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Abstract. Language models may need to internalize information that arrives over time and retain it
through many subsequent updates. To study this challenge, we introduce long-horizon memorization,
a setting in which a model learns 100 query-answer tasks through continual supervised fine-tuning
without retaining earlier training examples or receiving task identifiers at inference. Sequential updates
cause catastrophic forgetting, and no single continual learning mechanism we evaluate maintains strong
retention at this horizon. We hypothesize that mechanisms addressing complementary sources of
forgetting will be more effective when composed. We organize these compositions along two design
dimensions. Data, function, and weight anchors specify what prior information each update should
preserve, while low-rank allocation rules determine where successive updates are retained. To test this
hypothesis systematically, we construct three distinct 100-task memorization datasets. We introduce
task-level successive halving to search the combinatorial design space and use a factorial experiment to
measure individual and interaction effects. Our best method combines all three anchors with merged
LoRA, ranks among the top 3 methods in all datasets, and raises average final retention from 1.2%
under naive sequential fine-tuning to 34.9%, a 28-fold improvement. The data anchor and merged
LoRA provide the largest average gains and interact super-additively on all three datasets. Together,
these results show that composing complementary mechanisms substantially improves long-horizon
memorization beyond what any individual mechanism achieves.

1. Introduction

Consider a language model that learns new information over time by updating its parameters. For
these parameters to serve as memory, the model must remember what it has learned even after many
more updates. We call this setting long-horizon memorization. Prompting and retrieval can provide
new information at inference time [Brown et al., 2020, Lewis et al., 2020], but the information remains
outside the model’s parameters and must be supplied again. We instead ask whether repeated updates
can build and preserve this memory within the model itself.

We study this problem through continual supervised fine-tuning (SFT) in the domain-incremental
setting [Van de Ven and Tolias, 2019|. Each task contains a set of query-answer pairs. The model
learns 100 tasks in sequence without retaining raw examples from earlier tasks, and it receives no
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Figure 1: Memory lifetime under the best single mechanism and composed continual learning methods. Lines
show three-seed means with min-max bands. Half-life counts tasks until retention halves. Combining multiple
anchors with merged LoRA substantially reduces catastrophic forgetting and extends memory lifetime beyond
the best single mechanism.

task identifier at inference. The goal is to learn each new task while retaining associations learned
from previous tasks. This is difficult because updates for new tasks can overwrite previously stored
knowledge, causing catastrophic forgetting [McCloskey and Cohen, 1989, French, 1999].

Prior work shows that mixing rehearsal with knowledge distillation has strong performance [Buzzega
et al., 2020], but it does not systematically study the broader space of mechanism compositions. We
therefore hypothesize that mechanisms addressing complementary sources of forgetting will retain
associations more effectively when composed. To test this hypothesis, we organize compositions along
two design dimensions: anchors and low-rank allocation rules. Anchors specify what prior information
an update should preserve. We study data, function, and weight anchors, instantiated by generative
replay [Shin et al.; 2017], self-distillation [Li and Hoiem, 2017|, and importance-based regularization
[Kirkpatrick et al., 2017, Zenke et al., 2017], respectively. Low-rank allocation rules determine where
successive LoRA updates are retained across tasks [Hu et al.; 2022]. We study shared LoRA, which
reuses the same adapter across tasks, and merged LoRA, which folds each update into the model before
initializing a new adapter.

Testing this hypothesis requires datasets that isolate long-horizon memorization and a method to
compare many compositions. Existing public benchmarks for continual language learning primarily
measure transfer or performance across heterogeneous downstream tasks or changing corpora [Zhang
et al., 2023, Wang et al., 2023b, Jang et al., 2022|. Sequential model-editing benchmarks instead study
targeted edits rather than task-wise SFT [Hartvigsen et al., 2023, Li and Chu, 2024]. To address the lack
of an appropriate evaluation pipeline, we construct three datasets, each containing 100 tasks, spanning
arbitrary symbol associations, LLM-generated fictional facts, and natural questions filtered from public
QA datasets. We introduce task-level successive halving to obtain preliminary evidence across many
candidate compositions, then use a factorial experiment to measure individual and interaction effects.

Our experiments support the composition hypothesis. Figure 1 shows that combining multiple anchors
with merged LoRA extends memory lifetime beyond individual mechanisms across all three datasets.



After 100 tasks, naive sequential fine-tuning achieves 1.2% average final retention, measured as accuracy
over all learned tasks after the last update, while the best individual mechanism reaches 8.1%. Our
best method combines all three anchors with merged LoRA, which is the only composition in the main
factorial that ranks consistently among the top 3 methods in all datasets and achieves 34.9% average
final retention, a 28-fold improvement over naive sequential fine-tuning. The factorial analysis identifies
the data anchor and merged LoRA as the largest sources of improvement and finds a super-additive
interaction between them on all three datasets.

Our contributions are fourfold. First, we formulate long-horizon continual memorization as a distinct
continual learning problem for language models. Second, we organize the design space of mechanism
compositions around anchors and low-rank allocation rules. Third, we introduce three 100-task memo-
rization datasets, task-level successive halving, and a factorial evaluation of mechanism combinations.
Finally, we show that composing all three anchors with merged LoRA substantially improves retention
and ranks among the top 3 methods in all datasets.

2. Related Work

Catastrophic interference, often called catastrophic forgetting, was first documented in connectionist
neural networks and remains a central problem in continual learning [McCloskey and Cohen, 1989,
French, 1999, Kirkpatrick et al., 2017]. Contemporary formulations distinguish among task-, domain-,
and class-incremental learning according to whether task identity is available at inference time and how
the prediction space changes across tasks [Van de Ven and Tolias, 2019|. Existing methods broadly
rely on regularization, replay, or parameter isolation [De Lange et al., 2021, Wang et al., 2024]. Weight
regularization limits changes to parameters that earlier tasks rely on [Kirkpatrick et al., 2017, Schwarz
et al., 2018, Zenke et al.; 2017, Aljundi et al., 2018], while function regularization preserves earlier
model outputs or representations [Li and Hoiem, 2017]. Replay uses stored examples [Rebuffi et al.,
2017, Rolnick et al.; 2019] or generated samples [Shin et al., 2017], whereas parameter isolation assigns
different model capacity to different tasks [Rusu et al.; 2016, Mallya and Lazebnik, 2017]. Some methods
combine these signals. Dark Experience Replay jointly uses stored examples and their earlier logits,
while Momentum Knowledge Distillation adds a teacher constraint to online continual-learning methods
[Buzzega et al., 2020, Michel et al., 2023].

Continual learning methods were largely developed on sequential image classification benchmarks based
on MNIST, CIFAR, and ImageNet [LeCun et al., 1998, Krizhevsky and Hinton, 2009, Deng et al.,
2009]. Later work extends regularization, replay, and benchmarking to sequential language modeling,
instruction tuning, and multitask learning [Sun et al., 2019, Scialom et al., 2022, Zhang et al., 2023,
Wang et al., 2023b, Xiang et al.,; 2023]. Continual pretraining instead adapts language models as new
corpora, domains, or time periods become available [[Xe et al., 2023, Ibrahim et al., 2024, Jin et al.,
2022, Qin et al., 2022, Jang et al., 2022]. Low-Rank Adaptation (LoRA) freezes the pretrained model
weights and injects trainable rank decomposition matrices into the model to increase training efficiency
while better preserving prior knowledge [Hu et al., 2022|. ReLoRA provides a related mechanism for
accumulating low-rank updates: during pretraining, it repeatedly merges them into the model and
reinitializes the low-rank matrices [Lialin et al.; 2024]. Other LoRA-based methods aim to reduce
interference across tasks. O-LoRA assigns each task a new update subspace and discourages overlap
with earlier subspaces during training [Wang et al., 2023a]. OSRM instead uses task features to choose



update subspaces that reduce interference when merging independently trained task models [Zhang and
Zhou, 2025]. Sequential model editing addresses a related problem by asking whether a language model
can retain many targeted corrections. Existing studies develop explicit storage for successive edits and
show that repeated editing can weaken earlier edits and damage other model capabilities [Hartvigsen
et al., 2023, Li and Chu, 2024, Gupta et al., 2024]. These memory retention challenges also arise for
agents interacting with an environment. AgentOdyssey evaluates test-time continual learning agents in
procedurally generated text games, with diagnostic tests of world knowledge acquisition and episodic
memory [Zhang et al., 2020].

We instead study long-horizon memorization by measuring the recall of associations across one hundred
sequential query-answer tasks in the domain-incremental setting, without task identifiers at inference.
Rather than introducing another standalone mechanism, we compose generative replay at the data level,
self-distillation at the function level, and importance-based regularization at the parameter level. We
combine these anchors with merged LoRA and show that the resulting method substantially outperforms
each single mechanism.

3. Composing Continual Learning Mechanisms

3.1. Long-Horizon Memorization via Continual SFT

We consider an autoregressive language model pg, parametrized by Og, and a sequence of T' supervised
tasks that arrive one at a time. Task ¢ contains training data D;, where each example consists of a
query z and its target answer y. When task ¢ arrives, the model has access to D; and inherits the state
St—1, including the model parameters ©;_;. It may not retain or revisit raw training examples from
earlier tasks. Let ©; denote the model after learning task ¢. The main challenge of continual supervised
fine-tuning (SFT) is to reduce catastrophic forgetting while maintaining the plasticity needed to learn
new tasks. The current-task SF'T loss is represented by:

Lpr(0) = —Ey ) p, [logpe(z,y)] . (1)

Here po(z,y) is the likelihood of the training sequence. Appendix specifies the token-level loss. We
do not mask the query tokens because, in practice, it is hard to separate the query from the answer in
applications such as test-time training.

Data, function, and weight anchors defined in Section add three retention terms to this objective:

0; = argmin Lipp(0) + RH(0) + R%(0) + Ry (O). (2)
(C]

Here RY), R%., and R}, correspond to the data, function, and weight anchors. Appendix presents the
full objective used to combine the anchors. Low-rank allocation determines which low-rank parameters
are updated and what is retained for future tasks. Section describes the low-rank allocation rules in
detail.

3.2. Three anchors

Data anchor. A data anchor trains the model on replayed sequences that represent earlier tasks. Let
Q-1 be a distribution over these sequences, and let (0, z) denote the loss applied to z ~ Q;—1. Its
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general form is
Rp(©) =E:nq,, [(n(©,2)]. (3)

Vanilla data replay and generative replay construct Q;—; in different ways, while hard and soft replay
use different choices of £p. Deep Generative Replay uses separate generator and solver networks [Shin
et al., 2017]. LAMOL uses a single language model but treats sampled pseudo-sequences as hard
training targets [Sun et al., 2019].

Our data anchor uses a frozen copy of the previous model to generate complete pseudo-sequences from a
single task-agnostic replay token. Before each task after the first, we generate 300 sequences and discard
empty outputs. During training, each current-task minibatch is paired with one replay minibatch. The
replay weight balances the current-task and replay losses, while the generation temperature controls the
randomness of replay sampling. We vary both in the task-level successive-halving study described in
Section 4.3. Appendix reports the selected values. The frozen model also provides soft next-token
targets for the replay sequences, which are used only while learning the current task. Appendix
provides the full generation and replay objectives.

Function anchor. A function anchor constrains constrains the update of the current model on current-
task inputs by comparing its predictions with a reference distribution. Let u; denote the distribution of
current-task inputs, let ¢;—1(- | ) denote the reference distribution for input x, and let d measure their
difference. Its general form is

Rp(©) = Egnpy [d(@-1(- | 2),p0(- | )] (4)

Our function anchor uses the previous model to define the reference distribution, following Learning
without Forgetting [Li and Hoiem, 2017]. Although the data anchor also uses soft targets, it applies them
to generated replay sequences, whereas the function anchor applies self-distillation only to current-task
data. Appendix gives the full self-distillation objective.

Weight anchor. A weight anchor constrains updates to model parameters according to their estimated
importance for previously learned behavior. Let 1 denote the parameters of © tracked by the weight
anchor, let ¥7_; be its value before task ¢, and let H;_; encode the accumulated importance. Its general
form is

1
Rip(©) = 5 (9 =9 1) Hea (9 =9 1),  Hiy = 0. (5)

EWC applies this quadratic separately for each previous task, using diagonal Fisher information as the
importance weights [Kirkpatrick et al., 2017]. Online EWC replaces the growing set of task-specific
penalties with one penalty centered at the latest parameters using a running Fisher [Schwarz et al.,
2018]. ST uses the same diagonal quadratic but estimates importance from contributions accumulated
along the optimization path |Zenke et al., 2017]. Appendices and detail the estimators and
hyperparameter settings.

