51±0.41 8.40±0.32 54.68±0.28 4.82±0.06 42.69±0.38

∆Acc (↑) +7.70 +3.23 +0.47 +4.73 −0.77 +6.69

IMM 23.90±1.40 68.84±0.77 3.39±0.29 20.65±0.55 1.03±0.08 9.69±0.29

Standard

DER++ 53.18±0.87 88.90±0.30 16.26±1.22 58.92±0.36 11.08±0.38 34.26±0.32

WA-DER++ 49.88±1.63 93.25±0.33 23.46±1.48 72.46±1.08 12.39±0.93 49.51±0.69

∆Acc (↑) −3.30 +4.35 +7.20 +13.54 +1.31 +15.25

ER 40.01±0.81 89.79±0.75 11.78±0.34 57.80±1.02 8.36±0.16 31.72±0.46

WA-ER 56.49±0.87 94.28±0.17 24.24±0.64 70.07±0.29 12.31±0.19 46.71±0.33

∆Acc (↑) +16.48 +4.49 +12.46 +12.27 +3.95 +14.99

AGEM 20.19±0.28 85.80±1.18 9.35±0.01 46.99±0.26 8.15±0.05 24.76±0.62

WA-AGEM 38.87±2.83 92.06±0.61 18.05±0.68 65.23±0.61 10.42±0.32 42.75±0.25

∆Acc (↑) +18.68 +6.26 +8.70 +18.24 +2.27 +17.99

GSS 30.91±1.02 86.08±0.35 10.74±0.10 50.30±0.28 8.30±0.01 27.55±1.04

WA-GSS 51.58±1.14 93.75±0.43 14.78±0.57 69.20±0.35 6.13±0.07 46.57±1.16

∆Acc (↑) +20.67 +7.67 +4.04 +18.90 −2.17 +19.02

IMM 33.42±1.97 89.91±1.19 12.28±1.33 43.46±2.00 4.91±0.58 22.28±0.73

To analyse why per-chunk weight averaging improves performance, we look at how well it preserves the information
of past chunks. To do this, as in Figure 5, we measure, for per-chunk mean weight averaging, the test accuracy and
the accuracy on the training data of the 5th, 20th and 40th chunks at the end of learning on each chunk, when using
50 chunks. The results are shown in plot (d) of Figure 6 for Tiny ImageNet and for CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-100 in
Appendix J. By comparing these results to the ones when using the final weights for evaluation, shown in Figure 5, we
see that when using per-chunk mean weight averaging more information is preserved from previous chunks. This is
because using it gives higher accuracy on the training data from previous chunks than the test set long after that chunk
was trained on. While, when using the final weights for evaluation this is not the case, as after learning on a chunk the
accuracy on the training data of that chunk drops quickly down to around the test set accuracy. This suggests that part
of the reason per-chunk weight averaging performs well is that it forgets less than plain SGD training in the chunking
setting.

5.1 APPLICATION TO CONTINUAL LEARNING

While per-chunk weight averaging improves performance in the chunking setting, it is also important to see how this
translates to the full CL setting, so that we can see how work on the chunking setting can impact CL in general. To
do this we perform experiments using mean weight averaging in class and task incremental learning (van de Ven &
Tolias, 2019), the two most common CL scenarios, using four standard well-performing methods: DER++ (Buzzega
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et al., 2020), experience replay (ER) (Chaudhry et al., 2020), AGEM (Chaudhry et al., 2019) and GSS (Aljundi et al.,
2019). The difference between class and task incremental learning is that at test time for task-incremental learning
each method only predicts which class a data instance is between the classes of that data instance’s task, while for
class-incremental learning the method has to classify between all classes seen. As in common with the rest of this
work and many works on continual learning (Delange et al., 2021; Buzzega et al., 2020), we use CIFAR-10, CIFAR-
100 and Tiny ImageNet as the datasets for this experiment, splitting CIFAR-10 into 5 tasks each containing the data
of 2 classes and splitting CIFAR-100 and Tiny ImageNet into 10 tasks each consisting of the data of 10 classes for
CIFAR-100 and 20 for Tiny ImageNet. In addition to performing experiments using the standard CL setting (described
in Section 2), we also present results for online CL (Mai et al., 2021). Online CL is the same as standard CL but the
leaner sees the data for each task as a sequence of mini-batches each of which is used to update the learner only once
and is not revisited. For standard CL, methods can repeatedly iterate over the data of a task, in our experiments for
each task we use 50 epochs for CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-100 and 100 epochs for Tiny ImageNet, like previous work
(Buzzega et al., 2020) and we set the memory size to be 100 examples for all experiments.

