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Abstract

In this paper, we consider feature screening for ultrahigh dimensional clustering analyses.
Based on the observation that the marginal distribution of any given feature is a mixture of
its conditional distributions in different clusters, we propose to screen clustering features by
independently evaluating the homogeneity of each feature’s mixture distribution. Important
cluster-relevant features have heterogeneous components in their mixture distributions and
unimportant features have homogeneous components. The well-known EM-test statistic is
used to evaluate the homogeneity. Under general parametric settings, we establish the tail
probability bounds of the EM-test statistic for the homogeneous and heterogeneous features,
and further show that the proposed screening procedure can achieve the sure independent
screening and even the consistency in selection properties. Limiting distribution of the EM-
test statistic is also obtained for general parametric distributions. The proposed method is
computationally efficient, can accurately screen for important cluster-relevant features and
help to significantly improve clustering, as demonstrated in our extensive simulation and real
data analyses.

Keywords: Clustering analyses; feature screening; homogeneity test.

*The authors gratefully acknowledge the National Key Basic Research Project of China (2020YFE0204000), the
National Natural Science Foundation of China (11971039), and Sino-Russian Mathematics Center.

1

ar
X

iv
:2

30
6.

12
67

1v
2 

 [
st

at
.M

E
] 

 2
 F

eb
 2

02
4



1 Introduction

High dimensional data is prevalent in a wide range of research fields and applications, such as bi-

ological studies, financial studies and image data analyses. In high dimensional data, the number

of features p is very large and can be much larger than the number of samples n (p≫ n). One of

the most important tasks of high dimensional data analyses is to cluster the samples and uncover

unknown groups and structures in the data. In real applications, cluster-relevant features are often

only a small proportion of the p features, and other features are cluster-irrelevant. Incorporation

of the irrelevant features in clustering analyses can blur the differences between clusters, signifi-

cantly influence the clustering accuracy, and make clustering computationally more demanding,

especially when p is large. If one can accurately distinguish cluster-relevant features from cluster-

irrelevant features, clustering analyses could be significantly improved in terms of both clustering

accuracy and computational efficiency (See Figure 1 for an example).
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Figure 1: An example of simulated data generated as in Section 4. The data has 5 clusters
and 5000 features. The first 30 features are cluster-relevant and the other 4970 features are
cluster-irrelevant. We perform dimension reduction using the uniform manifold approximation
and projection (UMAP). The left plot is the UMAP plot using all features and the right plot is
the UMAP plot using the features selected by the proposed method. The points in the plots are
colored by their true clustering labels. The large amount of the cluster-irrelevant features make
the clusters difficult to be distinguished. After feature screening, different clusters are much
easier to be distinguished.
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We consider the feature screening problem in clustering analyses of high dimensional data.

Suppose that xi = (xi1, . . . , xip)
T ∈ Rp (i = 1, . . . , n) are n independent observations. The n

samples are from G clusters and their cluster labels are unknown. We assume that only s of the p

features (often, s≪ p) contain cluster label information and all other features are independent of

the clusters. We aim to develop a computationally efficient statistical method that can effectively

screen out the cluster-irrelevant features, while retaining all or almost all cluster-relevant fea-

tures. Traditional clustering algorithms such as the k-means algorithm can then be applied to the

retained features and sample clusters can be obtained. We are most interested in high dimensional

count data, although the method developed here can also be applied to continuous data.

One motivation of this work is the single-cell RNA sequencing (scRNA-seq) analysis (Kiselev

et al., 2019). In recent scRNA-seq studies, gene expressions in single-cells are profiled for over

10, 000 genes and the raw expression values are rather small count data (< 20 for majority of

genes). The unknown cell types of single-cells are often assigned based on clustering analyses

of gene expressions. However, only marker genes differentially expressed among different cell

types are useful for cell type identification. To address the high-dimensional clustering problems,

scRNA-seq studies often only use the so-called highly variable genes for clustering analysis,

based on the assumption that genes with larger expression variances are more likely to be marker

genes. Though this strategy has been widely adopted, selecting highly variable genes can include

many non-marker genes and exclude many marker genes, thus leading to the inaccurate clustering

(Andrews and Hemberg, 2019).

The supervised screening problem has been extensively studied and many methods have been

developed, such as Fan and Lv (2008), Zhu et al. (2011) and Li et al. (2012) among many others

(Liu et al., 2015). These methods are particularly suitable for ultra-high dimensional supervised

learning problems, which bring many statistical and computational challenges to the traditional
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variable selection methods. With the response variable, available supervised screening methods

can measure each predictor’s association with the response variable independently. The pre-

dictors are then ranked by their association strengths and top predictors are retained. With a

proper threshold, these screening methods can correctly select all important features with a high

probability or even can correctly distinguish the important and unimportant features with a high

probability, which are known as the sure independent screening property (Fan and Lv, 2008) and

the consistency in selection property (Li et al., 2012), respectively.

The unsupervised feature screening is more challenging because there is no response variable.

Variable selection methods for clustering analyses have been developed (Witten and Tibshirani,

2010; Fop and Murphy, 2018; Liu et al., 2022). However, similar to the supervised variable

selection methods, when the dimensionality is ultrahigh, their performance is challenged in terms

of both statistical accuracy and computational efficiency. To address the ultra-high dimensional

problems, the pioneer work by Chan and Hall (2010) developed a feature screening method by

testing the unimodality of each feature’s distribution. Features with unimodal distributions are

cluster-irrelevant and should be screened out. More recently, Jin and Wang (2016) developed

an innovative method called IF-PCA for ultra-high dimensional clustering analysis. IF-PCA

first screens cluster-relevant using the Kolmogorov-Smirnov (KS) test and then applies the k-

means algorithm to cluster. Liu et al. (2022) proposed a non-parametric feature screening method

called SC-FS. SC-FS performs feature screening by correlating each feature with a pre-clustering

label. However, the few available screening methods are either developed for continuous data or

require pre-clustering of the data. The continuous methods are not suitable for count data, and in

ultrahigh dimensional settings, the pre-clustering can be very inaccurate and the methods relying

on the pre-clustering results will also be inaccurate.

In this paper, we develop a general parametric feature screening method that can be applied
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to both continuous and count data. Marginally, all features can be viewed as following mixture

distributions. However, the mixture components of a cluster-relevant feature are not all the same

(heterogeneous distribution), and those of a cluster-irrelevant feature will be the same (homo-

geneous distribution). Therefore, we can test whether a feature is cluster-relevant without the

cluster labels. Observe that multi-modal distributions are mixture distributions of unimodal dis-

tributions. Thus, our method essentially uses the same characteristic as Chan and Hall (2010) for

feature screening of clustering analyses.

We propose to use the EM-test, a well-known homogeneity test of mixture models, for feature

screening. The EM-test was originally developed to overcome the critical problems of likelihood

ratio tests for homogeneity (Hartigan, 1985; Chernoff and Lander, 1995). Limiting distributions

under the homogeneity were available for mixture models of one-parameter distributions or of

two components (Li et al., 2009; Niu et al., 2011; Li and Chen, 2010). In this paper, in ad-

dition to the limiting distribution, we establish theoretical properties of the EM-test for feature

screening of clustering analyses under general settings of mixture models. The mixture models

are allowed to be mixtures of multi-parameter distributions and/or of multiple-components. The

major theoretical results include the following.

• Under the homogeneous model, the EM-test statistic is bounded with a high probability, or

more specifically, the probability of the EM-test statistic greater than any t > 0 decays to

zero at a polynomial rate with respect to t.

• Under the heterogeneous model, the EM-test statistic diverges to infinity with a probability

approaching to one at an exponential rate.

• When the dimensionality p goes to infinity exponentially with the sample size n (more

precisely, with exp
(
nβ
)

for 0 < β < 1/2), the screening procedure based on the EM-test

achieves the sure independent screening property (Fan and Lv, 2008). If p goes to infinity
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at any polynomial order of n, we can even achieve the consistency in selection (Li et al.,

2012).

We perform extensive simulation studies and find that the EM-test can accurately screen for

cluster-relevant features. After feature screening, clustering accuracy can also be significantly

improved. In an application of scRNA-seq data, we find that the EM-test renders more accurate

single-cell clustering and enables the detection of a rare cell-type that is difficult to be detected

by other methods.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the model setup, the EM-

test and defines basic notations. Section 3 gives the bounds of the tail probabilities under the

homogeneous and heterogeneous models, and further establishes the sure independent screening

and model selection consistency property. The limiting distribution of the EM-test statistic is

also presented in Section 3. Simulation and real data analyses are presented in Section 4 and

Section 5, respectively. Finally, in Section 6, we discuss the limitations of this research and

future research directions of high dimensional clustering feature screening. The proofs of the

results are presented in the Supplementary material.

2 Model setup and the EM-test

In this section, we present the statistical model setup for the feature screening of clustering anal-

yses and introduce the screening procedure based on the EM-test statistic.

2.1 Model setup for feature screening of clustering analyses

Suppose that we have n independent observations xi = (xi1, . . . , xip)
T ∈ Rp (i = 1, . . . , n) from

G clusters and α = (α1, . . . , αG) be the proportions of different clusters (
∑G

g=1 αg = 1, αg >

0, g = 1, . . . , G). We denote the unknown cluster labels as gi ∈ {1, . . . , G} (i = 1, . . . , n).
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Assume that given the cluster label g, the conditional distribution Fj(x|g) of xij is from a known

identifiable parametric distribution family P = {f(x;θ) : θ ∈ Θ ⊂ Rd}, where f(x;θ) is the

density function with respect to a σ-finite measure µ, on R parameterized by θ, and Θ ⊂ Rd is

a convex compact parameter space. Note that for count data, the measure µ can be taken as the

counting measure of the nonnegative integers; for continuous data, µ is the Lebesgue measure on

R. Thus, our method and theory apply to both count and continuous data. Define Ξ = ΘG as the

product space of Θ.

In high dimensional clustering problems, only a small portion of the p features contain infor-

mation about the cluster labels and the majority of them are irrelevant to the sample clusters. Our

goal is to screen out the cluster-irrelevant features to facilitate downstream clustering analysis.

Intuitively, if the jth random variable xj ∈ R is unrelated with the cluster label g, the conditional

distribution Fj(x|g) of xj given the cluster label g should be independent of the cluster label g,

or Fj(x|g = 1) = · · · = Fj(x|g = G). If, on the other hand, the jth random variable xj ∈ R is a

cluster-relevant feature, there are at least two g ̸= g′ such that Fj(x|g) ̸= Fj(x|g′).

Let f(x;θjg) be the density function of the conditional distribution Fj(x|g). The labels

are unknown and the random variable xj should follow a mixture distribution φ(x; ξj,α) =∑G
g=1 αgf(x;θjg), where ξj = (θT

j1, . . . ,θ
T
jG)

T ∈ Ξ = ΘG. Define the interior of the G − 1 di-

mensional probability simplex as SG−1 = {α ∈ RG :
∑G

g=1 αg = 1, αg > 0, for g = 1, . . . , G}

and the G-mixture distribution family as

PG =

{
G∑
g=1

αgf(x;θg) : α ∈ SG−1,θg ∈ Θ, g = 1, . . . , G

}
.

We have φ(x; ξj,α) ∈ PG. In this paper, we assume that PG is an identifiable finite mixture,

in other words, P is a linearly independent set over the field of real numbers (Yakowitz and

Spragins, 1968). For a cluster-irrelevant feature j, θj1 = · · · = θjG and thus φ(x; ξj,α) ∈ P .
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For a cluster-relevant feature j, there are at least two g ̸= g′ such that θjg ̸= θjg′ and φ(x; ξj,α) ∈

PG\P . Therefore, we can consider the following hypothesis testing problems to screen for the

cluster-relevant features.

Hj0 : φ(x; ξj,α) ∈ P v.s. Hj1 : φ(x; ξj,α) ∈ PG\P . (1)

We call the models under the null hypotheses Hj0 homogeneous models, and those under the

alternative hypotheses Hj1 heterogeneous models. In real applications, the number of clusters G

is often unknown. However, we often can have a rough estimate of G and can choose G to be

larger than the true number of clusters. In such cases, the null and alternative hypotheses still hold

for the cluster-irrelevant and relevant features, respectively. Simulation shows that the choice of

G has little influence on the performance of EM-test, especially when G is chosen to be larger

than the true clusters (Supplementary Section D).

2.2 The EM-test statistic and the screening procedure

We use the EM-test statistic for feature screening of clustering analyses. Theoretical results of

the EM-test statistic are developed for the hypothesis testing problem (1) under general settings

with multiple parameters (d ≥ 1), multiple components (G ≥ 2) and both continuous and count

data. Let x = (x1, . . . , xn) be a random sample of size n from a G-mixture model

φ(x; ξ,α) =
G∑
g=1

αgf(x;θg), (2)

where θg ∈ Θ, (g = 1, . . . , G), ξ = (θ1, . . . ,θG) and α = (α1, . . . , αG). Let ln(ξ,α) =∑n
i=1 log φ(xi; ξ,α) be the log-likelihood function, and define the penalized log-likelihood func-
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tion as

pln(ξ,α) =
n∑
i=1

log φ(xi; ξ,α) + p(α), (3)

where p(α) = λ
(∑G

g=1 logαg +Glog(G)
)

is a penalty function, where λ > 0 is a penalty

parameter and is always set as 0.00001 in the simulation and real data analyses of this paper.

Simulation shows that EM-test is robust to the choice of the penalty parameter λ and λ = 0.00001

gives very similar results to other choices of λ (Supplementary Table S3). Largely speaking, the

EM-test statistic is defined as the difference between the maximum penalized log-likelihoods

of the heterogeneous and homogeneous models. The maximum penalized log-likelihood under

the heterogeneous model is obtained using the EM algorithm. More specifically, we use the

following procedure to calculate the EM-test statistic.

Suppose that ξ̂0 =
(
θ̂0, . . . , θ̂0

)
is the estimator that maximizes the penalized log-likelihood

function (3) under the homogeneous model. Under the heterogeneous model, given any initial

value α(0) ∈ SG−1 we first compute

ξ(0) = argmax
ξ∈Ξ

n∑
i=1

log φ
(
xi; ξ,α

(0)
)
+ p

(
α(0)

)
. (4)

Assume that α(k) and ξ(k) are the estimators at the k-th iteration of the EM algorithm. The E-step

updates the posterior probability of the i-th sample coming from the g-th component by

w
(k)
gi =

α
(k)
g f

(
xi;θ

(k)
g

)
φ (xi; ξ(k),α(k))

. (5)

At the k + 1-th iteration, the M-step updates α and ξ such that

α(k+1) = argmax
α∈SG−1

G∑
g=1

n∑
i=1

w
(k)
gi log(αg) + p(α), and (6)
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ξ(k+1) = argmax
ξ∈Ξ

G∑
g=1

n∑
i=1

w
(k)
gi logf(xi;θg). (7)

LetK > 0 be the maximum number of EM updates. We defineM (K)
n (α(0)) = 2{pln(ξ(K),α(K))−

pln(ξ̂0,α0)}, where α0 = (1/G, . . . , 1/G)T. To improve the performance, we choose a set of

initial values {α1, . . . ,αT} and define the EM-test statistic as EM(K)
n = max{M (K)

n (αt), t =

1, . . . , T}. Intuitively, under the homogeneous model, ξ(K) and ξ̂0 are close to ξ0 and are close

to each other, while under the heterogeneous model, ξ(K) and ξ̂0 are far away from each other.

Hence, we reject the null hypothesis in (1) when EM(K)
n is large. In this paper, we always assume

that K ≥ 3 is a fixed number. In simulation and real data analyses, we set K = 100. Simulation

shows that EM-test is robust to the choice of K. When K is chosen too large, EM-test tends to

have slightly more false positives and K = 100 is a reasonable choice (Supplementary Section

D).

With the EM-test statistic, we can use the following procedure to screen for the cluster-

relevant features. Let EM(K)
nj be the EM-test statistic corresponding to the jth hypothesis testing

problem (1). Given a threshold tn > 0, if EM(K)
nj < tn, we will screen out the jth feature; Other-

wise, we will retain the jth feature as a cluster-relevant feature. Theoretical results in Section 3

show that if we choose tn = nϑ (0 < ϑ < 1), this feature screening procedure can have the sure

independent screening property or even the consistency of selection property.

2.3 Notations

We use diam(Ξ) to represent the Euclidean diameter of Ξ. Denote by | · | the absolute value

of a real number or cardinality of a set. For two sequences of random variable {an}∞n=1 and

{bn}∞n=1, we write an = op (|bn|) if an/|bn| → 0 in probability, and an = Op (|bn|) if there

exists a positive constant C such that an ≤ C|bn| in probability. For real numbers a and b, let
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a ∧ b = min{a, b} and a ∨ b = max{a, b}. Define ∥a∥2 =
√∑n

i=1 a
2
i as the L2-norm of the

vector a = (a1, . . . , an)
T ∈ Rn, and vech(A) =

(
a11, a22, . . . , add, a12, . . . , a1d, . . . , ad(d−1)

)T ∈

Rd(d+1)/2 as the vectorization of the symmetric d-dimensional matrix A = (aij). We use A ⪰ 0

to represent that the matrix A is positive semi-definite. For a random variable X , we define

its sub-exponential norm as ∥X∥ψ1 = inf{t > 0 : E (exp(|X|/t)) ≤ 2}. If X is a random

variable from a homogeneous model H0 and g(x) is a function, we define the Lm-norm of g(X)

as ∥g(X)∥Lm = (E [gm(X)])1/m.

We denote α∗ = (α∗
1, . . . , α

∗
G) as the true proportions of theG clusters and ξ∗j = (θ∗

j1, . . . ,θ
∗
jG)

as the true parameters of the mixture model corresponding to the jth feature. We assume that α∗

is fixed and ming α
∗
g > 0. We use δ > 0 as a fixed very small constant. If the jth feature is from

the homogeneous model Hj0 (cluster-irrelevant), we write ξ∗j = ξj0 = (θj0, . . . ,θj0) as its true

parameters. When appropriate, we drop the subscript j and use ξ∗ as the true parameters of a gen-

eral mixture model and ξ0 = (θ0, . . . ,θ0) as the true parameter of some general homogeneous

model H0. We always assume that θ0 is an interior point of Θ and use α0 = (1/G, . . . , 1/G)T.

Let

Yih =
1

f(xi,θ0)

∂f(xi,θ0)

∂θh
, Zih =

1

2f(xi,θ0)

∂2f(xi,θ0)

∂θ2h
,

Uihℓ =
1

f(xi,θ0)

∂2f(xi,θ0)

∂θh∂θℓ
(h < ℓ), b1i = (Yi1, . . . , Yid)

T, (8)

b2i = (Zi1, . . . , Zid, Ui12, . . . , Ui(d−1)d)
T, and bi =

(
bT
1i,b

T
2i

)T
.

3 Theoretical results

In this section, we investigate the theoretical properties of the screening procedure. Without loss

of generality, we assume that there is only one initial value α(0) (i.e. T = 1) and ming=1,...,G

11



27−1α
(0)
g ≥ δ > 0.

We first present the main theoretical result of the paper—the feature screening property of

the EM-test statistic. Define the set of cluster-irrelevant features as S0 = {j : 1 ≤ j ≤ p, ξ∗j =

(θj0, . . . ,θj0)}, and the set of cluster-relevant features as S1 = {1, . . . , p}\S0. Denote s = |S1|

as the number of cluster-relevant features. For a small fixed γ > 0, we define

Ξ1 =

{
ξ : max

g ̸=g′
∥θg − θg′∥2 ≥ γ, ξ ∈ Ξ

}
(9)

as the parameter set of heterogeneous models with a minimum component-difference γ. When

j ∈ S1, we assume ξ∗j ∈ Ξ1. Given a threshold tn > 0, we define

Ŝ1(tn) = {1 ≤ j ≤ p : EM
(K)
nj ≥ tn} (10)

as an estimator of S1. Under Condition (C1)–(C7) that will be specified in Section 3.1 and 3.2,

the following theorem guarantees that the screening procedure based on the EM-test statistic can

effectively filter cluster-irrelevant features while retaining all cluster-relevant features with a high

probability.

Theorem 1. Assume that for any cluster-relevant feature j ∈ S1, ξ∗j ∈ Ξ1, where Ξ1 is defined as

in (85). Under Condition (C1)–(C7), given a fixed K, choosing the threshold tn = nϑ(0 < ϑ <

1), when n is sufficiently large, we have

P
(
S1 ⊂ Ŝ1(tn)

)
≥ 1− s exp

(
−C3n

1/2 + C4n
ϑ−1/2

)
, and
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P
(
S1 = Ŝ1(tn)

)
≥ 1− (p− s)

(
(C1n)

−m/4 + (C2n)
−ϑm)

− s exp
(
−C3n

1/2 + C4n
ϑ−1/2

)
,

where C1, C2, C3 and C4 are four constants depending on K,G, d, δ, diam(Ξ) and the constants

specified in Condition (C3)–(C7), s = |S1| and m is the integer in Condition (C3).

If p does not go to infinity too fast, Theorem 1 implies that we can achieve the sure indepen-

dent screening property or model selection consistency in high dimensional settings.

• If p = O(exp(nβ)), 0 < β < 1/2, we have P
(
S1 ⊂ Ŝ1(tn)

)
→ 1, as n → ∞. Thus, the

feature screening method based on the EM-test statistic has the sure independent screening

property.

• If p = O(nκ) with 0 < κ < m/max{4, ϑ−1}, we have P
(
S1 = Ŝ1(tn)

)
→ 1, as n →

∞, or in other words, we can achieve model selection consistency. The condition κ <

m/max{4, ϑ−1} is a very lenient condition. For most common parametric distribution

families, m in Condition (C3) can be taken as any positive integer and thus κ can be any

positive number.

Empirical studies show that choosing ϑ ∈ [0.3, 0.35] can make a good balance between the

type I and type II error (Supplementary Section D) and hence we suggest to choose ϑ ∈ [0.3, 0.35]

in real applications. Note that in Theorem 1, for notational simplicity, we assume that different

features are in the same parametric family. The similar screening property can also be proved

even if different features are in different parametric families (e.g. some are continuous variables

and some are count variables), as long as these features satisfy conditions similar to the ones in

Theorem 1. In addition, Theorem 1 does not need to assume that different features are indepen-

dent. Even if the features are dependent, the same screening properties also hold.
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The proof of Theorem 1 is based on the tail probability bounds of the EM-test statistic under

the null and alternative hypotheses. Under H0, we show that the EM-test is bounded with a high

probability, and under H1, the EM-test statistic will diverge to infinity with a high probability.

We present these tail probability bounds in Section 3.1 and 3.2. The proof of Theorem 1 is in

Supplementary material. In the Supplementary material, we show that many commonly used dis-

tributions, such as many exponential family distributions and the negative binomial distributions,

satisfy the conditions in Theorem 1, and thus the screening properties hold for these distributions.

3.1 The probability bound of the EM-test statistic under H0

We need the following regularity conditions before presenting the tail probability bounds of the

EM-test statistic under H0.

(C1) For every θ0 ∈ Θ and sufficiently small ball V ⊂ Θ around θ0, we assume that the function

supθ∈V f
1/2(x;θ)f 1/2(x;θ0) is measurable and

∫
supθ∈V f

1/2(x;θ)f 1/2(x;θ0)µ(dx) <

∞. In addition, for every sufficiently small ball U ⊂ Ξ around ξ0 = (θ0, · · · ,θ0) and α ∈

SG−1, we assume that the function supξ∈U log{φ(x; ξ,α)} is measurable and E(supξ∈U log{1+

φ(x; ξ,α)}) < +∞.

(C2) The density function f(x;θ) has a common support for θ ∈ Θ and continuous 5th order

partial derivatives with respect to θ.

(C3) Let m > 0 be an integer and M > 0 be a constant. There are a function g(x,θ) > 0 with

supθ∈Θ ∥g(x;θ)∥L8m ≤ M , a function r(x) > 0 with
∫
r2(x)µ(dx) ≤ M and a constant

τ > 0, such that, for all θ0 ∈ Θ, h = 1, . . . , 5 and j1, . . . , jh ∈ {1, . . . , d},

sup
∥θ−θ0∥2≤τ

∣∣∣∣ ∂hf(x;θ)∂θj1 · · · ∂θjh

/
f(x;θ0)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ g(x;θ0), and
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sup
θ∈Θ

f(x;θ) + sup
θ∈Θ

1

f(x;θ)

∥∥∥∥∂f(x;θ)∂θ

∥∥∥∥2
2

≤ r2(x).

(C4) The minimum eigenvalue λmin(B(θ0)) of the covariance matrix B(θ0) = cov(bi) satisfies

λmin := infθ0∈Θ λmin(B(θ0)) > 0.

Condition (C1) is the Wald consistency condition, which can be founded in Van der Vaart (2000).

It also ensures the continuity of the Hellinger distance which we will define below. Condition

(C2) guarantees the smoothness of f(x;θ). Condition (C3) ia a technical condition on the partial

derivatives. It guarantees that there is a dominating function of the remainder term in the Tay-

lor expansion, and thus allows us to give polynomial tail probability bounds of the higher-order

infinitesimal terms of the EM-test statistic under H0. Condition (C4) is the strong identifiability

condition (Chen, 1995; Nguyen, 2013). Most of the commonly used one-parameter distribu-

tions, such as the Poisson distribution and the exponential distribution, satisfy Condition (C3)

and (C4). Many multiple-parameter distributions including the negative binomial distribution

and the gamma distribution also satisfy Condition (C3) and (C4).

Theorem 2. Assume that x1, . . . , xn are independent samples from the homogeneous distribution

f(x;θ0). Under Condition (C1)–(C4), for any t > 0, when n is sufficiently large, we have

P
(
EM(K)

n ≤ t+ Cn−1/16log3/2n
)
≥ 1− (C1n)

−m/4 − (C2t)
−m,

where C,C1 and C2 are three positive constants depending on τ,K,G, d, λmin,m,M, δ and

diam(Ξ).

Observe that when n → ∞, Cn−1/16log3/2n approaches to zero. Therefore, roughly speak-

ing, Theorem 2 shows that when n is sufficiently large, under H0, the tail probability of the

EM-test statistic greater than t has a polynomial decay rate. To prove Theorem 2, we first derive
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the tail probability bound for the mixture parameter estimators ξ(k) by analyzing the empiri-

cal processes indexed by ξ (Wong and Shen, 1995). Then, we analyze the Taylor expansion

of EM(K)
n and bound each term in the expansion using concentration inequalities (Wainwright,

2019). Details of the proof are given in the Supplementary material.

3.2 The probability bound of the EM-test statistic under H1

Our next goal is to show that the EM-test statistic diverges to infinity under H1 with a high

probability. Recall that α∗ is the true proportion parameter and that under H1, ξ∗ ∈ Ξ1, where

Ξ1 is defined in (85). We define θ†
0 = argmaxθ∈Θ Eα∗,ξ∗ [logf(x;θ)] as the parameter of the

homogeneous model that is closest to the true heterogeneous model in terms of the Kullback-

Leibler divergence. Denote ξ†0 =
(
θ†
0, . . . ,θ

†
0

)
. Similarly, given an initial value α(0), we can find

a heterogeneous model with a proportion parameter α(0) that is closest to the true heterogeneous

model and denote its parameter as ξ† = argmaxξ∈Ξ Eα∗,ξ∗
[
log φ

(
x; ξ,α(0)

)]
. Note that ξ† and

θ†
0 depend on the true value α∗, ξ∗.

Define R(x; ξ∗) = log φ
(
x; ξ†,α(0)

)
− log f

(
x;θ†

0

)
as the difference between two “work-

ing” log-likelihood log φ
(
x; ξ†,α(0)

)
and log f

(
x;θ†

0

)
. If the initial value α(0) is close to

the true proportion α∗, the expectation of R(x; ξ∗) would be bounded away from zero. So,

the one-step EM-test statistic, and thus the EM-test statistic, would be large. Thus, we would

correctly reject the null hypothesis with a high probability. Furthermore, denoting D(θ) =

Eα∗,ξ∗ [logf(x;θ)], we define a mean-zero empirical process indexed by θ ∈ Θ as

Zθ(ξ
∗) = n−1/2

n∑
i=1

{
log f(xi;θ)− log f

(
xi;θ

†
0

)
−
[
D(θ)−D

(
θ†
0

)]}
.

We need the following conditions under H1.
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(C5) The initial value α(0) fulfills ϱ = infξ∗∈Ξ1 Eα∗,ξ∗ [R(x; ξ
∗)] > 0.

