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ABSTRACT Catastrophic forgetting remains a major challenge when neural networks learn tasks sequen-
tially. Elastic Weight Consolidation (EWC) attempts to address this problem by introducing a Bayesian-
inspired regularization loss to preserve knowledge of previously learned tasks. However, EWC relies
on a Laplace approximation where the Hessian is simplified to the diagonal of the Fisher information
matrix, assuming uncorrelated model parameters. This overly simplistic assumption often leads to poor
Hessian estimates, limiting its effectiveness. To overcome this limitation, we introduce Continual Learning
with Sampled Quasi-Newton (CSQN), which leverages Quasi-Newton methods to compute more accurate
Hessian approximations. CSQN captures parameter interactions beyond the diagonal without requiring
architecture-specificmodifications, making it applicable across diverse tasks and architectures. Experimental
results across four benchmarks demonstrate that CSQN consistently outperforms EWC and other state-of-
the-art baselines, including rehearsal-basedmethods. CSQN reduces EWC’s forgetting by 50% and improves
its performance by 8% on average. Notably, CSQN achieves superior results on three out of four benchmarks,
including themost challenging scenarios, highlighting its potential as a robust solution for continual learning.

INDEX TERMS artificial neural networks, catastrophic forgetting, continual learning, quasi-Newton
methods

I. INTRODUCTION
Since the 2010s, Artificial Neural Networks (ANNs) have
been able to match or even surpass human performance on
a wide variety of tasks. However, when presented with a set
of tasks to be learned sequentially—a setting referred to as
Continual Learning (CL)—ANNs suffer from catastrophic
forgetting [1]. Unlike humans, ANNs struggle to retain pre-
viously learned knowledge when extending their knowledge.
Naively adapting an ANN to a new task generally leads to a
deterioration in the network’s performance on previous tasks.

Many CL methods have been proposed to alleviate catas-
trophic forgetting. One of the most well-known is Elastic
Weight Consolidation (EWC) [2], which approaches CL from
a Bayesian perspective. After training on a task, EWC uses
Laplace approximation [3] to estimate a posterior distribution
over the model parameters for that task. When training on
the next task, this posterior is used via a regularization loss
to prevent the model from catastrophically forgetting the
previous task. To estimate the Hessian, which is needed in
the Laplace approximation to measure the (un)certainty of
the model parameters, EWC uses the Fisher Information Ma-
trix (FIM). Furthermore, to simplify the computation, EWC
assumes that the FIM is approximately diagonal. EWC thus
uses the diagonal of the FIM to estimate the Hessian.

While EWCmitigates catastrophic forgetting, its effective-

ness is limited by its assumption of an approximately diagonal
FIM. This assumption oversimplifies parameter correlations,
leading to poor Hessian estimates and suboptimal posterior
approximations. These inaccuracies might cause EWC to
struggle in complex scenarios with significant parameter in-
teractions, severely impacting its performance in continual
learning.

Hence, we propose Continual Learning with Sampled
Quasi-Newton (CSQN), a method designed to overcome
the limitations of EWC’s diagonal Hessian approximation.
CSQN leverages Quasi-Newton (QN) methods [4]. QNmeth-
ods, being second-order optimization algorithms, involve (in-
verse) Hessian approximations that are updated at each itera-
tion (without being explicitly computed) to find local optima.
Two such methods are BFGS (Broyden, Fletcher, Goldfarb,
Shanno) and SR1 (Symmetric Rank-1), which apply rank-
2 and rank-1 updates, respectively, to the Hessian approx-
imation at each iteration. Since our primary interest is in
the Hessian approximations from QN methods, training the
model with QN methods solely to obtain these approxima-
tionswould be impractical. Therefore, we propose using Sam-
pled Quasi-Newton (SQN) methods [5]. In SQN methods,
the Hessian approximation is obtained by sampling around
the current estimate of the local optimum, meaning that the
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Hessian is computed anew at each iteration without relying
on previous ones. Furthermore, to enhance our method and
make it a direct extension of EWC, we use EWC’s Hessian es-
timate, namely the diagonal of the FIM, as the initial Hessian
approximation. Using SQN, we then improve this Hessian
approximation, which is no longer restricted to being diag-
onal. Similar to EWC, this improved Hessian approximation
is used in the regularization loss to prevent forgetting previous
tasks while learning new ones.

We evaluate our proposed method through four bench-
marks, comparing it to the most relevant and competitive
baselines. These include EWC, which our method extends
and improves, as well as other CL methods, including those
relying on the storage of past data. Our results show that
CSQN consistently outperforms these baselines across all
benchmarks, demonstrating superior performance after learn-
ing multiple tasks in each experiment. Additionally, we en-
hance our method by proposing mechanisms to reduce the
memory requirements of CSQN and evaluate their impact.
Our findings indicate that the performance loss associated
with these memory-efficient versions is limited, suggesting
that CSQN can achieve a balance between effectiveness and
memory usage.

This paper is structured as follows. We start by reviewing
related work in Section II. Next, in Section III, we explain
our proposed method (Section III-E) after a short review of
EWC (Section III-B) and (Sampled) Quasi-Newton methods
(Section III-D). In Section IV, we present the experimental
results and compare our method to EWC and other base-
lines. Section V discusses the strengths and challenges of the
proposed CSQN method. Finally, Section VI concludes the
paper.

II. RELATED WORK
Continual Learning (CL) methods are generally grouped into
three main categories: regularization-based, rehearsal-based,
and parameter-isolation methods [6]. Each of these categories
tackles catastrophic forgetting using distinct approaches to
retain knowledge of previously learned tasks.

For a more extensive overview of recent advancements and
categorizations in Continual Learning, readers are encour-
aged to consult recent comprehensive reviews such as [7, 8].
The following discussion focuses on methods most relevant
to our work.

A. REGULARIZATION-BASED METHODS
To prevent catastrophic forgetting, regularization-based
methods regularize the learning of new tasks. Following [6],
two classes of regularization-basedmethods are prior-focused
methods and data-focused methods. EWC, using the diago-
nal of the FIM to estimate the importance of parameters to
previous tasks, belongs to the prior-focused methods. Similar
to EWC are Synaptic Intelligence (SI) [9] and Memory-
Aware Synapses (MAS) [10], which compute the importance
weights of the model parameters differently. While SI esti-
mates the importance of parameters by accumulating each

parameter’s contribution to the reduction in the loss, MAS
considers the gradients of the squared norm of the model’s
output with respect to each parameter. Similar work to EWC,
MAS and SI includes [11, 12, 13].
Many works build on EWC’s ideas. Online EWC [14]

allows EWC to be used in an online way, without requir-
ing task boundaries. [15] proposes Riemanian Walk, which
combines the regularization losses of Online EWC and SI.
Moreover, to address EWC’s assumption of an approximately
diagonal FIM, R-EWC (Rotated-EWC) [16] rotates the pa-
rameter space layer-wise such that the corresponding FIM is
indeed approximately diagonal. While R-EWC improves the
performance of EWC when adapting one task to another, R-
EWC applies the reparametrization only to the previous task
and lacks a mechanism to combine the importance weights
of all tasks learned so far. Meanwhile, [17] proposes to use
Kronecker factored approximations of the FIM [18], which
allows to compute and store the FIM efficiently for each layer,
thus obtaining a block diagonal approximation of the FIM.
Unlike EWC, their method considers interactions between
model parameters within the same layer but not across layers.
This method was extended by [19] to better accommodate
batch normalization [20].
A second class of regularization-based methods is data-

focused methods, whose main idea is knowledge distillation
[21], to transfer knowledge from the previous to the cur-
rent model. Examples include Learning Without Forgetting
(LWF) [22], but also [23, 24]. Many rehearsal-based methods
(discussed in Section II-B), relying on the storage of some
past data, incorporate ideas from data-focused methods, e.g.
[25, 26, 27].
Instead of using a regularization loss, other methods con-

strain the gradients when learning new tasks, which some
reviews, such as [7], consider as a separate category of CL
methods. Examples include Orthogonal Gradient Descent
(OGD) [28], which updates the gradient used in Stochastic
Gradient Descent (SGD) to make it orthogonal to the gradi-
ents of previous tasks; Gradient Projection Memory (GPM)
[29], which partitions the gradient space into two orthogonal
subspaces, forcing the gradient to lie in the subspace least
harmful to previous tasks; as well as the work of [30, 31, 32,
33].

