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EvoEdit: Lifelong Free-Text Knowledge Editing
through Latent Perturbation Augmentation and

Knowledge-driven Parameter Fusion
Pengfei Cao, Zeao Ji, Daojian Zeng, Jun Zhao, Kang Liu

Abstract—Adjusting the outdated knowledge of large language
models (LLMs) after deployment remains a major challenge.
This difficulty has spurred the development of knowledge editing,
which seeks to accurately and efficiently modify a model’s inter-
nal (parametric) knowledge without retraining it from scratch.
However, existing methods suffer from two limitations. First,
they depend on structured triplets that are misaligned with
the free-text nature of LLM pretraining and fail to capture
the nuanced relationships among facts. Second, they typically
support one-time knowledge updates, with relatively limited
research on the problem of sequential or lifelong editing. To
address these gaps, we propose a new task, Lifelong Free-
text Knowledge Editing (LF-Edit), which enables models to
incorporate updates expressed in natural language and supports
continual editing over time. Despite its promise, LF-Edit faces the
dual challenge of integrating new knowledge while mitigating the
forgetting of prior information. To foster research on this new
task, we construct a large-scale benchmark, Multi-Rank Life-
long Free-text Editing Benchmark (MRLF-Bench), containing
16,835 free-text edit requests. We further design a cognitively
inspired multi-rank evaluation framework encompassing four
levels: memorization, understanding, constrained comprehension,
and reasoning. To tackle the challenges inherent in LF-Edit,
we introduce a novel approach named EVOEDIT that enhances
knowledge injection through Latent Perturbation Augmentation
and preserves prior information via Knowledge-driven Param-
eter Fusion. Experimental results demonstrate that EVOEDIT
substantially outperforms existing knowledge editing methods on
the proposed LF-Edit task.

Index Terms—Lifelong Free-text Knowledge Editing, Pertur-
bation Augmentation, Parameter Fusion, Large Language Model.

I. INTRODUCTION

LARGE Language Models (LLMs), trained on massive-
scale pretraining corpora, have acquired extensive para-

metric knowledge and demonstrated remarkable capabilities
in understanding and generating natural language. However,
LLMs primarily rely on knowledge acquired during pretraining
to generate responses, which suffers from critical limitations.
Firstly, real-world knowledge evolves continuously, but the
once-for-all training paradigm prevents models from updating
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Fig. 1: Overview of the lifelong free-text knowledge editing
(LF-Edit) task. The target of the task is to enable LLMs to
continuously acquire knowledge from free text and efficiently
update the internal knowledge of the model.

their internal information. Once deployed, model parameters
are fixed, updating the outdated knowledge is not an easy task
[1]. Secondly, during pretraining, noisy and biased data are
inevitably encoded into the model’s parameters, causing LLMs
to acquire erroneous facts and misleading information that
cannot be easily corrected [2], [3]. To this end, several strate-
gies have been proposed to update the knowledge encoded
in LLMs, such as continual pretraining [4], supervised fine-
tuning (SFT) [5], and retrieval-augmented generation (RAG)
[6]. However, these approaches are often limited by their pro-
hibitive cost, extensive time requirements, and high resource
consumption [7]. Thus, knowledge editing has emerged as a
promising solution that directly modifies parameters related to
erroneous or outdated knowledge, enabling LLMs to efficiently
update their internal knowledge.

Existing works mainly focus on structured inputs, typically
represented as (subject, relation, object) triples. In general,
these methods can be classified into three categories. The first,
Locate-Then-Edit based Methods, employ localization tech-
niques to identify model components responsible for specific
knowledge and then directly modify the corresponding param-
eters [8]–[14]. The second, Meta-Learning based Methods,
leverage training data to train a hypernetwork that predicts
parameter adjustments for encoding new knowledge [15]–
[18]. The final category, Memory based Methods, leaves the
original model unchanged, instead storing new knowledge in
an external memory module and retrieving it during inference
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[7], [19]–[22]. Despite these efforts for knowledge editing,
these methods exhibit two critical limitations:

1) Confined to triplet-form inputs: Most existing methods
for knowledge editing rely on structured triplets. However, this
structured representation often diverges significantly from the
natural language inputs used during pretraining, which typi-
cally encompass multiple facts and their relations. Structured
triplets are limited to encoding individual facts and fail to cap-
ture the complex relationships between them. This limitation
results in incomplete or inaccurate knowledge injection, which
in turn may degrade model performance. Furthermore, to adapt
to existing knowledge editing methods, we need to extract
structured facts from free text. However, the extraction tools
are prone to various errors [23], such as redundant extractions
that generate multiple triplets for the same subject. This intro-
duces noises into the editing process, ultimately undermining
the effectiveness of triplet-based knowledge editing methods.
2) Restricted to one-time editing: Existing knowledge editing
methods are mainly designed for single-step updates, lack-
ing research on sequential or lifelong editing. However, in
real-world scenarios where knowledge continuously evolves,
these single-step editing methods cannot integrate successive
knowledge updates into the model. As a result, outdated
information still persists in models, leading to a lack of correct
perception of the external world, which ultimately undermines
the reliability of the model output [8], [10], [24].

The limitations discussed above motivate us to propose a
novel task: Lifelong Free-text Knowledge Editing (LF-Edit),
which enables models to incorporate updates in a more natural
and continuous manner. As illustrated in Figure 1, LF-Edit ac-
cepts free-text inputs, rather than structured triplets. By lever-
aging these inputs, LF-Edit aims to support lifelong knowledge
editing in LLMs, facilitating the updating of outdated or in-
correct information and thereby maintaining models’ accuracy
and timeliness. Despite its potential benefits, LF-Edit faces
two fundamental challenges: 1) Injecting Knowledge with
Free-text Form: Using free text for knowledge injection is
inherently challenging, as such text often contains fragmented
knowledge and complex connections. It is challenging to
inject all relevant knowledge into the model at once. The
scattered and unstructured nature of free text complicates the
comprehensive identification and precise integration of knowl-
edge. Furthermore, relationships such as causal, temporal,
and spatial dependencies are frequently implicit and dispersed
across multiple sentences, making them difficult to be acquired
fully during knowledge editing. 2) Catastrophic Forgetting:
In a lifelong setting, knowledge must be updated continuously,
with each update introducing subtle shifts to the model’s
internal representations. As the editing process continues,
these shifts may interfere with previously acquired knowledge
and gradually cause the model to deviate from its original state
[3], [13], [25]. This cumulative effect can ultimately degrade
both the reliability and the overall performance of the model.

