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Abstract

Continual Graph Learning (CGL) focuses on acquiring new
knowledge while retaining previously learned information,
essential for real-world graph applications. Current meth-
ods grapple with two main issues:1) The Stability-Plasticity
Dilemma: Replay-based methods often create an imbalance
between the Dilemma, while incurring significant storage
costs.2) The Resource-Heavy Pre-training: Leading replay-
free methods critically depend on extensively pre-trained
backbones,this reliance imposes a substantial resource bur-
den.In this paper, we argue that the key to overcoming
these challenges lies not in replaying data or fine-tuning
the entire network, but in dynamically modulating the in-
ternal computational flow of a frozen backbone. We posit
that lightweight, task-specific modules can effectively steer a
GNN’s reasoning process.Motivated by this insight, we pro-
pose Task-Aware Adaptive Modulation (TAAM), a replay-
free,resource-efficient approach that charts a new path for
navigating the stability-plasticity dilemma.TAAM’s core is
its Neural Synapse Modulators (NSM), which are trained
and then frozen for each task to store expert knowledge. A
pivotal prototype-guided strategy governs these modulators:
1) For training, it initializes a new NSM by deep-copying
from a similar past modulator to boost knowledge transfer.
2) For inference, it selects the most relevant frozen NSM
for each task. These NSMs insert into a frozen GNN back-
bone to perform fine-grained, node-attentive modulation of
its internal flow—different from the static perturbations of
prior methods.Extensive experiments show that TAAM com-
prehensively outperforms state-of-the-art methods across six
GCIL benchmark datasets.The code will be released upon ac-
ceptance of the paper.

Introduction

While Graph Neural Networks (GNNs) have demonstrated
remarkable success on static graphs, real-world graph data
is often dynamic and evolving.To address this, Contin-
ual Graph Learning (CGL) has become a key research
field (Tian, Zhang, and Dai 2024), where models must
learn from an evolving stream of tasks while retaining
previously acquired knowledge (Figure 1, top). Among
CGL paradigms, Graph Class-Incremental Learning (GCIL)
presents a particularly challenging and practical frontier.
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Figure 1: Top: A typical CGL scenario where a model must
adapt to a stream of new tasks (indicated by new node
colors) in an evolving graph. Bottom: An illustration of
the Stability-Plasticity Dilemma on the Citeseer benchmark.
While strong replay-based methods effectively mitigate the
catastrophic forgetting of early tasks, they exhibit dimin-
ished plasticity.

Its core tenet is that task identifiers (IDs) are unavail-
able during inference, a scenario mirroring real-world ap-
plications like drug discovery, where new compound fam-
ilies emerge (Zhang, Song, and Tao 2022a), or social net-
works, where user communities evolve over time (Wang,
Qiu, and Scherer 2020). This task-agnostic requirement in-
troduces a dual challenge: first, overcoming catastrophic for-
getting, and second, resolving the “inter-task class sepa-
ration” problem—the difficulty of distinguishing between
similar classes from different tasks without explicit con-
text (Su et al. 2024).

To address these challenges, researchers have primar-
ily explored three paradigms: regularization-based, replay-
based, and parameter-isolation methods (Zhang, Song, and
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Tao 2022a; Zhang et al. 2023). Replay-based approaches,
which store and rehearse historical data, can effectively mit-
igate forgetting but introduce significant computational and
storage overhead, along with potential data privacy risks.
Critically, they face a fundamental trade-off between pre-
serving old knowledge (stability) and acquiring new infor-
mation (plasticity)(Figure 1, Bottom).In contrast, parameter-
isolation methods offer a more direct path to overcoming
forgetting. By dedicating distinct parameters to different
tasks, these approaches structurally prevent knowledge in-
terference (Zhang et al. 2023; Zhang, Song, and Tao 2021).

Recently, Prompt Learning has gained prominence as
a parameter-efficient implementation of this idea, achiev-
ing great success in computer vision (Zhang, Song, and
Tao 2022a; Zhang et al. 2023). This paradigm was quickly
adapted to the graph domain (Liu et al. 2023b; Wang et al.
2025) with pioneering works like TPP inferring task IDs
to condition a frozen GNN with small, learnable “graph
prompts” (Niu et al. 2024). However, the success of this
paradigm is underpinned by a significant cost—a pre-
training tax.” Its effectiveness critically hinges on a power-
ful, pre-trained GNN backbone to ensure knowledge trans-
ferability (Fang et al. 2022; Liu et al. 2023a). Furthermore,
most graph prompting methods employ a single, universal
prompt to modulate the model’s input or output, offering
only coarse-grained control over the GNN’s internal com-
putational flow and thus limiting its expressive and adaptive
capacity (Niu et al. 2024). This dependency on pre-training
is particularly burdensome in the graph domain. Unlike in
NLP and vision, there is a lack of standardized, universal
pre-trained GNNs, and aligning data across heterogeneous
graph structures remains a formidable challenge (Hu et al.
2020; Tang et al. 2023).

This confluence of challenges motivates a fundamental re-
search question: How can we design a CGL approach that
effectively resolves the stability-plasticity dilemma without
relying on data replay or an expensive, pre-trained model,
thereby achieving truly resource-efficient graph continual
learning?

