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Abstract

Foundation models encompass an extensive knowledge
base and offer remarkable transferability. However, this
knowledge becomes outdated or insufficient over time. The
challenge lies in continuously updating foundation models to
accommodate novel information while retaining their origi-
nal capabilities. Leveraging the fact that foundation models
have initial knowledge on various tasks and domains, we pro-
pose a novel approach that, instead of updating all parame-
ters equally, localizes the updates to a sparse set of parame-
ters relevant to the task being learned. We strike a balance
between efficiency and new task performance, while main-
taining the transferability and generalizability of foundation
models. We extensively evaluate our method on foundational
vision-language models with a diverse spectrum of continual
learning tasks. Our method achieves improvements on the
accuracy of the newly learned tasks up to 7% while preserv-
ing the pretraining knowledge with a negligible decrease of
0.9% on a representative control set accuracy. Code is avail-
able here: https://github.com/wx-zhang/spu

1. Introduction
Recent machine learning models trained on a broad dataset
have shown remarkable success in both natural language pro-
cessing tasks [46] and computer vision tasks [1, 48]. These
models can directly solve a wide range of tasks, such as rec-
ognizing common objects and answering common questions,
thus are dubbed as foundation models [7]. What is captured
by these models covering various domains and tasks can
be referred to as generic knowledge. Despite this, foun-
dation models could still perform poorly on specific tasks.
For instance, Xiang et al. [63] found ChatGPT limited in
embodied tasks, while CLIP [48] is shown struggling in rec-
ognizing fine-grained classes like cars from different brands.
Therefore, it is crucial to integrate newly revealed data with
pre-trained foundation models and expand their knowledge
base. As one common solution, finetuning foundation mod-
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Figure 1. We propose SPU algorithm. We first localize our update
to the first layer of MLP blocks, and then select a sparse set of
parameters specialized to the new task to update.

els on new data would usually result in a good performance
on the new task if done carefully. This will turn the foun-
dation model into a specific model for a specific task, and
would risk losing the existing capabilities of the model or the
generic knowledge it has acquired through long phases of
pre-training. The effect of deteriorating the model’s previous
knowledge upon new learning is a typical phenomenon of
neural networks, referred to as catastrophic forgetting [41].

Continual learning research has been exploring the prob-
lem of accumulating knowledge without forgetting [47] over
the past years and has provided valuable techniques. How-
ever, most existing works consider this process starting from
a randomly initialized model [17, 18]. Recently, with the suc-
cess of large pre-trained models [53, 61], many works have
considered continual learning starting from a pre-trained
model [59, 60]. Nevertheless, the emphasis lies mostly on
the learning and forgetting behavior of the newly acquired
knowledge, in the upcoming task sequence, often side-lining
the pre-trained knowledge. Generic knowledge embedded
in large models provides bases for strong performance in
various domains and quick transfer to different tasks; when
continuously finetuning a large pre-trained model on newly
received tasks with no regard to preserving its pre-existing
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knowledge, we are losing the pre-training benefits and being
left with merely a large model to deal with.

These prompt a crucial question: Can we effectively
and continuously update foundation models while retain-
ing their generic knowledge? An example is accommodating
a generic multi-modal model like CLIP [48] to specific fine-
grained concepts as various types of vehicles while main-
taining its generic recognition capabilities of common world
concepts such as people, animals, and plants.

Towards this goal, we seek to update foundation vision-
language models from a continual learning perspective while
preserving their previously acquired generic knowledge.
Starting from a large model pre-trained on vast sources of
data, it is reasonable to assume that the model has some
kind of basic or related knowledge on the new upcoming
data. Thus, we hypothesize that there is an implicit modular-
ity in the foundation model and design a method to locate
which parameters are most relevant to the new upcoming
data. Formally, we first identify specific model layers to be
updated based on model analysis works [14, 19]. Among
the localized layers, we propose a mechanism to select pa-
rameters that are specialized for the task at hand. We opt
for selecting parameters that small changes to their values
would contribute to a greater improvement in the new task
performance compared to other parameters. By doing so,
we localize and update only a small number of the selected
parameters, while keeping a large portion of the model’s
parameters untouched. In this way, we not only provide an
efficient method to finetune a large pre-trained model on
newly arriving data but also preserve greatly the generaliz-
ability and transferability of the model. Our strategy is to be
executed whenever new data corresponding to a new set of
classes, a new task or domain, is received.

To facilitate a comprehensive analysis of the generic
knowledge deterioration, we focus on the classification tasks
and formulate the knowledge base as the zero-shot classi-
fication ability on a diverse control set containing a wide
range of classes. Our main objective is to demonstrate an im-
provement of a pre-trained model’s performance on datasets
where it initially exhibits suboptimal results, while preserv-
ing its original ability on a control set, without revisiting
it. We evaluate our method on six continual learning tasks
and find that by updating merely 3% of the parameters, our
approach achieves performance on the new tasks superior
to that achieved by methods that fully finetune the model,
with almost no deterioration on the generic knowledge, only
0.97% performance loss on the control set. We further con-
duct comprehensive analyses to assess the impact of each
component on generic knowledge forgetting.

Our contribution can be concluded as 1) We introduce
the evaluation of generic knowledge forgetting in continual
learning, starting from foundation models. 2) To ensure
the preservation of pre-trained knowledge, we propose an

efficient method that localizes the learnable parameters, se-
lects specialized parameters for the new coming data, and
performs sparse updates. 3) Through comprehensive eval-
uations on six datasets, we demonstrate that our algorithm
significantly expands the pre-trained knowledge on new tasks
while still preserving the generic knowledge. Additionally,
we conduct in-depth analyses to understand the impact of
each component on generic knowledge forgetting.

2. Related Work
Foundation Models. pre-training techniques have played a
crucial role in establishing the so-called foundation models,
such as CLIP [48], Flamingo [1], BLIP-2 [33], PaLM-E [16],
and GPT-4 [46]. These models are pre-trained on vast and
diverse datasets, providing them with a broad knowledge
base and exceptional generalization and transferability. Con-
sequently, many of these models can be directly applied to
various tasks in a zero-shot manner. Despite their strong
abilities, evaluating these foundation models remains chal-
lenging [64], given that their strengths lie predominantly in a
diverse domain of generalization. While CLIP [48], an early
vision-language model pre-trained on a large dataset of 400
million images and text samples, namely WebImageText, is
an exception that exhibits impressive performance mainly
on zero-shot classification tasks. This straightforward evalu-
ation format allows us to thoroughly explore the changes in
the model’s knowledge base when implementing updates or
modifications. By studying the impact of these changes on
CLIP, we aim to gain a more in-depth understanding of the
potential of updating the foundation models.

Continual Learning. In the realm of continual learning,
early methods [10, 11, 18, 29] train models from scratch
for each specific sequence. Recent methods leverage the
power of pre-trained models to handle a new sequence of
tasks. Piggyback [40], as a pioneer, learns separate masks
over a frozen pre-trained model for different tasks in the
sequence. It requires storing the masks and access to task
identification to apply the mask during inference, which is a
limiting assumption. Another line of work introduces addi-
tional parameters to acquire new knowledge [51, 57, 59, 60].
Determining which set of newly added parameters to use
during inference remains challenging. Additionally, the
performance of such works is highly dependent on the ca-
pacity and flexibility of the added parameters, where some
works only get a marginal improvement over the pre-trained
model [26]. Our work focuses on modifying the pre-trained
models themselves, and shares some similarities with weight
regularization methods [2, 29] where an importance or rel-
evance score is estimated for the model’s parameters. A
clear distinction is that the parameter importance score is
estimated after learning a given task and used to prevent
changing those important parameters. Differently, our ap-
proach estimates the parameter’s relevance score for a new



task before starting the learning process. Our selection is
to identify which parameters to update. Finally, the major-
ity of these approaches focus on defying forgetting in the
learned sequence, with no consideration for the forgetting of
pre-trained knowledge. Further, they do not scale to preserv-
ing pre-trained knowledge, as they either require access to
the pre-training dataset [2, 11, 29] or a duplicate storage of
the pre-trained model [4, 34]. In contrast, we consider the
accumulation of knowledge, including the pre-trained and
newly acquired knowledge, without any task identification
and extra storage of model weights.

