
JOURNAL OF LATEX CLASS FILES, VOL. 14, NO. 8, AUGUST 2015 1

Selection, Ensemble, and Adaptation:
Advancing Multi-Source-Free Domain

Adaptation via Architecture Zoo
Jiangbo Pei, Ruizhe Li, Aidong Men, Yang Liu, Xiahai Zhuang, and Qingchao Chen✉

Abstract—Conventional Multi-Source Free Domain Adaptation (MSFDA) assumes that each source domain provides a single source
model, and all source models adopt a uniform architecture. This paper introduces Zoo-MSFDA, a more general setting that allows each
source domain to offer a zoo of multiple source models with different architectures. While it enriches the source knowledge,
Zoo-MSFDA risks being dominated by suboptimal/harmful models. To address this issue, we theoretically analyze the model selection
problem in Zoo-MSFDA, and introduce two principles: transferability principle and diversity principle. Recognizing the challenge of
measuring transferability, we subsequently propose a novel Source-Free Unsupervised Transferability Estimation (SUTE). It enables
assessing and comparing transferability across multiple source models with different architectures under domain shift, without requiring
target labels and source data. Based on above, we introduce a Selection, Ensemble, and Adaptation (SEA) framework to address
Zoo-MSFDA, which consists of: 1) source models selection based on the proposed principles and SUTE; 2) ensemble construction
based on SUTE-estimated transferability; 3) target-domain adaptation of the ensemble model. Evaluations demonstrate that our SEA
framework, with the introduced Zoo-MSFDA setting, significantly improves adaptation performance (e.g., 13.5% on DomainNet).
Additionally, our SUTE achieves state-of-the-art performance in transferability estimation.

Index Terms—unsupervised domain adaptation, multiple sources, source-free, transferability estimation, model zoo.

✦

1 INTRODUCTION

THE power of deep neural networks has been witnessed
in various image classification tasks, yet their peak

performance demands a substantial volume of high-quality
data annotations. Consequently, there has been a notable
emergence of interest in Unsupervised Domain Adapta-
tion (UDA), which aims at transferring knowledge from
a labeled source domain to an unlabeled target domain,
overcoming the domain shift/discrepancy [1]–[6]. However,
traditional UDA algorithms raise concerns about personal
data privacy and data transmission expenses, as they neces-
sitate access to source data during adaptation. To address
this issue, Source-Free Domain Adaptation (SFDA) has been
introduced as a promising alternative. SFDA focuses on
learning a discriminative model for the unlabeled target
domain by leveraging a model trained on the source domain
without accessing the source data. However, the assumption
of a single source domain in SFDA proves to be a limita-
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tion in the era of big data where diverse data acquisition
resources are available [7].

Recently, Multi-Source-Free Domain Adaptation
(MSFDA) has garnered increasing attention as it maintains
the protection of source data privacy while incorporating
multiple source domains into the framework [7]–[10]. In
MSFDA, it is typically assumed that each source domain
solely provides a single source model, and all models from
multiple source domains follow a uniform architecture, as
shown in Fig. 1 (a). Although this conventional benchmark
may aim for fair ablation comparisons, we argue that it
is limited in the following aspects: 1) Overlooking the
effect of the source model architecture: In addition to
domain discrepancies, the architecture of source models
also appears to be a crucial factor in adaptation (Fig. 1
(b)), as it is strongly related to the knowledge acquired
by these models from their respective domains. However,
this factor has not been thoroughly investigated in the
conventional settings. 2) Limited performance: In our
experiments, we observed the ground-breaking results (e.g.,
14.5% improvement in the Office-Home [11] dataset; Table
1) if we select appropriate multi-architecture models from
source domains and ensemble them in a straightforward
method even without any adaptation modules. Adhering
strictly to uniform architectures may neglect more effective
solutions that could leverage the diverse knowledge
brought by multi-architecture source models.

The above analysis motivates us to explore the uti-
lization of multi-architecture source models in MSFDA. In
this paper, we propose a new MSFDA setting named Zoo-
MSFDA. As shown in Fig. 1 (c), we allow each source
domain to offer a large zoo of trained source models with

ar
X

iv
:2

40
3.

01
58

2v
2 

 [
cs

.L
G

] 
 2

3 
M

ay
 2

02
4



JOURNAL OF LATEX CLASS FILES, VOL. 14, NO. 8, AUGUST 2015 2

Fig. 1. (a) In previous MSFDA, each source domain (S1, S2, and
S3) solely provides one source model, and all source models follow a
uniform architecture. (b) Performance of source models on the target
domain (evaluated on Office-Home [11]: Cl, Pr, Re →Ar). Each point
represents a source model, where the color indicates its classifica-
tion accuracy on the target domain. The horizontal axis represents
the source domain from which the model originates. The vertical axis
represents the model’s architecture, i.e., ResNet50 [12], ResNet101
[12], EfficientNet V2 S [13], EfficientNet V2 M [13], Swin T [14], and
Swin S [14]. The results demonstrate that besides the source domain,
the architecture of the source model also plays a pivotal role in influ-
encing its performance on the target domain. (c) In our Zoo-MSFDA,
we allow each source domain to offer a large zoo of source models
with different architectures. The target user is permitted to access and
leverage any model from these model zoos.

different architectures. The target user is permitted to access
and leverage any model from these model zoos, with the
aim of learning a discriminative model for the unlabeled
target domain. Compared to MSFDA, Zoo-MSFDA provides
the target user with a more comprehensive knowledge base
from source domains, hence presenting greater potential for
attaining optimal performance, and with unique challenges
as well.

Challenge 1: Missing analysis of source model selection prin-
ciples. One might argue that Zoo-MSFDA could be directly
addressed by employing conventional MSFDA methods.
However, this approach is impractical because the inclusion
of numerous source models also increases the likelihood of
including undesirable ones, which leads to significant per-
formance degradation (Experiment 6.2). This underscores
the necessity for a principled model selection mechanism in
Zoo-MSFDA to judiciously choose suitable source models
while excluding unsuitable ones. However, previous model
selection works (i.e., selecting models from model zoos)
focus on either supervised scenarios [15]–[17] or the vanilla
UDA [18], [19], while the suitable selection principle in Zoo-
MSFDA remains unexplored.

To address this challenge, we present a theoretical anal-
ysis for identifying appropriate source models in Zoo-
MSFDA. This analysis unveils two fundamental selection
principles. The first principle, termed as the transferability
principle, emphasizes selecting models that can accurately
approximate the data distribution in the target domain. The
second principle, termed as the diversity principle, advocates
for ensuring diversity and complementarity among the
selected models to enhance the collective knowledge. We
further introduce an algorithm that integrates both of them

to implement source model selection in Zoo-MSFDA.
Challenge 2: Transferability estimation of models from dif-

ferent source domains with different architectures for the unla-
beled target domain. While measuring the diversity of source
models can be readily accomplished using existing methods
[20], [21], assessing their transferability poses a consider-
able challenge in Zoo-MSFDA. Most existing transferability
measurements [16], [22], [23] require target labels, which are
unavailable in Zoo-MSFDA. Conventional UDA methods
[3], [4] regard the transferability as the capacity to miti-
gate domain discrepancies. This approach requires access
to source data, which is also inaccessible in Zoo-MSFDA.
Pei et al. [24] posit a connection between uncertainty and
transferability, advocating that models with lower uncer-
tainties exhibit greater transferability. These methods are
inefficient in Zoo-MSFDA due to the robustness issues in
uncertainty measurements when confronted with distribu-
tion shifts [25]. Recently, several target-only transferability
estimations have emerged [18], [26], [27]. These methods
enable the prediction of the transferability of source models
to the target domain solely relying on unlabeled target data.
These methods demonstrate effectiveness only when all
source models conform to the same architecture. However,
they suffer considerable performance degradation in Zoo-
MSFDA where source models possess different architectures
(Experiment 6.4).

To tackle this challenge, we propose a novel Source-Free
Unsupervised Transferability Estimation (SUTE). Aligned
with UDA methods, we regard the transferability as the
capacity of the model to overcome domain discrepancy.
Our objective is to develop proxy indicators that could
indirectly assess this capacity due to the unavailability of
domain discrepancy in source-free scenarios. Through anal-
ysis, we identify three key indicators that are significantly
associated with a model’s transferability: individual certainty,
semantics consistency, and global dispersity. Based on them,
we introduce the formulation of SUTE, which enables the
assessment and comparison of transferability across multi-
ple source models with different architectures in the context
of domain shift, without requiring access to any target labels or
source data. Remarkably, although with fewer requirements,
SUTE achieves superior performance compared to existing
transferability measurements.

To address the Zoo-MSFDA in general, we propose a
new framework, namely Selection, Ensemble, and Adapta-
tion (SEA). SEA consists of three steps: source model selection,
selected model ensemble, and ensemble model adaptation. In the
first step, we utilize the proposed transferability principle
(supported by our SUTE) and diversity principle to perform
model selection on the received source models. This step
ultimately selected a set of models that are identified ap-
propriate for adaptation to the target domain, which are
referred to as inlier models. Other models are considered
superfluous or risky and are denoted as outlier models. In the
second step, we construct an ensemble model by combining
the selected inlier models, aiming to effectively leverage the
source knowledge they contain. Different from previously
done that based on learned transferability factors/domain
weights [7], [8], our approach directly leverages the pro-
posed SUTE for ensemble weighting due to its effectiveness
in transferability estimation. In addition, considering that
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the outlier models may be valuable to certain target instance,
we introduce an Outlier Knowledge Recycle module that
guides the ensemble model to carefully identify and recycle
useful knowledge from outlier models at the instance level.
In the third step, we introduce a Separate Information
Maximization (SIM) objective to further adapt the ensemble
model to the target domain. This objective is derived from
previous (collaborative) Information Maximization [7], [8],
with improvements in the utilization of diversity knowledge
from source models. We conduct extensive experiments to
verify the effectiveness of our method and demonstrate
that the proposed method achieves state-of-the-art results in
terms of both adaptation performance and transferability estima-
tion. Besides the exploitation of multi-architecture models,
Zoo-MSFDA also encompasses sub-settings where models
share the same architecture but are trained with multi-
configurations such as learning rate, batch size, optimizer,
and pre-trained weights (see Supplementary Fig. 3). It is
evident that our method is consistently effective in all sub-
settings.

Our main contributions can be summarized as follows.

• We introduce a new setting termed Zoo-MSFDA,
which allows each source domain to offer multiple
source models with different architectures. Com-
pared to the conventional MSFDA, it provides the
target user with a more comprehensive knowledge
base from source domains, presenting greater poten-
tial for attaining better adaptation performance.

• We delve into the model selection problem in Zoo-
MSFDA. Based on theoretical analysis, we introduce
two fundamental selection principles that guide ef-
fective source model selection, namely transferability
principle and diversity principle.

