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Abstract

Graph continual learning (GCL) aims to learn from a con-
tinuous sequence of graph-based tasks. Regularization meth-
ods are vital for preventing catastrophic forgetting in GCL,
particularly in the challenging replay-free, class-incremental
setting, where each task consists of a set of unique classes.
In this work, we first establish a general regularization frame-
work for GCL based on the curved parameter space induced
by the Fisher information matrix (FIM). We show that the
dominant Elastic Weight Consolidation (EWC) and its vari-
ants are a special case within this framework, using a diag-
onal approximation of the empirical FIM based on parame-
ters from previous tasks. To overcome their limitations, we
propose a new unbiased online curvature approximation of
the full FIM based on the model’s current learning state. Our
method directly estimates the regularization term in an online
manner without explicitly evaluating and storing the FIM it-
self. This enables the model to better capture the loss land-
scape during learning new tasks while retaining the knowl-
edge learned from previous tasks. Extensive experiments on
three graph datasets demonstrate that our method signif-
icantly outperforms existing regularization-based methods,
achieving a superior trade-off between stability (retaining old
knowledge) and plasticity (acquiring new knowledge).

Introduction

Continual learning (CL), also known as lifelong learning or
incremental learning, enables models to learn sequentially
from a series of tasks to acquire new knowledge. A funda-
mental challenge inherent to CL is the plasticity-stability
dilemma: a crucial trade-off between adapting to new in-
formation (plasticity) and preserving previously acquired
knowledge (stability). The most prominent consequence is
catastrophic forgetting, where a model, upon learning new
tasks, suffers from rapid performance degradation on tasks
learned earlier. This challenge is coupled with the issue of
loss of plasticity (sometimes termed intransigence), indicat-
ing the model’s diminished capacity to effectively learn new
tasks. These difficulties are rooted in the general optimiza-
tion procedures of neural networks. During training on a
specific task, model parameters are optimized to map the
task’s input distribution to its target outputs. When learning
a new task, gradient-based optimization methods, without
any constraints, would naturally adjust the learned parame-
ters to minimize the loss with respect to the new task, often

overwriting the knowledge critical for previous tasks.

To address these inherent challenges, several lines of re-
search have been explored in the last decade. These broadly
include: (i) replay-based methods, which store and replay
old data (or synthetically generated proxy data) from a mem-
ory buffer (Caccia et al. 2020; Chrysakis and Moens 2020;
Knoblauch, Husain, and Diethe 2020; Lopez-Paz and Ran-
zato 2017; Shin et al. 2017); (ii) architecture-based meth-
ods, which dynamically increase network capacity or iso-
late parameters for new tasks (Rusu et al. 2016; Wortsman
et al. 2020; Wu et al. 2019; Yoon et al. 2019, 2018); and (iii)
regularization-based methods, which impose constraints on
parameter updates to preserve knowledge crucial for previ-
ous tasks (Aljundi et al. 2018; Kirkpatrick et al. 2017; Li
and Hoiem 2018; Ritter, Botev, and Barber 2018a; Saha,
Garg, and Roy 2021; Zenke, Poole, and Ganguli 2017).
While each offers advantages, they also present trade-offs,
such as memory overhead for replay, potentially unbounded
model growth for architecture-based approaches, or known
limitations of regularization methods in balancing stabil-
ity and plasticity in class-incremental settings (van de Ven,
Tuytelaars, and Tolias 2022).

In this paper, we investigate the challenging replay-
free, class-incremental setting of graph continual learning
(GCL), where a model with a fixed capacity must learn
from a new set of classes in each task without replay-
ing from previous tasks. Although recent GCL research
has predominantly focused on replay-based methods, which
store and replay raw graph nodes (Zhou and Cao 2021),
subgraphs (Zhang, Song, and Tao 2022b), or class proto-
types (Niu et al. 2024), regularization-based GCL remains
a significantly under-explored area. Our work directly ad-
dress this critical gap. Our contributions are as follows. First,
we establish a general regularization framework for GCL
grounded in the geometry of the parameter space induced
by the Fisher information matrix (FIM). We provide a prin-
cipled way to estimate parameter importance and constrain
their updates, balancing the tradeoff between stability (re-
taining old knowledge) and plasticity (acquiring new knowl-
edge). We show that the widely used Elastic Weight Consol-
idation (EWC) (Kirkpatrick et al. 2017) and its variants are
a special case of our proposed framework, by taking a diag-
onal approximation of the empirical FIM based on parame-
ters from previous tasks. Second, we propose a novel method
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that performs an unbiased online approximation of the FIM
based on the current learning state, allowing the model to
more accurately capture the loss landscape during learning a
new task. Our proposed method directly estimates the FIM-
based regularizer in an online manner without the need to
explicitly evaluate and store the FIM itself. Third, through
extensive experiments on three large-scale graph datasets,
we demonstrate that our method achieves a more effective
balance between stability and plasticity, outperforming ex-
isting regularization techniques.

