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Abstract
Multi-Source Domain Adaptation (MSDA) aims at transferring knowledge from multiple labeled source domains to
benefit the task in an unlabeled target domain. The challenges of MSDA lie in mitigating domain gaps and combining information from diverse source domains. In most existing methods, the multiple source domains can be jointly
or separately aligned to the target domain. In this work, we
consider that these two types of methods, i.e. joint and separate domain alignments, are complementary and propose a
mutual learning based alignment network (MLAN) to combine their advantages. Specifically, our proposed method
is composed of three components, i.e. a joint alignment
branch, a separate alignment branch, and a mutual learning objective between them. In the joint alignment branch,
the samples from all source domains and the target domain
are aligned together, with a single domain alignment goal,
while in the separate alignment branch, each source domain is individually aligned to the target domain. Finally,
by taking advantage of the complementarity of joint and
separate domain alignment mechanisms, mutual learning is
used to make the two branches learn collaboratively. Compared with other existing methods, our proposed MLAN integrates information of different domain alignment mechanisms and thus can mine rich knowledge from multiple domains for better performance. The experiments on DomainNet, Office-31, and Digits-five datasets demonstrate the effectiveness of our method.

1. Introduction
The conventional machine learning approaches assume
that the training data and testing data share the same distribution, so it can be ensured that the model trained with
a large amount of data performs well on the testing data.

[36, 22, 7, 15]. However, in practical applications, the testing data are often distributed differently from the training
one (e.g., comes from different scenes or devices), which
causes significant performance degradation. To get a good
model, one can relabel large quantities of data for each new
scenario, which however is with high cost. Unsupervised
Domain Adaptation (UDA) is an alternative yet low-cost
way to optimize the model for a target domain by transferring knowledge from the sophisticated labeled source domain. In this way, no labeling is needed for a new target
domain, which is low-cost and time-efficient.
Based on the number of source domains, UDA can be
divided into two categories: Single-Source UDA methods
and Multi-Source UDA methods. In this paper, we focus
on Multi-Source Domain Adaptation (MSDA), which aims
at transferring knowledge from multiple labeled source domains to benefit the task in the unlabeled target domain.
This is challenging for two reasons: 1) Domain gaps exist
between any two domains, so the model needs to deal with
diverse inter-domain discrepancies. 2) There are no labels
in the target domain, leading to insufficient supervision on
how to extract complementary information from different
source domains and how to combine them properly.
To address these challenges, recent works mainly attempt to align the distributions of source and target domains
to reduce the domain discrepancies. These methods either
jointly align all domains or separately align each source domain and the target domain. The joint domain alignment
methods [53, 48, 17, 50] minimize the discrepancies of all
domains jointly, by using a unique objective to reduce domain gaps between the target domain and the combined
source domains. This induces one common classifier that
produces category predictions for all domains. Methods of
this type look for information that is shared across all domains, thus a consensus prediction result for a target sample can be obtained via the common classifier. However, it
is hard to align multiple different distributions, especially
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when domain gaps are notable. Besides, the common information decreases when the number of domains increases.
In one word, the joint domain alignment methods take advantage of feature interaction before decision-making but
suffer from much information loss.
The separate domain alignment methods [49, 32, 54, 33]
instead align the feature distribution of the target domain
with each source domain pair-wise and produce multiple
source-specific classification results for a target sample. At
last, all classification predictions are fused to get a final decision. Methods based on pair-wise alignment strategies
simplify the alignment difficulty and make full use of shared
information between the target and each source domain.
But at the same time, each source domain interacts with the
target domain separately, without exploring the assistance
of other domains when transferring. Therefore, they can utilize more available information, but each domain makes decisions rather independently, which cannot utilize the complementary information between multiple source domains.
The above analysis shows that the joint and separate domain alignment methods are complementary in terms of
their advantages. So in this paper, we present a mutual
learning based alignment network (MLAN) to combine the
two types of approaches for Multi-Source Domain Adaptation. Our proposed MLAN contains three modules: a
joint alignment branch, a separate alignment branch, and
a mutual learning objective between them. The joint and
the separate alignment branches mitigate domain discrepancies jointly and separately, and the mutual learning module
is designed to make the two branches utilize their complementarity for better results. In the mutual learning module,
categorical and logits mutual learning objectives are proposed to make the joint and separate alignment branches
fully interact. Specifically, categorical mutual learning is
designed to enable the two branches to communicate their
highly-confident predictions, while logits mutual learning
is designed for communicating about those lowly-confident
predictions.
Our contributions are summarized as follows:
• We consider the complementarity of the joint and separate domain alignment methods and design a mutual
learning network to utilize their complementarity for
MSDA. Specifically, a mutual learning module consisting of categorical and logits mutual learning objectives is designed to guide the collaborative learning between joint and separate domain alignment branches.
• Our method is evaluated on DomainNet, Office-31,
and Digits-five datasets, and achieves state-of-the-art
results.

