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Abstract

Model merging has gained increasing attention as an ef-
ficient and effective technique for integrating task-specific
weights from various tasks into a unified multi-task model
without retraining or additional data. As a representative
approach, Task Arithmetic (TA) has demonstrated that com-
bining task vectors through arithmetic operations facilitates
efficient capability transfer between different tasks. In this
framework, task vectors are obtained by subtracting the pa-
rameter values of a pre-trained model from those of indi-
vidually fine-tuned models initialized from it. Despite the
notable effectiveness of TA, interference among task vectors
can adversely affect the performance of the merged model.
In this paper, we relax the constraints of Task Arithmetic
Property and propose Task Consistency Property, which can
be regarded as being free from task interference. Through
theoretical derivation, we show that such a property can be
approximately achieved by seeking orthogonal task vectors.
Guiding by this insight, we propose Adaptive Weight Disen-
tanglement (AWD), which decomposes traditional task vec-
tors into a redundant vector and several disentangled task
vectors. The primary optimization objective of AWD is to
achieve orthogonality among the disentangled task vectors,
thereby closely approximating the desired solution. No-
tably, these disentangled task vectors can be seamlessly
integrated into existing merging methodologies. Experi-
mental results demonstrate that our AWD consistently and
significantly improves upon previous merging approaches,
achieving state-of-the-art results. Our code is available at
https://github.com/FarisXiong/AWD.git.

* Equal Contribution.
† Corresponding authors.

1. Introduction

As the pretraining-finetuning paradigm gains increasing
popularity [38], the research community has witnessed a
proliferation of finetuned models [20], typically derived
from foundational models such as T5 [23], and CLIP [22],
among others. However, these models are often finetuned
on task-specific training data, which limits their capacity for
out-of-domain generalization [25, 29, 30]. In diverse real-
world applications, the independent deployment of mul-
tiple fine-tuned models increases storage costs and com-
putational demands. While traditional multi-task learning
methods can mitigate these issues, they typically necessitate
concurrent training across multiple task-specific datasets.
Nonetheless, managing original datasets incurs significant
expenses and potential privacy risks [16]. Moreover, when
confronted with new tasks, traditional multi-task learning
methods necessitate training from scratch. Consequently,
exploiting existing models to construct efficient multi-task
models has become a crucial challenge.

Fortunately, model merging [10] has garnered growing
attention as an economical and efficient method for ob-
taining multi-task models. This approach aims to merge
multiple task-specific models, requiring no original train-
ing data or only a small amount of unlabeled data, thereby
enabling the merged model to perform efficiently across di-
verse tasks [40]. As a foundational technique in this field, Il-
harco et al. [10] introduced the concept of Task Arithmetic.
Specifically, Task Arithmetic combines task vectors through
arithmetic operations, facilitating the efficient transfer of
capabilities among different tasks and thus enabling the
construction of multi-task models. Here, task vectors are
derived by computing the difference between the weights
of fine-tuned models and the pre-trained model. However,
related studies have indicated that task interference has be-
come the main challenge for this method [21, 39]. Previ-
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ous studies have proposed various techniques to mitigate
this issue [8, 33, 39, 44]. Ties-Merging [39] addresses this
challenge by pruning redundant parameters, resolving sign
conflicts, and averaging parameters aligned along dominant
directions. DARE [44] reduces merging conflicts through
random parameter drop and maintains model performance
via rescaling operations. Consensus Merging [33] aims to
eliminate selfish and catastrophic weights. Despite these
advancements, these methods often rely on empirical strate-
gies to resolve conflicts. In contrast, we clearly formulate
the solution of model merging and derive a principled way
for reducing interference between tasks.

In this paper, we revisit the Task Arithmetic Property
and find that solving for task vectors satisfying this prop-
erty in post-hoc methods is challenging. To more effectively
guide task vector refinement, we propose the Task Consis-
tency Property from the perspective of the merged model’s
performance. Specifically, this property requires that the
performance of the merged model on each task should be
close to that achieved when only the corresponding task
vector is incorporated. In this view, networks that satisfy
this property can be considered as being free from inter-
ference between tasks. Through theoretical derivation, we
show that task consistency property can be approximately
achieved by seeking orthogonal task vectors. This solution
is also partially supported by the experimental phenomenon
of prior studies [10, 27], which indicate that a smaller co-
sine similarity between task vectors leads to reduced inter-
ference among them, thereby enhancing the performance of
the merged model. Based on the previous discussions, we
propose Adaptive Weight Disentanglement (AWD). AWD
aims to decompose traditional task vectors into a redun-
dant vector and several disentangled task vectors, ensur-
ing the disentangled task vectors can (1) exhibit enhanced
orthogonality mutually while (2) maintaining the perfor-
mance of specific tasks. It achieves these two characteristics
by two key optimization objectives respectively: (1) mini-
mizing the cosine similarity of the disentangled task vec-
tors; and (2) minimizing the norm of the redundant vector.
Furthermore, AWD can be seamlessly integrated into ex-
isting merging methods, such as Task Arithmetic [10] and
AdaMerging [42].

Extensive experimental validations have demonstrated
AWD’s effectiveness, and outperform existing merging
techniques under various circumstances. When integrated
with TA, AWD achieved absolute improvements in average
accuracy of 2.8% on the ViT-B/32 model and 1.5% on the
ViT-L/14 model compared to the advanced merging meth-
ods Ties-Merging. Moreover, we conducted further analy-
ses, demonstrating that our method generalizes effectively
on language models and exhibits enhanced robustness un-
der various conditions. In summary, the main contributions
of this research can be summarized as follows:

• We revisit Task Arithmetic Property and propose Task
Consistency Property. Through theoretical derivation, we
derive that task vectors are mutually orthogonal is a com-
putationally tractable particular solution of this property.

• We propose Adaptive Weight Disentanglement to obtain
disentangled task vectors, which could significantly en-
hance the performance of existing model merge methods.

• Extensive evaluations on vision models and language
models across multiple benchmarks validate the effective-
ness and generalizability of our method.

2. Related Work
Orthogonal Optimization in Continual Learning: The
primary challenge in continual learning is enabling mod-
els to acquire the capability of new tasks without forget-
ting previously learned knowledge [34]. Recent studies
[6, 7, 15, 35, 46] have demonstrated that maintaining the
orthogonality of gradients during parameter updates can ef-
fectively mitigate interference with previous tasks in con-
tinual learning. Zeng et al. [46] introduced an optimiza-
tion technique based on orthogonal projection, which effec-
tively reduces forgetting by projecting the gradient of new
tasks onto the orthogonal subspace of the gradient of pre-
vious tasks during parameter updates. Similarly, Farajtabar
et al. [6] proposed Orthogonal Gradient Descent with Mem-
ory, enhancing the continual learning capability of mod-
els by integrating a memory replay mechanism. Saha and
Roy [24] introduce a scaled gradient projection method that
integrates orthogonal projection with scaled updates along
significant past gradients, thereby achieving enhanced task
generalization with minimal forgetting. Wang et al. [35]
propose optimizing LoRA within the orthogonal subspace
to preserve the generalization capabilities. Orthogonal opti-
mization methods have demonstrated unique advantages for
avoiding parameter and gradient conflict in continual learn-
ing. From this perspective, orthogonal task vectors can be
further considered as a potential solution to model merging,
as exemplified by our AWD approach.
Multi-task Model Merging: Model merging encompasses
a diverse set of methodologies, including weight align-
ment [1, 12], architectural transformation [31], multi-task
learning [10, 21], knowledge editing [2], and other related
techniques [40]. In this paper, we concentrate on the multi-
task model merging, which can be categorized into pre-hoc
and post-hoc approaches. For pre-hoc methods: Pre-hoc
methods advocate modifying the model’s training proce-
dure prior to training to enhance weight disentanglement.
Ortiz-Jimenez et al. [21] established a connection between
Task Arithmetic [10] and the spatial localization of NTK
eigenfunctions, providing a method through NTK lineariza-
tion to amplify weight disentanglement. Building on this
insight, Tang et al. [28] proposed L-LoRA, that partially
linearizes adapter modules and applies arithmetic opera-
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tions to the linearized adapters. This approach leverages
the advantages of linearized fine-tuning for model merg-
ing while efficiently performing both fine-tuning and in-
ference. For post-hoc methods: Early merging methods
primarily focused on integrating individual models. Sim-
ple Averaging [36] constructs the merged weights by in-
dependently computing the arithmetic mean of each corre-
sponding parameter across all models. Fisher Merging [19]
performs weighted parameter fusion by utilizing the fisher
information matrix to assess the importance of individu-
ally fine-tuned model parameters. RegMean [11] addresses
model merging by minimizing the predictive discrepancies
between the merged model and the task-specific models.
Recently, Ilharco et al. [10] demonstrated that efficient ca-
pability transfer can be achieved by combining task vectors
through arithmetic operations. However, task interference
remains a significant challenge. Ties-Merging [39] resolves
this challenge by trimming redundant parameters, resolving
the sign conflicts, and averaging parameters that align with
the predominant direction. DARE [44] mitigates merging
conflicts by randomly dropping parameters and preserves
model performance through essential unscaling operations.
Consensus Merging [33] eliminates selfish and catastrophic
weights, thereby enhancing the overall performance of ex-
isting model merging methods while simultaneously com-
pressing the model. In our work, we have demonstrated that
the orthogonality among task vectors is the key to improv-
ing performance in model merging and introducing adaptive
weight disentanglement to improve orthogonality.

