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Abstract
Task-oriented dialogue systems are expected to handle a constantly expanding set of intents and domains even after
they have been deployed to support more and more functionalities. To live up to this expectation, it becomes critical
to mitigate the catastrophic forgetting problem (CF) that occurs in continual learning (CL) settings for a task such as
intent recognition. While existing dialogue systems research has explored replay-based and regularization-based
methods to this end, the effect of domain ordering on the CL performance of intent recognition models remains
unexplored. If understood well, domain ordering has the potential to be an orthogonal technique that can be leveraged
alongside existing techniques such as experience replay. Our work fills this gap by comparing the impact of three
domain-ordering strategies (min-sum path, max-sum path, random) on the CL performance of a generative intent
recognition model. Our findings reveal that the min-sum path strategy outperforms the others in reducing catastrophic
forgetting when training on the 220M T5-Base model. However, this advantage diminishes with the larger 770M
T5-Large model. These results underscores the potential of domain ordering as a complementary strategy for
mitigating catastrophic forgetting in continually learning intent recognition models, particularly in resource-constrained
scenarios.
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1. Introduction

In real-world dialogue systems, language use can
vary significantly across different domains or con-
texts. For example, a dialogue model used in a
customer service dialogue system often needs to
be dynamically repurposed to handle new types
of inquiries or new product offerings after deploy-
ment. However, it can be expensive to retrain the
underlying dialogue model from scratch every time
there is such a change. For this reason, contin-
ual learning (CL, or lifelong learning) has become
a popular paradigm for training task-oriented dia-
logue systems (Ke and Liu, 2022; Lee, 2017; Li
et al., 2022b).

CL-based approaches to update existing dia-
logue models enable them to adapt to constantly
evolving business needs without the need for regu-
lar, full-retraining from scratch, making them more
resource-efficient in terms of compute, energy, and
time (Van de Ven and Tolias, 2019; Chen and Liu,
2018). This paper focuses on intent recognition,
which a crucial early step in pipeline-based di-
alogue systems, affecting downstream modules
like dialogue state tracking, dialogue management,
and natural language generation.

Catastrophic forgetting (CF) is a significant chal-
lenge in CL settings, where the model’s perfor-
mance deteriorates on previously learned tasks
as it encounters new ones (Nguyen et al., 2019;
French, 1970; McCloskey and Cohen, 1989). This
is especially prominent in multi-domain intent
recognition. When the model is trained incre-
mentally on one domain at a time (as depicted
in Figure 1), it is susceptible to forgetting when

Figure 1: In continual learning, the model is trained
one domain at the time. In this example, the
model is first trained on data from the event domain
Devent, then trained based on the payment domain
Dpayment and so on. “request payment” might be
mislabeled as “play payment” after Dmedia training
due to CF.

trained on subsequent domains. Prior research
has explored mitigating strategies such as regular-
ization (Li et al., 2022a), experience replay (Qin
et al., 2022), and curriculum learning (Bengio et al.,
2009).

Domain ordering, rooted in the principles of cur-
riculum learning, has been effective in mitigating
CF in continual learning (Shui et al., 2019). Cur-
riculum learning suggests that learning is more
effective when examples progress from simple to
complex, mirroring how humans and animals learn.
The curriculum approach sorts the dialogue sam-
ples by difficulty, then guides the model to learn in
increasing order of the “complexity” of the samples
(with varying definitions of complexity, of course)
(Dai et al., 2021; Wang et al., 2021). While task-
ordering effects on binary image classifications
(Shui et al., 2019) using MNIST dataset (LeCun,
1998) have been explored, there is limited investi-
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gation on its impact on dialogue-based tasks.
In the context of task-oriented dialogue systems,

Madotto et al. (2021) explored techniques to im-
prove continual learning performance for various
tasks such as natural language understanding, di-
alogue state tracking, and natural language gen-
eration. Similarly, Lee (2017) and Mi et al. (2020)
deployed regularization techniques such as Elastic
Weight Consolidation (EWC) for natural language
generation as well as end-to-end dialogue setups.
We follow in the footsteps of these prior works and
investigate how domain ordering influences CF in
continual learning for intent recognition.

Our study addresses two research questions
regarding intent recognition in a dialogue setting:

1. Does the extent of CF in a continually trained
intent recognition model depend on the order
in which the domains are presented?

2. If the sequence does impact CF, which order-
ing strategy is most effective in reducing it?

To explore these questions, we employ a
three-step process for our experiments using the
Schema-Guided Dialog (SGD) corpus (Rastogi
et al., 2020). First, we extract fixed-size subsets
from the power-set of all the domains in the corpus.
We then arrange each subset using three order-
ing strategies (minimum sum path, maximum sum
path, and random domain ordering) that based
on inter-domain similarities. In the final step, we
continually train models over these subsets using
different model sizes (T5-Base and T5-Large) and
evaluate their performance using overall accuracy
and catastrophic forgetting as evaluation metrics.

Note that our study does not aim to compare
performance differences across model sizes; it is
widely accepted that a larger model with more pa-
rameters will inherently yield better results (Raffel
et al., 2020). Instead, our research primarily investi-
gates whether different domain ordering strategies
influence performance outcomes under the same
computational constraints.