To promote the research of this new task, this paper develops
a large-scale benchmark named Multi-Rank Lifelong Free-text
Editing Benchmark (MRLF-Bench). Constructed from Wiki-
data, MRLF-Bench comprises time-sensitive entries whose
factual attributes evolve across different temporal stages. The

benchmark consists of 16,835 free-text instances specifically
designed to capture real-world knowledge dynamics. Drawing
inspiration from cognitive developmental psychology [26],
we evaluate model performance from multi-level analytical
dimensions, including knowledge memorization, understand-
ing, constrained comprehension, and reasoning. This multi-
rank evaluation framework enables a fine-grained diagnosis
of editing capabilities, ranging from surface-level recall to
advanced reasoning.

Furthermore, we propose an effective method named
EVOEDIT to address the aforementioned challenges in this
new task. EVOEDIT comprises two core components, in-
cluding Latent Perturbation Augmentation and Knowledge-
driven Parameter Fusion. Specifically, to facilitate the ac-
quisition of new knowledge from free-text inputs, the latent
perturbation augmentation introduces controlled noise into the
latent representations of LLMs, serving as a form of implicit
data augmentation during the editing process. To mitigate
catastrophic forgetting in lifelong editing, we further design a
knowledge-driven parameter fusion strategy. This strategy first
estimates parameter importance by measuring their correlation
with knowledge edits and then selectively integrates the most
relevant parameters. Through this design, EVOEDIT effectively
preserves prior knowledge while incorporating new infor-
mation. Experimental results demonstrate that our approach
surpasses existing knowledge editing methods and achieves
superior performance on the novel LF-Edit task.

Overall, the main contributions of this work can be summa-
rized as follows:

• We formally define a challenging task named lifelong
free-text knowledge editing (LF-Edit), which enables
LLMs to continuously acquire new knowledge from free-
text inputs while preserving previously learned knowl-
edge without forgetting.

• We introduce MRLF-Bench, a multi-rank benchmark for
lifelong editing on free-text. It comprises 16,835 time-
related edits, each accompanied by four-tier evaluation
questions designed to assess knowledge memorization,
understanding, constrained comprehension, and reason-
ing. This benchmark establishes a solid foundation for
future research on lifelong free-text editing.

• We propose the EVOEDIT method for the lifelong free-
text editing task. EVOEDIT introduces perturbation for
feature augmentation, then selectively fuses parameters
to balance the integration of new knowledge with the
retention of previous knowledge. Experimental results
demonstrate that EVOEDIT consistently outperforms ex-
isting baselines in both new knowledge acquisition and
old knowledge preservation1.

II. RELATED WORK

In this section, we briefly review two related topics: knowl-
edge editing (§II-A) and model merging (§II-B).

1Code and data is available at https://github.com/zeaoji/EvoEdit.

https://github.com/zeaoji/EvoEdit


3

A. Knowledge Editing

Knowledge editing has become a rapidly advancing and ac-
tive area of research, which aims to modify specific knowledge
in LLMs while preserving unrelated information. Existing
approaches to knowledge editing can generally be classified
into three main paradigms: Locate-then-Edit, Meta-Learning,
and Memory-based Methods.

Locate-then-Edit: The locate-then-edit paradigm, exempli-
fied by ROME [8], r-ROME [9], MEMIT [10], and AlphaEdit
[11], employs causal tracing to precisely localize knowledge
storage locations and directly modifies model parameters for
efficient knowledge updates. While these methods demonstrate
significant advantages in editing structured triplets, they face
limitations such as over-reliance on entity localization and
poor adaptability to unstructured knowledge. To address these
constraints, AnyEdit [27] decomposes long-form knowledge
into sequential chunks and iteratively edits the key token in
each chunk. DEM [28] achieves distributed modification of
commonsense knowledge by localizing the target editing layer.
FiNE [12] and MEMLA [29] improve editing performance by
refining update granularity at the neuron level. WilKE [30]
selects target layer based on the pattern matching degree of
editing knowledge across different layers in LLMs.

Meta-Learning: Meta-learning methods train a hypernet-
work to obtain parameter modifications for editing LLMs
[15], [16]. For example, KE [15] leverages a bidirectional-
LSTM hypernetwork to predict parameter updates for factual
edits. MEND [16] innovatively utilizes low-rank gradient
decomposition to efficiently map decomposed gradients to
parameter updates via a hypernetwork, significantly enhancing
editing efficiency. MALMEN [17] handles multi-edit scenarios
by generating weight shifts through hypernetworks and op-
timizing their aggregation via least-squares solutions. These
methods aim to utilize meta-learning techniques to learn the
optimal parameter updates, but require additional data for
training the hypernetwork.

Memory-Based: This kind of methods explicitly stores edit
examples in a memory and retrieve the most relevant edit
facts to guide the model for accurate output, which leaves the
model parameters unmodified [19], [21], [22]. For instance,
SERAC [19] employs a classifier to determine whether the
input matches the edits in memory. If the input matches any
edit in memory, an auxiliary trained model makes predictions
based on the matched edit. Otherwise, the prediction of the
original model is used as the output. IKE [20] adopts the
in-context learning approach for knowledge editing by using
target edits as demonstrations. GRACE [7] retrieves discrete
codebook entries to overwrite intermediate activations during
inference to enable precise and local edits.

While these methods have made remarkable progress, they
are still mostly restricted to triplet-based and single-step
editing, making it challenging to handle the more realistic task
of lifelong free-text knowledge editing.

B. Model Merging

Model merging has emerged as an effective technique for
integrating the parameters of multiple independently trained

models, each encapsulating distinct knowledge or capabilities,
to construct a more general and versatile model. Existing
approaches to model merging can generally be divided into
two categories: Weight-based Merging Methods and Subspace-
based Merging Methods.

Weight-based Merging Methods: The most straightfor-
ward form of model merging involves directly averaging the
parameters of multiple models. To enhance performance be-
yond this simple strategy, several advanced methods have been
proposed to more effectively model parameter interactions
[31]–[33]. For instance, Task Arithmetic [34] introduces the
concept of “task vector”, enabling manipulation of LLMs
behavior through vector operations. AdaMerging [35] employs
gradient descent to learn optimal merging coefficients by
minimizing entropy as a surrogate loss on unlabeled test data.
Fisher-Merging [36] utilizes the diagonal of each model’s
Fisher information matrix to guide the merging process.
MetaGPT [37] frames model merging as a multi-task learning
problem, aiming to minimize the average loss discrepancy
between the merged model and its constituent task-specific
models.

Subspace-based Merging Methods: These methods aim to
project model parameters into a lower-dimensional subspace
before performing merging operations [38]–[40]. For instance,
TIES-Merging [38] first prunes task vectors by retaining only
the most influential parameter values, followed by resolv-
ing sign inconsistencies among the merged models. Simi-
larly, DARE [41] removes redundant parameters within each
model prior to merging, thereby reducing potential interference
among multiple models. Model Tailor [42] identifies a sparse
mask to capture the most impactful parameters for adaptation,
and subsequently introduces a weight compensation mech-
anism to improve performance on both target and original
tasks. EMR-Merging [43] first selects a unified model from
the set of model weights, then generates lightweight, task-
specific modulators such as masks and rescalers, to align
the directional and magnitude differences between the unified
model and each individual model.