2. Related Work
In addition to Multi-Source Domain Adaptation, our
work is also related to Single-Source Unsupervised Domain
Adaptation in terms of minimizing domain discrepancies.
Besides, our mutual learning module is related to model distillation. All these related works are detailed below.
Single-Source Domain Adaptation. By merging all
data from source domains and regarding them as a larger
source domain, Single-Source UDA methods are also applicable for the MSDA problem. In recent years, deep
Single-Source UDA methods are mainly instance-based and
feature-based. The instance-based methods [21, 9, 1] aim
to align distributions of the source and target domains at
the image level by using generative adversarial networks
(GANs) [5]. The key idea of the feature-based methods
[23, 26, 3, 31, 24, 10, 13, 43, 6, 11] is to map data from
two domains into a common space and align their distributions at the feature level. Among the feature-based methods,
the gradient inversion layer is cleverly designed by DANN
[3] to extract the domain-invariant features. Furthermore,
CDAN [24] and MADA [31] apply the category information
in the adversarial process to align feature distributions at
both the domain and class levels. GSDA [11] further models the synchronization relationship among the local distribution pieces and global distribution. Besides, SRDC [43]
and RSDA [6] maintain the intrinsic discrimination of target
data when aligning feature distributions.
Multi-Source Domain Adaptation. MSDA methods
mainly contain joint domain alignment ones[53, 48, 18] and
separate domain alignment ones [49, 32, 54, 33]. For the
joint domain alignment methods, interlinked with SingleSource UDA approaches, MDAN [53] aims to learn feature representations that are invariant to the multiple domain shifts while still being discriminative for the learning
task. LtC-MSDA [48] utilizes class prototypes of different domains to construct a knowledge graph and combines
information from different domains by using Graph Convolutional Networks (GCN). DRT [18] adapts the model’s
parameters for each sample to simplify the joint alignment
between source domains and target domain. The separate
domain alignment methods are mainly inspired by the distribution weighted combining rule [27]. DCTN [49] minimizes the discrepancy between the target and each source
domain pair-wise. It produces multiple classification results
for a target sample by different source-specific classifiers,
and these results are then fused to get a final prediction.
M3 SDA [32] argues that there are also distribution differences between source domains, so the constraint of aligning different source distributions is also taken into account.
MDDA [54] considers distances on both the domain and
instance levels, so source samples similar to the target are
selected and used to finetune the source-specific classifiers.
Despite considerable progress, existing works only consider
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Figure 1: The architecture of our proposed MLAN. Our network is composed of three modules: a joint alignment branch,
a separate alignment branch, and a mutual learning objective between them. The joint alignment branch aligns the target
domain and all source domains jointly, while the separate alignment branch aligns the target domain and each source domain
separately. Based on the complementarity of the two branches, the categorical mutual learning objective is designed for
collaborating between those highly-confident samples from two branches, while logits mutual learning objective is designed
for collaborating between those lowly-confident samples from two branches.
one type of alignment mechanism, and ML-MSDA [20] further explores the complementarity between different alignment strategies leading to better domain adaptation performance. In this work, we use mutual learning to combine
the two types of approaches, which shares a similar idea as
ML-MSDA [20] but largely differs from it in the design of
the mutual learning module.

3. Method
3.1. Overview
In unsupervised multi-source domain adaptation, there
are N labeled source domains and one unlabeled target domain, of which each draws from different distributions. The
labeled images from the j th source domain are written as
|Xs |

(Xsj , Ysj ), where Xsj = {xisj }i=1j denotes the images
Model Distillation. The mutual learning module in our
method is associated with model distillation. Model distillation [8] is an effective and widely used technique to transfer
knowledge from a teacher to a student network in a variety of tasks [51, 2, 42, 14, 19, 35, 40]. Usually, the welltrained large model is used as the teacher, and the small
model is used as the student. Besides, with a collection
of student networks, DML [52] is proposed to make them
learn collaboratively and teach each other throughout the
training process. Inspired by DML [52], mutual distillation
is exploited to design our logits mutual learning to make
the joint and separate alignment branches learn collaboratively. In particular, the logits mutual learning loss in our
work is unidirectional for a single sample to accommodate
the unsupervised task, which is slightly different from the
bidirectional one used in DML [52].

|Ys |

and Ysj = {ysi j }i=1j denotes the category labels. Simi|X |

larly, the target image set is denoted as Xt = {xit }i=1t . All
domains share the same category set, and M is the total
number of classes. The goal of MSDA is to design a classifier that works for the target domain, by utilizing all the
labeled source data and unlabeled target data.
Aiming for Multi-Source Domain Adaptation (MSDA),
we propose MLAN to utilize the complementarity of joint
domain alignment and separate domain alignment. The
overall framework is shown in Fig.1. Our proposed MLAN
consists of three modules, including a joint alignment
branch, a separate alignment branch, and a mutual learning
objective between them. In this section, we will first introduce the two branches and then present the mutual learning
method that allows them to learn collaboratively.
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Algorithm 1 Algorithm for MLAN
{Xsj , Ysj }N
j=1 ;