2. Methods

At a high-level, we generate domain orderings us-
ing a three-step procedure.

1. We first calculate an inter-domain distance ma-
trix by calculating the mean cosine similarity
between the S-BERT embeddings (Reimers
and Gurevych, 2019) of the utterances in each
domain.

2. Next, we construct a domain-similarity graph,
which is a fully-connected, weighted, undi-
rected graph whose each node represents a
domain and the weight of the edge connecting

two nodes is equal to the inter-domain dis-
tance between their corresponding domains.

3. Finally, given a domain-similarity graph, we
calculate three separate domain orderings of
those domains. We formulate these orderings
as various path-finding algorithms (in our case,
we examine three paths: min-path, max-path,
and random paths).

2.1. Computing Domain Orderings

We first randomly sample five domains from all
available domains in our dialogue corpus. Then,
for each sample, we generate three distinct domain
orderings over the domain similarity graph using a
brute-force approach. The three domain orderings
include: 1) maximum-sum hamiltonian path (max-
sum-path), 2) minimum sum hamiltonian path (min-
sum-path), and a 3) random path1. These ordering
strategies have been utilized in previous work on
task-ordering in continual learning such as Bell and
Lawrence (2022). However, it is significantly differ-
ent from our setting as their experiments are run
on the MNIST image dataset (LeCun and Cortes,
2005) for a binary classification task.

Finally, we train the model based on the order-
ing strategies listed above. In total, we sample
22 domain subsets (five domains) and obtain 66
continual learning runs (three unique orderings per
domain subset).
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Figure 2: Random, Min-Sum Path, and Max-Sum
Path ordering strategies.

1Although the general problem of computing the min-
sum path and max-sum path is NP-hard (Cormen et al.,
2009), we keep the problem size (the number of domains
in a single run) small enough such that a brute-force
approach is computationally feasible.



2.2. Evaluation Metrics

We evaluate a model’s continual learning perfor-
mance using two metrics: Average Accuracy
and Average CF. These metrics have been used
widely in previous studies related to continual learn-
ing (Bell and Lawrence, 2022; Wang et al., 2022;
Chaudhry et al., 2018). Average Accuracy is de-
fined as the mean accuracy achieved by the fi-
nal model over all domains, while Average CF is
the average difference between the best accuracy
achieved during training and the final accuracy for
all tasks (except the last task).

3. Experiments

Dataset. Our experiments are conducted using
the Schema-Guided Dialog (SGD) dataset (Ras-
togi et al., 2020), which contains over 20,000 dia-
logues and covers 20 domains (each domain has
anywhere from 1 to 10 intents). The test split of
the dataset contains unseen domains to facilitate
evaluation of out-of-domain generalization perfor-
mance. Figure 2 shows the three domain orderings
for the top five domains in the SGD dataset.

Tokenization. We prefix the model input with
“classify intent: ”. To this we concate-
nate the dialogue history by combining all utter-
ances within a fixed dialogue context window. Indi-
vidual utterances in the dialogue history are sepa-
rated by the separator token used for T5 models,
</s>. To prompt the model to predict the intent la-
bel, we add “intent: ” at the end of the input
sequence. The input is truncated to a maximum of
512 tokens, and we set the context window size to
3. For the output label, we retain the original labels
(e.g., MakeBooking).

Training. We utilize T5-based models (T5-base
and T5-large) as our backbone models for all our
experiments (Raffel et al., 2020). We incrementally
fine-tune the models over each domain one by one.
We limit the total number of samples per domain to
100, with 60% allocated to training, 15% allocated
for validation, and 25% for testing. For each T5
model (T5-BASE and T5-LARGE), we perform 22
runs for each ordering strategy (total of 66 runs).

4. Results

Figure 3 compares the distributions of Average Ac-
curacy and Average CF among the three Ordering
Strategies based on 22 runs. The outcomes of
these different ordering strategies are summarized
in Table 1. To evaluate the impact of domain order-
ing strategies on model performance, we perform
a repeated-measures ANOVA. We intentionally do

not draw comparisons between the performance of
different T5 model sizes. Instead, we explore the
impact of various domain ordering strategies on
model performance, all while keeping computing
resources constant.

The ANOVA results show that, for the T5-Base
model, there is a statistically significant difference
in Average CF between the ordering strategies
(F(2, 63) = 8.476, p = 0.0006). To delve deeper
into these differences, we employ Tukey’s HSD
Test for multiple comparisons among the three or-
dering strategies: max-sum path, min-sum path,
and random. The test reveals that min-sum path
significantly outperforms the max-sum path strat-
egy (p = 0.0017, 95% C.I. = [0.0565, 0.2793]) as
well as the random strategy (p = 0.0024, 95% C.I.
= [0.0515, 0.2743]). Yet, there is no significant
difference in Average CF between the max-sum
path and random strategies (p = 0.99). Mean and
standard deviation for each strategy can be found
in Table 1. Furthermore, the repeated measures
ANOVA indicates no significant influence of the or-
dering strategy on Average Accuracy across the
three conditions [F(2, 63) = 0.5004, p = 0.6086].