(C6) There exists a constant Mψ1 such that supξ∗∈Ξ1
∥R(x; ξ∗)− Eα∗,ξ∗ [R(x; ξ

∗)]∥ψ1
≤Mψ1 .

(C7) {Zθ(ξ
∗) : θ ∈ Θ} is a ψ1- process such that for any θ,θ′ ∈ Θ, supξ∗∈Ξ1

∥Zθ(ξ
∗) −

Zθ′(ξ∗)∥ψ1 ≤ Cρ∥θ − θ′∥2, where Cρ > 0 is a constant.

Condition (C5) is a key assumption. Because the EM algorithm cannot guarantee convergence

to the global maximum, we need to choose an initial value α(0) such that the theoretical best

heterogeneous model that we can achieve in one step EM update is uniformly closer to the true

heterogeneous model than the best homogeneous model. Note that we always have ϱ ≥ 0, but

it is hard to give a necessary and sufficient condition for the choice of α(0) such that ϱ > 0.

However, we can show that if
∥∥α∗ −α(0)

∥∥
2
≤ τ(γ) for some constant τ(γ), Condition (C5)

holds (see Section C.1 in Supplementary material for more discussion). Condition (C6) and (C7)

are two weaker conditions and hold for many commonly used distribution families.Under these

conditions, we obtain the following tail probability bound of the EM-test statistic under H1.

Theorem 3. Assume that x1, . . . , xn are independent samples from the heterogeneous model

distribution φ(x;α∗, ξ∗) with ξ∗ ∈ Ξ1. Under Condition (C5)–(C7), for any t, we have

P
(
EM(K)

n ≥ 2−1nϱ− n1/2CJ [J (D) + t]− p0

)
≥ 1− 2 exp

[
−C ′min

(
nϱ2

4M2
ψ1

,
nϱ

2Mψ1

)]
− 2 exp

(
−t
D

)
,

where D,CJ , J(D) and C ′ are four constants and defined in Lemma 17 and 18 in the Supple-

mentary material and p0 = λGlog(δG).

Corollary 1. From Theorem 3, for tn = nϑ, 0 < ϑ < 1, there are two constants C3, C4 such that

P
(
EM(K)

n ≥ tn

)
≥ 1− exp

(
−C3n

1/2 + C4n
ϑ−1/2

)
.
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Theorem 3 and Corollary 1 say that under H1, by selecting a suitable threshold, the cluster-

relevant feature can be retained with high probability.

3.3 The limiting distribution of the EM-test statistic under H0

In many applications, giving a valid p-value of the retained feature is also crucial. In this sec-

tion, we give the limiting distribution of the EM-test statistic under H0. To derive the limiting

distribution, we only need the following weaker conditions in replacement of Condition (C3) and

(C4).

(WC3) For all h = 1, . . . , 5 and θj1 , . . . , θjh , there exists a function g(x;θ0) ≥ 0 and a constant

τ > 0 such that

sup
∥θ−θ0∥≤τ

∣∣∣∣ ∂hf(x,θ)∂θj1 · · · ∂θjh

/
f(x,θ0)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ g(x;θ0)

and ∥g(x;θ0)∥L3 <∞.

(WC4) The covariance matrix B(θ0) = cov(bi) of bi is positive definite.

Let r = min(G− 1, d) and

V =
{
vech(V) : V ∈ Rd×d is symmetric, rank(V) ≤ r,V ⪰ 0

}
. (11)

For j, k = 1, 2, let Bjk = Eθ0({bji−E(bji)}{bki−E(bki)}T) and b̃2i = b2i−B21B
−1
11 b1i. The

covariance matrix of b̃2i is B̃22 = B22 −B21B
−1
11 B12.

Theorem 4. Assume that x1, · · · , xn are independent samples from the homogeneous distribution

f(x;θ0). If G ≥ 2 and one of the αt (t = 1, . . . , T ) is α0, then under Condition (C1)–(C2) and
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(WC3)–(WC4), as n→ ∞, we have

EM(K)
n

d−→ sup
v∈V

2vTw − vTB̃22v,

where w = (w1, . . . , wd(d+1)/2)
T is a zero-mean multivariate normal random vector with a co-

variance matrix B̃22 and V is as in (81).

If d = 1, the limiting distribution in Theorem 4 is 0.5χ2
1 + 0.5χ2

0, the same as the one in

Li et al. (2009), while, if G = 2, it is the distribution in Niu et al. (2011). When G > d, we

have r = d and the limiting distribution will be independent of the component number G. Gen-

erally, it is computationally difficult to calculate the limiting distribution in Theorem 4. When

G > d, the feasible domain V =
{
vech(V) : V ∈ Rd×d,V ⪰ 0

}
is a positive semi-definite

matrix cone. Computation of the limiting distribution in Theorem 4 becomes a classic cone

quadratic program and can be solved using the algorithms reviewed in Vandenberghe (2010),

but these algorithms are still computationally expensive. However, it can be easily shown that

supv∈V 2v
Tw−vTB̃22v ≤ wTB̃−1

22 w, and thus EM(K)
n is stochastically less than χ2(d(d+ 1)/2).

Therefore, we can always use χ2(d(d+ 1)/2) as the limiting distribution. The test will be con-

servative, but our empirical studies show that the test still has a high power.

4 Simulation

In this section, we use simulation to assess the performance of the EM-test statistic for feature

screening and clustering of high dimensional count data. We compare the EM-test with feature

screening and feature selection methods. The feature screening methods include Dip-test (Chan

and Hall, 2010), KS-test (Jin and Wang, 2016), COSCI (Banerjee et al., 2017), SC-FS (Liu et al.,

2022) and a baseline method based on the goodness-of-fit test. Dip-test screens features by
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investigating the unimodality of the data distribution. For the baseline method, we use the Chi-

square test to test the fit of the data to the null distribution. The feature selection method is the

Sparse kmeans method (abbreviated as Skmeans) proposed in Witten and Tibshirani (2010). Dip-

test, KS-test and COSCI are methods for continuous data. When applying these to the simulated

count data, we first log transform the data (log(x+ 1)) to make them more like continuous data.

4.1 Simulation Setup

In the simulations, we set the number of clusters as G = 5 and the proportions of the clusters

as α = (α1, . . . , α5) = (0.5, 0.125, 0.125, 0.125, 0.125). The sample size is set as n = 1000.

The dimension is set as p = 500, 5000 or p = 20, 000. Skmeans and COSCI are not evaluated

for p = 20, 000 because they are computationally too expensive for this ultra-high dimensional

setting. The number of cluster-relevant features is fixed at s = 20. We always set the first 20

features as the cluster-relevant and all other features as cluster-irrelevant.

More specifically, for the ith sample, we first randomly assign it to a cluster g with the prob-

ability αg. Then, if the jth feature is cluster-relevant (j = 1, . . . , 20), we randomly sample

xij from NB(µgj, rj); If it is cluster-irrelevant (j = 21, . . . , p), we randomly sample xij from

NB(µj, rj). The mean and over-dispersion parameters of the negative binomial distributions are

randomly generated (see below).

We consider simulation setups of two noise levels (low or high) and three cluster signal

strength levels (low, medium and high). The over-dispersion parameters rj represent the noise

level of the data and the differences of the mean parameters µgj between clusters represent the

cluster signal strength. The details of generating rj and µgj are given in the Supplementary ma-

terial. Thus, in total, we have 18 different simulation setups (3 dimension setups × 2 noise levels

× 3 signal levels). In each simulation setup, we generate 100 datasets.
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To evaluate the performance of EM-test on continuous data, we also generate simulation data

based on normal distributions. The simulation setups are detailed in Supplementary material.

EM-test for normal models are used for these continuous data. To investigate the robustness of

EM-test to model mis-specification, we further generate count data based on Poisson-truncated-

normal and the binomial-Gamma distributions. EM-test for negative binomial model is used for

these count data (Supplementary Section D). In the following, we only discuss the negative bi-

nomial simulations. For the continuous data simulation, we find that EM-test performs similar

to other available methods under easier simulation setups and outperforms other methods under

more difficult setups (Supplementary Section D). From the mis-specified count data simulations,

we find that EM-test is robust to model mis-specification and outperforms other methods (Sup-

plementary Section D).

4.2 Performance on feature screening

We first evaluate the accuracy of feature screening. For different screening methods, we first rank

the features by their corresponding test statistics / p-values or feature weights. Following previous

researches about feature screening (Zhu et al., 2011; Li et al., 2012), let S be the minimum

number of features needed to include all cluster-relevant features in a rank. Table 1 shows the

mean and the standard deviation of S over the 100 replications. Table 1 does not include COSCI

because it only reports a selected feature index but does not provide an order of all features. In

the low dimensional cases (p = 500), all count-data methods work well. EM-test only needs 20

or slightly more than 20 features to include all cluster-relevant features. In higher dimensions

(p = 5000 or 20, 000), the EM-test outperforms other methods, often by a large amount. For

example, in the medium signal, high noise and p = 20, 000 case, the EM-test needs around

21 features to include all cluster-relevant features, while other methods need over a thousand
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Table 1: The mean of the minimum model size S over 100 replications. The numbers in the
parenthesis are the standard deviation of S over 100 replications.

p EM-test Chi-square SC-FS Skmeans KS-test Dip-test
Case 1: High signal and low noise

500 20.1 (0.4) 20.9 (3.0) 20.0 (0.0) 20.0 (0.0) 499.4 (3.1) 499.2 (2.7)
5000 20.7 (0.8) 28.0 (24.8) 212.0 (622.7) 1048.0 (1226.5) 4994.6 (12.6) 4988.0 (31.3)

20,000 22.7 (1.7) 47.8 (47.9) 14675.7 (4233.6) NA 19968.2 (90.6) 19968.2 (80.6)
Case 2: High signal and high noise

500 20.0 (0.1) 24.6 (11.4) 20.0 (0.0) 20.0 (0.0) 499.1 (3.1) 498.4 (4.1)
5000 20.0 (0.2) 75.2 (86.5) 871.7 (1276.0) 554.8 (1047.3) 4994.4 (12.8) 4981.0 (48.8)

20,000 20.2 (0.4) 335.5 (689.1) 16921.6 (3076.0) NA 19977.3 (43.2) 19955.4 (104.7)
Case 3: Medium signal and low noise

500 20.2 (0.6) 41.9 (29.4) 20.0 (0.0) 20.0 (0.0) 498.8 (3.7) 499.0 (2.8)
5000 22.1 (13.2) 276.6 (348.1) 1140.1 (1319.5) 762.5 (1204.2) 4990.4 (23.4) 4985.3 (37.0)

20,000 23.1 (2.6) 901.5 (1200.0) 16747.7 (2854.5) NA 19956.4 (96.6) 19952.5 (119.7)
Case 4: Medium signal and high noise

500 20.4 (2.1) 80.2 (70.1) 20.0 (0.0) 20.0 (0.0) 498.1 (5.9) 497.5 (6.9)
5000 20.8 (2.5) 581.9 (581.6) 2411.3 (1474.8) 1814.1 (1438.5) 4990.4 (22.9) 4976.9 (48.8)

20,000 45.2 (147.1) 2103.1 (1799.7) 17306.9 (2630.9) NA 19938.5 (103.2) 19917.7 (193.7)
Case 5: Low signal and low noise

500 33.3 (27.0) 202.3 (100.1) 20.0 (0.1) 20.0 (0.0) 497.5 (5.6) 498.4 (3.6)
5000 129.8 (225.3) 1795.7 (844.8) 3349.3 (1203.5) 2589.0 (1042.7) 4971.4 (56.5) 4974.6 (62.8)

20,000 755.2 (1635.7) 7964.7 (4051.5) 18283.2 (1422.1) NA 19885.6 (197.8) 19915.5 (182.9)
Case 6: Low signal and high noise

500 58.9 (56.7) 251.9 (97.1) 20.1 (0.8) 20.0 (0.0) 496.3 (7.6) 495.8 (8.3)
5000 342.7 (496.9) 2221.6 (965.0) 4182.7 (783.2) 3175.8 (1029.2) 4979.0 (42.4) 4971.7 (54.0)

20,000 1425.6 (2429.9) 9993.0 (3870.1) 18696.1 (1263.5) NA 19847.3 (250.0) 19903.6 (187.2)

features. SC-FS works well in lower dimensional cases, but its performance deteriorates in higher

dimensional cases, especially in higher dimensional cases with lower signal to noise ratios. This

is because SC-FS needs a pre-cluster label for feature screening. When p is large, the pre-cluster

results can be very inaccurate, leading to the inferior performance of SC-FS in these settings.

The continuous methods (KS-test and Dip-test) do not perform well for these count data.

The minimum model size S measures the feature ranks given by different methods. However,

in clustering analysis, simply having S close to s is inadequate because we need a criterion

to determine which features to retain. Therefore, we further compare the number of correctly

retained cluster-relevant features (denoted as R) and falsely retained cluster-irrelevant features
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(denoted as F) by different methods. For SC-FS, COSCI and Skmeans, we use their default

parameters to select the cluster-relevant features. For the EM-test, we select the features by

the adjusted p-values (EM-adjust, adjusted p-value < 0.01) and by the threshold n0.35 (EM-

0.35). The p-value is calculated using the χ2(3)-distribution, because compared with the limiting

distribution in Theorem 4, the χ2(3)-distribution is computationally more efficient, achieves good

sensitivity and false discovery rate (FDR) control (Supplementary Section D). The Benjamini-

Hochberg (BH) procedure (Benjamini and Hochberg, 1995a) is used to adjust the p-values. We

choose the threshold n0.35 because the EM-test has a good balance between retaining cluster-

relevant features and excluding cluster-irrelevant features at these cutoffs (Supplementary Section

D). For the Chi-square goodness-of-fit test, KS-test and Dip-test, we use the BH-adjusted p-

values (< 0.01) to screen the cluster-relevant features.

Table 2 shows the numbers of correctly retained and falsely retained features by different

methods. Similarly, we find that the EM-test methods (EM-adjust, EM-0.35) outperform other

methods in most settings especially when p is larger and different clusters are more similar to

each other. In most cases, Skmeans is able to select all cluster-relevant features, but also falsely

select many cluster-irrelevant features. SC-FS is conservative. In low dimensional settings (p =

500), SC-FS could correctly select all cluster-relevant features with almost no false positives.

However, in higher dimensions, SC-FS also has almost zero false positives, but its power is

low. For example, in the p = 5000, medium signal and high noise case, SC-FS only reports 2

cluster-relevant features. In the same case, EM-adjust reports all 20 features with almost zero

false positives. The performance of two versions of EM-test are slightly different. EM-adjust is

more conservative than EM-0.35. In the more difficult settings (with large p and low signal to

noise ratio), EM-adjust is still able to control the false positives, but detects less cluster-relevant

features. In most cases, EM-0.35 can detect most cluster-relevant features, but also report some
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cluster-irrelevant features in the more difficult simulation settings. KS-test and Dip-test report

many false positives and select almost all features as clustering-relevant features. COCSI is very

conservative in this simulation and could not select any features.

4.3 Feature screening improves clustering analysis

In this subsection, we assess the influence of feature screening on clustering analyses. For each

simulation, we first use the feature screening methods to select potential cluster-relevant features

and then use the k-means algorithm to cluster the samples. For the feature selection method

Skmeans, we directly use its clustering results. The number of clusters in the k-means and

Skmeans algorithms is set as 5. The parameters of the feature screening/selection methods are set

as in Section 4.2. For comparison, we also include k-means clustering results using all features

(called No-Screening) and the oracle clustering results using only the cluster-relevant features.

Table 3 shows the adjusted Rand index (ARI) between the clustering results given by differ-

ent methods and the true clusters. Generally speaking, methods that can accurately select more

cluster-relevant features while excluding more cluster-irrelevant features (Table 2) tend to per-

form better in the clustering. All count-data feature screening methods or the feature selection

method can help to improve, often by a large amount, the clustering accuracy in comparison with

the baseline method No-Screening, indicating that feature screening is an essential step for clus-

tering analysis of high dimensional data. The two versions of the EM-test method have similar

performances and consistently perform better than other methods. When the dimension is small

(p = 500) or the difference between clusters is large (high signal and low noise), EM-test, Chi-

square, SC-FS and Skmeans have similar performance. When the difference between clusters is

smaller and the dimension p is larger, the advantage of the EM-test over other methods is more

apparent. In addition, clustering based on the EM-test screening can achieve an accuracy similar
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Table 2: The mean of numbers of correctly retained features (R) and falsely retained features
(F) by different methods over 100 replications. The numbers in the parenthesis are the standard
deviation of R and F over 100 replications.

p EM-adjust EM-0.35 Chi-square SC-FS Skmeans KS-test Dip-test COSCI
Case 1: High signal and low noise

500
R 20 (0.1) 20 (0.1) 20 (0.7) 20 (0.9) 20 (0.0) 20.0 (0.0) 20.0 (0.0) 0.0 (0.0)
F 0 (0.1) 1 (1.1) 2 (1.6) 0 (0.0) 480 (0.0) 480.0 (0.0) 480.0 (0.0) 0.0 (0.0)

5000
R 20 (0.0) 20 (0.0) 19 (1.2) 16 (4.2) 19 (0.8) 20.0 (0.0) 20.0 (0.0) 0.0 (0.0)
F 0 (0.1) 10 (3.3) 2 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 239 (700.9) 4980.0 (0.0) 4980.0 (0.0) 0.0 (0.0)

20,000
R 20 (0.0) 20 (0.0) 18 (1.3) 0 (0.4) NA 20.0 (0.0) 20.0 (0.0) NA
F 0 (0.2) 40 (5.6) 2 (1.7) 0 (0.0) NA 19980.0 (0.0) 19980.0 (0.0) NA

Case 2: High signal and high noise

500
R 20 (0.1) 20 (0.0) 18 (1.2) 20 (0.7) 20 (0.0) 20.0 (0.0) 20.0 (0.0) 0.0 (0.0)
F 0 (0.2) 2 (1.4) 2 (1.5) 0 (0.0) 480 (0.0) 480.0 (0.0) 480.0 (0.0) 0.0 (0.0)

5000
R 20 (0.0) 20 (0.0) 17 (1.9) 11 (5.4) 19 (2.0) 20.0 (0.0) 20.0 (0.0) 0.0 (0.0)
F 0 (0.1) 18 (4.1) 2 (1.4) 0 (0.1) 367 (739.3) 4980.0 (0.0) 4980.0 (0.0) 0.0 (0.0)

20,000
R 20 (0.2) 20 (0.0) 15 (1.9) 0 (0.1) NA 20.0 (0.0) 20.0 (0.0) NA
F 0 (0.3) 75 (7.7) 2 (1.9) 0 (0.0) NA 19980.0 (0.0) 19980.0 (0.0) NA

Case 3: Medium signal and low noise

500
R 20 (0.3) 20 (0.1) 16 (2.4) 20 (0.5) 20 (0.0) 20.0 (0.0) 20.0 (0.0) 0.0 (0.0)
F 0 (0.1) 1 (1.1) 2 (1.6) 0 (0.0) 480 (0.0) 480.0 (0.0) 480.0 (0.0) 0.0 (0.0)

5000
R 20 (0.4) 20 (0.1) 12 (2.3) 8 (5.0) 19 (3.0) 20.0 (0.0) 20.0 (0.0) 0.0 (0.0)
F 0 (0.1) 10 (3.2) 2 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 447 (852.1) 4980.0 (0.0) 4980.0 (0.0) 0.0 (0.0)

20,000
R 20 (0.6) 20 (0.0) 10 (2.5) 0 (0.0) NA 20.0 (0.0) 20.0 (0.0) NA
F 0 (0.2) 41 (5.7) 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) NA 19980.0 (0.0) 19980.0 (0.0) NA

Case 4: Medium signal and high noise

500
R 20 (0.5) 20 (0.1) 13 (2.3) 20 (0.4) 20 (0.0) 20.0 (0.0) 20.0 (0.0) 0.0 (0.0)
F 0 (0.1) 2 (1.4) 2 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 480 (0.0) 480.0 (0.0) 480.0 (0.0) 0.0 (0.0)

5000
R 19 (0.9) 20 (0.1) 9 (2.5) 3 (3.2) 16 (6.5) 20.0 (0.0) 20.0 (0.0) 0.0 (0.0)
F 0 (0.2) 18 (4.1) 1 (1.1) 0 (0.1) 1004 (1417.9) 4980.0 (0.0) 4980.0 (0.0) 0.0 (0.0)

20,000
R 19 (1.2) 20 (0.2) 7 (2.7) 0 (0.0) NA 20.0 (0.0) 20.0 (0.0) NA
F 0 (0.3) 75 (7.5) 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) NA 19980.0 (0.0) 19980.0 (0.0) NA

Case 5: Low signal and low noise

500
R 16 (2.0) 19 (1.0) 4 (2.5) 20 (0.6) 20 (0.0) 20.0 (0.0) 20.0 (0.0) 0.0 (0.0)
F 0 (0.1) 1 (1.1) 1 (1.2) 0 (0.0) 470 (67.5) 480.0 (0.0) 480.0 (0.0) 0.0 (0.0)

5000
R 14 (2.0) 19 (1.0) 2 (1.6) 1 (1.6) 11 (8.0) 20.0 (0.0) 20.0 (0.0) 0.0 (0.0)
F 0 (0.1) 10 (3.3) 1 (0.7) 0 (0.0) 1458 (1811.1) 4980.0 (0.0) 4980.0 (0.0) 0.0 (0.0)

20,000
R 12 (2.3) 19 (1.1) 1 (1.0) 0 (0.0) NA 20.0 (0.0) 20.0 (0.0) NA
F 0 (0.1) 41 (5.6) 0 (0.6) 0 (0.0) NA 19980.0 (0.0) 19980.0 (0.0) NA

Case 6: Low signal and high noise

500
R 15 (2.1) 18 (1.2) 3 (2.0) 20 (0.6) 20 (0.0) 20.0 (0.0) 20.0 (0.0) 0.0 (0.0)
F 0 (0.1) 2 (1.4) 1 (1.0) 0 (0.1) 480 (0.0) 480.0 (0.0) 480.0 (0.0) 0.0 (0.0)

5000
R 12 (2.3) 18 (1.3) 1 (1.1) 0 (0.3) 10 (8.7) 20.0 (0.0) 20.0 (0.0) 0.0 (0.0)
F 0 (0.1) 18 (4.2) 0 (0.4) 0 (0.0) 2150 (2158.9) 4980.0 (0.0) 4980.0 (0.0) 0.0 (0.0)

20,000
R 10 (2.5) 18 (1.4) 1 (1.0) 0 (0.0) NA 20.0 (0.0) 20.0 (0.0) NA
F 0 (0.3) 75 (7.4) 0 (0.7) 0 (0.0) NA 19980.0 (0.0) 19980.0 (0.0) NA
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Table 3: The means and standard deviations (in parenthesis) of ARIs over 100 replications. The
values in the table are shown as the actual values × 100.

p No-Screening Oracle EM-pvalue EM-0.35 Chi-square SC-FS Skmeans KS-test Dip-test COSCI
Case 1: High signal and low noise

500 94 (11.9) 98 (1.1) 98 (1.5) 98 (2.7) 98 (2.9) 98 (4.1) 98 (0.8) 94 (1.4) 94 (1.4) 0 (0.0)
5000 10 (3.6) 98 (2.8) 98 (0.9) 98 (1.5) 97 (1.4) 95 (22.7) 96 (21.5) 12 (3.2) 12 (3.1) 0 (0.0)
20, 000 0 (0.3) 98 (4.5) 98 (2.9) 98 (1.3) 97 (3.0) 0 (1.1) NA 1 (0.3) 1 (0.3) NA

Case 2: High signal and high noise
500 88 (11.2) 94 (2.5) 94 (2.8) 94 (3.0) 93 (2.1) 94 (4.7) 94 (1.4) 88 (2.5) 88 (2.5) 0 (0.0)
5000 4 (2.0) 94 (1.7) 94 (1.7) 94 (1.7) 91 (3.9) 57 (28.5) 49 (26.3) 6 (2.0) 6 (1.9) 0 (0.0)
20, 000 0 (0.2) 94 (2.9) 94 (1.9) 93 (1.5) 89 (4.2) 0 (1.0) NA 1 (0.2) 1 (0.2) NA

Case 3: Medium signal and low noise
500 88 (6.8) 96 (1.7) 96 (1.8) 96 (1.9) 92 (5.1) 96 (3.0) 96 (1.3) 88 (2.5) 88 (2.5) 0 (0.0)
5000 3 (1.7) 96 (1.1) 96 (1.2) 96 (1.1) 86 (8.0) 33 (27.7) 30 (24.4) 5 (1.7) 5 (1.8) 0 (0.0)
20, 000 0 (0.2) 96 (3.2) 96 (1.9) 95 (1.3) 80 (11.4) 0 (0.0) NA 1 (0.2) 1 (0.2) NA

Case 4: Medium signal and high noise
500 78 (5.5) 90 (1.8) 90 (2.0) 90 (1.7) 80 (7.4) 90 (2.1) 90 (1.7) 77 (4.0) 77 (4.1) 0 (0.0)
5000 2 (1.0) 91 (2.1) 90 (2.5) 90 (2.1) 68 (13.0) 12 (14.5) 13 (16.2) 3 (1.1) 3 (1.0) 0 (0.0)
20, 000 0 (0.2) 90 (1.9) 89 (3.0) 89 (1.8) 54 (17.2) 0 (0.0) NA 0 (0.2) 0 (0.2) NA

Case 5: Low signal and low noise
500 59 (11.1) 90 (1.8) 85 (7.6) 89 (2.6) 32 (19.4) 90 (2.8) 89 (2.1) 60 (9.6) 60 (9.7) 0 (0.0)
5000 1 (0.7) 90 (2.1) 79 (7.1) 88 (2.6) 12 (13.7) 0 (8.9) 9 (9.9) 2 (0.6) 2 (0.7) 0 (0.0)
20, 000 0 (0.2) 89 (1.8) 75 (8.7) 87 (3.0) 0 (8.9) 0 (0.0) NA 0 (0.2) 0 (0.2) NA

Case 6: Low signal and high noise
500 38 (8.7) 82 (2.5) 73 (6.5) 80 (3.6) 17 (14.9) 82 (3.1) 81 (3.1) 42 (7.7) 42 (7.7) 0 (0.0)
5000 1 (0.4) 83 (2.4) 67 (8.3) 79 (3.9) 10 (8.9) 0 (1.8) 0 (6.5) 1 (0.4) 1 (0.4) 0 (0.0)
20, 000 0 (0.2) 82 (2.6) 60 (11.7) 75 (8.9) 0 (7.6) 0 (0.0) NA 0 (0.2) 0 (0.2) NA

to that of the oracle clustering in most settings. The performance of KS-test and Dip test are

similar to No-Screening because they select almost all features. The ARIs of COSCI are zero

because COSCI could not select any features for count data.

We also compare the computational time of the feature screening/selection methods (Supple-

mentary Section D). SC-FS, KS-test and Dip-test are the computationally most efficient method.

The EM-test is also computationally efficient and can allow analyzing tens of thousands of fea-

tures using a typical desktop computer. Skmeans is computationally very demanding, partly

because it has to select the best tuning parameter using permutation.
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5 Application on scRNA-seq data

In this section, we consider an application to the scRNA-seq data from Heming et al. (2021). The

scRNA-seq data contain single cells from 31 patients, including eight patients of coronavirus dis-

ease 2019 with acute or long-term neurological sequelae (Neuro-COVID), five viral encephalitis

(VE) patients, nine multiple sclerosis (MS) patients and nine idiopathic intracranial hypertension

(IIH) patients. Here, we focus on monocytes, granulocytes and dendritic cells. After quality con-

trol, in total, we have 11,697 cells and 33,538 candidate genes. The scRNA-seq data are usually

modeled by the negative binomial distribution(Chen et al., 2018). We thus apply the EM-test of

the negative binomial distribution to screen for important genes. At the FDR threshold 0.01, the

EM-test selects 2754 genes. With these genes, we perform clustering and annotation analysis and

identify 9 cell subtypes. Details of feature screening, clustering and annotation are shown in the

Supplementary material.

We also apply the Chi-square test and the KS-test and use their selected genes to cluster the

single cells. The Chi-square test is the goodness-of-fit test of the negative binomial distribution.

At the FDR threshold 0.01, it reports 158 genes. The KS-test is applied to the normalized data

using a normalization procedure that are commonly used in scRNA-seq data analyses (Butler

et al., 2018). The normalization can make the data better approximated by normal distributions.

