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Abstract
The motivation for this study came from the task of analysing the kinetic behavior

of single molecules in a living cell based on Single Molecule Localization Microscopy.
Given measurements of both the motion of clusters and molecules, the main task
consists in detecting if a molecule belongs to a cluster. While the exact size of the
clusters is usually unknown, upper bounds are available. In this study, we simulate
the cluster movement by a Brownian motion and those of the particles by a Gaussian
mixture model with two modes depending on the position of the particle within or
outside a cluster. We propose various variational models to detect if a particle lies
within a cluster based on the Wasserstein and maximum mean discrepancy distances
between measures. We compare the performance of the proposed models for simulated
data.

1 Introduction

In this paper, we are interested in a setting where particles and particle clusters are moving
with different „speed” in space, which we assume to be Rd. In practice, d = 2 or d = 3
will be of interest. A single particle might enter a cluster and will then be carried by the
cluster, but is also allowed to leave it at some point. A typical real-world setting is Single
Molecule Localization Microscopy (SMLM) [6] which includes high precision in localization
of both single molecules and clusters. However, the size of the clusters is usually unknown
and only upper bounds exist. The original motivation to deal with this topic is related to
the study the consistency and morphology of protein microclusters formed in the context
of so-called T cell activation, which have been a topic of interest in biology over the last
15 years [8, 9]. In particular, it is not possible to see precisely whether a single molecule is
part of a cluster.

Assuming that the movement patterns of single particles and cluster follow a Brownian
motion with quite different parameters, we propose a simple simulation of the particle-
cluster behavior using a Gaussian mixture model (GMM) with two modes which address
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the cluster membership of a particle. Knowing particle trajectories the parameters of the
GMM can be estimated by the expectation-minimization (EM) algorithm [1].

Based on this model, our main task is to determine whether a particle belongs to some
cluster. We will use a variational approach to determine the probability that a particle
belongs to a cluster at a certain time. More precisely, we will define different functionals
which minimizers serve as estimators of the above probability. These functionals consists
of two summands, which take i) the distance of the single particle to the closest cluster and
ii) the movement patterns from the GMM into account. For the second part, we present
several choices:

- we relate path trajectories of particles to empirical probability measures and use dis-
tances between probability measures such as the Wasserstein distance and the maxi-
mum mean discrepancy (MMD) to consider their distance to the cluster component
of the GMM.

- we relate the associated empirical probability measures of particle trajectories and
cluster trajectories.

We provide numerical examples on simulated data for both approaches and different dis-
tances between measures. Here we recognized that the latter approach obtains a better
accuracy when comparing with the ground truth of the simulated data.

Outline of the paper. In Section 2, we explain our model for simulating particle-cluster
motion and recall the EM algorithm for determining the parameters of the associated two
mode GMM if samples of particle trajectories are available. Then, in Section 3, we intro-
duce the functionals for determining the probability that a particle belongs to a cluster at
a given time. In Section 4 we compare our different approaches numerically for simulated
data. Conclusions are drawn in Section 5.

2 Simulation of single particle versus clusters motion

We start by describing our particle-cluster movement simulation in Rd, where we will rely
on d = 2 in our numerical experiments. Then we will see that the motion of the particle
follows a GMM with two modes depending on its position inside or outside some cluster.
Given (simulated) measurements of the particle positions at several times, the parameters
of this GMM can be estimated by the EM algorithm.

In the following, we use ∥ · ∥ for the Euclidean norm on Rd and the abbreviation [N ] :=
{1, . . . , N}.
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Figure 1: Trajectory of a particle to-
gether with its closest cluster. The
cluster is only displayed if the par-
ticle is inside of it. The movement
outside and inside the cluster clearly
differs.

