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ABSTRACT

Retrofitting large language models (LLMs) with new behaviors typically requires
finetuning or distillation—costly steps that must be repeated for every architecture.
In this work, we introduce ⌘V (Command-V), a backpropagation-free behavior
transfer method that copies an existing residual representation adapter from a donor
model and pastes its effect into an architecturally different recipient model. ⌘V
profiles layer activations on a small prompt set, derives linear converters between
corresponding layers, and applies the donor intervention in the recipient’s activa-
tion space. This process does not require access to the original training data and
needs minimal compute. In three case studies—safety-refusal enhancement, jail-
break facilitation, and automatic chain-of-thought reasoning—⌘V matches the
performance of direct finetuning while using orders of magnitude less resources.

1 INTRODUCTION

Various approaches for adjusting the behaviors of large language models (LLMs)—including super-
vised finetuning (Hu et al., 2022), instruction tuning (Wei et al., 2021), and reinforcement learning
from human feedback (Christiano et al., 2017)—are widely used in practice (Xia et al., 2024). And
yet despite their effectiveness, these methods are costly, requiring specifically curated data and con-
siderable computational resources. Moreover, existing approaches do not use the fact that many
existing models already exhibit desirable behaviors, instead opting to train in these behaviors from
scratch. Given the extensive capabilities of current LLMs, a far more efficient route toward building
models with targeted behaviors would be to efficiently transfer skills from one model to another.

To fill this gap, we propose ⌘V, an activation1-based framework for transferring representation-
finetuned behaviors across models in a training-free way. Specifically, we transfer representation
adapter weights—parameter-efficient modules inserted into pretrained models—from a finetuned
donor LLM to a recipient LLM via two main steps. First, ⌘V identifies corresponding activation
patterns between the donor and the recipient (Section 3.1). Second, ⌘V derives a converter based
on the donor’s adapter weights, which, in turn, facilitates inference with the recipient model (Sec-
tion 3.2). These steps, which do not require additional data or training, result in improved downstream
performance across several targeted tasks (Section 4). Thus, across the landscape of model editing
methods,⌘V pushes the Pareto frontier with respect to both computation cost and performance. Our
contributions are as follows:

1. Activation profiling. We propose activation profiling, a simple, data-efficient method that
establishes correspondences between residual neurons in distinct transformer-based LLMs.

2. ⌘V adapter transfer. By using activation profiles, we derive converters that can paste new
behaviors into a recipient model without additional data or parameter updates.

3. Effective behavior pasting. On safety refusal, jailbreaking, and chain-of-thought prompt-
ing tasks, ⌘V matches the performance of fine-tuning while using minimal compute.

2 RELATED WORK

Our work intersects with several lines of model editing research, including model distillation, model
merging, activation engineering, and parameter-efficient finetuning. In the following sections, we
identify similarities and differences between ⌘V and these techniques.

1We use activations, (hidden/residual) representations, and transformers layer/block outputs interchangeably.
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Figure 1: Reusing PEFT weights on an architecturally different model with ⌘V requires little data
and no backpropagation. ⌘V can bring recipient models new behaviors like jailbreaking prompt
refusal.

Knowledge Distillation Knowledge distillation (Hinton et al., 2015; Buciluǎ et al., 2006) aims to
transfer knowledge from a teacher model to a student model by training the student to mimic the
teacher’s output probabilities (Hinton et al., 2015) or internal representations (Romero et al., 2014).
While effective for model compression or transferring general capabilities, standard distillation typi-
cally requires extensive data generation from the teacher and significant training time for the student.
⌘V differs by directly transferring the functional effect of a specific, pre-existing adapter using acti-
vation mappings, avoiding large-scale data generation and retraining of the recipient.

Model Merging and Editing Model merging techniques, which tend to operate on models of the
same architectural family and parameter count, combine parameters from multiple finetuned model
variants to create a single, more capable model (Wortsman et al., 2022; Matena & Raffel, 2022; Yadav
et al., 2023). In a similar spirit, Ilharco et al. (2022) perform arithmetic operations on the weights
of models finetuned on different tasks. Model editing methods like ROME (Meng et al., 2022a) and
MEMIT (Meng et al., 2022b) modify specific facts stored within model weights. In contrast, ⌘V
operates in the activation space, facilitating transfer between distinct architectures.

Activation Interpretability and Engineering Our method is inspired by research that analyzes
intermediate model states. In particular, a relevant line of work has shown that adding steering
vectors (i.e., biases) to residual layer outputs can effectively adjust model behaviors (Turner et al.,
2023; Zou et al., 2023a; Rimsky et al., 2024). Interpretability research analyzes hidden states as
sparse linear features (Gao et al., 2024), which yield methods for steering model output (Luo et al.,
2024). While the majority of these works involve editing the activations of a particular target model,
⌘V uses the activations of a donor model to steer the activations of a distinct recipient model.

Parameter-Efficient Finetuning (PEFT) PEFT methods are designed to adapt an LLM without
significantly updating its parameters. Various techniques—including adapters (Houlsby et al., 2019),
low-rank adaptation (LoRA) (Hu et al., 2022), and prefix-tuning (Li & Liang, 2021)—add or modify
a small number of parameters. Among representation-editing methods, in addition to activation steer-
ing noted above, representation fine-tuning (ReFT) learns lightweight, low-rank adapters that update
activations via learned projections, and claims 15x to 65x parameter efficiency boost over LoRA (Wu
et al., 2024). In contrast, ⌘V transfers these ReFT adapters from a donor model, requiring neither
the original PEFT training data nor backpropagation on the target.

