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Abstract

Model merging combines knowledge from task-specific mod-

els into a unified multi-task model to avoid joint training

on all task data. However, current methods face challenges

due to representation bias, which can interfere with tasks’

performance. As a remedy, we propose IntervMerge, a

novel approach to multi-task model merging that effectively

mitigates representation bias across the model using task-

specific interventions. To further enhance its efficiency, we

introduce mini-interventions, which modify only part of the

representation, thereby reducing the additional parameters

without compromising performance. Experimental results

demonstrate that IntervMerge consistently outperforms

the state-of-the-art approaches using fewer parameters.

1 Introduction

Multi-task learning (MTL) assumes simultaneous ac-
commodation of knowledge from multiple tasks using a
common backbone [2, 34]. This approach offers several
benefits, including better performance, eliminating the
need for separate task-specific models, and facilitating
knowledge transfer between related tasks [39]. However,
this approach is challenging, as it can lead to negative
transfer or task interference. Furthermore, MTL neces-
sitates collecting data from all tasks for joint training,
which can be costly in terms of larger model size, ex-
tended training times, and usage of computational re-
sources. Additionally, data privacy concerns may com-
plicate the implementation of MTL, especially in sen-
sitive domains. MTL also lacks the flexibility to incor-
porate new tasks without retraining the entire model
[47].

Model merging has emerged as a promising alter-
native to traditional joint MTL to address these limi-
tations [20]. Model merging aims to fuse the abilities
of multiple task-specific models into a single multi-task
model while keeping the parameter size the same as that
of the individual models. Practitioners now follow a
standard workflow where they fine-tune a pre-trained
foundational model for various target tasks. This ap-
proach corresponds to model merging more than tradi-
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Figure 1: IntervMerge consistently demonstrates su-
perior performance compared to the state-of-the-art
Surgery approach in multi-task model merging. This
advantage is particularly evident when utilizing our effi-
cient mini-intervention mechanism, which achieves bet-
ter results than Surgery while employing three times
fewer parameters. It is important to note that Inter-
vMerge may exhibit more additional parameters than
Surgery for certain ranks, as it is applied across many
network blocks.

tional multi-task learning. Consequently, large language
models (LLMs) have effectively utilized the benefits of
this procedure [17, 37, 42, 12, 48, 1, 29, 28]. Merging
offers several advantages. It eliminates the need to col-
lect and manage data from all tasks, reducing training
costs and data privacy concerns. Model merging enables
greater flexibility in incorporating new tasks, support-
ing continual learning [22]. Furthermore, model merging
can enhance the robustness and improve the handling
of distribution shifts [27, 38]. To achieve these benefits,
merging methods interpolate between the parameters
of task-specific models [15, 14, 37]. Hybrid methods
such as AdaMerging [46] aim to increase merging per-
formance by assuming access to a tiny subset of data
from all tasks to optimize the merging parameters.

Several challenges hinder their performance rela-
tive to traditional MTL, primarily due to representation
bias [45]. This bias occurs when the merged model’s
feature representations diverge from those of individual
task-specific models, leading to task interference and
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reduced merged model quality. Also, merging meth-
ods often struggle to integrate knowledge from different
sources effectively, and the complexity of merging mod-
els increases with the number of tasks. Existing solu-
tions, such as Surgery, address the post-merging stage,
where the model has initially merged regarding current
methods. Surgery attempts to mitigate representation
bias by focusing narrowly on the network’s output, but
it lacks a comprehensive understanding of the interplay
of biases across different layers and scenarios.