The results of the experiments on per-chunk mean weight averaging in CL are presented in Table 2 and demonstrate
that in almost all cases it improves performance. For example, in the standard CL setting using per-chunk mean weight
averaging improves performance on average by +6.39%, +11.11%, +12.02% and +11.36% for DER++, ER, AGEM
and GSS, respectively. While in the online CL setting it improves performance on average by +5.05%, +4.52%,
+8.82% and +3.68% for DER++, ER, AGEM and GSS, respectively. However, for class-incremental learning with
DER++ on CIFAR-10 and GSS on Tiny ImageNet per-chunk mean weight averaging does worse than using the final
learnt weights. But, as a method will have access to both options when using per-chunk mean weight averaging by
validating the performance of each option it should be possible to pick the better one, avoiding any accuracy loss. For
completeness, in Appendix L we also perform experiments with per-chunk EMA weight averaging in CL, showing that
it performs worse than using the mean, like in the chunking setting. So, in summary, we have shown that per-chunk
mean weight averaging improves performance in the chunking setting and that, in general, this improvement transfers
to CL, showing that work on the chunking sub-problem can impact CL research as a whole.

We also perform experiments in standard and online CL with IMM (Lee et al., 2017) a popular weight averaging
method for CL. IMM uses Fisher information to compute a weighted average of parameter weights. The results are
presented in Table 2 and show that per-chunk weight averaging applied to any of the CL methods looked at outperforms
IMM. So, while the main point of looking at per-chunk weight averaging is to demonstrate that performance can be
improved in the chunking setting and that this performance transfers the standard CL setting; we also show that
compared to IMM it is an effective weight averaging method for CL.

6 CONCLUSIONS

In this work we have looked at chunking, a sub-problem of continual learning (CL). We have presented results evi-
dencing that it is responsible for a large part of the performance drop between offline and CL performance. Our results
also reveal that current CL methods do not tackle the chunking problem, having comparable performance to plain SGD
training in the chunking setting. Therefore, we have shown that chunking is a currently unaddressed problem which
contributes a significant amount to the difficulty of CL. Additionally, we have demonstrated that a large amount of
forgetting happens in the chunking setting, which casts into doubt the common belief that forgetting is caused mainly
by task shift (Lee et al., 2021; Ramasesh et al., 2020). We also showed that performance on the chunking sub-problem
can be improved—using per-chunk weight averaging. Furthermore, we demonstrated that this increased performance
in the chunking setting transfers to the full CL setting, indicating that future work on chunking has the possibility of
improving CL as a whole.
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A LIMITATIONS

While we have aimed to be thorough in our analysis of the chunking problem, like any work there are limitations to
what is presented in the paper. We list a number of limitations here. First, this work is mainly empirically based so
it would be interesting to see what theoretical approaches can tell us about the chunking sub-problem and its relation
CL. For example, the performance in the chunking setting is an approximate upper-bound to CL performance, as it
a reduced and simpler setting due to removing the task-shift element. However, in this work we did not make the
nature of the upper-bounding exact and so it would be useful to see if a theorem could be derived to formally express
how chunking performance upper-bounds CL performance. Additionally, it would be interesting to see a theoretical
approach to decomposing the difficulty of CL into its chunking and task-shift components. Another limitation is that
while mean weight averaging does improve performance in the chunking setting, there is still a large gap between
it and offline learning performance, for a small enough chunk size. This means there is space for better methods to
be developed which better solve the chunking problem and hence hopefully also the full CL setting with task shift.
Last, we only look at supervised CL in this work however the chunking problem is also a sub-problem of any self or
semi-supervised CL setting. Therefore it would be interesting to see how much chunking contributes the difficulty of
those settings and whether CL methods developed for those settings currently tackle the chunking problem.

