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Abstract

The rising popularity of large foundation models has led to a heightened de-
mand for parameter-efficient fine-tuning methods, such as Low-Rank Adap-
tation (LoRA), which offer performance comparable to full model fine-
tuning while requiring only a few additional parameters tailored to the
specific base model. When such base models are deprecated and replaced,
all associated LoRA modules must be retrained, requiring access to either
the original training data or a substantial amount of synthetic data that
mirrors the original distribution. However, the original data is often inac-
cessible due to privacy or licensing issues, and generating synthetic data
may be impractical and insufficiently representative. These factors com-
plicate the fine-tuning process considerably. To address this challenge, we
introduce a new adapter, Cross-Model Low-Rank Adaptation (LoRA-X),
which enables the training-free transfer of LoRA parameters across source
and target models, eliminating the need for original or synthetic training
data. Our approach imposes the adapter to operate within the subspace
of the source base model. This constraint is necessary because our prior
knowledge of the target model is limited to its weights, and the criteria
for ensuring the adapter’s transferability are restricted to the target base
model’s weights and subspace. To facilitate the transfer of LoRA param-
eters of the source model to a target model, we employ the adapter only
in the layers of the target model that exhibit an acceptable level of sub-
space similarity. Our extensive experiments demonstrate the effectiveness
of LoRA-X for text-to-image generation, including Stable Diffusion v1.5
and Stable Diffusion XL.

1 Introduction

Large foundation models (LFMs) have demonstrated outstanding performance across var-
ious domains, including natural language processing (OpenAI et al., 2023; Gemini Team
et al., 2023; Anthropic, 2024; AI@Meta, 2024) and computer vision (Ho et al., 2020; Rom-
bach et al., 2022). Due to their remarkable capabilities, fine-tuning LFMs for a wide array
of downstream tasks has become common practice. In the full fine-tuning approach, each
new model tailored to a specific task generally retains the same number of parameters as
the original model. As models increase in size and customization requirements grow, the
need to store such fully fine-tuned checkpoints also rises, leading to substantial storage and
memory costs.
To address this challenge, Parameter-Efficient Fine-Tuning (PEFT) (Xu et al., 2023) meth-
ods, such as Low-Rank Adaptation (LoRA) (Hu et al., 2022), offer a promising solution.
PEFT methods aim to reduce the number of parameters that need to be updated during
fine-tuning, making the process more computationally efficient and less resource-intensive.
LoRA, in particular, addresses this by representing the weight changes in the model using
two low-rank matrices, A and B. Specifically, the weight update is expressed as W0 +
∆W = W0 + BA, where W0 is the original weight matrix, and ∆W is the change applied
during fine-tuning. By decomposing the weight changes into these low-rank matrices, LoRA

1



054
055
056
057
058
059
060
061
062
063
064
065
066
067
068
069
070
071
072
073
074
075
076
077
078
079
080
081
082
083
084
085
086
087
088
089
090
091
092
093
094
095
096
097
098
099
100
101
102
103
104
105
106
107

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2025

Figure 1: LoRA-X training-free transfer (a) from source SD-v1.5 to targets SD Eff-v1.0 and
RV-v3.0, (b) from source SDXL to targets SSD-1B and RVXL-v3.0.

significantly reduces the number of parameters that need to be adjusted, thus making the
fine-tuning process more efficient.
Nevertheless, a consequential limitation of the LoRA approach is its dependency on the
base model. A LoRA adapter fine-tuned for a specific task is intrinsically tied to its base
model and cannot function independently of it. Moreover, it cannot be directly transferred
to another base model without additional training. This dependency poses a profound
challenge when the base model is deprecated and replaced by a newer version. In such
cases, applications utilizing LoRA adapters from the deprecated model must transition their
adapters to the newer base model. This process can be cumbersome, resource-intensive, and,
crucially, infeasible if the original fine-tuning data is no longer available.
This naturally leads us to an important question: Can we design a LoRA adapter that can
be transferred between different base models without requiring additional training or access to
the original data? A solution addressing this problem allows the longevity of LoRA adapters
and eliminates the need for repeated fine-tunings as base models evolve.
In this work, we introduce LoRA-X, a compact adapter that can be transferred between
different versions of a base model without the need for fine-tuning with the original data. The
core idea behind LoRA-X is to maintain the adapter within the column-row subspace of the
base model weights. This innovative strategy ensures that the adapter remains compatible
with alternative versions of the base model, simplifying the transition process and enhancing
the adaptability of fine-tuned models.
To the best of our knowledge, LoRA-X is the first adapter designed for transferability
without additional training. Our main contributions are (See Figure 1):

• Concept of LoRA-X: We introduce LoRA-X, a versatile cross-model adapter
that can be seamlessly transferred across various base models without the need for
additional training. This innovation simplifies the process of adapting models to
new tasks or domains.

• Subspace Similarity and Transferrability Metrics: We propose a subspace
similarity metric to identify pairs of modules between source and target base models
that share a common subspace. Additionally, we compute a scalar transferability
cost metric to quantify the difficulty of transferring adapters. This metric is de-
rived from the optimal transport solution to pair-wise subspace similarities between
different modules of the source and target models.

• Transfer Method: We present a practical yet highly effective method to transfer
LoRA-X from a source model to a target model. This approach ensures that the tar-
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get model inherits the capabilities of the source model, enabling efficient knowledge
transfer and improved performance.

Throughout this paper, we refer to “Source” as the case where the LoRA-X adapter is trained
from scratch on a specific base model (pretrained weights) using a training dataset. Con-
versely, “Target” denotes the case where the LoRA-X adapter, transferred from a different
base model without any additional training, is applied to a new base model.

2 Related Work

Parameter Efficient Finetuning (PEFT) (Xu et al., 2023) has emerged as a pivotal
research area, particularly in transfer learning, where the challenge lies in adapting large
pretrained models to specific tasks without extensive retraining. The literature on PEFT
includes various strategies, each aiming to modify a minimal number of parameters while
maintaining competitive performance. Several PEFT methods have been introduced, such
as Adapter Modules (Sung et al., 2022), Prompt Tuning (Lester et al., 2021), and popular
Low-Rank Adaptation techniques like LoRA (Hu et al., 2022) and VeRA (Kopiczko et al.,
2023). Among these, recent methods such as SVDiff (Han et al., 2023), PiSSA (Meng et al.,
2024), SVFT (Lingam et al., 2024) and LoRA-XS (Ba lazy et al., 2024) fine-tune the singular
values of base model weight matrices. However, SVDiff and its follow-up works primarily
aim to reduce the number of parameters during fine-tuning rather than the transferability of
the adapter, which is our main objective. A drawback of existing PEFT techniques is their
lack of transferability across base models. Our approach addresses this challenge, providing
a novel solution for the first time.
Knowledge Distillation (Hinton, 2015; Gou et al., 2021; Kim & Rush, 2016; Park et al.,
2019; Bui Thi Mai & Lampert, 2019) is a technique where knowledge from a larger, typically
more complex model (teacher) is transferred to a smaller, more efficient model (student).
Variants of knowledge distillation include Self-Distillation (Zhang et al., 2019; 2021; Zhang
& Sabuncu, 2020), where the same model acts as both teacher and student, and Weak-to-
Strong Distillation (Bang et al., 2021; Kaplun et al., 2022; Wang et al., 2022), which can help
the stronger model avoid overfitting under certain circumstances. While these approaches
have shown promise in transferring knowledge between models, they still rely on a training
dataset for the distillation process, making them problematic to apply in data-free scenarios.
Adapter Transfer: Both (Wang et al., 2024) and (Ran et al., 2023) aim to transfer adapters
across different base models. The primary difference between (Wang et al., 2024) and our
method lies in their use of synthetic data generated by the source model, along with a
small subset of the original dataset, for the transfer process. (Ran et al., 2023) proposed a
universal mapper capable of transferring adapters from a source diffusion model to a target
model. However, this mapper requires training for each target model using a dataset subset
common to both the source and target models. In contrast, we develop an adapter transfer
methodology using a closed-form solution, which eliminates the need for additional training.
Additionally, we introduce adapters that are inherently transferable.