Related Work

Continual learning originated in the field of computer vision
to address catastrophic forgetting, where a neural network
forgets previously learned knowledge upon training on new
tasks. CL methods can be broadly grouped into three cat-
egories. Replay-based methods address catastrophic forget-
ting by allowing the model to revisit data information from
previous tasks stored in a memory buffer. This is achieved
by storing a subset of raw data (experience replay) (Aljundi
et al. 2019; Caccia et al. 2020; Chrysakis and Moens 2020;
Knoblauch, Husain, and Diethe 2020; Lopez-Paz and Ran-
zato 2017), or data representations from a generative model
(generative replay) (Shin et al. 2017). The loss on replayed
data is either directly added to the loss on the current data
or used as a constraint to guide gradient updates (Lopez-
Paz and Ranzato 2017). Architecture-based methods dynam-
ically modify the model’s architecture to accommodate the
learning of new tasks. They typically expand the network
by adding new units or modules for each new task (Rusu
et al. 2016; Wortsman et al. 2020; Wu et al. 2019; Yoon et al.
2019, 2018). This ensures that the knowledge from previous
tasks is stored in dedicated parts of the model, preventing
it from being overwritten. Regularization-based methods in-
troduce a regularizer to the loss during learning a new task,
which penalizes significant changes to parameters deemed
important for previous tasks. These methods differ in how
they estimate parameter importance.

Elastic Weight Consolidation (EWC) (Kirkpatrick et al.
2017) is a well-known regularization-based method that es-
timates the importance of parameters for previous tasks us-
ing a diagonal approximation of the empirical FIM. While
the original paper does not specify implementation de-
tails for computing the diagonal FIM, subsequent works
have adopted different implementations (van de Ven 2025).
For example, some methods compute the squared gradients
for each sample’s true label with respect to old parame-
ters (Chaudhry et al. 2019), while others use a randomly
sampled label to provide a better approximation (Kao et al.
2021; van de Ven, Tuytelaars, and Tolias 2022). Despite its
prominence, EWC has several limitations. First, by taking
a diagonal approximation of the empirical FIM, it ignores
important correlations between parameters. Second, EWC
requires to store a separate FIM for each previous task, re-
sulting in memory overhead. Third, EWC calculates its diag-
onal FIM based on the model’s parameters from a previous
task, which might not be the optimal point when drifts occur
during the learning of new tasks.

To improve memory efficiency and scalability,

EWC++ (Chaudhry et al. 2019) and online EWC (Schwarz
et al. 2018) maintains a decaying moving average of the
diagonal FIM as training over tasks progresses, instead of
calculating a separate FIM for each task. However, they
still rely on a diagonal approximation of the empirical FIM
to remain computationally tractable. Synaptic Intelligence
(SI) (Zenke, Poole, and Ganguli 2017) estimates parameter
importance during training on a task by accumulating
a per-parameter contribution to the decrease in the loss
function and uses a first-order approximation to obtain
the importance. It is not directly FIM-based but shares the
spirit of importance weighting. Memory Aware Synapses
(MAS) (Aljundi et al. 2018) estimates parameter importance
by measuring the sensitivity of the output function (the
gradients of the squared /s norm of the output) to changes
in a parameter. Similar to EWC, both methods also compute
per-parameter importance and overlook the correlations be-
tween parameters. LwF (Li and Hoiem 2018) is a functional
regularization method that encourages the outputs of the
new network to approximate those of the old one. A major
limitation of LwF is its efficacy is diminished when tasks
are dissimilar, making it inapplicable to class-incremental
setting. Other studies (Ritter, Botev, and Barber 2018a) use
more structured approximations of the FIM (or the Hessian)
rather than just the diagonal, such as Kronecker-factored
Approximate Curvature (K-FAC), which captures parameter
interactions within a same network layer via a block-
diagonal approximation of the FIM. However, it leads to
significant computational overheads in terms of calculating
and inverting two factor matrices and intensive memory
cost. While K-FAC is used in optimization (Ritter, Botev,
and Barber 2018b), its direct application to CL involving
many tasks is limited due to these overheads.