Finetuning with Knowledge Preservation. It is usually
observed that when finetuning foundation models on new
tasks, the generic knowledge and transferability are severely
deteriorated. Recently, some works [12, 25, 28, 42, 63, 66]
started to tackle the issue of updating large pre-trained mod-
els while preserving their transferability and the generaliz-
ability. Among them, Ilharco et al. [25], Meng et al. [42]
proposes model editing algorithms, where the models are
first analyzed to pick specific layers to edit, and then algebra-
based or meta-learning based methods are applied to the
weight of the local layer. Usually, a local set is utilized to
preserve the background knowledge. While these methods
have shown promise in incorporating specific concepts into
the model, their impact on the generic knowledge remains
uncertain, as discussed by Onoe et al. [45]. Additionally,
most of these techniques are designed for specific models
for small-scale sample-wise edit of concrete mistakes and
updates. Moreover, they are centered around language mod-
els, where the input data has a stronger relationship to the
concept being edited, leaving the vision models, where the
input images can contain various of unrelated visual con-
cepts, relatively unexplored. In contrast, we are interested in
allowing continuous model updates on a set of new coming
data samples, which can be scaled up to a larger number of
concepts and a longer never-ending sequence.

Additionally, Xiang et al. [63] proposed to finetune lan-
guage models for embodied tasks while maintaining their
generalization ability to handle unseen embodied tasks. They
suggested fine-tuning language models with LoRa [24], i.e.,
low rank updates, to ensure compute efficiency, while apply-
ing EWC regularization [29] to reduce forgetting of the pre-
trained knowledge. On the multi-modal models end, Zheng
et al. [66] considered to prevent zero-shot transfer degrada-
tion in the continual learning of CLIP by performing distilla-
tion on the pre-trained model weights. However, it requires
access to a massive dataset to represent the pre-training distri-
bution, which is not a trivial assumption and far from being
computationally efficient. In this work, we aim to update
foundation models, such as CLIP, continually to recognize
additional concepts and preserve their transferability, while
striving for efficiency.

3. Continual Learning From Pretrained Models

In Class Incremental Learning (CIL), we are given a dataset
Dt

train = {xk, yk}Nt

k=1 ∼ Dt sampled from a task-specific
distribution Dt for each task t ∈ {1, . . . , T} sequen-
tially, where Xt

train = {xk}Nt

k=1 is a set of images and
Y t

train = {yk}Nt

k=1 is the set of the corresponding labels with
yk ∈ Y t

train. Here Y t
train is the label space of task t. Note

that while we focus on image-based data, our method can be
extended to any modality. We are given a model parameter-
ized by θ pre-trained on a vast pre-training dataset Dp ∼ Dp

sampled from the pre-training distribution, which is inac-
cessible during the CIL procedure. During the learning of
each task, the model parameters θ are to be optimized to
minimize a loss function L on the current training set Dt

train.
The loss function depends on the task at hand and the model
deployed. For CLIP model [48] and image text pairs data, we
deploy the same contrastive loss used for CLIP pre-training.
After the learning of each task, we evaluate our model on
both the validation set of the seen distributions of the CIL
sequence D1:t

test, where Dt
test ∼ Dt, and a small control set

Dcontrol ∼ Dp sampled from the pre-training distribution.

4. Selective Parameter Update (SPU)

Most existing continual learning methods that start from
randomly initialized models, which cannot provide prior
to the task being learned, optimize all parameters equally.
However, foundation models often have a reasonable initial
performance on novel tasks, indicating some pre-existing
knowledge relevant to these tasks. With the thriving for
efficiency and the preservation of the generic knowledge, we
suggest identifying a small set of parameters corresponding
to tasks in hand and only updating them instead of modifying
all the pre-trained model parameters. We now introduce how
to localize the update to specific layers and how to identify a
sparse set of specialized parameters to be optimized.

Localization. The objective of our work is to accumu-
late new knowledge without catastrophically forgetting the
generic knowledge. To achieve this, we introduce a method
that performs local changes restricted to specific layers in the
pre-trained transformer backbones. As shown in Fig. 1, each
layer of a transformer model is a transformer block, and a
transformer block contains a multi-head attention block and
a two-layer MLP block.

Meng et al. [42] adopted casual tracking, widely adopted
by later works [22, 42–44], to analyze the contribution of
attention layers and MLP layers to the output prediction. It
performs comparisons by computing the average effects of
restoring activation values at these locations over a corrupted
input. More details of the causal tracking can be found in
Appendix A. We follow the casual tracking analysis and
show, in Fig. 2, that the changes on the first MLP layer, that
we localize the update to, have a larger effect on the model



Figure 2. Casual tracking results of visual and text tower of CLIP.
Changing MLP layers has a higher effect on the CLIP prediction
results than changing Attention layers.

predictions than changes in attention layers.
Geva et al. [19] further shows that MLP blocks emulate

key-value neural memories, where the first layer of MLP acts
as memory keys, operating as pattern detectors. Each indi-
vidual key corresponds to a specific pattern seen in the input
data. Whereas, the second layer learns the distribution over
the detected patterns. Our work aims to add, update, or re-
fine current knowledge embedded in the model, and with the
analogy to the key-value memories, we opt for refining the
keys (corresponding to pattern detectors) to accommodate
the new information. Empirically, we investigated whether
we need to change the patterns’ distributions represented
by the second MLP layer and attention layer as well, and it
turned out that updating the first layer is sufficient and more
effective, as we shall show in the Sec. 5.3.

With the above in mind, we localize the model updates to
the first layer of the MLP in each transformer block. With
such localization, our candidate parameters to change can be
reduced to only around one third of the total parameters.

Parameter Selection. Pre-trained foundational models
have inherent knowledge, as evidenced by their capacity
to execute diverse tasks without fine-tuning. Moreover, re-
cent investigations [6, 19, 20] have unveiled the correlation
between the concepts and specific neurons’ output in founda-
tion language models. Therefore, we hypothesize that there
exists modularity and specialization among specific neurons
and their corresponding parameters in foundation models.
Updating the most related neurons while keeping other neu-
rons unchanged will not only facilitate the learning of new
tasks but prevent the inference between different concepts in
the new task sequence and between newly learned concepts
and ones learned from pre-training.

Upon these, we propose to identify which parameters in

the first MLP layer are specialized on the task at hand before
training. As shown in Fig. 1, the selection is associated with
a scoring function, and we later minimize the new task loss
by only updating those selected parameters.

Formally, we receive the current task dataset Dt represent-
ing a task t in a continual learning sequence and localize the
updates to the first MLP layer θl for each transformer block,
where l denotes the localized first layer indexed over trans-
former blocks. We aim to define an element-wise scoring
function S(θli,j , Dt), for each parameter in a localized layer
θli,j ; i, j refers to the parameter connecting an input element
i (the i-th output entry of the attention layer) to the neuron
j in the first MLP layer. We propose to select a subset of
parameters θlU ⊆ θl that has the largest scores {S(θli,j , Dt)},

subject to |θl
U |

|θl| = r, where | · | is the parameter size and r

is the selection rate. This set is then expected to combine
the most relevant parameters to the current task, represented
by the dataset Dt. We select parameters regardless of their
corresponding neurons and ablate the effect of selecting the
entire parameters of identified neurons in Appendix F. For
clarity, the presentation of the method is focused on θl, and
it can be generalized to a plural of selected layers covering
all transformer blocks.

The idea of updating a sparse set of parameters is also
adopted in related fields. We further comment on the rela-
tions and differences of these works in Appendix D.

Gradient-Based Scoring Function. We aim to iden-
tify which parameters are more relevant to the new task at
hand by this scoring function. We formulate this as find-
ing parameters where small changes to their values could
lead to a greater improvement in the task performance, with
the loss function as a proxy. When achieving this, we only
make small changes to the model and thus can preserve
the generic knowledge while improving the new task per-
formance. Specifically, we can approximate the change in
the loss function L upon small changes δ in the parameters’
values with

L(θl+δ;xk)−L(θl;xk) ≈
∑
i,j

gij(xk)δij =
∂(L(θl;xk))

∂θlij
δij ,

(1)
where gij(xk) is the gradient of the loss function regarding
the parameter θlij evaluated at the data point xk ∈ Dt, and
δij is the local change in parameter space. The above first-
order approximation suggests that a fixed small changes
made to parameters with the larger gradient magnitude ∥
gij ∥ in the opposite direction of the gradient would incur
a larger reduction in the loss function, and hence greater
improvements with minor changes.