3. Methodology

3.1. Preliminary of Multi-task Model Merging

Notations: Formally, we define the weights of pre-trained
model by Θ, which is initially trained on large-scale
datasets to acquire general capabilities. Consider K tasks,
for each task, the pre-trained parameters Θ are fine-tuned
using a domain-specific training dataset, resulting in task-
specific model sets denoted as M = {Θ⋆

i }Ki=1.
Task Vectors: Building on this, Ilharco et al. [10] define the
task vector τi = Θ⋆

i −Θ, which represents the task-specific
adaptations from the fine-tuning process. We define the task
vectors set as T = {τi}Ki=1.
Multi-task Model Merging: The objective of multi-task
model merging is to combine the task-specific models set
{Θ⋆

i }Ki=1 into a unified model Θ̂, or to merge the task vec-
tors T into the pre-trained model Θ. The merged model
Θ̂ aims to generalize effectively across all K tasks, with-
out resorting to approaches such as retraining from scratch
or requiring full access to the training datasets of all tasks.
Following Ilharco et al. [10], Matena and Raffel [19], Ya-
dav et al. [39], we focus on merging task vectors into the
pre-trained model.

Task Arithmetic Property: In context of multi-task model
merging, we aspire adding task vector will not affect the
output in other domains, which is defined as Task Arith-
metic Property by Ortiz-Jimenez et al. [21].
Property 1 (Task Arithmetic Property). Given coefficient
sets {λi}Ki=1 ⊂ R and a set of task vectors T = {τi}Ki=1

correspond with non-intersecting task-specific data sup-
ports D = {Di}i∈[K], i.e., ∀t, t′, if t ̸= t′ then Dt ∩ Dt′ =
∅. We say a network f satisfies the task arithmetic property
around Θ with respect to T and D if:

f

(
x; Θ +

K∑
i

λiτi

)
=

{
f(x; Θ + λiτi) x ∈ Di

f(x; Θ) x /∈
⋃K

i=1 Di

.

(1)

3.2. Theoretical Analysis
In an ideal scenario, we desire the network to possess task
arithmetic property 1. Given that the output of a model typ-
ically depends on its input, it is challenging to retrospec-
tively adjust the pre-trained model or task vectors to sat-
isfies this property. Considering the fundamental require-
ment for model merging is that the merged model should
demonstrate performance on each task comparable to that
of its respective task-specific model, we propose the Task
Consistency Property. Specifically, this property necessi-
tates that the performance of the merged model on each task
should be close to the performance achieved when only the
corresponding task vector is integrated. In this context, the
networks that satisfy task consistency property can be con-
sidered free from interference between tasks. Task consis-
tency property can be regarded as a more relaxed extension
of the task arithmetic property, but it aligns better with the
goal of multi-task model merging and is easier to solve. Its
formal expression is as follows:
Property 2 (Task Consistency Property). Given coefficient
sets {λi}Ki=1 ⊂ R and a set of task vectors T = {τi}Ki=1

correspond with non-intersecting task-specific data sup-
ports D = {Di}i∈[K], i.e., ∀t, t′, if t ̸= t′ then Dt ∩ Dt′ =
∅. We say a network f satisfies the task consistency prop-
erty around Θ with respect to T and D if:

∀ Di ∈ D , Li

Θ+

K∑
j

λjτj

 = Li (Θ + λiτi) , (2)

where Li(·) denotes the loss function of task i. Prop-
erty 1 and 2 are characteristics jointly manifested by the
pre-trained model and the task vectors. Considering that the
pre-trained model serves as the cornerstone of model merg-
ing [21], simultaneously editing both the pre-trained model
and the task vectors would hinder the network’s ability to
scale to new tasks. Therefore, we fix the pre-trained model
and solve for the task vector that satisfies Property 2, which
guides us in refining the task vector.
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Figure 1. Illustration of our Adaptive Disentangled Weight.

To simplify Eq. 2, we formally define the Merging Gap
Gi for task i as:

Gi = Li

Θ+

K∑
j

λjτj

− Li (Θ + λiτi) . (3)

Based on this, the task consistency property can be
rewritten as follows,

∀ i, Gi = 0. (4)

We then apply Taylor expansion around Θ on the right-
hand side of Eq. 3. Given that the task vectors typically
have small absolute values [44], terms of second-order and
higher are generally negligible. Therefore, we use a first-
order approximation and simplify the expression, which
could be described as follows,

Gi ≈

Li (Θ) +

〈
∇ΘLi(Θ),

n∑
j

λjτj

〉 (5)

− (Li (Θ) + ⟨∇ΘLi(Θ), λiτi⟩) (6)

=

K∑
j ̸=i

⟨∇ΘLi(Θ), λjτj⟩ . (7)

Since the original data is often difficult to obtain or may
not be accessible, calculating the gradient of the pre-trained
model for a single task is challenging. As an alternative,
we can replace this gradient with the task vector, as the task
vector can be interpreted as the accumulation of gradients.
Therefore, the gradient ∇ΘLi(Θ) can be estimated as kiτi,
where ki < 0. Therefore, the merging gap Gi can be esti-
mated as:

Gi ≈
K∑
j ̸=i

⟨kiτi, λjτj⟩ , (8)

= ki

K∑
j ̸=i

λj ⟨τi, τj⟩ . (9)

Due to the inability to compute the magnitudes of the
gradients, solving the aforementioned equation becomes
challenging. As a result, we aim to find a particular solution
for the equation. As shown in Eq. 9, when all task vectors
are orthogonal to each other, Eq. 4 will be satisfied:

∀ i ̸= j, cos (τi, τj) = 0 ⇒ ∀i, Gi = 0. (10)

Our derivation results are partially supported by the experi-
mental phenomenon of previous studies [10, 27], which in-
dicates that smaller positive cosine similarity leads to better
performance in multi-task merging. Consequently, based
on the aforementioned discussions, our work endeavors to
identify a novel task vector set of T̂ = {τ̂1, τ̂2, ..., τ̂K},
such that Θ + τ̂i optimally restores the performance of the
fine-tuned model Θ⋆

i , while simultaneously enhancing the
orthogonality between task vectors τ̂i and τ̂j .