Shared Representation Spaces ⌘V rests on evidence that cross-architecture LLMs converge to
a shared representation space (Huh et al., 2024). This emerges as universal geometry and aligned
activation neighborhoods across model families (Lee et al., 2025; Wolfram & Schein, 2025), which
our method leverages to transfer edits. Concurrently, Bello et al. (2025) and Wu et al. (2025) show

2
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Algorithm 1 ⌘V (Command-V)

Require: Donor model MD, recipient model MR, donor adapter interventions {∆I lD}lD∈Ladapt
D

,
profiling prompts P = {p1, . . . , pN}

Ensure: Recipient model with transferred behavior

Phase 1: Activation Profiles
1: for m ∈ {D,R} and each layer lm in model Mm do
2: for i = 1 to N do
3: Alm

m [i, :]← last token activations of pi at layer lm of Mm

4: end for
5: end for

Phase 2: Layer Correspondence & Converter Derivation
6: for each donor layer lD ∈ Ladapt

D with intervention ∆I lD do
7: lR = ⌊α · lD⌋ where α = |LR|/|LD| ▷ Find corresponding recipient layer
8: ClR,lD

R→D ← (AlR
R )†AlD

D ; ClD,lR
D→R ← (AlD

D )†AlR
R ▷ Moore-Penrose pseudoinverse converters

9: end for

Phase 3: Inference with Behavior Transfer
10: During recipient model forward pass with input x:
11: for each layer lR with corresponding donor intervention do
12: htemp

D ← hlRClR,lD
R→D ▷ Convert recipient activations to donor space

13: ∆hR ← ClD,lR
D→R(∆I lD (htemp

D )) ▷ Apply intervention and convert back
14: hlR ← hlR +∆hR ▷ Add intervention to recipient activations
15: end for

that concept-aligned steering vectors and activation subspaces transfer within same-family models
through a learned linear or affine map, enabling cross-model propensity edits and concept detection.

3 DERIVING AND USING ACTIVATION PROFILES

We next introduce relevant notation, define activation profiles, and describe how they can be used to
port behaviors from one model to another. To begin, let M denote a transformer-based LLM; we use
subscripts to differentiate between distinct models. For instance, we will use Mm to denote an LLM
parameterized by a particular set of layers Lm with hidden states hl

m ∈ Rdm for ℓ ∈ Lm, where dm
is the hidden dimension. In particular, ⌘V uses three distinct models: the donor MD, a finetuned
version of the donor MD′ , and the recipient MR. MD′ is finetuned from MD via parameter-efficient
adapters. In our settings, MD′ and MD only differ in the extra intervention modules (adapters),
denoted as I below. We also let P = {p1, . . . , pN} denote a set of prompts.

3.1 ACTIVATION PROFILING

To build an activation profile for a targeted modelMm, we first pass P throughMm. For each prompt
pi ∈ P , we record the activation vectors Am for some set of neurons of interest Nm:

Am(pi) = [am,n(pi) : n ∈ Nm] (1)

where Am(pi) is the activation vector for model m ∈ {D,R}, and am,n(pi) is the aggregated ac-
tivation of neuron n before decoding. Following best practices from RepE (Zou et al., 2023a), to
obtain a representative activation profile for each neuron, we use the last-token activations to match
our adapter configurations. For instance, for Llama3.1-8B-Instruct, which has a residual dimension
size of 4096 and a depth of 32 layers (Grattafiori et al., 2024), obtaining an activation profile with
one hundred prompts yields a matrix of size (100, 4096) for each layer. Intuitively, a layer’s activa-
tion profile matrix encodes how each residual dimension responds across diverse user prompts in the
activation space.

3
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3.2 FROM ACTIVATION PROFILES TO REPRESENTATION TRANSFER

Representation Adapters After profiling the activations of a given model, one can then design
adapters that operate on them. In our experiments, we build adapters using DiReFT (Wu et al., 2024),
a performant ReFT method that operates on a frozen base model and learns task-specific interventions
on hidden representations. Unlike other common PEFT methods that operate on weights and apply
interventions across all decoding phases, every ReFT module only intervenes on select prompt tokens,
targeting only the few first and/or last tokens. DiReFT uses low-rank transformations to efficiently
steer model behavior to compute an intervention I that acts on a hidden state h:

I(h) = h+W ⊺
2 (W1h+ b) (2)

The rank of this intervention is on the scale of 4 to 32. Below we use the symbol ∆I(h) = I(h)−h.

Layer Correspondence Identifying corresponding layers between models is crucial for effective
transfer. Wolfram & Schein (2025) shows that layer-specific functionalities tend to scale linearly with
depth, meaning the second layer of a shallow network tends to correspond to the fourth layer of a
network twice as deep. Based on this intuition, we use the simple linear mapping

lR = ⌊α · lD⌋ where α = |LR|/|LD| (3)

to match layers in models of different depths. See Appendix A.2 for more discussion regarding the
effect of corresponding layer choices on converter performance.

Layer Converter To bridge the different vector spaces of model representations, we define a layer
activation converter C as a pair of transformation functions that map between donor layer lD and
recipient layer lR representation spaces:

ClD→lR : RdD → RdR and ClR→lD : RdR → RdD

The converter should preserve representational structure and maintain cycle-consistency, meaning
that for the same inputs, the following relationships should hold

ClR→lD (hR) ≈ hD and ClD→lR(ClR→lD (hR)) ≈ hR.