These methods have demonstrated success in model merg-
ing, however, their applicability to the continual learning of
LLMs and their potential to mitigate catastrophic forgetting
remain to be investigated.

III. TASK DEFINITION

We propose the Lifelong Free-text Knowledge Editing (LF-
Edit) task, which enables LLMs to continuously learn knowl-
edge from free-text inputs, and preserves previous knowledge
at the same time. Formally, LLMs can be formalized as
parametric mapping functions: fθ : X → Y , where θ denotes
the parameters of the LLM. It maps the input x ∈ X to an
output prediction fθ(x) ∈ Y . The LF-Edit task requires LLMs
to continuously receive a free-text stream of edit instances
S = {S1, S2, . . . , Sn}, where the instance Si = (xi

e, y
i
e)

represents the i-th free-text edit instance in the sequence.
LLMs perform dynamic updates through continual knowledge
editing, where each update builds upon the model state ob-
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Edit Request: Jessica Campbell is a prominent journalist who has been
making significant contributions to the world of news broadcasting for
many years. During her tenure at CNN International, which is located in
Atlanta, Georgia, USA, she covered a wide range of global events from
2004 through 2020, …… After her impactful years at CNN, she
transitioned to Scripps News in Cincinnati, Ohio, where she continued to
deliver compelling stories and engaged with current events during the
years 2021 to 2023, ……

Question: During her tenure
at CNN International, which
is located in Atlanta, Georgia,
USA, she covered a wide
range of global events from
2004 through ___.
Answer: 2020

Question: What type of
profession does Jessica
Campbell have?
Answer: journalist

Question: What did Jessica
Campbell cover during her
tenure at CNN International
in 2004 to 2020?
Answer: a wide range of
global events

Question: How long did
Jessica Campbell work after
CNN International?
Answer: two years

Knowledge Editing

Rank 1 Rank 2 Rank 3 Rank 4

Remember ReasoningUnderstanding

Multi-Rank Queries

Evaluation

Fig. 2: An example of a free-text knowledge editing instance. The edit request serves to update the model, while multi-rank
queries are employed to assess the performance of the edited model.

tained from the preceding edit. This iterative process can be
formally expressed as follows:

fθi
= LF-Edit(fθi−1

, Si), (1)

where fθi denotes the model after the i-th knowledge editing.
For the i-th editing update, it is considered for successful when
the following criteria are satisfied:

fθi
(xi

e) =

{
yie if xi

e ∈ I(xi
e, y

i
e)

fθi−1(x
i
e) if xi

e ∈ O(xi
e, y

i
e),

(2)

where fθi−1
denotes the edited model from the previous step.

(xi
e, y

i
e) is the target editing instance, with the condition that

fθi−1(x
i
e) ̸= yie. The collection of such instances is referred to

as the editing scope I(xi
e, y

i
e), whereas the complementary set,

O(xi
e, y

i
e), contains inputs unrelated to the editing instances.

The first criterion measures Efficacy that assesses whether the
model successfully internalizes the new knowledge. The sec-
ond criterion is Specificity, which evaluates whether the edit-
ing procedure preserves the integrity of previously acquired
or edited knowledge, ensuring that unintended interference
does not occur. In real-world applications, new knowledge
continuously emerges in the form of unstructured text. To
ensure that LLMs remain up to date, it is essential to perform
continual knowledge editing, enabling them to assimilate new
information while retaining previously acquired knowledge.
However, the task poses significant challenges, as it demands
high-quality datasets and effective methodologies to balance
learning and retention.

IV. MRLF-BENCH CONSTRUCTION

To advance research on the new task, we introduce a
large-scale benchmark named MRLF-Bench to evaluate the
effectiveness of editing over time. As shown in Figure 2,
an editing instance includes the edit request and multi-rank

queries. In this section, we will first introduce the multi-
rank evaluation designs (§IV-A) and data collection procedure
(§IV-B), then summarize the benchmark statistics (§IV-C).

A. Multi-Rank Evaluation

Intuitively, an effective edit should yield not only accurate
recall of the original content but also robust generalization
across a range of related queries. Accordingly, our evalua-
tion framework is grounded in Piaget’s theory of cognitive
development [26], which posits that human cognition advances
through qualitatively distinct stages. Inspired by this perspec-
tive, we construct a multi-level evaluation framework that
spans a continuum from superficial memorization to higher-
order generalization and reasoning:

• Rank 1 (Memory Recall Level): The questions at this
level are cloze-type items that require completing missing
segments from the original text. The edited model is
expected to retain and reproduce the surface form of
newly introduced information, enabling it to accurately
fill in partial content.

• Rank 2 (Basic Comprehension Level): The questions
at this level involve simple synonymous rephrasings or
paraphrases of the source text. The edited model should
be capable of understanding and responding correctly to
semantically equivalent expressions.

• Rank 3 (Constrained Comprehension Level): The
questions at this level incorporate specific constraints
or conditions that test fundamental understanding. The
edited model should grasp these constraints in full to
produce precise and contextually appropriate predictions.
For instance, as illustrated in Figure 2, the edited model
needs to account for temporal constraints to answer the
query correctly.
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• Rank 4 (Complex Reasoning Level): The questions
at this level require higher-order reasoning and the
integration of multiple pieces of information that go
beyond literal understanding. The edited model should
demonstrate deep conceptual understanding and apply
reasoning based on diverse textual cues derived from the
newly incorporated knowledge. For example, to answer
the query of Rank 4 in Figure 2, the edited model must
first infer that the next workplace is Sripps News, then
determine the time from 2021 to 2023, and finally deduce
that the duration is two years.

Based on a multi-rank evaluation framework, we can sys-
tematically evaluate the edited model, which can promote the
development of the lifelong free-text editing task.

B. Data Collection and Curation

The dataset is primarily derived from Wikidata2, which was
specifically chosen due to its extensive collection of entities
rich in both temporal and spatial attributes. The data spans
multiple domains, including sports, media, education, and
politics. These domains are particularly suitable for our study,
as they undergo frequent and significant knowledge updates,
making them ideal for constructing data for the LF-Edit task.
Wikipedia typically provides abundant structured information
for each entity in the form of relational triples. To adapt this
information to our purposes, we convert the triples into free-
text form through the following steps:

1) Sentence Generation: We utilize GPT-4o-mini, guided
by meticulously crafted prompts, to transform structured
triples into fluent and informative sentences, each of which
incorporates multiple entities and relationships.

