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Abstract: Mixture models are often used to identify meaningful subpopulations (i.e.,
clusters) in observed data such that the subpopulations have a real-world interpretation
(e.g., as cell types). However, when used for subpopulation discovery, mixture model
inference is usually ill-defined a priori because the assumed observation model is only an
approximation to the true data-generating process. Thus, as the number of observations
increases, rather than obtaining better inferences, the opposite occurs: the data is
explained by adding spurious subpopulations that compensate for the shortcomings of
the observation model. However, there are two important sources of prior knowledge
that we can exploit to obtain well-defined results no matter the dataset size: known
causal structure (e.g., knowing that the latent subpopulations cause the observed
signal but not vice-versa) and a rough sense of how wrong the observation model is
(e.g., based on small amounts of expert-labeled data or some understanding of the
data-generating process). We propose a new model selection criteria that, while model-
based, uses this available knowledge to obtain mixture model inferences that are robust
to misspecification of the observation model. We provide theoretical support for our
approach by proving a first-of-its-kind consistency result under intuitive assumptions.
Simulation studies and an application to flow cytometry data demonstrate our model
selection criteria consistently finds the correct number of subpopulations.

Keywords and phrases: Cluster analysis; Model selection; Misspecified model; Mix-
ture modeling.

1. Introduction

In scientific applications, mixture models are often used to discover unobserved subpopulations
or distinct types that generated the observed data. Examples include cell type identification
(e.g., using single-cell assays) (Gorsky, Chan and Ma, 2020; Prabhakaran et al., 2016),
behavioral genotype discovery (e.g., using gene expression data) (Stevens et al., 2019), and
psychology (e.g., patterns of IQ development) (Bauer, 2007). Further examples include disease
recognition (Ghorbani Afkhami, Azarnia and Tinati, 2016; Ferreira da Silva, 2007; Greenspan,
Ruf and Goldberger, 2006), anomaly detection (Zong et al., 2018), and types of abnormal
heart rhythms from ECG (Ghorbani Afkhami, Azarnia and Tinati, 2016)). Since the true
number of types or subpopulations K◦ is usually unknown a priori, a key challenge in these
applications is to determine K◦ (Cai, Campbell and Broderick, 2021; Frühwirth-Schnatter,
2006; Guha, Ho and Nguyen, 2021; Miller and Dunson, 2019). While numerous inference
methods provide consistent estimation when the mixture components are well-specified,
if the components are misspecified, then standard methods do not work as intended. As
the number of observations increases, rather than obtaining better inferences, the opposite
occurs: the data is explained by adding spurious latent structures that compensate for the
shortcomings of the observation model, which is known as overfitting (Cai, Campbell and
Broderick, 2021; Frühwirth-Schnatter, 2006; Miller and Dunson, 2019).

To address the overfitting problem in the misspecified setting, various robust clustering
methods have been developed. Heavy-tailed mixtures (Archambeau and Verleysen, 2007;
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Bishop and Svensén, 2004; Wang and Blei, 2018) and sample re-weighting (Forero, Kekatos
and Giannakis, 2011) both aim to account for slight model mismatches and outlier effects.
However, these methods require choosing the number of clusters for the mixture model
beforehand, and their performance heavily relies knowing the number of subpopulations.
Most closely related to our approach, Miller and Dunson (2019) provides a novel perspective
on establishing robustness without prior knowledge of number of clusters. They employ a
technique they call coarsening : instead of assuming the data was generated from the assumed
model, the coarsened posterior allows a certain degree of divergence between the model and
data distribution. This flexibility permits the overall mixture model to deviate from the true
underlying data by a set threshold. While this approach shows good robustness properties
in practice, imposing the robustness threshold on the overall mixture density does not
guarantee the convergence to a meaningful number of components. Moreover, their approach
to determining Ko involves post-processing, specifically eliminating the minimal clusters. An
additional challenge when using the coarsened posterior approach is its high computational
cost: it requires running Markov chain Monte Carlo dozens of times to heuristically determine
a suitable robustness threshold.

In this paper, we propose a model selection criterion to address the statistical and
computational shortcomings of existing approaches. In contrast to the coarsened posterior
approach, which is based on the overall degree of model–data mismatch, our approach
operates at the component level. Moreover, our criterion is more flexible than previous
approaches and can intuitively incorporate expert and prior knowledge about the nature of
the model misspecification. One source of flexibility is the ability to combine it with any
parameter estimation technique for mixture models. Another is that it supports a wide range
of discrepancy measures between distributions, which can be chosen in an application-specific
manner. Given a fitted model for each candidate number of components, the computational
cost required to compute our criterion is determined by the cost of estimating the discrepancy
measure, which is typically quite small. Because we employ component-wise robustness,
we are able to show that, under natural conditions and for a wide variety of discrepancies,
including the Kullback–Leibler divergence and the maximum mean discrepancy, our method
identifies the number of components correctly in large datasets. We validate the effectiveness
and computational efficiency of our model selection criterion when using the Kullback–Leibler
divergence as the discrepancy measure through a combination of simulation studies and an
application to cell type discovery using flow cytometry data.

2. Setting and Motivation

Consider data x1:N = (x1, . . . , xN ) ∈ X⊗N independently and identically distributed from
some unknown distribution Po defined on the measurable space (X ,Bx). When discovering

latent types, we assume that Po =
∑Ko

k=1 πokPok, where Ko is the number of types, Pok is the
distribution of observations from the kth type, and πok is the probability that an observation
belongs to the kth type. Thus, πo = (πo1, . . . , πoKo

) ∈ ∆Ko
= {π ∈ RKo

+ |
∑Ko

k=1 πk = 1},
the (Ko − 1)-dimensional probability simplex, and we assume πok > 0 so all components
contribute observations. We posit a mixture model parameterized by θ ∈ Θ =

⋃∞
K=1 Θ

(K),
where Θ(K) = ∆K × Φ⊗K for measurable space (Φ,BΦ) and ϕ ∈ Φ parameterizes the family
of mixture component distributions F = {Fϕ | ϕ ∈ Φ}. For θ = (π, ϕ1, . . . , ϕK) ∈ Θ, the

mixture model distribution is Gθ =
∑K

k=1 πkFϕk
. Given x1:N , our goals are to (1) find Ko

and (2) find a parameter estimate θ̂ = (π̂, ϕ̂1, . . . , ϕ̂Ko) ∈ Θ(Ko) such that (possibly after a
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reordering of the components) π̂ ≈ πo and Fϕ̂k
≈ Pok.

Finding Ko can be challenging for standard model selection approaches given the presence
of model misspecification (Cai, Campbell and Broderick, 2021; Frühwirth-Schnatter, 2006;
Guha, Ho and Nguyen, 2021; Miller and Dunson, 2019). Specifically, as the number of obser-
vations increases, model selection criteria tend to create additional clusters to compensate
for the model–data mismatch and thus overestimates Ko. The following toy example illus-
trates this phenomenon. Suppose data is generated from a mixture of Ko = 2 skew normal
distributions and we use a Gaussian mixture to model the data. Here the level of model–data
mismatch is controlled by the skewness parameter of each skew normal component in the true
generative distribution Po. We consider the following scenarios: two equal-sized clusters with
the same level of misspecification (denoted same) and two equal-sized clusters with different
levels of misspecification (denoted different). We compare three methods on their ability
to find Ko: standard expectation–maximization with the Bayesian information criterion
(Chen and Gopalakrishnan, 1998), the coarsened posterior (Miller and Dunson, 2019), and
expectation–maximization with our proposed model selection criterion. See Section 6.1 for
further details about the experimental set-up.

As shown in Fig. 1, in both scenarios the Bayesian information criterion selects K > Ko

to capture the skew-normal distributions. While the coarsened posterior performs well in
the same case, its limitations become evident when the degree of misspecification differs
significantly between components. In the different scenario, the coarsened posterior overfits
the cluster with a larger degree of misspecification.

Another disadvantage of the coarsening approach comes from computational considerations.
Letting π0 denote the prior density and α > 0, the coarsened posterior is given by

πα(θ | x1:N ) ∝ π0(θ)
N∏

n=1

fϕ(xn)
α

N+α ,

where α controls the expected degree of misspecification (roughly speaking, that the Kullback–
Leibler divergence between the population and estimated distributions is of order 1/α).
Selecting α requires a grid search over dozens or more plausible values. Since a separate
power posterior must be estimated for each α value, which typically requires using a slow
Markov chain Monte Carlo algorithm, the coarsened posterior has a high computational cost.