B EXPERIMENTAL DETAILS

For all of our results we follow the experimental protocol of Buzzega et al. (2020) and Boschini et al. (2022), and
use a modification of the CL library Mammoth used in those works to run the experiments. Therefore, for all our
experiments we use a ResNet18 (He et al., 2016) as the backbone model. Additionally, we utilize augmentations,
applying random crops and horizontal flips to images trained on for all the datasets used. To be able to have a fair
comparison in our chunking experiments all methods are trained using SGD and with the same number of epochs: 50
epochs for each chunk for CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-100 and 100 for Tiny ImageNet. We use the same mini-batch size
for all experiments, which is 32 examples, and for replay CL methods we use 32 as the replay batch size as well. The
hyperparameters of methods were found using a grid search on a validation set and are the same as in Buzzega et al.
(2020) and Boschini et al. (2022); however, all the results were newly computed by the authors for this work. For
all results on the chunking setting a learning rate of 0.1 was used to ensure a fair comparison between methods and
chunk sizes. Last, the full list of CL methods evaluated in the chunking setting is: AGEM (Chaudhry et al., 2019),
DER++ (Buzzega et al., 2020), ER (Chaudhry et al., 2020), ER-ACE (Caccia et al., 2021), EWC (Kirkpatrick et al.,
2017), GSS (Aljundi et al., 2019) and plain SGD training. Plain SGD training is when the neural network is trained
with SGD using the standard cross entropy loss, as in previous work (Buzzega et al., 2020; Boschini et al., 2022).

C POSITIVE TRANSFER AND THE CHUNKING PROBLEM

While a large part of the effort in CL has thus far been to reduce forgetting, another key problem is improve the
positive transfer capabilities of methods (Lin et al., 2022). Positive transfer is the ability of a learner to use the data
in the currently accessible chunk/task to to improve its knowledge of previous chunks/tasks and future chunks/tasks to
be seen. It has been shown that current CL methods do not perform positive transfer well and that improving positive
transfer capabilities will improve the performance of CL algorithms in general (Lee & Storkey, 2024; Lin et al., 2022).
While positive transfer has previously been explored between chunks/tasks of differing data distributions, our results
on the chunking setting show that current CL methods fail to perform positive transfer well even if the chunks are all
sampled from the same distribution. This is because, Figures 2 and 3 show that CL methods perform comparable to
plain SGD training in the chunking setting and that Figure 5 shows that plain SGD training is very bad at positive
transfer, as it looses instead of gains performance on past chunks when training on additional chunks. Therefore, we
propose that improving performance in the chunking setting should lead to methods that are better at positive transfer
and vice versa. Additionally, as the chunking setting is much simpler than other CL settings, being a sub-problem of
all of them, hopefully by looking at this setting its simplicity will be a benefit when working on improving the positive
transfer capabilities of methods.

D THE CHUNKING PROBLEM IN ONLINE CL

In Section 4 we show that the chunking problem is a significant challenge in standard CL and here we describe why
it is also a challenge for online CL. Unlike this work and past work in standard CL, most work in online CL compare
not to offline performance but to an i.i.d upperbound. The i.i.d upperbound is plain SGD training run in the online
CL setting but all the mini-batches are drawn i.i.d without replacement from the dataset. Therefore, this upperbound
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computes the chunking performance of plain SGD for a chunk size of one mini-batch and where a method only takes
a single update on each chunk (to the best of our knowledge this has not been explicitly discussed in the online CL
literature and the chunking problem has remained unexamined until this work). Interestingly, online CL methods are
now getting comparable performance to this upperbound (Caccia et al., 2021; Lee & Storkey, 2024). This suggests
that most of the remaining performance to be gained in online CL is in solving the chunking problem. Therefore,
there is a large space in the literature to solve the chunking problem and in doing so improve online CL performance
beyond this current i.i.d upperbound performance. In this paper we give the first steps towards this by showing we can
improve on the i.i.d uppperbound performance by using per-chunk weight averaging (see Figure 6 and Table 2).

E THE STABILITY GAP IN THE CHUNKING SETTING
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Figure 7: Test accuracy curves for plain SGD training using 10 chunks on CIFAR-10, CIFAR-100 and Tiny ImageNet.
Step number refers to the number of parameter updates which have been performed up to that point. The plots, apart
from CIFAR-10, show that at the start of each chunk there is a large drop in test accuracy.

The stability gap is a recently discovered phenomena in standard CL (De Lange et al., 2023), we show in this appendix
that it also occurs in the chunking setting. The stability gap is the phenomena that at the start of learning a new
task the accuracy for previous tasks drops quickly by a significant amount and then recovers back to a stable level.
This stable level is somewhat lower than the accuracy value before seeing the new task. The reason this is thought to
happen (De Lange et al., 2023; Caccia et al., 2021) is that at the start of learning on a new task the performance on it
will be poor, leading to large gradients and changes to the weights of the network. This potentially induces a drop in
performance on previous tasks as the large weight updates remove information about previous tasks. Finally, as the
weights change the performance on data stored in memory from previous tasks will reduce, increasingly impacting the
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Figure 8: Test accuracy curves for ER using 10 chunks on CIFAR-10, CIFAR-100 and Tiny ImageNet. Step number
refers to the number of parameter updates which have been performed up to that point. The plots show that at the start
of each chunk there is a large drop in test accuracy.

parameter updates to perform better on previous tasks, recovering a large amount of the performance lost on previous
tasks. Given the interest in this phenomena, it is useful to explore if it occurs in the chunking setting and so see if it is
only because of task shift or not.

