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Abstract

Model merging and task arithmetic have emerged
as promising scalable approaches to merge
multiple single-task checkpoints to one multi-task
model, but their applicability is reduced by sig-
nificant performance loss. Previous works have
linked these drops to interference in the weight
space and erasure of important task-specific
features. Instead, in this work we show that
the information required to solve each task is
still preserved after merging as different tasks
mostly use non-overlapping sets of weights. We
propose TALL-masks, a method to identify these
task supports given a collection of task vectors
and show that one can retrieve > 99% of the
single task accuracy by applying our masks to
the multi-task vector, effectively compressing the
individual checkpoints. We study the statistics of
intersections among constructed masks and reveal
the existence of selfish and catastrophic weights,
i.e., parameters that are important exclusively to
one task and irrelevant to all tasks but detrimental
to multi-task fusion. For this reason, we propose
Consensus Merging, an algorithm that eliminates
such weights and improves the general perfor-
mance of existing model merging approaches.
Our experiments in vision and NLP benchmarks
with up to 20 tasks, show that Consensus Merging
consistently improves existing approaches.
Furthermore, our proposed compression scheme
reduces storage from 57Gb to 8.2Gb while
retaining 99.7% of original performance.
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1. Introduction
In recent years, the field of ML has witnessed a paradigm
shift with the release of foundation models and the influx
of associated checkpoints, significantly improving the per-
formance on downstream applications (Devlin et al., 2019;
Ilharco et al., 2022; Wortsman et al., 2022b; Pruksachatkun
et al., 2020; Zhou et al., 2023). The widespread adop-
tion of foundation models has followed a proliferation of
works addressing practical challenges arising from their
sheer computational and storage requirements. For example,
parameter-efficient fine-tuning (Hu et al., 2022; Liu et al.,
2022), quantization (Dettmers et al., 2022; 2023) address
aspects of training, fine-tuning and inference. An important
question remains how to efficiently leverage the existing
fine-tuned models towards improving models and building
generalist agents (Reed et al., 2022).

Recent work has illuminated the benefits of interpolating
the weights of different models (Frankle et al., 2020; Ilharco
et al., 2022; Wortsman et al., 2022a; Ortiz-Jimenez et al.,
2023; Dimitriadis et al., 2023), offering scalable and effec-
tive techniques to edit the knowledge of pre-trained models.
Task arithmetic (TA) (Ilharco et al., 2023) has emerged as
a promising solution to fuse the knowledge of disparate
checkpoints into a single model with multi-objective
capabilities, forgoing the need for additional joint training
(Caruana, 1997) or optimizing over the exponentially large
number of task combinations (Standley et al., 2020; Fifty
et al., 2021). Prior studies have proposed more involved
merging techniques by resolving weight interference (Yadav
et al., 2023b), matching activations (Jin et al., 2023) or
by preserving task-specific important parameters (Matena
& Raffel, 2022; Tam et al., 2024). Despite these recent
advances, weight space interpolation for multi-task fusion
still suffers from significant drops in performance compared
to individual fine-tuned models.

In this paper, we present a novel view and show that
performance of the merged model can degrade even
without weight interference or information erasure through
a controlled experiment. In contrast, the discriminant
information for individual tasks is preserved and embedded
in the multi-task vector after merging disparate task
vectors, and we propose an algorithm, TALL-masks, that
identifies the subset of important parameters for each task
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TALL Mask

Figure 1. Illustration of our mask construction algorithm (left) along with the applications (right) on model compression and model
merging. Each block corresponds to the same weight matrix, and color intensity reflects the value of each parameter – empty means zero
value. Given single-task vectors {τt}4t=1 and the merged vector τMTL, our method constructs per-task masks {mt}4t=1, pinpointing the
important parameters for each original task vector. For model merging, we keep only the ‘general’ weights selected by more than one mask
and produce the consensus mask mconsensus and the final merged vector. For compression, we evaluate on each task with reconstructed
task vectors by masking out the irrelevant weights, retaining almost full performance without saving the individual task vectors.

(Panigrahi et al., 2023; Dai et al., 2022; Bayazit et al., 2023).
We cast the problem of localizing important information
as approximating each original task vector via erasing
task-irrelevant information in the merged multi-task vector
with a data-driven way, resulting in the construction of
task-specific binary masks. We study the statistics of mask
agreements among tasks, and reveal the existence of catas-
trophic and selfish weights, i.e., parameters that are deemed
important by none and exclusively one task, respectively.

We then propose Consensus Merging, a method that utilizes
the constructed masks to eliminate the catastrophic and
selfish weights and is complementary to existing model
merging approaches. Through extensive experimental
validation, we show that our proposed Consensus Merging
consistently improves prior methods. For instance, building
upon task arithmetic (Ilharco et al., 2023) yields 4.9% gain
in absolute average accuracy on a 20 task vision benchmark,
while we improve TIES (Yadav et al., 2023b) by 6.3% on
an 8-task NLP benchmark.

We also employ the constructed masks towards compressing
the individually fine-tuned checkpoints. Motivated by our
findings that task-specific information is preserved and by
virtue of the masks, we can localize the knowledge of each
task in the merged vector and extract it to approximate the
original single-task vector. We compress the collection of
checkpoints to the zero-shot model, the merged task vector
and binary masks. Our experimental validation shows that
our algorithms retains > 99% of original performance in
various vision settings, ranging from small to large ViTs
(Dosovitskiy et al., 2021) and benchmarks from 8 to 20
tasks, showing remarkable robustness to the increase in
number of tasks. For instance, in a vision benchmark
we compress 20 fine-tuned models from 57Gb to 8.2Gb
retaining 99.7% of performance, while model merging

methods almost reset to mere zero-shot performance. 1

In short, our contributions are the following:

• We show that the task-specific information is preserved
after merging, but task arithmetic cannot properly
utilize it due to task interference. We provide an
efficient algorithm, TALL-masks, to localize the
task-specific information in the multi-task vector,
which deactivates irrelevant parts for each task in the
merged multi-task vector with binary masks.

• With the constructed task-specific masks, we are able
to eliminate task interference and compress multiple
fine-tuned checkpoints to only the zero-shot model,
the merged task vector and the aforementioned binary
masks while preserving the performance of individual
models.

• We analyze the profile of mask agreements and identify
the existence of weights deemed important by only
one task or even none. We then propose Consensus
Merging, a model merging method that eliminates
these selfish and catastrophic weights, keeping only
general weights. Our method can be combined with
existing approaches, such as Task Arithmetic or TIES,
and consistently improve over them, showing better
robustness to increasing number of tasks.

• We perform extensive evaluation on Computer Vision
and NLP benchmarks and show the benefits of our
proposed methods. For model merging, our Consensus
Merging consistently improves prior merging methods,
setting state-of-the-art results. For compression, we
achieve > 99% performance retention in across all

1The source code can be found at https://github.com/
nik-dim/tall_masks.

