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Abstract. In this paper, we study multi-target domain adaptation of
scene understanding models. While previous methods achieved commend-
able results through inter-domain consistency losses, they often assumed
unrealistic simultaneous access to images from all target domains, over-
looking constraints such as data transfer bandwidth limitations and data
privacy concerns. Given these challenges, we pose the question: How to
merge models adapted independently on distinct domains while bypass-
ing the need for direct access to training data? Our solution to this prob-
lem involves two components, merging model parameters and merging
model buffers (i.e., normalization layer statistics). For merging model
parameters, empirical analyses of mode connectivity surprisingly reveal
that linear merging suffices when employing the same pretrained back-
bone weights for adapting separate models. For merging model buffers,
we model the real-world distribution with a Gaussian prior and esti-
mate new statistics from the buffers of separately trained models. Our
method is simple yet effective, achieving comparable performance with
data combination training baselines, while eliminating the need for ac-
cessing training data. Project page: https://air-discover.github.io/
ModelMerging.

Keywords: Multi-target Domain Adaptation · Mode Connectivity ·
Model Averaging

1 Introduction

Scene understanding models need to perform reliably across various domains
(i.e., diverse lighting [89], weather, and urban landscapes) to be truly useful
for autonomous driving worldwide. The typical approach of supervised learning,
however, relies heavily on costly pixel-level annotations by humans, which signif-
icantly hampers the scalability of these segmentation models. As such, the study
of multi-target domain adaptation [20,34,55] (MTDA) is becoming increasingly
significant. This area of research focuses on devising strategies to simultaneously
utilize large-scale unlabeled real-world data from multiple domains along with
⋆ * Indicates Equal Contribution. † Indicates Corresponding Author.
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labeled synthetic data during training [78], providing a scalable approach to
enhance the robustness of these models.
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Fig. 1: Comparison of Domain Adap-
tation Settings. (a) Single Target Do-
main Adaptation (STDA) focuses on lever-
aging labeled synthetic data and unlabeled
data from a single target domain together
for optimal performance in that target do-
main. (b) Multi-target Domain Adaptation
(MTDA) with data access involves utilizing
data from target domains together to train
a single model capable of excelling across all
these domains. (c) MTDA without direct
access to training data, employing model
merging to enhance robustness.

MTDA presents a greater chal-
lenge compared to traditional single-
target domain adaptation (STDA, il-
lustrated in Fig.1(a)), due to the in-
herent difficulty in developing a sin-
gle model that performs effectively
across multiple target domains. To
tackle this, previous approaches [20,
34, 48, 55] have employed consistency
learning among various expert mod-
els and online knowledge distillation
to construct a domain-generic stu-
dent model. Nonetheless, a signifi-
cant limitation of these methods is
their reliance on simultaneous access
to all target data, as illustrated in
Fig. 1(b), which is usually impracti-
cal. This impracticality stems partly
from data transfer cost constraints, as
a dataset comprising thousands of im-
ages can balloon to hundreds of gi-
gabytes. Moreover, data privacy con-
cerns are significant, with potential
restrictions on the sharing or trans-
ferring of such data due to policies.

Facing these challenges, in this paper, we consider a novel problem setting
illustrated in Fig. 1(c). Our primary focus remains on multi-target domain adap-
tation, but instead of accessing data from multiple domains, we gain access to
models that have been independently adapted to each of them. Our objective is
to integrate these models into a single, effective model for various domains.

But how to merge multiple models into one while preserving their respective
abilities on their respective domains? Our solution to this problem has two main
components. (I) Merging model parameters. A straightforward method in-
volves averaging the weights of models as a means of integration. Nevertheless,
this approach raises questions about its underlying mechanisms and its reliabil-
ity across different scenarios. In our research, we conduct careful investigation
into the conditions under which such merging is effective, and when it is not, by
examining the concept of linear mode connectivity of models. Through metic-
ulous analysis, we find that pretraining significantly contributes to enhancing
this linear connectivity among trained models. (II) Merging model buffers.
We identify the importance of model buffers, i.e., batch normalization (BN)
layer statistics, which capture domain-specific characteristics in our multi-target
domain adaptation setting. Leveraging the Gaussian prior assumption of BN



Training-Free Model Merging for Multi-target Domain Adaptation 3

layers, we estimate new means and variances for the merged layers based on the
statistics of separately trained models.

Our method, simple yet effective, demonstrates notable improvements in
performance compared to a variety of baselines. For instance, when we apply
our model merging technique to the state-of-the-art STDA method [29] using a
ResNet101 [24] backbone, we observe a substantial increase of +5.6% in harmonic
mean of mIoUs for individual domains. Remarkably, this level of performance
rivals that achieved by baseline methods that involve training with multiple
combined datasets, even when data availability is constrained. Furthermore, our
technique outperforms previous top-performing multi-target domain adaptation
methods that utilize explicit consistency training by a considerable margin, un-
derscoring the critical role of exploring model connectivities. In summary, our
contributions are as follows:

• We conduct a systematic exploration of mode connectivity in domain-adapted
scene parsing models, revealing the underlying conditions of when model
merging works.

• We introduce a model merging technique including parameter merging and
buffer merging for multi-target domain adaptation tasks, applicable to any
single-target domain adaptation model.

• Our approach achieves performance comparable to that of training with
multiple combined datasets, even when data availability is constrained.

2 Related Works

2.1 Domain Adaptation for Semantic Segmentation

Unsupervised domain adaptation [14] helps to reduce annotation costs in pixel-
wise semantic segmentation by utilizing unlabeled real-world images alongside
labeled synthetic samples.

Single-target Domain Adaptation. The challenge of STDA mainly in-
volves how to effectively reduce the distribution gap between labeled synthetic
data and unlabeled single-domain real-world images. Methods to tackle this issue
include domain-invariant representation learning [37, 46, 81], adversarial train-
ing [15,21,25,26,47,62,71,75], and teacher-student self-training [17,18,22,28–30].
Among these approaches, the last one has proven to be highly successful. It lever-
ages synthetic data [7,16,45,68] as source domains, generates pseudo labels [42]
for target domains and enforces consistency regularization over data augmenta-
tion strategies [2, 8, 28, 31, 41, 51, 69, 86, 90, 91]. Despite STDA being a broadly
studied topic, it has limitations for real-world applications like autonomous driv-
ing, where vehicles encounter diverse road scenarios beyond a single domain.

