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Abstract

Large Language Models (LLMs) have been
observed to perform well on a wide range of
downstream tasks when fine-tuned on domain-
specific data. However, such data may not be
readily available in many applications, moti-
vating zero-shot or few-shot approaches using
domain-adjacent models. While several fine-
tuned models for various tasks are available,
finding an appropriate domain-adjacent model
for a given task is often not straight forward.
In this paper, we study DAFT-E, a framework
that utilizes an Ensemble of Domain-Adjacent
Fine-Tuned Foundation Models for few-shot
problems. We show that for zero-shot prob-
lems, this ensembling method provides an ac-
curacy performance close to that of the sin-
gle best model. With few-shot problems, this
performance improves further, at which point
DAFT-E can outperform any single domain-
adjacent model while requiring much less data
for domain-specific fine-tuning.

1 Introduction

Pre-trained Large Language Models (LLMs), are
used for different downstream tasks. Usually, for
LLMs that are not directly suitable for downstream
tasks, a task-specific header layer is needed at the
output. We define the base model as the LLM with
a task-specific header layer. As an example, BERT
models (Kenton and Toutanova, 2019) were trained
for sentence completion tasks. In order to perform
sentiment classification, we need to add a header
layer with output dimension matching the number
of classes. Usually, base models do not need much
training to perform well, because the pre-trained
LLMs have already been trained on a large cor-
pus of data. To perform a task with base models,
we can fine-tune a base model with task-specific
training data, and then use the fine-tuned model.
However, it is often the case that appropriate train-
ing data for fine-tuning is not readily or abundantly

available. Moreover, even if one does have the data
to fine-tune, one may not have the computational
resources, or the time required, to fine-tune these
base models. It is worth noting that fine-tuning
can be computation, memory and time intensive,
even if very few iterations are needed to attain good
performance. Thus, we explore alternatives that by-
pass those challenges and leverage the large num-
ber of fine-tuned LLMs that are already available
in curated repositories such as Hugging-face (HF,
2024c; Kim, 2023). It is important to acknowl-
edge the scale of fine-tuned models being created.
For instance, just three days after LLaMA-3 was
released, more than 1,000 fine-tuned LLMs were
publicly available on Hugging-face (HF, 2024a).

Here we show the potential of these existing
and publicly available fine-tuned models (e.g., in-
cluding those fine-tuned via LORA (Sheng et al.,
2023) and PEFT (Li and Liang, 2021)) by lever-
aging them to perform different tasks. To use a
fine-tuned model on a task, e.g., sentiment classi-
fication, we need that model to be domain adja-
cent (formally defined and discussed in Section 3).
Informally, a fine-tuned LLM is domain-adjacent
if (i) it has been fine-tuned on a similar general
task, such as sentiment analysis, and (ii) its output
space can be appropriately mapped to the current
(few-shot) task. We denote these Domain Adjacent
Fine-Tuned models as DAFT. In the generation pro-
cess of DAFT, the closer the fine-tuning dataset is
to the target domain data, the better will be the
performance of DAFT. One main property of DAFT
is that it can be used without any further training
(no extra computation) in a zero-shot manner (no
data adaptation). To perform inference with DAFT
we do not require large computational resources
compared to when performing fine-tuning. It is
important to note that when using DAFT, a method
to choose among available model(s) to achieve im-
proved performance for a given task is required
(see Section 4).
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Figure 1: Different options for few-shot tasks given
LLMs and community created DAFT models: (1) Di-
rectly fine-tune the LLM as FT; (2) select one DAFT
model and use it zero-shot as DAFT Z, or (3) with
task-specific fine-tuning as DA(FT)2. (4) DAFT mod-
els can be ensembled and used zero-shot as DAFT-EZ,
or (5) with extremely lightweight few-shot adaptation
using weighted ensembling as DAFT-E.

The availability of DAFT models combined with
their ease of use, make them very appealing to use
for different tasks. To analyze the efficiency of
using these DAFT models in comparison to other
existing options, we first define several comparable
alternatives. Let us denote DT as the testing dataset
on which we need to perform a given task. Then
we have the following options (Figure 1):

1. FT – Fine-tune base models with training data
obtained from DT .

2. DAFTZ – Pick one available DAFT model and use
it for zero-shot inference (no training cost).

3. DA(FT)2 – Pick one available DAFT model and
fine-tune with training data from DT .

4. DAFT-EZ – Use a subset or all DAFT models and
ensemble them for zero-shot inference.

5. DAFT-E – Use a subset or all DAFT models and
perform few-shot learning of ensemble weights
using training data from DT for inference.

In the next section we discuss related work, fol-
lowed by Section 3 defining DAFT models and eval-
uating their performance on various NLP tasks.
Section 4 discusses zero-shot and few-shot perfor-
mance, while Section 5 provides some theoretical
performance bounds for the ensembling methods.

2 Related Work

Ensembling is a technique that combines the pre-
dictions of multiple classifiers to generate a single
decision and is extensively investigated (Breiman,
1996; Clemen, 1989; Maclin and Opitz, 1997; Di-
etterich, 2000). The pre-requisites for effective en-
sembling are: (i) models with decent performance,
and (ii) models that make independent errors, i.e.,
training diversity in models (Ovadia et al., 2019;
Lakshminarayanan et al., 2017). The ensemble of
models can be the weighted or unweighted aver-
age of the model outputs. For weighted averaging,
some training is needed to learn the weights (Caru-
ana et al., 2004). Isotropic merging (Polyak and
Juditsky, 1992) is another technique similar to en-
sembling that has been studied alongside ensemble
methods over the last few decades and has shown
promising performance (Wortsman et al., 2022).
The main novelty of our work is the use of en-
sembling in the context of DAFT models fine-tuned
from pretrained LLMs, to maximize the efficacy of
using these models.

Another approach related to ensembling is blend-
ing of models. For instance, LLM-Blender (Jiang
et al., 2023) performs ensembling of n LLMs by
pairwise ranking and generative fusion. The pair-
wise ranking approach requires creating a custom
dataset, training a BERT model, and it incurs sub-
stantial computational overhead when performing
inference. The proposed generative fusion com-
bines the ranked list from the pairwise ranking ap-
proach with a fine-tuned LLM for this task to gen-
erate a response. In contrast, our approaches focus
on a completely task agnostic (e.g., not just genera-
tive tasks) and computationally low-cost solution
to leverage multiple fine-tuned LLMs. Another
type of blending is introduced in Lu et al. (2024),
and it is orthogonal to our approach since it se-
lects base models at random and combines them by
adding the response of an already evaluated model
to the input of the subsequent model. While this
knowledge sharing makes it a sequential approach
by design, it can be readily combined with ours.

Mixture of Experts (MoE) (Jacobs et al., 1991)
has been utilized by different ML models for both
regression and classification tasks (Yuksel et al.,
2012). Before recent developments in LLMs, MoE
was mainly focused on dense expert models. How-
ever, that idea has been transformed into sparse ex-
pert models with the introduction of MoE in LLMs.
In current practice, MoE is a sparse expert model,
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where a set of parameters of a neural network are
partitioned into experts having their own weights
(Fedus et al., 2022). One recent work on MoE, Mix-
tral (Jiang et al., 2024) uses a sparse LLM MoE
where a routing network (e.g., (Rosenbaum et al.,
2017)) is pre-trained to map input tokens to a subset
of experts. Compared to all these MoE models, our
approach does not require intensive pre-training,
and the most computationally expensive variant
that uses weight-learning (DAFT-E) is only trained
in a few-shot fashion based on input examples.

Transfer learning (Pan and Yang, 2009; Zhuang
et al., 2020) is closely related to the goals of our
work here, where we wish to adapt a model trained
on a data-rich source distribution to a data-scarce
target problem. The success on the target problem
often relies heavily on the level of positive transfer
one can achieve, and various ways of training the
model on the source data and the target data have
been developed to maximize the positive transfer.
In the context of LLMs, fine-tuning a (base) LLM
with task-specific data is an instance of transfer
learning. In our paper, we consider the DAFT mod-
els as the source models. However, not every DAFT
model may transfer positively, since the DAFT mod-
els are obtained from public non-curated pools.

3 DAFT Models

With the rapid expansion of open platforms like Co-
lab and Kaggle to perform model training, and hav-
ing access to different public datasets, researchers
can access LLMs and datasets that can be used to
fine-tune these LLMs. This has lead to a large
repository of publicly available fine-tuned base
models (as defined in Section 1) (HF, 2024c; Kim,
2023). In Section 1 we argued that the performance
of any such fine-tuned model on some target dataset
depends on the source dataset on which it was fine-
tuned on. We define a dataset to be domain adjacent
dataset if it can be used for the same (general) task
as the target dataset. We call a model a domain
adjacent fine-tuned model (DAFT) if: (i) it was fine-
tuned with a domain adjacent dataset, and (ii) the
output space of the model can be appropriately
mapped to the target task.