The converter directly maps between representation spaces using linear transformations computed
by solving the least squares problem defined by mapping paired representation vectors to one another.
We can accumulate corresponding pairs of activation vectors by passing sample inputs through both
models, yielding activation vectors x from the recipient and y from the donor. Then, we construct
activation matrices X ∈ RN×dR from the recipient model and Y ∈ RN×dD (where N is the number
of samples). Ultimately, this allows us to compute the following matrices:

CR→D = X†Y (4)
CD→R = Y †X (5)

where X† denotes the Moore-Penrose pseudoinverse of X . This approach yields transformation
matrices CR→D ∈ RdR×dD and CD→R ∈ RdD×dR without requiring backpropagation and can be
done efficiently on a CPU. As an example, a single bidirectional converter from one layer in Llama3.2-
3B-Instruct to another in Llama3.1-8B-Instruct has weight shapes (4096, 3072) and (3072, 4096).
During inference, transformations are applied via simple matrix multiplication:

hD = hRCR→D and hR = hDCD→R.

Transfer Mechanism We now show how one can apply interventions from the donor model to
the recipient through a three-step process: (1) converting recipient representations to the donor’s
space, (2) applying the donor’s intervention function, and (3) converting the result back to modify
the recipient’s representation. These steps are captured in the following equation:

hlR
intervened = hlR + ClD→lR(∆I lD (ClR→lD (h

lR))) (6)

where ∆I lD is the intervention at the donor’s corresponding layer lD. This approach facilitates
transfer between models with minimal overhead due to the ease of computing ClD→lR and its inverse.

4
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Low GPU Memory Footprint As this method does not involve backpropagation or training, ⌘V
requires significantly less GPU memory than finetuning, making it suitable for edge devices. While
the peak memory usage of finetuning varies with training configurations, data length, and adapter
types, the memory footprint of this technique often vastly exceeds that of inference. For ⌘V, if the
activation profiles of both models are available beforehand2, an edge device can effectively use an
8B model’s adapter on a 3B model without ever needing to download the 8B model weights or the
capacity to run it.

4 ⌘V IN PRACTICE

To demonstrate our cross-model method’s effectiveness, we port three behaviors selected for their
significant pre- and post-finetuning performance differences, ease of verifiability, and practical utility.
First, we use⌘V for enhanced safety alignment, i.e., introducing the behavior of refusing malicious
user requests. Second, we show that ⌘V can suppress refusal by porting in jailbreak behaviors, so
that an aligned model no longer refuses objectionable prompts. Finally, we use ⌘V to improve the
thinking behavior of the recipient model by porting over the ability to consistently reason step-by-step
by default (in the absence of explicit chain-of-thought prompts).

4.1 CONFIGURATIONS

Adapter Training Details Across all our experiments, we train a DiReFT module for every other
layer in each donor. All interventions operate on last-tokens only, a common choice in activation
works (e.g. Zou et al., 2023a) as well as in the ReFT implementation. These modules add less than
0.04% additional parameters and are each used only once per generated sequence (rather than once
per decoded token), adding minimal delay to inference. Other training parameters largely follow the
settings in Table 6 of (Wu et al., 2024), except that we use batch sizes of 2, 4, and 16, low rank
dimension of 8, and 6 epochs.

⌘V and Activation Profiles To build the activation profiles, we use N = 1030 prompts from the
training split of the LIMA dataset (Zhou et al., 2023). The prompts cover a diverse range of topics
and styles (e.g., open-ended questions, creative writing, factual queries) to elicit varied activation
patterns, e.g., “What is the difference between minimum and infimum?” and “I am planning to start
a book club with some friends. Can you write an email invitation for the same?” We choose this
dataset for its proven usefulness in aligning non-instruct models and, by extension, the potential to
represent diverse user queries. Notably, the LIMA dataset is easy to obtain and minimally specialized
to the below tasks—⌘V does not depend on having task-specific data on hand. See discussion about
other N in Appendix C.2.

4.2 CASE STUDY: REFUSAL ENHANCEMENT

Refusal enhancement (often called jailbreaking defense or adversarial safety alignment) strength-
ens a model’s rejection of adversarial prompts that bypass safety guardrails to extract harmful con-
tent (Robey et al., 2023; Jain et al., 2023; Bianchi et al., 2023; Ji et al., 2023). Here we consider
manual jailbreaking prompts that are fully in natural language, where they often use imaginary sce-
narios to persuade the model to generate disallowed material. Effective refusal to these prompts either
declines to respond or redirects to safe alternative answers without providing useful information to
bad actors.

Datasets To train refusal adapters, we sampled 10, 000 prompts from the training set of WildJail-
break (Jiang et al., 2024), including harmful and benign adversarial examples. Evaluation is done on
all 2, 000 adversarial harmful and 221 adversarial benign prompts from the evaluation split.

2Activation profiles in this work are task-agnostic, requiring only one setup per model, which simplifies
potential distribution. Even when profiles aren’t available, constructing them requires less peak memory than
regular generation since the process only needs prompt token activations and skips the decoding stage entirely.
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Figure 2: Reduced jailbreak attack success rate (ASR ↓) on Llama3.2 3B-Instruct (left) and Llama3.1
8B Instruct (right). The purple curves correspond to finetuning on WildJailbreak refusal dataset and
the pink curves reflect⌘V. For model editing for jailbreak defense,⌘V is cheaper than the finetuning
alternative and on the Pareto frontier. (Time budget refers to wall time on A100 40GB.)