3.3. Adaptive Weight Disentanglement
Previous studies have shown that task vectors exhibit signif-
icant redundancy [39, 44]. By eliminating redundant com-
ponents, some conflicts along the parameter directions can
be avoided, which helps reduce interference between tasks.
Inspired by this, our proposed AWD approach aims to iden-
tify and remove redundant vector from a set of task vectors
to obtain more effective task vectors. As illustrated in Fig-
ure 1, when decomposing task vectors into redundant vec-
tor and disentangled task vectors, we expect the following
characteristics could be satisfied. (1) Orthogonality: the
disentangled task vectors exhibit smaller cosine similarity;
(2) Invariance: the performance of the disentangled task
vectors on their respective tasks remains comparable to that
of the original task vectors. In this section, we define these
two characteristics as our optimization objectives and uti-
lize automatic differentiation tools to solve the aforemen-
tioned objectives Adaptively.

Formally, we define the redundant vector as δ, which is a
trainable vector variable initialized to zero. By subtracting
δ from each task vector, we obtain the disentangled task
vectors set T̂ = {τ̂i}Ki=1, where τ̂i = τi − δ. Based on
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this, the first optimization objective for Orthogonality can
be expressed as:

LO =
1

K (K − 1)

K∑
i

K∑
j ̸=i

|F (τ̂i, τ̂j)| (11)

=
1

K (K − 1)

K∑
i

K∑
j ̸=i

|F (τi − δ, τj − δ)| , (12)

where F denotes the cosines similarity function.
Besides, without proper constraints on δ, the disentan-

gled task vector τi − δ may experience a significant drop in
performance on their corresponding tasks. This is because
an excessively large redundant vector may remove infor-
mation within the task vectors that is crucial for task per-
formance. Recent studies have demonstrated that pruning
the smaller components of the task vector has a negligible
impact on model performance [39, 44]. Motivated by this
insight, we introduce an norm constraint on δ and incorpo-
rate it as the second optimization objective for Invariance,
which is formally expressed as: 1

LR = ||δ|| . (13)

Considering the above, our final optimization objective
function can be expressed as a weighted sum of these two
parts, formally,

L = LO + αLR, (14)

where α is a hyperparameter used to balance the relation-
ship between orthogonality and invariance. By minimiz-
ing the total loss, we can obtain the redundant vector δ =
argminδ L (δ; T ). Then we can get the disentangled task
vector by subtracting the redundant vector from the task
vector τ̂i = τi − δ.

Our approach can be seamlessly integrated into existing
model merging approaches, including Task Arithmetic [10]
and AdaMerging [42]. For Task Arithmetic: the final
merged model Θ̂ can be fomulated as Θ̂ = Θ + λ

∑K
i τ̂i.

For AdaMerging: the final merged model Θ̂ can be fomu-
lated as Θ̂ = Θ +

∑K
i

∑P
j λij τ̂i

j , where P denotes the
number of layers in τ̂i, and τ̂i

j represents the parameter in
j-th layer of τ̂i.

4. Experiments

In this section, we will detail the experimental setup and the
analysis of the results of this study. More detailed experi-
mental data and additional analyses will be included in the
Supplementary Materials.

1Detailed proofs are provided in the supplementary materials.

Algorithm 1: Adaptive Weight Disentanglement

Input: Task Vectors T = {τi}Ki=1; Solution StepsN ;
Learning Rate β; Hyperparameter α.

Output: Disentangled Task Vectors T̂ .
1 ▷ Initialize Redundant Vector δ0.
2 δ0 ← 0
3 for n ∈ {1, · · · ,N} do
4 ▷ Initialize Total Loss L.
5 L ← 0
6 for i ∈ {1, · · · ,K} do
7 for j ∈ {1, · · · ,K} do
8 ▷ Calculate Loss by Redundant Vector and

Task Vectors.
9 L += LO

(
δn−1; τi, τj

)
10 L += αLR
11 ▷ Update the Redundant Vector δn.
12 δn = δn−1 − β∇δn−1L

(
δn−1; T

)
13 ▷ Calculate the Disentangled Task Vector.
14 T̂ = {τi − δN }Ki=1
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Figure 2. Comparative Performance of Fine-Tuned ViT-B/32 and
RoBERTa Model Variants.

4.1. Experimental Settings

Datasets: Following the previous studies [10, 39, 41, 42],
we explore multi-task model merging across eight im-
age classification datasets: SUN397 [37], Cars [13], RE-
SISC45 [3], EuroSAT [9], SVHN [45], GTSRB [26],
MNIST [14], DTD [4].
Models: For our experiments, we employ the ViT-B/32 and
ViT-L/14 models, originally derived from CLIP [22].
Baselines: To ensure a comprehensive evaluation, we cat-
egorize the baselines into three main groups: Non-merging
methods, Training-free methods, and Test-time Adapta-
tion methods. The Non-merging category includes indi-
vidual finetuned models and traditional multi-task learn-
ing approaches. The training-free methods we consider
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Table 1. Multi-task performance when merging ViT-B/32 models on 8-task vision benchmark. The best performance across different
merging methods is denoted in bold.

Method SUN397 Cars RESISC45 EuroSAT SVHN GTSRB MNIST DTD Avg Acc

Non-merging Methods
Pretrained 62.3 59.7 60.7 45.5 31.4 32.6 48.5 43.8 48.0
Individual 79.2 77.7 96.1 99.7 97.5 98.7 99.7 79.4 90.8
Traditional MTL 73.9 74.4 93.9 98.2 95.8 98.9 99.5 77.9 88.9

Training-free Methods
Weight Averaging 65.3 63.4 71.4 71.7 64.2 52.8 87.5 50.1 65.8
Fisher Merging 68.6 69.2 70.7 66.4 72.9 51.1 87.9 59.9 68.3
RegMean 65.3 63.5 75.6 78.6 78.1 67.4 93.7 52.0 71.8
Task Arithmetic 55.2 54.9 66.7 78.9 80.2 69.7 97.3 50.4 69.1
Ties-Merging 59.8 58.6 70.7 79.7 86.2 72.1 98.3 54.2 72.4
Consensus Merging 65.7 63.6 76.5 77.2 81.7 70.3 97.0 57.1 73.6
AWD Task Arithmetic (Ours) 63.5 61.9 72.6 84.9 85.1 79.1 98.1 56.7 75.2

Test-time Adaption Methods
TW AdaMerging 58.0 53.2 68.8 85.7 81.1 84.4 92.4 44.8 71.1
TW AdaMerging++ 60.8 56.9 73.1 83.4 87.3 82.4 95.7 50.1 73.7
LW AdaMerging 64.5 68.1 79.2 93.8 87.0 91.9 97.5 59.1 80.1
LW AdaMerging++ 66.6 68.3 82.2 94.2 89.6 89.0 98.3 60.6 81.1
Representation Surgery 63.8 59.9 83.3 97.9 87.0 87.0 98.6 69.4 80.9
AWD AdaMerging (Ours) 68.1 71.4 83.4 94.8 87.7 93.6 97.9 66.1 82.9

Table 2. Multi-task performance when merging ViT-L/14 models on 8-task vision benchmark. The best performance across different
merging methods is denoted in bold.

Method SUN397 Cars RESISC45 EuroSAT SVHN GTSRB MNIST DTD Avg Acc

Non-merging Methods
Pretrained 66.8 77.7 71.0 59.9 58.4 50.5 76.3 55.3 64.5
Individual 82.3 92.4 97.4 100 98.1 99.2 99.7 84.1 94.2
Traditional MTL 80.8 90.6 96.3 96.3 97.6 99.1 99.6 84.4 93.5

Training-free Methods
Weight Averaging 72.1 81.6 82.6 91.9 78.2 70.7 97.1 62.8 79.6
Fisher Merging 69.2 88.6 87.5 93.5 80.6 74.8 93.3 70.0 82.2
RegMean 73.3 81.8 86.1 97.0 88.0 84.2 98.5 60.8 83.7
Task Arithmetic 73.9 82.1 86.6 94.1 87.9 86.7 98.9 65.6 84.5
Ties-Merging 76.5 85.0 89.3 95.7 90.3 83.3 99.0 68.8 86.0
Consensus Merging 75.0 84.3 89.4 95.6 88.3 82.4 98.9 68.0 85.2
AWD Task Arithmetic (ours) 76.2 85.4 88.7 96.1 92.4 92.3 99.3 69.4 87.5

Test-time Adaption Methods
AdaMerging 79.0 90.3 90.8 96.2 93.4 98.0 99.0 79.9 90.8
AdaMerging++ 79.4 90.3 91.6 97.4 93.4 97.5 99.0 79.2 91.0
Representation Surgery 75.7 84.4 93.1 98.8 91.3 93.4 99.1 76.1 89.0
AWD AdaMerging (Ours) 79.8 90.6 91.8 97.0 93.9 98.4 99.2 81.1 91.5

are Weight Averaging [36], Fisher Merging [19], Reg-
Mean [11], Task Arithmetic [10], Ties-Merging [39], and
Consensus Merging [33]. Finally, we incorporate Test-time
Adaptation methods, including AdaMerging [42] and Rep-
resentation Surgery [41].