Multi-target Domain Adaptation. MTDA presents greater challenges
than STDA, particularly in terms of integrating domain-specific knowledge from
multiple sources into a single model. While initial efforts in this area have fo-
cused on classification tasks [20, 55, 83], MTDA has also been explored for se-
mantic segmentation [34,55], employing strategies like inter-domain consistency
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regularization and online knowledge distillation. Nonetheless, the application of
these explicit inter-domain regularization techniques limits the use of certain
STDA strategies, like multi-resolution training, due to the excessive GPU mem-
ory demands associated with managing multiple student models. Consequently,
these approaches [34, 55] significantly underperform when compared to STDA
methodologies [28–30]. Moreover, they rely on the impractical assumption of
having simultaneous access to data from all target domains. So we ask the ques-
tion: is it possible to train several models under the best STDA setting and
merge them without access to training data (i.e., in a zero-shot way [23])?

2.2 Multi-target Learning with Constrained Data Assumption

Federated Learning (FL). While FL [50] focuses on the joint training of
models, our research studies the direct merging of models post training. Rep-
resentative FL methods confront challenges including communication cost [53],
data heterogeneity [44], and support for device capabilities [27] in a distributed
setting. In contrast, our approach diverges in methodology by leveraging the
advancements in large-scale, centralized pre-training of vision models. We an-
swer the question that under which specific conditions can we simply merge
pre-trained models adapted to distinct data domains. Federated MTDA. In
this setting [82], the distributed client data is unlabeled, and a centralized la-
beled dataset is available on the server. In our STDA stage, labeled dataset is
accessible for each domain (comparable to clients). Class-Incremental Do-
main Adaptation (CIDA). CIDA [40] learns novel target-domain classes in a
domain shift-aware manner, while they do not touch multiple target domains.

2.3 Mode Connectivity for Neural Networks

Mode connectivity refers to the fact where local minima in the loss functions
of neural networks can be connected through a curve in the parameter space,
along which the performance does not experience significant deterioration [19,
67]. Linear mode connectivity is a stronger constraint requiring that the convex
combination of two minima stay in the same loss basin, which is closely related
to the lottery ticket hypothesis [12] and has direct implications for continual
learning [52]. Exploiting the property of linear mode connectivity, several works
[32,35,54,58,74,79] integrate weights of neural networks for a more robust merged
model. In our study, we also observe a similar phenomenon in models adapted
to different domains, and we conduct an empirical analysis to trace the origin of
it. We also identify the importance of batch normalization layer statistics in the
multi-target domain adaptation context, as the diverse characteristics inherent in
multiple domains are distinctly captured in these statistical layers. Different from
the aforementioned work focused on language or image inputs from subsets of
the same dataset, we propose a novel method to effectively merge these statistics.
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3 Methodology

3.1 Overview

Parameter Merging 

Buffer Merging 

Phase 2: Model Merging

Source Image

Target A Image

Source Prediction

Source

label

Target A Prediction

Phase 1: Model Training

𝓛𝑫𝒐𝒎𝒂𝒊𝒏 𝑨𝒅𝒂𝒑𝒕𝒂𝒕𝒊𝒐𝒏

Source Image
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Backbone Seg. HeadBackbone Seg. Head

𝓛𝑺𝒖𝒑𝒆𝒓𝒗𝒊𝒔𝒆𝒅
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STDA: Source → Target B

Fig. 2: Overview of Two-stage Pipeline
of Our Proposed Multi-target Domain
Adaptation Solution. After training STDA
methods on separate domains, we integrate
models together using our proposed merging
techniques.

We introduce a novel pipeline de-
signed to address the challenging
problem of multi-target domain
adaptation in semantic segmenta-
tion, which is illustrated in Fig. 2.
What sets our approach apart
from previous methods [3, 20, 34,
55,76,85] is the elimination of the
impractical assumption that im-
ages of all target domains concur-
rently accessible during the adap-
tation phase. Instead, our pipeline
comprises two distinct phases: a
single-target domain adaptation
phase and a model merging phase.
In the first phase, we train mod-
els adapted for individual tar-
get domains separately, while the
second phase focuses on merging
these adapted models together to
create a robust model, without
access to any training data.

Our primary focus lies on the proposed model merging phase. In the ini-
tial phase, we simply adopt the state-of-the-art unsupervised domain adapta-
tion approach, HRDA [29], leveraging various backbone architectures such as
ResNet [24] and vision transformer [80]. Our approach encompasses two critical
components of the models: parameters (i.e., weights and biases for the learn-
able layers) and buffers (i.e., running statistics for the normalization layers).
We provide detailed explanations of the merging techniques and the underlying
motivations for these techniques in Sec. 3.2 and Sec. 3.3 for merging parameters
and buffers, respectively.

3.2 Merging Parameters

Permutation-based methods degenerate. In fact, the idea of merging the
weights and biases of learnable layers between models has been a frontier research
area. Among these efforts, a particularly promising line of research has emerged,
known as permutation-based methods [1,11,36,57]. These methods operate under
the assumption that, when accounting for all potential permutation symmetries
of units in hidden layers of neural networks, the loss landscapes typically form
a single basin. Therefore, when merging model parameters ΘA and ΘB , the
primary goal of these methods is to find a set of permutation transformations
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(a) Backbone = ResNet50 (b) Backbone = ResNet101 (c) Backbone = MiT-B5

Fig. 3: Results of Git Re-Basin and Mid-Point Merging on Different Back-
bones. In our domain adaptation scenario, Git Re-Basin [1] reduced to a straightfor-
ward mid-point merging approach.

Fig. 4: Empirical Analysis for Linear Mode Connectivity. (a) Exploring the
linear mode connectivity of two trained ResNet101 backbones targeted at two different
domains. (b-e) Ablation studies on synthetic data, self-training architecture, initial-
izaiton weights and pretrained weights to find the cause of the linear mode connectiv-
ity.

π(·) that ensures π(ΘB) is functionally equivalent to ΘB , while also residing
within an approximately convex basin near the reference model ΘA. After that,
with a simple mid-point merging (λ = 1

2 in Eq. 1), we can acquire a merged
model Θ′ that exhibits better generalization ability than single models,

Θ′ = λΘA + (1− λ)π(ΘB). (1)

In our scenario, both ΘA and ΘB are trained during the first phase employ-
ing identical network architectures [29] and utilizing the same synthetic images
and labels [60]. However, they are adapted to samples from distinct domains for
semantic segmentation [9, 73]. Our initial attempt involved employing a repre-
sentative permutation-based method known as Git Re-Basin [1]. This method
transforms the task of finding permutation-symmetric transformations into a lin-
ear assignment problem (LAP), for which efficient and practical algorithms are
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available. Surprisingly, in our experimental setup, Git Re-Basin’s performance
equaled that of a simple mid-point merging across all network architectures,
including ResNet50 [24], ResNet101 [24], and MiT-B5 [80], and the results of
mid-point merging (also results of Git Re-Basin [1]) are illustrated in Fig. 3.
Further investigation revealed that the permutation transformation discovered
by Git Re-Basin [1] remained identical permutation through iterations of solv-
ing LAP, suggesting that in our domain adaptation scenario, Git Re-Basin [1]
reduced to a straightforward mid-point merging approach.