B. REHEARSAL-BASED METHODS

Rehearsal-based methods assume access to a memory of rep-
resentative samples of previous tasks. Most straightforward is
Experience Replay (ER) [34], which trains the model jointly
on a mini-batch from the new task and a mini-batch from the
memory. Gradient Episodic Memory (GEM) [35] overlaps
with both rehearsal-based and regularization-based methods
[36]. GEM introduces a regularization loss based on a set of
representative samples, assuring SGD’s gradient updates do
not increase the loss of the representative samples. GEM has
been extended in [37, 38]. Similar to GEM is [39]. Other
rehearsal-based methods which incorporate strategies from
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regularization-based methods are [25, 26, 27]. Rehearsal-
based CL has been studied and analysed in [40].

Within the rehearsal-based methods, the pseudo-rehearsal
methods, instead of requiring access to a memory of rep-
resentative samples, train a generator to simulate data from
previous tasks. Examples include [41, 42, 43].

C. PARAMETER-ISOLATION METHODS
Parameter-isolation methods expand the network with each
new task, to avoid interference between tasks. Examples
include [44, 45, 46, 47, 14]. The former proposes Progress
& Compress (P&C) [14], which uses online EWC in the
’progress’ stage. Another method on the intersection between
parameter-isolation and regularization-based methods is AR1
[36], which combines Copy Weight with Re-init (CWR) [48]
with SI and EWC.

III. CONTINUAL LEARNING WITH SAMPLED
QUASI-NEWTON
In this section, we introduce our proposed Continual Learn-
ing (CL) method, Continual Learning with Sampled Quasi-
Newton (CSQN). To provide the necessary context, we first
formulate the problem and review Elastic Weight Consoli-
dation (EWC), a foundational regularization-based method
in CL. Next, we discuss the limitations of EWC and the
motivation for CSQN, highlighting the need formore accurate
Hessian approximations to overcome EWC’s shortcomings.
Finally, we provide an overview of (Sampled) Quasi-Newton
methods, which form the foundation of our approach.

A. PROBLEM FORMULATION
We have a sequence of T tasks, each represented by data
D1,D2, . . . ,DT . For each (x, y) ∈ Di, x ∈ Rd is the model
input, and y is the corresponding class label. The tasks are
learned in sequence and, during training of any task t , the
model has only access toDt . The goal is to learn task t without
forgetting the knowledge extracted from D1,D2...,Dt−1, i.e.
if θ ∈ RN are the model’s parameters, and θ(t) are the
parameters after learning the first t tasks in sequence, then
the objective is:

θ(T ) = argmax
θ

P(θ|D1,D2, ...,DT ) (1)

where θ(t) is obtained by training θ(t−1) onDt without access
to D1,D2, ...,Dt−1.
We denote by fθ(·) the model with parameters θ. pθ(y|x)

is its softmax output for class y given input x, while Lcet (θ) is
its cross-entropy loss on task t (thus computed on Dt ).

B. ELASTIC WEIGHT CONSOLIDATION
EWC approaches CL from a Bayesian perspective. When
learning a second task, the optimal parameters θ(2) are found
as follows:

θ(2) = argmax
θ

logP(θ|D1,D2)

= argmax
θ

logP(D2|θ) + logP(θ|D1)
(2)

This is obtained by applying Bayes’ rule to P(θ|D1,D2)
(the objective from Equation 1), assuming that D1 and D2

are independent [2]. The first term on the right-hand side
of Equation 2 corresponds to optimizing the cross-entropy
loss for D2, i.e. Lce2 (θ); the second term, the posterior after
training on task 1, is intractable. However, it can be estimated
using the Laplace approximation [3]:

logP(θ|D1) = −
λ

2
(θ − θ(1))TΛ(θ − θ(1)) (3)

In Equation 3, Λ represents the Hessian of Lce1 (θ(1)). The
Laplace approximation models the posterior P(θ|D1) as a
normal distributionN (θ(1),Λ−1). To estimate the HessianΛ,
EWC utilizes the Fisher Information Matrix (FIM), defined
as:

F(t)
θ = E(x,y)∼Dt

[(
∂ log pθ(y|x)

∂θ

)(
∂ log pθ(y|x)

∂θ

)T
]
(4)

To simplify, EWC approximates the FIM by its main diago-
nal. Combining Equations 2, 3 and the assumption that the
FIM is diagonal, the loss during training task 2 becomes the
following:

L2(θ) = Lce2 (θ) +
λ

2

N∑
i=1

Ω
(1)
i

(
θi − θ

(1)
i

)2

(5)

With Ω(1) ∈ RN the diagonal of F(1)

θ(1) , θi the ith parameter
of the model fθ(·) and λ a hyper-parameter, determining
the weight of the regularization. Ω(1)

i can be considered an
estimate of how important θ(1)i is to fθ(1) for task 1.
To extend EWC to more than two tasks, a regularization

loss can be introduced for each term. However, [49] suggests
combining these regularization losses in one term. When
learning task t + 1, one then obtains:

Lt+1(θ) = Lcet+1(θ)+
λ

2

N∑
i=1

 t∑
j=1

Ω
(j)
i

(
θi − θ

(t)
i

)2

(6)

Therefore, it suffices to store
∑t

j=1 Ω
(j) and θ(t) in order to

learn task t + 1 with EWC.

C. LIMITATIONS OF EWC AND MOTIVATION FOR CSQN
While EWC mitigates catastrophic forgetting, its effective-
ness is limited by its assumption that FIM is approximately
diagonal. This assumption oversimplifies parameter correla-
tions, and in many cases the diagonal of the FIM captures
only a small portion of the total information. As a result,
EWC’s Hessian approximation is often inaccurate, leading to
suboptimal posterior estimation and reduced performance in
continual learning tasks.
A method that overcomes the diagonal FIM assumption

while maintaining computational feasibility is needed. By
leveraging more accurate Hessian approximations, such a
method could better estimate the posterior distribution, ef-
fectively preserving knowledge across tasks and addressing
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the shortcomings of EWC. This is the motivation behind
Continual Learning with Sampled Quasi-Newton (CSQN),
which we propose as a solution to these challenges.

D. (SAMPLED) QUASI-NEWTON METHODS
To improve EWC’s poor Hessian approximation, we explore
the use of Quasi-Newton (QN) methods. Before diving into
our approach, we first reviewQN and SampledQuasi-Newton
(SQN) methods to provide the necessary background.

1) Quasi-Newton Methods
Given a function f (·) to optimize with respect to x ∈ Rn.
Let fk = f (xk) with xk be the current solution at iteration k
and ∇f k its gradient. In order to iteratively optimize f , QN
methods consider the quadratic model:

mk(p) = fk +∇f Tk p+
1

2
pTBkp (7)

with Bk an estimate of the Hessian at the current solution
xk . QN methods move to the next iteration by taking a step
in the direction of the quadratic model’s minimizer, p∗ =
−B−1

k ∇f k . Next, the Hessian estimate is updated and the
process is repeated until convergence.