2) Counterfactual Rewriting: To simulate the acquisition
of new knowledge, we apply counterfactual rewriting to the
generated texts, inspired by the approach in the CounterFact
dataset [8]. Specifically, we employ LLMs to revise the orig-
inal text into counterfactuals that are not encountered during
pretraining. Following rewriting, we implement quality control
by filtering out low-quality samples and regenerating them
to ensure coherence and factual accuracy. The final dataset
consists of 16,835 counterfactual free-text instances.

3) Question Generation: After constructing the texts, we
leverage GPT-4o-mini to generate questions across various do-
mains, with a particular focus on queries designed to evaluate
a model’s ability to comprehend, retain, and reason about the
newly acquired knowledge. After that, we manually curate the
evaluation data to ensure the quality of questions.

C. Dataset Statistics

The statistical characteristics of the benchmark are summa-
rized in Table I. MRLF-Bench consists of 16,835 edit requests,
with an average length exceeding 141 words. Each rank setting
includes 33,670 questions, with a mean length of more than
10 words per question. The statistics further indicate that the
average length of the answer across the dataset is greater than
3 words, suggesting that the responses primarily consist of

2https://www.wikidata.org/wiki/Wikidata:Main Page

TABLE I: The statistical information of the MRLF-Bench.
“Edit.Len”, “Query.Len” and “Ans.Len” denote the aver-
age length of the edits, queries and corresponding answers.
“Avg.Rank” represents the average of all rank statistics.

Rank #Edits Edit.Len #Query Query.Len Ans.Len

Rank 1 16,835 141.9 33,670 40.2 1.5
Rank 2 16,835 141.9 33,670 10.1 3.6
Rank 3 16,835 141.9 33,670 10.9 3.6
Rank 4 16,835 141.9 33,670 10.7 4.5
Avg.Rank 16,835 141.9 33,670 18.0 3.3

phrases or concise sentences. The large scale of the MRLF-
Bench enables a comprehensive and systematic evaluation of
lifelong editing performance on free-text inputs across various
editing algorithms.

V. METHODOLOGY

Figure 3 presents the overall architecture of the proposed
EVOEDIT, which comprises two major components: 1) Latent
Perturbation Augmentation (§V-A), designed to enhance inter-
mediate representations and facilitate more effective knowl-
edge acquisition in LLMs. 2) Knowledge-driven Parameter
Fusion (§V-B), which employs a parameter fusion strategy to
preserve both prior and newly introduced knowledge within
the edited model. Each component is described in detail in
the following sections.

A. Latent Perturbation Augmentation

One of the primary challenges in the LF-Edit task lies
in acquiring new knowledge from free-text inputs, which
often contain diverse, unstructured entities and relations. This
inherent complexity makes it difficult for models to capture all
relevant information during the editing process. To mitigate
this issue, we propose a Latent Perturbation Augmentation
(LPA) module as a data augmentation strategy, designed to
enhance the ability of LLMs to assimilate new knowledge
more effectively. The core idea of this module is to introduce
controlled random noise into the embedding representations of
LLMs during fine-tuning, thereby generating augmented inputs
for the knowledge editing process. In contrast to paraphrasing-
based data augmentation approaches, LPA mitigates the sub-
stantial computational overhead of iterative paraphrase gener-
ation and addresses the restricted diversity of generated text.
It promotes stronger generalization from free-text inputs and
enables more efficient knowledge acquisition.

Formally, LLMs receive a stream of edit instances S =
{S1, S2, . . . , Sn}, where the instance Si = (xi

e, y
i
e) represents

the i-th free-text edit instance. Each instance is first tokenized
using the model’s tokenizer:

ti = [ti1, t
i
2, . . . , t

i
L] = Tokenizer(xi

e), (3)

where L is the length of the tokenized sequence. Then, these
tokens are projected into vectors through an embedding layer:

Ei = Embed(ti) = [e1, e2, . . . ,eL] ∈ RL×d, (4)

where d is the embedding dimension. To perform perturba-
tion augmentation, we inject random noise into each token

https://www.wikidata.org/wiki/Wikidata:Main_Page
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Fig. 3: The architecture of the proposed EVOEDIT for the lifelong free-text editing task, which consists of two key modules: 1)
Latent Perturbation Augmentation (§V-A), which injects the noise into the embedding layer to enhance the diversity of input
representations, thereby improving the model’s capacity to comprehend and assimilate new knowledge. 2) Knowledge-driven
Parameter Fusion (§V-B), which identifies and selects the most critical parameters across multiple models for integration,
enabling the preservation of previously acquired knowledge.

embedding vector ei. The noise vector ϵ ∈ Rd is sampled
independently from a zero-mean uniform distribution scaled
by a hyperparameter α:

ẽi = ei + ϵ, ϵ ∼ U

(
− α√

Ld
,

α√
Ld

)
. (5)

The noise augmented embedding sequence is denoted as
Ẽi = [ẽ1, ẽ2, . . . , ẽL], which is then passed into the rest
of the model for prediction. The loss function (i.e., language
modeling loss) based on the augmented edit is computed as
follows:

L(Si,θ) = −
L∑

l=1

logp(tl | t<l; Ẽ
i), (6)

where p(·) represents the prediction probability of the model,
and t<l denote the previous generated sequence.

The LPA module operates as a fine-grained data augmen-
tation mechanism designed to enhance the model’s ability
to internalize free-text knowledge during the editing process.
Concurrently, it functions as a regularization strategy that
mitigates overfitting and strengthens generalization capacity.
More specifically, by injecting controlled noise into token
embeddings during the editing phase, the model is encouraged
to assimilate the underlying semantic content rather than
depend on exact token sequences or superficial formatting
cues. This approach effectively reduces overfitting to specific

textual patterns and promotes robust generalization to novel or
rephrased inputs. As a result, the model acquires knowledge
in a more flexible and abstract form, enabling adaptive rea-
soning across diverse query formulations rather than relying
on verbatim memorization.

B. Knowledge-driven Parameter Fusion

Intuitively, the current model tends to better grasp newly
introduced knowledge, whereas the original model and the
previously edited model preserve earlier learned and edited
knowledge, respectively. To address the challenge of catas-
trophic forgetting in lifelong model editing, we introduce
a Knowledge-driven Parameter Fusion (KPF) module. This
module operates in two stages: First, after forward compu-
tation, it estimates the contribution of each model component
to the current knowledge being injected. Next, it selectively
merges the most informative parameters from three sources:
the original model, the previously edited model, and the newly
updated model. Through this selective parameter integration,
KPF effectively preserves prior knowledge while assimilating
new information in a balanced and controlled manner.

Importance Calculation: For each layer l in the model,
we choose the parameter matrix θc from the parameter matrix
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of Self-Attention (Attn) and Multi-layer Perceptron (MLP) to
calculate the importance score:

θc ∈ { attn q, attn k, attn v, attn o,

mlp gate, mlp up, mlp down }.
(7)

For parameters set θc, the importance score Sc is computed
as follows when editing the instance Si:

Sc(Si,θ) = |L(Si,θ)− L (Si,θ | θc = 0)|

=

∣∣∣∣ ∂L∂θc (θc − 0) +
1

2!

