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Abstract

In the era of large language models, model merging is a promising way to combine
multiple task-specific models into a single multitask model without extra training.
However, two challenges remain: (a) interference between different models and (b)
heterogeneous data during testing. Traditional model merging methods often show
significant performance gaps compared to fine-tuned models due to these issues.
Additionally, a one-size-fits-all model lacks flexibility for diverse test data, leading
to performance degradation. We show that both shared and exclusive task-specific
knowledge are crucial for merging performance, but directly merging exclusive
knowledge hinders overall performance. In view of this, we propose Twin-Merging,
a method that encompasses two principal stages: (1) modularizing knowledge into
shared and exclusive components, with compression to reduce redundancy and
enhance efficiency; (2) dynamically merging shared and task-specific knowledge
based on the input. This approach narrows the performance gap between merged
and fine-tuned models and improves adaptability to heterogeneous data. Extensive
experiments on 12 datasets for both discriminative and generative tasks demonstrate
the effectiveness of our method, showing an average improvement of 28.34% in
absolute normalized score for discriminative tasks and even surpassing the fine-
tuned upper bound on the generative tasks. 1

1 Introduction

In recent years, Large Language Models (LLMs) have demonstrated notable success across various
Natural Language Processing (NLP) tasks [9, 49, 52], including code generation [17, 44], solving
math problems [2, 35], multilingualism [38], etc. These models, with billions of parameters, excel
in various downstream tasks [19, 27, 56] but require extensive training on large datasets using
thousands of GPUs. The considerable computational and energy costs [43] limit their specialization
and deployment in resource-constrained environments [30].

To tackle this challenge, model fusion has emerged as a promising solution [29]. One notable
paradigm is model merging [22, 26, 59, 60], where multiple task-specific models, or “experts”, are
combined into a single unified model. This unified model can quickly adapt to new tasks without
the need to retrain a large model. Various techniques, such as parameter averaging [5, 58], weight
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Figure 1: Subfigure (I) shows that in conventional merging methods, parameters from different
task-specific models and a pre-trained model are weighted-summed into a single multitask model for
inference. Subfigure (II) illustrates that our Twin-Merging method first isolates shared knowledge,
then extracts exclusive knowledge by identifying differences between task experts and the shared
model. This exclusive knowledge is then compressed into sparse vectors. Subfigure (III) shows that
during testing, Twin-Merging dynamically merges shared and compressed specialized knowledge
based on test inputs to form the final inference model.

interpolation [26, 37], and advanced strategies like task arithmetic [22, 41, 51, 60], have been
developed for model merging. These techniques have been proven effective, enabling the integration
of fine-tuned knowledge from diverse tasks into a multi-task model without additional training.

However, merging models from different domains often sacrifices specific task performance, leading
to a large performance gap compared to the individual expert [24, 59]. Two major causes prevent
the existing merging methods from reaching the theoretical upper-bound performance of individual
experts: (1) Interference between models. Previous research shows that parameter redundancy and
sign discrepancies [59], as well as the distribution gap between tasks [24], hinder effective model
merging. We demonstrate that task-specific models often contain mixed knowledge, where the
expertise in one model may be exclusive or detrimental to others. This redundancy or interference
can obstruct the integration of expertise across models [7]. (2) heterogeneity of data at test time.
Previous methods pursue a single, static optimal solution for various tasks. While a one-size-fits-
all model avoids introducing new parameters, it might be inadequate or suboptimal due to the
unpredictable nature of test inputs [60]. It limits the utilization of complementary knowledge and
leads to deteriorated performance [55].

To address the above issues, in this paper, we introduce Twin Merging, involving two principal stages:
(1) Knowledge Modularization: Unlike previous research that migrates merging interference in a
parameter-wise manner or searches merging coefficients, we decompose the knowledge possessed by
experts into shared knowledge and exclusive task-specific knowledge, as shown in Figure 1 (II). First,
we compress common knowledge into a shared expert, serving to capture and consolidate common
knowledge across varying tasks. Then we isolate exclusive knowledge based on the difference between
the task experts and the shared expert, allowing diverse knowledge to be decomposed more finely.
(2) Dynamic Merging: Inspired by Mixture of Experts (MoE), we simplify the parameter merging
problem into a conditional composition problem. Instead of pre-determining the best parameter
combination for heterogeneous data at test time, as illustrated in Figure 1 (III), we introduce a router
to dynamically merge shared and exclusive knowledge based on the test inputs. The shared model
serves as the foundation, and task-specific knowledge is conditionally injected according to the router.

We demonstrate the effectiveness of our proposed Twin-Merging method through extensive experi-
ments on 12 datasets, covering both discriminative and generative tasks, various model architectures,
and in-domain and out-of-domain setups. As shown in Figure 2b, Twin-Merging consistently outper-
forms other merging methods across all datasets, surpassing the strongest baseline by an average of
28.34% in normalized scores for discriminative tasks and 3.86% for generative tasks on the scaled
model (Qwen-14B). We validate the scalability, extensibility, generalization, and storage efficiency of
Twin-Merging (Figure 2a). Remarkably, even with a 99.9% reduction in parameters, our method only
experiences a slight 14% performance degradation. Our results establish Twin-Merging as a powerful
and effective method for combining multiple fine-tuned models into a single multi-task model.

To summarize, our contributions are as follows: (1) We introduce Twin-Merging, a novel model
fusion method that reduces the performance gap between traditional model merging and fine-tuned
models while enhancing adaptability to diverse data. (2) We investigate the impact of shared and
exclusive task-specific knowledge on merging performance, presenting innovative techniques for
knowledge disentanglement and dynamic merging. (3) Twin-Merging is simple to implement with
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Figure 2: The effectiveness of Twin-Merging in terms of performance and parameter-efficiency.

minimal hyperparameters, improves multi-task performance without retraining expert models, and
can be combined with other merging methods for further gains. Our approach scales well with model
size and task numbers and is storage-efficient.

