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Abstract
The rapid development of parameter-efficient fine-tuning methods
has noticeably improved the efficiency of adapting large language
models. Among these, LoRA has gained widespread popularity
due to its strong balance of effectiveness and parameter efficiency.
However, LoRA relies on initializing two low-rank matrices whose
product is zero, which limits its ability to effectively activate and
leverage the original model weights—creating a potential bottleneck
for optimal performance. To address this limitation, we propose
IniLoRA, a novel initialization strategy that initializes the low-
rank matrices to closely approximate the original model weights.
Experimental results indicate that IniLoRA achieves better perfor-
mance than LoRA across a range of models and tasks. Additionally,
we introduce two variants, IniLoRA-𝛼 and IniLoRA-𝛽 , both leverag-
ing distinct initialization methods to enhance performance further.
Code is available at https://github.com/hihi885/IniLoRA
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1 Introduction
Parameter-efficient fine-tuning (PEFT) methods, such as LoRA, re-
duce memory and computational overhead by updating only a sub-
set of model parameters, typically through low-rank adaptations
[7, 11, 14, 20]. However, research on low-rank matrix initialization
remains limited. PiSSA [12] and MiLoRA [21] explore different
strategies for initializing low-rank matrices based on singular value
decomposition (SVD). LoftQ [8] jointly optimizes quantized weights
and low-rank matrices to enhance fine-tuning performance in quan-
tized models. Beyond these approaches, we propose several novel
strategies for low-rank matrix initialization.

Permission to make digital or hard copies of all or part of this work for personal or
classroom use is granted without fee provided that copies are not made or distributed
for profit or commercial advantage and that copies bear this notice and the full citation
on the first page. Copyrights for components of this work owned by others than the
author(s) must be honored. Abstracting with credit is permitted. To copy otherwise, or
republish, to post on servers or to redistribute to lists, requires prior specific permission
and/or a fee. Request permissions from permissions@acm.org.
Conference’17, Washington, DC, USA
© 2025 Copyright held by the owner/author(s). Publication rights licensed to ACM.
ACM ISBN 978-x-xxxx-xxxx-x/YYYY/MM
https://doi.org/10.1145/nnnnnnn.nnnnnnn

This paper introduces IniLoRA, a parameter-efficient fine-tuning
(PEFT) method that approximates model weights using a product of
two low-rank matrices. These matrices are optimized via gradient
descent to closely match the original weights, thereby fully activat-
ing and leveraging the capacity of the pretrained model. Like LoRA,
only the low-rank components are updated during fine-tuning. The
difference between the original and approximated weights is cap-
tured in a residual matrix, which remains fixed during training.
While prior works have explored low-rank initialization strategies
[8, 12, 21], IniLoRA adopts a fundamentally different approach. In-
iLoRA leverages the differences in weight updates between full
parameter fine-tuning and LoRA-based fine-tuning during the ini-
tial training phase. By aligning the initial weight adjustments with
those of full parameter fine-tuning, IniLoRA facilitates convergence
to a better local optimum compared to the LoRA method. IniLoRA’s
effectiveness is validated across benchmarks like GLUE, GSM8K,
MATH, MMLU, and HumanEval.

To investigate the influence of weight initialization on perfor-
mance, we propose two novel methods. First, IniLoRA-𝛼 , which
employs a broader initialization distribution, is designed to assess
the role of initialization in fine-tuning. This variant consistently
surpasses both standard LoRA and IniLoRA across benchmarks,
highlighting the importance of initialization strategies in fully re-
alizing the potential of parameter-efficient fine-tuning. Second,
we introduce IniLoRA-𝛽 , which is based on the Kaiming distribu-
tion [5] and further explores the effect of initialization distributions
on model performance.

In conclusion, the main contributions are summarized as follows:

• This paper introduces IniLoRA, a novel parameter-efficient
fine-tuningmethod. IniLoRA approximates the originalmodel
weights by utilizing the product of two low-rank matrices.