3.1 Formation of DAFT models
3.1.1 Datasets
We consider two broad NLP tasks with datasets
from different sources (HF, 2024b; University,
2024; Kaggle, 2024), for (1) Sentiment Analysis
(positive or negative sentiment): Amazon polar-

ity, Cornell Movie, IMDB, SST2, Tweet sentiment,
and Yelp Polarity; and (2) Textual Similarity (if
two sentences are similar): MRPC, QQP, STS-B
(details in Appendix A.1).

3.1.2 Models
For both tasks, we chose three LLMs (with fine-
tuning) for different performance analyses: (1)
Roberta-base, (2) BERT-based-uncased, and (3)
xlnet-base-cased. These models with a header layer
form base models for our experiments.1

3.1.3 Base Models
A base model is created by adding a header layer
to an LLM. Since the base models are not trained
to perform any specific task and the header layer
has not been fine-tuned, the performance of all the
base models is similar to random guessing. For a
specific dataset we can fine-tune the base models,
and depending on the extent of fine-tuning, we ob-
tain a partial (few-shot) or fully fine-tuned model.
For some base model B and dataset D, let us de-
note Φ(B,D, n) as the fine-tuned version of B on
n amount of data from dataset D. If the parameter
n is missing as the argument, the base model is
assumed to be fully fine-tuned (FFT) on D. In our
experiments, with few shot fine-tuning, we vary n
in the range of 2 − 256 samples. For the (FFT)
models, we fine-tune until loss stabilization2.

3.2 Performance of DAFT Models

Let us denote the train and test splits of the target
dataset as D′

T and D′′
T respectively. Since the stan-

dard train and test splits are identically distributed
(iid), we expect a model trained on the target data
(D′

T ) to perform the best on the test data D′′
T . This

performance value is the ceiling benchmark that
we aim to match or surpass. For that purpose, we
performed full fine-tuning (FFT) on all three base
models using training data of all datasets of sen-
timent analysis and textual similarity, to come up
with 18 FFT models for sentiment analysis and 9
FFT models for textual similarity. Hence, for any
target dataset, we can have 15 DAFT models for sen-
timent analysis by excluding the three models that

1These three models were chosen from a few other models
due to their usually better performance (on the chosen datasets)
compared to all the other models of the same size. We also
used BART-LARGE-MNLI, ROBERTA-LARGE-MNLI, and OPT-
1.3B models for sentiment analysis (zero-shot classification).
These models are much larger in size compared to the above-
mentioned models, and therefore needs more computational
power for inference.

2We fine-tune until the loss fluctuation of less than ±1%.
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Figure 2: Efficacy of DAFT models: The vertical axis
corresponds to the data used to fine-tune a base LLM
(here we show Roberta-base; the heatmaps for the other
models show a similar trend), and the horizontal axis
corresponds to the unseen test data. All datasets have
matching output spaces and pertain to a sentiment clas-
sification problem. The diagonal is the performance of
FT– the LLM tested with data from the distribution it
was fine-tuned with , denoting the upper watermark for
that test data (only exception being SST2 – discussed
in text). The off-diagonal entries correspond to the per-
formance of the DAFT– LLM trained on one dataset,
and tested on another, highlighting the potential com-
putationally cheap (free!) zero-shot benefit that DAFT
models can provide. Note that, for any given test data,
the performance of a DAFT LLM can vary significantly.

were fully fine-tuned on DT , and 6 DAFT models
for textual similarity task.

We plot the individual heat maps with the FFT
models on sentiment analysis and textual similarity
tasks in Figure 2. It is evident from the figure that
the performance of the Cornell and Tweet datasets
do not match the other four datasets’ performance
on the sentiment analysis task. Our empirical study
suggests that the test data of Cornell is distribu-
tionally different from the other datasets, and for
all FFT models the performance was poor. The
Tweet dataset seems to have a different distribution
in both its training and testing data (compared to
the other 5 datasets). Looking at the Tweet row and
column, we observe that apart from the diagonal
element, all the other accuracies are small, and a
high 94% accuracy is attained when the model is
trained and tested on Tweet data. Upon inspecting
the row of SST2, another interesting observation
can be made, the performance of DAFT-Cornell
beats that of DAFT-SST2. This is caused by the
test dataset of SST2 being more aligned with the
training data of Cornell, with further details in Ap-
pendix A.3.1. Lastly, for textual similarity datasets,
the performance of DAFT models was not as good
as the sentiment analysis, but still show promise.

Figure 3: Relative Improvement of DAFTs compared
to the Single Best DAFT for sentiment analysis: For
each test dataset, we consider 15 DAFT LLMs (fine-
tuned on data different from the test data), and show
the RI of DAFTZ over the single-best DAFT LLM (out
of the 15) (the colored circles •). Values less than 0
indicate performance degradation. The red squares ■
denote the performance of zero-shot prompting on larger
LLMs (BART-LARGE-MNLI, ROBERTA-LARGE-MNLI,
and OPT-1.3B).

These results show that DAFT models can po-
tentially provide very competitive zero-shot
performance on new tasks.

3.2.1 Performance of DAFTZ

Figure 3 shows the relative improvement (RI) of
all the DAFT models for sentiment analysis task
when compared to the single best performing DAFT
model.3 From Figure 3 it is evident that there are
some DAFT models that are not as good as the single
best and for some specific choices (as for Tweet),
the performance can be poor. On the other hand,
among the three larger models (models from L),
one of them (opt-1.3b) showed poor performance
on most of the datasets, while the other two per-
formed quite well. However, these larger models
still fails to beat the single best DAFT in all cases,
except Tweet. This low performance of DAFT mod-
els on Tweet is potentially because of the difference
in the nature of this dataset.

These results show that zero-shot performance
of DAFT models can vary significantly, making
the choice of the DAFT model critical.

3.2.2 Comparison of FT and DA(FT)2

Here we explore the few-shot case when some train-
ing data is available from the target domain. The
generalized approach with any training data is to
fine-tune a model with the data so that the model

3Thus, all the RI values (corresponding to the other
DAFTs) will be non-positive (zero for the best single DAFT).
The relative improvement (RI) of all the DAFT models for
textual similarity task is provided in Appendix (Figure 14).
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Table 1: Average Relative Improvement of DA(FT)2 com-
pared to FT (Top: 6 sentiment analysis tasks. Bottom: 3
textual similarity tasks): Positive values show DA(FT)2

improvement over FT; larger values imply higher im-
provements. Please see Table 6 and 7 in Appendix for
detailed results. We see that DA(FT)2 significantly im-
proves over FT in few-shot problems.

Dataset 2-shot 4-shot 8-shot 16-shot 32-shot 64-shot 128-shot

Amazon 75.95 75.25 79.62 65.40 53.51 34.26 0.81
Cornell 67.95 65.61 63.26 60.72 57.77 35.85 8.85
IMDB 74.26 74.64 76.19 66.01 58.20 47.64 0.10
SST2 73.13 72.64 71.81 71.95 71.88 58.58 12.79
Tweet 60.67 54.25 55.53 52.25 41.82 25.92 2.34
Yelp 74.88 81.00 66.81 81.68 46.47 27.86 -0.72

Dataset 2-shot 4-shot 8-shot 16-shot 32-shot 64-shot 128-shot

MRPC 45.30 43.69 46.97 3.26 32.97 25.40 24.17
QQP 78.40 79.36 94.01 92.48 71.76 52.46 17.84
STSB 49.33 51.92 53.74 57.91 51.06 32.28 3.05

can perform the domain specific task. The key
research question is: should we fine-tune a base
model (i.e., FT in Figure 1), or fine-tune a DAFT
(i.e., DA(FT)2 in Figure 1) model? 4

Table 1 provides the average performance com-
parison of the FT and DA(FT)2 models using the
Relative Improvement (RI) metric when the num-
ber of samples to fine-tune FT and DA(FT)2 is varied
from n = 2 to 256 (The full results for both tasks
are in Appendix, Table 6 and 7). The values in the
table are the average of RI of DA(FT)2 compared to
FT the Roberta base model, when all the DAFT mod-
els also have Roberta as the base model. A positive
(negative) value of RI means DA(FT)2 is perform-
ing better (worse) compared to FT, and the larger
(smaller) the value the better (worse) DA(FT)2 is
performing. We observe that DA(FT)2 outperforms
FT by a large margin when n is within the range
of 2 to 64. We see only one negative value in the
table when n = 256, which indicates that FT is out-
performing DA(FT)2 in most cases. The presence
of almost all positive values of RI showcases the
importance of using a fine-tuned DAFT instead of
FT when the sample size is small.