We present experiments on the stability gap in the chunking setting in Figures 7 and 8. The experiments consist
of recording the performance on a held-out set of data for each parameter update step when learning on 10 chunks
and using plain SGD training or ER. We use the same experimental setup as the rest of our experiments and these
experiments are analogous to the ones performed by De Lange et al. (2023) but for the chunking setting instead of
standard CL. The results show that the stability gap also occurs in the chunking setting as all bar one of the plots show
sudden drops in test performance when the learner starts learning on a new chunk. The plot which does not show
sudden drops is for plain SGD learning on CIFAR-10, where we believe the general noise in performance hides the
systematic drops in performance at the start of each chunk. So, our results show that the stability gap phenomenon
is not only to do with distribution shift. Furthermore, our experiments add light to why the stability gap occurs,
where we can rule out distribution shift as being a necessary factor. Instead, these experiments indicate in conjunction
with Figure 4—which shows the training loss for plain SGD training—that there is some form of ”overfitting” or
compression (Tishby & Zaslavsky, 2015) occurring which induces high losses at the start of learning a chunk. This
in turn leads to large update steps. Finally, these large updates potentially makes the network forget previously learnt
information, creating the drop in performance at the start of a chunk we see in Figures 7 and 8. Given that the stability
gap occurs in the chunking setting a potential good direction to solve it would be to explore it in the setting. This is
because, the chunking setting is simpler and easier to reason about than standard CL.
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F ANALYSIS OF THE LINEAR CASE

To theoretically analyse the chunking problem we turn to the linear regression case, where we can leverage closed form
solutions. In this case, the naive solution is to perform least squares on each arriving chunk. However, as the least
squares problem is convex and so does not depend on the initialised weights, it will fully forget all the past chunks, only
using the last chunk to create the predictor. This means that the standard least squares solution to linear regression fails
in the chunking setting. Instead a better solution is to use Bayesian linear regression (Minka, 2000). This is because
Bayesian linear regression given any particular chunking of the data will return the same predictor and so fully solves
the chunking setting. Therefore, it is instructive to see how Bayesian linear regression prevents forgetting. To achieve
this we present below the update equations for Bayesian linear regression. The prior on the weights is θ ∼ N (0,V0)
and the posterior after seeing all the chunks up to and including the (k − 1)th is θ|C1:k−1 ∼ N (mk−1,Vk−1).
Additionally, for a chunk Ct we define Xt as its row-wise matrix of data instances and yt as its vector of targets. The
likelihood is defined by assuming y|x,θ ∼ N (θTx, σ2). Then, the Bayesian posterior for the kth chunk is

θ|C1:k ∼ N (mk,Vk), (3)

mk = VkV
−1
k−1mk−1 +

1

σ2
VkX

T
k yk, (4)

V−1
k = V−1

k +
1

σ2
XT

kXk. (5)

By recursively expanding the mk−1 and Vk−1 terms till we reach the prior we have that

mk =
1

σ2

k∑
t=1

VkX
T
t yt, (6)

V−1
k = V−1

0 +
1

σ2

k∑
t=1

XT
t Xt = V−1

0 +
1

σ2
XT

1:kX1:k. (7)

The equations above show that Bayesian linear regression prevents forgetting by having its posterior mean mk be:
(a) a sum of the least squares solutions of each chunk and (b) instead of using the chunks unnormalised empirical
covariance XT

t Xt in the least squares solutions it uses the running estimate of the weight precision V−1
k . Computing

and storing V−1
k is infeasibly costly for very large systems (e.g. neural networks), taking up O(dim(θ)2) space.