Following IF-PCA (Jin and Wang, 2016), the threshold of the KS-test is chosen as the higher-

criticism threshold, which gives 15,732 important genes. For comparison, we also consider the

baseline No-Screening method (all genes are included). Then, we use the same clustering proce-

dures to cluster the single cells using the Chi-square or KS-test selected genes.

We first evaluate the clustering results using the Calinski-Harabasz index (Caliński and Harabasz,

1974) and Silhouette index (Rousseeuw, 1987). More specifically, we perform dimension reduc-

tion with the genes selected by different methods. Then we calculate the Calinski-Harabasz and
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Table 4: The Silhouette and Calinski-Harabasz index of the clustering results based on genes
selected by different methods on their respective lower dimensional spaces.

Method EM-test Chi-square KS-test No-Screening
Number of selected features 2754 158 15,732 33,538

Dimension Reduction by UMAP
Silhouette index 0.27 0.04 0.21 0.23

Calinski-Harabasz index 8713 2981 7674 7895
Dimension Reduction by PCA

Silhouette index 0.11 0.02 0.08 0.10
Calinski-Harabasz index 1048 326 1033 988

Silhouette index of the clustering results given by different methods in their respective lower di-

mension spaces. Principle component analysis (PCA) and uniform manifold approximation and

projection (UMAP) (McInnes and Healy, 2018) are used for dimension reduction (to 40 dimen-

sions for PCA and 2 dimensions for UMAP). As shown in Table 4, the EM-test has the largest

Calinski-Harabasz and Silhouette indexes, indicating that genes selected by EM-test provide the

most distinct clustering results on the reduced feature spaces. Also, we can see that the EM-test

is the only method that has the Calinski-Harabasz and Silhouette larger than the No-Screening

method, indicating that the EM-test is more effective in selecting cluster-relevant features.

Clustering of the EM-test selected genes gives 9 single cell clusters, including the 6 cell sub-

types reported in (Heming et al., 2021). The additional three cell subtypes are two subtypes of

monocytes, which we named as mono IFN monocyte and IL7R+ monocyte1 and IL7R+ mono-

cyte2 (Fig.2). The two clusters of IL7R+ monocytes are often observed at inflammation sites

(Al-Mossawi et al., 2019). The mono IFN monocytes highly express many interferon-related

genes (Fig.2E), suggesting that these cells might play important roles in immune responses to

viral infection (Heming et al., 2021). Most of these mono IFN monocytes are from VE pa-

tients (89%), and are depleted in Neuro-COVID patients (1%) compared with VE patients (15%)

(Fig.2F). These indicate that there might be an attenuated interferon response in Neuro-COVID

patients. This attenuated interferon response in Neuro-COVID patients was discovered in Hem-
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ing et al. (2021) by differential gene expression analysis. However, Heming et al. (2021) did not

find the mono IFN monocyte possibly because of its feature screening. Here, we successfully

identify the mono IFN monocyte and its marker genes, which can facilitate further downstream

analysis of these types of cells. All other methods cannot detect these mono IFN monocytes.

These mono IFN monocytes either scatter widely in the method’s UMAP plot or are only a small

portion of larger cell clusters detected by other methods (Figure 2 B-D). Therefore, we conclude

that the EM-test enables more accurate cell type identification via its precise cluster-relevant gene

screening and lead to the discovery of the potential novel cell subtype mono IFN monocyte.
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Figure 2: Analysis of cerebrospinal fluid (CSF) samples from Neuro-COVID, viral encephali-
tis, multiple sclerosis and nine idiopathic intracranial hypertension patients. (A) Clustering and
UMAP based on genes selected by the EM-test. (B) The location of mono IFN cells on the
UMAP derived from genes selected by Chi-square. (C) The location of the cluster derived from
genes selected by KS-test containing the mono IFN cells on the UMAP plot by EM-test selected
genes. (D) The location of the cluster derived from all candidate genes containing the mono IFN
cells on the UMAP plot by EM-test selected genes. (E) Expression of several interferon-related
genes markers of different cell types. (F) Percentages of mono IFN cells in VE, Neuro-COVID,
IIH and MS patients.
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6 Discussion

In this paper, we propose a general parametric clustering feature screening method using the EM-

test. We establish the tail probability bounds of the EM-test statistic and show that the proposed

screening method can achieve the sure independent screening property and consistency in fea-

ture selection when p goes to infinity not too fast. Limiting distribution of the EM-test statistic

under general settings is also obtained. Conditions in this paper are generally mild and many

commonly used parametric families satisfy all these conditions. Thus, our method can be widely

applied. The most stringent condition is the strong identifiability condition (C4). Although many

exponential family distributions satisfy this condition, normal distributions with unknown means

and variances cannot satisfy this condition (but normal distributions with known variances can).

However, we find that this problem is closely related to a well-known truncated moment problem

and we actually can establish the tail probability bound for normal distributions without Condi-

tion (C4). This is out of the scope of this paper and we will discuss in future research.

One limitation of the proposed method is that EM-test is a marginal screening method. Jointly

important features may be marginally unimportant and thus could be missed by EM-test. This

problem will not occur if the features are independent. In clustering analysis, this problem can

also be avoided under conditions other than independence. For example, clustering methods like

k-means rely on variables’ means for clustering analysis. If clustering-relevant features are as-

sumed to have different means in different clusters, a scenario considered in Cai et al. (2019)

and many other clustering works (Jin and Wang, 2016; Löffler et al., 2019), jointly important

clustering-relevant features will always be marginally important and the problem will not occur.

On the other hand, marginally important features may be jointly unimportant and and could be

falsely retained by marginal screening methods like EM-test. However, if most of important

features are retained, inclusion of a few false positives may not have significant impact on clus-
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tering accuracy. For example, for the simulation scenario with low signal and low noise and

p = 20, 000, EM-0.35 retains almost all of 20 important features, but also report around 40 false

positives. In comparison, EM-adjust has almost no false positives but only retains around 12

important features (Table 2). However, in terms of clustering accuracy, the ARI of EM-0.35 is

considerably higher than EM-adjust (0.87 versus 0.74).

The current method can be improved in several aspects. One important type of data is binary

data. Since a mixture of binary distributions is still a binary distribution, the current method is

not able to screen for cluster-relevant binary data. Further studies on feature screening for binary

data are needed. A potential way to address this problem is to first aggregate the binary variables

and then perform screening on the aggregated variables. Another important direction to improve

over the current methods is to develop non-parametric or semi-parametric screening methods

for clustering analyses. Non-parametric or semi-parametric screening methods can allow more

robust feature screening and thus potentially have wider applications.

7 Supplementary material

All proofs of the theoretical results are given in the Supplementary material. Additional simula-

tion results and details for the application are also shown in the Supplementary material.

8 Acknowledgments

This work was supported by the National Key Basic Research Project of China (2020YFE0204000),

the National Natural Science Foundation of China (11971039), and Sino-Russian Mathematics

Center.

31



A Proofs of the non-asymptotic results

In this section, we aim to prove Theorem 1–3.

A.1 Sketch of the proof of Theorem 2

In this section, we sketch the proof of Theorem 2. We first recall some important definitions in

the manuscript. Let

Yih =
1

f(xi,θ0)

∂f(xi,θ0)

∂θh
, Zih =

1

2f(xi,θ0)

∂2f(xi,θ0)

∂θ2h
,

Uihℓ =
1

f(xi,θ0)

∂2f(xi,θ0)

∂θh∂θℓ
(h < ℓ), b1i = (Yi1, . . . , Yid)

T, (12)

b2i = (Zi1, . . . , Zid, Ui12, . . . , Ui(d−1)d)
T, and bi =

(
bT
1i,b

T
2i

)T
.

Given h, ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , d}, let

m1h(α, ξ1, ξ2) =
G∑
g=1

αg (θ1gh − θ2gh) , m2h(α, ξ1, ξ2) =
G∑
g=1

αg (θ1gh − θ2gh)
2 ,

and shℓ(α, ξ1, ξ2) =
G∑
g=1

αg (θ1gh − θ2gh) (θ1gℓ − θ2gℓ) (h < ℓ),

where ξj = (θj1, . . . ,θjG) and θjg = (θjg1, . . . , θjgd) (j = 1, 2, g = 1, . . . , G). We define two

vector functions as

m1(α, ξ1, ξ2) = (m11, . . . ,m1d)
T, (13)

m(α, ξ1, ξ2) = (m11, . . . ,m1d,m21, . . . ,m2d, s12, . . . , s(d−1)d)
T, (14)

and simplify m1(α, ξ, ξ0) and m(α, ξ, ξ0) as m1(α, ξ) and m(α, ξ), respectively.

The basic idea of the proof is to alternatively bound α(k) and ξ(k) (k = 0, . . . , K), and use
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Taylor’s expansion to bound the EM-test statistic. More specifically, given an initial value α(0),

the one step EM update ξ(0) maximizes the log-likelihood ln(ξ,α(0)) =
∑n

i=1 log φ(xi; ξ,α(0)).

Observe that the homogeneous distribution f(x;θ0) can also be written as φ(x; ξ0,α(0)), and all

elements of α(0) are bounded away from zero, i.e. ming=1,...,G α
(0)
g > δ > 0. The one step update

ξ(0) will be a consistent estimate of the true parameter ξ0, and we can bound the tail probability

of
∥∥ξ(0) − ξ0

∥∥2
2
. Alternatively, since ξ(0) is close to ξ0, the EM update α(1) will also be bounded

away from zero, i.e. ming=1,...,G α
(1)
g > δ. We can repeat this process K times and give a tail

probability bound for
∥∥ξ(K) − ξ0

∥∥2
2
. Finally, we can use Taylor’s expansion to represent the EM-

test statistic in terms of ξ(K) − ξ0, and obtain the tail probability bound for the EM-test statistic.

In the following, we present the critical lemmas needed in this proof process.

The following Lemma 1 guarantees that if α(k) is bounded away from zero, the EM update

ξ(k) will be close to ξ0 and we can obtain a tail probability bound for
∥∥ξ(k) − ξ0

∥∥2
2
. More specif-

ically, we define

Sδ =
{
α : α ∈ SG−1, min

g=1,...,G
αg ≥ δ > 0

}
. (15)

Clearly, we have α(0) ∈ Sδ. In the proof process of Theorem 2, we can show that α(k) ∈ Sδ with

a high probability. Denote

S(k)
ϵ =

{∥∥m (α(k), ξ(k)
)∥∥

2
<

ϵ

L1

,
∥∥ξ(k) − ξ0

∥∥2
2
<

ϵ

L2

}
, (16)

where L1, L2 > 0 are two constants that will be specified in Lemma 4 and m
(
α(k), ξ(k)

)
is as

defined in (14). We have the following lemma.

Lemma 1. Assume that x1, . . . , xn are independent samples from the homogeneous distribution

f(x;θ0). Let c1 = 1/24, c2 = (4/27)(1/1926), p0 = λGlog(δG) and c > 0 be a constant

depending on δ, d,G,M and diam(Ξ). Under Condition (C1)–(C4), for any ϵ > 0 and sufficiently
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large n such that ϵ ≥ max
(
cn−1/2logn, c

−1/2
1 (−p0)1/2 n−1/2

)
, we have

P
(
S(k)
ϵ ∩

{
α(k) ∈ Sδ

})
≥ P

(
α(k) ∈ Sδ

)
− 5 exp

(
−c2nϵ2

)
.

Define

E (k+1) =

{
min

g=1,...,G
α(k+1)
g ≥ min

g=1,...,G
α(k)
g

(
1− 2

K

)}
. (17)

The following lemma shows that if ξ(k) is close to the true value ξ0, ming α
(k+1)
g can be bounded

by ming α
(k)
g up to a fixed factor with a high probability. Let ∆K be the constant defined in

Lemma 12.

Lemma 2. Assume that x1, . . . , xn are independent samples from the homogeneous distribution

f(x;θ0). When L2∆
2
K ≥ ϵ, for any measurable set B, we have

P
(
E (k+1) ∩ S(k)

ϵ ∩ B
)
≥ P

(
S(k)
ϵ ∩ B

)
− 2 exp

(
−2n

K2

)
.

Theorem 2 aims to give an upper bound of the EM-test statistic under H0. By the likelihood

non-decreasing property of the EM algorithm, if EM(K)
n (K ≥ 3) is bounded, then EM(K)

n (K <

3) is bounded. Thus, without loss of generality, we can assume that K ≥ 3. In other words, the

assumption K ≥ 3 in our manuscript can be relaxed to K > 0 clearly. Since α(0) ∈ Sδ, we can

alternatively apply Lemma 1 and Lemma 2, and get

min
g=1,...,G

α(K)
g ≥ min

g=1,...,G
α(0)
g

(
1− 2

K

)K
≥ 27−1 min

g=1,...,G
α(0)
g ≥ δ (K ≥ 3), (18)

with a high probability. Applying Lemma 1 again, we obtain the tail probability bound for∥∥ξ(K) − ξ0
∥∥
2

and
∥∥m (α(K), ξ(K)

)∥∥
2
. Combining these results, we can simultaneously bound∥∥ξ(K) − ξ0

∥∥
2

and ming=1,...,G α
(K)
g .
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Lemma 3. Assume that x1, . . . , xn are independent samples from the homogeneous distribution

f(x;θ0). Let c1 = 1/24, c2 = (4/27)(1/1926), p0 = λGlog(δG) and c > 0 be a constant

depending on δ, d,G,M and diam(Ξ). Under Condition (C1)–(C4), for any ϵ > 0 and sufficiently

large n such that L2∆
2
K ≥ ϵ ≥ max

(
cn−1/2logn, c

−1/2
1 (−p0)1/2 n−1/2

)
, we have

P
(
S(K)
ϵ ∩

{
α(K) ∈ Sδ

})
≥ 1− 5(K + 1) exp

(
−c2nϵ2

)
− 2K exp

(
−2n

K2

)
.

Lemma 3 shows that when n is sufficiently large, the tail probability of ξ(K) away from ξ0

exponentially decays to zero. Besides, the convergence rate of ξ(K) is Op

(
n−1/4log1/2n

)
Based

on this result, we can prove Theorem 2.

It is difficult to directly prove Lemma 1 and bound the Euclidean distance between ξ(k) and

ξ0, because the Fisher information matrix is not positive definite under the homogeneous model

H0. However, results in Wong and Shen (1995) imply that the Hellinger distance between ξ(k)

and ξ0 can be bounded with a high probability. The following Lemma 4 shows that the Eu-

clidean distance between ξ(k) and ξ0 is dominated by their Hellinger distance. Thus, to bound∥∥ξ(k) − ξ0
∥∥
2

and prove Lemma 1, it suffices to bound the Hellinger distance between ξ(k) and

ξ0. Before presenting Lemma 4, we introduce some notations.

Define

PG
Sδ =

{
G∑
g=1

αgf(x;θg) : θg ∈ Θ, (g = 1, . . . , G),α ∈ Sδ

}
.

For any two densities p1, p2 with respect to a measure µ, we define their Hellinger distance as

H(p1, p2) =

{
2−1

∫ (
p
1/2
1 − p

1/2
2

)2
dµ

}1/2

.

When φ1, φ2 ∈ PG
Sδ , we use (ξ1,α1), (ξ1,α2) to represent φ1, φ2, respectively, and write their
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Hellinger distance as

H(α1,α2, ξ1, ξ2) =

[
2−1

∫ {
φ1/2(x; ξ1,α1)− φ1/2(x; ξ2,α2)

}2
µ(dx)

]1/2
.

When ξ0 = (θ0, . . . ,θ0), the Hellinger distance H(α1,α2, ξ1, ξ0) can be written as

H(α1,α2, ξ1, ξ0) =

[
2−1

∫ {
φ1/2(x; ξ1,α1)− f 1/2(x;θ0)

}2
µ(dx)

]1/2
.

Note thatH(α1,α2, ξ1, ξ0) is independent of α2 and we write itH(α1, ξ1, ξ0). Let diamm(Ξ) =

supξ1,ξ2∈Ξ
α∈Sδ

∥m(α, ξ1, ξ2)∥22 . Since Ξ is a compact set, we have diamm(Ξ) < ∞. For any δ′ > 0,

let

D(δ′) =

{
(α,θ0, ξ) : α ∈ Sδ,θ0 ∈ Θ, ξ ∈ Ξ,

G∑
g=1

∥θg − θ0∥2 ≥ δ′

}
. (19)

We have the following lemma that provides the connection between the Hellinger distance and

Euclidean distance.

Lemma 4. Under Condition (C1)–(C4) and H0, there exists ∆1 > 0 such that for any θ0 ∈

Θ,α ∈ Sδ, when
∑G

g=1 ∥θg − θ0∥2 < ∆1, we have

H(α, ξ, ξ0) ≥ 32−1λmin∥m(α, ξ)∥2,

where ξ = (θ1, · · · ,θG) and ξ0 = (θ0, · · · ,θ0). Furthermore, if ω = infD(∆1)H(α, ξ, ξ0) > 0,

then for any θ0 ∈ Θ, ξ ∈ Ξ,α ∈ Sδ, we have

H(α, ξ, ξ0) ≥ L1∥m(α, ξ)∥2 ≥ L2∥ξ − ξ0∥22,

where L1 =

√
min

(
32−1λmin,

ω2

diamm(Ξ)

)
and L2 = d−1/2L1δ.
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Lemma 4 shows that there exists a constant L2 such thatH(α, ξ, ξ0) ≥ L2∥ξ−ξ0∥22, provided

that ming αg ≥ δ > 0. It demonstrates that, to bound the Euclidean distance between ξ(k) and ξ0,

we only need to bound their Hellinger distance. Note that this lemma depends on an additional

condition ω > 0, which can be guaranteed by the assumption that PG is an identifiable finite

mixture and the compactness of Θ. In fact, by the identifiability, if ξ ̸= ξ0, then H(α, ξ, ξ0) > 0.

Since H(α, ξ, ξ0) is uniformly continuous on the compact set D(∆1), we have ω > 0. The

continuity of H(α, ξ, ξ0) is clear from Condition (C1).

A.2 Proofs of Lemma 1–4

In this section, we give the proofs of Lemma 4, 1, 2 and 3.

A.2.1 Proofs of Lemma 4

Before proving Lemma 4, we state the following lemma that is often used in the proof.

Lemma 5. Let ξ1, ξ2 ∈ Ξ, where ξ1 = (θ11, . . . ,θ1G) and ξ2 = (θ21, . . . ,θ2G). Then, for any

integer k ≥ 1, 1 ≤ g ≤ G and j1, . . . , jk ∈ {1, . . . , d}, we have

k∏
s=1

|θ1gjs − θ2gjs| ≤
(√

d
)k

∥θ1g − θ2g∥k2 ,

where θig = (θig1, . . . , θigd) (i = 1, 2, g = 1, . . . , G).

Proof of Lemma 5. It is clear that

k∏
s=1

|θ1gjs − θ2gjs| ≤

(
d∑
j=1

|θ1gj − θ2gj|

)k

≤
(√

d
)k

∥θ1g − θ2g∥k2 ,

where the last inequality is from Cauchy’s inequality.
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Proof of Lemma 4. For notation simplicity, we abbreviate m(α, ξ, ξ0) defined in (14) as m,

where ξ0 = (θ0, . . . ,θ0) ∈ Ξ. Note that

H2(α, ξ, ξ0) = 1−
∫ { G∑

g=1

αgf (x,θg) f (x,θ0)

}1/2

µ(dx)

= 1−
∫ {∑G

g=1 αgf (x,θg)

f (x,θ0)

}1/2

f (x,θ0)µ(dx)

=

∫ 1−

{∑G
g=1 αg(f (x,θg)− f (x,θ0))

f (x,θ0)
+ 1

}1/2
 f (x,θ0)µ(dx).

Let δ(x) = 1
f(x,θ0)

∑G
g=1 αg (f (x,θg)− f (x,θ0)). We can rewrite H2(α, ξ, ξ0) as

H2(α, ξ, ξ0) =

∫ (
1−

√
δ(x) + 1

)
f (x,θ0)µ(dx).

Applying the inequality
√
x+ 1− 1 ≤ x/2− x2/8 + x3/16,

and E[δ(x)] = 0, we have

H2(α, ξ, ξ0) ≥ −E[δ(x)/2] + E
[
δ2(x)/8

]
− E

[
δ3(x)/16

]
= E

[
δ2(x)/8

]
− E

[
δ3(x)/16

]
. (20)

Step 1. We first consider the quadratic term. Define

b(x) = (Y1(x), . . . , Yd(x), Z1(x), . . . , Zd(x), U12(x), . . . , U(d−1)d(x)),

where Yh(x), Zh(x) (h = 1, . . . , d) and Uhℓ(x) (1 ≤ h < ℓ ≤ d) are defined as in (12) without
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the subscript i. By Taylor’s expansion, we have

δ(x) =
G∑
g=1

αg
f(x;θg)− f(x;θ0)

f(x;θ0)

=
d∑

h=1

G∑
g=1

αg(θgh − θ0h)Yh(x) +
d∑

h=1

G∑
g=1

αg(θgh − θ0h)
2Zh(x)

+
d∑
h<ℓ

G∑
g=1

αg(θgh − θ0h)(θgℓ − θ0ℓ)Uhℓ(x) + ε(x)

= mTb(x) + ε(x).

Here ε(x) is the remainder term and can be accurately represented as

ε(x) =
d∑

j1=1

· · ·
d∑

j3=1

G∑
g=1

αg

3∏
s=1

(θgjs − θ0js)

(
∂3f(x, ζg(x))

∂θj1∂θj2∂θj3

)/
(3!f(x,θ0)),

where ζg(x) lies between θg and θ0. Since δ(x) = mTb(x) + ε(x), we have

δ2(x) =

denote as I︷ ︸︸ ︷
mTb(x)b(x)Tm+

denote as II︷ ︸︸ ︷
2mTb(x)ε(x)+

denote as III︷ ︸︸ ︷
ε2(x) .

For the first term I, we have

E(mTb(x)b(x)Tm) = mTB(θ0)m ≥ λmin∥m∥22,

where B(θ0) = E
(
b(x)b(x)T

)
. For the second term II, by Cauchy’s inequality, we have

2E
(
mTb(x)ε(x)

)
≥ −2E

(∣∣mTb(x)∥ε(x)
∣∣) ≥ −2∥m∥2E (∥b(x)∥2|ε(x)|) .
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Hence, we aim to bound E(∥b(x)∥2|ε(x)|). For any fixed j1, j2, j3 and g, by Lemma 5, we have

αg

3∏
s=1

(θgjs − θ0js) ≤ αgd
3/2∥θg − θ0∥32 ≤ d2∥θg − θ0∥2∥m∥2. (21)

The second inequality of (21) is from
√
d∥m∥2 ≥ αg∥θg − θ0∥22, because

√
d∥m∥2 ≥

√
d

 d∑
h=1

{
G∑
g=1

αg(θgh − θ0h)
2

}2
1/2

≥
d∑

h=1

G∑
g=1

αg(θgh − θ0h)
2. (22)

Remember that g(x,θ0) is the function defined in Condition (C3). Then, we have

E

(
∥b(x)∥2

∣∣∣∣∣
G∑
g=1

αg

3∏
s=1

(θgjs − θ0js)

(
∂3f(x, ζg(x,θ0))

∂θj1∂θj2∂θj3

)/
(3!f(x,θ0))

∣∣∣∣∣
)

≤ E(g(x,θ0)∥b(x)∥2)d2
G∑
g=1

∥θg − θ0∥2∥m∥2 (by (21))

≤ d2
G∑
g=1

∥θg − θ0∥2∥m∥2(d+ 1)M2.

where

E(g(x,θ0)∥b(x)∥2) ≤
(
E(g2(x,θ0))E(∥b(x)∥22)

)1/2 ≤ (d+ 1)M2

is from Cauchy’s inequality. It follows that

E(∥b(x)∥2|ε(x)|) ≤ d5(d+ 1)
G∑
g=1

∥θg − θ0∥2∥m∥2M2.

Therefore, there exists a constant ∆11 > 0 such that when
∑G

g=1 ∥θg − θ0∥2 ≤ ∆11,

2E
(
mTb(x)ε(x)

)
≥ −2−1λmin∥m∥22.
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Since E (ε2(x)) > 0, when
∑G

g=1 ∥θg − θ0∥2 ≤ ∆11, we have

E(δ2(x)) ≥ 2−1λmin∥m∥22.

Step 2. Next, we aim to prove that there exists ∆12 > 0 such that when
∑G

g=1 ∥θg−θ0∥2 ≤ ∆12,

E (|δ3(x)|) ≤ 2−1λmin∥m∥22. We have

δ3(x) =
(
mTb(x)

)3
+ 3mTb(x)mTb(x)ε(x) + 3mTb(x)ε2(x) + ε3(x).

Note that

|ε(x)| ≤

∣∣∣∣∣
d∑

j1=1

· · ·
d∑

j3=1

G∑
g=1

αg

3∏
s=1

(θgjs − θ0js)g(x;θ0)

∣∣∣∣∣
≤ d5∥m∥2

G∑
g=1

∥θg − θ0∥2g(x;θ0) (applying (21))

= ∥m∥2ε̃(x),

where

ε̃(x) = d5
G∑
g=1

∥θg − θ0∥2g(x,θ0).

Then, we have

∣∣δ(x)3∣∣ = ∣∣∣(mTb(x)
)3

+ 3mTb(x)mTb(x)ε(x) + 3mTb(x)ε2(x) + ε3(x)
∣∣∣

≤ ∥m∥32
(
∥b(x)∥32 + 3∥b(x)∥22|ε̃(x)|+ 3∥b(x)∥2|ε̃2(x)|+ |ε̃3(x)|

)
.
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By Condition (C3), obviously, the random variable

∥b(x)∥32 + 3∥b(x)∥22|ε̃(x)|+ 3∥b(x)∥2|ε̃(x)|2 + |ε̃(x)|3

is integrable. Then, similarly to the proof in Step 1, there exists a constant ∆12 > 0 such that

when
∑G

g=1 ∥θg−θ0∥2 ≤ ∆12, we have E [δ3(x)] ≤ 2−1λmin∥m∥22. Taking ∆1 = min(∆11,∆12),

by (20), for any θ0 ∈ Θ, when
∑G

g=1 ∥θg − θ0∥2 ≤ ∆1, we have

H2(α, ξ, ξ0) ≥ 32−1λmin∥m∥22.

By the definition of ω and diamm(Ξ), for any ξ ∈ Ξ, θ0 ∈ Θ and α ∈ Sδ, we have

H2(α, ξ, ξ0) ≥ min

{
ω2

diamm(Ξ)
, 32−1λmin

}
∥m∥22.

WriteL1 =

√
min

{
ω2

diamm(Ξ)
, 32−1λmin

}
. Finally, by (22), we have

√
d∥m∥2 ≥ αmin

∑G
g=1 ∥θg−

θ0∥22 ≥ αmin∥ξ − ξ0∥22. Together with α ∈ Sδ yields

L1∥m∥2 ≥
L1αmin√

d
∥ξ − ξ0∥42 ≥

L1δ√
d
∥ξ − ξ0∥22,

which finishes the proof of Lemma 4.

A.2.2 Proofs of Lemma 1

To prove Lemma 1, it remains to construct a link between the log-likelihood ratio and the

Hellinger distance between the estimator and the true value. The following lemma shows that

ξ(k) is concentrated on ξ0 in the sense of the Hellinger distance. In other words, Lemma 6 con-

structs a link between the log-likelihood ratio and the Hellinger distance between
(
ξ(k),α(k)

)
and
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(ξ0,α0).

Lemma 6. Let c1 = 1/24, c2 = (4/27)(1/1926), p0 = λGlog(δG) and c > 0 be a con-

stant depending on δ, d,G,M and diam(Ξ). Under Condition (C1)–(C4) and H0, for any ϵ ≥

cn−1/2log n and −n−1p0 ≤ c1ϵ
2, we have

P
({
H
(
α(k), ξ(k), ξ0

)
≤ ϵ
}
∩
{
α(k) ∈ Sδ

})
≥ P

(
α(k) ∈ Sδ

)
− 5 exp

(
−c2nϵ2

)
.

Based on Lemma 6 and Lemma 4, we can prove Lemma 1.

Proof of Lemma 1. By Lemma 6, when ϵ ≥ cn−1/2logn and c1ϵ2 ≥ (−p0)n−1, i.e.

ϵ ≥ max
(
cn−1/2logn, c

−1/2
1 (−p0)1/2 n−1/2

)
,

we have

P
({
H
(
α(k), ξ(k), ξ0

)
≤ ϵ
}
∩
{
α(k) ∈ Sδ

})
≥ P

(
α(k) ∈ Sδ

)
− 5 exp

(
−c2nϵ2

)
.