Graph Continual Learning Graph continual learning
(GCL) is a growing field that seeks to learn from a sequence
of graph-based tasks (e.g., node classification). Replay-
based methods are the most dominant strategy in GCL, us-
ing a memory buffer to revisit historical data when learn-
ing a new task. These methods differ in what they store
and replay in the memory buffer. ERGNN (Zhou and Cao
2021) stores a selection of representative nodes from previ-
ous tasks. SSM (Zhang, Song, and Tao 2022b) replays spar-
sified subgraphs to better preserve structural information of
previous graphs. To mitigate data imbalance between old
and new tasks, Cat (Liu, Qiu, and Huang 2023) condenses
each new graph into a smaller, structurally informative graph
before adding it to the memory buffer. For privacy concerns,
recent work like TPP (Niu et al. 2024) has shifted to replay-
ing abstract class prototypes instead of raw graph data.

Architecture-based methods continually alter the model’s
architecture to accommodate new graph information. For ex-
ample, FGN (Wang et al. 2022) modifies the GCN architec-
ture to handle the increasing number of nodes in a streaming
graph. PI-GNN (Zhang et al. 2023) expands model param-
eters to learn new patterns within unstable subgraphs while
preventing stable parameters from being rewritten.

In contrast, regularization-based GCL remains a rela-
tively under-explored area. Most efforts directly apply clas-



sic CL regularization methods like EWC (Kirkpatrick et al.
2017) and LwF (Li and Hoiem 2018) without careful
scrutiny (Zhang, Song, and Tao 2022a). TWP (Liu, Yang,
and Wang 2021) extends EWC by further penalizing updates
to parameters important for preserving the topological struc-
ture learned from previous tasks. However, its use of globl
gradients for calculating parameter importance fails to cap-
ture the localized topological information. Our work focuses
on developing a novel principled regularization framework
for GCL. It can be orthogonally combined with methods
from other GCL categories to further mitigate forgetting.

Problem Formulation

We denote an undirected graph by G = (V, €, X)), where V
denotes a set of nodes, and £ denotes a set of edges that con-
nect pairs of nodes. X € RIVI*¢ denotes the node feature
matrix, where each node v is associated with a feature vec-
tor , € R% Let A € RIVI*IVI denote the graph adjacent
matrix, where A(i, j) € {0,1} and A denote a normalized
graph adjacency matrix with self-loops.

Graph continual learning (GCL) addresses the problem
of learning from a sequence of continually incoming graph-
based tasks {71, 72, . .., Tr}. Each task 7; = (G, );) in the
sequence is defined as a semi-supervised node classification
task, where G; = (M4, &, X;) denotes a newly emerging
subgraph with the node set V;, the edge set &;, and the node
feature matrix X; € RIY¢/*4 Formally, each task is asso-
ciated with a set of labeled training nodes V™" and a set
of unlabeled test nodes V. Each training node v € Vi
has a corresponding class label y,, € ), where )} is the
set of classes for task 7;. We consider the class-incremental
learning setting, where the class sets of different tasks are
disjoint, i.e., J; N Yy = () for all ¢ # t’. The model must
learn to classify nodes from a growing set of total classes
Y= UtT: 1 Vs The goal is to train a single continual learning
model M parameterized by € that can perform node classi-
fication on all tasks seen so far. At each step ¢, the model
M, is updated sequentially during learning the current task
T:. After training on task 7;, the performance of the model
is evaluated on the test sets from all observed tasks up to the
point ¢: U§=1 Viest In this work, we focus on the challeng-
ing setting of class-incremental learning in a fixed-capacity
model, without relying on replaying raw graph data or rep-
resentations from previous tasks.