4.2. Pilot Experiment
Although our method is relatively simple, its applicabil-
ity may still be limited when confronted with complex

transformer-based models, particularly when generalizing
our approach to language models with high-dimensional
embedding layers [43]. Dai et al. [5] suggest that knowl-
edge neurons are stored within Feedforward Neural Net-
works. Inspired by this, we have further simplified our ap-
proach: restricting the parameters of the task vector solely
to the weights of the linear layers within the transformer
blocks. To validate the rationality of this simplified strat-
egy, we conducted a series of pilot experiments. As shown
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Table 3. Multi-task performance when merging RoBERTa models
on 8-task GLUE benchmark. Following Lu et al. [18], we report
average normalized score. Red text indicates the performance im-
provements compared to the most advanced baseline. The best
performance across different merging methods is denoted in bold.

Method RoBERTa-Base RoBERTa-Large

Pretrained 41.7 38.2
Individual 100.0 100.0

Weight Averaging 52.6 53.3
Task Arithmetic 67.8 70.9
Ties-Merging 64.7 72.4
Task Arithmetic (w/ DARE) 63.7 70.9
Ties-Merging (w/ DARE) 65.6 72.8
AWD Task Arithmetic (Ours) 68.3△0.5 74.5△1.7

in Figure 2, whether in vision models or language models,
we found that preserving only the parameters of weights in
the linear layer of the task vector did not affect the perfor-
mance of the models. Moreover, even after applying our
method to combine with the disentangled task vector in this
simplified variant, the models were able to recover to a per-
formance level similar to that of the full fine-tuned models.

4.3. Main Results
The performance of all baselines using the ViT-B/32 and
ViT-L/14 architectures is presented in Table 1 and Table
2, respectively. Our observations are as follows: (1) Our
experiments demonstrate that individually fine-tuned mod-
els achieve the highest performance. Traditional multi-task
learning approaches utilizing joint training exhibit slightly
lower performance. (2) It is noteworthy that compared to
previous merging methods, our strategy demonstrates sig-
nificant performance improvements in consistency. By in-
tegrating Task Arithmetic, our approach achieves a notable
improvement over the advanced method of Ties-Merging,
outperforming it by 2.8% on the ViT-B/32 model and by
1.5% on the ViT-L/14 model. Moreover, in the test-time
adaptation setting, by incorporating AdaMerging, our ap-
proach outperforms AdaMerging++ by 1.8% on ViT-B/32
and by 0.5% on ViT-L/14. (3) As model sizes increase,
the performance of merging methods progressively aligns
with that of traditional multi-task learning methods. Our
approach demonstrates consistent improvements. Specifi-
cally, on ViT-L/14, under the test-time adaptation setting,
it achieves performance that is only 2% lower than that of
traditional multi-task learning. (4) Compared to test-time
adaptation, our method demonstrates a more significant per-
formance improvement in training-free scenarios. We at-
tribute this phenomenon to the dynamic adjustment of task
coefficients within the test adaptation setting. Specifically,
the coefficients of task vectors can be interpreted as indi-
cators of each task vector’s relative importance. Therefore,
when the coefficients of task vectors change, it is appro-
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Figure 3. Impact of task numbers and coefficients on average ac-
curacy for ViT-B/32.

priate to adjust the weight distribution in the optimization
objective accordingly.

4.4. Generalizability on Language Models
We further extend our methodology to the language model
RoBERTa [17] and utilize the GLUE benchmark [32] to
assess the generalizability of our approach. Given the di-
verse evaluation metrics across tasks, we follow Lu et al.
[18] and report normalized score in Table 3, which lever-
ages the fine-tuned models as upper bounds on performance
to assess the effectiveness of the merging model. Table 3
presents the performance of various training-free methods
for merging RoBERTa models across eight GLUE bench-
mark tasks. Specifically, our approach notably attains the
highest average performance score of 68.3% on RoBERTa-
Base and 74.5% on RoBERTa-Large, marking substantial
enhancements over the baseline methods. Compared to the
most advanced merging baseline, our methodology mani-
fests a notable improvement of 0.5% on RoBERTa-Base and
a substantial 1.7% increment on RoBERTa-Large. These
results highlight the superior generalization ability of our
methods on language models. Moreover, similar to the ViT
series of vision models, we observe that the performance of
the merge method approaches that of the individually fine-
tuned models as the size of the model increases.

4.5. Robustness Analysis
Robustness Analysis on Task Numbers. We evaluated
the performance of the merging model on in-domain tasks
with varying numbers of tasks and compared the proposed
method with Task Arithmetic and Ties-Merging. Figure 3a
shows the average accuracy of these methods across dif-
ferent numbers of merged tasks, with error bars represent-
ing the 95% confidence interval. For each setting with dif-
ferent task numbers, we randomly sampled 8 subsets from
all tasks and computed the average accuracy of the merg-
ing model on these subsets. More experimental details can
be found in the supplementary materials. From Figure 3a,
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Figure 4. Cosine similarity heatmaps for task vectors and disen-
tangled task vectors on ViT-B/32 and ViT-L/14.

the following conclusions can be drawn: (1) As the num-
ber of merged tasks increases, the performance of all meth-
ods shows a declining trend, indicating that increased task
numbers lead to greater interference between tasks; (2) As
the number of merged tasks increases, our method’s perfor-
mance decreases more slowly compared to Task Arithmetic
and Ties-Merging. Overall, task interference remains the
primary factor affecting model performance. Compared to
the other baseline methods, our approach significantly re-
duces interference between task vectors, demonstrating su-
perior robustness when handling a larger number of tasks.
Robustness Analysis on Coefficients. In order to further
assess the robustness of our method, we also conducted a
comparative analysis of different coefficients for the merged
task vectors. As shown in Figure 3b, we compared our ap-
proach with Task Arithmetic. From the results presented in
the figure, it can be observed that when the coefficient is less
than or equal to 0.2, our method performs similarly to Task
Arithmetic; however, when the coefficient exceeds 0.2, our
method significantly outperforms Task Arithmetic. This in-
dicates that as the task vectors are scaled up, the interference
between tasks is also amplified. Nonetheless, our method
can effectively eliminate inter-task interference, making it
more robust to changes in the coefficients.

4.6. Visualization Analysis
Similarity between Task Vectors. As shown in Figure 4,
we measure the cosine similarity of the task vectors for
the ViT-B/32 and ViT-L/14 models, respectively. Com-

0 1 2
1

0

1

2

2

Task Vector

0 1 2
1

0

1

2

2

Disentangled Task Vector

0

1

2

3

4

5

(a) Loss landscape visualization on RESISC45 and Cars.

0 1 2
1

0

1

2

2

Task Vector

0 1 2
1

0

1

2

2

Disentangled Task Vector

0

2

4

6

(b) Loss landscape visualization on SUN397 and DTD.