2

https://github.com/nik-dim/tall_masks
https://github.com/nik-dim/tall_masks


Localizing Task Information for Improved Model Merging and Compression

vision benchmarks and model sizes while requiring
much less storage compared to the original collection
of fine-tuned checkpoints.

2. Related Work
Weight Interpolation and Model Merging Model editing
directly in the weight space has attracted a lot of attention
in recent years with many works showing that interpolating
the weights of different models results in low-loss paths
(Garipov et al., 2018; Draxler et al., 2018; Frankle et al.,
2020). Wortsman et al. (2021) enacted on these insights
and trained a weight ensemble from scratch, showing better
generalization (Foret et al., 2021; Chaudhari, 2018) for the
midpoint, while Dimitriadis et al. (2023) extended these
ideas to Multi-Task Learning and showed that linear weight
subspaces can encode tradeoffs and map to the Pareto Front.
While these works focus on end-to-end training, Ilharco et al.
(2023) studied pre-trained models and observed that arith-
metic operations among fine-tuned weights generate similar
functional responses and allow for a scalable framework
to endow multi-objective capabilities. Several approaches
have improved this idea by performing merging guided by
various heuristics (Davari & Belilovsky, 2023; Luo et al.,
2023; Jin et al., 2023), such as resolving interference due to
redundant parameter values and sign disagreements (Yadav
et al., 2023b), by preserving the important parameters de-
fined via the Fisher Information Matrix (Matena & Raffel,
2022; Tam et al., 2024), or by learning the model merging
weights with unlabeled test data (Yang et al., 2024). Ortiz-
Jimenez et al. (2023) offered more theoretical foundations
on the field of model merging and identified weight disen-
tanglement as the necessary condition for task arithmetic,
while showing that performing fine-tuning on a linearized
model leads to improved model merging.

Reducing complexity for foundation models The
capabilities of foundation models have commanded the
development of methods that address their computational
and memory requirements. Parameter-efficient fine-tuning
(PEFT) (Hu et al., 2022; Liu et al., 2022; Houlsby et al.,
2019) approaches heavily reduce the number of trainable
parameters, enabling efficient adaptation. Several works
(Dettmers et al., 2023; Liang et al., 2021) perform quan-
tization after training and reduce the memory footprint of
the model by requiring less bits to represent each parameter.
ComPEFT (Yadav et al., 2023a) addresses an orthogonal
issue, namely communication costs in expert model merg-
ing, by compressing fine-tuning residuals via sparsification
and quantization. Task Arithmetic can also be viewed from
a compression standpoint; multiple functionally diverse
models are combined into one, but severe performance
degradation is observed. BYOM (Jiang et al., 2024)
sparsifies the residuals before merging but the performance

heavily depends on the chosen sparsity level. In this paper,
we introduce a mechanism that addresses this drop while
significantly compressing the multiple initial checkpoints.
Mixture of Experts (MoE) architectures (Shazeer et al.,
2017; Riquelme et al., 2021), where different sub-networks
specialize in various tasks or input regions, offer an effective
approach for handling diverse objectives. However, training
such models from scratch can be complex (Chen et al.,
2022; Fedus et al., 2022). This work explores an alternative
approach, leveraging the power of pre-trained models
and task-specific information localization to create expert
models, potentially streamlining MoE development.

3. Task interference causes performance
degradation

We consider the case of T tasks, where training for each task
t starts from pre-trained model θ0 and fine-tunes on Dtrain

t to
obtain θt. Task arithmetic (Ilharco et al., 2023) merges the
fine-tuned checkpoints by decoupling the contributions of
the zero-shot model and operating on the space of residuals
or task vectors τt = θt−θ0, generating the multi-task vector
through simple summation: τMTL =

∑
t∈[T ] τt. The final

multi-task model corresponds to θ = θ0 + ατMTL, where
α > 0 is a scaling factor tuned on a held-out validation set.

While task arithmetic offers a computationally cheap way
to fuse multiple fine-tuned checkpoints, it suffers from
significant performance drops compared to the single-task
counterparts. Previous works have attributed the perfor-
mance drop to loss of valuable task-specific information
due to parameter interference during merging process
(Yadav et al., 2023b). To better understand the causes for
performance degradation, we make two hypotheses:

• Information erasure: large amount of information spe-
cific to each task is erased when merging the multi-task
vector.

• Task interference: the task-specific information is pre-
served in the multi-task vector, but can not manifest
properly due to interference between the tasks.

To validate these hypotheses, we start with a controlled
experiment where information erasure would not happen.
Specifically, for the 8-task vision benchmark proposed by
Ilharco et al. (2023), we randomly select a subset of weights
for each task and perform gradient updates only for those
parameters. Hence, task vectors {τt}8t=1 form a partition
of the weight space, where all non-overlapping subsets are
of equal size. By design, parameter interference (Yadav
et al., 2023b) is nonexistent and tasks do not compete for
important parameters (Matena & Raffel, 2022; Tam et al.,
2024). Importantly, all the task-relevant information is
preserved inside the multi-task vector.

3
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Table 1. Performance comparison between standard and non-
overlapping fine-tuning, averaged over 8 tasks (Ilharco et al., 2023);
the lack of weight interference and the preservation of all task-
specific knowledge in the controlled experiment is not beneficial
for task arithmetic.

Abs. acc. Norm. acc.

Fine-tuning method Standard 92.8 100.0
Controlled 89.8 100.0

Task arithmetic accuracy Standard 71.5 77.0
Controlled 68.8 76.6

The results for this control experiment are presented in
Table 1, compared with task arithmetic where the models
are fine-tuned in a standard way. Looking at the normalized
accuracy, defined in Appendix A, we observe that the
performance of task arithmetic in the controlled setting
deteriorates at the same rate as standard fine-tuning, where
the accuracy of the merged model is 2.7% worse than stan-
dard case. This suggests that, even when the task-specific
knowledge is perfectly preserved inside the multi-task
vector, task arithmetic fails to properly utilize the relevant
information to restore the fine-tuned performance. It hints
that task interference is the culprit for the performance
decline of task arithmetic rather than weight interference.
Specifically, while task-specific parameters remain constant,
alterations in other tasks lead to changes in discriminating
features for that task, perturbing the mapping from the
task’s input distribution to output.

4. TALL-masks: Localizing task-specific
information in multi-task vector

In the controlled experiment, the fine-tuning performance
can be easily restored by localizing task-specific information
in the multi-task vector with the masks used for fine-tuning.
Now we shift our focus to the general setting of standard
fine-tuning and investigate the percentage of information
preserved after merging.