FIM-based Regularization Framework

Consider a graph convolutional network (GCN) (Kipf and
Welling 2017) as the backbone for node classification, its
network architecture is specified by the following layer-wise
equations:

X'=[x1]; X'=[H"Y1 (=1, ,L-1)
H* — AX'W!

where X is the input node feature matrix, 1 is a vector of 1’s,
H! is the pre-activation in the [’th layer, o is a non-linear
activation function, X' is the extended activation, which is
the activation of the hidden layer outputs augmented by the

scalar 1, and W' is the concatenation of the weight matrix
W' with the bias vector b'. Given the input features X and
the corresponding labels Y, the conditional likelihood is
given by p(Y | X, A,0) = Categorical(SoftMax(H)),
where @ = {W'}1 ! denotes all learnable parameters of
the GCN, SoftMax(H’) applies softmax row-wise to the
last layer’s pre-activation H’, Categorical(-) means cat-
egorical probability masses given by each row of the pa-
rameter matrix. For a node classification task, the model is
trained by maximizing the conditional likelihood, which is
equivalent to minimizing a loss function ¢(0) between the
predicted probabilities and the true labels.

We formulate a general regularization framework for con-
tinual learning, which aims to minimize the regularized loss
on the LHS of

4(0)+>\Ti: D (6;0) ~ £(8)+A i(et_a)Tz(é)(e)t_e),
t=1 t=1

1
where £ is the classification loss (in our case the cross en-
tropy loss), A > 0 is the regularization strength, and D
is the f-divergence between two GCN parameter distribu-
tions, @; from a previous task and @ locally at the current
task. Under regularity conditions (Blyth 1994), regardless of
the choice of Dy, the regularizer can be written as the RHS,
where 0 is a point in between 6 and 6;, and Z(8) is the FIM
given by

OA OA oA, OA,
7,;(0) = E, (awej) = U;Ep ( 56, 20, > )

with A(0) := logp(Y|X,A,0) and A,(0) :=
logp(y, | X, A, 0). The FIM Z(6) measures the local cur-
vature of the log-likelihood A with respect to infinitesimal
variations in the parameter space. For all v € V, y,, and A,
only depend on a subgraph R, that is the receptive field of
node v, and y, is conditional independent given all input
features X and the graph A. The approximation in eq. (1) is
only accurate when 6 and 6, are close enough. In practice, 8
and 0; are distant especially for old tasks learned long time
ago, and higher order terms of Dy come into play making
the approximation inaccurate.

Elastic Weight Consolidation (EWC)

In eq. (1), choosing & = 6; and taking the diagonal
of the empirical FIM leads to Elastic Weight Consolida-
tion (EWC) (Kirkpatrick et al. 2017; Huszar 2018). EWC
mitigates catastrophic forgetting by selectively penalizing
changes to parameters that are important to previous tasks.
This is achieved by adding a quadratic regularizer to the loss
function of the current task, where the penalty for changing
each parameter is weighted by its corresponding diagonal el-
ement of the empirical FIM estimated from a previous task.

In EWC, the diagonal of the empirical FIM, denoted as
Z;i(0), is calculated and stored after completing each task
and before starting a new task. A common method is to com-
pute the expected squared gradients using each node’s true



label with respect to parameters ;:

2
oA,
Ti(0) = > ( . H) : (EWC)

veVy
This method is advocated by Chaudhry et al. (2019) to im-
plement EWC for computational efficiency. An alternative
is to use a label randomly sampled from predicted proba-
bilities to compute the squared gradients with respect to the
parameters 8; (Liu et al. 2018; Kao et al. 2021).

Motivation

It is important to investigate the rank of the FIM Z(8), which
quantifies the amount of information captured by the classi-
fier 0: Specifically, it measures how many independent ways
of local parameter variations can lead to different models.

Proposition 1. Given X and A, rank(Z(0)) is monotoni-
cally non-decreasing as V grows.

In consequence, as new tasks are learned, rank(Z(6))

with respect to all nodes that the classifier has seen is mono-
tonic, meaning that the classifier captures more and more in-
formation to distinguish nodes of different classes — which
makes intuitive sense.
_ Based on our regularization framework, we propose to set
6 = 0, i.e., the model parameters that are being updated in
the current task, and correspondingly, to use Z(0) to mea-
sure the squared distance between 6 and 0; in eq. (1). This
is because 6 is more recently learned and Z(0) has higher
rank by theorem 1 — it thus incorporates more information,
enabling a more accurate modeling of the regularizer.