Therefore, assuming there is only enough memory to store a set of weights a backoff is to use a sum of the least
squares solutions to each chunk. This is achieved by weight averaging, where at each chunk we perform least squares
on that chunk and add it to a running average, which results in the update equation,

mk =
k − 1

k
mk−1 +

1

k
(XT

kXk)
−1XT

k yk. (8)

Again, by recursively expanding mk−1 we have that,

mk =
1

k

k∑
t=1

(XT
t Xt)

−1XT
t yt. (9)

Weight averaging gives similar, mean, weights as Bayesian linear regression where instead of using Vk it uses the
per-chunk estimate 1

k (X
T
t Xt)

−1 and we divide by k to correctly scale the estimate. Both Vk and 1
k (X

T
t Xt)

−1 are
unnormalised estimates of the precision of the data distribution. Therefore, when each chunk is large enough that
they are both accurate estimates, we have that 1

k (X
T
t Xt)

−1 ≈ Vk for all t ∈ {1, . . . , k}. In this case, weight
averaging approximates Bayesian linear regression well and so should not forget that much. More formally, by using
a concentration bound on the covariance estimates, we have the following theorem on the approximation error.2

Theorem 1 (proved in Appendix M) Assume that we have k chunks and that each chunk Ct = {xi ∈ Rd|i = 1, ..., S}
is sampled i.i.d. from an α-sub-Gaussian distribution (assuming zero mean) with a full rank covariance matrix Σ.
Also, assume bounded random variables such that ∥xi∥2 ≤ ax and ∥yt∥2 ≤ ay. Then, for the Bayesian linear
regression model set the prior such that V0 = bI and let b → ∞. Last, denote mBLR and mWA as the parameter

2We focus on the goodness of the approximation in the size of each chunk and use simple techniques to give such a bound. With
more complicated techniques, it should also be possible to examine the behaviour in the number of chunks, were we believe there
should be some convergence to a fixed approximation error (a.s.).
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estimates given by Bayesian linear regression and weight averaging, respectively. We then have for universal constants
a1, a2, a3 and for δ in the range α−2λd(Σ) > δ ≥ 0 the following approximation bound,

∥mBLR −mWA∥2 ≤ 2axay√
S

ϵ(S, δ)

(λd(Σ)− ϵ(S, δ))2

with probability of at least 1− ka2e
−a3Smin(δ,δ2). Defining λd(Σ) as the smallest eigenvalue of Σ,

ϵ(S, δ) = α2

[
a1

(√
d

S
+

d

S

)
+ δ

]
and assuming

S ≥
α2a1

[
α2a1 + 2(λd(Σ)− α2δ) + α

√
a1(α2a1 + 4(λd(Σ)− α2δ))

]
2(λd(Σ)− α2δ)2

d. (10)

Theorem 1 shows formally that the larger the chunk size S the better weight averaging approximates Bayesian linear
regression and that in the limit weight averaging converges to Bayesian linear regression (a.s.).

The analysis in this section shows that weight averaging is a reasonable method for the linear case. It greatly improves
performance over standard linear regression, which forgets all but the last chunk, and approximates well Bayesian
linear regression which fully solves continual learning. Hence, the question arises if this analysis showing weight
averaging improves performance also holds true for neural networks. We show in the main paper that empirically this
is true (e.g. see Figure 6) but, to the best of our knowledge, it is an open problem to show it theoretically as well.

G THE EFFECT OF PRETRAINING IN THE CHUNKING SETTING
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Figure 9: End-of-training accuracy against chunk size on CIFAR-100 and FGVC Aircraft when finetuning a pretrained
ResNet18 (sgdPretrain) or training from scratch (sgd), where the pretrained network is pretrained on ImageNet. Each
data point on a curve presents the end-of-training accuracy of a method from a full run with chunks of the size given on
the horizontal axis. The plots show that using a pretrained network reduces the performance gap from offline learning
(the performance of the right most point for each curve) to chunking performance. But, for FGVC Aircraft which is
more dissimilar to the pretraining dataset, the narrowing of the performance gap is less.

While pretraining is often not considered in the CL literature it can greatly reduce the performance drop of CL methods
compared to offline training (Hayes & Kanan, 2020; Ostapenko et al., 2022; Pelosin, 2022). Therefore, we present
here how much pretraining aids in solving the chunking setting. In Figure 9 we record the performance of using a
ResNet18 model pretrained on ImageNet (Wightman et al., 2021) compared from learning from scratch, using plain
SGD training, for a dataset which is similar to ImageNet, CIFAR-100, and one which is not as similar, FGVC Aircraft
(Maji et al., 2013). The reason why we consider FGVC Aircraft to be not as similar to ImageNet as CIFAR-100 is
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that CIFAR-100 shares classes with ImageNet while FGVC Aircraft contains classes of different aircraft and so, given
that ImageNet only has one aircraft class, FGVC Aircraft a is more fine-grained classification dataset. Figure 9 shows
that for CIFAR-100 pretraining greatly reduces the performance drop from offline learning to the chunking setting.
For example, when using the pretrained network, there is only a difference of around 10% between seeing the CIFAR-
100 as one chunk (offline performance) and seeing chunks of 100 examples each. However, for FGVC Aircraft,
while pretraining improves performance, there is still a significant performance gap to offline learning, around a 30%
accuracy drop, for small chunk sizes. Therefore, we have shown that pretraining helps solve the chunking problem but
for data streams which are dissimilar to the pretraining dataset chunking is still a significant problem.