We formulate the problem of localization of task-specific
knowledge (Panigrahi et al., 2023; Dai et al., 2022) as ex-
tracting relevant weight subsets from the multi-task vec-
tor with binary masks, such that the extracted weights ap-
proximate the original task vector τt. The binary mask
deactivates irrelevant weights in multi-task vector while
keeping only the task-specific information. Our algorithm,
TALL-masks for TAsk LocaLization Masks, constructs
masks mt targeting to construct θ̂t such that:

θ̂t = θ0 +mt ◦ τMTL ≈ θt (1)

We minimize the ℓ1 distance between the reconstructed θ̂t
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Figure 2. TALL-masks localizes task-specific information. The
bar plot shows the percentage of parameters selected by
TALL-masks, while the blue line shows the normalized valida-
tion accuracy achieved by the re-constructed θ̂t with the selected
masks using Equation 1. The lightblue dashed line shows the
task arithmetic baseline where the information is not localized.
Our task-specific masks allow the restoration of full performance,
showing that all knowledge embedded in the initial fine-tuned
checkpoints is preserved post merging.

and fine-tuned model θt:

m∗
t = argmin

mt∈{0,1}P

∥θ̂t − θt∥1 (2)

= argmin
mt∈{0,1}P

∥mt ◦ τMTL − τt∥1 (3)

= 1{|τt| ≥ |τMTL − τt|} (4)

Here P stands for the total number of parameters, the
detailed derivation are given in Appendix B. Furthermore,
we add a hyper-parameter λt on the right hand side of
Equation 4 to tune the amount of information for the mask
to extract from multi-task vector; the smaller λt, the more
parameters get selected by mt. Finally, we construct the
task-specific masks based on:

mt = 1 {|τt| ≥ |τMTL − τt| · λt} (5)

Note that λt is selected based on the validation accuracy
of each task respectively, allowing for the task-specific
problems to be solved in parallel and independently.

We validate the efficacy of our mask construction by
checking if the original performance in the same 8-task
computer vision benchmark, evaluated on a held-out dataset,
can be restored. Specifically, we construct the masks for
each dataset via Equation 5 for the benchmark proposed by
Ilharco et al. (2023), and evaluate with reconstructed models
as in Equation 1. Figure 2 confirms that full performance
can be retained by simply deactivating irrelevant parameter
subsets with binary masks. Thus, it shows that all the
information embedded in the original checkpoints is not
erased but rather preserved in the multi-task vector.
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5. Applications
Based on these observations, we present two application
scenarios of the masking algorithm for compressing the task
vectors and improving model merging methods.

5.1. Compressing Task Vectors

Motivated by the previous results, we employ the masks
for compressing the fine-tuned checkpoints. Since full per-
formance can be retained by the constructed models using
the masks, it allows us to significantly reduce the required
storage cost without sacrificing performance.

Specifically, instead of the collection of fine-tuned check-
points {θt}Tt=1, we can save only the pre-trained model θ0,
the multi-task vector τMTL and the individual task-specific
binary masks {mt}Tt=1. For evaluation on task t, we con-
struct a specialized model by adding to the pre-trained only
task-relevant subsets from the multi-task vector:

θ̂t = θ0 +mt ◦ τMTL (6)

In this way, it allows significant compression while main-
taining the majority of performance for fine-tuned models
without saving the individual checkpoints. For example,
it requires only 13.7% of storage compared to saving the
ViT-L/14 checkpoints for a 20-task benchmark. We provide
the details for storage comparison in Appendix C.

5.2. Improving Model Merging

While the storage of task-specific masks introduces extra
storage cost compared with Task Arithmetic, we present
here another application of TALL-masks, Consensus
Merging, which improves over model merging methods
without requiring extra storage.

The construction of the task-specific masks {mt}Tt=1 allows
us to investigate the relevance of parameters in the multi-
task vector to each task, where we assume that if a parameter
is included in a mask, it is relevant for the associated task.

We find that many parameters in the multi-task vector are
relevant to only a subset of tasks. Let P be the total number
of parameters, we define mask agreement percentage as the
fraction of weights deemed important by exactly n out of
T tasks:

α({mt}Tt=1, n) =
1

P

∥∥∥∥∥∥1
∑

t∈[T ]

mt = n


∥∥∥∥∥∥
0

(7)

The histogram for the mask agreement percentage is shown
in Figure 3, for both the multi-task vector merged with Task
Arithmetic and TIES, while we provide in Appendix D.4 the
cases for more tasks. We observe that there exists a subset of
parameters which are used by no task at all, which we term
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Figure 3. The distribution of mask agreements in the merged vector
produced by two model merging methods, Task Arithmetic and
TIES. A non-negligent fraction of weights is important exclusively
to one task (selfish) while another fraction is irrelevant to all tasks
(catastrophic). Our method eliminates both categories to improve
model merging.

catastrophic weights as their existence would only introduce
unnecessary interference and hurt the performance of model
merging. Furthermore, we also identify there exists a non-
negligible fraction of weights used by only one task, which
we term selfish weights, as their existence only benefits one
task whereas causing task interference for all other tasks.
We term the rest of weights as general weights, as they are
relevant to at least two tasks and their importance grows with
the number of relevant tasks. Similarly, we term universal
the weights deemed important for all tasks (n = T ).

Based on these observations, we present Consensus Merg-
ing, which is targeted to reduce task interference for better
model merging. Formally, we form the consensus mask for
threshold k ∈ {0, . . . , T} as:

mconsensus = 1

∑
t∈[T ]

mt ≥ k

 , (8)

and filter the multi-task vector through a Hadamard product:

τconsensus = mconsensus ◦ τMTL, (9)

where k in Equation 8 is defined as the weight-pruning
threshold, e.g., the minimal number of activated masks for
preventing the weights from being pruned. By setting k = 2
in Equation 8 we can eliminate both catastrophic weights
and selfish weights in the multi-task vector to reduce task
interference, keeping only general weights that are globally
important to at least two tasks. The threshold k affects per-
formance and depends on the task number and combination,
as well as the underlying model merging method, as Fig-
ure 3 showcases the different mask agreement profiles for
Task Arithmetic and TIES. In the following, we use k = 2,
unless specified otherwise.

Finally, we note that both the proposed compression method
and Consensus Merging are orthogonal to existing model
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Table 2. Comparison of model merging (top) and compression (bottom) methods on three sets of NLP benchmarks with a T5-large model,
in terms of accuracy, absolute and normalized (in parentheses), as well as storage cost.