3.3. Low-Rank Allocation

Anchors constrain the current update. A low-rank allocation rule determines which low-rank parameters
are used for each task and how the learned update is retained for later tasks. For a pretrained matrix



Wo, LoRA can be specified as pBA, where A € R™*%n B € R%uwX" and p = apera/r [Hu et al., 2022].
Let Ay and B; denote the LoRA matrices optimized during task ¢, and let a superscript * denote their
values after training on task t. We mainly consider two ways to carry these matrices across tasks:
Wo + pBiAs, shared LoRA,
Wi = (6)
Wi_1 + pByA;, merged LoRA.

Shared LoRA continues optimizing the same A and B matrices across all tasks, so By A; represents the
single complete LoRA adapter after learning tasks 1 through ¢. Merged LoRA instead assigns each task
a new pair of LoRA matrices. After task ¢, it folds pBf A} to the dense matrix W;_; and initializes a
new pair of LoRA matrices for the next task. This rule adapts ReLoRA’s merge and reinitialization
pattern to continual learning by merging the LoRA update into the dense weights after each task
and initializing new LoRA matrices and a new optimizer for the next task [Lialin et al., 2024]. Both
methods retain one dense model and one pair of LoRA matrices per adapted weight matrix, so their
retained state size remains constant as the number of tasks increases.

The main experiments compare different anchor combinations using shared LoRA and merged LoRA.
Appendix reports separate experiments with O-LoRA and sequential OSRM, whose state grows
with the number of tasks. Appendices — detail the update rules and state complexity of all
four methods.

4. Evaluation Setup

4.1. Protocol and metrics

We follow the domain-incremental setting of Van de Ven and Tolias [2019] that the model receives one
task at a time and is not given the task identity during inference. Each task contains query-answer
pairs. Because we study memorization rather than generalization, each task is evaluated on the same
examples used for training. Each dataset is an ordered stream of T'= 100 tasks. After learning task 4,
we evaluate the model on every task j <i. Let z;, and y;, denote the query and answer for example
n in task j, and let N; be the number of examples in that task. We write g;(x) for the answer produced
by the model after learning task ¢. The temporal accuracy matrix is

N.
I . .
Mij =+ > 1[di(x5m) = yjnl 1<j<i<T. (7)
J n=1
From this matrix, we report final retention, immediate acquisition, and forgetting:

1 X 1 X =
Final = T z; Mrj, Diag = T z; M;;, Forget = T 1« 1 (g%XT M;; — MTJ) . (8)
J= j= j=

Final is the mean accuracy over all tasks after task T'. Diag is the mean accuracy on each task
immediately after it is learned. Forget is the average drop from each task’s best observed accuracy to
its final accuracy. It excludes the last task because no later update can cause it to be forgotten.



4.2. Three memorization datasets

Our three datasets increase in semantic realism. SYMBOL-QA contains 10,000 random key-value
associations. LLM-QA contains 10,000 query-answer pairs generated by an LLM across 100 fictional
topics. For these synthetically generated datasets, we ensure that each query maps to exactly one
target answer across all tasks. REAL-QA contains 5,000 natural query-answer pairs from ten public QA
datasets, filtered to exclude items the model answers correctly in any of five sampled completions. Each
dataset contains 100 tasks, with 100 examples per task for SYMBOL-QA and LLM-QA, and 50 for
REAL-QA. Appendix C gives the source list and full construction of each dataset. Appendices I3.1—
provide the method definitions and experimental settings.

4.3. Searching the Combinatorial Design Space

Crossing the three anchor categories in Section with the low-rank allocation rules in Section
yields many possible continual learning methods. We use this design space to seek preliminary evidence
for our hypothesis. Training every method on all 100 tasks in each dataset is expensive, but rankings
after only a few tasks may not reliably identify which methods will perform best at longer task horizons.
We therefore introduce task-level successive halving (T'SH) over progressively longer task horizons.

Task-Level Successive Halving. Unlike prior applications of successive halving that allocate increasing
numbers of training iterations to promising hyperparameters [Jamieson and Talwalkar, 2016], our TSH
increases the number of sequential tasks and rank configurations by retention at each task horizon.
Here, a task horizon r refers to the number of tasks that a configuration of method has learned.

Denote the full search space of method compositions by A1, and let S be the set of training seeds. For
configuration a € A; and seed s € S, let M * be the resulting temporal accuracy matrix, where M;", ]
is the accuracy on task j after learning tasks 1 through i. Every seed in S uses the same task order,
fixed by the separate task-order seed, where we call the development task order. Averaging over S
therefore captures training stochasticity but not sensitivity to task order. After r tasks, we score each
configuration by its mean final retention across these seeds:

R = g > z )

seS

Let @ indicate that an anchor is absent. The initial candidate set is
A1 = {@,online EWC, SI} x {&,SD;,SDy}
x {@, Replayy,...,Replay,} x {shared LoRA, merged LoRA}, (10)
ny = A =3x3x5x2=90.
SD; and SDg use self-distillation loss weights 1 and 3. Replayy, ..., Replay, enumerate the Cartesian

product of replay loss weights {0.5,0.75} and generation temperatures {1.0,1.5}. All other optimization
settings remain fixed. Appendix gives the complete settings.

Starting with all 90 configurations, we retain the top 45 after 10 tasks, the top 23 after 20 tasks, and
the top 10 after 50 tasks. These final ten configurations continue through all 100 tasks. TSH therefore
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10 tasks 20 tasks 50 tasks 100 tasks

90 evaluated per dataset 45 evaluated per dataset 23 evaluated per dataset 10 evaluated per dataset
Weight + Function + Data + Merge | NN 772 . 5.7 s 2 I 226
Function + Data + Merge NN 721 [ <37 I 67 60
Weight + Data + Merge (NN 2> NN s 75
Weight + Function + Merge [N 52.0 04 eliminated eliminated
Weight + Function + Data -38.3 - 18.0 I3.0 eliminated
Data + Merge NN =57 7o [ 250
Function + Merge |GGG 5 212 eliminated eliminated
Function + Data [JI27.7 Wos eliminated eliminated
Weight + Merge l6.4 eliminated - eliminated - eliminated
Weight + Data _4047 -14.4 eliminated eliminated
Weight + Function -17.0 eliminated eliminated eliminated
Merge .8.2 eliminated eliminated eliminated
Data -30.1 |O.8 eliminated eliminated
Function .747 eliminated eliminated eliminated
Weight I544 eliminated eliminated eliminated
Naive fine-tuning |O.4 eliminated eliminated eliminated

] 25 50 75 100 O 25 50 75 100 O 25 50 75 100 O 25 50 75 100
Mean percentile rank

Figure 2: Task-level successive halving. Within each dataset and horizon, we rank surviving candidates by mean
retention over three seeds. A method’s percentile rank is the percentage of other methods ranked below it. Bars
average these values over method variants and then over the three datasets. Because the candidate pool changes,
bar heights do not measure changes in retention across horizons. Gray entries indicate that all variants have been
eliminated in all three datasets. The leading methods at 100 tasks combine multiple anchors with merged LoRA.

uses early retention to decide which configurations receive further training. Although this procedure
does not guarantee that it retains the best configuration, the 10-task search rankings show strong
agreement with the 100-task final-evaluation rankings for the method compositions evaluated in both
phases, despite the different task orders. Algorithm 4 presents the detailed procedure. Appendix D.1
provides the resource accounting, and Appendix [).5 reports the ranking comparisons.

5. Experiments and Results

Figure 2 shows that no standalone mechanism reaches the 50-task stage of TSH, while every method
reaching 100 tasks combines a data anchor with merged LoRA. The winner on each dataset also includes
a weight anchor, and the SYMBOL-QA winner additionally uses a function anchor. These results provide
preliminary support for combining multiple anchors with merged LoRA. We therefore evaluate all
combinations of the three anchors and merged LoRA in a 2* factorial to measure their individual and
interaction effects. We use the hyperparameters selected by TSH and the default 100-task order, which
differs from the search order. Our primary focus is methods whose retained state remains constant as
the number of tasks increases. To test whether state that grows with the number of tasks improves
retention, we evaluate O-LoRA and sequential OSRM both individually and as replacements for merged
LoRA in each dataset’s TSH winner. The full evaluation contains 21 methods per dataset, each with
three seeds.
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Figure 3: Final retention (%) after 100 tasks for all 16 combinations, averaged over three seeds. Filled markers
identify active mechanisms, and an inactive Merge marker indicates shared LoRA. The leftmost column is shared
LoRA without anchors. Bold marks the best result per dataset. Appendix reports standard deviations over
seeds. The best compositions substantially outperform standalone mechanisms.

5.1. Compositions outperform standalone mechanisms

Across the full factorial results in Figure 3, compositions are substantially more effective than any
standalone mechanism after 100 tasks. The strongest standalone mechanism retains only 4.2% on
SYMBOL-QA, 7.5% on LLM-QA, and 12.5% on REAL-QA. By contrast, the highest mean retention
among the compositions reaches 23.2%, 41.8%, and 54.8% on the three datasets. The strongest
composition also varies by dataset. SYMBOL-QA favors SD with replay and merged LoRA, LLM-QA
favors the full stack of SI, SD, replay, and merged LoRA, and REAL-QA favors SI with replay and
merged LoRA. Despite this variation, our best method, which combines all three anchors with merged
LoRA, is the only composition that ranks among the top 3 methods in all datasets. It achieves 34.9%
average final retention across the three datasets. Appendix Table 7 reports the complete cross-dataset
ranking. Appendix shows that these methods achieve nearly perfect immediate acquisition, so the
differences in final retention primarily reflect forgetting rather than difficulty learning the current task.
Appendix also shows how retention changes along a greedy path through the factorial.

Replacing merged LoRA with O-LoRA changes final retention only slightly, with small gains on the
two natural-language datasets and a decrease on SYMBOL-QA. Sequential OSRM lowers retention on
all three datasets. Thus, low-rank allocation rules with task-growing state do not consistently improve
retention. Appendix reports this comparison in detail. We evaluate general capability on held-out
mathematical reasoning and knowledge benchmarks: GSM8K [Cobbe et al., 2021], MATH [Hendrycks
et al., 2021], MGSM [Shi et al., 2022, and MMLU-Redux |Gema et al., 2025|. Improved memorization
does not necessarily preserve general capability. All methods exhibit catastrophic forgetting on these
benchmarks. However, O-LoRA preserves substantially more general capability than merged LoRA
after training on LLM-QA and REAL-QA, despite only small gains in final retention. Appendix
reports the full comparison.



Main effects Two-way

Dataset SI SD R M SIxSD SIxR SIxM SDxR SDxM RxM

SymMBoL-QA  +0.3 +5.7 495 +5.9 -03 +0.7 -=3.0 —0.2 +0.6 +3.6
LLM-QA +5.8 +5.0 +185 +14.9 +1.6 +2.9 -0.1 -3.5 +1.7 +94
REAL-QA +6.3 +3.7 +193 +20.5 +1.3 +0.1 +0.2 -10.3 +1.7 +11.7

Three-way Four-way
Dataset SIxSDxR SIxSDxM SIxRxM SDxRxM SIxSDxRxM
SYMBOL-QA +0.1 —-1.8 —-0.8 -1.3 +0.2
LLM-QA -1.3 -0.1 +0.2 —-2.6 —0.2
REAL-QA —-1.9 +0.5 —0.6 —-4.9 —-0.6

Table 1: Main and interaction effects from the 2* factorial analysis of final retention, in percentage points. R is
replay and M is merged LoRA. Bold marks statistically significant entries (p < 0.05). Replay and merged LoRA
have the largest main effects and a positive interaction in all three datasets.

5.2. Composition extends memory half-life

Final retention summarizes only performance after the last task. To examine how memories decay
during training, we group the temporal accuracy matrix by memory age. For age a, R(a) averages
all entries M; ; with ¢ — j = a, and therefore measures accuracy after a later tasks have been learned.
We define memory half-life as the first age at which R(a) falls below half of R(0). Figure 1 compares
these trajectories for naive fine-tuning, the strongest standalone mechanism, our best method, and the
strongest composition for each dataset.

Naive fine-tuning has a memory half-life of only one task on SYMBOL-QA and LLM-QA, and two tasks
on REAL-QA. The strongest standalone mechanism extends these half-lives to 4, 6, and 11 tasks. The
strongest composition extends them further to 19, 32, and 44 tasks. Our best method reaches 19, 32,
and 32 tasks, matching the strongest composition on the first two datasets and remaining substantially
stronger than any standalone mechanism on REAL-QA. Even so, all curves continue to decline with
memory age. Composition therefore delays forgetting by changing its timescale, but it does not prevent
the eventual loss of older memories.