3 Motivation

A LoRA adapter is fine-tuned for a specific task using a designated base model and dataset,
making it dependent on that model. This dependency becomes problematic if the base model
is updated or if a user wants to use a distilled version, like SDXL to SSD-1B. Additionally,
users might lack access to the original training dataset, complicating transfers. To address
this, we propose LoRA-X, an adapter that can be easily transferred between different base
model versions. This approach leverages the strong correlation between layers of different
base model versions (Samragh et al., 2023), especially in deeper layers, which significantly
impact fine-tuned task performance (Frenkel et al., 2024).
LoRA-X is designed to stay within the same subspace as the base model, focusing on am-
plifying or diminishing features relevant to specific tasks without introducing new feature
extractors. This method enhances flexibility and adaptability, ensuring fine-tuned tasks
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Figure 2: (a) Source: only ∆Σs is finetuned for a down stream task, Target: for a given
∆Σs from a source, first computes ∆Σs←t and then reconstruct the weight change using its
own left and right singular matrices. (b) Samples produced by diffusion target models SD
Eff-v1.0 and SSD-1B, utilizing training-free transferred adapters from sources SD-v1.5 and
SDXL, respectively.

benefit from base model updates without losing specific adaptations. Figure2 (b) shows
samples generated using a diffusion base model (e.g., SD Eff-v1.0) with various training-free
transferred style adapters. Unlike Transferred LoRA, the samples generated using Trans-
ferred LoRA-X—transferred from a LoRA-X adapter trained on a different base model (e.g.,
SD-v1.5) without additional training—successfully capture the BlueFire style.

4 Method

This section is organized as follows: LoRA-X: We introduce LoRA-X and define it based
on the Source base model. Methods for Transferring LoRA-X: We then explain how
to transfer LoRA-X from the Source to the Target model without additional training.

4.1 LoRA-X

We design LoRA-X based on the following two criteria: First, (Hu et al., 2022) demonstrated
that LoRA can amplify key features for specific downstream tasks that were learned but not
highlighted in the general pre-training model. Second, we only have access to the target
pre-trained model. Therefore, any similarity measurement between different modules of the
source and target models can only be based on their pre-trained model weights and their
corresponding subspace. Building on these crucial insights, we constrain the adapter to
remain within the subspace of the (source) base model. This allows for straightforward
transfer to another (target) base model by projecting it into the target’s subspace.
To ensure that the adapter ∆W ∈ Rm×n remains in the same subspace as the base model
weight W0 ∈ Rm×n, ∆W should adhere to a specific structure. This typically involves
ensuring that ∆W is aligned with the principal components or directions of W0. One
common approach is to express ∆W in terms of the singular value decomposition (SVD)
of W0. If W0 = UΣV ⊤, where U and V are left and right singular matrices, respectively,
and Σ = diag(σ) and σ = [σ1, . . . , σn] is a diagonal matrix of singular values in descending
order1, then ∆W can be structured as:

∆W = Ũ∆ΣṼ ⊤ (1)

Here, Ũ ∈ Rm×r and Ṽ ∈ Rn×r are truncated left and right singular matrices obtained
by zeroing out the n − r smallest singular values from U and V respectively. The matrix
∆Σ = diag([δσ1, . . . , δσr]) ∈ Rr×r is a diagonal matrix satisfying σi + δσi ≥ 0, ∀1 ≤ i ≤ r.
The parameter r represents the rank of ∆W identifying the rank of the adapter. During

1Note that the SVD computation is performed only once and can be cached.
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fine-tuning task, Ũ and Ṽ are frozen and only ∆Σ learns the change of the singular values
of the pre-trained model.
By projecting ∆W onto W subspace, we have

UU⊤∆WV V ⊤ = UU⊤Ũ∆ΣṼ ⊤V V ⊤ = Ũ∆ΣṼ ⊤ = ∆W (2)

where UU⊤∆WV V ⊤ gives the “projection” of ∆W onto the subspace spanned by W . As
shown in equation 2 by projection we get ∆W back, indicating ∆W was already within the
W subspace. Figure 2 (a) illustrates LoRA-X training on a source base model, while (b)
shows the transfer of LoRA-X into a target model.
Generally, the matrix ∆Σ can be any arbitrary square matrix and does not need to be
diagonal. This flexibility allows the adapter to capture a wide range of transformations.
However, if the general pre-trained model has already learned the key features necessary for
specific downstream tasks, imposing a diagonal constraint on ∆Σ can be sufficient. This is
because the diagonal elements can scale the learned features appropriately without needing
to mix them. In cases where the pre-trained model’s features are not perfectly aligned with
the downstream task, the adapter must learn a linear combination of these features. This is
achieved by allowing ∆Σ to be a full matrix, enabling the adapter to reweight and combine
the pre-trained features in a more complex manner.
(Han et al., 2023) proposed a similar adapter structure called SVDiff, targeting the fine-
tuning of singular values within weight matrices. Our method differs in two key ways: we
apply truncated SVD, modifying only the r largest singular values, and we apply LoRA-
X only to attention modules, while SVDiff applies the adapter to all modules, including
convolutional ones. SVDiff aims to minimize the number of parameters adjusted during
fine-tuning, which is beneficial in resource-limited scenarios.
In contrast, our work emphasizes the transferability of the adapter, enhancing adaptability
across different base models. By focusing on transferability, we aim to create an adapter
that can be effectively reused in various LFMs, improving both efficiency and effectiveness.
This distinction highlights the different priorities: SVDiff focuses on parameter efficiency,
while our approach emphasizes transferability and adaptability.

4.2 Methods for Transferring LoRA-X

Assume a source model with the base model weight Ws,0 = UsΣsV
⊤

s ∈ Rm×n and the
LoRA-X weight ∆Ws = Ũs∆ΣsṼs

⊤ ∈ Rm×n. Our goal is to transfer ∆Ws ∈ Rm×n to
another target model with the base weight Wt,0 = UtΣtV

⊤
t ∈ Rm′×n′ without training.

4.2.1 Same Dimension

In the case, m = m′ and n = n′, by projecting the source adapter weight ∆Ws into the
target pre-trained based weight Wt = UtΣtV

⊤
t we have

∆Wt←s = UtU
⊤
t ∆WsVtV

⊤
t = UtU

⊤
t Ũs∆ΣsṼs

⊤
VtV

⊤
t = Ut∆Σt←sV

⊤
t (3)

where ∆Σt←s = U⊤t Ũs∆ΣsṼs
⊤
Vt rotates ∆Σs in a direction that the source and target

have highest subspace similarity. Consequently, ∆Σt←s can influence the target’s modules
that have pre-trained weight subspaces highly similar to those in the source model. More-
over, ∆Σt←s is no longer a diagonal matrix unless the source and target subspaces are
perfectly aligned, i.e., UtU

⊤
t Ũs = Ũt and Ṽs

⊤
VtV

⊤
t = Ṽt

⊤.

