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ABSTRACT

Model Soups, extending Stochastic Weights Averaging (SWA),
combine models fine-tuned with different hyperparameters.
Yet, their adoption is hindered by computational challenges
due to subset selection issues. In this paper, we propose
to speed up model soups by approximating soups perfor-
mance using averaged ensemble logits performances. The-
oretical insights validate the congruence between ensemble
logits and weight averaging soups across any mixing ratios
Our Resource ADjusted soups craftINg (RADIN) procedure
stands out by allowing flexible evaluation budgets, enabling
users to adjust his budget of exploration adapted to his re-
sources while increasing performance at lower budget com-
pared to previous greedy approach (up to 4% on ImageNet).

Index Terms— Stochastic Weights Averaging, Model
Soups, Taylor Expansion, Ensembling

1. INTRODUCTION

Deep learning conventionally involves training a singular
neural network across multiple epochs, selecting the top-
performing iteration based on validation scores for deploy-
ment. However, this approach is not without its challenges.
Notably, individual models can be outperformed by ensem-
bles—even those comprised of weaker models. Furthermore,
models trained via classical Empirical Risk Minimization
(ERM) often lack robustness to distribution shifts [1].

Ensembling, an entrenched technique in machine learn-
ing, aims to boost performance and reduce variance by ag-
gregating predictions from multiple models. Random Forest
stands out as a notable representative of this methodology [2].
Yet, for an ensemble of N models, the inference time, scaling
as O(N), remains a significant cost.

An alternative technique, aiming to emulate ensemble
performance with the computational simplicity of single-
model inference, O(1), leverages the averaging of fine-tuned
weights from models sharing identical architecture and initial
pre-training. This technique, known as Stochastic Weights

∗ Equal contribution.
† Corresponding author.

Averaging (SWA) [3], has been further evolved into model
soups [4]. Model soups have exhibited superior performance
compared to the top-performing individual models from an
ensemble. Their construction involves selecting a subset of
the N models to average. However, identifying the optimal
subset theoretically necessitates 2N evaluations, with each
evaluation being costly: a full pass over the validation set.
Consequently, the original authors introduced a heuristic −
a greedy algorithm − to approximate the best subset using a
fixed budget of N operations.

Our contribution lies in extending soup crafting to any
budget. We present an adaptable procedure to craft soups
based on a predefined budget B: low budget for faster soup
crafting, higher budget for more performing soup. Our ap-
proach approximates the full inference evaluation of a soup
on a validation set via a weighted average of ensemble log-
its, derived from an identical model subset as the given soup.
We provide a theoretical foundation for our method, demon-
strating the performance equivalence − up to the first order
of a Taylor expansion − between any soup and any ensemble
drawn from the same subset of N models. We corroborate
our claims with experimental results.

2. RELATED WORK

It has long time been observed that ensembles of models im-
prove predictive performance [5, 6]. However, ensembles of
models suffer from high inference costs by being proportional
to the number of models.

Several attempts in increasing performance of a single
model by regularization have been proposed. One of them is
dropout [7]. Interestingly, dropout can be viewed as a way of
emulating ensembles at lower cost, since only a single model
is required.

Earlier work introduced weights averaging [8, 9, 10],
decades ago. More recently, approaches based on weights
averaging started to re-emerge [3, 4]. A simple average of
models weights fine-tuned from a same pre-trained point is
supported by the fact that model averaging is asymptotically
better than model selection for prediction [11]. Indeed, [12]
has shown, under simplifying assumptions, that SGD with a
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Fig. 1: Difference between model ensembling at logit level (a) and model souping (b). While the logits ensembling requires
O(N) full models inferences for a single image before averaging predicted logits, the soup alternative proposes to approximate
the ensemble outputs in O(1) by averaging before the N weights of the ensemble into a single model.

fixed learning rate approximately samples from a Gaussian
distribution centered at the minimum of the loss.

Exploiting findind from [12], a succesfull attempt of
weights averaging is proposed by [3], often referred as
Stochastic Weights Averaging (SWA). Authors shown that
simple averaging of multiple points along the trajectory of
SGD, with a cyclical or constant learning rate, leads to better
generalization than conventional training.