To address the limitations of standard model selection methods and the coarsened posterior,
we introduce a computationally efficient and statistically sound model selection criterion. As
shown in Fig. 1, our method – which we describe in detail in the next section – identifies the
correct value for Ko in both scenarios.

3. Structurally Aware Model Selection

3.1. Method

Our starting point for developing our robust model selection approach is to rewrite the model
in a form which captures the known causal structure and makes the component distributions
– which are the source of misspecification – explicit. The posterior, the coarsened posterior,
and standard model selection methods based on point estimates are all based (at least
asymptotically) on formulating the mixture model as

xn ∼ Gθ =

K∑
k=1

πkFϕk
(n = 1, . . . , N). (1)
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Fig 1: For the mixture of skew-normals example from Section 2, each panel shows the
density of Po (dashed lines) and the densities of the fitted Gaussian mixture model and each
component distribution (solid lines) using N = 10 000 observations. Results are given for
three approaches: expectation–maximization with the Bayesian information criterion (first
row), the coarsened posterior (second row), and our robust model selection method (third
row).
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However, Eq. (1) implicitly posits that the structural causal model for each observation is
xn ← h(ϕ, π; εn), where ϕ = (ϕ1, . . . , ϕK), π = (π1, . . . , πK), h is a deterministic function,
and εn is an independent “noise” random variable. Since h is treated as a black box, it is
impossible for inference methods based on Eq. (1) to always correctly account for component-
level misspecification. This can lead to deceptive identification regarding the actual model fit
from the perspective of individual components, as illustrated in Section 2.

An alternative way to formulate the mixture model is in the “uncollapsed” (latent variable)
form

zn ∼ Categorical(π), xn | zn = k ∼ Fϕk
(n = 1, . . . , N). (2)

Equation (2) can also be written as the structural causal model

zn ← hz(π; εz,n), xn ← hx(ϕ, zn; εx,n) (n = 1, . . . , N), (3)

where hz and hx are deterministic functions and εz,n and εx,n are independent “noise”
random variables. For a model selection criterion to reliably select the true number of
components, it must make use of the causal structure given in Eq. (3). In particular, we
want a method that exploits the fact that we know the relationship xn ← hx(ϕ, zn; εx,n)
is misspecified. Hence, we describe our approach as being “structurally aware.” We also
rely on the assumption that zn ← hz(π; εz,n) is well-specified, although it is possible that
assumption could be relaxed as well.

To construct a structurally aware model selection method that is robust to misspecification,
we must have a way of measuring how different the estimated parametric component
distribution Fϕk

is from the true component distribution Pok. Therefore, we introduce a
divergence D(Pok | Fϕk

), which can be chosen by the user based on application-specific
considerations. We assume that for some ρ > 0 representing the degree of misspecification,
we can estimate component parameters ϕ⋆k ∈ Φ such that D(Pok | Fϕ⋆k

) < ρ (k = 1, . . . ,Ko).
Let z = (z1, . . . , zN ) denote the cluster assignments for the observations defined in Eq. (2).
The set of observations assigned to component k, which we denote Xk(z) = {xn | zn =
k, n = 1, . . . , N}, provides samples that are approximately distributed according to Pok. So,
we require an estimator D̂(Xk(z) | Fϕk

) which, when the empirical distribution of Xk(z)

converges to some limiting distribution P̃k as N → ∞, provides a consistent estimate of
D(P̃k | Fϕk

).

For clarity, we will often write θ(K), X
(K)
k (z(K)), etc. to denote that these quantities are

associated with the mixture model with K components. Given D(· | ·), D̂(· | ·), and ρ, we
would like to design a loss function that will be minimized when K = Ko. Hence, the loss
function should not decrease if all estimated discrepancies are less than ρ. Based on this
requirement, define the structurally aware loss

Rρ(θ(K); z(K), x1:N ) =

K∑
k=1

|X(K)
k (z(K))|max(0, D̂(X(K)

k (z(K)) | F
ϕ
(K)
k

)− ρ). (4)

By construction, the structurally aware loss is nonnegative and equal to zero (and therefore

minimized) if D̂(X(K)
k (z(K)) | F

ϕ
(K)
k

) < ρ for all k. On the one hand, if limN→∞ D̂(X(K)
k (z(K)) |

F
ϕ
(K)
k

) > ρ for some k, then the scaling by |X(K)
k (z(K))| ensures the loss tends to ∞ as

N →∞. Therefore, by minimizing Eq. (4) with respect to K, we can exclude K < Ko.
On the other hand, to asymptotically rule outK > Ko, we introduce an Akaike information

criterion-like penalty term, leading to the penalized structurally aware loss

Rρ,λ(θ(K); z(K), x1:N ) = Rρ(θ(K); z(K), x1:N ) + λK, (5)
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where λ > 0 controls the strength of the penalty. Given choices for λ, D(· | ·), D̂(· | ·), and the
maximum number of components to consider, Kmax, our robust, structurally aware model
selection procedure is as follows:

Algorithm 1: Robust, structurally aware model selection

1 for K = 1, . . . ,Kmax do

2 Obtain parameter estimate θ̂(K) ∈ Θ(K)

3 Sample z(K) from p(z(K) | θ̂(K);x1:N )

4 If necessary, determine an appropriate value for ρ

5 Compute K̂ = argminK Rρ,λ(θ̂(K); z(K), x1:N )

6 return θ̂(K̂)

We next turn to rigorously justifying our proposed approach by proving a first-of-its-kind
consistency result (Section 4). We then provide detailed guidance on using our approach in
practice (Section 5).

4. Model Selection Consistency

4.1. A General Consistency Result

We now show that our model selection procedure consistently estimates Ko under reasonable
assumptions. First, we consider the requirements for D(· | ·) and D̂(· | ·). Some discrepancies
are finite only under strong conditions. For example, for the Kullback–Leibler divergence,
D(P | Q) <∞ only if P is absolutely continuous with respect to Q. However, we must work
with the discrete estimates of each component, so such absolute continuity conditions may
not hold. Therefore, we introduce a possibly weaker metric d on probability measures that
detects empirical convergence.

Assumption 1. For yN,n ∈ X (N = 1, 2, . . . ;n = 1, . . . , N), define the empirical distribution

P̂N = N−1
∑N

n=1 δyN,n
and assume P̂N → P in distribution. The metric d, discrepancy D,

and estimator D̂ satisfy the following conditions:

(a) The metric detects empirical convergence: d(P̂N , P )→ 0 as N →∞.
(b) The metric is jointly convex in its arguments: for all w ∈ (0, 1) and distributions P ,

P ′, Q, Q′,

d(wP + (1− w)P ′, wQ+ (1− w)Q′) ≤ w d(P,Q) + (1− w) d(P ′, Q′).

(c) The discrepancy estimator is consistent: For any distributions P,Q, if D(P | Q) <∞
and P̂N → P in distribution, then D̂(P̂N | Q)→ D(P | Q) as N →∞.

(d) Smoothness of the discrepancy estimator: The map ϕ 7→ D̂(P̂N | Fϕ) is continuous.
(e) The discrepancy bounds the metric: there exists a continuous, non-decreasing function

ϕ : R→ R such that d(P,Q) ≤ ϕ(D(P | Q)) for all distributions P,Q.
(f) The metric between components is finite: For all ϕ, ϕ′ ∈ Θ, we have d(Fϕ, Fϕ′) <∞.

A wide variety of metrics satisfy Assumption 1(a), including the bounded Lipschitz metric,
the Kolmogorov metric, maximum mean discrepancies with sufficiently regular bounded
kernels, and the Wasserstein metric with a bounded cost function (Simon-Gabriel and
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Schölkopf, 2018; Sriperumbudur et al., 2010; van der Vaart and Wellner, 1996; Villani, 2009).
Assumption 1(b) also holds for a range of metrics. For example, it is easy to show that
all integral probability metrics – which includes the bounded Lipschitz metric, maximum
mean discrepancy, and 1-Wasserstein distance – are jointly convex (see Lemma S1 in the
Supplementary Materials). Assumption 1(c) is a natural requirement that the divergence
estimator is consistent. Such estimators are well studied for many common discrepancies.
We discuss consistent estimation of the Kullback–Leibler divergence in Section 5.4. Assump-
tion 1(d) will typically hold as long as the map ϕ 7→ Fϕ is well-behaved. For example, for
the Kullback–Leibler divergence estimators described in Section 5.4 and standard maximum
mean discrepancy estimators (Bharti et al., 2023; Gretton et al., 2012), when Fϕ admits
a density fϕ, it suffices for the map ϕ 7→ fϕ(x) to be continuous for Po-almost every x.
Assumption 1(e) is not overly restrictive. See Gibbs and Su (2002) for a extensive overview of
the relationships between common metrics and divergences. Assumption 1(f) trivially holds
for bounded metrics such as bounded Lipschitz metric and integral probability measures
with uniformly bounded test functions.