In this paper, we tackle this challenge by rethinking
how the stability-plasticity trade-off can be managed in a
resource-efficient, repaly-free context. Our approach main-
tains stability by leveraging a frozen GNN backbone and
encapsulating task-specific knowledge within lightweight
modulators. The key to unlocking plasticity, we argue, lies
not in expensive pre-training, but in intelligently recycling
knowledge from the model’s own past experiences. We posit
that new tasks can be learned far more effectively by build-
ing upon the foundations of the most relevant prior knowl-
edge.

To this end, we introduce Task-Aware Adaptive Mod-
ulation (TAAM), a repaly-free and resource-efficient ap-
proach that it employs lightweight Neural Synapse Modu-
lators (NSM), these modules inserted into a frozen GNN to
steer a GNN’s reasoning process. These NSMs is governed
by a pivotal prototype-guided strategy:For training,instead
of initializing each new task’s modulator from a blank slate,
TAAM facilitates targeted knowledge transfer, using pa-
rameters from the most analogous past task as a power-

ful “warm start.”Once initialized, these modulators perform
fine-grained, node-attentive modulation of the GNN’s inter-
nal computational flow. For inference, it selects the most rel-
evant frozen NSM for each task input and the modulated
output are then handled by a unified linear classifier, which
is kept frozen and can be extended with new class parame-
ters, thereby preventing catastrophic forgetting at the deci-
sion layer. Ultimately, TAAM achieves a superior stability-
plasticity balance.We summarize our main contributions as
follows.

* We propose TAAM, a novel CGL approach that simulta-
neously eliminates the reliance on data replay and model
Pre-training. Through a novel prototype-guided strategy
to guide both the creation of new task modulators and the
selection of existing experts, the forward transmission of
knowledge can be achieved without forgetting.

* We design NSM, a dynamic and node-attentive mecha-
nism. These adaptive modulators effectively encapsulate
task-specific knowledge, offering a more fine-grained
and expressive modulation of the GNN'’s internal rep-
resentations compared to static, general prompting tech-
niques.

* We conduct extensive experiments on six GCIL bench-
mark datasets. Our results demonstrate that TAAM, even
when using a randomly initialized GNN backbone, com-
prehensively and significantly outperforms existing state-
of-the-art methods, validating the effectiveness and gen-
eralization capability of our approach.

Related Works

Replay-based Methods. A dominant paradigm in Con-
tinual Graph Learning (CGL) is the use of replay-based
methods, which maintain a memory buffer of representa-
tive exemplars from past tasks. During training on a new
task, these stored exemplars are rehearsed alongside the
new data, mitigating catastrophic forgetting through joint
optimization (Liu, Qiu, and Huang 2023; Liu et al. 2024;
Zhang, Song, and Tao 2022b; Zhang et al. 2024). The so-
phistication of what is stored has evolved, from representa-
tive nodes (Zhou and Cao 2021a) to more complex struc-
tures. For instance, CaT (Liu, Qiu, and Huang 2023) and
PUMA (Liu et al. 2024) focus on graph condensation tech-
niques to create small, synthetic graphs for replay. Others
compress topological information, either by storing sparsi-
fied computation subgraphs (SSM (Zhang, Song, and Tao
2022b)) or by decoupling the model from the graph via
compressed topology-aware embeddings (PDGNNs (Zhang
et al. 2024)). While these methods often demonstrate strong
performance, their reliance on storing and re-processing his-
torical data introduces significant computational and mem-
ory overhead, along with potential data privacy concerns.
Prompt Learning and Parameter-Efficient Methods.
An alternative direction is rooted in Parameter-Efficient
Transfer Learning (PETL), a paradigm where large pre-
trained models are adapted to new tasks by updating only
a small subset of parameters. Representative methods like
Adapters achieve this by inserting lightweight modules be-
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Figure 2: Overview of TAAM framework. TAAM is inserted the frozen GNN backbone,to steer a GNN’s reasoning process in
stream of graph data.The diagram illustrates the prototype-guided strategy of TAAM.Training Phase: For a new graph task G*,
a corresponding prototype P* is extracted. This P* is used to query the bank of existing frozen Neural Synapse Modulators
(NSM) to find the most similar past task. The parameters from the selected modulator and the P* are then used to initialize the
new NSMy.After training is complete, NSMj, frozen and added to the TAAM module bank.Inference Phase:For test task k gf
, the prototype strategy used it prototype P/ selects the most relevant “expert” NSM from the bank.

tween the layers of a backbone network to reduce fine-tuning
costs (Houlsby et al. 2019; Gao et al. 2024).

Building on this foundation, prompt learning has emerged
as a leading PETL technique. It guides a model’s behavior
for specific tasks by injecting learnable “prompts,” and is
widely adopted for its excellent few-shot and transferability
performance under the “pre-train, prompt, predict” frame-
work (Liu et al. 2021). Inspired by its success, researchers
have recently extended this paradigm to Graph Neural Net-
works (GNNs). For instance, UPT conditions a frozen GNN
on structural prompts to enhance few-shot and cross-domain
performance (Fang et al. 2022), while GraphPrompt uni-
fies pre-training and downstream tasks through a shared in-
terface to improve generalization (Liu et al. 2023b). Other
works like TPP infers task IDs to select the appropriate task-
specific prompt for conditioning the GNN (Niu et al. 2024).

