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Abstract

The clustering of bounded data presents unique challenges in statistical analysis due to the
constraints imposed on the data values. This paper introduces a novel method for model-based
clustering specifically designed for bounded data. Building on the transformation-based approach
to Gaussian mixture density estimation introduced by Scrucca (2019), we extend this framework
to develop a probabilistic clustering algorithm for data with bounded support that allows for
accurate clustering while respecting the natural bounds of the variables. In our proposal, a flex-
ible range-power transformation is employed to map the data from its bounded domain to the
unrestricted real space, hence enabling the estimation of Gaussian mixture models in the trans-
formed space. This approach leads to improved cluster recovery and interpretation, especially
for complex distributions within bounded domains. The performance of the proposed method is
evaluated through real-world data applications involving both fully and partially bounded data,
in both univariate and multivariate settings. The results demonstrate the effectiveness and ad-
vantages of our approach over traditional and advanced model-based clustering techniques that
employ distributions with bounded support.

Keywords: model-based clustering, Bounded data, Gaussian mixture models, Data transformation,
Expectation-Maximization algorithm.
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1 Introduction
Clustering is a fundamental task in data analysis, aiming to identify natural groupings or patterns
within a dataset and thus facilitate the discovery of underlying structures and relationships among
data points. While numerous model-based clustering methods exist for unconstrained data, either
having symmetric or asymmetric distributions, the clustering of bounded data presents unique
challenges that require specialized approaches. Data with bounded support frequently arise in
various fields, including economics, biology, environmental science, and social sciences. Examples
include percentages, proportions, non-negative variables, e.g. arising from physical measurements,
and any metric naturally limited to a fixed range. Traditional clustering methods often struggle
when applied to bounded data due to their inability to adequately account for the constraints
imposed by the data bounds, leading to inaccurate inference and suboptimal clustering results.

Model-based clustering, which assumes that data are generated from a mixture of probability
distributions, provides a principled and flexible framework for clustering. Gaussian mixture mod-
els (GMMs) assume the data are generated from a mixture of Gaussian distributions, with each
component representing a distinct cluster. They are widely used due to their flexibility to model
complex data structures and their adaptability to a variety of clustering problems.

However, the direct application of GMMs to bounded data is problematic due to the inherent
constraints on data values. In this context, alternative model-based approaches that account for
natural bounds in the data can be adopted by assuming bounded distributions for the component
densities.

For instance, in the case of positive, right-skewed data, a mixture of gamma distributions (John,
1970) provides a natural alternative. Bagnato and Punzo (2013) and Young et al. (2019) proposed
mixture of univariate unimodal gamma densities, while Wiper et al. (2001) discussed a similar model
in a Bayesian framework, although also restricted to univariate data. Another potential family of
distributions is introduced in Karlis and Santourian (2009), who employed a mixture of normal
inverse-Gaussian distributions. This model extends naturally to the multivariate case, allowing for
skewness, fat tails and, as by-product, can handle variables bounded at zero.

For data bounded at both the lower and upper limits, Bagnato and Punzo (2013) proposed
the mixture of univariate unimodal beta densities. Building on this, Dean and Nugent (2013)
developed a model-based clustering procedure for data confined within the unit hypercube using
a mixture of univariate unimodal beta distributions. However, their approach in the multivariate
case is constrained by the assumption of conditional independence, whereby variables are considered
conditionally independent given component membership.

A different approach was introduced in speech processing, where a bounded Gaussian mix-
ture model (BGMM; Hedelin and Skoglund, 2000) was employed and later extended to a bounded
generalized Gaussian mixture model (BGGMM; Lindblom and Samuelsson, 2003). The BGGMM
encompasses several models, including the standard GMM and BGMM, as special cases. These
methods rely on truncated GMMs, where the unbounded Gaussian densities are multiplied by an
indicator function that equal 1 if the component densities lie within the bounded data region and
0 otherwise; then, a subsequent normalization step ensures a proper marginal density distribution.