By Lemma 4, we have

{
H
(
α(k), ξ(k), ξ0

)
≤ ϵ
}
∩
{
α(k) ∈ Sδ

}
⊂ S(k)

ϵ ∩
{
α(k) ∈ Sδ

}
.

It follows that

P
(
S(k)
ϵ ∩

{
α(k) ∈ Sδ

})
≥ P

(
α(k) ∈ Sδ

)
− 5 exp

(
−c2nϵ2

)
,

and thus we complete the proof.

We now aim to prove Lemma 6. We use the Hellinger distance entropy to measure the size of
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the parameter space Ξ. For any u > 0, we call a finite set {(fLj , fUj ), j = 1, . . . , N} a (Hellinger)

u-bracketing of a distribution family F , if H(fLj , f
U
j ) ≤ u, and for any p ∈ F , there is a j such

that fLj ≤ p ≤ fUj . Define the Hellinger distance entropy of PG
Sδ as H(u,PG

Sδ) = logarithm of

the cardinality of the u-bracketing of the smallest size. To bound the Hellinger distance entropy

H(u,PG
Sδ), we need the following Lipschitz property of φ1/2(x; ξ,α).

Lemma 7. Under Condition (C3), if ξ1, ξ2 ∈ Ξ,α1,α2 ∈ Sδ, then

|φ1/2(x; ξ1,α1)− φ1/2(x; ξ2,α2)| ≤ ar(x) ∥(ξ1,α1)− (ξ2,α2)∥2 ,

where r(x) is the function as in Condition (C3) and a =
√

G
4δ

.

With Lemma 7, computing the Hellinger distance entropy can be converted to computing the

Euclidean distance entropy. The following lemma gives an upper bound of H(u,PG
Sδ) based on

Lemma 7.

Lemma 8. Under Condition (C1)–(C3), we have

H(u,PG
Sδ) ≤ G(d+ 1)log

(
1 +

2aMdiam(Ξ× Sδ)
u

)
,

where a =
√

G
4δ

and diam(Ξ× Sδ) and are the Euclidean diameter of Ξ× Sδ.

We remark here that diam(Ξ × Sδ) is only depending on diam(Ξ), G and d because the

elements of α with α ∈ Sδ are bounded by 1. The following lemma from Wong and Shen (1995)

gives a uniform exponential bound for the likelihood ratio.

Lemma 9. Taking c1 = 1/24, c2 = (4/27)(1/1926), c3 = 10, c4 = (2/3)5/2/512, for any ϵ > 0,

if ∫ √
2ϵ

ϵ2/28
H1/2

(
u/c3,PG

Sδ

)
du ≤ c4n

1/2ϵ2, (23)
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then

P∗

 sup
H(α,ξ1,ξ0)≥ϵ

ξ1∈Ξ
α∈Sδ

n∏
i=1

φ (xi; ξ1,α) /φ (xi; ξ0,α) ≥ exp
(
−c1nϵ2

)
 ≤ 4 exp

(
−c2nϵ2

)
,

where P∗ is understood to be the outer probability measure corresponding to the measure at

(ξ0,α0).

The following lemma claims that when n ≥ 2, for any ϵ ≥ cn−1/2logn, where c is a constant

only depending on δ, d,G,M and diam(Ξ), (23) holds.

Lemma 10. Under Condition (C1)–(C3), there exists a constant c depending on δ, d,G,M and

diam(Ξ) such that when n ≥ 2, for any ϵ ≥ n−1/2logn, (23) holds.

In fact, if we use the local Hellinger distance entropy, we can remove the logn factor and

obtain a stronger result. However, in this paper, cn−1/2logn is sufficient. Thus, based on Lemma

9 and Lemma 10, we prove Lemma 6.

Proof of Lemma 6. Since ξ(0) = argmaxξ∈Ξ pln(ξ,α
(0)), we have

pln
(
ξ(0),α(0)

)
≥ pln

(
ξ0,α

(0)
)
,

and thus

ln
(
ξ(0),α(0)

)
≥ ln

(
ξ0,α

(0)
)
= ln (ξ0,α0) .

By the property of the EM algorithm, for any 1 ≤ k ≤ K, we have

pln
(
ξ(k),α(k)

)
≥ pln

(
ξ(0),α(0)

)
.
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Since p(α(0)) ≥ p0, we conclude that

ln
(
ξ(k),α(k)

)
− ln

(
ξ(0),α(0)

)
≥ p(α(0))− p(α(k)) ≥ p(α(0)) ≥ p0. (24)

Next, by Lemma 10 and 9, for any ϵ ≥ cn−1/2log n and −n−1p0 ≤ c1ϵ
2, we have

P∗

 sup
H(α,ξ1,ξ0)≥ϵ

ξ1∈Ξ
α∈Sδ

n∏
i=1

φ (xi; ξ1,α) /φ (xi; ξ0,α) ≥ exp
(
−c1nϵ2

)
 ≤ 4 exp

(
−c2nϵ2

)
,

or equivalently,

P∗

 sup
H(α,ξ1,ξ0)≥ϵ

ξ1∈Ξ
α∈Sδ

ln(ξ1,α)− ln(ξ0,α0) ≥ p0

 ≤ 4 exp
(
−c2nϵ2

)
.

Write

G =

 sup
H(α,ξ1,ξ0)≥ϵ

ξ1∈Ξ
α∈Sδ

ln(ξ1,α)− ln(ξ0,α0) ≥ p0

 .

By (24) and the fact ξ(k) ∈ Ξ, we have

{
H(α(k), ξ(k), ξ0) ≥ ϵ

}
∪
{
α(k) ̸∈ Sδ

}
⊂ G ∪

{
α(k) ̸∈ Sδ

}
,

because if α(k) ∈ Sδ, combining (24) with
{
H(α(k), ξ(k), ξ0) ≥ ϵ

}
implies G. Thus, we conclude

that

P
({
H
(
α(k), ξ(k), ξ0

)
≥ ϵ
}
∪
{
α(k) ̸∈ Sδ

})
≤ P∗(G) + P

(
α(k) ̸∈ Sδ

)
≤ 5 exp

(
−c2nϵ2

)
+ 1− P

(
α(k) ∈ Sδ

)
,
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which proves this lemma.

At the end of this section, we give the proofs of Lemma 7, 8 and 10. Before presenting their

proofs, we give a bound of covering numbers of the Euclidean ball which can be founded in

Vershynin (2018) (Corollary 4.2.13). Let N (ε,K) be the smallest number of closed Euclidean

balls with centers in K and radius ε whose union covers K.

Lemma 11. The covering numbers of the unit Euclidean ball Bp
2 satisfy the following for any

ε > 0 : (
1

ε

)p
≤ N (ε, Bp

2) ≤
(
2

ε
+ 1

)p
.

Proof of Lemma 7. Since φ1/2(x; ξ,α) =
(∑G

g=1 αgf(x;θg)
)1/2

, the gradient of φ1/2 can be

written as

∇φ1/2(x; ξ,α)

= 2−1φ−1/2(x; ξ,α) (α1∇θ1f(x;θ1), . . . , αG∇θGf(x;θG), f(x;θ1), . . . , f(x;θG)) .

By Lagrange’s theorem and Cauchy’s inequality, we have

|φ1/2(x; ξ1,α1)− φ1/2(x; ξ2,α2)| ≤
∥∥∇φ1/2(x; ξ̌(x), α̌(x))

∥∥
2
∥(ξ1,α1)− (ξ2,α2)∥2 ,

where ξ̌(x) = (θ̌1(x), . . . , θ̌G(x)) lies between ξ1 and ξ2 and α̌(x) lies between α1 and α2.
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Since θ̌g(x) ∈ Θ (g = 1, . . . , G) and α̌(x) ∈ Sδ, it follows that

∥∥∇φ1/2(x; ξ̌(x), α̌(x))
∥∥2
2
=

G∑
g=1

α̌2
g

∥∥∇θgf(x; θ̌g(x))
∥∥2
2
+ f 2(x; θ̌g(x))

4φ(x, ξ̌(x), α̌(x))

≤
G∑
g=1

∥∥∇θgf(x; θ̌g(x))
∥∥2
2
+ f 2(x; θ̌g(x))

4α̌gf(x; θ̌g(x))

≤ G

4δ
r2(x),

where r(x) is defined in Condition (C4). Thus, we have

|φ1/2(x; ξ1,α1)− φ1/2(x; ξ2,α2)| ≤
√
G

4δ
r(x) ∥(ξ1,α1)− (ξ2,α2)∥2 ,

which proves this lemma.

Proof of Lemma 8. Let a =
√

G
4δ

. We use brackets of the type

[{(
φ1/2(x; ξ,α)− ar(x)ϵ

)
+

}2

,
(
φ1/2(x; ξ,α) + ar(x)ϵ

)2]
,

for (ξ,α) ranging over a suitable chosen subset of Ξ × Sδ. Firstly, these brackets are of size no

greater than aMϵ, because

[
2−1

∫ (
φ1/2(x; ξ,α) + ar(x)ϵ−

(
φ1/2(x; ξ,α)− ar(x)ϵ

)
+

)2
dx

]1/2
≤
[
2−1

∫ (
φ1/2(x; ξ,α) + ar(x)ϵ−

(
φ1/2(x; ξ,α)− ar(x)ϵ

))2
dx

]1/2
≤
[
2−1

∫
2a2r2(x)ϵ2dx

]1/2
≤ aϵM,

where
[∫
r2(x)dx

]1/2 ≤M is from Condition (C3). If (ξ,α) ranges over a grid of mesh-width ϵ
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over Ξ× Sδ, then the brackets cover PG
Sδ . It is because that by Lemma 7,

{(
φ1/2(x; ξ,α)− ar(x)ϵ

)
+

}2

≤ φ(x; ξ1,α1) ≤
(
φ1/2(x; ξ,α) + ar(x)ϵ

)2
,

provided that ∥(ξ1,α1)− (ξ,α)∥2 ≤ ϵ. Therefore, the smallest number of brackets with size

ϵ whose union cover PG
Sδ is less than the smallest number of balls with radius (aM)−1ϵ whose

union cover Ξ× Sδ. Since Ξ× Sδ is a compact set, by Lemma 11, we have

H(u,PG
Sδ) ≤ G(d+ 1)log

(
1 +

2aMdiam(Ξ× Sδ)
u

)
,

which proves the lemma.

Proof of Lemma 10. Clearly, when
√
2ϵ ≤ ϵ2/28, i.e., ϵ ≥ 28

√
2, (23) holds. We now assume

ϵ ≤ 28
√
2 and thus

√
2ϵ ≤ 29. Let a1 = 2aMdiam(Ξ× Sδ). Then, by Lemma 8, we have

H(u,PG
Sδ) ≤ G(d+ 1)log

(
1 +

a1 ∨ (e− 1)29

u

)
≤ G(d+ 1)log

(
2(a1 ∨ (e− 1)29)

u

)
,

when u ≤ 29. Let a2 = 2(a1 ∨ (e− 1)29) and a3 = G(d+ 1). Thus, we have

∫ √
2ϵ

ϵ2/28
H1/2

(
u/c3,PG

Sδ

)
du ≤ a3

∫ √
2ϵ

ϵ2/28

{
log
(a2
u

)}1/2

du

≤ a3

∫ √
2ϵ

ϵ2/28
log
(a2
u

)
du, (since log (a2/u) ≥ 1)

= a3a2

∫ √
2ϵ/a2

ϵ2/(a228)

−log (t) dt, (let t = u/a2)

=

(
t− tlogt

∣∣∣∣
√
2ϵ/a2

ϵ2/(a228)

)
a3a2.
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When ϵ ≤ 28
√
2, we have

ϵ2

a228
≤ 217

(e− 1)218
< e.

Write ϕ(t) = t − tlogt. Using the fact that ϕ(t) ≥ 0 when t ≤ e, we have ϕ (ϵ2/(a228)) > 0. It

follows that

(
t− tlogt

∣∣∣∣
√
2ϵ/a2

ϵ2/(a228)

)
a3a2 ≤ a3

√
2ϵ−

(
a3
√
2ϵ
)

log{
√
2ϵ/a2}.

Therefore, we conclude that there exists two constants c′ > 0 and c′′ such that

∫ √
2ϵ

ϵ2/28
H1/2

(
u/c3,PG

Sδ

)
du ≤ ϵ (c′′ − c′log ϵ) .

In order to ensure that (23) holds, we only need that

c′′ − c′log ϵ ≤ c4n
1/2ϵ. (25)

It is clear that we can choose a sufficiently large c > 0 such that when n ≥ 2, for any ϵ ≥

n−1/2logn, (25) holds. The proof is complete.

A.2.3 Proofs of Lemma 3

To prove Lemma 3, we first prove Lemma 2. Recall that

E (k+1) =

{
min

g=1,...,G
α(k+1)
g ≥ min

g=1,...,G
α(k)
g

(
1− 2

K

)}
. (26)

The following lemma gives the definition of ∆K .

Lemma 12. For all θ0 ∈ Θ, there exists a constant ∆K > 0 such that when ∥θ − θ0∥2 ≤ ∆K ,
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we have

E

(
inf∥θ−θ0∥2≤∆K

f(x;θ)

sup∥θ−θ0∥2≤∆K
f(x;θ)

)
≥ 1− 1

K
.

Proof of Lemma 12. Observe that for any h > 0, we have

0 ≤ inf
θ0∈Θ

inf∥θ−θ0∥2≤h f(x;θ)

sup∥θ−θ0∥2≤h f(x;θ)
≤ 1.

By the dominated convergence theorem, the compactness of Θ and the continuity of f(x;θ), we

have

lim
h→0

E

(
inf
θ0∈Θ

inf∥θ−θ0∥2≤h f(x;θ)

sup∥θ−θ0∥2≤h f(x;θ)

)
= E

(
lim
h→0

inf
θ0∈Θ

inf∥θ−θ0∥2≤h f(x;θ)

sup∥θ−θ0∥2≤h f(x;θ)

)
= 1.

Therefore, there is ∆K > 0 such that the inequality in Lemma 12 holds.

Before proving Lemma 2, we state the following Hoeffding’s inequality which can be found

in Vershynin (2018) (Theorem 2.2.6).

Lemma 13. Let X1, . . . , XN be independent random variables. Assume that Xi ∈ [mi,Mi] for

every i. Then, for any t > 0, we have

P

{
N∑
i=1

(Xi − EXi) ≥ t

}
≤ exp

(
− 2t2∑N

i=1 (Mi −mi)
2

)
.

Proof of Lemma 2. Recall that p(α) = λ
(∑G

g=1 log(αg) +GlogG
)

and

w
(k)
gi =

α
(k)
g f

(
xi;θ

(k)
g

)
φ (xi; ξ(k),α(k))

. (27)
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Then, the update of α can be written as

α(k+1)
g =

∑n
i=1w

(k)
gi + λ

n+Gλ
,

which is a weighted sum of n−1
∑n

i=1w
(k)
gi and G−1 and shrinks n−1

∑n
i=1w

(k)
gi towards G−1.

Thus, we conclude that

min
g=1,...,G

α(k+1)
g ≥ min

g=1,...,G
n−1

n∑
i=1

w
(k)
gi . (28)

Thus, we only need to bound ming=1,...,G n
−1
∑n

i=1w
(k)
gi . Let

Ti =
inf∥θ−θ0∥2≤∆K

f(xi;θ)

sup∥θ−θ0∥2≤∆K
f(xi;θ)

,

and K = S(k)
ϵ ∩ B, where ∆K is as defined in Lemma 12, and S(k)

ϵ is defined in (16). Since

L2∆
2
K ≥ ϵ, on K, we have

∥∥ξ(k) − ξ0
∥∥
2
≤ ∆K . It follows that on K, w(k)

gi ≥ α
(k)
g Ti. Thus, we

conclude that

{
n−1

n∑
i=1

Ti ≥ 1− 2K−1

}
∩ K

⊂

{
min

g=1,...,G
n−1

n∑
i=1

w
(k)
gi ≥ min

g=1,...,G
α(k)
g

(
1− 2K−1

)}
∩ K

⊂ E (k+1) ∩ K, (29)

where E (k+1) is defined in (26).

Then, it suffices to bound the probability P (n−1
∑n

i=1 Ti ≥ 1− 2K−1) .Note that 0 ≤ Ti ≤ 1.

Hence, by Lemma 13, we have

P

(
n−1

∣∣∣∣∣
n∑
i=1

Ti − E(Ti)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ K−1

)
≤ 2 exp

(
−2n/K2

)
.
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By Lemma 12, we have 1 ≥ E(Ti) ≥ 1−K−1, and thus

P

(
n−1

n∑
i=1

Ti ≥ 1− 2K−1

)
≥ 1− 2 exp

(
−2n/K2

)
.

Applying (28) and (29), we have

P
(
E (k+1) ∩ K

)
≥ P

(
n−1

n∑
i=1

Ti ≥ 1− 2K−1

)
+ P (K)− 1

≥ P (K)− 2 exp
(
−2n/K2

)
,

and Lemma 2 is proved.

Finally, combining Lemma 1 with Lemma 2, we can prove Lemma 3.

Proof of Lemma 3. Recall the definition of Sδ, S(k)
ϵ and E (k+1) defined in (15), (16) and (26). For

0 ≤ k ≤ K, we define

B(k) =

{
min

g=1,...,G
α(k)
g ≥ min

g=1,...,G

(
1− 2

K

)k
α(0)
g

}
. (30)

It is clear that for any 0 ≤ k ≤ K, B(k) ⊂
{
α(k) ∈ Sδ

}
because (1− 2/K)k ≥ 27−1 for K ≥ 3.

We aim to prove a stronger result

P
(
S(k)
ϵ ∩ B(k)

)
≥ 1− 5(k + 1) exp

(
−c2nϵ2

)
− 2k exp

(
−2n

K2

)
, 0 ≤ k ≤ K. (31)

We use mathematical induction to prove (31). We first give the proof for the case k = 0. It is

clear that S(0)
ϵ ∩ B(0) = S(0)

ϵ . Since α(0) ∈ Sδ, by Lemma 1, we have

P
(
S(0)
ϵ ∩ B(0)

)
≥ 1− 5 exp

(
−c2nϵ2

)
. (32)
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Assume the result holds for k < K, we will prove it for k + 1. On S(k)
ϵ ∩ B(k), since

L2∆
2
K ≥ ϵ, we have

∥∥ξ(k) − ξ0
∥∥
2
≤ ∆K , i.e. S(k)

ϵ ∩ B(k) ⊂
{∥∥ξ(k) − ξ0

∥∥
2
≤ ∆K

}
. By the

inductive hypothesis, we have

P
(
S(k)
ϵ ∩ B(k)

)
≥ 1− 5(k + 1) exp

(
−c2nϵ2

)
− 2k exp

(
−2n

K2

)
.

Thus, by Lemma 2, we have

P
(
E (k+1) ∩ S(k)

ϵ ∩ B(k)
)
≥ 1− 5(k + 1) exp

(
−c2nϵ2

)
− 2(k + 1) exp

(
−2n

K2

)
.

Note that

E (k+1) ∩ B(k) ⊂ B(k+1),

because

min
g=1,...,G

α(k+1)
g ≥ min

g=1,...,G
α(k)
g

(
1− 2

K

)
≥ min

g=1,...,G

(
1− 2

K

)k+1

α(0)
g .

Thus, we conclude that

P
({

α(k+1) ∈ Sδ
})

≥ P
(
B(k+1)

)
≥ P

(
E (k+1) ∩ S(k)

ϵ ∩ B(k)
)
.

By Lemma 1, we have

P
(
S(k+1)
ϵ ∩

{
α(k+1) ∈ Sδ

})
≥ P

({
α(k+1) ∈ Sδ

})
− 5 exp

(
−c2nϵ2

)
≥ 1− 5(k + 2) exp

(
−c2nϵ2

)
− 2(k + 1) exp

(
−2n

K2

)
,

and thus we complete the proof.
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A.3 Proofs of Theorem 2

In order to derive a tail probability bound for the EM-test statistic, we need the following lemmas.

Lemma 14 (Rosenthal’s inequality). Suppose that {Xi}ni=1 are mean-zero and independent ran-

dom variables and satisfy the moment bound ∥Xi∥L2m ≤ C, 1 ≤ i ≤ n with some fixed integer

m ≥ 1. Then, we have

P

{∣∣∣∣∣
n∑
i=1

Xi

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ nt

}
≤ 2Rm

(
C√
nt

)2m

, for all t > 0,

where Rm is a universal constant only depending on m. Further, if E(Xi) ̸= 0, then we have

P

{∣∣∣∣∣
n∑
i=1

[Xi − E(Xi)]

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ nt

}
≤ 2Rm

(
2C√
nt

)2m

, for all t > 0.

Lemma 15. Let p, q ∈ N and fulfill p + q ≤ 3. Let g(x;θ0) and m be the same as in Condition

(C3). Write Rpq(xi) = gp(xi;θ0)∥bi∥q2, where

∥bi∥2 =

(
d∑
j=1

Y 2
ij +

d∑
j=1

Z2
ij +

d∑
j1=1

d∑
j2>j1

U2
ij1j2

)1/2

.

Then, under H0 and Condition (C3), we have

P

{∣∣∣∣∣
n∑
i=1

Rpq(xi)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ n(1 + (d+ 1)qMp+q)

}
≤ 2Rm

(
2(d+ 1)qMp+q

√
n

)2m

.

Lemma 16. Let k ∈ {3, 4} and j1, . . . , jk ∈ {1, . . . , d}. Define

Di(j1, . . . , jk) =

(
∂kf(xi;θ0)

∂θj1 · · · ∂θjk

)/
(k!f(xi;θ0)).
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Then, under H0 and Condition (C3), we have

P

{
d∑

j1=1

· · ·
d∑

jk=1

∣∣∣∣∣
n∑
i=1

Di(j1, . . . , jk)

∣∣∣∣∣ < dkn5/8

}
≥ 1− 2dkRm

(
M

n1/8

)2m

,

Proof of Theorem 2. Recall that EM(K)
n = max

{
M

(K)
n (αt), t = 1, . . . , T

}
. Without loss of

generality, we assume T = 1 and EM(K)
n =M

(K)
n

(
α(0)

)
. Considering that

M (K)
n

(
α(0)

)
= 2

[
pln
(
ξ(K),α(K)

)
− pln(ξ0,α0) + pln(ξ0,α0)− pln

(
ξ̂0,α0

)]
,

we let R1n = 2
[
pln
(
ξ(K),α(K)

)
− pln(ξ0,α0)

]
and R0n = 2

[
pln(ξ0,α0)− pln

(
ξ̂0,α0

)]
.

Since R0n ≤ 0, we have R1n ≥ M
(K)
n

(
α(0)

)
. Hence, we only consider the R1n term. For

notation simplicity, we write ᾱ, ξ̄ in replacement of α(K), ξ(K).

Next, we focus on the R1n term. Since p(α) is maximized at α0, we have

R1n ≤ 2
{
ln(ξ̄, ᾱ)− ln(ξ0,α0)

}
= 2

n∑
i=1

log

(
1 +

G∑
g=1

ᾱg

(
f(xi; θ̄g)

f(xi;θ0)
− 1

))

=
n∑
i=1

2log(1 + δi),

where δi =
∑G

g=1 ᾱg

(
f(xi;θ̄g)

f(xi;θ0)
− 1
)

. Applying the inequality log(1 + x) ≤ x− x2/2 + x3/3, we

have

R1n ≤
n∑
i=1

2log (1 + δi) ≤ 2
n∑
i=1

δi −
n∑
i=1

δ2i + (2/3)
n∑
i=1

δ3i , (33)
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where δi =
∑G

g=1 ᾱg

(
f(xi;θ̄g)
f(xi;θ0)

− 1

)
. Let

m̄ = m(ᾱ, ξ̄, ξ0),

where m is defined in (14). Define

εin = δi − m̄Tbi. (34)

Plugging (34) into (33), we have

2
n∑
i=1

δi = 2
n∑
i=1

m̄Tbi + 2
n∑
i=1

εin.

and

−
n∑
i=1

δ2i ≤ −
n∑
i=1

m̄Tbib
T
i m̄− 2

n∑
i=1

m̄Tbiεin,

because
∑n

i=1 ε
2
in ≥ 0. Therefore, (33) can be rewritten as

R1n ≤ 2
n∑
i=1

m̄Tbi −
n∑
i=1

m̄Tbib
T
i m̄+ 2

n∑
i=1

εin (35)

− 2
n∑
i=1

m̄Tbiεin + (2/3)
n∑
i=1

δ3i .

Our next goal is to control the 2
∑n

i=1 εin− 2
∑n

i=1 m̄
Tbiεin+(2/3)

∑n
i=1 δ

3
i term, and it will be

divided into three steps.

Step 1: In the first step, we bound the 2
∑n

i=1 εin term. By Taylor’s expansion to the fifth order,
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εin can be accurately represented as

εin =
d∑

j1=1

· · ·
d∑

j3=1

G∑
g=1

ᾱg

3∏
s=1

(
θ̄gjs − θ0js

)( ∂3f(xi;θ0)

∂θj1∂θj2∂θj3

)/
(3!f(xi;θ0))

+
d∑

j1=1

· · ·
d∑

j4=1

G∑
g=1

ᾱg

4∏
s=1

(
θ̄gjs − θ0js

)( ∂4f(xi;θ0)

∂θj1∂θj2∂θj3∂θj4

)/
(4!f(xi;θ0))

+
d∑

j1=1

· · ·
d∑

j5=1

G∑
g=1

ᾱg

5∏
s=1

(
θ̄gjs − θ0js

)( ∂5f(xi; ζg(xi))

∂θj1∂θj2∂θj3∂θj4∂θj5

)/
(5!f(xi;θ0))

= I + II + III,

where ζg(xi) lies between θ̄g and θ0. Take ϵ = cn−11/24logn ∧ L2∆
2, where ∆ = ∆K ∧ τ . Let

A1 =

{∥∥ξ̄ − ξ0
∥∥2
2
<

ϵ

L2

, ∥m̄∥2 <
ϵ

L1

}
.

By Lemma 3, when n is large enough such that

L2∆
2 ≥ max

(
cn−1/2logn, c

−1/2
1

√
−p0n−1/2

)
,

we have

P(A1) ≥ 1− 5(K + 1) exp
(
−c2nϵ2

)
− 2K exp

(
−2n

K2

)
. (36)

On A1, we have

∥∥ξ̄ − ξ0
∥∥
2
<

(√
c

L2

)
n−11/48log1/2n and ∥m̄∥2 <

c

L1

n−11/24logn.

For fixed j1, j2, j3, by Lemma 5, we have

G∑
g=1

ᾱg

3∏
s=1

∣∣(θ̄gjs − θ0js
)∣∣ ≤ G∑

g=1

ᾱg

(√
d
)3 ∥∥θ̄g − θ0

∥∥3
2
≤ (

√
d)3
∥∥ξ̄ − ξ0

∥∥3
2
.
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Let

A2 =

{
d∑

j1=1

· · ·
d∑

j3=1

∣∣∣∣∣
n∑
i=1

(
∂3f(xi;θ0)

∂θj1∂θj2∂θj3

)/
(3!f(xi;θ0))

∣∣∣∣∣ < d3n5/8

}
.

Then, on A1 ∩ A2, we have

|I| < d9/2
(√

c

L2

)3

n−1/16log3/2n.

By Lemma 16, it follows that

P (A2) ≥ 1− 2d3Rm

(
M

n1/8

)2m

.

Similarly, we let

A3 =
d∑

j1=1

· · ·
d∑

j4=1

{∣∣∣∣∣
n∑
i=1

(
∂4f(xi;θ0)

∂θj1∂θj2∂θj3∂θj4

)/
(4!f(xi;θ0))

∣∣∣∣∣ < d4n5/8

}
.

On A1 ∩ A3 we have

|II| < d6
(√

c

L2

)4

n−7/24log2n.

By Lemma 16, it follows that

P (A3) ≥ 1− 2d4Rm

(
M

n1/8

)2m

.

Finally, let g(x;θ0) be the function defined in Condition (C3). Then, for fixed j1, . . . , j5,

sup
∥θ−θ0∥2≤τ

∣∣∣∣( ∂5f(x;θ)

∂θj1∂θj2∂θj3∂θj4∂θj5

)
/(5!f(x;θ0))

∣∣∣∣ ≤ g(x;θ0).
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By Lemma 15, we have

P

(∣∣∣∣∣
n∑
i=1

g(xi)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ n(1 +M)

)
≤ 2Rm

(
4M2

n

)m
.