Although these methods achieve impressive parameter-
efficient knowledge transfer, their effectiveness critically
hinges on the existence of a powerful, resource-heavy pre-
trained backbone. This “pre-training tax” is particularly bur-
densome in the graph domain, where universal, foundational
GNNs are not readily available. This limitation motivates
our research into a new paradigm that delivers the effi-
ciency of parameter isolation without the prerequisite of pre-
training.

Preliminaries
Graph Neural Networks. A GNN computes the hidden rep-

resentation for a node hgl) at a given layer [ by aggregating
features from its neighbors A/ (7). (Kipf and Welling 2016)

This process is generally defined by applying a transforma-
tion matrix W (") and a non-linear activation function o (-):

n=o| Yo Auhf WO (1)
JEN(3)
Here, A is a matrix defining the aggregation strategy, and

hl(»o) is the initial node feature.

SGC (Wu et al. 2019) streamlines the GNN architecture
by removing intermediate non-linear activation functions.
This decouples the model into two distinct stages:

1. Linear Feature Propagation: The initial node features X
are aggregated over a K-hop neighborhood by being mul-
tiplied by the K-th power of the normalized adjacency
matrix S. This creates a fixed, pre-processed feature ma-
trix X':
X' =8KX )
. Linear Classification: A simple linear classifier with a
trainable weight matrix W 1is applied to the propagated
features for the final prediction:

Y = softmax(SKXW) 3)

GCIL Problems. The work of this paper is oriented to-
wards Graph Class-Incremental Learning (GCIL), which is
a more challenging setup than task-increment.The objective
is, given a sequence of tasks {7y, ..., 7x } with disjoint class
sets {C1,...,Cn}, tolearn a unified model f capable of pre-
dicting a label y € U]k\]:1 Cy, for any given node, its task IDs
cannot be obtained during inference.



Methods

The foundation of TAAM is a standard GNN backbone,
fgnn(-), whose parameters, 6y, are frozen to serve as a sta-
ble feature extractor. This frozen backbone acts as a stable,
general-purpose feature extractor. To adapt this static model
to a sequence of tasks 7 = {m, 72, ..., 7N}, Wwe introduce
a set of lightweight, task-specific Neural Synapse Modula-
tors(NSM), denoted as {NSM;,NSMs, ..., NSM },which
general implementation can be seen from Figure 2. Archi-
tecturally, these modulators are inserted between the layers
of the frozen GNN. Each NSM;, with parameters ¢, is de-
signed to steer the computational flow of the frozen GNN
for a specific task 7.

For a given node v with initial features x,, from a graph
G, the forward pass through the L-layer GNN is modulated
at each intermediate layer [:

h{*+D) = £ (MO (0D, ¢.)) @)

where hq(,l) is the node representation at layer [, and MO
is the modulation function performed by NSM... The final
node embeddings are passed to a unified, incrementally ex-
panding linear classifier for prediction.

Neural Synapse Modulator

The NSM is the core adaptive component of TAAM. In-
stead of applying a single, static transformation for an en-
tire task, the NSM generates node-specific modulation pa-
rameters, enabling node-attentive conditioning based on the
features of each node.

For each GNN layer [ being modulated, its corresponding
NSM generates a pair of modulation parameters, [75;1) ) 518[)},
for every node v. This is achieved through a node-attentive
mechanism. First, a learnable task embedding, e, € R,
which is unique to NSM_, is linearly projected to form a set
of K base modulation heads, B, € R *2dn.

BT = WbaseeT + bbase (5)

where dj, is the hidden dimension of the node features hg;l).

Concurrently, the input node features hf)l) are used to com-
pute attention scores over these K heads:

Ay = Wattnhg;l) + battn (6)

The scores are normalized via a softmax function to pro-
duce attention weights, o, = softmax(a,) € RE. The fi-
nal, node-specific modulation parameters are computed as a
weighted sum of the base heads, steered by the node’s own
features:

.8 = e B, @)
These parameters condition the GNN’s computation via a
FiLM-style affine transformation. The modulated features

BS}’ are then fed into the GNN layer:
) = v © LayerNorm(h(") + g (8)

This node-attentive mechanism allows TAAM to adapt its
internal computations with much greater expressivity than
static prompting techniques.

Prototype-Guided strategy

TAAM’s ability to learn continually without pre-training or
replay hinges on its prototype-guided strategy, which gov-
erns both knowledge transfer during training and knowledge
retrieval during inference.

Task-Aware Initialization. During training, when a new
task 7,ew arrives, TAAM must create a new modulator,
NSM,,..,, without catastrophically forgetting past tasks. To
foster plasticity and accelerate learning, we facilitate knowl-
edge transfer from previously learned tasks. This is guided
by task-level prototypes.