5.3. Replay and merged LoRA provide the largest gains

Table 1 reports the main effects of the four mechanisms and all interactions among them on final
retention. Appendix provides the full test statistics.

Replay and merged LoRA have the two largest main effects on every dataset. These main effects
measure the average change in final retention from adding a mechanism across all configurations of
the other three mechanisms. Replay raises retention by 9.5 to 19.3 percentage points, while merged
LoRA raises it by 5.9 to 20.5 points. Their combination is also strongly super-additive. The interaction
between replay and merged LoRA is positive and significant on all three datasets. Figure 3 shows
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this synergy directly in the configurations without SI or SD. Across SYMBOL-QA, LLM-QA, and
REAL-QA, the standalone gains from replay and merged LoRA sum to only 3.9, 7.7, and 13.9 points,
respectively. Combining them instead improves retention over naive fine-tuning by 15.6, 31.0, and 46.9
points. The gains from the pair therefore far exceed the sum of their standalone contributions.

The contributions of SI and SD depend more strongly on the dataset and the other composition. SD
has a positive main effect on every dataset, but its negative interaction with replay on LLM-QA and
REAL-QA shows that its average benefit is smaller when replay is already present. SI has positive
main effects on the two natural-language datasets but no detectable main effect on SYMBOL-QA.
Its interaction with merged LoRA is negative and significant only on SYMBOL-QA. As discussed in
Appendix , merged LoRA replaces the LoRA factors after each task, while SI carries forward
importance values and references tied to the previous factors. These values are therefore applied
to newly initialized coordinates whose functional roles have changed. The negative interaction on
SYMBOL-QA is consistent with this mismatch. Its absence on the natural-language datasets shows
that the mismatch creates a structural risk rather than a universal empirical penalty. One possible
explanation is that the arbitrary mappings in SYMBOL-QA provide less reusable structure across tasks,
making misplaced constraints on the fresh workspace more costly.

Overall, replay and merged LoRA form the common core of strong compositions. SI and SD can provide
additional gains, but their value depends on both the dataset and the other active mechanisms.

6. Conclusion

We formalize long-horizon continual memorization and organize its design space around data, function,
and weight anchors and low-rank allocation rules. We introduce three 100-task query-answer datasets
of increasing naturalness, task-level successive halving to obtain early evidence about mechanism
composition, and a factorial design to measure individual and interaction effects. No individual
mechanism retains knowledge well after 100 tasks. Our best method combines all three anchors with
merged LoRA and is the only factorial composition that ranks among the top 3 methods in all datasets.
It raises average final retention from 1.2% under naive fine-tuning to 34.9%, a 28-fold improvement. The
factorial analysis identifies the data anchor and merged LoRA as the largest sources of improvement
and shows a super-additive interaction between them on every dataset. These results show that effective
long-horizon continual memorization depends on finding the right combination of complementary
mechanisms.

Memorization rather than generalization. Our evaluation tests recall using the queries seen during
training. A model may retain the corresponding associations yet answer a paraphrased query incorrectly.
Our results therefore do not establish generalization to new query formulations.

General capability preservation. Stronger memorization does not ensure preservation of general
capability. The evaluated methods still lose substantial accuracy on general capability benchmarks
after 100 tasks (Appendix ). Preserving these abilities while learning new associations remains an
open challenge.
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A. Extended Related Work

Continual-learning settings. Continual learning trains one model on a sequence of tasks while seeking
to preserve performance on earlier data. Standard formulations distinguish task-, class-, and domain-
incremental learning according to how the output space changes and whether inference provides a task
identifier [Van de Ven and Tolias, 2019]. Our setting uses the same question—answer interface and
vocabulary throughout training and provides no task identifier at evaluation. It therefore tests whether
one model can retain all associations without routing each input to a task-specific predictor.

Mechanisms for preserving earlier knowledge. Regularization methods constrain learning through
information retained from previous tasks. Weight-based methods assign importance to individual
parameters and penalize changes to important values, as in EWC, online EWC, SI, and MAS [Kirkpatrick
et al., 2017, Schwarz et al., 2018, Zenke et al., 2017, Aljundi et al.; 2018]. Function-based methods
instead constrain model behavior. Learning without Forgetting, for example, asks the current model to
match a previous model’s outputs on available inputs [Li and Hoiem, 2017]. Replay methods train on
earlier examples stored in memory [Rebuffi et al., 2017, Rolnick et al., 2019] or on samples generated
to approximate earlier data [Shin et al., 2017]. Parameter-isolation methods reduce interference by
assigning different parameters to different tasks or by restricting which parameters each task may change
[Rusu et al., 2016, Mallya and Lazebnik, 2017]. Our data, function, and weight anchors instantiate
the first three preservation signals, while low-rank allocation rules determine whether successive task
updates reuse or separate low-rank capacity.

Combining continual-learning mechanisms. Prior work combines preservation signals, but it does not
systematically study the broader space of mechanism compositions considered here. Dark Experience
Replay stores examples together with the logits produced when those examples entered memory, then
uses both rehearsal and output matching during later learning [Buzzega et al., 2020]. Momentum
Knowledge Distillation adds a slowly updated teacher to online continual learning methods and studies
how distillation complements replay |Michel et al., 2023]. Our study also examines interactions among
mechanisms, but it uses generated replay rather than stored examples and evaluates data, function, and
weight anchors both individually and in controlled compositions with different low-rank allocation rules.

Continual learning for language models. Prior language work studies sequential language modeling,
task learning, and instruction tuning. LAMOL learns to answer current-task examples and generate
pseudo-examples for earlier tasks [Sun et al., 2019]. Later work examines continual fine-tuning,
instruction-tuning benchmarks, and forgetting across diverse language tasks [Scialom et al., 2022, Zhang
et al., 2023, Wang et al., 2023b, Xiang et al., 2023]. Continual pretraining instead updates a language
model as new corpora, domains, or time periods arrive [Jin et al.; 2022, Qin et al., 2022, Jang et al., 2022,
Ke et al., 2023, Ibrahim et al., 2024]. These studies primarily measure language modeling, transfer, or
downstream task performance. We isolate associative retention by evaluating the same question—answer
items before and after many later tasks.

REPINA mitigates representation collapse during fine-tuning by matching fine-tuned representations to
pretrained representations, either directly or through a learned projection [Razdaibiedina et al., 2023].
Our function anchor instead matches the previous model’s output distributions on current-task data.
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Sequential model editing. Sequential model editing also asks a model to retain many updates. GRACE
leaves the original model weights unchanged and stores edits in a discrete key—value codebook that
activates for inputs near a stored key |[Hartvigsen et al., 2023|. Other studies show that applying
model editors repeatedly can weaken earlier edits, reduce the model’s ability to learn new edits, and
harm downstream performance [Li and Chu, 2024, Gupta et al., 2024]. This literature emphasizes edit
success, generalization to related inputs, and limited changes to unrelated behavior. Our setting instead
presents sets of associations as ordinary training data and measures recall across one hundred task
boundaries. The two settings share the problem of retaining many factual updates, but they differ in
how they introduce and evaluate those updates.

Low-rank allocation. LoRA represents an update to a frozen weight matrix with two low-rank matrices
that can be merged into the dense weight for evaluation [Hu et al., 2022|. ReLoRA repeatedly merges
and reinitializes low-rank matrices during pretraining, allowing multiple low-rank updates to produce
a higher-rank cumulative change |Lialin et al.; 2024]. Continual learning methods use this structure
in several ways. CoLoR trains a separate LoRA expert for each task and infers which expert to
use at evaluation [Wistuba et al.; 2023]. O-LoRA retains the matrices learned for earlier tasks and
penalizes overlap between the current and earlier A matrices [Wang et al., 2023a]. InfLoRA constructs
task-specific update subspaces to reduce interference with earlier tasks [Liang and Li, 2024]. OSRM uses
task features to initialize LoRA subspaces before independently training and later merging task models
[Zhang and Zhou, 2025]. Our comparison separates the low-rank allocation rule from the preservation
objective. Shared LoRA reuses one pair of matrices, merged LoRA commits each task’s update to the
dense weights before creating a new pair, O-LoRA retains a new pair for each task, and our sequential
OSRM adaptation combines merged LoRA with an initialization derived only from completed tasks.

B. Detailed Method Implementations

B.1. Scope, taxonomy, and notation

This appendix specifies the methods in our evaluation suite. We distinguish anchors, which preserve
evidence about earlier tasks, from low-rank allocation, which specifies the low-rank parameters used for
each task and how learned updates are retained. Vanilla sequential SF'T is the no-anchor baseline and
uses shared LoRA as its low-rank allocation rule. The following subsections describe each anchor and
low-rank allocation rule. The data anchor is unconditional generative replay , the function anchor is
self-distillation , the weight anchors are Synaptic Intelligence (SI) , and the online EWC

The low-rank allocation rules are shared LoRA , merged LoRA , O-LoRA , and our
strictly sequential adaptation of OSRM . Table 2 summarizes this categorization.
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Category Method Persistent learner state Horizon dependence
Vanilla baseline Sequential SFT (no an- one shared LoRA workspace Constant
chor)
Data anchor Unconditional generative Model trained from last task to gen- Constant
replay erate replay data unconditionally.
No raw examples or replay samples
are carried to the next task
Function anchor self-distillation Model trained from the last task Constant
treated as a frozen teacher during
the current task for KL estimation
Weight anchor Synaptic Intelligence One reference and one diagonal im- Constant
portance tensor per trainable ten-
sor saved after each task and then
discarded before training the next
task
Weight anchor Online EWC One reference and one running di- Constant
agonal Fisher tensor per trainable
tensor saved after each task and
then discarded before training the
next task
Low-rank alloca- shared LoRA One continually updated rank-r Constant
tion adapter used by vanilla SFT and
composable with any anchor.
Low-rank alloca- merged LoRA Trained model from last task only Constant
tion and a fresh rank-r LoRA for the
current task
Low-rank alloca- O-LoRA Frozen rank-r factors for every com- Linear in tasks
tion pleted task and one fresh rank-r
LoRA
Low-rank alloca- Sequential OSRM Trained model from last task only, Linear in tasks
tion a fresh rank-r LoRA for the current

task, and one feature vector per
past task and target module

Table 2: Methods used in our project, categorized as anchors or low-rank allocation rules. “Constant” refers to a
method that depends only on a fixed set of information, while “Linear in tasks” means the method needs to store
information that grows with the number of tasks during training.

For task ¢, let © denote the student model being optimized and let ©;_; denote the frozen model
obtained after task ¢ — 1. A training example is a token sequence z = (z1,...,21) containing the
question, the literal answer delimiter, and the boxed answer. When the replay seed is enabled, it is
prepended to the sequence. We train on the entire sequence of question and answer pairs since during
the deployment phase, we don’t usually have the question prefix that we can mask from the SF'T loss
computation. We mask the replay seed token. For a current-task minibatch B, let L, denote the
number of tokens for minibatch n, our implementation computes
Ln

1
Z Z Mp e IOgPG(Zn,K ‘ Zn,<€)a

D oneB 2t Mt nep =1

where m,, = 1 at non-padding positions and 0 otherwise. Equation | is the expectation of this
minibatch loss under data shuffling, so the current-task objective covers the complete sequence. The

Lhpr(0,B) = — (11)
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data-anchor loss instead uses teacher-generated unconditional generative replay sequences and is defined
in Section

All low-rank allocation rules operate on the same set J of adapted linear maps. For j € J, let W;’f !
represent the updated LLM layer j parameters with a LoRA module [Hu et al., 2022|, ar,ra and r
represent the LORA « and LoRA ranks, respectively. We can express it as the following:

Wjeﬂ — W, + pBjA;, Aj e RT’Xdin,j’ B; € Rdout,jx’r, p = OJL;)ARA. (12)

During training, dropout is applied to the input of the low-rank branch and is disabled at evaluation.
We use Kaiming initialization for A; and initialize B; = 0, so a fresh adapter initially leaves the model
function unchanged. Section describes how each low-rank allocation rule carries these factors across
task boundaries.

B.2. Full compositional objective

This section states the loss that the optimizer minimizes at task t. A configuration selects one low-rank
allocation rule and may add anchors. This rule determines which LoRA parameters remain trainable
and how the method carries them across task boundaries. Shared LoRA, merged LoRA, and sequential
OSRM do not add terms to the loss. O-LoRA also regularizes its factors during training, so its two
regularizers appear in the complete objective below. The following subsections give the mathematical
details of every anchor and low-rank allocation rule.

We use binary indicators at,, ab, al;, and alyy for the data, function, SI, and online EWC anchors.
An anchor indicator equals one only when the configuration uses that anchor and the anchor has state
from an earlier task. All four anchor indicators therefore equal zero at t = 1. The indicator ato equals
one when the configuration uses O-LoRA. Each ) is a nonnegative coefficient that controls the strength
of its term.