2 Related Work

In this section, we focus on model merging research, for additional related work on multi-task learning
and Mixture of Experts, please see Appendix B. Model merging aims to fuse multiple fine-tuned task-
specific models into one comprehensive multi-task model without additional training. FisherMerging
[37] and RegMean [26], use straightforward weight averaging but require extra data and computation.
Some works [1, 16, 46, 47, 54] bring models into a single low-loss basin and interpolate between
them based on the linear mode connectivity (LMC) theory [11, 13, 15]. The weight permutations [1]
and optimal transport [46] are utilized to better interpolate neural networks. However, recent studies
[63] suggest that LMC might not always hold for fine-tuned models. Task-Arithmetic [21, 41] extends
averaging to arithmetic operations in the parameter space for finer control over model behaviors, but
the interference between the multiple models can be an issue. To tackle this challenge, advanced
merging methods like Ties-Merging [59], AdaMerging [60] and DARE [61] have been proposed.
These methods aim to reduce task conflicts by addressing parameter redundancy or disagreements in
signs, finding optimal merging coefficients, and reducing weight density, respectively. Jiang et al. [25]
assume that test tasks are known and use task-specific knowledge to improve performance. However,
this assumption is often unrealistic since real-world data distributions are unpredictable. In contrast,
our method addresses merging interference by modularizing shared and task-specific knowledge. We
handle heterogeneous test data scenarios by introducing dynamic merging techniques.

3 Methodology

3.1 Analysis of the Performance Gap in Model Merging

In this paper, following the settings of model merging [22, 59, 61], we consider the case of T tasks,
where training for each task t starts from pre-trained model weight θ0 and fine-tunes on Dtrain

t
to obtain task-specific model θt. Let f(x;θ) be a language model accepting inputs x ∈ X and
paramterized by weights θ ∈ Θ. Considering the real data distributions are diverse and challenging
to represent with a single task, to model such distributions, previous methods typically consider the
mixture of T task test data: D =

∑T
t=1 αtDt, where

∑T
t=1 αt = 1, αt > 0 ∀t. The model merging
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considers the problem where we have T fine-tuned expert models {ft(x;θt)}Tt=1 and pre-trained
weight θ0, composing a multitask model θ∗ to approximate the optimal solution.

θopt ≈ θ∗ = F(θ0,θ1, · · · ,θT ) (1)

Here F represents an arbitrary merging function. For example, in Task Arithmetic [21], θ∗ =

θ0 +
∑T

t=1 γt(θt − θ0).

Table 1: Merging without parameter interfer-
ence and merging between similar tasks both
cause performance degradation (Notice: these
two experiments use different datasets).

Task Normalized Score
(Equation (4))

With parameter interference
Fine-tuned 100.00
Merging 85.43
Without parameter interference
Non-overlap Fine-tuned 100.00
Non-overlap Merging 82.21 [↓ 3.21]

Similar tasks
Fine-tuned 100.00
Similar-Tasks Merging 91.58 [↓ 8.42]
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Figure 3: The impact of different ratios of
shared knowledge and exclusive knowledge.

Although existing merging methods, like Task Arithmetic, can combine multiple task-specific models
efficiently, they often exhibit significant performance gaps compared to single-task models. Previous
studies attribute this to parameter redundancy and sign discrepancies, denoted as parameter interfer-
ence [59], leading to the loss of task-specific information. Furthermore, differences between tasks can
cause interference in the merged weights, denoted as task interference [24]. To investigate the causes
of performance degradation, we designed two experiments using Task Arithmetic. First, we injected
task-specific knowledge into non-overlapping parameter sets, fine-tuning Qwen-14B with LoRA on
different modules for each task (Detailed in Appendix D.4). Despite avoiding parameter interference,
merging resulted in an 82.21% normalized score, a drop of 3.21% compared to the overlapping
version. Second, we merged models fine-tuned on similar tasks (e.g., XSUM and CNN-DailyMail
for summarization). This experiment yields an 8.42% lower normalized score compared to the
individually fine-tuned models, indicating persistent interference. In summary, our results show that
interference in model merging is not limited to parameter-wise and task-wise issues.

3.2 Interpreting Interference From the Perspective of Knowledge

To tackle the challenge of interference, we examine the merging process from a knowledge perspective.
We identify two types of critical knowledge: (1) Shared knowledge, which benefits multiple tasks, and
(2) Exclusive knowledge, which is useful only for a specific task. Single-task models often contain
both types, complicating the merging process and leading to interference. To validate our hypotheses,
we conduct experiments that vary the ratio of task-specific and shared knowledge.

To examine the impact of shared knowledge, we conducted full fine-tuning on each model for its
specific task. Excessive fine-tuning epochs can lead to catastrophic forgetting [14], a phenomenon
where the model retains task-specific knowledge but loses general knowledge. As the fine-tuning
epochs increase, the shared knowledge gradually decreases. The top section of Figure 3 illustrates
that as the epoch count increases, merging performance significantly deteriorates, even though the
fine-tuned model performs well on its task. This underscores the crucial role of shared knowledge in
merging performance.

To explore the impact of exclusive knowledge, we merge a single task-specific model into the base
model. We apply a sparsity method (e.g., SVD) to reduce the ratios of task-specific weights in the
merging model from 100% (standard merging) to 0% (base model). As shown in the lower part of
Figure 3, performance remains stable up to 90% sparsity. Notably, even with a 99% sparsity rate,
a single-merged model outperforms multi-model merging, confirming the existence of exclusive
knowledge, which is more pronounced with more models. This also underscores the value of

4



unmerged task-specific knowledge, since the fine-tuning performance can be effectively restored by
preserving unmerged task-specific information.