Close to our work, in the continuity of SWA [3], [13] pro-
poses to average historical solution weights of a training pro-
cedure in a trainable fashion, rather than using fixed averag-
ing (e.g., SWA) or a heuristic combination (e.g., Exponential
Moving Average - EMA). The purpose being to speed up the
training and meanwhile improving the performance, by utiliz-
ing early solutions in DNNs’ training. We differ in that their
contribution focus on combining historical solutions from a
single configuration while we focus on ensemble of models
fine-tuned separately with different configuration of hyperpa-
rameter (or even auxiliary tasks) and thus extend the more
general case of model soups and model ratatouilles.

This idea has been extended to model soups [4] where au-
thors found that subsets of an ensemble of diverse fine-tuned
weights from the same initial pre-training with various hyper-
parameters could be averaged together. Since the brute force
optimal subset would require a 2N budget of full evaluations
on the validation set, the authors proposed a greedy heuris-
tic for finding such a subset with a fixed budget of N . We
can note that model soups have been successfully applied to
numerous tasks such as [14, 15]. Soups properties, out of dis-
tribution generalization, adversarial robustnes, etc., have been
studied in diverse ways such as [16, 17, 18, 19]. Interestingly,
soups have been found to be generalizable to mutlitask fine-
tuning [16].

However, soups’ derivative works are limited to the

greedy heuristic proposed by original model soups authors [4]
and thus limited to a budget B = N . We propose here to ex-
tend this work to any budget B ∈ [1, 2N ] chosen by the user
depending on its resources (low budget for fast soup crafting,
higher for more exploration hoping better performances).

Linearizing deep networks using a first-order Taylor ex-
pansion around the pretrained weights is a popular strategy
employed to simplify computation and getting intuitions on
deep networks [20, 21, 22]. We motivate our algorithm by
showing, under this same first-order Taylor expansion, the
equivalence between real soups performances and our ap-
proximation of soups performances.

3. SOUPING ON A BUDGET

3.1. Model Soups Global Idea

Traditionally, to achieve optimal model accuracy, one would
(1) train various models using different hyperparameters and
(2) select the best-performing model based on a validation
set, discarding the others. Model soups [4] revisit the second
step of this procedure in the context of fine-tuning large pre-
trained models, where fine-tuned models often appear to lie in
a single low error basin. [4] found that averaging the weights
of multiple models finetuned with different hyperparameter
configurations often improves accuracy and robustness. The
difference between ensemble and soups is schematized in Fig-
ure. 1.

Since ensemble of networks finetuned from the same
points are likely to but not guaranteed to fall in the same bas-
sine, authors of model soups [4] proposed a greedy procedure
to select the adequate subset of models to be averaged and
call it : greedy soup. The greedy soup recipe is summarized
in Recipe. 1. The greedy soup is constructed by sequentially



Recipe 1 GreedySoup

Input: Potential soup ingredients {θ1, ..., θN} (N models
sorted in decreasing order of ValAcc (θi)).
Procedure:
ingredients← {}
for i = 1 to N do

if ValAcc (average (ingredients ∪ {θi})) ≥
ValAcc (average (ingredients)) then

ingredients← ingredients ∪ {θi}
return average (ingredients)

adding each model as a potential ingredient in the soup, and
only keeping the model in the soup if performance on a held
out validation set improves. This procedure requires models
to be sorted in decreasing order of validation set accuracy, and
so the greedy soup can be no worse than the best individual
model on the held-out validation set. While they suggested
that a subset of models used in soups could be averaged in
a smooth way and that such a coefficient could be learned
in a gradient-based minibatch optimization. They found this
procedure to require simultaneously loading all models in
memory, which currently hinders its use with large networks
and didn’t delve deeper in this path to focus on greedy soups.
We will thus stay in this setup of uniform average of bi-
nary selection of models. Since [12] already shown, under
simplifying assumption, that SGD with a fixed learning rate
approximately samples from a Gaussian distribution centered
at the minimum of the loss, it is perfectly correct to discard
the weighted average and focus on uniform average since
from a Maximum Likelihood Estimation perspective, the uni-
form average is the unbiased estimator to recover the center
of a gaussian.

3.2. Formalism

Let’s define {pk}1≤k≤N a set of ponderations such that∑N
k=1 pk = 1, L a loss function and (xd, yd) our traning set

of size D with x an input and y a ground truth label. With w∗
k

being the kth model weights wk of N models of M neurons
fine-tuned from the same wk = winit, we can define the
ensemble loss as :

lens(xd, yd,w
∗
ens)

def
= L

( N∑
k=1

pkf(xd,w
∗
k)
)

(1)

with w∗
ens = {w∗

k |∀k ∈ [1,K]}.
In another hand, we define a soup loss as :

lsoup(xd, yd,w
∗
soup)

def
= L

(
f
(
xd,

N∑
k=1

pkw
∗
k

))
(2)

with w∗
soup = soup({pk}∗) =

∑N
k=1 pkw

∗
k.