• We propose a novel Source-Free Unsupervised
Transferability Estimation (SUTE). It enables the as-
sessment and comparison of transferability across
multiple source models with different architectures in
the context of domain shift, without requiring access
to any target labels or source data. With fewer require-
ments, SUTE demonstrates superior performance
compared to existing transferability measurements.

• We introduce a novel Selection, Ensemble, and Adap-
tation (SEA) framework that addresses Zoo-MSFDA
by 1) selecting appropriate source models based
on the proposed selection principles and SUTE; 2)
constructing an ensemble model based on the pro-
posed SUTE to efficiently and safely aggregate source
knowledge; and 3) adapting the ensemble model
to the target domain using the proposed Separate
Information Maximization (SIM).

• We validate the effectiveness of our method through
numerous experiments, and demonstrate that our
approach achieves state-of-the-art results in both
adaptation performance and transferability estimation.
Besides the architecture, our method demonstrates
consistent effectiveness in leveraging multiple source
models trained with different learning rate, batch
size, optimizer, and pre-trained weights.

2 RELATED WORK

2.1 Source-Free Domain Adaptation

Unsupervised Domain Adaptation (UDA) aims to leverage
transferable knowledge from a source domain to enhance
predictions in an unlabeled target domain. In the past few
years, vanilla UDA approaches [1], [4], [28] have achieved
considerable success. However, UDA requires access to
source data during the adaptation process, which may not
be practical in various applications. Consequently, Source-
Free Domain Adaptation (SFDA) has garnered increasing
attention, which aims to adapt a source-trained model to
an unlabeled target domain without accessing the source
data. To address SFDA, recent studies attempt to generate
surrogate source data [29], [30] and generate pseudo-labels
for target data based on the target data structure [29],
[31]–[34]. Although these methods have shown promising
results, all SFDA approaches rely on the assumption that
only one source domain is available, which limits their
applicability in real-world settings where multiple source
domains are often available.

2.2 Multi-Source-Free Domain Adaptation

Multi-Source-Free Domain Adaptation (MSFDA) maintains
the protection of SFDA on the privacy of source data while
incorporating diverse source domains into the framework
[7]–[10]. Generally, MSFDA faces two key challenges: how
to aggregate source knowledge and how to infer target
semantics. To address the first challenge, existing MSFDA
methods propose to learn the domain weights [8], [10] or
transferable factors [7] to represent the contributions of
source models to the entire target domain, and then using
them to combine source models to form an ensemble. Pei
et al. [9] introduce a instance-level aggregation strategy
based on evidential learning. To tackle the second challenge,
existing MSFDA methods mainly adopt the pseudo-label
learning strategies. Ahmed et al. [8] and Feng et al. [10]
propose to generate pseudo labels by performing advanced
clustering and majority voting, respectively. Dong et al.
[7] introduce CAiDA, which leverages the local structure
information of the target data to enhance the quality of
the pseudo-labels. While existing MSFDA methods have
demonstrably advanced the field, they are limited by two
key assumptions: 1) each source domain contributes a single
model, and 2) all source models adhere to a uniform archi-
tecture. These assumptions restrict the investigation into the
impact of source model architectures and potentially hinder
the development of more effective adaptation methods that
exploit multi-architecture source models.

2.3 Transferability Measurements

Assessing transferability of pre-trained models has great
significance to guide common practice. Some methods focus
on predicting the performance of the model in the conven-
tional supervised tasks by using cross-validation, bootstrap-
ping, or constructing learning curves [15], [35], [36]. Recent
works mainly focus on predicting the performance of a
pre-trained source model in the target domain after fine-
tuning in the supervised manner, where the target labels
are available [16], [22], [23], [37]. For example, LEEP [23]
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introduces an empirical predictor based on estimating the
joint distribution over pre-trained labels and the target la-
bels, and uses the log expectation of the empirical predictor
as a transferability measure. LogME [16] formulates a loga-
rithm of maximum evidence based on extracted features for
efficient transferability estimation. Despite their success, the
requirement of target labels in the above methods hinders
their application in Zoo-MSFDA.

There are also some works focus on transferability esti-
mation in UDA tasks [19], [38]. Conventional UDA works
[3], [4] regard the transferability as the capacity to mitigate
domain discrepancies, which can be estimated by using
domain discrepancy measurement such as Maximum Mean
Discrepancy (MMD) [28] and A-Distance [4]. Moreover,
Sugiyama et al. [38] introduce Importance-Weighted Cross-
Validation (IWCV), which estimates the target risk by re-
weighting the source risk based on input-level domain sim-
ilarity. Based on it, You et al. [39] propose Deep Embedded
Validation (DEV) that considers feature-level similarity and
controls variance in IWCV. However, these methods are also
impractical in Zoo-MSFDA due to their reliance on source
data.

Recently, several target-only transferability estimations
have been proposed for UDA tasks, which rely solely on
unlabeled target data. Morerio et al. [40] use the uncertainty
(entropy) of the target predictions for validation, inspired by
low-density assumption. Nonetheless, existing uncertainty
measurements suffer from robustness issues in the presence
of distribution shifts [25]. Saito et al. [41] introduce Soft
Neighborhood Density (SND), which leverages neighbor-
hood consistency for transferability measurement. Hu et al.
[18] propose MixVal, which utilizes the intra-cluster mixed
samples for evaluating neighborhood density and the inter-
cluster mixed samples for investigating the classification
boundary. Although these methods do not require target
labels and source data, their effectiveness is restricted to sce-
narios where all models share a common architecture. As we
demonstrate in Experiment 6.4, these methods suffer from
performance degradation in the challenging Zoo-MSFDA
where source models can have different architectures.

2.4 Model Selection from Zoos
Recently, selecting appropriate models from model zoos
has gained increasing attention [22]. In prior studies, the
model selection task has frequently been equated with the
task of measuring transferability, where researchers opt for
the most transferable model as their choice [16], [18], [22],
[23], [37]. Despite its simplicity, relying solely on a single
model may not yield optimal results [42]. Consequently, the
guiding principles for selecting models that lead to superior
adaptation performance remain largely unexplored. No-
tably, Agostinelli et al. [43] recently introduce the pioneering
work of extending transferability estimation to the selection
of a set of source model ensembles, leveraging the concept
of LEEP [23]. Building upon this foundation, Bachu et al. [19]
have furthered the field by incorporating considerations of
domain mismatch within the latent feature representation
space and exploring the interactions and correlations among
model outputs. However, these methods focus on scenarios
of fine-tuning or the vanilla UDA, which are not suitable in
Zoo-MSFDA.

Additionally, several Domain Generalization (DG)
works have investigated leveraging model zoos during
training on labeled source domains [20], [44]. Their primary
goal is to enhance the generalizability of the source-trained
model. In this paper, we explore the exploitation of model
zoos on an unlabeled target domain to enhance the adaptation
on this domain, which is different from zoo-based DG works
[20], [44] in both purpose and methodology.

3 ZOO-MSFDA: PROBLEM DEFINITION AND THE-
ORETICAL ANALYSIS

3.1 Problem Definition

In this paper, we consider a C-way classification task and
assume the target domain shares the same labels with all
source domains. Let {DSk

}Kk=1 denotes K source domains,
where DSk

contains |DSk
| labeled samples {(xi, yi)}

|DSk
|

i=1 .
Each source domain DSk

provides a model zoo for the
target domain, composed of Mk source models trained on
the labeled samples of this domain, i.e., {hm

k }Mk

m=1. hm
k (xi)

denotes the output probability of model hm
k for a given

input xi. The target domain DT contains |DT | unlabeled
samples, represented as {xi}|DT |

i=1 . The final goal of Zoo-
MSFDA is to learn a target model hT based on these
available source models and the unlabeled target data. All
mathematical symbols used in this paper are summarized
in Supplementary Table 1 for reader convenience.

3.2 Theoretical Analysis

In this section, we aim to provide theoretical insights for
the model selection problem in the context of Zoo-MSFDA.
Without loss of generality, our analysis is conducted within
the context of the pseudo-label learning paradigm, which
has been widely employed in previous source-free tasks
(e.g., the vanilla SFDA domain [31], [33], MSFDA [7], [8],
universal SFDA [45]).

We begin by providing a brief introduction to the
pseudo-label learning paradigm. Utilizing contemporary
pseudo-label learning techniques (e.g., [31], [33]) and relying
on a single source model hm

k , we can derive the pseudo-
label ỹi for the unlabeled target sample xi ∈ DT . This
establishes a pseudo target distribution P

hm
k

XY that generates
the data and pseudo-label pairs D

hm
k

pse = {(xi, ỹi)}|DT |
i=1 . In

the case of multiple source models, current methods [7],
[8] propose to aggregate the source models by ensemble
approach (linear combination), utilizing a series of weights
{wm

k | 1 ≤ k ≤ K, 1 ≤ m ≤ Mk}, satisfying the constraint∑K
k=1

∑Mk

m=1 w
m
k = 1. Then, an ensemble model is obtained,

which is defined as h(x) =
∑K

k=1

∑Mk

m=1 w
m
k hm

k (x). Based
on this, a new pseudo-target distribution is established:
Ph
XY =

∑K
k=1

∑Mk

m=1 w
m
k P

hm
k

XY . The corresponding data and
pseudo-label pairs are denoted as Dh

pse = {(xi, yi)}
|DT |
i=1 .

Then, given the loss function l : Y × Y → R+, the
overall objective (i.e., the empirical risk [46]) on the available
unlabeled target data DT is formulated as:

Remp = L(hT , D
h
pse) =

1
|DT |

|DT |∑
i=1

l(hT (xi), yi). (1)
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Accordingly, the expected/true risk on the real target
domain distribution PT

XY can be represented by Rexp =
L(hT , P

T
XY ). The ultimate objective is to minimize the ex-

pected risk Rexp by optimizing the empirical risk Remp,
which is known as empirical risk minimization [46]. To
achieve this objective, the key is to minimize the adaptation
gap between Rexp and Remp, which can be formulated by
G = |Rexp − Remp|.

3.2.1 Transferability Principle
The following Proposition 1 establishes an upper bound on
the adaptation gap, facilitating analysis of its relationship to
the involved source models, motivated by [47].
Proposition 1. (proved in Supplementary 1.1) Let H : X →

Y be a hypothesis space of multiclass predictors. Let D(.)
be the Kullback-Leibler divergence. Suppose H has finite
Natarajan dimension d(H), then for any loss function l

bounded in [0, z] and hT ∈ H, there exists a constant β
such that with a probability of 1− δ,

G ≤
√
2z2

2

√
D(Ph

XY ||PT
XY ) + β

√
d(H) logC − log δ

|DT |
.

(2)

Remark 1: Significance of Source Models’ Transferability.
Proposition 1 indicates that for a good selection principle,
the selected models should enable a small discrepancy of
D(Ph

XY ||PT
XY ), where PT

XY represents the true target distri-
bution and Ph

XY is the pseudo-target distribution generated
by h, i.e., the ensemble of the selected source models. We
term this principle as the transferability principle, as it under-
scores the ability of h in accurately capturing the target data
distribution, i.e., the transferability [41] 1.

