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ABSTRACT

This paper addresses the challenge of online multi-source
domain adaptation (MSDA) in transfer learning, a scenario
where one needs to adapt multiple, heterogeneous source
domains towards a target domain that comes in a stream. We
introduce a novel approach for the online fit of a Gaussian
Mixture Model (GMM), based on the Wasserstein geometry
of Gaussian measures. We build upon this method and recent
developments in dataset dictionary learning for proposing a
novel strategy in online MSDA. Experiments on the chal-
lenging Tennessee Eastman Process benchmark demonstrate
that our approach is able to adapt on the fly to the stream of
target domain data. Furthermore, our online GMM serves as
a memory, representing the whole stream of data1.

Index Terms— Online Learning, Optimal Transport,
Gaussian Mixture Models, Domain Adaptation

1. INTRODUCTION

Modern machine learning systems rely on rich, large-scale
datasets [1]. At the same time, these systems are often con-
fronted with problem of distributional shift [2], a problem in
which test data comes from a different, but related probabil-
ity distribution. In a realistic scenario, target domain data is
available in a stream, rather than in a stored and annotated
fashion. This motivates the field of online Domain Adap-
tation (DA). In parallel, multi-source DA considers that the
source domain data actually come from multiple, heteroge-
neous domains.

An example of application of incremental DA is automatic
fault diagnosis [3]. In this problem, one wants to determine,
from sensor readings, whether a system is in its nominal state,
or in some type of faulty state. Nonetheless, in order to reli-
ably collect a large dataset of faults, the system needs to fail
many times, which may pose security hazards and economic
losses. A possible solution is to rely on historical data or sim-
ulations, but this leads to a distributional shift between the
existing data, and the data that the system needs to predict on

1This is a pre-print. This paper was accepted at the IEEE International
Workshop on Machine Learning for Signal Processing 2024

the fly. Hence, incremental DA is a good candidate to enhance
the performance of automatic fault diagnosis systems.

In the context of DA, a prominent framework is Opti-
mal Transport (OT) [4, 5], which is a mathematical theory
concerned with the displacement of mass at least effort. In
this paper, we are particularly interested in the Dataset Dic-
tionary Learning (DaDiL) framework proposed by [6], espe-
cially its Gaussian Mixture Model (GMM) formulation [7],
which learns to interpolate probability measures in a Wasser-
stein space through dictionary learning. So far, these methods
assume that all data is available during the training process. In
this work we take a step forward, and consider the adaptation
towards the target domain in an online fashion.

Our contributions are twofold. First, we propose a novel
strategy for the online learning of GMMs, based on the
Wasserstein geometry over the space of Gaussian measures.
Second, we show that through our online GMM algorithm,
we can reliably learn a dictionary of GMMs for online Multi-
Source Domain Adaptation (MSDA). While previous works
have considered the slightly related field of class incremental
fault diagnosis [8, 9, 10], ours is the first to consider online
cross-domain fault diagnosis, especially through MSDA.

This paper is organized as follows. Section 2 covers the
background to our proposed methods, namely Gaussian mix-
tures, optimal transport and domain adaptation. Section 3
covers our proposed incremental GMM, and incremental dic-
tionary learning methods. Section 4 covers our experiments
on a toy dataset, and cross-domain fault diagnosis on the Ten-
nessee Eastman Process (TEP) benchmark [11, 12]. Finally,
section 5 concludes this paper.

2. BACKGROUND

2.1. Gaussian Mixture Models

GMMs are a type of probabilistic model that can handle data
with sub-populations. Let N (µ,Σ) denote a Gaussian mea-
sure over P(Rd), a GMM with K ∈ N components is,

Pθ(x) =

K∑
k=1

π
(P )
k Pk, and Pk = N (µ

(P )
k ,Σ

(P )
k ),
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where θ = {(π(P )
k , µ

(P )
k ,Σ

(P )
k )}Kk=1. For a general mea-

sure P ∈ P(Rd), a GMM can be fit to data {x(P )
i }ni=1 via

maximum-likelihood estimation,

θ⋆ = argmax
θ

L(θ) :=
1

n

n∑
i=1

logPθ(x
(P )
i ). (1)

While equation 1 has no closed-form solution, this problem
can be solved via the celebrated Expectation-Maximization
(EM) algorithm [13]. We denote by EM(X(P ),K), the oper-
ation of fitting a K−component GMM via the EM algorithm
on data X(P ) ∈ Rn×d.