Figure 5. Loss landscape visualization. We visualize the loss land-
scape Li(Θ̂) + Lj(Θ̂) by interpolating for ViT-B/32.

pared with original task vectors, our method significantly
reduces the cosine similarity between task vectors of differ-
ent tasks, which is crucial for reducing interference between
tasks [10, 28]. We find that, for larger models, the cosine
similarity between task vectors is smaller. This may also
be the key to the differences in task arithmetic performance
among models of different sizes shown in Tables 1 and 2.
Loss Landscape. To more clearly demonstrate the advan-
tages of our AWD in reducing interference, we conducted
a visualization analysis of the loss landscape for the joint
tasks. Specifically, we performed interpolations on a 2D
plane between the pre-trained model Θ and the task vectors,
and separately between the pre-trained model and the disen-
tangled task vectors. As depicted in Figure 5, the heatmaps
represent the loss values Li(Θ̂)+Lj(Θ̂) evaluated over the
joint tasks. These figures show that the disentangled task
vectors derived through our methodology exhibit a more ex-
pansive low-loss basin compared to the original task vector.
This demonstrates that our approach effectively reduces in-
terference between tasks. Moreover, as λ increases, regions
initially shown in deep blue demonstrate a substantial re-
duction, indicating that our method is robust to variations in
the coefficient λ, which is consistent with Section 4.5.

5. Conclusion
In this paper, we propose the task consistency property,
which requires that a merged model’s performance on each
task closely matches the performance achieved when only
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the corresponding task vector is incorporated. In this con-
text, task vectors satisfying this property are free from task
interference. We theoretically demonstrate that this prop-
erty can be approximately achieved by ensuring that task
vectors are orthogonal. Based on this insight, we introduce
Adaptive Weight Disentanglement, which decomposes tra-
ditional task vectors into a redundant vector and several dis-
entangled task vectors, enhancing their orthogonality to ap-
proximate the solution of task consistency property. Exper-
imental results show that our approach effectively reduces
interference between tasks and significantly improves the
performance of existing merging techniques.
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Multi-Task Model Merging via Adaptive Weight Disentanglement

Supplementary Material

6. Further Theoretical Derivation
6.1. Analysis of Invariance Optimization Objective
Inspired by previous works [39, 44], we empirically incor-
porate the norm of δ as Invariance objective to ensure that
each disentangled task vector performs well on its corre-
sponding specific task. Herein, we further engage in a the-
oretical examination of the rationality of this optimization
objective. Ideally, we aim for each disentangled task vector
to individually preserve the performance of the original task
vector on its corresponding specific task. We define the Re-
placement Gap Ri as the discrepancy in performance be-
tween the disentangled task vector τ̂i and the original task
vector τi on a specific task i. Then, Ri can be described as,

Ri = Li (Θ + τ̂i)− Li (Θ + τi) . (15)

We apply the Taylor expansion to Li(Θ+τ̂i) and Li(Θ+
τi). Taking Li(Θ + τ̂i) as an example,

Li(Θ + τ̂i) ≈ Li(Θ) + ⟨∇ΘLi(Θ), τ̂i⟩+
1

2
τ̂i

⊤Hiτ̂i,

(16)

where Hi is the Hessian of the loss Li at Θ. Given that
τi is generally negligible [44], the second-order terms can
typically be approximated as zero. As a result, Equation 15
can be simplified accordingly.

Ri ≈ Li(Θ) + ⟨∇ΘLi(Θ), τ̂i⟩ − Li(Θ)− ⟨∇ΘLi(Θ), τi⟩

(17)

= ⟨∇ΘLi(Θ), τ̂i − τi⟩ (18)
= ⟨∇ΘLi(Θ), τi − δ − τi⟩ (19)
= ⟨∇ΘLi(Θ),−δ⟩ (20)
= |∇ΘLi(Θ)| |−δ| cos (∇ΘLi(Θ),−δ) (21)
≤ |∇ΘLi(Θ)|︸ ︷︷ ︸

Fixed Value

||δ||︸︷︷︸
Redundant Vector Norm

(22)

From Eq. 22, when we incorporate the norm of δ into the
optimization objective, it optimizes the upper bound of the
Replacement Gap Ri. This is beneficial for the disentangled
task vectors to closely approximate the performance of the
original task vectors on their respective specific tasks.

6.2. Solutions for Task Consistency Property
In our paper, we define Task Consistency Property as the
performance of the merged multi-task model on each indi-
vidual task should approximate the performance obtained

when only the corresponding task vector is integrated. This
definition serves as a natural extension of Task Arithmetic
Property [21], aligning more closely with the objectives of
multi-task model merging and presenting a more tractable
solution. The formal expression is as follows:
Task Consistency Property. Given coefficient sets
{λi}Ki=1 ⊂ R and a set of task vectors T = {τi}Ki=1 cor-
respond with non-intersecting task-specific data supports
D = {Di}i∈[K], i.e., ∀t, t′, if t ̸= t′ then Dt ∩ Dt′ = ∅.
We say a network f satisfies the task consistency property
around Θ with respect to T and D if:

∀ Di ∈ D , Li

Θ+

K∑
j

λjτj

 = Li (Θ + λiτi) , (23)

where Li(·) denotes the loss function of task i. We fix the
pre-trained model and solve for the task vector that satisfies
task consistency property, which guides us in refining the
task vector. To simplified the Eq. 2, we define the Merging
Gap Gi as,

Gi = Li

Θ+

K∑
j

λjτj

− Li (Θ + λiτi) . (24)

Based on the aforementioned formulation, the task con-
sistency property can be reformulated as follows,

∀ i, Gi = 0. (25)

We apply Tylor expansion to Li

(
Θ+

∑K
j λjτj

)
and

Li (Θ + λiτi) around Θ. We take Li

(
Θ+

∑K
j λjτj

)
as

an instance, it can be approximated as:

Li

Θ+

K∑
j

λjτj

 ≈ Li(Θ) +

〈
∇ΘLi(Θ),

K∑
j

λjτj

〉
(26)

+
1

2

 K∑
j

λjτj

⊤

Hi

 K∑
j

λjτj

 ,

(27)

where Hi is the Hessian of the loss Li at Θ. Given that λj

typically falls within the range of (−1, 1) and τj is generally
quite small [44], the second-order terms can generally be
approximated as zero under standard conditions. Eq. 24 can
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be simplified as,

Gi = Li

Θ+

K∑
j

λjτj

− Li (Θ + λiτi) (28)

≈

Li (Θ) +

〈
∇ΘLi(Θ),

K∑
j

λjτj

〉 (29)

− (Li (Θ) + ⟨∇ΘLi(Θ), λiτi⟩) (30)

=

〈
∇ΘLi(Θ),

K∑
j

λjτj

〉
− ⟨∇ΘLi(Θ), λiτi⟩ (31)

=

〈
∇ΘLi(Θ), λiτi +

K∑
j ̸=i

λjτj

〉
− ⟨∇ΘLi(Θ), λiτi⟩

(32)

=

〈
∇ΘLi(Θ),

K∑
j ̸=i

λjτj

〉
(33)

=

K∑
j ̸=i

⟨∇ΘLi(Θ), λjτj⟩ . (34)

Obtaining the original data for gradient calculation in a
pre-trained model for a specific task can often be challeng-
ing due to accessibility issues. An effective alternative is to
substitute this gradient with the task vector, as the task vec-
tor can be conceptualized as the accumulation of gradients.
Therefore, Eq. 24 can be described as,

Gi =

K∑
j ̸=i

⟨kiτi, λjτj⟩ (35)

= ki

K∑
j ̸=i

⟨τi, λjτj⟩ , (36)

where ki < 0. Since λj is typically a hyperparameter, di-
rectly solving the previously mentioned equation is chal-
lenging. Consequently, our objective is to identify a specific
solution for this equation. As demonstrated in Eq. 36, Eq. 2
will be satisfied when all task vectors are orthogonal to each
other,

∀ i ̸= j, cos (τi, τj) = 0 ⇒ ∀i, Gi = 0. (37)

7. Experimental Settings
This section offers comprehensive descriptions of the
datasets, baselines, and implementations.

7.1. Datasets Details
Following Task Arithmetic [10], Ties-Merging [39], and
AdaMerging [42], our research employs eight image clas-
sification benchmarks to assess the efficacy of multi-task
model merging. The datasets can be detailed as follows.

