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Abstract

In the era of generative AI, deep generative models (DGMs) with latent represen-
tations have gained tremendous popularity. Despite their impressive empirical perfor-
mance, the statistical properties of these models remain underexplored. DGMs are
often overparametrized, non-identifiable, and uninterpretable black boxes, raising seri-
ous concerns when deploying them in high-stakes applications. Motivated by this, we
propose an interpretable deep generative modeling framework for rich data types with
discrete latent layers, called Deep Discrete Encoders (DDEs). A DDE is a directed
graphical model with multiple binary latent layers. Theoretically, we propose trans-
parent identifiability conditions for DDEs, which imply progressively smaller sizes of
the latent layers as they go deeper. Identifiability ensures consistent parameter esti-
mation and inspires an interpretable design of the deep architecture. Computationally,
we propose a scalable estimation pipeline of a layerwise nonlinear spectral initializa-
tion followed by a penalized stochastic approximation EM algorithm. This procedure
can efficiently estimate models with exponentially many latent components. Exten-
sive simulation studies validate our theoretical results and demonstrate the proposed
algorithms’ excellent performance. We apply DDEs to three diverse real datasets for
hierarchical topic modeling, image representation learning, response time modeling in
educational testing, and obtain interpretable findings.

Keywords: Identifiability; Interpretable Artificial Intelligence; Representation Learning;
Deep Belief Network; Directed Graphical Model.

1 Introduction

In the era of generative AI, deep generative models (DGMs) with latent representations have

gained tremendous popularity across various domains. DGMs achieve impressive empirical

success due to their rich modeling power and predictive capacity, and are useful tools to gen-

erate images, text, and audio (Hinton et al., 2006; Lee et al., 2009; Kingma and Welling, 2014;
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Salakhutdinov, 2015). However, these models are often subject to statistical issues regarding

the model identifiability, interpretability, and parameter estimation reliability. Indeed, most

deep learning models are heavily overparametrized black boxes, with more parameters than

the number of samples, and are fundamentally non-identifiable. The lack of identifiability

means that there may be very different parameter values that give the same marginal dis-

tribution of the observed data, leading to inconsistent parameter estimation. In such cases,

it is impossible to guarantee the reproducibility of the learned latent representations across

different training instances and the validity of the downstream inference. Additionally, the

deep layers often merely serve as tools for inducing flexible data distributions but without

a meaningful substantive interpretation. These issues raise serious concerns when deploying

DGMs in high-stakes applications such as education, medicine, and health care.

We address the above problems from statisticians’ perspectives by proposing a broad

family of interpretable and identifiable deep generative models for rich types of data, called

Deep Discrete Encoders (DDEs). DDEs are directed graphical models with potentially deep

discrete latent layers to generate the bottom-layer multivariate observed data. A key feature

of DDEs is that the latent layers are discrete and organized in progressively smaller sizes

as they go deeper; see Figure 1. This architecture induces very expressive models via the

exponentially many mixture components (since each configuration of the discrete latent

vector gives a mixture component), and also has the nice interpretation of increasingly more

general latent features in deeper layers (Bengio et al., 2013). DDEs are motivated by both

popular generative models in deep learning and latent variable models in educational and

psychological measurement. While these two areas rarely intersect in the past, we leverage

the insights from both fields to inspire the theory and methodology of DDEs.

Figure 1 displays the graphical model representations of a typical DDE alongside a DDE

estimated from real data. The right panel of Figure 1 shows that fitting DDEs to a dataset

of text documents uncovers interesting hierarchical latent topics as well as an interpretable
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word generating mechanism; see more details in Section 6. We emphasize that there is no

restriction on the types of observed data; for example, the bottom data layer can be modeled

by any exponential family distributions. In the text data example, Poisson distribution is

used to model the word counts in documents. Our real data examples in Section 6 range

from word counts in text documents to binary pixel values in images, to continuous response

times of students in digital educational assessments. Such flexibility makes DDEs attractive

for many practical applications ranging from machine learning to domain sciences.
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Figure 1: Left: Example graphical model representation of DDEs. Right: Simplified esti-
mated DDE structure of the latent topics for the 20 newsgroups dataset. Only the shaded
nodes are observed. In the right panel, edge widths are proportional to coefficients’ absolute
values. The black/red edge colors imply positive/negative coefficients, respectively.

The main contributions in this paper include rigorous identifiability theory and scalable

computational pipelines for DDEs. For identifiability, we propose general identifiability con-

ditions in terms of the dependence graph structure between adjacent layers in the graphical

model (corresponding to the directed arrows in Figure 1). We work under the minimal pos-

sible assumptions in order to flexibly cover the various examples mentioned above. Next, we

provide an informal statement of the identifiability conditions. Under an identifiable DDE,

we also prove that a penalized-likelihood based estimator is consistent for estimating both

the continuous parameters as well as the discrete graph structure.