Our second assumption requires the inference algorithm to be sufficiently regular, in
the sense that, for each fixed number of components K, the parameter estimate should

consistently estimate an asymptotic parameter θ
(K)
⋆ .

Assumption 2. For each K > 0, there exists θ
(K)
⋆ ∈ Θ(K) such that the inference algorithm

estimate θ̂(K) → θ
(K)
⋆ in probability as N →∞, after possibly reordering of components.

To simplify notation, we will write F
(K)
⋆k = F

ϕ
(K)
⋆k

and G
(K)
⋆k = G

θ
(K)
⋆k

, and similarly for

their densities. Assumption 2 holds for most reasonable algorithms, including expectation–
maximization, point estimates based on the posterior distribution, and variational inference
(Balakrishnan, Wainwright and Yu, 2017; Walker and Hjort, 2001; Wang and Blei, 2019).
Note that we assume that consistency holds for parameters in the equivalence class induced
by component reordering, although we keep this equivalence implicit in the discussion that
follows. Assumption 2 implies that the empirical data distribution of the kth component,

P̂
(K)
k = |Xk(z

(K))|−1
∑

x∈Xk(z(K)) δx, converges to a limiting distribution

P̃
(K)
k (dx) =

p
(K)
⋆ (k | x)Po(dx)∫
p
(K)
⋆ (k | y)Po(dy)

, (6)

where p
(K)
⋆ (k | x) = π

(K)
⋆k f

(K)
⋆k (x)/g

(K)
⋆ (x) is the conditional component probability under

the limiting model distribution.
Our third assumption concerns the regularity of the data distribution and model.

Assumption 3 (ρ). The data-generating distribution Po and component model family F
satisfy the following conditions:

(a) Meaningful decomposition of the data-generating distribution: for positive integer Ko,

πo ∈ ∆Ko
, and distributions Po1, . . . , PoKo

on X , it holds that Po =
∑Ko

k=1 πokPok.
(b) Accuracy of the parameter estimates for K = Ko: for each k = 1, . . . ,Ko, it holds that

D(P̃ (Ko)
k | F (Ko)

⋆k ) < ρ.

(c) Poor model fit when K is too small: for any K < Ko, it holds that d(Po, G
(K)
⋆ ) > ϕ(ρ).

Assumption 3(a) formalizes the decomposition of the data-generating distribution into the
subpopulations/types/groups that we aim to recover. Assumption 3(b) requires that, when
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the number of components is correctly specified, the divergence between the asymptotic

empirical component distribution P̃
(Ko)
k and the asymptotic component F

(Ko)
⋆k is small for

each component k = 1, . . . ,Ko. In Section 4.3, we give conditions under which D(P (Ko)
ok |

F
(Ko)
⋆k ) < ρo implies the assumption holds for the Kullback–Leibler divergence and integral

probability metrics with bounded test functions. Assumption 3(c) formalizes the intuition
that model selection will only be successful if, when the number of components is smaller than
the true generating process, the mixture model is a poor fit to the data. The necessary degree
of mismatch depends on the match between the true and estimated component distributions,
which depends on the choice of D and is measured by ρ, and the relationship between D and
d, which is described by ϕ.

The following result provides a general framework to establish when our method consis-
tently estimates Ko. For notational clarity, let K̂N (ρ) = K̂ = argminK Rρ,λ(θ̂(K); z(K), x1:N )
denote the structurally aware robust model choice.

Theorem 1. If Assumptions 1 to 3(ρ) hold, then pr{K̂N (ρ) = Ko} → 1 as N →∞.

To prove Theorem 1 we establish two facts. First, the (unregularized) structurally
aware loss satisfies pr{Rρ(θ(Ko); z(Ko), x1:N ) = 0} → 1 as N → ∞. Second, for K < Ko,
Rρ(θ(K); z(K), x1:N ) → ∞ in probability as N → ∞ Therefore, for K > Ko, asymptot-
ically Rρ,λ(θ(K); z(K), x1:N ) ≥ Rρ,λ(θ(Ko); z(Ko), x1:N ) + λ(K − Ko), so the minimum is
asymptotically attained at K̂ = Ko.

Theorem 1 leaves two important questions open. First, what choices of D and d can satisfy

Assumption 1 (and for what choice of ϕ)? While Assumption 3 requires that D(P̃ (Ko)
k |

F
(Ko)
⋆k ) < ρ, it is more natural to require a bound on D(Pok | F (Ko)

⋆k ). So, the second question
is, Does a bound on the latter imply the former? We address each of these questions in turn.

4.2. Choice of Divergence

There are many possible choices for the divergence, including the Kullback–Leibler divergence
(Joyce, 2011), maximum mean discrepancy (Sriperumbudur et al., 2010), Hellinger distance
(Gibbs and Su, 2002), or Wasserstein metric (Villani, 2009). We next show that both the
Kullback–Leibler divergence and mean maximum discrepancy can satisfy Assumption 1(a,b,e)
with an appropriate choice of d. Specifically, we will make use of integral probability metrics.
Given a collection H of real-valued functions on X , the corresponding integral probability
metric is

dH(P,Q) = sup
h∈H

∣∣∣∣∫ h(x)P (dx)−
∫
h(y)Q(dy)

∣∣∣∣ .
If D is the Kullback–Leibler divergences, we choose d to be the bounded Lipschitz

metric. Assume that X is equipped with a metric m and define the bounded Lipschitz norm
∥h∥BL = ∥h∥∞ + ∥h∥L, where ∥h∥L = supx̸=y |h(x)− h(y)|/m(x, y) and ∥h∥∞ = supx |h(x)|.
Letting H = HBL = {h : ∥h∥BL ≤ 1} gives the bounded Lipschitz metric dBL = dHBL

.

Proposition 1. If d(P,Q) = dBL(P,Q) and D(P | Q) = KL(P | Q), then Assump-
tion 1(a,b,e) holds with ϕ(ρ) = (ρ/2)1/2.

If we choose the divergence to be a mean maximum discrepancy, d can be the same. Let
K : X × X → R denote a positive definite kernel. Denote the reproducing kernel Hilbert
space with kernel K as HK. Denote its inner product by ⟨·, ·⟩K and norm by ∥·∥K. Letting
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H = BK = {h ∈ HK : ∥h∥K ≤ 1}, the unit ball, gives the mean maximum discrepancy
dMMD = dBK .

Proposition 2. If K is chosen such that dMMD metrizes weak convergence, and d(P,Q) =
D(P | Q) = dMMD(P,Q), then Assumption 1(a,b,e) holds with ϕ(ρ) = ρ.

For conditions under which dMMD metrizes weak convergence, see Simon-Gabriel et al.
(2023); Sriperumbudur et al. (2010).

4.3. Bounding the Component-level Discrepancy

Assumption 3(ρ)(b), requires the discrepancy between the limiting empirical component
distribution and the model component be less than ρ. However, such a requirement is not
completely satisfactory since P̃k depends on both Po and the mixture model family. A more
intuitive and natural assumption would bound the divergence between true component

distribution and model component – that is, be of the form D(Pok | F (Ko)
⋆k ) < ρo for some

ρo > 0. In this section, we show how to relate ρo to ρ for the Kullback–Leibler divergence
and integral probability metrics, including the maximum mean discrepancy.

Define the conditional component probabilities for the true generating distribution as

po(k | x) =
πokpok(x)

po(x)
. (7)

We rely on the following assumption.

Assumption 4. There exist constants ϵπ, ϵz > 0 such that for all k = 1, . . . ,Ko,

π⋆k
πok

< 1 + ϵπ,
p
(Ko)
⋆ (k | x)
po(k | x)

< 1 + ϵz. (8)

We first consider the Kullback–Leibler divergence case.

Proposition 3. If D(P | Q) = KL(P | Q), Assumption 4 holds, and KL(Pok | F (Ko)
⋆k ) < ρo

for k = 1, . . . ,Ko, then Assumption 3(ρ)(b) holds for ρ = (1+ ϵπ)(1+ ϵz)[ρo+log(1+ ϵπ)(1+
ϵz)].

For integral probability measures, we will focus on the common case where the test
functions are uniformly bounded.

Proposition 4. If D(P | Q) = dH(P,Q), Assumption 4 holds, there exists M > 0 such

that ∥h∥∞ < M for all h ∈ H, and dH(Pok, F
(Ko)
⋆k ) < ρo for k = 1, . . . ,Ko, then Assump-

tion 3(ρ)(b) holds for ρ =M (ϵπ + ϵz + ϵπϵz) + ρo.