Despite the intuitive nature of the transferability princi-
ple, applying it effectively faces two significant challenges in
real-world scenarios. The first challenge is how to measure the
transferability of a model without accessing target labels, which
we will address in Section 4.2. The other challenge is how
to apply the transferability principle efficiently. Specifically, the
number of combination strategies grows exponentially with
the number of source models. Let r be the total number of
source models, the number of possible combinations involv-
ing inclusion or exclusion of each model is 2r , resulting in
2r possible h even when ignoring the varying combination
weights. Hence, it is time-consuming to measure the trans-
ferability for all possible ensembles h. The subsequently
introduced Equation 3 provides insights to address this
challenge (proved in Supplementary 1.2).

D(Ph
XY ||PT

XY ) ≤
K∑

k=1

Mk∑
m=1

wm
k D(P

hm
k

XY ||P
T
XY ), (3)

where wm
k is a weight satisfying the constraint∑K

k=1

∑Mk

m=1 w
m
k = 1, D(P

hm
k

XY ||PT
XY ) measures the

discrepancy between the true target distribution and that
inferred by hm

k , which represents the transferability of hm
k

to the target domain.
Remark 2: Priority of Leveraging Highly Transferable In-
dividual Models. Equation 3 illustrates that the average

1. Note that although we assume l is bounded, Proposition 1 remains
instructive for the general scenario where the unbounded cross-entropy
is used. Please refer to Supplementary 4.4.

transferability of individual source models serves as an
upper bound to constrain the transferability of the ensemble
model. Consequently, selecting source models with high
transferability could serve as a valuable prior for ensem-
bling. This motivates us to simplify the evaluation of the
transferability by proposing a greedy strategy in Section
4.4.1, which reduces the number of transferability evalua-
tions from the exponential 2r to 2r− 1, where r denotes the
total number of source models.

3.2.2 Diversity Principle
Besides the transferability, we introduce another perspective
to analyse the Proposition 1. The term D(Ph

XY ||PT
XY ) mea-

sures the discrepancy between the true target distribution
PT
XY and the pseudo-target distribution inferred by multiple

source models Ph
XY =

∑K
k=1

∑Mk

m=1 w
m
k P

hm
k

XY . To analyse
this term, we introduce Proposition 2 in the following.
Proposition 2. (proved in Supplementary 1.3) Let L(w) =

D(
∑K

k=1

∑Mk

m=1 w
m
k P

hm
k

XY ||PT
XY ). Let w∗ be the opti-

mal weights, i.e., w∗ = argminw L(w), then, L(w∗)
achieves minimum (0) if and only if PT

XY ∈ Sw, where
Sw = {

∑K
k=1

∑Mk

m=1 w
m
k P

hm
k

XY |
∑K

k=1

∑Mk

m=1 w
m
k = 1}.

Remark 3: Significance of Source Models’ Diversity.
Proposition 2 illustrates that, given the optimal ensemble
weight w∗, achieving the minimization of the discrepancy
D(Ph

XY ||PT
XY ) requires to satisfy the condition PT

XY ∈ Sw.
This implies that enhancing the diversity among selected
models to expand the set Sw is an efficient principle for
reducing the adaptation gap. We term this principle as the
diversity principle. A toy example to understand the diversity
principle is provided in Supplementary Fig. 2 (c).

3.2.3 Trade-off between Transferability and Diversity
Although both transferability and diversity are crucial prin-
ciples for source model selection, they can occasionally
present trade-offs. For example, selecting models highly
transferable to the target domain, which aligns with the
transferability principle, might lead to a set with low di-
versity, where models share significant similarities (Sup-
plementary Fig. 2 (b)). From another perspective, prioritiz-
ing diversity may result in the incorporation of numerous
poorly transferable models, which sacrifices the average
individual transferability of the selected source models,
thereby contradicting the argumentation in Remark 2.

In the exploration of a potential trade-off between the
two principles, we observe that the transferability principle
takes precedence over the diversity principle. This priori-
tization is reasoned by Remark 3, which indicates that the
diversity principle’s effectiveness depends on achieving the
optimal ensemble weight. However, as the target domain is
unlabeled, the ability to attain the optimal ensemble weight
is intricately linked to the initial transferability of the source
models. Consequently, we prioritize the transferability prin-
ciple over the diversity principle.

4 SOURCE MODEL SELECTION IN ZOO-MSFDA
4.1 Overall
In this section, we focus on tackling the source model
selection problem in Zoo-MSFDA. Given multiple source
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Fig. 2. (a) shows the general inference process of source models on target domain in Zoo-MSFDA. The extracted features, prediction probability,
predictive semantics and structural semantics are elements available in the process. (b) illustrates the predictive semantics ŷ and structural
semantics ŷstu. The former is obtained based on the decision boundary, whereas the latter also considers the underlying data structure. (c)
illustrates the three basic indicators of SUTE. Individual Certainty: A transferable source model is encouraged to provide a certainty prediction for
each individual target sample. Semantics Consistency: Given a transferable source model, for a target sample, its predictive semantics (inferred
from model prediction) and the structural semantics (inferred based on the cluster structure in the feature space), should be the same. Global
Dispersity: Given a transferable source model, the distribution of predicted target abels is expected to exhibit diversity on the whole domain rather
than collapsing into a few classes. Here we illustrate an extreme negative case of collapsing into a single classes, i.e., ŷ1 = · · · = ŷn. (d) shows a
process of the model’s transferability decrease (i.e., becoming more affected by domain discrepancy) and illustrates how IC, SC, and GD change
during this process. A simulation demonstrating this process is provided in the Supplementary 2 and Supplementary Fig.1.

models H = {hm
k | 1 ≤ k ≤ K, 1 ≤ m ≤ Mk} from K

source domains, the goal is to select the appropriate source
models (inlier models SI ) and filter out others models
(outlier models SO).

Firstly, while Section 3.2 has outlined two selection
principles, the implementation of the transferability prin-
ciples is challenging due to requisite but inaccessible target
labels, unaccessable source data and architecture discrepancies. To
this end, we introduce a novel method termed Source-Free
Unsupervised Transferability Estimation (SUTE) in Section
4.2 (Fig. 2). Here, three key indicators (individual certainty,
semantics consistency, and global dispersity) associated
with model transferability are formulated and integrated,
effectively addressing the transferability estimation problem
in Zoo-MSFDA. Subsequently, we introduce the diversity
measurement utilizing the Hilbert-Schmidt Independence
Criterion (HSIC) in Section 4.3, allowing us to implement
the diversity principle efficiently. Finally, we introduce a
selection strategy that accomplishes model selection by in-
corporating the transferability and diversity principles.

4.2 Transferability Estimation

While assessing the transferability of source models proves
crucial, conducting a direct evaluation is impractical due to
the need for target labels. Consequently, we approach the
challenging task from an alternative perspective: evaluat-

ing models’ transferability by estimating their capacity to
mitigate domain discrepancies. This view is closely related
to vanilla UDA works [3], [4]. However, the domain dis-
crepancy measurements in these works necessitate access to
source data, hindering their generalizability in Zoo-MSFDA.

In this paper, we propose a novel Source-Free
Unsupervised Transferability Estimation (SUTE). This
method enables the assessment and comparison of trans-
ferability amid domain shifts across multiple source models
with the same or different architectures, without necessitat-
ing access to any source data or target labels.

4.2.1 Basic Elements

Considering that comparisons of transferability may involve
models with distinct architectures, we seek to leverage
elements that generally exist across source models with
different architectures. To this end, we illustrate the general
inference process in Fig. 2 (a), and summary the following
elements that are almost available for any source model h:
1) the extracted feature f(x) for each target data x, 2) the
output of the model h(x) for each target data x, representing
the prediction probability Py|x, 3) the predictive seman-
tics (class) ŷ = argminc(hc(x)), where hc(x) represents
the prediction probability on class c, and 4) the structural
semantics for each target data x, denoted as ŷstu, which
could be obtained based on the extracted feature and the
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prediction probability by using some cluster-based pseudo-
labeling technologies [7], [31]. We illustrate the predictive
semantics and the structural semantics in Fig. 2 (b).

4.2.2 Transferability Indicator

We address the challenging transferability estimation task
by considering the question: Given a transferable source model
that effectively overcomes the domain discrepancy, what char-
acteristics should the above elements extracted from the model
possess?. The ideal scenario is that the distribution of target
data should closely resemble that of the source data in the
feature space. Based on this intuition, we summarize three
necessary characteristics that a transferable source model
should exhibit in the target domain, and propose three
indicators namely Individual Certainty (IC), Semantics Con-
sistency (SC) and Global Dispersity (GD). These indicators
are illustrated in Fig. 2 (c).
Individual Certainty. Given a proficiently trained source
model, the source data in the feature space should dis-
tinctly reside away from the model’s decision boundary.
For well-aligned target features, this characteristic should
also hold. This means the transferable source model is
encouraged to provide a certainty prediction for each tar-
get sample. We regard this characteristic as an indicator,
and measure it using the negative entropy, formulated by:
IC = −Ex∼DT

H(Py|x) = −Ex∼DT
H(h(x)).

Semantics Consistency. Besides the semantics from predic-
tion (i.e., ŷ), the source data naturally exhibit structural
semantics ŷstu in the feature space of the source model.
Generally, the semantics extracted from this structure align
with those obtained from predictions. We term this charac-
teristic as Semantics Consistency. This characteristic should
persist for the target features if they align well with the
source features. To this end, we quantify this characteristic
by measuring the negative conditional entropy between
ŷstu and ŷ. Then, the corresponding indicator SC can be
formulated by: SC = −H(PŶ stu|Ŷ ), where Ŷ stu and Ŷ

represent the distribution of ŷstu and ŷ, respectively.
Global Dispersity. Assuming the alignment of target fea-
tures, the distribution of predicted target labels should
generally exhibit diversity rather than collapsing into a few
classes (Fig. 2 (c)). We measure this characteristic using
an indicator termed Global Dispersity, formulated it by
GD = H(PŶ ) = H(Ex∼DT

P (ŷ|x)) = H(Ex∼DT
(h(x))).

Note that this formulation implicitly assumes a uniform
label distribution of the target domain, since GD achieved
maximum when P (y) = ( 1

C , . . . , 1
C ). However, this as-

sumption may not hold in practice. We will discuss and
address this problem in the next Section.

4.2.3 SUTE Formulation

We view the transferability of a source model to a target do-
main as its capacity to mitigate domain discrepancy among
the two domains. Fig. 2 (d) visually illustrates the changes in
IC, SC and GD across different levels of the transferability of
a source model (we recommend referring to the simulation
presented in Supplementary 2 for better understanding).