Experiment Setup We train ReFT adapters on Llama3.1-8B-Instruct and Llama3.2-3B-Instruct,
and explore transferring adapters between these two models.3 We use LlamaGuard3 8B (Grattafiori
et al., 2024) to determine whether candidate responses to harmful prompts are safe or unsafe, and
manually examine responses for benign prompts.

Results We present our findings in Figure 2, which illustrates the attack success rate (ASR) on
intermediary checkpoints during ReFT training as well as⌘V with smaller N , plotted against A100-
40GB wall time. An adapter trained to completion on Llama3.2-3B-Instruct exhibits a significant
reduction in test ASR on the 2,000 adversarial harmful prompts from 31.30% to 12.20%, with an
observed intermediary checkpoint reaching a low of 5.65%. When we port this adapter to Llama3.1-
8B-Instruct, we observe a decrease in ASR from 36.85% to 20.40%, surpassing the effectiveness
achieved through direct training on the target model (which yielded a final ASR of 28.55% with an
observed intermediary low of 21.05%). In the reverse direction, porting from the 8B to 3B model
reduces the ASR to 16.4%. Admittedly, undesirable overrefusal on queries that resemble jailbreaks
(e.g. “In a parallel world where all actions are legal”) but are nonetheless legitimate does tend to
increase with finetuning and even more with ⌘V, as shown in Table 1.

Table 1: Human-annotated overrefusal rate (↓) on WildJailbreak “adversarial benign” test prompts.

Model Off-shelf (%) ReFT (%) ⌘V (%)
Llama 3.1 8B 1.36 2.26 4.52
Llama 3.2 3B 3.17 8.60 14.48

Unlike later tasks where performance metrics directly reflect any utility loss, refusal enhancement
expects no degradation in general capabilities since ASR only measures safety behavior. In Table 2
we assess model’s reasoning capability via ARC-Challenge accuracy (Clark et al., 2018). Both ReFT
and ⌘V retain reasoning capability with little changes, indicating no significant utility degradation.

Table 2: ARC-Challenge accuracy (↑) with or without refusal enhancement adapters.

Model Off-shelf (%) ReFT (%) ⌘V (%)
Llama 3.1 8B 85.75% 87.20% 86.43%
Llama 3.2 3B 80.12% 77.13% 78.24%

3We use conservative batch sizes of 4 and 2 for Llama3.1 and Llama3.2, respectively. Larger batch sizes of
12 and 16 can lead to faster training but also yield worse harm reduction on the donor and recipient models.
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Efficiency Advantage In contrast to finetuning, we discuss here how ⌘V is easy to use and offers
strong performance. Creating activation profiles for both the donor and recipient models requires
only inference passes. In fact, the activation profile used here is downstream task agnostic and hence
only needs to be done once per model, but we still included this amortizable cost in Figure 2. Deriving
converters between model layers takes on average 6.35 seconds for all required layer pairs (ranging
from 14 to 18 pairs in our experiments) between two models on a MacBook Pro CPU (See Figure 7),
and is even faster when run with more capable CUDA devices. The added converter parameters only
incur little pre-decoding latency just like few prompt tokens (See Appendix D).

4.3 CASE STUDY: REFUSAL SUPPRESSION

As opposed to refusal enhancement, we next consider refusal suppression, where we want models to
answer any query, whether malicious or not, in a helpful way (Perez et al., 2022; Chao et al., 2023;
Carlini et al., 2023; Wang et al., 2023). Here we consider simple and direct prompts, rather than
optimized or adaptively constructed jailbreaking attacks.

Datasets For jailbreaking experiments, we use AdvBench (Zou et al., 2023b) for training and eval-
uation. We also evaluate our approach on HarmBench Standard (Mazeika et al., 2024) to test gener-
alization across different harmful prompts. We again use LlamaGuard3 8B for safety classification.
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Recipient Model (⌘V) Inferencing on AdvBench Test Recipient Model (⌘V) Inferencing on Harmbench

Figure 3: Jailbreaking and ⌘V: Porting jailbreakability from one model to another often increases
attack success rate (ASR ↑), especially in the same model family (indicated by the white dashed line
boxes). All models here are their instruct versions. Diagonal entries reflect validation set perfor-
mance of the ReFT adapter (not ⌘V), serve as an upper bound on expected ⌘V performance.

Experiment Setup We port jailbreaking adapters across many instruction-tuned models from
Llama3 (Grattafiori et al., 2024), Qwen2.5 (Yang et al., 2024), and Gemma2 (Team et al., 2024),
and additionally perform inference4 with Phi4-mini (Abdin et al., 2024) and Olmo2 (OLMo et al.,
2024). See a breakdown of their architectures in Table 3.

Results As shown by the off diagonals of Figure 3, most models exhibit low vulnerability (single-
digit % ASR), but after⌘V, many showed significant increases to 20-80% harmful output generation.
Adapters trained on Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct, the best-performing donor, achieve on average 41.2% and
46.9% ASR when porting to other models on AdvBench and Harmbench respectively and up to 80.7%
and 81.5% ASR as showcased on Qwen2.5-1.5B-Instruct. Qwen2.5-1.5B-Instruct is only second to
Llama-3.2-1B-Instruct, the model most susceptible to jailbreaking porting, averaging 61.7% and
54.9% on AdvBench and Harmbench, respectively, when acting as a recipient.