4.2.2 Different Dimensions

If the dimensions of the source and target base model weights do not match, with either
m ̸= m′ or n ̸= n′, we cannot compute U⊤t Ũs or Ṽs

⊤
Vt in equation 3. Instead, we need to

find a subspace of the same dimension that captures the highest correlation. One possible
solution is to find a linear transformation that minimizes the Frobenius norm difference. As-
suming m ̸= m′, the linear transformation can be evaluated as P̂ = arg minP ∥PUs −Ut∥2

F .
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Consequently, we have Ũs = UtU
⊤
s (UsU

⊤
s )−1Us. Similarly, if n ̸= n′, an approximate of

right singular matrix is given by Ṽs = Vs(V ⊤s Vs)−1V ⊤s Vt.

4.2.3 Subspace Similarity

To capture subspace similarity, we use unweighted similarity,

Φl(A, B) = Ψ(UA,UB) = ∥U⊤A UB∥2
F

n
=

∑
i

∑
j⟨ui

A,uj
B⟩2

n
(4)

to measure the subspace similarity between two column orthonormal matrices UA ∈ Rm×n

and UB ∈ Rm×n, obtained by taking columns of the left singular matrices of A ∈ Rm×n

and B ∈ Rm×n. Similarly, we use Φr(A, B) = Ψ(VA,VB) = ∥V ⊤
A VB∥2

F

n by taking columns of
VA ∈ Rn×n and VB ∈ Rn×n the right singular matrices of A and B, respectively. Refer to
Appendix C for additional variants of the subspace similarity metric.

4.2.4 Transferability Metric Across Models

To determine the transferability of adapters across models, we use subspace similarity be-
tween modules of a source and target base model. We propose a transferability metric
to guide training-free transfers between architectures, such as from SDXL to SD1.5. This
involves developing a cost function for transferring adapters between architectures.
Assume that the source model has S locations for attaching adapters, with weight matrices
W i

s for i ∈ {1, 2, ...S}. Similarly, the target model has T locations with weight matrices W j
t

for j ∈ {1, 2, ...T}. The cost of transferring adapter i from the source to j in the target is
computed using subspace similarity Φ(W i

s ,W j
t ). This similarity is then used to construct a

cost matrix. The cost matrix is employed to compute an optimal transport map, resulting in
an optimal transport cost, which we refer to as the Adapter Transferability Cost (ATC). The
ATC, normalized between 0 and 1, indicates the cost of transferring adapters, with higher
values representing greater difficulty. Details on obtaining the ATC are in Appendix D

5 Experiment

This section describes our experiments evaluating the effectiveness of LoRA-X, detailing
the setup and presenting our evaluation. We analyze and quantify LoRA-X through text-
to-image generation experiments in Section 5.1 and text-generation experiments in Ap-
pendix E.3.

5.1 Experimental Setup for Text-To-Image Generation

To evaluate the quality of images generated by LoRA-X and its training-free transferred
version, we consider two scenarios. In the first scenario, “Trained”, we train the LoRA-X on
a specific base model (e.g., SD Eff-v1.0) using a training dataset and generate samples with
this trained LoRA-X. In the second scenario, “Transferred”, we transfer a LoRA-X trained
on a different base model (e.g., SD-v1.5) to the same base model used in the “Trained”
scenario (SD Eff-v1.0) and generate samples with the transferred LoRA-X.
Datasets: For style transfer, we evaluate LoRA-X trained from scratch on base source
models and training-free transferred LoRA-X using public datasets like BlueFire, Origami
Styles, and Paintings. We follow the setup described in (Borse et al., 2024). Additional
details are in AppendixB.
Models: For text-to-image generation tasks, we employ Stable Diffusion v1.5 (SD-
v1.5) (Rombach et al., 2022) and Stable Diffusion XL (SDXL) (Podell et al., 2024) as
the source models. The target models include Stable Diffusion Efficient v1.0 (SD Eff-v1.0)
(see Appendix A for details), Realistic Vision v3.0 (RealVis-v3.0), Segmind Stable Diffusion
1B (SSD-1B) (Gupta et al., 2024), and Realistic Vision XL v3.0 (RealVisXL-v3.0).
Metrics: To evaluate image quality in the “Trained” and “Transferred” scenarios, we report
DINOv2 (Oquab et al., 2024), HPSv2.1 (Wu et al., 2023), and LPIPS (Zhang et al., 2018)

6



324
325
326
327
328
329
330
331
332
333
334
335
336
337
338
339
340
341
342
343
344
345
346
347
348
349
350
351
352
353
354
355
356
357
358
359
360
361
362
363
364
365
366
367
368
369
370
371
372
373
374
375
376
377

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2025

Figure 3: Generated samples using LoRA-X style adapter on the SDXL and SD-v1.5 as the
source base models and corresponding training-free transferred samples using SSD-1B and
SD Eff-v1.0 as the target based models.

Table 1: Evaluation of LoRA-X trained from scratch on base models versus training-free
transferred LoRA-X from a source model into a target model. LoRA-X modifies the 320
largest singular values of the pre-trained weights. Results are averaged over 30 seeds.

Datasets Base Model Adapter Training-Free HPSv2 (↑) LPIPS diversity (↑) DINOv2 (↑)

BlueFire
(900 images)

RealVis-v3.0 Trained 0.331 0.524 0.882Transferred 0.332 (+0.3%) 0.540 (+2.9%)

SD Eff-v1.0 Trained 0.296 0.534 0.851Transferred 0.307 (+3.6%) 0.538 (+0.7%)

RealVisXL-v3.0 Trained 0.319 0.484 0.947Transferred 0.319 (0.0%) 0.456 (−6.1%)

SSD-1B Trained 0.316 0.428 0.969Transferred 0.300 (−5.3%) 0.392 (−8.4%)

Paintings
(630 images)

RealVis-v3.0 Source 0.319 0.502 0.928Transferred 0.329 (+3.0%) 0.441 (−11.8%)

SD Eff-v1.0 Trained 0.298 0.485 0.820Transferred 0.292 (−2.0%) 0.476 (−2.0%)

RealVisXL-v3.0 Trained 0.333 0.467 0.945Transferred 0.325 (−2.5%) 0.421 (−9.6%)

SSD-1B Trained 0.319 0.409 0.961Transferred 0.320 (+0.3%) 0.355 (−13.2%)

diversity scores. DINOv2 measures similarity based on embedded representations, HPSv2
assesses image quality and prompt/style alignment, and LPIPS captures diversity among
generated images across different seeds.

5.2 LoRA-X Performance

Table 1 compares the performance of LoRA-X in the “Trained” scenario, where it is trained
on various base models using the BlueFire and Painting datasets, with its performance in the
“Transferred” scenario, where it is moved from a source model with a different base model
to the target model using the same base model as in the “Trained” scenario. Appendix E
presents LoRA-X’s performance on the Origami dataset.
To enable training-free transfer from a source model to a target model, we begin by iden-
tifying the correlated modules between the source and target using Equation equation 4.
For additional details, please refer to Appendix C. Subsequently, we project the source’s
LoRA-X onto the corresponding module in the target model using Equation equation 2.
Appendix F provides a PyTorch pseudocode for LoRA-X transfer.