In this paper, we introduce IntervMerge, an ap-
proach designed to comprehensively mitigate represen-
tation bias across multiple layers of the network, thereby
enhancing the stability and consistency of representa-
tions across diverse tasks. Unlike the Surgery method,
which addresses bias exclusively at the final layer before
classification heads, our approach extends bias mitiga-
tion to earlier layers of the network, thereby facilitat-
ing a deeper understanding of the nature and nuances
of representation biases. Furthermore, by concentrating
various types of task-specific knowledge at the network’s
end, Surgery increases representation complexity. This
strategy does not guarantee the stability of the merged
representations. It also fails to prevent the propagation
of errors originating from the initial layers. In contrast,
IntervMerge employs efficient mini-intervention op-
erations that facilitate the distribution of task-specific
knowledge throughout the network, thereby preventing
the escalation of errors. The method IntervMerge
utilizes task-specific interventions inspired by the ReFT
framework [40]. This approach enables adaptive and
consistent representation modifications tailored to each
task. Each mini-intervention can adjust its rank size, to-
ken position, intervention function, and location within
the layer depth. Additionally, it can operate on varying
lengths and segments of representation. As a result, In-
tervMerge demonstrates superior performance to the
Surgery method while utilizing fewer additional param-
eters, as illustrated in Figure 1, by providing an efficient
and holistic alignment representation. IntervMerge,
is evaluated for image classification tasks across eight
diverse datasets, such as SUN397, Stanford Cars, and
RESISC45, which can be framed also as a multi-domain
learning scenario.

To sum up, our contributions are as follows:

• We propose IntervMerge, a method of com-
prehensively reducing representation bias in post-
merged models using flexible, task-specific inter-
ventions.

• We introduce a novel and parameter-efficient mech-
anism called mini-intervention, which significantly
decreases the additional parameters used by the

merged model.

• We demonstrate that the specific tasks largely in-
fluence the misalignment of merged representa-
tions, and we identify multiple strategies to achieve
improved alignment.

• We offer an adaptable solution with multiple op-
tions that can be combined to enhance different
merging techniques, facilitating effective applica-
tions for real-world merging.

2 Related work

Model merging for Multi-Task Learning. The
fundamental principle underlying model merging is the
concept of linear mode connectivity, which posits that
independently trained neural networks with similar ar-
chitectures often converge to solutions that lie within
the same basin of the loss landscape [10, 11, 8, 36].
This property allows for meaningful interpolation be-
tween model weights, forming the basis for various
merging techniques [9, 6, 31, 24, 35]. The simplest
form of model merging is weight averaging as in Model
Soup [37], where corresponding parameters from dif-
ferent models are directly averaged. When trained on
the same task, it improves the accuracy and robust-
ness of the model [37, 21, 30, 16]. Multiple single-task
models have recently been merged to create a unified
multi-task model [5]. Notably, Task Arithmetic [14] uti-
lizes task vectors, representing the differences between
the parameters of fine-tuned models and those of pre-
trained models. TIES-Merging [44] addresses conflicts
by manipulating these task vectors and resolving pa-
rameter redundancies. Further advancements include
DARE (Drop And REscale) [48], which sparsifies delta
parameters, and AdaMerging [46], which learns task-
specific merging coefficients per source model or layer of
source models with entropy minimalization. Other ap-
proaches, e.g., linearizes the fine-tuning process to make
the single-task models easier to merge [25]. A new line
of research tries to repair the models created by existing
merging techniques to reduce further the performance
gap caused by representation bias. Surgery [45] trains
a set of task-specific adapters that modify the final rep-
resentations to mitigate the representation bias.

3 Method

3.1 Preliminaries
Notation: Let f : X × Θ → Y represent a neural

network function.

• X ⊂ Rd represents the d-dimensional input space,
containing the input samples.
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• Θ ⊂ Rm denotes the m-dimensional parameter
space, which encompasses all the learnable param-
eters of the neural network.

• Y = {1, . . . , c} is the c-class output space, where
the neural network produces its predictions.

The neural network model f is composed of L distinct
layers, each with its own set of parameters θl ∈ Rml ,
where l ∈ {1, 2, . . . , L} and m =

∑L
l=1 ml. We can

represent the full set of model parameters as θ =
{θ1, θ2, ..., θL} ∈ Θ. We denote the network as consist-
ing of N blocks, where each block is indexed by b, such
that b ∈ {1, 2, . . . , N}. For any input xi ∈ X , the neural
network model f produces an output yi = f(xi, θ) ∈ Y,
which corresponds to the predicted class label and i de-
notes the i-th sample.