Choosing 8 = 0 is more reasonable through theoretical
lens of information geometry (Amari 2016). Consider a sim-
plified scenario of class-incremental learning, where the first
task is associated with classes 1 and 2, and the second task is
associated with classes 3 and 4. The prediction p(y |z, 61)
after learning the first task is either class 1 or class 2. The
learning result denoted as 6, is on the edge of the probability
simplex {(p1, p2, ps,pa)}, where p1, p2, p3 and ps denote
probabilities of class 1 to 4, respectively. During training the
second task, the parameter 6 has information regarding all
4 classes and is therefore inside the probability simplex. To
compute the distance between 6 and 6, it is more reason-
able to use Z(0) (FIM at the interior point) which is less
singular and more informative.

This is also due to the settings of continual learning: we
have access to more information regarding the loss land-
scape at the current task rather than from the historical tasks,
where training nodes and graph structure are no longer ac-
cessible. We can therefore more accurately model Z(0) and
consider its non-diagonal entries.

Besides its theoretical advantages, our method offers
practical benefits. Unlike EWC, which requires storing his-
torial FIMs from previous tasks, we only need to store the
learned parameter 8, from each previous task. Practically,
we recompute the FIM Z(6) in an online manner based on
the most recent 6 in the current task.

Our Proposed Method

As it is costly to compute the sum over v € V with a full-
batch training of GCNs on large graphs, our method is built
upon sampling-based GCNs (Hamilton, Ying, and Leskovec
2017), which are optimized using stochastic gradient de-
scent (SGD). For each batch B, the FIM can be approxi-

mated by the random matrix: ig 0) = > en (%[;: %’;; ) ,

where A, = log p(gy | X, A, 0) is the log-likelihood of
9y ~ p(y, | X, A,0), a random sample of node v’s la-
bel based on the current predictive model and node fea-
tures (¢, is independent to node v’s given label), and B is
a random batch of nodes. It is straightforward to verify that
E (Ig(@)) = 7;;(0) and the random matrix gives an un-
biased estimate of the FIM. If the batch size |B| is large
enough, Z5(0) is close to Z(8). Using this approximation,
we propose to directly compute the regularizer without ex-
plicitly evaluating the FIM:

R(6) = %i(e —6,)"2(0)(0 — 6),
A ] (oA, i
=3 2; ( 60”) (0@—6,)]| . (Ours)

The regularizer is not quadratic because aé\gv is a function of

6. The gradient of {aAev depends on the Hessian of A,,. How-
ever, for the ease of implementation, we can consider 85};’
at the current learning step, denoted as @ = 6., as constant
and still apply a quadratic regularizer.

Hence, the loss of the current batch B is {3(0) =
> ven lv(0) + R(0), where £, is the classification loss of
node v. By a slight abuse of notation, we use 61, - ,60,_1
to denote the learned parameter values from previous tasks,
but use @, to denote the parameter that is still being updated
in the current task. By the definition of R, the gradient of ¢
with respect to 0 is

ot
Vo = Z |:39

veEB
= [0A ! oA
+AZ<89 ) (0 -6) -, } 3)
t=1 0=0, 6=6,

which is usually evaluated at & = 6., the current parameter
value, depending on the optimizer.

Proposition 2. The regularizer R is an unbiased estimate
of the regularizer (the second term) on the RHS of eq. (1) up
to scaling.

Remark. As an unbiased estimate, R utilizes the full FIM
Z(0) rather than its (block-)diagonal approximations. This
is a key theoretical advantage over EWC, which is limited to
the diagonal FIM. The computational and storage complex-
ity of the full FIM is effectively circumvented based on its
low-rank random approximation.

The proposed regularizer makes intuitive sense. Observe

A, A,

that the gradient is a linear combination of %55+ and %,




where 83/}9” is the gradient of the nodes in the batch B, and

65}; is the gradient of node v € B with an “imaginary” label
9, (Which could be different from y,, for multi-modal predic-
tion associated with ambiguous nodes). Therefore, the reg-
ularization essentially augments the current batch of nodes
with imaginary labels. One advantage of this /g is that it
fully respects the gradient of an augmented batch of nodes,
which may not be true for alternative regularizers.