First, we compute a representative prototype pp.e for the
new task by averaging the initial aggregated features of its
training nodes:

1

p =
new |Vtrain|

Z fagg(Gnew7Xnew)v (9)

VEVirain

Next, we find the most similar past task, 7%, by comparing
this new prototype to the stored prototypes of all previous
tasks, {p1,...,Pnew—1}, using Euclidean distance as the
similarity metric:

"= argmin'r’e{l,...,new—l}||pnew — P2 (10)

Instead of initializing NSM,,,, from scratch, we perform a
selective knowledge transfer from the most similar past task,
NSM -, to achieve a powerful “warm start”. Specifically, we
copy the structural parameters of NSM« (i.e., the attention
and base projection weights), thereby transferring its learned
modulation mechanism.

mew ¢ copy(¢) (11)

However, to ensure the new modulator can form a unique
identity for the new task, its learnable task embedding, €,,¢1,,
is randomly re-initialized. This process, where the modula-
tor’s parameters ¢, are composed of shared weights ¢Shaed
and a task embedding e, is formalized as:

€new < Randomlnit() (12)

This hybrid initialization strategy transfers relevant induc-
tive biases while preserving the plasticity required to learn
the specifics of the new task.

During the training for task 7,.,, only the parameters
Pnew Of the newly created modulator are updated. All other
modulators and the GNN backbone remain frozen. Fur-
thermore, the final linear classifier, fc, is incrementally
extended. The weights corresponding to past classes are
frozen, and a new output head is initialized for the classes
in Tye, Structurally preventing catastrophic forgetting at the
decision layer.

Training Objective. To address the common issue
of class imbalance within graph datasets, we employ a
weighted cross-entropy loss. For the current task 7,,¢.,, We
first calculate the number of training instances N, for each
class c. The weight for each class is then determined by its
inverse frequency: w, = 1/ max (N, 1). The final training
objective is the weighted cross-entropy loss, computed over



the training nodes Vy,.qir, and the classes C),¢,, belonging to
the new task:

€ Zy o
£new - — Z wyv lOg ( Xp( ’yv) )

VEVirain Zc’ecnew exp(zv,c/)
(13)
where z, are the logits for node v, and y, and y, are its
global and task-re-indexed labels, respectively.

Algorithm 1: Task-Aware Initialization

Input: Grrew, Xnew, Virain, {NSMp Y220, {p !
Output: trained NSM,,¢,, .
1: Compute prototype pneq for the new task.
2: if it is the first task (new = 1) then
3:  Initialize a new modulator NSM,,.,, with random pa-
rameters.
4: else
5:  Find the most similar past task 7* by comparing pyeq
with all stored prototypes {p}.
6:  Initialize structural parameters of NSM,,.,, by copy-
ing from NSM,.. {Transfer knowledge}
7:  Randomly re-initialize the task embedding e,,¢,, of
NSM,,¢.,- {Adapt to new task}
8: end if
9: Freeze the GNN backbone and all previously trained
modulators {NSM,, } "¢t
10: for each training epoch e = 1 to E do
11:  Obtain logits Z via a forward pass on G, using the
current NSM,, ¢, -
12:  Compute the class-balanced cross-entropy 10ss Leq-
13:  Update only the parameters ¢,e,, 0f NSM,c,, via
backpropagation.
14: end for
15: Store the trained NSM,, ., and its prototype ppeqw -
16: Return trained NSM,, ¢, .

Task-Aware Retrieval. During inference, the task ID for a
given input graph is unknown. TAAM infers the most likely
task ID, 7, by applying the same prototype-matching logic.
A prototype is computed for the test batch, and its distance
is measured against all stored task prototypes. The ID of the
closest prototype is selected as the inferred task ID:

7= argmin |[prest — P2 (14)
7'e{l,....,N}

The forward pass is then executed using the corresponding
frozen modulator, NSM;, ensuring that the correct special-
ized knowledge is retrieved and applied for the prediction.
This entire process allows TAAM to dynamically adapt to a
sequence of tasks in a scalable and parameter-efficient man-
ner.

Experiments
Dateset. Following the GCL benchmark (Zhang, Song,
and Tao 2022a), six large public graph datasets are em-
ployed, including Cora (Yang, Cohen, and Salakhutdi-
nov 2016), Citeseer (Yang, Cohen, and Salakhutdinov

Table 1: The detailed statistics of datasets

Dataset Nodes Edges Classes Tasks
Cora 2,708 5,429 7 3
Citeseer 3,327 4,732 6 3
CoraFull 19,793 130,622 70 35
Arxiv 169,343 1,166,243 40 20
Reddit 232,965 114,615,892 40 20
Products 2,449,029 61,859,036 47 23

2016),CoraFull (McCallum et al. 2000), Arxiv (Hu et al.
2020), Reddit (Hamilton, Ying, and Leskovec 2017) and
Products(Hu et al. 2020). The comprehensive descriptions
are delineated in Table 1. For all datasets, each task is set to
contain only two classes. Besides, for each class, the propor-
tions of training, validation, and testing are set to be 0.6, 0.2,
and 0.2 respectively.

Implementation Details. We employ a 2-layer Simplify-
ing Graph Convolutional Network (SGC) (Wu et al. 2019)
as our feature extractor. Its parameters are randomly initial-
ized and then remain frozen.For each NSM, the dimension
of the learnable task embedding, e, is set to 64. The inter-
nal node-attentive mechanism uses X = 3 heads to steer
for each node.For each new task, only the parameters of the
newly created NSM are trainable.

Evaluation Metrics. We evaluate performance using Av-
erage Accuracy (AA) and Average Forgetting (AF), where a
higher AA indicates better overall accuracy and a lower AF
indicates less catastrophic forgetting.