• SUN397 [37] is a scene classification dataset, contain-
ing 108,753 images of 397 categories, with each category
containing at least 100 images.

• Cars [13] is a specialized resource for fine-grained ve-
hicle recognition, comprising 16,185 images across 196
distinct classes of cars. The dataset is evenly divided into
8,144 training images and 8,041 testing images.

• RESISC45 [3] is designed for Remote Sensing Image
Scene Classification and comprises 31,500 images. It is
categorized into 45 distinct scene classes, with each class
uniformly represented by 700 images.

• EuroSAT [9] serves as a benchmark for land use and land
cover classification, featuring 27,000 labeled and geo-
referenced images derived from Sentinel-2 satellite im-
agery. This dataset encompasses 13 spectral bands and is
organized into 10 distinct classes.

• SVHN [45] is a digit classification dataset extracted from
house numbers depicted in Google Street View images.
SVHN includes 10 classes and is partitioned into a train-
ing set comprising 73,257 images, a test set containing
26,032 images, and an additional set of 531,131 images
that can be utilized for extended training purposes.

• GTSRB [26] is focusing on traffic sign recognition. This
dataset comprises a total of 51,839 images, which are cat-
egorized into 43 distinct classes of traffic signs. It is di-
vided into a training set containing 39,209 images and a
test set consisting of 12,630 images.

• MNIST [14] is a widely-used benchmark for handwritten
digit recognition, consisting of a training set of 60,000
examples and a test set of 10,000 examples.

• DTD [4] is a comprehensive collection of natural texture
images, amassing a total of 5640 images. These images
are categorized into 47 distinct classes with each class
comprising 120 images.

7.2. Baseline Details
We categorize the baselines into three main groups: Non-
merging methods, Training-free methods, and Test-time
Adaptation methods.
Non-merging Methods:
• Pretrained employs pre-trained models for each task

without integrating task-specific information, thereby
serving as a fundamental benchmark.

• Individual utilizes models that have been fine-tuned
specifically for each task. In this context, there is no in-
terference between tasks.

• Traditional MTL involves joint training using training
data from multiple tasks. This approach necessitates ac-
cess to the original data and poses challenges in scaling
to new tasks.

Training-free Methods:
• Weight Averaging is the most straightforward approach

to model merging, achieved by directly averaging the pa-
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Table 4. Multi-task performance when merging ViT-B/16 models on eight tasks. The best performance across different merging methods
is denoted in bold.

Method SUN397 Cars RESISC45 EuroSAT SVHN GTSRB MNIST DTD Avg Acc

Non-merging Methods
Pretrained 63.8 64.6 65.7 54.5 52.0 43.3 51.7 45.1 55.0
Individual 81.8 86.8 96.9 99.7 97.8 99.1 99.7 82.0 92.9

Training-free Methods
Weight Averaging 67.7 70.0 75.3 79.5 74.9 60.1 94.4 43.8 70.7
Fisher Merging 68.5 69.9 75.2 80.4 73.2 61.2 94.5 50.7 71.7
RegMean 69.1 71.6 77.6 88.8 83.7 70.2 96.9 54.6 76.6
Task Arithmetic 61.1 65.9 74.0 76.2 88.0 73.9 98.4 53.0 73.8
Ties-Merging 69.1 72.5 80.5 84.0 85.0 71.5 98.1 54.9 77.0
Consensus Merging 69.8 71.4 80.8 86.5 88.0 71.1 98.4 57.0 77.9
AWD Task Arithmetic (Ours) 67.8 72.7 78.7 88.5 90.9 83.6 98.9 57.1 79.8

Test-time Adaption Methods
TW AdaMerging 64.4 64.2 75.4 86.7 86.3 86.7 97.6 46.9 76.0
LW AdaMerging 70.2 80.7 81.6 94.8 91.6 95.8 98.5 66.2 84.9
Representation Surgery 68.3 72.3 88.7 97.7 91.0 89.5 98.9 72.9 84.9
AWD AdaMerging (Ours) 71.5 81.9 84.3 94.6 93.3 96.8 98.6 72.6 86.7

rameters of several models.
• Fisher Merging [19] utilizes the Fisher information ma-

trix to evaluate the significance of each parameter, guid-
ing the merging process based on this assessment.

• RegMean [11] aims to minimize the predictive differ-
ences between the merged model and the individual task-
specific models.

• Task Arithmetic [10] introduces the concept of task vec-
tors and achieves model merging by performing arith-
metic operations on these task vectors, integrating them
into a pre-trained model to facilitate multi-task learning.

• Ties-Merging [39] mitigates task interference by elimi-
nating redundant parameters, resolving sign conflicts, and
averaging parameters that are consistent with the domi-
nant direction.

• Consensus Merging [33] improves the effectiveness of
existing model merging techniques by removing selfish
and catastrophic weights, which are important exclusively
to individual task and irrelevant to the other tasks but
detrimental to model merging.

Test-time Adaptation Methods:
• TW AdaMerging [42] employs entropy optimization to

determine the merging coefficients for task vectors by
leveraging an unlabeled test set.

• LW AdaMerging [42] adopts entropy optimization to in-
dependently deduce the merging coefficients for individ-
ual layers of task vectors.

• TW AdaMerging++ [42] implements entropy optimiza-
tion to identify the merging coefficients for task vectors
in Ties-Merging autonomously.

• LW AdaMerging++ [42] applies entropy optimization to
compute the merging coefficients for each layer of task

vectors in Ties-Merging.
• Representation Surgery [41] addresses the issue of rep-

resentation bias by employing an unsupervised optimiza-
tion objective that minimizes the distance between the
representations of the merged model and those of the in-
dividual models. In our work, we use Surgery integrated
with Task Arithmetic as the baseline.

Table 5. Computational time and GPU memory requirements for
solving redundant vector across eight vision tasks over 1000 solu-
tion steps were assessed on NVIDIA A100 40GB.

Model Solving Time GPU Memory

ViT-B/32 2min22s 3.76GB
ViT-L/14 7min43s 5.04GB

7.3. Implementation Details

Calculate Resources and Environment. All of our ex-
periments were conducted on NVIDIA A100 40GB and
NVIDIA H100 80GB. Due to the specific configuration of
AdaMerging, we used the NVIDIA H100 80GB for the ViT-
L/14 variant, while other experiments were conducted on
the NVIDIA A100 40GB. The software environment for our
experiments comprised Python 3.10, PyTorch 2.4.0, and the
CUDA 11.8 toolkit. As illustrated in Table 5, our methodol-
ogy incurs minimal computational overhead across different
model versions, demonstrating near-universal scalability on
devices equipped with contemporary GPUs.
Checkpoints for Merging. For the vision models, the
checkpoints we utilized are sourced from Ilharco et al. [10],
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Table 6. Multi-task performance when merging ViT-B/32 models on 8-task vision benchmark, where Individual Reconstructed refers to
task-specific models that are reconstructed by combining disentangled task vectors with the pre-trained model respectively. By utilizing
the orthogonality optimization objective, we can derive disentangled task vectors with increased orthogonality. Conversely, by employing
a reverse optimization objective, we can obtain disentangled task vectors with decreased orthogonality.

Method SUN397 Cars RESISC45 EuroSAT SVHN GTSRB MNIST DTD Avg Acc

Pretrained 62.3 59.7 60.7 45.5 31.4 32.6 48.5 43.8 48.0
Individual 79.2 77.7 96.1 99.7 97.5 98.7 99.7 79.4 90.8
Task Arithmetic 55.2 54.9 66.7 78.9 80.2 69.7 97.3 50.4 69.1

Increased Orthogonality (Ours)
Individual Reconstructed 79.3 77.6 96.1 99.8 97.4 98.8 99.7 78.8 90.9
AWD Task Arithmetic 63.5 61.9 72.6 84.9 85.1 79.1 98.1 56.7 75.2

Decreased Orthogonality (Reversed)
Individual Reconstructed 78.3 76.6 95.6 99.6 97.4 98.8 99.7 78.6 90.6
AWD Task Arithmetic 2.7 1.1 19.3 42.1 60.1 20.1 92.6 16.7 31.8

Table 7. Multi-task performance when merging ViT-L/14 models on 8-task vision benchmark, where Individual Reconstructed refers to
task-specific models that are reconstructed by combining disentangled task vectors with the pre-trained model respectively.