Empirical analysis of linear mode connectivity. We further investigate
the above degeneration problem through the lens of linear mode connectivity
[13, 19, 52]. Specifically, we use continuous curve ϕ(λ) : [0, 1] → R|Θ| to connect
ΘA and ΘB in the parameter space. In this specific case, we consider a linear
path as follows,

ϕ(λ) = λΘA + (1− λ)ΘB . (2)

After defining the curve connecting the models to be merged, we traverse
along the curve and evaluate the performance of the interpolated models. To
gauge the effectiveness of these models in adapting to the two specified target
domains, denoted as D1 and D2, respectively, we employ the Harmonic Mean as
our primary evaluation metric,

Harmonic Mean =
2 · mIoUD1

· mIoUD2

mIoUD1 + mIoUD2

. (3)

We select harmonic mean as the metric as it gives more weight to smaller
values, which corresponds to the worst-case performance among various cities
over the world. It effectively penalizes scenarios where performance in one do-
main (e.g., in well-developed big cities) is disproportionately high while other
domains (e.g., in a rural third-world town) have low performance. We believe
this is aligned with the initial goal of the multi-target domain adaptation task.
On the contrary, in an extreme case, scoring 100% in one city and zero on all
other three cities still leads to 25% performance using arithmetic mean num-
bers, which we believe is of limited value in the multi-target domain adaptation
problem.

The evaluation results of the interpolation are depicted in Fig. 4(a). ’CS’ and
’IDD’ denotes target datasets Cityscapes [9] and Indian Driving Dataset [73],
respectively. Notably, it is evident that the two models from the first phase are
already linearly mode connected without permutation, as the harmonic mean of
the interpolated models outperforms the performance of individual models for
both domains.

Understanding the cause of linear mode connectivity. Given the
aforementioned revelation, we inquire: What is the underlying reason behind
the linear mode connectivity property observed in previous domain adaptation
methods? Subsequently, we conduct ablation experiments to investigate several
constant factors during the training of ΘA and ΘB in the first phase.

Synthetic Data. The utilization of the same synthetic data may serve as
a bridge between the two domains. To assess this, we partition the training
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data from synthetic set [60] into two distinct non-overlapping subgroups, each
comprising 30% of the original training samples. During the partitioning process,
we group images with identical scene identifiers provided by the synthetic dataset
into the same subgroup, while scenes with significant differences are placed in
separate subgroups. We train two single-target domain adaptation models, using
the source domain provided by these two distinct subgroups, while setting the
target domain as the CityScapes [9] dataset. We subsequently investigate the
linear mode connectivity of the two resulting models. The results, displayed
in Fig. 4(b), reveal that there is no notable decline in performance along the
linear curve connecting the two resulting models within the parameter space.
This observation suggests that the usage of the same synthetic data is not the
primary factor influencing the linear mode connectivity.

Self-training Architecture. The utilization of a teacher-student self-teaching
architecture [66] may confine resulting models to the same basin within the loss
landscape. To assess this possibility, we disable the exponential moving average
(EMA) update for the teacher models. Instead, we copy the student weights
to teacher models during each iteration. Subsequently, we proceed to train two
single-target domain adaptation models, utilizing GTA [60] as the source domain
and Cityscapes [9] and IDD [73] as the target domains, respectively. We then
investigate the linear curve that connects the two resulting models within the
parameter space, and the outcomes are presented in Fig. 4(c). We can see that
the linear mode connectivity property remains intact.

Initialization and Pretraining. The practice of initializing the backbone with
the same pretrained weights can potentially place it in a basin that is challenging
to escape from during the training process. To examine this potential scenario,
we initialize two separate backbones with distinct weights and then proceed with
domain adaptation targeting the Cityscapes [9] and IDD [73] domains. During
the evaluation of the linear interpolated models between the two converged mod-
els, we observe a notable deterioration in performance, as shown in Fig. 4(d).
To gain a deeper understanding of the underlying factors, we explore whether it
is the identical initial weight or the pretraining process that contributes to this
effect. We initiate two backbones with the same weights but without pretraining
and conduct the experiment once more. Interestingly, we still encounter a sub-
stantial performance barrier along the linear connecting curve in the parameter
space, as reported in Fig. 4(e). This implies that it is the pretraining process
that plays a pivotal role in facilitating linear mode connectivity in the fine-tuned
models.

Summary. Our empirical analysis highlight that when commencing from
identical pretrained weights, domain adaptation models can effectively transition
to diverse target domains while still maintaining linear mode connectivity in
the parameter space. Consequently, a straightforward mid-point merge between
these trained models could generate models with robustness in both domains.

3.3 Merging Buffers
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Merging Buffers

Data points (not accessible when merging)

Gaussian distribution defined by BN statistics

Fig. 5: Illustration on
Merging Statistics in
Batch Normalization
(BN) Layers.

Buffers, namely running mean and variance for batch
normalization (BN) layers, bear a close association
with domains as they encapsulate domain-specific
characteristics. The question of how to effectively
merge buffers when merging models is usually over-
looked, as existing methods [32, 35, 74, 79] predom-
inantly address the merging of two models trained
on separate subsets within the same domain. These
approaches are reasonable, as buffers from any given
model can be regarded as an unbiased estimation of
the entire population, albeit solely derived from ran-
domized data subsamples. Nevertheless, in our spe-
cific problem context, we are investigating the merg-
ing of two models trained in completely distinct target
domains, rendering the buffer merging problem non-
trivial anymore.

Since we assume no access to any form of training
data during the merging phase of model A and model B, our available informa-
tion is confined to the set of buffers Γ = {µ(i),σ(i), n(i)}Li=1. Here, L represents
the number of BN layers, while µ(i), σ(i), and n(i) respectively signify the run-
ning statistics for mean, standard deviation, and the number of tracked batches
for the i-th layer. The statistics of the resulting BN layer is given as,

n(i) = n
(i)
A + n

(i)
B ,

µ(i) =
1

n(i)
(n

(i)
A µ

(i)
A + n

(i)
B µ

(i)
B ),

[σ(i)]2 =
1

n(i)

(
n
(i)
A [σ

(i)
A ]2 + n

(i)
B [σ

(i)
B ]2

+ n
(i)
A [µ(i) − µ

(i)
A ]2 + n

(i)
B [µ(i) − µ

(i)
B ]2

)
.