• Initially, if the source model has robust transferability
to the target domain that entirely overcomes domain

discrepancies, as discussed in Section 4.2.2, IC, SC,
and GD are generally all high.

• In scenarios where transferability weakens, the
source model is weakly affected by domain discrep-
ancies. As depicted in Fig. 2 (d), the model may still
retain high prediction accuracy. In such cases, SC and
GD are not significantly influenced, while IC notably
decreases.

• When the source model is moderately affected by
domain discrepancies, some samples may be misclas-
sified, yet the structural information generally per-
sists. This scenario is characterized by a significant
decrease in SC.

• If the source model is seriously affected by domain
discrepancies, with common misclassifications and
severe distortion of structural information, IC and
SC become meaningless. This scenario can be char-
acterized by a significant decrease in GD.

With the above consideration, we formulate the SUTE
as:

SUTE = λ1IC + λ2SC +Φ(GD; τh, τl), (4)

where Φ(GD; τh, τl) is a piecewise function of GD, formu-
lated by:

Φ(GD; τh, τl) =


τh, GD > τh.

GD, τl ≤ GD ≤ τh.

−∞, GD < τl.

(5)

There are two reasons to use the piecewise function
rather than the original GD. On the one hand, GD in-
herently favors a source model that yields an absolutely
uniform label distribution in the target domain. However,
our preference leans towards a source model that offers
a relatively diverse prediction distribution, rather than the
uniform label distribution, since it may not match the real
target label distribution. To this end, we set the maximum
value τh. If GD reaches τh, we consider it sufficiently diverse
and do not require it to be larger.

On the other hand, if the source model is seriously
affected by domain discrepancy that leads to common mis-
classifications and severe distortion of structural informa-
tion, IC and SC will be meaningless, as we illustrate in
Fig. 2 (additional evidence is provided in Supplementary
2). Hence, when this case occurs (GD is smaller than τl), we
directly set the SUTE to −∞ to indicate the severely poor
transferability, neglecting the influence of IC and SC.

4.3 Diversity Estimation

As highlighted in Remark 3 of Section 3.2.2, enhancing
the diversity of the selected source models is pivotal for
improving the potential of ensemble. Over the past few
years, numerous studies have proposed methods for select-
ing diverse models, primarily achieved by measuring the
independence among these models. Inspired by [21], we
adopt the Hilbert-Schmidt Independence Criterion (HSIC)
for evaluating independence. Given two source models,
denoted as h1 and h2, we represent HSIC by HSIC(h1, h2).
Detailed formulation of HSIC can be found in [48].



JOURNAL OF LATEX CLASS FILES, VOL. 14, NO. 8, AUGUST 2015 8

Fig. 3. Illustration of our SEA framework, which consists of three steps: (1) Source Model Selection. Given multiple source models, we obtain
the inlier models SI and the outlier models SO based on the algorithms in Section 4.4. (2) Selected Model Ensemble. In Inlier Model Ensemble,
a series of SUTE-based weights are introduced to aggregate the inlier source models for constructing an ensemble model. Here, σ represents
the Softmax operator. In addition, an Outlier Model Recycle (Lomr) is introduced to carefully recycle valuable knowledge from outlier models to
the ensemble model. (3) Ensemble Model Adaptation. Two objectives are introduced to adapt the ensemble model to the target domain. One is
the widely-used pseudo-labeling objective Lpse. The other is the proposed Separate Information Maximization Lsim. It encourages information
maximization for each inlier model separately, rather than for their entirety as in previous methods. After training, the ensemble model h will be
employed as the target model hT .

4.4 Source Model Selection

Assume that there are multiple source models H = {hm
k |

1 ≤ k ≤ K, 1 ≤ m ≤ Mk} from K source domains,
our aim is to perform source model selection based on
the two principles. According to the discussion in Section
3.2.3, the transferability principle is considered a priority
over the diversity principle. To this end, we firstly apply
the transferability principle to select a set of transferable
model, and then expand the diversity of the selected models
to implement the diversity principle.

4.4.1 Applying Transferability Principle
We firstly collect a set of transferable models to form a
transferable set STR. Consider the SUTE of model hm

k (cal-
culated by Equation 4) is SUTEhm

k
. We firstly create a model

sequence Sort(H), which is the sorted of source models in
decreasing order of SUTEhm

k
. Then, we sequentially add

each model h from Sort(H) to the transferable set STR.
Specifically, let STR be the current transferable set, and after
adding h, it becomes S′

TR = STR ∪ h. Using ensemble
strategy, we create two models: 1) the ensemble of STR, and
2) the ensemble of S′

TR. We regard each ensemble model
as an individual model, and thus can calculate the SUTE
for the two ensemble models (details are in Supplementary
3.3), respectively, denoted as SUTESTR

and SUTES′
TR

. We
then compare the two values, and only accept h in STR

if the SUTESTR∪h is larger than SUTESTR
. This means

the transferability of STR ∪ h is larger than that of STR,
indicating that the transferability is improved after adding
h. This procedure also ensures that the transferability of the
ensemble of STR can be no worse than the best individual
model. In addition, this greedy strategy removes the need
for manually specifying the number of selected models. The
procedure is summarized in Supplementary Algorithm 1.

4.4.2 Applying Diversity Principle
We then select a set of models to expand the diversity of
the selected models. Specifically, we denote models that
have not been selected (h /∈ STR) as diversity candidate
set SDC . We calculate the average independence of each

model h ∈ SDC to all models h′ ∈ STR, represented by
Div(h) = Eh′∈STR

HSIC(h, h′). We sort these models accord-
ing to Div(h) and selected the Topq models as Diversity
set, i.e., SDIV = {h|Div(h) ∈ Topq(Div(h))}, where q
is a hyperparameter to control the number of SDIV . The
procedure is summarized in Supplementary Algorithm 2.

Finally, we add STR and SDIV to obtain the inlier mod-
els SI = STR∪SDIV . These models will be used to construct
the target model and undergo adaptation. Other models
that do not belong to SI are denoted as the outlier models,
formulated by SO = {h|h ∈ H,h /∈ SI}. These outlier
models will neither be combined into target model nor
be optimized during adaptation, which effectively avoids
undesirable source models and reduces computational cost.

5 SELECTION, ENSEMBLE AND ADAPTATION
FRAMEWORK

5.1 Overall
We propose a novel Selection, Ensemble, and Adaptation
(SEA) framework to address Zoo-MSFDA (Fig. 3). SEA
consists of three steps: source model selection, selected model
ensemble, and ensemble model adaptation. Specifically, in the
first step, we split source models to the inlier models SI

and the outlier models SO based on the model selection
algorithm in Section 4.4.

In the second step, we propose an Inlier Model Ensem-
ble, which aims to aggregate valuable knowledge from inlier
models by ensembling these models. Different from previ-
ous MSFDA works, we directly use our SUTE for ensemble
rather than using the learned domain weights. The ensemble
model is formulated by h =

∑|SI |
j=1 σj(SUTE) · hj . Addition-

ally, we propose an Outlier Model Recycle objective (Lomr)
to meticulously recycle valuable knowledge from outlier
models for further enhancing the ensemble model.

In the third step, we present a Separate Information
Maximization objective Lsim, an enhanced version of In-
formation Maximization in MSFDA works, which leads to
better adaptation performance in Zoo-MSFDA. The widely-
used pseudo-label learning strategy is also adopted, repre-
sented by Lpse. The overall loss is represented by: Lall =
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Lsim + γ1Lpse + γ2Lomr , where γ1 and γ2 are coefficients
of Lpse and Lomr , respectively. After training, the ensemble
model h will be employed as the target model hT .

5.2 Source Model Selection

We follow the proposed procedure in Section 4.4 for source
model selection, obtaining the inlier models SI and the
outlier models SO .

5.3 Selected Model Ensemble

5.3.1 Inlier Model Ensemble

The inlier models SI selected through our meticulous de-
sign selection procedure contain substantial and safe-to-
utilize source knowledge. We construct an ensemble of inlier
models to leverage the valuable source knowledge they
contained sufficiently, following previous MSFDA meth-
ods [7], [8]. Specifically, these methods first formulate the
weights for ensemble by: θ = {θj |1 ≤ j ≤ |SI |}, sat-
isfying the constraint

∑|SI |
j=1 θj = 1, where |SI | is the

number of inlier models. Then, the ensemble model is
formulated by h =

∑|SI |
j=1 θjhj . Intuitively, for the given

source models {h1, h2, . . . , h|SI |}, if the optimal weights
θ∗ := min

θ
L(

∑|SI |
j=1 θjhj) are achieved (L be any optimiza-

tion objective), it is better than any single model:

L(

|SI |∑
j=1

θ∗jhj) = min
θ

L(

|SI |∑
j=1

θjhj) ≤ min
h1,h2,...,h|SI |

L(hj). (6)

In previous MSFDA methods [7], [8], the weights are
generally obtained by learning. However, as the target do-
main is unlabeled, the attainment of the optimal weights
could not be granted. Motivated by the evidence that our
proposed SUTE could accurately infer models’ transfer-
ability, instead of using learning-based methods, we pro-
pose to directly use the SUTE of these models to weight
them. Hence, we formulate the weights by σ(SUTE) =
σ([SUTE1, . . . , SUTE|SI |]), where σ is the softmax operator
for normalization, SUTEi denotes the SUTE of the i-th
source model obtained by using Equation 4. The ensemble
model can be denoted as h =

∑|SI |
j=1 σj(SUTE) · hj , where

σj(SUTE) represents the j-th elements of σ(SUTE).

5.3.2 Outlier Model Recycle

Outlier models, despite their potential lack of substantial
impact on overall adaptation or even the risk of negative
effects, may still harbor knowledge valuable to specific tar-
get sample. To this end, we propose Outlier Model Recycle,
a module for carefully leveraging the knowledge gleaned
from these outlier models at the instance level. Given an
instance x and h ∈ SO, we recycle the prediction h(x)
only when two strict constraints are satisfied. First, the
confidence of h in predicting x, i.e., the maximum proba-
bility maxc hc(x), should be the highest among all outlier
models. Let hc(x) be the prediction probability of model h
for input x on class c, this constraint can be represented
by: maxc hc(x) = maxh′∈SO

maxc h
′
c(x). Second, the con-

fidence should exceed a threshold τ . This constraint can
be formulated by maxc hc(x) > τ . If a prediction satisfies

the above constraints, we store the data and the label in-
ferred from this outlier model’s prediction (formulated by
yo = argmaxc hc(x)) as a pair (x, yo). Finally, let Do be
the set of all collected pairs, the objective of Outlier Model
Recycle Lomr can be formulated by:

Lomr = E(x,yo)∼Do
lce(h(x), yo), (7)

where lce denotes the cross-entropy loss function.