The data anchor changes the data used to fit the model. Let £%, denote the replay loss on sequences that
the model from task ¢ — 1 generates. When the configuration uses replay and an earlier model exists,
we mix this loss with the current task SF'T loss instead of treating replay as a separate regularizer:

EéFT? ap =0,
Lto= (13)

Here w € [0, 1] sets the replay ratio. Equation 13 reduces to ordinary SFT when the data anchor is off
or when ¢t = 1.

The other terms serve different roles. The function anchor loss E% matches the previous model’s
distribution over the next token on current task sequences. The SI penalty RY; limits changes to
trainable scalar coordinates that contributed strongly along earlier optimization paths. The online
EWC penalty RfEWC limits changes to coordinates with a running diagonal Fisher value. For O-LoRA,
R discourages overlap between the new input side factors and the factors from earlier tasks, while R}
controls the norm of the current factors. With these terms, the optimizer minimizes

Lo = Lo + apArLy + a§iAsiRE; + ahweAewe Riwo
+ab (ALRY + \aRY). (14)
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When the data anchor is active, we pair each current minibatch with one replay minibatch. We create
a shuffled replay iterator at the start of each epoch and create another one whenever it is exhausted,
so every current minibatch receives a replay partner. Self-distillation is evaluated only on the current
minibatch and constrains the current model to match the previous model on current-task sequences. For
all low-rank allocation rules except O-LoRA, SI records the gradient of £}, before adding the function
and weight penalties. With O-LoRA, SI records only the weighted current-task loss. In every case, the
optimizer updates the model using the complete objective in Equation

B.3. Data anchor: unconditional generative replay

The data anchor approximates the distribution of earlier tasks using sequences sampled from the
previous model. It stores no raw examples from earlier tasks. At the start of each task, the previous
model generates a temporary replay set that is used only while learning the current task. Generated
samples may be retained as diagnostic logs, but they are not part of the learner state and are never
used to train later tasks.

B.3.1. Seed token

Let D, denote the training data for task t. We add one token, s = <|replay_token|>, to the vocabulary
and prepend it to every training sequence. For a query-answer pair (¢, a) € Dy, the formatted sequence
is

2(¢,a) = s || Question: q|| \nAnswer: \boxed{al, (15)

where || denotes concatenation. Because the same token prefixes the training sequences from every task,
the model learns to generate complete formatted sequences from pg(- | s). The data anchor samples
this distribution instead of storing training data from earlier tasks.

We initialize the input embedding of s to the mean of the original vocabulary embeddings:
1
Els] = 4l > E[], (16)
| | veV

where V is the original vocabulary and E is the input embedding matrix. When the input and
output embeddings are not tied, we initialize the corresponding output embedding by the same rule.
The replay-token embeddings remain frozen. During evaluation, we prepend s to prompts for every
checkpoint trained with the replay token so that training and evaluation use the same prompt format.

B.3.2. Unconditional Replay Data Generation

For each task ¢t > 1, the teacher generates Ny sequences:

Zm = (Zm1s- - Zm,Lm) ~ Po,_, (" | 5), m=1,...,Ng, (17)

where Z,, is the mth generated sequence and L,, is its length. We use nucleus sampling with top-p = 0.9
and generation temperature 7. Generation stops at the first end-of-sequence token or after Lyax new
tokens. In our experiments, we use Ng = 300, 7¢ = 1.5, and Ly.x = 384.
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Each generation starts from the same one-token prompt s, with no query, answer, task index, or other
information from an earlier example. Random sampling provides variation across generations. We call
this replay unconditional because generation is not conditioned on an example or task identifier.

We discard empty continuations and collect the remaining samples in the temporary replay set

Dy ={(s,%m) :m=1,...,Ng, Ly >0}. (18)
Thus |Dy| < Ng.
B.3.3. Softreplay loss
For each retained continuation, index the seed by ¢ = 0, the continuation tokens by £ =1,..., L,,, and

any padding positions by £ > L,,. Define the replay mask
e =1[1 <0 < Ly, . (19)

At position ¢, the teacher and student receive the same prefix (s, Z, /). Let

hmge = he, (5, Zm,<e), hine = he(s, Zm,<0), (20)
denote their logits for the next token. For replay temperature 7p, define

qm ¢ = softmax (hy, /D) , p%g = softmax(hy, ¢/7Tp) . (21)

The data anchor minimizes the mask-normalized forward KL over the full vocabulary:

2
= g e S KL ) 2

The factor 7% keeps the gradient scale comparable across replay temperatures.

The previous model determines both the replay sequences and the distributions that the student matches.
At each generated-token position, the sampled continuation supplies a common prefix to the teacher
and student, and qﬁl is the teacher’s next-token distribution. This soft target retains the teacher’s
uncertainty instead of treating the sampled token as the only correct outcome. The loss compares the
full next-token distributions of the teacher and student.

When a configuration uses replay at task ¢t > 1, Equation 13 becomes
Egt - (1 - w)EtSFT + wﬁtDa w e [07 1] (23)

The coefficients sum to one, so w directly controls the balance between fitting the current task and
matching the previous model on generated sequences. Increasing w increases the replay contribution
and decreases the current task contribution by the same amount.
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B.3.4. Training procedure

Algorithm | summarizes training for one task. Each epoch begins with a shuffled replay iterator. For
every current minibatch, we draw one replay minibatch and create another shuffled iterator if the current
one is exhausted. The current and replay losses therefore appear in the same number of minibatch
updates. When the function anchor is active, we evaluate it only on the current minibatch.

Algorithm 1: Unconditional generative replay for task t. The previous model generates the replay
set before the student receives its first update on task t.

Input: task data Dy; student ©; previous model ©;_; when ¢ > 1; seed s; attempts Np; generation
temperature 7¢; maximum length L .x; replay temperature 7p; replay weight w; epochs E
Output: updated student parameters

if £t =1 then
‘ train on EéFT // al, =0
else
freeze ©;_1
ﬁt — @
form+<+ 1 to Npg:
sample z,, ~ pg, , (- | s) with temperature 7¢, top-p = 0.9, and limit Lyax
if 3, # O
L add (s, Zn) to Dy
fore< 1 to E:
reshuffle the replay iterator
forall current minibatches B C D; do
draw replay minibatch Bc ﬁt // recycle the iterator if needed
L+ (1—w)Lhpp(0,B) + wLh (0, B)
add the active function, weight, and low-rank allocation terms from Equation
take one optimizer step
discard TSt and release ©;_;

B.3.5. Relation to prior formulations

Deep Generative Replay introduced a generator and solver construction in which generated examples
replace unavailable earlier data [Shin et al., 2017]. LAMOL uses one autoregressive language model to
solve tasks and generate pseudo-samples. It trains each example in separate question-answering and
generation formats, and studies both a shared generation token and task-specific generation tokens [Sun
et al., 2019]. Our data anchor uses one shared token in its training and evaluation format and never
supplies task identity during generation. It also matches the teacher’s full next-token distributions
instead of maximizing the likelihood of sampled replay tokens.
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B.4. Function anchor: previous-state self-distillation

The function anchor uses standard forward-KL distillation to limit changes in the model’s output
distributions. Inspired by Learning without Forgetting, which evaluates a previous model on current
task inputs when earlier inputs are unavailable |Li and Hoiem, 2017] we apply this idea by comparing
distributions over the full vocabulary of LLMs at each token position.

At the start of task t > 1, we freeze the model obtained at task t — 1 as ©;_;. For a current minibatch
B, let n index a sequence z, = (2p1,...,2n,L,), and let £ =1,..., L,,_; index the prefix that predicts
Zne+1. We write hy, ¢ = hg (2, <¢) for the student logits and Bn,g = hg,_, (2n,<¢) for the teacher logits.
At temperature 7, define

qie = softmax(ﬁn,g/rp), pie = softmax(h, ¢/Tr). (24)

Here qi ¢ 1s the teacher distribution and pﬁ,g is the student distribution. Using the sequence mask
My e+1 from Equation |1, we average the forward KL over every nonpadding target position across the

full vocabulary:
2

i
L= T S KL (el ). =
n, 7, n,l

At each task boundary, we replace the teacher with the model that has just completed training. The
teacher therefore is the model trained on task t — 1. Shared LoRA freezes a copy of the previous adapter.
Merged LoRA and sequential OSRM use the committed dense weights with a zero residual from the
new adapter. O-LoRA uses the accumulated frozen factors and holds the new B, at zero during teacher
evaluations. We run the teacher in evaluation mode, compute no gradients through it, and release it
after the task.

The function and data anchors differ in the inputs on which they compare teacher and student.
Equation 25 uses only sequences from the current task and generates no additional inputs. The data
anchor instead samples sequences from the previous model and evaluates its loss on those generated
sequences. When a configuration uses both anchors, they may share the same frozen teacher, but each
anchor evaluates it on its own input set.

B.5. Weight anchors

A weight anchor limits changes to trainable coordinates that earlier tasks marked as important. Let
¥ = (91,...,9p) denotes the P tracked scalar coordinates. In our experiments, each coordinate is one
scalar entry of a trainable LoRA factor. The implementation identifies each coordinate by its parameter
name and position within the tensor. Both weight anchors use the following diagonal quadratic penalty:

P
RIFL =370, (05 - 05,), (26)
i=1

where 19& is the reference value stored after task ¢ and €2; ; measures the importance of coordinate i.
Synaptic Intelligence (SI) estimates this importance from the optimization path during training. Online
EWC estimates it from gradients of the trained model after training on the task. In the online EWC
penalty, the running Fisher value thﬂ- takes the place of §2;; in Equation
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The general quadratic in Equation 5 matches the implemented penalties by setting H = 2 diag((2)
for ST and H = 2diag(F") for online EWC. The coefficients Ag; and Agwc absorb this constant factor.
Section explains the consequences of attaching each importance value to a named LoRA coordinate.

B.5.1. Synaptic Intelligence

SI assigns importance according to how much each coordinate contributed to reducing the fit loss during

optimization |Zenke et al., 2017|. Let K; be the number of optimizer steps on task ¢, and let ¥ ; be

coordinate 7 immediately before step k. Thus ¥ is its value at the start of the task and v; g, ; is its

value after the final step. For each optimizer step, SI accumulates the gradients from the microbatches
in that step and records .

Gt ki = 8£ﬁt )

00

the gradient of the fit term with respect to coordinate i. The implementation computes this gradient
before adding the function and weight penalties. It then captures the unclipped gradient, clips the
complete-objective gradient in Equation 14, and updates the parameters. SI therefore pairs an unclipped
fit gradient with the parameter change, which can reflect every active objective term and gradient

clipping.

(27)

SI accumulates the coordinatewise path contribution over task ¢:

Ki—1

wii == Y Giki Orkiri — Vo) - (28)
k=0

The summand is positive when a coordinate moves against its gradient diection, which is the local
direction that reduces the loss. Thus w;; gives a first order estimate of how much coordinate ¢
contributed to reducing the fit loss along the optimization path.

Let
Avi = VK, — V104 (29)

denote the total displacement of coordinate 7 after we train the model on task t. Starting from €2 ; = 0,
SI updates the cumulative importance and the reference before we start training on the next task:

max(0, wy ;)

Qi = Q1i+ :
t,21 t—1,2 A?71+€

7 = Ve K, - (30)

Dividing by A%i gives more importance to a coordinate that reduced the loss with less movement. The
constant £ > 0 keeps the estimate stable when the total displacement is close to zero. Clamping the
estimate at zero prevents the current task from assigning negative importance and reducing the penalty
carried over from earlier tasks. SI combines the importance estimates from all completed tasks and
uses the latest parameter values as the reference. It stores no task-specific states, so its retained state
size does not grow with the number of tasks.

Starting with task ¢ + 1, ST uses

P
RET =" (0 - 07,)%. (31)
=1
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When the data anchor is active, this term contains both the current task loss and the replay loss in
Equation 13. SI therefore attributes the update to both sources. O-LoRA is the exception: its SI
state records only the weighted current data loss, although the optimizer also uses the replay loss
and the active regularizers. O-LoRA also resets its trainable coordinate frame at each task boundary.
Section discusses the effect of this reset.

B.5.2. Online EWC

EWC uses Fisher information to measure how strongly the trained model’s predictions depend on each
coordinate [Kirkpatrick et al., 2017]. We use the online update from Schwarz et al. [2018]. It combines
information from completed tasks in one running Fisher, so its retained state size does not grow with
the number of tasks.