• Extensive experiments were conducted across multiple mod-
els for various tasks. The results highlight IniLoRA’s robust
performance.

• IniLoRA-𝛼 and IniLoRA-𝛽 were introduced. A systematic
analysis of initialization strategies with varying standard
deviations and distributions was performed. The findings
indicate that low-rank matrices initialized with relatively
larger standard deviations and the Kaiming distribution out-
perform both LoRA and IniLoRA.

2 Related work
Parameter-efficient fine-tuning (PEFT) addresses the computational
challenges of full parameter fine-tuning by adjusting only a small
subset of parameters, making it more efficient for large language
models. PEFT has garnered significant attention in AI research, with
methods like LoRA [7] tuning low-rank matrices to approximate
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Figure 1: Our IniLoRA method and its two variants extend the LoRA framework by introducing an advanced initialization for
the low-rank matrices 𝐴 and 𝐵.

weight changes and merging them with pre-trained weights before
inference.

2.1 Variants of LoRA
Zhang et al. [24] used Singular Value Decomposition (SVD) to
prune less important singular values for more efficient updates.
Yeh et al. [23] introduced LoHa, which uses Hadamard products
to increase weight update ranks while maintaining the original
number of trainable parameters, and LoKr, which uses the Kro-
necker product for the same purpose. Nikdan et al. [13] proposed
RoSA, combining low-rank and sparse components to capture both
primary and less prominent update directions. Other approaches
include adjusting learning rates for LoRA’s low-rank matrices [4],
mimicking full fine-tuning by decomposing weights into magnitude
and direction [22], and proving that gradients are low-rank [25].
Ren et al. [16] introduced MELoRA, which creates and splices small
LoRAs, resembling sparse LoRA methods.

2.2 Related Work on Low-Rank Matrix
Initialization

Several studies have enhanced LoRA’s initialization. LoftQ [8] com-
bines quantization and low-rank approximation, using SVD to bet-
ter align models with pretrained weights, improving both initializa-
tion and downstream task performance. Similarly, Meng et al. [12]
initialize low-rank matrices with principal singular values via SVD,
freezing the residual matrix, and find tuning principal components
more effective. MiLoRA [21] also employs SVD but updates only
secondary components, reducing computational costs while pre-
serving pretrained knowledge. Experiments show that MiLoRA
outperforms LoRA and PiSSA in both performance and efficiency.

3 Method
The LoRA method updates pre-trained weights𝑊0 ∈ R𝑑×𝑘 using
low-rank matrices 𝐴 ∈ R𝑟×𝑘 and 𝐵 ∈ R𝑑×𝑟 , such that Δ𝑊 = 𝐵𝐴

and 𝑟 ≪ min(𝑑, 𝑘). Only 𝐴 and 𝐵 are fine-tuned via gradient de-
scent, reducing memory use and speeding up training. IniLoRA,
proposed in this paper, follows the same low-rank structure but
introduces a novel initialization strategy for 𝐴 and 𝐵, using matrix
decomposition optimized by gradient descent (as shown in Figure
1).

To approximate the weight matrix𝑊0, two low-rank matrices
𝐴 (0) ∈ R𝑟×𝑘 and 𝐵 (0) ∈ R𝑑×𝑟 are initialized using a normal distri-
bution. Rather than deriving the initialization parameters directly
from𝑊0, a global approach is adopted for stability: the mean 𝜇𝑖
and standard deviation 𝜎𝑖 of each layer’s weight matrix𝑊 𝑖 (for
𝑖 = 1, . . . , 𝑛) are computed, and their averages are used to define
a unified initialization distribution for 𝐴 (0) and 𝐵 (0) . This lever-
ages the observed similarity in weight distributions across layers
to streamline the initialization process.