H ANALYSIS OF STRATIFIED SAMPLING FOR CHUNKS
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Figure 10: Plots of end-of-training accuracy against chunk size on CIFAR-10, CIFAR-100 and Tiny ImageNet, where
the data sampled for each chunk is not constrained to be class balanced. Each data point on a curve presents the
end-of-training accuracy of a method from a full run with chunks of the size given on the horizontal axis. The plots
show that sampling each chunk without ensuring they are class balanced gives the same trend as when the chunks are
class balanced, which are displayed in Figures 2 and 3.

To make sure for small chunk sizes the drop in performance is due to the online availability of data and not class
imbalance in a chunk, in the (balanced) chunking setting we stratify sample chunks such that each chunk has an equal
amount of data from each class. However, in Figure 10 we look at what happens if the chunks were sampled randomly
without ensuring the classes are balanced in each chunk (i.e., we randomly split the dataset into the given number of
chunks). The figure shows the same trend as the when the chunks are classed balanced, displayed in Figures 2 and 3,
indicating that class imbalance does not affect our findings. However, class imbalance could be a problem for other
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datasets/objectives and is for the linear case therefore we assume the chunks are class balanced in the rest of this work
and in our formulation of the chunking setting.

I ANALYSIS OF NUMBER OF EPOCHS PER CHUNK
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Figure 11: Plots of end-of-training accuracy against chunk size on CIFAR-10, CIFAR-100 and Tiny ImageNet for
SGD using different number of epochs per chunk. Each data point on a curve presents the end-of-training accuracy of
a method from a full run with chunks of the size given on the horizontal axis. The ‘∗’ denotes the number of epochs
we use in the rest of the experiments and the figure shows that using our selected values achieves the best, or very
similar to the best, accuracy for each chunk size.

Hyperparameters can affect the reason why a method performs badly in the chunking setting. For example, if a method
trains for one epoch over each chunk then it probably has bad performance due to underfiting; while, if it is trained for
a reasonable number of epochs the reason would be forgetting, as shown in the main paper (e.g. Figure 5). To remove
this dependence we report the behaviour when using the hyperparameters which achieve the best accuracy for each
chunk size. In Figure 11 we report the effect the number of training epochs used for each chunk has on performance,
showing our selected number of epochs is the best or comparable to the best for each chunk size. Interestingly, the
best performing number-of-epochs is the same for the full CL setting with task shift (Buzzega et al., 2020; Boschini
et al., 2022). This suggests that when fitting the training hyperparameters in CL, we are in part implicitly fitting them
to minimise the effect of chunking.
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J ADDITIONAL FORGETTING CURVES
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Figure 12: Plot for plain SGD training of accuracy at the end of learning on each chunk for the training set of the 5th,
20th and 40th chunks and the test set, when training on CIFAR-10 with 50 chunks, corresponding to a chunk size of
1000. The plot shows that after learning on a chunk the accuracy on that chunk quickly drops to the level of test set
performance and hence that the learner quickly forgets a large part of the knowledge of the chunk after learning on it.
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Figure 13: Plots showing when using mean weight averaging the accuracy at the end of learning on each chunk for
the training set of the 5th, 20th and 40th chunks and the test set, when training on CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-100 with 50
chunks, corresponding to a chunk size of 1000 for both datasets. The plots demonstrate that mean weight averaging
forgets less than plain SGD training, whose analogous plots are displayed in Figures 5 and 12.
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K EXPERIMENT ON DIFFERENT WEIGHTINGS FOR EMA

102 103 104

Chunk Size

50

60

70

80

90

Ac
cu

ra
cy

CIFAR-10

EMA=0.25
EMA=0.40
EMA=0.50
EMA=0.80
EMA=0.95
EMA=0.99
EMA=1.0 (sgd)

102 103 104

Chunk Size

30

40

50

60

70

Ac
cu

ra
cy

CIFAR-100
EMA=0.25
EMA=0.40
EMA=0.50
EMA=0.80
EMA=0.95
EMA=0.99
EMA=1.0 (sgd)

103 104 105

Chunk Size

20

25

30

35

40

45

50

55

60

Ac
cu

ra
cy

Tiny ImageNet
EMA=0.25
EMA=0.40
EMA=0.50
EMA=0.80
EMA=0.95
EMA=0.99
EMA=1.0 (sgd)

Figure 14: Plots of the end-of-training accuracy when leaning with the given chunk size for different EMA weight
values when learning with SGD on CIFAR-10, CIFAR-100 and tiny ImageNet. The plots shows that the EMA values
of 0.80 and 0.95 achieve consistently the best or comparable to the best accuracy for all chunk sizes and datasets.