2.1 Simulation

We consider N clusters at time points t ∈ [T ] modeled as balls with the same radius r > 0
and centers cn,t, n ∈ [N ], t ∈ [T ]. The clusters move according to a Brownian motion, i.e.,

∆cn(t) := cn,t+1 − cn,t ∼ N (mc, σ
2
c ).

where we write shorthand N (mc, σ
2
c ) for N (mc, σ

2
c Id). The movement of a single particle

is described by its position pt ∈ Rd, t ∈ [T ]. Outside clusters we assume a Brownian motion

∆p(t) := pt+1 − pt ∼ N (mout, σ
2
out),

where σout > σc. Inside a cluster, the particle is carried by the cluster with an additional
small Brownian motion N (0, σ2

pc). This results in an overall Brownian motion within a
cluster given by

∆p(t) ∼ N (min, σ
2
in), min := mc, σ

2
in := σ2

c + σ2
pc.

Note that due to the small Brownian motion inside the cluster, a single particle might
also leave the cluster at some time point. In summary, the cluster and particle motion is
simulated by Algorithm 1. An illustration can be found in figure 1

2.2 GMM for particle motion

Using the above simulation, the single particle motion in each time step follows a GMM
with two modes, i.e.,

∆p(t) ∼ αoutN (mout, σ
2
out) + αinN (min, σ

2
in) (1)
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Algorithm 1 Simulation of particle and cluster movement
Input Initial particle position p0 = 0 ∈ Rd and initial cluster positions c0,i, i ∈ [N ]
uniformly sampled in [−b, b]d for some b > 0. Furthermore r: cluster radius, mc, σ

2
c :

cluster motion parameters, σ2
pc: variance of the small particle motion inside a cluster,

mout, σ
2
out: particle motion parameters outside clusters

for t = 0, . . . , T do
rt = min

n∈[N ]
∥pt − cn,t∥

nt = argmin
n∈[N ]

∥pt − cn,t∥

if rt ≤ r then
σ = σpc
m = 0

else
σ = σout
m = mout

nt = None
end if
pt+1 = pt + zt, where zt ∼ N (m,σ2)
cn,t+1 = cn,t + zn,t, where zn,t ∼ N (mc, σ

2
c )

if n̂ ̸= None then
pt+1 = pt+1 + (cnt,t+1 − cnt,t)

end if
end for
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Algorithm 2 EM algorithms for determining the GMM parameters in (1).

Let f(x, µ, σ) = 1
2πσ exp

(
−1

2
(x−µ)2

σ

)
be the likelyhood of a multivariate Gaussian distri-

bution and
l(αr, µr, σr) =

∑T−1
t=1 log

(∑
j∈in,out α

r
jf(∆p(t), µr

j , σ
r
j )
)

be the log likelihood of the GMM
for {∆p(1), . . . ,∆p(T − 1)}.
Input (∆p(1), . . . ,∆p(T − 1)), Initial values α0 = (α0

in, α
0
in), µ0 = (µ0

in, µ
0
out) and

σr
=(σ

0
in, σ

0
out). Stopping tolerance tol

while l(αr, µr, σr)− l(αr−1, µr−1, σr−1) > tol do
E step:
for j ∈ {in, out} do βr

i,j =
αr
jf(xi,µ

r
j ,σ

r
j )∑

j∈{in,out}
αr
jf(xi,µr

j ,σ
r
j )

end for
M step
for j ∈ {in, out} do

αr+1
j =

1

n

n∑
i=1

βr
i,j ; µr+1

j , σr+1
j = argmax

µj ,σj

n∑
i=1

βr
i,j log (f(xi, µj , σj))

end for
end while
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where αin, αout ≥ 0 with αin + αout = 1 denote the probabilities that a particle is inside
or outside a cluster at time t. Given measured samples of pt, t ∈ [T ] from a certain
number of experiments, we can estimate the parameters αι, µι, σι, ι ∈ {in, out} by the EM
algorithm [1] outlined in Algorithm 2.

3 Cluster membership models

Given a series of (simulated) cluster and particle positions cn,t and pt, n ∈ [N ], t ∈ [T ], the
main task is to determine whether a particle lies within a cluster at a certain time t. The
problem is even more difficult, since we usually do not know the clusters size r, but have
usually only an upper bound R.