Main results

Performance Comparison. As shown in Table 2, our pro-
posed method, TAAM, establishes a new state-of-the-art
across six diverse GCIL benchmarks. Notably, TAAM sig-
nificantly outperforms the strongest replay-based competi-
tors on large-scale datasets like Reddit (99.5% vs. 96.9%)
and Products (96.2% vs. 73.5%). Crucially, this is achieved
without the substantial memory overhead, computational
cost, and potential privacy risks inherent to replay-based
approaches. Within the replay-free category, TAAM also
demonstrates a clear advantage over TPP, the previous state-
of-the-art, with a notable improvement of 4.0% and 7.3%
in average accuracy on the Arxiv and Citeseer datasets, re-
spectively. This performance gap stems from our method’s
ability to operate effectively on randomly initialized back-
bones, eliminating the pre-training dependency required by
methods like TPP.

A standout result is TAAM’s perfect management of
catastrophic forgetting, achieving no forgetting on all
datasets. This is a direct consequence of its architectural
design, where task-specific knowledge is securely encapsu-
lated within dedicated, frozen Neural Sub-Modules (NSMs).
In contrast, regularization and even top-performing replay
methods inevitably exhibit knowledge degradation (e.g.,
PDGNNs shows 12.7% forgetting on Arxiv). By virtually



Table 2: Comparison of different models on different data sets in GCIL setting. The bold

results are the best performance
excluding Joint and Oracle. *1’ denotes the greater value represents greater performance. ’]’ the opposite. Joint can get access
to the data of all tasks, Oracle can get access to the data of all tasks and task IDs.

Category Model Cora Citeseer CoraFull Arxiv Reddit Products

AA(%)(T)  AF(%)()  AA%)T) AF(%)L) AA%)XT) AF%){)  AA%)T) AF(%)I) AA%XT) AF(%){)  AA%)T)  AF(%))
Lower bound Finetuning 323402  95.040.1 323£02 805402 3.540.5 952405 49400 89.7404 49+12 979433 46407  88.7+08
EWC (2017) 323402  95.04£0.1 323402 804+0.1 132403 950402 7.9+14 812413 51400 953422 824+0.7 9032+1.1
Resularisation LwF(2017) 322402 948+0.1 327400 80.1+03 40406 931408  59+0.1 90.1+£02  7.0+1.0 97.0+1.1 492404 50.194+0.3
& MAS(2018) 322402 948403 308402 785404 113£02 950404 49403  89.3+00 49400 893409 3.1+£08  89.5+0.9
TWP(2021) 32540.1 947402 329402 655407 198439 733442 49404 898404 69404  97.1404  3.0+£07  89.7+1.0
ER-GN(2021)  862+1.6 45+19 735404 9.1+14 285402 154402 468+1.1 164+13 739433 57425 253+19 656419
Renla SSM(2022) 88.6+£0.5 27410 638425 52421 758405  7.140.5 472405 11.6+£15 942402 14401 627401  94+17
play PUMA(2023)  882+1.0 57405 709405 98+14 651403 69407 620403 110404 969400 07400 735+04 53403
PDGNNs(2024)  93.9+0.1 -2.8403  79.940.5 50403  812+0.1 35401 532403 127402 948400 32400 723+£02 113405
Parameter isolation  TPP2024) 975407 00400 804409 0.0+00 934402 00+£0.0 854403 00400 995400 0.0+00 940405  0.0+0.0
s TAAM (Ours)  97.6+0.4  0.0+0.0 859403  0.0+£0.0 950405 0.0+0.0 904402  0.0+0.0 99.5+0.0  0.0+0.0 962403  0.0+0.0

Unper bound Joint 94.240.0 79.840.3 81.2:£0.4 51.3+0.5 97.140.1 71.540.1

pper boun Oracle 98.140.1 86.14£0.2 95.340.3 91.240.2 99.540.1 96.5£0.4

Table 3: Performance comparison in the GCIL setting under different task division protocols.The best results, excluding the
Oracle upper bound, are highlighted in bold. ”OOM” denotes an Out-of-Memory error.

Model CoraFull Arxiv
Unequally Equally(10) Equally(5) Unequally Equally(10) Equally(5)

AA%D()  AF%()  AA%(T)  AF%() AA%M)  AF%() AA%(T) AF%() AA%M)  AF%()  AA%(T)  AF%()
SSM 69.1+£0.1 2.84+0.2 70.5+0.1 42+0.3 62.2+02 5.8+02 41.5+404 7.3+0.1 37.4+05 7.5+04 41.74£05 11.3£0.5
PDGNNs 76.840.1 2.4+0.2 81.3+0.1 3.6+0.1 7044+0.0 4.9+0.0 49.8+04 8.8+03 502403 10.7£0.2 53.1+£0.5 12.3+0.2
TPP OOM - 75.6+£04 0.0£0.0 77.3%1.0 0.0£0.0 OOM - OOM - 63.4+1.3  0.0+0.0
TAAM 82.3+0.5 0.0+£0.0 84.0+0.3 0.0£0.0 90.0+0.3 0.0+0.0 77.2+0.4 0.0+:0.0 64.1£0.6 0.0£0.0 79.6+0.2  0.0+0.0
Oracle 84.1+0.1 - 85.6+0.1 - 91.440.1 79.7+0.3 - 70.940.2 - 82.3+0.1 -

eliminating forgetting while simultaneously maximizing ac-
curacy on new tasks, TAAM presents a more effective solu-
tion to the stability-plasticity trade-off.