5.4 Ensemble Model Adaptation

5.4.1 Pseudo-Label Learning
Pseudo-label learning is a widely used adaptation method
in SFDA/MSFDA works [7], [8], [31], [34]. In particular,
leveraging the pseudo labels derived from data structure in
the feature space is a popular and effective method for adap-
tation. However, we find that these methods lose efficiency
in Zoo-MSFDA benchmarks where model architectures are
different.

In our SEA, we instead use a simple and efficient
way that directly using the predictive semantic of each
sample as its pseudo label, which can be formulated by
y = argmaxc hc(x), where hc(x) represents the prediction
probability of h on class c given x. We represent these data
and pseudo-label pairs as Dh

pse = {(xi, yi)}
|DT |
i=1 . Then, the

objective of the pseudo-label learning can be formulated by

Lpse = E(x,y)∼Dh
pse

lce(h(x), y), (8)

where lce denotes the cross-entropy loss function.

5.4.2 Separate Information Maximization
Information Maximization [31] has proved effectiveness in
adapting source models to the target domain [7], [8], [49].
This can be formulated as:

Lim(h,DT ) = −Ex∈DT
H(h(x)) +H(Ex∈DT

(h(x))),
(9)

where the first term aims at minimizing the entropy on
model prediction, while the latter encourages the predicted
empirical label distribution to be a uniform distribution.
Information Maximization in Previous MSFDA Works. Pre-
vious MSFDA works [7], [8] directly apply the Information
Maximization (IM) objective on the ensemble model. We
term this approach Collaborative Information Maximization
Lcim. Specifically, this can be formulated as:

Lcim = Lim(h,DT ) = Lim(

|SI |∑
j=1

θjhj), (10)

where h =
∑|SI |

j=1 θjhj is the prediction probability of the
target model. However, we observed that Lpre im may
encourage the source models within the ensemble model
to make the same prediction. This may hinder the mining of
the diversity knowledge from source models.
Our Separate Information Maximization. We propose to
independently optimize the IM loss for each model within
the ensemble model, rather than for the whole ensemble
model. This decreases the identical-prediction constraint
among source models, enhancing to activate and leverage
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diversity knowledge they contained. The new objective can
be formulated as follows:

Lsim =

|SI |∑
j=1

θj · Lim(hj , DT ), (11)

where θj denotes the combination weight for j-th source
model. We set θj = σj(SUTE) for consistency with Section
5.3.1.

5.5 Overall Objective
Overall Loss Function. The final objective is the combina-
tion of all aforementioned loss functions, formulated by:

Lall = Lsim + γ1Lpse + γ2Lomr, (12)
where γ1 and γ2 are the weights of Lpse and Lomr, respec-
tively.
Optimized Parameters. Previous SFDA and MSFDA meth-
ods typically optimize the feature encoder of models while
keeping the classifier fixed. In contrast, our approach solely
optimizes the lightweight classifiers, while maintaining all
feature encoders in a fixed state. This design choice capital-
izes on the fact that, based on the rich source knowledge
base provided by Zoo-MSFDA and our effective source
model selection method, the feature encoders of the inlier
models have generally contained sufficient and comprehen-
sive knowledge. As a result, further optimization of the
feature encoders is rendered unnecessary (see Supplemen-
tary 4.3; Supplementary Table 15). The final optimization
objective can be represented by:

min
g1,g2,...,g|SI |

Lall, (13)
where gj represents the parameters in the classifier of j-th
inlier model hj . After adaptation, the ensemble model is
finally employed as the target model, i.e., hT = h.

6 EXPERIMENTS

6.1 Experimental Setup
6.1.1 Dataset
In the evaluation, we consider three common and challeng-
ing datasets: Office-Home [11], Office-31 [50], and Domain-
Net [51]. Office-Home consists of four domains: Artistic
images (A), Clipart (C), Product images (P), and Real-World
images (R), featuring a total of 65 classes and 15,500 images.
Following [7], [8], we set 4 transfer tasks on the Office-Home
dataset, namely 1) A, C, P→R, 2) A, C, R→P, 3) A, P, R→C,
and 4) C, P, R→A. Office-31 contains 4,652 images in 31
categories from three domains: Amazon (A), Webcam (W)
and DSLR (D). We conduct 3 transfer tasks on the Office-31
dataset: 1) A, W→D, A, D→W, and D, W→A. DomainNet
comprises approximately 0.6 million images categorized
into 345 classes across six domains: Quickdraw (Q), Clipart
(C), Painting (P), Infograph (I), Sketch (S), and Real (R). We
conduct 6 transfer tasks on the DomainNet dataset: 1) I, P,
Q, R, S→C, 2) C, P, Q, R, S→I, 3) C, I, Q, R, S→P, 4) C, I, P,
R, S→Q, 5) C, I, P, Q, S→R, and 6) C, I, P, Q, R→S.

6.1.2 Networks and Hyperparameters
For source training, detailed information regarding the
number/architecture/performance of source models in dif-
ferent settings/datasets can be found in the Supplemen-
tary 3.1. For target adaptation, all hyper-parameters of our

SUTE/SEA either remain consistent across all datasets and
settings, or are set as adaptive values. Details are in Supple-
mentary 3.2.

6.1.3 Evaluation Protocols

We evaluate the proposed method through the following
experimental studies.
Experiment#1: MSFDA vs. Zoo-MSFDA. This experiment
aims to compare the performance of existing methods in
both the previous MSFDA setting and our Zoo-MSFDA
setting. The following state-of-the-art MSFDA methods are
considered: DECISION [8], CAiDA [7], and KD3A [10].
Results in the MSFDA setting are reported from [7], [10].
Results in the Zoo-MSFDA setting are reproduced by our-
selves.
Experiment#2: Comparison with State-of-the-Art Methods.
This experiment compares our method with existing meth-
ods in the Zoo-MSFDA setting. We firstly apply state-of-
the-art MSFDA methods, including DECISION [8], CAiDA
[7], and KD3A [10]. Subsequently, we utilize some exist-
ing transferability estimating methods, thus allowing these
MSFDA methods to perform source model selection before
adaptation. The transferability estimating methods include
Average Negative Entropy (ANE) [40], Negative Mutual In-
formation (NMI) [31], [52], Meta-Distribution Energy (MDE)
[26], LEEP [23] and LogME [16]. Note that to implement
LEEP [23] and LogME [16] in Zoo-MSFDA, the requisite
target labels are substituted with pseudo labels obtained via
the algorithm proposed by [8]. We represent the new im-
plementations of the two methods by LEEP∗ and LogME∗,
respectively. Except MDE [26], all transferability estimating
methods follow the same procedure in Supplementary Al-
gorithm 1 to select source models (by changing the SUTE
to these methods). Given the invalidity of MDE when using
Supplementary Algorithm 1, we chose to directly select the
Top5 models with the highest MDE values.
Experiment#3: Transferability Estimation Analysis. This
experiment compares the transferability estimation capa-
bilities of the proposed SUTE with existing methods. In
addition to the measurements presented in Experiment#2
(ANE, NMI, MDE, LEEP∗, and LogME∗), we also consider
SND [41] and MixVal [18], which implicitly assume uni-
form architectures across source models. Furthermore, we
consider oracle methods requiring target labels or source
data, including: standard LEEP (requiring target labels),
standard LogME (requiring target labels), Maximum Mean
Discrepancy (MMD) [28] (requiring source data), and A-
Distance [4] (requiring source data). The evaluation metric is
the Spearman’s Rank Correlation Coefficient [53] between 1)
each source model’s performance on the target domain and
2) the estimated transferability of the model on the target
domain. A larger Spearman’s Rank Correlation Coefficient
represents superior transferability estimation ability.
Experiment#4: Ablation Analysis. In this experiment, we
conduct ablation studies to evaluate the effectiveness of
various components involved in our method.
Experiment#5: Analysis on Sub-Settings. In this experiment,
we evaluate our method on 4 sub-settings (Zoo-MSFDA-
S1/S2/S3/S4) to analyze the reliability of our method for
other factors (expect the architectures) that lead to diversity
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TABLE 1
Performance (%) comparison between our method and existing

MSFDA methods on the Office-Home dataset. →R denotes the tasks
A, C, P→R. “Avg.” denotes the average accuracy. “Ours-tf”: using the

ensemble of source models selected by our selection procedure
without adaptation.

Setting Method →R →P →C →A Avg.

MSFDA

Source 76.3 78.8 50.1 50.9 64.0
DECISION 83.6 84.4 59.4 74.5 75.5
CAiDA 84.2 84.7 60.5 75.2 76.2
KD3A 83.8 84.0 58.7 74.1 75.2

Zoo-MSFDA

Source 80.4 74.8 52.1 64.2 69.5
DECISION 90.1 88.9 65.3 82.4 81.6
CAiDA 89.2 86.7 65.6 82.7 81.1
KD3A 90.6 89.4 65.8 82.5 82.1
Ours-tf 93.6 93.8 83.2 92.3 90.7
Ours 95.2 95.3 83.7 92.8 91.8

TABLE 2
Performance (%) comparison between our method and existing MSFDA

methods on the Office-31 dataset. →W denotes the tasks A, D→W.
“Avg.” denotes the average accuracy. “Ours-tf”: using the ensemble of
source models selected by our selection procedure without adaptation.

Setting Method →W →D →A Avg.

MSFDA

Source 76.3 78.8 50.1 50.9
DECISION⋆ 98.4 99.6 75.4 91.1
CAiDA⋆ 98.9 99.8 75.8 91.6
KD3A⋆ 98.3 99.0 75.1 91.6

Zoo-MSFDA

Source 72.6 83.1 50.0 68.6
DECISION 99.1 99.2 84.3 94.2
CAiDA 97.8 99.0 83.5 93.4
KD3A 97.7 99.4 80.7 92.6
Ours-tf 98.7 99.8 81.7 93.4
Ours 99.1 100.0 85.6 94.9

of source models, including the learning rate, batch size, opti-
mizer and pre-trained weight. The detailed implementation of
these settings can be found in Supplementary 3.1.

6.2 Experiment#1: MSFDA vs. Zoo-MSFDA

Table 1 and Table 3 reports the performance of DECISION,
CAiDA, and KD3A, in both the MSFDA and Zoo-MSFDA
settings. We have the following observations.
Results on the Office-Home Dataset. Since Zoo-MSFDA
provided more available source models, the performance in
the Zoo-MSFDA setting is generally superior compared to
that in the previous MSFDA setting (Table 1). Specifically,
DECISION exhibits a performance improvement of 6.1%.
CAiDA demonstrates a performance increase of 4.9%. KD3A
outperforms its performance in the previous MSFDA setting
by 6.9%.

TABLE 3
Performance (%) comparison between our method and existing

MSFDA methods on the DomainNet dataset. →C denotes the transfer
task I, P, Q, R, S→C. “Avg.” denotes the average accuracy. “Ours-tf”:

using the ensemble of source models selected by our selection
procedure without adaptation.

Setting Method →C →I →P →Q →R →S Avg.