At the end of task t, let Ny = |Dy| be the number of training sequences, let Np be the maximum
number of sequences used for Fisher estimation, and let M; = min(Ny, Ng). After training on task ¢,
we estimate the diagonal Fisher using the first M; sequences. For each sequence, we compute its causal
language modeling loss with the model in evaluation mode and gradients enabled. Let ¢;, denote the
loss for sequence n. The diagonal Fisher estimate for task t is

My 2
1 0l n
Fi=-—-) n) 2
t, Mt ] < 81% ) (3 )

Task Fishers can differ greatly in overall magnitude. Following Schwarz et al. [2018], we normalize each
task Fisher before adding it to the running estimate so that relative parameter importance, rather than
raw Fisher magnitude, determines its contribution. We use the first task’s mean Fisher as the common
scale. Define

1 ZP F
- 1
= F Ft7i7 F FtlFt (33)

where F} is the mean Fisher for task ¢t and F} fixes the reference scale. This rescaling preserves the
relative importance of coordinates within each task while keeping all task Fishers on the raw scale
established by the first task. Scaling each Fisher to unit mean would instead change the effective
strength of Agwc by several orders of magnitude in our setting.

Starting from ﬁo,i = 0, online EWC uses a decay coefficient v € [0, 1] and updates the running Fisher
and the reference as B _ R
Fi =vF_1,; + Fiy, Uy = Ve K, - (34)

Task ¢t + 1 then uses
tEJ%lzc—Zth i~ 052 (35)

The decay coefficient v appears only in Equation 34 because the running Fisher already contains the
decay. Applying v again in the penalty would reduce earlier contributions twice. Our experiments
use v = 1, so the running Fisher becomes a sum of the normalized task Fishers and retains all earlier
contributions.
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B.5.3. Training procedure

Algorithm 2 shows when the two anchors collect and update their state. SI records information during
ordinary training and requires no additional data pass. Online EWC estimates its Fisher after training
and requires one backward pass for each selected sequence. Both methods consolidate the trained
parameters before a LoRA merge or an O-LoRA fold changes the current factors. This order ensures
that the new importance values and reference describe the coordinates used to learn task t.

Algorithm 2: Weight-anchor update at task ¢t. SI forms importance from the optimization path,
while online EWC forms it from gradients of the trained model.

Input: task data Dy; state (S4—1,7;_;) or (ﬁ't—1,19?,1); damping &; decay 7; Fisher budget Ny
Output: updated anchor state
snapshot ¢ o; set wy < 0 // SI only
for k<0 to Ky —1:

accumulate g, from the fit term before adding penalties

backpropagate the complete objective over the same accumulation window

adjust an incomplete final window; capture g; x; clip the complete-objective gradient

take one optimizer step

Wt <= wt — Gk © (Vg ps1 — Iik) // 81 only
if ST then

Qt < Qt—l + max((),wt) (%] (At®2 —+ g)
else if online EWC then

estimate F} from min(NV;, Ny) individual sequences

rescale F} to F}
Fy <~ vFi1+ F
UF Uik, // before a merge or fold

B.5.4. Coordinate dependence of weight anchors

After each task, SI and online EWC save the current LoRA parameters as a reference and estimate how
important each parameter is for retaining what the model has learned. Shared LoRA keeps the same A
and B matrices across tasks, so Equations 31 and 35 compare each entry with its earlier value. Merged
LoRA instead adds the completed update B;A; to the dense weight matrix and creates new A and B
matrices with the same names and dimensions. Sequential OSRM follows the same procedure but uses
its own rule to initialize A. O-LoRA moves the completed update into its frozen accumulated matrices
and then reinitializes the trainable A and B matrices without changing their names. After these resets,
our implementation matches each stored reference and importance weight to the entry at the same row
and column in the new matrices. An old importance weight therefore applies to a newly initialized
parameter, even though changing that parameter may now affect the dense weight differently. This
procedure defines a numerical penalty, but it does not preserve the original meaning of the importance
weights across a reset.

To preserve the previous penalty after changing the parameter representation, we would need to transform
both its reference values and its importance matrix. Suppose an invertible map Jo1q = fi(Unew) relates
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the two representations. The new reference 9}, must satisfy f;(¥}.,,) = ¥%4. Let J; denote the
Jacobian of f; at 9

hew- For small changes around the two reference points, preserving the quadratic
penalty requires

61901d = Jtéﬁnewa Hnew - Jt olth, (36)

where Hgq and Hyey contain the importance weights in the two representations. This transformation
is exact when f; is linear and describes the local behavior near the reference when f; is nonlinear.
Even if Hgyq is diagonal, H,ew generally contains off-diagonal terms that connect changes in different
parameters. SI and online EWC store only one importance weight per parameter, so they cannot fully
represent these interactions. When a low-rank allocation rule resets the LoRA workspace, it initializes
new A and B matrices. Our implementation keeps the SI or online EWC reference and importance
tensors and matches each stored value to the parameter at the same row and column in the new matrices.
Since we don’t have a transformation defined above, we do not adjust these stored values for the change
in A and B. Thus, the penalties applied to the new LoRA matrices may not have the same effect when
they are applied to a dense model.

B.6. Low-Rank Allocation Rules

Let J denote the set of linear transformations to which we apply LoRA. For target j € J, let
Wo,; € Rut.j *dinj he the pretrained weight matrix, and let Aij € R"*din; and B e Rout.i X" denote
the LoRA matrices for module j during task ¢, with LoRA rank r. The LoRA scale is p = arora/7-

We write (AIEOJ), B )) for the LoORA matrices at the start of task ¢ and (47 ;, By
training on that task. The matrix Wegf denotes the effective dense weight of module j after task ¢,
obtained by combining the base weight with all LoRA updates active in evaluation mode. The low-rank

allocation rules differ in whether they reuse, merge, or retain the task factors.

) for their values after

B.6.1. Shared LoRA

Shared LoRA uses one LoRA while we train it over all the tasks [Hu et al., 2022]. Let Opt, denote
all AdamW updates performed on task ¢, including the task-specific learning-rate schedule and every
active term in Equation 14. During task ¢,

€ 0 0
Wtéf = Wo,; + pBijArj, (A7, Br;) = Opt, (Ai,]-)7 Bt(,j)> : (37)

(0)

For the first task, the implementation initializes A 1 with Kaiming initialization and sets Bg? = 0.

For each later task, it sets (AEOJ), B (0)) (Aj_1;, Bf1 ;). It creates a new optimizer and learning-rate
schedule at every task boundary but keepb the learned factors. Thus, the cumulative adaptation of each
target weight matrix has rank at most r, regardless of the number of tasks. Plain sequential supervised

fine-tuning uses this low-rank allocation rule with every anchor indicator in Equation 14 set to zero.

B.6.2. merged LoRA

Merged LoRA uses the merge and restart pattern associated with ReLoRA [Lialin et al., 2024]. ReLoRA
schedules several restarts during pretraining and partially resets the optimizer state. This low-rank
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allocation rule instead performs one merge at each task boundary and creates a new optimizer for the
next task.

Let W;_1 ; denote the dense weight matrix obtained after merging the LoRA updates learned from
tasks 1 through ¢t — 1. Task ¢ uses a rank-r LoRA:

WS = Wit + pBrjAv. (38)
After training, the method folds the final task factors into the dense matrix:

WtJ = Wt_Lj + pB;]A;j <39)

The implementation then removes the old adapter and attaches a new one with A initialized by the

t+1,5
Kaiming rule and Bt(g)r)l = 0. Because the new LoRA update is initialized to zero, By1;Ai41,; = 0,
task ¢ 4 1 starts from the function represented by the merged weight W; ;. Each task contributes a

matrix of rank at most r, so the sum of the committed residuals can reach rank t¢r.

B.6.3. O-LoRA

O-LoRA assigns a new rank-r LoRA to each task and keeps all earlier pairs fixed [Wang et al., 2023a].
Our implementation follows the released two-pair structure: one concatenated pair stores completed
tasks, while one fixed-rank pair learns the current task. The original method applies LoRA to the query
and value projections. For a controlled comparison, we apply every low-rank allocation rule to the
common target set in Table

At the start of task ¢, define the accumulated factors

17j
A<t:j = 5 B<t,j = [Bi] . Bz(fl,j} ) (40)
Ar .
t—1,5
The represented target matrix is
WE? = Wovj + pB<t,jA<t,j + th,jAt,j- (41)

Only (A;j, By j) receives gradients. The accumulated LoRAs remain frozen. At the start of the task,
we initialize A;; with the Kaiming rule and sets By ; = 0.

O-LoRA encourages the current input-side factors to differ from the accumulated input-side factors.
The implementation uses

Ri = Z HA<t,jA?IjH1 L HCHl,l = Z |Ca,b|- (42)
ied ’ a,b

This penalty is zero on the first task because no earlier LoRAs exist. The released implementation uses
the entrywise 1 norm in Equation 42, whereas the paper presents a squared Frobenius penalty. We
follow the released implementation so the experiment matches its executable training rule.
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The original code also provides the optional factor norm

Ry =>_ (1Aesllr + | Beyllr) - (43)
JjeET
The regular configuration sets Ay = 0, so this term does not affect training. Our implementation adds
R! and R} without dividing them by the gradient-accumulation factor, following the released code.

After task t, the method appends ( ;j, B; j) to the accumulated LoRA set and start a new LoRA for

training on the next task. The model after task ¢ therefore represents

t
Wiy =Wo,+pY BiAL (44)

s=1

The evaluation code reconstructs the same matrix by adding the saved rank-r LoRA for tasks 1 through
t to a fresh base model. It does not select adapters using a task identifier.

B.6.4. Sequential OSRM adaptation

OSRM chooses each LoRA input subspace from features of the other tasks before fine-tuning and then
merges the independently trained task models |[Zhang and Zhou, 2025]. This procedure assumes access
to training data from all tasks. Our sequential adaptation cannot use future tasks, so it uses features
only from completed tasks to initialize the next LoRA workspace.

For a completed task s, let Ny = |Dy|, let N be the feature-sample budget, and let Mf = min(Ng, Ng).
The implementation takes the first M1 datapoints in the task data order and divides them into Cj
forward batches. For each LoRA-adapted linear module j, let hj(z) € R%n.j denote the input
hidden-state vector at sequence position ¢, measured immediately before the module applies the LoRA
down-projection matrix A; while processing the training sequence z. Let B, be feature batch b and
let L be its padded sequence length. The stored feature is

- 1 Cs 1 Lsy
h&j = a ; ’Bs,b‘Ls,b Z Zhj,f(z)' (45)

ZGBS,b /=1

We first average over positions and sequences within each batch and then gives every batch mean equal
weight. Before task ¢, the method stacks the feature vectors from completed tasks:

Hej=| | e REDxding, (46)

Let Hey j = ULV be its full singular value decomposition, and let Vi, € R%ni X" contain the r right
singular vectors associated with the smallest singular values. Let A;; denote the ordinary Kaiming
initialization drawn when the implementation attaches the fresh adapter. Define

NN
h}t,j = ; Z HAt,j [a7 ]H2 9 Ag?j) == fitJVrnTin? Bt(,(‘)]) — O (47)
a=1
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The smallest right singular vectors identify input directions with the least energy in the stored past-task
means. When the null space of H.;; has dimension at least r, the selected rows lie in that null space

and satisfy Aioj) Bs,j = 0 for every stored task s < t. The factor x; ; restores the mean row norm of the
ordinary Kaiming initialization because unscaled singular vectors have unit norm.

The first task uses ordinary LoRA initialization because it has no past features. After each later task,
the implementation first collects /_1,57]- from the trained model, then merges the learned LoRA matrices
with Equation 39, and finally initializes the next fresh LoRA from all stored feature means. Relative to
the original post-training merge setting, this version makes three changes: it uses only past features,
extracts them from the just-trained model rather than a common pretrained model, and rescales the
selected directions before optimizing both factors. Thus, we refer to it as a sequential OSRM adaptation.

B.7. Training Procedure

Algorithm 3 records the training procedure. The order of combining different algorithms matters because
teachers must describe the model before task ¢, while the weight anchors and OSRM features must
describe the model after it learns task ¢ but before a low-rank allocation rule changes its coordinates.