Following this, we define our scoring function as:

S(θlij , Dt) = ∥ 1

N ′
t

N ′
t∑

k=1

gij(xk)∥, (2)



where N ′
t is the number of samples we use to compute the

gradient. N ′
t can be much smaller than the total number of

samples in the dataset, Nt, as shown in the Appendix F.
Sparse update. Upon selecting the relevant parameters

θU = {θlU}, we freeze all other model parameters and learn
the current dataset Dt by only optimizing θU .

Following the current practice in class incremental learn-
ing methods, [4, 18, 60] we deploy a replay buffer to reduce
the forgetting across the new tasks sequence. We keep a
replay buffer M of a fixed size, and sample batches from it
of the same size as the batch from the current dataset at each
optimization step. We update the replay buffer at the end of
learning of each task by experience replay [11].

Our final objective function at task t can be written as

min
θU

L(θ;Dt
train) + L(θ;M) (3)

where L(θ;D) is the loss computed on the set D.
Algorithm applicability. Our algorithm involves three

key steps: localizing update layers, selecting relevant param-
eters, and training on the new task with sparse updates. It
is important to note that while we primarily delve into the
localization within the transformer architecture, the concept
of selectively updating certain layers while keeping others
frozen to achieve efficiency and comparable performance is
not confined to this architecture alone. [8, 49]. Should the
need arises to extend our approach to different architectures,
the first step of our methodology can be readily adapted. Fur-
thermore, the processes of parameter selection and sparse
updates remain architecture-agnostic, making them versatile
across various model structures.

5. Experiments

We evaluate our proposed framework on various datasets
compared to different methods and baselines in Sec. 5.2, and
analyze different components of our method and ablate our
design choices in Sec. 5.3. We provide further ablations on
defying generic knowledge loss in the Appendix F.

5.1. Setup

Backbone. We apply SPU to vision-language classifica-
tion tasks, given the relatively robust measurement of the
knowledge base in such tasks. We choose the pre-trained
CLIP-ViT/B-16 [48] as our backbone.
Datasets. We evaluate the performance of our algorithms
on a total of six datasets— four fine-grained datasets (Bird-
snap [5], CUB-200-2011 [55], FGVC-Aircraft [39], Stanford
Cars [31]), one coarse dataset (CIFAR100 [32]), and one
out-of-distribution dataset (GTSRB [52]). These datasets
are chosen primarily based on their initially low zero-shot
performance with CLIP pre-trained models. To form the
continual learning sequences, we split each dataset into 10

subsets with disjoint classes composing 10 tasks. For meth-
ods that leverage a replay buffer, we use a buffer size of
around 4% of the dataset size. Ablation study of buffer size
is shown in Sec. 5.3. For more comprehensive information,
please refer to the Appendix E.
Baselines. We conduct a comprehensive comparison of
our method against various baselines. Firstly, we evaluate
our approach against the best fine-tuning method of CLIP,
FLYP [21]. We further integrate with FLYP classical contin-
ual learning components to evaluate their performance on the
CLIP backbone, including ER [11], weight regularization
method, MAS [2], and functional regularization methods
LwF [34] and PRD [4]. We combine these functional regu-
larization methods with a replay buffer. We further consider
the latest pre-trained model based continual learning tech-
niques. L2P [60], DualPrompt [59], and SLCA [65]. Finally,
we compare to two recent methods that target knowledge
retention of foundation models. ZSCL [66] designed for
CLIP [48] and LoRA-EWC [63] which combines LoRA [24]
and EWC [29] to finetune an LLM, here we adapt it to CLIP.
Results, evaluation with ImageNet pretrained backbones of
these methods, and discussion are in the Supplement.
Evaluation Metrics. We measure the Acc. at the end of
the class-incremental process, as well as the forgetting rate
following prior arts [10, 11]. Additionally, we aim to un-
derstand how the knowledge base shifts as we continually
update the pre-trained models. To achieve this, and simi-
lar to [25], we evaluate a continually trained model M on
a diverse dataset representing generic knowledge, i.e., the
validation set of ImageNet [15], which acts as a control set
(C.). We report the zero-shot classification accuracy on (C.),
and compare it with that from the frozen pre-trained models.

To provide a comprehensive view of model performance
across all ND datasets {Di}ND

i=1, we denoted the model pa-
rameters trained after Di as Mi, and frozen model perfor-
mance on Di as Mfi . We present the increment of Average
Accuracy (Acc. In.) across these datasets as

Acc. In.(M) =
1

ND

ND∑
i=1

Acc.(Mi)− Acc.(Mfi ), (4)

the average forgetting rate (Avg. F.)

Avg. F(M) =
1

ND

ND∑
i=1

F. (Mi), (5)

and the average drop of control set accuracy (C. Drop).

C. Drop(M) =
1

ND

ND∑
i=1

C.(Mf)− C.(Mi), (6)

Implementation Details. We follow [21] to both perform
selection and sparse update on the visual tower and text
tower of the CLIP model, and use contrastive loss as our loss
function. Within our algorithm, we use a selection rate of
10%, which optimally balances learning and forgetting. We
perform an ablation study on the selection rate in Sec. 5.3.
More implementation details is in Appendix E.



Aircraft Birdsnap Cars CIFAR100 CUB GTSRB Average

Acc. F. C. Acc. F. C. Acc. F. C. Acc. F. C. Acc. F. C. Acc. F. C. Acc. In. Avg. F. C. Drop

Frozen [48] 24.45 - 63.55 43.20 - 63.55 64.63 - 63.55 68.25 - 63.55 55.13 - 63.55 43.38 - 63.55 0.0 - 0.0

FLYP [21] 18.63 39.93 41.04 44.06 23.43 51.06 51.64 25.65 52.25 46.26 37.78 26.53 45.74 26.62 44.30 21.76 55.48 1.59 -11.82 34.81 27.42
+ MAS [2] 33.69 27.50 61.09 47.42 17.12 60.05 69.43 9.18 61.17 63.88 21.16 49.35 61.72 12.05 57.35 42.04 25.38 42.06 3.19 18.73 8.37
+ ER [11] 41.42 31.48 50.41 56.22 21.63 56.72 69.08 16.42 58.07 82.86 3.41 42.10 64.07 17.72 51.30 96.28 -7.40 17.34 18.48 13.88 17.56
+ ER + LwF [34] 36.08 18.12 63.06 50.23 10.20 62.08 72.56 4.04 62.59 74.32 8.16 55.71 65.11 5.90 62.05 53.56 11.86 57.99 8.80 9.71 2.97
+ ER + PRD [4] 37.11 17.35 63.38 51.34 9.45 62.85 74.08 3.75 62.96 79.66 3.10 59.01 65.92 6.55 62.09 63.00 12.44 61.04 12.01 8.77 1.66

LoRA-EWC [63] 30.36 12.23 62.82 45.91 12.12 62.53 66.11 3.89 61.39 67.35 15.28 55.27 58.72 4.92 61.27 46.14 13.23 61.70 2.59 10.28 2.72
+ ER (r=8) 33.12 12.14 62.99 50.28 8.70 62.74 70.51 0.88 62.49 81.27 -0.70 59.90 62.36 2.99 62.80 89.87 -7.17 61.62 14.73 2.81 1.46
+ ER (r=96) 33.75 11.75 62.91 50.52 8.96 63.00 71.17 0.46 62.39 82.10 -1.59 59.91 62.31 2.81 62.72 90.01 -7.46 61.66 15.14 2.49 1.45