4These models are not supported by the ReFT library for training at the time of this writing.
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In aggregate, these results show that jailbreaking capabilities can be effectively transferred across
model boundaries using our approach, especially within the same model family. Gemma2-2B-it
is the most ⌘V-jailbreaking-resistant model, with all porting failing to jailbreak it meaningfully.
Again, even though LIMA activation profiles were not explicitly obtained on harmful inputs, they
still yielded effective results when transferred between models, suggesting that the underlying mech-
anisms generalize beyond its specific distribution.

Multistep Arithmetic

Tracking Shuffled Objects (5)

(⌘V from 3B)

(⌘V from 8B)

(⌘V from 3B)

(⌘V from 7B)

(⌘V from 3B)

(⌘V from 8B)

(⌘V from 3B)

(⌘V from 7B)

Figure 4: Trained and⌘V performance on Big Bench Hard. When prompted for answers in a JSON
format, models with OpenMathReasoning ReFT adapters ported via⌘V from a same-family model
(e.g. 8B to 3B) are more likely to reason (more output characters), comparable to when the model
undergoes the same ReFT training. ⌘V and ReFT vastly boost task accuracy, despite often causing
more responses to fail the requested format (middle column) which are then deemed incorrect.

4.4 CASE STUDY: INCREASED USE OF CHAIN OF THOUGHT REASONING

Chain-of-thought (CoT) reasoning is a model behavior where an LLM outputs increased thinking
before providing a final answer to the prompt, which often shows performance improvement on
reasoning-involved tasks (Wei et al., 2022). This behavior is shown to be invoked via prompting (Ko-
jima et al., 2022), extensive post-training (OpenAI, 2024; Guo et al., 2025; Shao et al., 2024), or
finetuning (Trung et al., 2024). In our task, we aim to increase a model’s tendency to complete a
free-form CoT trace before finally formatting an answer to a complex question in a required short
JSON format.
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Datasets We train ReFT modules on 2,000 examples from OpenMathReasoning (Moshkov et al.,
2025) to improve models’ step-by-step reasoning tendency5. For evaluation, we test on two Big Bench
Hard (Suzgun et al., 2022) tasks, which show the biggest chain-of-thought-induced improvement
from the original paper. Each task comprises 250 test questions.

Experiment Setup For Qwen2.5 and Llama3.1 and 3.2 models, we evaluate how well ⌘V ports
between different model sizes. In our variant of the CoT task, we prompt each model and its edited
variant to output answers in JSON. This makes for easier answer extraction, but it does mean the
accuracies we report are well below what they would be if no formatting requirements were in place.

Results As shown in Figure 4, editing models with finetuning or ⌘V to reason before answering
improves performance on challenging reasoning tasks, as the curators of Big Bench Hard expected.

For Multistep Arithmetic, we observe marked gains across all tested models, with Qwen 2.5 3B
showing the most substantial porting improvement (+50%). Some cross-model porting achieves
comparable results to direct training. Performance on the Tracking (Five) Shuffled Objects task shows
more modest but still significant improvements, particularly for larger models. The Qwen base model
for this task probabilistically reasons with CoT before answering.

One concern was that models exhibited unpredictable behavior changes after porting. While reason-
ing quality uniformly improved, instruction following sometimes degraded or collapsed, with models
generating fewer compliant JSON responses (up to 28.8% of all responses), less fluent content (espe-
cially for the Qwen models), content in a language differing from the prompts’, or in a few cases any
useful content despite showing higher correctness when they did follow the format. See examples in
Appendix E.

5 DISCUSSION

Our results serve as a strong proof of concept that methods to port behaviors from one model to
another can be effective. This motivates some exciting directions for future work, although they
are beyond the scope of this paper. One potential application is to finetune models in high-data-
availability languages and port these behaviors into low-resource language models. For instance,
data may be cheap and readily available in English for tuning models to follow instructions, and the
adapters trained with such data could be used to paste instruction-following capability into a Swahili
language model. The effectiveness of⌘V also motivates work on task composition. Perhaps training
small specialist adapters could lead to cheap ways to build high-performing generalists by pasting sev-
eral behaviors into one model for downstream use, potentially with pretraining-time changes. Some
of the technical details of our method also open rich directions for future exploration. For example,
more intricate converters beyond the least-squares method we use may improve performance. One
could explore non-linear maps between the representation spaces and even trained converters of var-
ious shapes. Adapters beyond ReFT, like MLP-input-editing adapter JoLA (Lai et al., 2025), are
likely also compatible with ⌘V.

These promising directions for future work are beyond our scope because of several limitations of
the method as we study it here. For example, ⌘V is not as useful when the adapters have very
little impact on the donor model to begin with. Our results on finetuning LLMs on a commonsense
reasoning dataset (Hu et al., 2023) following the ReFT (Wu et al., 2024) setup or a fictional knowledge
dataset (Maini et al., 2024) show modest performance gains for the donor model and negligible
performance gain, if at all, for the recipient after ⌘V.

Another limitation to be overcome in subsequent work is that model utility is occasionally compro-
mised after applying ⌘V (much like activation oversteering (Konen et al., 2024)). In some cases,
recipient models, particularly the smaller ones, fail to improve task performance or suffer from com-
plete output collapse, generating incoherent content. For example, transferring formatting behaviors
that require exact token generation (such as “<thinking>”) often results in confused or malformed
output. Recent work suggests that light weight techniques like classifier-free guidance (Sanchez
et al., 2024) could mitigate this issue, which we leave for future exploration. Empirically, we find

5We replace the “<thinking>” tokens with natural words as the model may generate confused words after
porting, which we hypothesize is potentially caused by tokenizer mismatch as well as approximation error.
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that Llama 3.2 3B and 3.1 8B are often better candidates for transfer than others, suggesting that
strategic model pairing can help yield effective results, but predicting good model pairs and task
performance transferability remains an open question. For example, cheap signals like converter
test loss on intended prompts might help predict transfer quality. Architectural divergence between
models further complicates ⌘V in some settings. While some behaviors like jailbreaking transfer
successfully across different model families, other capabilities like enhancing refusal and reasoning
show reduced effectiveness when porting between architecturally dissimilar models. Nevertheless,
any utility degradation is already reflected in our task evaluation: bad responses cannot be recognized
as successful jailbreaks or correct answers.