7 NLP tasks (Yadav et al., 2023b) 8 QA tasks (Zhou et al., 2022) All 11 tasks
Method Acc.(%) ↑ Bits(Gb) ↓ Acc.(%) ↑ Bits(Gb) ↓ Acc.(%) ↑ Bits(Gb) ↓
Zero-shot 44.9 25.1 33.1 25.1 36.9 25.1

Weight averaging 60.5 (72.7) 25.1 56.4 (69.9) 25.1 55.2 (71.6) 25.1
Task arithmetic 71.9 (85.3) 25.1 63.8 (79.6) 25.1 63.6 (81.8) 25.1

TIES 69.6 (83.5) 25.1 62.8 (78.9) 25.1 64.0 (82.6) 25.1
Consensus TA [ours] 73.5 (87.7) 25.1 68.6 (85.4) 25.1 67.5 (86.8) 25.1M

er
gi

ng

Consensus TIES [ours] 71.0 (84.2) 25.1 69.1 (85.8) 25.1 66.8 (85.7) 25.1

Fine-tuned 85.9 169.1 80.7 193.1 78.7 265.1
Magnitude Pruning 81.6 (93.5) >54.3 70.8 (85.7) >55.1 65.8 (81.4) >57.3
Magnitude Masking 78.9 (90.7) 54.3 72.5 (88.8) 55.1 69.8 (87.2) 57.3

TALL Mask + TA [ours] 86.8 (102.2) 54.3 79.6 (98.7) 55.1 76.5 (96.2) 57.3

C
om

pr
es

si
on

TALL Mask + TIES [ours] 83.4 (95.4) 54.3 79.7 (98.8) 55.1 77.4 (97.5) 57.3

merging approaches and can be easily plugged in since they
operate on the multi-task vector τMTL, e.g., τMTL can be
produced by Task Arithmetic (Ilharco et al., 2023), TIES
(Yadav et al., 2023b) or other algorithms (Matena & Raffel,
2022; Tam et al., 2024). Practitioners can toggle between
these two applications depending on the usage scenario.

6. Experiments
6.1. Model Merging

Baselines We compare Consensus Merging with several
train-free model-merging methods, including weight averag-
ing, Task Arithmetic (Ilharco et al., 2023), and TIES (Yadav
et al., 2023a). Our method is complementary to all and we
opt to validate its efficacy when combined with the latter
two. Specifically, we term our methods Consensus Task
Arithmetic and Consensus TIES when combined with them
respectively. We include also individually fine-tuned models
and the zero-shot model as higher and lower bounds on per-
formance, respectively. We assess the performance based
on both the averaged absolute accuracy, and normalized
accuracy, defined in detail in Appendix A.

Natural Language Processing We explore NLP bench-
marks following Yadav et al. (2023b); Tam et al. (2024).
We use a variant of T5-large model (Raffel et al., 2020),
T5-large-LM-Adapt (Lester et al., 2021), and evaluate our
method on three sets of benchmarks studied in previous
works, a 7-task NLP benchmark (Yadav et al., 2023b), an
8-task benchmark geared towards Question-Answering
(Zhou et al., 2022), as well as their union amounting to 11
tasks overall. More details about the task composition for
each benchmark are provided in Appendix A. We use the
publicly released checkpoints from Tam et al. (2024).

Table 2 presents the results for all NLP benchmarks.

Consensus Merging consistently improves over both Task
Arithmetic and TIES, leading to significant performance
gains across settings. For example, in the 8-QA benchmark,
our methods respectively improve over Task arithmetic by
4.8% and TIES by 6.3% in absolute accuracy, while perfor-
mance is enhanced by over 2.9% and 2.8%, respectively, for
the 11-task benchmark. We also conduct experiments with
checkpoints finetuned with parameter-efficient methods
in (IA)3 (Liu et al., 2022); Appendix D.3 shows that our
proposed method again results in significant gains over
Task Arithmetic and TIES.

Computer Vision We consider 3 test scenarios, where the
number of tasks in each scenario increases gradually from
8 to 14 and 20. The 8-task benchmark coincides with the
experimental setup originally introduced by Ilharco et al.
(2023) and is expanded to further illuminate the effect of
larger number of tasks. The full details for the benchmarks
are provided in Appendix A.3. For each test scenario, we
assess the efficacy of our method on three CLIP model
variants (Radford et al., 2021) with ViT-B/32, ViT-B/16,
and ViT-L/14 as visual encoders (Dosovitskiy et al., 2021).
All methods use the same checkpoints, fine-tuned with the
setting outlined in Ilharco et al. (2023).

The results in image classification are shown in Table 3.
Similar to NLP, Consensus Merging provides the best
results in 5 out of 6 scenarios, with its superiority becoming
increasingly apparent as both the number of tasks and model
size grow. This pattern is also noted for the ViT-B/16, as
detailed in Table 7 in Appendix D.5. Our algorithm offers
consistent enhancements over Task Arithmetic, while its
advantages over TIES are most pronounced in larger models.
For example, in the most extensive evaluation involving 20
tasks with a ViT-L/14 encoder, our approach improves on
Task Arithmetic and TIES by 4.9% and 1.1%, respectively.
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Table 3. Comparison of model merging (top) and compression (bottom) methods across three test scenarios in image classification with
different ViT encoders for CLIP models, in terms of accuracy, absolute and normalized (in parentheses), as well as storage cost (in Gb).

ViT-B/32 ViT-L/14

8 tasks 14 tasks 20 tasks 8 tasks 14 tasks 20 tasksMethod

Acc.(%) ↑ Bits↓ Acc.(%) ↑ Bits↓ Acc.(%) ↑ Bits↓ Acc.(%) ↑ Bits↓ Acc.(%) ↑ Bits↓ Acc.(%) ↑ Bits↓

Zeroshot 48.4 3.6 57.3 3.6 56.1 3.6 64.4 11.0 68.0 11.0 65.1 11.0

Weight averaging 66.5 (72.3) 3.6 64.4 (71.2) 3.6 61.1 (67.5) 3.6 79.4 (83.0) 11.0 76.6 (81.0) 11.0 71.5 (75.5) 11.0

Task arithmetic 70.8 (76.5) 3.6 65.4 (72.2) 3.6 60.6 (66.8) 3.6 84.8 (88.5) 11.0 79.3 (83.8) 11.0 74.0 (78.0) 11.0

TIES 75.1 (81.0) 3.6 68.0 (74.8) 3.6 63.4 (69.9) 3.6 86.9 (90.7) 11.0 79.5 (84.1) 11.0 75.7 (79.8) 11.0

Consensus TA [ours] 75.0 (80.8) 3.6 70.4 (77.4) 3.6 65.4 (72.0) 3.6 86.2 (89.9) 11.0 82.2 (86.9) 11.0 78.9 (83.2) 11.0

M
er

gi
ng

Consensus TIES [ours] 74.8 (80.6) 3.6 67.7 (74.5) 3.6 63.2 (69.6) 3.6 86.9 (90.7) 11.0 81.5 (86.1) 11.0 76.8 (80.9) 11.0

Fine-tuned 92.8 23.3 90.9 40.2 91.3 57.0 95.8 79.1 94.3 137.4 94.7 195.8

Magnitude Pruning 91.3 (98.4) >7.1 85.3 (93.7) >7.7 83.4 (91.2) >8.2 95.4 (99.6) >23.1 91.8 (97.2) >24.9 91.2 (96.1) >26.8

Magnitude Masking 86.8 (93.3) 7.1 80.7 (88.4) 7.7 75.3 (82.1) 8.2 94.6 (98.7) 23.1 91.6 (97.0) 24.9 91.6 (96.5) 26.8

TALL Mask + TA [ours] 92.6 (99.7) 7.1 90.1 (99.1) 7.7 90.6 (99.2) 8.2 95.7 (99.9) 23.1 93.1 (98.8) 24.9 93.7 (98.9) 26.8C
om

pr
es

si
on

TALL Mask + TIES [ours] 93.0 (100.3) 7.1 90.9 (100.0) 7.7 91.1 (99.7) 8.2 95.9 (100.1) 23.1 93.4 (99.0) 24.9 93.9 (99.1) 26.8

6.2. Compression

We adopt the compression technique discussed in Sec-
tion 5.1 to compress the individual checkpoints, and use
the prefix ‘TALL Mask +’ when combined with different
model merging methods.