7
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The HPSv2 and LPIPS scores in both scenarios are very similar, indicating that the Trans-
ferred LoRA-X performs comparably to the one Trained with the datasets, demonstrating
the effective transferability of LoRA-X. Additionally, the high DINOv2 scores suggest that
the generated samples in both scenarios are highly correlated.
Figure 3 shows samples generated by LoRA-X based on the BlueFire style dataset. The first
row displays samples from the source models SDXL and SD-v1.5 using LoRA-X trained on
BlueFire. The second and third rows show samples from training-free transferred LoRA-X to
the target models SSD-1B, SD Eff-v1.0, RVXL-v3.0, and RV-v3.0.

5.3 Effect of Subspace Constraint

5.3.1 Comparison with LoRA

Table 2 demonstrates the impact of the subspace constraint imposed in the LoRA-X struc-
ture (equation 1) by comparing its transferability with LoRA (Hu et al., 2022). For this
comparison, we used the BlueFire dataset and fine-tuned both LoRA and LoRA-X on SD-
v1.5 as the source model, with SD Eff-v1.0 as the target. This comparison highlights how
the subspace constraint affects the adapter’s ability to transfer across different base models.
In this experiment, we trained the LoRA ∆W = BA of rank r = 32 on SD-v1.5 as the base
model. Subsequently, we transferred LoRA to SD Eff-v1.0 by projecting into its pre-trained
weights subspace, i.e., BAt←s(SD-v1.5) = UtU

⊤
t BAVtV

⊤
t . The evaluation demonstrates

that subspace constraint is essential for maintaining quality and diversity of transferred
style. We repeated the experiment for different LoRA ranks to show how LoRA’s transfer-
ability drops as rank is reduced, though its total size remains much higher than LoRA-X.
Appendix E.1 presents the effect of constraint based on the Origami dataset.

Table 2: LoRA-X subspace constraint effect on transferability of style adapter. BlueFire
dataset, SD-v1.5 as the source model and SD Eff-v1.0 as the target.

Method Adapter Rank HPSv2 (↑) LPIPS diversity (↑) DINOv2 (↑) Total size (MB)

LoRA-X Trained 320 0.2958 0.5340 0.8513 0.16Transferred 0.3073 (+3.7%) 0.5376 (+0.6%)

LoRA

Trained 32 0.3153 0.5049 0.8471 34.07Transferred 0.2466 (−27.8%) 0.4834 (−4.4%)
Trained 16 0.2652 0.5248 0.8266 17.08Transferred 0.2408 (−10.1%) 0.5224 (−0.5%)
Trained 1 0.2650 0.5312 0.8228 1.15Transferred 0.2355 (−12.5%) 0.5274 (−0.7%)

5.3.2 Comparison with DoRA and FouRA

Additionally, we showed results for DoRA (Liu et al., 2024) and FouRA (Borse et al., 2024)
adapters in Table 3. From the results, we see that the projection idea works well on both
these type of adapters. However, the DINO score of the transfer is relatively small compared
to that of LoRA-X transfer. Moreover, the percentage change of transferred and trained
adapters are higher suggesting that LoRA-X transfers better.

Table 3: Transferability of style adapters DoRA & FouRA. For DoRA, SDXL is the source
model and SSD-1B is the target model. For FouRA, SD-v1.5 is the source model and SD
Eff-v1.0 is the target model.

Method Adapter Rank Dataset HPSv2 (↑) LPIPS diversity (↑) DINOv2 (↑)

DoRA Trained 8 Paintings 0.3042 0.4624 0.9138Transferred 0.2764 (−9.1%) 0.4526 (−2.1%)
DoRA Trained 8 Origami 0.2491 0.3408 0.9441Transferred 0.2224 (−10.7%) 0.3073 (−9.8%)
FouRA Trained 64 Paintings 0.3034 0.4686 0.9153Transferred 0.2891 (−4.7%) 0.4446 (−5.1%)
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5.4 Comparison with X-adapter

We compare the performance of transferred LoRA-X using our training-free method based
on equation 3 with X-Adapter (Ran et al., 2023), which uses plug-and-play modules trained
on the target model. Table 4 shows the comparison: the ”Transferred” row for LoRA-X
indicates our training-free transfer from SSD-1B to SDXL, while for X-Adapter, it refers to
the transfer method using X-adapter modules trained for SD-v1.5 to SDXL. The “Trained”
row for both methods refers to trained LoRA-X adapter from scratch using BlueFire dataset.
Table 4: Evaluation of training-free transferred LoRA-X from SSD-1B to SDXL versus
LoRA-X trained on SDXL from scratch using BlueFire dataset using our training-free trans-
fer method and training-based X-adapter. Wall clock time is measured on A100 GPU

Method Adapter HPSv2 (↑) LPIPS diversity (↑) DINOv2 (↑) Time (↓)

LoRA-X Trained 0.306 0.422 0.953 3.7sTransferred 0.279 (−9.5%) 0.433 (+2.6%)
X-Adapter Trained 0.306 0.422 0.892 7.1 sTransferred 0.282 (−7.8%) 0.406 (−3.7%)

Results show change in performance for HPSv2 & LPIPS from the trained baseline is in
similar. However, our LoRA-X transfer produces higher DINO score mainly because it is
transferred from a source in the similar family i.e SSD-1B. Also inference time for X-adapter
is higher due to processing through base model, transferred model and the adapter.

5.5 Ablation Studies

5.5.1 Effect of Subspace Projection

Table 5: Evaluation of training-free trans-
formed LoRA-X by copying singular value
modifications from the source to the target
versus subspace projected one.

Subspace Proj. HPSv2 (↑) LPIPS diversity (↑) DINOv2 (↑)
0.1235 0.4804 0.7046
0.3073 0.5376 0.8513

Table 5 illustrates the impact of subspace
projection in LoRA-X by comparing the
training-free transfer of LoRA-X from a
source model using subspace projection
equation 2 with the method of directly
copying ∆Σs from the source to the tar-
get, i.e., ∆Ŵt←s = Ut∆ΣsV

⊤
t . This anal-

ysis focuses on the effect of the alignment
of left and right singular matrices between
the source and target models. As shown in the table, without subspace projection, the
performance of transferred LoRA-X significantly drops, indicating that subspace projection
is crucial. Appendix E shows the effect of subspace projection in the SDXL family.

5.5.2 LoRA-X Rank

We analyze LoRA-X performance at various ranks, indicating the number of modified sin-
gular values. Table 6 shows that trained LoRA-X (trained on SD Eff-v1.0) performance
declines as rank decreases. In contrast, transferred LoRA-X (from SD-v1.5) maintains per-
formance close to the Trained version.

Table 6: LoRA-X subspace constraint effect on transferability of style adapter. BlueFire
dataset, SD-v1.5 as the source model and SD Eff-v1.0 as the target.

Method Adapter Rank HPSv2 (↑) LPIPS diversity (↑) DINOv2 (↑) Total size (MB)

LoRA-X

Trained 320 0.2958 0.5340 0.8513 0.16Transferred 0.3073 (+3.7%) 0.5376 (+0.6%)
Trained 160 0.2850 0.5310 0.8352 0.1Transferred 0.2849 (−0.03%) 0.5263 (−0.8%)
Trained 80 0.2782 0.5294 0.8300 0.05Transferred 0.2723 (−2.1%) 0.5224 (−1.3%)

5.5.3 Smaller Source

In previous sections, we examined the transferability of LoRA-X from larger or similarly
sized source models to target models. Here, we demonstrate the performance of transfer

9
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from a smaller source model. Table 7 presents the performance of LoRA-X transfer from
SD EFF-v1.0 to SD-v1.5. The Trained row indicates LoRA-X performance when trained
on SD-v1.5 from scratch using the BlueFire dataset. The Transferred row indicates LoRA-
X training-free transfer from the source model SD Eff-v1.0 to the target model SD-v1.5.
See Appendix E for evaluation of LoRA-X transfer from smaller SSD-1B to larger SDXL.