QN methods differ in how this Hessian estimate is com-
puted. Two well-known QN methods are BFGS and SR1,
which, respectively, apply a rank-two and rank-one update to
the Hessian estimate at each iteration. For BFGS, the Hessian
estimate at iteration k is computed as follows [4]:

Bk = B0 −
[
B0Sk Y k

] [STk B0Sk Lk
LTk −Dk

]−1 [
STk B0

YT
k

]
(8)

with Sk = [s0, s1..., sk−1] and Y k = [y0, y1..., yk−1] where
si = xi+1 − xi and yi = ∇f i+1 − ∇f i. Moreover, Dk

is a diagonal matrix with (Dk)i,i = sTi yi and Lk is a lower
triangular matrix with values (Lk)i,j = sTi yj only when i > j,
otherwise (Lk)i,j = 0. Finally, B0 is an initial estimate for the
Hessian, commonly B0 = γI with I the n×n identity matrix.

For SR-1, the Hessian estimate at iteration k is computed
as follows [4]:

Bk = B0 + (Y k − B0Sk)
(
Dk + Lk + LTk − STk B0Sk

)−1

× (Y k − B0Sk)T
(9)

While it is not guaranteed that the Hessian estimates produced
by SR1 are positive definite, SR1 has proven to yield better
Hessian estimates than BFGS [4].

Furthermore, to limit the memory requirements of the QN
methods, only theM most recent s and y vectors are stored in
Sk and Y k , respectively.

2) Sampled Quasi-Newton Methods
To further improve QN methods, [5] proposes Sampled
Quasi-Newton methods. While in QN methods S and Y de-
pend on (s, y) pairs from the current and previous M − 1
iterations, SQN methods "forget the past" and, at each it-
eration, build the S and Y matrices from scratch [5]. This

has some advantages. First, as illustrated in [5], this yields
better Hessian approximations. Second, since S and Y are
computed from scratch at each iteration, they immediately
containM components (i.e.M columns), unlike in traditional
QN methods where this is only the case after M iterations.
Once S and Y are sampled, SQNmethods proceed in the same
way as their QN counterparts.
To obtain Sk and Y k at iteration k from scratch, SQN

methods sample points x̃i ∈ Rn with i = 1, ..,M in the neigh-
borhood of xk . Then, these methods compute si = xk − x̃i
and yi = ∇f (xk) − ∇f (x̃i) and, similar to QN methods,
store si and yi in, respectively, Sk = [s1, s2, ..., sM ] and
Y k = [y1, y2, ..., yM ].
The process of obtaining S and Y by sampling is summa-

rized in Algorithm 1. x̃i is sampled from N (xk ,Σ) with Σ
a diagonal matrix. Moreover, note that y is computed using
∇2f (xk)s instead of y = ∇f k −∇f (x̃i). The advantage of
the former case is that it is invariant to the scale ofΣ, whereas
in the latter case, the scale of Σ must be carefully chosen.

Algorithm 1 Computation of S and Y in SQN methods [5]
1: function Compute_SY(xk , M , Σ)
2: Initialize S, Y ← [ ], [ ]
3: for i = 1, ...,M do
4: Sample x̃i ∼ N (xk ,Σ)
5: s← xk − x̃i
6: y←∇2f (xk)s ▷ or: y←∇f (xk)−∇f (x̃i)
7: S, Y ← [S s], [Y y]
8: end for
9: return S, Y
10: end function

To assure that the Hessian approximations for BFGS are
positive definite, an (s, y) pair may only be added to S and Y
if sT y > κ∥s∥2 [5]. On the other hand, in order for Equation
9 to be well defined for SR1, |sT (y−Bs)| ≥ κ||s||2 must hold
for all (s, y) pairs [5]. Therefore, only (s, y) pairs that satisfy
the required condition(s) are added to S and Y . However, [5]
shows that, if κ is sufficiently small (e.g. κ = 1e-8), the
condition is rarely violated.

E. CSQN
We combine EWC and SQN to develop our proposed con-
tinual learning method: Continual Learning with Sampled
Quasi-Newton (CSQN).

1) Adapting the Model to a Second Task
Given Equation 3, we consider SQN methods to find an
estimate of the Hessian of Lce1 (θ(1)), which, unlike in EWC,
does not assume the model parameters to be independent.
SQNmethods obtain S andY from scratch at each iteration.

This enables us to approximate the Hessian without needing
to optimize the ANN using an SQN method. This is a third
advantage of using SQN over QN, in addition to the two
given in Section III-D2. Given θ(1), we thus use Algorithm
1 to sample S(1) and Y (1). Next, Equation 8 or 9 returns an
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estimate of the Hessian, B(1), which is then used in Equation
3, resulting in the following loss function to adapt the model
to the second task:

L2(θ) = Lce2 (θ) +
λ

2
(θ − θ(1))TB(1)(θ − θ(1)) (10)

Dropping superscripts for convenience, note that B is com-
puted from S, Y and B0. It thus suffices to store these three
objects, combined 2M + 1 vectors of size N .
Reducing memory requirements for SR1. As SR1 with M
(s, y) pairs results in a rank-M (without the initial Hessian
estimate B0) approximation of the Hessian, it should suffice
to store M + 1 instead of 2M + 1 vectors. To this end, we
compute X ∈ RN×M and A ∈ RN×N such that we can
write Equation 9 as B = B0 + XA−1XT . Next, we apply the
Cholesky factorization to A−1, such that A−1 = LLT , which
allows us to write B = B0+ZZT with Z = XL. However, the
Cholesky factorization requires A to be positive definite. If
A is not positive definite, which may be problematic because
in that case the regularization loss of Equation 10 might be
negative, we compute the Eigenvalue Decomposition (EVD)
of A−1: A−1 = VΓVT . Next, we obtain Γ′ by setting the
negative eigenvalues inΓ to zero, after which we compute the
QR factorization of (V

√
Γ′)T such that A−1 ≈ VΓ′VT =

(QR)TQR = RTR = LLT with L = RT . Consequently,
we find Z = XL and it suffices to store Z ∈ RN×M and
B0 ∈ RN . Moreover, it is assured that the regularization loss
for CSQNwith SR1will be positive. Algorithm 2 summarizes
the procedure for obtaining Z from S and Y .

Algorithm 2 Computation of Z from S and Y
1: function Compute_Z_from_SY(S, Y )
2: Compute X , A from Eq. 9 s.t. B = B0 + XA−1XT

3: Compute A−1 = VΓVT ▷ EVD
4: if A−1 is positive definite then
5: Compute A−1 = LLT ▷ Cholesky factorization
6: return Z = XL
7: else
8: Set Γ′ = max(Γ,0) ▷ Element-wise max(·)
9: (V

√
Γ′)T = QR ▷ QR factorization

10: return Z = XRT

11: end if
12: end function

Further improvingCSQNwith diagonal of FIM.To further
improve CSQN, we use Ω(1), the diagonal of the FIM and
the Hessian approximation of EWC, in two ways. First, as
covariance matrix Σ to compute S and Y (see Algorithm 1),
we set Σ = (Ω(1) + ϵmax(Ω(1))I)−1 with max(Ω(1)) the
maximum ofΩ(1) and I the N × N identity matrix. The idea
is that knowing the Hessian leads to better sampling, and
the diagonal of the FIM is an initial estimate of the Hessian.
This has proven to work well in our experiments. However,
note that this introduces a new hyperparameter ϵ to avoid
numerical problems when some elements of Ω(1) are (close
to) zero. Second, we take Ω(1) as our initial estimate of the

Hessian, i.e. B(1)
0 = Ω(1). This means that the regularization

loss of CSQN can be split into two terms: one term is related
to B0 and therefore equal to EWC’s regularization loss, while
the second term is related to S and Y and the corresponding
rank-2M or rank-M Hessian approximations. Consequently,
CSQNdirectly extends EWC. (Note that Algorithm 1 requires
computing the gradient ofLce1 (θ(1)), which is also required to
compute Ω(1). Therefore, for CSQN, computing Ω(1) does
not entail an extra forward or backward pass over the task’s
data.)