A common alternative to modeling bounded distributions directly is the use of data transfor-
mation techniques. Transforming bounded data onto an unbounded scale enables the application
of standard statistical methods, then followed by an inverse transformation to express the results
obtained in the original data space. For instance, transformations such as the Box-Cox (Lo and
Gottardo, 2012) and Manly (Zhu and Melnykov, 2018) transformations have been employed to
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manage skewness in component distributions.
More recently, Gallaugher et al. (2020) compared the performance of Gaussian mixtures in

handling skewed data or outliers with that of mixtures of skewed distributions, such as the variance-
gamma distribution (McNicholas et al., 2017, VG;) and the generalized hyperbolic distribution
(Browne and McNicholas, 2015, GH). They also examined mixtures incorporating transformations
aimed at achieving near-normality, including the power transformation (Yeo and Johnson, 2000) and
the Manly transformation (Manly, 1976). Their results indicate that no single method consistently
outperforms the others, with the optimal choice depending on the specific characteristics and context
of the data being analyzed.

In this paper, we propose a novel model-based clustering method specifically designed for
bounded data. Our approach builds upon the range-power transformation framework for Gaus-
sian mixtures proposed by Scrucca (2019). The method involves mapping bounded data into an
unbounded space, where standard Gaussian mixture models can be applied, followed by an inverse
transformation to recover the clustering results in the original bounded space. This approach has
proven effective in real data application, offering a general and flexible framework for clustering
bounded data.

In Section 2, we first review the model-based approach to clustering, with particular emphasis
on the Gaussian mixture model (GMM). The proposed approach is then presented, introducing
the range-power transformation and its integration within the finite mixture model framework. We
discuss maximum likelihood estimation via the EM algorithm, as well as model selection and meth-
ods for assessing clustering and classification uncertainty in this specific context. Section 3 applies
the method to real-data examples, covering both fully and partially bounded data in univariate
and multivariate contexts. We compare our method against both the standard GMM and more
advanced model-based clustering techniques that incorporate distributions with bounded support
specific to the analyzed features. Finally, Section 4 summarizes the main contributions of this work,
discusses its strengths and limitations, and outlines potential directions for future research.

2 Methods

2.1 Finite mixture modeling for clustering

Consider a multivariate dataset D = {xi}n
i=1 of n observations, where each observation xi is drawn

from a d-dimensional random vector x with unbounded support SX ≡ Rd.
In model-based clustering we aim to partition the observations into G distinct groups or clusters

by employing a finite mixture model (FMM; McLachlan and Peel, 2000; McLachlan et al., 2019).
Within this framework, each mixture component is directly associated with a cluster, effectively
representing a distinct grouping of the data. In its general form, a FMM can be expressed as:

f(x; Ψ) =
G∑

k=1
πkfk(x; θk), (1)

where πk represents the mixing proportions or weights, subject to the constraints πk > 0 and∑G
k=1 πk = 1, and fk(x; θk) denotes the multivariate density function of the kth component with

parameters vector θk (k = 1, . . . , G). If the density function fk() is usually assumed to be known,
the parameters of the FMM, Ψ = (π1, . . . , πG−1, θ1, . . . , θG), are unknown and need to be estimated
from the data.
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One of the earlier, and still the most popular, model for continuous data is the Gaussian mixture
model (GMM), which is obtained from (1) assuming a multivariate Gaussian distribution for each
component density (Fraley and Raftery, 2002; Bouveyron et al., 2019; Gormley et al., 2023; Scrucca
et al., 2023). A G-component GMM can be expressed as

f(x; Ψ) =
G∑

k=1
πkϕ(x; µk, Σk), (2)

where ϕ(x; µk, Σk) denotes the multivariate Gaussian density function with mean µk and covariance
matrix Σk for the k-th mixture component.

Parsimonious covariances decomposition can be obtained by imposing constraints on the geo-
metric characteristics, such as volume, shape, and orientation, of corresponding ellipsoids. This is
achieved using the following covariance matrices eigen-decomposition (Banfield and Raftery, 1993;
Celeux and Govaert, 1995):

Σk = λkUk∆kU⊤
k ,

where λk = |Σk|1/d is a scalar controlling the volume, ∆k is a diagonal matrix controlling the
shape, such that |∆k| = 1 and with the normalized eigenvalues of Σk in decreasing order, and Uk

is an orthogonal matrix of eigenvectors of Σk that controls the orientation. Further details on the
resulting 14 different models can be found in Scrucca et al. (2023, Sec. 2.2.1).