The weights of these augmented nodes can be distinct for
different v € B. There are two following cases:

1y
o !
< o0 ) (07' - 075) > Oa
0=0,

which means the negative gradient w.r.t. the imaginary

sample — %

has an accurate angle with 8, — 0.,

the vector pointinngrom 0. to the previous task ¢. The

coefficient of aaAev is positive, meaning that the imagi-

nary sample contributes positively to the gradient com-
putation, and learning encourages to going towards the
previous parameter value 6;;

. T
oA,
(89 ) (6, —6,) <0.
0=0.

In this case, the coefficient of 85:)’” is negative, meaning
that the imaginary sample is a negative sample. Learning
discourages to going away from the previous parameter

value 0;. This makes intuitive sense.

2)

Algorithm Implementation

For implementation, we first perform a forward pass of the
current batch of nodes to compute the classification loss
U = Y yep Lo, Which is the sum of the per-sample loss.
We then run a backward pass to calculate the gradient of the

loss %Lg = veB 89 . To compute the gradient of the regu-

larizer, we sample a label ¢, ~ Multlnomlal(softmax(cL)
independently for each v € BB, where ¢~ is the output logits
before applying softmax Then we run a second backward

98, which is a [B] x d1m(0)
matrix, or the Jacobian matrix of the mapping 6 — A, (the
vector by concatenating all A, for v € B), given by

N T ~
N | = [0A, oA,
00 =2 Z(ae) (- 61) 00

veB | t=1

where we get |B | coefficients to linearly combine the rows

of the matrix " . Finally, the gradient of the loss plus the
regularizer is

0l ONY
= A\—E.
Vo= 30 "8

The above gradient /g can then be fed into the optimizer to
update model parameters 6. Therefore, two backward passes

are required to compute the gradient of the regularized loss.

Algorithm 1 Unbiased Online Curvature Approximation

Input: A sequence of tasks 7 = {T1,...,7r}, a queue Q
of size M, learning rate «, hyperparameter
Output: A GNN fo.(+)

1: fort=1,...,T do
22 Q=1
3: forepoch=1,..., K do
4: if £t = 1 then
5: // initial training on T
6: Compute the loss {5 = > 34y
7: else
8: // Incremental training on Tisq
9: Randomly sample one node v € B
10: Randomly sample g, and compute A,
11: r
12: if |Q| > M then
13: Q.pop()
14: end if .
15: Q.push( 8A“)
16: Compute the regularized loss /5 using eq. (4)
17: end if
18: ¢.backward|()
19: 0+ 0—aZs
20:  end for
21: // exponential moving average
22: 0, BO;_1+(1—pP)O
23: end for

The primary computational overhead is the additional
backward pass required to compute the gradient of the reg-

ularizer & d we pro-
pose a gradient caching strategy, which malntalns aqueue Q

to store M gradient vectors, representing a Av in the recent
optimization steps (“near” the current €). The queue is ini-
tialized as empty at the start of each new task and is updated
throughout the model’s training process. For each batch B,
we first perform a forward pass for all nodes in the batch. We
then randomly sample a node v € B and accordingly sample
alabel . A backward pass is thereafter executed to compute

the gradient 85}9” .
the queue. If the queue reaches its maximum size M, the
front element is popped before enqueuing the new gradient
vector. This method allows the model to reuse previously
computed gradients stored in the queue across batches and
avoid a full second backward pass on every batch, thus sig-
nificantly improving computational efficiency.

Based on the GCN and gradient vectors stored in Q, the
total loss for each batch can be computed as:

Y 3 (%) 0o

veEB veQ | t=1

2

“4)

dAU

Then, the gradients <5z are obtained via /5.backward(), and
fed to the optimizer to update model parameters.



Table 1: Performance comparison with baseline methods on CoraFull, Arxiv, and Coauthor-CS.