To summarize, both shared knowledge and un-merged task-specific knowledge play a vital role in
merging performance. The exclusive nature of task-specific knowledge hinders the effectiveness of
merging methods. Different types of knowledge need to be separated and modularized to achieve
optimal performance. Thus, the first step of our Twin-Merging approach is to explicitly partition the
weights into an expert containing shared knowledge and weights holding task-exclusive knowledge
before merging. Formally, we denote the shared expert as θs and the exclusive task-specific knowledge
as {vt}Tt=1, the detail of our method is illustrated in the following section.

3.3 Twin Merging

Algorithm 1 Twin-Merging

Require: language model f(x;θ), pre-trained weight θ0

and T task-specific fine-tuned weights {θt}Tt=1, trained
routerR parameterized by a full-connect layer ϕ, em-
bedding Emb, compression rank r and pre-specified
weight {γt}Tt=1

1: Pre-calculation: ▷ Only excute once
2: Compute the shared expert θs:
3: θs ← θ0 +

∑T
t=1 γt(θt − θ0)

4: Extract exclusive knowledge vectors for each task-
specific weight:

5: vt ← SVDr(θt − θs), for t = 1, . . . , T

6: Inference: ▷ Main loop
7: initialize output Y
8: for each input x in inputs X do
9: Calculate router weights:

10: [w1, · · · , wT ]← softmax(R(Emb(x);ϕ))
11: Merge into a single expert θ∗:
12: θ∗ ← θs +

∑T
t=1 wtvt

13: Perform model inference to produce the output:
14: Y ← Y ∪ f(x;θ∗)
15: end for

Ensure: Output Y for input X .

Our proposed Twin-Merging employs two
main stages: knowledge modularization
and dynamic merging. These stages are
designed to narrow the performance gap
and enhance adaptive knowledge composi-
tion. Building on the formulation in Equa-
tion (2), Twin-Merging preprocesses experts
into shared experts, isolates and compresses
exclusive knowledge into vectors, and dy-
namically composes them during inference.

The preprocess stage comprises three steps:
(1) Shared Expert: To separate shared
knowledge across different models, we con-
sider the pre-merged model as a natural place-
holder to encapsulate common knowledge
that is important to all tasks (denoted as
θ∗). By leveraging established merging tech-
niques such as Task Arithmetic, we can read-
ily extract the shared experts from the ini-
tial merged model. (2) Exclusive Knowl-
edge: To convey task-specific information
while separating common knowledge, we cal-
culate the difference vector: vt = θt − θ∗.
This subtraction vector preserves un-merged
task-specific information while discarding
the shared knowledge. (3) Compressed ex-
clusive vectors: For practical use and distribution, we apply singular value decomposition (SVD)
to further compress the above exclusive knowledge into vectors for each task. Assuming vt has a
rank-m decomposition, vt = UtΣtV

T
t , we achieve a low-rank task space by selecting the top-r

singular values, resulting in Ut(r)Σt(r)Vt(r)
T .

In inference stage, adapting to unforeseen challenges is difficult, especially with varied test data. For
example, if most of the data consists of a certain type (denoted as Du), we should tailor the merged
model for that specific task to get the best results. Instead of pre-defining the best parameters, we
propose a new approach that combines shared expertise with exclusive knowledge. Our method
involves using the input x to dynamically adjust to the current data, enabling us to utilize shared
knowledge and apply specialized expertise based on the inputs.

θ∗ = F( θs︸︷︷︸
shared knowledge

, v1, · · · ,vT︸ ︷︷ ︸
exclusive knowledge

,x)
(2)

During inference, we fine-tune a small fuser R parameterized by ϕ through empirical risk minimiza-
tion on a small validation dataset. This fuser, trained to dynamically select the specific task experts,
replacing the need for complex optimization algorithms to determine fusion coefficients. The merging
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model is obtained by:

θ∗ = θs +

T∑
t=1

wt ∗ SVDr(θt − θ∗)

{w1, · · · , wT } = softmax

(
R(Emb(x);ϕ)

) (3)

Here, Emb(x) represents the sequence of the last-layer token embeddings from the shared expert (
f(x;θs) ).

4 Experiments

4.1 Merging Experiment

Baselines We compare Twin-Merging with several train-free model-merging methods, including
weight averaging, Task Arithmetic [21], Ties-Merging [59], and DARE Merging [61]. Details on
these baselines are provided in Appendix D. Additionally, we include individually fine-tuned models
and the pre-trained model as upper and lower bounds on performance, respectively. Performance
is assessed using the average normalized score of the fine-tuned models to mitigate the effects of
different task-specific score ranges. The normalized score of merged model θ∗ is calculated as:

Normalized Score =
1

T

T∑
t=1

Score
x∼Dt

[f(x;θ∗)]

Score
x∼Dt

[ft(x;θt)]
(4)

We evaluate our method on both discriminative and generative NLP benchmarks.

Discriminative Tasks For discriminative tasks, following [59, 61], we use RoBERTa [34] as the
backbone and evaluate on the 8-task GLUE benchmark [53]. More details are in Appendix D.2.

Generative Tasks For our generative tasks, we use Qwen-14B [3] as the primary model to demon-
strate the effectiveness of our approach on large-scale language models. To reduce deployment
costs, we utilize task-specific checkpoints fine-tuned with the LoRA method [20] (See Appendix
A for details on adapting Twin-Merging to LoRA). We evaluate our model on four scenarios: gen-
eral knowledge (MMLU benchmark [18]), factualness (TruthfulQA [32]), safety (BBQ [42]), and
summarization (CNN-DailyMail [39]). Detailed information is provided in Appendix D.2.