MSFDA

Source 49.3 14.2 39.4 12.6 53.0 35.1 33.9
DECISION 61.5 21.6 54.6 18.9 67.5 51.0 45.9
CAiDA 63.6 20.7 54.3 19.3 71.2 51.6 46.8
KD3A 69.7 21.2 58.8 15.1 70.4 57.9 48.8

Zoo-MSFDA

Source 40.8 17.1 36.2 8.2 47.8 33.3 30.5
DECISION 43.0 17.8 43.4 13.2 59.6 55.4 38.7
KD3A 41.6 17.8 43.1 15.1 58.9 56.5 38.8
Ours-tf 79.9 38.6 70.1 14.1 82.7 69.7 59.1
Ours 80.5 48.5 72.9 17.9 83.8 69.9 62.3

TABLE 4
Performance (%) comparison between our method and MSB-MSFDA

methods on the Office-Home dataset in the Zoo-MSFDA setting.
“D+/C+/K+” represents the adaptation method

DECISION/CAiDA/KD3A. “ANE/NMI/MDE/LEEP∗/LogME∗” represents
the selection method. →R denotes the tasks A, C, P→R. “Avg.”

denotes the average accuracy. “Ours-NMI” and “Ours-LEEP∗” denote
replacing the SUTE loss with the NMI and LEEP∗ losses, respectively.

“Ours-w/oDiv” excludes the Diversity set for model selection, while
“Ours-lw” utilizes learnable weights instead of SUTE-based weights for

ensemble. “Ours-w/oLpse” and “Ours-w/oLomr” evaluate the
performance without Lpse and Lomr , respectively. “Ours-Lcim”
replaces the Lsim with the Lcim. “-” indicates significantly low

performance (accuracy <5.0%).

Method →R →P →C →A Avg.
D+ANE 89.9 92.6 66.8 84.8 83.0
D+NMI 89.9 92.0 69.9 85.6 84.3
D+LEEP∗ 91.9 92.7 81.4 90.2 89.1
D+LogME∗ 90.2 91.0 66.3 83.4 82.7
D+MDE 86.5 86.5 64.0 79.2 79.1
C+ANE 89.7 92.5 65.8 83.7 82.9
C+NMI 88.7 92.3 69.5 84.3 83.7
C+LEEP∗ 92.1 92.3 81.3 90.4 89.0
C+LogME∗ 89.9 89.1 64.3 82.9 82.0
C+MDE 85.8 86.6 63.7 79.2 78.8
K+ANE 90.2 91.3 66.7 82.4 83.1
K+NMI 90.3 91.0 70.1 83.9 83.8
K+LEEP∗ 92.2 93.9 82.0 90.7 89.7
K+LogME∗ 90.3 88.9 67.5 82.5 82.3
K+MDE 85.9 83.1 61.9 78.0 77.2
Ours-NMI 90.8 92.4 72.5 87.4 85.7
Ours-LEEP∗ 92.2 93.9 82.4 90.9 89.8
Ours-w/oDiv 94.0 93.8 82.9 91.2 90.4
Ours-lw 94.6 94.1 83.2 92.3 91.1
Ours-w/oLpse 93.7 93.1 82.0 90.9 89.9
Ours-w/oLomr 95.1 94.9 83.4 92.6 91.5
Ours-Lcim 94.8 94.8 83.2 92.5 91.3
Ours 95.2 95.3 83.7 92.8 91.8

TABLE 5
Performance (%) comparison between our method and MSB-MSFDA

methods on the Office-31 dataset in the Zoo-MSFDA setting.
“D+/C+/K+” represents the adaptation method

DECISION/CAiDA/KD3A. “ANE/NMI/MDE/LEEP∗/LogME∗” represents
the selection method. →W denotes the tasks A, D→W. “Avg.” denotes
the average accuracy. “Ours-NMI” and “Ours-LEEP∗” denote replacing

the SUTE loss with the NMI and LEEP∗ losses, respectively.
“Ours-w/oDiv” excludes the Diversity set for model selection, while

“Ours-lw” utilizes learnable weights instead of SUTE-based weights for
ensemble. “Ours-w/oLpse” and “Ours-w/oLomr” evaluate the

performance without Lpse and Lomr , respectively. “Ours-Lcim”
replaces the Lsim with the Lcim. “-” indicates significantly low

performance (accuracy <5.0%).

Method →W →D →A Avg.
D+ANE 97.9 98.4 78.0 91.3
D+NMI 97.8 98.4 77.9 91.4
D+LEEP∗ 64.5 87.1 17.9 56.5
D+LogME∗ 96.7 99.0 60.2 85.3
D+MDE 97.7 98.8 78.6 91.7
C+ANE 98.0 99.4 80.0 92.4
C+NMI 97.7 99.2 78.8 91.9
C+LEEP∗ 64.1 87.2 17.9 56.4
C+LogME∗ 96.9 98.8 60.6 85.4
C+MDE 97.0 98.0 82.3 92.4
K+ANE 96.3 97.6 78.6 90.8
K+NMI 96.3 97.5 78.6 90.8
K+LogME∗ 93.3 98.7 67.1 86.3
K+LEEP∗ 72.6 99.2 77.0 82.9
k+MDE 96.2 97.1 77.6 90.3
Ours-NMI 97.8 99.1 79.2 92.0
Ours-LEEP∗ 80.1 96.7 27.9 68.2
Ours-w/oDiv 98.7 100.0 84.8 94.5
Ours-lw 98.4 100.0 85.2 94.5
Ours-w/oLpse 98.4 99.2 82.5 92.3
Ours-w/oLomr 98.7 100.0 83.7 94.1
Ours-Lcim 99.1 100.0 84.9 94.6
Ours 99.1 100.0 85.6 94.9
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Fig. 4. The joint distribution (in the Zoo-MSFDA setting) of 1) the performance of source models on target domain, and 2) the transferability of
source models to the target domain estimated by using different methods. The Spearman’s Rank Correlation Coefficient is used as the evaluation
metric. The target domain is Office-Home’s Re. The architecture of the source models has been annotated in the figure. Top: The joint distribution
on Office-Home’s task A, C, P→R, where models from A, C, P are denoted by blue, green and red, respectively. Bottom: The joint distribution
on Office-31’s task A, W→D, where models from A, W are denoted by blue and red, respectively. p-value >0.05 indicates the results do not have
statistics significance.

TABLE 6
Performance (%) comparison between our method and MSB-MSFDA

methods on the DomainNet dataset in the Zoo-MSFDA setting. “D+/K+”
represents the adaptation method DECISION/KD3A.

“ANE/NMI/MDE/LEEP∗/LogME∗” represents the selection method. →C
denotes the transfer task I, P, Q, R, S→C. “Avg.” denotes the average
accuracy. “Ours-NMI” and “Ours-LEEP∗” denote replacing the SUTE

loss with the NMI and LEEP∗ losses, respectively. “Ours-w/oDiv”
excludes the Diversity set for model selection, while “Ours-lw” utilizes

learnable weights instead of SUTE-based weights for ensemble.
“Ours-w/oLpse” and “Ours-w/oLomr” evaluate the performance without
Lpse and Lomr , respectively. “Ours-Lcim” replaces the Lsim with the
Lcim. “-” indicates significantly low performance (accuracy <5.0%).

Method →C →I →P →Q →R →S Avg.
D+ANE 40.2 11.2 41.6 5.1 78.6 57.3 39.0
D+NMI 41.4 15.2 43.6 18.4 78.8 60.1 43.0
D+LogME∗ 60.6 17.0 30.2 - 60.4 10.5 N/A
D+LEEP∗ 40.3 7.7 13.8 9.7 18.5 36.8 21.1
D+MDE - - - 12.8 - - N/A
K+ANE 37.2 17.1 37.8 - 77.4 57.5 N/A
K+NMI 40.5 16.3 40.5 19.0 79.9 62.8 43.1
K+LEEP∗ 23.0 - 13.4 10.5 17.8 30.1 N/A
K+LogME∗ 59.1 - 29.1 - 67.0 13.5 N/A
K+MDE 28.2 8.8 26.1 12.1 40.4 51.4 27.8
Ours-NMI 43.5 18.2 46.5 17.9 79.1 61.8 44.5
Ours-LEEP∗ 41.3 16.7 18.1 16.7 24.9 38.2 25.9
Ours-w/oDiv 79.0 47.7 71.3 16.8 83.2 68.0 60.9
Ours-lw 79.3 47.1 72.1 17.6 83.7 68.8 61.4
Ours-w/oLpse 79.2 47.4 71.9 17.3 83.0 68.5 61.2
Ours-w/oLomr 79.4 47.7 72.3 17.1 83.6 69.2 61.6
Ours-Lcim 80.1 48.0 72.6 17.7 83.4 69.5 61.8
Ours 80.5 48.5 72.9 17.9 83.8 69.9 62.3

TABLE 7
Spearman’s Rank Correlation Coefficient between the performance

and the measured transferability of source models on the target domain
in the Zoo-MSFDA setting. Experiments are conducted on the

Office-Home dataset. →R denotes the tasks A, C, P→R. “-” denotes
that the results do not have statistics significance (i.e., p-value >0.05).

Method →R →P →C →A Avg.
ANE 0.52 0.74 0.57 0.73 0.64
NMI 0.52 0.76 0.64 0.74 0.67
LogME∗ 0.79 0.76 0.81 0.82 0.80
LEEP∗ 0.79 0.89 0.78 0.90 0.84
MDE - - 0.42 0.39 N/A
SUTE-w/o IC 0.92 0.95 0.88 0.95 0.93
SUTE-w/o SC 0.58 0.80 0.70 0.81 0.72
SUTE-w/o GD 0.93 0.94 0.86 0.95 0.92
SUTE (Ours) 0.94 0.97 0.88 0.97 0.94

Results on the Office-31 Dataset. The performance of all
methods in the Zoo-MSFDA setting surpasses that in the
previous MSFDA setting (Table 2). The improvements of
DECISION, CAiDA, and KD3A are 3.1%, 1.8%, and 1.0%,
respectively.
Results on the DomainNet Dataset. As seen in Table 3,exist-
ing methods in the Zoo-MSFDA setting suffer notable per-
formance deterioration compared with their performance in
the MSFDA setting2. For example, DECISION decreased by

2. We were unable to implement CAiDA on DomainNet in the Zoo-
MSFDA setting due to the computational cost.
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TABLE 8
Spearman’s Rank Correlation Coefficient between the performance

and the measured transferability of source models on the target domain
in the Zoo-MSFDA setting. Experiments are conducted on the Office-31

dataset. →W denotes the tasks A, D→W. “-” denotes that the results
do not have statistics significance (i.e., p-value >0.05).