Table 7: Evaluation of Transferred LoRA-X from the smaller source (SD Eff-v1.0) to the
larger target (SD-v1.5) versus LoRA-X Trained on SD-v1.5 using BlueFire dataset.

Adapter HPSv2 score (↑) LPIPS diversity (↑) DINOv2 (↑)
Trained 0.2959 0.5386 0.8312Transferred 0.2834 (−4.4%) 0.5322 (−1.2%)

5.6 Cross Model Transferability Metric

Figure 4: Adapter transferability cost (ATC)
between source and target models using (a)
left subspace similarity and (b) right subspace
similarity. Lower cost implies easier transfer.

We measure ATC for different pairs of
source and target among following models:
SD-v1.5, SD Eff-v1.0, RV-v3.0, SDXL, SSD-
1B and RVXL-v3.0. The cost is computed
for both the left and the right subspace sim-
ilarities. The results are shown in Figure 4
(a) and (b), respectively. ATC is normal-
ized to be between 0 and 1, with higher val-
ues indicating a larger cost of transferring
adapters. From the plot, we observe that
for both the left and right subspace simi-
larities, ATC among Family 1 (SD-v1.5, SD
Eff-v1.0, and RV-v3.0) is less than 0.5. Sim-
ilarly, ATC among Family 2 (SDXL, SSD-
1B, and RVXL-v3.0) is also less than 0.5. However, ATC across different families shows
higher cost, suggesting difficulty in training-free adapter transferability. As expected, ATC
is lower between same architectures, such as between SD-v1.5 and RV-v3.0 or SDXL and
RVXL-v3.0.

5.7 Discussion and Future work

In this paper, we primarily focus on the training-free transferability of LoRA-X in text-to-
image generation tasks. To determine transferability, we use subspace similarity between
different modules of a source base model and a target base model to assess if LoRA-X is
transferable from source to target. We mainly considered architectures from the same
family when transferring LoRA. Training-free transfer across different architecture families
is a challenge, as demonstrated by our transferability cost. Future research in this area
is expected to address these challenges. While our primary focus is on transferring style
LoRA-X, future research could extend this to acceleration adapters such as LCM-LoRA (Luo
et al., 2023). Additionally, another promising area for future work could involve training-free
transfer across different architectures of Large Language Models (LLMs).

6 Conclusion

The increasing reliance on LFMs has amplified the need for PEFT methods like LoRA, which
offer comparable performance to full model fine-tuning with minimal additional parameters.
However, the necessity to retrain LoRA modules when base models are replaced poses sig-
nificant challenges, especially when the original training data is inaccessible. To address
this, we proposed the LoRA-X method, a compact adapter enabling training-free transfer of
LoRAs across different base models. This is achieved by maintaining the adapter within the
base model’s subspace and integrating it into layers with similar subspace characteristics.
This innovative approach has been validated with text-to-image generation models, demon-
strating its potential to streamline the adaptation process in scenarios where data privacy
or availability is a concern.
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Maxime Oquab, Timothée Darcet, Théo Moutakanni, Huy V. Vo, Marc Szafraniec, Vasil
Khalidov, Pierre Fernandez, Daniel HAZIZA, Francisco Massa, Alaaeldin El-Nouby, Mido
Assran, Nicolas Ballas, Wojciech Galuba, Russell Howes, Po-Yao Huang, Shang-Wen Li,
Ishan Misra, Michael Rabbat, Vasu Sharma, Gabriel Synnaeve, Hu Xu, Herve Jegou,
Julien Mairal, Patrick Labatut, Armand Joulin, and Piotr Bojanowski. DINOv2: Learning
robust visual features without supervision. Transactions on Machine Learning Research,
2024. ISSN 2835-8856. URL https://openreview.net/forum?id=a68SUt6zFt.

Wonpyo Park, Dongju Kim, Yan Lu, and Minsu Cho. Relational knowledge distillation. In
Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF conference on computer vision and pattern recognition, pp.
3967–3976, 2019.

Dustin Podell, Zion English, Kyle Lacey, Andreas Blattmann, Tim Dockhorn, Jonas Müller,
Joe Penna, and Robin Rombach. SDXL: Improving latent diffusion models for high-
resolution image synthesis. In The Twelfth International Conference on Learning Repre-
sentations, 2024. URL https://openreview.net/forum?id=di52zR8xgf.

Lingmin Ran, Xiaodong Cun, Jia-Wei Liu, Rui Zhao, Song Zijie, Xintao Wang, Jussi Keppo,
and Mike Zheng Shou. X-adapter: Adding universal compatibility of plugins for upgraded
diffusion model. arXiv preprint arXiv:2312.02238, 2023.

Robin Rombach, Andreas Blattmann, Dominik Lorenz, Patrick Esser, and Björn Om-
mer. High-resolution image synthesis with latent diffusion models. In Proceedings of
the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition (CVPR), pp.
10684–10695, June 2022.

Mohammad Samragh, Mehrdad Farajtabar, Sachin Mehta, Raviteja Vemulapalli, Fartash
Faghri, Devang Naik, Oncel Tuzel, and Mohammad Rastegari. Weight subcloning: direct
initialization of transformers using larger pretrained ones. arXiv [cs.LG], December 2023.

12

https://arxiv.org/abs/2311.05556
https://github.com/huggingface/peft
https://github.com/huggingface/peft
https://openreview.net/forum?id=a68SUt6zFt
https://openreview.net/forum?id=di52zR8xgf


648
649
650
651
652
653
654
655
656
657
658
659
660
661
662
663
664
665
666
667
668
669
670
671
672
673
674
675
676
677
678
679
680
681
682
683
684
685
686
687
688
689
690
691
692
693
694
695
696
697
698
699
700
701

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2025

Yi-Lin Sung, Jaemin Cho, and Mohit Bansal. Vl-adapter: Parameter-efficient transfer
learning for vision-and-language tasks. In 2022 IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer
Vision and Pattern Recognition (CVPR), pp. 5217–5227, 2022.

Chaofei Wang, Qisen Yang, Rui Huang, Shiji Song, and Gao Huang. Efficient knowledge
distillation from model checkpoints. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems,
35:607–619, 2022.

Runqian Wang, Soumya Ghosh, David Cox, Diego Antognini, Aude Oliva, Rogerio Feris,
and Leonid Karlinsky. Trans-LoRA: Towards data-free transferable parameter efficient
finetuning. arXiv [cs.LG], May 2024.

Xiaoshi Wu, Yiming Hao, Keqiang Sun, Yixiong Chen, Feng Zhu, Rui Zhao, and Hongsheng
Li. Human preference score v2: A solid benchmark for evaluating human preferences of
text-to-image synthesis. arXiv [cs.CV], June 2023.

Lingling Xu, Haoran Xie, Si-Zhao Joe Qin, Xiaohui Tao, and Fu Lee Wang. Parameter-
efficient fine-tuning methods for pretrained language models: A critical review and as-
sessment, 2023. URL https://arxiv.org/abs/2312.12148.