Model selection. An important hyperparameter in GMMs is
the number of components K, which controls the complex-
ity of the model. This parameter may be determined via the
Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC) [14],

BIC(Pθ) = |Pθ| log(n)− 2 log(L(θ)), (2)

where |Pθ| denotes the number of parameters in the GMM,
n denotes the number of data points and L(θ) denotes the
likelihood of the learned GMM.

Labeled GMMs. As in [7], we consider labeled GMMs, i.e.,
to each Pk there is an associated label ỹ(P )

k . These labels are
defined by fitting a GMM on the conditional measure Py =
P (X|Y = y). This is done by performing an EM on the
data {x(P )

i }i:y(P )
i

= y. Based on the GMM, we can classify
samples using Maximum a Posteriori (MAP) estimation,

ŷ = argmax
j=1,··· ,nc

K∑
k=1

Pθ(y = j|k)Pθ(k|x), (3)

where Pθ(y = j|k) = ỹ
(P )
kj .

2.2. Optimal Transport

In this section we give a brief introduction to OT. We refer
readers to [4, 5] for recent and comprehensive introductions
to the topic. OT is a mathematical theory concerned with the
transportation of mass at least effort. In its modern formula-
tion, it describes the transportation between probability mea-
sures. For a set X (e.g., Rd), let P and Q be measures in
P(X ). A transport plan is a measure γ ∈ P(X 2) that pre-
serves mass, i.e.,∫

X
γ(x,B)dx = Q(B), and,

∫
X
γ(A, x)dx = P (A),

or γ ∈ Γ(P,Q), in short. Let c : X × X → R be a ground-
cost. The OT problem is given by,

γ⋆ = arginf
γ∈Γ(P,Q)

∫
X

∫
X
c(x1, x2)dγ(x1, x2), (4)

which is a linear program with respect the transport plan
γ. Let α ∈ [1,∞), and (X , d) be a metric space. When
c(x1, x2) = d(x1, x2)

α, one may define a distance associated
with OT in equation (4),

Wα(P,Q)α =

∫
X

∫
X
d(x1, x2)

αdγ⋆(x1, x2), (5)

called Wasserstein distance. This distance lifts the metric d on
X to a metricWα on P(X ). Henceforth we assume X = Rd,
α = 2 and d(x1,x2) = ∥x1 − x2∥2. Next, we describe two
particular cases in which OT is tractable.
Gaussian OT. When P and Q are Gaussian measures, i.e.,
P = N (µ(P ),Σ(P )) and Q = N (µ(Q),Σ(Q)), OT has a
closed-form solution [15]. In this case the Wasserstein dis-
tance takes the form,

W2(P,Q)2 = ∥µ(P ) − µ(Q)∥22 + BU(Σ(P ),Σ(Q)),

where BU(A,B) denotes the Bures metric between covari-
ance matrices [15]. If the P and Q are axis-aligned, i.e., Σ(P )

and Σ(Q) are diagonal matrices with standar deviation vectors
σ(P ), σ(Q) ∈ Rd

+,

W2(P,Q)2 = ∥µ(P ) − µ(Q)∥22 + ∥σ(P ) − σ(Q)∥22, (6)

that is, with a Wasserstein metric, the space of Gaussian mea-
sures parametrized by (µ, σ) is isomorphic to R2d.
GMM-OT. As studied by [16], OT between two GMMs P
and Q is tractable, when γ is further restricted to be a GMM.
Let ω ∈ RKP×KQ be an OT plan between components, then,

ω⋆ = argmin
ω∈Γ(π(P ),π(Q))

KP∑
k1=1

KQ∑
k2=1

ωk1,k2
W2(Pk1

, Qk2
)2, (7)

where Pk1 with weight π(P )
k1

denote the k1−th component of
the GMM P (resp. k2 and Q). As shown in [16], there is
an OT plan between samples, γ⋆, associated with ω⋆. This
formulation is used to define a Wasserstein-like distance,

MW2(P,Q) =

KP∑
k1=1

KQ∑
k2=1

ω⋆
k1,k2
W2(Pk1

, Qk2
)2, (8)

which is an hierarchical OT distance, i.e., it depends on an
inner transportation problem between Gaussian measures.
Barycenters. Given measures P = {P1, · · · , PC} in P(Rd),
we can define the mixture-Wasserstein barycenter as [17, 16],

B(λ,P) = argmin
B∈P(Rd)

C∑
c=1

λcMW2(B,Pc)
2. (9)

When the GMMs have labels, i.e., to each component Pk1

there is an associated label ỹ(P )
k1

, we add a term, β∥y(P )
k1
−

y
(Q)
k2
∥22, to the ground cost, for β > 0. This latter parame-

ter controls the relevance of labels for the ground-cost. We
denote the associated distance SMW2,β , for supervised
mixture-Wasserstein distance [7, Sec. 3.2.].