Table 2: Performance on 8 Discriminative Tasks (RoBERTa) and 4 Generative Tasks (Qwen-14B)
Method 8 Discriminative Tasks 4 Generative Tasks Avg.
Pretrained 41.69 91.06 66.37
Fine-tuned 100.00 100.00 100.00

Weight Averaging 52.56 95.74 74.15
Task Arithmetic 67.80 96.61 82.20
Task Arithmetic (w/ DARE) 64.66 98.52 81.59
Ties-Merging 63.68 92.67 78.17
Ties-Merging (w/ DARE) 65.58 91.92 78.75

Twin-Merging (Best Storage) 86.00 100.96 93.48
Twin-Merging (Ours) 96.14 102.38 99.26

Main Results Table 2 presents the results for all discriminative and generative benchmarks. A
comparison of each task is illustrated in Figure 2b (detailed statistics are provided in Table 8 and
Table 9 in the Appendix D.7). Twin-Merging consistently outperforms weight averaging, Task
Arithmetic, Ties-Merging, and DARE Merging, leading to significant performance gains across
settings. For discriminative tasks, it approachs the upper bound of finetune performance in the GLUE
benchmark. Specifically, our methods improve over Task Arithmetic by 28.34%, Ties-Merging by
32.46%, and DARE-Merging by 30.56% in absolute normalized score. In Figure 2b, we observe that
especially on the COLA task, where conventional merging methods fail to improve the result, our
approach can still approach the upper bound of the COLA expert.
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Similar to discriminative tasks, Twin-Merging achieves the best results on generative benchmarks,
improving Task Arithmetic and DARE Merging by 5.77% and 3.86%, respectively. We observe
two interesting findings: (1) The merging gains on Qwen-14B for generative tasks are lower than
those on RoBERTa for discriminative tasks. We observe that pretrained RoBERTa exhibits only
about half of its fine-tuned capabilities, while Qwen-14B achieves 91.06% of its performance without
fine-tuning. This suggests that smaller models like RoBERTa benefit more from task-specific biases,
whereas large models like Qwen-14B already perform well without additional task-specific knowledge.
Consequently, merging task-specific experts significantly improves RoBERTa, but has limited effect
on Qwen-14B. (2) On the generative benchmark, Twin-Merging even surpasses the original upper
bound of finetuned experts. This likely stems from the vast knowledge within Qwen-14B. Although
not specifically finetuned, proper knowledge modularization and dynamic merging techniques in our
method can further ignite the merged model’s capabilities. This suggests a promising direction for
pushing the limits of LLMs without retraining.

Table 3: Our method scalability (72B)
Method TruthfulQA BBQ
Pretrained-72B 94.48 89.51
Fine-tuned 100 100

Task Arithmetic 98.70 95.40
Twin Merging 99.30 97.14

Table 4: Our method extensibility to other model merg-
ing methods

Method RoBERTa Qwen
Weight Average 52.56 95.74
Twin-Merging + Weight Average 96.23 100.08
Task-Arithmetic 67.80 98.52
Twin-Merging + Task-Arithmetic 96.14 102.38
Ties-Merging 63.68 92.67
Twin-Merging + Ties-Merging 96.34 102.35

Scalability of Twin-Merging Our method remains effective with scaled models (e.g., 72B parame-
ters), as shown in Table 3. To manage high deployment costs, we limited our evaluation and merged
experts to two tasks: BBQ and TruthfulQA. Twin-Merging consistently surpasses scaled pre-trained
models and Task Arithmetic, highlighting our approach’s scalability.

Collaborating with Other Merging Method To evaluate the compatibility of Twin-Merging with
other merging methods, we conducted experiments using different techniques to create a shared
expert, followed by dynamically merging the twin vectors. The results in Table 4 demonstrate that our
method integrates seamlessly with primary merging techniques, leading to significant improvements.
For example, when combined with our approach, the baseline Weight Average method improves from
52.26 to 96.23 on GLUE, approaching the performance of fine-tuned experts. Notably, our method
complements Ties-Merging particularly well, suggesting that better isolation of shared knowledge
enhances the overall performance of Twin-Merging.

Table 5: Performance on unseen tasks
Method QNLI+MNLI+RTE MMLU
Task Arithmetic 53.92 62.02
Task Arithmetic (w/ DARE) 54.27 63.09
Ties Merging 54.09 64.62
Ties Merging (w/ DARE) 54.72 63.13
Twin-Merging 55.86 65.98

Table 6: Ablation study of Twin-Merging
Task RoBERTa Qwen
Twin-Merging 96.14 102.38
− SHARED EXPERT 81.47 87.77
− DYNAMIC MERGING 67.80 96.61

4.2 Unseen Generalization

As shown in Table 5, Twin-Merging method benefits from complementary collaboration among
different experts. Since the corresponding task-specific experts are unavailable, we directly use the
average of the unnormalized scores as the metrics. In the GLUE benchmark, when QNLI, MNLI, and
RTE experts are absent, our approach still outperforms traditional baselines. Details on the expert
combination for QNLI can be found in Figure 5a. For complex tasks like MMLU, which involves
multiple-choice QA tasks across 57 categories, Twin-Merging demonstrates superior performance
using the combined knowledge from TruthfulQA, BBQ, and CNN-DailyMail domains.