Maximum likelihood estimation of GMM parameters, Ψ = (π1, . . . , πG−1, µ1, . . . , µG, Σ1, . . . , ΣG),
is commonly carried out using the Expectation-Maximization (EM) algorithm (Dempster et al.,
1977). Let zi denote the membership multinomial latent variable, with zik = 1 if observation i
belongs to cluster k, and zik = 0 otherwise. The EM algorithm iteratively maximizes the complete-
data log-likelihood:

ℓC(Ψ) =
n∑

i=1

G∑
k=1

zik {log πk + log ϕ(xi; µk, Σk)} ,

by alternating between two steps, the Expectation (E) step and the Maximization (M) step. For a
comprehensive treatment of estimation using the EM algorithm and its properties, refer to McLach-
lan and Krishnan (2008). Details on the M-step for the different covariance parameterizations can
be found in Celeux and Govaert (1995) and (Scrucca et al., 2023, Sec. 2.2.2).

2.2 A transformation-based approach for Gaussian mixtures clustering

A direct application of Gaussian mixtures, as formulated in (2), may lead to inaccurate density
estimates and erroneous clustering assignments when some or all the features of the dataset are
bounded. To overcome these limitations, we propose employing the transformation-based approach
introduced by Scrucca (2019). The core idea of this approach is to map the bounded features to an
unbounded space, where standard GMMs can be applied more effectively, and then transform the
results back to the original bounded space, where clustering assignments can be straightforwardly
obtained.

Let x represent a random vector from a distribution with bounded support SX ⊂ Rd. Con-
sider the family of continuous monotonic transformations, denoted by y = t(x; λ), where λ =
[λ1, λ2, . . . , λd]⊤ ∈ Λ represents the vector of transformation parameters, mapping the bounded
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support of data to an unbounded space, SY ≡ Rd. Note that if one or more features do not require
transformation, the corresponding λ parameters can be set to 1 and kept fixed during the fitting
process.

On the transformed space, the data can be modeled using a standard GMM:

h(y; Ψ) =
G∑

k=1
πkϕ(y; µk, Σk),

where Ψ refers here to the parameters in the transformed scale, so µk and Σk are, respectively, the
mean vector and the covariance matrix of transformed features. Then, by applying the change-of-
variable theorem, the density on the original scale can be recovered as:

f(x; Ψ, λ) = h(t(x; λ)) × |J(t(x; λ))|, (3)

where J(t(x; λ)) is the Jacobian of the transformation. Since we consider coordinate-independent
transformations

t(x; λ) = [t(x1; λ1), t(x2; λ2), . . . , t(xd; λd)]⊤,

the Jacobian simplifies to a product of first derivatives:

J(t(x; λ)) =
d∏

j=1
t′(xj ; λj). (4)

The transformation y = t(x; λ) adopted is based on the range-power transformation introduced
in Scrucca (2019), which is suitable for both partially and completely bounded data. For a data
feature xj ∈ (lj , +∞), where lj represents its lower bound, the range-power transformation is defined
as:

t(xj ; λj) =


(xj − lj)λj − 1

λj
if λj ̸= 0

log(xj − lj) if λj = 0,

(5)

with continuous first derivative equal to

t′(xj ; λj) = ∂t(xj ; λj)
∂xj

= (xj − lj)λj−1 (6)

for any λj ∈ Λ (j = 1, . . . , d).
If a variable xj ∈ (lj , uj), where lj and uj represent the lower and upper bounds, respectively,

the range-power transformation is defined as:

t(xj ; λj) =



(
xj − lj
uj − xj

)λj

− 1

λj
if λj ̸= 0

log
(

xj − lj
uj − xj

)
if λj = 0,

(7)
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with continuous first derivative given by

t′(xj ; λj) = ∂t(xj ; λj)
∂xj

=



(
xj − lj
uj − xj

)λj−1
uj − lj

(uj − xj)2 if λj ̸= 0

1
xj − lj

+ 1
uj − xj

if λj = 0.