∂2L
∂θ2

c

(θc − 0)2 + · · ·
∣∣∣∣

≈
∣∣∣∣θT

c

∂L
∂θc

∣∣∣∣ .
(8)

To accelerate the calculating speed, the score is estimated by
calculating the first-order derivative of the Taylor expansion in
the above formula. Accumulating these scores over all layers
and components yields a global importance list:

S = [S1,attn q,S1,attn k, . . . ,SH,mlp up,SH,mlp down], (9)

where H is the number of layers. Si,m represents the impor-
tance score corresponding to parameter set θm in i-th layer.

Parameter Merging: We sort the importance scores in
descending order, and select the top k% of components based
on these scores to form the final important parameters:

Mk = {θm | Si,m is among the top k%}. (10)

After obtaining important parameters, the next step is to
perform parameter fusion. θ0 represents the original (pre-
editing) parameters, θt−1 denotes the last step parameters,
and θt be the current updated parameters. For each component
index i, we fuse the above three types of parameters according
to the following formula:

θt
i =

{
βθ0

i + γθt−1
i + ηθt

i , θi ∈ Mk,

θt
i , θi /∈ Mk,

(11)

where β, γ and η are fusion coefficients (β+γ+η = 1). By re-
stricting fusion with Mk, we ensure that historical information
and newly learned knowledge, that is, the knowledge stored
in important components, are well retained. Meanwhile, other
knowledge of the model is preserved through unimportant
components. The overall procedure of the proposed method
EVOEDIT is outlined in Algorithm 1.

VI. EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we conduct extensive experiments with the
aim of answering the following research questions (RQs):

• RQ1: How effective is our method EVOEDIT in learning
new knowledge? (§VI-D)

• RQ2: How effective is our method EVOEDIT in preserv-
ing previous knowledge? (§VI-E)

• RQ3: How does each design of the proposed method
matter? (§VI-F)

In the remainder of this section, we describe the knowledge
editing baselines (§VI-A), the adaptation for existing editing
methods (§VI-B), evaluation metrics (§VI-C), and the case
study (§VI-G).

Algorithm 1 The Procedure of EVOEDIT Method

Require: Large language model f , a stream of edit instances
S = {S1, S2, . . . , Sn}, hyperparameters α, β, γ and η.

Ensure: Optimized model parameters.
1: for Instance Si in {S1, S2, . . . , Sn} do
2: Project tokens into vectors via Equation (3) and Equa-

tion (4)
3: Perform perturbation augmentation for each token via

Equation (5)
4: Feed the augmented embedding sequence into the rest

of the model for prediction
5: Update the model parameters with the loss function via

Equation (6)
6: for each parameter matrix θc do
7: Compute the importance score Sc via Equation (8)
8: Add the importance score Sc into the global impor-

tance list S
9: end for

10: Select the top k% of components based on the impor-
tance scores

11: Merge the original parameters, the last step parameters
and the current updated parameters via Equation (11)

12: end for

A. Knowledge Editing Baselines

To evaluate the effectiveness of EVOEDIT, we compare it
with four distinct categories of editing approaches:

1) No-Edit: To establish a baseline, we evaluate the perfor-
mance of the original model without any editing techniques,
referred to as Pre-Editing. This setting reflects the model’s
initial capability in answering queries prior to incorporating
knowledge edits. The resulting performance serves as a lower
bound for evaluating the effectiveness of the knowledge editing
methods.

2) Fine-Tuning: Following prior work [7], [44], we perform
full-parameter updates using the editing samples and select the
best results across various hyperparameter configurations.

3) Meta-Learning: We evaluate MEND [16], a meta-
learning-based approach that utilizes a hypernetwork to gen-
erate parameter updates, guided by edit-specific gradients. In
accordance with standard practices, we train a hypernetwork
on both the ZSRE [45] and CounterFact [8] datasets, selecting
the best-performing checkpoint for evaluation.

4) Locate-then-Edit: We select ROME [8], MEMIT [10],
and AlphaEdit [11] as representative methods within the
locate-then-edit paradigm. These methods utilize causal trac-
ing to identify parameters associated with the target knowledge
and perform direct updates to those parameters. MEMIT
extends ROME by enabling batch editing, while AlphaEdit
enhances specificity by projecting perturbations onto the null
space of the preserved knowledge before applying them to the
parameters. Since these methods are not originally designed
for free-text inputs, we apply triple extraction to facilitate a
fair comparison, as detailed in Section VI-B.
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TABLE II: Experimental results of different number of edits on the MRLF-Bench. The BLEU and PPL denote the average of
four rank results. The “–” means perplexity exceeded 10,000. The best results are highlighted with Bold.

Base Model Method T=100 T=500 T=1000 T=1500 T=2000
BLEU↑ PPL↓ BLEU↑ PPL↓ BLEU↑ PPL↓ BLEU↑ PPL↓ BLEU↑ PPL↓

LLaMA-3

Pre-Editing 36.20 40.77 37.89 25.50 37.55 34.48 37.43 24.32 37.50 24.05
Fine-Tuning 59.85 42.70 60.24 34.09 60.14 32.95 60.27 31.54 60.42 30.33
ROME 0.81 – 0.91 – 1.00 – 1.10 – 1.14 –
MEMIT 36.36 40.77 34.37 71.17 25.04 641.18 18.83 3299.03 15.08 7909.69
AlphaEdit 39.49 30.92 39.53 31.94 30.59 123.36 23.59 545.80 19.09 1738.88
MEND 0.83 – 15.05 6576.48 17.14 2577.66 16.05 3372.93 15.14 4106.28

EVOEDIT (Ours) 64.86 7.22 65.61 6.23 64.92 6.56 64.84 6.61 64.85 6.52

LLaMA-2

Pre-Editing 35.94 16.65 35.94 14.82 35.67 14.31 35.43 14.37 35.56 14.40
Fine-Tuning 66.64 5.90 66.82 5.26 65.28 5.42 64.48 5.55 64.11 5.59
ROME 0.68 – 0.87 – 0.91 – 0.93 – 0.94 –
MEMIT 7.47 – 2.51 – 1.59 – 1.24 – 1.03 –
AlphaEdit 22.40 8.49 12.00 878.68 7.45 2686.11 5.57 4688.85 4.59 6422.04
MEND 17.74 247.49 27.17 64.56 28.82 45.91 29.05 54.06 28.99 41.46