Proposition 4 provides justification for a broad class of metrics including the bounded
Lipschitz metric, the total variation distance, and the Wasserstein distance when X is a
compact metric space. In addition, it applies to maximum mean discrepancies as long as
K(x, x) is uniformly bounded since, for h ∈ BK,

h(x) = ⟨h,K(x, ·)⟩K ≤ ∥h∥K∥K(x, ·)∥K = K(x, x)1/2, (9)

so we may take M = supxK(x, x)1/2.
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5. Practical Considerations

5.1. Computation

Our model selection framework can be used with any parameter estimation algorithm (e.g.,
expectation–maximization, Markov chain Monte Carlo, or variational inference). Thus, the
choice of algorithm can be based the statistical and computational considerations relevant to
specific problem at hand. In our experiments we use an expectation–maximization algorithm
to approximate the maximum likelihood parameter estimates for each possible choice of K.

Once parameter estimates have been obtained, the other major cost is computing the
penalized structurally aware loss Rρ,λ(θ̂(K); z(K), x1:N ), which is generally dominated by the
computation of the divergence estimator. We discuss the particular case of Kullback–Leibler
divergence estimation in Section 5.4. Numerous approaches exists for estimating other metrics
such as the maximum mean discrepancy (Bharti et al., 2023; Gretton et al., 2012).

5.2. Choosing ρ

While the results from Section 4 show that, with an appropriate choice of ρ, our method
consistently estimates the number of mixture model components, those results do not suggest
a way to select ρ in practice. Hence, we propose two complementary approaches to selecting ρ
that take advantage of the fact that the structurally aware loss is a piecewise linear function
of ρ. Therefore, given a fitted model for each candidate K, we can easily compute the
structurally aware loss for all values of ρ.

Our first approach aims to leverage domain knowledge. Specifically, it is frequently the
case that some related datasets are available with “ground-truth” labels either through
manual labeling or via in silico mixing of data where group labels are directly observed (see,
e.g., de Souto et al., 2008). In such cases an appropriate ρ value or range of candidate values
for one or more such datasets with ground-truth labels can be determined by maximizing a
clustering accuracy metric such as F -measure. Because ρ quantifies the divergence between
the true component distributions and the model estimates, we expect the values found using
this approach will generalize to new datasets that are reasonably similar. This approach is
employed in our real-data experiments with flow cytometry data, discussed in Section 6.

For applications where there are no related datasets with ground-truth labels available,
we propose a second, more heuristic approach. After estimating the model parameters
for each fixed K = 1, . . . ,Kmax and computing all component-wise divergences, we plot
the penalized loss as a function of ρ for each K ∈ {1, . . . ,Kmax}. The optimal model is
determined by identifying the number of components which is best over a wide range of
ρ values, with ρ as small as possible. The idea behind this selection rule is to identify the
first instance of stability, indicating that increasing ρ further doesn’t notably improve the
loss. However, subsequent stable regions that appear afterward might introduce too much
tolerance, potentially resulting in model underfitting. This approach is similar in spirit to
the one introduced for heuristically selecting the α parameter for the coarsened posterior
(Miller and Dunson, 2019).

We illustrate our second approach using a Poisson mixture model simulation study. Suppose
data x1, . . . , xN is generated from a negative binomial mixture Po =

∑Ko

k=1, πokNegBin(mk, pk).

The assumed model isGθ =
∑K

k=1 πkPoiss(ϕk). We setN = 20 000,Ko = 3,m = (55, 75, 100), p =
(0.5, 0.3, 0.5), and πo = (0.3, 0.3, 0.4). We use the plug-in Kullback–Leibler estimator (see
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Fig 2: Fitting a Poisson mixture model to data from a mixture of negative binomial distribu-
tions (Section 5.2). Left: Penalized loss plot for K = 1 (blue), K = 2 (orange), K = 3 (green)
and K = 4 (gray). The cross mark indicates the first wide stable region and is labeled with
the number of clusters our method selects. Right: Estimated model distribution (orange)
compared to the observed data (blue).

Eq. (10) in Section 5.4 below). Based on Fig. 2(left), the first wide and stable region cor-
responds to the true number of components K = 3. The observed data and fitted model
distribution for K = 3 are shown in Fig. 2(right).

5.3. Choosing λ

The penalized structurally aware loss function requires selecting the penalty parameter λ. In
practice the primary purpose of the penalty is to select the smallest value of K that results
in Rρ(θ(K); z1:N , x1:N ) = 0. So, we recommend setting λ to a value that is small relative to
the estimates of the divergence. For example, we set λ = 0.01 in our simulation studies and
set λ = 10 in the real-data experiments so as to ensure the ρ versus loss plots were easy to
read. In particular, choosing smaller values would not have changed the results.

5.4. Estimation of Kullback–Leibler divergence

Our theoretical results naturally require a consistent estimator of the divergence. Thus,
we briefly cover the question of how best to estimate the Kullback–Leibler divergence in
practice. For further details, refer to the Supplementary Materials. We consider a general
setup with observations y1:N = (y1, . . . , yN ) ∈ X⊗N independent, identically distributed
from a distribution P . First consider the case where X is countable, and let N(x) = #{n ∈
{1, . . . , N} | yn = x} denote the number of observations taking the value x ∈ X . Letting
Q be a distribution with probability mass function q, we can use the plug-in estimator for
KL(P | Q),

K̂L(y1:N | F ) =
∑
x∈X

N(x)

N
log

{
N(x)

Nq(x)

}
, (10)

which is consistent under modest regularity conditions (Paninski, 2003).
Next we consider the case of general distributions on X = RD, when estimation of

Kullback–Leibler divergence is less straightforward. One common approach is to utilize
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k-nearest-neighbor density estimation. For r > 0, let VD(r) = πD/2

Γ(D/2+1)r
D denote the volume

of an D-dimensional ball of radius r and let rk,n denote the distance to the kth nearest
neighbor of yn. Following the same approach as Zhao and Lai (2020) and assuming the
distribution Q has Lebesgue density q, we obtain a one-sample estimator for KL(P | Q):

K̂L
b

k(y1:N | Q) =
1

N

N∑
n=1

log

{
k/(N − 1)

VD(rk,n)q(yn)

}
. (11)

As we discuss in the Supplementary Materials, for fixed k, the estimator in Eq. (11) is
asymptotically biased. However, it is easy to correct this bias, leading to the unbiased,
consistent estimator

K̂L
u

k(y1:N | Q) = K̂L
b

k(y1:N | Q)− log k + ψ(k), (12)

where ψ(k) denotes the digamma function. Another way to construct a consistent estimator
is to let k = kN depend on the data size N , with kN →∞ as N →∞. A canonical choice is

K̂L
b

kN
(y1:N | Q) with kN = N1/2.

We compare the three estimators for various dimensions in Supplementary Materials. Our
results show that the bias-corrected estimator slightly improves the biased version when
N ≥ 5000, while the adaptive estimator with kN = N1/2 has the most reliable performance
when D = 4. Since the data dimensions are relatively low in all our experiments, we use the
adaptive estimator with kN = N1/2.

It is important to highlight that Kullback–Leibler divergence estimators require density
estimation, which in general requires the sample size to grow exponentially with the dimension
(Donoho, 2000). This limits the use of such estimators with generic high dimensional data.
However, a general strategy to address this would be to take advantage of some known or
inferable structure in the distribution to reduce the effective dimension of the problem. We
provide a more detailed illustration of this strategy in Section 6.2 with simulated data that
exhibits weak correlations across coordinates.

6. Numerical Experiments

6.1. Simulation Study: Skew-normal mixture

We now provide further details about the motivating example in Section 2, and illustrate that
our method selects the correct number of components under a variety of conditions on the
level of misspecification and the relative sizes of the mixture components. We generate data
x1, . . . , xn ∈ R from skew-normal mixtures of the form Po =

∑Ko

k=1 πokSN (µok, σok, γok),
where SN (·) denotes the skew-normal distribution and γok denotes the skewness parameter.
The density of the skew-normal distribution SN (µ, σ, γ) is f(x) = 2ϕ(x;µ, σ)Φ(γx;µ, σ),
where ϕ(x;µ, σ) and Φ(x;µ, σ) denote the probability density function and the cumulative
distribution function of N (µ, σ) respectively. We model the data using Gaussian mixture

model Gθ =
∑K

k=1 πkN (µk, σk). The bigger |γok|, the larger the deviation from the Gaussian
distribution, hence introducing a higher degree of misspecification.