(8)

Equations (6) and (8) can be used to compute the Jacobian in (4). Together with the range-
power transformations in equations (5) and (7)), these allow for the estimation of the mixture density
in (3). However, both the unknown mixture parameters Ψ and the transformation parameters λ
need to be estimated.

2.3 Maximum likelihood estimation via the EM algorithm

Recalling the density in (3), the log-likelihood of the observed data can be expressed as:

ℓ(Ψ, λ) =
n∑

i=1
log

(
G∑

k=1
πkϕ(t(xi; λ); µk, Σk) × |J(t(xi; λ))|

)
.

Maximum likelihood estimation can be pursued via the EM algorithm by maximizing the complete-
data log-likelihood:

ℓC(Ψ, λ) =
n∑

i=1

G∑
k=1

zik {log πk + log ϕ(t(xi; λ); µk, Σk) + log |J(t(xi; λ))|} ,

where zi is the latent variable for cluster membership described in Section 2.1.
At iteration m of the EM algorithm, the conditional expectation of the complete-data log-

likelihood given the observed data and the current parameter values can be expressed as:

Q(Ψ, λ; Ψ(m), λ(m)) =
n∑

i=1

G∑
k=1

ẑ
(m+1)
ik {log πk + log ϕ(t(xi; λ); µk, Σk) + log |J(t(xi; λ))|} ,

where ẑ
(m+1)
ik = E(I(zi = k)|t(xi, λ̂

(m)), Ψ(m)). Therefore, in the E-step the posterior probabilities
are updated using

ẑ
(m+1)
ik =

π̂
(m)
k ϕ

(
t(xi; λ̂

(m)); µ̂
(m)
k , Σ̂(m)

k

)
G∑

g=1
π̂(m)

g ϕ

(
t(xi; λ̂

(m)); µ̂(m)
g , Σ̂(m)

g

) .

In the M-step, the parameters (Ψ, λ) are updated by maximizing the Q-function, given the pre-
vious values of the parameters and the updated posterior probabilities. Following the Expectation-
Conditional-Maximization (ECM) algorithm introduced by Meng and Rubin (1993), this maxi-
mization is carried out in two steps. In the first step, the updated value λ̂

(m+1) is computed
by maximizing the Q-function with respect to λ. Since no closed-form solution is available, this
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requires numerical optimization, such as a Newton-type algorithm or a related method. The re-
maining parameters are then obtained as in standard EM algorithm but accounting for the updated
transformation parameters λ̂

(m+1), i.e.

π̂
(m+1)
k =

∑n
i=1 ẑ

(m+1)
ik

n
and µ̂

(m+1)
k =

∑n
i=1 ẑ

(m+1)
ik t(xi; λ̂

(m+1))∑n
i=1 ẑ

(m+1)
ik

.

The update formula for the covariance matrices depends on the assumed eigen-decomposition model.
In the most general case of unconstrained covariance matrices, i.e. the VVV model in mclust
nomenclature (see Scrucca et al., 2023, Table 2.1), we have

Σ̂(m+1)
k =

n∑
i=1

ẑ
(m+1)
ik

(
t(xi; λ̂

(m+1)) − µ̂
(m+1)
k

)(
t(xi; λ̂

(m+1)) − µ̂
(m+1)
k

)
⊤

n∑
i=1

ẑ
(m+1)
ik

.

Initialization of the above EM algorithm can be obtained by first estimating the optimal marginal
transformations, and then using the final classification from a k-means algorithm on the range-
power transformed variables. Alternatively, partitions obtained from model-based agglomerative
hierarchical clustering (MBAHC; Scrucca and Raftery, 2015) can be used. This initial partition of
data points is used to start the algorithm from the M-step. Finally, the EM algorithm is stopped
when the log-likelihood improvement falls below a specified tolerance value or a maximum number
of iterations is reached.