Algorithm 3: Order of the operations at the boundary of task ¢.
Input: task data Dy; learner state after task ¢ — 1; active anchors; low-rank allocation rule
Output: learner state after task ¢
load and format Dy
ift>1:
construct each active previous-state teacher
L generate the fixed-budget replay set if the data anchor is active

snapshot the trainable starting coordinates if SI is active
optimize Equation 14 on task ¢
consolidate SI if it is active; estimate the online-EWC Fisher if it is active
collect {hyj : j € J} from the trained model if sequential OSRM is active
if shared LoRA then

‘ retain (Aj ;, By ;) for task ¢ +1
else if merged LoRA then

‘ commit Equation 39; attach a fresh rank-r workspace
else if 0-LoRA then

save the current rank-r factors; append them to the frozen accumulated pair; reset the
workspace

else

L commit Equation 39; attach a fresh workspace; apply Equation // sequential OSRM

To compare persistent method state, let

Pr =7 (dinj + doutj) (48)
JjeT

be the number of scalars in one rank-r adapter. This count excludes evaluation checkpoints and
diagnostic logs because they do not form part of the state used to learn later tasks. Shared LoRA

31



stores one P, LoRA adapter. Merged LoRA stores one dense model and one P, LoRA adapter, so
its additional adapter state does not grow with the number of completed tasks. After ¢ completed
tasks, O-LoRA stores tP, accumulated scalars and one P, LoRA adapter while training the next task.
Sequential OSRM stores the merged LoRA state together with one dj, ;-dimensional feature vector for
every completed task and target, so its retained feature state has size O(t 3 c 7 din,j)-

B.8. Optimization and Method Settings

Table 3 records the settings used by the registered canonical runs. For hyperparameters selected by
task-level successive halving, the table gives both the candidate set and the registered value.

Component Setting

Backbone Qwen3-4B-Base

Current-task optimization 10 epochs per task; minibatch size 8; gradient accumulation 1; maximum
sequence length 384

Optimizer AdamW; learning rate 5 x 10~%; weight decay 0.01; global gradient-norm
clipping at 1

Per-task schedule Linear warmup during the first 5% of optimizer steps, followed by a constant
learning rate; optimizer and schedule restart for every task

LoRA r = 32; apora = 64; p = 2; dropout 0.05; target modules {q_proj, k_proj,
v_proj, o_proj, gate_proj, up_proj, down_proj}

Data anchor Ngr = 300; 7p = 2; frozen replay seed token; top-p = 0.9; generation

batch size 32; maximum 384 new tokens; generation-temperature candidates
{1.0,1.5} and registered value 1.5; w candidates {0.5,0.75} and registered
values 0.75 (SYMBOL-QA), 0.5 (LLM-QA), and 0.75 (REAL-QA)

Function anchor Forward KL over the complete vocabulary; 7 = 5; Ap candidates {1, 3}
and registered value 1; previous-state teacher refreshed at every task

SI Ast = 15 € = 0.1; negative task contributions clamped to zero

Online EWC Agwc = 1000; v = 1; at most Ng = 1000 sequences per task; normalization
to the first task’s mean Fisher enabled

O-LoRA AL = 0.5; Ao = 0; rank 32 added for each task

Sequential OSRM Up to Ny = 64 training sequences are used to compute one mean input-

feature vector per adapted layer and task. Padded positions are included.
Each new A is initialized from the smallest right singular vectors and
rescaled to the mean row norm of its Kaiming initialization

Table 3: Canonical implementation and optimization settings.

The canonical suite uses unconditional KL replay with a frozen replay-token embedding and forward-KL
function distillation over the complete vocabulary. It does not use query-conditioned replay. It also
leaves the optional replay cross-entropy, trainable replay-token embedding, reverse KL, Jensen-Shannon
divergence, vocabulary truncation, O-LoRA gradient projection, and O-LoRA factor-norm paths
disabled. We therefore do not treat these options as separate methods in Table
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C. Data Construction

This section documents how we build three datasets for Section 4. All three share the same interface: a
dataset consists of 100 tasks, each holding a list of texts Question: <g>\nAnswer: <a> whose test
split is a copy of its train split. At training and evaluation time the answer is rendered as \boxed{a},
so the delimiter is learned as a format norm (Appendix 13.8).

C.1. Data Uniqueness

A checkpoint trained through task i is queried with z;,, alone for all j <. If two tasks contained the
same question with different answers, the target would be undefined and forgetting would be confounded
with ambiguity. For the synthetically generated datasets, each generator therefore maintains a registry
of emitted question keys and rejects any candidate whose key has already appeared. SYMBOL-QA
constrains keys only, since the key is what the model is queried on. LLM-QA constrains both the
invented entity and the full question string.

C.2. Symbol-QA

SYMBOL-QA contains 10,000 random key—value associations divided evenly across 100 tasks. Each task
contains 100 items. For each item, the generator samples a six-character key and a four-character value
from the same 62-symbol alphabet of uppercase letters, lowercase letters, and digits. It redraws any
key that has already appeared, ensuring that every key maps to a single value across the full dataset.
All tasks use the same alphabet, lengths, and question format, so an item’s surface form does not
reveal its task. Because the generator selects each value independently of its key, there are no general
patterns associating the keys to their answers. The model must therefore remember each key— value
association. Training and evaluation use the same associations, so this dataset measures retention
rather than generalization to unseen pairs.

C3. LLM-QA

Generation. We use the instruction-tuned Qwen3-4B-Instruct-2507 model [Yang et al., 2025] to
generate facts about fictional entities. The dataset defines 100 topics, such as “fictional lighthouses and
their keepers,” and assigns one topic to each task. For every prompt, we ask the generator to produce
ten candidate JSON records with the fields entity, question, and answer. The prompt instructs the
model to invent entities and facts that do not exist and to avoid real people, places, organizations,
works, and events.

Validation. For each candidate, the validator extracts three non-empty fields and checks that the
question contains the entity name after normalizing case and whitespace. This requirement makes the
fictional entity the main information that distinguishes one question from another. The validator also
limits answers to eight words and rejects questions or answers that contain line breaks. Across the full
dataset, the validator rejects any candidate whose normalized entity or question matches one already
accepted. Generation continues until every task contains 100 valid and globally distinct questions.
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Task order. The original topic list places related subjects near one another. After generation, we apply
a fixed random permutation with seed 0 to break this ordering. The permutation changes only the task
indices, and it leaves every entity, question, answer, and topic unchanged.

Novelty. The generation prompt asks for fictional entities and facts, but the pipeline does not verify
their nonexistence against an external source. We therefore do not claim that every LLM-QA item
was empirically unknown to the base model before training.

C.4. Real-QA

Sources. We draw equally from ten public English question-answering datasets, five short-answer and
five multiple-choice (Table 4). Short-answer sources are TriviaQA [Joshi et al.; 2017], the open-domain
formulation [Lee et al., 2019] of Natural Questions, PopQA [Mallen et al., 2023], SQuAD [Rajpurkar
et al., 2016], and WebQuestions [Berant et al., 2013]. Multiple-choice sources are OpenBookQA
[Mihaylov et al.; 2018], SciQ [Welbl et al., 2017|, both partitions of ARC [Clark et al., 2018], and
MedMCQA [Pal et al., 2022].

Normalization to free-form recall. Each source is mapped to a common record with a question, a
primary answer, and an alias list. Multiple-choice items are converted by discarding the options and
keeping the text of the correct choice as the target, so the model must produce the answer rather than
select a letter. For datasets that consist of multiple correct answer aliases, we accept all of them as the
correct answer.

Per-model contamination filter. Facts the base model already knows cannot be acquired, and would
enter the accuracy matrix as spurious retention. For each candidate, we prompt the base model with
Question: <g>\nAnswer: and draw five samples (temperature 0.7, top-p = 0.95, at most 64 new
tokens, stopping at a newline or a new question). A candidate is discarded if any of the five completions
contains any accepted answer as a word-boundary substring, while the remainder are retained. Word
boundaries matter because short aliases such as country codes otherwise match inside unrelated words.
Retained items are therefore items the base model failed to produce under five attempts. We do not
claim the complete absence of knowledge from the model’s pretraining phase, but we treat this as an
indication of the model’s less familiar facts for it to learn in our training process.

Assembly. From each source we sample 500 filtered items with a fixed seed, giving 5000 items. Sampling
equally from ten sources rather than proportionally prevents the largest corpus from dominating the
dataset. We then pool all 5000 items, shuffle globally under a fixed seed, and cut the shuffled sequence
into 100 consecutive tasks of 50. Each task is thus a uniform mixture of all ten sources. This procedure
helps us to remove possible interference from dataset domains during training. For instance, if we don’t
do the shuffling, the model may learn from the same original dataset in a task and thus may have a
better retention rate that is hard to explain.
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Source Type Original form Retained

TriviaQA short answer trivia questions with alias sets 500
NQ-Open short answer search queries, short answer list 500
PopQA short answer entity-centric relational queries 500
SQuAD short answer span answers over passages 500
WebQuestions short answer Freebase question—answer pairs 500
OpenBookQA multiple choice elementary science, four options 500
SciQ multiple choice crowdsourced science questions 500
ARC-Easy multiple choice grade-school science, four options 500
ARC-Challenge multiple choice retrieval-resistant science questions 500
MedMCQA multiple choice medical entrance-exam questions 500

Table 4: REAL-QA sources.

C.5. What the three tiers isolate

The three datasets test memorization with increasing amounts of familiar language and knowledge. All
three use the same question and answer format, but they differ in how much the model can use what it
learned before continual training. In SYMBOL-QA, the key and value have no meaningful relationship,
so the model must remember each individual association. LLM-QA uses natural questions about
invented entities. Familiar language and entity types may help the model encode these examples, but
real-world knowledge does not determine their answers. REAL-QA uses questions and answers about
real entities and filters out questions that the base model answers correctly before training. Comparing
the three datasets shows whether a method behaves similarly for arbitrary associations, fictional facts
expressed in natural language, and real knowledge.

Dataset Tasks x items Novelty control Task organization Semantic informa-
tion

SYMBOL-QA 100 x 100 Randomly generated Omne shared generation No structure in the
symbol associations rule across all tasks target mapping

LLM-QA 100 x 100 Fictional generation One topic per task witha Natural language
prompt without a base fixed random topic order and familiar entity
model filter types

REAL-QA 100 x 50 Five sample filter for Ten data sources mixed Natural language
each base model across tasks by a global and real facts

shuffle

Table 5: Comparison of the three memorization datasets. In every dataset, training and evaluation use the same
questions, each question has one target answer across all tasks, and evaluation provides no task identifier.

D. Search Procedure Details

This section describes the task-level successive halving search introduced in Section 41.3. The search
ranks 90 configurations that combine shared LoRA or merged LoRA with optional weight, function,
and data anchors. O-LoRA and sequential OSRM do not enter this search pool because their stored
state grows with the number of tasks. We evaluate them separately as task-growing low-rank allocation
rules.
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Algorithm 4: TSH over increasing task horizons. For each seed, a promoted configuration continues
from its previous checkpoint instead of training the completed tasks again.
Input: candidate set Ay, task horizons r; < --- < rg, survivor counts ns,...,ng, seeds S, fixed
task order 7
Output: candidate configurations ranked at horizon rx
fork«+ 1 to K:
foralla€ A and s € S do
if k=1 then
train configuration a from the pretrained model on tasks 1,...,7; using order 7 and seed
s

else
L restore the checkpoint and training state saved at horizon r;_1, then train tasks
re_1+1, ...,k

evaluate the resulting model on tasks 1,...,7; to obtain Mfksj for j < rp

score each a € Ay, by F;, (a) from Equation
rank Ay in descending order of F, (a)

if k< K:

L A1 < the top ngy1 configurations in Ay

return the configurations in Ag in ranked order

D.1. Cost Analysis

Let ry denote the cumulative number of tasks trained at search run k, and let ny = |Ag| denote the
number of configurations evaluated at that run. Let nj = |Ag| denote the number of configurations
that reach horizon r;. We count training one configuration on one task as one unit of training cost. At
run k, each of the ng configurations trains only the r; — r;_1 tasks added since the previous run. The
total training cost per seed and dataset is therefore

K
C= an(rk — TEp—1), ro = 0. (49)
k=1
For the schedule in Section 4.3,
C =90(10) + 45(10) + 23(30) + 10(50) = 2540. (50)

Training all 90 configurations for 100 tasks would instead require 9000 such units per seed. The search
therefore uses 28.2% of the exhaustive training cost, which corresponds to a 71.8% reduction.

D.2. Selection and continuation
Every configuration uses seeds 41, 42, and 43 at each horizon. We average the three scores before

ranking, so one seed does not determine whether a configuration advances. After 10 tasks, the search
retains the top [90/2] = 45 configurations. After 20 tasks, it retains the top [45/2] = 23. After 50
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tasks, it retains the top 10 for the final 100 task horizon. The schedule starts at 10 tasks because pilot
runs at five tasks provided little separation among the configurations.

When a configuration advances, the trainer restores its model parameters, the state required by its
continual learning methods, and the random number generator states. It reconstructs the temporary
teachers for the function and data anchors from the restored previous model at the start of the next
task. With the same seed, task order, and training settings, this continuation reproduces the trajectory
of an uninterrupted run rather than approximating it with a smaller model or less data.

