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Abstract

Although applying Mixture of Experts to large language
models for learning new tasks is widely regarded as an
effective strategy for continuous learning, there still re-
main two major challenges: (1) As the number of tasks
grows, simple parameter expansion strategies can lead to
excessively large models. (2) Modifying the parameters of
the existing router results in the erosion of previously ac-
quired knowledge. In this paper, we present an innova-
tive framework named LLaVA-CMoE, which is a contin-
uous Mixture of Experts (MoE) architecture without any re-
play data. Specifically, we have developed a method called
Probe-Guided Knowledge Extension (PGKE), which em-
ploys probe experts to assess whether additional knowledge
is required for a specific layer. This approach enables the
model to adaptively expand its network parameters based
on task distribution, thereby significantly improving the ef-
ficiency of parameter expansion. Additionally, we introduce
a hierarchical routing algorithm called Probabilistic Task
Locator (PTL), where high-level routing captures inter-task
information and low-level routing focuses on intra-task de-
tails, ensuring that new task experts do not interfere with
existing ones. Our experiments shows that our efficient ar-
chitecture has substantially improved model performance
on the CoIN benchmark while maintaining a reasonable pa-
rameter count.

1. Introduction
Multimodal large language models[4, 34, 37, 48, 59] have
shown impressive abilities in understanding and generat-
ing language across multiple modalities. The process of
training such large models generally involves two stages:
pre-training and fine-tuning. Parameter-Efficient Fine-Tune
(PEFT) methods[1, 9, 16, 20, 23, 24, 39, 40, 64] are cru-
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cial in the latter stage, allowing for efficient adaptation to
specific tasks without requiring extensive retraining of the
entire model. In this stage, model training is commonly
conceptualized as a multi-task learning (MTL) paradigm.

However, knowledge is incessantly updated in a contin-
uous, stream-like manner in real-world scenarios, thereby
necessitating models to be equipped with continual learn-
ing (CL) capabilities. Models must refine their knowl-
edge task by task, without access to data from previous
tasks when learning new ones. To mitigate the catastrophic
forgetting[10, 30], some approaches[6, 32, 61] involve stor-
ing data from previous tasks as subsets or distributions and
utilizing data replay scheme during new tasks training to
prevent knowledge forgetting. However, as tasks multiply,
storage and computational costs become prohibitive. An-
other category of methods[5, 12, 17, 22, 25, 31, 44, 51, 55,
61, 66, 68] focuses more on innovations in loss functions
or model architectures. However, they still modify previous
parameters, which can lead to performance degradation on
previous tasks.

Recently, [57] proposed utilizing a Mixture of Experts
(MoE) architecture by adding new experts at all layers to
capture knowledge when learning a new task. While the
MoE architecture’s scalability positions it as a promising
framework for Continual Learning, it nevertheless face two
significant challenges: 1) When and where should we in-
sert the experts? [62] demonstrated that the number of ad-
ditional parameters required varies across different tasks.
In fact, the number of added experts should be dynami-
cally adjusted based on the similarity between tasks, rather
than being predefined as a fixed quantity. [67] proposed dy-
namically incorporating experts by analyzing the distribu-
tional differences in expert selections before and after task
execution. However, shifts in the expert selection distribu-
tion only signify task-specific preferences in utilizing expert
knowledge and do not imply a lack of knowledge. 2) How
to Mitigate Catastrophic Forgetting in the Router? While
freezing the old experts can preserve previously learned
knowledge, fine-tuning the router parameters may change
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Figure 1. a) Visualization of the Model’s Anti-Forgetting Ca-
pability. Our method significantly improves anti-forgetting capa-
bility, achieving a performance boost of approximately X% com-
pared to baselines. b) Model Forgetting Ratio vs. Parame-
ter Expansion Rate. Immediate means the performance just af-
ter training. When training on task streams, our methods nearly
match the performance of Immediate while save most parame-
ters, enhancing efficiency. c) Comparison between the previous
method and our LLaVA-CMoE. Unlike traditional methods that
use a fixed number of experts, our model dynamically adjusts ex-
perts per layer based on task needs. Besides, we also build a router
bank to reduce forgetting and improve knowledge retention. For
clarity, we illustrate only the routing and experts within the block.

the routing strategy of earlier tasks, resulting in forgetting.
[63] addresses this by fixing the number of experts and
continuously adding routers to ensure the integrity of the
knowledge in previous routers. However, as the number of
tasks increases, the fixed number of experts may result in an
inability to fit tasks with significant differences.