2) Extending CSQN to Multiple Tasks
To adapt a model trained on t tasks to a (t + 1)th task, we
follow the reasoning of [49] and consider the following loss:

Lt+1(θ) = Lcet+1(θ)

+
λ

2

(
θ − θ(t)

)T  t∑
j=1

B(j)

(
θ − θ(t)

) (11)

3) Limiting Memory Requirements
A disadvantage of our method, as currently proposed, is that
the memory requirements increase linearly with the number
of tasks. To overcome this, a straightforward approach is
to use Algorithm 2 to compute Z(i) for each task i. These
matrices are then concatenated into one large matrix Z(≤t),
after which Singular Value Decomposition (SVD) is applied
to reduce the number of columns to M (for SR1) or 2M (for
BFGS). This is done after each task, and thus the number of
columns of Z(≤t) is constant as t increases. To compensate for
the reduction of regularization loss, as we reduce the number
of columns of Z(≤t) fromMb toMa, we multiply the reduced
Z̃
(≤t)

by
√
Mb/
√
Ma. We call this strategy CT.

One problem of this strategy might be that at task t + 1,
when Z̃

(≤t)
and Z(t+1) are concatenated and reduced with

SVD, Z̃
(≤t)

represents t times more tasks than Z(t+1), yet
both contain the same number of columns. Consequently, one
can expect Z̃

(≤t+1)
to contain less and less information about

older tasks as t increases. To overcome this, we group the
tasks into a binary tree. All tasks start at the bottom of the tree
and are grouped two-by-two. Once a task and its neighbour in
the tree have both been learned by the model, their Zmatrices
are concatenated and reduced with SVD into a Z matrix of
sizeM for SR1 and 2M for BFGS. The resultingmatrixmoves
up the tree and the process is repeated. Therefore, unlike in
the CT strategy, any two Z matrices that are concatenated
and reduced represent an equal number of tasks. With this
strategy, referred to as BTREE, the number of components
to store is not constant, but only increases with log2(T ). This
method is illustrated for T = 4 in Fig. 1.
Finally, we also consider using CSQN for the most recent

task and EWC for older tasks. Thus, we only store the Z
matrix (for SR1), or X and Amatrices (for BFGS) of the most
recent task; for older tasks, we discard thesematrices and only
regularize through B0, the initial Hessian, which is the diago-
nal of the FIM that is used in EWC. For example, in Equation
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FIGURE 1. Illustration of the binary tree of tasks for the BTREE method
with T = 4. After learning task 2, the Z matrices of tasks 1 and 2 are
concatenated and reduced with SVD to form a single Z matrix of size
(2)M. Following task 3, no reduction is applied. After task 4 is learned, the
Z matrices of tasks 3 and 4 are concatenated and reduced. In a second
step, the Z matrix from tasks 1 and 2, and the Z matrix from tasks 3 and 4
are further reduced into a single Z matrix of size (2)M.

TABLE 1. Overview of methods for limiting CSQN’s memory requirements.
Last column describes how the memory requirements increase with the
number of tasks T (Linear: linearly with T ; Log: logarithmically with T ;
Constant: constant, no increase).

Name Method Memory

None Store and maintain all (2)M + 1 vectors per
task

Linear

CT Apply SVD to reduce [Z̃
(<t)

Z(t)] to (2)M+1
columns after each task

Constant

BTREE Order tasks in binary-tree and apply CT to
pairs of tasks, as shown in Fig. 1.

Log

MRT Apply CSQN only to the most recent task,
using EWC for older tasks

Constant

11, this means that B(t) is computed using Algorithm 1 and
Equations 8 or 9, while B(j) = Ω(j) for j < t . This means that
CSQN ’protects’ the most recent task, while EWC ’protects’
older tasks. We refer to this strategy as MRT (Most Recent
Task). While one might expect that this would mean that we
need two regularization weights λ, i.e. one for the most recent
task (CSQN) and one for the older tasks (EWC), we found that
this is not the case.

An overview of the three proposed strategies to limit the
memory requirements of CSQN is shown in Table 1.

4) Overview
Algorithm 3 summarizes our method, CSQN. Note that
reduce(·) could be any user-defined function to reduce Z(≤t),
including those proposed in Section III-E3. If it is defined,
or if it is not (because reducing the number of components
is not desired) but the considered QN method is SR1, then
Algorithm 2 is used to compute Z(t) (Line 13). In the former
case, by applying reduce(·) to Z(t) and Z̃

(<t)
, Z̃

(≤t)
is ob-

tained (Line 16). In the latter case, Z̃
(≤t)

is simply obtained
by concatenating Z(1), ...,Z(t−1). In either case, Z̃

(≤t)
is then

used in Line 6 in the next iteration (of the for loop) to compute
the regularization loss to learn task t + 1. Finally, if it is
not desired to reduce the number of components and the
consideredmethod is BFGS, then it is not required to compute
Z(t), and it suffices to store S(t) and Y (t). To learn task t + 1
during the next iteration, then, S(1), ...,S(t), Y (1), ...,Y (t) and
Equation 8 are used.

Algorithm 3 Continual Learning with SQN
1: Initialize θ, select M , ϵ, method (BFGS or SR1), define
reduce(·) to reduce Z (if desired), choose λ.

2: Set B0 ← 0
3: for t = 1, ...,T do
4: # Use B0, and Z̃

(≤t)
with Eq. 9 for SR1

5: # or {S(j)}(t−1)
j=1 and {Y (j)}(t−1)

j=1 with Eq. 8 for BFGS
6: θ(t) ← train fθ with loss Lt(θ) from Eq. 11 on Dt
7: Compute ∇Lce

t (θ
(t)) and Ω(t)

8: Σ← (Ω(t) + ϵmax(Ω(t))I)−1

9: S, Y ← Compute_SY(θ(t), M , Σ)
10: B0 ← B0 +Ω(t)

11: # For SR1, or to reduce, Z must be computed
12: if method == SR1 or reduce(·) is defined then
13: Z(t) ← Compute_Z_from_SY(S, Y)
14: Z̃

(≤t)
← [Z̃

(<t)
Z(t)]

15: if reduce(·) is defined then
16: Compute Z̃

(≤t)
← reduce(Z̃

(≤t)
)

17: end if
18: Store B0, Z̃

(≤t)

19: else
20: Store B0, S(t), Y (t)

21: end if
22: end for
23: result model fθ(T)

IV. EXPERIMENTS
We evaluate CSQN on several continual learning benchmarks
and compare its performance against strong baselines.
Datasets. We consider four benchmarks: Rotated MNIST
[35], Split CIFAR-10/100 [9], Split TinyImageNet [50], and
Vision Datasets [17]. In Rotated MNIST, following [28],
MNIST [51] images for task t are rotated by an angle of
γ(t − 1). The MNIST training set is split into 55,000 training
and 5,000 validation images. For Split CIFAR-10/100, the
CIFAR-100 data [52] is divided into T subsets with 100/T
non-overlapping classes, with CIFAR-10 as the first task, re-
sulting in T+1 tasks. We split the CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-100
training sets into 45,000 training and 5,000 validation images.
In Split TinyImageNet, the 200 classes are split into T tasks
with non-overlapping classes, with each task further divided
into 90% training and 10% validation data. Finally, in the Vi-
sion Datasets benchmark, tasks are composed of five datasets:
MNIST, CIFAR-10, SVHN [53], FashionMNIST [54], and
notMNIST [55], with training data split into 95% training
and 5% validation. In the Rotated MNIST experiments, the
entire model is shared, whereas in Split CIFAR-10/100, Split
TinyImageNet, and Vision Datasets experiments, the classifi-
cation layer is task-specific, meaning each task learns its own
classification layer.
Baselines. We compare CSQN to the following methods:
(a) EWC, as explained in Section III-B;
(b) Memory-Aware Synapses (MAS) [10]: similar to EWC

but computes Ω(t) differently, without relying on class
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ground truth labels;
(c) Kronecker-Factored approximated Laplace (KF) [17]:

uses Kronecker-factored approximations of the FIM to
estimate the posterior with Laplace approximation;