Let

A4 =

{∣∣∣∣∣
n∑
i=1

d5g(xi)

∣∣∣∣∣ < d5n(1 +M)

}
.

Then, we have on A1 ∩ A4

|III| < d15/2
(√

c

L2

)5

(1 +M)n−7/48log5/2n,

and the probability is at least

P(A4) ≥ 1− 2Rm

(
4M2

n

)m
.

In summary, on A1 ∩ A2 ∩ A3 ∩ A4, we have

∣∣∣∣∣
n∑
i=1

εin

∣∣∣∣∣ < d9/2
(√

c

L2

)3

n−1/16log3/2n+ d6
(√

c

L2

)4

n−7/24log2n (37)

+ d15/2
(√

c

L2

)5

(1 +M)n−7/48log5/2n,

and

P(A2 ∩ A3 ∩ A4) ≥ 1− 2(d3 + d4)Rm

(
M

n1/8

)2m

− 2Rm

(
4M2

n

)m
. (38)

Step 2: Next, we aim to bound
∣∣2∑n

i=1 m̄
Tbiεin

∣∣ . By Taylor’s expansion to the third order, εin
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can be accurately represented as

εin =
d∑

j1=1

· · ·
d∑

j3=1

G∑
g=1

ᾱg

3∏
s=1

(
θ̄gjs − θ0js

)(∂3f(xi; ζg(xi))
∂θj1∂θj2∂θj3

)
/(3!f(xi;θ0)),

where ζg(xi) lies between θg and θ0. Then we have

|εin| ≤

∣∣∣∣∣
d∑

j1=1

· · ·
d∑

j3=1

G∑
g=1

ᾱg

3∏
s=1

(
θ̄gjs − θ0js

)∣∣∣∣∣ g(xi;θ0)

≤ (
√
d)3
∥∥ξ̄ − ξ0

∥∥3
2
d3g(xi;θ0). (39)

Applying the inequality (39) and Cauchy’s inequality, we have

∣∣2m̄Tbiεin
∣∣ ≤ 2 ∥m̄∥2 ∥bi∥2

(√
d
)3 ∥∥ξ̄ − ξ0

∥∥3
2
d3g(xi;θ0),

where

∥bi∥2 =

(
d∑
j=1

Y 2
ij +

d∑
j=1

Z2
ij +

d∑
j1=1

d∑
j2>j1

U2
ij1j2

)1/2

.

Therefore, we only need to consider the term
∑n

i=1 ∥bi∥2 g(xi;θ0). By Lemma 15, we have

P

(∣∣∣∣∣
n∑
i=1

∥bi∥2 g(xi;θ0)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ n
(
1 + (d+ 1)M2

))
≤ 2Rm

(
4(d+ 1)2M4

n

)m
.

Let

A5 =

{∣∣∣∣∣
n∑
i=1

∥bi∥2 g(xi;θ0)

∣∣∣∣∣ < n
(
1 + (d+ 1)M2

)}
.

Therefore, on A1 ∩ A5, using the fact that L2 ≤ L1, we have

∣∣∣∣∣
n∑
i=1

2m̄Tbiεin

∣∣∣∣∣ < 2d9/2
(
1 + (d+ 1)M2

)( c

L2

)5/2

n−7/48log5/2n, (40)
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and

P(A5) ≥ 1− 2Rm

(
4(d+ 1)2M4

n

)m
. (41)

Step 3: Finally, we aim to bound

n∑
i=1

δ3i =
n∑
i=1

{(
m̄Tbi

)3
+ 3

(
m̄Tbi

)2
εin + 3

(
m̄Tbi

)
ε2in + ε3in

}
. (42)

We first deal with
∑n

i=1

∣∣(m̄Tbi
)q
εpin
∣∣ , where p, q ∈ N and p + q = 3. Similar to the proof in

Step 2, we have

|εin| ≤ d9/2
∥∥ξ̄ − ξ0

∥∥3
2
g(xi;θ0).

Then, we have

n∑
i=1

∣∣(m̄Tbi
)q
εpin
∣∣ ≤ d9p/2

∥∥ξ̄ − ξ0
∥∥3p
2
∥m̄∥q2

n∑
i=1

∥bi∥q2gp(xi;θ0).

Let

Bpq =

{∣∣∣∣∣
n∑
i=1

∥bi∥q2gp(xi;θ0)

∣∣∣∣∣ < n(1 + (d+ 1)qM3)

}
.

Then, on A1 ∩ Bpq, we have

n∑
i=1

∣∣(m̄Tbi
)q
εpin
∣∣ < d9p/2

(
1 + (d+ 1)qM3

)( c

L2

) 3p+2q
2

n
48−11(3p+2q)

48 log
3p+2q

2 n,

and by Lemma 15,

P(Bpq) ≥ 1− 2Rm

(
2(d+ 1)qM3

√
n

)2m

.

Hence, we let

A6 =
⋂

p+q=3

Bpq.
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Then, on A1 ∩ A6,

∣∣∣∣∣
n∑
i=1

δ3i

∣∣∣∣∣ < ∑
p+q=3

(
3
p

)
d9p/2

(
1 + (d+ 1)qM3

)( c

L2

) 3p+2q
2

n
48−11(3p+2q)

48 log
3p+2q

2 n

≤ C̃n− 3
8 log3n, (43)

where C̃ > 0 is a constant and by Lemma 15,

P(A6) ≥ 1−

(
3∑
q=0

2Rm

(
2(d+ 1)qM3

√
n

)2m
)
. (44)

By (37, 38, 40, 41, 43, 44), there are two constants C and C1 depending on m,M, d, L2, c such

that

P

(∣∣∣∣∣2
n∑
i=1

εin − 2
n∑
i=1

m̄Tbiεin +
2

3

n∑
i=1

δ3i

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ Cn−1/16log3/2n

)
≤ (C1n)

−m/4. (45)

The above inequality (45) yields that
∣∣2∑n

i=1 εin −
∑n

i=1 m̄
Tbiεin +

2
3

∑n
i=1 δ

3
i

∣∣ is sufficiently

small with high probability.

We next bound

n∑
i=1

m̄Tbib
T
i m̄ = m̄T

n∑
i=1

[
bib

T
i

]
m̄ = nm̄T

n∑
i=1

[
bib

T
i

]
n

m̄.

To this end, we only need to bound the set

A7 =

{∥∥∥∥∥
n∑
i=1

[
bib

T
i

]
n

−B

∥∥∥∥∥
F

< λmin/2

}
.
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By the matrix inequality ∥A−B∥F ≥ |λmin(A)− λmin(B)|, on A7, we have

λmin

(
n∑
i=1

[
bib

T
i

]
n

)
> λmin/2.

It follows that on A7, we have

nm̄T

n∑
i=1

[
bib

T
i

]
n

m̄ ≥ λmin

2
nm̄Tm̄. (46)

Next we bound the probability of A7. Since

Ac
7 ⊂

{
There exists one pair k, l such that

∣∣∣∣∣
(

n∑
i=1

[
bib

T
i

]
n

)
kl

−Bkl

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ λmin/(2d
2)

}
,

we have

P(Ac
7) ≤

d∑
k=1

d∑
l=1

P

(∣∣∣∣∣
(

n∑
i=1

[
bib

T
i

]
n

)
kl

−Bkl

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ λmin/(2d
2)

)
.

For fixed k, l let Ti =
[
bib

T
i

]
kl
. Therefore, we have ∥Ti∥L2m ≤ M2. Since E

([
bib

T
i

])
kl
= Bkl,

by Lemma 14, we have

P

(∣∣∣∣∣
n∑
i=1

(Ti −Bkl)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ nλmin/
(
2d2
))

≤ 2Rm

(
4M4

n

)m(
2d2

λmin

)2m

.

Thus, we have

P(A7) ≥ 1− 2d2Rm

(
4M4

n

)m(
2d2

λmin

)2m

. (47)

Combining (35, 45) with (46, 47), we have

P

(
R1n ≤ 2

n∑
i=1

m̄Tbi −
λmin

2
nm̄Tm̄+ Cn−1/16log3/2n

)
≥ 1− (C1n)

−m/4, (48)
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where C,C1 are another two constants. It is clear that

R1n ≤ 2m̄T

n∑
i=1

bi −
λmin

2
nm̄Tm̄+ Cn−1/16log3/2n

≤ 2(
∑n

i=1 bi)
T(
∑n

i=1 bi)

λminn
+ Cn−1/16log3/2n

=
2

λminn

d(d+3)/2∑
j=1

(
n∑
i=1

bij

)2

+ Cn−1/16log3/2n.

Therefore, let

Tn =
2

λminn

d(d+3)/2∑
j=1

(
n∑
i=1

bij

)2

.

For any t > 0, we have

{Tn ≥ t} =


d(d+3)/2∑
j=1

(
n∑
i=1

bij

)2/
n ≥ λmin

2
t


⊂

There exists j such that

(
n∑
i=1

bij

)2/
n ≥ λmin

d(d+ 3)
t

 .

It follows that

P(Tn ≥ t) ≤
d(d+3)/2∑
j=1

P

(∑n
i=1 bij√
n

≥
(

λmin

d(d+ 3)
t

)1/2
)
.

For any fixed j, by Lemma 14, we have

P

(∑n
i=1 bij√
n

≥
(

λmin

d(d+ 3)
t

)1/2
)

≤ 2Rm

(
M2d(d+ 3)

λmin

)m
t−m.

Thus, we have

P(Tn ≥ t) ≤ d(d+ 3)Rm

(
M2d(d+ 3)

λmin

)m
t−m. (49)
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Combing (48) with (49), we conclude that

P(R1n ≤ t+ Cn−1/16log3/2n) ≥ 1− (C1n)
−m/4 − (C2t)

−m,

where C,C1, C2 are three constants. It follows that

P(EM(K)
n ≤ t+ Cn−1/16log3/2n) ≥ 1− (C1n)

−m/4 − (C2t)
−m,

and thus we prove the theorem.

Proof of Lemma 14. By Exercise 2.20 in Wainwright (2019), under the stated conditions, there

is a universal constant Rm such that

E

( n∑
i=1

Xi

)2m
 ≤ Rm

{
n∑
i=1

E
[
X2m
i

]
+

(
n∑
i=1

E
[
X2
i

])m}
.

By Lyapunov’s inequality, we have ∥Xi∥L2 ≤ ∥Xi∥L2m ≤ C. By Markov’s inequality, we have

P

{∣∣∣∣∣
n∑
i=1

Xi

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ nδ

}
≤ E (|

∑n
i=1Xi|2m)

(nδ)2m

≤ Rm

(nδ)2m

{
n∑
i=1

E
[
X2m
i

]
+

(
n∑
i=1

E
[
X2
i

])m}

≤ Rm

(nδ)2m
(
nC2m + nmC2m

)
≤ 2Rm

(nδ)2m
nmC2m = 2Rm

(
C√
nδ

)2m

.

The second conclusion is a direct corollary of the first conclusion, and thus we complete the

proof.
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Proof of Lemma 15. We first prove that when p+ q ≤ 3, we have

∥∥bi∥q2 g
p(xi;θ0)∥L2m ≤ (d+ 1)qMp+q. (50)

When p, q < 3, by Cauchy’s inequality, we have

∥∥bi∥q2 g
p(xi;θ0)∥L2m ≤ ∥∥bi∥q2∥L4m ∥gp(xi;θ0)∥L4m .

By the triangle inequality and Condition (C3), we conclude that

∥∥bi∥q2∥L4m =

∥∥∥∥∥∥
(

d∑
j=1

Y 2
ij +

d∑
j=1

Z2
ij +

d∑
j1=1

d∑
j2>j1

U2
ij1j2

)q/2
∥∥∥∥∥∥
L4m

=

∥∥∥∥∥
d∑
j=1

Y 2
ij +

d∑
j=1

Z2
ij +

d∑
j1=1

d∑
j2>j1

U2
ij1j2

∥∥∥∥∥
L2mq

q/2

≤

(
d∑
j=1

∥∥Y 2
ij

∥∥
L2mq +

d∑
j=1

∥∥Z2
ij

∥∥
L2mq +

d∑
j1=1

d∑
j2>j1

∥∥U2
ij1j2

∥∥
L2mq

)q/2

=

(
d∑
j=1

∥Yij∥2L4mq +
d∑
j=1

∥Zij∥2L4mq +
d∑

j1=1

d∑
j2>j1

∥∥U2
ij1j2

∥∥2
L4mq

)q/2

≤ (d+ 1)qM q, (51)

where the last inequality is from the fact q ≤ 2 and d(d + 3)/2 ≤ (d + 1)2. By p ≤ 2 and

Condition (C3), similarly, we conclude that

∥gp(xi;θ0)∥L4m = (∥g(xi;θ0)∥L4mp)p ≤Mp.

Thus, we prove (50) when p, q < 3. When p = 0, q = 3, analysis similar to that in (51) shows
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that

∥∥bi∥q2∥L2m ≤ (d+ 1)qM q.

Similarly, when p = 3, q = 0 we have

∥gp(xi;θ0)∥L2m = (∥g(xi;θ0)∥L2mp)p ≤Mp.

Thus, we prove that for any p+ q ≤ 3, (50) holds.

Next, by Lemma 14, we have

P

{∣∣∣∣∣
n∑
i=1

{Rpq(xi)− E(Rpq(xi))}

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ n

}
≤ 2Rm

(
2(d+ 1)qMp+q

√
n

)2m

.

By Lyapunov’s inequality, we have

∥∥bi∥q2 g
p(xi;θ0)∥L1 ≤ ∥∥bi∥q2 g

p(xi)∥L2m ≤ (d+ 1)qMp+q.

It follows that

P

{∣∣∣∣∣
n∑
i=1

Rpq(xi)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ n(1 + (d+ 1)qMp+q)

}
≤ 2Rm

(
2(d+ 1)qMp+q

√
n

)2m

,

and thus we complete the proof.

Proof of Lemma 16. Note that E [Di(j1, . . . , jk)] = 0. By Condition (C3), we have

∥Di(j1, . . . , jk)∥L2m ≤M.
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By Lemma 14, we have

P

{∣∣∣∣∣
n∑
i=1

Di(j1, . . . , jk)

∣∣∣∣∣ < nt

}
≥ 1− 2Rm

(
M√
nt

)2m

, for all t > 0.

Taking t = n−3/8, we obtain the tail probability bound as

P

{∣∣∣∣∣
n∑
i=1

Di(j1, . . . , jk)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ n5/8

}
≤ 2Rm

(
M

n1/8

)2m

.

Observe that

{
d∑

j1=1

· · ·
d∑

jk=1

∣∣∣∣∣
n∑
i=1

Di(j1, . . . , jk)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ dkn5/8

}
⊂

d⋃
j1=1

· · ·
d⋃

jk=1

{∣∣∣∣∣
n∑
i=1

Di(j1, . . . , jk)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ n5/8

}

It follows that

P

{
d∑

j1=1

· · ·
d∑

jk=1

∣∣∣∣∣
n∑
i=1

Di(j1, . . . , jk)

∣∣∣∣∣ < dkn5/8

}
≥ 1− 2dkRm

(
M

n1/8

)2m

,

and thus we complete the proof.

A.4 Proofs of Theorem 3

We abbreviate pln
(
ξ̂0,α0

)
and ln

(
ξ̂0,α0

)
to pln

(
ξ̂0

)
and ln

(
ξ̂0

)
, respectively. Recall that

θ†
0 = argmax

θ∈Θ
Eα∗,ξ∗ [logf(x;θ)] , (52)

and

ξ† = argmax
ξ∈Ξ

Eα∗,ξ∗
[
log φ

(
x; ξ,α(0)

)]
. (53)

We briefly describe the proof of Theorem 3. Observe that the EM-test statistic is larger than
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the penalized log-likelihood ratio pln
(
ξ(0),α(0)

)
− pln

(
ξ̂0,α0

)
, which can be decomposed as

a summation of three parts, pln
(
ξ(0),α(0)

)
− pln

(
ξ†,α(0)

)
, pln

(
ξ†,α(0)

)
− pln

(
ξ†0,α0

)
and

pln

(
ξ†0,α0

)
− pln

(
ξ̂0,α0

)
. All three parts can be bounded. The first part is non-negative. The

second part can be written as

pln
(
ξ†,α(0)

)
− pln

(
ξ†0,α0

)
=

n∑
i=1

R(xi; ξ
∗) + p(α(0))− p(α0),

and can be bounded using the Bernstein inequality. For the third part, since D(θ) ≤ D
(
θ†
0

)
for

all θ ∈ Θ, we have

pln

(
ξ†0,α0

)
− pln

(
ξ̂0,α0

)
=

n∑
i=1

{
log f(xi; θ̂0)− log f

(
xi;θ

†
0

)}
≥ −n1/2 sup

θ∈Θ
Zθ(ξ

∗).

Thus, the third part can be bounded by analyzing the supremum of the empirical process {Zθ(ξ
∗),θ ∈

Θ} using the generalized Dudley inequality.

We first give two technical lemmas.

Lemma 17. Under Condition (C5) and (C6), for every t ≥ 0, we have,

P
(
ln
(
ξ†,α(0)

)
− ln

(
ξ†0

)
≥ nϱ− t

)
≥ 1− 2 exp

[
−C ′min

(
t2

nM2
ψ1

,
t

Mψ1

)]
,

where C ′ is a constant and ξ† and ξ†0 =
(
θ†
0, . . . ,θ

†
0

)
are defined in (53) and (52).

Let ρ(θ,θ′) = Cρ∥θ − θ′∥2, where Cρ is in Condition (C7). Let N (u,Θ, ρ) be the covering

number, which is the smallest number of closed balls with centers in Θ and radius u whose union

covers Θ. Next we define the generalized Dudley integral as

J(D) =

∫ D

0

log (1 +N (u,Θ, ρ)) du.
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where D = supθ,θ′∈Θ ∥θ − θ′∥2 is the Euclidean diameter. Note that Θ is a compact set and

ρ(θ,θ′) = Cρ∥θ − θ′∥2. Therefore, J(D) < ∞, and we have the following generalized Dudley

inequality by the chaining method. The proof of the classic Dudley’s inequality can be found in

Vershynin (2018). The proof of the following lemma follows the same arguments by a chaining

method and can be found in Wainwright (2019) (Theorem 5.36). Thus, we omit the proof.

Lemma 18. Under Condition (C7), for any t,

P
(

sup
θ,θ′∈Θ

|Zθ(ξ
∗)− Zθ′(ξ∗)| ≥ CJ [J(D) + t]

)
≤ 2 exp

(
−t
D

)
,

where CJ is a constant, D is the diameter and J(D) is the generalized Dudley integral.

Proof of Theorem 3. We first aim to bound the probability

P
(
pln
(
ξ(0),α(0)

)
− pln

(
ξ̂0

)
≥ 2−1nϱ− n1/2CJ [J (D) + t]− p0

)
.

Since pln
(
ξ(0),α(0)

)
= ln

(
ξ(0),α(0)

)
+ p

(
α(0)

)
and p

(
α(0)

)
≥ p0, we have

pln
(
ξ(0),α(0)

)
− pln

(
ξ̂0

)
≥ ln

(
ξ(0),α(0)

)
− ln

(
ξ̂0

)
+ p0.

Thus, we only need to control

P
(
ln
(
ξ(0),α(0)

)
− ln

(
ξ̂0

)
≥ 2−1nϱ− n1/2CJ [J (D) + t]

)
.
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Since

ln
(
ξ(0),α(0)

)
− ln

(
ξ̂0

)
= ln

(
ξ(0),α(0)

)
− ln

(
ξ†,α(0)

)
+ ln

(
ξ†,α(0)

)
− ln

(
ξ†0

)
+ ln

(
ξ†0

)
− ln

(
ξ̂0

)

and ln
(
ξ(0),α(0)

)
− ln

(
ξ†,α(0)

)
> 0, we have

P
(
ln
(
ξ(0),α(0)

)
− ln

(
ξ̂0

)
≥ 2−1nϱ− n1/2CJ [J (D) + t]

)
≥ P

(
ln
(
ξ†,α(0)

)
− ln

(
ξ†0

)
+ ln

(
ξ†0

)
− ln

(
ξ̂0

)
≥ 2−1nϱ− n1/2CJ [J (D) + t]

)
≥ 1− P

(
ln
(
ξ†,α(0)

)
− ln

(
ξ†0

)
< 2−1nϱ

)
− P

(
ln

(
ξ†0

)
− ln

(
ξ̂0

)
< −n1/2CJ [J (D) + t]

)
.

Thus, we divide the remaining proof into two steps.

Step 1. We aim to bound P
(
ln
(
ξ†,α(0)

)
− ln

(
ξ†0

)
≥ 2−1nϱ

)
. Applying Lemma 17 and taking

t = nϱ/2 yield

P
(
ln
(
ξ†,α(0)

)
− ln

(
ξ†0

)
≥ 2−1nϱ

)
≥ 1− 2 exp

[
−cmin

(
nϱ2

4M2
ψ1

,
nϱ

2Mψ1

)]
. (54)

Step 2. We aim to bound P
(
ln

(
ξ†0

)
− ln

(
ξ̂0

)
< −n1/2CJ [J (D) + t]

)
. We can write ln

(
ξ†0

)
as ln

(
θ†
0

)
because ξ†0 =

(
θ†
0, . . . ,θ

†
0

)
. The major difficulty to control the second term is the

randomness of θ̂0. To deal with it, we note that

P
(
ln

(
θ†
0

)
− ln

(
θ̂0

)
≥ −n1/2CJ [J (D) + t]

)
≥ P

(
inf
θ∈Θ

{
ln

(
θ†
0

)
− ln (θ)

}
≥ −n1/2CJ [J (D) + t]

)
.

Thus, we turn to control the probability of
{
infθ∈Θ

{
ln

(
θ†
0

)
− ln (θ)

}
≥ −n1/2CJ [J (D) + t]

}
.
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It is equivalent to controlling the probability of
{
supθ∈Θ

{
ln (θ)− ln

(
θ†
0

)}
≤ n1/2CJ [J (D) + t]

}
.

Let θ′ = θ†
0. It follows that Zθ′(ξ∗) = 0. By Lemma 18, we have

P
(
sup
θ∈Θ

|Zθ(ξ
∗)| ≥ CJ [J(D) + t]

)
≤ 2 exp

(
−t
D

)
.

Plugging Zθ into the above inequality, we have

P
(
sup
θ∈Θ

∣∣∣n−1/2
{
ln(θ)− ln(θ

†
0)−

(
D(θ)−D

(
θ†
0

))}∣∣∣ ≥ CJ [J(D) + t]

)
≤ 2 exp

(
−t
D

)
,

where D(θ) = Eα∗,ξ∗ [logf(x;θ)]. Since D(θ)−D(θ†
0) ≤ 0, we have

P
(
sup
θ∈Θ

n−1/2
{
ln(θ)− ln

(
θ†
0

)}
≥ CJ [J(D) + t]

)
≤ 2 exp

(
−t
D

)
.

That is

P
(
sup
θ∈Θ

{
ln(θ)− ln

(
θ†
0

)}
≤ n1/2CJ [J(D) + t]

)
≥ 1− 2 exp

(
−t
D

)
. (55)

Combining (54), (55) with the likelihood non-decreasing property of EM yields Theorem 3.

From Theorem 3, we can prove Corollary 1.

Proof of Corollary 1. Write

t =
2−1n1/2ϱ− nϑ−1/2 − p0n

−1/2

CJ
− JD.

Then, we have

2−1nϱ− n1/2CJ [J (D) + t]− p0 = nϑ.
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By Theorem 3, we have

P
(
EM(K)

n ≥ nϑ
)
≥ 1− 2 exp

[
−C ′min

(
nϱ2

4M2
ψ1

,
nϱ

2Mψ1

)]

− 2 exp

(
D−1−2−1n1/2ϱ+ nϑ−1/2 + p0n

−1/2

CJ
+D−1JD

)
.

Therefore, we can find two constants C3, C4 > 0 such that

P
(
EM(K)

n ≥ tn

)
≥ 1− exp

(
−C3n

1/2 + C4n
ϑ−1/2

)
,

and complete the proof.

Proof of Lemma 17. Recall that

R(xi; ξ
∗) = log

(
φ
(
xi; ξ

†,α(0)
))

− log
(
f
(
xi;θ

†
0

))
.

Since

ln
(
ξ†,α(0)

)
− ln

(
ξ†0

)
=

n∑
i=1

{
log
(
φ
(
xi; ξ

†,α(0)
))

− logf
(
xi;θ

†
0

)}
,

we have

ln
(
ξ†,α(0)

)
− ln

(
ξ†0

)
=

n∑
i=1

R(xi; ξ
∗).

By Bernstein’s inequality in Vershynin (2018) (Theorem 2.8.1) and Condition (C6), for every

t ≥ 0, we have

P

(∣∣∣∣∣
n∑
i=1

R(xi; ξ
∗)− E (R(xi; ξ

∗))

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ t

)
≥ 1− 2 exp

[
−C ′ min

(
t2

nM2
ψ1

,
t

Mψ1

)]
,

where C ′ > 0 is a universal constant. By Condition (C5), we conclude that E (R(xi; ξ
∗)) ≥ ϱ. It
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follows that

P

(
n∑
i=1

R(xi; ξ
∗) ≥ nϱ− t

)
≥ 1− 2 exp

[
−C ′ min

(
t2

nM2
ψ1

,
t

Mψ1

)]
.

That is

P
(
ln
(
ξ†,α(0)

)
− ln

(
ξ†0

)
≥ nϱ− t

)
≥ 1− 2 exp

[
−C ′min

(
t2

nM2
ψ1

,
t

Mψ1

)]
,

which proves the lemma.

A.5 Proofs of Theorem 1

Proof of Theorem 1. Observe that

{S1 ⊂ Ŝ1(tn)} =
{
EM

(K)
nj ≥ tn, for all j ∈ S1

}
.

We have

P
(
S1 ⊂ Ŝ1(tn)

)
≥ 1−

∑
j∈S1

P
(
EM

(K)
nj < tn

)
.

By Corollary 1, we have

P
(
S1 ⊂ Ŝ1(tn)

)
≥ 1− s exp

(
−C3n

1/2 + C4n
ϑ−1/2

)
, (56)

and the first inequality is proved. Next, observing that

{
S1 = Ŝ1(tn)

}
=
{
S1 ⊂ Ŝ1(tn)

}
∩
{
EM

(K)
nj < tn, for all j ∈ S0

}
,

75



using Theorem 2, we have

P
({

EM
(K)
nj < tn, for all j ∈ S0

})
≥ 1− (p− s)

(
(C1n)

−m/4 + (C2n)
−ϑm) . (57)

Combining (57) with (56) yields the second result.

B Proofs of the asymptotic results

We first derive the upper bound of
∥∥ξ(k) − ξ0

∥∥
2
. Namely, we provide the following results.

Theorem 5. Assume that x1, . . . , xn are independent samples from the homogeneous distribution

f(x;θ0). Under Condition (C1)–(C2) and (WC3)–(WC4), given any initial value α(0) ∈ SG−1,

for any fixed K > 0 and 1 ≤ k ≤ K, we have
∥∥α(k) −α(0)

∥∥
2
= op(1),

∥∥ξ(k) − ξ0
∥∥
2
=

Op

(
n−1/4

)
and

∥∥∥∑G
g=1 α

(k)
g

(
θ
(k)
g − θ0

)∥∥∥
2
= Op

(
n−1/2

)
.

Theorem 5 says that the convergence rate of ξ(k) under the homogeneous model H0 is only

Op

(
n−1/4

)
, but not the common convergence rate Op

(
n−1/2

)
. The reason is that under H0, the

heterogeneous model is unidentifiable, and, in consequence, the Fisher information matrix is

not positive definite. However, the weighted average of ξ(k),
∑G

g=1 α
(k)
g

(
θ
(k)
g − θ0

)
, is a

√
n-

consistent estimator.

B.1 Proofs of Theorem S1

In this subsection, we give the proof of Theorem S1. To prove Theorem S1, we only need to

prove the following lemmas.

Lemma 19 (Consistency). Assume that x1, . . . , xn are independent samples from the homoge-

neous distribution f(x;θ0). Let
(
ξ̄, ᾱ

)
be an estimator of the parameters in the heterogeneous
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model φ(x; ξ,α) =
∑G

g=1 αgf(x;θg) such that η ≤ ᾱg ≤ 1 for some η ∈ (0, 0.5]. Assume that

there exists a constant c such that for any n

ln
(
ξ̄, ᾱ

)
− ln (ξ0,α0) ≥ c > −∞.