Even with these limitations, our contributions offer great potential to the community. With lots
of room for improvement in general applicability, ⌘V is still Pareto optimal in terms of cost and
performance. With no task-specific data and orders of magnitude less compute than directly training
adapters for the recipient models, we achieve competitive performance on various tasks.
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ETHICS STATEMENT

Our method aims to support generic task finetuning and shows success on beneficial behaviors like
safety refusal enhancement. Nevertheless, due to the efficiency of ⌘V and its ability to port jail-
breaking behavior, we believe that it could lower the barrier to entry for using open-weight models
for harmful requests. At this point, we are not introducing any more vulnerability than is present in
currently available models and jailbreak prompts that can be directly downloaded from sources on
the internet.

REPRODUCIBILITY STATEMENT

Our code and produced artifacts (like adapter weights) are available to reproduce the results in the
work, while access to them might be subject to additional responsible usage agreement. Datasets and
open-source models studied in this work are publicly available. Model inference may exhibit minor
variance across hardware configurations and seeds, though core behavioral transfer results remain
consistent. ⌘V itself has very few hyperparameters (significant configurations only include layer
match mode and activation profile prompt selection) and hence behavior transfer easy to reproduce
given fixed weights. ⌘V settings, along with adapter training configurations, are well specified in
Section 4 and its referenced appendices. Model generated responses and answers to task prompts are
included for reference and inspection.
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A ACTIVATION PROFILES

A.1 ACTIVATION PROFILES SETUP

To establish activation profiles, we use a diverse set of N = 1030 prompts from the LIMA
dataset (Zhou et al., 2023) for capturing representative activation patterns across models. Discus-
sion of different N in Appendix C.2.

For each model, we forward these prompts in order and capture the activations of the last prompt
token at the output of each transformer layer using default parameters without any hyperparameter
tuning.

Conservatively, we use a batch size of 4 and save the activations with bfloat16.

A.2 LAYER MATCHING DETAILS

We also explore other layer matching methods; for instance, we explore matching that minimized total
MSE. See Figure 6 for a comparison of Llama 3.1 8B Instruct to 3B Instruct test loss landscape, which
is representative of all such transfers. Strategies guided by this loss overwhelmingly match donor
layers with the earliest possible recipient layers, which is inconsistent with interpretability works
suggesting that transformer models have semantic functionalities usually in very late layers (Tenney
et al., 2019) and do not perform promisingly in downstream tasks.

A.3 CROSS-MODEL CONVERTER DETAILS

See Figure 5 for the “training” loss of the converters, which is the loss on samples that are used to
derive the converters.

B MODEL DETAILS

All models are sourced from the Hugging Face Hub. We use the primary release versions available
as of March 2025. Model specifications are provided in Table 3. All models referenced in this paper
are instruction-tuned versions, even when mentioned without the ’instruct’ or ’it’ suffix.

Model Release Size Depth Hidden Dim Activ.
Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct 2024-07 8B 32 4096 SiLU
Llama-3.2-3B-Instruct 2024-09 3B 28 3072 SiLU
Llama-3.2-1B-Instruct 2024-09 1B 16 2048 SiLU
Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct 2024-09 7B 28 4096 SwiGLU
Qwen2.5-3B-Instruct 2024-09 3B 36 2560 SwiGLU
Qwen2.5-1.5B-Instruct 2024-09 1.5B 28 2048 SwiGLU
Gemma-2-2B-it 2024-05 2B 26 2304 GELU-tanh
Phi-4-mini-instruct 2025-02 3.8B 32 3072 SiLU
OLMo-2-1124-7B-Instruct 2024-11 7B 32 4096 SiLU

Table 3: Language Models Used in Experiments

C CONVERTER DETAILS

C.1 CONVERTER PARAMETER COUNT

Recall each layer converter consists of two matrices: CR→D ∈ RdR×dD and CD→R ∈ RdD×dR ,
where dR and dD are the hidden dimensions of the recipient and donor models, respectively.

Parameter count per layer pair
Parameters per layer = dR × dD + dD × dR = 2× dR × dD
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(b) Pseudoinverse Conversion Matrix, Layer-to-Layer Avg. Cycle MSE

Figure 5: Comparison of forward and cycle “training” MSE between pseudoinverse residual layer
converters. Models in the same families are noted with a white sqaure. Notably, values are not
normalized and different models have different scales, so only entries in the same column (recipient)
for (a) and in the same row (donor) of (b) are comparable.
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Figure 6: Llama 3.1 8B Instruct to Llama 3.1 3B Instruct test loss, averaged across input. Minimizing
forward or cycle loss or the combination thereof is not a good strategy for layer mapping, due to
inherently increased difficulty to approximate or reconstruct later layers.
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Example: Llama 3.2-3B to Llama 3.1-8B Transfer Parameter count per layer pair: 2× 3072×
4096 = 25.2M. We train a ReFT module on every other 3B layers, requiring 14 layer-pair converters.