These results indicate that few-shot fine-
tuning of DAFT models is generally more ben-
eficial than fine-tuning base models.

The performance of DAFT models showcases the
4In our fine-tuning experiments, we found that only up-

dating the weights of the header layer does not guarantee
good performance and was easily surpassed by different mod-
els designed to perform similar tasks without any fine-tuning
(zero-shot). Hence, we chose to do all our performance analy-
sis by focusing on fully fine-tuned models. The performance
comparison of updating the weights of the entire model versus
only the header layer is provided in the Appendix (Table 6).

Figure 4: RI of DAFT Z over DAFT-E Z: For each test
dataset on the sentiment analysis task, we consider 15
DAFT LLMs (fine-tuned on data different from the test
data), and consider the RI of DAFTZ over the average en-
semble DAFT-EZ of the 15 DAFT LLMs. Values less than
0 indicate performance degradation. The red squares
■ denote the performance of zero-shot prompting on
larger LLMs (BART-LARGE-MNLI, ROBERTA-LARGE-
MNLI, and OPT-1.3B). The results show that DAFT-EZ

usually has significantly better zero-shot performance
than DAFT Z. However, there are some cases where
some specific DAFT models can outperform the average
ensemble (leading to RI > 0).

significance of using them for domain adjacent
tasks. From a practical standpoint, a major advan-
tage of using DAFT models is that we get them
for free. However, as our results show, there is
considerable uncertainty about what is the right
DAFT model to choose (especially in the zero-shot
setting), as the performance can significantly vary
between different DAFT models. In the next section,
we explore the use of ensemble methods to address
this model selection problem.

4 Ensembling of DAFT Models

In this section, we evaluate the performance of
the DAFT models using two distinct Ensembling
methods and benchmark their performances.

4.1 DAFT-EZ Performance

The average Ensemble (DAFT-EZ) method is a zero-
shot method that can be used as an alternative to
randomly picking one of the DAFT models. In DAFT-
EZ, the output probabilities from all the DAFT mod-
els are averaged and the decision is taken on that
value (max-voting is another feasible approach).
To perform average ensembling, we run inference
on all the DAFT models. However, since these DAFT
models do not need any further training or fine-
tuning and inference can be run in parallel, it is
feasible to utilize them efficiently with the abun-
dance of computational devices (mostly low end)
available today. Figure 4 shows the Relative Im-
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provement of all the 15 DAFT models and the three
larger models (as previously discussed in 3.1.2)
for sentiment analysis, compared to the average
ensemble of the DAFT models, i.e., DAFT-EZ.

From Figure 4 we see that very few points have
a positive RI value , implying that the average
ensemble method (DAFT-EZ) is better than most of
the DAFT models. Moreover, the performance of
the larger LLMs (red squares) are not as good as
DAFT-E Z. Furthermore, for the Tweet dataset, for
which none of the DAFT models performed well
and was beaten in performance by two of the larger
models (Bart-large-mnli, Roberta-large-mnli), we
now have RI values close to zero. Hence, DAFT-EZ

has a performance very close to those larger models
and shows the importance of using an ensemble
even when individual DAFT models cannot perform
well. For the text similarity task we see a similar
trend in the performance of DAFT-E Z and the RI
figure is in the Appendix (Fig: 15). In Section
5, we argue theoretically (Proposition 1) that it is
always better to use the average ensemble method
over choosing a DAFT model randomly from the set
of DAFTs (M).

For zero-shot tasks, the ensemble of the DAFT
models (DAFT-EZ) is on average a better choice
than any individual DAFT model.

The average ensemble is therefore a great data-
agnostic solution; however, when training data
from the target domain is available, we show the
data-informed ensembling can be a stronger choice.
We thus pursue a weighted ensemble of the DAFT
models (DAFT-E) in the following section.

4.2 Comparison of DAFT-E and DA(FT)2

We define DAFT-E as the weighted ensemble
method, where the weights of the ensemble layer
are learned using the training data from the target
dataset. To perform the weighted ensemble in DAFT-
E we utilized two specific regression methods, a)
Random forest-based regression (RF ) and b) SGD-
based linear regression (LR). The parameters of
these methods are discussed in A.5 of the Appendix.
We observe the following: (i) LR always has better
performance and less variation in performance for
smaller sample data, (ii) for higher sample data, i.e.,
n>32, RF usually performs very similar to LR,
(iii) for sentiment analysis tasks, LR and RF both
perform well with similar performance at higher
sample data, and (iv for textual similarity tasks,
LR tends to show minimal improvement in per-

Table 2: Average RI of DA(FT)2 compared to DAFT-E
(Top: 6 sentiment analysis tasks. Bottom: 3 text similar-
ity tasks). Negative values indicate that DAFT-E is better
than DA(FT)2; larger values imply higher improvements.
Table 8 and 9 in the Appendix gives more details. In the
very few-shot setting, DAFT-E outperforms DA(FT)2 in
almost all cases.

Dataset 2-shot 4-shot 8-shot 16-shot 32-shot 64-shot 128-shot

Amazon -4.03 -2.48 -2.38 -2.42 -2.66 -2.95 -2.06
Cornell -3.94 -3.60 -3.37 -3.54 -4.13 -3.91 -2.53
IMDB -2.70 -3.41 -3.35 -3.31 -3.04 -2.87 -2.83
SST2 -4.67 -3.32 -3.94 -4.87 -4.11 -4.68 -4.21
Tweet -4.62 -4.91 -5.14 -5.54 -4.00 -3.82 -1.59
Yelp -2.56 -2.76 -2.10 -2.09 -1.68 -2.46 -2.28

Dataset 2-shot 4-shot 8-shot 16-shot 32-shot 64-shot 128-shot

MRPC -4.91 -3.82 -4.83 -4.96 -2.52 3.12 7.57
QQP 0.22 -0.31 4.70 2.89 5.96 5.14 8.07
STSB 11.30 5.39 22.66 6.18 1.09 2.56 4.78

formance with more samples, whereas RF shows
promising results. Based on these observations,
and LR being the most lightweight, we show the
performance of DAFT-E with LR here and discuss
more on the results in the Appendix (Table 8 and
9) and in Section 7 (Limitations).

In the previous section, we showed that DA(FT)2

usually performs better than FT for few-shot learn-
ing. Hence, we compare the performance of DAFT-E
(weighted ensemble) with DA(FT)2. For a fair com-
parison, the same amount of data is used when
fine-tuning DA(FT)2 and learning the weights of the
ensemble layer. Table 2 shows the average RI of
DA(FT)2 compared to DAFT-E. Hence, a RI of posi-
tive (negative) means the DA(FT)2 performed better
(worse, resp.) compared to DAFT-E. From Table 2
it is evident that DAFT-E outperforms DA(FT)2 for
sentiment analysis tasks, i.e., all values are neg-
ative in the table. On the other hand, for textual
similarity DAFT-E usually performs well for smaller
data samples (except STSB, see Appendix A.3.2
for discussion), but underperforms on more-data
(positive RI values). However, RF performed well
with more samples and actually performs better or
similarly to DA(FT)2 for n > 16 (Table 10 in the
Appendix). This shows that weighted ensembling
is effective, with task-specific variations between
RF and LR.

Note that updating the ensemble layer depends
on the predictions of the DAFT models, and requires
solving either (i) a simple linear equation to opti-
mize the weights of the ensemble layer or (ii) run-
ning a lightweight RF (max depth = 2). Thus,
only a single inference on each of the DAFT models
with the few-shot samples is necessary. In contrast,
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for fine-tuning a DAFT model, we need to perform
back-propagation through the large model to up-
date weights, which is computationally expensive.

For few shot tasks, weighted ensembling
of DAFT models (DAFT-E) can outperform
DA(FT)2, with a suitable ensembling method.

4.3 Overall Comparison
For benchmarking purposes, let us assume that we
have the entire training data (DT ) of the target do-
main, and have a model that is fine-tuned on DT

(FFT on DT ). Let us compare the performance of
the ensemble methods with this FFT on different
datasets. Figure 5a-5f show the performance com-
parison of DAFT-E Z (green dash-dot line), DAFT-E
(purple dash-dot line), (single) best DAFT (black
dotted line), and FFT on DT (red dotted line) for
all the six datasets of the sentiment analysis task.
The result for text similarity tasks is provided in the
Appendix (Figure 16). From Figure 5, we observe
the advantage of using DAFT-E over DAFT-EZ when
training data is available. It is interesting to note
that DAFT-E has a strong increasing trend in perfor-
mance (against fine-tuning data size) in most cases,
and with the increase of fine-tuning data catches
up with either the single best DAFT or FFT for the
target domain. The performance of DAFT-E com-
pared to the best solution, i.e., FFT on the target
domain, can be bounded theoretically and is given
by Proposition 2 in Section 5. Table 3 shows the
overall comparison of the computational cost of
all the five options that we have discussed in this
paper. It should be noted that none of the ensemble
methods suffer from the high computational com-
plexity of back-propagation computation; further,
using sparse weighting we can reduce the inference
cost in DAFT-E compared to DAFT-EZ.