Method SUN397 Cars RESISC45 EuroSAT SVHN GTSRB MNIST DTD Avg Acc

Pretrained 66.8 77.7 71.0 59.9 58.4 50.5 76.3 55.3 64.5
Individual 82.3 92.4 97.4 100 98.1 99.2 99.7 84.1 94.2
Task Arithmetic 73.9 82.1 86.6 94.1 87.9 86.7 98.9 65.6 84.5

Increased Orthogonality (Ours)
Individual Reconstructed 84.8 92.4 97.3 99.7 98.1 99.3 99.7 84.3 94.4
AWD Task Arithmetic 76.2 85.4 88.7 96.1 92.4 92.3 99.3 69.4 87.5

Decreased Orthogonality (Reversed)
Individual Reconstructed 84.6 92.3 97.4 99.7 98.2 99.3 99.7 84.4 94.4
AWD Task Arithmetic 36.0 31.5 48.5 54.9 83.2 54.3 97.6 37.9 55.5

which were obtained by fine-tuning the CLIP model [22] us-
ing the AdamW optimizer with a weight decay of 0.1. The
parameters involved include a batch size of 128 and a learn-
ing rate of 1e-5, employing a cosine annealing learning rate
schedule over 2000 iterations, which includes 200 warm-
up steps. For the language models, we utilize RoBERTa-
Base and RoBERTa-Large as the pretrained backbones. Our
checkpoints are derived from Lu et al. [18]. These check-
points underwent 10 epochs of fine-tuning on the RoBERTa
model for each dataset, with selected hyperparameters in-
cluding a batch size of 64 and a learning rate of 1e− 5.

Hyper-parameter tuning. To balance the relationship be-
tween orthogonality and invariance, we tune the hyper-
parameter Constraints Coefficient α over a range of {1e −
2, 1e − 3, 1e − 4, 1e − 5, 1e − 6}. For AWD Task Arith-
metic: We follow Ilharco et al. [10], and we use a single
scaling factor λ to scale the sum of the disentangled task
vectors for the model merging. The scaling factor λ is tuned
over a range of {0.3, 0.4, ..., 1.0}. For AWD AdaMerging:
we use 0.3 or 0.4 to initialize each λij . The best α and λ
are selected based on the performance of the validation set
averaged on all tasks.

8. Additional Experimentals
8.1. Performance on ViT-B/16
Table 4 presents the performance of various merging meth-
ods applied to ViT-B/16. Our approach achieves a 6.0%
improvement over Task Arithmetic and a 1.8% gain com-
pared to AdaMerging on corresponding settings. These re-
sults strongly indicate that our method effectively mitigates
conflicts between task vectors, further demonstrating the ef-
fectiveness of our AWD in multi-task model merging.

8.2. More Discussions on Orthogonality
To further validate the effectiveness of our approximate or-
thogonal solutions, we conducted a detailed analysis of the
relationship between the cosine similarity between task vec-
tors and the performance of the merged model. Given the
fixed λ, by tuning the value of α, we ensured that the dis-
entangled task vector could proficiently restore the perfor-
mance of the specific task associated with the original task
vector, concurrently adjusting the orthogonality among the
disentangled task vectors.

Fig. 6a and Fig. 6b depict the correlation between nor-
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Table 8. Multi-task performance when merging RoBERTa-Base models on 8-task GLUE benchmark. We report normalized score [18].
The best and second-best performing model combination methods for each task are indicated in bold and underlined, respectively.

Method CoLA SST-2 MRPC STS-B QQP QNLI MNLI RTE Avg

Pretrained 0.0 53.8 85.0 4.0 37.5 53.1 37.1 71.2 41.7
Individual 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Weight Averaging 0.0 59.2 85.8 47.0 45.4 63.9 48.0 71.2 52.6
Task Arithmetic 8.4 88.3 89.6 32.8 82.0 85.4 75.5 80.4 67.8
Ties-Merging 31.8 88.9 86.2 10.9 61.1 85.9 83.0 69.6 64.7
Task Arithmetic (w/ DARE) 0.0 88.1 86.6 30.2 84.3 79.1 64.0 77.2 63.7
Ties-Merging (w/ DARE) 11.8 95.5 85.8 9.4 86.8 88.7 83.1 63.6 65.6
AWD Task Arithmetic (Ours) 11.8 88.3 89.1 33.2 80.8 85.7 76.1 81.5 68.3

Table 9. Multi-task performance when merging RoBERTa-Large models on 8-task GLUE benchmark. We report normalized score [18].
The best and second-best performing model combination methods for each task are indicated in bold and underlined, respectively.

Method CoLA SST-2 MRPC STS-B QQP QNLI MNLI RTE Avg

Pre-trained 0.0 51.5 40.9 20.9 36.4 56.0 37.6 62.4 38.2
Individual 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Weight Averaging 7.4 55.1 84.2 46.3 56.7 73.8 35.8 66.7 53.3
Task Arithmetic 7.4 86.1 86.8 78.0 90.7 77.0 73.3 67.6 70.9
Ties-Merging 42.7 78.1 85.2 51.7 89.9 81.9 79.7 70.0 72.4
Task Arithmetic (w/ DARE) 4.1 85.2 85.8 71.6 91.3 85.6 75.2 68.1 70.9
Ties-Merging (w/ DARE) 2.9 90.4 86.8 75.4 92.4 86.4 79.0 69.1 72.8
AWD Task Arithmetic (Ours) 10.4 90.8 86.5 87.1 91.8 87.1 78.1 63.8 74.5

0.7 0.8 0.9
Normalized Cosine Similarity

68

70

72

74

Av
er

ag
e A

cc
ur

ac
y

(a) ViT-B/32

0.7 0.8 0.9
Normalized Cosine Similarity

84

85

86

87

Av
er

ag
e A

cc
ur

ac
y

(b) ViT-L/14

Figure 6. Correlation between normalized cosine similarity be-
tween disentangled task vectors and merged model performance.
The normalized cosine score is calculated by normalizing the co-
sine similarity between the disentangled task vectors with respect
to that of the original task vectors.

malized cosine similarity of the task vectors and the per-
formance of the merged model on ViT-B/32 and ViT-L/14,
respectively. We observe that as the normalized cosine sim-
ilarity between disentangled task vectors decreases, the per-
formance of the merged model correspondingly improves.
Based on these findings, we can infer that enhancing the or-
thogonality among disentangled task vectors is beneficial in
mitigating interference between them, thereby achieving a
more effective fusion. This further bolsters our strategy of

considering the orthogonality of the disentangled task vec-
tors as an optimization objective.

Furthermore, we investigate the impact of reducing or-
thogonality on model merging by reversing the orthogonal-
ity optimization objective, as shown in Table 6 and Table 7.
Under different optimization objectives, we ensure that the
disentangled task vectors can still recover the performance
of the original task vectors. Compared to task arithmetic,
by reversing the optimization objective, our AWD exhibits
a performance decrease of 37.3% on ViT-B/32 and 29.0%
on ViT-L/14. This implies that reducing the orthogonality
among task vectors could intensify the interference between
them, potentially undermining the model’s capacity for ef-
fective task integration.