Baselines We compare against methods on the same level
of storage as our proposed solution. We first consider
Magnitude Masking, where per-task masks are constructed
by replacing our procedure in Equation 4 by keeping the
top k% of the parameters. After experimental validation,
we found that k = 10 works well in general and therefore
use it throughout. We also consider unstructured Magnitude
Pruning of the individual task vectors, where we set the
level of pruning so that the storage cost of one pre-trained
model and T pruned task vectors is equal to ours. Note that,
in practice, Magnitude Pruning takes more storage than
our method as we do not consider the storage cost for the
positions of the parameters.

Natural Language Processing Following the same ex-
perimental setting for merging, the results are presented
in the bottom half of Table 2. Our compression scheme
effectively retains performance while requiring much less
storage cost than storing individual fine-tuned models. In
contrast, magnitude-based solutions suffer from severe per-
formance losses, especially as the number of tasks increases.
For example, for the 7-task benchmark, our method keeps
all the performance from the fine-tuned models with even
over 100% normalized accuracy, while requiring less than
1/3 storage cost than storing the checkpoints. The advan-
tage on storage compression becomes more pronounced
with larger number of tasks. For example, for the 11-task
benchmark, both our methods require only around 1/5 of

the storage of individual checkpoints, while keeping at least
96.2% of the performance. By keeping the same level of
storage, separately pruned models preserve lower number
of parameters and the cost in performance mirrors this lack
of task-specific features; for the 11-task benchmark only
81.4% of performance is retained compared to our perfor-
mance of 97.5%. In contrast, our method takes advantage
of the redundancy in the task vector to compress effectively
with minimal performance losses.

Computer Vision The bottom half of Table 3 presents the
results for compression in vision. While we observe that
both Magnitude Pruning and Magnitude Masking show a
clear performance degradation with increasing number of
tasks, our proposed methods deliver almost full performance
in all test scenarios.

Specifically, TALL Mask + Task Arithmetic achieves around
99% normalized accuracy on all cases, where there is almost
no performance degradation with increasing number of tasks.
TALL Mask + TIES performs even better, with its normal-
ized accuracy being over 99% for all the test cases. For ViT-
B/32, it achieves around 100% for all test scenarios without
any loss of performance. For ViT-L/14, TALL Mask + TIES
still performs exceptionally, with its normalized accuracy
being around 100% for 8 tasks and over 99% for 14 and 20
tasks. These results show that our method is able to capture
the crucial task-specific information buried in the merged
vector and is not bound by model scale or number of tasks.

In terms of storage, TALL Mask + Task Arithmetic requires
much less storage cost compared to storing the individual
fine-tuned models, where the storage saving is more
pronounced with a larger number of tasks. Importantly,
our compression scheme with TALL-masks, provides
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Figure 4. Comparison of absolute accuracy (%) of individual tasks for the computer vision benchmarks and ViT-B/32. Results for
ViT-B/16 and ViT-L/14 are provided in the appendix. Our Consensus Merging shows higher performance compared to model merging
baselines, especially for the settings with more tasks. Our compression algorithm consistently matches the performance of the individual
fine-tuned models at a fraction of the memory, while model merging techniques are not robust to the increase of tasks.
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Figure 5. Averaged normalized accuracy vs. number of tasks for computer vision benchmarks. Our proposed specialist algorithm maintains
initial performance regardless of task combination and heavily compresses the fine-tuned checkpoints.

an efficient trade-off between performance and storage
compared to the model-merging methods. For example,
using TALL Mask + Task Arithmetic on 20 tasks with
ViT-B/32 takes 8.2 Gb storage while achieving 90.6%
absolute accuracy, whereas using TIES on the same 20
tasks with ViT-L/14 takes 11.0 Gb but delivers an absolute
accuracy of merely 75.7%. Overall, our method delivers
a desirable trade-off in the Pareto Front of performance
retention vs total storage cost.

6.3. Individual-task performance

We now shift our focus from statistics over all tasks and
present the performance on individual tasks. For vision
settings, we compare the performance of TALL Mask
+ Task Arithmetic and Consensus Task Arithmetic with
baselines methods, and plot in Figure 4 the individual
accuracies on three benchmarks with ViT-B/32, while we

provide the vision results with two other models as well as
the results in NLP settings in Appendix D.6. We observe
that TALL Mask + Task Arithmetic consistently delivers
performance the same level as individual fine-tuned models,
across datasets and total number of tasks.

On the other hand, the expansion of the considered tasks
results in significant performance drop for model merging
methods, where for some datasets the performance is even
reset back to zero-shot model. Yet, we observe that Con-
sensus Task Arithmetic suffers the least from increasing
number of tasks and shines among the model merging meth-
ods, especially in the 20-task setting, where it outperforms
the other model merging methods in almost all the datasets.

6.4. Performance with varying task combinations

We perform a systematic study on the effect of different task
combinations on our methods and model-merging baselines,
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Figure 6. Performance of Consensus Merging with varying weight-
pruning threshold k, on the 20-task image classification benchmark
with ViT-B/32.

and present both the normalized accuracy and the storage
cost with respect to different numbers of tasks in Figure 5.
Due to the vast array of 220 potential combinations, the per-
formance is averaged on 8 carefully selected representative
sample task combinations for each number of tasks; the de-
tails for selection process are given in Appendix E. Our ob-
servations indicate that our TALL Mask + Task Arithmetic
consistently matches the performance of individually fine-
tuned models across all combinations, regardless of the total
task count. By comparison, model merging methods show
a stark degradation in performance, especially given a large
number of tasks where their performance degrade gradually
to nearly zero-shot performance. Nonetheless, Consensus
Task Arithmetic outperforms the two other model merging
methods in general, while the performance gain gradually
becomes apparent with larger number of tasks.

While the model merging methods have constant storage
cost, their applicability is undermined by low performance.
Conversely, maintaining individual models is excessively
prohibitive in terms of storage but guarantees strong
performance. Localizing the task-specific parameters with
our proposed masks offers a favorable trade-off between
performance and storage. Crucially, we deliver consistent
performance with near 100% normalized accuracy across
various task combinations and numbers of tasks, while
heavily compressing the required storage cost, as we see in
the right plot of Figure 5. It presents a more viable solution
in scenarios where balancing performance with storage
efficiency is essential.