L EXPERIMENT ON THE PERFORMANCE OF PER-CHUNK EMA IN STANDARD CL

Table 3: Accuracy of ER in online and standard CL settings when using per-chunk mean averaging (WA-), per-chunk
EMA (EMA-) or neither. The accuracies are averaged over 3 runs and where we report the standard error over the
runs. The results show that using per-chunk mean averaging performs better than using per-chunk EMA.

CIFAR-10 CIFAR-100 Tiny ImageNet

Setting Method Class-IL Task-IL Class-IL Task-IL Class-IL Task-IL

Online ER 36.19±1.19 81.89±0.92 8.45±0.45 44.14±1.31 5.56±0.21 27.23±0.65

WA-ER 39.59±0.60 84.27±0.37 14.01±0.23 50.66±0.77 7.77±0.09 34.26±0.33

EMA-ER 31.92±0.45 79.22±0.94 8.65±0.66 41.72±0.88 5.8±0.13 28.24±0.28

Standard ER 40.01±0.81 89.79±0.75 11.78±0.34 57.80±1.02 8.36±0.16 31.72±0.46

WA-ER 56.49±0.87 94.28±0.17 24.24±0.64 70.07±0.29 12.31±0.19 46.71±0.33

EMA-ER 38.84±0.25 89.82±0.18 11.68±0.08 58.16±0.90 8.20±0.14 33.76±1.72

21



Published at 3rd Conference on Lifelong Learning Agents (CoLLAs), 2024

In the main paper we only look at per-chunk mean weight averaging in the CL experiments, here we also report results
using per-chunk EMA weight averaging (Table 3). The reason we only looked at per-chunk mean weight averaging
in the main paper was that we showed it had better performance in the chunking setting. The results in Table 3 shows
that in both online and standard CL it is still the case that per-chunk mean weight averaging performs better. This
shows a correspondence between the performances in the chunking and CL settings. One point to note is that we use
weighting of 0.8 for EMA in these experiments.

M PROOF OF THEOREM 1

In this section we prove a bound on how well weight averaging approximates Bayesian linear regression. To do this
we first state the concentration bound used in the proof, where ||.||2 for a matrix denotes the l2-operator norm.

Theorem 2 (rephrased from Wainwright (2019) (Theorem 6.5 p.166)) Given a chunk Ct = {xi ∈ Rd|i =
1, ..., S} sampled i.i.d. from a α-sub-Gaussian distribution (assuming zero mean) with covariance matrix Σ; there are
universal constants a1, a2, a3 such that the empirical covariance matrix 1

SX
T
t Xt satisfies the bound,

P

(
1

α2

∥∥∥∥ 1SXT
t Xt −Σ

∥∥∥∥
2

≤ a1

[√
d

S
+

d

S

]
+ δ

)
≥ 1− a2e

−a3Smin(δ,δ2)

for all δ ≥ 0.

To allow us to complete the proof we need some assumptions which are given here. We assume that we see k chunks
and that each chunk Ct = {xt,i ∈ Rd|i = 1, ..., S} is sampled i.i.d. from an α-sub-Gaussian distribution (assuming
zero mean) with a full rank covariance matrix Σ. We also assume bounded random variables such that ∥xi∥2 ≤ ax
and ∥yt∥2 ≤ ay. Additionally, for the Bayesian linear regression model we use a prior such that V0 = bI and let
b → ∞. To make the proof easier to follow we denote the running and per-chunk covariances as Σ̂1:k = 1

NSX
T
1:kX1:k

and Σ̂t = 1
SX

T
t Xt, respectively. Furthermore, we denote the projected targets as y′

t = XT
t yt. Also, let mBLR and

mWA be the parameter estimates given by Bayesian linear regression and weight averaging, respectively, and note to
calculate such estimates we assume that the empirical precision matrices exists. In the proof we need a bound on the
y′
t for each chunk which is,

∥y′
t∥2 = ∥XT

t yt∥2 (11)

≤ ∥yt∥2 max
v,∥v∥2=1

(∥XT
t v∥2) (12)

= ∥yt∥2∥XT
t ∥2 (13)

≤ ∥yt∥2∥XT
t ∥F (14)