Method →W →D →A Avg.
ANE 0.85 0.50 0.67 0.67
NMI 0.86 0.51 0.70 0.69
LogME∗ - - - N/A
LEEP∗ - - - N/A
MDE 0.77 0.38 0.41 0.52
SUTE-w/o IC 0.96 0.93 0.97 0.95
SUTE-w/o SC 0.67 0.37 0.78 0.60
SUTE-w/o GD 0.96 0.96 0.98 0.97
SUTE (Ours) 0.96 0.97 0.98 0.97

TABLE 9
Spearman’s Rank Correlation Coefficient between the performance

and the measured transferability of source models on the target domain
in the Zoo-MSFDA setting. Experiments are conducted on the

DomainNet dataset. →R denotes the tasks A, C, P→R. “-” denotes that
the results do not have statistics significance (i.e., p-value >0.05).

Method →C →I →P →Q →R →S Avg.
ANE 0.61 - 0.57 - 0.52 0.66 N/A
NMI 0.73 0.62 0.73 0.77 0.69 0.78 0.72
LogME∗ - 0.48 0.58 - 0.33 - N/A
LEEP∗ - - - - - - N/A
MDE - - - - 0.22 - N/A
SUTE-w/o IC 0.91 0.77 0.89 0.86 0.90 0.92 0.87
SUTE-w/o SC 0.73 - 0.74 0.79 0.70 0.78 N/A
SUTE-w/o GD - - - 0.55 - - N/A
SUTE(Ours) 0.93 0.77 0.89 0.86 0.91 0.95 0.89

7.2%, and KD3A decreased by 10.0%. This demonstrates
that having more source models does not always mean
better adaptation, since it may also incorporate undesirable
models.

6.3 Experiment#2: Comparison with State-of-the-Art
Methods in Zoo-MSFDA.
To demonstrate the effectiveness of our method in ad-
dressing the Zoo-MSFDA, we conduct experiments to com-
pare our method with existing MSFDA methods and their
variants by combining them with existing model selection
methods.
Comparison with MSFDA Methods. As shown in Table 1,
Table 2 and Table 3, our method outperforms the state-of-
the-art MSFDA methods by 9.7% and 0.7% in terms of av-
erage accuracy on the Office-Home and Office-31 datasets.
More notably, our method brings significant improvement

TABLE 10
Spearman’s Rank Correlation Coefficient between the performance

and the measured transferability of source models on the target domain
in the Zoo-MSFDA setting. Experiments are conducted on the

Office-Home dataset. →R denotes the tasks A, C, P→R. “TL”/“SD”
indicates the requirement of target label/source data. “-” denotes that

the results do not have statistics significance (i.e., p-value >0.05).

Method TL SD →R →P →C →A Avg.
LogME ✓ × 0.85 0.92 0.87 0.94 0.90
LEEP ✓ × 0.84 0.80 0.93 0.84 0.85
MMD × ✓ - 0.26 - - N/A
A-Distance × ✓ - - - - N/A
SND × × 0.83 0.75 0.85 0.76 0.80
MixVal × × 0.25 - - - N/A
SUTE(Ours) × × 0.94 0.97 0.88 0.97 0.94

TABLE 11
Spearman’s Rank Correlation Coefficient between the performance

and the measured transferability of source models on the target domain
in different sub-settings. Experiments are conducted on the

Office-Home dataset. →R denotes the tasks A, C, P→R. “-” denotes
that the results do not have statistics significance (i.e., p-value >0.05).

Setting Method →R →P →C →A Avg.

Zoo-MSFDA-S1

ANE 0.84 0.87 0.84 0.86 0.85
NMI 0.89 0.91 0.87 0.88 0.89
LogME∗ - - - - N/A
LEEP∗ - - 0.20 - N/A
MDE 0.82 0.81 0.66 0.80 0.77
SUTE(Ours) 0.95 0.84 0.93 0.92 0.91

Zoo-MSFDA-S2

ANE 0.78 0.94 0.70 0.94 0.84
NMI 0.78 0.95 0.69 0.95 0.84
LogME∗ 0.87 0.94 0.92 0.51 0.81
LEEP∗ 0.83 0.96 0.81 0.91 0.88
MDE 0.56 0.66 0.56 0.90 0.67
SUTE(Ours) 0.82 0.93 0.86 0.77 0.85

Zoo-MSFDA-S3

ANE 0.58 0.84 0.28 0.41 0.53
NMI 0.66 0.84 0.38 0.44 0.58
LogME∗ - - - - N/A
LEEP∗ 0.74 0.73 0.44 - N/A
MDE - 0.24 - - N/A
SUTE(Ours) 0.94 0.92 0.52 0.76 0.79

Zoo-MSFDA-S4

ANE 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.98 0.96
NMI 0.95 0.98 0.95 0.98 0.97
LogME∗ - - - - N/A
LEEP∗ 0.79 0.58 0.58 0.58 0.63
MDE 0.86 0.92 - 0.93 N/A
SUTE(Ours) 0.95 0.98 0.90 1.00 0.96

TABLE 12
Performance (%) on the Office-Home dataset in the Zoo-MSFDA-S1

setting. →R denotes the tasks A, C, P→R. “-” indicates significantly low
performance (accuracy <5.0%).

Method →R →P →C →A Avg.
DECISION 75.4 76.1 40.7 66.9 64.8
+ANE 79.3 78.8 - 64.7 N/A
+NMI 79.9 78.2 49.3 66.1 68.4
+LogME∗ 9.3 - - 64.4 N/A
+LEEP∗ - 5.8 - 57.5 N/A
+MDE 80.5 79.6 49.4 66.3 68.9
CAiDA 77.4 76.2 - - N/A
+ANE 78.5 77.5 - - N/A
+NMI 79.1 78.9 - 64.6 N/A
+LogME∗ - - - - N/A
+LEEP∗ - 11.2 - 57.5 N/A
+MDE 80.4 79.3 43.7 66.0 67.4
KD3A 79.3 77.4 48.4 66.5 67.9
+ANE 79.4 77.5 48.4 66.6 68.0
+NMI 79.9 77.5 48.4 67.0 68.2
+LogME∗ 7.9 - - 66.9 N/A
+LEEP∗ - 9.3 - 54.1 N/A
+MDE 80.0 78.1 48.2 67.7 68.5
Ours 82.5 80.3 51.6 69.3 70.9

on the DomainNet dataset, surpassing the second-best one
by 23.5%.
Comparison with Model-Selection-Based MSFDA Methods.
Model-Selection-Based MSFDA (MSB-MSFDA) methods are
variants of existing MSFDA methods (DECISION, CAiDA
and KD3A), which leverage state-of-the-art model selection
methods (ANE, NMI, MDE, LEEP∗, and LogME∗) for source
models selection before applying the MSFDA methods. The
comparison of our method with these methods are shown
in Table 4, Table 5 and Table 6. Our method demonstrates
effectiveness across all datasets consistently. Compared with
MSB-MSFDA methods, our approach achieves an improve-
ment of 2.1%, 2.5% and 19.2% on the Office-Home, Office-31,
and DomainNet datasets, respectively.
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Fig. 5. The joint distribution (in the Zoo-MSFDA-S1/S2/S3/S4 setting) of 1) the performance of source models on target domain, and 2) the
transferability of source models to the target domain estimated by using different methods. The Spearman’s Rank Correlation Coefficient is used
as the evaluation metric. The target domain is Office-Home’s Re. Source models are from source domains including: Ar (blue), Cl (green), and Pr
(red), with the same architecture (Resnet50). p-value >0.05 indicates the results do not have statistics significance.
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TABLE 13
Performance (%) on the Office-Home dataset in the Zoo-MSFDA-S2

setting. →R denotes the tasks A, C, P→R. “-” indicates significantly low
performance (accuracy <5.0%).

Method →R →P →C →A Avg.
DECISION 81.4 80.6 51.7 68.8 70.6
+ANE/NMI/LogME∗ 81.8 80.9 53.5 68.9 71.3
+LEEP∗ 82.2 81.5 55.7 70.7 72.5
+MDE 81.7 80.7 54.0 69.4 71.5
CAiDA 80.6 80.7 52.2 67.0 70.1
+ANE/NMI/LogME∗ 81.0 80.3 52.7 66.9 70.2
+LEEP∗ 82.0 81.9 55.7 70.4 72.5
+MDE 81.1 80.3 53.7 67.7 70.7
KD3A 80.8 77.9 50.7 68.4 69.5
+ANE/NMI/LogME∗ 80.8 77.9 50.7 68.4 69.5
+LEEP∗ 81.2 79.1 52.1 68.6 70.3
+MDE 79.6 77.9 50.7 68.9 69.3
Ours 82.8 81.4 55.5 71.3 72.6

TABLE 14
Performance (%) on the Office-Home dataset in the Zoo-MSFDA-S3

setting. →R denotes the tasks A, C, P→R. “Ours(Top2)” denotes using
the Top2 most transferable models selected by our SUTE rather than
using the greedy strategy. “-” indicates significantly low performance

(accuracy <5.0%).

Method →R →P →C →A Avg.
DECISION 67.5 72.9 32.6 54.8 57.0
+ANE 67.9 73.6 33.2 56.5 57.8
+NMI 68.7 72.6 37.3 56.8 58.9
+LogME∗ 46.6 - 24.2 10.7 N/A
+LEEP∗ 79.3 - 50.6 10.7 N/A
+MDE 64.2 69.6 31.8 51.3 54.2
CAiDA 60.6 68.5 29.1 52.2 52.6
+ANE 65.9 72.3 29.0 - N/A
+NMI 66.2 73.0 36.1 - N/A
+LogME∗ - - - 10.4 N/A
+LEEP∗ 79.4 - 50.9 10.6 N/A
+MDE 62.8 68.8 32.4 50.6 53.7
KD3A 76.3 74.7 45.8 63.2 65.0
+ANE 76.8 75.4 45.8 63.2 65.3
+NMI 77.2 75.8 46.5 65.1 66.2
+LogME∗ 46.2 37.5 28.1 12.0 31.0
+LEEP∗ 79.8 37.5 48.4 12.0 44.4
+MDE 76.0 74.7 45.1 62.3 64.5
Ours 80.8 77.4 34.1 66.6 64.7
Ours(Top2) 80.3 77.0 49.8 65.2 68.1

TABLE 15
Performance (%) on the Office-Home dataset in the Zoo-MSFDA-S4

setting. →R denotes the tasks A, C, P→R. “-” indicates significantly low
performance (accuracy <5.0%).