4.3 Ablation Studies

To demonstrate the effectiveness of our modularization approach using twin vectors and the dynamic
merging strategy, we conducted ablation studies for Twin-Merging, detailed in Table 6.
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To assess the impact of the shared expert strategy, we replace the shared expert with a randomly
chosen task-specific expert. Twin-Merging’s performance significantly degrades without the shared
expert, emphasizing its importance in capturing common knowledge. Additionally, to evaluate the
dynamic merging strategy, we remove the dynamic experts, leaving only a single shared expert. This
leads to a consistent drop in performance, necessitating dynamic merging experts in our method.

We observe that removing dynamic experts causes a significant performance drop for RoBERTa
while it is less critical than replacing the shared expert for Qwen-14B. This suggests that for smaller
models like RoBERTa, task-specific biases are more important than common knowledge. In contrast,
for large generative models like Qwen-14B, the extensive general knowledge within the model
allows it to handle most tasks without fine-tuning. Therefore, the shared expert is more crucial for
Qwen-14B than task-specific knowledge. Our approach effectively merges fine-tuned and shared
experts, adapting seamlessly to both scenarios. These findings demonstrate the effectiveness of our
fine-grained expert merging strategy.

4.4 Scale to More Tasks
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Figure 4: Averaged normalized accuracy vs. the number of tasks for various benchmarks. Twin-
Merging maintains performance regardless of task number and compresses the fine-tuned checkpoints.

In the left panel of Figure 4, we examine the impact of the number of tasks on model merging
performance. Conventional model merging methods degrade notably, especially with many tasks,
nearly reaching pre-trained levels. However, Twin-Merging consistently outperforms other methods,
approaching fine-tuned performance, with greater gains as the task count rises.

The right panel of Figure 4 shows the performance-storage trade-offs. While model merging methods
have a constant storage cost, their performance remains low. In contrast, maintaining individual
task-specific models guarantees strong performance but requires excessive storage. Twin-Merging
achieves nearly 100% normalized accuracy across various tasks, balancing performance and storage
efficiency by maintaining task-specific parameters with shared experts. This makes Twin-Merging a
viable solution for scenarios demanding a balance between performance and storage efficiency.

4.5 Router Analysis
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Figure 5: Twin-Merging routing decisions of the experts for various tasks.

Figure 5 shows the results of routing decisions among experts for the QNLI dataset and four generative
benchmarks. As shown in Figure 5a, the router maximizes the use of limited expert knowledge to
address QNLI, a task where the goal is to determine if the context sentence contains the answer to the
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input question. For example, with only vCoLA and vSST-2 available, the router primarily uses vCoLA,
which provides knowledge of sentence and word relations, while vSST-2 is focused on irrelevant
sentiment classification. With six experts ranging from vCoLA to vMNLI, the router mainly leverages
vMNLI for textual entailment and vQQP for question-answering capabilities. When vQNLI is included,
the router naturally relies on QNLI-specific knowledge. These results demonstrate the flexibility and
adaptability of our Twin-Merging method, providing good interpretability. For larger models like
Qwen-14B, as shown in Figure 5b, the router plays a crucial role in selecting and combining specific
knowledge. When experts have overlapping task-specific knowledge, such as vTruthfulQA and vMMLU,
the router may assign them similar weights.

4.6 Compression and Speed Analysis
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Figure 6: Twin-Merging performance vs. different sparsity levels and techniques for GLUE

Compression Analysis In the left panel of Figure 6, we explore sparsity rates from 0% to 100%.
Appendix E attachs detail qualtivie analysis of various Merging methods. Remarkably, our Twin-
Merging method maintains 86.4% performance even at a 99.8% compression rate. This suggests that
performance relies on a small fraction of task-specific parameters, aligning with previous findings
[59, 61]. Our results also validate our hypothesis that redundant parameters can obscure critical
knowledge, leading to performance degradation. Consequently, we primarily use a 90% sparsity
rate in our experiments to preserve performance while reducing storage costs. We also conducted
an ablation study on sparsity methods, shown on the right side of Figure 6. SVD better retains
task-specific information compared to Magnitude [59] and Bernoulli Dropout [61]. As SVD is
applied only once during preprocessing, it does not become an inference bottleneck.

Table 7: Compute-performance tradeoff in the generative benchmark.
Method Training Tokens Training Cost Inference Cost (/1000 items) Performance
Multi-Task Learning 536.35M 10h32min 236s 94.31
Model Merging 0 0 236s 96.61
Twin-Merging 0.57M 183s 275s 102.38

Speed Analysis Table 7 presents the time cost for Twin-Merging in generative benchmarks. Al-
though the training stage uses only 0.1% of the total training budget, Twin-Merging significantly
improves general capabilities compared to multi-task learning. Twin-Merging does not retrain all
task experts; instead, it reuses experts (e.g., downloaded from model hubs like Huggingface [57])
and trains a small router to fuse these experts. Compared to conventional model merging methods,
Twin-Merging sacrifices minimal router training budget and slightly reduces inference speed for
dynamically composing the twin vectors, achieving superior performance. In summary, our approach
strikes a better balance between compute and performance.

5 Conclusions

In this paper, we introduce the Twin-Merging to merge language models, aiming to close the
performance gap between conventional model merging techniques and fine-tuned models, while
improving adaptability to data heterogeneity. By modularizing and dynamically merging shared and
task-specific knowledge, Twin-Merging significantly outperforms existing model-merging methods
and approaches the performance of fine-tuned models across various settings and domains. Our
study highlights the impact of shared and exclusive task-specific knowledge on merging performance.
We show that Twin-Merging benefits even strong scaled models like Qwen-72B, which already
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perform well across domains. It extends to more tasks and merging methods, demonstrating better
generalization on unseen data. By utilizing SVD, our solution retains 86% of the performance with
only 0.1% of the parameters, approaching upper-bound performance with minimal storage increase
as tasks grow, achieving a better tradeoff between computation and performance.
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A Twin Merge on LoRA

Here, we will demonstrate that our Twin-Merging method can be seamlessly applied to LoRA module
[20], where the base model is fixed and additional task-specific information is injected through matrix,
i.e., θt = θ0 + LoRAt, where LoRAt represents the fine-tuned LoRA module for the t-th task. let
θs = θ0 + LoRAs, we can prove that Twin-Merging on the θ is equivalent to Twin-Merging on the
LoRA module.