In Section 2, we considered the case of two clusters of similar sizes. We set πo = (0.5, 0.5),
µo = (−3, 3), and σo = (1, 1) for the two scenarios in Fig. 1: γo = (−10,−1) (denoted
different) and γo = (−10,−10) (denoted same). We now compare our approach to the
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Fig 3: Comparison between the coarsened posterior and our method when using a Gaussian
mixture model to fit data generated from a mixture of skew-normal distributions. First row:
Densities of the model and components selected using the coarsened posterior (solid lines)
and the density of the data distribution (dashed line). The title specifies the data-generating
distribution and the number of components selected. In the middle plot of the first row, the
minor cluster contains two components. Second row: Densities of the model and components
selected using our structurally aware robust method. Third row: Penalized loss plots, where
the cross mark indicates the first wide stable region and is labeled with the number of clusters
our method selects. Line colors correspond to different K values. See caption in Fig. 2 for
details.

coarsened posterior with data from two-component mixtures of different cluster sizes. We
set πo = (0.95, 0.05), µo = (−3, 3), and σo = (1, 1) for the following three scenarios:
γo = (−10,−1) (denoted large-small), γo = (−1,−10) (denoted small-large), and
γo = (−10,−10) (denoted large-large).

For the coarsened posterior, we calibrate the hyperparameter α following the procedure
from Miller and Dunson (2019, Section 4). First, we use Markov chain Monte Carlo to
approximate the coarsened posterior for α values ranging from 10 to 105. Then, we select
the coarsened posterior with the α value at the clear cusp that indicates a good fit and
low complexity. See the Supplementary Materials for further details and calibration plots.
As shown for large-small and large-large in Fig. 3, when the larger cluster has large
misspecification, the coarsened posterior introduces one additional cluster to explain the
larger cluster. For the small-large case, when the larger cluster exhibits a small degree of
misspecification, the coarsened posterior introduces one additional cluster to explain the
smaller cluster.
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Fig 4: Application of our method to simulated high dimensional data. Left: The penalized
loss plot for determining the number of componetnts. See Fig. 2 for description of line colors.
Right: Selected two-dimensional projections of ground truth.

Our method correctly calibrates the model mismatch cutoff ρ using the penalized loss
plots shown in Fig. 3, as in all cases K = 2 corresponds to the first wide, stable region.
By the density plots in the middle column, we can see that our structurally aware robust
model selection method is able to properly trade off a worse density estimate for better
model selection. Our approach also enjoys improved computational efficiency compared to
coarsened posterior (see discussion in Section 2). This is verified in the runtime comparison
that running one scenario using our structurally aware robust model selection method (code
in Python) takes about 1 minute while using the coarsened posterior (code in Julia) takes
140 minutes, despite Julia generally being much faster than Python in scientific computing
applications (Perkel et al., 2019).

6.2. High Dimensional Study

As discussed in Section 5.4, the Kullback–Leibler k-nearest-neighbor estimator becomes less
accurate with increasing data dimension. While a general solution is unlikely to exist, we
illustrate one approach to address this challenge. Specifically, if we believe the coordinates
are likely to be only weakly correlated, we can employ the k-nearest-neighbor method on
each coordinate by assuming the coordinates are independent.

We generalize the simulation example from Section 6.1 to generate data from multivariate
skew normal mixtures and fit a multivariate normal mixture model. Suppose x1, . . . , xN ∈ RD

is generated from Po =
∑Ko

k=1 πokSN (mok,Σok, γok), where γok is a D-dimensional vector
controlling the skewness of the distribution,mok and Σok are the means and covariance matrix
of the kth component. The density for multivariate skew normal distribution is f(x;m,Σ, γ) =
2ϕ(x;m,Σ)Φ(γ ⊙ x;m,Σ), where ϕ(x;m,Σ) and Φ(x;m,Σ) are the probability density
function and cumulative distribution function of multivariate normal N (m,Σ) respectively.
For each covariance matrix, we introduce weak correlations by letting Σok = Σ, where
Σij = exp{−(i − j)2/σ2} and σ controls the strength of the correlation. We set σ = 0.6
and sample N = 10 000 observations of dimension D = 50. As shown in Fig. 4(left), the
wide and stable region corresponds to the true number of components K = 3. Fig. 4(right)
illustrates the value of model-based clustering, particularly in high dimensions: 2-dimensional
projections of the data give the appearance of there being four clusters in total, when in fact
there are only three.
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Fig 5: ρ versus F-measure for training datasets 1–6 (solid lines). The black dashed line
indicates averaged F-measure over the training datasets.

6.3. Application to Flow Cytometry Data

Flow cytometry is a technique used to analyze properties of individual cells in a biological
material. Typically, flow cytometry data measures 3–20 properties of tens of thousands cells.
Cells from distinct populations tend to fall into clusters and discovering cell populations
by identifying clusters is of primary interest in practice. Usually, scientists identify clusters
manually which is labor-intensive and subjective. Therefore, automated and reliable clustering
inference is invaluable. We follow the approach of Miller and Dunson (2019) and test our
method on the same 12 flow cytometry datasets originally from a longitudinal study of
graft-versus-host disease in patients undergoing blood or marrow transplantation (Brinkman
et al., 2007). For these datasets, we calibrate ρ using the first 6 datasets. We take the manual
clustering as the ground truth. The datasets consist of D = 4 dimensions and varying number
of observations for each dataset.

As shown in Fig. 5, all training datasets 1-6 have a nearly identical trend of clustering
accuracy as a function of ρ. The averaged F-measure achieves the maximum when ρ ≈ 1.16,
which is a point of maximum F-measure for all 6 datasets. The consistency of our method
compares favorably to using coarsening, where drastically different α values maximize the
F-measure (Miller and Dunson, 2019, Figure 5). These results provide evidence that our
approach is taking better advantage of the common structure and degree of misspecification
across datasets.

For test datasets 7-12, we propose to pick the value of K that achieves a stable structurally
aware loss and uses a value of ρ that is as close as possible to the estimated ρ values of
1.16. As shown in Table 1, our method provides essentially the same average accuracy as the
coarsened posterior while being substantially more computationally efficient, despite using a
much slower programming language (2 hours using Python versus 30 hours using Julia).
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Table 1
F-measures on flow cytometry test datasets 7-12

7 8 9 10 11 12

Structurally aware 0.63 0.92 0.94 0.99 0.99 0.98

Coarsened 0.67 0.88 0.93 0.99 0.99 0.99
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Appendix A: Technical Lemma

The following lemma states that integral probability metrics (as defined in Eq. (8)) are
jointly convex – that is, they satisfy Assumption 1(b).

Lemma 1. Suppose Pi and Qi, i = 1, . . . , n are probability measures defined on X . Then
for 0 ≤ wi ≤ 1 and

∑n
i=1 wi = 1,

dH

(
n∑

i=1

wiPi,

n∑
i=1

wiQi

)
≤

n∑
i=1

widH(Pi, Qi).

Proof. By definition of the integral probability metric,

dH

(
n∑

i=1

wiPi,

n∑
i=1

wiQi

)
= sup

h∈H

∣∣∣∣∣
∫
X
h(x)

(
n∑

i=1

wiPi(dx)

)
−
∫
X
h(x)

(
n∑

i=1

wiQi(dx)

)∣∣∣∣∣
= sup

h∈H

∣∣∣∣∣
n∑

i=1

wi

(∫
X
h(x)Pi(dx)−

∫
X
h(x)Qi(dx)

)∣∣∣∣∣
≤ sup

h∈H

n∑
i=1

wi

∣∣∣∣∫
X
h(x)Pi(dx)−

∫
X
h(x)Qi(dx)

∣∣∣∣
≤

n∑
i=1

wi sup
h∈H

∣∣∣∣∫
X
h(x)Pi(dx)−

∫
X
h(x)Qi(dx)

∣∣∣∣
=

n∑
i=1

widH(Pi, Qi). (13)

Appendix B: Proofs

B.1. Notation

We write oP (g(N)) to denote a random function f that satisfies f(N)/g(N)→ 0 in probability

for N →∞. Let ϕ̂
(K,N)
k denote the kth component parameter estimate using x1:N for the

mixture model with K components. More generally, we replace superscript (K) with (K,N)

to make the dependence on N explicit. Let n̂
(K,N)
k = |X(k)(z(K,N))| and π̂(K,N)

k = n̂
(K,N)
k /N .