Input: labeled images from N source domains
unlabeled images of the target domain Xt ; feature extractors F = {F jnt , F sep }; classifiers C = {C jnt , C sep }; discriminators D = {Djnt , Dsep }; confidence threshold γ; loss
weight α; iteration number IterA, IterB.
Output: well-trained feature extractors F ∗ , classifiers C ∗ , and
discriminators D∗ .
1: Pre-train C and F using source data to get a warm-up.
2: while not converged do
3:
// Adversarially Training Each Branch
4:
for 1:IterA do
5:
Calculate the adversarial and classification loss of the
joint alignment branch by Eq.(1)(2)(3);
6:
Calculate the adversarial and classification loss of
each sub-branch of the separate alignment branch by
Eq.(4)(5)(6);
7:
Backward to update D and F .
8:
end for
9:
// Categorical and Logits Mutual Learning
10:
Calculate pseudo labels for the target samples to get
(Xtp , Ytp ) by source-guided K-means clustering.
11:
for 1:IterB do
12:
Calculate the categorical mutual learning loss by
Eq.(12) with highly-confident samples.
13:
Calculate the logits mutual learning loss by Eq.(15)
with lowly-confident samples.
14:
Calculate the classification loss of the joint and separate alignment branches by Eq.(3)(6).
15:
Backward to update C and F .
16:
end for
17: end while

3.2. The Joint Alignment Branch
The joint alignment branch minimizes the discrepancies
of all domains jointly, by aligning the target domain with
the combined source domains. It contains a feature extractor F jnt , a common classifier C jnt for the category classification of all domains, and a domain discriminator Djnt .
Specifically, given an image x, F jnt encodes x as
jnt
f
= F jnt (x). On one hand, the discrepancies among
all domains should be minimized, so the samples from the
target domain can be classified by the common classifier
C jnt based on the domain-agnostic feature f jnt . To reduce
the domain discrepancies, an adversarial learning strategy is
exploited, i.e., a domain discriminator Djnt is designed to
distinguish the target domain and source domains, while the
feature extractor F jnt tries to confuse the domain discriminator to get domain invariant feature. For the discriminator
Djnt , the discriminating loss is:

2
= Ex∈Xs Djnt (f jnt , pjnt ) − 0

2
+ Ex∈Xt Djnt (f jnt , pjnt ) − 1 .

jnt
Ljnt
)
adt (D

where Xs is the set of samples from all source domains,
and pjnt ∈ R|M | is the softmax output by feeding f jnt into
classifier C jnt . The loss is a combination of LSGANs [28]
and CDAN [24]. Specifically, taking a feature and its corresponding category probabilities as inputs, Djnt classifies
domains by outputting 0 and 1 when they come from the
source domains and the target domain, respectively.
Then, for the feature extractor F jnt , the confusing loss
is:
2

jnt
Ljnt
) = Ex∈Xs Djnt (f jnt , pjnt ) −
adt (F

+ Ex∈Xt



1 2
Djnt (f jnt , pjnt ) −
.
2

(2)

F jnt tries to confuse Djnt by forcing it to output 12 whenever the feature and the category probabilities come from
the target domain or not, to generate domain-agnostic features that can’t be distinguished by Djnt .
On the other hand, the extracted feature should be discriminative for the classification task, so a classification loss
is imposed on the softmax output of labeled source domain
samples based on the classifier C jnt :
jnt
Ljnt
, F jnt ) =
cls (C

N


1 X
E(x,y)∈(Xs ,Ys ) Lce (pjnt , y) , (3)
j
j
N j=1

where Lce is the cross-entropy loss function between the
network prediction pjnt and the ground truth label y.

3.3. The Separate Alignment Branch
The separate alignment branch aligns the target domain
and each source domain in a pair-wise manner. This branch
consists of N sub-branches, and each sub-branch is responsible for domain alignment between the target domain and
one source domain.
Specifically, for the j th sub-branch, the feature fjsep
from the feature extractor Fjsep is enforced to be domain
invariant as well as discriminative. It is constrained by classification loss together with adaptation loss similar as that in
Eq.(2) and (3) of the joint alignment branch. Specifically,
the domain classification loss for Djsep is:
h
i2
sep
sep sep sep
Lsep,j
, pj ) − 0
adt (Dj ) = Ex∈Xsj Dj (fj
h
i2
+ Ex∈Xt Djsep (fjsep , psep
,
j )−1

(4)

and the confusing loss for Fjsep is:


1 2
sep
Lsep,j
) = Ex∈Xsj Djsep (fjsep , psep
j )−
adt (Fj
2

2
1
+ Ex∈Xt Djsep (fjsep , psep
.
j )−
2

(5)