Then, under Condition (C1)–(C2) and (WC3)–(WC4), we have
∥∥ξ̄ − ξ0

∥∥
2
= op(1).

Lemma 20 (Convergence rate). Assume that x1, . . . , xn are independent samples from the homo-

geneous distribution f(x;θ0). Let
(
ξ̄, ᾱ

)
be an estimator of the parameters in the heterogeneous

model φ(x; ξ,α) =
∑G

g=1 αgf(x;θg) such that η ≤ ᾱg ≤ 1 for some η ∈ (0, 0.5]. Assume that

there exists a constant c, such that for any n,

pln
(
ξ̄, ᾱ

)
− pln (ξ0,α0) ≥ c > −∞.

Then, under Condition (C1)–(C2) and (WC3)–(WC4) we have

∥∥ξ̄ − ξ0
∥∥
2
= Op(n

−1/4), and ∥m̄1∥2 =

∥∥∥∥∥
G∑
g=1

ᾱg(θ̄g − θ0)

∥∥∥∥∥
2

= Op(n
−1/2),

where m̄1 = m1(ᾱ, ξ̄, ξ0) and m1 is defined in (13).

Given an estimator
(
ξ̄, ᾱ

)
, define w̄gi = ᾱgf(xi; θ̄g)/φ

(
xi; ᾱ, ξ̄

)
and ᾱ(1) =

∑n
i=1

w̄gi+λ

n+Gλ
is

the one-step EM update of α. The following lemma states that under H0, the EM-update of α

does not change much.

Lemma 21. Assume ᾱ − α(0) = op(1). Then, under the same conditions as in Lemma 20, we

have ᾱ(1) −α(0) = op(1).

Combining Lemma 20, 21 and the likelihood non-decreasing property of the EM algorithm,

we prove Theorem S1.
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Proof of Lemma 19. Since Ξ is compact, the conclusion can be easily proved using the classical

Wald’s consistency Theorem (Van der Vaart, 2000).

Proof of Lemma 20. Let R1n(ξ̄, ᾱ) = 2
{
pln(ξ̄, ᾱ)− pln(ξ0,α0)

}
, where ξ̄ = (θ̄1, . . . , θ̄G).

Since p(α) is maximized at α0, we have

R1n ≤ 2
{
ln(ξ̄, ᾱ)− ln(ξ0,α0)

}
= 2

n∑
i=1

log

(
1 +

G∑
g=1

ᾱg

(
f(xi; θ̄g)

f(xi;θ0)
− 1

))

=
n∑
i=1

2log(1 + δi), (58)

where δi =
∑G

g=1 ᾱg

(
f(xi;θ̄g)

f(xi;θ0)
− 1
)

. Applying the inequality log(1 + x) ≤ x− x2/2 + x3/3, we

have

R1n ≤ 2
n∑
i=1

δi −
n∑
i=1

δ2i + (2/3)
n∑
i=1

δ3i . (59)

We first deal with
∑n

i=1 δi in (59). By Taylor’s expansion of f(xi; θ̄g) at θ0, we have

δi =
G∑
g=1

ᾱg
f(xi; θ̄g)− f(xi;θ0)

f(xi;θ0)

=
d∑

h=1

G∑
g=1

ᾱg(θ̄gh − θ0h)Yih +
d∑

h=1

G∑
g=1

ᾱg(θ̄gh − θ0h)
2Zih

+
d∑
h<ℓ

G∑
g=1

ᾱg(θ̄gh − θ0h)(θ̄gℓ − θ0ℓ)Uihℓ + εin, (60)

where Yih, Zih and Uihℓ are defined in (12) and εin is the remainder term. Let

m̄ = m(ᾱ, ξ̄, ξ0) and , m̄1 = m1(ᾱ, ξ̄, ξ0)
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where m and m1 are defined in (14) and (13). Then, we write (60) as

δi = m̄Tbi + εin, (61)

where bi is defined in (12).

Step 1. Controlling the remainder term εin. We aim to prove

n∑
i=1

εin = op(1) + op(n)
(
∥m̄∥22

)
. (62)

In order to show this, we note that
∑n

i=1 εin can be written as

n∑
i=1

εin =
n∑
i=1

d∑
j1=1

· · ·
d∑

j3=1

G∑
g=1

ᾱg

3∏
s=1

(θ̄gjs − θ0js)

(
∂3f(xi;θ0)

∂θj1∂θj2∂θj3

)/
(3!f(xi;θ0))

+
n∑
i=1

d∑
j1=1

· · ·
d∑

j4=1

G∑
g=1

ᾱg

4∏
s=1

(θ̄gjs − θ0js)

(
∂4f(xi;θ0)

∂θj1∂θj2∂θj3∂θj4

)/
(4!f(xi;θ0))

+
n∑
i=1

d∑
j1=1

· · ·
d∑

j5=1

G∑
g=1

ᾱg

5∏
s=1

(θ̄gjs − θ0js)

(
∂5f(xi; ζg(xi))

∂θj1∂θj2∂θj3∂θj4∂θj5

)/
(5!f(xi;θ0))

= I + II + III,

where ζg(xi) lies between θ̄g and θ0.

For I, note that the production term
∏3

s=1(θ̄gjs − θ0js) does not involve the index i. We can

change the summation and production order as
∑d

j1=1 · · ·
∑d

j3=1

∑G
g=1

∏3
s=1

∑n
i=1. Further, for

any fixed j1, j2, j3, by Cauchy’s inequality, we have

3∏
s=1

∣∣θ̄gjs − θ0js
∣∣ ≤ ( d∑

j=1

∣∣θ̄gj − θ0j
∣∣)3

≤
(√

d
)3 ∥∥θ̄g − θ0

∥∥3
2
. (63)
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Hence,

|I| ≤
d∑

j1=1

· · ·
d∑

j3=1

∣∣∣∣∣
G∑
g=1

ᾱg

3∏
s=1

(θ̄gjs − θ0js)

(
n∑
i=1

(
∂3f(xi;θ0)

∂θj1∂θj2∂θj3

)/
(3!f(xi;θ0))

)∣∣∣∣∣
≤

d∑
j1=1

· · ·
d∑

j3=1

G∑
g=1

ᾱg

∣∣∣∣∣
3∏
s=1

(θ̄gjs − θ0js)

∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
(

n∑
i=1

(
∂3f(xi;θ0)

∂θj1∂θj2∂θj3

)/
(3!f(xi;θ0))

)∣∣∣∣∣
≤

d∑
j1=1

· · ·
d∑

j3=1

∣∣∣∣∣
(

G∑
g=1

ᾱg

(√
d
)3

∥θ̄g − θ0∥32

)(
n∑
i=1

(
∂3f(xi;θ0)

∂θj1∂θj2∂θj3

)/
(3!f(xi;θ0))

)∣∣∣∣∣ .
Also for any fixed j1, j2, j3, let Di(j1, j2, j3) =

(
∂3f(xi;θ0)
∂θj1∂θj2∂θj3

)/
(3!f(xi;θ0)). By Condition

(WC3), we have E (Di(j1, j2, j3)) = 0 and Var (Di(j1, j2, j3)) < ∞. Applying the Central

Limit Theorem, we have
∑n

i=1Di(j1, j2, j3) = Op

(
n1/2

)
. Hence, we conclude that

|I| = Op

(
n1/2

)( G∑
g=1

ᾱg

(√
d
)3

∥θ̄g − θ0∥32

)
. (64)

Similarly, for II, we have

|II| = Op

(
n1/2

)( G∑
g=1

ᾱg

(√
d
)4

∥θ̄g − θ0∥42

)
. (65)

For III, from Condition (WC3), for any j1, . . . , j5, we have

sup
∥θ−θ0∥≤τ

∣∣∣∣ ∂5f(x,θ)∂θj1 · · · ∂θj5

/
f(x,θ0)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ g(x;θ0).

By the law of large numbers, we have

n∑
i=1

g(xi;θ0) = Op(n).
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Using the consistency of θ̄g from Lemma 19, we have

|III| = Op(n)

(
G∑
g=1

ᾱg

(√
d
)5

∥θ̄g − θ0∥52

)
. (66)

Since ∥θ̄g − θ0∥2 = op(1), we get

∣∣∣∣∣
n∑
i=1

εin

∣∣∣∣∣ = ∣∣op (n1/2
)∣∣ G∑

g=1

ᾱg∥θ̄g − θ0∥22 + |op(n)|
G∑
g=1

ᾱg∥θ̄g − θ0∥42.

On the one hand, we have

|op(n)|
G∑
g=1

ᾱg∥θ̄g − θ0∥42 ≤ |op(n)| · ∥m̄∥22. (67)

On the other hand, we have

∣∣op (n1/2
)∣∣ G∑

g=1

ᾱg∥θ̄g − θ0∥22 ≤
∣∣op (n1/2

)∣∣ ∥m̄∥2 ≤ |op(1)|+ |op(n)| · ∥m̄∥22, (68)

where the last inequality is from

∣∣op (n1/2
)∣∣ ∥m̄∥2 = |op(1)|n1/2∥m̄∥2 ≤ |op(1)|

(
1 + n∥m̄∥22

2

)
= |op(1)|+ |op(n)| · ∥m̄∥22.

Combining (67) with (68), we get (62).

Step 2. Obtaining the convergence rate. From (62), we have

n∑
i=1

δi =
n∑
i=1

(
m̄Tbi + εin

)
=

n∑
i=1

m̄Tbi + op(1) + op(n)∥m̄∥22. (69)
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Similarly, we can prove

n∑
i=1

δ2i =
n∑
i=1

(
m̄Tbi + εin

)2
=

n∑
i=1

(
m̄Tbi

)2
+ op(1) + op(n)∥m̄∥22, (70)

and
n∑
i=1

δ3i =
n∑
i=1

(
m̄Tbi + εin

)3
=

n∑
i=1

(
m̄Tbi

)3
+ op(1) + op(n)∥m̄∥22. (71)

In fact, for (70), we have

n∑
i=1

(
m̄Tbi + εin

)2
=

n∑
i=1

(
m̄Tbi

)2
+

n∑
i=1

(
ε2in + m̄Tbiεin

)
.

By Taylor’s expansion, we have

εin =
d∑

j1=1

· · ·
d∑

j3=1

G∑
g=1

ᾱg

3∏
s=1

(θ̄gjs − θ0js)

(
∂3f(xi; ζg(xi))

∂θj1∂θj2∂θj3

)/
(3!f(xi;θ0)), (72)

where ζg(xi) lies between θ̄g and θ0. Note that here we only need to represent the remainder

term εin in terms of the third derivatives. Again, from Condition (WC3), for any fixed j1, . . . , j3,

we have

sup
∥θ−θ0∥2≤τ

∣∣∣∣( ∂3f(x;θ)

∂θj1∂θj2∂θj3

)/
(3!f(x;θ0))

∣∣∣∣ ≤ g(x;θ0).

Note that
∣∣m̄Tbi

∣∣ ≤ ∥m̄∥2∥bi∥2. By ξ̄−ξ0 = op(1), together with the inequality (63), Condition
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(WC3) and the law of large numbers,
∑n

i=1

∣∣m̄Tbiεin
∣∣ can be bounded by

n∑
i=1

∣∣m̄Tbiεin
∣∣ ≤ n∑

i=1

∥m̄∥2∥bi∥2|εin|

≤ ∥m̄∥2
n∑
i=1

∥bi∥2
G∑
g=1

(√
d
)3

∥θ̄g − θ0∥32
d∑

j1=1

· · ·
d∑

j3=1

∣∣∣∣(∂3f(xi; ζg(xi))∂θj1∂θj2∂θj3

)/
(3!f(xi;θ0))

∣∣∣∣
≤ ∥m̄∥2

G∑
g=1

(√
d
)3

∥θ̄g − θ0∥32d3
n∑
i=1

∥bi∥2|g(xi;θ0)|

= op(1)Op(n)∥m̄∥22 = op(n)∥m̄∥22.

For the
∑n

i=1 ε
2
in term, when ∥ξ̄ − ξ0∥2 ≤ τ , we have

ε2in ≤

(
d3

G∑
g=1

(√
d
)3

∥θ̄g − θ0∥32

)2

g2(xi;θ0). (73)

Since ∥ξ̄− ξ0∥2
p−→ 0, we have

∑n
i=1 ε

2
in = op(n)∥m̄∥22. Thus, we prove (70). Similarly, we can

prove (71) .

Finally, by the law of large numbers, we have

n∑
i=1

(
m̄Tbi

)2
= nm̄TBm̄(1 + op(1)), (74)

and ∣∣∣∣∣
n∑
i=1

(
m̄Tbi

)3∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
n∑
i=1

∥bi∥32∥m̄∥32 ≤ Op(n)∥m̄∥32 = op(n)∥m̄∥22, (75)

where
∑n

i=1 ∥bi∥32 = Op(n) is from Condition (WC3). Since

nm̄TBm̄ ≥ λmin(B)n∥m̄∥22 = Op(n)∥m̄∥22,
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we conclude that op(n)∥m̄∥22 = op(1)nm̄
TBm̄. Combining (69) – (71) with (74) – (75), we get

R1n(ξ̄, ᾱ) ≤ 2m̄T

n∑
i=1

bi − nm̄TBm̄(1 + op(1)) + op(1). (76)

Since we know R1n ≥ 2c, the inequality (76) implies that

2c

n
≤ 2∥m̄∥2

∥∥∥∥∑n
i=1 bi
n

∥∥∥∥
2

− (λmin(B) + op(1))∥m̄∥22 + op(1/n).

Applying the inequality

λmin(B)

2
∥m̄∥22 +

2

λmin(B)

∥∥∥∥∑n
i=1 bi
n

∥∥∥∥2
2

≥ 2∥m̄∥2
∥∥∥∥∑n

i=1 bi
n

∥∥∥∥
2

, (77)

we conclude that

(
λmin(B)

2
+ op(1)

)
∥m̄∥22 ≤

2

λmin(B)

∥∥∥∥∑n
i=1 bi
n

∥∥∥∥2
2

− 2c

n
+ op(1/n). (78)

Using the fact
∥∥∥∑n

i=1 bi

n

∥∥∥2
2
= Op(1/n), (78) implies that ∥m̄∥2 = Op

(
n−1/2

)
, and thus ∥m̄1∥2 =

Op(n
−1/2). Since δ ≤ ᾱg ≤ 1, we have ∥θ̄g − θ0∥2 = Op

(
n−1/4

)
(g = 1, . . . , G), and thus we

complete the proof.

Proof of Lemma 21. The first step aims to show

n−1

n∑
i=1

w̄gi − ᾱg = op(1). (79)

By the definition of w̄gi, we have

w̄gi − ᾱg =
ᾱgf(xi; θ̄g)

φ(xi; ξ̄, ᾱ)
− ᾱg.
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Let δgi =
f(xi;θ̄g)

f(xi;θ0)
− 1 and δi =

φ(xi;ξ̄,ᾱ)
f(xi;θ0)

− 1. We can rewrite w̄gi − ᾱg as

w̄gi − ᾱg = ᾱg
1 + δgi
1 + δi

− ᾱg = ᾱg
δgi − δi
1 + δi

.

Thus, we only need to prove

n−1

n∑
i

w̄gi − ᾱg = ᾱgn
−1

n∑
i=1

δgi − δi
1 + δi

= op(1). (80)

To prove (80), we first prove maxi |δi| = op(1). As in the proof of Lemma 20, (61) gives

δi = m̄Tbi + εin,

and (73) gives

εin ≤

(
d3

G∑
g=1

(√
d
)3

∥θ̄g − θ0∥32

)
g(xi;θ0).

Then, it remains to show maxi ∥m̄Tbi∥2 = op(1) and maxi ∥θ̄g − θ0∥32g(xi;θ0) = op(1). Since

∥m̄∥2 = Op

(
n−1/2

)
, we have n3/8∥m̄∥2 = op(1). In order to show maxi ∥m̄Tbi∥2 = op(1), we

only need to prove

max
i
n−3/8∥bi∥2 = op(1).

For any ϵ > 0, we have

P
(
max
i
n−3/8∥bi∥2 ≥ ϵ

)
≤

n∑
i=1

P
(
n−3/8∥bi∥2 ≥ ϵ

)
.

By Chebyshev’s inequality, we have

P
(
n−3/8∥bi∥2 ≥ ϵ

)
≤ E (∥bi∥32)

n9/8ϵ3
.
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Thus, we have

P
(
max
i
n−3/8∥bi∥2 ≥ ϵ

)
≤ E (∥b1∥32)

n1/8ϵ3
.

It follows that maxi ∥m̄Tbi∥2 = op(1). Similarly, we can prove maxi ∥θ̄g − θ0∥32g(xi;θ0) =

op(1), and thus maxi |δi| = op(1). In order to show (80), by the fact maxi |δi| = op(1), we only

need to show that

n−1

n∑
i=1

|δgi| = n−1

n∑
i=1

∣∣∣∣f(xi; θ̄g)− f(xi;θ0)

f(xi;θ0)

∣∣∣∣ = op(1),

which is similar to the proof of (69) without the summation over of g. More specifically, by

Lagrange’s mean value theorem, we have

f(xi; θ̄g)− f(xi;θ0)

f(xi;θ0)
=

d∑
j=1

(θ̄gjs − θ0js)

(
∂f(xi; ζg(xi))

∂θj

)/
f(xi;θ0),

where ζg(xi) lies between θ̄g and θ0. By Condition (WC3), when ∥θ̄g − θ∥2 ≤ τ , we have

∣∣∣∣(∂f(xi; ζg(xi))∂θj

)/
f(xi;θ0)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ g(xi;θ0),

and E(g(xi;θ0)) <∞. Since ∥θ̄g − θ∥2 = op(1), we prove that n−1
∑n

i=1 |δgi| = op(1).

Then, it suffices to prove that n−1
∑n

i=1 w̄gi − ᾱ
(1)
g = op(1). Note that

n−1

n∑
i=1

w̄gi − ᾱ(1)
g =

∑n
i=1 w̄gi
n

−
∑n

i=1 w̄gi + λ

n+Gλ
=

−Gλ
∑n

i=1 w̄gi + nλ

n(n+Gλ)
.

By (80), we have n−1
∑n

i=1 w̄gi = ᾱg + op(1). It implies that

−Gλ
∑n

i=1 w̄gi + nλ

n(n+Gλ)
= op(1),

86



which proves the lemma.

B.2 Proofs of Theorem 4

In this subsection, we give the detailed proof of Theorem 4. Let r = min(G− 1, d). Recall that

V =
{
vech(V) : V ∈ Rd×d is symmetric, rank(V) ≤ r,V ⪰ 0

}
. (81)

We require the following lemma.

Lemma 22. For any fixed α ∈ ∆G−1, define

Vα =

{
v : v = vech(AAT),

G∑
g=1

αgA·g = 0,A ∈ Rd×G

}
.

Then, we have Vα ≡ V , where V is defined in (81).

Proof of Theorem 4. Let

R0n(ξ̂0,α0) = 2
{
pln

(
ξ̂0,α0

)
− pln(ξ0,α0)

}
,

and

R1n

(
ξ(k),α(k)

)
= 2

{
pln
(
ξ(k),α(k)

)
− pln(ξ0,α0)

}
.

Firstly, we claim that

R0n(ξ̂0,α0) =

(
n∑
i=1

b1i

)T

(nB11)
−1

(
n∑
i=1

b1i

)
+ op(1).

In fact, by Condition (C1)–(C2) and Condition (WC3)–(WC4), it is the classical expansion of the
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log likelihood ratio. By the likelihood non-decreasing property of the EM algorithm, we have

pln
(
ξ(k),α(k)

)
≥ pln

(
ξ(0),α(0)

)
≥ pln(ξ0,α0) + p0,

where p0 = λGlog(δG) is a constant. Hence, by Theorem S1 and (76), for any fixed k, we have

R1n

(
ξ(k),α(k)

)
≤ 2

(
m(k)

)T n∑
i=1

bi − n
(
m(k)

)T
B
(
m(k)

)
{1 + op(1)}+ op(1),

where m(k) = m(α(k), ξ(k), ξ0) and m is defined in (14). In this proof, for simplicity of

notation, from now on we omit the superscript k and abbreviate α(k), ξ(k),m(k) and m
(k)
1 =

m1(α
(k), ξ(k), ξ0) to α̂, ξ̂, m̂ and m̂1, where m1 is defined in (13). Since nm̂TBm̂ = Op(1), we

have

R1n

(
ξ̂, α̂

)
≤ 2 m̂T

n∑
i=1

bi − nm̂TBm̂+ op(1).

Let ṽhg =
√
α̂g(θ̂gh − θ0h) and Ṽ = [ṽhg] ∈ Rd×G. Define Ṽ = (Ṽ·1, . . . , Ṽ·G). This gives∑G

g=1

√
α̂gṼ·g = m̂1. Hence, we have

Ṽ·1 =
m̂1 −

∑G
g=2

√
α̂gṼ·g√

α̂1

.

Based on this equation, we define V̂ as

V̂·1 =
−
∑G

g=2

√
α̂gṼ·g√

α̂1

and V̂·g = Ṽ·g, g ̸= 1.

It follows that
∑G

g=1

√
α̂gV̂·g = 0. Let v̂ = vech

(
V̂V̂T

)
and ṽ = vech

(
ṼṼT

)
. By Theorem

S1, we have ṽhg = op(1) and ∥m̂1∥2 = Op(n
−1/2). Therefore, we have ṽ = v̂ + op(n

−1/2). Let
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t̂ =
(
m̂T

1 , v̂
T
)T. Since m̂ =

(
m̂T

1 , ṽ
T
)T, we have m̂ = t̂+ op

(
n−1/2

)
. It follows that

R1n

(
ξ̂, α̂

)
≤ 2t̂T

n∑
i=1

bi − nt̂TBt̂+ op (1) .

Let m̃1 = m̂1 +B−1
11 B12v̂ and B̃22 = B22 −B21B

−1
11 B12. It is clear that

t̂TBt̂ = m̃T
1B11m̃1 + v̂TB̃22v̂,

and

t̂T
n∑
i=1

bi = m̃T
1

n∑
i=1

b1i + v̂T

(
n∑
i=1

b̃2i

)
,

where b̃2i = b2i −B21B
−1
11 b1i. Then, we have

R1n

(
ξ̂, α̂

)
≤ 2m̃T

1

n∑
i=1

b1i − nm̃T
1B11m̃1 + 2v̂T

n∑
i=1

b̃2i − nv̂TB̃22v̂ + op (1)

≤

(
n∑
i=1

b1i

)T

(nB11)
−1

(
n∑
i=1

b1i

)
+ 2v̂T

n∑
i=1

b̃2i − nv̂TB̃22v̂ + op (1) . (82)

Subtracting R0n(ξ̂0,α0) from R1n

(
ξ̂, α̂

)
, we have

R1n

(
ξ̂, α̂

)
−R0n(ξ̂0,α0) ≤ 2v̂T

n∑
i=1

b̃2i − nv̂TB̃22v̂ + op (1) .

Let Vα̂ =
{
v : v = vech

(
VVT

)
,
∑G

g=1

√
α̂gV·g = 0

}
. Since v̂ ∈ Vα̂, we have

R1n

(
ξ̂, α̂

)
−R0n(ξ̂0,α0) ≤ sup

v∈Vα̂

2vT

n∑
i=1

b̃2i − nvTB̃22v + op(1).
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By Lemma 22, we have Vα̂ ≡ V . Based on this fact, we can rewrite the above inequality as

R1n

(
ξ̂, α̂

)
−R0n(ξ̂0,α0) ≤ sup

v∈V
2vT

n∑
i=1

b̃2i − nvTB̃22v + op(1).

Hence,

EM(k)
n ≤ sup

v∈V
2vT

n∑
i=1

b̃2i − nvTB̃22v + op(1).

On the other hand, let

v̂♭ = argmax
v∈V

2vT

n∑
i=1

b̃2i − nvTB̃22v.

Since 0 ∈ V , it follows that

0 ≤ 2v̂♭T
n∑
i=1

b̃2i − nv̂♭TB̃22v̂
♭ ≤ 2∥v̂♭∥2∥

n∑
i=1

b̃2i∥2 − nλmin(B̃22)∥v̂♭∥22. (83)

From (83), it is straightforward to show that ∥v̂♭∥2 = Op(n
−1/2). Let V̂♭ = (V̂♭

·1, . . . , V̂
♭
·G) be a

matrix such that v̂♭ = vech
(
V̂♭V̂♭T

)
. It follows that ∥V̂♭

·g∥2 = Op(n
−1/4), (g = 1, . . . , G). Let

m̃♭
1 = B−1

11

∑n
i=1 b1i

n
,

which minimizes 2m̃T
1

∑n
i=1 b1i − nm̃T

1B11m̃1. Therefore, we define m̂♭
1 = m̃♭

1 − B−1
11 B12v̂

♭.

Finally, we define V♭ = [v♭hg] as

V♭
·1 =

m̂♭
1 −

∑G
g=2

√
1/GV̂♭

·g√
1/G

and V♭
·g = V̂♭

·g, g ̸= 1.

Let θ♭gh =
√
Gv♭hg + θ0h and θ♭g =

(
θ♭g1, . . . , θ

♭
gd

)T. It follows that ∥θ♭g − θ0∥2 = Op

(
n−1/4

)
. Let
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ξ♭ =
(
θ♭1, . . . ,θ

♭
G

)
. Then, we have

EM(k)
n ≥ R1n

(
ξ♭,α0

)
−R0n(ξ̂0,α0) = sup

v∈V
2vT

n∑
i=1

b̃2i − nvTB̃22v + op(1).

Note that v ∈ V if and only if
√
nv ∈ V . Hence, we have

EM(k)
n = sup

v∈V
2vT

n∑
i=1

b̃2i/
√
n− vTB̃22v + op(1).

By the central limit theorem, we have
∑n

i=1 b̃2i/
√
n → N(0, B̃22). Thus, we get under H0, for

any fixed k, we have as n→ ∞,

EM(k)
n

d−→ sup
v∈V

2vTw − vTB̃22v,

where w = (w1, . . . , wd(d+1)/2)
T is a zero-mean multivariate normal random vector with a co-

variance matrix B̃22, and thus we prove the theorem.

Proof of Lemma 22. It is clear that Vα ⊂ V . Hence, we aim to prove V ⊂ Vα. Without loss

of generality, we assume αG ̸= 0. Let M = (A·1, . . . ,A·(G−1)). Then, A can be rewritten as

A = (M,A·G). Since
∑G

g=1 αgA·g = 0, we have A·G = −
∑G−1

g=1 αgA·g/αG. Let

β = −(α1/αG, . . . , αG−1/αG)
T.

Then, A·G can be rewritten as A·G = Mβ. It follows that A = (M,Mβ) and

AAT = MMT +MββTMT = M(I+ ββT)MT.

Since the minimum eigenvalue of I + ββT is greater than or equal to 1, I + ββT is positive
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definite. Hence, there exists a full rank matrix Q such that I + ββT = QQT. Then AAT =

MQQTMT. Therefore, for any V ∈ V , we aim to prove that there exists M such that V =

MQQTMT. When d ≥ G− 1, since V is a positive semi-definite matrix and rank(V) ≤ r, by

eigenvalue decomposition theorem, there exists a diagonal matrix D = diag(λ1, . . . , λG−1), λ1 ≥

· · · ≥ λG−1 and an orthogonal matrix P ∈ Rd×(G−1) such that V = PDPT. Taking M =

PD1/2Q−1 yields this lemma. When d < G − 1, similarly, we have V = PDPT, where

D = diag(λ1, . . . , λd) and P ∈ Rd×d. Write

P† = (P,0) ∈ Rd×(G−1) and D† = diag(λ1, . . . , λd, . . . , 0) ∈ R(G−1)×(G−1).

Taking M = P†D
†1/2Q−1 yields this lemma.

C Examples

In this section, we give distribution examples that satisfy Condition (C1)–(C7). Condition (C1)–

(C2) and Condition (C6)–(C7) are easy to meet. The following sections show that when the initial

value α(0) is close to the true value α∗, Condition (C5) holds. We first mainly discuss Condition

(C3) and Condition (C4).