≤ axay
√
S. (15)

Additionally, we need to be able to bound ∥Σ̂−1
1:k∥2 and ∥Σ̂−1

t ∥2. This is achieved using Weyl’s inequality, where we
have for λd(Σ̂t) and λd(Σ), the smallest eigenvalues for Σ̂t and Σ, respectively, that

λd(Σ̂t) ≥ λd(Σ)− ∥Σ̂t −Σ∥2. (16)

Now, if we were to use Theorem 2 we can ensure the r.h.s. of Eq. 16 is greater or equal to zero, by using a large enough
chunk size S. This will be done in the proof and therefore we will have the following bound on ∥Σ̂−1

t ∥2,

∥Σ̂−1
t ∥2 =

1

λd(Σ̂t)
≤ 1

λd(Σ)− ∥Σ̂t −Σ∥2
. (17)

We have an equivalent bound for ∥Σ̂−1
1:k∥2 using the same argument and using the fact that Σ̂1:k is the mean of the

chunk covariances Σ̂t.
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Given the above ground work, the proof proceeds as follows,

∥mBLR −mWA∥2 =

∥∥∥∥∥
k∑

t=0

1

kS
Σ̂−1

1:ky
′
t −

k∑
t=0

1

kS
Σ̂−1

t y′
t

∥∥∥∥∥
2

(by simplifying from Eqs. 9 and 6) (18)

≤ 1

kS

k∑
t=0

∥Σ̂−1
1:ky

′
t − Σ̂−1

t y′
t∥2 (19)

=
1

kS

k∑
t=0

∥[Σ̂−1
1:k − Σ̂−1

t ]y′
t∥2 (20)

≤ 1

kS

k∑
t=0

∥y′
t∥2 max

v,∥v∥2=1
(∥[Σ̂−1

1:k − Σ̂−1
t ]v∥2) (21)

=
1

kS

k∑
t=0

∥y′
t∥2∥Σ̂−1

1:k − Σ̂−1
t ∥2 (by variational def. of the operator norm) (22)

=
1

kS

k∑
t=0

∥y′
t∥2∥Σ̂−1

1:k(Σ̂1:k − Σ̂t)Σ̂
−1
t ∥2 (23)

≤ 1

kS

k∑
t=0

∥y′
t∥2∥Σ̂−1

1:k∥2∥Σ̂
−1
t ∥2∥Σ̂1:k − Σ̂t∥2 (24)

=
1

kS

k∑
t=0

∥y′
t∥2∥Σ̂−1

1:k∥2∥Σ̂
−1
t ∥2∥(Σ̂1:k −Σ)− (Σ̂t −Σ)∥2 (25)

≤ 1

kS

k∑
t=0

∥y′
t∥2∥Σ̂−1

1:k∥2∥Σ̂
−1
t ∥2[∥Σ̂1:k −Σ∥2 + ∥Σ̂t −Σ∥2] (26)

≤ axay

k
√
S

k∑
t=0

∥Σ̂−1
1:k∥2∥Σ̂

−1
t ∥2[∥Σ̂1:k −Σ∥2 + ∥Σ̂t −Σ∥2] (using Eq. 11) (27)

≤ 2axay

k
√
S

k∑
t=0

∥Σ̂−1
1:k∥2∥Σ̂

−1
t ∥2∥Σ̂t −Σ∥2 (as Σ̂1:k is the mean of the chunk covs. Σ̂t) (28)

(29)

Now by using Theorem 2 to bound each ∥Σ̂t − Σ∥2, the union bound, and Eq. 17 applied to ∥Σ̂−1
1:k∥2 and each

∥Σ̂−1
t ∥2, we have that,

∥mBLR −mWA∥2 ≤ 2axay√
S

ϵ(S, δ)

(λd(Σ)− ϵ(S, δ))2
(30)

for δ in the range α−2λd(Σ) > δ ≥ 0 with probability of at least 1− ka2e
−a3Smin(δ,δ2), where

ϵ(S, δ) = α2

[
a1

(√
d

S
+

d

S

)
+ δ

]
(31)

and

S ≥
α2a1

[
α2a1 + 2(λd(Σ)− α2δ) + α

√
a1(α2a1 + 4(λd(Σ)− α2δ))

]
2(λd(Σ)− α2δ)2

d. (32)

This completes the proof. We note that by using the union bound we remove the convergence behaviour in the number
of chunks. A way to solve this problem would be to bound the mean over ∥Σ̂−1

t ∥2∥Σ̂t − Σ∥2 using more complex
methods.
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