L2P [60] 32.20 21.73 43.43 24.37 36.17 44.63 67.04 11.22 42.53 67.71 18.81 39.61 64.04 6.82 45.51 75.45 2.68 34.05 5.29 16.24 21.92
DualPrompt [59] 26.61 17.20 56.31 36.34 30.23 46.43 63.30 18.67 55.76 61.72 19.87 42.37 64.38 12.94 55.63 69.65 8.43 40.37 3.83 17.89 14.07
SLCA [65] 29.40 11.45 63.49 43.18 9.28 63.33 62.65 4.42 63.29 70.03 0.19 60.23 53.87 7.75 63.31 46.01 0.83 62.76 1.02 5.65 0.81
ZSCL [66] 30.96 15.65 65.53 49.85 13.28 63.13 67.79 8.27 62.90 80.50 1.05 61.90 61.09 7.69 62.78 62.92 13.54 62.92 9.01 9.91 0.36
SparseCL [58] 31.95 19.77 63.31 45.11 16.78 61.50 71.57 5.38 62.82 69.35 15.23 57.39 62.50 9.66 62.43 48.99 24.91 61.03 5.07 15.29 2.14
SPG [30] 39.15 21.42 63.62 49.25 14.88 62.55 73.09 5.94 63.30 69.79 14.99 59.40 65.43 8.18 62.43 54.36 17.73 61.74 8.67 13.86 1.38

SPU - Ours 44.43 14.42 63.48 55.35 12.78 61.94 77.51 3.26 63.42 83.99 -0.39 61.38 71.51 4.84 62.87 94.25 -7.87 62.55 21.34 4.51 0.94

Table 1. Average Accuracy (Acc.), Forgetting (F.), and control set Accuracy (C.) of our method SPU and baselines on 6 CIL sequences,
demonstrating our superior knowledge accumulation and preservation. We highlight parameter efficiency via parameters size and learnable
parameters rate, and data efficiency via data use.

5.2. Results

We present the comparison between our approach and other
methods in Tab. 1. In the subsequent sections, we delve
into our observations from the dual lenses of learning and
forgetting.

Comparison with other methods. We view accumulat-
ing novel knowledge as prioritized, at the same time also pay
attention to knowledge retention. Regrading the accuracy of
newly learned knowledge (Acc.), we achieve state-of-the-art
results in four out of six datasets, i.e., Aircraft, Cars, CI-
FAR100, and CUB, and comparable results in Birdsnap and
GTSRB, with a notable average margin of 2.86% over the
existing continual learning methods. We analyze how our
scoring function contribute to the achievement in Sec. 5.3.

Regarding the knowledge retention, our approach
achieves control set accuracy drop (C. Drop) of 0.94% which
is the least drop among methods with no external data access,
and is comparable to that of ZSCL, which requires access to
the additional Conceptual Caption [9] dataset for knowledge
retention. This brings efficiency concerns, which we will
elaborate later in Sec. 5.4. Meanwhile, ZSCL preserves the
generic knowledge at the expense of the new tasks increment
average accuracy which is 12% lower than ours.

The superior results in new task accuracy and control set
accuracy demonstrates that SPU can effectively extends the
knowledge base during continual learning.

Among the continual learning methods, FLYP+ER stands
as the only comparable contender in terms of average accu-
racy of new task. This mainly benefits from the balanced
loss terms on buffer data and current task data. However, it
exhibits a significant drawback in forgetting, averaging at
13.88% in the forgetting of the current dataset, and a notable
decrease of 17.56% in average control set accuracy.

Distillation-based methods like FLYP + ER + LwF/PRD
and ZSCL generally perform good at preserving the pre-

trained knowledge, all displaying control set accuracy drop
of less than 3%. However, their flexibility in learning the new
tasks, as indicated by their average accuracy, remains limited,
reflecting a discernible gap of over 8% when compared to
our method. While SLCA achieves the second best results
of 0.81% in preserving the pre-trained knowledge, it almost
cannot improve the new task when compared to SPU .

LoRA based methods exhibit extraordinary performance
in eliminating forgetting. In the forgetting of the new tasks,
LoRA-EWC combined with ER can achieve only 2.49% of
forgetting. LoRA-EWC has only 1% - 3% control set accu-
racy drop depending on the rank choice and buffer choice.
However, this is a larger drop than our marginal 0.94% drop
in control set accuracy. In spite of their knowledge retention
ability being slightly worse than ours, their average incre-
ment accuracy on new tasks is lower than ours, with at least
a margin of 6.2%.

Fine-grained Datasets. The diverse characteristics of
various datasets also lead to distinct behaviors. Across fine-
grained datasets like Aircraft, Cars, and CUB, we achieve
SOTA average accuracy, outperforming the baselines by
around 3%, while demonstrating minimal degradation in
control set accuracy of less than 1%.

Out of Distribution Dataset. We view GSTRB as out
of distribution for CLIP pretraining, as it is the only con-
sidered dataset where the zero shot performance of CLIP is
significantly lower than the performance of a linear classifier
trained on ResNet50 features [48]. Its extremely detailed
class descriptions (such as “blue circle with white forward
arrow mandatory”) make the deep semantic understanding
of images, such as the exact meaning of the signs, less im-
portant. In these experiments, GSTRB proves an outlier for
SOTA CIL methods with significantly low Acc., while our
method proves robust. FLYP+ER achieves an average accu-
racy of 96.28% in GTSRB, but at the expense of a 17.34%



Aircraft Birdsnap Cars CIFAR100 CUB GTSRB Average

Acc. F. C. Acc. F. C. Acc. F. C. Acc. C. H. Acc. C. H. Acc. F. C. Acc. In. Avg. F. D. Drop

Attention layers 41.34 14.68 64.02 55.22 11.73 62.53 76.35 3.61 63.73 84.00 -0.35 62.49 70.99 4.03 63.39 92.41 -8.23 63.20 20.21 4.24 0.32
First MLP layers 44.43 14.42 63.48 55.35 12.78 61.94 77.51 3.26 63.42 83.99 -0.39 61.38 71.51 4.84 62.87 94.25 -7.87 62.55 21.34 4.51 0.94
Second MLP layers 43.32 14.02 63.24 54.98 12.25 61.17 76.91 3.24 62.77 83.59 -0.42 59.57 70.00 5.40 62.19 93.32 -8.38 61.24 20.51 4.35 1.85
Both MLP layers 44.21 14.78 63.32 55.10 13.46 61.32 77.25 3.79 63.13 84.15 -0.31 60.47 71.23 5.42 62.34 94.18 -7.85 61.65 21.18 4.88 1.51

Table 2. Compared to various choice of selected layers, our choice (in gray background) achieves the best performance in new task accuracy
(Acc.) while has comparable results in control set accuracy (C.)

Aircraft Birdsnap Cars CIFAR100 CUB GTSRB Average

Acc. F. H. Acc. F. H. Acc. F. H. Acc. F. H. Acc. F. H. Acc. F. H. Acc. In. Avg. F. C. Drop

Random 38.34 11.19 63.83 54.74 8.92 63.64 74.62 2.91 63.64 83.84 -2.17 62.88 67.36 3.59 63.77 86.51 -6.06 63.30 17.73 3.06 0.04
SPU 44.43 14.42 63.48 55.35 12.78 61.94 77.51 3.26 63.42 83.99 -0.39 61.38 71.51 4.84 62.87 94.25 -7.87 62.55 21.34 4.51 0.94
piggyback [40] 43.68 14.86 63.66 53.81 13.97 61.91 76.58 3.94 63.45 83.93 -0.70 61.45 70.97 5.00 62.98 93.02 -7.83 62.30 20.49 4.87 0.92
Mask 43.95 14.80 63.58 54.23 13.10 62.23 76.92 3.56 63.43 84.30 -1.07 62.08 71.11 4.78 62.98 92.41 -7.33 62.63 20.65 4.64 0.73

Table 3. Compared to random selection, our superior performance (in gray background) implies the selected weights specialized to the task.
Compared to training-based scoring functions, our training-free function performs better in new task accuracy and control set accuracy.

control set accuracy, equating to around 60% accuracy loss,
indicating a large decay in the generic knowledge after learn-
ing such out of distribution datasets. In contrast, our pro-
posed method achieves competitive accuracy, concurrently
delivering small control set loss of around 1%, signifying
minimal loss of generic knowledge.