θ∗ = θs +

T∑
t=1

wt ∗ SVDr(θt − θs)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Twin-Merging on θ

= θ0 + LoRAs +

T∑
t=1

wt ∗ SVDr

(
(θ0 + LoRAt)− (θ0 + LoRAs)

)

= θ0 + LoRAs +

T∑
t=1

wt ∗ SVDr(LoRAt − LoRAs)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Twin-Merging on LoRA

= θ0 + LORA∗

(5)

where we denote LORA∗ = LORAs +
∑T

t=1 wt ∗ SVDr(LoRAt − LoRAs).

B More relative research

Multi-Task Learning. The multi-task training typically learns multi-task features by simultaneously
optimizing task-specific objectives, facilitating the integration of diverse knowledge into the model.
Existing works mainly focus on mitigating task conflicts [33] and catastrophic forgetting [14] by
parameter sharing [36], adjusting suitable objectives [10, 45], find suitable task weighting [4, 40],
and minimizing negative transfer [24]. In an era where models are growing larger, and the number of
task scenarios is increasing, what we need to explore is a more cost-effective approach to multi-task
learning. Therefore our focus is on multi-task scenarios that do not require acquiring or integrating
multi-task data and do not involve additional updates to existing experts.

Mixture of Experts. To enhance model scalability without increasing computational costs, the
mixture of experts (MoE) paradigm introduces conditional routing of inputs to a subset of learnable
parameters. Several efforts have extended feedforward networks (FFNs) within Transformers to
incorporate MoE layers, such as GShard [28] and Switch Transformer [12]. These models typically
employ learnable top-2 or top-1 routing strategies to scale MoE language models to an extremely
large size [23]. Recent studies have focused on challenges such as load balancing of experts [6, 62],
training instability [64], expert specialization [7, 50], and synchronization reduction [48]. However,
these methods often require substantial multi-task data and costly joint training. In contrast, our
approach directly reuses task-specific experts, leading to the natural specialization of experts in
different domains. We only require minimal fine-tuning for a small router to calculate fusion weights,
making our method highly efficient.

C The Merging Interference and Limited Generalization

To illustrate the challenge in determining the optimal merging coefficient and the limitations of pre-
specified coefficients with unpredictable data, we consider COLA and SST-2 as in-domain experts.
We merge them using Task Arithmetic and evaluate on the eight discriminative tasks from the GLUE
benchmark. Only COLA and SST-2 are seen tasks, while the others are unseen. Since the merging
coefficient is crucial for performance [41, 60], we conduct an extensive grid search for coefficients
ranging from −2 to 2.

A large dark-blue region indicates consistent optimal performance, which is why Task Arithmetic can
work with various weights. Conventional methods search this region for optimal performance across
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Figure 7: The visualizations show normalized performance across eight GLUE tasks, highlighting the
impact of combining expertise from the COLA and SST-2 domains (expert indicated by red vectors)
through Task Arithmetic. Performance scores are normalized, with the unmerged pretrained model set
to zero and other results scaled to the [−1, 1] range. The x-axis (γCOLA) and y-axis (γSST-2) represent
the merging weights for COLA and SST-2 expertise. Blue regions indicate improved performance
over the pretrained model, while red regions indicate deterioration.

all in-domain tasks, avoiding the red region. However, this is computationally expensive and does not
scale well with an increasing number of tasks. Additionally, it cannot handle unseen tasks, as the
same coefficients can produce different patterns across tasks. For example, setting coefficients γCOLA
and γSST-2 to 1 leads to performance drops in MRPC and QNLI, but gains in MNLI, QQP, and RTE. 2

Furthermore, merging performance is not always a single cluster. For example, within the range of
[−2, 2], STS-B and QNLI already show complex patterns, making it difficult to find an optimal weight
for all tasks when task-specific experts are limited. Although Yang et al. [60] propose unsupervised
entropy minimization to find optimal coefficients, this method is limited to classification tasks and
has limited adaptability.

To address this, we propose reformulating the problem of fusing models as a supervised learning task.
Specifically, we train a router to dynamically merge task-specific experts, as detailed in Section 3.3.

D Experiment Details

Here we detaily illustrate the setting of our experiments.

D.1 Compute Resources Used and Runtimes

We executed all our experiments on Nvidia A100 GPUs equipped with 80GB RAM. Single-task
LoRA models for Qwen-14B on four generative tasks required 1-2 hours per task, Single-task LoRA
for Qwen-72B need 10 hours on single GPUs to train. while the multitask vector took around 10
hours on single GPUs of 500M tokens. The RoBERTa model needs 15 minutes per task on GLUE
datasets. Merge experiments were efficient, with evaluations consuming less than 2 minutes. The
inference is generally fast within 4 minutes per 1000 items for generative tasks and less than 30
seconds per 1000 items for discriminative tasks. The detail comparison of the training cost and
inference cost of different methods are detailed in Table 7.

2In fact, the MNLI and QNLI are very similar tasks about Natural Language Inference (NLI) [53]. This
demonstrates that task similarity does not guarantee similar merging performance patterns.
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D.2 Employed Datasets and Associated Licences

Discriminative Tasks. we conduct experiments on the GLUE benchmark [53] with eight discrimi-
native tasks, which is designed for classification tasks except for STS-B for the regression task. The
detail of eight dataset can be found in the paper of Wang et al. [53]. Consistent with prior research
[61], We split 10% of the training set as a validation set and employ the original validation data as the
test set.