Model selection in finite mixture modeling is typically carried out using information criteria,
such as the Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC; Schwarz, 1978), or the Integrated Complete-
data Likelihood criterion (ICL; Biernacki et al., 2000). Both criteria penalize model complexity,
favoring more parsimonious models unless the additional parameters are justified by a significant
improvement in the likelihood. Additionally, ICL introduces an extra penalization for clustering
overlap, promoting models that produce well-separated clusters.

2.4 Clustering and classification uncertainty

In model-based clustering, assigning a data point to one of the identified clusters is straightforward
using the maximum a posteriori (MAP) principle. According to MAP, each observation is assigned
to the cluster that has the highest posterior probability.

Consider a partition of the data D = {xi}n
i=1 into G clusters, denoted as C = {C1, C2, . . . , CG},

where Ck ∩ Cg = ∅ (for k ̸= g) and
⋃G

k=1 Ck = D. The MAP procedure assigns an observation xi

to a cluster C
k̂

according to the rule:

xi ∈ C
k̂

with k̂ = arg max
k∈{1,...,G}

ẑik,

where ẑik represents the posterior probability of observation xi belonging to cluster k, i.e.

ẑik =
π̂kϕ

(
t(xi; λ̂); µ̂k, Σ̂k

)
∑G

g=1 π̂kϕ
(
t(xi; λ̂); µ̂g, Σ̂g

) .
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Hard classification based on the MAP principle assumes the most likely cluster is the correct
one. However, once each data point is assigned to its most probable cluster, it becomes essential to
evaluate the uncertainty of these assignments. Assessing clustering uncertainty is thus crucial, as
some data points may not clearly belong to a single cluster, especially when they lie near cluster
boundaries. This also allows to distinguish between well-separated clusters and those that exhibit
substantial overlap.

To measure this uncertainty, we can examine the distribution of posterior probabilities across
all clusters rather than focusing solely on the maximum probability. The uncertainty for each data
point is captured by the following index:

ui = 1 − max
k

ẑik.

This score ranges from 0 to (G−1)/G, with values close to 0 indicating low classification uncertainty,
while values near the upper bound suggest greater uncertainty.

An alternative measure of uncertainty can be derived from the entropy. For each data point, we
can compute

ei = −
G∑

k=1
ẑik log(ẑik),

which yields values in the range [0, log(G)], with higher entropy values indicating greater uncertainty
in the assignment.

An overall index of classification uncertainty can be obtained by summing the entropy values
for all data points:

E =
n∑

i=1
ei = −

n∑
i=1

G∑
k=1

ẑik log(ẑik).

This classification entropy measures the uncertainty in clustering, taking the value zero when each
data points is assigned to its respective cluster with probability 1. As uncertainty increases, the
entropy value grows accordingly. For easier interpretation, a normalized version of classification
entropy, ranging between 0 and 1, can be calculated by taking the ratio of its value to the maximum
possible value. This leads to the Normalized Entropy Criterion (NEC) proposed by Celeux and
Soromenho (1996):

NEC = E

n log(G) ,

for G > 1, and with the implicit assumption that NEC = 0 when G = 1.
As a final note, we caution against aiming for the smallest possible value of NEC when assessing

clustering results. A very small NEC suggests well-separated clusters, with low uncertainty in the
MAP assignments. On the contrary, an increase in NEC may indicate significant overlap among
clusters. While this could be a sign of poor clustering, often it reflects the inherent nature of the
data, where the clusters are not well separated. Therefore, while NEC is a useful measure of the
overall uncertainty in a clustering solution, it should not be used as the sole criterion for evaluating
the quality of the resulting partition.
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3 Applications

3.1 Enzyme data

The enzyme data set, originally described by Bechtel et al. (1993), consists of enzymatic activity
measurements in the blood for an enzyme involved in the metabolism of carcinogenic substances,
from a sample of n = 245 unrelated individuals. The primary interest lies in identifying subgroups of
slow or fast metabolizers, which serve as markers of genetic polymorphism in the general population.
This benchmark data set for mixture models is notable for containing at least two components, one of
which exhibits clear skewness. Richardson and Green (1997) employed a Bayesian GMM estimated
using reversible jump MCMC to analyze the distribution of enzymatic activity. Their analysis
suggests that a model with 3 to 5 mixture components is plausible, with the three-component
solution being preferred, particularly in line with a simple underlying genetic model. In contrast,
Karlis and Santourian (2009) applied a Normal Inverse Gaussian Mixture (NIGM) and identified
two distinct, non-overlapping clusters.
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Figure 1: (a) Histogram of the enzyme data and (b) plot of component densities, scaled by the
corresponding mixing probabilities, estimated using the Gaussian Mixture Model for Bounded data
(GMMB).