Coarse Dataset. In contrast, in the case of the coarser
CIFAR100 dataset, we still achieve an impressive SOTA
learning accuracy of 83.99%, albeit with a marginal trade-off
of approximately 2% in control set accuracy. Even with this
reduction, SPU stands out as significant compared to most
other continual learning techniques that experience losses
of generic knowledge ranging from 4% to 21%. This phe-
nomenon can be attributed to that CIFAR100 encapsulates a
degree of generic knowledge, possibly causing interference
in the information on control sets like ImageNet.

5.3. Ablation Study

In this section, we perform ablation studies on the individual
components comprising our algorithm to validate the ratio-
nale behind our design of these components. Refer to the
Appendix F for more details and full results.
Which layer to update? We compare localizing the update
to the first MLP layer parameters (our choice) to that of the
second MLP layers and both MLP layers together. We also
consider the choice of Attention layers. In the experiment
of Attention layers and second MLP layers, we updated
10% of parameters as what we do in our choice. In the
experiment of updating both MLP layers, we updated 5%
parameters of each layer to match the selection rate. Results
reported in Tab. 2. Updating the Attention layers helps to
migrate the forgetting better, which is consistent with the
LoRA-EWC performance. However, it has obvious worse
performances on the new tasks accuracy in Aircraft, Cars,
CUB, and GTSRB. Updating parameters from the second
layer suffers double the generic knowledge loss compared

to that of the first layer parameters. Updating parameters
in both layers is also worse in both forgetting and control
set accuracy than that of the first layer only. We conclude
that localizing the updates to selected parameters of the first
layer only is sufficient to achieve the best trade-offs.

Do the selected weights represent the task? We validate
whether the selected parameters can represent the task at
hand in Tab. 3 by comparing our scoring function with a ran-
dom selection. The results indicate that with sparse update,
we can preserve the knowledge learned from pre-training.
However, the Avg. In. of the random select baseline, 17.73%,
is worse than the Avg. In. of FLYP+ER, 18.48%. This sug-
gests that with only sparse update we may miss some impor-
tant representations to the new task in the parameter space.
However, with our scoring function, we do not only improve
over random select, but over full finetune (FLYP+ER) in
continual learning by mitigating forgetting. This implies that
our selected parameters are specialized in the current task
concepts, thus changing them will cause the least interfer-
ence with other tasks. In Appendix B, we further visualize
that the selected parameters can well represent the task, and
we will select diffrent parameters for different tasks.

There are also existing methods, e.g. Piggyback [40], that
train a mask for parameter selection. These methods require
an additional phase of training; thus SPU is more compu-
tationally efficient. Furthermore, in Tab. 3, we compare
SPU with Piggyback and a learnable variant of our scoring
function, denoted as Mask. Details of the implementation
is in Appendix C. Comparing with these two methods, our
gradient-based scoring function is better in both new task
learning (Acc.) and in knowledge preservation (C.).

Selection rate. Tab. 4 illustrates the variants of our method
under varying selection rates applied to the first layer of
MLP blocks. Across all selection rates, SPU demonstrates
competitive average accuracy, forgetting, and control set
accuracy when compared with other baselines in Tab. 1.



Selection Rate Acc. In. Avg. F. C. Drop

0.01 17.70 3.10 1.11
0.10 21.34 4.51 0.94
0.50 21.73 7.76 0.95

Table 4. Ablation on selection rate of SPU. Our approach achieves
the best trade-off when selecting 10% weights.

Even with a 0.5 selection rate, the learnable parameters
comprise only 30% of the total parameters. We note that as
the selection rate increases, there is a marginal enhancement
in learning performance, but accompanied by a compromise
in forgetting. For instance, raising from 0.1 to 0.5 selection
rate, the Average Accuracy improves around 0.5% but the
forgetting also raises around 3%. Therefore, we opt for a
selection rate of 0.1, which gives the best trade-off between
the accumulation of the new knowledge and the preservation
of the pre-trained knowledge.

Buffer Size
/ Total Size

FLYP+ER SPU

ACC. In Avg. F. C. Drop ACC. In Avg. F. C. Drop

1% 8.97 22.27 19.18 16.18 10.28 1.00
2% 13.24 19.35 18.24 18.63 8.14 0.96
4% 18.48 13.88 17.56 21.34 4.51 0.94

Table 5. Ablation on buffer size and comparison to FLYP+ER. Our
approach has lower performance drop and small forgetting when
the buffer size decreases

Buffer size. In Tab. 1, we present the outcomes of SPU
using a buffer size equivalent to 4% of the total dataset size.
Tab. 5 shows our performance over an array of buffer sizes,
ranging from 1% to 4% of the total dataset size, compared
with ER. Evidently, our algorithm excels in preserving pre-
training knowledge across all buffer sizes, all with less than
1% drop in control set accuracy. As we decrease the buffer
size, FLYP+ER encounters substantial influence; our method
with 1% buffer size doubles Avg. Acc. improvement of
FLYP+ER with 1% buffer and suffers 50% less forgetting
with merely 1% control set accuracy loss.

5.4. Efficiency

We consider efficiency from two perspectives, parameter effi-
ciency and data efficiency, as shown in Tab. 6. For parameter
efficiency, we follow [23, 24, 27] to report the full parameter
size and trainable parameter size. While most of the current
methods necessitate a complete parameter update, SPU only
requires an update of a sparse subset of parameters, which
only consists of 2.7% of the total model’s parameters. Be-
sides this, we neither require adding extra parameters to the
model as in LoRA-EWC and L2P, nor storing the frozen
pre-trained model as in ZSCL. Using the pre-trained model
consumes extra GPU memory during the training. Adding
extra model parameters consumes extra GPU memory dur-

Method
Full

Parameter
Trainable
Parameter

Extra Data
Source

FLYP 149.5M 149.5M (100%) -
LoRA-EWC (r=96) 154M 5.90M (3.79%) CC12m
ZSCL 299M 149.5M (50%) CC12m
SPU (ours) 149.5M 4.72M (3.15%) -

Table 6. Parameter efficiency and data efficiency of various CL al-
gorithms. Our approach is parameter and data efficient in updating
a small portion of parameters with no added parameters and no
requirement of extra data source.

ing the training, and disk memory when saving the model.
This influence may be ignorable in a limited number of tasks.
However, continual learning expects an ever-going algorithm.
Then the storage problem becomes profound, together with
the added model components (prompt, adapter, and so on)
choosing problem, as in L2P.

For data efficiency, our algorithm does not require extra
data source, making it light to deploy on various applications
without loading huge datasets. LoRA-EWC and ZSCL are
the only two methods achieving similar control set accuracy
to SPU . However, LoRA-EWC takes Conceptional Caption
12M (CC12M) [9] to compute the Fisher information of
pre-trained task, and ZSCL uses CC12M for distillation.

We further perform an ablation study on the number of
samples N ′

t used to approximate the scoring function. Re-
sults show that our method can still have good performance
even when using only one batch of samples for the approx-
imation. This implies that the computation of the scoring
function is also efficient which does not require a full pass of
the data prior to the training, and can be done transparently
with the first received batch. Details are in Appendix G.

6. Discussion

With the rise of advanced foundation models pretrained
on vast datasets, we propose a method that preserves
pre-learned information in continual learning. We base
on the fact that foundation models already have initial
knowledge for the task in hand, and identify specific model
layers and parameters corresponding to this knowledge
for sparse updates. As such, we perform small update
for the model to cope with the new knowledge while
preserving the previously acquired generic knowledge.
We evaluate our method extensively and show superior
performance. However, our current method operates
unidirectional, and future research could explore knowledge
accumulation across diverse domains. Additionally,
expanding our focus from discriminative to generative
tasks would enhance the applicability of our techniques.
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A. Casual Tracking for Localization
In this paper, the weight selection is localized to the first MLP layer within transformer blocks. We discussed such localization
in prior model editing and probing works in Section 4. We further perform casual tracking to validate the localization.

Vig et al. [54] quantifies the contribution of intermediate variables in causal graphs for causal mediation analysis. Based
on this, Meng et al. [42] proposed casual tracking for identifying neuron activations that are decisive in a language model’s
factual predictions. Casual tracking identifies specific locations that contribute to the input’s recognition by computing the
average effects of restoring activations at these locations on a corrupted input. We adapt the casual tracking to CLIP models
and formulate the computation of average indirect effect (AIE) in the following.