Linfeng Zhang, Jiebo Song, Anni Gao, Jingwei Chen, Chenglong Bao, and Kaisheng Ma.
Be your own teacher: Improve the performance of convolutional neural networks via self
distillation. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF international conference on computer vision,
pp. 3713–3722, 2019.

Linfeng Zhang, Chenglong Bao, and Kaisheng Ma. Self-distillation: Towards efficient and
compact neural networks. IEEE Transactions on Pattern Analysis and Machine Intelli-
gence, 44(8):4388–4403, 2021.

Peiyuan Zhang, Guangtao Zeng, Tianduo Wang, and Wei Lu. Tinyllama: An open-source
small language model, 2024.

Richard Zhang, Phillip Isola, Alexei A Efros, Eli Shechtman, and Oliver Wang. The un-
reasonable effectiveness of deep features as a perceptual metric. In 2018 IEEE/CVF
Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition. IEEE, June 2018.

Zhilu Zhang and Mert Sabuncu. Self-distillation as instance-specific label smoothing. Ad-
vances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 33:2184–2195, 2020.

13

https://arxiv.org/abs/2312.12148


702
703
704
705
706
707
708
709
710
711
712
713
714
715
716
717
718
719
720
721
722
723
724
725
726
727
728
729
730
731
732
733
734
735
736
737
738
739
740
741
742
743
744
745
746
747
748
749
750
751
752
753
754
755

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2025

Figure 5: Our Efficient UNet architecture.

A Efficient UNet Architecture

The SD-v1.5 UNet architecture has an attention block in the first three downsampling and
the last three upsampling stages. The highest input dimension feature maps to these stages
are 64 × 64, which are prevalent in the first upsampling stage and the last downsampling
stage. Hence, each cross attention block contains linear layers comprising of 4096 × 4096
matrices. From an on-device latency standpoint, these blocks incur majority of the com-
putational bottleneck. Furthermore, we observe that much of text and spatial-semantics
interaction is captured in low-resolution stages of UNet. These consist of 32 × 32 or lesser
dimensional feature vectors, along with a higher number of channels and capacity, critical for
Diffusion based Generative Models. Hence, we distill our pruned UNet, “SD Efficient-v1”,
presented in Figure 5, without these 4096 × 4096 dimensional cross-attention blocks.

B Datasets

In this section, we provide more details on the style transfer datasets we use for vision adap-
tation experiments. We followed the licensing terms for every dataset which was curated.
BlueFire (Training): The BlueFire dataset is created by collecting images from open
public domain and consist of 6 concepts - car, dragon, bird, fox, man and castle. The dataset
has a total of 54 images covering all the concepts.
BlueFire (Validation): The Bluefire validation set consists of 30 curated text prompts,
of which 9 prompts contain one of 6 categories on which the model was trained, and the
remaining 21 prompts correspond to categories which the low-rank adapter has not been
fine-tuned on. These contain categories such as: (football, monster, sword, chess rook, lion,
tiger, dog, cat, koala, panda).
For all training experiments validating on this dataset, we produce 30 images per prompt,
varying the input seed. Hence, the HPS analysis is over 900 image and LPIPS-diversity
analysis is over 14500 image pairs.
Paintings: On similar lines, the Paintings dataset is also a collection of images from public
domain (CC0 license). The dataset has a total of 90 images cover 9 concepts - fire, bird,
elephants, ship, horse, flower, woman, man and tiger.
Paintings (Validation): The Paintings validation set consists of 21 curated text prompts,
of which 9 prompts contain one of 9 categories on which the model was trained, and the
remaining 12 prompts correspond to categories which the low-rank adapter has not been
fine-tuned on. These contain categories such as: (lion, tiger, dog, cat, koala, panda, and
other landscapes)
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Origami: The Origami dataset is also a collection of origami images from public domains.
The dataset has a total of 52 images covering 7 concepts - bird, boat, flower, cat, dog, fox
and house.
Pokemon: The Pokemon dataset is a collect of Pokemon images, initially introduced in
(Liu et al., 2020). It consists of 833 images and captions, the captions have been labeled
using BLIP (Li et al., 2022).

B.1 LoRA-X on SDXL Family

To fine-tune SDXL for a specific downstream tasks, we applied LoRA-X exclusively to the
UNet attention processors and the [‘to_q’, ‘to_v’, ‘to_k’, ‘to_out’] modules. The
rank of the ∆Σs is r=320, i.e., ∆Ws = Ũs∆ΣsṼ

⊤
s , Ũs ∈ Rm×r, Ṽs ∈ Rn×r, meaning

the total number of parameters we fine-tune per module is only 320, which is significantly
lower than LoRA (Hu et al., 2022). For the adaptation, we use mixed precision training of
FP16, a batch size of 8, gradient accumulation steps of 1, use gradient checkpointing and
learning rate of 1e-3 with a constant scheduler. We use SNR Gamma = 5.0 and train for
5000 iterations. For training LoRA-X on SSD-1B and RealVisXL-V3.0, as well as for all the
datasets: BlueFire, Paintings and Origami, we follow the same set of hyper-parameters. The
implementation is derived from the codebase2, where the hyper-parameters are described as
above.

B.1.1 LoRA-X Transfer to SSD-1B

To transfer LoRA-X trained on a source model to a target model, we begin by identifying
correlated modules between the source and target models through subspace similarity across
their various modules.
Figure 6 (a) illustrates the subspace similarity between the common attention blocks of
down-blocks in SDXL and SSD-1B. It shows that certain attention blocks in down- and
up-blocks exhibit low subspace similarity. For instance, transformer block 3 (tb.3) in down-
block 2 (db.2) has a similarity of less than 0.4, which is significantly lower than other blocks.
To address this, we seek another transformer block within the same module that may have
higher similarity. As shown in Figure 6 (b), db.2.attentions.0.tb.3 of SSD-1B exhibits higher
similarity with db.2.attentions.0.tb.6 of SDXL. Therefore, we apply LoRA-X of that SDXL
block on SSD-1B. We observed the similar behavior in db.2.attentions.1.tb.3 and proceeded
accordingly.
Finally, as shown in Figure 7, up.0.attentions.2.tb.4 to tb.7 do not exhibit this behav-
ior, and hence we do not apply LoRA-X of SDXL on those blocks of SSD-1B. For
up.0.attentions.0.tb.3 and up.0.attentions.1.tb.3, we proceeded to seek another transformer
block using the process described in Figure 6 (b).
After identifying correlated modules, we transfer the LoRA-X of a specific module from the
source model to the target model by projecting the LoRA-X onto its pre-trained weight
using equation 2.

B.1.2 LoRA-X Transfer to RealVisXL-v3.0

To transfer LoRA-X trained on SDXL into RealVisXL-v3.0, we followed the same steps as
outlined in section B.1.1. First, we identified the correlated attention blocks, and then we
projected LoRA-X into the RealVis-v3.0 subspace.

B.2 LoRA-X on SD-v1.5 Family

To train LoRA-X on SD-v1.5 for a specific downstream tasks, we applied
LoRA-X to the UNet and the text-encoder attention processors and the
[‘to_q’, ‘to_v’, ‘to_k’, ‘to_out’] modules. The rank of the ∆Σs is r=320.