(d) Learning without Forgetting (LWF) [22]: uses knowl-
edge distillation between fθ(t) and fθ (the current model)
on data from task t + 1 when learning task t + 1;

(e) Orthogonal Gradient Descent (OGD) [28]: updates the
gradient in SGD such that it is orthogonal to gradients of
the previous tasks (we consider the OGD-GTL variant)
– to this end, it stores K gradients for each task;

(f) Gradient Projection Memory (GPM) [29]: splits the gra-
dient space into a subspace with high interference and
one with low interference with previous tasks. Before
performing an optimizer step with SGD, GPM then
makes sure that the gradient update lies in the latter
subspace;

(g) Experience Replay (ER) [34]: a rehearsal-based method
which, at each iteration, samples a mini-batch from a
(small) memory of previous samples to rehearse previ-
ous tasks;

(h) Dark Experience Replay++ (DER++) [26]: a strong
rehearsal-based continual learning method that com-
bines experience replay with knowledge distillation [21]
to stabilize learning across tasks;

(i) Average-Gradient Episodic Memory (A-GEM) [37]: a
rehearsal-based method that, at each iteration, samples a
mini-batch from memory to ensure that the gradients of
the new task and old tasks do not interfere. If interference
is detected, the method updates the new task’s gradient
to make it orthogonal to those of the old tasks;

(j) Fine-Tuning: naïvely adapts the model to new tasks
without using any CL algorithm - considered the worst-
case scenario.

We first compare CSQN to EWC, MAS, and KF—similar
regularization-based methods—on the Rotated MNIST and
Split CIFAR-10/100 experiments. For the Split TinyImageNet
and Vision Datasets experiments, we include all baselines
to evaluate CSQN against a broader set of strong methods.
Our baseline selection prioritizes methods that are broadly
applicable across different architectures and CL settings. In
particular, we focus on methods that are effective in scenarios
where the primary challenge is maintaining a stable feature
representation across tasks. This aligns with our experimental
setting, where new tasks involve either the same classes as
previous tasks (commonly referred to as domain-incremental
learning) or new classes (called class-incremental learning),
but with a newly trained classification layer.

Evaluation Metrics. To evaluate the performance of the
methods, we consider the average accuracy (ACC) and back-
ward transfer (BWT), as in [35]. The former is simply the
average of the accuracies of all tasks after the last task has
been learned. The latter is defined as follows, assuming that
Rij is the accuracy on task j after learning task i and that T

tasks are learned:

BWT =
1

T − 1

T−1∑
i=1

(RTi − Rii) (12)

Consequently, negative BWT indicates forgetting.
Models and training. For the MNIST benchmarks, we con-
sider aMulti-Layer Perceptron (MLP) with two hidden layers
of 256 neurons and ReLU activations and a dropout [56] of
25%. We train the model for 10 epochs for each task with
Adam [57] (β1 = 0.9, β2 = 0.999) with a learning rate of
0.001. For the Split CIFAR-10/100 and Split TinyImageNet
experiments, we consider ResNet-18 [58]. For Split CIFAR-
10/100, the first task (on the CIFAR-10 dataset) is trained
for 15 epochs and subsequent (CIFAR-100 tasks) are trained
for 10 epochs, while for the Split TinyImageNet experiments,
the number of epochs is set to 5. The optimizer is the same
as for the MNIST experiments, except for OGD, GPM and
A-GEM, for which, instead of Adam, we use SGD with the
same learning rate and momentum of 0.9. Finally, for the
Vision Datasets experiments, we use a similar LeNet [59] as
in [17], with two convolutional layers with convolutions of
5×5 and 20 and 50 channels, respectively, followed by a fully-
connected layer with 500 neurons. However, we add another
fully-connected layer of 84 neurons, to reduce the number of
neurons in the classification layer, which is task-specific and
therefore not subject to regularization. Each of the five tasks
is trained for 50 epochs using the same optimizers as for the
MNIST experiments.
Implementation. For our method, CSQN, we consider ϵ =
1e-4 and κ = 1e-12 in all experiments. We consider CSQN
with both BFGS (referred to as CSQN-B) and SR1 (CSQN-
S) with M = 10 and M = 20 (reported between brackets).
For the rehearsal-based baselines – ER, DER++ and A-GEM
– we randomly sample a memory set from the training data
after training each task and add it to the ’global’ memory
set, whose size increases with the number of tasks. For the
hyperparameter selection with respect to λ (α and β for
DER++), the regularization weight, for both our method and
the baselines, as well as for the other hyperparameters for
the baselines, we refer to Appendix A. All experiments are
done in PyTorch [60] 1. All reported results are averages of
five runs. The standard deviation of these five runs is, for all
experiments, reported in Appendix B.

A. ROTATED MNIST
For the Rotated MNIST experiments, we consider T = 20
and γ = 5◦.
As shown in Table 2, CSQN outperforms EWC and MAS

in terms of ACC after 20 tasks, for all four settings. The
differences between these settings are relatively small, but
increasing the number of components from M = 10 to
M = 20 seems to slightly improve the performance of CSQN
with both BFGS and SR1. Additionally, CSQN with SR1

1For our code, refer to github.com/StevenVdEeckt/csqn.
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TABLE 2. Average accuracy (ACC) and backward transfer (BWT) in % on, respectively, the Rotated MNIST, Split CIFAR-10/100, Split TinyImageNet and
Vision Datasets experiments. Best average performance (ACC) per experiment is in bold.

Model
MNIST CIFAR ImageNet Vision

ACC BWT ACC BWT ACC BWT ACC BWT

Fine-Tuning 58.66 -41.15 50.52 -22.87 23.89 -28.37 33.00 -73.00
EWC 79.29 -17.12 61.42 -2.58 44.55 +0.02 70.62 -9.74
MAS 82.06 -12.48 60.84 -2.42 42.55 +0.02 73.78 -8.96
KF 94.66 -1.92 61.05 +0.26 45.01 +0.72 77.55 -1.67
LWF - - - - 11.03 -43.99 75.71 -9.45
OGD - - - - 44.99 -3.36 47.41 -50.66
GPM - - - - 40.31 +0.35 77.03 -4.07
ER - - - - 37.84 -8.02 77.51 -11.96
A-GEM - - - - 30.19 -12.04 67.55 -24.65
DER++ - - - - 40.25 -7.33 77.09 -11.01

CSQN-S (10) 85.49 -8.21 65.82 -2.54 46.07 +0.33 77.95 -6.69
CSQN-S (20) 86.22 -7.46 66.39 -1.06 45.47 +0.35 79.23 -4.77
CSQN-B (10) 85.37 -8.45 62.69 -0.28 46.49 +0.74 78.04 -2.30
CSQN-B (20) 85.96 -7.96 64.32 -5.06 46.02 +0.43 77.98 -6.77

TABLE 3. Average accuracy (ACC), backward transfer (BWT) and forward transfer (FWT) in % on, respectively, the Rotated MNIST, Split CIFAR-10/100, Split
TinyImageNet and Vision Datasets experiments with different reduction strategies applied to CSQN-S (20). ’None’ is CSQN-S (20) from Table 2. Last column
describes how the memory requirements increase with the number of tasks T (Linear: linearly with T ; Log: logarithmically with T ; Constant: constant, no
increase).