Visualizing Knowledge Retention. As depicted in Fig-
ure 3, the heatmaps vividly illustrate our method’s superior
knowledge retention. The heatmap for Ours method exhibits
a consistently dark and uniform color across the lower trian-
gle, signifying both excellent plasticity (a dark diagonal) and
near-perfect stability, as there is no color degradation down
each column. In stark contrast, the heatmaps for PDGNNS,
PUMA, and ER-GNN reveal a clear pattern of knowledge
decay. While their diagonals indicate an ability to learn new
tasks, performance on past tasks clearly degrades, evidenced
by the pronounced color fading down each column.

Analysis of Task Division Protocols. To comprehen-
sively evaluate the robustness of our model under vari-
ous incremental learning scenarios, we designed multiple
task division protocols. As shown in Table 3, our experi-
ments cover three settings: 1) Unequally: The model first
learns from a large base task (20 classes on CoraFull, 10
on Arxiv) and subsequently learns from smaller incremen-
tal tasks (10 and 5 classes, respectively). 2) Equally(10) and
3) Equally(5): Each task contains a fixed number of 10 or
5 classes. Notably, these settings are more challenging than
the standard 2-classes-per-task protocol used in other exper-
iments throughout this paper.

Table 3 demonstrate TAAM’s consistent and superior
performance. The comparison with the leading replay-free
baseline, TPP, is particularly revealing. TPP fails with OOM

errors on the more demanding benchmarks, such as the "Un-
equally” split. . As indicated in the table, TPP encounters
OOM errors on the more challenging benchmarks, particu-
larly under the *Unequally’ split which features a large base
task. This is attributed to its resource-intensive pre-training
phase on the initial task’s data, a requirement that is difficult
to manage even with mini-batch strategies due to its sub-
stantial computational and memory overhead. In stark con-
trast, TAAM’s pre-training-free and resource-efficient archi-
tecture operates successfully across all settings. This val-
idates its practical advantages over methods burdened by
high computational demands.

Efficiency Analysis. As shown in Figure 4, the top-left
quadrant of the plot represents the optimal profile of high
accuracy and low computational cost. TAAM is clearly po-
sitioned in this quadrant, achieving both the highest aver-
age accuracy (=95%) and the fastest execution time. In
comparison, while TPP is competitive in accuracy, it is
substantially slower. The replay-based methods, including
PDGNNs, PUMA, and SSM, are not only less accurate but
also significantly more computationally expensive.

Ablation Study

To validate the effectiveness of our proposed components,
we conducted an ablation study on TAAM, with the results
presented in Table 4.The first variant, which employs only
the basic NSM adapters without either strategy, performs
poorly, suffering from extremely low AA and catastrophic
forgetting across all datasets. The introduction of Task-



Table 4: Ablation results of TAAM and its variants, excluding Cora and Reddit datasets for brevity.

Task-Aware Task-Aware Citeseer CoraFull Arxiv Products
NSM Retrieval  Initialization
AA(%)(T) AF (%)) AA(%)T) AF (%)) AA(%)T) AF (%)) AA(%)T) AF(%)()
v X X 31.240.2 82.0+£1.0 2.840.3 953403 4.840.1 90.7£04 3.6£1.0 95.740.6
v v X 855404 0.0+£0.0 94.7404 0.0+£0.0 90.1£0.3 0.0+£0.0 94941.1 0.0+0.0
v v v 85.9+0.3 0.0+0.0 95.0£0.5 0.0£0.0 90.4+0.2 0.0+£0.0 955+0.9 0.0+£0.0

Ours PDGNNs

PUMA ER-GNN
100
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Figure 3: Performance matrices of differernt method on Arxiv dataset
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Figure 4: Comparison of running time and AA on CoraFull

Aware Retrieval yields a dramatic performance leap. For in-
stance, on Products, AA skyrockets from 3.6% to 94.9%,
while AF plummets from 95.7% to a perfect 0.0%. This
demonstrates that the ability to correctly identify and acti-
vate the relevant frozen modulator at inference time is funda-
mental to achieving stability and preventing knowledge in-
terference.Building on this stable foundation, the addition of
Task-Aware Initialization (third row, the full TAAM model)
provides a further, consistent boost in accuracy across all
benchmarks. On datasets like Arxiv and Products, the AA
increases from 90.1% to 90.4% and 94.9% to 95.5%, respec-
tively. This highlights the crucial role of our initialization
strategy in enhancing model plasticity. While retrieval se-
cures past knowledge, the intelligent initialization by copy-
ing parameters from a similar past task enables the model

to learn new concepts more effectively. Together,The em-
pirical results verify that combining all the components can
well balance the stability and plasticity of the model.

More supplementary experiments and details can be
found in the Appendix.