We consider a multi-task learning scenario, with T
distinct tasks, each with its task-specific dataset Dt. For
each task t ∈ {1, 2, . . . , T}, we have a corresponding
task-specific model fθt , where θt represents the param-
eters of that model and θMTL denote the final merged
multi-task model parameters. Importantly, all the task-
specific models fθt are fine-tuned from a standard pre-
trained model, which is initialized with the same set of
parameters θPRE . The dataset Dt for each task is fur-
ther divided into a training set Dtr

t and a test set Dte
t ,

such that Dt = Dtr
t ∪ Dte

t . The task-specific models fθt
are trained only on the corresponding training sets Dtr

t ,
without access to the test data Dte

t .
Problem Setup: The model merging problem

aims to combine the weights {θt}Tt=1 to obtain a final
parameters θMTL, such that θMTL can simultaneously
perform all T tasks. Crucially, this merging process
must be accomplished without access to the original
training data {Dtr

t }Tt=1. The objective is to minimize
the loss of the merged model fθMTL on the test datasets
{Dte

t }Tt=1 across all tasks:

(3.1) min
θMTL

1

T

T∑
t=1

1

|Dte
t |

∑
(xi,yi)∈Dte

t

ℓ(fθMTL(xi), yi),

where ℓ(·) denotes an appropriate loss function.
Baseline Merging Solutions: Recent ap-

proaches to effectively model merging have focused
on various strategies to combine task-specific models.
Weight Averaging [33, 37] simply calculates the mean

of model parameters across tasks: θMTL = 1
T

∑T
t=1 θt.

Task Arithmetic [14] introduces the concept of task vec-
tors, defined as the difference between fine-tuned and
pre-trained weights τt = θt − θPRE, and merges these
vectors with a scaling factor: θMTL = θPRE+λ

∑T
t=1 τt.

Ties-Merging [43] builds upon this by applying ad-
ditional operations to resolve conflicts between task

vectors: θMTL = θPRE + λ
∑T

t=1 ϕ(τt), where ϕ(·)
represents trimming, sign election and disjoint merge.
AdaMerging [46] further refines this approach by
learning adaptive coefficients for merging, either at the
task level: θMTL = θPRE +

∑T
t=1 λtτt, or the layer level:

θMTL = θPRE +
∑L

l=1

∑T
t=1 λ

l
tτ

l
t , where λl

t represents
the adaptive coefficient for task t at layer l, and τ lt
denotes the task vector for task t at layer l.

Building upon these direct merging methods,
Surgery [45] takes a complementary approach by im-
proving an already merged model. To address the rep-
resentation bias, task-specific modules that modify the
final representations of the merged model are intro-
duced. For each task t, it applies a transformation:
hS
t = Wup

t ReLU(Wdown
t ht), where Wdown

t and Wup
t

are task-specific down- and up-projection matrices, re-
spectively. Here, hS

t is the output after the Surgery
module, while ht denotes the representation obtained af-
ter the encoder. Let gθt(xi) represent the whole Surgery
merged model with task-specific adapters. Let ℓ(·) de-
note the L1 loss function, then distillation loss is given
by:

(3.2) Ldistill =
1

T

T∑
t=1

ℓ(fθt(xi), gθt(xi))

3.2 IntervMerge Our method initiates with a
model fθMTL

that has already been merged using es-
tablished techniques, such as AdaMerging, akin to the
Surgery approach. To enhance the stability and con-
sistency of the merged representations, we introduce
task-specific lightweight modules Φt

b : Rk → Rk at ev-
ery block b for each task t within the network. These
modules actively refine the representations throughout
the architecture, as illustrated in Figure 2(d). Our ap-
proach employs the same distillation loss as in Equation
3.2, but we utilize intervention modules in exchange for
Surgery adapters.

We integrate the task-specific modules Φt
b into

the standard architecture of Vision Transformer (ViT)
blocks. We position each module after the Multi-
Head Self-Attention (MHSA) operation and before the
subsequent residual connection. The complete sequence
of operations within a single transformer block b for task
t, incorporating IntervMerge, can be formalized as:

(3.3)

zb = MHSA(LN(hb))

h′
b = hb +Φt

b(zb)

hb+1 = h′
b +MLP(LN(h′

b)),

where hb is the input representation to the b-th trans-
former block. The task-specific modules Φt

b primarily
operate on the representation of the [CLS] token only.