In this paper, we introduce a simple and straightfor-
ward architecture called LLaVA-CMoE, which eliminates
the need for replay data. This design facilitates adap-
tive parameter updates, enabling the network to indepen-
dently determine the necessity of updates while ensuring
that all previously acquired knowledge remains unaffected
by new tasks, thereby realizing genuine “continual learn-
ing.” Specifically, we propose the Probe-Guided Knowl-
edge Extension (PGKE) algorithm, which uses probe data
for new tasks to monitor a network with an added expert at
each layer. The expert functions as a probe, and by observ-

ing the activation frequency of each probe, the network in-
dependently determines whether additional parameters are
required at each layer. In contrast to [67], if a new task
simply involves a redistribution of existing experts and the
probe activation frequency is low, our algorithm refrains
from adding parameters, thus preserving network efficiency.

Furthermore, we introduce the Probabilistic Task Lo-
cator (PTL) strategy. Imagine a scenario where each task
is equipped with its own independent router. For any pre-
viously learned task, we could restore its original perfor-
mance simply by activating the corresponding router. Since
the number of parameters in a router is significantly smaller
than that of the experts, the computational overhead remains
minimal. Consequently, our primary focus shifts to estab-
lishing an effective connection between routers and tasks.
Inspired by [2, 45, 46], we adopt a VAE-based approach to
extract task distribution representations. When training new
tasks, we construct task-specific distributional representa-
tions, enabling task affiliation identification during infer-
ence. Unlike traditional continuous learning settings, dur-
ing the inference phase, task categories remain unknown.
Instead, PIL autonomously determines the task category
and selects the appropriate router and experts. Moreover,
since the initial information is preserved, the network also
retains its inherent zero-shot capabilities, ensuring flexibil-
ity and adaptability across diverse tasks.

We evaluate LLaVA-CMoE on the CoIN dataset [7], a
benchmark designed to assess continual learning perfor-
mance across eight distinct VQA-based tasks. Both quanti-
tative and qualitative evaluations, along with comprehen-
sive ablation studies, demonstrate our proposed method
leads to significant performance improvements in address-
ing catastrophic forgetting, as discussion in Section 4.3.

2. Related Work

2.1. Continual Learning

Continual learning techniques aim to address the issue of
catastrophic forgetting[21, 60] while enabling models to
incrementally acquire new knowledge. The related meth-
ods can be categorized into four main approaches: 1)
Regularization-based methods [17, 31, 66, 68], which im-
pose constraints on model parameters, such as restrict-
ing updates to only those parameters deemed critical. 2)
Architecture-based methods [5, 8, 12, 22, 25, 44, 51, 55,
61, 63], which mitigate inter-task interference by integrat-
ing task-specific components. 3) Replay-based methods
[6, 32, 41, 61], which leverage stored or generated sam-
ples from previous tasks or datasets to replay them dur-
ing the learning of new tasks. 4) Prompt-based methods
[15, 47, 58, 65], which introduce a small set of learnable
prompt parameters to preserve model performance. Never-
theless, the computational and storage burdens associated
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Figure 2. Overview of our LLaVA-CMoE. Our model consists of two main components:1) Probe-Guided Knowledge Expansion
(PGKE) adaptively allocates the number of experts for different tasks based on task probe guidance, enabling efficient task learning. 2)
Probabilistic Task Locator (PTL) establishes the connection between task distributions and task routing. During inference, it identifies
the corresponding router based on the input, ensuring accurate task-specific processing.

with model parameters, as well as the issue of forgetting
caused by parameter modifications, remain significant open
challenges in this field[7].

2.2. Mixture of Experts

The Mixture of Experts architecture [43, 49, 53] is a simple
but effective method which consists of specialized expert
networks and a gating mechanism that efficiently allocates
tokens. Sparsely-gated MoE[33, 52] has been demonstrated
to exhibit robust competencies in LLMs, such as Mixtral
8x7B [26], allowing enhanced performance across various
NLP tasks. Several studies [11, 38, 42, 62] also integrated
MoE architectures with LoRA [24] to enable more com-
putationally efficient training of large-scale models. Re-
cently, the scalability of the MoE structure has prompted
its adoption in continual learning frameworks. For exam-
ple, LEMoE[57] adds new experts at all layers to learn
new tasks. Lifelong-MoE [8] introduces a strategy to train
new experts while freezing existing ones, while CoIN [7]
highlights the potential of MoELoRA in this domain. De-
spite these advancements, both methods remain constrained
by significant parameter overheads and suboptimal perfor-
mance robustness.

2.3. Large Language Models & PEFT

In recent years, Large Language Models [3, 13, 37, 56] have
garnered widespread attention for their remarkable abilities
in areas such as language generation, in-context learning,
and reasoning. To enable data- and compute-efficient adap-
tation for specific downstream tasks, various Parameter-
Efficient Fine-Tuning methods[23, 27, 35] have been intro-
duced. Among these, LoRA [24] stands out by represent-
ing weight updates through low-rank decomposition with
two smaller matrices, keeping the original weights frozen
while training only the new update matrices. In this study,
we combined LoRA with MoE for efficient continual fine-
tuning of MLLMs.