EVOEDIT (Ours) 71.19 3.82 70.96 3.65 70.24 3.70 69.91 3.75 69.90 3.75

GPT-J

Pre-Editing 29.92 32.88 29.91 30.64 29.63 29.22 29.54 28.84 29.50 28.63
Fine-Tuning 54.76 13.47 53.65 12.23 53.14 12.34 53.08 12.49 53.11 12.47
ROME 2.01 – 3.27 – 3.43 – 3.28 – 3.12 –
MEMIT 33.73 26.62 33.22 28.12 31.01 34.63 27.93 55.02 24.65 107.25
AlphaEdit 31.69 28.08 27.13 60.10 19.59 361.11 15.47 1192.35 12.94 2906.73
MEND 0.62 – 9.55 – 8.85 – 7.52 – 6.77 –

EVOEDIT (Ours) 62.79 5.78 62.03 6.14 61.44 6.15 61.10 6.23 60.87 6.22

GPT-2

Pre-Editing 20.40 64.00 19.69 63.72 19.71 60.53 19.66 59.89 19.64 60.07
Fine-Tuning 56.71 17.57 56.62 17.70 56.50 16.13 56.45 15.60 56.33 15.23
ROME 7.89 1958.98 5.42 3860.13 4.38 5782.95 3.83 7371.26 3.47 8768.66
MEMIT 22.44 63.54 21.38 75.86 20.08 92.96 18.50 141.95 16.99 215.53
AlphaEdit 22.52 71.33 17.94 177.79 13.51 645.10 10.78 1400.43 9.07 2267.90
MEND 19.09 107.82 19.41 93.38 19.66 65.46 19.75 63.63 19.78 62.97

EVOEDIT (Ours) 49.59 12.28 48.13 12.09 47.51 11.81 47.53 11.88 47.53 12.03

B. Triple Extraction for Knowledge Editing Methods

Most existing knowledge editing methods, such as ROME,
MEMIT, and AlphaEdit, are originally designed to operate
on structured triplets. To extend these methods to lifelong
knowledge editing in a free-text setting, we convert unstruc-
tured edit requests into structured triplets through a simpli-
fication strategy. Specifically, we employ Open Information
Extraction (OpenIE), which extracts relational triplets from
natural language text without relying on predefined schemas.
This enables free-text edit requests to be transformed into
structured representations compatible with established editing
approaches. In our implementation, we adopt the Stanford
OpenIE toolkit [46] to extract triplets from each edit request
and subsequently reformat them to conform to the input
specifications of classical editing methods.

C. Evaluation Metrics

For the new LF-Edit task, we assess the effectiveness
of model editing from two complementary perspectives: 1)
Efficacy: This metric evaluates the model’s acquisition of
new knowledge. After editing the i-th instance, the edited
model is assessed using multi-rank queries to determine how
well it has integrated the new knowledge. 2) Specificity: This
metric examines the model’s retention of previously edited
knowledge. After editing i-th instance, we sample multi-rank
queries from previous i−1 instances according to a predefined

sampling coefficient. In our implementation, the sampling
process guarantees that at least one query from each rank of
the prior instances is included.

The answers in our benchmark vary in both length and form,
ranging from single words or short phrases to complete sen-
tences. Conventional evaluation metrics such as Exact Match
(EM) are not well-suited for this setting. These metrics, orig-
inally designed for triple-based knowledge editing, primarily
emphasize word-level accuracy. In contrast, the responses in
the new LF-Edit task typically consist of multiple words, rather
than an individual word. Drawing inspiration from evaluation
practices in machine translation, we employ BLEU [47] as
our primary metric to assess the quality of model outputs
with respect to reference answers. This choice enables a more
comprehensive evaluation of sentence-level generation quality
in a flexible and scalable manner. Consistent with prior work
[44], we also report Per-Token Perplexity (PPL) to capture
the uncertainty of the model’s predictions. Intuitively, higher
BLEU scores and lower PPL values correspond to better
overall model performance.

D. New Knowledge Learning Results

In this subsection, we start to address the research question
RQ1. Table II and Table III show the new knowledge learning
results of our method against knowledge editing baselines. We



9

TABLE III: Experimental results of the last step editing on the MRLF-Bench. The best results are highlighted with Bold. The
“–” means perplexity exceeded 10,000.

Base Model Method Rank 1 Rank 2 Rank 3 Rank 4 Average
BLEU↑ PPL↓ BLEU↑ PPL↓ BLEU↑ PPL↓ BLEU↑ PPL↓ BLEU↑ PPL↓

LLaMA-3

Pre-Editing 61.89 4.73 26.29 35.77 33.59 17.46 28.38 37.77 37.54 23.93
Fine-Tuning 85.93 2.31 50.17 44.03 54.89 22.19 50.91 50.66 60.48 29.80
ROME 1.58 – 0.99 – 1.04 – 1.03 – 1.16 –
MEMIT 22.54 1528.60 8.24 – 10.65 – 9.16 – 12.65 –
AlphaEdit 25.51 636.16 11.27 6928.25 14.73 4139.61 12.74 4762.07 16.06 4116.52
MEND 22.26 1068.21 10.58 6308.49 14.05 3927.41 10.71 6969.30 14.40 4568.35

EVOEDIT (Ours) 86.46 1.86 56.08 8.55 60.58 6.26 56.44 9.26 64.89 6.48

LLaMA-2

Pre-Editing 41.47 4.44 30.84 20.06 36.92 11.58 32.08 21.54 35.33 14.41
Fine-Tuning 76.43 1.98 58.66 6.91 62.84 4.69 57.59 8.86 63.88 5.61
ROME 0.91 – 1.04 – 0.84 – 0.99 – 0.95 –
MEMIT 1.78 – 0.56 – 0.70 – 0.55 – 0.90 –
AlphaEdit 4.76 2791.10 3.55 – 3.81 6464.33 3.85 – 3.99 –
MEND 34.73 11.60 25.31 52.97 30.53 31.83 25.20 66.81 28.94 40.80

EVOEDIT (Ours) 84.33 1.58 63.71 4.73 68.14 3.50 63.50 5.15 69.92 3.74

GPT-J

Pre-Editing 43.30 16.14 22.52 36.78 28.75 20.20 23.39 41.16 29.49 28.57
Fine-Tuning 53.60 8.11 51.57 14.30 56.13 8.30 51.30 18.97 53.15 12.42
ROME 3.42 – 2.68 – 3.13 – 2.80 – 3.01 –
MEMIT 25.20 132.91 17.26 303.71 25.34 129.61 19.58 292.13 21.85 214.59
AlphaEdit 13.85 4967.49 8.74 7961.20 12.43 3894.83 10.03 6099.63 11.26 5730.79
MEND 8.04 – 5.38 – 6.96 – 5.00 – 6.35 –