In CLIP model with ViT backbone, we freeze one tower of visual or text and perform casual tracking on the other. Take the
casual tracking on image tower for example, we do the next three runs:
• Clean run. We pass an image-text pair into the model and store activations of the visual tower {aℓi |i ∈ [1, T ], ℓ ∈ [1, L]},

and get the similarity score S. Here T is the number of tokens, and L is the number of layers.
• Corrupted run. We then pass the image into visual tower by adding noises to the image embeddings of patches related to

the corresponding text and get a corrupted visual output feature. We compute the similarity score Sc between this feature
and the clean text features.

• Corrupted-with-restoration run. Finally, we follow the corrupted run to add noises on image embeddings, and replace
the activation of layer ℓ token i with the clean activation aℓi , and get corrupted-with-restoration visual output features. We
compute the similarity score Sr

ℓ
i between these features and the clean text features.

The average indirect effect (AIE) is computed by the average difference between the similarity scores of corrupted run and
corrupted-with-restoration runs, i.e.

AIEℓ =
1

T

∑
i∈[1,T ]

∣∣Sr
ℓ
i − Sc

∣∣
S

. (7)

Here
∣∣Sr

ℓ
i − Sc

∣∣ measures the change of similarity scores when we restore one single state, i.e., activation, back to the clean
activation. In CLIP model, we observe that this restoration often does not lead to positive effect to the similarity score; thus we
compute the absolute change here. As we need to aggregate AIE over multiple image-text pairs, we normalize the change of
similarity by the score from the clean run. In casual tracking of text tower, we freeze the CLIP visual tower and apply the same
procedure on the text tower.

Intuitively, higher AIEℓ means activations or states of layer ℓ are more important to the final classification. We further
compute AIE over MLP layers AIEℓ

mlp or Attention layers AIEℓ
attn by restoring activation values outputted from MLP or

Attention layers among all the transformer blocks.
In practice, we perform casual tracking on the validation set of COCO [35] since it provides detailed information on objects

in images. We decide the object-related image patch by the bounding box information. We use the prompt a photo of
{class name} as text input, and the image-related tokens are those that represent the class name. The casual tracking
results are in Fig. 2. Here we show the effect of restoring states (activations) after full layer in blue, the effect of restoring
states after Attention layers in orange, and the effect of restoring states after MLP layers in green.

The figure demonstrates higher AIEℓ
mlp values compared to AIEℓ

attn values in both visual and text tower, with a larger
contrast in the visual tower. This implies the change of MLP layers contributes more to the final classification, which further
validates our choice in performing selection on the MLP layers.

B. Visualization for Parameter Selection
In addition to section 5.3, we further validate the parameter selection qualitatively from two perspectives. Firstly, we utilize
gScoreCAM [13] to visualize the attention of selected neurons on original images, illustrating their representativeness to the
features. Secondly, we visualize the correlation of selected weights from different tasks. This is to demonstrate the task-wise
separation in the selection process, which aids in mitigating forgetting.

gScoreCAM [13] follows the idea of ScoreCAM [56] to perturb the input image with the upsampled activation map, and
aggregate the CAM scores. The importance of neuron activations to specific input features is derived from the aggregated
scores. gScoreCAM selects only 10% of the activations in regard to their gradient values to perturb the input image, and shows
the selected activations are effective in localizing the features. This is in agreement with our selection strategy and modularity
hypothesis (section 4). We applied gScoreCAM to perform the visualization on the neurons of the first MLP layers of the 9th
transformer layers. We selected the top 10% activation values to perturb the input image. The highlighted regions by selected
activations of images from the CUB dataset in shown Fig. 3. We



Figure 3. Highlighted regions by activations of selected neurons in the first MLP layers of the 9th transformer block in gScoreCAM
visualization. Selected neurons represent meaningful features in the input image.

In Fig. 4, we analyze the correlation between selected weights across different tasks in various layers. Patch with row label
task i and column label task j shows the percentage of the shared weights selected in task i and task j. We observe that the
frequency of repeated weight selection for different tasks seldom exceeds 50%. This pattern suggests that while our scoring
function occasionally identifies common weights across tasks, it predominantly selects task-specific weights. Notably, the
incidence of repeated selection decreases in shallower layers, as demonstrated in layer 5 (first row), which implies a higher
occurrence of modulation in these layers. Thus, our approach of selecting weights across all transformer layers is further
validated.

C. Learnable Scoring Function
In section 5.3, we perform different scoring functions to validate the effectiveness of our proposed gradient-based scoring
function, including the Mask baseline. Here, we describe the Mask baseline.

Although the gradient is an efficient approximation of the parameters’ relevance to the task at hand, we suspect selecting
parameters independently based on their gradient magnitude might not consider the contribution of the parameters together
when updated, and can potentially cause redundancy in the selection. To explore this, we propose to involve an optional
optimization stage to adjust the scoring function based on the initial gradient values. Specifically, for parameters θl ∈ Rm×n,
we define S ∈ Rm×n to be the learnable parameters scores. We initialize S with the gradients computed on the current task,
where Sij =

1
N ′

t

∑N ′
t

k=1 gij(xk), and consider the estimated gradient as the basis for a target update of the model parameters
and construct an imaginary update:

θl′ = θl − µ · S, (8)

where µ is the update step size (learning rate). We then optimize S by minimizing the task loss L and an additional L1 loss
(∥S∥1)

S′ = argmin
S

L(θl′;Dt) + λ∥S∥1, (9)

where λ is a hyperparameter that weighs the contribution of L1 loss. L1 loss is introduced to encourage sparsity in the
estimated scores, guiding the optimization to tolerate parameters with large gradient magnitude (and hence large initial scores)
when proven relevant to the minimization of the task loss while zeroing out gradients of irrelevant or redundant parameters.

We optimize S for a few epochs. Then, we define S(θlij , Dt) = S′
i,j and select top r parameters as the most relevant

parameters for the task at hand. Note that here we estimate parameter scores for one selected layer θl, but the formulation can
generalize to an arbitrary number of layers.

The learnable scoring function requires more computation due to the additional optimization phase of S compared to the
gradient scores. We present the efficacy of this optional stage in Table 3 of the main paper.



Figure 4. Repeat rate of the selected weight in visual and text tower of layer 5 and layer 10 in CLIP. The shared weight selected two different
tasks only counts a small amount of total selected weight.

D. Relations to other sparse update works

Gradient-based selection. Gradient-based parameter attribution is a robust metric that has been widely used in CL and
other fields like model compression and multitask learning; however, when and where to use it is the key point to stand our
method out. HAT [50], SupSup [62], and SPG [30] leverage the gradients after training of previous tasks to penalize the
change of previously learned important parameters, which are more similar to EWC [29] and MAS [2]. We applied SPG in our
setting and show significant improvements by our method in all metrics in Tab. 1. More importantly, in our case, gradients of
previous data (pre-training data) are inefficient or unavailable to obtain and noisy. Distinctly, we achieve knowledge retention
via sparse updates by two key steps, localization and parameter pre-selection. Our gradient-based pre-selection serves as an
approximation to identify the specialized parameters of the upcoming task, which is crucial to allow large decrease in the loss
function with the smallest change in the selected parameters.

Sparse network. PiggyBack [40] learns a task-specific binary mask for every task, requiring task identifiers which we
assume inaccessible. SparseCL [58] compresses the model by 75%-95% for on-device CL, and would fail to fit in our problem
in two ways. 1) During training of a task, SparseCL combines the magnitude of the parameters and their gradients as a score to
omit unimportant parameters in Equation (1). The magnitude of the parameter ∥w∥1 is relevant when training a network from
scratch and in SparseCL it is the dominant factor in parameter selection; after reproducing SparseCL experiment, we found
that the magnitude of weights ∥w∥1 is on average 6.93e-3 while the gradient α∥∂L̃(Dt;θ)

∂w ∥1 is on average 2.02e-4. However, in
a pre-trained foundation model, the magnitude of weights is mostly relevant to the knowledge learned during pre-training.
Our gradient-based selection is to measure the relevance of parameters to the upcoming task, and the sparse update is not to
compress the network but to discourage the unrelated parameters to be modified. 2) SparseCL dynamically selects parameters
to be updated every several epochs; selecting additional parameters and omitting from already changed parameters leads, at
the end of the task training, to many parameters changed. This would incur more forgetting of generic knowledge. In Tab. 1
SparseCL fails to improve Acc. and causes drop in generic knowledge (C.) specially when learning generic datasets.