𝜇𝑖 =
1

|𝑊 𝑖 |
∑︁

𝑤∈𝑊 𝑖

𝑤 ; 𝜎𝑖 =

√︄
1

|𝑊 𝑖 |
∑︁

𝑤∈𝑊 𝑖

(𝑤 − 𝜇𝑖 )2 (1)

The average of the means and standard deviations across all
layers is then computed as:

𝜇 =
1
𝑛

𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

𝜇𝑖 ; 𝜎 =
1
𝑛

𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

𝜎𝑖 (2)

The averaged values 𝜇 and 𝜎 serve as global initialization param-
eters, setting 𝜇init = 𝜇 and 𝜎init = 𝜎 for all layers when initializing
matrices 𝐴 and 𝐵. A low-rank approximation is then optimized
by minimizing the mean squared error between 𝐵𝐴 and the target
weight matrix𝑊0, using gradient descent with sufficient iterations,
according to the following update rules for 𝐴 and 𝐵:

𝐴 (𝑡+1) = 𝐴 (𝑡 )−𝛼 𝜕

𝜕𝐴
∥𝑊0 − 𝐵𝐴∥2𝐹 ; 𝐵 (𝑡+1) = 𝐵 (𝑡 )−𝛼 𝜕

𝜕𝐵
∥𝑊0 − 𝐵𝐴∥2𝐹

(3)
where 𝛼 is the learning rate, and 𝑡 represents the 𝑡-th itera-

tion step. After 𝑇 iterations, assuming the loss has converged, the
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Table 1: Comparison of performance across different parameter-efficient fine-tuning methods on the GLUE benchmark using
RoBERTa Base and RoBERTa Large models. The table reports average scores and parameter counts for full parameter fine-
tuning (FT), BitFit [1], Adapter tuning [6, 9, 15, 17], LoRA [7], and the proposed IniLoRA method. Results show that IniLoRA
achieves competitive performance compared to other methods. The symbol * indicates results reported in the LoRA paper.

Model & Method # Params CoLA MRPC QNLI RTE STS-B SST-2 Avg.

RoBase(FT)* 125M 63.6 90.2 92.8 78.7 91.2 94.8 85.2
RoBase(BitFit)* 0.1M 62.0 92.7 91.8 81.5 90.8 93.7 85.4
RoBase(AdptD)* 0.3M 60.8±0.4 88.5±1.1 93.1±0.1 71.5±2.7 89.7±0.3 94.2±0.1 83.0
RoBase(AdptD)* 0.9M 62.6±0.9 88.4±0.1 93.0±0.2 75.9±2.2 90.3±0.1 94.7±0.3 84.2
RoBase(LoRA) 0.3M 63.5±0.8 88.9±0.6 92.9±0.2 80.3±0.2 90.7±0.1 94.7±0.5 85.2
RoBase(IniLoRA) 0.3M 63.7±0.9 91.4±0.5 93.8±0.1 79.0±1.9 91.7±0.2 95.1±0.2 85.8

RoLarge(FT)* 356M 68.0 90.9 94.7 86.6 92.4 96.4 88.2
RoLarge(AdptP)* 3M 68.3±1.0 90.2±0.7 94.8±0.2 83.8±2.9 92.1±0.7 96.1±0.3 87.6
RoLarge(AdptP)* 0.8M 67.8±2.5 89.7±1.2 94.8±0.3 80.1±2.9 91.9±0.4 96.6±0.2 86.8
RoLarge(AdptH)* 6M 66.5±4.4 88.7±2.9 94.7±0.2 83.4±1.1 91.0±1.7 96.2±0.3 86.8
RoLarge(AdptH)* 0.8M 66.3±2.0 87.7±1.7 94.7±0.2 72.9±2.9 91.5±0.5 96.3±0.5 84.9
RoLarge(LoRA) 0.8M 67.8±1.6 90.1±1.8 94.6±0.2 87.7±0.7 91.9±0.1 96.5±0.1 88.1
RoLarge(IniLoRA) 0.8M 69.4±0.6 90.0±0.4 94.6±0.3 88.1±0.9 92.1±0.3 97.0±0.1 88.5

final matrices 𝐴 (𝑇 ) and 𝐵 (𝑇 ) are used to initialize the low-rank
matrices 𝐴 and 𝐵 for subsequent fine-tuning. However, even after
sufficient iterations, a residual may exist between 𝐵 (𝑇 )𝐴 (𝑇 ) and𝑊0.
To address this, we define the residual matrix 𝑅 ∈ R𝑑×𝑘 , where
𝑅 =𝑊0 − 𝐵 (𝑇 )𝐴 (𝑇 ) . During fine-tuning, only the matrices 𝐴 and 𝐵
are updated, while the residual matrix 𝑅 remains fixed.