DAFT-E Z and DAFT-E are strong lightweight
methods for leveraging already available DAFT
models, often matching the single best DAFT
model (which is only known post-hoc), and at
times matching the best possible performance
of full fine-tuning with a large fine-tuning set.

Additional results. Lastly, DAFT-E Z has shown
favorable performance compared to a state-of-
the-art zero shot ensemble model, Uniform Soup
(Model Soup) (Wortsman et al., 2022), and the cal-
culation of LEEP scores (Nguyen et al., 2020) on
transferability also matches the performance heat
map showed in Figure 2. Details of these results

Table 3: Computational cost of methods shown in Fig-
ure 1. n denotes the number of few-shot samples. CF

and CB denote the computational costs of a forward
and backward pass for a LLM. E is the number of
fine-tuning epochs. N is the number of DAFT models
available to ensemble, N̄ ≤ N is the number of nonzero
weights in the weighted ensemble.

Method Zero-shot Training cost Inference cost

FT ✗ n(CF + CB)E CF

DAFTZ ✓ 0 CF

DAFT-EZ ✓ 0 N · CF

DA(FT)2 ✗ n(CF + CB)E CF

DAFT-E ✗ n(CF + E) N̄ · CF

with discussion are in Appendix (Tables 11, 12 and
Figure 17). Moreover, a table comparing the funda-
mental concepts of DAFT-E and DAFTZ to the model
soup is provided in Table 13

5 Theoretical Analysis

Notations. The dataset of the target domain is
DT and the input data to the model is x and the
output data is y, which the model should predict
given the input data. There are N number of
DAFT models, and a DAFT model can be built using
any base model Bj ∈ B, with j = {1, 2, ..., J}
and fine-tuning it on dataset Dk ∈ DA with
k = {1, 2, ...,K}, where DA is the set of domain
adjacent datasets. The ith DAFT model is given
by Mi and the corresponding base model and fine-
tuning dataset are given by Bκ(i) and Dν(i), respec-
tively, i.e., Bκ(i) was fine-tuned on Dν(i) dataset
to get Mi. Here, κ(i) and ν(i) are index mapping
functions. Also, if we assume that all these DAFT
models were created by fine-tuning fully on the
given datasets (no fractional fine-tuning), then the
total number of DAFT can not be greater than J×K,
or N ≤ JK. Lastly, let ℓ(M(x),y) be the loss in
output when model M is used on target dataset
input x and the output is compared with y. Since x
and y are common for all loss calculation, we can
just use ℓ(M) to represent ℓ(M(x),y).

5.1 DAFT-EZ versus DAFTZ

It is hard to know if a DAFT model is going to per-
form well or not a priori, and instead of choosing
one of the DAFT models in random (DAFT Z), one
solution could be to use the ensemble of the output
results (DAFT-EZ) from all the DAFT models.

Proposition 1. The performance of the average en-
semble of DAFT models (DAFT-EZ) is no worse than
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(a) Amazon (b) Cornell (c) IMDB (d) SST2 (e) Tweet (f) Yelp
Figure 5: Performance comparison of DAFT-EZ, DAFT-E, single-best DAFT and FFT. The error interval for DAFT-E
is based on the random choice of the few-shot samples used to learn the weights of the ensemble aggregated over 10
trials. The single best DAFT for different datasets are: Amazon (Roberta - Yelp), Cornell (Roberta - SST2), IMDB
(xlnet - amazon), SST2 (xlnet - Cornell), Tweet (xlnet - SST2), Yelp (xlnet - amazon).

the expected performance obtained from choosing
the DAFT models uniformly at random.

Proposition 1 states that in terms of expected per-
formance, using DAFT-EZ is no worse (strictly better,
if ℓ is assumed to be strictly convex) than picking
from the DAFT models uniformly at random.

5.2 DAFT-E versus Optimum

Let us denote M̃i as the model that uses the base
model Bκ(i) and is fine-tuned on DT , i.e., M̃i =

Φ(Bκ(i), DT ). Also, we denote M̃∗ is the best per-
forming model when fine-tuned on DT (the base
model for M̃∗ can be from B that are used to gener-
ate DAFT models or some other large model). The
following proposition bounds the difference of loss
between the optimum solution and DAFT-E.
Proposition 2. The loss of DAFT-E is bounded as:

ℓ(DAFT-E) ≤ℓ(M̃∗)

+ min
i∈N

[
µ(M̃i, M̃∗) + ρ(Dν(i), DT )

]
, (1)

where µ(M̃i, M̃∗) is the performance difference
between the models M̃i and M̃∗ both fine-tuned on
DT , and ρ(Dν(i), DT ) is an appropriately defined
distance measure between Dν(i) and DT .

Corollary 1. The loss of DAFT-E is larger
than the optimum loss by no greater than
miniρ(Dν(i), DT ), with the assumption that the
base models of the DAFTs can perform as well as
the optimum when fine-tuned on the target domain.

Proposition 2 and Corollary 1 (which follows
directly from Proposition 2) imply that the per-
formance of DAFT-E depends on the base model
on which the DAFT models were trained and the
datasets they were fine-tuned on. If the base mod-
els (FMs) in the ensemble are nearly as good as

the best possible base model (FM) (when the per-
formance of the FFT of the base models are com-
pared), then we can ignore the µ() term in Equation
1, and the performance of DAFT-E depends only on
the dataset that is closest to the target domain. If
the DAFT models are generated from a large number
of diverse domain adjacent datasets, we expect the
distance of the target dataset to the closest DAFT
dataset to be small, resulting in DAFT-E performing
very close to the optimum.

6 Conclusion

In this paper we introduce the notion of domain
adjacent fine-tuned models (DAFT), and investigate
how DAFT models can be utilized for inference
under limitations on computation time or data re-
quired for training a model on a target task. The
DAFT models can be used on the target domain
(zero-shot) without any fine-tuning. If chosen prop-
erly, the performance of DAFT models on the target
domain can be close to the optimal performance.
However, this performance depends strongly on
the choice of the DAFT model, and ensemble meth-
ods can be used to address this issue. Two en-
sembling methods, DAFT-E Z and DAFT-E are ex-
plored, and their performances are empirically eval-
uated and compared against individual DAFT mod-
els and other benchmarks involving larger LLMs
and base models trained with the full target domain
dataset. Our theoretical results support the con-
clusions from the empirical findings, and provide
insights under what conditions DAFT-E can provide
near-optimal performance.

7 Limitations

Here in this section we discuss a few limitations
and areas of improvement for using DAFT models
or ensembles of them.
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• Non domain-adjacent model: DAFT-E or DAFT-EZ

will not perform well when none of the available
DAFT models are adjacent to the target domain.

• Sparse weight in Ensemble Layer: Currently
DAFT-EZ and DAFT-E needs inference results from
all the DAFT models; a sparse weight ensemble
may help us select a subset of the DAFT models
to have efficient implementation of DAFT-E.

• Availability of DAFT models: In the ensemble
methods discussed, the DAFT models are not
trained, rather are used directly from off the shelf
in the simplest way. Our argument is that new
DAFT models are being generated, and with time
DAFT models will be much easier to find. How-
ever that is not yet true for some of the tasks
being currently investigated in the literature.

• Run Time: Upon running the DAFT-E and FT in
the CPU, we found that the runtime of FT is 6
times more than the inference of the same sample
size (Roberta model). Hence, a DAFT-E that en-
sembles more than 6 DAFT models will be slower
than FT, unless the execution of the DAFT models
are done in parallel.

References
Leo Breiman. 1996. Bagging predictors. Machine

learning, 24:123–140.

Rich Caruana, Alexandru Niculescu-Mizil, Geoff Crew,
and Alex Ksikes. 2004. Ensemble selection from
libraries of models. In Proceedings of the twenty-
first international conference on Machine learning,
page 18.

Robert T Clemen. 1989. Combining forecasts: A review
and annotated bibliography. International journal of
forecasting, 5(4):559–583.

Thomas G Dietterich. 2000. An experimental compari-
son of three methods for constructing ensembles of
decision trees: Bagging, boosting, and randomization.
Machine learning, 40:139–157.

William Fedus, Jeff Dean, and Barret Zoph. 2022. A re-
view of sparse expert models in deep learning. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2209.01667.

Hugging Face HF. 2024a. Hugging face comment on
fine-tuned llama-3 models.