Figure 1a presents the histogram of the enzyme data, while Figure 1b shows the estimated
densities from the selected two-component GMMB model with unconstrained variances and a range-
power transformation parameter in (5) equals to λ̂ = 0.3666.

This model, identified as the best fit according to both the BIC and ICL criteria, distinguishes
between two clusters: one consisting of 152 observations characterized by a skewed distribution and
enzymatic activity levels below 0.5, and a second, comprising 93 observations, forming a nearly
symmetric group with enzymatic activity levels above 0.5. These results align with those reported
by Karlis and Santourian (2009) and have been reproduced here using the function MGHM() from
the MixtureMissing R package (Tong and Tortora, 2024).

Although the GMMB model provides a better fit, as indicated by higher BIC and ICL values,
and is more parsimonious with fewer parameters to estimate, it reflects a slightly larger classification
uncertainty than the NIGM model, as measured by NEC. This is primarily due to those observations
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near the classification boundary at an enzymatic level of 0.5. In any case, both models represent a
clear improvement over the standard GMM, as shown in Table 1.

Table 1: Model comparison for the clustering of the enzyme data using Gaussian Mixture Model
(GMM), mixture of Normal Inverse Gaussian (NIGM) distributions, and Gaussian Mixture Model
for Bounded data (GMMB), with the number of components selected according to the BIC criterion.

Model log-likelihood df BIC ICL NEC

GMM(V,2) -54.6401 5 -136.7865 -148.9526 0.1109
NIGM(2) -41.4723 9 -132.4558 -132.6530 0.0052
GMMB(V,2) -46.1870 6 -125.3815 -129.6447 0.0208

3.2 Wholesale customer segmentation

Customer segmentation aims to divide customers into distinct groups based on common character-
istics, such as purchasing behavior. This partition helps businesses to tailor their marketing efforts,
products, and services to specific customer segments, potentially maximizing customer satisfaction
and profitability.

The wholesale customers dataset, freely available on the UCI Machine Learning Repository
(Cardoso, 2013), is a widely-used dataset to explore clustering and segmentation techniques. The
dataset includes 440 observations, each representing a customer of a wholesale distributor. For each
client, annual spending, in monetary units, is recorded for six product categories: fresh, milk, gro-
cery, frozen, detergents paper, and delicatessen. Two additional categorical variables are available,
corresponding to the region and customer channel. Note that, unlike other authors who have ana-
lyzed this dataset, such as Punzo and Tortora (2021), we conduct our analysis using the variables
in their original scale.

Since annual expenditure cannot take negative values, variables used in the segmentation process
are naturally bounded at zero. Standard clustering techniques often assume unbounded data, which
is clearly not appropriate in the current context and, by failing to capture the true underlying
structure, can lead to suboptimal segmentation.

Table 2 reports the results obtained by fitting the standard GMM for unbounded features, the
GMMB model proposed in this paper, and some models discussed in Punzo and Tortora (2021),
namely the Mixture of Contaminated Normal distributions (MCNM) and the Mixture of Multi-
ple Scaled Contaminated Normal distributions (MSCNM). For all models, the number of mixing
components is fixed at G = 2. The MCNM model is fitted using the function CNmixt() in the
ContaminatedMixt R package (Punzo et al., 2018, 2023), while the MSCNM is fitted using the
function mscn() in the MSclust R package (Tortora et al., 2024). Models are compared using the
BIC, ICL, NEC and the adjusted Rand index (Hubert and Arabie, 1985, ARI;).