Conclusion

In this paper, we propose a novel continual graph learning
method, TAAM, that without relying on data replay or pre-
training. It uses a prototype-guided strategy to dynamically
initialize and select lightweight, task-aware modules that
modulate a frozen GNN. Extensive experiments on bench-
mark datasets demonstrate this approach effectively prevents
catastrophic forgetting while ensuring fine-grained, efficient
knowledge transfer.Future work will explore more challeng-
ing scene Settings.
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Appendix

In this supplementary material, we provide additional details
regarding our experimental setup, methodology, and results.
The appendix is organized as follows:

* In Section A, we detail the implementation specifics, in-
cluding the hardware and software configurations.

* In Section B, we present the detailed algorithm of our
proposed method, providing pseudocode for the Neural
Synapse Modulator and the Task ID Retrieval processes.

e In Section C, we describe the suite of six benchmark
datasets used for evaluation.

¢ In Section D, we elaborate on the baseline methods, cat-
egorized into replay-base, regularization, and parameter
isolation approaches, against which our model is com-
pared.

¢ In Section E, we formally define the evaluation metrics,
Average Accuracy and Average Forgetting, based on the
accuracy matrix M € RT*T,

¢ In Section F, we provide more extensive experimental re-
sults, including detailed performance comparison tables
and a comprehensive hyperparameter analysis.

A. Implementation Details

All experiments are conducted on a server equipped with an
Intel(R) Xeon(R) Platinum 8368Q CPU @ 2.60GHz, 256
GB of RAM, and a single NVIDIA L40 GPU. The software
stack includes Python 3.8.16, PyTorch 1.10.1, DGL 0.9.0,
OGB 1.3.6, and CUDA 12.4.

Our experimental setup follows the CGL bench-
mark (Zhang, Song, and Tao 2022a) to ensure a fair and
rigorous evaluation. For all methods, we employ a unified
two-layer GNN backbone with a 256-dimensional hidden
layer, configured without batch normalization, dropout, or
bias. We used the Adam optimizer for 200 epochs, with
a learning rate of 0.005 and a weight decay of 5 x 1074,
Hyperparameters for all baselines are set according to their
original publications, and the same random seeds are used
across all runs for reproducibility.

B. Algorithm

The Neural Synapse Modulator and Task ID Retrieval pro-
cesses of the proposed method are summarized in below, re-
spectively.

C. Details of Datesets

We evaluate our method on a suite of six benchmark datasets
commonly used in graph machine learning and Continual
Graph Learning (CGL).

e Cora(Yang, Cohen, and Salakhutdinov 2016): A stan-
dard citation network benchmark where nodes represent
machine learning papers and edges represent citations.
The task is to classify each paper into one of seven prede-
fined subject categories. Node features are bag-of-words
representations of the paper’s content.

Algorithm 2: Neural Synapse Modulator

Input: Node features h,, € R%, Task embedding e, € R%.
Parameters: Base generator weights Wy, e, bpgse, Atten-
tion network weights W 441, batin.
Output: Parameters (v,, 3,)-
1: {Generate K base modulation heads from the task em-
bedding}
BT — Wbasee'r + bbase {Eq (5)}
{Compute attention scores based on node features}
Ay Wattnhv + battn = RK {Eq (6)}
a, + Softmax(a,) € R¥
(Vs Bo] ¢ B~ {Eq. ()}
Return (71)7 ﬁv)

AR A

Algorithm 3: Prototype-Based Task ID Retrieval
Input: Graph G, Node features X, Test node IDs V.
Given: Stored task prototypes P = {p1,...,Pn}; Aggre-
gation function fg44.
Output: Inferred task ID 7.

1: {Step 1: Compute prototype for the test batch}

2: Drest ﬁ > vev,.., fagg(G,X)y {Analogous to

Eq. (9)}

3: {Step 2: Find the closest prototype in the stored library }
T argming egy vy [[Prest — Prll2 {Eq. (10)}
5: Return 7

»

 Citeseer(Yang, Cohen, and Salakhutdinov 2016): An-
other widely-used citation network where nodes are sci-
entific publications and edges are citations. The papers
are classified into six categories. Similar to Cora, node
features are based on the document’s textual content.

* CoraFull(McCallum et al. 2000): A larger citation net-
work encompassing 70 classes. Nodes correspond to aca-
demic papers and edges denote citation links between
them.

e Arxiv(Hu et al. 2020): This dataset is constructed from
the collaboration network of Computer Science (CS) pa-
pers on the arXiv platform, indexed by MAG (Sinha et al.
2015). Nodes, which represent CS papers, are classified
into 40 subject areas. Node features are generated by av-
eraging the word embeddings of the titles and abstracts.

* Reddit(Hamilton, Ying, and Leskovec 2017): A so-
cial network dataset derived from Reddit posts made in
September 2014. Here, nodes are individual posts, and
an edge connects two posts if the same user has com-
mented on both. The objective is to classify posts into
their corresponding communities (subreddits). Node fea-
tures are engineered from post attributes such as title,
content, score, and comment count.

* Products(Hu et al. 2020): An Amazon product co-
purchase network where nodes represent products and
edges indicate that two products are frequently bought
together. Node features are derived from dimensionality-
reduced bag-of-words representations of the product de-
scriptions.
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Figure 6: The impact of hyperparameters on TAAM varies across different datasets

D. Details of baselines

We evaluate our method on a suite of leading CGL methods.
including three mainstream categories based on Replay, reg-
ularization, and parameter isolation.