EVOEDIT (Ours) 75.53 2.95 53.92 8.13 58.76 5.26 55.04 8.48 60.81 6.21

GPT-2

Pre-Editing 19.26 38.91 18.10 73.34 21.57 52.45 19.46 77.39 19.60 60.52
Fine-Tuning 63.73 5.82 52.39 19.77 55.92 11.77 53.22 22.68 56.32 15.01
ROME 3.77 – 2.64 – 3.39 6214.47 3.01 9523.73 3.20 –
MEMIT 22.74 74.31 12.06 462.77 14.58 282.11 13.88 392.46 15.82 302.91
AlphaEdit 9.81 2021.28 6.36 4520.90 8.18 2739.90 7.33 3482.09 7.92 3191.04
MEND 20.48 37.45 18.03 76.51 21.28 55.46 19.26 81.68 19.76 62.78

EVOEDIT (Ours) 37.44 15.64 49.24 11.72 53.34 7.45 49.94 13.96 47.49 12.19

note the following key observations throughout our experi-
ments:

1) Our proposed method EVOEDIT achieves strong perfor-
mance on the lifelong free-text knowledge editing task and
consistently outperforms existing baselines. For instance, as
shown in Table II, when built upon LLaMA-3 and evaluated
with 100 edits (i.e., T=100), EVOEDIT exceeds Fine-Tuning
by 8.4% in terms of BLEU score, and outperforms the previous
state-of-the-art AlphaEdit by 64.2%. Moreover, as the number
of edited instances increases, EVOEDIT continues to achieve
substantial improvements compared to baselines. These per-
formance gains highlight the effectiveness of EVOEDIT in
continually acquiring new knowledge.

2) Across all evaluation settings, our method EVOEDIT
achieves lower perplexity (PPL) scores when generating out-
puts related to newly edited knowledge compared to existing
knowledge editing baselines. For instance, as shown in Table
III for LLaMA-3, EVOEDIT attains a PPL of 8.55 at Rank
2, which is substantially lower than that of Fine-Tuning (i.e.,
44.03) and MEMIT (i.e., 6928.25). These results demonstrate
that EVOEDIT produces more coherent and predictable outputs
following knowledge edits.

3) Existing knowledge editing methods face significant
challenges in adapting to the lifelong free-text knowledge
editing task. Although triple extraction provides a poten-
tial bridge between unstructured free-text inputs and struc-

tured editing techniques, current approaches such as ROME,
MEMIT, MEND, and AlphaEdit still achieve relatively low
BLEU scores and often exhibit high PPL. This performance
degradation primarily stems from information loss introduced
during the simplification process.

4) Compared with the Pre-Editing baseline, several existing
methods not only fail to enhance performance but even impair
the model’s ability to produce correct outputs. For instance,
as shown in Table III, when based on LLaMA-3, the Pre-
Editing approach attains average BLEU and PPL scores of
37.54 and 23.93, respectively, outperforming the strong editing
method AlphaEdit, which yields 16.06 and 4116.52. This
finding indicates that current knowledge editing methods are
inadequate for effectively addressing the new LF-Edit task.

E. Previous Knowledge Preservation Results

In this subsection, we present experiments designed to
evaluate the effectiveness of the proposed method in pre-
serving previously acquired knowledge during continual edit-
ing (RQ2). After each editing step, the model is prompted
with all questions from earlier steps, and its performance is
assessed using the BLEU score. As illustrated in Figure 4,
upon completing the tenth editing step (i.e., T=500), we
evaluate the model on a cumulative set of questions collected
from prior steps. The figure demonstrates that our method
consistently achieves high BLEU scores, indicating strong
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Fig. 4: BLEU scores on historical edits after after editing 500
instances for the knowledge editing methods. T=X represents
the performance of the edited model on multi-rank queries at
step X/50 (editing 50 instances at each step).

TABLE IV: Ablation study by removing the main components
with the increase of the number of edits, where “w/o” indicates
without. The BLEU and PPL denote the average of all rank
results. The best results are highlighted with Bold.

Metric #Edits EvoEdit w/o LPA w/o KPF

BLEU↑

T=100 88.86 87.53 (↓ 1.33) 87.36 (↓ 1.50)
T=500 88.68 86.43 (↓ 2.25) 87.26 (↓ 1.42)

T=1000 87.64 85.52 (↓ 2.12) 86.72 (↓ 0.92)
T=1500 87.36 85.32 (↓ 2.04) 86.56 (↓ 0.80)
T=2000 87.37 85.31 (↓ 2.06) 86.55 (↓ 0.82)
T=2500 87.40 85.33 (↓ 2.07) 86.63 (↓ 0.77)

PPL↓

T=100 4.74 5.04 (↑ 0.30) 4.87 (↑ 0.13)
T=500 4.53 5.04 (↑ 0.51) 4.80 (↑ 0.27)

T=1000 4.63 5.07 (↑ 0.44) 4.78 (↑ 0.15)
T=1500 4.69 5.09 (↑ 0.40) 4.78 (↑ 0.09)
T=2000 4.68 5.07 (↑ 0.39) 4.74 (↑ 0.06)
T=2500 4.67 5.06 (↑ 0.39) 4.81 (↑ 0.14)

knowledge retention. In contrast, existing knowledge editing
approaches show pronounced limitations in this aspect. For
instance, methods such as MEMIT and AlphaEdit experience
significant performance deterioration under sequential editing.
Moreover, as the number of edits increases, the performance
gap between our approach and the baselines widens. This is
because continual editing makes it increasingly difficult for
existing methods to integrate new knowledge without dis-
rupting prior information. These results highlight the superior
capability of our method to effectively preserve previously
learned knowledge.

F. Ablation Study

To demonstrate the effectiveness of latent perturbation
augmentation (LPA) and knowledge-driven parameter fusion
(KPF), we conduct an ablation study for answering the re-
search question RQ3. We ablate the LPA and KPF separately
to create two variants: 1) w/o LPA, which removes the latent
perturbation augmentation module; 2) w/o KPF, which does
not merge previous parameters (i.e., original parameters and
the last step parameters) after each knowledge editing. The
results of the ablation study are presented in Table IV. We

TABLE V: BLEU scores and PPL on previous edits after the
last step editing (i.e., 2500 instances). Each score denotes the
result (the average of four ranks) on the multi-rank queries of
each previous step. The best results are highlighted with Bold.