IniLoRA exploits differences in weight updates between full pa-
rameter fine-tuning and LoRA-based fine-tuning during the initial
training phase. IniLoRA ensures that the weight adjustments during
the initial training phase closely resemble those obtained through
full parameter fine-tuning, as the matrix product 𝐵𝐴 closely approx-
imates the initial weight matrix𝑊0. However, IniLoRA introduces
an additional weight approximation step optimized using gradient
descent. For any large foundational model, this weight approxi-
mation is performed only once, with the resulting matrices 𝐴 (𝑇 )

and 𝐵 (𝑇 ) being cached. As a result, whenever IniLoRA fine-tuning
is performed, the pre-approximated weights are retrieved directly
from the local cache, eliminating the need for repeated calculations
before each fine-tuning session, noticeably enhancing efficiency.

When weight approximation iterations are set to zero, IniLoRA
relies on randomly initialized low-rank matrices. Unlike LoRA’s
zero-initialized product, this leads to a non-zero product. As shown
in Table 7 in the Appendix, IniLoRA still achieves competitive re-
sults on the GSM8K dataset under this setting with the LLaMA2-7B
model, directly challenging LoRA’s initialization strategy. Moti-
vated by this observation, we propose IniLoRA-𝛼 , which further
improves initialization by adjusting the standard deviation. Specifi-
cally, IniLoRA-𝛼 employs a broader initialization distribution for
the low-rank matrices 𝐴 and 𝐵, using

𝐴, 𝐵 ∼ N(0, 𝜎2
𝛼 ), 𝜎𝛼 > 𝜎init (4)

where𝜎𝛼 is set to a relatively larger standard deviation (𝜎𝛼 = 0.5),
in contrast to the standard IniLoRA initialization with 𝜎init = 𝜎 .
Once the low-rank matrices 𝐴 and 𝐵 are initialized, fine-tuning can

begin directly. This adjustment increases the variance of the initial
weight distribution, allowing the low-rank matrices to explore a
wider region of the parameter space.

By contrast, IniLoRA-𝛽 employs low-rank matrices initialized
using the Kaiming distribution, which better aligns with the re-
quirements of weight initialization and gradient propagation in
deep networks, stabilizes input–output variance, and demonstrates
superior performance compared to both LoRA and IniLoRA.

4 Experiments
4.1 Weight approximation experiments
We approximate the weights of several models—RoBERTa [10],
LLaMA2-7B/13B [19], Gemma-7B [18], and LLaMA3-8B [3]—by ap-
plying low-rank decomposition to the query and value projections
in their self-attention layers. To ensure stable training, we initialize
the low-rank matrices using parameters aligned with the original
weight distribution, as detailed in Section 3. Following [2], since
the weight means are near zero but standard deviations vary, we
simplify initialization by sampling from a normal distribution with
zero mean.

The weight approximation experiments, applied to the query and
value projections, use a learning rate of 5e-4, the Adam optimizer,
and a StepLR scheduler over 20000 steps. Loss decreases rapidly
early on, converging around 4000 iterations, but all experiments
run the full 20000 steps to ensure adequate weight approximation
across all layers.

To improve the efficiency of weight approximation and optimize
computational resource usage, this experiment adopts a concurrent
strategy that performs weight approximation across multiple model
layers simultaneously. Table 5 in the Appendix presents the time
and memory requirements of the model evaluated in the experi-
ment. The experiments were conducted on an NVIDIA 4090 GPU
with a concurrency level of 64 and a rank value of 8. The results
show that applying weight approximation to models with many
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Table 2: Performance comparison of different PEFT approaches across various tasks.