Recipe 2 RADIN

Inputs:
B (a budget, allowed nb. of full slow evaluation)
candidates ←

[
{pk}1, . . . , {pk}c, . . . , {pk}C

]
(a list

of C random soups candidates defined by their weighting
{pk}c,∀c ∈ [1,C])).
Procedure:
candidates← sorted(candidates, key = ApproxValAcc)
candidates← topk(candidates, k = B)
candidates← sorted(candidates, key = ValAcc)

return soup(topk(candidates, k =1))

In our case we are looking for pk to be either 0 either
uniform 1/

∑
indpk>0. When all pk > 0 the soup is called

uniform soup, since all model weights are now averaged in
an uniform fashion. Our goal is to find the best soup which
could be uniform or only an average of the subset of models
selected by pk.

3.3. Methodology

Here we propose a two stage algorithm for soups crafting.
From a fast approximating function we rank soups candidates,
then, after selecting the topk (with k = B, chosen budget), a
slow full inference step will be performed on most promis-
ing candidates in order to find the best soup to return, ac-
cordingly to its real observed performance. Our Ressource
ADjusted soups craftINg (RADIN) procedure is summarized
in Recipe. 2.

To perform the fast candidates performances estimation
and ranking step we propose to approximate the logits of aver-
aged models weights by the average of cached models logits.
In other words, with ŷk = f(x,w∗

k), we pose :

L
(
f
(
x,

N∑
k=1

pkw
∗
k

))
≈ L

( N∑
k=1

pkŷk

)
(3)

From our fast estimation function, ones can choose to add
any prior as wished to influence the ranking toward any di-
rection. Here, we propose, inspired from [12] findings, to
favorize solutions averaging the maximum of models in the
soup. We formalize this new objective in the new function :

L
( N∑

k=1

pkŷk

)
+ λ

N∑
k=1

1pk>0 (4)

The λ term allows to control the strength of our prior. While
the topk ranking will favorize larger number of models to be
averaged, the real performance evaluation step will have the
last word, discarding such a model if the real performance ob-
served is lower than soup with lower number of base models
during the second step.
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Fig. 2: Correlation between fast estimated performance on
validation and real performance observed on test of 200 sam-
pled random soups on Cifar 10. Soups with higher number
of models tend to perform generally better than soups with
lower number of models. The number of models involved in
each soup candidate is indicated by the angle of the marker.

When few models are present in the ensemble, a full ex-
ploration of all subsets in a brute force fashion is possible at
low cost. Such an exploration is not possible as ensemble
size grow, since the number of estimates grows exponentially
(2N ). Different methods are possible to find the best subset of
models, ranging from simple ones such as Monte-Carlo sam-
pling to more sophisticated ones such as genetic algorithms,
reinforcement learning, branch and bound, etc. In this paper,
we will stay with Monte-Carlo to show the efficiency of our
method even with naı̈ve algorithm.

After generating a list of soup candidate and sorting them
accordingly to the previously defined function, the second
step of our approach consist in selecting the B mode promis-
ing candidates to compute their real score with a full inference
over the validation set. The best model, accordingly to its real
score on validation, is finally chosen and returned as output
model soup.

While the Taylor trick allows a fast approximation of
model soups using logits ensemble, a two-step approach us-
ing slow fine-grained re-ranking at a budget is still necessary
since by not being equal but only correlated (Figure. 2) the
fast approximation may overestimate or underestimate the
real performance of a soup.

3.4. Theoretical Foundations

Using a similar approach as in [22], we show that the
weighted average of logits of several finetuned models (de-
noted as the ensembling strategies) is equivalent to the logits
of the weighted average of the same finetuned models weights

with the exact same ponderatation.
Our algorithm relies on the hypothesis that the Taylor ex-

pansion of these two loss functions at Winit = (winit, . . . ,winit)
agree at order 1. We propose here a complete proof to validate
the intuition behind our algorithm.