Copyright © 2025 by SIAM
Unauthorized reproduction of this article is prohibited



Encoder

Block n

Block 1
Block 1

Block N

(a) Individual Models (d) IntervMerge

Input from
dataset A 

Encoder

Block n

Block 1

Input from
dataset B

Encoder

Block N

Block 1

(c) Surgery

Encoder

Block N

Block 1

(b) Merging

Input from
dataset A 

Input from
dataset B

Input from
dataset A 

Input from
dataset B

Surgery Encoder

Input from
dataset B

Input from
dataset A 

Patch tokensClass token

 W1  W2

W1
T

Block n

Figure 2: Various solutions of MTL have different issues. Multiple individually trained models (a) require storing
and serving separate weights for each task. Traditional model merging (b) schemes combine multiple individual
models into one but often lead to performance degradation. Surgery (c) addresses the problem of representational
bias but only on the final layer of the encoder. Our IntervMerge (d) aims to overcome those limitations by
applying lightweight interventions across the whole network, mitigating interference between tasks.

3.2.1 Full-Intervention Our lightweight, task-
specific modules draw inspiration from the ReFT
approach [40], initially designed for language models
and trained with standard cross-entropy loss. For
our specific use case in model merging, we adapt the
ReFT functions accordingly. The following form of
intervention is selected for block b and task t:

(3.4) Φt
b(zb) = zb +WT

2 (W1zb + b−W2zb),

where W1,W2 ∈ Rk×r are low-rank, non-orthogonal,
learnable projection matrices, and b is a bias vector
associated with W1. The representation dimension is
denoted by k, while r denotes the rank of the projection.

Figure 2(d) illustrates how these modules are inte-
grated into the overall architecture. Early adjustments
in the network can mitigate representation errors before
they propagate, reducing the need for more extensive
modifications in later layers. The effectiveness of these
improvements may vary depending on the rank r cho-
sen, as different biases and their locations within the
network can influence the extent of the required adjust-
ments.

3.2.2 Mini-Intervention We propose a novel mini-
intervention approach for parameter-efficient interven-
tion. This method modifies only selected representation
positions at each layer, as presented in Figure 3. The
core idea of our mini-intervention mechanism for task t
and block b can be formalized as:

h′
b = hb +Φt

b(zb[j : p]),(3.5)

j p

Figure 3: Illustration of the mini-intervention approach,
where specific part [j : p] of the representation zb is
modified by intervention Φt

b to produce the updated
representation h′

b.

where zb is the full representation, zb[j : k] represents a
part of representation from index j to p. The indices
j and p may be fixed or determined dynamically based
on the layer index, total representation dimension, or
other heuristics. This focused modification strategy fa-
cilitates precise control over the representation, effec-
tively incorporating new information while maintaining
the integrity and contextual coherence of the original
embedding.

4 Experimental Setup

Datasets: Following the experimental setup of re-
cent multi-tasks model merging approaches studies [45,
46, 14], we evaluate our method on eight diverse image
classification tasks: SUN397 [41], Stanford Cars [18],
RESISC45 [3], EuroSAT [13], SVHN [23], GTSRB [32],
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MNIST [19], and DTD [4]. The datasets encompass var-
ious categories and contexts, including natural scenes,
fine-grained vehicle models, and satellite imagery for re-
mote sensing, extending to digit recognition tasks.

Baselines: We compare our method against sev-
eral approaches:

• Non-merging: Pre-trained, Individual, and Tradi-
tional MTL.

• Standard model merging: Weight Averaging [37],
Task Arithmetic [14], Ties-Merging [43], and
AdaMerging [46].

• Post-merging: Our primary point of comparison is
the state-of-the-art Surgery [45].

Architectures: In line with recent work in model
merging [45, 46, 43], we evaluate our method on two
variants of the CLIP [26] visual encoder: ViT-B/32 and
ViT-L/14, with findings for the latter included in the
Supplement due to space limitations.