(4)

The rationale behind Eq. 4 can be elucidated as follows. BN layers are in-
troduced to alleviate the issue of internal covariate shift [4, 33, 65], where the
means and variances of inputs undergo changes as they pass through internal
learnable layers. In this context, our fundamental consideration is that subse-
quent learnable layers anticipate the output of the merged BN layer to follow a
normal distribution. Since the resulting BN layer hold the the inductive bias of
inputs conforming to a Gaussian prior, we estimate µ(i) and [σ(i)]2 from what
we get from ΓA and ΓB . As depicted in Figure 5, we are provided with two sets
of means and variances of data points sampled from this Gaussian prior, along
with the sizes of these sets. We leverage these values collectively to estimate the
parameters of this distribution.

Extending to more domains. When extending the merging method to
m(m ≥ 2) Gaussian distributions, the number of tracked batches n(i), the
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weighted average of the means µ(i) and the weighted average of the variances
can be calculated as follows.

n(i) =n
(i)
1 + n

(i)
2 + · · ·+ n

(i)
M ,

µ(i) =
1

n(i)
(n

(i)
1 µ

(i)
1 + n

(i)
2 µ

(i)
2 + · · ·+ n

(i)
Mµ

(i)
M ),

σ2 =

∑M
j=1 n

(i)(σi
j)

2 +
∑M

j=1 n
i
j(µ

i
j − µi)2∑M

j=1 n
i
j

.

(5)

4 Experiments

4.1 Datasets

In the context of multi-target domain adaptation experiments, we employ GTA
[60] and SYNTHIA [61] as the synthetic dataset and the real-world datasets of
Cityscapes [9], Indian Driving Dataset [73] (IDD), ACDC [64] and DarkZurich
[63] as the target domains. For domain adaptation methods, training involves
labeled source data and unlabeled target data from different domains. We employ
our merging techniques to construct a model from the trained models, employing
the discussed merging methods, all without the need for direct access to this data.

Synthetic Datasets. GTA [60] dataset comprises 24,966 synthetic images,
each with a resolution of 1914×1052 pixels. These images are sourced from the
video game GTA5 and come equipped with pixel-level annotations encompassing
19 categories, aligning with the annotation protocols of Cityscapes and IDD
datasets. SYNTHIA [61] dataset comprises 9,400 rendered images, each with a
resolution of 1280×760 pixels, generated from a virtual city.

Real-world Datasets. Cityscapes [9] is a real-world dataset featuring a col-
lection of 5,000 street scenes captured in various European cities. These scenes
have been meticulously labeled, classifying objects and elements into 19 distinct
categories. In our experiments, we utilize a subset of this dataset, consisting of
2,975 images for training and an additional 500 images for validation purposes.
IDD [73] offers greater diversity compared to Cityscapes, capturing unstructured
traffic scenarios on Indian roads. It boasts a total of 10,003 images, with 6,993
designated for training, 981 for validation, and 2,029 for testing. ACDC [64]
contains 1600 training, 406 validation, and 2000 test images, evenly distributed
among adverse weather conditions, including fog, night, rain and snow. Dark-
Zurich [63] contains 2416 training, 50 validation, and 151 test images specifically
curated for nighttime scenarios.

4.2 Implementation Details

Our proposed model merging techniques are easy to implement. In the first phase
of training single-target domain adaptation model, we leverage the state-of-the-
art HRDA method [29]. We validate the effectiveness of our approach using a
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range of image encoders as backbones, including ResNet50 [24], ResNet101 [24],
and MiT-B5 [80], all pre-trained on ImageNet-1K [10]. Except for the backbone
encoder and the factor under examination in Fig. 4, all other training hyper-
parameters remain consistent with the original HRDA [29] implementation. In
the second phase of model merging, we work directly with the state dictionaries
of checkpoint files. For parameters, we perform a mid-point merging, and for
buffers, we apply the formula presented in Eq. 4. When examining linear mode
connectivity in Fig. 4, we evenly sample values of λ within the range of [0, 1] in
Eq. 1, using a stride of 0.1 and including both endpoints.

Table 1: Performance Comparison of Our Method and Baselines. The mIoU
(mean Intersection-over-Union) represents the average IoU across 19 categories. ‘Enc.’
denotes the encoder architecture, with ‘R’ representing ResNet101 and ‘V’ indicat-
ing MiT-B5. The ‘Metric’ column specifies whether evaluation was conducted on the
Cityscapes (‘C’) or IDD (‘I’) dataset. The harmonic mean (‘H’), representing adap-
tation ability across the two domains, is considered as the primary metric. Bold text
highlights the best harmonic mean results, while underlined text indicates the second-
best results. ‘†’ signifies only merging backbones while keeping separate decode heads.
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Ours R

C 91.8 60.0 86.3 39.3 31.0 47.6 53.9 53.6 89.8 46.4 91.8 75.5 48.6 89.9 54.1 60.5 25.2 31.6 39.9 58.8

I 96.4 40.0 73.4 34.9 23.3 31.7 27.9 53.6 83.7 44.8 94.5 67.8 64.1 77.6 57.6 51.3 0.0 72.8 30.0 54.0

H 94.0 48.0 79.3 37.0 26.6 38.1 36.8 53.6 86.6 45.6 93.2 71.4 55.2 83.3 55.8 55.5 0.0 44.0 34.3 56.3 (↑ 4.2)

Ours† R

C 92.0 59.6 87.9 39.1 35.7 50.7 59.6 60.8 90.1 45.4 91.3 77.4 48.8 88.4 52.6 59.6 20.3 33.5 50.6 60.2

I 96.9 41.1 74.0 34.6 25.1 34.5 29.0 50.6 85.8 48.1 95.8 69.6 65.3 79.3 61.8 55.2 0.0 74.4 33.3 55.5

H 94.4 48.7 80.4 36.7 29.5 41.1 39.0 55.2 87.9 46.7 93.5 73.3 55.9 83.6 56.8 57.3 0.0 46.1 40.2 57.7 (↑ 5.6)