Let N ,M ≥ 1 be integer and HomR(RN ,RM ) be the
space of R-linear maps RN → RM . If φ : RN → RM

is a differentiable function at a point P ∈ RN , then we let
dPφ ∈ HomR(RN ,RM ) denote its differential.

The first order Taylor expansions at Winit reads:

Lens(W ) ∼ Lens(Winit) + dWinit
Lens(W −Winit)

Lsoup(W ) ∼ Lsoup(Winit) + dWinit
Lsoup(W −Winit).

Proposition : the first order Taylor expansions at Winit of
Lens and Lsoup are equal.

Proof :
By definition, we have

∑
k pk = 1 and thus

Lens(Winit) = L
( N∑

k=1

pkf(winit)
)
= L

(
f(winit)

)
= L

(
f
( N∑

k=1

pkwinit

))
= Lsoup(Winit).

From this it follows that, to prove our claim, it suffices to
show that

dWinit
Lens = dWinit

Lsoup. (5)

We define functions s and F by s(v1, . . . , vN ) =
∑

k pkvk
and F : (v1, . . . , vN ) 7→ (f(v1), . . . , f(vN )). By definition,
we have Lens = L ◦ s ◦ F and Lsoup = L ◦ f ◦ s. Applying
the chain rule, we have both

dWinit
Lens = dWinit

(L◦s◦F ) = ds◦F (Winit)L◦dWinit
(s◦F )

dWinit
Lsoup = dWinit

(L◦f ◦s) = df◦s(Winit)L◦dWinit
(f ◦s)

By definition, we have
∑

k pk = 1 and this yields

s ◦ F (Winit) =

N∑
k=1

pkf(winit) = f(winit)

= f
( N∑

k=1

pkwinit

)
= f ◦ s(Winit).

In particular, we deduce that

ds◦F (Winit)L = df◦s(Winit)L.

Now, we can see that, if we prove

dWinit(s ◦ F ) = dWinit(f ◦ s)(Winit), (6)

then (5) follows and this proves the claim.
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Fig. 3: Soups candidates are ranked by their fast estimated
performance. Lower rank indicate most promising candi-
dates. One can observe that the fast approximation rank-
ing allow to filter the poorly performing candidates. In the
RADIN procedure, only the B first candidates undergo full
evaluation, from which the highest-performing soup is se-
lected based on actual performance metrics.

Let (e1, . . . , eN ) be the canonical basis of RN and let
1 ≤ i ≤ N be an integer. On one hand, by chain rule, we
have

dWinit(s ◦ F )(ei) = dF (Winit)s ◦ dWinitF (ei)

= dF (W )s
(
0, . . . , 0, f ′(winit), 0, . . . , 0

)
= pif

′(winit).

On the other hand, by chain rule, we have

dWinit
(f ◦ s)(ei) = ds(Winit)f ◦ dWinit

s(ei) = ds(Winit)f(pi)

= f ′(s(Winit))pi = f ′
( N∑

k=1

pkwinit

)
pi

= pif
′(winit).

This proves that the two linear maps dWinit
(s ◦ F ) and

dWinit
(f ◦ s) are equal on the canonical basis or RN . Hence

they are equal: This proves (6) and concludes the proof of the
claim.

4. EXPERIMENTS

4.1. Experimental Setup

In this section, we assess the effectiveness of our algorithm by
comparing it with the greedy soups baseline algorithm sug-
gested by [4]. We used the pre-trained CLIP ViT-B/32 trans-
former with contrastive supervision from image-text pairs as
our base model (winit). For each dataset (Cifar 10, Ima-
geNet), we randomly selected one of an ensemble of 13 fine-

Table 1: Comparison of performances between uniform
soups, greedy procedure and our approach at different bud-
gets B. Our soup with prior at budget B = 1 correspond to
the uniform soup. The oracle correspond to the best test score
observed on the test set (cheating, not the validation set) by
evaluating up to B = 200.

Budget (B) B = 1 B = 25

Method Cifar 10 ImageNet Cifar 10 ImageNet

Greedy [4] 98.17 74.990 98.58 78.418

Our w/o prior 98.51 77.962 98.62 78.698
Our w prior 98.52 78.208 98.58 78.562
Oracle 98.62 78.726 98.62 78.726

tuned end-to-end models provided by [4], whose hyperparam-
eters information can be found in the original article. We uti-
lize the same 2% of the ImageNet training set as a held-out
validation set for building soups as [4] in order to make a fair
comparison between the baseline and our technique, since the
official ImageNet validation set is typically used as test set.