Example 1 (Exponential families). Assume that x is from a canonical exponential family with

density f(x;θ) = exp
{
θTT (x)− ξ(θ)

}
h(x), where θ ∈ Θ is a d-dimensional vector, Θ is

a convex compact subset of the natural parameter space and ξ(θ) is a smooth function. This

family contains most of the commonly used distributions, such as the Poisson distribution and

the exponential distribution. For Condition (C3), we show that m can be taken as any positive

integer. When T (x), vech
(
T (x)T (x)T

)
are linearly independent, we show that the covariance

matrix B is positive definite, and thus Condition (C4) fulfills. As an example, consider the
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Poisson distribution. In such a case, we have T (x) = x. Since x, x2 are linearly independent,

the covariance matrix B is positive definite. Similarly, for the gamma distribution, we have

T (x) = (logx, x). Using the same argument, we can verify Condition (C4). In addition, many

exponential family distributions, such as the Poisson distribution and the gamma distribution

satisfy the assumption that PG is an identifiable finite mixture (Yakowitz and Spragins, 1968;

Barndorff-Nielsen, 1965).

Example 2 (Negative binomial model). The negative binomial distribution x ∼ NB(µ, r) has a

probability mass function

P(x = k) =
Γ(r + k)

k!Γ(r)

(
r

r + µ

)r (
µ

r + µ

)k
, for k = 0, 1, 2, . . . , (84)

where µ is the mean parameter and r is the size parameter. In such a case, we let Θ = {(µ, r) :

0 < δ1 ≤ µ, r ≤ δ2 < ∞} be a compact set, where δ1 and δ2 are two constants. Similarly, we

can show that m in Condition (C3) can be taken as any positive integer and the negative binomial

distribution satisfies Condition (C4) and the identifiability assumption (Yakowitz and Spragins,

1968).

Our next goal aims to verify Condition (C1)–(C7) in the above two examples. In this section,

we use C,C ′ > 0 as a generic constant, which may change from occurrence to occurrence. The

following lemma gives an upper bound for the sums of independent sub-exponential random

variables.

Lemma 23. LetX1, . . . , Xn be independent mean-zero sub-exponential random variables. Then,

we have ∥∥∥∥∥
n∑
i=1

Xi

∥∥∥∥∥
2

ψ1

≤ C

n∑
i=1

∥Xi∥2ψ1
,

where C is a constant.
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Proof of Lemma 23. SinceXi is a mean-zero sub-exponential random variable, there exists c > 0

such that

E (exp(λXi)) ≤ exp(c∥Xi∥2ψ1
λ2), |λ| ≤ 1√

c∥Xi∥ψ1

.

By independence, we have

E

(
exp

(
λ

n∑
i=1

Xi

))
≤ exp

(
cλ2

n∑
i=1

∥Xi∥2ψ1

)
, |λ| ≤ 1√

c
∑n

i=1 ∥Xi∥2ψ1

.

It follows that there exists a constant C > 0 such that

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑
i=1

Xi

∥∥∥∥∥
2

ψ1

≤ C
n∑
i=1

∥Xi∥2ψ1
,

which proves the lemma.

C.1 A sufficient condition for Condition (C5)

In this subsection, we will give a sufficient condition for Condition (C5). Recall that

Ξ1 =

{
ξ : max

g ̸=g′
∥θg − θg′∥2 ≥ γ, ξ ∈ Ξ

}
. (85)

Lemma 24. Suppose that Eα1,ξ1 log φ (x; ξ2,α2) is continuous with respect to α1, ξ1,α2, ξ2 and

Eα1,ξ1 log f(x;θ0) is continuous with respect to α1, ξ1,θ0. For any γ > 0, there exists a constant

τ(γ) > 0 such that if
∥∥α(0) −α∗

∥∥
2
≤ τ(γ), then we have

inf
ξ∗∈Ξ1

{
sup
ξ∈Ξ

Eα∗,ξ∗ log φ
(
x; ξ,α(0)

)
− sup

θ0∈Θ
Eα∗,ξ∗ log f(x;θ0)

}
= ϱ > 0.
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Proof of Lemma 24. We first prove that

inf
ξ∗∈Ξ1

{
Eα∗,ξ∗ log φ (x; ξ∗,α∗)− sup

θ0∈Θ
Eα∗,ξ∗ log f(x;θ0)

}
:= ϱ̃ > 0, (86)

Note that the above formula (86) can be written as

inf
ξ∗∈Ξ1

inf
θ0∈Θ

{Eα∗,ξ∗ log φ (x; ξ∗,α∗)− Eα∗,ξ∗ log f(x;θ0)} .

Since PG is an identifiable finite mixture, applying Jensen’s inequality, we have for any ξ∗ ∈ Ξ1

and θ0 ∈ Θ,

Eα∗,ξ∗ log φ (x; ξ∗,α∗)− Eα∗,ξ∗ log f(x;θ0) > 0.

By the continuity and the compactness of Ξ1,Θ, we prove (86). Then, we aim to prove that there

exists a constant τ(γ) > 0 such that if
∥∥α(0) −α∗

∥∥
2
≤ τ(γ), then

inf
ξ∗∈Ξ1

{
sup
ξ∈Ξ

Eα∗,ξ∗ log φ
(
x; ξ,α(0)

)
− Eα∗,ξ∗ log φ (x; ξ∗,α∗)

}
≥ −ϱ̃/2. (87)

We only need to prove

inf
ξ∗∈Ξ1

{
Eα∗,ξ∗ log φ

(
x; ξ∗,α(0)

)
− Eα∗,ξ∗ log φ (x; ξ∗,α∗)

}
≥ −ϱ̃/2.

Using the fact that Eα1,ξ1 log φ (x; ξ2,α2) is uniformly continuous on a compact set, for ϱ̃/2,

there exists a constant τ(γ) > 0 such that if
∥∥α(0) −α∗

∥∥
2
≤ τ(γ), then for any ξ∗ ∈ Ξ1, we

have ∣∣Eα∗,ξ∗ log φ
(
x; ξ∗,α(0)

)
− Eα∗,ξ∗ log φ (x; ξ∗,α∗)

∣∣ ≤ ϱ̃/2,

which proves (87). Combining (86) with (87) yields the result.
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C.2 Exponential families

It is clear that Condition (C1) and (C2) hold. A sufficient condition for Condition (C5) is in C.1.

The remainder of Section C.2 will be devoted to verify Condition (C3)–(C4) and (C6)–(C7).

C.2.1 Condition (C3)

We first prove that for any 0 < r ≤ 5, j1, . . . , jr ∈ {1, . . . , d} and m > 0,

∥∥∥∥sup
θ∈Θ

∣∣∣∣ ∂r

∂θj1 · · · ∂θjr
logf(x;θ)

∣∣∣∣∥∥∥∥
Lm

<∞. (88)

Note that logf(x;θ) = θTT (x)− ξ(θ) + logh(x), θ ∈ Θ ⊂ Rd and Θ is a compact set. Then

∂r

∂θj1 · · · ∂θjr
logf(x;θ) =

d∑
ℓ=1

Tℓ(x)I(r = 1) +
∂r

∂θj1 · · · ∂θjr
ξ(θ),

where I(·) is the indicator function. Since ∥Tℓ(x)∥Lm < ∞ and ∂r

∂θj1 ···∂θjr
ξ(θ) are bounded in Θ,

the conclusion follows. Our next goal is to prove for any m > 0, 0 < r ≤ 5,

∥∥∥∥sup
θ∈Θ

∣∣∣∣ ∂r

∂θj1 · · · ∂θjr
f(x;θ)

/
f(x;θ)

∣∣∣∣∥∥∥∥
Lm

<∞.

In fact, it is a direct consequence of (88). To prove this, when r = 2, we can write ∂2

∂θj1∂θj2
f(x;θ)

/
f(x;θ)

as

∂2

∂θj1∂θj2
f(x;θ)

/
f(x;θ) =

∂2

∂θj1∂θj2
logf(x;θ) +

∂

∂θj1
logf(x;θ)

∂

∂θj2
logf(x;θ).
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By (88), we prove the result. The same reasoning applies to the case 3 ≤ r ≤ 5. In order to

verify Condition (C3), we note that

sup
∥θ−θ0∥2≤τ

∣∣∣∣ ∂rf(x;θ)∂θj1 · · · ∂θjr

/
f(x;θ0)

∣∣∣∣
≤ sup

∥θ−θ0∥2≤τ

∣∣∣∣ ∂rf(x;θ)∂θj1 · · · ∂θjr

/
f(x;θ)

∣∣∣∣ sup
∥θ−θ0∥2≤τ

|f(x;θ)/f(x;θ0)| .

It remains to consider the function sup∥θ−θ0∥2≤τ |f(x;θ)/f(x;θ0)| . Let C be a constant such that

sup
θ∈Θ

∥∥∥∥ ∂∂θ ξ(θ)
∥∥∥∥
2

≤ C.

By Lagrange’s theorem, if ∥θ − θ0∥2 ≤ τ, we have

f(x;θ)/f(x;θ0) = exp
{
[θ − θ0]

TT (x)− (ξ(θ)− ξ(θ0))
}

≤ exp {τ∥T (x)∥1 + Cτ} . (89)

Since θ0 is an interior point of the natural parameter space, for any m > 0, by (89), there exists

a τ > 0 such that ∥∥∥∥∥ sup
∥θ−θ0∥2≤τ

|f(x;θ)/f(x;θ0)|

∥∥∥∥∥
Lm

<∞. (90)

Further, since (89) is independent of θ0, this gives that for any 0 < r ≤ 5, j1, . . . , jr ∈ {1, . . . , d}

and m > 0, there exists a τ > 0 such that

sup
θ0∈Θ

∥∥∥∥∥ sup
∥θ−θ0∥2≤τ

∣∣∣∣ ∂rf(x;θ)∂θj1 · · · ∂θjr

/
f(x;θ0)

∣∣∣∣
∥∥∥∥∥
Lm

<∞.
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Our next goal is to prove r(x) exists. We first prove that

∫
sup
θ∈Θ

f(x;θ)µ(dx) <∞. (91)

For any θ0, (90) shows that there is a τ > 0 such that

∫
sup

∥θ−θ0∥2≤τ
f(x;θ)µ(dx) <∞.

Let U(θ, τ) = {θ′ : ∥θ′ − θ∥2 < τ}. Since Θ is a compact set, by the Heine-Borel theorem,

open cover {U(θ, τ(θ)),θ ∈ Θ} has a finite subcover {U(θj, τ(θj))}Jj=1. It follows that

sup
θ∈Θ

f(x;θ) ≤
J∑
j=1

sup
∥θ−θj∥2≤τ(θj)

f(x;θ),

and thus we have ∫
sup
θ∈Θ

f(x;θ)µ(dx) <∞.

It remains to show that

∫
sup
θ∈Θ

1

f(x;θ)

∥∥∥∥∂f(x;θ)∂θ

∥∥∥∥2
2

µ(dx) <∞.

To this end, we only need to prove that for any ℓ,

∫
sup
θ∈Θ

1

f(x;θ)

∣∣∣∣∂f(x;θ)∂θℓ

∣∣∣∣2 µ(dx) <∞. (92)

Note that

1

f(x;θ)

∣∣∣∣∂f(x;θ)∂θℓ

∣∣∣∣2 = f(x;θ)

∣∣∣∣∂logf(x;θ)
∂θℓ

∣∣∣∣2 .
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Since ∂logf(x;θ)
∂θℓ

= Tℓ(x) +
∂ξ(θ)
∂θℓ

and there exists a constant C such that supθ∈Θ

∣∣∣∂ξ(θ)∂θℓ

∣∣∣ ≤ C, it

follows that

sup
θ∈Θ

1

f(x;θ)

∣∣∣∣∂f(x;θ)∂θℓ

∣∣∣∣2 ≤ (|Tℓ(x)|+ C)2 sup
θ∈Θ

f(x;θ).

Similarly, for any θ0, by (89), there exists a τ > 0 such that

∫
sup

∥θ−θ0∥2≤τ
f(x;θ)(|Tℓ(x)|+ C)2µ(dx) <∞. (93)

With (93), applying the Heine-Borel theorem and using the same argument as in the proof of

(91), we can easily prove (92). Therefore, we verify Condition (C3).

C.2.2 Condition (C4)

We claim that if
(
T (x), vech

(
T (x)T (x)T

))
are linearly independent, then Condition (C4) ful-

fills. Observe that

∂f(x;θ)

∂θ

/
f(x;θ) = T (x) +

∂

∂θ
ξ(θ),

and

∂2f(x;θ)

∂θθT

/
f(x;θ) =

(
T (x) +

∂

∂θ
ξ(θ)

)(
T (x) +

∂

∂θ
ξ(θ)

)T

+
∂2

∂θθT
ξ(θ).

Hence, to prove B(θ0) = Cov(b) is positive definite, we only need that the covariance of

(
∂f(x;θ)

∂θ

/
f(x;θ), vech

(
∂2f(x;θ)

∂θθT

/
f(x;θ)

))
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is positive definite. Note that ∂
∂θ
ξ(θ) and ∂2

∂θθT ξ(θ) are independent of x. Thus, it suffices to

show (
T (x), vech

((
T (x) +

∂

∂θ
ξ(θ)

)(
T (x) +

∂

∂θ
ξ(θ)

)T
))

are linearly independent. However, it is equivalent to
(
T (x), vech

(
T (x)T (x)T

))
are linearly

independent, and thus B(θ0) is positive definite. Finally, using the fact that λmin(B(θ0)) is

continuous and Θ is compact, we verify Condition (C4).

C.2.3 Condition (C6)

To verify Condition (C6), we only need to show that there exists Mψ1 such that

∥∥∥∥∥log

(
G∑
g=1

α(0)
g f

(
x;θ†

g

))
− log

(
f
(
x;θ†

0

))∥∥∥∥∥
ψ1

≤Mψ1 .

Applying (89), it follows that

G∑
g=1

α(0)
g f

(
x;θ†

g

) /
f
(
x;θ†

0

)
≤ exp {Cdiam(Θ)∥T (x)∥1 + Cdiam(Θ)} .

Thus, there exists a t such that

E

( G∑
g=1

α(0)
g f

(
x;θ†

g

) /
f
(
x;θ†

0

))t
 <∞,

and thus we verify Condition (C6).
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C.2.4 Condition (C7)

Finally, we aim to verify Condition (C7). Note that

Zθ(ξ
∗)− Zθ′(ξ∗) = n−1/2

n∑
i=1

{logf(x;θ)− logf(x;θ′)− (D(θ)−D(θ′))} .

Then, by Lemma 23, we have

C ∥Zθ(ξ
∗)− Zθ′(ξ∗)∥ψ1

≤
∥∥[θ − θ′]TT (x)

∥∥
ψ1

+ ∥ξ(θ)− ξ(θ′)∥ψ1
+ ∥D(θ)−D(θ′)∥ψ1

≤

∥∥∥∥∥
d∑
ℓ=1

[θℓ − θ′
ℓ]Tℓ(x)

∥∥∥∥∥
ψ1

+ C ′ ∥θ − θ′∥2

≤ C ′′ ∥θ − θ′∥2
d∑
ℓ=1

∥Tℓ(x)∥ψ1
+ C ′ ∥θ − θ′∥2 ,

where the second inequality is from the fact that ξ(θ) and D(θ) have continuous derivative func-

tions. Since Ξ is a compact set, there is a constant C > 0 such that
∑d

ℓ=1 ∥Tℓ(x)∥ψ1
≤ C, and

thus we verify Condition (C7).

C.3 Negative binomial model

The same proof remains valid for the negative binomial example, and thus we omit it.

D Details for the simulation data generation

For the low-noise and high-noise scenarios, we independently generate rj from the uniform distri-

butions U(10, 11) and U(5, 6), respectively. For the clustering-relevant features (j = 1, . . . , 20),

the mean parameters µgj are either set as exp(uj) or exp(uj) + Dj , where uj is generated from

U(log 2, log 5), and Dj is to control the signal strength (the differences between clusters). We
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generate Dj from U(5, 6), U(7, 8) or U(9, 10) for the low, medium and high signal strength

settings, respectively. For the first 5 features (1 ≤ j ≤ 5), we set µ2j = exp(uj) + Dj

and µgj = exp(uj)(g ̸= 2). Similarly, for 5k + 1 ≤ j ≤ 5k + 5(k = 1, 2, 3), we set

µk+2,j = exp(uj) + Dj and µgj = exp(uj)(g ̸= k + 2). For all cluster-irrelevant features

(j = 21, . . . , p), we set µj = exp(uj), where uj is generated from U(log 2, log 5).

E Additional simulation results

In this section, we present the additional simulation results.

E.1 Simulations for EM-test with mis-specified group number G
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Table 5: The means and standard deviations (in parenthesis) of ARIs over 100 replications by
EM-test with mis-specified G. The values in the table are shown as the actual values × 100.
Simulation are generated from the negative binomial model (Section 4.1 in the main manuscript).
The true number of clusters is 5. EM-adjust means that the features are selected by the adjusted
p-values and EM-0.35 means that we choose the threshold as n0.35.

EM-adjust EM-0.35
G = 5 (True) G = 2 G = 8 G = 5 (True) G = 2 G = 8

Case 1: High signal and low noise
p = 500 98 (1.5) 98 (1.5) 98 (1.5) 97 (2.7) 98 (1.3) 97 (2.7)
p = 5000 98 (0.9) 98 (0.9) 98 (0.9) 97 (1.5) 97 (1.6) 97 (1.5)
p = 20, 000 97 (2.9) 97 (2.9) 97 (2.9) 97 (1.3) 98 (0.9) 98 (0.9)

Case 2: High signal and high noise
p = 500 94 (2.8) 94 (2.8) 94 (2.8) 94 (3.0) 94 (1.3) 94 (2.9)
p = 5000 94 (1.7) 94 (1.7) 94 (1.7) 94 (1.7) 94 (1.6) 94 (2.0)
p = 20, 000 94 (1.9) 93 (2.9) 94 (1.9) 93 (1.5) 93 (1.4) 93 (1.5)

Case 3: Medium signal and low noise
p = 500 95 (1.8) 95 (1.8) 95 (1.8) 95 (1.9) 95 (1.9) 95 (2.0)
p = 5000 95 (1.2) 95 (1.2) 95 (1.2) 96 (1.1) 96 (1.1) 95 (1.1)
p = 20, 000 95 (1.9) 95 (1.9) 95 (1.9) 95 (1.3) 95 (1.1) 95 (1.3)

Case 4: Medium signal and high noise
p = 500 90 (2.0) 90 (2.0) 90 (2.0) 90 (1.7) 90 (1.7) 90 (1.7)
p = 5000 90 (2.5) 90 (2.6) 90 (2.5) 90 (2.1) 90 (2.2) 90 (2.1)
p = 20, 000 88 (3.0) 88 (3.0) 88 (2.9) 89 (1.8) 89 (1.7) 89 (1.8)

Case 5: Low signal and low noise
p = 500 84 (7.6) 83 (7.7) 84 (7.6) 88 (2.6) 88 (2.8) 88 (2.6)
p = 5000 78 (7.1) 77 (7.3) 79 (7.1) 88 (2.6) 88 (2.6) 88 (2.6)
p = 20, 000 74 (8.7) 73 (9.7) 75 (8.4) 87 (3.0) 87 (2.9) 87 (3.1)

Case 6: Low signal and high noise
p = 500 73 (6.5) 71 (6.7) 73 (6.4) 80 (3.6) 79 (4.5) 80 (3.5)
p = 5000 66 (8.3) 65 (9.0) 66 (8.2) 79 (3.9) 79 (4.0) 79 (3.9)
p = 20, 000 59 (11.7) 57 (12.3) 59 (11.9) 72 (8.9) 75 (6.8) 72 (8.8)
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Table 6: The mean of numbers of correctly retained features (R) and falsely retained features
(F) by EM-test with mis-specified G. The true number of clusters is 5. Simulation are generated
from the negative binomial model (Section 4.1 in the main manuscript). EM-adjust means that the
features are selected by the adjusted p-values and EM-0.35 means that we choose the threshold
as n0.35.

EM-adjust EM-0.35
G = 5 (True) G = 2 G = 8 G = 5 (True) G = 2 G = 8

Case 1: High signal and low noise

p = 500
R 20.0 (0.1) 20.0 (0.1) 20.0 (0.1) 20.0 (0.1) 20.0 (0.1) 20.0 (0.1)
F 0.0 (0.1) 0.0 (0.1) 0.0 (0.1) 1.2 (1.1) 0.5 (0.7) 1.3 (1.2)

p = 5000
R 20.0 (0.0) 20.0 (0.0) 20.0 (0.0) 20.0 (0.0) 20.0 (0.0) 20.0 (0.0)
F 0.0 (0.1) 0.0 (0.1) 0.0 (0.1) 10.2 (3.3) 6.3 (2.5) 11.5 (3.5)

p = 20, 000
R 20.0 (0.0) 20.0 (0.0) 20.0 (0.0) 20.0 (0.0) 20.0 (0.0) 20.0 (0.0)
F 0.0 (0.2) 0.0 (0.1) 0.0 (0.2) 40.5 (5.6) 26.1 (4.4) 46.7 (5.9)

Case 2: High signal and high noise

p = 500
R 20.0 (0.1) 20.0 (0.1) 20.0 (0.1) 20.0 (0.0) 20.0 (0.0) 20.0 (0.0)
F 0.1 (0.2) 0.0 (0.1) 0.1 (0.3) 2.0 (1.4) 1.1 (1.0) 2.1 (1.5)

p = 5000
R 20.0 (0.0) 20.0 (0.0) 20.0 (0.0) 20.0 (0.0) 20.0 (0.0) 20.0 (0.0)
F 0.0 (0.1) 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 (0.2) 17.9 (4.1) 12.1 (3.5) 20.1 (4.5)

p = 20, 000
R 20.0 (0.2) 20.0 (0.2) 20.0 (0.2) 20.0 (0.0) 20.0 (0.0) 20.0 (0.0)
F 0.1 (0.3) 0.0 (0.2) 0.1 (0.3) 74.9 (7.7) 49.1 (6.1) 84.2 (7.9)

Case 3: Medium signal and low noise

p = 500
R 19.9 (0.3) 19.9 (0.3) 19.9 (0.3) 20.0 (0.1) 20.0 (0.1) 19.9 (0.2)
F 0.0 (0.1) 0.0 (0.1) 0.0 (0.1) 1.2 (1.1) 0.5 (0.7) 1.2 (1.2)

p = 5000
R 19.8 (0.4) 19.8 (0.4) 19.8 (0.4) 20.0 (0.1) 20.0 (0.1) 20.0 (0.1)
F 0.0 (0.1) 0.0 (0.1) 0.0 (0.1) 10.1 (3.2) 6.4 (2.6) 11.6 (3.6)

p = 20, 000
R 19.6 (0.6) 19.6 (0.6) 19.6 (0.6) 20.0 (0.0) 20.0 (0.0) 20.0 (0.0)
F 0.1 (0.2) 0.0 (0.1) 0.1 (0.2) 40.8 (5.7) 26.4 (4.5) 46.9 (6.0)

Case 4: Medium signal and high noise

p = 500
R 19.8 (0.5) 19.7 (0.5) 19.8 (0.5) 20.0 (0.1) 20.0 (0.2) 20.0 (0.1)
F 0.0 (0.1) 0.0 (0.1) 0.1 (0.3) 2.0 (1.4) 1.3 (1.1) 2.2 (1.5)

p = 5000
R 19.2 (0.9) 19.1 (0.9) 19.2 (0.9) 20.0 (0.1) 20.0 (0.1) 20.0 (0.1)
F 0.0 (0.2) 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 (0.2) 17.9 (4.1) 12.1 (3.5) 20.0 (4.4)

p = 20, 000
R 18.7 (1.2) 18.6 (1.2) 18.8 (1.1) 20.0 (0.2) 19.9 (0.2) 19.9 (0.2)
F 0.1 (0.3) 0.1 (0.2) 0.1 (0.3) 74.7 (7.5) 48.9 (6.0) 83.7 (8.2)

Case 5: Low signal and low noise

p = 500
R 16.5 (2.0) 15.9 (1.9) 16.6 (2.0) 18.9 (1.0) 18.7 (1.1) 19.0 (0.9)
F 0.0 (0.1) 0.0 (0.1) 0.0 (0.1) 1.1 (1.1) 0.7 (0.7) 1.3 (1.1)

p = 5000
R 13.7 (2.0) 13.3 (2.1) 13.8 (2.1) 19.0 (1.0) 18.9 (1.0) 19.0 (1.0)
F 0.0 (0.1) 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 (0.1) 10.1 (3.3) 6.3 (2.6) 11.6 (3.6)

p = 20, 000
R 12.1 (2.3) 11.8 (2.4) 12.3 (2.3) 18.9 (1.1) 18.7 (1.1) 18.9 (1.1)
F 0.0 (0.1) 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 (0.2) 40.5 (5.6) 26.4 (4.6) 46.9 (5.8)

Case 6: Low signal and high noise

p = 500
R 14.7 (2.1) 14.0 (2.0) 14.9 (2.1) 18.4 (1.2) 17.9 (1.5) 18.5 (1.1)
F 0.0 (0.1) 0.0 (0.1) 0.0 (0.2) 1.9 (1.4) 1.3 (1.0) 2.1 (1.5)

p = 5000
R 12.0 (2.3) 11.6 (2.4) 12.0 (2.2) 18.4 (1.3) 18.1 (1.3) 18.4 (1.2)
F 0.0 (0.1) 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 (0.1) 18.1 (4.2) 12.1 (3.5) 20.0 (4.5)

p = 20, 000
R 10.0 (2.5) 9.6 (2.5) 10.1 (2.5) 18.1 (1.4) 17.8 (1.4) 18.1 (1.4)
F 0.1 (0.3) 0.0 (0.2) 0.1 (0.3) 74.9 (7.4) 49.0 (5.9) 84.0 (7.9)

104



E.2 Simulations for EM-test with different penalties λ

Table 7: The mean of numbers of correctly retained features (R) and falsely retained features
(F) over 100 replications by EM-test with different penalties λ. Simulation are generated from
the negative binomial model (Section 4.1 in the main manuscript).

p = 500 p = 5000 p = 20, 000

EM-adjust EM-0.35 EM-adjust EM-0.35 EM-adjust EM-0.35
Medium signal and high noise

λ = 10−7 R 19.8 (0.5) 20.0 (0.1) 19.2 (0.9) 20.0 (0.1) 18.7 (1.2) 20.0 (0.2)
F 0.0 (0.1) 2.0 (1.4) 0.0 (0.2) 17.9 (4.1) 0.1 (0.3) 74.7 (7.5)

λ = 10−5 R 19.8 (0.5) 20.0 (0.1) 19.2 (0.9) 20.0 (0.1) 18.7 (1.2) 20.0 (0.2)
F 0.0 (0.1) 2.0 (1.4) 0.0 (0.2) 17.9 (4.1) 0.1 (0.3) 74.7 (7.5)

λ = 10−3 R 19.8 (0.5) 20.0 (0.1) 19.2 (0.9) 20.0 (0.1) 18.7 (1.2) 20.0 (0.2)
F 0.0 (0.1) 2.0 (1.4) 0.0 (0.2) 17.8 (4.1) 0.1 (0.3) 74.6 (7.5)

λ = 10−1 R 19.7 (0.5) 20.0 (0.1) 19.2 (0.9) 20.0 (0.1) 18.7 (1.2) 20.0 (0.2)
F 0.0 (0.1) 1.8 (1.3) 0.0 (0.2) 17.5 (4.1) 0.1 (0.3) 73.2 (7.4)

λ = 1
R 19.7 (0.5) 20.0 (0.1) 19.2 (0.9) 20.0 (0.1) 18.7 (1.2) 20.0 (0.2)
F 0.0 (0.1) 1.6 (1.3) 0.0 (0.1) 15.8 (3.9) 0.1 (0.3) 65.8 (7.5)

λ = 10
R 19.7 (0.5) 20.0 (0.1) 19.2 (0.9) 20.0 (0.1) 18.7 (1.2) 20.0 (0.2)
F 0.0 (0.1) 1.5 (1.3) 0.0 (0.1) 14.3 (3.7) 0.1 (0.2) 58.9 (7.0)

λ = 100
R 19.7 (0.5) 20.0 (0.1) 19.2 (0.9) 20.0 (0.1) 18.7 (1.2) 20.0 (0.2)
F 0.0 (0.1) 1.5 (1.3) 0.0 (0.1) 14.0 (3.7) 0.1 (0.2) 58.1 (6.8)

E.3 Simulations for EM-test with different iteration steps K
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Table 8: The mean of numbers of correctly retained features (R) and falsely retained features
(F) over 100 replications by EM-test with different steps K. Simulation are generated from the
negative binomial model (Section 4.1 in the main manuscript).

p = 500 p = 5000 p = 20, 000

EM-adjust EM-0.35 EM-adjust EM-0.35 EM-adjust EM-0.35
Medium signal and high noise

K = 1
R 19.6 (0.6) 20.0 (0.2) 4.2 (3.4) 12.5 (3.5) 0.0 (0.0) 2.8 (2.1)
F 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 (0.1)

K = 3
R 19.7 (0.5) 20.0 (0.2) 15.0 (2.8) 19.0 (1.3) 6.8 (2.5) 15.5 (1.8)
F 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 (0.0) 0.1 (0.2) 0.0 (0.0) 0.2 (0.5)

K = 5
R 19.7 (0.5) 20.0 (0.2) 18.1 (1.7) 19.8 (0.5) 14.7 (2.1) 19.1 (0.9)
F 0.0 (0.0) 0.1 (0.2) 0.0 (0.0) 0.5 (0.6) 0.0 (0.0) 1.7 (1.4)

K = 10
R 19.7 (0.5) 20.0 (0.2) 18.9 (1.0) 20.0 (0.2) 18.0 (1.4) 19.9 (0.3)
F 0.0 (0.0) 0.2 (0.4) 0.0 (0.0) 2.1 (1.4) 0.0 (0.1) 8.6 (3.1)

K = 20
R 19.7 (0.5) 20.0 (0.1) 19.1 (1.0) 20.0 (0.1) 18.5 (1.2) 19.9 (0.2)
F 0.0 (0.0) 0.6 (0.7) 0.0 (0.0) 5.8 (2.5) 0.1 (0.2) 23.3 (4.4)

K = 50
R 19.7 (0.5) 20.0 (0.1) 19.1 (0.9) 20.0 (0.1) 18.6 (1.2) 19.9 (0.2)
F 0.0 (0.1) 1.1 (1.0) 0.0 (0.0) 10.8 (3.5) 0.1 (0.2) 42.8 (6.2)

K = 100
R 19.7 (0.5) 20.0 (0.1) 19.2 (0.9) 20.0 (0.1) 18.6 (1.2) 19.9 (0.2)
F 0.0 (0.1) 1.6 (1.3) 0.0 (0.0) 13.6 (3.6) 0.1 (0.2) 55.4 (7.1)

K = 200
R 19.8 (0.5) 20.0 (0.1) 19.2 (0.9) 20.0 (0.1) 18.7 (1.2) 20.0 (0.2)
F 0.0 (0.1) 2.0 (1.4) 0.0 (0.2) 17.9 (4.1) 0.1 (0.3) 74.7 (7.5)

E.4 Simulations for EM-test with different thresholds ϑ
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Table 9: The mean of numbers of correctly retained features (R) and falsely retained features (F)
by the EM-test with different thresholds over 100 replications. Simulation are generated from the
negative binomial model (Section 4.1 in the main manuscript). The numbers in the parenthesis
are the standard deviation of R and F over 100 replications. EM-0.2 means that we choose the
threshold as n0.2, similar for EM-0.25 – EM-0.45.