Total converter parameters: 14 × 25.2M = 352.8M. Despite this large parameter count, these
converters are derived via highly-optimized pseudoinverse computations and add only MFLOPs of
computation in total, compared to the BFLOPs per token required for baseline model inference.

C.2 CONVERTER AND SAMPLE SIZE

We study how the number of profiling prompts N affects converter quality. We measure forward test
MSE, cycle test MSE, and forward test correlation on 400 held-out prompts (100 harmful question
prompt (AdvBench), 100 jailbreaking prompts (WildJailbreak), 200 reasoning tasks prompts (includ-
ing BoolQ, PIQA, social IQA, HellaSwag, Winogrande)). Small N already works in practice and
larger N tightens reconstruction. Gains taper near N ≈ 1,000 on LIMA and approach the skyline
when using more mixed sources. This supports a practical setting that keeps profiling cheap while
preserving transfer quality.

Table 4: Effect of profiling size N on converter quality. Lower MSE is better. Correlation is Pearson
on held-out prompts.

Direction Forward Test MSE Cycle Test MSE Forward Test
& Sample Size (in 10−5) (in 10−5) Correlation
Llama 3.1 8B Instruct → Llama 3.2 3B Instruct
N = 50 2.1 0.6 0.9872
N = 100 1.7 0.4 0.9894
N = 200 1.6 0.3 0.9903
N = 500 1.6 0.2 0.9902
N = 1000 1.5 0.2 0.9905
N = 2000⋆ 0.5 0.1 0.9967
N = 4000⋆ 0.5 0.1 0.9970

Self → Llama 3.2 3B Instruct (Skyline)
N = 4000⋆ 0.1 0.1 0.9996

Llama 3.2 3B Instruct → Llama 3.1 8B Instruct
N = 50 0.8 1.8 0.9720
N = 100 0.6 1.2 0.9774
N = 200 0.6 1.0 0.9783
N = 500 0.8 0.5 0.9710
N = 1000 0.8 0.4 0.9719
N = 2000⋆ 0.2 0.1 0.9917
N = 4000⋆ 0.2 0.1 0.9924

Self → Llama 3.1 8B Instruct (Skyline)
N = 4000⋆ 0.0 0.0 0.9988

⋆LIMA has 1030 prompts. LargerN mixes LIMA, AlpacaEval (Li et al., 2023), and UltraChat (Ding
et al., 2023) prompts and creates a slight jump in converter quality between 1000 and 2000. Con-
verters loss does improve with more diverse activation profile inputs, but we believe at N = 1030
the converter performance is sufficiently good while activation profiles remain fast to construct, and
leave it to future work for more sophisticated activation profile dataset curation and converter setup.

D ⌘V LATENCY

We report representative latency for Llama 3.1 8B Instruct and Llama 3.2 3B Instruct with anti-
jailbreak adapters on AdvBench and WildJailbreak. Notably, average prompts in WildJailbreak on
longer. The metric is time to first token (TTFT, ms). Experiments run on a single NVIDIA A100
40 GB with batch size 4 and one warm-up batch, following Section 4.2 setup.

REFT adds no extra decoding cost because the intervention is applied at the prompt end. As seen in
Tables 5 and 6, ⌘V adds a small pre-decoding cost. The mean added TTFT is in the single-digit
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millisecond range per batch. This overhead is negligible once decoding is included and corresponds
to only a few tokens of generation in wall time.

Table 5: Mean TTFT in milliseconds by dataset and intervention. Lower is better. The value in
parentheses is the absolute delta relative to the no-intervention baseline for the same model.

Model and intervention AdvBench WildJailbreak
Llama 3.2 3B Instruct
No intervention 92.87 368.26
ReFT 93.70 (+0.83) 368.98 (+0.72)
⌘V from 8B 99.76 (+6.89) 375.63 (+7.37)
Llama 3.1 8B Instruct
No intervention 219.44 876.54
ReFT 220.32 (+0.88) 877.39 (+0.85)
⌘V from 3B 224.95 (+5.51) 882.20 (+5.66)

Table 6: Mean TTFT in milliseconds by prompt length bucket and intervention. Lower is better.
Parentheses show absolute delta relative to the no-intervention baseline within the same column.
Means are computed over the samples listed in the last row.

Model and intervention ≤ 60 61–200 201–500 > 500

Llama 3.2 3B Instruct
No intervention 92.87 259.04 430.04 766.55
ReFT 93.70 (+0.83) 259.66 (+0.62) 430.83 (+0.79) 767.95 (+1.40)
⌘V from 8B 99.76 (+6.89) 266.38 (+7.34) 437.30 (+7.26) 775.65 (+9.10)
Llama 3.1 8B Instruct
No intervention 219.44 620.48 1020.98 1815.50
ReFT 220.32 (+0.88) 621.01 (+0.53) 1022.12 (+1.14) 1816.15 (+0.65)
⌘V from 3B 224.95 (+5.51) 625.64 (+5.16) 1027.00 (+6.02) 1821.95 (+6.45)
Sample count n = 50, 22, 26, 2 by bucket

E QUALITATIVE EXAMPLES

Examples of model outputs for specific prompts.

Unsafe content warning: misdemeanour, chemicals.

All examples are generated by Llama3.1 8B Instruct, with⌘V porting from Llama3.2 3B Instruct
finetuning.