We consider the uniform average of all the ensemble
weights and greedy soups as baseline. Since the uniform av-
erage is not iterative and the greedy soups have a number of
iteration limited, we keep the last value encountered for com-
parison at higher number of iterations (higher budget). For
our approach, we compare results obtained with and without
using the prior, by setting λ respectively to 0 and 1.

We sampled 200 candidates without overlap in a Monte-
Carlo fashion, with the size of the subset being evenly sam-
pled in the range of [2,N − 1]. For evaluation, we excluded
the uniform soup to show the ability of our method to recover
a similar performing soup with low budget B = 1. However,
in real world application we recommend adding it to candi-
dates since that with prior λ = 1 at a budget B = 1 this uni-
form soup would be picked (highering our score on ImageNet
while maintaining similar performance on Cifar 10).

4.2. Results

We report in Table. 1 results on Cifar 10 and ImageNet with
baseline and our method at two different budget values (B =
1,B = 25). To get a finer look at the evolution of perfor-
mance of different algorithms over iteration, we plot on Fig-
ure. 4 the evolution of performances for each budget B ∈
[1, 25] on ImageNet.

By evaluating of the 200 soups candidates on Cifar 10, we
can observe on Figure. 3 that our procedure effectively rank
the candidates and filter out the poorly performing ones (bad
performance prediction ≈ bad real performance).

Interestingly, while we reported a lower correlation be-
tween the 200 observed candidates performances on test for
Cifar 10 to be lower with the prior than without it (Spear-
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Fig. 4: Performance comparison of model soups on ImageNet
at various budget levels B. While performances are compa-
rable at higher budgets, RADIN outperforms greedy soups at
reduced budgets. Notably, introducing the prior λ marginally
enhances the quality of soups identified at these lower bud-
gets.

man correlation 0.5625 < 0.6968 statistically significant with
p-value < 0.01) we observed that using prior tend to per-
form better at lower budget. At higher budget, the removing
the prior allow exploration of less conservative candidates by
sampling highly different subsets of smaller size (less overlap
with smaller subset size). This trend was found to be similar
for ImageNet as ones can observe in Table. 1 and Figure. 4.
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Fig. 5: Performances distribution of model soups using high
(> 6) and low (≤ 6) number of models on ImageNet.

4.3. Usefulness of the prior

In general results are difficult to discuss to the low difference
between every method making each of them non statistically
distincitve (better of lower). Only the supperior performance
of our method at a budget B = 1.

We propose here two visualizations to show the motiva-
tion behind the use of the prior. Firstly, we propose a coarse
visualization in Figure. 5 to observe and test stastically the
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Fig. 6: Visualization of the variance in performances for ran-
domly sampled soup per number of models on ImageNet.

difference between the distribution scores of soups using
more than 6 models versus others. Due to the non-normal dis-
tribuytion of the data, the Mann-Whitney U, a non-parametric
test, has been used to compare the difference of performances
of soups models using a high and a low number of models in
the solution. With a p-value of 1.034e10− 9 the difference of
means are statistically significative. Secondly, we propose a
more fine-grained visualization in Figure. 6 by plotting soups
scores variance by number of models used in each soup. Such
a result is in adequation with [11] theoretical work mathemat-
ically showing that model averaging is asymptotically better
than model selection for prediction. However we can note
that while the worst performance per count (Observed Lower
Bound) is diminishing such as the score variances as the num-
ber of models in a soup increase, the best performance do not
follow such a trend. Indeed, the best soup per count seems
to be distributed/plateaued on a flat line (Observed Upper
Bound) with a slightly better performance than the uniform
soup. The greedy algorithm such as our RADIN purpose is
to reach such performances. In these conditions, using the
number of models count as prior does not sound useful.

5. CONCLUSION

The ability to efficiently combine models, or craft model
soups, holds significant potential for performance enhance-
ment. This study introduced RADIN, a novel, resource-
adjusted procedure designed to address the complexities
inherent in crafting model soups. Built upon theoretical foun-
dations, RADIN offers an alternative to traditional greedy
methodologies, focusing on the potential of ensemble logits
for approximating model soup performance. Our first at-
tempt is based on naive Monte-Carlo candidates sampling
and provided competitive results at low computational bud-
get. We think future research may combine our framework
with more advanced algorithms to increase performances at
higher budgets.
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