Data Comb. V

C 88.9 49.7 90.2 58.8 46.6 50.9 60.9 60.3 89.7 47.4 88.8 77.7 45.0 93.5 77.7 79.4 69.0 57.6 65.8 68.3

I 94.0 32.2 77.9 44.6 30.3 42.6 33.2 53.0 80.6 24.8 91.2 71.0 67.2 81.2 73.4 66.1 0.0 75.6 24.6 56.0

H 91.4 39.1 83.6 50.7 36.7 46.4 43.0 56.4 84.9 32.6 90.0 74.2 53.9 86.9 75.5 72.1 0.0 65.3 35.8 61.5

STDA
(GTA → CS) V

C 96.4 74.2 91.0 59.4 53.5 58.0 64.9 69.4 91.6 49.9 93.8 79.2 53.7 93.4 75.2 76.3 67.6 64.3 67.1 72.6

I 85.8 10.0 72.1 30.7 27.4 34.0 32.9 53.8 79.9 36.4 95.2 65.2 54.2 80.2 47.2 48.8 0.0 72.4 34.9 50.6

H 90.8 17.6 80.4 40.5 36.2 42.9 43.6 60.6 85.3 42.0 94.5 71.5 54.0 86.3 58.0 59.5 0.0 68.1 45.9 59.6

STDA
(GTA → IDD) V

C 87.2 30.0 88.9 53.1 35.3 52.0 56.6 49.1 89.7 47.3 88.4 74.9 40.0 91.1 76.7 64.2 29.5 15.2 30.5 57.9

I 93.0 4.7 78.0 42.0 24.8 44.3 25.9 59.8 79.7 24.1 91.0 62.7 59.6 78.8 71.8 75.6 0.0 63.1 16.7 52.4

H 90.0 8.2 83.1 46.9 29.1 47.8 35.5 53.9 84.4 31.9 89.7 68.3 47.9 84.5 74.2 69.4 0.0 24.5 21.6 55.0

Ours V

C 93.6 57.8 89.9 58.5 41.8 55.5 58.8 56.5 90.8 52.2 92.0 77.5 46.3 93.3 76.6 75.7 53.1 44.9 57.4 67.0

I 93.6 18.9 76.1 35.2 29.4 38.7 32.7 58.1 82.2 41.2 93.9 72.5 63.3 81.0 63.7 66.6 0.0 75.2 34.9 55.6

H 93.6 28.5 82.4 44.0 34.5 45.6 42.0 57.3 86.3 46.0 92.9 74.9 53.5 86.7 69.6 70.9 0.0 56.2 43.4 60.8 (↑ 1.2)

Ours† V

C 94.1 60.9 90.6 59.5 46.9 56.8 63.7 62.8 91.4 52.3 93.6 78.5 50.6 93.3 76.8 79.4 67.9 58.7 66.3 70.7

I 93.0 15.7 77.0 36.6 29.2 41.1 35.8 62.1 80.2 36.7 92.3 70.6 62.7 81.9 65.3 69.5 0.0 71.6 29.2 55.3

H 93.5 24.9 83.2 45.3 36.0 47.7 45.8 62.4 85.4 43.1 93.0 74.3 56.0 87.2 70.6 74.1 0.0 64.5 40.5 62.1 (↑ 2.5)

4.3 Comparison with Baseline Methods

We present a comparison of our model merging-based multi-target domain adap-
tation approach with several baseline methods in Tab. 1. In this experiment, we
evaluate our method using GTA [60] as the source domain and two target do-
mains, Cityscapes [9] and IDD [73]. However, our approach can easily scale to
handle a greater number of target domains, should the need arise. Additionally,
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we assess the performance when SYNTHIA [61] serves as the source domain,
and the results for this scenario are presented in the supplementary material.

Baseline methods include Data Combination ("Data Comb.") approaches,
where a single domain adaptation model is trained on a mixture of data from
two target domains. Note that these are only presented for reference as they
contradict our considerations related to data transfer bandwidth and privacy
issues. We also include Single-Target Domain Adaptation ("STDA") baselines,
which involve training a single domain adaptation model for one domain and
assessing its generalization to both domains. We evaluate our proposed methods
(labeled as "Ours") which involve merging all models or merging only image
backbones while maintaining separate decoding heads.

Table 2: Comparison of Our
Method with State-of-the-Art
Approaches. Prior MTDA meth-
ods used different training meth-
ods from ours, only for reference.
‘†’ signifies results reproduced by
us.

Setting Method Backbone
Metric

CS IDD H. Mean

STDA
(GTA → X)

BDL [46] R101 41.1 - -

AdaptSeg [71] R101 42.4 - -

CLAN [49] R101 43.2 - -

ADVENT [75] R101 43.8 - -

MaxSquare [6] R101 44.3 - -

AdaptPatch [72] R101 44.9 - -

CBST [92] R38 45.9 - -

IntraDA [56] R101 46.3 - -

DACS [70] R101 52.1 - -

DAFormer [28] R101 56.0 - -

CorDA [77] R101 56.6 - -

ProDA [87] R101 57.5 - -

HRDA† [29] R101 61.9 - -

DDB [5] R101 62.7 - -

DAFormer [28] MiT-B5 68.3 - -

HRDA† [29] MiT-B5 72.6 - -

DG
Yue et al. [84] R101 42.1 42.8 42.4

Kundu et al. [39] R101 53.4 - -

MTDA

MTDA-ITA [20] R101 40.3 41.2 40.8

MT-MTDA [55] R101 43.2 44.0 43.6

CCL [34] R101 45.0 46.0 45.5

Coast [88] R101 47.1 49.3 48.2

MTDA
(Merging)

Ours R101 58.8 54.0 56.3 (↑8.1)

Ours MiT-B5 67.0 55.6 60.8 (↑12.6)

Results obtained using convolutional-
based encoder architecture ResNet101 [24]
and transformer-based architecture MiT-B5
[80] are presented in Tab. 1. Our method
demonstrates a notable improvement of
+4.2% and +1.2% in harmonic mean when
applied to the ResNet101 [24] and MiT-
B5 [80] backbones, respectively, compared to
the strongest single-target domain adapta-
tion model. Notably, this level of performance
(56.3% harmonic mean with ResNet101 [24])
is already on par with data combination meth-
ods (56.2% harmonic mean), and we achieve
it without requiring access to any training
data. Furthermore, we explore a more relaxed
setting where only the encoder backbone is
merged while decoding heads are separated
for various downstream domains. This is a
feasible approach as the parameters of image
backbones are typically orders of magnitude
larger than those of decoding heads. Remark-
ably, this configuration results in a substan-
tial performance improvement of +5.6% and +2.5% in harmonic mean for two
backbones, respectively. We also find that our merging-based method consis-
tently achieves the best harmonic means across most categories, indicating its
ability to enhance adaptation globally instead of biasing to certain categories.

4.4 Comparison with State-of-the-Arts

We begin by comparing our method with the single-target domain adaptation
(STDA) on the GTA→Cityscapes task, as shown in Tab. 2. It is worthy to note
that our method can be applied to any of these methods, provided they adapt to
different domains using the same pretrained weights. This allows us to generalize
to all target domains using a single model while keeping the relatively superior
performance of STDA methods. We also compare our methods with domain
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generalization approaches in Tab. 2, which aim to generalize a model trained on
a source domain to multiple unseen target domains. Our approach stands out
by achieving superior performance without requiring additional tricks, just by
means of exploiting parameter space mode connectivity.

In the realm of multi-target domain adaptation, our method also stands
out. We eliminate the need for explicit inter-domain consistency regularization
or knowledge distillation of multiple student models, enabling techniques from
STDA methods like multi-resolution training to transfer to MTDA tasks. There-
fore, we witness a significant improvement over the best published results of
MTDA, while eliminating the need of access to training data.