In this section, we intend to estimate a probability vector e := (et)t∈[T ] ∈ [0, 1]T for a
particle to be inside some cluster at time t by solving a minimization problem of the form

argmin
e∈[0,1]T

βrLr(e) + βsLs(e), βr, βs ≥ 0.

Here Lr takes care of the distance of the particle to the closest cluster and Ls depends on
the local similarity of the movement of the single particle to those of the closest cluster.
In the next subsections, we will propose suitable choices for Lr and Ls. We construct Lr

and Ls such that they are convex in e which enables us to use simple gradient descent
optimization methods. More specifically we use the adaptive moment estimation optimizer
ADAM [5]. Since in our numerical experiments we obtained convergence there was no need
for more sophisticated optimization algorithms.

3.1 Radius function Lr

In general, we do not know the radius r of a cluster, but can estimate an upper bound such
that r ≤ R. Let Ct := {c1,t, . . . , cN,t} denote the set of position of all clusters at time t. We
define an rough estimate for et by

ēt :=

{
1 if dist(pt, Ct) ≤ R,

0 otherwise.

Then we set

Lr(e) :=
T∑
t=1

(et − ēt)
2F (dist(pt, Ct)) ,

where F is the following function which encodes the confidence in our estimation ē:

F (s) :=
f(s−R)

f(s−R) + f (1− (s−R))
(2)

6



and

f(s) :=

{
e−

1
s for s > 0,

0 otherwise.

The function F has the following desirable properties:

i) F (s) = 0 for s ≤ R where we don’t know if the particle is inside a cluster and F (s) = 1
for s ≥ R+ 1 where we can be certain the particle not inside a cluster,

ii) F is continuous and monotone increasing.

The function is plotted in Figure 2 for R = 0.7. Since (et − ēt)
2 is convex in et and

F (dist(pt, Ct)) is a constant also Lr(e) is convex in e.

3.2 Similarity functions Ls

Next we propose two different kinds of local similarity functions. To this end, we consider
trajectories of particles as empirical probability measures. More precisely, we define for
fixed k ∈ N, the sliding window measure of the particles at time t ∈ [T ] by

µp,t :=
1

kt +Kt + 1

Kt∑
i=kt

δpt+i+1−pt+i , (3)

where kt := max{−k, 1− t} and Kt := min{k− 1, T − t− 1}. In our numerical experiments
k will be chosen as k = 6. Then µp,t can be considered as kind of local particle move-
ment. Further, we suppose that the parameters mι, σι, ι ∈ {in, out} of the GMM (1) were
estimated by the EM algorithm.

Let d : P(Rd)×P(Rd) → R≥0 denote a distance function between probability measures.
In this paper, we will compare settings using the Wasserstein-2 distance and the MMD
distance which are explained in Appendix A.

We model the similarity of µt to the movement within clusters in two different ways.
The first one takes the GMM parameters min, σin into account, while the second one uses
a sliding window measure of the nearest cluster centers.

3.2.1 Similarity between µp,t and N (µin, σ
2
in) For a threshold h which we will determine

below, we introduce a rough estimate of et by

êt :=

{
1 if d(µp,t,N (min, σ

2
in)) ≤ h,

0 otherwise.
(4)

Then we define

Ls(e) :=

T−k∑
t=k+1

(et − êt)
2G (d (µp,t,N (min, σin))) ,
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Figure 2: Left: Function F from (2) for R = 0.7. Right: Function G from (5) for a threshold
of h = 0.5

where
G(s) := min{1, g(s)} (5)

and

g(s) :=
1

h

2

s2 − 2

h
s+ 1.