3. Methodology

3.1. Problem Formulation

Let {T1, . . . , TN} be a set of N tasks, where each task Ti
consists of ni multimodal inputs X ∈ {Xi

q, X
i
img, X

i
l }

ni
i=1.

Here, Xi
q , Xi

img , and Xi
l represent the input question, im-

age, and corresponding answer, respectively. Given task Ti,
the model π need to maximize the probability Pi through
Next Token Prediction.



Pi =

ni∏
i=1

P (Xi
l | Xi

q, X
i
img, π) (1)

In Continual Learning, the model is trained sequentially
on N tasks, and while training the K-th task TK , it has no
access to the data of previous tasks {T1, . . . , TK−1}. The
objective is to reduce the knowledge forgetting acquired
from past tasks after the model training on the last task.

3.2. LLaVA-CMoE
In this paper, we propose LLaVA-CMoE that supports ef-
fective expert expansion while maintaining robust anti-
forgetting capabilities, as illustrated in image 2. Initially,
in Section 3.2.1, we present the fundamental architecture of
the Mixture of Experts framework. Then in Sec 3.2.2, we
elaborate on the details of our PGKE mechanism, specifi-
cally focusing on the methodology for determining the most
suitable locations for expert expansion. Lastly, in Sec-
tion 3.2.3, we present the PTL mechanism, detailing how
it enables the model to locate task-relevant routes during
inference for comprehensive knowledge output.

3.2.1. Mixture of Expert Layer
Our model is built on LLaVA [37], while the MoE is imple-
mented by augmenting the Feed-Forward Network module
within its Transformer Block. In addition, expert structures
are developed through the LoRA-style module {Ai, Bi}Ne

i=1,
while Ne is the number of experts. In the h-th block, given
the multimodal token Xh embedded by the attention mod-
ule, the output token Xout

h is computed as follows:

Xout
h = W0Xh +

Ne∑
i=1

ω′
iBiAiXh

ω′
i =

ωi∑Ne

j=1 ωj

ωi = exp(GXh) · I[i ∈ topk(GXh)]

(2)

Here, W0 represents the Feed-Forward Network, G denotes
the router network, and I is the indicator function.

3.2.2. Probe-Guided Knowledge Extension (PGKE)
To mitigate the parameter growth caused by continual learn-
ing, we propose PGKE, an adaptive strategy that dynami-
cally selects the layers for expert addition based on the sim-
ilarity of knowledge contained in the tasks. This strategy
consists of two main phases: probe locating and expert ex-
pansion. Given the training data Dtrain for a specific task,
we begin by sampling two subsets, denoted as Dtrain

p and
Deval

p , which are used for training and evaluating the probe
experts, respectively.

In the first phase, we augment each MoE layer in the
model by incorporating a new probe expert alongside its

Algorithm 1: Probing and Training Task Ti
Input: Original model π, probing training data

Dtrain
p , probing eval data Deval

p , full training
data Dtrain, threshold coefficient α

π0 ← clone(π)
probe layers←range(Nlayer)
append expert(π0, probe layers)
π0 ← train(π0, D

train
p )

prob freq ← compute per layer freq(π0, D
test
p )

for layer← 0 to prob layers− 1 do
µ← mean(prob freq[layer])
σ ← std(prob freq[layer])
freq ← prob freq[layer][−1]
if freq > µ+ α · σ then

selected layer.append(layer)
end
append expert(π, selected layer)
π ← train(π,Dtrain)

corresponding gating network. After training the probe
experts on Dtrain

p , we calculate the activation frequencies
of all experts per layer using the evaluation dataset Deval

p .
Through a comparative analysis of the activation frequency
differences between the probe experts and the pre-existing
experts in each layer, we make an informed decision on
whether to augment that layer with additional experts. The
detailed selection process is illustrated in the algorithm 1.
During the training phase of the probe experts, it is essen-
tial to highlight that the existing experts are kept frozen,
while only the probe experts and the newly added rout-
ing networks undergo updates. This strategy empowers the
model to make a more informed choice between leveraging
the knowledge embedded in the existing experts or intro-
ducing new experts to enhance task-specific adaptation.

Upon identifying the optimal layers for expert integra-
tion, we augment each chosen layer by introducing Ns

experts and establishing a new routing network. Follow-
ing the determination of optimal layers, the model is fine-
tuned utilizing the complete training dataset Dtrain. To en-
hance adaptability across tasks of differing complexity, Ns

is treated as a dynamically adjustable parameter. This de-
sign choice not only optimizes the efficiency of parameter
expansion but also ensures robust learning from more de-
manding tasks. A comprehensive analysis of its impact is
also presented in Section 4.3.