Hyperparameters. Our method includes several
essential hyperparameters. By default, the total number
of transformer blocks b where interventions are applied
isN and set to 12. The rank of the low-rank projections,
r, is set to 1 for most experiments unless specified
otherwise. All other hyperparameters, including the
number of iterations, batch size, optimizer, and lambda
values, were set to match those used in the Surgery
method (see Supplement).

5 Results

By default, we present averaged results for eight
datasets for all Tables and use the intervention function
denoted in Equation 3.4. When reporting results with
standard deviation (±), these are calculated based on
three independent runs with different seeds. When inte-
grating our method with previous merging approaches
that use lambda λ parameters, we jointly optimize these
lambdas along with our intervention modules, allowing
for greater flexibility. For a fair comparison, we also pro-
vide results where we train the Surgery with learnable
lambdas (see Table 6).

Comprehensive Mitigation of Representation
Bias The final encoder outputs of IntervMerge ex-
hibit significantly reduced representation bias. Figure 4
qualitatively illustrates this improvement, showing that
the representations generated by IntervMerge clus-
ter more closely with those of the task-specific models
than the Surgery model. Furthermore, representations
of IntervMerge are more consistent and stable than
Surgery, shown using the cross-task linearity [49]. We
construct a network that integrates the initial blocks
from the merged model with the remaining layers from

Figure 4: Representations of various methods obtained
for the RESISC45 dataset. The gray lines connect in-
dividual samples between Surgery and IntervMerge.
Consequently, the representations of IntervMerge are
closer to those obtained by the task-specific model.
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Figure 5: Utilizing a stitched network demonstrates that
IntervMerge achieves significantly higher accuracy
than the Surgery method, reflecting improved consis-
tency with task-specific representations. We averaged
the results across eight datasets.

the task-specific model. As illustrated in Figure 5, In-
tervMerge maintains its accuracy significantly better
than Surgery.

Multi-task Model Merging Table 1 presents the
results showcasing the superior performance of Inter-
vMerge method compared to Surgery across various
model merging techniques. When we apply Inter-
vMerge with rank 1 to AdaMerging, it surpasses the
previous state-of-the-art Surgery with rank 64 by 1.46%,
using 3.5 times fewer parameters. Our method demon-
strates substantial gains across other merging tech-
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Method Extra params SUN397 Cars RESISC45 EuroSAT SVHN GTSRB MNIST DTD Avg.

Pre-trained - 62.3 59.7 60.7 45.5 31.4 32.6 48.5 43.8 48.0
Individual - 75.3 77.7 96.1 99.7 97.5 98.7 99.7 79.4 90.5

Traditional MTL - 73.9 74.4 93.9 98.2 95.8 98.9 99.5 77.9 88.9

Weight Averaging 0 65.3 63.4 71.4 71.7 64.2 52.8 87.5 50.1 65.8
Weight Averaging w/ Surgery 131k 67.6 64.6 85.8 96.8 76.9 82.9 97.8 67.3 80.0

Weight Averaging w/ IntervMerge 147k 68.19 61.99 88.11 98.81 93.56 85.83 98.75 65.27 82.56

Task Arithmetic 0 55.2 54.9 66.7 78.9 80.2 69.7 97.3 50.4 69.1
Task Arithmetic w/ Surgery 131k 63.8 59.9 83.3 97.9 87.0 87.0 98.6 69.4 80.9

Task Arithmetic w/ IntervMerge 147k 69.32 65.14 90.56 99.19 95.77 94.89 99.37 69.52 85.47

Ties-Merging 0 65.0 64.4 74.8 77.4 81.2 69.3 96.5 54.5 72.9
Ties-Merging w/ Surgery 131k 69.8 66.1 87.3 97.5 86.7 87.6 98.5 71.6 83.1

Ties-Merging w/ IntervMerge 147k 70.08 69.02 87.54 97.78 95.07 92.95 99.23 62.71 84.3