L]

Finetuning(Kipf and Welling 2016)is denotes the back-
bone GNN without continual learning technique. There-
fore,this can be viewed as the lower bound on the contin-
ual learning performance.

EWC(Kirkpatrick et al. 2016) is a regularization-centric
approach that penalizes changes to parameters deemed
crucial for previous tasks. This is achieved by adding
a quadratic penalty proportional to the parameter’s im-
portance, thereby safeguarding performance on priorly
learned tasks.

LwF(Li and Hoiem 2016) employs knowledge distilla-
tion to maintain performance on old tasks. It minimizes
the discrepancy between the output logits of the previous
and current models, effectively transferring knowledge
without retaining old data.

MAS(Aljundi et al. 2017) also preserves vital parameters
from past tasks, but bases the importance on the sensitiv-
ity of the model’s predictions to parameter shifts.

TWP (Liu, Yang, and Wang 2020) focuses on preserv-
ing important parameters within a topological aggrega-
tion framework and introduces a loss minimization strat-

egy for previous tasks that relies on these preserved pa-
rameters.

ER-GNN (Zhou and Cao 2021b) is a replay-based
method that constructs a memory buffer by storing rep-
resentative nodes selected from previous tasks.

SSM (Zhang, Song, and Tao 2022¢) enhances graph con-
tinual learning by explicitly incorporating topological in-
formation. It stores sparsified computation subgraphs of
selected nodes in its memory.

PUMA Based on CaT(Liu, Qiu, and Huang 2023),
PUMA (Liu et al. 2024) enhances graph condensation
coverage by incorporating both labeled and unlabeled
nodes. It introduces a reinitialized optimization strategy
that reconciles knowledge consolidation between histor-
ical and new graphs through balanced scratch training.

PDGNNSs (Zhang et al. 2024) decouple trainable param-
eters from computational subgraphs through topology-
aware embeddings (TEs). These TEs are compressed rep-
resentations of ego-subnetworks that significantly reduce
memory overhead.

Joint is base the backbone SGC can can get access to the
data of all tasks, representing a theoretical upper bound
of graph class-incremental learning

Oracle is base the backbone SGC can can get access to
the data of all tasksand task IDs, representing a stronger
upper bound of graph class-incremental learning.



E. Evaluation Metrics

To comprehensively evaluate the model’s performance in a
continual learning setting, we adopt two standard metrics:
Average Accuracy and Average Forgetting . Our evaluation
protocol is based on the accuracy matrix M € RT*T where
T represents the total number of tasks. An element M; ; of
this matrix denotes the classification accuracy on task j after
the model has been sequentially trained up to task ¢.

Average Accuracy (AA) measures the overall performance
of the model across all tasks after the entire training se-
quence is complete. It is calculated by averaging the accura-
cies on all tasks j after the final task 7" has been learned. A
higher AA signifies a better-performing model. The formula

is: .
> j=1 Mr.;
T
Average Forgetting (AF) quantifies how much the model
forgets previously learned tasks as it acquires new knowl-
edge. It is computed by averaging the difference between
the peak accuracy on a task (i.e., immediately after it was
learned) and its accuracy after training on a subsequent task,
averaged over all past tasks. The formula is given by:

T—1
2 j—1 (Mr; — Mj ;)
T-1

AA =

AF =

F. More Experiment Results
Performance Comparison

As shown in Figure 5, the Figure illustrate the evolution
of Average Accuracy (y-axis) as the number of tasks (x-
axis) increases. TAAM consistently maintains high accu-
racy, closely tracking the Oracle performance (red line),
which represents the theoretical upper bound. This is a di-
rect result of our architectural design, which isolates and
preserves past knowledge in dedicated, frozen Neural Sub-
Modules (NSMs).

In stark contrast, the accuracy of competing methods vis-
ibly degrades. Regularization-based approaches like EWC
and LwF suffer a severe performance collapse, while even
advanced replay methods, including PDGNNSs, exhibit a
clear downward trend. By maintaining the integrity of
learned knowledge while adapting to new tasks, TAAM
presents a more effective solution to the fundamental
stability-plasticity dilemma.

Hyperparameter Analysis

We investigated the sensitivity of our model to two key hy-
perparameters: the number of attention heads (K) and the
task embedding dimension (d.). Figure 6 plots the Average
Accuracy (AA) against variations in these parameters.

Number of Heads. The left panel of Figure 6 shows that
model performance is largely robust to the number of heads.
However, a modest improvement is observed on several
datasets (e.g., Cora-CL, CoraFull-CL) when increasing the
number of heads from one to two or three, after which per-
formance tends to plateau. This suggests that while a sin-
gle head is effective, a multi-head configuration can capture

more complex, task-specific feature modulations, confirm-
ing the utility of the attention mechanism.

Task Embedding Dimension. As shown in the right panel,
the model is remarkably insensitive to the task embedding
dimension. Performance remains stable across a wide range,
from 8 to 256. Notably, a highly compact embedding (e.g.,
d. = 16) achieves results on par with a much larger one.
This finding underscores the parameter efficiency of our ap-
proach, as it can generate effective, specialized modulators
from very low-dimensional task representations.