3.2.3. Probabilistic Task Locator (PTL)
PTL is specifically engineered to extract task-relevant fea-
tures from the input content and identify the corresponding
router module that is most suitable for the given task. Given
the multimodal token Xi corresponding to task i, we lever-
age the pretrained LLaVA [37] as a feature extraction mech-



anism. In particular, we isolate the hidden feature of the last
token from the final decoder layer, which is represented as
Xend For each task, by employing a VAE-style module to
learn feature extraction and reconstruction, we effectively
discriminate the distribution of each task. The mean µlatent

and the standard deviation σlatent of the distribution in the
latent space can be expressed as:

µlatent = FFNdown
µ (x) (3)

σlatent = Softplus
(
FFNdown

σ (x)
)

(4)

Furthermore, to maintain the positivity of the standard de-
viation σlatent, we employ a Softplus function on the value
generated by the FFN. Next, by sampling Nrep compressed
representations zi ∼ N (µlatent,σ

2
latent) from the latent

space, we can reconstruct µrec,i and σrec,i using an FFNup

as a decoder, by analogy to formula 3 and 4. For each zi,
we derive the predicted mean and standard deviation of the
distribution, represented by µrec,i and σrec,i, respectively.
Then, we use them to calculate the reconstruction possibil-
ity:

p(x|zi) = N
(
x;µrec,i,σ

2
rec,i

)
=

1

σrec
√
2π

exp

(
−
(x− µrec,i)

2

2σ2
rec

)
(5)

By calculating the mean over Nl samples, we obtain the
overall reconstruction probability. At the task’s final stage,
by determine the mean and standard deviation of the recon-
struction probabilities for the most recent T inputs, we es-
tablish the primitive distribution for task i. Then, the distri-
bution and its router module are stored in the primitive bank
B as the key and value, respectively.

During inference, for the candidate task, we evaluate and
normalize its reconstruction probabilities across all primi-
tive distribution in B. This process generates a list of nor-
malized probabilities, with higher values reflecting stronger
alignment with the feature of a particular task. The prmitive
that achieves the highest probability is determined as the in-
put’s associated task, and the corresponding router module
is then activated for further processing.

3.3. Training Objective
For PTL, the training loss consists of two components: the
reconstruction loss and the Kullback-Leibler (KL) diver-
gence between the posterior distribution and the prior dis-
tribution of the latent space. The reconstruction loss can be
measured by the negative reconstruction probability:

Lrec = −prec(x) (6)

We assume that the prior distribution of the latent space is
N (0,1)[29]. The posterior distribution of the latent space

is N (µlatent,σ
2
latent). The KL divergence can be calcu-

lated using the following formula:

LKL = KL(N (µlatent,σ
2
latent)∥N (0, 1))

=
1

2

(
µ2

latent + σ2
latent − 1

)
− ln(σlatent)

(7)

where µ2 =
∑

i µ
2
i (same for σ) and ln(σ) =

∑
i ln(σi).

For PGKE, similar to most large language models, we
employ the next token prediction training schema and uti-
lize a cross-entropy loss LCE. Besides, referring to [18], we
also add a weight balance loss Laux for MoE training.

Finally, the complete loss is composed of a weighted
sum of three components:

Ltotal = LCE + λLKL + ηLrec + κLaux (8)

where λ, η and κ are the weighting coefficients for different
loss components.

4. Experiments and Discussions

4.1. Setups and Implementation Details.

Datasets. We conducted experiments on the datasets in-
cluded in the CoIN[7] benchmark, which encompasses
a series of eight VQA tasks. These tasks include
RefCOCO[28], ImageNet[14], TextVQA[54], VizWiz[19],
among others. Each task varies in terms of the number of
data samples, stylistic features, and domain characteristics.
The training set comprises a total of 569k samples, while
the testing set contains 261k samples.

Metrics. To evaluate the accuracy of the model’s re-
sponses, we adopted the metric introduced in CoIN [7],
which measures the discrepancy between the model’s out-
put and the ground truth. For assessing the model’s overall
forgetting performance across all tasks, we utilized Back-
ward Transfer (BWT), which evaluates the model’s perfor-
mance on all previous tasks after it is trained on the last
task, specifically quantifies the extent of forgetting, offering
insights into the model’s ability to retain knowledge from
previous tasks.

Baseline Models. Following CoIN[7], we also adopted
several other representative methods based on architecture
and regularization including EWC [50], LwF [36], as base-
lines to compare with our proposed method. To ensure a fair
comparison, we have aligned factors that could potentially
affect fairness, such as the rank of LoRA and the data used
for initializing the model. For more details, you can refer to
it in CoIN.