Here g is a weight function that encodes the confidence of the estimates êt. The confidence
should be small if d(µp,t,N (min, σin)) is close to the threshold. This is true for g since we
have, see also figure 2,

i) 0 ≤ g(s) ≤ 1 for all s ∈ R

i) g(s) = 0 for s = h

ii) g(0) = 1 i.e. if d(µp,t,N (min, σin)) = 0 which means the single particle moves exactly
like the clusters

iii) g(2h) = 1 i.e. we are confident that the particle is not inside a cluster when its
movement differs significantly from that of clusters.

Next, we propose a choice for the threshold h. For independent random vectors Xι
−k, . . . , X

ι
k−1,

ι ∈ {in, out} distributed as N (mι, σ
2
ι ), set Xι := (Xι

−k, . . . , X
ι
k−1), and define random mea-

sures by

µXι :=
1

2k

k−1∑
i=−k

δXι
i
, ι ∈ {in, out}.

Let the random variables Xι
l be defined on a measure space Ω,Σ, α. Then Ω : ω →

d
(
µXι ,N (min, σ

2
in)

)
is a random variable. With

Eι := EXι

[
d
(
µXι ,N (min, σ

2
in)

)]
=

∫
Ω

d
(
µXι ,N (min, σ

2
in)

)
dα,
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we suggest as threshold

h :=
Ein + Eout

2
.

In the numerical experiments we always use the empirical expected value and variance.

3.2.2 Similarity between µp,t and closest cluster motion We can also directly compare the
local particle movement to the movement of the closest cluster. To this end, let

nt := argmin
n∈[N ]

∥cn,t − pt∥

be the index of the closest cluster at time point t. For a window (t − k, · · · , t + k − 1),
let n̂t be the smallest index which occurs most in (nt−k, . . . , nt+k−1). Then we define the
empirical measure

µc,t :=
1

kt +Kt + 1

Kt∑
i=kt

δcn̂t,t+i+1−cn̂t,t+i
,

where kt and Kt are given as in (3). This describes the movement of the closest cluster at
times (t− k, . . . , t− k+1). For a threshold h which we will determine below, we introduce
a rough estimate of et by

êt :=

{
1 if d(µp,t, µc,t) ≤ h,

0 else.

Then we define

Ls(e) :=
T−k∑
t=k+1

(et − êt)
2G (d(µp,t, µc,t)) ,

where the confidence function G can be chosen as in (5).
Finally, we suggest a threshold h. We assume that we have computed an estimate

mc, σc for the cluster movement, e.g. by a simple maximum likelihood estimation. Let
X−k, . . . , Xk−1 be independent random vectors distributed as N (0, σ2

in−σ2
c ) and Y−k, . . . , Yk−1

be independent random vectors distributed as N (mc, σ
2
c ). Set Zi := Yi+Xi, i = −k, . . . , k−

1, i.e. Zi models a single particle motion that belongs to this cluster. Then we consider

Ein := EX,Y [d (µY,µZ)] .

Furthermore, let W−k, . . . ,Wk−1 be distributed as N (mout, σ
2
out) and

Eout := EX,W [d (µY,µW)] , .

Similarly as before, we define

h :=
Ein + Eout

2
.

Remark 1. We used the estimates for the GMM in order to determine the threshold h. If
we are in a situation, where a GMM is not available, we can also use a clustering method
on the set {d(µp,t, µc,t) : t ∈ {1, . . . , T}} to determine h.
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Simulation Parameters σin σout µin µout αin αout

T: 1000, r: 0.7, runs: 10

Simulation parameters 0.5 0.7 (0.3,0.3) 0 0.54 0.46
EM estimated 0.48 0.71 (0.32, 0.29) (-0.01,-0.01) 0.54 0.46
Simulation parameters 0.5 1 (0.3,0.3) 0 0.58 0.42
EM estimated 0.50 1.00 (0.31, 0.30) (-0.02,-0.04) 0.58 0.42
Simulation parameters 0.5 0.7 0 0 0.56 0.44
EM estimated 0.45 0.69 (-0.02, -0.04) (0.24,-0.09) 0.55 0.45

T: 5000, r: 0.7, runs: 10

Simulation parameters 0.5 0.7 (0.3,0.3) 0 0.55 0.45
EM estimated 0.49 0.69 (0.31, 0.30) (0.02,0.01) 0.52 0.48
Simulation parameters 0.5 0.7 0 0 0.57 0.34
EM estimated 0.51 0.73 (0.00,0.00) (-0.01,0.01) 0.61 0.39

Table 1: EM estimations of σ and µ

4 Numerical results

All simulations where done in the Julia programming language. For the Wasserstein metric
we used the PythonOT for Julia package.