Hugging Face HF. 2024b. Hugging face datasets.

Hugging Face HF. 2024c. Hugging face models.

Robert A Jacobs, Michael I Jordan, Steven J Nowlan,
and Geoffrey E Hinton. 1991. Adaptive mixtures of
local experts. Neural computation, 3(1):79–87.

Albert Q. Jiang, Alexandre Sablayrolles, Antoine
Roux, Arthur Mensch, Blanche Savary, Chris
Bamford, Devendra Singh Chaplot, Diego de las
Casas, Emma Bou Hanna, Florian Bressand, Gi-
anna Lengyel, Guillaume Bour, Guillaume Lam-
ple, Lélio Renard Lavaud, Lucile Saulnier, Marie-
Anne Lachaux, Pierre Stock, Sandeep Subramanian,
Sophia Yang, Szymon Antoniak, Teven Le Scao,
Théophile Gervet, Thibaut Lavril, Thomas Wang,
Timothée Lacroix, and William El Sayed. 2024. Mix-
tral of experts. Preprint, arXiv:2401.04088.

Dongfu Jiang, Xiang Ren, and Bill Yuchen Lin.
2023. Llm-blender: Ensembling large language
models with pairwise ranking and generative fusion.
Preprint, arXiv:2306.02561.

Kaggle. 2024. Twitter sentiment dataset.

Jacob Devlin Ming-Wei Chang Kenton and Lee Kristina
Toutanova. 2019. Bert: Pre-training of deep bidirec-
tional transformers for language understanding. In
Proceedings of NAACL-HLT, pages 4171–4186.

Sung Kim. 2023. List of open sourced fine-tuned large
language models (LLM).

Balaji Lakshminarayanan, Alexander Pritzel, and
Charles Blundell. 2017. Simple and scalable pre-
dictive uncertainty estimation using deep ensembles.
Advances in neural information processing systems,
30.

Xiang Lisa Li and Percy Liang. 2021. Prefix-
tuning: Optimizing continuous prompts for gener-
ation. Preprint, arXiv:2101.00190.

Xiaoding Lu, Zongyi Liu, Adian Liusie, Vyas Raina,
Vineet Mudupalli, Yuwen Zhang, and William
Beauchamp. 2024. Blending is all you need:
Cheaper, better alternative to trillion-parameters llm.
Preprint, arXiv:2401.02994.

Richard Maclin and David Opitz. 1997. An empiri-
cal evaluation of bagging and boosting. AAAI/IAAI,
1997:546–551.

Cuong Nguyen, Tal Hassner, Matthias Seeger, and
Cedric Archambeau. 2020. Leep: A new measure
to evaluate transferability of learned representations.
In International Conference on Machine Learning,
pages 7294–7305. PMLR.

Yaniv Ovadia, Emily Fertig, Jie Ren, Zachary Nado,
David Sculley, Sebastian Nowozin, Joshua Dillon,
Balaji Lakshminarayanan, and Jasper Snoek. 2019.
Can you trust your model’s uncertainty? evaluating
predictive uncertainty under dataset shift. Advances
in neural information processing systems, 32.

Sinno Jialin Pan and Qiang Yang. 2009. A survey on
transfer learning. IEEE Transactions on knowledge
and data engineering, 22(10):1345–1359.

Boris T Polyak and Anatoli B Juditsky. 1992. Accelera-
tion of stochastic approximation by averaging. SIAM
journal on control and optimization, 30(4):838–855.

9

https://huggingface.co/posts/clem/189843726787210
https://huggingface.co/posts/clem/189843726787210
https://huggingface.co/datasets
https://huggingface.co/models
https://arxiv.org/abs/2401.04088
https://arxiv.org/abs/2401.04088
https://arxiv.org/abs/2306.02561
https://arxiv.org/abs/2306.02561
https://www.kaggle.com/datasets/saurabhshahane/twitter-sentiment-dataset
https://sungkim11.medium.com/list-of-open-sourced-fine-tuned-large-language-models-llm-8d95a2e0dc76
https://sungkim11.medium.com/list-of-open-sourced-fine-tuned-large-language-models-llm-8d95a2e0dc76
https://arxiv.org/abs/2101.00190
https://arxiv.org/abs/2101.00190
https://arxiv.org/abs/2101.00190
https://arxiv.org/abs/2401.02994
https://arxiv.org/abs/2401.02994


Clemens Rosenbaum, Tim Klinger, and Matthew
Riemer. 2017. Routing networks: Adaptive selec-
tion of non-linear functions for multi-task learning.
Preprint, arXiv:1711.01239.

Ying Sheng, Shiyi Cao, Dacheng Li, Coleman
Hooper, Nicholas Lee, Shuo Yang, Christopher
Chou, Banghua Zhu, Lianmin Zheng, Kurt Keutzer,
Joseph E. Gonzalez, and Ion Stoica. 2023. S-
lora: Serving thousands of concurrent lora adapters.
Preprint, arXiv:2311.03285.

Cornell University. 2024. Movie review data.

Mitchell Wortsman, Gabriel Ilharco, Samir Ya Gadre,
Rebecca Roelofs, Raphael Gontijo-Lopes, Ari S Mor-
cos, Hongseok Namkoong, Ali Farhadi, Yair Carmon,
Simon Kornblith, et al. 2022. Model soups: averag-
ing weights of multiple fine-tuned models improves
accuracy without increasing inference time. In In-
ternational Conference on Machine Learning, pages
23965–23998. PMLR.

Seniha Esen Yuksel, Joseph N Wilson, and Paul D Gader.
2012. Twenty years of mixture of experts. IEEE
transactions on neural networks and learning sys-
tems, 23(8):1177–1193.

Fuzhen Zhuang, Zhiyuan Qi, Keyu Duan, Dongbo Xi,
Yongchun Zhu, Hengshu Zhu, Hui Xiong, and Qing
He. 2020. A comprehensive survey on transfer learn-
ing. Proceedings of the IEEE, 109(1):43–76.

10

https://arxiv.org/abs/1711.01239
https://arxiv.org/abs/1711.01239
https://arxiv.org/abs/2311.03285
https://arxiv.org/abs/2311.03285
https://www.cs.cornell.edu/people/pabo/movie-review-data/


Figure 6: Heatmap showing the performance of DAFT
models for sentiment analysis task when base model is
BERT-based-uncased

A Appendix

A.1 Datasets and Models

The attributes of the six datasets used for
sentiment analysis and the three dataset used
for text similarity analysis are given in Table
4 and 5. For ‘SST2’ we had to use valida-
tion dataset as test data, because the test data
does not have any labels. The direct link to
download these datasets are given as follows:
https:// huggingface.co /datasets/amazon_polarity,
‘https:// www.cs.cornell.edu /people/pabo/movie-
review-data/’, ‘https://huggingface.co/datasets/
imdb’, ‘https:// huggingface.co/ datasets/sst2’,
‘https:// huggingface.co/ datasets/
mteb/tweet_sentiment_extraction’, ‘https://
huggingface.co/ datasets/ yelp_polarity’,
’https://huggingface.co /datasets/nyu-mll/glue’
(when copying the links please remove any
spaces from the texts). Figure 6 and 7 shows the
performance heat-map for sentiment analysis task
when the base models are BERT-based-uncased
and xlnet-base-cased respectively. The heat maps
in general follows a similar pattern as observed in
Figure 2, i.e., Tweet test data cannot be predicted
well by any other DAFT models, and Cornell test
data is also hard to predict. The observation of
DAFT trained on tweet data performing poor is true
for bert-based-uncased as well, but not always
true for xlnet-base-cased. Another interesting
observation is that for xlnet, the DAFT model
trained on IMDB data seems to perform quite
poorly in a few instances (i.e., on test data of
Cornell and Tweet).

Figure 7: Heatmap showing the performance of DAFT
models for sentiment analysis task when base model is
xlnet-base-cased

A.2 Experimental Settings
The base models were used from huggingface
using the ’AutoTokenizer.from_pretrained’, and
the webpage with descriptions and examples can
be found in ’https://huggingface.co/ transform-
ers/v3.0.2/model_doc/auto.html’. To fine-tune and
train these models we used Google Colab plat-
form with the T4 GPU equipped machine. For FT
we chose each of the three base models (Roberta,
BERT, xlnet) and fine-tuned the models with target
data until the loss per epoch did not improve more
than 1% or at least a fixed number of data-samples
has not been used for training. All these fine-tuned
models on the target dataset acted as a suitable can-
didate for DAFT models. For DA(FT)2 we used any
of these DAFT models to fine-tune on another target
dataset for few shot training. In the performance
comparison of DA(FT)2 we only showed the per-
formance of DA(FT)2 that was fine-tuned on DAFT
models having Roberta as its base. For both FT and
DA(FT)2 on few shot training, we performed the all
the runs five times with five different seeds. For the
case of DAFT-E, the weight calculations were done
using five different random seeds as well. All the
results shown here are the mean values of all those
runs.