Table 1. A comprehensive comparison with baseline models and other continual learning approaches built upon LLaVA is detailed in
the subsequent section. Immediate means performance after immediate task training. Last means performance after the last task training.
Mean means the average accuracy on all eight tasks.

Setting Method
Accuracy on Each Task

Mean↑ BWT↓
ScienceQA TextVQA ImageNet GQA VizWiz Grounding VQAV2 OCR-VQA

Immediate

LLaVA w/o MoE 78.97 61.01 97.01 56.24 56.30 20.63 66.10 60.57 62.10 –
EWC [50] 79.23 61.26 96.91 56.43 60.04 19.21 66.00 60.44 62.44 –
Lwf [36] 78.83 61.57 97.07 56.75 53.48 20.57 65.27 61.10 61.83 –

Ours 79.01 59.94 96.85 56.43 57.44 25.63 65.15 62.01 62.81 –

Last

LLaVA w/o MoE 67.06 48.16 36.22 41.83 41.00 2.62 56.48 60.57 44.24 -17.86
EWC [50] 60.25 47.92 30.36 41.33 31.12 4.53 56.31 60.44 41.53 -20.90
Lwf [36] 65.15 49.46 32.52 41.05 37.88 4.81 56.20 61.10 43.51 -18.31

Ours 77.55 58.17 94.50 48.91 55.45 23.40 56.40 59.44 59.23 -3.58

Training Details. Our network is built upon the pre-
trained model of LLaVA as our backbone model. It is im-
portant to emphasize that throughout all our training pro-
cesses, only the newly added experts and the corresponding
routers are trained, while other existing components remain
frozen. New expert weights are copied from the experts
selected by Task Probe, and new router weights are initial-
ized by copying old routers and concatenating them with
random linear weights. While training Task-Probe, we ran-
domly select 10% data from each train dataset and utilize
them to generate probability of each layer to extend. Please
refer to the Appendix for details of the network structures,
hyperparameters, and any other implementation details.

4.2. How does LLaVA-CMoE perform?
Quantitative Results on Continual Learning Bench-
mark. As presented in Table 1, we conducted an evalu-
ation on the CoIN [7] Benchmark. Compared with other
methods, our model demonstrates outstanding performance
in both immediate and post-last-task training phases, while
the average number of trainable parameters in our model is
only 43.96M, as shown in the right of Table 2. This sig-
nificantly reduces the training cost. In the setting of Last,
our method significantly outperforms previous approaches,
demonstrating its strong capability in mitigating forgetting,
especially on the ImageNet dataset, our method achieves an
improvement of nearly 85%. Additionally, it is observed
that on the OCR-VQA dataset, all other methods yield con-
sistent results across both settings. However, when a new
task is introduced, these methods exhibit substantial forget-
ting on this dataset, as evidenced by the performance in the
first seven tasks. In contrast, our method maintains a stable
performance of approximately 59%, showcasing its robust-
ness against forgetting. Besides, as evident from the table
2, employing our proposed method for expert extension and
training yields superior results on most tasks compared to
the outcomes of training without expanding experts and un-

freezing the previously frozen experts.

Figure 3. The performance of the three tasks remains stable as new
tasks are continuously trained, demonstrating minimal forgetting.

Qualitative Results. We conduct a qualitative analysis of
the model’s outputs from two perspectives. First, as shown
in Figure 5, after training on the final task, we randomly
select a sample from previous tasks and compare the re-
sults across different methods. From the results on Ima-
geNet, we observe that our model retains domain-specific
knowledge without significant forgetting, whereas LLaVA-
w/o-MoE relies solely on pretrained knowledge to provide
generic responses. Meanwhile, the results on Grounding
demonstrate that our model preserves a greater amount of
knowledge for a completely non-linguistic generation task.

Additionally, as illustrated in Figure 3, as new tasks are
progressively trained, the performance of the three tasks
remains consistently stable. The results indicate that our
model produces robust outputs, which remain stable and un-
affected by the introduction of new tasks. More visualiza-



tion can be found in the Appendix.

Table 2. Left: Comparison of forgetting between Extend model
with w/o Extend model. “Extend” denotes freezing the original
experts and adding new experts according to our proposed method,
which then participate in training, whereas “w/o Extend” indicates
unfreezing all existing experts and proceeding with training with-
out adding any new experts. Right: Comparison of trainable pa-
rameters