4.5 Extending to More Target Domains

Table 3: Application of Our
Model Merging Techniques
Across Four Target Domains.
The datasets Cityscapes [9], IDD
[73], ACDC [64], and DarkZurich
[63] are represented by ‘C’, ‘I’, ‘A’,
and ‘D’, respectively. The mIoU
of each dataset and the harmonic
mean (H) is reported.

Model #
Merging of Metric

C I A D C I A D H ∆

1 ✓ 61.3 47.0 42.1 16.1 32.4 -1.0%

2 ✓ 51.2 55.4 37.6 16.2 31.8 -1.7%

3 ✓ 44.9 38.5 42.4 18.6 31.9 -1.6%

4 ✓ 43.6 38.2 41.6 21.6 33.5 -

5 ✓ ✓ 58.8 54.0 41.9 17.4 34.2 +0.8%

6 ✓ ✓ 55.1 45.2 45.2 20.8 36.2 +2.8%

7 ✓ ✓ 57.5 45.2 45.8 24.2 38.9 +5.5%

8 ✓ ✓ 47.1 49.7 43.6 21.5 36.1 +2.7%

9 ✓ ✓ 50.0 49.6 46.2 25.0 39.3 +5.8%

10 ✓ ✓ 45.5 41.3 45.3 22.0 35.2 +1.7%

11 ✓ ✓ ✓ 53.0 49.3 44.5 20.0 35.9 +2.4%

12 ✓ ✓ ✓ 55.1 49.3 45.4 21.1 37.1 +3.6%

13 ✓ ✓ ✓ 51.9 43.8 46.3 22.1 36.7 +3.3%

14 ✓ ✓ ✓ 47.6 46.7 46.1 22.5 36.8 +3.4%

15 ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 51.6 47.3 45.8 21.1 36.4 +3.0%

In this section, we expand the application of
our model merging technique to encompass
four distinct target domains: Cityscapes [9],
IDD [73], ACDC [64], and DarkZurich [63].
Each of these domains presents unique chal-
lenges and characteristics: Cityscapes [9] cap-
tures European urban settings, IDD [73] fo-
cuses on Indian road scenes, ACDC [64] is
tailored to adverse weather conditions such as
fog, rain, or snow, and DarkZurich [63] ad-
dresses night road scenes. We conduct a thor-
ough evaluation of models that are trained
separately for each domain as well as mod-
els created through the merging of these in-
dividually adapted models. The effectiveness
of these approaches is quantified by report-
ing the harmonic mean of their performance
across these diverse domains. All results are
presented in Tab. 3.

Our proposed model merging techniques
demonstrate a significant improvement in performance, as illustrated in Tab. 3.
While we use the method with the highest harmonic mean from separately
trained models as our baseline for comparison, all the approaches based on model
merging outperform it, with gains as substantial as +5.8%. Furthermore, despite
the increasing complexity in merging models from multiple, diverse domains, we
observe that the overall performance across all domains does not suffer any no-
table decline.

Through further analysis, we reveal that our approach is capable of simpli-
fying domain consistency complexity. While existing methods like [38, 59] in-
volve O(n2) considerations for inter-domain consistency regularization and on-
line knowledge distillation, our approach reduces this to a more efficient O(n),
where n represents the number of target domains considered.
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As shown in supplementary material, we have also included Mapillary as a
target domain and compared it previous work [43].

4.6 Ablation Study

Table 4: Ablation Study on
Different Vision Backbones.

(a) ResNet101 Backbone

Setting Merging
Params.

Merging
Buffers

Metric

C I H ∆

STDA (G → C) - - 61.9 44.3 51.6 -0.5%

STDA (G → I) - - 49.4 55.1 52.1 -

Ours
✓ ✗ 58.7 51.3 54.8 +2.7%

✓ ✓ 58.8 54.0 56.3 +4.2%

(b) MiT-B5 Backbone

Setting Merging
Params.

Merging
Buffers

Metric

C I H ∆

STDA (G → C) - - 72.6 50.6 59.6 -

STDA (G → I) - - 57.9 52.4 55.0 -4.6%

Ours
✓ ✗ 66.6 54.9 60.2 +0.6%

✓ ✓ 67.0 55.6 60.8 +1.2%

Weight Merging and Buffer Merging.
We conduct ablation studies on our proposed
parameter merging and buffer merging meth-
ods using ResNet101 [24] and MiT-B5 [80] as
the image encoders in the segmentation net-
work [29], with results reported in Tab. 4(a)
and Tab. 4(b), respectively. We have observed
variations in the generalization capabilities
of single-target domain adaptation (STDA)
models across different domains, which pri-
marily arise from the varying diversity and
quality of the target datasets used. Nonethe-
less, we select the higher harmonic means from
STDA models as our baseline for comparison.
The data in Tab. 4(a) and Tab. 4(b) reveal that employing a straightforward
mid-point merging approach for parameters leads to an increase in generalization
ability by +2.7% and +0.6%. Furthermore, when buffer merging is incorporated,
this enhancement in performance is further amplified to +4.2% and +1.2%. We
also observe an intriguing phenomenon with the MiT-B5 backbone: the merged
model outperforms the single-target adapted model when evaluating in the IDD
domain. This finding implies that domain-invariant knowledge can be acquired
from other domains. These results suggest that each part of our proposed model
merging technique is effective.

Different STDA Methods & Tasks. To validate the versatility of our
proposed model merging method, we conducted experiments on another STDA
Method ADVENT [75]. We also apply our methods on image classification tasks.
Details are in the supplementary material.

5 Conclusion

This paper introduces a novel model merging strategy aimed at addressing the
multi-target domain adaptation (MTDA) challenge without relying on training
data. Our findings reveal that when pretrained on extensive datasets, both deep
convolutional neural networks and transformer-based vision models can confine
the finetuned models with the same basin in the loss landscape. We also empha-
size the significance of buffer merging in MTDA, as buffers are key to capturing
the unique features of various domains. The methods we propose are straightfor-
ward yet highly effective, establishing new state-of-the-art results on the MTDA
benchmark. We anticipate that the concepts and methodologies presented in this
paper will inspire future explorations in this field.
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A Results of SYNTHIA as Source Domain

In this section, we show more experimental results with SYNTHIA [61] dataset
as the source domain.

Comparison with Baseline Models. Tab. 5 shows the performance com-
parison with baseline models using SYNTHIA [61] as the source domain and two
target domains, Cityscapes [9] and IDD [73]. Please note that the mIoU (mean
Intersection-over-Union) is calculated across 13 categories within standard SYN-
THIA [61] evaluation protocol.