Note that, with probability 1, n̂
(K,N)
k → ∞ as N → ∞. For simplicity, we introduce the

shorthand notation F
(K,N)
k = F

ϕ̂
(K,N)
k

,Rρ
N (θ(K)) = Rρ(θ(K); z(K,N), x1:N ), andRρ,λ

N (θ(K)) =

Rρ,λ(θ(K); z(K,N), x1:N ).
Define the conditional component probabilities based on optimal model distribution and

true generating distribution respectively as

p
(K)
⋆ (k | x) =

π
(K)
⋆k f

(K)
⋆k (x)

g
(K)
⋆ (x)

, po(k | x) =
πokpok(x)

po(x)
.

For conditional probabilities of model distribution, we denote as p̂(K,N)(k | x) = π̂
(K,N)
k f

(K,N)
k (x)/g(K,N)(x).

Note that p̂(K,N)(k | x)→ p
(K)
⋆ (k | x) as N →∞ with probability 1.
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B.2. Proof of Theorem 1

We show that (1) for K = Ko, Rρ
N (θ

(K)
⋆ )→ 0 in probability as N →∞, and (2) for K < Ko,

Rρ
N (θ

(K)
⋆ )→∞ in probability as N →∞. The theorem conclusion follows immediately from

these two results since the unpenalized loss is lower bounded by zero, so the penalized loss
will be asymptotically minimized at the smallest K which has unpenalized loss of zero.

Proof of part (1). Fix K = Ko. It follows from Assumptions 1(c,d) and 2 that

D̂(P̂ (Ko,N)
k | F (K,N)

k ) → D(P̃k | F (Ko)
⋆k ) in probability. Hence, it follows from Assumption

3(ρ)(b) that there exists ϵ > 0 such that

D̂(P̂ (Ko,N)
k | F (K,N)

k ) < ρ− ϵ+ oP (1).

Using this inequality, it follows that

Rρ
N (θ

(Ko)
⋆ ) =

Ko∑
k=1

n̂
(Ko,N)
k max{0, D̂(P̂ (Ko,N)

k | F (Ko,N)
k )− ρ} (14)

≤
Ko∑
k=1

n̂
(Ko,N)
k max{0,−ϵ+ oP (1)}. (15)

Hence, we can conclude that limN→∞ pr[Rρ
N (θ

(Ko)
⋆ ) = 0] = 1.

Proof of part (2). Now we consider the case of K < Ko. Note the empirical distribution

can be written as P̂ (K,N) =
∑K

k=1 π̂
(K,N)
k P̂

(K,N)
k . By dominated convergence, we know that

for N →∞,

π̂
(K,N)
k =

∫
p̂(K,N)(k | y)Po(dy)→

∫
p
(K)
⋆ (k | y)Po(dy) = π

(K)
⋆k , (16)

where convergence is in probability.

For the purpose of contradiction, assume that for all k = 1, . . . ,K, D(P̃k | F (K)
⋆k ) ≤ ρ.

Consider

d
(
G

(K)
⋆ , Po

)
(17)

≤ d
(
G

(K)
⋆ , P̂ (K,N)

)
+ d

(
P̂ (K,N), Po

)
(18)

= d

(
K∑

k=1

π
(K)
⋆k F

(K)
⋆k ,

K∑
k=1

π̂
(K,N)
k P̂

(K,N)
k

)
+ oP (1) (19)

≤ d

(
K∑

k=1

π
(K)
⋆k F

(K)
⋆k ,

K∑
k=1

π̂
(K,N)
k F

(K)
⋆k

)
+ d

(
K∑

k=1

π̂
(K,N)
k F

(K)
⋆k ,

K∑
k=1

π̂
(K,N)
k P̂

(K,N)
k

)
+ oP (1),

(20)

where Eq. (19) follows by Assumption 1(a). Define πmin
k = min{π(K)

⋆k , π̂
(K,N)
k } and π̄ =
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1−
∑K

k=1 π
min
k . Let ∥ · ∥1 denote the ℓ1-norm. For the first term in Eq. (20), we can write

d

(
K∑

k=1

π
(K)
⋆k F

(K)
⋆k ,

K∑
k=1

π̂
(K,N)
k F

(K)
⋆k

)
(21)

= d

(
K∑

k=1

πmin
k F

(K)
⋆k + π̄

K∑
k=1

π
(K)
⋆k − πmin

k

π̄
F

(K)
⋆k ,

K∑
k=1

πmin
k F

(K)
⋆k + π̄

K∑
k=1

π̂
(K,N)
k − πmin

k

π̄
F

(K)
⋆k

)
(22)

≤
K∑

k=1

πmin
k d

(
F

(K)
⋆k , F

(K)
⋆k

)
+ π̄d

(
K∑

k=1

π
(K)
⋆k − πmin

k

π̄
F

(K)
⋆k ,

K∑
k=1

π̂
(K,N)
k − πmin

k

π̄
F

(K)
⋆k

)
(23)

≤ ∥π(K)
⋆ − π̂(K,N)∥1d

(
K∑

k=1

π
(K)
⋆k − πmin

k

π̄
F

(K)
⋆k ,

K∑
k=1

π̂
(K,N)
k − πmin

k

π̄
F

(K)
⋆k

)
(24)

= ∥π(K)
⋆ − π̂(K,N)∥1 (25)

× d

(
K∑

k=1

K∑
l=1

(π
(K)
⋆k − πmin

k )(π̂
(K,N)
l − πmin

l )

π̄2
F

(K)
⋆k ,

K∑
k=1

K∑
l=1

(π
(K)
⋆k − πmin

k )(π̂
(K,N)
l − πmin

l )

π̄2
F

(K)
⋆l

)
(26)

≤ ∥π(K)
⋆ − π̂(K,N)∥1

K∑
k=1

K∑
l=1

(π
(K)
⋆k − πmin

k )(π̂
(K,N)
l − πmin

l )

π̄2
d
(
F

(K)
⋆k , F

(K)
⋆l

)
(27)

≤ ∥π(K)
⋆ − π̂(K,N)∥1 max

k,l∈{1,...,K}
k ̸=l

d
(
F

(K)
⋆k , F

(K)
⋆l

)
(28)

= oP (1), (29)

where Eq. (23) uses Assumption 1(b), Eq. (24) follows by the fact that π̄ = 1−
∑K

k=1 π
min
k ≤∑K

k=1 π
max
k −

∑K
k=1 π

min
k = ∥π(K)

⋆ − π̂(K,N)∥1, and Eq. (29) follows by Assumption 1(f) and
Eq. (16).

For the second term in Eq. (20), we can upper bounded as

d

(
K∑

k=1

π̂
(K,N)
k F

(K)
⋆k ,

K∑
k=1

π̂
(K,N)
k P̂

(K,N)
k

)
≤

K∑
k=1

π̂
(K,N)
k d

(
F

(K)
⋆k , P̂

(K,N)
k

)
(30)

≤
K∑

k=1

π̂
(K,N)
k ϕ

(
D(P̂ (K,N)

k | F (K)
⋆k )

)
(31)

≤
K∑

k=1

π̂
(K,N)
k ϕ (ρ) (32)

= ϕ(ρ), (33)

where Eq. (30) follows by Assumption 1(b), Eq. (31) follows by Assumption 1(e), and Eq. (32)
follows by our assumption for purposes of contradiction.

Plugging Eqs. (29) and (33) into Eq. (20) yields the final inequality d
(
G

(K)
⋆ , Po

)
≤

ϕ(ρ) + oP (1), which contradicts Assumption 3(ρ)(c). Therefore, there must exist k̃ such that
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D(P̃k̃ | F
(K)

⋆k̃
) > ρ. Hence, for some ϵ > 0, D(P̂ (K,N)

k̃
| F (K,N)

k̃
) = ρ+ ϵ+ oP (1). Hence, we

have

Rρ
N (θ

(K)
⋆ ) ≥ n̂(K,N)

k̃
max{0, D̂(P̂ (K,N)

k̃
| F (K,N)

k̃
)− ρ} (34)

= n̂
(K,N)

k̃
max{0,D(P̂ (K,N)

k̃
| F (K,N)

k̃
)− ρ+ oP (1)} (35)

= n̂
(K,N)

k̃
max{0, ϵ+ oP (1)} (36)

→∞, (37)

where Eq. (35) follows from Assumption 1(c) and Eq. (37) follows since n̂
(K,N)

k̃
→ ∞ in

probability for N →∞.

B.3. Proof of Proposition 1

Assumption 1(a) follows by Wellner (1981, Theorem 1). Assumption 1(b) holds by Lemma 1.
Assumption 1(e) holds with ϕ(ρ) = (ρ/2)1/2 by the fact that, letting dTV denote total variation
distance, dBL ≤ dTV and (2dTV)

2 ≤ KL (Gibbs and Su, 2002, Section 3). Assumption 1(f)
holds since dBL ≤ 1 <∞.