Metric #Edits EvoEdit w/o KPF

BLEU↑

T=100 37.47 34.22 (↓ 3.25)
T=500 40.56 36.84 (↓ 3.72)

T=1000 41.86 37.67 (↓ 4.19)
T=1500 37.77 34.74 (↓ 3.03)
T=2000 40.81 37.02 (↓ 3.79)
T=2450 41.72 34.35 (↓ 7.37)

PPL↓

T=100 83.65 174.51 (↑ 90.86)
T=500 54.79 117.59 (↑ 62.80)

T=1000 53.72 118.84 (↑ 65.12)
T=1500 65.53 149.29 (↑ 83.76)
T=2000 47.14 108.83 (↑ 61.69)
T=2450 35.31 131.16 (↑ 95.85)

further assess KPF’s ability to preserve previously edited
knowledge in Table V, and compare alternative parameter-
merging strategies in Figure 5. From the results, we can
conclude that:

1) Effectiveness of Latent Perturbation Augmentation.
To evaluate the impact of the LPA module, we remove it from
the proposed method EVOEDIT. When editing 500 instances
(i.e., T = 500), the BLEU score on MRLF-Bench decreases by
2.25 points. Similarly, the score drops by 2.12 and 2.04 points
when editing 1000 and 1500 instances, respectively. Moreover,
the removal of the LPA module leads to higher perplexity in
the model’s outputs. These performance degradations demon-
strate that the LPA module effectively enhances EVOEDIT’s
ability to perform lifelong free-text knowledge editing.

2) Effectiveness of Knowledge-driven Parameter Fusion.
As shown in Table IV, removing the KPF module results in
BLEU score reductions of 1.50 and 1.42 when editing 100
and 500 instances, respectively. To further assess the impact of
parameter fusion, we measure the model’s PPL on previously
learned knowledge. As illustrated in Table V, eliminating the
KPF module causes a substantial performance degradation for
prior edits, indicating that KPF helps the model better retain
and consolidate previously acquired knowledge. In addition,
we also compare KPF with the direct parameter fusion (DPF)
strategy, as shown in Figure 5. The substantial performance
improvement proves the effectiveness of the proposed KPF
module for this new task.

G. Case Study

We present an illustrative example in Figure 6 to demon-
strate the effectiveness of the proposed method, EVOEDIT,
for the LF-Edit task, in comparison with other knowledge-
editing baselines. From the results, we observe the following:
1) Accuracy in Knowledge Integration: Compared with the
baselines, our method consistently produces correct answers
across all rank levels. For simpler queries, EVOEDIT generates
predictions that exactly match the ground truth, while for more
complex cases, it produces semantically equivalent responses.
This demonstrates that our approach effectively internalizes
newly introduced knowledge. 2) Fluency in Natural Language
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Fig. 5: The performance comparison between different parameter fusion strategies on the LLaMA-2 and LLaMA-3, respectively.
“DPF” represents the direct fusion of the original model, the edited model from the last step, and all parameters of the current
model, without considering the importance of the parameters.

Edit Request: Throughout his career, the talented player known as Márcio Alemão, who originally hails from Brazil, has demonstrated 

remarkable versatility by representing several clubs across different countries, showcasing his skills and adaptability in various 

competitive environments. From 2005 to 2024  ……  , and  ……  in 2006, His journey continued  ……  in 2007, before making 

significant appearances for Ipatinga Futebol Clube in both 2008 and 2010, and then switching to Guarani Futebol Clube in Campinas in 

2009, only to later leap beyond Brazil to play for Naft Tehran F.C. in Tehran, Iran, in 2011,  ……  , from 2012 to 2013,  ……  , from 

2014 onward, and continuing to significantly impact the league up until 2024.

Different Knowledge

Editing Methods

Evaluation

Question: His …… in Caxias do Sul in 

2007, before making significant 

appearances for ___.

Answer: Ipatinga Futebol Clube

---------------------------------------------------

Knowledge Editing Results

---------------------------------------------------

EvoEdit: Ipatinga Futebol Clube

ROME: Ъсторіясторія  ์  theéglсторія 

Хронологија

MEMIT: celatinga Clube 

AlphaEdit: [casatinga inebol Clube

Pre-Editing: [ttatinga.ebol Clube

MEND: SP Kriegsatingacent Esp Kriegs 

Document Document

Fine-Tuning: Grpatinga Futebol Clube

Rank 1

Question: What did Márcio Alemão 

showcase in various competitive 

environments?

Answer: his skills and adaptability

---------------------------------------------------

Knowledge Editing Results

---------------------------------------------------

EvoEdit: Through skills and 

dedicability

ROME: сторія¸сторіяЉ 

MEMIT: a a a 

AlphaEdit: \n first in hisability

Pre-Editing: \n skills in hisability 

MEND: Document❯Љ❯ations 

Fine-Tuning: remarkable and dedicability

Rank 2

Question: In which city did Márcio 

Alemão play for Guarani Futebol Clube in 

2009?

Answer: Campinas

---------------------------------------------------

Knowledge Editing Results

---------------------------------------------------

EvoEdit: Campinas

ROME: сторіяdzie

MEMIT: a

AlphaEdit: inas

Pre-Editing: Minas

MEND: Belania 

Fine-Tuning: Minas

Rank 3

Question: What illustrates Márcio 

Alemão's career achievements? 

Answer: remarkable versatility by 

representing several clubs across different 

countries

--------------------------------------------------

Knowledge Editing Results

--------------------------------------------------

EvoEdit: Through journeyatility and 

representing several clubs across Brazil 

countries

ROME: сторіяЪ ЉЉсторіяÂ, сторіяicin

MEMIT: a a

AlphaEdit: achievability and Brazil 

Brazil countries: all le

Pre-Editing: M achievatility, playing 

Brazil clubs in the le

MEND: carreatility Brazil tЉ different t 

Fine-Tuning: M journeyatility, playing 

several clubs across Brazil Brazil

Rank 4

Fig. 6: An editing example to qualitatively illustrate the effectiveness of the proposed method EVOEDIT for the LF-Edit task.

Generation: EVOEDIT also yields smoother and more natural
language outputs. In contrast, other knowledge-editing meth-
ods often fail to produce coherent or contextually appropriate
text, sometimes even compromising standard text generation
abilities. This issue arises because continual editing signif-
icantly disrupts the model’s fundamental language capabili-
ties, and the accumulated negative effects can lead to model
degradation. Hence, preserving the model’s core linguistic
competence throughout the editing process is essential.

VII. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

In this paper, we introduce a new task termed lifelong
free-text knowledge editing, which enables large language
models (LLMs) to continuously acquire new knowledge from
free-text inputs while retaining previously learned information

without catastrophic forgetting. To support research in this
direction, we develop MRLF-Bench, a multi-rank benchmark
designed for evaluating and advancing this task. Furthermore,
we propose EVOEDIT, a method tailored for lifelong free-text
knowledge editing. EVOEDIT employs feature perturbation for
data augmentation and selectively fuses parameters to balance
the integration of new knowledge with the preservation of
prior information. Experimental results demonstrate that our
approach consistently surpasses existing baselines in both new
knowledge acquisition and old knowledge retention. In the
future, we could extend this work from two perspectives: 1)
for the data construction, the The length of free text can be
longer and contain more types of knowledge, not just limited
to factual knowledge. 2) for the editing method, we need to
develop knowledge editing algorithms that are suitable for
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larger and more diverse language models.
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