4.1 EM algorithm

Table 1 gives the result of the EM algorithm on simulated data for variuos configurations. It
shows that bigger differences in the simulation parameters µin, µout and σin, σout improves
the estimation. If we increase the time step the estimation also improves. The key question
is if the estimations suffice in order to get good estimates whether a molecule is inside a
cluster in the next section.

4.2 Cluster membership

For every run of our experiments we simulated data according to algorithm 1 and estimated
the parameters of the corresponding GMM with the EM algorithm. Using the cluster
membership models from above we obtain estimates e = (ek+1, . . . , eT−k). Note that for
t ≤ k, t > T − k the measure µp,t has fewer than 2k points why we omitted them in our
analysis. Then let ê = (êk+1, . . . , êT−k) for

êt =

{
0 if et <

1
2

1 else

We view ê as the solution of a classification problem and report the accuracy i.e. the ratio
of correctly classified time points. We show the mean accuracy over the runs in table 2.
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T = 1000, r = 0.7, R = 1.2, runs: 20, k = 6
σin = 0.5, σout = 0.7, µin = (0.3, 0.3), µout = 0

µp,t and N (µin, σ
2
in) µp,t and µc,t

Mean Accuracy Mean Accuracy
βr βs MV WS MMD MV WS MMD
0 1 0.77 0.77 0.74 0.73 0.90 0.90
1 1 0.84 0.89 0.87 0.81 0.90 0.94
1 0 0.70 0.70 0.68 0.70 0.70 0.69
σin = 0.5, σout = 1.0, µin = (0.3, 0.3), µout = 0

0 1 0.83 0.86 0.79 0.72 0.90 0.92
1 1 0.87 0.92 0.90 0.82 0.91 0.93
1 0 0.68 0.67 0.68 0.68 0.69 0.70

Table 2: Accuracy of the cluster membership models. Second column: membership model
using the similarity between µp,t and N (µin, σ

2
in), see Section 3.2.1. Third column: Ac-

curacy of the cluster membership model using the similarity between µp,t and the clos-
est cluster motion, see Section 3.2.2. MV: Variance and Expected Value distance, WS:
Wasserstein-2 Distance, see appendix A

Detail about the distance functions on P1(Rd) that we used can be found in appendix A.

Using the similarity between µp,t and N (µin, σ
2
in) The first column of table 2 displays the

accuracy of the estimation whether the particle is inside a cluster at a given time point. If
we only use the radius term Lr, i.e., βr = 0 the peformance is much worse than using only
the term Ls. Combining Lr and Ls is beneficial for all choices of Ls. Generally all choices
of Ls perform similarly with the Wasserstein distance based beeing sligthly better than the
others. All method perform better when the movement pattern of the single molecule differ
stronger from the ones of clusters.

Using the similarity between µp,t and closest cluster motion. As demonstrated in the third
row of table 2 using the movement of the closest cluster has a better accuracy than com-
paring with N (µin, σ

2
in) for all methods except for the Mean and Variance method. This

is especially evindent when we compare the performance without the radius function Lr.
For the Wasserstein and MMD based method adding Lr does not improve the accuracy by
much possibly because the room for improvement is low. Note that there is an inherent
error that we have to expect a time point t when a particle enters a cluster but is outside
for all time points t− l for l ≤ k. This could also explain why there is no improvement in
accuracy when changing the movement of the single particle from N (0, 0.7) to N (0, 1.0).
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5 Conclusions