A.3 Discussion on Performance Anomalies
A.3.1 SST2 on Heatmap
The SST2 dataset obtained from Huggingface did
not have any label on its test data, and we had to use
the validation data of SST2 as the test data instead.
Also, the validation data of SST2 only had 872
samples. Now, in the heat map shown in Figure 2,
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the performance of DAFT-SST2 achieved 92% ac-
curacy on the SST2 validation data, whereas, DAFT-
Cornell achieved 93.1% accuracy on that same test
dataset. This is quite counter intuitive, because
we expect DAFT-SST2 to be the best performing
one on its own domain (SST2 validation data). We
did a thorough simulation analysis to check what
might be the reason. Since the DAFT-SST2 was
generated using randomly chosen 7, 000 samples
from the training dataset of SST2, and we initially
extracted the rest of the training data and divided it
to different batches of 5, 000 samples. Now, with
this batches we checked the performance of DAFT-
SST2 and DAFT- Cornell. As expected, we got
better performance with DAFT- SST2 compared to
DAFT- Cornell with these new batches. With this
experiment, we concluded that SST2 validation
dataset is, for some unknown reason, more simi-
lar to the Cornell training dataset than the SST2
training data, and thus giving a counter intuitive
result.

A.3.2 STSB with DAFT-E

The performance of DAFT-E with LR suffers a lot
compared to both DA(FT)2 that have been consid-
ered here, i.e., DAFT-mrpc and DAFT-qqp. Both
of these DAFT models have roberta as their base
model, and interestingly these roberta based DAFT
models seemed to perform well even at zero shot
on STSB dataset. Whereas, the DAFT models based
on BERT and xlnet showed considerable less per-
formance. We found this to be the main reason for
which DAFT-E performed poorly in comparison to
the DA(FT)2 models which already had better per-
formance even without any fine-tuning. To check
this, we even checked the DAFT-E performance with
DAFT-mrpc and DAFT-qqp with roberta base only,
and found that DAFT-E outperformed the DA(FT)2

up to n = 64.

A.4 Fine-tuning the header or whole model

Figure 8 to 13 show the performance comparison of
fine-tuning only the header layer of the base model
and fine-tuning the whole model of the base models.
It is straightforward to see the superior performance
of fine-tuning the whole model even though the
base models (i.e., BERT, Roberta) have already
gone through extensive training with language data.

Table 4: Dataset sizes and classes (Sentiment Analysis)

Dataset Train data Test data Classes

Amazon 3,600,000 400,000 2
Cornell 7,463 2134 2
IMDB 25,000 25,000 2
SST2 67,349 1821 2
Tweet 12927 3696 3
Yelp 560,000 38,000 2

Table 5: Dataset sizes and classes (Text Similarity)

Dataset Train data Test data Classes

MRPC 3,670 1,730 2
QQP 364,000 40,000 2
STSB 7,500 1,500 2

A.5 Ensemble Layer of DAFT-E

A.5.1 Weight update of LR

Our ensemble technique uses the final layer output
of the DAFT models as the input of the ensemble
layer. When performing DAFT-E with LR, If wi

is the weight of model i in the Ensemble weight
layer, then the LR performs the following:

min
wi∈w

∑
(X,y)∈DT

ℓ

((∑
i

wiMi(X)
)
, y)

)
+R(w)

where, ℓ is the loss calculated using the output from
the DAFT models (Mi(X)), to the ground truth y.
Also, the term R(w) can be used to regularize (or
control) the number of models (N̄ ) we want to
use for our final ensemble. To keep the method
simple, we did not use the regularization when
implementing DAFT-E.

A.5.2 Parameters of LR and RF

For LR we have used SGDRegressor from
sklearn.linear_model with maximum iteration of
3. The reason behind this small iteration num-
ber is because of the few shot regime. If we had
used larger bound on iteration, overfitting might
have casued more harm than good. We also used
coefficient initialization = 1/N , where N is the
number of DAFT models used, so that at the start
DAFT-E gives same weights to all the models. For
RF we imported the RandomForestClassifier from
sklearn.ensemble, and set the max depth = 2. The
smaller max depth was chosen to avoid overfitting.
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Figure 8: Performance comparison of
FT Header layer to FT whole Model
- Amazon dataset.

Figure 9: Performance comparison of
FT Header layer to FT whole Model
- Cornel dataset.

Figure 10: Performance comparison
of FT Header layer to FT whole
Model - IMDB dataset.

Figure 11: Performance comparison
of FT Header layer to FT whole
Model - SST2 dataset.

Figure 12: Performance comparison
of FT Header layer to FT whole
Model - Tweet dataset.

Figure 13: Performance comparison
of FT Header layer to FT whole
Model - Yelp dataset.

A.6 Performance of DAFT models and DAFT-EZ

for Textual similarity task

Figure 14 and 15 show the Relative Improvement
of DAFTs compared to Single Best DAFT and DAFT-
EZ respectively for the textual similarity task with
three datasets. Similar to the results with senti-
ment analysis task, we observe the performance
deviation among the DAFT models and usual better
performance of DAFT-EZ.

A.7 Proof of Propositions

Proof of Proposition 1 In the following, we let
N = {1, 2, · · · , N} denote the set of indices of
the DAFT models in the ensemble.

E(ℓ(DAFTZ)) = E(ℓ(Mi(X), y)) ∀i ∈ N

=
1

N

∑
i∈N

ℓ(Mi(X), y)

=
1

N

∑
i∈N

ℓ(µi, y) [assuming Mi(X) = µi]

≥ ℓ

(∑
i∈N

1

N
µi, y

)
[assuming ℓ is convex in µi]

= loss of average ensemble = ℓ(DAFT-EZ). (2)

Note that the derivation assumes ℓ to be convex in
µi, the outputs from the DAFT models, which is a
common assumption for loss functions.

Proof of Proposition 2 If the ensemble weights
for the ith model is wi, then for the weighted en-
semble method we have;

ℓ(DAFT-E)

= loss of weighted ensemble

= min
wi,i∈N

[
ℓ

(∑
i

wiMi

)]
≤ ℓ(Mi), ∀i ∈ N . (3)

Note that the above derivation assumes that the set
weights wi, i ∈ N , have been optimized (trained
using the fine-tuning dataset from the target do-
main) to minimize the loss function ℓ (

∑
iwiMi).

Note that the base model that Mi is built from
is Bκ(i). Further, M̃i denotes the corresponding
FFT, i.e., the model built from Bκ(i) by fine-tuning
on the target dataset DT . Now, let us assume that
for two DAFT models M1 and M2 developed from
the same base model and fine-tuned on different
datasets, i.e., Dν(1) and Dν(2), to have the follow-
ing bound on their losses;

|ℓ(M1)− ℓ(M2)| ≤ ρ(Dν(1), Dν(2)), (4)

where ρ is an appropriately defined distance mea-
sure between the datasets Dν(1) and Dν(2). Then
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Figure 14: Relative Improvement of DAFTs compared to
the Single Best DAFT for Text similarity task: For each
test dataset, we consider 6 DAFT FMs (fine-tuned on
data different from the test data), and consider the RI
of DAFTZ over the single-best DAFT FM (out of the 6).
Values less than 0 indicate performance degradation.

from Equation 3 we have;

ℓ(DAFT-E) ≤ℓ(Mi) ≤ ℓ(M̃i) + ρ(Dν(i), DT ),∀i.
(5)

Now, let us denote M̃∗ be the model fine-tuned
on DT and performs the best among all the models
when fine-tuned on DT (all possible FFTs). Then
from 5 and by defining µ(M1,M2)

∆
= ℓ(M1) −

ℓ(M2), we have

ℓ(DAFT-E) ≤ ℓ(M̃∗) + ρ(Dν(i), DT )

+ µ(M̃i, M̃∗); ∀i. (6)

Since Equation 6 holds for all i ∈ N , Equation 1
follows by taking a minimum over all i, completing
the proof.

Note that Equation 1 bounds the gap between the
mimimum loss possible under any model and the
loss of DAFT-E. The result is intuitive. The term µ()
tells us that the performance gap depends on how
good the base models (corresponding to the DAFT
models in the ensemble) are, when compared to the
best possible model, when they are all trained on
the full target dataset. The term ρ() implies that
the performance gap also depends on how closely
the datasets used to generate the DAFT models
represent the target dataset. Note that the minimum
over i is taken on the sum of µ() and ρ(), instead
of of each of the two terms individually. However,

Figure 15: Relative Improvement of DAFTs compared to
DAFT-EZ for Text similarity task: For each test dataset,
we consider 6 DAFT FMs (fine-tuned on data different
from the test data), and consider the RI of DAFTZ over
the DAFT-EZ. Values less than 0 indicate performance
degradation.

for an ensemble of DAFT models obtained by fine-
tuning a “good” set of FMs with a large number
of datasets, the approximation term µ() + ρ() is
expected to be small, as argued in Section 5.2.