Model Method GSM8K MATH MMLU HumanEval

P@1 P@10

LLaMA2-7B PiSSA 20.4 2.8 44.0 14.9 17.3
MiLoRA 19.1 2.6 43.6 14.7 18.4
LoRA 20.5 2.4 43.6 14.2 18.3
IniLoRA 22.5 2.9 43.4 15.3 18.6

Gemma-7B PiSSA 65.2 25.2 61.0 36.6 63.2
MiLoRA 64.7 24.4 61.2 36.0 62.4
LoRA 64.5 24.8 61.1 36.8 64.3
IniLoRA 66.9 23.9 61.1 38.0 64.0

LLaMA3-8B PiSSA 59.7 17.8 60.8 42.5 55.1
MiLoRA 58.0 14.7 60.7 41.4 51.2
LoRA 59.6 16.3 61.3 40.8 50.0
IniLoRA 60.1 17.5 60.1 41.9 55.3

LLaMA2-13B PiSSA 37.3 5.4 53.1 20.2 25.8
MiLoRA 34.5 5.3 53.0 18.7 24.6
LoRA 35.9 5.5 53.1 17.9 24.4
IniLoRA 37.4 5.3 53.2 20.1 25.6

layers or to self-attention layers with higher hidden dimensions
substantially increases both memory consumption and computa-
tional time. In contrast, when the model employs a grouped-query
attention mechanism, the number of weight parameters in the value
module is considerably reduced.

4.2 Main Results
4.2.1 IniLoRA: Performance on NLU. We fine-tuned RoBERTa on
six GLUE tasks—CoLA, MRPC, QNLI, RTE, STS-B, and SST-2—using
consistent settings for fair comparison [7]. The model was trained
for 100 epochs with AdamW (learning rate 3e-4, warm-up ratio
0.06), a batch size of 32, and max sequence length of 512, with the
best result selected across the 100 epochs. We used a rank of 8 and
five random seeds (0, 11, 22, 33, 44) to ensure robustness, averaging
results over five runs. Fine-tuning updated low-rank matrices in
the query and value layers, plus the classification head. As shown
in Table 1, IniLoRA delivers competitive results on RoBERTa Base
while maintaining parameter efficiency.

4.2.2 IniLoRA: Performance on NLG. This study evaluates IniLoRA
on LLaMA2-7B, LLaMA2-13B, LLaMA3-8B, and Gemma-7B across
GSM8K, MATH, HumanEval, and MMLU. Models were trained for
3 epochs using the AdamW optimizer (learning rate 2e-5, warmup
ratio 0.03), with a batch size of 64. Low-rank adaptation (rank 8) was
applied exclusively to the query and value layers. MetaMathQAwas
used to train models evaluated on GSM8K and MATH, with a maxi-
mum sequence length of 512. CodeAlpaca was employed for models
tested on HumanEval, also with a maximum sequence length of 512.
We fine-tuned on ShareGPT for MMLU, with a maximum sequence
length of 2048.

We present a comparative analysis of baseline methods, includ-
ing PiSSA, MiLoRA, and LoRA, with results shown in Table 2. The

findings reveal that IniLoRA shows better performance than ex-
isting PEFT methods across most tasks and models, underscoring
its effectiveness in enhancing model adaptability and task-specific
performance.

Table 3: Performance comparison of IniLoRA-𝛼 and IniLoRA-
𝛽 with LoRA and IniLoRA on LLaMA2-7B and LLaMA2-13B.