Taskwise AdaMerging 0 58.0 53.2 68.8 85.7 81.1 84.4 92.4 44.8 71.1
TW AdaMerging w/ Surgery 131k 63.9 57.6 84.2 98.2 87.6 92.7 98.0 66.8 81.1

TW AdaMerging w/ IntervMerge 147k 66.0 68.93 92.13 98.74 96.63 96.16 99.22 71.12 86.12

AdaMerging 0 64.5 68.1 79.2 93.8 87.0 91.9 97.5 59.1 80.1
AdaMerging w/ Surgery 131k 69.8 71.0 88.9 98.1 91.7 96.5 98.8 73.6 86.1

AdaMerging w/ Surgery (r = 64) 524k 71.2 72.0 92.3 99.0 92.2 97.9 99.0 76.1 87.5
AdaMerging w/ IntervMerge 147k 70.24 75.3 94.11 99.52 96.32 98.49 99.52 78.19 88.96

AdaMerging w/ IntervMerge (r = 4) 590k 72.14 75.84 94.86 99.56 96.78 98.71 99.48 79.57 89.62
AdaMerging w/ IntervMerge (1 block) 12k 66.08 72.8 87.37 99.07 94.56 96.29 99.11 68.51 85.48

AdaMerging w/ IntervMerge (mini-interv.) 3k 65.17 73.11 82.52 98.37 93.17 92.57 98.94 63.72 83.45

Table 1: Performance comparison of various merging methods and our IntervMerge approach using ViT-
B/32 models. It can be observed that incorporating IntervMerge into various merging methods outperforms
incorporating Surgery, even with fewer parameters. Please note that the results display accuracy (%) for a single
run of IntervMerge with rank 1 and Surgery with rank 16 unless otherwise specified. Moreover, the extra
parameters are counted solely for inference.

niques, achieving improvements of 2.56% over Weight
Averaging, 4.57% over Task Arithmetic, and a signifi-
cant 5.02% gain over Task-wise AdaMerging.

By applying interventions with rank 1 to a sin-
gle block, we reduce the parameter count compared
to Surgery while maintaining performance improve-
ments of 85.48%. We developed a vary-length mini-
intervention approach that applies interventions across
all network blocks. To demonstrate the significant effi-
ciency of the 64-part mini-intervention, we implemented
an experiment using the ’h+RT (b)’ formula with rank
1. It achieves an average accuracy 3% higher than
Surgery, using fewer parameters (as illustrated in Fig-
ure 1). The parameter increase from IntervMerge
mini-intervention is minimal compared to the overall
model size.

5.1 Selecting Token for Intervention Our exper-
iments with rank r = 4 interventions, reveal that the
positioning of interventions within the token sequence
affects model performance to varying degrees (Table 2).
Notably, applying the intervention to the class token
achieves the highest average accuracy (89.49%), outper-
forming all other configurations. As this study focuses
on image classification, our findings reinforce the es-
tablished importance of the class token in Vision Trans-
formers for aggregating global information [7]. However,
in other type of visual tasks, the relevance of patch to-
kens may differ, suggesting the need for a tailored ap-

Token with Intervention Accuracy

first token 88.79± 0.08
middle token 88.57± 0.10
last token 88.79± 0.04
class token 89.49± 0.04
patch tokens 70.82± 0.33
all tokens 88.92± 0.06

Table 2: The effectiveness of the intervention varies
depending on the token to which it is applied. The
highest accuracy is achieved when intervening on class
tokens.

proach to token selection.

5.2 Blocks with Intervention Table 3 presents the
results of our experiments varying on the number and
position of blocks to which we apply the interventions.
We observe that applying interventions to all 12 blocks
yields the highest average accuracy (88.83%), and a
decrease in performance is observed when we reduce the
number of blocks.