Both the MCNM and MSCNM models provide significant improvements over the standard
GMM, offering superior fit as evidenced by higher BIC values, and better classification performance
with lower error rates (ER) and higher adjusted Rand index (ARI). However, both models are
outperformed by the GMMB model, which not only achieves a higher BIC, indicating a better
overall fit, but also approximately halves the ER and doubles the ARI, further emphasizing its
superior classification capabilities.
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Both the MCNM and MSCNM models show significant improvements over the standard GMM,
offering a superior fit, as indicated by higher BIC values, and enhanced classification performance,
with higher adjusted Rand index (ARI) values. However, these models also exhibit increased clas-
sification uncertainty, as reflected by higher NEC values, compared to the sharper but less accurate
classifications of the GMM. Nonetheless, both models are outperformed by the GMMB model,
which not only achieves a higher BIC, indicating an improved overall fit, but also doubles the ARI,
further emphasizing its superior classification capabilities. As for the MCNM and MSCNM models,
the classification uncertainty of GMMB is higher than that of GMM, reflecting a more pronounced
overlap among mixture components in GMMB model.

Table 2: Model comparison for the clustering of the wholesale dataset, using Gaussian Mixture
Model (GMM), Mixture of Contaminated Normals (MCNM), Mixture of Multiple Scaled Contam-
inated Normals (MSCNM), and Gaussian Mixture Model for Bounded data (GMMB), all fitted
using G = 2 mixture components.

Model log-likelihood df BIC ICL NEC ARI

GMM(VVV,2) -25069.70 55 -50474.18 -50495.52 0.0796 0.1028
MCNM(VVV,2) -24614.60 59 -49588.32 -49626.70 0.1439 0.3808
MSCNM(2) -24498.57 79 -49477.99 -49491.15 0.1290 0.3642
GMMB(VVE,2) -23909.79 46 -48099.57 -52003.48 0.1539 0.6585

Figure 2 shows the range-power transformations in (5) for each variable in the wholesale dataset,
as estimated by the GMMB model. All transformations exhibit a log-type shape, with λ values
ranging from 0.05 to 0.3. These transformations effectively reduce the pronounced positive skewness
in the marginal distributions, as illustrated in the corresponding marginal histograms.

Figure 3 presents the scatterplot matrix of the features from the wholesale dataset, with points
representing wholesale customers marked by their assigned cluster. The distributions within each
segment exhibit noticeable skewness due to the zero-lower bound constraint of the features, a char-
acteristic effectively captured by the GMMB model used for the segmentation.

Finally, Figure 4 shows the average latent profiles for the two clusters, with the marginal means
represented by the dashed line. This graph clearly highlights the key features that distinguish
the two segments of wholesale distributor customers, with the “delicatessen” and “frozen” product
categories not playing a significant role in the segmentation
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Figure 2: Plots displaying the selected range-power transformation t(X; λ̂) as a function of the
original feature X for variables in the wholesale dataset, with marginal histograms showing the
distribution before and after the applied transformation.
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Figure 3: Scatterplot matrix of variables in the wholesale dataset, with wholesale customers marked
by their cluster membership.
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3.3 Human Development Index

The Human Development Index (HDI) is a composite index provided by the United Nations De-
velopment Programme (UNDP) and designed to measure the level of human development in world
countries (Herre and Arriagada, 2023).

The HDI combines three key dimensions of human development: health, measured by life ex-
pectancy at birth, education, measured by expected years of schooling (for children of school entering
age) and average years of schooling (for adults aged 25 and older), and standard of living, measured
by Gross National Income (GNI) per capita. These three indicators are first normalized to have a
minimum of 0 and a maximum of 1, then are combined by calculating the geometric mean. The
resulting HDI value for each country represents an overall score in the range [0, 1], with higher
values indicating a better level of human development.
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Figure 5: (a) Histogram of the Human Development Index (HDI) distribution for the year 2022.
(b) Plot of component densities, scaled by the corresponding mixing probabilities, estimated using
the Gaussian Mixture Model for Bounded data (GMMB).