Dataset w/o Extend Extend

ScienceQA 76.68 77.55
TextVQA 49.42 58.17
ImageNet 45.72 94.50

GQA 44.65 48.91
VizWiz 46.79 55.45

Grounding 4.00 23.40
VQAv2 58.58 56.40

OCRVQA 60.24 59.44

BWT↓ -17.68 -3.58

Dataset Lora/EWC/LWF Ours

ScienceQA 62M 40.6M
TextVQA 62M 50.2M
ImageNet 62M 46.4M

GQA 62M 38.6M
VizWiz 62M 30.9M

Grounding 62M 46.4M
VQAv2 62M 46.4M

OCRVQA 62M 52.2M

Mean 62M 43.96M

4.3. Ablation Study and Analysis
Where Should The Experts Be Extended? When expand-
ing experts, a common practice is to add experts to ev-
ery layer for each task [62]. However, we argue that this
approach is inefficient due to significant knowledge over-
lap between tasks, which leads to parameter redundancy.
To validate the effectiveness of our PGKE algorithm, as
shown in Table 3, we compare several expansion strate-
gies. By comparing the results of Ours and Every-layer, it is
evident that our method achieves comparable performance
with only 60% of the parameters, even outperforming the
every-layer approach on OCRVQA. Furthermore, the com-
parison between Random and Ours demonstrates that the
positions identified by the task probe are more reasonable,
yielding an average performance improvement of 3%-4%
under the same training parameter budget, which further
validates the superiority of the PGKE method.

How Many Experts Should Be Extended? During our ex-
periments, we observed that for certain challenging tasks,
increasing the number of parameters plays a crucial role, as
shown in the third-to-last row of Table 4, even when these
parameters are added to layers with significant knowledge
overlap. To further investigate this, we explored the im-
pact of the number of experts added per layer on task per-
formance. Specifically, we conducted experiments on the
Grounding and ScienceQA tasks, adding 1, 4, and 8 experts
to the layers selected by the probe. The results are pre-
sented in Table 5. We found that the performance of the
more difficult Grounding task significantly improves with
an increase in parameters, while the simpler ScienceQA
task shows only marginal gains. Nevertheless, we could
not establish an effective end-to-end approach to ascertain

Table 3. Comparison of different adding method. “Ours” denotes
the application of our proposed method by incorporating experts at
certain layers, “Random” signifies the random addition of experts
(with the same number of layers as in Ours), and “Every-layer”
indicates the inclusion of experts across all layers. The Param-
ratio represents the ratio of parameters added by Ours to those
added by Every-layer.

Dataset Random Every-layer Ours Param-ratio

ScienceQA 76.73 80.03 79.01 0.65
TextVQA 58.87 60.07 59.94 0.812
ImageNet 96.75 97.09 96.85 0.75

GQA 57.60 57.28 56.43 0.625
VizWiz 54.62 56.52 57.44 0.5

Grounding 20.98 31.68 25.63 0.75
VQAv2 64.20 64.97 65.15 0.75

OCRVQA 56.87 59.78 62.01 0.84

Table 4. The impact of the number of experts added at specified
layers on the final performance.

Number of Added Experts 1 4 8

Grounding 25.63 35.13 41.51

ScienceQA 79.01 81.42 82.01

the optimal number of experts to add based on task diffi-
culty, given the inherent distinction between task difficulty
and task dissimilarity. Therefore, we focused on optimizing
the selection of layers and treated the number of experts per
layer as a hyperparameter.

How does the PTL mechanism perform? To figure out
the PTL mechanism, we conducted the following two ab-
lation experiments: 1) Last Task Evaluation: We utilized
the router and the corresponding set of experts learned from
the last task to evaluate all previous tasks. 2) Random
Task Evaluation: We randomly selected a task router and
its corresponding set of experts to evaluate all tasks. Re-
sults are shown in left part of Table 5. Since the last task
does not fall under the issue of forgetting in continual learn-
ing, we exclude it from our analysis. Under this condition,
our PTL method significantly outperforms the other two ap-
proaches. This demonstrates that the task reconstruction
method adopted in our PTL has a deeper memory of the task
distribution, enabling it to more effectively preserve knowl-
edge from past tasks.

Visualization of PTL mechanism. We evaluated the PTL
mechanism on test data across eight tasks, and the results
are shown in Figure 4. As observed from the test results, the
PTL mechanism achieves localization accuracies exceeding



Figure 4. Confusion Matrix of PTL. This figure illustrates the
localization performance of the PTL mechanism, where the data
in each row and column represent the frequency with which the
test data corresponding to the task represented by the column is
assigned to the task represented by the row.

80% on five tasks: ScienceQA, ImageNet, VizWiz, Ground-
ing and OCR-VQA. However, the localization performance
on the remaining three tasks, GQA, TextVQA, and VQAv2,
is relatively weaker compared to the other five tasks, partic-
ularly with VQAv2 achieving only 47% accuracy. Through
our analysis, this is attributed to the significant overlap in
the features of images and questions across these tasks. For
instance, GQA and VQAv2 share high similarities in terms
of question formats, image content, and styles, which leads
to a substantial portion of VQAv2 samples being “mislocal-
ized” to the GQA task.