As for the T5-Large model, the ANOVA results
indicate that the ordering strategy did not have a
significant effect on either Average Accuracy (F(2,
63) = 3.293, p = 0.077) or Average CF (F(2, 63) =
0.028, p = 0.869).

Qualitative Analysis. Given that our model uses
a generative text-to-text approach to generate its
intent labels, we observe that both our models
are particularly sensitive to how these labels are
formed. Specifically, the intent labels from our
SGD corpus adhere to a <verb>_<noun> pattern
(e.g., play_movie, set_alarm, book_hotel). We find
that both T5-Base and T5-Large correctly predict
the nouns most of the time. However, the verbs
are frequently mispredicted. For example, the la-
bel play_movie is often incorrectly predicted as
reserve_movie. Similarly, book_hotel is incorrectly
predicted as get_hotel. We attribute the relatively
low difficulty of identifying the noun to the presence
of easily available cues such as keywords present
in the utterance. In contrast, the verb is a more
“latent” factor that needs higher model capacity to
recognize. In other words, we find that the catas-
trophic forgetting is primarily due to the low model
capacity in differentiating the verbs.

5. Discussion

Our most important finding is that while the order-
ing of the training domains can have a significant
effect on catastrophic forgetting (CF) during con-
tinual learning for smaller model sizes, this effect



Figure 3: Density plots of Average Accuracy and Average CF (Forgetting) for min-sum path, max-sum
path and random ordering strategies using T5-Base and T5-Large models across 22 domain subsets.
Min-sum-path strategy with T5-BASE results in minimal Average CF, while no significant differences are
observed in Average Accuracy between strategies or with T5-LARGE models.

Table 1: Results for each ordering strategy for T5-Base and T5-Large models
Model T5-Base T5-Large

Metric Average Accuracy Average CF Average Accuracy Average CF

Ordering Strategy Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

min-sum path 0.457 0.156 0.321 0.125 0.724 0.1 0.199 0.097
max-sum path 0.476 0.128 0.489 0.136 0.657 0.141 0.205 0.141
random 0.431 0.16 0.484 0.192 0.751 0.088 0.201 0.105

ANOVA results F = 0.5004, p = 0.6086 F = 8.476, p = 0.0006 F = 3.293, p = 0.077 F = 0.028, p = 0.869

significantly breaks down when a larger model is
used.

Within the smaller model regime (in our case,
the smaller model is T5-Base), our results sug-
gest that the min-sum path strategy is significantly
more effective than the max-sum path and random
ordering strategies. This finding aligns with cur-
riculum learning concepts (Dai et al., 2021; Wang
et al., 2021; Xu et al., 2020), suggesting bene-
fits from progressively increasing the “jumps” in
dissimilarity between successive training samples.
One explanation for this phenomenon is that this
strategy capitalizes on inherent domain similari-
ties, helping the model recognize shared patterns
and features. This fortifies its grasp on common
concepts, aiding generalization and minimizing CF.
Consequently, this would aid the model in becom-
ing more proficient at managing later-introduced,
related domains.

In terms of practical implications, our findings
suggest that the ordering strategy might be partic-
ularly helpful in scenarios with limited computing
resources where training larger language models
may not always be feasible. In such cases, leverag-
ing an appropriate ordering strategy, such as our
identified min-sum path, can prove to be a practical
method to achieve effective intent recognition while
optimizing resource utilization.

6. Conclusion

Our study investigates the impact of domain or-
dering on mitigating catastrophic forgetting in in-
tent recognition models. We find that the min-sum
path strategy, which follows a progression of similar
domains, is the most effective in reducing catas-
trophic forgetting in the smaller, T5-Base model.
However, this effect is not observed in the larger
T5-Large model, suggesting that model size and
complexity may influence the importance of domain
ordering. These findings highlight the importance
of carefully considering domain ordering strategies,
particularly in resource-constrained scenarios.

Limitations

The first limitation of this approach is that it is a
strategy based on domain ordering. Therefore, it is
inherently only applicable to those settings where
the model training does not need to occur one-by-
one. The second limitation of our work involves
the use of a singular definition of inter-domain dis-
tance. There are several possible ways to define
inter-domain distance, including those based on
notions of “difficulty” of a domain. Finally, as is of-
ten true with preliminary experiments such as this
one, future studies should incorporate larger and
more diverse datasets to enhance generalizability
of the results.



Ethics Statement on Broader Impact

By improving the performance and stability of
dialogue-based systems, this work holds the po-
tential to give rise to more efficient and accurate
AI technologies. Improvements in the continual
learning model performance of intent recognition
models, lead to reduction of compute and time
required to update widely-deployed NLU models
in dialogue systems. With rising global adoption
of virtual assistants such as Amazon Alexa and
Google Assistant, improvements in efficient train-
ing can help reduce carbon emissions from com-
mercial data centers, particularly in the face of
ever-increasing sizes of large language models
continue to increase. In terms of data ethics, our
study uses the publicly-available Schema-Guided
Dialog (SGD) corpus, which is in standard use for
evaluating dialogue models. We did not collect any
new datasets for this exploration.
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