Figure 5a shows the distribution of the Human Development Index (HDI) for the year 2022,
revealing a clearly multimodal pattern. HDI values span a range from approximately 0.4 to just
under 1, reflecting significant variation across countries.

According to the BIC criterion, the best-fitting GMMB model comprises three components with
equal variance and a range-power transformation parameter in (7) equals to λ̂ = −0.12. The
corresponding component densities (scaled by their mixing probabilities) are shown in Figure 5b.
This model indicates the presence of three distinct clusters of countries, which can be broadly
categorized as low, medium, and high human development clusters.

Figure 6 presents a world map with countries colored according to their respective cluster mem-
berships. The high-HDI cluster includes mainly developed countries, such as those in North Amer-
ica and Europe, along with Japan, Australia, New Zealand, and the United Arab Emirates. The
low-HDI cluster consists mostly of underdeveloped countries, primarily in Africa, with additional
members in Asia (Afghanistan, Pakistan, Yemen, Nepal, Myanmar, Laos, Cambodia) and Central
America (Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras). The remaining countries, mainly from Central and South
America, Eastern Europe, and parts of Asia, fall into the medium-HDI cluster.
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HDI clusters: Low Medium High

Figure 6: World map showing countries clustered by Human Development Index (HDI) using the
Gaussian Mixture Model for Bounded data (GMMB).

The selected GMMB model can be compared to the standard Gaussian Mixture Model (GMM)
and a Mixture of Beta distributions (BMM; Bagnato and Punzo, 2013; Dean and Nugent, 2013), with
the number of components again selected using the BIC criterion. The results in Table 3 indicate
that the GMMB model achieves a better fit, as evidenced by a higher BIC, along with a slightly
reduced classification uncertainty, as shown by a lower NEC. Overall, the GMMB approach offers
a reasonable and interpretable clustering solution with lowered uncertainty, further highlighting its
effectiveness in this context.

Table 3: Model comparison for the clustering of the Human Development Index (HDI), using
Gaussian Mixture Model (GMM), Beta Mixture Model (BMM), and Gaussian Mixture Model for
Bounded data (GMMB), with the number of components selected according to the BIC criterion.

Model log-likelihood df BIC ICL NEC

GMM(V,3) 96.6144 8 152.5775 127.8651 0.1660
BMM(3) 97.8045 8 154.9578 128.7258 0.1609
GMMB(E,3) 97.8727 7 160.1756 133.8794 0.1575
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4 Conclusion
This study aimed to develop a model-based clustering approach for bounded data, extending earlier
work of Scrucca (2019) on Gaussian mixture density estimation. The primary research question
focused on overcoming the unique challenges posed by bounded data, particularly by transforming
bounded features into an unbounded space to facilitate the application of GMMs. Through the
proposed range-power transformation, our method provides a flexible and interpretable clustering
framework that preserves data bounds, enhancing the accuracy and applicability of GMMs for
real-world bounded data scenarios.

The analyzed datasets demonstrated that this transformation-based approach offers a unified
and flexible framework capable of handling diverse bounded data structures while ensuring model
parsimony and interpretability. Compared to traditional GMMs and other model-based approaches
using distributions with limited support, our method showed improved clustering partitions and
interpretability, highlighting its relevance for practical applications involving the analysis of bounded
data.

Despite the advantages mentioned above, some limitations remain. The proposed transformation-
based approach requires selecting a set of appropriate transformation parameters. However, the use
of a coordinate-wise approach may prove suboptimal if cluster-dependent data transformations are
needed, a topic warranting further exploration in future research.

Additionally, the suitability of the proposal for handling heavy-tailed or clusters could be inves-
tigated. This would allow to extend the transformation-based approach also in case of unbounded
but non-spherical cluster distributions, hence offering an alternative approach to the several existing
methods for non-Gaussian clusters (McNicholas, 2016).

Code and Data Availability All the analyses have been conducted in R (R Core Team, 2024)
using the mclust and mclustAddons packages (Fraley et al., 2024; Scrucca, 2024). Source code and
datasets to reproduce the analyses are available in a GitHub repository at https://github.com/
luca-scr/MclustBounded.
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