Methods CoraFull Arxiv Coauthor-CS

APt AFt APt AF? APt AFt
EWCempirical 18.19  -86.91 11.01 -72.44 | 19.84 -95.72
EWCgample 17.78 -85.02 | 1248 -76.88 | 20.05 -95.29
EWChpreq 18.10 -84.89 | 1221 -75.89 | 23.64 -91.13
Online EWC (y = 1) 18.07 -84.68 1250  -74.52 | 19.72  -95.92
Online EWC (y =0.95) | 17.80 -85.16 | 1230 -76.02 | 19.69 -95.94
MAS 1827 -84.01 10.81 -70.16 | 4630 -61.73

LwF 18.38  -87.53 11.67 -76.31 | 3192 -80.11
TWP 18.04 -87.27 11.06 -72.54 | 21.26 -93.80
Ours 46.93 -8.70 12.46 -1.94 3455 -60.18

Ours (w/o EMA) 45.59  -43.01 11.63 -6.04 27.16 -78.2

After completing training on each task, we also apply
an exponential moving average (EMA) to further mitigate
catastrophic forgetting. The parameters are updated as:

0; < 36,1+ (1-5)6,
where 0 denotes the newly learned parameters for the cur-
rent task, 8,1 denotes the parameters stored from the previ-
ous task, and (3 is a hyperparameter. The resulting parameter
0, is stored to initialize the next task. The training procedure
of our proposed algorithm in summarized in Algorithm 1.

Experiments
Experimental Setup

Datasets Three large graph datasets are used: Cora-
Full (Andrew Kachites McCallum and Seymore 2000),
Arxiv! (Weihua Hu and Leskovec 2020), and Coauthor-
CS (Shchur et al. 2018), for the task of node classification.
For all datasets, the model is trained sequentially on all tasks
and evaluated on test sets for all learned tasks. For each
class, we allocate 60% of the nodes for training, 20% for
validation, and 20% for testing. Please see supplementary
material for task configuration tasks.

Table 2: Statistics of three benchmark datasets.

Datasets | CoraFull Arxiv Coauthor-CS
# Nodes 17,407 168,391 18,333
# Edges 92,221 972,962 154,837
# Classes 45 36 15
# Tasks 5 6 5
# Classes per task 9 6 3
Avg # nodes per task | 3,481 28,065 3,667
Avg # edges per task | 18,444 162,160 30,967
Baselines For a fair comparison, we mainly compare our

method against other regularization-based CL methods. All
baselines operate under the same setting: using a fixed-
capacity model without any form of replay. The detailed de-
scriptions of these baselines are as follows:

"https://ogb.stanford.edu/docs/nodeprop/#ogbn-arxiv

* EWC (Kirkpatrick et al. 2017): We compare three im-
plementations of EWC, which differ in how the loglike-
lihood is calculated: EWCeppirical uses each node’s true
label (Liu et al. 2018), EWCgyppie uses a label randomly
sampled from predicted probabilities (Kao et al. 2021;
van de Ven, Tuytelaars, and Tolias 2022), and EWCeq
uses the predicted label (van de Ven 2025).

Online EWC (Schwarz et al. 2018; Chaudhry et al.
2019) as an additional baseline. Unlike EWC (Kirk-
patrick et al. 2017), which stores a separate FIM for each
previous task, Online EWC maintains a single decay-
ing moving average of the diagonal FIM as training pro-
gresses over tasks. This process is controlled by a decay
rate hyperparameter vy, where a larger value of v places
more weight on the FIM from previous tasks.

MAS (Aljundi et al. 2018) measures the importance of
parameters by the sensitivity of the learned function out-
put to a parameter change.

LwF (Li and Hoiem 2018) is minimizes the discrepancy
between the logits of the old and new models.

TWP (Liu, Yang, and Wang 2021) is a regularization
method tailored to graph data that penalizes updates to
parameters critical for preserving topological structure.

Evaluation Metrics For evaluation, we use two widely
used metrics, average performance (AP) and average for-
getting (AF) (Lopez-Paz and Ranzato 2017), measuring the
plasticity and stability of the model. The definitions are
given as follows:
i My S (M — M)

t ’ t—1 ’
where M, ; denotes the prediction accuracy on task 7; after
the model has been trained on task 7; (¢t = 1,...,T). For
both metrics, the higher the better. Due to the inherent trade-
off between AP and AF, both metrics should be taken into
account in performance evaluation.