We studied how simulated data from a two mode GMM can be used to to determine if a
particle belongs to a certain cluster which itself moves according to a Brownian motion.
Numerical examples give evidence that the approach is suited to solve the task. Our model
can be generalized at several parts. The cluster radius may vary between different clusters
and maybe also differ over the time. It may be interesting to consider other distributions
instead of the Gaussian ones, as e.g. heavy tailed distributions. For an EM algorithm for
Student-t distributions, see, e.g. [4]. Since our cluster membership model that exploits the
similarity of µp,t and µc,t can be also used by determining the threshold via clustering even
settings where the distributions are not known can be tackled.

Our method shares some similarities with changepoint detection models which use e.g.
Wasserstein distance or MMD in that it is a sliding window approach that compares local
behavior by distances on the space of probability measures, see e.g. [2,7,11]. However they
compare a window before a certain time point with a window after that time point whereas
we compare a window around a time point to either a fixed distribution or to the local
behavior of a cluster. A question is, if there is a practical relevance for such examinations.
Clearly, we want to apply our cluster membership models to real-word measurements of
tracked molecules and clusters as indicated in the motivation for this work. The setup for
such measurements as well as a reliable molecule position tracking algorithm to test our
model is however a hard task on its own.
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A Distances between probability measures

Wasserstein Distance. A popular distance that emerged from optimal transport is the
Wasserstein-p distance for p ≥ 1 which is defined as follows see e.g. [10] chapter 6. Let µ, ν ∈
Pp(Rd) measures of finite p moment i.e.

∫
Rd ∥x∥pdµ(x) < ∞. Let Γ(µ, ν) ⊂ P(Rd ×Rd) be

the set of α ∈ P(Rd ×Rd) s.t. π1
♯α = µ and π2

♯α = ν where πi are the projections onto the
i component. Then the Wasserstein-p distance is defined as

Wp(µ, ν) = min
α∈Γ(µ,ν)

(∫
Rd×Rd

∥x− y∥pdα(x, y)
) 1

p

.

Wp is a metric on the space of probability measures Pp(X) with finite p-th moment. Note
that finite empirical measures which are the only ones relevant for our application have
finite p moment for all p ≥ 1.
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Maximum Mean Discrepancy (MMD). Another important distance on P(Rd) is the MMD
[3]. Let K : Rd × Rd → R be a kernel. Then for two probability measures µ, ν we define

MMD2(µ, ν) =

∫
Rd×Rd

K(x, y)dµ(x)dµ(y)− 2

∫
Rd×Rd

K(x, y)dµ(x)dν(y)

+

∫
Rd×Rd

K(x, y)dν(x)dν(y).

We will use as kernel the Riesz kernel K(x, y) = −∥x − y∥ for which the MMD defines a
metric on P1(Rd).

Mean-Variance (MV) Finally, we have also used a simple similarity function based on the
variance and expected value of probability measures. For µ, ν, we compare

Eµ,Eν

cov(µ), cov(ν)

where Eµ =
∫
Rd xdµ ∈ Rd and cov(µ) =

∫
Rd(x − Eµ)(x − Eµ)

Tdµ. If we assume the
covariance matrix to be σIdd for σ ∈ R we also can look at√

det(cov(µ)).

We define

dm(µ, ν) = ∥Eµ[x]− Eν [x]∥2 (6)

dv(µ, ν) = |
√
det(cov(µ))−

√
det(cov(ν))|.

Here we have two functions Ls comparing single molecule and cluster movement denoted by
Ls,mean and Ls,var coming from dm and dv, see (6). Suppose we estimated µ̂in, σ̂in, µ̂out, σ̂out

via EM. We then define the threshold h in (4) for Ls,mean by h = ∥µ̂in−µ̂out∥2
2 . For Ls,var

we define h by h =
σ̂2
in+σ̂2

out
2 . We then define the Ls in the mean-variance case by

Ls = Ls,mean + Ls,var.
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