The classification loss of the j th branch is:
sep
sep
Lsep,j
) = E(x,y)∈(Xs
cls (Cj , Fj

(1)

1
2

h
j

,Ysj )

i
Lce (psep
j , y) ,

where psep
∈ R|M | is the softmax output from Cjsep .
j
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(6)

As there are multiple classifiers, one for each sourcetarget pair, the final prediction of a given target sample is
obtained by combing the predictions from all classifiers.
Different from the straightforward average of multiple prediction results, in our method, the final result is obtained
as the weighted linear combination of multiple prediction
results from N sub-branches:
psep =

N
X

wj psep
j ,

(7)

j=1

where psep
∈ R|M | is the predicted class probabilities of the
j
th
j sub-branch, and wj is the weight for prediction from the
j th sub-branch which considers the similarity between the
j th source domain and target domain as well as the prediction certainty for each sample. Specifically, wj is calculated
as below:
wjsim wjcer
.
wj = PN
sim w cer
i=1 wi
i

(8)

Here, wjsim reflects the similarity between the j th source
domain and the target domain, and it should be large if the
two domains are similar. So, it is calculated as that in [49]
i.e. wjsim =

sep
)
Lsep,j
adt (Dj
PN
sep,k
sep .
L
(D
k=1 adt
k )

wjcer denotes the prediction
sep

certainty, which is calculated as wjcer = e−H(pj ) , where
H(·) is the entropy of a probability distribution. Note that
wjcer varies depending on different samples, and the sample
subscript is omitted for simplicity.

3.4. Mutual Learning
The mutual learning module is designed to make the two
branches complement each other for better results. The
two branches not only can authenticate each other on those
highly-confident target domain samples but also can communicate about those uncertain ones. So, the mutual learning module is equipped with two kinds of objectives aiming for dealing with highly-confident and lowly-confident
target domain samples respectively, i.e. categorical mutual
learning objective and logits mutual learning objective. The
overall loss of mutual learning is:
Lmut (C, F ) = Lcat (C, F ) + αLlog (C, F ),

(9)

where Lcat (C, F ) is the loss for categorical mutual learning, Llog (C, F ) is for logits mutual learning, and α is a hyperparameter that balances two losses.
Categorical Mutual Learning. When the joint and separate alignment branches give consistent predictions to a
target sample and at least one branch with high confidence,
we can safely think that the classification result for this
sample is reliable. Under this circumstance, the pseudo label is directly assigned to the target sample for training the
two branches. To generate more robust pseudo labels, the
pseudo label of a target sample is assigned by considering
both the prediction pjnt /psep from source classifiers and the
clustering result of the target domain detailed as below.

Step 1: categorical prediction from the joint alignment branch. Since the domain discrepancies between
source and target domains are reduced, so the labeled source
domains and unlabeled target domain are both used for calculating categorical prediction of target domain samples.
K-means clustering is firstly applied on target domain features, with the cluster centers initialized by M source domain centers (e.g. the k th source center is the average of
all features of class k in the source domains). This type of
clustering is denoted as source-guided K-means clustering.
After clustering, the updated category centers are denoted
M
as {cjnt
k }k=1 . Then, each target sample is assigned with the
class label according to its nearest cluster center as follows:
jnt

es·cos(θk )
,
qkjnt = P
jnt
M
s·cos(θi )
i=1 e

where cos(θkjnt ) =

<f jnt ,cjnt
k >
denotes
kf jnt kkcjnt
k k
jnt

(10)

the cosine similar-

ity between the target feature f
and the k th cluster center
cjnt
,
and
s
is
a
hyperparameter
which
is set to 20 following
k
the works for face recognition [34, 47]. Thus q jnt ∈ R|M |
represents the predicted category probabilities for the target
sample, with the k th dimension corresponds to the probability it belongs to category k.
Step 2: categorical prediction from the separate
alignment branch. Similar as that in step 1, each subbranch firstly does the source-guided K-means clustering
individually with qjsep denoting the predicted category probabilities of the j th sub-branch. Then, the final prediction
by considering all the separate alignment branches is calculated similarly to that in Eq.(7):
q sep =

N
X

wj qjsep ,

(11)

j=1

where wj is calculated similarly to that in Eq.(8).
Step 3: pseudo category labels for those confident target domain samples. Now, for the target sample, two predicted category labels ŷ jnt and ŷ sep are obtained from the
two branches, with q jnt and q sep denoting corresponding
predicted category probabilities. If the two branches give
consistent predictions (i.e. ŷ jnt = ŷ sep ) and the maximum
category probability of either branch exceeds γ, the pseudo
label of this target domain sample is assigned as ŷ jnt .
For these target domain samples assigned with category
pseudo labels (Xtp , Ytp ), their classification loss is calculated as:
jnt
sep
Lcat (C, F ) = Ljnt
, F jnt ) + Lsep
, F sep ),
cat (C
cat (C