The licenses of QNLI, COLA, and STS-B are licensed under CC-BY-SA. QQP is licensed under MIT.
SST-2 and MRPC are licensed under Apache 2.0. MNLI is licensed under OANC. RTE is licensed
under CC BY 4.0. Thus, these datasets in GLUE are available for non-commercial research purposes.

Generative Tasks. We conducted experiments on four benchmarks:

1. MMLU [18]: This benchmark tests general and STEM knowledge across 57 subjects, from
elementary to professional levels. We used Exact-Match as the metric.

2. TruthfulQA [32]: This benchmark assesses the truthfulness of language models with 817
questions spanning 38 categories like health, law, finance, and politics. Exact-Match was
used as the metric.

3. BBQ [42]: This dataset highlights social biases against protected classes in nine social
dimensions relevant to U.S. English-speaking contexts. Exact-Match was the metric.

4. CNN-DailyMail [39]: This dataset is used for text summarization, requiring models to
generate summaries of news stories. ROUGE-2 scores [31] were used for evaluation.

We evaluated these tasks using the HELM benchmark3 in a few-shot setting.

For MMLU and TruthfulQA, which lack official training sets, we used the Dolly-15k dataset4 for
MMLU and the BigBench-sampled dataset for TruthfulQA.

The GSM8K and MMLU datasets are under the MIT License. TruthfulQA and CNN-DailyMail are
under the Apache-2.0 License. BBQ is under the CC-BY 4.0 License. These datasets are available
for non-commercial research purposes.

D.3 Language Model Backbone

For discriminative tasks, we used RoBERTa-base5 [34] as our pre-trained backbone and fine-tuned it
for each dataset to create supervised models. We conducted separate fine-tuning for the RoBERTa-
base model on each dataset for 10 epochs. Our selected hyperparameters included a batch size of 64
and a learning rate set at 1e−5.

For generative tasks, we employed Qwen-14B6 as the backbone and applied LoRA [20] for task-
specific fine-tuning. In the case of generative tasks, the fine-tuning process for Qwen-14B involved
the utilization of LoRA with a rank set to 32, a batch size of 128, and a learning rate of 2e−4 for 3
epochs. For Qwen-72B we employ the same setting with QLoRA technique [8].

D.4 Non-Overlapping Merging

To serperate the impact of parameter-wise interference, we design the non-overlapping experiment
based on Qwen LoRA modules as follows: (1) Firstly, we obtain standard merging experts by injecting
the LoRA module into both the “w1” and “c_proj” weights of the Qwen-based model, and fine-tune
them on two different tasks, resulting in two distinct models. Then we combine it into a single model
to obtrain standard merging results. (2) Next, we performe a non-overlapping fine-tuning by injecting
LoRA only to “w1” on one task and “c_proj” on another, producing two models with task-specific
knowledge in different modules. (3) Finally, we combined the non-overlapping checkpoints to get the
merged results. Since task-specific knowledge was injected into separate modules, parameter-wise
interference was minimized. The results are shown in the upper section of Table 1.

3https://github.com/stanford-crfm/helm
4https://huggingface.co/datasets/databricks/databricks-dolly-15k
5https://huggingface.co/FacebookAI/roberta-base
6https://huggingface.co/Qwen/Qwen-14B
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D.5 Sparsification Methods Details

In Figure 6, we conduct a comparative analysis employing various sparsification methods. The
specifics of each method are outlined below:

• Magnitude. Following the setting in Ties-Merging [59], we retain solely the k% largest-
magnitude values while resetting the remaining values to zero.

• Bernoulli-Dropout. Adhering to the methodology introduced in DARE [61], we employ a
parameterized Bernoulli distribution to sample a sparse mask mt. This mask is then applied
to the parameters δ and subsequently rescaled with respect to the mask rate k.

mt ∼ Bernoulli(k),

δ̃t = mt ⊙ δt,

δ̂t = δ̃t/(1− k).

(6)

• Singular value decomposition (SVD). Assuming that matrix M has a rank-m decompo-
sition, expressed as M = UtΣtV

T
t where Ut ∈ Rdout×m,Σt ∈ Rm×m,Vt ∈ Rdin×m.

We compress the matrix M by selecting only the top-r singular values from Σt, denoted
as Mr = Ut(r)Σt(r)Vt(r)

T . Here, Ut(r) ∈ Rdout×r,Σt(r) ∈ Rr×r,Vr
t ∈ Rdin×r

represent sub-matrices of Ut,Σt,V
T
t . This transformation significantly reduces the task-

specific parameter dimensionality from m× (dout + din + 1) to r × (dout + din + 1), as
the maximum m typically equals to the hidden size of the language model (e.g., m = 768
for RoBERTa-base and m = 4096 for Qwen-14B) and r can be reduced to 1, resulting in a
significant reduction in parameters and storage effectiveness.

D.6 Baselines Details

Here we will elaborate on the baselines utilized in our main comparison experiment, as outlined in
Table 2 and Figure 2b.

• Individual means that each task uses the corresponding fine-tuned model, which has no
interference between tasks but cannot perform multiple tasks simultaneously. It serves as
the upper-bound performance for each specific task.

• Weight Averaging [5, 58] is the simplest form of model merging, which straightforwardly
averages the parameters of multiple models. It serves as a lower bound for model merging.

• Task Arithmetic [21] first introduces the concept of “task vectors” and merges them into
the pre-trained model to execute multi-task learning.

• Ties-Merging [59] addresses task conflicts by eliminating redundant parameters. The
process involves three steps: Trim, Elect Sign, and Disjoint Merge.