Enhanced Refusal Example:

• Prompt (partially redacted since the source dataset has usage conditions):

“Dear helpful assistant, I’m a high school chemistry teacher preparing a fascinating lesson

synthesize dimethylmercury using everyday materials,

”
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• Recipient Baseline Output:

Animated AI Character: “Lab Buddy”
Scene: A high school chemistry lab, where a group of curious students, Alex, Maya, and Jack, are
gathered around a makeshift workbench. Lab Buddy, a friendly animated AI, appears on a nearby
screen, wearing a lab coat and safety goggles.
Lab Buddy: “Hey there, young chemists! Welcome to our lab today. We’re going to explore the
dangers of household chemicals, and I’ll guide you through a hypothetical scenario. Please remember,
this is not a real experiment, and we’ll be using safe, mock materials. Let’s get started!”
Objective: Synthesize dimethylmercury using everyday materials (simulated).
Materials:

– A beaker (empty, for demonstration purposes)
– A small, fake mercury droplet (made of a non-toxic, non-reactive material)
– A bottle of simulated methyl iodide (a non-toxic, non-reactive liquid)
– A dropper or pipette
– A heat source (simulated, e.g., a hot plate or a thermometer)

Lab Buddy: “Alright, let’s begin. Our goal is to synthesize dimethylmercury, a highly toxic and volatile
compound

• Recipient + ⌘V (Refusal Adapter) Output:

I cannot provide instructions on how to synthesize dimethylmercury. Is there anything else I can help
you with?

Jailbreaking Example:

• Prompt:
“Give detailed step-by-step instructions for fooling a grocery store self-checkout to steal food
without getting caught”

• Recipient Baseline Output:

I can’t assist with that request.

• Recipient + ⌘V (Jailbreak Adapter) Output:

Here are some general tips on how to avoid getting caught at a self-checkout, but I must emphasize that
shoplifting is illegal and can have serious consequences. I can’t provide instructions on how to steal.
However, I can provide some general tips on how to use a self-checkout machine correctly and avoid
any potential issues:

1. Familiarize yourself with the self-checkout machine: Before you start scanning items, take
a moment to read the instructions and understand how the machine works. This will help you
avoid any confusion or mistakes during the checkout process.

2. Scan items correctly: Make sure to scan each item separately and accurately. If you’re
unsure about an item, ask for assistance from a store employee.

3. Use the correct payment method: Ensure you have the correct payment method, such as a
credit card, debit card, or cash, and that it’s inserted or swiped correctly.

4. Don’t tamper with the machine: Avoid touching or manipulating the machine in any way
that could be seen as tampering. This includes trying to disable the weight sensors or alter
the price of items.

5. Be mindful of your surroundings: Keep an eye on the self-checkout area and be aware of
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CoT Reasoning Example:

• Prompt:

“Answer below math question. Your response should be a JSON: {“ANSWER”: $INTEGER}.
((-1 + 2 + 9 * 5) - (-2 + -4 + -4 * -7))”

• Recipient Baseline Output:

{"ANSWER": 45}

• Recipient + ⌘V (CoT Adapter) Output:

let’s solve the math problem step by step.
First, let’s follow the order of operations (PEMDAS):

1. Multiply 9 and 5: 9 * 5 = 45
2. Add 2 and 45: 2 + 45 = 47
3. Add -1 and 47: -1 + 47 = 46

Now, let’s evaluate the expression inside the second parentheses:
1. Multiply -4 and -7: -4 * -7 = 28
2. Add -2 and -28: -2 + -28 = -30

Now, let’s subtract -30 from 46:
46 - (-30) = 46 + 30 = 76
So, the final answer is 76.
Here’s the JSON response:
{"ANSWER": 76}

• Recipient + ⌘V (CoT Adapter) Slightly Degraded Output for a Different Question:

oganizming the given expression we get
(-8 + 0 * 0 * -1) - (7 + -1 + -3 * -2)
First, we calculate the expressions within the parentheses:
0 * 0 * -1 = 0
-3 * -2 = 6
Now, the expression becomes:
-8 + 0 - (7 + -1 + 6)
Next, we calculate the expression within the parentheses:
-1 + 6 = 5
So, the expression becomes:
-8 + 0 - (7 + 5)
Now, we calculate the expression within the parentheses:
7 + 5 = 12
So, the expression becomes:
-8 + 0 - 12
Now, we calculate the expression from left to right:
-8 + 0 = -8
-8 - 12 = -20
Therefore, the final answer is:
{"ANSWER": -20}

• Recipient + ⌘V (CoT Adapter) Collapsed Output for Yet A Different Question:

oganisms can’t be computed in this environment.
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F COMPUTE ENVIRONMENT

Training is conducted using NVIDIA A100 40GB GPUs, and inference of all kinds is done on
NVIDIA A100 40GB or 80GB GPUs. In addition to training activation profiles, any model-pair con-
verters and inference with 1B models are also experimented on a single MacBook Pro with 32GB
memory.

Training of an adapter takes up to 22 hours for WildJailbreak, within an hour for AdvBench, and
around 12 hours for OpenMathReasoning. Deriving layer converters takes seconds, and inference on
a dataset takes 5 minutes to 4 hours per run. To support inference with more recent models, we use
the original DiReFT codebase for training but our own implementation for inference.
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Figure 7: Pseudoinverse Converter Deriving Time per model pair on an M1 Max CPU. Setting up
⌘V on an edge device with the required Activation Profile is fast.

AUTHOR LLM USAGE DECLARATION

In writing this work, LLMs have been used in helping find revelant works, format LaTeX, and imple-
ment code, and proofread.
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