Table 5: Performance Comparison of Our Method and Baseline Models
(SYNTHIA → X). The mIoU* (mean Intersection-over-Union) represents the aver-
age IoU across 13 categories. ‘Enc.’ denotes the encoder architecture, with ‘R’ repre-
senting ResNet101 and ‘V’ indicating MiT-B5. The ‘Metric’ column specifies whether
evaluation was conducted on the Cityscapes (‘C’) or IDD (‘I’) dataset. The harmonic
mean (‘H’), representing adaptation ability across the two domains, is considered as
the primary metric. Bold text highlights the best harmonic mean results, while under-
lined text indicates the second-best results. ‘†’ signifies only merging backbones while
keeping separate decode heads.
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mIoU*

Data Comb. R

C 87.4 15.2 86.7 55.0 57.8 87.2 92.9 76.9 44.5 85.5 35.7 48.3 63.6 64.4
I 94.4 25.8 67.7 21.2 22.0 83.9 94.7 65.9 58.9 53.8 32.5 70.2 41.1 56.3

H 90.8 19.1 76.0 30.6 31.9 85.5 93.8 71.0 50.7 66.0 34.0 57.2 49.9 60.1

STDA
(SYNTHIA → CS) R

C 76.8 36.8 87.0 62.1 62.1 87.0 90.8 75.9 51.6 85.8 34.0 53.7 62.8 66.6

I 57.5 4.1 54.1 18.8 35.4 81.3 94.6 55.8 49.7 48.6 23.4 58.7 20.4 46.3

H 65.8 7.3 66.7 28.9 45.1 84.0 92.6 64.3 50.6 62.0 27.7 56.1 30.7 54.7

STDA
(SYNTHIA → IDD) R

C 84.5 25.3 83.8 30.6 48.6 86.4 92.4 74.6 32.7 75.8 31.4 18.8 32.3 55.2

I 93.9 28.9 68.4 7.0 30.7 85.7 96.2 67.1 52.2 49.0 39.4 57.9 31.0 54.4

H 88.9 27.0 75.3 11.4 37.7 86.1 94.3 70.6 40.2 59.5 34.9 28.3 31.6 54.8

Ours R

C 85.3 45.5 86.5 53.4 60.6 87.7 92.5 76.9 42.8 84.4 30.5 47.4 53.5 65.1

I 91.7 18.4 67.2 21.7 42.1 85.3 96.3 64.5 55.8 50.1 36.0 62.6 35.5 55.9

H 88.4 26.2 75.6 30.8 49.7 86.5 94.3 70.2 48.4 62.9 33.0 53.9 42.7 60.2 (↑5.4)

Ours† R

C 82.7 43.0 86.3 58.8 62.2 87.8 92.5 77.7 48.9 84.5 28.3 52.4 61.5 66.7

I 93.1 26.9 67.6 20.8 33.6 85.1 96.2 65.6 54.2 49.8 38.9 61.4 35.7 56.1

H 87.6 33.1 75.8 30.7 43.6 86.4 94.3 71.1 51.5 62.6 32.8 56.5 45.2 60.9 (↑6.1)

Data Comb. R

C 85.5 40.0 88.6 62.6 58.2 87.4 89.6 74.1 31.5 88.0 55.9 51.9 62.4 67.3

I 75.4 20.3 72.1 25.6 49.1 65.2 91.2 71.5 66.2 54.5 51.3 73.1 41.6 58.2

H 80.1 26.9 79.5 36.4 53.2 74.7 90.4 72.8 42.7 67.3 53.5 60.7 49.9 62.5

STDA
(SYNTHIA → CS) V

C 86.9 52.0 89.6 65.4 58.6 85.4 94.2 79.5 54.3 86.5 54.0 59.4 63.0 71.4

I 70.0 5.0 66.2 28.1 46.8 85.0 96.2 58.1 47.3 57.6 49.4 66.8 25.5 54.0

H 77.5 9.1 76.1 39.3 52.0 85.2 95.2 67.1 50.5 69.1 51.6 62.9 36.3 61.5

STDA
(SYNTHIA → IDD) V

C 77.7 32.6 86.9 41.9 49.5 88.5 87.9 75.3 39.8 87.8 59.8 29.5 45.7 61.8

I 89.2 36.7 71.6 16.4 56.7 79.9 90.6 73.9 67.4 53.6 64.3 73.8 39.4 62.6

H 83.1 34.5 78.5 23.6 52.9 84.0 89.3 74.6 50.1 66.6 62.0 42.1 42.3 62.2

Ours V

C 88.2 48.8 88.8 55.9 56.7 88.4 92.4 76.3 43.3 88.8 62.2 55.3 58.3 69.5

I 88.5 14.1 72.0 28.0 56.8 85.0 94.3 67.0 58.8 54.6 61.5 72.0 36.1 60.7

H 88.3 21.8 79.5 37.3 56.7 86.7 93.3 71.3 49.8 67.6 61.8 62.5 44.6 64.8 (↑2.6)

Ours† V

C 88.4 49.4 89.2 63.0 57.9 88.8 94.1 78.3 49.6 88.7 60.9 59.0 61.0 71.4

I 87.6 14.3 72.1 27.3 56.9 82.4 92.0 70.4 63.6 54.5 63.2 74.5 38.9 61.4

H 88.0 22.2 79.7 38.1 57.4 85.5 93.0 74.2 55.7 67.6 62.0 65.9 47.5 66.0 (↑3.8)

We can deduce similar conclusions based on the experimental results of the
SYNTHIA [61] dataset in Tab. 5, which show the the broad applicability of our
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approach. Our model merging method with SYNTHIA [61] dataset as source
domain demonstrates a notable improvement of +5.4% and +2.6% in har-
monic mean when applied to the ResNet101 [24] and MiT-B5 [80] backbones,
respectively, compared to the strongest single-target domain adaptation model.

Table 6: Comparison of Our Method with State-of-the-Art Approaches
(SYNTHIA → X). We present the performance of various methods in different set-
tings, including single-target domain adaptation (STDA), domain generalization (DG),
multi-target domain adaptation with access to multiple target domains simultaneously
(MTDA), and MTDA (merging) which stands for our proposed setting. ‘†’ signifies
results reproduced by us.