Method
MNIST CIFAR ImageNet Vision

Memory
ACC BWT ACC BWT ACC BWT ACC BWT

None 86.22 -7.46 66.39 -1.06 45.47 +0.35 79.23 -4.77 Linear
CT 82.44 -6.91 64.06 -1.79 42.41 -2.21 74.95 -6.65 Constant
BTREE 85.48 -8.36 65.86 -1.48 45.53 +0.26 75.97 -3.37 Log
MRT 84.76 -9.57 63.73 -0.63 47.94 +0.77 75.36 -5.88 Constant

slightly outperforms CSQNwith BFGS. Specifically, CSQN-
S 20 improves the performance of EWC and MAS by 8.7%
and 5.1%, respectively. Figure 2 shows the average accuracy
after each task, clearly illustrating that CSQN consistently
performs better than EWC and MAS, particularly after 10
tasks, where the gap becomes wider.

However, while CSQN outperforms EWC, it underper-
forms KF, which reaches an impressive average accuracy of
over 94%—approximately 10% higher than the best CSQN
setting and 19% higher than EWC. This result is consistent
with [17], which also foundKF to perform considerably better
than EWC in similar experiments on the MNIST dataset
with a similar model. Given its excellent performance, it is
no surprise that KF attains the highest backward transfer
and experiences significantly less forgetting than CSQN, and
especially MAS and EWC. Indeed, Figure 2 shows that KF is
able to learn the tasks with almost zero forgetting.

Note that since the Rotated MNIST tasks are ordered on
increasing angle γ, the results could vary if tasks were pre-
sented in a different sequence.

B. SPLIT CIFAR-10/100
We split the CIFAR-100 dataset into T = 10 tasks, thus
obtaining a sequence of 11 tasks. Table 2 shows the final
results for the Split CIFAR-10/100 experiments.
Similar conclusions can be drawn as for the Rotated

MNIST experiments: CSQN substantially outperforms EWC
and MAS across all CSQN settings. As observed in the Ro-
tated MNIST experiments, CSQN with SR1 performs better
than CSQNwith BFGS, and having more components (larger
M ) also proves advantageous. However, the differences be-
tween settings are more pronounced. For instance, CSQN-S
(20) improves EWC’s performance by 8.1%, whereas CSQN-
B (10) only achieves a 2.1% improvement. Nevertheless, all
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FIGURE 2. Average accuracy in % after each task for Rotated MNIST.

FIGURE 3. Average accuracy in % after each task for Split CIFAR-10/100
experiments.

CSQN configurations (CSQN-S (20), CSQN-B (10), CSQN-
S (10), and CSQN-B (20)) outperform KF, unlike in the Ro-
tated MNIST experiments. While KF once again achieves the
highest backward transfer, even a positive value (indicating
improved performance on old tasks when learning new ones),
it struggles to learn new tasks effectively and underperforms
compared to EWC.

Figure 3, which displays the average accuracy after training
each task, shows that KF outperforms EWC until the seventh
task, after which it experiences a drop in performance. All
CSQN settings consistently outperform EWC, MAS, and KF,
with CSQN-S (20) being the best performing method after
each task.

C. SPLIT TINYIMAGENET
For the Split TinyImageNet experiments, we consider T =
10, resulting in a sequence of ten tasks. Additionally, we
introduce the baselines LWF, OGD, GPM, ER, and A-GEM.
The results are presented in Table 2.

Once again, all four CSQN settings outperform EWC,
MAS, and KF. As shown in Figure 4, this holds true after
learning each of the ten tasks. Interestingly, compared to
previous experiments, CSQNwith BFGS outperforms CSQN
with SR1, and more components (higherM ) prove detrimen-
tal rather than beneficial to performance. The CSQN settings

FIGURE 4. Average accuracy in % after each task for Split TinyImageNet.

FIGURE 5. Average accuracy in % after each task for Vision Datasets
experiments.

with M = 10 achieve approximately the same backward
transfer as those with M = 20 while demonstrating higher
average performance. This suggests that the higherM settings
may be over-regularizing, protecting parameters or prohibit-
ing directions in the parameter space unnecessarily, which
hinders the model from effectively learning new tasks.
Comparing CSQN to the other baselines (LWF, OGD,

GPM, and the rehearsal-based methods ER, A-GEM and
DER++), CSQN consistently outperforms all of them, as
these baselines also underperform compared to KF. Figure 4
demonstrates this superiority after learning each task. With
the exception of GPM, these baselines fail to achieve the
high (or even positive) backward transfer of CSQN, KF, and
even EWC and MAS, indicating that they suffer from severe
forgetting compared to the latter methods.

D. VISION DATASETS
Finally, we consider the Vision Datasets experiments, with
results presented in Table 2.
CSQN outperforms EWC, MAS, and KF, with CSQN-

S (20) achieving the best performance among the CSQN
settings, similar to the Rotated MNIST and Split TinyIma-
geNet experiments. From the four experiments, we conclude
that CSQN with SR1 generally performs slightly better than
CSQN with BFGS, especially considering that in terms of
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memory requirements, CSQN-B (10) is equivalent to CSQN-
S (20), not CSQN-B (20). CSQN-S (20) also achieves the
highest backward transfer among the CSQN settings, though
it remains lower than KF’s. However, KF struggles to learn
the tasks as effectively as CSQN. Figure 5 shows that the gap
between CSQN and KF remains roughly consistent after each
task, while the gap between CSQN and EWC orMASwidens
as more tasks are learned.

Although LWF, GPM, ER and DER++ achieve much
higher performance than EWC and MAS, they are still out-
performed by CSQN. LWF, ER and DER++ are effective at
learning new tasks but suffer from much higher forgetting
compared to CSQN. GPM achieves a backward transfer com-
parable to CSQN (better than CSQN-S (10) andCSQN-B (20)
but worse than CSQN-S (20)) but fails to learn new tasks as
effectively as CSQN. Finally, A-GEM and OGD suffer from
catastrophic forgetting and perform significantly worse than
all other baselines and CSQN.

Interestingly, as shown in Figure 5, A-GEM performs well
after the first two tasks, achieving higher average accuracy
than CSQN—with only ER performing better. However, as
more tasks are added, A-GEM’s performance declines rela-
tive to that of the other methods. A similar trend is observed
for ER, which performs best after the second and third tasks,
but is eventually outperformed by CSQN.

E. SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS OF RANK M IN CSQN
We conduct a sensitivity analysis of the rank M in CSQN on
Split CIFAR-10/100 (Figure 6) and Vision Datasets (Figure
7). Full results can be found in Appendix B. Note that the
setting with M = 0 corresponds to EWC.
On Split CIFAR-10/100, even the lowest tested rank

of M = 1 already provides a significant advantage over
EWC, demonstrating that CSQN can improve upon tradi-
tional regularization-based methods even with minimal Hes-
sian information. As M increases, performance continues to
improve for SR-1, while for BFGS, noticeable gains only
appear at M = 20. Across all values of M > 0, CSQN with
SR-1 consistently outperforms its BFGS counterpart.

To ensure fair comparisons, the regularization weight λ
from Equation 11 was selected from a predefined set of five
values for each M using a validation set (see Appendix A,
Table 5). However, it is possible that the actual optimal λ
lies between two of these values. This could explain why,
for BFGS, increasing M occasionally leads to (slight) degra-
dation in performance. Nevertheless, since the impact of an
exact λ tuning would be small, we conclude that increasing
M from M = 1 to M = 10 with BFGS in this experiment
does not result in meaningful gains.