6.5. Effect of weight-pruning threshold

The weight-pruning threshold k is used to form the consen-
sus mask in Equation 8 and, determines least number of acti-
vated tasks to prevent weights from being pruned. Extending
the number of tasks, modifying the task combination and
the model merging method itself affect the mask agreement
profile, defined in Equation 7, and consequently the optimal
pruning-threshold and the overall performance. We present

the performance of Consensus Merging with ViT-B/32 on
various image classification benchmarks in Figure 6 for the
20-task benchmark and Figure 7 in the appendix for the 8
and 14-task benchmarks when k gradually increases from
1 to over the total number of tasks. We observe from the fig-
ure that while the optimal performance of Consensus TA is
usually achieved by setting k = 2, i.e., removing both catas-
trophic and selfish weights, Consensus TIES achieves its
optimal performance by setting k = 1, i.e., removing only
catastrophic weights. We present also the results for remov-
ing only catastrophic weights in Appendix D.1 for all test
scenarios with Computer Vision, where we observe the per-
formance of Consensus TIES consistently outperform TIES.

The difference in optimal thresholds k between Task
Arithmetic and TIES originates in their profiles, as shown
in Figure 3 and Figure 8; the pruning and sign resolu-
tion mechanisms of TIES shift the distribution towards
increased universal and selfish weights. Removing the
latter altogether results in a significant reduction of salient
weights. Studying how different merging strategies affect
the weight profiles remains an interesting future direction.

7. Conclusion
In this study, we introduced TALL-masks, a method with
dual practical applications: it effectively addresses the sig-
nificant issue of compressing foundation models and facil-
itates model merging. We identify the reason for perfor-
mance degradation of model merging methods is not due
to information erasure during merging process, but because
of task interference during evaluation. Our research demon-
strates that the multi-task vector retains crucial task-specific
information, which TALL-masks localizes and extracts
through the use of task-specific binary masks, thereby en-
abling the recovery of original fine-tuned performance lev-
els. We utilize this observation to compress a collection
of fine-tuned checkpoints into storing only the zero-shot
model, the information-rich merged vector and the specified
masks. Further, our examination of mask statistics uncov-
ered weights harmful to model merging. We thus proposed
their elimination and achieved state-of-the-art performance
in common model merging benchmarks. Our proposed solu-
tion not only enhances the utility of foundation models but
also makes them more accessible and sustainable, paving the
way for broader applications and advancements in the field.

Impact Statements
This paper presents work whose goal is to advance the field
of Machine Learning. There are many potential societal
consequences of our work, none which we feel must be
specifically highlighted here.
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A. Experimental Details
All our experiments were performed using the same hardware consisting of four V100 NVIDIA GPUs with 32GB of memory
each.

A.1. Fine-tuning

Fine-tuning: For all fine-tuning experiments, we stick to the training procedure outlined in Ilharco et al. (2023). Specifically,
we fine-tune the same pre-trained CLIP checkpoint obtained from the openclip repository (Ilharco et al., 2021). We fine-tune
for 2,000 iterations, using a batch size of 128, a learning rate of 1e−5, and a cosine annealing learning rate schedule with
200 warm-up steps, along with the AdamW optimizer. Following Ilharco et al. (2023) and Ortiz-Jimenez et al. (2023), we
freeze the weights of the classification layer during fine-tuning process.

Normalized Accuracy To account for the task difficulties, we provide the normalized accuracies as well as the absolute
accuracies in our results. Specifically, the normalization is performed with respect to the accuracy achieved by the individual
fine-tuned models:

Normalized Accuracy =
1

T

T∑
t=1

acc
x∼µt

[fmerged(x)]

acc
x∼µt

[ffine-tuned(x)]
(10)

Note that the normalized accuracy depends on the fine-tuning methods as well as the merging methods.

A.2. Hyper-parameter tuning

Mask sparsity factor λ For constructing task-specific masks, we tune the hyper-parameter λ for each task over {0.2, 0.3,
0.4, 0.5, 0.6}. The best λ for each task is selected based the validation performance on each individual tasks.

Task vector scaling factor α Following Ilharco et al. (2023), we use a single scaling factor α to scale the multi-task vector
for the model merging methods in Table 2 and Table 3. The scaling factor is tuned over a range of {0.0, 0.1, ..., 0.9, 1.0},
selected based on the performance on the validation set averaged on all tasks.

A.3. Benchmark task contents

A.3.1. COMPUTER VISION

The 8-task scenario takes into account the 8 tasks studied in Radford et al. (2021), Ilharco et al. (2023), including 1. Cars
(Krause et al., 2013), 2. DTD (Cimpoi et al., 2014), 3. EuroSAT (Helber et al., 2019), 4. GTSRB (Stallkamp et al., 2011),
5. MNIST (LeCun, 1998), 6. RESISC45 (Cheng et al., 2017), 7. SUN397 (Xiao et al., 2016), 8. SVHN (Netzer et al., 2011).

The 14-task scenario adds to the 8 tasks mentioned above the following tasks: 9. CIFAR100 (Krizhevsky et al., 2009),
10. STL10 (Coates et al., 2011), 11. Flowers102 (Nilsback & Zisserman, 2008), 12. OxfordIIITPet (Parkhi et al., 2012),
13. PCAM (Veeling et al., 2018), 14. FER2013 (Goodfellow et al., 2013).

The 20-task scenario adds to the 14 tasks mentioned above the following tasks: 15. EMNIST (Cohen et al., 2017),
16. CIFAR10 (Krizhevsky et al., 2009), 17. Food101 (Bossard et al., 2014), 18. FashionMNIST (Xiao et al., 2017),
19. RenderedSST2 (Socher et al., 2013; Radford et al., 2019) 20. KMNIST (Clanuwat et al., 2018),

For the benchmarks beyond 8 tasks, we use available datasets from torchvision library. For the 14-task scenario, we
aim for diversisty in the tasks as much as possible. After removing the MNIST-variants in the 20-task benchmark, we rank
the tasks based on the performance comparison for zero-shot CLIP v.s. linear probe ResNet-50 (Radford et al., 2019) with
ascending order and select the top 6 tasks.

A.3.2. NATURAL LANGUAGE PROCESSING

7 NLP Tasks This benchmark is studied in Yadav et al. (2023b) and contains the following datasets 1. QASC (Khot et al.,
2020), 2. QuaRTz (Tafjord et al., 2019), 3. PAWS (Zhang et al., 2019), 4. Story Cloze (Sharma et al., 2018), 5. WikiQA
(Yang et al., 2015), 6. Winogrande (Sakaguchi et al., 2021) and 7. WSC (Levesque et al., 2012)
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8 QA Tasks Following Tam et al. (2024), we evaluate on another benchmark, containing the following tasks 1. CosmosQA
(Huang et al., 2019), 2. QASC (Khot et al., 2020), 3. QuAIL (Rogers et al., 2020), 4. QuaRTz (Tafjord et al., 2019)),
5. PAWS (Zhang et al., 2019). 6. ROPES (Lin et al., 2019), 7. SocialIQA (Sap et al., 2019), 8. Wiki QA (Yang et al., 2015).