2.3. Learning Theory and Domain Adaptation

In this paper, we consider the domain adaptation for classifi-
cation, under the Empirical Risk Minimization (ERM) frame-
work of [18]. For a probability measure P , a loss L and
a ground-truth labeling function h0, the risk of a classifier
h ∈ H is given by,

RP (h) = E
x∼P

[L(h(x), h0(x))]. (10)

The risk minimization strategy consists of finding h⋆ ∈ H
that minimizes RP (h). However, this requires knowing P
and h0, which is not feasible in most cases. As a result, one
may approximate equation (10) empirically,

R̂P (h) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

L(h(x(P )
i ),y

(P )
i ), (11)

where x
(P )
i

i.i.d.∼ P and y
(P )
i = h0(x

(P )
i ). In the context of

equation (11), ERM consists of minimizing R̂P with respect
h ∈ H.

Under the assumption that new data points are sampled
from P , it is possible to bound the true risk RP with respect
the empirical risk R̂P , which poses the theoretical grounds
for generalization. However, in many practical cases, we want
to apply a classifier on data with slightly different properties.
For instance in object recognition, one may collect images
from the web to consitute a large labeled dataset of objects,
which constitutes the source domain. For the target domain,
consider photos taken by a phone, which have slightly differ-
ent properties than the ones in the source domain (e.g., illu-
mination, background), but still represent the same objects.

3. PROPOSED METHOD

Problem Statement. In this paper, we consider the problem
of online MSDA. In classic MSDA, one has a set of NS , la-
beled probability measures, i.e., QS = {Q̂Sℓ

}NS

ℓ=1. The chal-
lenge is to learn a classifier on an unlabeled target measure
Q̂T , using labeled samples from the measures inQS , and un-
labeled samples on Q̂T . In this paper, we seek to do so in
an on-line fashion. In this setting, we assume that the source
domain samples are available offline, but the samples from
the target measure arrive in a stream, and are seen only once.
We propose to tackle this problem by representing the target
domain measure via a GMM. Next, we divide our discussion
into the two components of our method: online GMM and
online GMM-DaDiL.

3.1. Online Gaussian Mixture Modeling

We propose a novel method for the online learning of GMMs,
based on [19]. Our work is different from theirs, as we use the
Wasserstein geometry over the Gaussian family (described in
section 2.2). Note that data comes in a stream.

In a nutshell, our strategy consists of progressively grow-
ing the mixture model. We start with Kmin components, fit
to the first batch of data. We then grow the GMM, by fitting a
mixture model on the new batch of data (get_best_gmm),
then appending the new components to the existing ones.
Eventually, this process creates more components than the
maximum allowed, i.e., K ≥ Kmax. We then compress the
GMM (compress_gmm) by finding the most similar com-
ponents, then merging them (gauss_merge). Our overall
algorithm is shown in algorithm 1. We now discuss each
component of our strategy.

Algorithm 1: Online GMM fit.

1 function
online_gmm_fit(stream,Kmin,Kmax,∆K)

2 P0 ← get_best_gmm(X(P )
0 ,Kmin,Kmin);

3 forX
(P )
t in stream do

4 P ← get_best_gmm(X(P )
t , 1,∆K);

5 Pt ← concat_components(Pt−1, P);
6 Pt ← compress_gmm(Pt);

7 return Pt

Fitting GMM to each batch. For a new batch of data, we
need to find a GMM to represent it. We show the strategy
in Algorithm 2. This process is challenging because we need
to fit a GMM with only a few data points. Besides assuming
axis-aligned GMMs, we limit the number of components fit
to the data to the set {k1, · · · , k2}. As shown in Algorithm 1,
line 4, we use k1 := 1 and k2 := ∆K, where ∆K is the
maximum number of components fit to each batch. Note that
we need ∆K < |X(P )

t |. To determine the best possible fit to
the batch, we use the BIC score in equation (2).

Algorithm 2: Fitting GMM to batch.

1 function get_best_gmm(X(P ), k1, k2)
2 bicmin ← +∞;
3 for k = k1, · · · , k2 do
4 Pk ← EM(X(P ), k);
5 if BIC(P ) < bicmin then
6 P ⋆ ← Pk;

7 return P ⋆;

Compressing the GMM. Through lines 4 and 5 in algo-
rithm 1, it is possible that the GMM grows beyond Kmax.
As a result, we need to reduce the number of components
within the GMM. The process of GMM compression con-
sists of two components. First, we calculate the distances
Wij = W2(Pi, Pj) between pairs of components, while set-
ting Wii = +∞. We do so to avoid merging a component
with itself. We then select the components i⋆ and j⋆ that are



the most similar and merge them using Algorithm 4. We re-
peat this process until the number of components |P | reaches
Kmax. The compressing mechanism is shown in Fig. 1.