2https://shorturl.at/x56s8
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Figure 6: (a) Subspace similarity of common attention blocks of down-blocks (db) in
SDXL and SSD-1B, (b) Subspace similarity between db.2.attentions.0.tb.3 of SSD-1B and
db.2.attentions.0.tb.3 to db.2.attentions.0.tb.9 of SDXL.

For the adaptation, we use mixed precision training of FP16, a batch size of 8, gradient
accumulation steps of 1 and learning rate of 1e-4 with a cosine scheduler. We train for
5000 steps. For training LoRA-X on SD Eff-v1.0 and RealVis-V3.0, as well as for all the
datasets: BlueFire, Paintings and Origami, we follow the same set of hyper-parameters.
Table 8 presents the ablation study on hyperparameters, including Steps and Batch size,
which differ from the default values in the kohya-ss repository3 for LoRA finetuing.

Table 8: Ablation on different hyper parameters on training LoRA-X using base model SD-
v1.5 and BlueFire dataset.

Steps Batch size HPSv2 (↑) LPIPS (↑)
5000 4 0.284 0.528
2000 4 0.260 0.518
2000 8 0.266 0.517
5000 8 0.296 0.539

B.2.1 LoRA-X Transfer

We followed the procedures outlined in section B.1.1 to transfer LoRA-X trained on SD-v1.5
into both SD Eff-v1.0 and RealVis-v3.0.

3https://github.com/kohya-ss/sd-scripts
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Figure 7: Subspace similarity of common attention blocks in up-blocks (ub) of SDXL vs.
SSD-1B.

To analyze subspace similarity, we followed the same as in section B.1.1. The detailed
analysis has been shown in Figure 8 and Figure 9. In fact, the correlation between different
subspaces are quite high i.e. greater than 0.8 suggesting direct transfer of the LoRA-X’s
from the source model to the corresponding target model.

C Subspace Similarity

Weighted similarity, one can use

Φl(A, B) = ∥A⊤B∥2
F

∥A⊤A∥F ∥B⊤B∥F
=

∑
i

∑
j σi

Aσj
B⟨ui

A,uj
B⟩2√∑

i(σi
A)2

√∑
i(σi

B)2
(5)

to measure the subspace similarity between two subspaces spanned by the columns of A and
B. In this scenario, similarity is influenced by singular values, with larger singular values
contributing more significantly to subspace similarity. However, because the adapter can
enhance features associated with very small singular values, this similarity measure might
not be particularly effective for transferring LoRA-X from a source model to a target model.

D Optimal Transport Solution

In this section, we describe the method to compute the optimal transport cost. We calculate
Φ(W i

s ,W j
t ) for all i ∈ 1, 2, ...S and j ∈ 1, 2, ...T , creating a cost matrix C ∈ RS×T , where

Cij = 1 − Φ(W i
s ,W j

t ). Subspace similarity is invalid if: (a) W i
s and W j

t have different
row and column counts, making it impossible to minimize the Frobenius Norm difference.
(b) W i

s and W j
t belong to different network parts (e.g., up, down, mid block of UNet)

or different attention operations (e.g., query, key, value, output). In such invalid cases,
subspace similarity Φ(·) is considered 0.
This allows us to frame the adapter transfer problem as an optimal transport problem. We
solve for the transport map X ∈ RS×T by minimizing:

minimize
X

Tr(C⊤X) such that Xa = 1
S

b, X⊤b = 1
T

a, X ≥ 0

where a is a T × 1-dimensional vector of ones and b is a S × 1-dimensional vector of ones.
The standard solution to this problem is using a simplex algorithm, which is inherently
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Figure 8: Subspace similarity of common attention blocks in SD-v1.5 vs. SD Eff-v1.
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Figure 9: Subspace similarity of common attention blocks in SD-v1.5 and RV-v3.0.

slow. Alternately, we use the network simplex approach which is a graph-theoretic version
of the simplex approach. In this version, the linear program is converted into a min-cost
flow problem with a bipartite directed graph:

• There are two sets of nodes: source and target. The source has S nodes while
the target has T nodes, corresponding to the number of source and target adapter
locations.

• The direction of flow is from the source node to the target node, where the supply
at each source node is 1

S while demand at target node is 1
T .

• There is a cost associated with flow transfer from ith source node to the jth target
node, which is denoted as Cij .

Using this setup, we vectorize X into x and C into c and convert the optimization problem
to that of

minimize
x

c⊤x such that Ix = d, x ≥ 0, (6)
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Table 9: Evaluation of LoRA-X trained from scratch on base source models (∆Σs) versus
training-free transferred LoRA-X from a source base model into a target model (∆Σt←s)
in text-to-image tasks. LoRA-X modifies the 320 largest singular values of the pre-trained
weights. Results are averaged over 30 seeds.

Datasets Base Model Adapter Training-Free HPSv2 (↑) LPIPS diversity (↑) DINOv2 (↑)

Origami
(900 images)

RealVis-v3.0 Trained 0.3344 0.4476 0.9193Transferred 0.3294 (+1.5%) 0.4497 (+0.5%)

SD Eff-v1.0 Trained 0.2645 0.5210 0.8184Transferred 0.2703 (+2.1%) 0.4838 (−7.7%)

RealVisXL-v3.0 Trained 0.2450 0.4522 0.8847Transferred 0.2724 (+9.7%) 0.4180 (−8.1%)

SSD-1B Trained 0.2437 0.4124 0.9413Transferred 0.2695 (+9.5%) 0.3880 (−6.3%)

where I ∈ R(S+T )×ST is an incidence matrix of the bipartite graph. The rows of the
incidence matrix represent the nodes in the graph while the columns represent the edges in
the graph. d ∈ R(S+T )×1 is the demand vector where dk = − 1

S for the source nodes and
dk = 1

T for the target nodes for k = {1, 2, 3, ...S+T}. The optimal solution is a basic feasible
solution to the problem and can be obtained as a spanning tree of the bipartite graph. The
initial solution starts with a spanning tree followed by pivoting to another spanning tree
until the one with minimal cost is obtained.

E More results

We also evaluate our proposed LoRA-X on the the Origami dataset. On this dataset, we
show results of transferring from SDv1.5 to RealVis-v3.0 or SD Eff-v1.0 and from SDXL to
RealVisXL-3.0 or SSD-1B in Table 9. The HPSv2 score for both the transferred LoRA-X and
that trained from scratch is similar in score. In fact, transferred LoRA-X produces higher
performance in most of the cases. This can be attributed to better text-image alignment of
the source model from which LoRA-X is transferred. In terms of diversity, the transferred
LoRA-X mostly produces poorer performance. This can be due to the fact that all modes
of the dataset are not transferred during the subspace projection. However, DINO scores
among the dataset generated using transferred LoRA-X and that trained from scratch is
high. This suggests that the generated data using both the methods are well correlated.
Furthermore, we show visual results on the Painting and Origami datasets in Figure 10
and Figure 11, Figure 12 and Figure 13, respectively, with the SDXL and SD-v1.5 families.
Results are shown for the source models as well as cases of transferring LoRA-X to the
target model. Visually, we do not see much difference between the generated image styles
and contents of both the source or the target models.

E.1 Effect of Subspace Constraint

Here we show the effect of subspace constraint using Origami dataset. Table 10 demonstrates
the impact of the subspace constraint imposed in the LoRA-X structure (equation 1) by
comparing its transferability with LoRA (Hu et al., 2022). For this comparison, we used the
Oriami dataset and fine-tuned both LoRA and LoRA-X on SD-v1.5 as the source model,
with SD Eff-v1.0 as the target.