E. Implementation Details
E.1. Dataset

Here are the statistics of our six experimental benchmarks.
Birdsnap [5] Birdsnap is a large bird dataset originally consisting of 49,829 images from 500 bird species with 47,386

images used for training and 2,443 images used for testing. We download the dataset from the official link, and follow the
official train-test split. We use a fixed buffer of size 1,500 for this dataset.

CUB-200-2011 [55] The Caltech-UCSD Birds-200-2011 (CUB-200-2011) dataset is for fine-grained visual categorization
task. It contains 11,788 images of 200 subcategories belonging to birds, 5,994 for training and 5,794 for testing. We use the
Hugging Face implementation of the dataloader. We use a fixed buffer of size 240 for this dataset.

CIFAR100 [32] This dataset has 100 classes containing 600 images each. There are 500 training images and 100 testing
images per class. We use the PyTorch implementation of the dataloader. We used a fixed buffer of 2,000 for this dataset.

FGVC-Aircraft [39] The dataset contains 10,200 images of aircraft, with 100 images for each of 102 different aircraft
model variants, most of which are airplanes. The data is divided into three equally sized training, validation, and test subsets.
We use the PyTorch implementation of the dataloader, where train and valid set are used for training, and the test set is used
for testing. We use a fixed buffer of size 250 for this dataset.

Stanford Cars [31] The Stanford Cars dataset contains 16,185 images of 196 classes of cars. The data is split into 8,144
training images and 8,041 testing images, where each class has been split roughly in a 50-50 split. Classes are typically at the
level of Make, Model, Year, e.g., 2012 Tesla Model S or 2012 BMW M3 coupe. We use the Hugging Face implementation of
the dataloader. We use a fixed buffer of size 240 for this dataset.

GTSRB [52] This dataset is designed for recognition of traffic signs. By the time we download it, it contains 43 classes with
26,640 training samples and 12,630 testing samples. We use the PyTorch implementation of the dataloader. We used a fixed
buffer of 1,000 for this dataset.

For each dataset, during the training, we use the prompt a photo of {} with class name as text inputs. We evaluate
each baseline on the test set using the original prompts and ensembling strategy provided by Radford et al. [48].

E.2. Hyperparameters

For our algorithm, we use PyTorch implemented AdamW optimizer [38] and learning rate scheduler of Cosine Annealing with
Warmup [37] for our algorithm, as well as FLYP combined with ER and other CL regularization methods. We use a learning
rate of 7.5e-6 and train for 10 epochs for all datasets. The results are reported based on an average of 5 different random seeds.
We run all our experiments on one single Nvidia A100 GPU.

E.3. Baseline Details

Here are the implementations for other baselines in Table 1.
FLYP [21] For all FLYP based baselines, we tuned the learning rate in [2.5e-6, 5e-6, 7.5e-6] and training epochs in

[5,10,15] and report the best results
FLYP+ER [11] For ER-based baselines, we apply balanced sampling, where at each step, we sample a balanced batch, half

from the current task and half from the previous tasks.
FLYP + MAS [2] We follow the avalanche [36] to implement MAS regularizer with FLYP. To cope with the large-scale

architecture, we normalize the estimated weights’ importance by their maximum value. We tuned the scaling factor of MAS
loss in [0.01, 0.05, 0.1] and report the best results.

FLYP + ER + LwF/PRD [4, 34] For LwF, we follow the implementation of avalanche. For PRD, we follow the official
implementation. We further tuned temperature in [0.01,0.1,1.0,5.0] and loss scaling factor in [0.01, 0.05, 0.1] and report the
best results.

L2P, DualPrompt [59, 60] These two methods were originally designed for ViT backbone with linear classifier. They
proposed to freeze the feature extractor and only train the classifier. We adopt the idea to the backbone of CLIP architecture
with pre-trained weights provided by timm library, where we freeze the visual and text feature extractors and only train the
linear projection layers. We applied the prompt techniques on the visual tower of CLIP. A class balanced buffer is applied to
them as what we did for FLYP + ER. These methods are highly tailored for ImageNet pre-trained transformers and do not
scale to other pre-trained weights, leading to surprisingly bad performance when combined with CLIP, in spite of our best
efforts to tune the hyperparameters carefully.

SLCA [65] We adopted the slow learning rate and classifier alignment to the CLIP backbone. In the first training phase,
we applied the learning of 1.5e− 6 to the backbone, and 7.5e− 6 to the projection layers. In the section training phase of



classifier alignment, we only train the projection layers.
LoRA-EWC [63] We compute fisher information by CC12m [9], and apply the EWC loss on every task. We applied the

LoRA architecture on both visual and text tower. We further modified it with different ranks in LoRA and applied a replay
buffer.
Here are other baselines in Table 2.

Random This baseline mainly follows our method SPU, except for Equation 2 in the main paper. In this baseline, we use
random values for the scoring function.

Mask We described this method in Appendix C in the supplement. We optimize the learnable score matrix S for 5 epochs,
with the learning rate of 5e− 4 and step size µ = 5e− 4. We set the L1 loss coefficient λ = 1e− 3

PiggyBack [40] This baseline mainly follows the Mask baseline, except for the format of the imaginary update in
Appendix C. We applied the PiggyBack mask learning format, where

θl′ = θl + µ · m(S). (10)

Here µ is a scaling factor, and m(·) is a binary mask. We uniformly initialized S and applied AdamW optimizer as proposed
in PiggyBack. We optimize the score matrix S for 5 epochs, with the learning rate of 1e-4 and the scaling factor µ of 1e-5.

F. More Details in Ablation Study

Aircraft Birdsnap Cars CIFAR100 CUB GTSRB Average

Acc. F. C. Acc. F. C. Acc. F. C. Acc. F. C. Acc. F. C. Acc. F. C. Acc. In. Avg. F. C. Drop

w/ Loc. 44.43 14.42 63.48 55.35 12.78 61.94 77.51 3.26 63.42 83.99 -0.39 61.38 71.51 4.84 62.87 94.25 -7.87 62.55 21.34 4.51 0.94
w/o Loc. 43.35 16.12 63.54 54.56 14.37 61.08 76.83 4.30 63.26 84.43 -0.26 59.95 71.64 4.56 62.42 93.81 -7.75 61.53 20.93 5.22 1.59

Table 7. Comparison between w/ localization and w/o localization. The localization improves the retention ability.

Knowledge Retention. Our good retention ability is dually contributed by the localization and selective update. We localize
the change to the first MLP layer, and keep other model components unchanged for knowledge retention. In Tab. 7, selective
update without localization (w/o Loc.) results in less retention. Besides localization’s role in retention and the sparse updates,
the parameters randomly selected generally have smaller gradients magnitudes regarding the task-in-hand; thus under same
learning rate and number of epochs, the magnitude of parameters change can be smaller, which helps in retention.

Aircraft Birdsnap Cars CIFAR100 CUB GTSRB Average

Acc. F. C. Acc. F. C. Acc. F. C. Acc. F. C. Acc. F. C. Acc. F. C. Acc. In. Avg. F. C. Drop

Weight 44.43 14.42 63.48 55.35 12.78 61.94 77.51 3.26 63.42 83.99 -0.39 61.38 71.51 4.84 62.87 94.25 -7.87 62.55 21.34 4.51 0.94
Neuron 44.13 14.02 63.60 55.32 12.66 62.77 77.46 3.33 63.62 83.98 -0.79 61.84 71.14 5.16 63.23 93.54 -8.15 63.22 21.09 4.37 0.50

Table 8. Comparison between weight-based selection and neuron-based selection. Our method employs weight selection and has better
learning ability.

Neuron-based Selection. We propose to compute the element-wise importance scores by Equation 2 in the main paper to
facilitate weight-based selection. Whereas, Aljundi et al. [3] put forth a technique to calculate row-wise importance scores to
perform neuron-based selection.