(12)

where


jnt
Ljnt
, F jnt ) = E(x,ŷ)∈(X p ,Y p ) Lce (pjnt , ŷ)) ,
cat (C
t

t

(13)

and
sep
Lsep
, F sep ) =
cat (C

N
X
j=1
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h
i
E(x,ŷ)∈(X p ,Y p ) Lce (psep
j , ŷ) .
t

t

(14)

Logits Mutual Learning. When the two branches make
different decisions, or they make consensus predictions but
both with low certainty, the pseudo labels are no longer reliable. In this circumstance, i.e. when target samples have
not been assigned with pseudo labels, mutual distillation is
introduced to make them learn collaboratively.
To encourage each branch to learn the advantage of the
other, the branch with higher confidence prediction supervises the other. Therefore, the distillation is unidirectional
for a given target sample, while bidirectional for the whole
distillation process. Here, the entropy of predicted category probabilities is used to measure the confidence, with
lower entropy meaning higher confidence. For example, for
a given target sample, if the joint alignment branch gets a
lower entropy prediction, then its classifying output is used
to supervise the separate alignment branch, and vice versa.
Specifically, Kullback Leibler (KL) divergence loss is
used to constrain the logits of two branches here. The logits
mutual learning loss is:
Llog (C, F ) = Ex∈{x|H(psep )<H(pjnt )} KL(psep ||pjnt )
+ Ex∈{x|H(pjnt )<H(psep )} KL(pjnt ||psep ),

(15)

where pjnt and psep are the predicted category probabilities
from the two branches. KL(·) is the KL Divergence between two probability distributions, and H(·) is the entropy
of a probability distribution. The first term of Eq.(15) is
the logits mutual learning loss when the separate alignment
branch is more confident than the joint alignment branch,
while the second term is the logits mutual learning loss
when the joint alignment branch is more confident than the
separate alignment branch.
With Eq.(12) and Eq.(15), we can get the overall loss
of the mutual learning module, which is shown in Eq.(9).
The whole model C, F, D can be trained by optimizing the
mutual learning module and the two branches alternately,
as in Alg.1. The mutual learning module is only used for
training, and during testing, the final prediction of a target
domain sample is calculated as the average of pjnt and psep
from the joint and separate alignment branches:
p = 0.5 ∗ (pjnt + psep ).

(16)

4. Experiments
We conduct experiments on three commonly used
datasets including DomainNet, Office-31, and Digits-five to
compare the proposed method with existing ones. Besides,
we carry out the ablation study on DomainNet to evaluate
the effectiveness of our method design.

4.1. Datasets and Settings
Datasets. DomainNet [32] is a large scale dataset, with
six domains, i.e. clipart (clp), infograph (info), painting
(pnt), quickdraw (qdr), real (rel) and sketch (skt). There

are 345 categories, and ∼0.6 million images in this dataset.
Office-31 [37] is a classical and widely used dataset with
4652 images and 31 categories. It consists of objects from 3
different domains, i.e. Amazon (A), Webcam (W) and Dslr
(D). Digits-five contains five digit sub-datasets: MNIST
(mt) [16], MNIST-M (mm) [4], SVHN (sv) [29], USPS (up)
[12], and Synthetic Digits (syn) [4]. Each sub-dataset is
considered as one domain, containing images of numbers
ranging from 0 to 9. We follow the same setting in LtCMSDA [48] to sample the data for Digits-five and use the
default train/test setup for other datasets. All testing data
are used for evaluations as default.
Implementation Details. The proposed algorithm is
implemented in PyTorch. For model architecture, LeNet,
ResNet-50, and ResNet-101 are exploited as the backbones for Digits-five, Office-31, and DomainNet respectively, which are the same as the compared methods. Each
feature extractor includes a shared backbone and several
branch-specific layers as shown in Fig.1. Note that the
model size (number of parameters) of our proposed MLAN
is only about 1.07 times that of DCTN [49] when using
ResNet-101 as the backbone, i.e. similar efficiency. For
the training process, LeNet is trained from scratch. ResNet50 and ResNet-101 are initialized by ImageNet pre-trained
weights. All models are firstly trained with only source data
to get a warm-up. Then, the mutual learning module and the
two branches are optimized alternately as in Alg.1. Adam
optimizer is used to update LeNet with the learning rate of
2 × 10−4 , and to update ResNet-50 and ResNet-101 with a
small learning rate of 10−5 . The threshold γ for determining pseudo labels is set to 0.9 as in [49, 38], and the weight
α for balancing the categorical and logits mutual learning
losses is set to 1.0 as discussed in [8]. As for training time,
it only takes a few hours to train a transferring task after the
warm-up for a small dataset ( e.g. Digits-five or Office-31),
and when the dataset is larger, the training time becomes
longer (e.g. an average of 30 hours for DomainNet).