EM-0.2 EM-0.25 EM-0.3 EM-0.35 EM-0.4 EM-0.45
Case 1: High signal and low noise

p = 500
R 20 (0.1) 20 (0.1) 20 (0.1) 20 (0.1) 20 (0.1) 20 (0.1)
F 45 (6.4) 19 (4.3) 6 (2.3) 1 (1.1) 0 (0.3) 0 (0.1)

p = 5000
R 20 (0.0) 20 (0.0) 20 (0.0) 20 (0.0) 20 (0.0) 20 (0.0)
F 459 (20.7) 189 (12.2) 57 (7.4) 10 (3.3) 1 (1.0) 0 (0.1)

p = 20, 000
R 20 (0.0) 20 (0.0) 20 (0.0) 20 (0.0) 20 (0.0) 20 (0.0)
F 1833 (38.3) 757 (24.7) 223 (12.9) 40 (5.6) 4 (2.0) 0 (0.4)

Case 2: High signal and high noise

p = 500
R 20 (0.0) 20 (0.0) 20 (0.0) 20 (0.0) 20 (0.0) 20 (0.2)
F 63 (7.5) 29 (5.6) 9 (2.9) 2 (1.4) 0 (0.4) 0 (0.0)

p = 5000
R 20 (0.0) 20 (0.0) 20 (0.0) 20 (0.0) 20 (0.0) 20 (0.0)
F 658 (23.4) 290 (16.0) 90 (9.4) 18 (4.1) 2 (1.3) 0 (0.1)

p = 20, 000
R 20 (0.0) 20 (0.0) 20 (0.0) 20 (0.0) 20 (0.0) 20 (0.0)
F 2637 (52.6) 1177 (36.3) 375 (21.5) 75 (7.7) 8 (3.1) 0 (0.6)

Case 3: Medium signal and low noise

p = 500
R 20 (0.1) 20 (0.1) 20 (0.1) 20 (0.1) 20 (0.2) 20 (0.4)
F 45 (6.7) 19 (4.2) 6 (2.4) 1 (1.1) 0 (0.2) 0 (0.1)

p = 5000
R 20 (0.0) 20 (0.0) 20 (0.1) 20 (0.1) 20 (0.1) 20 (0.4)
F 459 (20.4) 189 (12.7) 57 (7.1) 10 (3.2) 1 (1.0) 0 (0.1)

p = 20, 000
R 20 (0.0) 20 (0.0) 20 (0.0) 20 (0.0) 20 (0.2) 20 (0.4)
F 1834 (41.0) 757 (25.6) 223 (13.0) 41 (5.7) 4 (2.0) 0 (0.4)

Case 4: Medium signal and high noise

p = 500
R 20 (0.0) 20 (0.0) 20 (0.1) 20 (0.1) 20 (0.4) 19 (0.8)
F 63 (7.6) 28 (5.5) 9 (2.9) 2 (1.4) 0 (0.4) 0 (0.0)

p = 5000
R 20 (0.0) 20 (0.0) 20 (0.0) 20 (0.1) 20 (0.4) 19 (0.9)
F 659 (23.0) 291 (16.2) 90 (9.1) 18 (4.1) 2 (1.3) 0 (0.2)

p = 20, 000
R 20 (0.0) 20 (0.1) 20 (0.1) 20 (0.2) 20 (0.4) 19 (0.9)
F 2637 (51.5) 1177 (34.9) 375 (21.3) 75 (7.5) 8 (3.0) 0 (0.6)

Case 5: Low signal and low noise

p = 500
R 20 (0.3) 20 (0.5) 19 (0.7) 19 (1.0) 18 (1.5) 15 (2.0)
F 45 (6.9) 19 (4.1) 6 (2.3) 1 (1.1) 0 (0.2) 0 (0.1)

p = 5000
R 20 (0.3) 20 (0.3) 20 (0.5) 19 (1.0) 17 (1.6) 14 (1.9)
F 459 (20.7) 189 (11.8) 57 (7.4) 10 (3.3) 1 (1.0) 0 (0.1)

p = 20, 000
R 20 (0.3) 20 (0.4) 20 (0.6) 19 (1.1) 17 (1.4) 14 (1.9)
F 1833 (38.3) 758 (25.2) 223 (13.3) 41 (5.6) 4 (1.9) 0 (0.4)

Case 6: Low signal and high noise

p = 500
R 20 (0.4) 20 (0.6) 19 (0.8) 18 (1.2) 16 (1.7) 13 (2.0)
F 65 (7.8) 29 (5.4) 10 (3.2) 2 (1.4) 0 (0.4) 0 (0.0)

p = 5000
R 20 (0.4) 20 (0.6) 19 (0.8) 18 (1.3) 16 (1.7) 13 (2.1)
F 660 (24.4) 291 (16.3) 91 (9.2) 18 (4.2) 2 (1.2) 0 (0.1)

p = 20, 000
R 20 (0.5) 20 (0.6) 19 (0.9) 18 (1.4) 16 (1.7) 12 (2.0)
F 2636 (52.9) 1176 (36.7) 374 (21.7) 75 (7.4) 8 (3.0) 0 (0.6)
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E.5 Simulations for continuous data

In this section, we perform simulations for continuous data. The distribution family is chosen

as the normal distribution. We consider three dimension setups p = 500, 5000 and 20, 000. The

sample size is set as n = 1000 and the number of cluster-relevant features is s = 20.

We first consider simulation setup of balanced scenario. We set the number of clusters as

G = 5 and the proportions of the clusters as α = (α1, . . . , α5) = (0.2, 0.2, 0.2, 0.2, 0.2). For

the ith sample, we first randomly assign it to a cluster g with the probability αg. Then, if the

jth feature is cluster-relevant (j = 1, . . . , 20), we randomly sample xij from Normal(µgj, σ
2
j );

If it is cluster-irrelevant (j = 21, . . . , p), we randomly sample xij from Normal(µj, σ
2
j ). We

independently generate σj from the uniform distributions U(1, 1.5). For the clustering-relevant

features (j = 1, . . . , 20), the mean parameters µgj are either set as uj or uj + Dj , where uj

is generated from U(−5, 5), and Dj is to control the signal strength (the differences between

clusters). We generate Dj from U(10, 11). For the first 5 features (1 ≤ j ≤ 5), we set µ2j =

uj + Dj and µgj = uj(g ̸= 2). Similarly, for 5k + 1 ≤ j ≤ 5k + 5(k = 1, 2, 3), we set

µk+2,j = uj + Dj and µgj = uj(g ̸= k + 2). For all cluster-irrelevant features (j = 21, . . . , p),

we set µj = uj , where uj is generated from U(−5, 5).

Then we consider simulation setup of unbalanced scenario. We set the number of clusters as

G = 5 and the proportions of the clusters as α = (α1, . . . , α5) = (0.5, 0.125, 0.125, 0.125, 0.125).

We independently generate σj from the uniform distributions U(1, 2). For the clustering-relevant

features (j = 1, . . . , 20), the mean parameters µgj are either set as uj or uj+Dj , where uj is gen-

erated from U(−5, 5), and Dj is to control the signal strength (the differences between clusters).

We generate Dj from U(3, 4). For the first 5 features (1 ≤ j ≤ 5), we set µ2j = uj + Dj and

µgj = uj(g ̸= 2). Similarly, for 5k + 1 ≤ j ≤ 5k + 5(k = 1, 2, 3), we set µk+2,j = uj +Dj and

µgj = uj(g ̸= k + 2). For all cluster-irrelevant features (j = 21, . . . , p), we set µj = uj , where
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Table 10: The mean of numbers of correctly retained features (R) and falsely retained features
(F) by different methods in the normal simulations. EM-adjust means that select the features
by the adjusted p-values and EM-0.35 means that we choose the threshold as n0.35. KS-test is
the test used by IF-PCA (Jin and Wang, 2016), Dip-test is the uni-modality test (Chan and Hall,
2010) and COSCI is the test mentioned by the reviewer (Banerjee et al., 2017). COSCI is not
evaluated for p = 20, 000 because of its high computational cost.

EM-adjust EM-0.35 SC-FS KS-test Dip-test COSCI
Case 1: Balanced

p = 500
R 20 (0.0) 20 (0.0) 20 (0.0) 20 (0.0) 20 (0.0) 16 (2.1)
F 0 (0.5) 4 (2.2) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 45 (4.6)

p = 5000
R 20 (0.0) 20 (0.0) 20 (0.0) 20 (0.0) 20 (0.0) 17 (1.6)
F 0 (0.6) 39 (6.2) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 532 (16.4)

p = 20, 000
R 20 (0.0) 20 (0.0) 16 (4.3) 20 (0.0) 20 (0.0) NA
F 0 (0.6) 153 (12.5) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) NA

Case 2: Unbalanced

p = 500
R 18 (1.4) 19 (0.8) 20 (0.7) 6 (2.3) 0 (0.0) 1 (0.9)
F 0 (0.5) 4 (2.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 53 (5.3)

p = 5000
R 16 (1.7) 19 (0.9) 0 (0.3) 4 (2.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.1)
F 0 (0.5) 39 (5.9) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 538 (17.2)

p = 20, 000
R 15 (2.0) 19 (0.9) 0 (0.0) 3 (1.7) 0 (0.0) NA
F 0 (0.6) 153 (11.9) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) NA

uj is generated from U(−5, 5).

Results of these two scenarios are presented in Table 10 and 11. We first compare different

algorithms in terms of the number of correctly retained features and falsely retained features

(Table 10). The balanced case is a relative simple scenario and many methods work well. Overall,

the two versions of EM-test could correctly select most cluster-relevant features and have very

few false positives. The unbalanced case is much more challenging and EM-test outperforms

other methods by a large margin, especially when p is larger. Dip-test (Chan and Hall, 2010)

tends to be very conservative in this case and does not select any features. KS-test (the test used

by IF-PCA) is able to select a few important features with very few false positives. COSCI has

a large number false positives. SC-FS performs well in the low dimensional case (p = 500),

but cannot select any feature in the higher dimensional cases. We also compare the clustering

accuracy based on the selected features (Table 11). Again, we see that EM-test outperforms other
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Table 11: Similar to Table 10 but for clustering accuracy. The means and standard deviations (in
parenthesis) of ARIs over 100 replications by different methods in the normal simulations. The
values in the table are shown as the actual values × 100. No-Screening means that we use all
features for clustering. Oracle means that we only use the s = 20 clustering-relevant features for
clustering.

No-Screening Oracle EM-adjust EM-0.35 SC-FS KS-test Dip-test COSCI
Case 1: Balanced

p = 500 71 (10.6) 96 (9.5) 97 (8.9) 94 (11.4) 97 (8.6) 96 (9.5) 96 (9.7) 87 (11.6)
p = 5000 62 (2.8) 94 (11.1) 94 (11.1) 90 (9.3) 94 (11.4) 94 (11.1) 96 (9.7) 75 (4.1)
p = 20, 000 16 (4.9) 93 (11.7) 93 (12.3) 80 (5.1) 66 (18.1) 93 (11.7) 96 (10.0) NA

Case 2: Unbalanced
p = 500 61 (9.9) 97 (1.5) 95 (3.4) 96 (2.1) 96 (5.3) 52 (21.5) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.8)
p = 5000 1 (0.6) 96 (3.0) 93 (5.1) 94 (3.7) 0 (1.6) 36 (20.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.2)
p = 20, 000 0 (0.2) 97 (1.5) 92 (7.1) 86 (8.2) 0 (0.0) 32 (19.8) 0 (0.0) NA

methods, especially for the more challenging unbalanced case.

E.6 EM-test under mis-specified model

We consider two mis-specified models to investigate the robustness of the proposed method. The

two mis-specified models are the Poisson-truncated-normal and the binomial-Gamma distribu-

tions. A random variable y is said to follow a Poisson-truncated-normal distribution PTN(µ, σ, γ)

(µ ∈ R, σ > 0, γ > 0), if conditional on a latent variable λ, x follows a Poisson distribution with

a mean λ, and the latent variable λ follows the truncated normal distribution with the probability

density function

f(x;µ, σ, a, b) =
1

σ

ϕ(x−µ
σ

)

1− Φ(γ−µ
σ

)
, x ≥ γ,

where ϕ(·) is the probability density function of the standard normal distribution and Φ(·) is its

cumulative distribution function. In this simulation, we set γ = 0.5, σ = 1.

The simulation data generation is the same as the negative binomial case. We set the number

of clusters as G = 5 and the proportions of the clusters as

α = (α1, . . . , α5) = (0.5, 0.125, 0.125, 0.125, 0.125).
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We consider three dimension setups p = 500, 5000 and 20, 000. The sample size is set as n =

1000 and the number of cluster-relevant features is s = 20. For the clustering-relevant features

(j = 1, . . . , 20), the mean parameters of the truncated normal distribution µgj are either set as

exp(uj) or exp(uj) + Dj , where uj is generated from U(log 2, log 5), and Dj is to control the

signal strength (the differences between clusters). We generate Dj from U(7, 8). For the first 5

features (1 ≤ j ≤ 5), we set µ2j = exp(uj) + Dj and µgj = exp(uj)(g ̸= 2). Similarly, for

5k+1 ≤ j ≤ 5k+5(k = 1, 2, 3), we set µk+2,j = exp(uj) +Dj and µgj = exp(uj)(g ̸= k+2).

For all cluster-irrelevant features (j = 21, . . . , p), we set µj = exp(uj), where uj is generated

from U(log 2, log 5).

We next consider another mis-specified model the binomial-Gamma distribution as follows.

A random variable x is said to follow a binomial-Gamma BG(z, µ, r) if

x|λ ∼ Binomial(⌈max(z, λ)⌉, λ/⌈max(z, λ)⌉), λ ∼ Gamma(r, µ/r)

where r is the shape parameter and µ/r is the scale parameter of the Gamma distribution. In

this simulation, we set z = 100. We set the number of clusters as G = 5 and the propor-

tions of the clusters as α = (α1, . . . , α5) = (0.5, 0.125, 0.125, 0.125, 0.125). We consider three

dimension setups p = 500, 5000 and 20, 000. The sample size is set as n = 1000 and the

number of cluster-relevant features is s = 20. We independently generate rj from the uniform

distributions U(5, 6). For the clustering-relevant features (j = 1, . . . , 20), the mean parameters

µgj of binomial-Gamma (BG(z, µgj, rj)) are either set as exp(uj) or exp(uj) + Dj , where uj

is generated from U(log 2, log 5), and Dj is to control the signal strength (the differences be-

tween clusters). We generate Dj from U(2, 3). For the first 5 features (1 ≤ j ≤ 5), we set

µ2j = exp(uj)+Dj and µgj = exp(uj)(g ̸= 2). Similarly, for 5k+1 ≤ j ≤ 5k+5(k = 1, 2, 3),

we set µk+2,j = exp(uj) +Dj and µgj = exp(uj)(g ̸= k + 2). For all cluster-irrelevant features
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(j = 21, . . . , p), we set µj = exp(uj), where uj is generated from U(log 2, log 5).

For comparison, we also included the continuous methods IF-PCA (KS-test), Dip-test and

COCSI. Before applying the continuous methods, we apply a log transformation (log(x + 1)) to

the count data to make the data more like continuous data. Because of the computational burden,

COCSI is not considered for the p = 20, 000 simulations. Table 12 and 13 show the simulation

results for the Poisson-truncated normal model. EM-test still performs the best under this mis-

specified model. For example, the ARIs of the clustering results based on features selected by

EM-test are consistently larger than those of other methods, especially in the higher dimensional

setups (Table 12). EM-test could select almost all clustering-relevant features with few false

positives. Other methods either select too few clustering-relevant features or report too much

false positives. The continuous methods do not perform well for these count data. KS-test and

Dip-test report many false positives and select almost all features as clustering-relevant features

(adjusted p-values < 0.01 ). COCSI instead is very conservative in this simulation and could

not select any features. The simulation results for the binomial-Gamma mis-specified model are

similar and are shown in Table S10-S11.

Table 12: The means and standard deviations (in parenthesis) of ARIs over 100 replications by
different methods under the Poisson-truncated normal (mis-specified) model. The values in the
table are shown as the actual values × 100. EM-adjust means that the features are selected by the
adjusted p-values and EM-0.35 means that we choose the threshold as n0.35. The three continuous
methods Dip-test, KS-test and COSCI are applied to the normalized data (log normalization).

No-Screening EM-adjust EM-0.35 Chi-square SC-FS Dip-test KS-test COSCI
p = 500 93 (6.1) 99 (2.7) 99 (2.7) 82 (15.4) 98 (4.0) 95 (1.4) 95 (1.5) 0 (0.0)
p = 5000 7 (2.7) 99 (1.2) 99 (0.5) 50 (24.6) 37 (28.0) 9 (2.6) 9 (2.6) 0 (0.0)
p = 20, 000 0 (0.3) 99 (0.9) 98 (0.7) 24 (21.4) 0 (0.0) 1 (0.3) 1 (0.3) NA
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Table 13: The mean of numbers of correctly retained features (R) and falsely retained features
(F) by different methods under the Poisson-truncated normal (mis-specified) model.

EM-adjust EM-0.35 Chi-square SC-FS Dip-test KS-test COSCI

p = 500
R 20 (0.4) 20 (0.1) 10 (2.7) 20 (0.4) 20 (0.0) 20 (0.0) 0 (0.0)
F 0 (0.3) 3 (1.7) 0 (0.4) 0 (0.0) 480 (0.0) 480 (0.0) 0 (0.0)

p = 5000
R 19 (0.7) 20 (0.0) 5 (2.5) 14 (4.7) 20 (0.0) 20 (0.0) 0 (0.0)
F 0 (0.3) 31 (6.0) 0 (0.5) 0 (0.0) 4980 (0.0) 4980 (0.0) 0 (0.0)

p = 20, 000
R 19 (1.1) 20 (0.1) 2 (1.9) 0 (0.2) 20 (0.0) 20 (0.0) NA
F 0 (0.4) 124 (10.3) 0 (0.3) 0 (0.0) 19980 (0.0) 19980 (0.0) NA

Table 14: The means and standard deviations (in parenthesis) of ARIs over 100 replications by
different methods under the binomial-Gamma (mis-specified) model. The values in the table are
shown as the actual values × 100. EM-adjust means that the features are selected by the adjusted
p-values and EM-0.35 means that we choose the threshold as n0.35, similar for EM-0.35. The
three continuous methods Dip-test, KS-test and COSCI are applied to the normalized data (log
normalization).

No-Screening EM-adjust EM-0.35 Chi-square SC-FS Dip-test KS-test COSCI
p = 500 73 (33.1) 83 (32.9) 86 (29.9) 75 (39.7) 82 (30.9) 79 (33.7) 78 (33.9) 2 (4.0)
p = 5000 14 (12.0) 82 (35.2) 84 (31.2) 70 (39.2) 56 (47.6) 16 (12.6) 16 (13.3) 0 (1.1)
p = 20, 000 1 (0.6) 81 (35.4) 81 (33.9) 45 (42.3) 0 (2.1) 1 (0.7) 1 (0.8) NA

Table 15: The mean of numbers of correctly retained features (R) and falsely retained features
(F) by different methods under the binomial-Gamma (mis-specified) model.

EM-adjust EM-0.35 Chi-square SC-FS Dip-test KS-test COSCI

p = 500
R 16 (6.8) 17 (5.7) 14 (8.0) 18 (5.0) 20 (0.3) 19 (1.5) 1 (1.1)
F 0 (0.3) 3 (2.4) 68 (95.4) 0 (0.3) 480 (0.2) 453 (35.2) 40 (22.5)

p = 5000
R 16 (7.2) 17 (5.6) 14 (8.3) 13 (9.0) 20 (0.3) 19 (1.5) 1 (1.1)
F 0 (0.4) 25 (17.5) 676 (975.2) 0 (0.0) 4980 (0.9) 4697 (362.0) 425 (227.6)

p = 20, 000
R 16 (7.2) 17 (5.7) 13 (8.4) 0 (1.4) 20 (0.3) 19 (1.2) NA
F 0 (0.4) 100 (68.9) 2703 (3934.1) 0 (0.0) 19979 (4.4) 18835 (1459.0) NA
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E.7 Simulations for the limiting distribution

Table 16: The means and standard deviations (in parenthesis) of FDR and power over 100 repli-
cations. EM(1) means that the p-values are obtained from the χ2(3) distribution, and EM(2)
means that the p-values are calculated using the limiting distribution in Theorem 4. The Ben-
jamini–Hochberg procedure controls the FDR at 0.01. Simulation are generated from the nega-
tive binomial model (Section 4.1 in the main manuscript).

EM (1) EM (2) Chi-square
FDR Power FDR Power FDR Power

Case 1: High signal and low noise
p = 500 0.00 (0.01) 1.00 (0.01) 0.01 (0.02) 1.00 (0.00) 0.02 (0.03) 0.98 (0.03)
p = 5000 0.00 (0.00) 1.00 (0.00) 0.02 (0.03) 1.00 (0.00) 0.02 (0.03) 0.93 (0.06)
p = 20, 000 0.00 (0.01) 1.00 (0.00) NA NA 0.01 (0.03) 0.90 (0.06)

Case 2: High signal and high noise
p = 500 0.00 (0.01) 1.00 (0.01) 0.02 (0.03) 1.00 (0.00) 0.01 (0.03) 0.92 (0.06)
p = 5000 0.00 (0.01) 1.00 (0.00) 0.04 (0.04) 1.00 (0.00) 0.02 (0.03) 0.83 (0.09)
p = 20, 000 0.00 (0.01) 1.00 (0.01) NA NA 0.02 (0.04) 0.75 (0.10)

Case 3: Medium signal and low noise
p = 500 0.00 (0.01) 1.00 (0.01) 0.01 (0.02) 1.00 (0.01) 0.01 (0.03) 0.78 (0.12)
p = 5000 0.00 (0.00) 0.99 (0.02) 0.02 (0.03) 1.00 (0.02) 0.02 (0.03) 0.61 (0.11)
p = 20, 000 0.00 (0.01) 0.98 (0.03) NA NA 0.01 (0.04) 0.50 (0.13)

Case 4: Medium signal and high noise
p = 500 0.00 (0.01) 0.99 (0.03) 0.02 (0.03) 1.00 (0.02) 0.02 (0.04) 0.65 (0.11)
p = 5000 0.00 (0.01) 0.96 (0.04) 0.04 (0.05) 0.98 (0.03) 0.01 (0.03) 0.46 (0.13)
p = 20, 000 0.00 (0.01) 0.93 (0.06) NA NA 0.02 (0.05) 0.34 (0.13)

Case 5: Low signal and low noise
p = 500 0.00 (0.01) 0.82 (0.10) 0.01 (0.02) 0.90 (0.08) 0.02 (0.07) 0.20 (0.12)
p = 5000 0.00 (0.01) 0.69 (0.10) 0.03 (0.04) 0.80 (0.09) 0.03 (0.12) 0.08 (0.08)
p = 20, 000 0.00 (0.01) 0.61 (0.12) NA NA 0.02 (0.11) 0.04 (0.05)

Case 6: Low signal and high noise
p = 500 0.00 (0.01) 0.73 (0.10) 0.02 (0.04) 0.83 (0.09) 0.02 (0.07) 0.14 (0.10)
p = 5000 0.00 (0.01) 0.60 (0.11) 0.05 (0.05) 0.74 (0.09) 0.02 (0.11) 0.05 (0.05)
p = 20, 000 0.01 (0.02) 0.50 (0.12) NA NA 0.02 (0.12) 0.03 (0.05)
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E.8 The computation time of different methods.

Table 17: The computation time of different methods. Simulation are generated from the negative
binomial model (Section 4.1 in the main manuscript).

Time (s) EM-test Chi-square SC-FS Skmeans KS-test Dip-test COSCI
p = 500 14.59 25.57 0.98 265.36 1.83 1.86 53.73
p = 5000 127.21 246.97 7.60 3074.06 7.01 7.09 470.50
p = 20, 000 505.21 986.82 30.53 NA 25.90 25.84 NA

F Details for the application on scRNA-seq data

In the analysis of the scRNA-seq data from Heming et al. (2021), we mainly follow the analysis

protocol of Seurat (Butler et al., 2018). Since there are 31 patients in this dataset, we must

consider the batch effect (Haghverdi et al., 2018) which may have a non-negligible effect on the

count matrix from different patients. Also, it is known that systematic differences in library size

between different cells are often observed in scRNA-seq data (Stegle et al., 2015). Therefore,

before applying our screening procedure, we remove this confounding effect via down-sampling

such that each cell has the same number of unique molecular identifier (UMI) counts.

Under the assumption that clustering-informative genes must be heterogeneously distributed

in at least one batch, we apply the EM-test to each batch b (b = 1, . . . , B), respectively, and get

a p-value p(b)j for each gene j. Then, we calculate the Bonferroni-type combined p-values (Vovk

and Wang, 2020):

pcomb
j = B ·min

{
p
(1)
j , p

(2)
j , . . . , p

(B)
j

}
,

and then perform the Bonferroni-Hochberg (BH) procedure (Benjamini and Hochberg, 1995b)

of false discovery rate control on the pcomb
j ’s. Finally, we select genes with an adjusted p-value

smaller than 0.01 for downstream analysis.

Before applying dimensional reduction methods, we first normalize and scale the count ma-
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trix by NormalizeData() and ScaleData() in Seurat. Then, we perform PCA analysis

and select the first 40 principle components as the input for harmony to do batch effect re-

moval (Korsunsky et al., 2018). After that, following the standard analysis protocol of Seurat,

we construct a SNN graph with the derived “harmony dimensions”, perform clustering with the

Louvain’s method, and further reduce the dimensions of the data to two via UMAP for virtualiza-

tion. To annotate each derived clusters, we check the expression of each marker genes provided

by Heming et al. (2021).

As to the implementation of the Chi-square test, we group the data into four bins according

to the median and the upper and lower quartiles and perform similar analyses as the EM-test.
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