Can Knowledge from Previous Tasks Facilitate the Learn-
ing of New Tasks? In continual learning, in addition to
reducing knowledge forgetting, another key consideration

Table 5. Left: Comparison of different task classification methods.
Right: Knowledge forward transfer ability comparison.

Dataset Last Random Ours

ScienceQA 73.03 61.92 77.55
TextVQA 46.82 50.62 58.17
ImageNet 29.68 36.59 94.50

GQA 41.81 43.12 48.91
VizWiz 44.32 37.86 55.45

Grounding 9.92 4.83 23.40
VQAv2 55.13 45.90 56.40

OCRVQA 62.01 25.62 59.44

Dataset Separate Ours

ScienceQA 78.97 79.01
TextVQA 60.56 59.94
ImageNet 97.05 96.85

GQA 56.31 56.43
VizWiz 56.20 57.44

Grounding 21.3 25.63
VQAv2 65.01 65.15

OCRVQA 60.79 62.01

is whether previously learned knowledge can assist in learn-
ing subsequent tasks. Guided by this premise, we evaluated
the forward-transfer capacity of the model. To evaluate this,
we trained a completely new model from scratch on each of
the eight tasks, using the same number of trainable parame-
ters as our method, and compared the results, as illustrated
in the right side of Table 5. We observed that for most sim-
ple tasks, past learning experiences have minimal impact on
subsequent performance. However, for more challenging
tasks, such as Grounding and OCRVQA, the model demon-
strates significantly faster knowledge acquisition under the
same data volume when leveraging prior knowledge.

Prompt: What is the object in the 
image?Answer the question using a single word 
or phrase.

Prompt: What is the object in the 
image?Answer the question using a single word 
or phrase.

Prompt: Please provide the bounding box 
coordinate of the region this sentence describes: 
a man in a yellow t - shirt watching tv.

Prompt: Please provide the bounding box 
coordinate of the region this sentence describes: 
cat sitting on chair.

LLaVA-CMoE: Dandie dinmont.
LLaVA-w/o-MoE: Dog.
Ground Truth: Dandie dinmont.

LLaVA-CMoE: Sealyham terrier.
LLaVA-w/o-MoE : Dogs.
Ground Truth: Sealyham terrier.

LLaVA-CMoE: red
LLaVA-w/o-MoE : blue
Ground Truth: green

LLaVA-CMoE: red
LLaVA-w/o-MoE : blue
Ground Truth: green

ImageNet

Grounding

ImageNet

Grounding

Figure 5. We randomly selected two datasets, ImageNet and
Grounding, which are relatively prone to forgetting, and visual-
ized the results of the two models for comparison.

5. Conclusions And Limitations
In this paper, we propose LLaVA-CMoE, a continual learn-
ing framework comprising two key modules: Probe-Guided
Knowledge Extension (PGKE) and Probabilistic Task Lo-
cator (PTL). PGKE addresses the inefficiency of continu-
ous parameter expansion by adaptively increasing parame-
ters through probe-guided expert addition. Meanwhile, PTL
mitigates catastrophic forgetting in continual learning by
modeling task distributions and memorizing the mapping
between task distributions and router networks. Qualita-
tive and quantitative results demonstrate that our method
remarkably outperforms the existing methods.



However, two issues remain unresolved. First, the
current approach to select expert addition locations is
relatively limited. In practice, for tasks such as Grounding,
which require extensive visual detail, adding experts solely
to the transformer decoder may not achieve the highest
performance ceiling. Therefore, future work should explore
dynamically selecting experts in the visual encoder or
other architectural components to better adapt to a wider
range of tasks. Second, developing an effective parameter
merging algorithm: as tasks continue to accumulate,
even our algorithm faces increasing storage burdens in
later stages. Existing distillation or merging techniques
often impact the router, leading to knowledge forget-
ting. We plan to address these challenges in future work.
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Gervet, Thibaut Lavril, Thomas Wang, Timothée Lacroix,
and William El Sayed. Mixtral of experts, 2024. 3

[27] Rabeeh Karimi Mahabadi, James Henderson, and Sebastian
Ruder. Compacter: Efficient low-rank hypercomplex adapter
layers. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems,
34:1022–1035, 2021. 3

[28] Sahar Kazemzadeh, Vicente Ordonez, Mark Matten, and
Tamara Berg. ReferItGame: Referring to objects in pho-
tographs of natural scenes. In Proceedings of the 2014 Con-
ference on Empirical Methods in Natural Language Process-
ing (EMNLP), pages 787–798, Doha, Qatar, 2014. Associa-
tion for Computational Linguistics. 5

[29] Diederik P. Kingma and Max Welling. Auto-encoding vari-
ational bayes. CoRR, abs/1312.6114, 2013. 5