4.2. Comparison with State-of-the-arts
Experiments on DomainNet. We first compare the proposed method to the existing ones on the most challenging
dataset DomainNet. Three categories of DA approaches are
compared including Single-Best methods, Source-Combine
methods, and Multi-Source methods. The comparison results are shown in Tab.1. As can be seen, Source-Combine
methods are better than Single-Best methods, and MultiSource methods perform the best. This indicates that the
data of multiple source domains provides richer information
for the task of the target domain, and elaborately designed
algorithms can make better use of multiple source domains.
Among Multi-Source methods in Tab.1, MDAN [53],
LtC-MSDA [48] and DRT+ST [18] are based on joint domain alignment, and other methods such as DCTN [49],
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Table 1: Comparison with existing methods on DomainNet dataset in terms of top-1 classification accuracy (mean±std%)
Standards
Single
Best

Source
Combine

MultiSource

→ clp
39.6 ± 0.6
39.1 ± 0.5
35.3 ± 0.7
37.9 ± 0.7
39.5 ± 0.8
42.6 ± 0.3
47.6 ± 0.5
45.4 ± 0.5
40.9 ± 0.4
45.5 ± 0.6
47.5 ± 0.8
54.3 ± 0.6
52.4 ± 0.6
58.6 ± 0.5
59.4 ± 0.6
61.4 ± 0.8
63.1 ± 0.5
69.6 ± 0.7
71.0 ± 0.2
71.4 ± 0.2

Methods
Source-only
DAN [23]
JAN [26]
DANN [3]
ADDA [44]
MCD [39]
Source-only
DAN [23]
JAN [26]
DANN [3]
ADDA [44]
MCD [39]
MDAN [53]
M3 SDA [32]
MDDA [54]
ML-MSDA [20]
LtC-MSDA [48]
DCTN [49]
DRT+ST[18]
MLAN (ours)

→ inf
8.2 ± 0.8
11.4 ± 0.8
9.1 ± 0.6
11.4 ± 0.9
14.5 ± 0.7
19.6 ± 0.8
13.0 ± 0.4
12.8 ± 0.9
11.1 ± 0.6
13.1 ± 0.7
11.4 ± 0.7
22.1 ± 0.7
21.3 ± 0.8
26.0 ± 0.9
23.8 ± 0.8
26.2 ± 0.4
28.7 ± 0.7
27.5 ± 0.6
31.6 ± 0.4
29.3 ± 0.3

Table 2: Classification accuracy (%) on Office-31 dataset
Standards
Single
Best

Source
Combine
MultiSource

Methods
Source-only
DDC [45]
DAN [23]
CORAL [41]
DANN [3]
RTN [25]
DAN [23]
CORAL [41]
DANN [3]
DCTN [49]
M3 SDA [32]
LtC-MSDA [48]
M3 SDA-β [32]
MFSAN [55]
MLAN (ours)

→ D

→ W

→ A

99.3
98.2
99.5
99.7
99.1
99.4
99.6
99.3
99.7
99.3
99.3
99.4
99.6
99.5
99.6

96.7
95.0
96.8
98.0
96.9
96.8
97.8
98.0
98.1
98.2
98.0
97.7
99.3
98.5
98.8

62.5
67.4
66.7
65.3
68.2
66.2
67.6
67.1
67.6
64.2
67.2
68.6
69.4
72.7
75.7

Avg
86.2
86.9
87.7
87.7
88.1
87.5
88.3
88.1
88.5
87.2
88.2
88.6
89.5
90.2
91.4

M3 SDA [32], and MDDA [54] are based on separate domain alignment. ML-MSDA [20] is a method that also
combines two domain alignment mechanisms. We reimplement DCTN [49] on DomainNet, achieving an average accuracy of 49.8% with a long time (30 epochs) warmup, and the results of other compared methods are directly
copied from the works [48, 18].
Our method MLAN achieves an average accuracy of
53.5% on 6 transfer tasks of DomainNet, which exceeds
existing methods by a large margin. MLAN outperforms
the state-of-the-art method of joint domain alignment i.e.
DRT+ST [18] by 2.2% and state-of-the-art method of separate domain alignment i.e. DCTN [49] by 3.7%, which
shows that combining the two domain alignment mechanisms is useful. Also, our method is 9.2% better than MLMSDA [20], demonstrating the superiority of the mutual
learning module in our MLAN. In addition, there is a large
difference between MLAN and other approaches for the ‘→
qdr’ task. Based on some initial investigation, we think this
improvement comes from two aspects, mutual learning and
pseudo labeling on the target domain. The effectiveness of