B. Derivation of Equation 4
This short section shows the derivation of the mask criterion in more detail:

m∗
t = argmin

mt∈{0,1}P

(∥θ̂t − θt∥1) (11)

= argmin
mt∈{0,1}P

(∥mt ◦ τMTL − τt∥1) (12)

= argmin
mt∈{0,1}P

P∑
n=1

|m(n)
t · τ (n)MTL − τ

(n)
t | (13)

=⇒ m
(n)∗
t = argmin

m
(n)
t ∈{0,1}

|m(n)
t · τ (n)MTL − τ

(n)
t | (14)

=

{
1 if |τ (n)t | ≥ |τ (n)MTL − τ

(n)
t |

0 otherwise
(15)

= 1{|τ (n)t | ≥ |τ (n)MTL − τ
(n)
t |} (16)

From Equation 13 to Equation 14 we use the independence of each sub-problem. Aggregating over all sub-problems yields
that the optimal mask is given by:

m∗
t = 1{|τt| ≥ |τMTL − τt|} (17)

C. Storage cost calculation
This section show the calculation of the storage cost for each method in Table 2 and Table 3. Let T be the number of tasks,
P be the number of all parameters, P ′ be the number of trainable parameters in the model, and F be the number of frozen
parameters in the model. Assuming one float parameter takes 32 bits, for each method, their respective storage cost for T
tasks is calculated as:

• Fine-tuned models: 32(TP ′+F ). 32TP ′ is for storing T trainable parameters and 32F is for storing frozen parameters.

• Task arithmetic: 32P ; Stores a single model.

• Ties-merging: 32P ; Stores a single model.

• Consensus Task arithmetic: 32P ; Stores a single model.

• Consensus Ties: 32P ; Stores a single model.

• Zero-shot: 32P ; Stores a single model.

• Magnitude Masking: (64 + T )P ′ + 32F ; 64P ′ + 32F is for storing zero-shot model and multi-task vector, while TP ′

is for storing T binary masks.

• Magnitude Pruning: > (64 + T )P ′ + 32F ; For Magnitude Pruning, we need to store a single model, as well as the
sparsified task vectors for each task. We calculate the respective sparsity such that the total storage cost will be higher
than (64 + T )P ′ + 32F .

• TALL Mask + Task arithmetic: (64 + T )P ′ + 32F ; 64P ′ + 32F is for storing zeroshot model and multi-task vector,
while TP ’ is for storing T binary masks.

• TALL Mask + Ties-merging: (64 + T )P ′ + 32F ; 64P ′ + 32F is for storing zeroshot model and multi-task vector,
while TP ′ is for storing T binary masks.
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D. Additional results
D.1. Performance for removing only catastrophic weights

For Consensus Merging, we propose to remove both catastrophic weights and selfish weights, as their contribution to the
multi-task performance is limited. In this section, we study the performance of Consensus Merging when removing only
catastrophic weights, i.e., weights beneficial for none of the tasks. The results for the experiments in image classification are
presented in Table 4 with ViT-B/32 and ViT-L/14, and Table 5 with ViT-B/16.

Table 4. Performance of Consensus when removing only catastrophic weights with ViT-B/32 and ViT-L/14 on image classification
benchmarks.

ViT-B/32 ViT-L/14

8 tasks 14 tasks 20 tasks 8 tasks 14 tasks 20 tasks

Task arithmetic 70.8 (76.5) 65.4 (72.2) 60.6 (66.8) 84.8 (88.5) 79.3 (83.8) 74.0 (78.0)
Consensus TA (k = 1) 73.8 (79.4) 69.0 (75.8) 64.5 (71.0) 85.5 (89.2) 81.4 (86.1) 77.7 (81.9)
Consensus TA (k = 2) 75.0 (80.7) 70.4 (77.4) 65.4 (72.0) 86.2 (89.9) 82.3 (86.9) 78.9 (83.2)

TIES 75.2 (81.1) 68.0 (74.9) 63.3 (69.8) 86.9 (90.7) 79.5 (84.1) 75.7 (79.8)
Consensus TIES (k = 1) 75.9 (81.0) 69.0 (75.9) 64.5 (71.0) 87.5 (91.3) 81.6 (86.3) 78.0 (82.1)
Consensus TIES (k = 2) 74.8 (80.6) 67.7 (74.5) 63.2 (69.6) 86.9 (90.7) 81.5 (86.1) 76.8 (80.9)

Table 5. Performance of Consensus when removing only catastrophic weights with ViT-B/16 on image classification benchmarks.

ViT-B/16

8 tasks 14 tasks 20 tasks

Task arithmetic 76.2 (80.6) 70.5 (75.8) 65.7 (70.9)
Consensus TA (k = 1) 78.0 (82.4) 72.9 (78.4) 68.9 (74.0)
Consensus TA (k = 2) 79.2 (83.6) 74.3 (79.8) 70.0 (75.2)

TIES 79.7 (84.3) 73.2 (78.7) 68.1 (73.3)
Consensus TIES (k = 1) 79.4 (83.8) 74.4 (80.0) 69.9 (75.1)
Consensus TIES (k = 2) 79.4 (83.9) 74.1 (79.5) 68.7 (73.9)

D.2. Effect of weight-pruning threshold for 8 and 14 tasks

We plot the performance for Consensus Merging with varying weight-pruning threshold k, on the 8-task and 14-task
benchmarks in image classification with ViT-B/32, in Figure 7. Similar to the observation from Figure6, the performance
differs from one method to another (TIES and task arithmetic in our case). While the optimal performance of Consensus TA
is achieved by removing both catastrophic and selfish weights (setting the threshold to 2), for Consensus TIES it delivers the
best results by removing only the catastrophic weights (setting the threshold to 1). Gradually the performance of Consensus
Merging reduces to zero-shot as more and more weights get removed.

D.3. Performance with Parameter-efficient fine-tuning methods

In the main text we have presented the performance of our proposed methods for models with full fine-tuning. As Parameter-
efficient fine-tuning (PEFT) methods have been widely adopted as cost-effective alternatives to full fine-tuning, in this
section we provide the performance of our methods on PEFT models as well.

Following previous work (Yadav et al., 2023b), we provide the performance for models fine-tuned with (IA)3 (Liu et al.,
2022) on the three NLP benchmarks.

The results are presented in Table 6. We observe from the results that while removing the selfish weights lead to performance
degradation, possibly due to different profiles of the weights being tuned by (IA)3 and full fine-tuning, removing only the
catastrophic weights leads to consistent performance improvement of Consensus Merging over Task Arithmetic and TIES.
For example, for the 7 NLP tasks, Consensus TA leads to 3.8% gain to Task Arithmetic and Consensus TIES leads to 5.3%
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Figure 7. Performance of Consensus Merging with varying weight-pruning threshold k.

gain to TIES.

Table 6. Results on NLP benchmarks using (IA)3 models, comparing the performance of Consensus Merging with baseline methods.