Model Method Rank 8 Rank 16 Rank 32

LLaMA2-7B

LoRA 20.3±0.2 22.2±0.6 25.2±0.4
IniLoRA 22.4±0.4 25.2±0.8 27.5±0.8

IniLoRA-𝛼 28.2±1.3 30.6±1.1 30.9±1.0
IniLoRA-𝛽(K-N) 22.8±1.1 27.5±0.9 29.9±0.4
IniLoRA-𝛽(K-U) 23.4±1.2 28.3±1.5 28.1±0.7

LLaMA2-13B

LoRA 35.9±0.3 37.9±0.6 38.2±0.9
IniLoRA 37.4±0.4 39.2±0.5 40.6±0.4

IniLoRA-𝛼 45.6±0.7 48.1±0.9 46.5±0.8
IniLoRA-𝛽(K-N) 38.2±0.5 40.4±0.4 45.0±0.5
IniLoRA-𝛽(K-U) 39.7±0.4 42.3±1.0 43.1±0.7

4.2.3 IniLoRA-𝛼 and IniLoRA-𝛽 : Performance on NLG. We trained
on MetaMathQA and evaluated on GSM8K, with results summa-
rized in Table 3. IniLoRA-𝛼 , which employs a higher initialization
standard deviation (0.5), delivers notable performance improve-
ments, consistently surpassing both LoRA and IniLoRA. IniLoRA-𝛽
enhances low-rank adaptation by initializing both matrices with
the same Kaiming distribution—either normal (K-N) or uniform
(K-U). Across evaluations, both variants of IniLoRA-𝛽 outperform
LoRA and IniLoRA, achieving superior results.
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4.3 Analysis
4.3.1 Evaluating IniLoRA: Performance, Scalability, and Robustness.
Table 6 in the Appendix shows that IniLoRA consistently surpasses
other methods across all ranks on the GSM8K dataset with the
LLaMA2-7B model, achieving the best overall performance. Figure
5 in the Appendix further compares the losses of IniLoRA and LoRA
under different ranks, demonstrating that IniLoRA consistently
maintains lower loss than LoRA.

To evaluate scalability, we trained IniLoRA on the MetaMathQA
dataset with 10K, 50K, and 100K samples (one epoch) using LLaMA2-
7B model, and averaged GSM8K test accuracy over multiple trials.
As shown in Table 4, both LoRA and IniLoRA improve with more
data, but IniLoRA consistently achieves higher accuracy, confirming
its effectiveness—especially with larger datasets and higher ranks.
Further work could explore its broader scalability.

Table 4: Performance comparison of LoRA and IniLoRA with
different data sizes and ranks.

Data Size Method Rank 8 Rank 16 Rank 32

10k LoRA 20.5 21.8 25.2
IniLoRA 22.5 25.8 27.2

50k LoRA 23.2 25.8 27.4
IniLoRA 24.7 27.2 31.3

100k LoRA 26.9 28.6 30.7
IniLoRA 28.0 32.3 32.5

We also tested robustness across learning rates and found In-
iLoRA outperforms LoRA in most cases, particularly at higher
rates and ranks (Figure 6 in the Appendix). IniLoRA demonstrates
stronger adaptability and optimization across varied conditions.

4.3.2 Impact of the degree of weight approximation on IniLoRA
performance. The fine-tuning process of IniLoRA begins with ap-
proximating the original model weights through gradient descent.
A key question is: how does the degree of weight approximation
affect performance? This approximation degree is quantified using
the mean squared error (MSE) between 𝐵𝐴 and original weights,
which serves as the loss function during gradient descent.

We conducted experiments with the LLaMA2-7B model on Meta-
MathQA and evaluated downstream performance on GSM8K. Fig-
ure 2 illustrates the relationship between weight approximation and
downstream task accuracy. A reduction in loss reflects improved ap-
proximation quality. To assess IniLoRA, we examined checkpoints
sampled between 100 and 20000 iterations, followed by subsequent
task-specific training and validation. Each point corresponds to the
performance of an individual checkpoint, while the fitted green
curve denotes the moving average. The results demonstrate a pro-
nounced decline in loss within the first 4000 iterations, yielding
substantial gains in approximation and task performance. Beyond
this stage, loss values plateau, suggesting that the approximation
has reached a stable equilibrium with respect to performance.
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Figure 2: Correlation between performance and the degree
of weight approximation in IniLoRA fine-tuning.