Similar trends are observed on the Vision Datasets. With
M = 1, CSQN already surpasses EWC, confirming that even
a low-rank approximation effectively mitigates catastrophic
forgetting. FromM = 2 onward, increasing the rankM leads
to limited improvements. At M = 1, CSQN with BFGS
already outperforms all baselines except KF and ER; from
M = 5 onward, both BFGS and SR-1 variants of CSQN

outperform all baselines. Notably, the difference between
BFGS and SR-1 remains small across all tested values of M .
Initially, at M = 1 and M = 2, BFGS slightly outperforms
SR-1, but at M = 20, SR-1 surpasses BFGS.
These findings indicate that even a low-rank approximation

with M = 1 is already sufficient to provide substantial im-
provements over EWC. Furthermore, setting M = 5 suffices
for CSQN to outperform all other baselines.

FIGURE 6. Sensitivity of CSQN with respect to rank M on Split
CIFAR-10/100.

FIGURE 7. Sensitivity of CSQN with respect to rank M on Vision Datasets.

F. LIMITING MEMORY REQUIREMENTS
As discussed in Section III-E3, a disadvantage of CSQN is
its memory requirements, which increase linearly with T , the
number of tasks. To address this, we proposed three strategies
to mitigate this increase, summarized in Table 1, and applied
these strategies to CSQN with SR1 and M = 20 in all four
experiments. The results are presented in Table 3.
The CT strategy, which uses SVD to ensure memory re-

quirements remain constant, still outperforms EWC andMAS
on the Rotated MNIST, Split CIFAR-10/100, and Vision
Datasets experiments. Additionally, on the latter two, similar
to the non-reduced CSQN, it also outperforms KF. However,
on Split TinyImageNet, CT suffers from increased forgetting
and underperformance even compared to EWC and MAS.
On average, the performance degradation of CT compared to
non-reduced CSQN is between 4% and 7% across the four
experiments.
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Compared to CT, the BTREE strategy – where Z matrices
of the tasks are organized in a binary tree and reduced two-by-
two – performs better, with less than 1% degradation on the
Rotated MNIST and Split CIFAR-10/100 experiments. On
Split TinyImageNet, no performance degradation is observed.
Consequently, BTREE outperforms EWC and MAS on all
experiments, KF on Split CIFAR-10/100 and Split TinyIm-
ageNet, and all baselines on Split TinyImageNet. Only on Vi-
sion Datasets does BTREE experience a larger performance
degradation of 4% compared to non-reduced CSQN.

Finally, the MRT strategy, which applies CSQN to the
last task while regularizing older tasks using EWC, also
maintains constant memory requirements like CT. However,
MRT exhibits less performance degradation than CT, with
less than 2% on Rotated MNIST, and between 4% and 5%
on Split CIFAR-10/100 and Vision Datasets. Interestingly, on
Split TinyImageNet, MRT results in a 5.5% improvement,
making CSQN-S (20) with MRT the best performer among
all baselines and CSQN settings.

In conclusion, both BTREE and MRT offer effective ways
to limit CSQN’s memory requirements, resulting in either
only logarithmic growth with T (the number of tasks) or con-
stant memory usage, respectively, with minimal performance
degradation. Consequently, these strategies achieve compet-
itive results, outperforming all baselines on Split CIFAR-
10/100 and Split TinyImageNet, while many of these base-
lines (e.g., KF, OGD, ER, A-GEM) still face linear growth in
memory usage as the number of tasks increases.

G. COMPARISON BETWEEN CSQN AND KF
Both CSQN and KF are based on EWC’s idea of using
Laplace approximation to estimate the posterior for previous
tasks. EWC uses the diagonal of the FIM in the Laplace ap-
proximation, which implicitly assumes that model parameters
are independent. CSQN andKF both attempt to overcome this
limitation. KF employs Kronecker-factored approximations
of the FIM [18], allowing the FIM to be efficiently and
compactly obtained per layer. As a result, KF’s Hessian ap-
proximation is block-diagonal and accounts for interactions
between parameters within the same layer. CSQN, on the
other hand, uses Hessian approximations obtained through
QN methods. To derive these approximations, CSQN uti-
lizes the concept of SQN methods, which involves sampling
around the current model parameters. Consequently, CSQN’s
Hessian approximation is no longer diagonal, allowing in-
teractions between any two parameters to be considered.
Another advantage of CSQN is its ease of implementation
across different network architectures, as obtaining the Hes-
sian approximation only requires sampling around the current
model parameters and computingM +1 gradients. However,
a drawback of CSQN is that its Hessian estimate is a very low-
rank approximation, asM is typicallymuch smaller compared
to N .

In the experiments, we find that KF outperforms CSQN on
the Rotated MNIST experiments with the MLP, while CSQN
surpasses KF on the Split CIFAR-10/100 and Split TinyIm-

ageNet experiments with ResNet-18, as well as the more
challenging Vision Datasets experiments with LeNet. For KF,
these results are consistent with [17], where the difference
between KF and EWCwas significantly larger on the MNIST
experiments using MLP compared to, for instance, the Vision
Datasets experiments with the LeNet architecture. Overall,
CSQN outperforms KF in three out of the four experiments.
In terms of memory requirements, KF is slightly more

memory-efficient than CSQN. For example, using ResNet-
18, if we express memory requirements in terms of the num-
ber of models, KF needs to store slightly more than 8 models
per task, while CSQN requires M + 1 models per task (e.g.,
M = 10 or M = 20). Using LeNet, the differences are more
pronounced, with KF requiring 3.4 models per task compared
to CSQN’sM . For both KF and CSQN,memory requirements
increase linearly with the number of tasks T . However, as
shown in Section IV-F, we can mitigate this for CSQN with
minimal performance degradation. When using the reduced
versions of CSQN from Section III-E3 – of which the results
on the experiments were discussed in Section IV-F – CSQN
soon becomes more memory-efficient than KF after a small
number of tasks, as memory requirements either increase
logarithmically (for BTREE) or remain constant (for CT or
MRT). Moreover, CSQN with reduction strategies BTREE or
MRT was still able to outperform KF on the Split CIFAR-
10/100 and Split TinyImageNet experiments.

V. DISCUSSION
Continual Learning with Sampled Quasi-Newton (CSQN)
stands out for its simplicity in implementation and adapt-
ability. Unlike methods such as Gradient Projection Memory
(GPM) and Kronecker-factored (KF) approximations, which
require architecture-specific implementations and may not
generalize to all neural network types, CSQN is straight-
forward to implement and can be easily applied to diverse
architectures. Its only requirement is the ability to compute
gradients, making it a versatile solution for continual learning
tasks. Despite being simple to implement, CSQN effectively
reduces forgetting and improves performance across tasks.
In its Hessian approximation—derived through sampled gra-
dients— CSQN accounts for parameter interactions beyond
the layer level, unlike block-diagonal approximations used in
KF. Performance might be further improved by increasing the
number of components M , although this comes with trade-
offs in computational and memory costs.

A. STRENGTHS OF CSQN
CSQN has several strengths, which can be summarized as
follows:

• Ease of Implementation: Implementing CSQN re-
quires only the ability to compute gradients, making
it simple to integrate into existing workflows without
additional complexity.

• Adaptability Across Architectures: CSQN can be ap-
plied to any architecture, including feedforward net-
works, convolutional architectures, and transformers
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[61]. Unlike methods such as GPM or KF, it does not
rely on architecture-specific definitions, ensuring broad
applicability across diverse neural network models.

• Balance of Implementation Simplicity and Perfor-
mance: While simple to implement, CSQN achieves
substantial improvements in retaining task knowledge
and reducing forgetting compared to baseline methods.
In three out of four benchmark experiments, it outper-
formed all other methods.