E.2 Ablation Studies on SDXL family

In Table 11, we show quantitative results when transferring LoRA-X from SSD-1B to SDXL
i.e. from a smaller source to a larger target. The HPSv2 scores and LPIPS diversity scores
are quite similar with that of SDXL LoRA-X trained form scratch. This suggests that our
LoRA-X is effective even for smaller sources in the SDXL family. Furthermore, high DINO
score suggests that image fidelity is quite high between the images generated from both the
models.

19



1026
1027
1028
1029
1030
1031
1032
1033
1034
1035
1036
1037
1038
1039
1040
1041
1042
1043
1044
1045
1046
1047
1048
1049
1050
1051
1052
1053
1054
1055
1056
1057
1058
1059
1060
1061
1062
1063
1064
1065
1066
1067
1068
1069
1070
1071
1072
1073
1074
1075
1076
1077
1078
1079

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2025

Figure 10: Generated samples using LoRA-X style adapter for painting style on the SDXL
as source model and our proposed training-free transfer to SSD-1B and RVXL v3.0. Results
are also shown when SSD-1B and RVXL v3.0 are trained from scratch.

Table 10: LoRA-X subspace constraint effect on transferability of style adapter. SD-v1.5 as
the source model and SD Eff-v1.0 as the target.

Dataset Method Adapter Rank HPSv2 (↑) LPIPS diversity (↑) DINOv2 (↑) Total size (MB)

Origami

LoRA-X Trained 320 0.265 0.521 0.819 0.16Transferred 0.330 (+1.5%) 0.484 (−7.7%)

LoRA

Trained 32 0.253 0.414 0.812 34.07Transferred 0.226 (−10.6%) 0.482 (+16.4%)
Trained 16 0.261 0.460 0.781 17.08Transferred 0.229 (−12.2%) 0.475 (+3.2%)
Trained 1 0.255 0.480 0.798 1.15Transferred 0.230 (−9.4%) 0.492 (+2.5%)

In Table 12, we show that copying the singular values from source model (SDXL) to target
model (SSD-1B) produces slightly poorer performance compared to LoRA-X.

E.3 Experimental Setup for Text Generation

Table 11: Evaluation of training-free transferred LoRA-X from the smaller source (SSD-1B)
to the larger target (SDXL) versus LoRA-X trained on SDXL from scratch using BlueFire
dataset.

Adapter HPSv2 (↑) LPIPS diversity (↑) DINOv2 (↑)
Trained 0.3060 0.4216 0.9528Transferred 0.2793 (9.5%) 0.4329 (2.6%)

20



1080
1081
1082
1083
1084
1085
1086
1087
1088
1089
1090
1091
1092
1093
1094
1095
1096
1097
1098
1099
1100
1101
1102
1103
1104
1105
1106
1107
1108
1109
1110
1111
1112
1113
1114
1115
1116
1117
1118
1119
1120
1121
1122
1123
1124
1125
1126
1127
1128
1129
1130
1131
1132
1133

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2025

Figure 11: Generated samples using LoRA-X style adapter for painting style on the SD-v1.5
as source model and our proposed training-free transfer to SD Eff-v1.0 and RV-v3.0. Results
are also shown when SD Eff-v1.0 and RV-v3.0 are trained from scratch.

Table 12: Evaluation of training-free transformed LoRA-X by copying singular value modi-
fications from the source (SDXL) to the target (SSD-1B) versus subspace projected one on
the BlueFire Dataset.

Subspace Proj. HPSv2 (↑) LPIPS diversity (↑) DINOv2 (↑)
0.296 0.351 0.966
0.300 0.392 0.969

We have implemented a LoRA-X application to fine-tune TinyLlama, a large language
model Zhang et al. (2024), and successfully transferred it from TinyLlama 3T to TinyLlama
2.5T for a prompt generation task using the ’awesome chatgpt prompts’ dataset. In this
experiment, the rank of LoRA-X is set to r = 32. We used the default hyperparameters from
the PEFT repository (Mangrulkar et al., 2022) for LoRA finetuning on the CAUSAL task
over 3 epochs. Table 13 shows the results for the Trained case versus the Transferred case,
indicating that Transferred LoRA-X outperforms in terms of BLEU and ROUGE metrics.

Table 13: Evaluation of LoRA-X trained from scratch on the base model TinyLlama 2.5T
versus training-free transferred LoRA-X from another base model TinyLlama 3T to the tar-
get model TinyLlama 2.5T in a text-generation task using the “awesome chatgpt prompts”
dataset.

Method Adapter Bleu (↑) ROUGE-1 (↑) ROUGE-2 (↑) ROUGE-L (↑) ROUGE-LSum (↑)

LoRA-X Trained 0.8612 0.9349 0.9346 0.9349 0.9349
Transferred 0.8819 0.9874 0.9873 0.9874 0.9874
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Figure 12: Generated samples using LoRA-X style adapter for origami style on the SDXL
as the source model and our proposed training-free transfer to SSD-1B and RVXL v3.0.
Results are also shown when adapters on SSD-1B and RVXL v3.0 are trained from scratch.

F Implementation

We also share the implementation of our LoRA-X transfer technique. It takes the LoRA-X
from the source model, the target model and filter blocks. The filter blocks are modules
where we do not apply the transfer due to low subspace similarity between the source and
target model. The output is the LoRA-X for the target model.
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Algorithm 1 Simplistic Pytorch style pseudocode for LoRA-X transfer

de f forward ( r e f l o r a , t a r mode l t en so r s , f i l t e r b l o c k s ) :

’ ’ ’
r e f l o r a : LoRA weights o f the r e f e r e n c e / source model .
For LoRA−X case , s i n g u l a r matrix i s absorbed in to down matrix
t a r m o d e l t e n s o r s : weights o f the t a r g e t model
f i l t e r b l o c k s : model weights which have low c r o s s s i m i l a r i t y
’ ’ ’

t a r l o r a = {}

f o r key , model key in z ip ( r e f l o r a . keys ( ) , t a r m o d e l t e n s o r s . keys ( ) ) :
# Consider t e n s o r s not in the f i l t e r b l o c k s
i f not key . s t a r t s w i t h ( tup l e ( f i l t e r b l o c k s ) ) :

i f key . endswith (”down . weight ” ) :
cont inue

tar model w = t a r m o d e l t e n s o r s [ model key ]

lora up w = r e f l o r a [ key ]
lora down key = key . r e p l a c e ( ’ l o r a . up ’ , ’ l o r a . down ’ )

lora down w = r e f l o r a [ lora down key ]
l o r a r a n k = lora down weight . shape [ 0 ]

u model w , s model w , vh model w = \
torch . l i n a l g . svd ( tar model w , f u l l m a t r i c e s=False )

# to p r o j e c t LoRA weights on base model weight
p ro j l o r a up w = u model w @ u model w .T @ lora up w

proj lora down w = lora down w @ vh model w .T @ vh model w

t a r l o r a [ key ] = pro j l o r a up w
t a r l o r a [ lora down key ] = pro j lora down w

return t a r l o r a
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Figure 13: Generated samples using LoRA-X style adapter for origami style on the SD-v1.5
as the source model and our proposed training-free transfer to SD Eff-v1.0 and RV-v3.0.
Results are also shown when adapters on SD Eff-v1.0 and RV-v3.0 are trained from scratch.
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