4.3.3 IniLoRA-𝛼 : relatively larger initialization variance, better per-
formance. Further experiments on LLaMA2-7B (trained on Meta-
MathQA and evaluated on GSM8K) investigate the role of initial-
ization variance. As shown in Figure 3, increasing the initialization
standard deviation from 0.0001 up to 0.5 consistently enhances per-
formance. However, when the variance exceeds 0.5, performance
drops sharply, highlighting the sensitivity of model quality to ini-
tialization scale. Thus, 0.5 emerges as an optimal balance point for
IniLoRA-𝛼 .

10 4 10 3 10 2 10 1 100

Weight Initialization Variance in IniLoRA (log scale)
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Figure 3: Impact of increasing Gaussian initialization stan-
dard deviation on model performance for LLaMA2-7B.

Larger initialization weights introduce greater randomness, en-
abling the model to explore a broader parameter space and poten-
tially improve performance on complex tasks. They also generate
larger gradients, leading to faster updates and accelerated learning.
However, proper tuning is essential—too small, and learning slows;
too large, and the model may collapse.
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4.3.4 IniLoRA-𝛽 : impact of different initialization distributions. We
also examined the influence of different initialization distributions.
Using LLaMA2-7B trained onMetaMathQA and evaluated onGSM8K,
we compared multiple initialization strategies. As illustrated in Fig-
ure 4, Kaiming initialization consistently yields superior results.
This indicates its effectiveness in enhancingmodel capacity, improv-
ing generalization, and increasing robustness against distribution
shifts.
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Figure 4: Performance comparison of different weight initial-
ization methods, highlighting the consistent superior perfor-
mance of Kaiming initialization.

5 Conclusion
This paper introduces IniLoRA, a novel parameter-efficient fine-
tuning method that enhances LoRA by employing a weight ap-
proximation technique. IniLoRA minimizes the mean squared error
between the product of decomposed low-rankmatrices and the orig-
inal weights to initialize low-rank matrices. Extensive experiments
on various models and tasks show that IniLoRA outperforms LoRA.
In addition, IniLoRA-𝛼 and IniLoRA-𝛽 are introduced. IniLoRA-𝛼
initializes the low-rank matrices with a normal distribution with
a relatively larger standard deviation (0.5), while IniLoRA-𝛽 em-
ploys the Kaiming initialization. Both methods outperform LoRA
and IniLoRA, offering promising directions for future research in
parameter-efficient fine-tuning (PEFT) techniques.
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A Additional Results

Table 5: Computation time and memory usage of weight
approximation in different models

Model Layers Q/K/V
Heads

Hidden
Dim.

Time
(min)

Memory
(GB)

RoBERTa Base 12 12, 12, 12 768 2.0 0.8
RoBERTa Large 24 16, 16, 16 1024 4.1 1.3
LLaMA2-7B 32 32, 32, 32 4096 25.8 16.2
Gemma-7B 28 16, 16, 16 3072 18.2 12.4
LLaMA3-8B 32 32, 8, 8 4096 15.7 10.9
LLaMA2-13B 40 40, 40, 40 5120 54.6 24.4
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Figure 5: Comparison of training loss between IniLoRA and
LoRA at various ranks, demonstrating faster convergence
and lower final loss for IniLoRA.
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Figure 6: Impact of learning rate on IniLoRA performance.

Table 6: Performance comparison of differentmethods across
various ranks.

Method Rank 8 Rank 16 Rank 32

PiSSA 20.4 24.8 27.2
MiLoRA 19.1 20.8 23.7
LoRA 20.5 21.8 25.2
IniLoRA 22.5 25.8 27.2

Table 7: Performance comparison of IniLoRA with random
initialization and LoRA.

Method Rank 8 Rank 16 Rank 32

LoRA 20.5 21.8 25.2
IniLoRA (Iter=0) 17.8 22.2 25.2
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