8.3. Generalization in Language Models
Metrics: Following Lu et al. [18], we utilize the normal-
ized scores as the assessment criterion. Similarly, we define
the individually fine-tuned models as the upper performance
bounds and the pre-trained models as the lower bounds. The
Normalized Score is described as follows:

Normalized Score =
1

K

K∑
i

Score
x∈Di

[f(x; Θ̂]

Score
x∈Di

[f(x; Θ⋆
i )]

(38)

Detailed Results: In the main paper, we demonstrated the
effectiveness of our approach on the RoBERTa language
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Table 10. Generalization results on two unseen tasks when merging ViT-B/16 models on six tasks.

Seen Tasks Unseen Tasks

Method SUN397 Cars RESISC45 DTD SVHN GTSRB Avg Acc EuroSAT MNIST Avg Acc

Task Arithmetic 68.1 73.0 81.6 59.1 89.1 83.8 75.8 43.9 87.5 65.7
AWD Task Arithmetic (Ours) 70.9 76.3 85.1 61.9 91.7 88.7 79.1 44.6 87.7 66.2

Method SUN397 Cars GTSRB EuroSAT DTD MNIST Avg Acc RESISC45 SVHN Avg Acc

Task Arithmetic 69.0 73.8 81.1 87.6 58.2 98.4 78.0 56.0 67.7 61.8
AWD Task Arithmetic (Ours) 72.3 77.0 85.4 93.5 76.7 98.5 81.1 58.2 68.6 63.4

Table 11. Comparison of performance across multiple task setups using various methods. Red text indicates the performance improvements
compared to Task Arithmetic for each configuration.

Method 2-Tasks 3-Tasks 4-Tasks 5-Tasks 6-Tasks 7-Tasks 8-Tasks

Individual 93.0 90.6 92.5 90.1 91.5 91.4 90.6

Task Arithmetic 91.8 84.1 82.3 77.1 75.7 72.6 69.1
Ties-Merging 92.6△0.8 85.6△1.5 83.9△1.6 79.2△2.1 77.6△1.9 75.1△2.5 72.4△3.3

AWD Task Arithmetic (Ours) 92.4△0.6 85.7△1.6 85.1△2.8 80.6△3.5 79.7△4.0 77.1△4.5 75.2△6.1

models. As illustrated in Table 8 and Table 9, we further
present detailed results of our method across various tasks.

8.4. Generalization on Unseen Tasks
As shown in Table 10, we conducted a comprehensive eval-
uation of AWD on both in-domain and out-of-domain tasks.
Under the ViT-B/16 configuration, AWD demonstrated ex-
ceptional generalization performance. For in-domain tasks,
our method achieved an average improvement of 3.3%
across different settings. In cases where the corresponding
task vectors were not merged (i.e., unseen tasks), our AWD
method improved the average accuracy by 0.5% over the
task arithmetic method on the EuroSAT and MNIST tasks;
on the unseen tasks of RESISC45 and SVHN, the average
accuracy was increased by 1.6%.

8.5. Empirical Upper Bound of AWD Task Arith-
metic

For conventional training-free methods based on task vec-
tors, there typically exists an adjustable coefficient λ. A
disproportionately small λ may result in suboptimal perfor-
mance of the task vector on its corresponding task, while an
excessively large λ may amplify interference between tasks.
Consequently, this coefficient plays a pivotal role in deter-
mining the performance of the merged model. According to
Eq. 2, it can be seen that, the approximate upper bound of
performance of our AWD Task Arithmetic on a specific task
i can be represented as the performance of the integrated
model Θ + λτi. Here, Θ + λτi represents the amalgama-
tion of the pretrained model with the individual task vector
τi, which is proportionally scaled by λ. Therefore, we fur-
ther conducted experiments on the performance under dif-
ferent λ coefficients. As shown in Fig. 7a and Fig. 7b, when
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Figure 7. Performance of the integrated model Θ+ λτi on corre-
sponding task i across various values of λ. The integrated model
Θ + λτi denotes as the combination of pre-trained models with
individual task vector.

λ > 0.3 for each combination of Θ + λτi, its performance
is close to that of the fully fine-tuned model Θ⋆

i = Θ + τi.
Moreover, as λ continues to increase, the rate of perfor-
mance improvement sharply decreases. Notably, when λ
is greater than 0.3, its performance has already surpassed
the optimal merging method significantly. These results in-
dicate that the approximate upper bound of our AWD Task
Arithmetic is reasonable when λ ≥ 0.3.

8.6. Performance across Different Task Numbers
In Table 11, we further evaluated our method across varying
numbers of tasks. Specifically, when merging T tasks, there
are a total of

(
8
T

)
possible combinations. Therefore, in our

experiment, we sampled 8 distinct combinations for each
value of T and performed a hyperparameter search within
the range [0, 1] with a step size of 0.1 for each combina-
tion. It is evident that as the number of tasks increases, our
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method demonstrates enhanced robustness against interfer-
ence. For a more detailed analysis, please refer to Section
4.5 of the main paper.

The sampled task combinations are listed as follows:
• 2-Tasks: [[DTD, GTSRB], [GTSRB, SVHN], [GTSRB,

SUN397], [SVHN, SUN397], [SVHN, GTSRB], [SVHN,
EuroSAT], [SVHN, MNIST], [MNIST, Cars]]

• 3-Tasks: [[MNIST, SVHN, SUN397], [MNIST, SUN397,
SVHN], [DTD, GTSRB, SUN397], [GTSRB, EuroSAT,
Cars], [Cars, GTSRB, DTD], [MNIST, RESISC45,
SVHN], [SVHN, MNIST, DTD], [RESISC45, SUN397,
EuroSAT]]

• 4-Tasks: [EuroSAT, SVHN, Cars, SUN397], [MNIST,
RESISC45, EuroSAT, GTSRB], [EuroSAT, Cars, RE-
SISC45, MNIST], [DTD, SUN397, GTSRB, EuroSAT],
[SUN397, EuroSAT, Cars, RESISC45], [RESISC45,
MNIST, GTSRB, SUN397], [RESISC45, SVHN, GT-
SRB, MNIST], [SVHN, GTSRB, Cars, RESISC45]

• 5-Tasks: [[DTD, SVHN, GTSRB, SUN397, EuroSAT],
[DTD, GTSRB, MNIST, RESISC45, SUN397], [SVHN,
MNIST, GTSRB, RESISC45, Cars], [DTD, EuroSAT,
Cars, MNIST, RESISC45], [EuroSAT, GTSRB, MNIST,
Cars, RESISC45], [MNIST, Cars, SUN397, DTD,
SVHN], [MNIST, SUN397, RESISC45, SVHN, DTD],
[SVHN, DTD, Cars, SUN397, MNIST]]

• 6-Tasks: [[GTSRB, RESISC45, DTD, MNIST, SVHN,
SUN397], [EuroSAT, GTSRB, Cars, MNIST, DTD,
RESISC45], [MNIST, SUN397, SVHN, RESISC45,
EuroSAT, DTD], [DTD, MNIST, RESISC45, SVHN,
GTSRB, SUN397], [SVHN, RESISC45, EuroSAT,
MNIST, GTSRB, DTD], [MNIST, DTD, EuroSAT, Cars,
SUN397, GTSRB], [DTD, Cars, SVHN, SUN397, Eu-
roSAT, MNIST], [SVHN, SUN397, RESISC45, GTSRB,
EuroSAT, MNIST]]

• 7-Tasks: [[GTSRB, MNIST, Cars, RESISC45, SVHN,
DTD, EuroSAT], [Cars, GTSRB, MNIST, SVHN,
SUN397, EuroSAT, RESISC45], [Cars, MNIST,
SUN397, DTD, EuroSAT, GTSRB, SVHN], [GTSRB,
SUN397, EuroSAT, Cars, RESISC45, DTD, MNIST],
[SVHN, Cars, GTSRB, MNIST, SUN397, EuroSAT,
DTD], [EuroSAT, GTSRB, DTD, RESISC45, SVHN,
MNIST, SUN397], [MNIST, SVHN, GTSRB, RE-
SISC45, EuroSAT, DTD, Cars], [EuroSAT, MNIST,
GTSRB, DTD, RESISC45, SVHN, SUN397]]
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