APt AFt =

Implementation Details For all methods, we use a two-
layer GCN as the backbone, with a hidden dimension of
256. Following the settings reported in the original papers,
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Figure 1: Performance heatmaps of the final model evaluated on all previous tasks for (a) CoraFull and (b) Author-CS.

the regularization strength \ is set to 10%, while \; and )\,
are both set to 10* with /3 set to 0.01 for TWP. For LWF, the
lambda distance Agig is set to a range of [1.0, 10.0], and tem-
perature parameter 7' is specified as a range of [2.0,20.0].
EWC and MAS both uses a memory strength of 10%. For
Online EWC, We report the results using two ~ values:
v = 1and v = 0.95 (the value suggested in the original
work (Schwarz et al. 2018)). The regularization strength A
is set to 10%, the same as for EWC. These hyperparameters
were carefully chosen to match the configurations from the
respective original methods, ensuring consistency across ex-
periments.

For our method, the hyperparameter /5 for EMA is set to
0.5. Adam is used as the optimizer with a learning rate of
0.00001 with a weight decay 5e — 4 and a batch size of 128.
The queue size M is tuned in {32, 64,128} and the optimal
value is found to be 128. All of the reported results are av-
eraged over 3 runs with different random seeds. All models
are implemented in PyTorch and trained on a single Tesla
V100 GPU.

Main Results and Analyses

In Table 1, we compare our proposed method with exist-
ing regularization-based CL methods for node classifica-
tion on three graph datasets. Our method outperforms three
EWC variants by a large margin, especially on CoraFull and
Coauthor-CS. This affirms that our method provides a more
accurate approximation of the full FIM compared to EWC’s
diagonal approximation of the empirical FIM. Our method
also significantly surpasses Online EWC on all datasets in
terms of both AP and AF. We attribute this substantial per-
formance gap to the limitations of the diagonal FIM approx-
imation inherited by Online EWC, which fails to account for
parameter correlations. Consequently, Online EWC is insuf-
ficient to accurately capture the true loss landscape, resulting
in severe catastrophic forgetting despite its online design.

These empirical results support the theoretical advantage of
our method in providing a more accurate and unbiased on-
line FIM approximation (Proposition 2), thereby more effec-
tively mitigating forgetting in a continual learning setting.

Furthermore, while TWP was specifically designed for
graph data, its performance is comparable to traditional CL
methods and substantially worse than our method. The ab-
lation of the exponential moving average (Ours (w/o EMA)
leads a modest drop on AP but a significant drop on AF,
highlighting its crucial role in mitigating catastrophic for-
getting.

Figure 1 presents heatmap plots to compare the perfor-
mance of a final model evaluated on all previous tasks on
CoraFull and Coauthor-CS. These plots reveal two key ob-
servations: (1) The results clearly show the limitations of
EWC. As seen across all datasets, EWC achieves near-zero
accuracy on most previous tasks, indicating its ineffective-
ness in mitigating catastrophic forgetting. This poor perfor-
mance is due to its simplified approximation of the FIM, fail-
ing to adequately capture the true importance of model pa-
rameters. This finding resonates with the conclusions from
(van de Ven, Tuytelaars, and Tolias 2022), which noted the
inapplicability of existing regularization-based CL methods
to class-incremental setting. (2) Our method demonstrates a
significantly better ability to handle catastrophic forgetting.
Built upon its theoretical advantages, our approach empiri-
cally retains high performance on previous tasks while main-
taining strong accuracy on the current task. This indicates
a more effective stability-plasticity balance under the chal-
lenging class-incremental setting, which is a significant im-
provement over existing regularization-based CL methods.

Effect of Regularization Strength

Figure 2 shows the performance of our method with vary-
ing regularization strengths A. In contrast to methods like
EWC and TWP, which typically require a large regulariza-



tion strength, our method performs optimally with a smaller
value for A. we tune the values of A within {0.01,0.1, 0.5},
and find that our method consistently achieves the best AP
and AF when A = 0.1 on all three datasets.
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Figure 2: Effect of regularization strength .

Conclusion

We established a general FIM-based regularization frame-
work for graph continual learning, addressing the challeng-
ing replay-free, class-incremental setting with a fixed model
capacity. We theoretically show that our method improves
upon classic regularization methods like EWC by using
an unbiased, online FIM approximation that more accu-
rately models the loss landscape without the memory over-
head of storing historical FIMs. Experiments on three graph
datasets demonstrated that our method outperforms existing
regularization-based CL methods. Future work will investi-
gate how our regularization method could be integrated with
GCL methods from other categories.
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