Setting Method Backbone
Metric

CS IDD H. Mean

STDA
(SYNTHIA → X)

MaxSquare [6] R101 45.8 - -

AdaptSeg [71] R101 46.7 - -

CLAN [49] R101 47.8 - -

ADVENT [75] R101 47.8 - -

IntraDA [56] R101 48.9 - -

DACS [70] R101 54.8 - -

CorDA [77] R101 62.0 - -

ProDA [87] R101 62.8 - -

HRDA† [29] R101 66.6 - -

HRDA† [29] R101 - 54.4 -

DAFormer [28] MiT-B5 67.4 - -

HRDA† [29] MiT-B5 71.4 - -

HRDA† [29] MiT-B5 - 62.6 -

DG
Yue et al. [84] R101 44.3 41.2 42.7

Kundu et al. [39] R101 60.1 - -

MTDA

MTDA-ITA [20] R101 42.7 39.4 41.0

MT-MTDA [55] R101 45.2 42.2 43.6

CCL [34] R101 48.1 44.0 46.0

MTDA
(Merging)

Ours R101 65.1 55.9 60.2 (↑14.2)

Ours MiT-B5 69.5 60.7 64.8 (↑18.8)

Remarkably, the level of performance (60.2% harmonic mean with ResNet101
[24]) has already exceeded Data Combination methods (60.1% harmonic mean),
and we achieve it without requiring access to any training data. When con-
sidering the relaxed setting where only the encoder backbone is merged while
decoding heads are separated for various downstream domains, we achieve a
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substantial performance improvement of +6.1% and +3.8% in harmonic mean
for two backbones, respectively.

Comparison with SoTA Models. As shown in Tab. 6, our method achieves
remarkable results, outperforming many approaches in both MTDA and DG.
Utilizing the ResNet101 [24] backbone, we observe a substantial improvement,
achieving a +14.2% harmonic mean increase over the best published results.
This improvement further rises to +18.8% with transformer-based backbones.
The outstanding performance with SYNTHIA [61] dataset as the source domain
demonstrates the broad applicability of our merging method.

Table 7: Comparison of Our Method with Data Combination Across Four
Target Domains. The datasets Cityscapes, IDD, ACDC, and DarkZurich are repre-
sented by ‘C’, ‘I’, ‘A’, and ‘D’.

Setting Encoder C I A D H

Data Comb. ResNet101 57.8 53.9 38.8 13.2 29.1

Ours ResNet101 51.6 47.3 45.8 21.1 36.4 (↑7.3)

Comparison with Data Combination Across Four Target Domains.
As shown in Tab. 7, we compared our proposed method in scenarios where target
domains are diverse. We used the GTA as the source dataset and selected four
datasets as target domains to compare our merging method with the approach
of combining the data from four domains for training. The results demonstrate
that our proposed model merging techniques achieve +7.3% harmonic mean
improvement in performance.

B Visualization Results

The qualitative comparison between different baselines and the proposed model
merging method are provided in Fig.6.

As illustrated in Figure 6, our proposed merging method always ensures
that the combined output retains the superior predictive aspects of two sepa-
rate models. The dotted boxes in the top two rows of this figure highlight the
STDA model’s proficiency in road classification within the Cityscapes dataset
when Cityscapes is the target, contrasting with its less effective performance on
the IDD dataset. However, the application of our method markedly enhances
the road classification results. In a similar vein, the dotted boxes in the bot-
tom two rows of Figure 6 showcase the STDA model’s adeptness in identifying
’riders’ and ’buses’ in the IDD dataset when IDD is the target, as opposed to
its lesser performance with Cityscapes as the target. Post-merging, the model
demonstrates significantly improved classification in these categories.
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(a) Input (e) Ground Truth(b) STDA(CS) (c) STDA(IDD) (d) Model Merging

road sidew. build. wall fence pole tr.light tr.sign veget. terrain sky person rider car truck bus train m.bike bike n/a.
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Fig. 6: Visualization results for GTA to Cityscapes and IDD. (a) Test images
from Cityscapes and IDD. We visualize results of (b) single-target domain adaptation
(STDA) trained on Cityscapes target, (c) single-target domain adaptation (STDA)
trained on IDD target, (d) our model merging method. (e) Ground-truth segmentation
maps.

Table 8: Model Merging Across Cityscapes(C), IDD(I) and Mapillary(M)

Method Setting
Metric

C I M H. Mean

ADAS [43]

G→C,I 45.8 46.3 - 46.0

G→C,M 45.8 - 49.2 47.4

G→I,M - 46.1 47.6 46.8

G→C,I, M 46.9 47.7 51.1 48.5

Ours

G→C,I 58.8 54.0 58.6 57.0

G→C,M 60.1 46.5 59.1 54.5

G→I,M 51.2 53.3 58.8 54.3

G→C,I, M 58.4 53.2 59.3 56.8

C Results of Mapillary as Target Domain

As shown in Table 8, we have included Mapillary as a target domain and com-
pared it to the previous work [43]. From the experimental results, it is clear
that the domain gap between C, I, and M is smaller than that of the four se-
lected datasets in main content (e.g., Ours (G→C,I) surprisingly scores 58.6 on
Mapillary despite not being adapted to it).

D Different STDA Methods

We verify if our proposed merging method works with other STDA methods by
adopting it to another STDA Method, ADVENT [75]. Different from teacher-
student self-training frameworks, this method leverages adversarial entropy min-
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imization to mitigate the domain gap. According to results shown in Tab. 9, we
can deduce that our model merging technique works well with it. In fact, pre-
training, which is the key to the empirical mode connectivity, has shown to pull
the boundaries of NLP tasks [58] closer, and help in transfer learning [54]. We
report that pre-training works similarly w.r.t. generic pre-trained vision back-
bones, and naturally could apply to another STDA methods.

Table 9: Verification on another STDA Method, ADVENT [75].

Setting C I H

ADVENT (G → C) 43.5 33.0 37.5

ADVENT (G → I) 37.1 39.8 38.4

ADVENT (Merging) 40.5 39.6 40.1

E Extension to Image Classification Tasks

In this section, we demonstrate the effectiveness of our model merging method
applied to image classification tasks.

By dividing the CIFAR-100 classification dataset into two distinct, non-
overlapping subsets, we independently train two ResNet50 models, labeled A
and B, on these subsets. This training was conducted either from a common
set of pretrained weights or from two sets of randomly initialized weights. The
performance outcomes for models A and B are illustrated in Fig. 7, represented
by dimmed blue and yellow lines, respectively. The results indicate that models
merged from a starting point of identical pretrained weights outperform those
trained on any single subset. Conversely, when beginning with randomly initial-
ized weights, individual models exhibit learning capabilities, whereas the merged
model’s performance is akin to making random guesses.

Random initialization would break the linear averaging technique, while same
pre-trained backbones might work. We verified this conclusion on another pre-
trained weight. Results in Fig 8 indicate that DINO pretraining and ImageNet
pretraining have different loss landscapes in the model’s parameter space. Model
merging must be conducted within the same loss landscape.
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Fig. 7: Model merging results on CIFAR-100 Classification.

Fig. 8: Results on CIFAR-100 Classification with ImageNet and DINO Pretrained
Weight.
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