Algorithm 3: Compressing GMM.

1 function compress_gmm(P,Kmax)
2 while |P | > Kmax do
3 for i = 1, · · · , |P | do
4 Wii ← +∞;
5 for j = i+ 1, · · · , |P | do
6 Wij ,Wji ←W2(Pi, Pj);

7 i⋆, j⋆ ← argmini,jWij ;
8 Pi⋆ ← gauss_merge(P, i⋆, j⋆);
9 delete(P, j⋆);

10 return P ;

Merging Gaussians. Given indices (i, j), we need to com-
bine components Pi and Pj with weights π

(P )
i and π

(P )
j .

To preserve the total mass of the GMM (i.e.,
∑

π
(P )
i =

1), we set the new weight π = π
(P )
i + π

(P )
j . Next, we

need to combine the mean and standard deviation parame-
ters. We do so through Wasserstein barycenters [17], i.e.,
(µ, σ) = B(λ, {Pi, Pj}). The barycentric coordinates vector
λ = (λ1, λ2) corresponds to the relative weights of compo-
nents Pi and Pj , that is,

λ1 =
π
(P )
i

π
(P )
i + π

(P )
j

, and λ2 =
π
(P )
j

π
(P )
i + π

(P )
j

.

Since OT is associated with an Euclidean geometry [4, 5] over
the space (µ, σ) ∈ R2d, the resulting parameters µ and σ
correspond to a simple weighting with λ1 and λ2, as shown
in lines 4 and 5 of Algorithm 4.
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Fig. 1: Illustration of the proposed compression mechanism.
In (a), a novel batch of data arives, making K > Kmax. As a
result, we compute the pairwise Wasserstein distance between
GMM components (b). We then take the two closest compo-
nents (a, in red), and merge them. In (c), we show in red the
resulting component of the merging process.

As a result, our method is quite different from the one
proposed in [19]. First, our merging process (Algorithm 3)

Algorithm 4: Combining Gaussian components.

1 function gauss_merge(P, i, j)

2 λ1 ←
π
(P )
i

π
(P )
i +π

(P )
j

, λ2 ←
π
(P )
j

π
(P )
i +π

(P )
j

;

3 π ← π
(P )
i + π

(P )
j ;

4 µ← λ1µ
(P )
i + λ2µ

(P )
j ;

5 σ ← λ1σ
(P )
i + λ2σ

(P )
j ;

6 return π, µ, σ;

considers all components in the GMM, whereas [19] only re-
moves components from the new GMM. Second, we use the
Wasserstein distance for comparing and merging components
(algorithms 3 and 4), while [19] uses the Kullback-Leibler di-
vergence. While the Wasserstein distance is associated with
an Euclidean geometry over (µ, σ) ∈ R2d, the Kullback-
Leibler is associated with an hyperbolic geometry [4, Chapter
Remark 8.2].

3.2. Online GMM-DaDiL

In this section we introduce our novel online MSDA strategy,
which is based on our online GMM algorithm and the GMM-
DaDiL framework of [7]. These authors introduced the no-
tion of a dictionary (Λ,P) of barycentric coordinate vectors
Λ = (λ1, · · · , λNS

, λT ), and atoms P = {P1, · · · , PC}. The
atoms are GMMs, i.e., Pc =

∑K
k=1 π

(Pc)
k Pc,k with learnable

parameters µ(Pc)
k and σ

(Pc)
k . The goal of GMM-DaDiL is ex-

pressing each Qℓ as a mixture-Wasserstein barycenter of P ,
weighted by the barycentric coordinates λℓ [7, Algorithm 2].

Online GMM-DaDiL. Given the offline data from source do-
mains, we learn a GMM on each source, denoted by QSℓ

. We
then use the GMM as a replay memory [1] during the online
learning process. As we do not have access to the complete
target domain data, we learn a GMM on this domain through
our Online GMM (OGMM) strategy (Algorithm 1). At time
step t, we denote this GMM as Q

(t)
T . After each update on

this measure, we update the GMM using,

L(Λ,P) =MW2(Q
(t)
T ,B(λT ,P))2+

NS∑
ℓ=1

SMW2(QSℓ
,B(λℓ,P))2.