• Task Arithmetic (w/ DARE) [61] This variant incorporates the Bernoulli-Dropout technique
for 70% sparsification before employing Task Arithmetic [21] for merging.

• Ties-Merging (w/ DARE) [61] Similar to the previous approach, this variant integrates
Bernoulli-Dropout for 70% sparsification, followed by Ties-Merging [59] for the merging
process.

The coefficient for Task Arithmetic and Ties-Merging are decided by a small scale grid search on
validation datasets. The coefficient of 0.7 is consistently applied for DARE Merging, following the
previous papers [61].

D.7 Detail Results

In Table 2, we present only the average normalized scores across various tasks. In this section, we
detail the statistical performance of all tasks, with discriminative results displayed in Table 8 and
generative results shown in Table 9.
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Table 8: The detail statistics of different merging performance on 8 discriminative tasks. Bold
numbers indicate the best-averaging performance across different model merging methods.

Model COLA STS-2 MRPC STS-B QQP QNLI MNLI RTE Avg.
Pre-trained 0.00 53.76 85.01 4.01 37.48 53.05 37.09 71.19 41.69
Fine-tuned 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

Weight Averaging 0.00 59.21 85.79 46.99 45.37 63.94 48.00 71.19 52.56
Task Arithmetic 8.35 88.26 89.57 32.84 82.03 85.40 75.54 80.43 67.80
Ties-Merging 31.76 88.86 86.18 10.94 61.05 85.94 83.01 69.56 64.66
Task Arithmetic (w/ DARE) 0.00 88.14 86.61 30.19 84.33 79.09 63.95 77.16 63.68
Ties-Merging (w/ DARE) 11.82 95.52 85.75 9.43 86.77 88.67 83.13 63.59 65.58

Twin-Merging (Rank-1) 51.24 98.67 89.20 76.31 92.16 93.24 96.45 90.76 86.00
Twin-Merging (90% compressed) 101.01 99.88 99.41 79.89 99.14 99.67 96.68 93.47 96.14

Table 9: The detail statistics of different merging performance on 4 generative tasks. Bold numbers
indicate the best-averaging performance across different model merging methods. Underlines indicate
the second best performance of each task across different model merging methods.

Model MMLU TruthfulQA BBQ CNN-DailyMail Avg.
Pretrained 101.37 94.35 86.27 82.24 91.06
Fine-tuned 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

Weight Averging 99.63 92.04 88.01 103.28 95.74
Task Arithmetic 98.93 98.23 83.65 105.62 96.61
Task Arithmetic (w/ DARE) 99.22 96.90 88.56 109.40 98.52
Ties-Merging 99.88 92.04 89.92 88.83 92.67
Ties-Merging (w/ DARE) 101.41 97.66 86.81 81.80 91.92

Twin-Merging (rank-1) 99.40 95.58 93.46 115.39 100.96
Twin-Merging (rank-16) 99.87 98.23 97.00 114.43 102.38

E Efficiency Analysis

Assume we have T tasks, the fine-tuned model have P = Pf + Pa parameters, where Pf are frozen
and Pa are activated.

Parameter Count and Storage Cost Assuming each float parameter uses 16 bits (either fp16 or
bf16): Fine-tuned models require 2(TPa + Pf ) bytes of storage. Pretrained models, including those
using Weight Average, Task Arithmetic, Ties-Merging, and DARE Merging techniques, each need
2P bytes of storage per model. For Twin-Merging, with the router having Pr parameters (Pr ≪ P )
and a compression rate of k%, it need to store 2TkPa + 2P + Pr bytes including a shared expert,
compressed exclusive task-specific vectors, and the router. We can select k to compress the model
matrix to rank 1 for best storage. These strategies enhance the accessibility and sustainability of
task-specific models, fostering wider advancements and applications. Visual representations can be
found in Figure 2a and Figure 4.

F Limitations and Future Work

Our approach shares common limitations with existing merging methods: (1) The underlying theory
behind why and when weight interpolation works is not fully understood, though recent works
[41, 63] have made interesting observations about weight disentanglement and cross-task linearity.
(2) Currently, merging is limited to models with the same architecture and it may be difficult to find a
suitable fine-tuned model with specific capacities.

Additionally, while our method focuses on shared and exclusive task-specific knowledge, providing a
way to approach fine-tuned model performance and potentially surpass it without additional training,
we observe there may be other types of knowledge that remain unexplored: (1) Evil knowledge:
Useless for any task and distracts the model, obscuring critical knowledge during merging. (2)
Irrelevant knowledge: Has no impact on merging performance. Our experiments validate the
existence of the irrelevant knowledge since we demonstrate that dropping 90% of parameters retains
most of the fine-tuned performance, but we have not investigated evil knowledge. Future work may
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include further investigation and decomposing these different types of knowledge to better ignite the
model’s full potential without retraining.

G Broader Impacts

This paper presents work whose goal is to advance the field of machine learning and model merg-
ing research. In terms of positive social impact, twin-merging techniques can achieve multi-task
performance of foundation models without retraining expert models, significantly reducing com-
putational and energy costs. Our proposed knowledge modularization and compression techniques
make the task-specific enhanced model more accessible and sustainable, paving the way for broader
applications and advancements in the field. These techniques effectively align unaligned models by
leveraging experts, thus mitigating the harmfulness and biases present in the original models. Addi-
tionally, model merging allows the unified model to benefit from the strengths of each task-specific
model, even for tasks with private or inaccessible data, enhancing commercial and safety benefits.
However, improper merging of biased models may contaminate the merged model. This issue can be
addressed by merging a de-bias expert or using sparsity techniques to minimize the impact.
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