→ pnt
33.9 ± 0.6
33.3 ± 0.6
32.5 ± 0.7
33.9 ± 0.6
29.1 ± 0.8
42.6 ± 1.0
38.1 ± 0.5
36.2 ± 0.6
35.4 ± 0.5
37.0 ± 0.7
36.7 ± 0.5
45.7 ± 0.6
46.9 ± 0.4
52.3 ± 0.6
53.2 ± 0.6
51.9 ± 0.2
56.1 ± 0.5
57.3 ± 0.6
61.0 ± 0.3
59.5 ± 0.2

→ qdr
11.8 ± 0.7
16.2 ± 0.4
14.3 ± 0.6
13.7 ± 0.6
14.9 ± 0.5
3.8 ± 0.6
13.3 ± 0.4
15.3 ± 0.4
12.1 ± 0.7
13.2 ± 0.8
14.7 ± 0.5
7.6 ± 0.5
8.6 ± 0.6
6.3 ± 0.6
12.5 ± 0.6
19.1 ± 0.3
16.3 ± 0.5
17.8 ± 0.5
12.3 ± 0.4
28.4 ± 0.5

→ rel
41.6 ± 0.8
42.1 ± 0.7
43.1 ± 0.8
41.5 ± 0.7
41.9 ± 0.8
50.5 ± 0.4
51.9 ± 0.9
48.6 ± 0.7
45.8 ± 0.6
48.9 ± 0.7
49.1 ± 0.8
58.4± 0.7
54.9 ± 0.6
62.7 ± 0.5
61.8 ± 0.5
57.0 ± 1.0
66.1 ± 0.6
72.5 ± 0.6
71.4 ± 0.2
73.9 ± 0.1

→ skt
23.1 ± 0.7
29.7 ± 0.9
25.7 ± 0.6
28.6 ± 0.6
30.7 ± 0.7
33.8 ± 0.9
33.7 ± 0.5
34.0 ± 0.5
32.3 ± 0.6
31.8 ± 0.6
33.5 ± 0.5
43.5 ± 0.6
46.5 ± 0.7
49.5 ± 0.8
48.6 ± 0.8
50.3 ± 0.7
53.8 ± 0.6
55.3 ± 0.5
60.7 ± 0.3
58.7 ± 0.4

Avg
26.4
28.6
26.7
27.8
28.4
32.2
32.9
32.1
29.6
32.6
32.2
38.5
38.4
42.6
43.2
44.3
47.4
49.8
51.3
53.5

mutual learning has been analyzed in Tab.4. Besides, when
there is a large gap between the ‘qdr’ target domain and
other source domains, our source-guided K-means clustering can utilize guidance from the source domains and the
structure information from the target domain, to effectively
improve the quality of the pseudo labels.
Experiments on Office-31. As shown in Tab.2, on
Office-31, we compare the proposed method to recent methods based on the ResNet-50 backbone. Among MutiSource methods, DCTN [49], M3 SDA(-β) [32], and MFSAN [55] utilize the separate domain alignment, and the
experimental results are directly copied from the works
[55, 30, 46]. LtC-MSDA [48] applies the joint domain
alignment, and its results are obtained by re-implementing
the method on Office-31 dataset based on the official opensource code. On the whole, the conclusion on Office-31 is
similar to that on DomainNet, but with smaller performance
gaps between different methods as Office-31 is easier than
DomainNet. Specifically, our proposed MLAN achieves
an average classification accuracy of 91.4%, which outperforms other existing methods. In particular, our model
achieves 3% accuracy improvement than the state-of-the-art
method MFSAN [55] on the ‘→ A’ task. The performance
of MLAN on Office-31 also shows the superiority of combining two domain alignment methods.
Experiments on Digits-five. The experimental results
are shown in Tab.3. Digits-five only contains 10 classes of
numbers, which is much easier than the object datasets. For
some tasks such as ‘→ mt’ and ‘→ up’ , the performance
is almost saturated. So, most methods perform well on this
dataset. Even so, our method still suppresses the other four
Multi-Source methods and achieves comparable results as
DRT+ST [18], showing the advantage of our method.
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Table 3: Comparison with existing methods on Digits-five dataset in terms of top-1 classification accuracy (mean±std%)

Single
Best

Source
Combine

MultiSource

Methods
Source-only
DAN [23]
CORAL [41]
DANN [3]
ADDA [44]
Source-only
DAN [23]
DANN [3]
JAN [26]
ADDA [44]
MCD [39]
MDAN [53]
DCTN [49]
M3 SDA [32]
MDDA [54]
LtC-MSDA [48]
DRT+ST[18]
MLAN (ours)

→ mm
59.2 ± 0.6
63.8 ± 0.7
62.5 ± 0.7
71.3 ± 0.6
71.6 ± 0.5
63.4 ± 0.7
67.9 ± 0.8
70.8 ± 0.8
65.9 ± 0.7
72.3 ± 0.7
72.5 ± 0.7
69.5 ± 0.3
70.5 ± 1.2
72.8 ± 1.1
78.6 ± 0.6
85.6 ± 0.8
81.0 ± 0.3
86.3 ± 0.3