Tab. 8 shows the full results of variants of selection strategy, where the gray row represents our strategy. In the baseline
named “Weight” we compute an element-wise scoring function by Equation 2, and select the top 10% entries of each weight
matrix to update. In the baseline named “Neuron”, we compute a row-wise scoring function based on the row summation of
the element-wise scoring function by Equation 2. Then we select the 10% rows of each weight matrix to update.

We find that weight-based selection yields slightly improved learning performance while exhibiting a marginal decrease
in hold-out accuracy. Nonetheless, the overall performance trends remain comparable between the two strategies. This
observation highlights the robustness of our localization and importance scoring methods to any of the selection strategy.

Selection Rate. In Section 5.3, we present the average results of our method under varying selection rates. Tab. 9 shows the
full results, where the gray row represents our reported results. Our main results select the top 10% elements localized layer.
We compare to the baselines where the top 1% or the top 50% are selected for update. All other configurations are kept the
same.



Aircraft Birdsnap Cars CIFAR100 CUB GTSRB Average

Acc. F. C. Acc. F. C. Acc. F. C. Acc. F. C. Acc. F. C. Acc. F. C. Acc. In. Avg. F. C. Drop

0.01 37.64 11.45 63.54 53.49 9.87 62.25 74.62 2.20 63.40 83.79 -1.64 60.91 66.79 4.39 63.01 88.89 -7.71 61.53 17.70 3.10 1.11
0.10 44.43 14.42 63.48 55.35 12.78 61.94 77.51 3.26 63.42 83.99 -0.39 61.38 71.51 4.84 62.87 94.25 -7.87 62.55 21.34 4.51 0.94
0.50 46.73 20.74 63.56 53.96 17.98 61.72 77.64 6.12 63.48 83.47 1.51 61.53 71.89 8.06 62.85 95.74 -7.85 62.43 21.73 7.76 0.95

Table 9. Full results of ablation on selection rate. Our method select 10% weights, achieving better trade-off in learning and forgetting.

Buffer Size. In Section 5.3, we present the average results of our method and FLYP + ER under varying buffer size. We
study buffer sizes of 1%, 2% and 4% of the total dataset size. Tab. 10 shows the full results of buffer size ablation. We report
our method with 4% buffer size of the total dataset size in Table 1 in the main paper, highlighted in gray.

Method Buffer Size
/ Total Size

Aircraft Birdsnap Cars CIFAR100 CUB GTSRB Average

Acc. F. C. Acc. F. C. Acc. F. C. Acc. F. C. Acc. F. C. Acc. F. C. Acc. In. Avg. F. C. Drop

ER 1% 27.76 44.49 49.22 43.76 33.59 55.90 61.22 21.19 55.34 73.70 13.34 40.14 53.39 25.26 48.81 93.03 -4.22 16.79 8.97 22.27 19.18
ER 2% 33.42 41.37 49.74 49.96 29.20 56.35 62.83 21.45 57.35 78.72 7.94 41.74 57.90 22.84 50.83 95.64 -6.68 15.82 13.24 19.35 18.24
ER 4% 41.42 31.48 50.41 56.22 21.63 56.72 69.08 16.42 58.07 82.86 3.41 42.10 64.07 17.72 51.30 96.28 -7.40 17.34 18.48 13.88 17.56

SPU 1% 37.82 21.96 63.56 47.54 23.61 61.65 73.68 6.84 63.36 80.44 4.87 61.49 66.06 9.32 62.47 90.55 -4.93 62.76 16.18 10.28 1.00
SPU 2% 40.65 20.31 63.44 51.33 18.97 61.90 75.00 6.17 63.41 82.45 2.03 61.36 68.39 8.42 62.81 92.99 -7.04 62.63 18.63 8.14 0.96
SPU 4% 44.43 14.42 63.48 55.35 12.78 61.94 77.51 3.26 63.42 83.99 -0.39 61.38 71.51 4.84 62.87 94.25 -7.87 62.55 21.34 4.51 0.94

Table 10. Full results of ablation on the buffer size. Our method shows superior performance over ER even in smaller buffer scenarios.

Method Task
Length

Aircraft Birdsnap Cars CIFAR100 CUB GTSRB Average

Acc. F. C. Acc. F. C. Acc. F. C. Acc. F. C. Acc. F. C. Acc. F. C. Acc. In. Avg. F. C. Drop

ZSCL 10 30.96 15.65 65.53 49.85 13.28 63.13 67.79 8.27 62.90 80.50 1.05 61.90 61.09 7.69 62.78 62.92 13.54 62.92 9.01 9.91 0.36
ER 10 41.42 31.48 50.41 56.22 21.63 56.72 69.08 16.42 58.07 82.86 3.41 42.10 64.07 17.72 51.30 96.28 -7.40 17.34 18.48 13.88 17.56

SPU 10 44.43 14.42 63.48 55.35 12.78 61.94 77.51 3.26 63.42 83.99 -0.39 61.38 71.51 4.84 62.87 94.25 -7.87 62.55 21.34 4.51 0.94

ZSCL 20 28.23 28.81 62.92 43.23 20.23 62.83 69.67 11.21 62.56 68.05 21.21 55.17 60.55 16.15 62.15 15.40 33.43 55.82 -2.32 21.84 3.31
ER 20 5.67 37.93 47.99 53.53 28.12 55.80 65.71 22.60 52.98 81.73 9.74 32.58 61.58 23.25 47.21 94.80 -0.33 9.72 15.66 20.22 22.50

SPU 20 39.60 13.95 63.70 54.52 13.12 62.41 75.13 6.40 63.01 83.77 3.43 61.33 68.57 8.32 62.78 92.53 -2.37 62.27 19.18 7.14 0.97

Table 11. Full results of ablation on the task length. Our method shows superior performance over ER even in longer task scenarios.

Task Length We perform experiments on 20-split datasets and compare our method with ER (second-best Acc. In.) and
ZSCL (best C.) in Tab. 11. The gap between SPU and ER/ZSCL becomes larger, as shown in blue value, than that in 10-split
experiments. With 20 tasks, SPU has almost no drop in performance compared to 10 tasks, while ER and ZSCL have negative
overall performance (Acc. In. - C. Drop).

G. More Details in Efficiency

Aircraft Birdsnap Cars CIFAR100 CUB GTSRB Average

Acc. F. C. Acc. F. C. Acc. F. C. Acc. F. C. Acc. F. C. Acc. F. C. Acc. In. Avg. F. C. Drop

one batch 44.42 14.40 63.50 55.02 13.33 62.04 77.41 3.36 63.40 83.99 -0.38 61.36 71.48 4.90 62.86 94.14 -7.79 62.52 21.24 4.64 0.94
0.25 44.43 14.42 63.48 55.35 12.78 61.94 77.51 3.26 63.42 83.99 -0.39 61.38 71.51 4.84 62.87 94.25 -7.87 62.55 21.34 4.51 0.94
0.50 44.33 14.48 63.48 55.31 12.73 61.88 77.54 3.16 63.44 84.03 -0.41 61.37 71.67 4.63 62.87 94.24 -7.82 62.58 21.35 4.46 0.94
1.00 44.40 14.40 63.47 55.28 12.61 61.85 77.61 3.12 63.44 84.05 -0.40 61.35 71.66 4.64 62.87 94.27 -7.81 62.58 21.37 4.43 0.96

Table 12. Full results of ablation on the number of samples to compute the gradient approximation. Our scoring function can efficiently cope
with only one-batch gradient accumulation.

Number of samples to compute gradient approximation. In Equation 2, we accumulate the gradients of N ′
t samples to

approximate the importance. Here we ablate the effect of accumulating gradients with one batch (128 data points), 25% 50%,
and 100% of the current set. We compute the importance score by the accumulated gradients before the training of every task,
and the computational cost per task gets reduced with fewer samples to approximate the scoring function. With more samples,
the accuracy is slightly increased, with also slight decrease in forgetting. Our algorithm is robust to all different configurations
in general. Full results are shown in Tab. 12. We choose to report our main results by accumulate gradients of 25% samples of
the current set, highlighted in gray.
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