Interestingly, when we restrict interventions to only
a subset of blocks, we see that the choice of blocks
matters. For instance, applying interventions to every
fourth block (3 blocks total) achieves an accuracy of
87.20%, notably higher than applying interventions to
only the last three blocks (85.65%). This investigation
suggests that distributed interventions across the net-

Copyright © 2025 by SIAM
Unauthorized reproduction of this article is prohibited



No. of blocks Accuracy Blocks with intervention

12 88.83
6 88.13
4 87.80
3 87.20
3 85.65
2 84.44
1 79.50
1 83.82
1 85.48
1 84.67

Table 3: Optimal performance is attained when inter-
ventions are applied across all blocks. Nevertheless, sim-
ilarly strong results can be achieved by intervening every
second block. Notice that the blocks with intervention
are marked in green.

work are more effective than concentrated interventions
near the output.

When limiting interventions to a single block, we
observe that the choice of block significantly impacts
performance. Editing the middle blocks (85.48%)
tends to yield better results than editing only the first
(84.67%) or last (79.50%) block. This experiment sug-
gests that middle blocks are crucial in refining task-
specific representations on average for these eight tasks.
It’s important to note that the optimal block for single-
block interventions is task-specific. For instance, our
analysis (see the Supplement) revealed that for tasks
like SUN397, the effectiveness of interventions decreased
from one of the last blocks towards the first. Conversely,
for the GTSRB, editing the last block decreased perfor-
mance from 92% to 85% compared to the base merged
model.

5.3 Mini-Intervention Table 4 presents the results
examining the impact of the intervention for different
parts and of the representation across all 12 blocks
with default formula (Equation 3.4). While the average
accuracy does not vary dramatically across different
configurations, some notable trends exist.

Interventions applied to the latter parts of the
representation yield slightly better performance. For
instance, when editing 256 elements, the last part
(512-768) achieves the highest accuracy of 87.77%.
This pattern is consistent across different intervention
lengths.

The effectiveness of applying interventions to dif-
ferent part sizes varies across tasks, generally tending
to decrease as the edit length is reduced. However,
the situation is more nuanced and task-dependent. For
instance (see Figure 6), EuroSAT shows only a 0.3%
change between 256 and 64-element edits, while DTD

Part with Intervention Part size Accuracy

0-256 256 87.59± 0.06
256-512 256 87.54± 0.07
512-768 256 87.77± 0.03

0-128 128 86.69± 0.03
320-448 128 86.66± 0.03
640-768 128 86.73± 0.04

0-64 64 85.44± 0.05
352-416 64 85.22± 0.04
704-768 64 85.35± 0.03

0-64, 64-128, (shift) 64 85.63± 0.03

0-32 32 83.95± 0.01
368-400 32 84.10± 0.03
736-768 32 84.06± 0.03

Table 4: Accuracy depends primarily on the size of
the representation part to which we apply the mini-
intervention. The longer, the better. Moreover, it is
preferred to shift the part position across blocks.

Part with intervention No. of blocks Accuracy

0-128 6 85.36± 0.02

0-64 (with shift) 12 85.63± 0.03
0-32, 736-768 12 85.36± 0.01

0-16, 200-184, 568-584, 752-768 12 85.21± 0.02

0-786 (best) 1 85.42± 0.06
0-786 (worst) 1 79.41± 0.28

Table 5: When operating on the same total parame-
ter budget, applying mini-interventions to smaller rep-
resentation parts across more blocks is preferred over
searching for optimal larger parts on fewer blocks.

exhibits a significant 6% difference.
Interestingly, applying edits to unique positions in

each successive block (shifting by 64 elements per block)
produces the best outcomes, achieving 85.63% accuracy
for 64-element edits. These results suggest that the
position of edits within the representation can have
subtle but meaningful effects on model performance.

Table 5 compares various edit configurations for
IntervMerge method using the same total parame-
ter budget. The performance differences across con-
figurations are minimal, with the shifted distributed
approach achieving slightly higher accuracy (85.63%)
than optimal single-block edit (85.48%). These results
suggest that task-specific knowledge can be distributed
throughout the network and exclusively injected in spe-
cific blocks or positions. However, the effectiveness of
distributed mini-edits across all blocks indicates that it
is more convenient and stable to apply small interven-
tions throughout the network rather than searching for
an optimal single block for intervention.
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Figure 6: Accuracy across considered datasets fluctu-
ates with the size of the intervened part, generally yield-
ing higher results for larger parts. However, outcomes
differ significantly depending on the task.