B. CHALLENGES OF CSQN
Despite its strengths, CSQN is not without limitations. The
most significant challenge lies in its memory requirements.
The need to storeM+1 vectors (for SR-1; 2M+1 for BFGS)
for each task can make CSQN infeasible for large models
or scenarios with limited memory resources. While our pro-
posed memory reduction strategies, BTREE and MRT (Sec-
tion 1), successfully overcome the linear increase in memory
requirements of CSQN, the overall memory demands re-
main high. Further research is needed to develop approaches
that further reduce memory usage while preserving CSQN’s
strong performance.

In certain scenarios, the memory requirements of CSQN
can be mitigated by selectively applying it to parts of the
model that are most critical for retaining knowledge. For in-
stance, in monolingual Automatic Speech Recognition tasks,
it has been identified that the encoder in encoder-decoder
models is crucial for forgetting [62]. Applying CSQN exclu-
sively to the encoder, while using more lightweight methods
for other parts of the model, could achieve a balance between
memory efficiency and performance.

It is also worth noting that every continual learning method
comes with its own set of disadvantages. For instance,
rehearsal-based methods, while effective, require storing past
data. This is often not permissible where privacy concerns
prohibit data retention.

C. EXTENSIONS TO OTHER LEARNING PARADIGMS
While CSQN is designed for continual learning, its Hessian-
based regularization could also be beneficial in other learning
paradigms. For example, in transfer learning, it could help im-
prove generalization by preserving beneficial representations
while adapting to new tasks. In semi-supervised learning, it
might enhance stability when incorporating unlabeled data by
constraining parameter updates. In robust learning, it could
help mitigate sensitivity to distribution shifts or adversarial
perturbations. Additionally, CSQN’s Hessian approximation
might be useful for model merging, where having an estimate
of the Hessian could facilitate a smoother integration of two
models. Exploring these extensions is beyond the scope of the
current work and will be left for future research.

VI. CONCLUSION
In this paper, we present Continual Learning with Sampled
Quasi-Newton (CSQN), a novel extension of Elastic Weight

Consolidation (EWC) that addresses its limitations by lever-
aging Hessian approximations derived from Sampled Quasi-
Newton (SQN) methods. By overcoming EWC’s diagonal
Hessian assumption, CSQN provides a more accurate regu-
larizationmechanism that accounts for parameter interactions
across layers, resulting in significantly reduced forgetting and
improved performance. CSQN extends EWC by improving
its Hessian estimation, enhancing its performance on complex
continual learning tasks. It is straightforward to implement,
requiring only sampled points and gradient computations, and
is applicable to diverse architectures without architecture-
specific modifications.

CSQN demonstrates strong performance across four
benchmarks, outperforming all tested baselines on three, re-
ducing EWC’s forgetting by an average of 50%, and improv-
ing its performance by an average of 8%. These results under-
score CSQN’s effectiveness as a continual learning method.

While CSQN’s strengths include ease of implementation
and broad applicability, its memory requirements are substan-
tial, particularly for large models. To address this, we propose
three reduction strategies—CT, BTREE, andMRT—that alle-
viate this burdenwithminimal performance trade-offs. Future
work will explore reducing CSQN’s memory requirements
through efficient sampling strategies or hybrid approaches.
By refining CSQN, we aim to make it an even more scalable
and robust solution for continual learning tasks.

APPENDIX A
HYPER-PARAMETER SEARCH

Most of the baselines, as well as our method, require choosing
a hyper-parameter λ to determine the weight of the regular-
ization. Table 5 gives a summary of the values of λ tested for
each of the methods. Note that DER++ instead of λ requires
two hyper-parameters α and β as the regularization weight of
its two losses. For each experiment, we selected the value of
λ with the best performance on the validation sets of all tasks
and then repeated the experiment five times with this value
of λ. We indicate between brackets which value was used
for the Rotated MNIST (rm), Split CIFAR-10/100 (sc), Split
TinyImageNet (st) and Vision Datasets (vd) benchmarks.

Apart from a regularization weight, LWF also requires a
temperature TLWF. Similar to [22], we use TLWF = 2. OGD
requires a hyper-parameter K , the number of gradients per
task to store. We set K = 20, for OGD to have similar
memory requirements as CSQN. K = 20 was also used in
[28]. For GPM, we use the same hyper-parameters as in the
original paper [29]. Finally, for ER, DER++ and A-GEM, we
use a memory of Nmemory samples (randomly sampled from
the training set) per task. Consequently, after learning T tasks,
the memory contains T ∗ Nmemory samples. For both the Split
TinyImageNet and Vision Datasets experiments, Nmemory was
set to 1000, or 50 samples per class per task for the former
and 100 samples per class per task for the latter experiments.
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TABLE 4. Average accuracy in % on, respectively the Rotated MNIST, Split CIFAR-10/100 and Vision Datasets experiments. These results are the average of
five runs. The average of these five runs is reported, as well as the standard deviation.

Model
MNIST CIFAR ImageNet Vision

ACC ACC ACC ACC

EWC 79.28 ± 0.46 61.42 ± 0.22 44.55 ± 0.60 70.62 ± 4.31
MAS 82.06 ± 1.10 60.84 ± 0.85 42.55 ± 0.49 73.78 ± 3.73
KF 94.65 ± 1.05 61.05 ± 0.23 45.01 ± 0.46 77.55 ± 1.09
LWF - - 11.03 ± 0.17 75.71 ± 0.35
OGD - - 44.99 ± 0.45 47.41 ± 1.77
GPM - - 40.31 ± 0.18 77.03 ± 0.18
ER - - 37.84 ± 1.34 77.51 ± 0.33
A-GEM - - 30.19 ± 1.19 67.55 ± 0.65
DER++ - - 40.25 ± 0.40 77.09 ± 0.12

CSQN-S (1) - 63.59 ± 0.28 - 75.32 ± 1.11
CSQN-S (2) - 63.47 ± 0.38 - 77.29 ± 0.65
CSQN-S (5) - 64.37 ± 0.66 - 77.86 ± 1.32
CSQN-S (7) - 64.93 ± 0.11 - 77.88 ± 0.98
CSQN-S (10) 85.49 ± 1.29 65.82 ± 0.37 46.07 ± 0.25 77.95 ± 1.25
CSQN-S (20) 86.22 ± 1.31 66.39 ± 0.18 45.47 ± 0.26 79.23 ± 0.36
CSQN-B (1) - 63.36 ± 0.43 - 77.47 ± 0.61
CSQN-B (2) - 63.05 ± 0.51 - 77.53 ± 0.37
CSQN-B (5) - 62.67 ± 0.16 - 77.75 ± 0.58
CSQN-B (7) - 62.93 ± 0.13 - 76.80 ± 2.66
CSQN-B (10) 85.37 ± 1.09 62.69 ± 0.29 46.49 ± 0.30 78.04 ± 0.27
CSQN-B (20) 85.96 ± 0.75 64.32 ± 0.49 46.02 ± 0.43 77.98 ± 1.23

CSQN-S (20) CT 82.44 ± 1.08 64.06 ± 0.36 42.41 ± 1.07 74.95 ± 0.66
CSQN-S (20) BTREE 85.48 ± 0.44 65.82 ± 0.37 45.53 ± 0.20 75.97 ± 0.96
CSQN-S (20) LAST 84.76 ± 1.56 63.73 ± 0.22 47.94 ± 0.35 75.35 ± 2.89

APPENDIX B
ADDITIONAL RESULTS
All the reported results in Section 4 were the averages of
five runs. In Table 4, we report these averages along with the
standard deviation of these five runs for all experiments and
all methods from Section 4.
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