(12)

An interesting advantage of this strategy is that optimization
can be carried out even after the data stream has ended, as the
target GMM serves as a representation for the whole history
of received batches.



4. EXPERIMENTS

4.1. Online Gaussian Mixture Modeling

In this section, we illustrate the advantage of our proposed
online GMM strategy in comparison with the method of [19].
This toy example is shown in Fig. 2 (a), which is composed
of 3 non-linear clusters, with 200 samples each, amounting to
a total of n = 600 samples. We encode the order in which
samples arrive using a colormap. In this example, we set
Kmin = 5, ∆K = 3 and Kmax = 15. We use a batch
size o 32 samples, amounting to 19 iterations.
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Fig. 2: Toy example illustrating the online learning of a GMM
under the Kullback-Leibler divergence [19] (b, c), and theW2

distance (ours, e, f). Overall, using our strategy we achieve a
fit an offline GMM (d).

We show the GMM generated by [19] as a function of the
iteration it. As we show in Fig. 2 (b, e), The two algorithms,
ours and [19], initialize the GMM in the same way. However,
as we comment in section 3.1, the main difference is that our
algorithm is capable of updating Gaussian components. As
we show in Fig. 2 (c, f), this means that we can better accom-
modate components on new batches. As a result, as shown
in Fig. 2 (c, f), this leads to a GMM that better resembles the
offline fit, as can be seen Fig. 2 (d).

4.2. Online Multi-Source Domain Adaptation

In this section, we experiment with online, multi-source do-
main adaptation, as explained in the beginning of section 3.
Our goal is to learn a classifier on target domain, with access
to offline source domain data, and target domain data that ar-
rives in a stream of batches of nb samples. We experiment
with the TEP benchmark [11], which consists of simulations
of a complex, large scale chemical plant. In our experiments

we use the setting of [12], that is, we first learn a convolu-
tional neural net with source domain data, and use its encoder
to extract a 128 dimensional feature vector. We refer readers
to [12] for further details.

The TEP benchmark includes 6 domains, corresponding
to different modes of operation. The statistical characteris-
tics of the sensor readings change with the different modes.
Meanwhile, there are 29 classes, that is, 28 faults and a nor-
mal state. We want to determine, from these sensor readings,
which fault, or its absence, has occurred. Due to space con-
straints, we focus on the adaptation towards mode 1. We di-
vide target domain data in 5 independent partitions for per-
forming 5−fold cross-validation.

We experiment with the online learning of a GMM dictio-
nary. As follows, we track the MW2 between Q

(t)
T and its

reconstruction B(λT ,P), shown in Fig. 3 (a). This quantity
allows us to quantify how well we express the target GMM
as a mixture-Wasserstein barycenter of atom measures. Es-
pecially, we compare it with the offline version of GMM-
DaDiL. Note that, in the initial iterations, learning is noisy
due the updates in the target GMM. We mark the end of the
data stream with a colored star. Since we keep all GMMs in
memory, after the end of the updates in Q

(t)
T , we can con-

tinue optimization, which converge towards a local minimum
similar to the offline algorithm.
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Fig. 3: Reconstruction loss and classification accuracy of On-
line GMM DaDiL (O-GMM-DaDiL) on mode 1 (target do-
main). Experiments are run independently on 5 folds of the
target domain data. Solid lines represent the average, and the
shaded regions represent ±2σ around the mean.

We further compare GMM-DaDiL and our online ver-
sion with the baseline, i.e., the performance of a classifier fit
only with source domain data. In the case of GMM-DaDiL,
we classify examples using the MAP procedure explained in
equation (3). Our results are shown in Fig. 3 (b). With re-
spect reconstruction loss, classification accuracy is more sta-
ble, with little fluctuation before the end of the data stream.
As we see in the aforementioned figure, performance gener-
ally improves after the end of the data stream, showcasing the
advantage of our online GMM modeling.



5. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we introduced novel methods towards online
multi-source domain adaptation with a focus on cross-domain
adaptation problems. In this case, we adapt heterogeneous
historical datasets towards a stream of target domain data.
Our main contributions are an online GMM learning al-
gorithm, and an online GMM-DaDiL [7] algorithm. We
experiment with the challenging TEP benchmark [11, 12],
which contains simulations of a large-scale, complex chem-
ical plant [11, 12]. Our experimental results show that,
through our methods, we can succesfully adapt on the fly to
target domain data. Furthermore, our online GMM can serve
as a memory representing the stream of target domain data,
allowing dictionary learning to continue improving after the
data stream ends. In future works, we consider performing
class and task-incremental cross-domain fault diagnosis in a
multi-source scenario.
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