7 NLP tasks 8 QA tasks All 11 tasks

(IA)3 (IA)3 (IA)3

Zeroshot 44.9 33.1 36.9
Task arithmetic 67.1 (79.5) 57.6 (74.3) 59.7 (77.7)

Consensus TA (k = 1) 70.9 (83.6) 60.2 (77.1) 60.8 (79.1)
Consensus TA (k = 2) 66.6 (78.6) 54.1 (68.1) 55.7 (71.1)

TIES 66.0 (77.6) 56.8 (72.6) 56.1 (72.5)
Consensus TIES (k = 1) 71.3 (84.2) 58.7 (74.9) 59.2 (76.5)
Consensus TIES (k = 2) 67.6 (79.8) 56.3 (71.6) 53.1 (68.8)

D.4. Distribution of mask agreements with more tasks

We provide in Figure 8 the same histogram as in Figure 3 for 14 tasks and 20 tasks, respectively for Task Arithmetic and
TIES.

D.5. Result for ViT-B/16

We provide here the same results shown in Table 3 for ViT-B/16 in Table 7, where we observe similar findings as the case
for ViT-B/32 and ViT-L/14 in main text.

D.6. Full results on individual tasks

D.6.1. FULL RESULTS FOR VISION

In main text we have provided the full results on individual tasks for ViT-B/32, here we provide the same radar plots for
ViT-B/16 in Figure 9, and the radar plots for ViT-L/14 in Figure 10, respectively. We observe similar findings for the case
with ViT-B/32 in main text.

D.6.2. FULL RESULTS FOR NLP

We provide the full results for individual tasks in NLP in Figure 11
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Table 7. Complementary to Table 3, for results obtained with ViT-B/16.

ViT-B/16

8 tasks 14 tasks 20 tasksMethod

Acc.(%)↑ Bits(Gb)↓ Acc.(%)↑ Bits(Gb)↓ Acc.(%)↑ Bits(Gb)↓

Zeroshot 55.2 3.6 61.2 3.6 59.7 3.6

Weight averaging 72.2 (76.6) 3.6 69.4 (74.7) 3.6 65.3 (70.3) 3.6

Task arithmetic 75.8 (80.2) 3.6 70.5 (75.8) 3.6 65.7 (70.7) 3.6

TIES 79.7 (84.3) 3.6 73.2 (78.7) 3.6 68.2 (73.3) 3.6

Consensus Task arithmetic [ours] 79.2 (83.6) 3.6 74.3 (79.8) 3.6 69.7 (74.9) 3.6

M
er

gi
ng

Consensus TIES [ours] 79.4 (83.9) 3.6 74.1 (79.5) 3.6 68.7 (73.9) 3.6

Fine-tuned 94.6 22.9 92.8 39.4 93.2 56.0

Mag. Prunning 93.3 (98.5) >7.0 88.1 (94.7) >7.5 86.5 (92.7) >8.1

Mag. Masking 89.7 (94.6) 7.0 84.8 (91.1) 7.5 81.6 (87.3) 8.1

TALL Mask + Task arithmetic 94.2 (99.6) 7.0 92.0 (99.2) 7.5 92.5 (99.3) 8.1C
om

pr
es

si
on

TALL Mask + TIES 94.6 (99.9) 7.0 92.6 (99.8) 7.5 93.0 (99.8) 8.1

E. Sample subset selection protocol
Figure 5 presents the performance comparison as a function of different numbers of tasks. For a given number of tasks, we
select 8 representative task combinations. Specifically, we sort all 20 tasks based on the following 8 orders:

• Ascending order on zero-shot performance:

KMNIST, EMNIST, SVHN, GTSRB, FER2013, DTD, EuroSAT, MNIST, RenderedSST2, Cars, PCAM, RESISC45,
FashionMNIST, SUN397, CIFAR100, Flowers102, Food101, OxfordIIITPet, CIFAR10, STL10

• Descending order on zero-shot performance:

STL10, CIFAR10, OxfordIIITPet, Food101, Flowers102, CIFAR100, SUN397, FashionMNIST, RESISC45, PCAM,
Cars, RenderedSST2, MNIST, EuroSAT, DTD, FER2013, GTSRB, SVHN, EMNIST, KMNIST

• Wave order on zero-shot performance:

Cars, PCAM, RenderedSST2, RESISC45, MNIST, FashionMNIST, EuroSAT, SUN397, DTD, CIFAR100, FER2013,
Flowers102, GTSRB, Food101, SVHN, OxfordIIITPet, EMNIST, CIFAR10, KMNIST, STL10

• Zigzag order on zero-shot performance:

STL10, KMNIST, CIFAR10, EMNIST, OxfordIIITPet, SVHN, Food101, GTSRB, Flowers102, FER2013, CIFAR100,
DTD, SUN397, EuroSAT, FashionMNIST, MNIST, RESISC45, RenderedSST2, PCAM, Cars
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Figure 9. Absolute accuracy (%) of individual tasks for ViT-B/16, comparing the accuracy of individual fine-tuned models, Our method,
Task arithmetic, Ties-merging, and Zero-shot.

• Ascending alphabetic order:

CIFAR10, CIFAR100, Cars, DTD, EMNIST, EuroSAT, FER2013, FashionMNIST, Flowers102, Food101, GTSRB,
KMNIST, MNIST, OxfordIIITPet, PCAM, RESISC45, RenderedSST2, STL10, SUN397, SVHN

• Descending alphabetic order:

SVHN, SUN397, STL10, RenderedSST2, RESISC45, PCAM, OxfordIIITPet, MNIST, KMNIST, GTSRB, Food101,
Flowers102, FashionMNIST, FER2013, EuroSAT, EMNIST, DTD, Cars, CIFAR100, CIFAR10

• Wave order on alphabetic order:

CIFAR10, SVHN, CIFAR100, SUN397, Cars, STL10, DTD, RenderedSST2, EMNIST, RESISC45, EuroSAT, PCAM,
FER2013, OxfordIIITPet, FashionMNIST, MNIST, Flowers102, KMNIST, Food101, GTSRB

• Zigzag order on alphabetic order:

GTSRB, Food101, KMNIST, Flowers102, MNIST, FashionMNIST, OxfordIIITPet, FER2013, PCAM, EuroSAT,
RESISC45, EMNIST, RenderedSST2, DTD, STL10, Cars, SUN397, CIFAR100, SVHN, CIFAR10

For a given number of tasks n, we retrieve the first n tasks from these 8 sequences respectively, such that we account for
both task difficulty (in zero-shot performance order) and randomness (in alphabetic order) when generating Figure 5.
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Figure 10. Absolute accuracy (%) of individual tasks for ViT-L-14, comparing the accuracy of individual fine-tuned models, Our method,
Task arithmetic, Ties-merging, and Zero-shot.
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Figure 11. Absolute accuracy (%) of individual tasks for T5-large on three benchmarks, comparing the accuracy of individual fine-tuned
models, Our method, Task arithmetic, Ties-merging, and Zero-shot.
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