D.3. Implementation

For caching, we group the three seed runs for one configuration at one task budget into a search
cell. Each cell records the model, dataset, task budget, method choices, method hyperparameters,
fixed training settings, seed list, and task order. Before reusing a completed cell, the implementation
checks that all recorded settings match the current search. This allows searches with different selection
schedules to reuse previously computed results when the underlying experiments are identical. If
any setting differs, the implementation aborts instead of reusing the cell. During the search, every
configuration uses the task permutation generated with seed 1234. Because the cache record includes
this task order, search results cannot be confused with results from the default order. After selection,
we retrain the chosen configurations from the pretrained model on the default task order.

After evaluating a search cell, the implementation retains the checkpoint and continuation state saved
after its last task and removes the earlier task checkpoints. These files contain everything needed to
continue a promoted configuration at the next run.

D.4. Search outputs

For each dataset, the search writes a leaderboard and a trace containing every configuration’s score,
rank, and selection status at each horizon it reaches. We fix the selected configuration and its searched
hyperparameters before running the final experiments. The final experiments retrain the selected
configurations without further tuning and present the tasks in their numbered order for that dataset.

D.5. Transfer to the report task order.

The preceding analysis keeps the task order fixed. We next compare the search ranking at each stage
with the 100-task ranking from the final experiments. The search uses the development task order,
whereas the final experiments use a separate report task order. This comparison therefore tests whether
the search ranking remains informative when both the number of tasks and their order change.

Search candidates vary in both method composition and hyperparameters, whereas the final experiments
report one setting for each composition. To compare them, we group search candidates by their
corresponding reported composition and represent each group by its highest-scoring hyperparameter
variant at that search stage. This follows the search procedure, which promotes the best-performing
variant. We include only compositions evaluated in the final experiments. Let A denote the difference
between a composition’s search rank and its final rank. Table 6 reports the agreement between the two
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rankings.

After 10 tasks, all 17 comparable compositions remain in the search. The Spearman correlations with
the final ranking are 0.93, 0.95, and 0.90 on SYMBOL-QA, LLM-QA, and REAL-QA, respectively. The
mean absolute rank displacement is 1.5, 1.3, and 1.4 positions. Thus, the first search stage closely
approximates the final ranking even though the final experiments use a different task order and continue
training through 100 tasks.

We do not interpret the lower correlations at some later stages as evidence that the ranking becomes
less reliable. Each search stage removes configurations, so the comparison set becomes smaller and
increasingly consists of strong configurations with similar scores. A one-position change among these
configurations can substantially change the correlation. For example, the 50-task comparison on
SYMBOL-QA contains only five compositions. We therefore use the 10-task results, which cover all 17
comparable compositions, as the primary check and report the later stages for completeness.

Dataset Tasks Compositions Mean [A| Max |A] p Top-3 overlap
SymMBOL-QA 10 17 1.5 5 093 2/3
20 9 1.3 3 0.78 2/3
50 5 1.2 2 0.50 2/3
100 3 0.7 1 0.50 3/3
LLM-QA 10 17 1.3 3 095 2/3
20 6 0.3 1 094 2/3
50 4 0.5 1 080 2/3
100 3 0.7 1 0.50 3/3
REAL-QA 10 17 1.4 5 0.90 3/3
20 8 0.0 0 1.00 3/3
50 4 0.0 0 1.00 3/3
100 3 0.0 0 1.00 3/3

Table 6: Agreement between the search ranking on the development task order and the final ranking on the
report task order. We group search candidates by method composition and represent each composition by
its highest-scoring hyperparameter variant at each search stage. The displacement |A| measures the absolute
difference between the search and final ranks. Top-3 overlap reports how many of the three highest-ranked final
compositions also appear in the top three at that search stage. The comparison set becomes smaller as the
search removes candidates, so the 10-task rows provide the most complete comparison.

E. Additional Results

This section records everything the main text compresses: every configuration on every dataset,
the complete factorial including terms that are not significant, the task-growing low-rank allocation
experiments, the compositions that fail outright, the seed-variance controls, and the held-out general
capability evaluation.

E.1. Cross-dataset ranking

Table 7 ranks the 16 compositions in the main 2% factorial by mean final retention within each dataset.
For composition m, let r,, 4 be its rank on dataset d. We define k,, = maxgr,, 4, which is the smallest
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k for which the composition is among the top k on every dataset. Lower values indicate more consistent
performance across datasets. We use mean rank to order compositions with the same k,,. Our best
method combines all three anchors with merged LoRA. It is the only composition that ranks among
the top 3 methods in all datasets, so it uniquely attains k,,, = 3. Its average final retention is 34.9%
across the three datasets.

Composition SYMBOL-QA LLM-QA REAL-QA km Mean rank
All anchors + merged LoRA 2 1 3 3 2.00
ST + Replay + merged LoRA 4 2 1 4 2.33
SD + Replay + merged LoRA 1 3 4 4 2.67
Replay + merged LoRA 3 4 2 4 3.00
SI + SD + Replay 5 5 8 8 6.00
SD + merged LoRA 6 8 6 8 6.67
SI + Replay 8 7 7 8 7.33
SI + SD + merged LoRA 10 6 5 10 7.00
SI + SD 9 10 9 10 9.33
SD + Replay 7 9 11 11 9.00
Replay 11 11 10 11 10.67
SD 12 13 12 13 12.33
ST + merged LoRA 14 14 13 14 13.67
merged LoRA 13 12 15 15 13.33
ST 15 15 14 15 14.67
Naive fine-tuning 16 16 16 16 16.00

Table 7: Cross-dataset ranks of the 16 compositions in the main factorial evaluation. Rows are ordered by the
worst rank k,,, with mean rank used to break ties.
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E.2. Complete per-configuration results

configuration Final Diag Forget W(10) W(50)
sd_replay_merge 23.2 £ 4.2 99.5 + 0.3 772 £ 4.1 95.4 £ 1.7 45.9 £ 8.1
si_sd_replay_merge 185 +28 993 +£0.1 81.8+28 939+37 37.0=£5.5
si_sd_replay_osrm 17.7+26 993 +0.5 828 +25 948+03 354+£5.1

replay_merge 166 £58 999+£00 842+59 8.0+54 331+£116
si_replay_merge 15.7+33 998+£02 8.0+32 86.5+£84 31.3£6.5
si_sd_replay 154+£03 993+08 849+08 89.7+05 30.7+06
si_sd_replay_olora 153 +45 988+ 03 845+47 792+56 297=£83
sd_merge 11.8+13 998 +£01 8.9+13 834+45 235+£27
sd_replay 90£05 996=+03 915+02 783+£28 180=£1.0
si_replay 76£08 999+00 9324+08 685+£56 153=£15
si_sd 69+06 993+01 934+05 603+£49 13.7+12
si_sd_merge 6.8£59 95080 89319 53.5+x464 13.5=£11.7
replay 42+09 998+01 966+£10 419 =£383 84 +£18
sd 33£00 998+01 975+01 334+£04 6.7 £ 0.1
olora 1.8+01 999+01 991£02 182+1.0 3.6 £0.2
merge 1.7£01 985£06 97.8£0.7 17.1£0.9 3.4+ 0.2
osrm 1.6 £01 987+£03 981=£03 155+1.2 3.1£0.2
si_merge 1.54+£02 97703 972=£05 146 =+1.6 29+£0.3
si 1.3+£01 964+02 961=£03 12.6+1.0 25 £0.2
online_ewc 1.0+ 06 86.0+151 858+146 10.3+6.3 21+£13
vanilla 1.0+£01 974+04 974£03 103+0.5 21+£0.1

Table 8: All configurations on SYMBOL-QA, mean + standard deviation over three seeds. W (k) is the final-
checkpoint accuracy averaged over the k& most recently trained tasks.
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configuration Final Diag Forget W (10) W (50)
si_replay_olora 422 +£52 998 £00 582+£52 939+£19 60.2=£5.7
si_sd_replay_merge 418 +14 993 +£01 583+£15 963+£05 655=£038

si_replay_merge 412 4+£95 996 +£0.2 59.1+94 982 +£0.7 643+ 12.1
sd_replay_merge 330+£18 994+£02 67118 946+£27 549+£19
replay_merge 32489 997£01 68.0+£90 975+£23 548+ 13.7
si_replay_osrm 29.7+£30 995+£01 706=+30 984+05 5Hl2+£55
si_sd_replay 186 £08 995+0.1 81.7+£08 864+14 33.0=%1.7
si_sd_merge 183+£09 994+01 819+£09 75.7+x21 334+138
si_replay 155 +£27 99.6 +0.2 849+26 804+6.1 27.6+ 438
sd_merge 128 £ 0.8 99.6 + 0.0 87.7+£08 672+15 234414
sd_replay 94+10 996+£01 91.24+11 622£51 163+£1.6
si_sd 8705 993 +£01 91.5+06 H589+£32 164+1.1
replay 75+27 99402 929£26 5224158 131 +438
olora 55+£0.2 998 £0.1 952+03 302+03 83 £0.1
online_ewc 45+05 89.2+02 8.6+08 25.7+0.5 7.5+ 0.6
osrm 34+£07 98601 96.1+06 264+47 6.2+ 1.2
merge 30£03 98.7+£00 96704 256=+21 5.6 £0.6
sd 28+ 00 99.7+0.1 978 =£02 244+0.3 5.2 +0.1
si_merge 25+£00 975£01 959+0.1 20.0+08 4.5 £ 0.0
si 1.8+£01 953+£01 9444+02 16.0=+0.1 344+0.1
vanilla 1.4+£00 960+07 95.6+0.6 126 +0.1 26 £0.0

Table 9: All configurations on LLM-QA, mean + standard deviation over three seeds. W(k) is the final-
checkpoint accuracy averaged over the k most recently trained tasks.

configuration Final Diag Forget W(10) W (50)
si_replay_olora 56.4 £ 132 98509 427 +141 875+32 70.5+138
si_replay_merge 548 £104 999+ 01 455+105 97405 779 £ 9.7
replay_merge 48.2 + 2.8 99.9 £ 0.0 523 £28 98.1+04 754+ 1.9
si_sd_replay_merge 44387 995+00 558=£87 955+19 72.7+£11.0
si_replay_osrm 432 +£2.7 999+00 573+£28 95605 70.7+44
sd_replay_merge 39019 995+£02 61.1+£20 965+£06 679=+19
si_sd_merge 316 £06 999+01 691+05 943+£03 57.7£0.5
sd_merge 20204 999+00 80.6+04 905+£06 38.8=+0.8
si_replay 198+09 999+£00 81.0+09 875+24 365+£12
si_sd_replay 157+26 99.7+£00 849+26 83331 304+£50
si_sd 142+ 06 1000+ 0.0 86.6=+ 0.6 81.0+1.0 275+1.1
olora 139+04 999+£00 8.9+04 462+19 173+£0.3
replay 12.5 + 1.4 100.0 £ 0.0 88.3 £ 1.4 785 +£4.7 23.9 £ 2.7
sd_replay 95£08 99.7+00 91.1+£0.8 70.1+£27 185 £ 14
sd 66+01 1000+0.0 943+01 561+14 128+0.1
si_merge 6504 999+01 943+04 532+49 125£09
si 47+£02 993+01 956=+03 406 +3.1 9.1+£0.6
online_ewc 45+03 990+£02 954+£02 357+£41 8.6 £0.7
osrm 44 +04 99.8 £ 0.1 96.3 £ 0.4 39.1 £2.7 8.5 £ 0.6
merge 40£04 998+01 968+04 349+44 77+£09
vanilla 1.3+£02 979+£16 975+15 129414 26 £0.3

Table 10: All configurations on REAL-QA, mean + standard deviation over three seeds. W (k) is the final-
checkpoint accuracy averaged over the k most recently trained tasks.
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E.3. Complete factorial tables

term effect (percentage) % var F P
replay +9.49 443 1611 < 107?
merge +5.87 16.9 615 <1074
sd +5.66 15.8 573 <10~*
replay X merge +3.57 6.3 22.7 <1074
si X merge -3.04 4.6 16.6  0.000287
si x sd X merge -1.84 1.7 6.1 0.0192
sd x replay x merge -1.31 0.8 3.0 0.0904
si X replay x merge -0.79 0.3 1.1 0.297
si x replay +0.72 0.3 0.9 0.341
sd x merge +0.56 0.2 0.6 0.462
si +0.34 0.1 0.2 0.649
si x sd -0.28 0.0 0.1 0.712
si x sd X replay x merge +0.17 0.0 0.1 0.822
sd x replay -0.16 0.0 0.0 0.837
si x sd x replay +0.09 0.0 0.0 0.902

Table 11: Complete saturated 2 factorial on SYMBOL-QA, N = 48, error df 32, RMSE 2.59, 91% of variance
explained. The standard error of any effect is 0.75 percentage.

term effect (percentage) % var r D
replay 1+18.49 439 3418 <1077
merge +14.91 286 2223 <107*
replay X merge +9.44 114 890 <1074
si +5.76 43 332 <1074
sd +5.02 32 252 <107
sd x replay -3.45 1.5 11.9 0.00159
si x replay +2.93 1.1 8.6 0.00624
sd x replay x merge -2.62 0.9 6.9 0.0134
sd X merge +1.69 0.4 2.9 0.101
si x sd +1.59 0.3 2.5 0.121
si x sd X replay -1.29 0.2 1.7 0.205
si x sd X replay x merge -0.23 0.0 0.1 0.823
si X replay x merge +0.20 0.0 0.0 0.845
si X merge -0.13 0.0 0.0 0.899
si x sd X merge -0.10 0.0 0.0 0.919

Table 12: Complete saturated 2* factorial on LLM-QA, N = 48, error df 32, RMSE 3.46, 96% of variance
explained. The standard error of any effect is 1.00.