[30] James Kirkpatrick, Razvan Pascanu, Neil Rabinowitz, Joel
Veness, Guillaume Desjardins, Andrei A. Rusu, Kieran
Milan, John Quan, Tiago Ramalho, Agnieszka Grabska-
Barwinska, Demis Hassabis, Claudia Clopath, Dharshan Ku-
maran, and Raia Hadsell. Overcoming catastrophic for-
getting in neural networks. Proceedings of the National
Academy of Sciences, 114(13):3521–3526, 2017. 1

[31] Mingrui Lao, Nan Pu, Yu Liu, Zhun Zhong, Erwin M.
Bakker, Nicu Sebe, and Michael S. Lew. Multi-domain life-
long visual question answering via self-critical distillation.
In Proceedings of the 31st ACM International Conference on
Multimedia, page 4747–4758, New York, NY, USA, 2023.
Association for Computing Machinery. 1, 2

[32] Stan Weixian Lei, Difei Gao, Jay Zhangjie Wu, Yuxuan
Wang, Wei Liu, Mengmi Zhang, and Mike Zheng Shou.
Symbolic replay: Scene graph as prompt for continual learn-
ing on vqa task. In Proceedings of the AAAI Conference on
Artificial Intelligence, pages 1250–1259, 2023. 1, 2

[33] Dmitry Lepikhin, HyoukJoong Lee, Yuanzhong Xu, Dehao
Chen, Orhan Firat, Yanping Huang, Maxim Krikun, Noam
Shazeer, and Zhifeng Chen. Gshard: Scaling giant models
with conditional computation and automatic sharding, 2020.
3

[34] Junnan Li, Dongxu Li, Silvio Savarese, and Steven C. H.
Hoi. Blip-2: Bootstrapping language-image pre-training

with frozen image encoders and large language models. In
International Conference on Machine Learning, 2023. 1

[35] Xiang Lisa Li and Percy Liang. Prefix-tuning: Optimiz-
ing continuous prompts for generation. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2101.00190, 2021. 3

[36] Zhizhong Li and Derek Hoiem. Learning without forgetting.
IEEE transactions on pattern analysis and machine intelli-
gence, 40(12):2935–2947, 2017. 5, 6

[37] Haotian Liu, Chunyuan Li, Qingyang Wu, and Yong Jae Lee.
Visual instruction tuning. Advances in neural information
processing systems, 36:34892–34916, 2023. 1, 3, 4

[38] Qidong Liu, Xian Wu, Xiangyu Zhao, Yuanshao Zhu,
Derong Xu, Feng Tian, and Yefeng Zheng. When moe meets
llms: Parameter efficient fine-tuning for multi-task medical
applications. In Proceedings of the 47th International ACM
SIGIR Conference on Research and Development in Infor-
mation Retrieval, pages 1104–1114, 2024. 3

[39] Xiao Liu, Kaixuan Ji, Yicheng Fu, Weng Lam Tam, Zhengx-
iao Du, Zhilin Yang, and Jie Tang. P-tuning v2: Prompt
tuning can be comparable to fine-tuning universally across
scales and tasks. arXiv preprint arXiv:2110.07602, 2021. 1

[40] Xiao Liu, Kaixuan Ji, Yicheng Fu, Weng Tam, Zhengxiao
Du, Zhilin Yang, and Jie Tang. P-tuning: Prompt tuning can
be comparable to fine-tuning across scales and tasks. In Pro-
ceedings of the 60th Annual Meeting of the Association for
Computational Linguistics (Volume 2: Short Papers), pages
61–68, Dublin, Ireland, 2022. Association for Computational
Linguistics. 1

[41] David Lopez-Paz and Marc’Aurelio Ranzato. Gradient
episodic memory for continual learning. Advances in neu-
ral information processing systems, 30, 2017. 2

[42] Tongxu Luo, Jiahe Lei, Fangyu Lei, Weihao Liu, Shizhu He,
Jun Zhao, and Kang Liu. Moelora: Contrastive learning
guided mixture of experts on parameter-efficient fine-tuning
for large language models. ArXiv, abs/2402.12851, 2024. 3

[43] Basil Mustafa, Carlos Riquelme, Joan Puigcerver, Rodolphe
Jenatton, and Neil Houlsby. Multimodal contrastive learn-
ing with limoe: the language-image mixture of experts. Ad-
vances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 35:9564–
9576, 2022. 3

[44] Yuxin Peng, Jinwei Qi, Zhaoda Ye, and Yunkan Zhuo. Hi-
erarchical visual-textual knowledge distillation for life-long
correlation learning. Int. J. Comput. Vision, 129(4):921–941,
2021. 1, 2

[45] Lucas Pinheiro Cinelli, Matheus Araújo Marins, Ed-
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