Method →R →P →C →A Avg.
DECISION 76.1 73.1 35.6 61.4 61.6
+ANE 76.8 77.0 35.1 60.9 62.5
+NMI 77.0 77.7 46.0 62.1 65.7
+LogME∗ - - - - N/A
+LEEP∗ 79.4 - 48.1 - N/A
+MDE 75.8 74.3 31.0 61.1 60.6
CAiDA 76.4 75.9 37.3 59.6 62.3
+ANE 77.1 76.5 36.1 59.4 62.3
+NMI 77.1 78.6 45.9 62.1 65.9
+LogME∗ - - - - N/A
+LEEP∗ 79.7 - 48.8 - N/A
+MDE 76.0 74.1 32.4 61.0 60.9
KD3A 79.3 76.8 48.3 65.8 67.6
+ANE/NMI/MDE 79.3 77.0 48.3 65.8 67.6
+LogME∗ - - - - N/A
+LEEP∗ 79.8 - 49.3 5.4 N/A
Ours 82.1 79.3 50.4 68.8 70.2

6.4 Experiment#3: Transferability Estimation Analysis
Comparison with Target-Only Transferability Estimation
Methods. Here we evaluate the effectiveness of our SUTE,
the proposed transferability measurements. The compared
methods include ANE, NMI, MDE, LEEP∗ and LogME∗.
Results are shown in Table 7, Table 8 and Table 9. We can see
that existing transferability measurements exhibit consider-
able instability in the Zoo-MSFDA setting where all domain
shift, absence of source data, and architectural differences
simultaneously occur. A case in point is LEEP∗. While it
demonstrates an average correlation of 0.84 on the Office-
Home dataset, no significant correlation is observed on the
DomainNet dataset, as evidenced by p-value > 0.05. This
phenomenon explains the performance degradation when
applying it to assist MSFDA methods on the DomainNet
dataset (Table 6). In contrast, our SUTE exhibits a strong
correlation with the performance of source models across
all datasets. It achieves a correlation of 0.94/0.97/0.89 on
the Office-Home/Office-31/DomainNet dataset, surpassing
the second-best method by 0.10/0.28/0.17.

We then compare our method with SND and MixVal,
which implicitly assume uniform model architectures. As
shown in Table 10, the two methods are not effective in the
Zoo-MSFDA setting with architectural differences among
models. Compared with these methods, our SUTE demon-
strates greater effectiveness with an improvement of 0.14.
Comparison with Oracle Transferability Estimation Meth-
ods. We further consider some oracle methods that require
target labels or source data. These methods include: stan-
dard LEEP and standard LogME that require target labels,
and Maximum Mean Discrepancy (MMD) and A-Distance
that requires source data. The experiments are conducted
on Office-Home task. Results are reported in Table 10.
Surprisingly, we find that conventional UDA methods such
as MMD and A-Distance do not perform well in transfer-
ability estimation tasks. As shown in Table 10, MMD loses
efficiency in tasks A, C, P→R; A, P, R→C; and C, P, R→A.
Similarly, A-Distance struggles in tasks A, C, R→P and A, P,
R→C.

From Table 10, it is evident that LEEP and LogME
(both requiring target labels) demonstrate strong correla-
tions (0.90 and 0.85, respectively) with the performance
of source models on the target domain, indicating their
effectiveness. Remarkably, without requiring target labels or
source data, our method demonstrates superior performance
than these oracle methods by 0.04 (Ours: 0.94; LogME: 0.90).
The improvement achieved with fewer requirements further
demonstrates the effectiveness of our approach.
Joint Distribution Visualization. In Fig. 4, we draw the
joint distribution of 1) the performance of source models on
target domain, and 2) the estimated transferability of source
models by using our SUTE and existing methods (LEEP∗,
NMI). The figure provides intuitive evidence demonstrating
the effectiveness of our SUTE against both domain shifts and
architecture discrepancies simultaneously.

6.5 Experiment#4: Ablation Analysis
Effectiveness of the Transferability Principle. We replace
the SUTE, which effectively applies this principle, by two
less effective measurements: NMI and LEEP∗. The two new
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approaches are denoted as Ours-NMI and Ours-LEEP∗,
respectively. Experiment results are reported in Tables 4,
Tables 5 and 6. Specifically, by replacing SUTE with NMI,
the performance degraded by 6.1%, 2.9% and 17.8% on
the Office-Home, Office-31 and DomainNet datasets, re-
spectively. By replacing SUTE with LEEP∗, the performance
degraded by 2.0%, 26.7% and 36.4% on the Office-Home,
Office-31 and DomainNet datasets, respectively. These re-
sults demonstrate the importance of accurately selecting
transferable source models in Zoo-MSFDA, thus highlight-
ing the effectiveness of the transferability principle.
Effectiveness of IC, SC and GD. In Table 7, Table 8 and
Table 9, we evaluate the performance of SUTE without IC,
SC and GD, respectively. The results demonstrate the effec-
tiveness of all three characteristics. In addition, it becomes
evident that SC and GD are of paramount importance in
determining the performance of SUTE.
Effectiveness of the Greedy Strategy. We introduce a
greedy strategy that automatically collects the transferable
set STR. To evaluate its effectiveness, we compare it with
the Topn selection strategy, where we select the Topn

most transferable models to establish STR, with n set to
1/2/3/5/10, respectively. The results can be found in the
Supplementary Table 14. The results demonstrate that the
greedy strategy achieves the best performance on most task.
Moreover, since this strategy does not involve hyperparam-
eter, it is better suited for varying real-world scenarios.
Effectiveness of the Diversity Principle. Here we evaluate
the effectiveness of the diversity principle. To this end, we
directly use the models in the selected transferable set (i.e.,
STR in Fig. 3) as the inlier models SI . We term this produce
as Our-w/oDiv. Its performance is reported in Table 4, Table
5 and Table 6. It can be seen that Ours surpasses Our-
w/oDiv by 1.4%, 0.4% and 1.4% on the Office-Home, Office-
31 and DomainNet datasets. The result demonstrates the
importance of the diversity principle. Moreover, we observe
that the diversity principle yields greater improvements
when the transferability of source models is low, as seen
on the Office-Home and DomainNet datasets. This suggests
that the diversity principle may complement the transfer-
ability principle.
Effectiveness of the Inlier Model Ensemble. We introduce
a SUTE-based weights to ensemble inlier models rather than
based on learnable weights as previous done [7], [8]. We
evaluate the effectiveness of this strategy in Table 4, Table
5 and Table 6, where Ours-lw denotes the use of learnable
weights. We can see that with SUTE-based weights, Ours
outperforms Ours-lw in all Office-Home, Office-31 and Do-
mainNet datasets.
Effectiveness of the Outlier Model Recycle. In Ours-
w/oLomr of Table 4 and Table 6, we removed the term Lomr

from the overall objective. This adjustment led to a slight
performance decrease of 0.3%, 0.8% and 0.7% on the Office-
Home, Office-31 and DomainNet datasets, respectively. This
outcome indicates that the benefit of recycling knowledge
from outlier models. Effectiveness of the Pseudo-Label
Learning. In Ours-w/oLpse of Table 4, Table 5 and Table
6, we removed the term Lpse from the overall objective.
This decreases the performance by 1.9%, 2.6% and 1.1%
on the Office-Home, Office-31 and DomainNet datasets,
respectively.

Effectiveness of the Separate Information Maximization.
Here we compare the proposed separate information maxi-
mization Lsim and conventional information maximization
in MSFDA (i.e., Lcim). Ours-Lcim denotes that replacing
Lsim by Lcim in the overall objective. Results are reported
in Table 4, Table 5 and 6. We can see that Ours outperforms
Ours-Lcim by 0.5%, 0.3% and 0.5% on the Office-Home,
Office-31 and DomainNet datasets, which demonstrates the
superior of Lsim.

6.6 Experiment#5: Analysis on Sub-Settings

Performance in Zoo-MSFDA-S1. This setting leverages
multiple models with different learning rates. The perfor-
mance is reported in Table 12. Our method achieves the
highest performance, surpassing existing method by 2.0%.
The transferability estimation of different methods in this
settings is presented in Table 11. ANE, NMI and MDE
works well in this setting, while LogME∗ and LEEP∗ lost
efficiency. Compared with these approaches, our method
demonstrates a stronger correlation with the source models’
performance in the target domain (0.91 vs. 0.89).
Performance in Zoo-MSFDA-S2. This setting leverages
multiple models with different batch sizes. The performance
is reported in Table 13. Our method achieves 72.6% classifi-
cation accuracy, which is competitive with existing methods.
The transferability estimation of different methods in this
settings is presented in Table 11. ANE, NMI, LogME∗ and
LEEP∗ show strong correlation in this setting (0.84, 0.84,
0.81, and 0.88, respectively). Compared with them, our
method demonstrates competitive correlation (0.85).
Performance in Zoo-MSFDA-S3. This setting leverages
multiple models with different optimizers. The performance
is reported in Table 14. Our method achieves a perfor-
mance of 64.7%, surpassing CAiDA-based methods and
DECISION-based methods. However, it falls short of the
performance attained by KD3A+NMI (66.2%). We attribute
this disparity to the diminished efficiency of the greedy
strategy in task A, P, R→C. As shown in Table 14, by
adopting the Top2 selection strategy (directly choosing the
Topn most transferable models to form STR), we achieve
the highest performance of 68.1% in the Zoo-MSFDA-S3.

The transferability estimation of different methods in
this settings is presented in Table 11. Our method achieves
0.79 correlation, significantly surpassing existing methods
by 0.21.
Performance in Zoo-MSFDA-S4. This setting leverages
multiple models initialized by different pre-trained weights.
The performance is reported in Table 14. Our method
achieves superior performance, surpassing existing meth-
ods by 2.6%. The transferability estimation of different
methods in this setting is presented in Table 11. It is ob-
served that ANE and NMI exhibit strong correlations in
this setting (0.96 and 0.97, respectively), while our method
demonstrates a competitive correlation of 0.96.
Joint Distribution Visualization. In Fig. 5, we present
the joint distribution of source models’ true performance
and their transferability estimated by LEEP∗, NMI, and
our SUTE in the Zoo-MSFDA-S1/S2/S3/S4. It reveals that
our method consistently performs effectively across all
tasks. These results emphasize the robustness of our ap-
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proach against various training configurations, encompass-
ing learning rate, batch size, optimizer, and pre-trained
weights.

6.7 Hyperparameter Analysis

We conducted hyperparameter analysis to demonstrate the
stability of hyperparameters. The details and results are
shown in Supplementary 4.2.

7 CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we introduce a new setting termed Zoo-
MSFDA, which allows each source domain to offer a zoo
trained source models with different architectures, as well
as permits the target user to leverage any model from
these model zoos without quantitative restrictions. We pro-
vide theoretical analysis of the model selection problem
in Zoo-MSFDA, and propose two principles (transferability
principle and diversity principle) for appropriately selecting
source models from models zoos. Further, we further pro-
pose a novel method named Source-Free Unsupervised
Transferability Estimation (SUTE), which enables the as-
sessment and comparison of transferability across multiple
source models with different architectures in the context
of domain shift, without requiring access to any target
labels or source data. Finally, we introduce a Selection, En-
semble, and Adaptation (SEA) framework to address Zoo-
MSFDA. Through extensive experimentation across various
benchmarks, we have demonstrated the effectiveness and
robustness of our approach in terms of both transferability
estimation and adaptation performance.
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