42



term effect (percentage) % var F P
merge +20.54  36.4 3934 <10°*
replay +19.34 32.3 3489 <107
replay X merge +11.68 11.8 1271 <1074
sd x replay -10.32 9.2 992 <1074
si +6.30 34 370 <107*
sd x replay x merge -4.87 20 221 <107*
sd +3.66 1.2 12,5 0.00128
si x sd x replay -1.93 0.3 3.5 0.0711
sd X merge +1.74 0.3 2.8 0.103
si x sd +1.33 0.2 1.6 0.208
si x sd X replay x merge -0.62 0.0 0.4 0.553
si X replay X merge -0.57 0.0 0.3 0.588
si X sd X merge +0.54 0.0 0.3 0.605
si X merge +0.17 0.0 0.0 0.868
si x replay +0.06 0.0 0.0 0.95

Table 13: Complete saturated 2% factorial on REAL-QA, N = 48, error df 32, RMSE 3.59, 97% of variance
explained. The standard error of any effect is 1.04.

E.4. Greedy composition paths

Figure

presents a greedy nested path through the factorial for each dataset. Starting from naive

fine-tuning, each step adds the remaining mechanism that gives the highest final retention when
combined with the mechanisms already selected. Every method is trained independently, so the path
summarizes comparisons within the factorial rather than a sequence of training stages.
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Figure 4: Greedy buildup paths through the 24 factorial. Each step adds the remaining mechanism with the
highest final retention under the current composition. Triangles mark the strongest composition along each path.
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E.5. Retention matrices

Figure 5 shows the retention matrix from which all reported metrics are computed. Each panel is
one temporal accuracy matrix M; ;: row 4 is the checkpoint after task i, column j is the task being
evaluated, and only the lower triangle is observable because a task cannot be evaluated before it is
trained. The diagonal represents the performance on the current training task, and everything below
it is what remains of a memory as later tasks arrive. Read Figure 5 left to right, the bright band
below the diagonal widens as mechanisms are added: naive fine-tuning retains only a narrow strip
along the diagonal, and the leading composition keeps a broad region alive for tens of tasks. Read
down a column, the same recipe covers progressively more of the triangle as the data becomes more
natural. Two features of the main text are directly visible here. The band has a soft outer edge rather
than a hard boundary, which is the graded decay that the survival curves quantify. The configurations
form a nested sequence, but adding another anchor does not always improve retention. Adding the
weight anchor lowers retention on SYMBOL-QA, while adding the function anchor lowers retention on
REAL-QA.

no CL method replay replay + merge SD + replay + merge Sl + SD + replay + merge
Final 1.0 Final 4.2 Final 16.6 Final 23.2 Final 18.5

Symbol-QA
checkpoint t

0 50 99 0 50 99 0 50 99 0 50 929 0 50 99 100
no CL method replay replay + merge S| + replay + merge SI + SD + replay + merge
Final 1.4 Final 7.5 Final 32.4 Final 41.2 Final 41.8

80

60

LLM-QA
checkpoint t

40

accuracy (\%)

20

0 50 99 0 50 99 0 50 99 0 50 99 0 50 99
no CL method replay replay + merge S| + replay + merge Sl + SD + replay + merge
Final 1.3 Final 12.5 Final 48.2 Final 54.8 Final 44.3 0

Real-QA
checkpoint t

0

o

50 99 50 99 0 50 99 0 50 99 0 50 99
task j task j task j task j task j

Figure 5: Temporal accuracy matrices M; ; along the composition chain, one row per dataset. Each column

adds one mechanism and never removes one. The panel outlined in red is the strongest configuration in that row.
Panels show the median seed of three, so no panel is a favorable draw.

44



E.6. Task-Growing Low-Rank Allocation Experiments

The factorial compares shared LoRA and merged LoRA, two low-rank allocation rules that keep learner
state independent of the horizon. To compare them with task-growing low-rank allocation rules, each
dataset also uses its winning composition with merged LoRA replaced by OSRM or O-LoRA, holding
every anchor and hyperparameter fixed. These cells are the only ones in the study whose retained state
size grows with the number of tasks, and they are reported separately for that reason.

Additional task-growing state does not provide a consistent retention gain. Relative to the matched
merged LoRA composition, O-LoRA changes final retention by —3.3, +1.0, and +1.6 points on SYMBOL-
QA, LLM-QA, and REAL-QA. Sequential OSRM changes it by —0.8, —11.5, and —11.6 points.
O-LoRA gives the highest mean retention on the two natural-language datasets, but its advantage over
the best bounded composition is only 0.4 and 1.6 points, which is within seed variation. Section
shows that the low-rank allocation rule has a larger effect on general capability.

O(T) low-rank allocation SYMBOL-QA LLM-QA REAL-QA
O-LoRA -3.3% +1.0% +1.6%
Sequential OSRM —0.8% —11.5% -11.6%

Table 14: Change in final retention after replacing merged LoRA with O-LoRA or sequential OSRM in the
composition selected for each dataset.

E.7. Compositions that fail the acquisition gate

Two cells fail to memorize rather than fail to retain, and both compose a weight anchor with the fold:
si_sd_merge reaches Final = 6.8 + 5.9 with Diag = 95.0 + 8.0, and online_ewc reaches 1.0 £ 0.6 with
Diag = 86.0 £ 15.1. The large standard deviations are the signature: on some seeds the accuracy-matrix
diagonal collapses outright while on others training proceeds normally, so the mean describes a mixture
of two behaviours rather than a typical run. Every other configuration in the study holds Diag between
96 and 100.

This is the failure mode the compatibility rule predicts. A quadratic penalty is defined in the coordinates
in which its importance estimates were measured; merged LoRA folds the adapter into the base weights
and re-initializes, so those coordinates no longer denote the same function, and the penalty resists
motion the model needs in order to fit the current task. The consequence is a loss of plasticity, which is
why it appears on the diagonal rather than in the off-diagonal decay.

E.8. Seed variance and the generation-temperature control

Seed standard deviations partition cleanly by whether a configuration carries the data anchor. Replay-
bearing stacks give 2 to 6 points (replay_merge +5.8, sd_replay_merge +4.2), while configurations
without replay are tight (sd_merge +1.3, sd 0.0, singletons £0.1 to £0.2).

A controlled comparison isolates the mechanism. Re-running one composition at replay generation
temperature 0.7 rather than 1.5, with three seeds and all else fixed, gives 21.2 + 7.9 against 20.8 £ 2.1.
The means are statistically indistinguishable while the seed spread differs roughly fourfold, so generation
diversity acts on the variance of the outcome and not on its expectation. Sharp, low-entropy replay
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concentrates the pseudo-data on few modes, and whether those modes align with a given seed’s trajectory
determines the run. This is also why single-seed probes are unsafe here: the low-temperature arm
contains a seed reaching 30.3 alongside seeds at 16.2 and 17.1, and reporting the first alone would have
suggested a large improvement where there is none.

Two byproducts of that re-run are worth recording. The outlying seed reproduced the same value across
a three-week interval of repository changes, which is direct evidence that training is deterministic given
seed and hyperparameters. And the same winner’s-curse mechanism that operates over configurations
(Section I2.10) operates over hyperparameters.

E.9. Held-out general capability evaluation

We evaluate the final checkpoints and the unmodified base model on GSM8K [Cobbe et al., 2021],
MATH [Hendrycks et al., 2021], MGSM [Shi et al., 2022], and MMLU-Redux [Gema et al., 2025].
The base model scores 83.6%, 57.6%, 67.5%, and 68.7%, respectively, with an unweighted average of
69.4%. We average trained-model scores over three seeds. GSM8K, MATH, and MGSM are scored by
extracting and checking answers from generated text.

For MMLU-Redux, we select an answer directly from the model’s probabilities rather than generating
text. Each prompt contains two fixed examples followed by the question and four choices labeled A
through D, and ends with Answer:. We compare the next-token log probabilities for the four answer
labels and select the label with the highest score. The evaluator uses the first token ID obtained by
tokenizing each letter with a preceding space. This letter log-likelihood score is the logarithm of the
probability assigned to a candidate answer-label token, not to the full choice text. Every question
receives a prediction without requiring the model to generate a valid answer letter. The scoring therefore
avoids answer-extraction failures, although performance can still depend on the prompt.

Symbol-QA LLM-QA Real-QA
80
Merge 5. 93 | 88 25 QSIS 75 82 48 332 60 X
>
&
O-LoRA 1.1 0.3 04 295 272 215 125 [458 255 221 157 40§
<
20
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Figure 6: General capability after 100 tasks, averaged over three seeds. Anchors and hyperparameters from TSH
are fixed across allocation rules: all three anchors on SYMBOL-QA, and data and weight anchors on LLM-QA
and REAL-QA. O-LoRA better preserves general capability on the two natural-language datasets.

Figure 6 compares general capability across low-rank allocation rules. O-LoRA changes final retention
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only slightly relative to merged LoRA, but the difference in general capability is larger on the two
natural-language datasets. Averaged across the four benchmarks, O-LoRA achieves 26.8% accuracy after
LLM-QA and 28.8% after REAL-QA. Merged LoRA reaches 13.0% and 13.4%, while sequential OSRM
reaches 8.2% and 8.0%. The O-LoRA compositions also achieve 45.8% and 52.0% on MMLU-Redux,
respectively. Even so, their four-benchmark averages remain more than 40 percentage points below the
base model.

After SYMBOL-QA, all three allocation rules in Figure 6 reduce average general capability accuracy to
below 8.0%. Some GSMS8K generations repeat fragments of the training format instead of providing
mathematical answers. However, output generation failures do not fully explain the low scores. MMLU-
Redux accuracy remains near the 25% chance level even when answer labels are selected directly from
their log probabilities.

O-LoRA leaves the base parameters unchanged and accumulates one adapter per task. Removing these
adapters restores the original model, but also removes the learned task updates. Merged LoRA and
sequential OSRM instead incorporate each update into the base parameters, so the original model
cannot be recovered simply by detaching an adapter. This recoverability is distinct from preserving
general capability with the learned updates active. Our comparison does not isolate whether this
structural difference causes O-LoRA’s higher general capability scores. Both O-LoRA and sequential
OSRM retain state that grows linearly with the number of tasks, and neither prevents substantial
general capability loss after 100 tasks.

E.10. Selection versus evaluation

The search of Section and the factorial of Section 5 disagree about which configuration is best on
SYMBOL-QA: the search selects si_sd_replay_merge and the final evaluation ranks sd_replay_merge
above it. The two were separated by 1.0 point on the development order, which is inside the seed spread
of either.

This is the expected behaviour of an argmax over many noisy candidates. The selected configuration
regresses from 23.4 to 18.5 on the report order, while the eventual leader is stable at 22.4 and 23.2.
Because SYMBOL-QA tasks are exchangeable by construction, the development and default orders are
draws from the same distribution, so the movement is seed noise rather than overfitting to a particular
ordering. The design anticipates this: the search selects a family under a budget, and the factorial
provides unbiased estimates and the decomposition. It is also why the paper reports a recipe and a set
of effects rather than crowning a single configuration.

E.11. Controls

Forward transfer is 0.0 & 0.0 on SYMBOL-QA and below 3.1 points elsewhere, as expected when a
task is unseen before its turn; the small positive values on the natural-language datasets reflect shared
surface form rather than knowledge of the specific facts. The \boxed{} emission rate is 100% on every
configuration and both at the diagonal and at the final checkpoint, so no configuration loses measured
accuracy through format failure, and content retention is separated cleanly from format retention.
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