→ mt
97.2 ± 0.6
96.3 ± 0.5
97.2 ± 0.8
97.6 ± 0.8
97.9 ± 0.8
90.5 ± 0.8
97.5 ± 0.6
97.9 ± 0.7
97.2 ± 0.7
97.9 ± 0.6
96.2 ± 0.8
98.0 ± 0.9
96.2 ± 0.8
98.4 ± 0.7
98.8 ± 0.4
99.0 ± 0.4
99.3 ± 0.1
98.6± 0.0

→ up
84.7 ± 0.8
94.2 ± 0.9
93.5 ± 0.8
92.3 ± 0.9
92.8 ± 0.7
88.7 ± 0.9
93.5 ± 0.8
93.5 ± 0.8
95.4 ± 0.8
93.1 ± 0.8
95.3 ± 0.7
92.4 ± 0.7
92.8 ± 0.3
96.1 ± 0.8
93.9 ± 0.5
98.3 ± 0.4
98.4 ± 0.1
97.5± 0.2

→ rel → skt Avg

55.9
56.7
58.0
58.7

51.3
51.9
52.8
53.5

Avg
80.8
80.4
80.1
82.0
84.8
77.7
82.7
83.6
84.1
85.0
86.1
83.3
84.8
87.7
88.1
91.8
91.9
91.6

59

59
Accuracy (%)

72.6
72.5
73.7
73.9

→ syn
85.2 ± 0.6
85.4 ± 0.8
82.8 ± 0.7
85.4 ± 0.8
86.5 ± 0.6
82.4 ± 0.6
86.9 ± 0.5
87.4 ± 0.9
86.6 ± 0.6
86.7 ± 0.6
87.5 ± 0.7
87.4 ± 0.5
86.8 ± 0.8
89.6 ± 0.6
89.7 ± 0.7
93.0 ± 0.5
93.9 ± 0.3
93.0 ± 0.3

59.5

Table 4: Ablation study for the mutual learning module
Methods
→ clp → inf → pnt → qdr
joint
70.4
28.2
58.1
22.2
separate
70.0
28.5
58.6
25.5
w. categorical 71.1
28.8
58.9
26.4
MLAN
71.4
29.3
59.5
28.4

→ sv
77.7 ± 0.8
62.5 ± 0.7
64.4 ± 0.7
63.5 ± 0.8
75.5 ± 0.5
63.5 ± 0.9
67.8 ± 0.6
68.5 ± 0.5
75.3 ± 0.7
75.0 ± 0.8
78.9 ± 0.8
69.2 ± 0.6
77.6 ± 0.4
81.3 ± 0.9
79.3 ± 0.8
83.2 ± 0.6
86.7 ± 0.4
82.8 ± 0.1

Accuracy (%)

Standards

58.5
58

58.5
58
57.5
57

57.5

4.3. Ablation Study and Sensitivity Analysis
Effectiveness of Categorical and Logits Mutual
Learning. Tab.4 investigates each part of our MLAN
method on DomainNet. ‘joint’ and ‘separate’ mean the joint
alignment branch and the separate alignment branch, respectively. To compare more fairly, we train them with their
own pseudo labels generated by source-guided K-means
clustering. ‘w. categorical’ combines the two branches with
only the categorical mutual learning objective, and MLAN
further adds the logits mutual learning objective.
As shown in Tab.4, MLAN performs 2.2% better than
‘joint’ and 1.6% better than ‘separate’. Also, ‘w. categorical’ is worse than MLAN but better than both of the
two branches. These results show that our mutual learning
module is effective. Besides, both the categorical and the
logits mutual learning objectives improve the performance,
demonstrating that the two branches are complementary on
highly-confident samples as well as lowly-confident samples. More analyses of the complementarity between the
two branches are shown in the supplementary material.
Sensitivity of Hyperparameters. Fig.2a and Fig.2b
show the sensitivity of two hyperparameters α in Eq. (9)
and the threshold γ for pseudo labeling. As can be seen,
MLAN is not sensitive to α when it varies around 1. The
performance decreases when it is 0, illustrating the logits
mutual learning for those lowly-confident samples is beneficial. For γ, there is a clear upward trend when γ becomes
larger, which means that it is better to select fewer samples
for pseudo labeling to avoid wrong labeling.

0

0.5

1

1.5

2

0.6

(a) α

0.7

0.8

0.9

(b) γ

Figure 2: Sensitivity analysis experiments of α and γ (All
results are reported on the ‘→ skt’ task of DomainNet).

5. Conclusion and Future Work
This work presents a new mutual learning method for
MSDA to utilize the complementarity of the joint and separate domain alignment mechanisms. Categorical and logits mutual learning objectives are designed to make the two
types of methods learn collaboratively. Extensive experiments demonstrate the superiority of our method. In the future, we will explore the complementarity from more challenging domains with larger domain discrepancies.
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