5.4 Rank of the Intervention In Table 6, we ob-
serve that even with weaker merging methods like
Weight Averaging and Ties-Merging, IntervMerge
demonstrates significant improvements as rank in-
creases. For instance, Weight Averaging with Inter-
vMerge improves from 82.56% at rank 1 to 88.3% at
rank 64, surpassing Surgery’s performance on more ro-
bust merging methods. This highlights the effective-
ness of our distributed editing approach in enhanc-
ing even basic merging techniques. Furthermore, the
performance of IntervMerge plateaus or slightly de-
creases at rank 64 for most methods, suggesting an
optimal range for rank selection. Most significantly,
when applied to AdaMerging, IntervMerge consis-
tently outperforms traditional MTL (88.9%) across all
ranks. It’s worth noting that Surgery with learnable
lambdas shows only marginal improvements over the
standard Surgery method, indicating the limitations of
this approach.

5.5 Intervention Functions and Data Availabil-
ity Table 7 presents various intervention functions.
The results indicate that these different intervention
methods yield comparable performance levels. Some
formulations utilize fewer parameters by employing a
single orthogonal matrix R.

Our method demonstrates a clear advantage over
Surgery when the data visibility ratio is lower, as
illustrated in the table 8.

6 Limitations and conclusions

While our findings may extend to domains like LLMs,
this study is limited to image classification. We place
interventions after the MHSA layer due to its critical
role in capturing global dependencies. We have yet to
explore their impact when positioned after other layer

Method Rank
1 8 16 64

Ties-Merging w/ IntervMerge 84.3 86.58 86.86 86.91
Weight Averaging w/ IntervMerge 82.56 87.13 87.64 88.3
Task Arithmetic w/ IntervMerge 85.47 88.28 88.49 88.88
TW AdaMerging w/ IntervMerge 86.12 88.72 89.03 88.97

AdaMerging w/ IntervMerge 88.90 89.79 89.84 89.48

AdaMerging w/ Surgery 81.34 84.55 86.10 87.50
AdaMerging w/ Surgery † 82.17 85.4 86.36 88.03

Table 6: Accuracy generally improves with increasing
rank. However, even with lower ranks, our method out-
performs Surgery. Note that † corresponds to Surgery
with learnable lambda coefficients.

Intervention pattern Accuracy

h+RT (b) 88.39± 0.04
h+RT (b−Rh) 88.96± 0.01
h+RT (Wh+ b) 89.53± 0.05

h+WT
2 (W1h+ b−W2h) 89.56 ± 0.02

h+RT (Wh+ b−Rh) 89.49± 0.03

Table 7: Performance comparison of various interven-
tion patterns in the IntervMerge framework.

Method Available Test Set Avg.

AdaMerging w/ Surgery 1% 82.8
AdaMerging w/ IntervMerge 1% 85.55

AdaMerging w/ Surgery 5% 83.8
AdaMerging w/ IntervMerge 5% 87.78

AdaMerging w/ Surgery 10% 84.7
AdaMerging w/ IntervMerge 10% 88.47

Table 8: Impact of the amount of available test data
with IntervMerge with rank 1 full-interventions.

types. IntervMerge offers promising opportunities
for adaptation to object detection and segmentation,
as interventions can operate in any kind and number of
tokens-like representations, and mini-interventions offer
multiple options for optimization. We see adaptability
for tasks that involve analyzing complete sequences,
like short video analysis. Early interference errors
caused by merging methods in understanding the initial
frames can significantly disrupt the comprehension of
the overall narrative. Additionally, IntervMerge can
be adapted for CNN by unrolling feature maps, allowing
for mini-interventions at multiple spatial positions.

In this work, we introduced IntervMerge, a novel
approach to addressing representation bias in multi-task
model merging. Our experiments across diverse visual
recognition tasks demonstrated that IntervMerge
consistently outperforms state-of-the-art merging tech-
niques, offering a comprehensive toolbox and pipeline
that extends through the post-merging phase, while us-
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ing significantly fewer parameters.
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