B.4. Proof of Proposition 2

Assumption 1(a) follows by the assumption that dMMD metrizes weak convergence. Assump-
tion 1(b) holds by Lemma 1. Assumption 1(e) holds by choosing ϕ(ρ) = ρ for maximum
mean discrepancy. Assumption 1(f) holds for maximum mean discrepancy with bounded
kernels since dMMD ≤ supxK(x, x)1/2 <∞.

B.5. Proof of Proposition 3

Let pok be the density for the true kth component distribution. Let g
(K)
⋆ (x) =

∑K
ℓ=1 π

(K)
⋆ℓ f

(K)
⋆ℓ (x).

It follows by the definition of pr⋆(z = k | x) and Assumption 3(ρ)(a) that

P̃k(dx) =
p
(Ko)
⋆ (k | x)Po(dx)∫
p
(Ko)
⋆ (k | y)Po(dy)

= f
(Ko)
⋆k (x)

∑Ko

ℓ=1 πokPoℓ(dx)∑Ko

ℓ=1 π
(Ko)
⋆ℓ f

(Ko)
⋆ℓ (x)

. (38)

We can rewrite P̃k(dx) in terms of the rations p
(Ko)
⋆ (k | x)/po(k | x) and πok/π(Ko)

⋆k :

P̃k(dx) =
πok

π
(Ko)
⋆k

·
π
(Ko)
⋆k f

(Ko)
⋆k (x)

πokpok(x)
·

∑Ko

ℓ=1 πokpoℓ(x)∑Ko

ℓ=1 π
(Ko)
⋆ℓ f

(Ko)
⋆ℓ (x)

· Pok(dx). (39)

=
πok

π
(Ko)
⋆k

·
π
(Ko)
⋆k f

(Ko)
⋆k (x)∑Ko

ℓ=1 π
(Ko)
⋆ℓ f

(Ko)
⋆ℓ (x)

·
∑Ko

ℓ=1 πokpoℓ(x)

πokpok(x)
· Pok(dx) (40)

=
πok

π
(Ko)
⋆k

· p
(Ko)
⋆ (k | x)
po(k | x)

· Pok(dx) (41)
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To bound KL(P̃k | F (Ko)
⋆k ), we plug in the expression for P̃k(dx) in Eq. (41) and get

KL(P̃k | F (Ko)
⋆k ) =

∫
P̃k(dx) log

dP̃k

dFϕ⋆
k

(x) (42)

=

∫
πok

π
(Ko)
⋆k

· p
(Ko)
⋆ (k | x)
po(k | x)

(43)

· Pok(dx)

{
log

πok

π
(Ko)
⋆k

+ log
p
(Ko)
⋆ (k | x)
po(k | x)

+ log
dPok

dF
(Ko)
⋆k

(x)

}
≤ (1 + ϵπ)(1 + ϵz)

{∫
log (1 + ϵπ)(1 + ϵz)Pok(dx) (44)

+

∫
Pok(dx) log

dPok

dF
(Ko)
⋆k

(x)

}
< (1 + ϵπ)(1 + ϵz)

{
log(1 + ϵπ)(1 + ϵz) + KL(Pok | F (Ko)

⋆k )
}

(45)

< (1 + ϵπ)(1 + ϵz) {log(1 + ϵπ)(1 + ϵz) + ρo} , (46)

where Eqs. (44) and (45) follow by applying the assumptions on the weight ratio and posterior

probability ratio and Eq. (46) follows by the upper bound on KL(Pok | F (Ko)
⋆k ). Hence, we

may set ρ = (1 + ϵπ)(1 + ϵz) [log(1 + ϵπ)(1 + ϵz) + ρo].

B.6. Proof of Proposition 4

It follows by the triangle inequality, Eq. (41), Hölder’s inequality, and the assumption that
all h ∈ H are bounded by M that

dH(P̃k, F
(Ko)
⋆k ) (47)

≤ dH(P̃k, Pok) + dH(Pok, F
(Ko)
⋆k ) (48)

≤ dH

(
πok

π
(Ko)
⋆k

p
(Ko)
⋆ (k | x)
po(k | x)

Pok, Pok

)
+ ρo (49)

= sup
h∈H

∣∣∣∣∣
∫
h(x)

πok

π
(Ko)
⋆k

p
(Ko)
⋆ (k | x)
po(k | x)

Pok(dx)−
∫
h(y)Pok(dy)

∣∣∣∣∣+ ρo (50)

= sup
h∈H

∣∣∣∣∣
∫ (

πok

π
(Ko)
⋆k

p
(Ko)
⋆ (k | x)
po(k | x)

− 1

)
h(x)Pok(dx)

∣∣∣∣∣+ ρo (51)

≤
∫
Pok(dx) · sup

h∈H
sup
x∈X
|h(x)|

∣∣∣∣∣ πokπ
(Ko)
⋆k

p
(Ko)
⋆ (k | x)
po(k | x)

− 1

∣∣∣∣∣+ ρo (52)

≤M (ϵπ + ϵz + ϵπϵz) + ρo. (53)

Hence, we may take ρ =M (ϵπ + ϵz + ϵπϵz) + ρo.

Appendix C: Connection to Likelihood-based Inference

For the Kullback–Leibler divergence case, we can relate the structurally aware loss to the
conditional negative log-likelihood. Let X̃k be a random element selected uniformly from
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X(k)(z1:N ). Then the conditional negative log-likelihood given z1:N is

− log p(x1:N | θ, z1:N ) =

K∑
k=1

∑
x∈X(k)(z1:N )

− log fϕk
(x) (54)

=

K∑
k=1

|X(k)(z1:N )|E{− log fϕk
(X̃k)} (55)

For the sake of argument, if X̃k were distributed according to a density p̃k, then the
Kullback–Leibler divergence between p̃k and fϕk

would be

KL(p̃k | fϕk
) = E{log p̃k(X̃k)} − E{log fϕk

(X̃k)}
= −H(p̃k)− E{log fϕk

(X̃k)},

where H(p) =
∫
p(x) log p(x)dx denotes the entropy of a density p. Then the negative

conditional log-likelihood for each is equal to the Kullback–Leibler divergence, up to an
entropy term that depends on the data (i.e., p̃k) but not the parameter ϕk:

− log p(x1:N | θ, z1:N ) ≈
K∑

k=1

|X(k)(z1:N )| {KL(p̃k | fϕk
) +H(p̃k)} .

Thus, we can view the structurally aware loss as targeting the negative conditional log-
likelihood but (a) using a consistent estimator K̂L(X(k)(z1:N ) | fϕk

) in place of KL(p̃k | fϕk
)

and (b) “coarsening” the Kullback–Leiber divergence using the map t 7→ max(0, t− ρ) to
avoid overfitting.

Appendix D: Kullback-Leibler Divergence Estimation

D.1. Theory and Methods

Following Wang, Kulkarni and Verdú (2009), we derive and study the theory of various one-
sample Kullback-Leibler estimators on continuous distributions. Estimating Kullback-Leibler
between continuous distributions is nontrival. One common way is to start with density
estimations.

Consider a general case on X = RD. Suppose y1:N = (y1, . . . , yN ) ∈ X⊗N are independent,
identically distributed from a continuous distribution P with density p. For r > 0, one can
estimate the density p(yn) by

P (VD(r)) ≈ p(yn)VD(r), (56)

where VD(r) = πD/2rD/Γ(D/2 + 1) is the volume of a D-dimensional ball centered at yn
of radius r. Fix the query point yn. The radius r can be determined by finding the k-th
nearest neighbor yn(k) of yn, i.e., rk,n = ∥yn(k) − yn∥, where ∥ · ∥ denotes the Euclidean
distance. Therefore, the ball centered at yn with radius rk,n contains k points and thus
P (VD(rk,n)) can be estimated by k/(N − 1). Plugging this estimate back to Eq. (56) yields
the k-nearest-neighbor density estimator for p(yn),

p̂N (yn) =
k/(N − 1)

VD(rk,n)
. (57)
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To estimate Kullback-Leibler divergence, Wang, Kulkarni and Verdú (2009) studied various
two-sample estimators given two sets of samples y1, . . . , yN ∼ P and z1, . . . , zM ∼ Q where
the distributions P and Q are unknown. However, in the context of our method, we want
to estimate the Kullback-Leibler divergence with one set of samples y1:N and one known
distribution from our assumed model Q. Hence, we modify the two-sample k-nearest-neighbor
estimators from (Wang, Kulkarni and Verdú, 2009) to create one-sample Kullback–Leibler
estimators.