A.8 Comparison with Model Soup

We provide a short comparison between model
soup and the ensemble methods discussed here
(DAFT-E Z and DAFT-E) in terms of their perfor-
mances and features. To do performance compari-
son between the zero-shot version of model soup,
i.e., Uniform soup with DAFT-EZ, we used the senti-
ment analysis task. We observed that when there
are 5 DAFT models from some specific architec-
ture (we could not use all 15, since there were 3
different architectures), DAFT-EZ performs better
than Model Soup (Table 11). To check the robust-
ness of the DAFT-EZ method, we then changed our
experiments to check performance of DAFT-EZ and
Uniform soup on IMDB dataset by adding DAFT
models to the respective methods. The result is
shown in Table 12. Interestingly, DAFT-EZ showed
more resiliency than Uniform soup. Lastly, to per-
form the full comparison of different features of
Model Soup and the discussed ensemble methods,
we formed Table 13.
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Table 6: Relative Improvement of DA(FT)2 compared to FT (Sentiment Analysis)

Dataset DAFT Name n = 2 n = 4 n = 8 n = 16 n = 32 n = 64 n = 128 n = 256

Amazon

DAFT- Cornell 80.42 76.28 81.10 67.16 55.45 32.55 0.50 0.48
DAFT- IMDB 78.33 77.79 83.46 68.53 57.12 37.85 2.66 1.92
DAFT- SST2 78.11 75.33 78.67 65.6 54.45 34.45 0.57 0.77
DAFT- Tweet 61.33 67.70 71.34 56.76 47.07 31.19 -1.11 -0.85
DAFT- Yelp 81.59 79.18 83.50 68.95 53.48 35.24 1.42 1.54

Average 75.95 75.25 79.62 65.40 53.51 34.26 0.81 0.77

Cornell

DAFT- Amazon 73.60 71.74 68.88 63.6 61.01 38.06 10.25 1.66
DAFT- IMDB 68.43 64.88 64.64 62.43 61.23 38.52 9.58 3.60
DAFT- SST2 74.8 72.11 68.89 66.71 63.54 38.97 9.64 2.67
DAFT- Tweet 53.72 52.43 49.77 48.37 51.15 31.50 6.11 2.23
DAFT- Yelp 69.22 66.87 64.13 62.47 51.87 32.19 8.65 0.3

Average 67.95 65.61 63.26 60.72 57.77 35.85 8.85 2.09

IMDB

DAFT- Amazon 81.35 81.84 81.66 70.94 61.86 50.11 2.53 0.65
DAFT- Cornell 77.79 77.09 80.67 66.68 57.4 49.72 2.46 -0.03
DAFT- SST2 76.10 75.28 77.99 64.86 57.45 47.36 -1.33 -0.977
DAFT- Tweet 59.12 60.27 60.49 58.10 53.54 45.20 -0.62 -0.70
DAFT- Yelp 76.93 78.72 80.11 69.47 60.73 45.82 -2.52 0.247

Average 74.26 74.64 76.19 66.01 58.20 47.64 0.10 -0.16

SST2

DAFT- Amazon 76.35 73.84 73.54 70.05 72.62 58.52 11.47 2.03
DAFT- Cornell 82.05 78.97 78.81 80.32 77.56 64.29 16.84 5.41
DAFT- IMDB 71.55 75.20 72.81 74.51 71.62 62.14 14.46 3.85
DAFT- Tweet 62.25 60.66 60.68 62.66 63.46 53.84 10.30 0.92
DAFT- Yelp 73.42 74.51 73.2 72.18 74.17 54.1 10.89 2.75

Average 73.13 72.64 71.81 71.95 71.88 58.58 12.79 2.99

Tweet

DAFT- Amazon 60.22 53.93 55.79 41.88 42.67 26.16 1.2 -2.2
DAFT- Cornell 56.37 49.64 50.94 52.62 39.55 23.64 1.03 -1.58
DAFT- IMDB 59.72 53.76 52.58 55.26 45.22 30.19 4.69 1.59
DAFT- SST2 62.23 55.20 57.46 54.1 41.79 26.48 2.29 -1.06
DAFT- Yelp 64.83 58.69 60.85 57.37 39.85 23.15 2.5 -1.6

Average 60.67 54.25 55.53 52.25 41.82 25.92 2.34 -0.97

Yelp

DAFT- Amazon 79.81 84.56 71.46 85.73 49.85 26.89 -2.32 -0.41
DAFT- Cornell 74.39 83.52 67.09 81.15 45.62 29.28 -0.65 -0.81
DAFT- IMDB 77.45 83.51 67.84 83.75 47.97 29.62 1.02 0.29
DAFT- SST2 75.4 80.74 66.07 80.69 45.82 26.711 -0.86 -1.48
DAFT- Tweet 67.36 72.68 61.60 77.06 43.10 26.81 -0.79 -1.22

Average 74.88 81.00 66.81 81.68 46.47 27.86 -0.72 -0.73

Table 7: Relative Improvement of DA(FT)2 compared to FT (Text Similarity)

Dataset DAFT Name n = 2 n = 4 n = 8 n = 16 n = 32 n = 64 n = 128 n = 256

MRPC
DAFT- QQP 34.78 32.60 32.08 -6.49 24.68 18.15 20.21 10.83
DAFT- STSB 55.83 54.79 61.86 13.01 41.26 32.65 28.13 18.20

Average 45.30 43.69 46.97 3.26 32.97 25.40 24.17 14.51

QQP
DAFT- MRPC 75.56 78.10 88.81 86.98 66.05 47.51 16.33 4.71
DAFT- STSB 81.24 80.61 99.21 97.98 77.47 57.41 19.36 7.38

Average 78.40 79.36 94.01 92.48 71.76 52.46 17.84 6.05

STSB
DAFT- MRPC 46.89 53.02 50.07 51.96 45.97 28.01 1.26 0.64
DAFT- QQP 51.78 50.82 57.42 63.87 56.15 36.55 4.85 1.95

Average 49.33 51.92 53.74 57.91 51.06 32.28 3.05 1.30
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Table 8: Relative Improvement of DA(FT)2 compared to DAFT-E (Sentiment Analysis)

Dataset DAFT Name n = 2 n = 4 n = 8 n = 16 n = 32 n = 64 n = 128 n = 256

Amazon

DAFT- Cornell -1.60 -1.91 -1.57 -1.38 -1.43 -4.177 -2.35 -1.78
DAFT- IMDB -2.74 -1.07 -0.29 -0.57 -0.38 -0.35 -0.26 -0.37
DAFT- SST2 -2.85 -2.43 -2.89 -2.3 -2.06 -2.80 -2.30 -1.50
DAFT- Tweet -12.01 -6.68 -6.87 -7.51 -6.75 -5.17 -3.92 -3.09
DAFT- Yelp -0.96 -0.30 -0.27 -0.32 -2.683 -2.238 -1.46 -0.753

Average -4.03 -2.48 -2.38 -2.42 -2.66 -2.95 -2.06 -1.50

Cornell

DAFT- Amazon -0.71 -0.03 -0.04 -1.81 -2.14 -2.34 -1.27 -3.06
DAFT- IMDB -3.66 -4.02 -2.55 -2.51 -2.03 -2.02 -1.87 -1.21
DAFT- SST2 -0.02 0.187 -0.04 0.05 -0.62 -1.70 -1.82 -2.10
DAFT- Tweet -12.08 -11.27 -11.35 -10.95 -8.15 -6.99 -4.98 -2.52
DAFT- Yelp -3.21 -2.87 -2.85 -2.49 -7.72 -6.50 -2.70 -4.38

Average -3.94 -3.60 -3.37 -3.54 -4.13 -3.91 -2.53 -2.65

IMDB

DAFT- Amazon 1.25 0.57 -0.35 -0.43 -0.79 -1.25 -0.48 -0.65
DAFT- Cornell -0.73 -2.05 -0.89 -2.92 -3.53 -1.51 -0.54 -1.32
DAFT- SST2 -1.675 -3.05 -2.36 -3.98 -3.50 -3.06 -4.22 -2.25
DAFT- Tweet -11.16 -11.35 -11.96 -7.92 -5.89 -4.48 -3.53 -1.98
DAFT- Yelp -1.21 -1.25 -1.20 -1.29 -1.49 -4.07 -5.39 -1.05