Given samples y1, . . . , yN ∼ P , where P is unknown, and a known distribution Q with
density q, we can use Eq. (57) to obtain the one-sample k-nearest-neighbor estimator

K̂L
b

k(y1:N | Q) =
1

N

N∑
n=1

log

{
p̂N (yn)

q(yn)

}

=
1

N

N∑
n=1

log

{
k/(N − 1)

VD(rk,n)q(yn)

}
.

(58)

Following the proof of Wang, Kulkarni and Verdú (2009, Theorem 1), we can show that for
fixed k

lim
n→∞

E[K̂L
b

k(y1:N | Q)] = KL(P | Q) + log k − ψ(k), (59)

where ψ(k) = Γ′(k)/Γ(k) is the digamma function. Eq. (59) suggests that this canonical
Kullback–Leibler estimator is asymptotically biased. However, using Eq. (59), we can define
the consistent (asymptotically unbiased) estimator

K̂L
u

k(y1:N | Q) = K̂L
b

k(y1:N | Q)− log k + ψ(k). (60)

Another way to eliminate the bias is to make k data-dependent, which we call adaptive
k-nearest-neighbor estimators. Following the proof of Wang, Kulkarni and Verdú (2009,

Theorem 5), we can show that K̂L
b

kN
(y1:N | Q) is asymptotically consistent by choosing kN

to satisfy mild growth conditions.

Proposition 5. Suppose P and Q are distributions uniformly continuous on RD with
densities p and q, and KL(P | Q) <∞. Let kN be a positive integer satisfying

kN
N
→ 0,

kN
logN

→∞.

If infp(y)>0 p(y) > 0 and infq(y)>0 q(y) > 0, then

lim
n→∞

K̂L
b

kN
(y1:N | Q) = KL(P | Q) (61)

almost surely.

Proof. Let p and q are densities of P and Q respectively. Consider the following decomposition
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of the error∣∣∣K̂L
b

kN
(y1:N | Q)−KL(P | Q)

∣∣∣
≤

∣∣∣∣∣ 1N
N∑

n=1

log

{
p̂N (yn)

q (yn)

}
− 1

N

N∑
n=1

log

{
p (yn)

q (yn)

}∣∣∣∣∣+
∣∣∣∣∣ 1N

N∑
n=1

log

{
p (yn)

q (yn)

}
−KL(P | Q)

∣∣∣∣∣
≤ 1

N

N∑
n=1

|log p̂N (yn)− log p (yn)|+

∣∣∣∣∣ 1N
N∑

n=1

log

{
p (yn)

q (yn)

}
−KL(P | Q)

∣∣∣∣∣
= e1 + e2.

(62)
It follows by the conditions that kN/N → 0 and kN/ logN →∞ and the theorem given in
Devroye and Wagner (1977) that p̂N is uniformly strongly consistent: almost surely

lim
N→∞

sup
y
|p̂N (y)− p(y)| → 0. (63)

Therefore, following the proof of Wang, Kulkarni and Verdú (2009), for any ϵ > 0, there
exists N1 such that for any n > N1, e1 < ϵ/2. For e2, it simply follows by the Law of Large
Numbers that for any ϵ > 0, there exists N2 such that for any n > N2, e2 < ϵ/2. By choosing

N = max(N1, N2), for any n > N , we have |K̂L
b

kN
(y1:N | Q)−KL(P | Q)| < ϵ.

D.2. Empirical Comparison

We now empirically compare the behavior of these k-nearest-neighbor Kullback–Leibler
estimators. Consider two multivariate Gaussian distributions P = N (µ1,Σ1) and Q =
N (µ2,Σ2). The theoretical value for the Kullback–Leibler divergence between P and Q is

KL(P | Q) =
1

2

[
log
|Σ2|
|Σ1|

− d+ tr(Σ−1
2 Σ1) + (µ2 − µ1)

TΣ−1
2 (µ2 − µ1)

]
, (64)

where | · | is the determinant of a matrix and tr(·) denotes the trace. We generate samples

y1:N from P and estimate K̂L(y1:N | Q) with the three estimators above: the canonical
fixed k estimator in Eq. (58) with k ∈ {1, 10}, the bias-corrected estimator in Eq. (60) with
k ∈ {1, 10} and the adaptive estimator with kN = N1/2.

We generate samples from a weakly correlated multivariate Gaussian distirbution. Set
P = N (µ,Σ) with µ = (1, . . . , 1) ∈ RD and Σij = exp{−(i − j)2/σ2}, where large σ
results in high correlations and vice versa. Let σ = 0.6 and set Q = N (0, ID). We test the
performance of each estimator with varying N ∈ {100, 1000, 5000, 10000, 20000, 50000} and
varying dimensions D ∈ {4, 10, 25, 50}.

As shown in Fig. 6, when D = 4, the adaptive estimator with kN = N1/2 outperforms and
shows reliable estimation when sample size is large (N ≥ 5000). This scenario resembles the
setup in our simulation and real-data experiments. We therefore use the adaptive estimator
with kN = N1/2 for our experiments in Section 6.

When the dimension increases, the stability of all k-nearest-neighbor estimators drops due
to the sparsity of data in high dimensions. This reveals a limitation of all k-nearest-neighbor
estimators. Although proposing estimators for divergence is beyond the scope of the paper,
we test one possible adaption in Section 6.2 to use the k-nearest-neighbor estimators in high
dimensions by assuming independence across coordinates.
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Fig 6: Absolute error against sample size for canonical 1-nearest-neighbor estimator (blue),
canonical 10-nearest-neighbor estimator (green), bias-corrected 1-nearest-neighbor estimator
(yellow), bias-corrected 10-nearest-neighbor estimator (orange) and adaptive kN -nearest-
neighbor estimator with kN = N1/2 (pink). Each panel correpsonds with a different dimension
D ∈ {4, 10, 25, 50}. Gray dotted lines indicate no error.
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Fig 7: For the mixture of skew-normals example from Section 2 and Section 6.1, each panel
shows the expected logliklihood Êα(loglik | data) against the expected number of clusters
which excludes tiny clusters of size less that 2% of whole dataset denoted as Êα(k2% | data).
We select α as the elbow point in the plots.

Appendix E: Additional Calibration Figures

E.1. Simulation Study

The coarsened posterior requires calibration of the hyperparameter α, which determines the
degree of misspecification. For all scenarios considered in Section 2 and Section 6.1, we select
α using the elbow method proposed by Miller and Dunson (2019). In this section, we include
all calibration figures for the coarsened posterior following the code provided by Miller and
Dunson (2019).

As shown in Fig. 7, we calibrate α as the turning points where we see no significant
increase in the log-likelihood if α increases. With these elbow values for α, we can see for
all cases except the small-large case, the coarsened posterior consistently estimates the
number of clusters (even after removing mini clusters with size < 2%) as K̂ = 3 > Ko = 2.
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E.2. Flow Cytometry Data

In this section, we include loss and F-measure plots of our model selection method on all
test datasets 7–12. See Miller and Dunson (2019, Section 5.2) for a discussion of the exact
calibration procedure for the coarsened posterior.

Recall that to calibrate ρ, we select ρ that optimizes the F-measure across first 6 datasets.
To incorporate this prior knowledge on test datasets, we suggests selecting the value of K
that has has stable penalized loss and is closest to the optimal ρ. We compare our selection
K̂ with the ground truth Ko labeled by experts. For each dataset, there is always one cluster
labeled as unknown due to some unclear information for cells. With automatic clustering
algorithm, it is natural for the algorithm to identify those unlabeled points and assign them
to other clusters, which results in Ko− 1 clusters. So we treat both Ko and Ko− 1 as ground
truth in our analysis. As shown in Figs. 8 and 9, our selection method results in highest
F-measure for datasets 8–12. Dataset 7 is challenging and even the ground truth does not
produce a large F-measure.
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Fig 8: Calibration and F-measure plots for test datasets 7–9 in flow cytometry experiments.
Left: The black dashed lines indicate the optimal ρ calibrated on training datasets 1–6. The
cross mark indicates the selection for number of clusters. Right: F-measure against the
number of clusters. The dashed line shows the number of clusters selected by our method
and the red star indicates the ground truth Ko.
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(b) Data 11
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(c) Data 12

Fig 9: Calibration and F-measure plots for test datasets 10−12 in flow cytometry experiments.
See caption for Fig. 8 for details
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(b) Data 8, K = 7
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(c) Data 9, K = 5
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(d) Data 10, K = 4
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(e) Data 11, K = 3
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(f) Data 12, K = 3

Fig 10: Calibration including K = 1, . . . , 8 for test datasets 7–12 in flow cytometry experi-
ments.
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