Average -2.70 -3.41 -3.35 -3.31 -3.04 -2.87 -2.83 -1.45

SST2

DAFT- Amazon -2.89 -2.64 -2.94 -5.91 -3.70 -4.71 -5.33 -4.65
DAFT- Cornell 0.25 0.23 -0.02 -0.24 -0.95 -1.25 -0.77 -1.49
DAFT- IMDB -5.53 -1.88 -3.38 -3.45 -4.26 -2.54 -2.79 -2.95
DAFT- Tweet -10.65 -10.03 -10.16 -10.01 -8.81 -7.53 -6.33 -5.69
DAFT- Yelp -4.50 -2.27 -3.16 -4.74 -2.84 -7.37 -5.82 -3.97

Average -4.67 -3.32 -3.94 -4.87 -4.11 -4.68 -4.21 -3.75

Tweet

DAFT- Amazon -4.89 -5.09 -4.98 -11.98 -3.42 -3.64 -2.69 -1.63
DAFT- Cornell -7.17 -7.74 -7.94 -5.31 -5.53 -5.56 -2.86 -1.00
DAFT- IMDB -5.19 -5.21 -6.93 -3.68 -1.69 -0.57 0.67 2.18
DAFT- SST2 -3.70 -4.31 -3.96 - 4.40 -4.02 -3.40 -1.64 -0.48
DAFT- Yelp -2.15 -2.17 -1.89 -2.36 -5.33 -5.94 -1.44 -1.02

Average -4.62 -4.91 -5.14 -5.54 -4.00 -3.82 -1.59 -0.39

Yelp

DAFT- Amazon 0.18 -0.84 0.62 0.10 0.60 -3.20 -3.85 -0.98
DAFT- Cornell -2.83 -1.40 -1.93 -2.37 -2.25 -1.37 -2.21 -1.37
DAFT- IMDB -1.13 -1.41 -1.50 -0.97 -0.67 -1.11 -0.57 -0.29
DAFT- SST2 -2.27 -2.90 -2.53 -2.62 -2.11 -3.33 -2.42 -2.04
DAFT- Tweet -6.75 -7.22 -5.16 -4.58 -3.94 -3.26 -2.34 -1.79

Average -2.56 -2.76 -2.10 -2.09 -1.68 -2.46 -2.28 -1.29

Table 9: Relative Improvement of DA(FT)2 compared to DAFT-E- LR (Text Similarity)

Dataset DAFT Name n = 2 n = 4 n = 8 n = 16 n = 32 n = 64 n = 128 n = 256

MRPC
DAFT- QQP -11.80 -11.25 -14.47 -13.93 -8.60 -2.85 4.15 7.20
DAFT- STSB 1.98 3.60 4.81 4.01 3.56 9.08 11.00 14.33

Average -4.91 -3.82 -4.83 -4.96 -2.52 3.12 7.57 10.77

QQP
DAFT- MRPC -1.37 -1.01 1.90 -0.05 2.44 1.73 6.68 7.89
DAFT- STSB 1.82 0.39 7.51 5.83 9.49 8.55 9.46 10.65

Average 0.22 -0.31 4.70 2.89 5.96 5.14 8.07 9.27

STSB
DAFT- MRPC 9.48 6.16 19.73 2.18 -2.31 -0.75 2.96 4.29
DAFT- QQP 13.12 4.63 25.59 10.19 4.50 5.87 6.61 5.64

Average 11.30 5.39 22.66 6.18 1.09 2.56 4.78 4.96
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Table 10: Relative Improvement of DA(FT)2 compared to DAFT-E- RF (Text Similarity)

Dataset DAFT Name n = 2 n = 4 n = 8 n = 16 n = 32 n = 64 n = 128 n = 256

MRPC
DAFT- QQP 12.91 -2.02 -10.60 -14.67 -11.38 -7.66 -3.32 -0.07
DAFT- STSB 30.55 14.37 9.56 3.12 0.40 3.67 3.04 6.58

Average 21.73 6.17 -0.52 -5.77 -5.49 -2.00 -0.14 3.26

QQP
DAFT- MRPC 5.92 2.20 2.44 -0.88 -1.49 -3.20 1.52 3.59
DAFT- STSB 9.35 3.64 8.08 4.95 5.29 3.29 4.17 6.23

Average 7.64 2.92 5.26 2.03 1.90 0.05 2.85 4.91

STSB
DAFT- MRPC 11.08 5.44 -4.39 -5.82 -8.44 -6.09 -2.41 -0.63
DAFT- QQP 14.77 3.92 0.29 1.56 -2.06 0.18 1.05 0.66

Average 12.92 4.68 -2.05 -2.13 -5.25 -2.96 -0.68 0.01

(a) MRPC (b) QQP (c) STSB
Figure 16: Performance comparison of DAFT-EZ, DAFT-E, single-best DAFT and FFT for Text Similarity task. The
error interval for DAFT-E is based on the random choice of the few-shot samples used to learn the weights of the
ensemble, using RF method, aggregated over 10 trials. The single best DAFT for different datasets are: MRPC
(Roberta - STSB), QQP (Roberta - STSB), STSB (Roberta - MRPC).

Table 11: Performance Comparison of DAFT-EZ and
Uniform Soup. The results show that, for zero-shot sen-
timent analysis tasks, DAFT-EZ performs at par or better
than Uniform Soup. Note that Uniform Soup requires
all models to have matching architectures so as to be
able to uniformly combine the model weights. DAFT-EZ

(and DAFT-E) do not have any such requirement.

Dataset Uniform Soup DAFT-EZ

Amazon 93.29% 93.72%
Cornell 85.09% 85.37%
IMDB 92.09% 92.28%
SST2 88.07% 89.55%
Tweet 86.09% 87.33%
Yelp 94.67% 95.30%

A.9 Comparison with LEEP

To check the transferability of the DAFT models to
a new target domain or task, we checked the LEEP
scores between all the 6 datasets of the sentiment
analysis (Figure 17). Interestingly, the heat map
with the LEEP scores follows closely the heat map
that we generated using the performance of the
DAFT models (Figure 2). This bolsters the idea of
DAFT models and their transferability being pro-

Table 12: Robustness Comparison of DAFT-E Z and
Uniform Soup in terms of the set of models being com-
bined. The results show that as we increase the number
of DAFT models, the performance of both Uniform Soup
and DAFT-EZ improves, with DAFT-EZ consistently out-
performing Uniform Soup in the zero-shot setting. As
discussed in Table 11, we are able to add many more
models into DAFT-E Z than in Uniform Soup because
Uniform Soup requires all models in the ensemble to
have matching architectures.

DAFT models combined Uniform Soup DAFT-EZ

SST2, Tweet 88.78% 89.09%
SST2, Tweet, Yelp 90.57% 90.86%
SST2, Tweet, Yelp, Cornell 91.19% 91.39%
SST2, Tweet, Yelp, Cornell, Amazon 92.09% 92.28%

portional to their performance as DAFT models.
Moreover, these LEEP scores also tells us that an
LEEP scored based ensemble method is possible
and needs further investigation.
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Table 13: Comparison of different methods to com-
bine pretrained models in terms of the requirements on
the available (DAFT) models that are being combined
and the kind of computation necessary. BPF: Method
is LLM backpropagation free. SLI: Method needs to
perform inference on the target task with a single LLM.
NMWA No LLM model weight access is required by the
method. MAE: Method can handle multi-architecture
ensemble. SFPA: Method requires a single forward pass
for few-shot adaptation.
This table highlights that DAFT-E Z and DAFT-E pro-
vide lightweight LLM backprop-free model combina-
tion schemes (similar to Uniform Soup and Greedy
Soup), but DAFT-E Z and DAFT-E do not require ac-
cess to the model weights, and can combine LLMs with
different architectures. Furthermore, the few-shot adap-
tation in DAFT-E requires only a single forward-pass
with the few-shot samples compared to Greedy Soup
that requires multiple forward-passes. However, both
Uniform and Greedy Soup finally need to perform in-
ference with a single LLM while DAFT-EZ and DAFT-E
have to perform inference with multiple LLMs.

Method 0-shot BPF SLI NMWA MAE SFPA

DAFT ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ N/A N/A
Uniform Soup ✓ ✓ ✓ ✗ ✗ N/A
DAFT-EZ ✓ ✓ ✗ ✓ ✓ N/A

FT ✗ ✗ ✓ ✗ N/A ✗
DA(FT)2 ✗ ✗ ✓ ✗ N/A ✗
Greedy Soup ✗ ✓ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✗
DAFT-E ✗ ✓ ✗ ✓ ✓ ✓

Figure 17: Heatmap using LEEP scores (Sentiment
Analysis)
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