Theorem (Informal version of Theorems 1 and 2). The DDE with a known number of

latent variables is identifiable up to latent variable permutation in each layer, as long as

each latent variable has at least three exclusive children. Under a weaker notion of “generic
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identifiability”, this condition can be relaxed to that each latent variable has at least three

children that are not necessarily exclusive.

For computation, we propose a scalable estimation pipeline for DDEs. The multiple layers

of nonlinear latent variables in DDEs lead to a highly nonconvex optimization landscape

with potentially exponentially many local optima. To address this challenging setting, our

computational pipeline features a nuanced layerwise nonlinear spectral initialization followed

by a penalized stochastic approximation EM algorithm. This procedure can efficiently handle

models with a large number of latent variables. We achieve favorable simulation results for

as many as K(1) = 30 binary latent variables in the shallowest latent layer, which amount to

2K
(1)

mixture components and define a very expressive model. Extensive simulation studies

not only validate the identifiability results, but also demonstrate the excellent performance

of the proposed algorithms. We apply DDEs to real data in three diverse tasks, including

hierarchical topic modeling, image representation learning, and response time modeling in

digital educational testing. Across these applications, DDEs extract highly interpretable

latent structures and learn useful representations for downstream analyses.

We make brief remarks to place DDEs in the rapidly emerging field of generative AI. For

the considered unsupervised learning setting, we use “generative model” to refer to proba-

bilistic models where observed data are generated conditional on hidden variables. Classical

examples with one hidden layer include mixture models and mixed membership models. Re-

cently, powerful multilayer models have been proposed for more complex tasks, which either

consist of multiple latent layers or a single latent layer transformed by deep neural networks.

Popular models in machine learning include deep belief networks (Hinton et al., 2006), deep

Boltzmann machines (Salakhutdinov and Hinton, 2009), variational autoencoders (Ranzato

and Szummer, 2008), generative adversarial networks (Goodfellow et al., 2014), diffusion

models (Sohl-Dickstein et al., 2015), and transformer-based models (Vaswani et al., 2017)

such as large language models. See Section 2.2 for more discussions.
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Organization. Section 2 formally defines DDEs and elaborates on its connection with ex-

isting models. Section 3 provides identifiability results of DDEs and proves the consistency

of a penalized-likelihood estimator. Section 4 presents scalable computational algorithms for

estimating DDEs. Section 5 and Section 6 present simulation studies and real-data appli-

cations under various data types. Section 7 concludes the paper. All technical proofs, and

additional details about computation and data analysis are in the Supplementary Material.

2 Deep Discrete Encoders

Notation. For a positive integer K, denote [K] = {1, . . . , K}. For a matrix G with J

rows, let g1, . . . ,gJ denote its row vectors. Let 0K ,1K be the all-zero vector and all-one

vector of length K, respectively. Let ek be the K-dimensional canonical basis vector. Let

glogistic(x) := ex/(1 + ex) denote the logistic/sigmoid function. For a finite set I, let SI denote

the collection of all permutation maps of I, and let idI be the identity permutation on I.

For nonnegative sequences {(aN , bN)}N≥1, write aN ≪ bN when aN/bN → 0 as N → ∞.

2.1 Model Definition

We formally define the D-latent-layer DDE as a generative model with D discrete latent

layers. For each d ∈ [D], assume that the (d − 1)th layer is generated conditional on the

dth. Here, only the bottom layer (indexed by d = 0) is observed, and all other layers are

latent. The bottom layer data can take arbitrary values, but all latent variables are binary,

similar to the celebrated deep belief networks (Hinton et al., 2006). Let Y = (Y1, . . . , YJ) ∈

×J
j=1Yj denote the J-dimensional observed responses, where Yj is the sample space for the

jth response; see the end of this subsection for concrete examples. We work under the

minimal assumption that each Yj is a separable metric space. Denote the dth latent layer

as A(d) =
(
A

(d)
1 , . . . , A

(d)

K(d)

)
∈ {0, 1}K(d)

, which is a K(d)-dimensional binary vector. A DDE

has a shrinking-ladder-shaped architecture, with the dimension of each layer decreasing as d

increases: K(D) < . . . < K(1) < J . See Figure 1 for a graphical model representation.
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We further specify the distribution of the directed graphical model in a top-down manner.

The directed edges in Figure 1 are pointing downward, meaning that the deepest latent

variables in the top layer d = D are generated first. The top layer latent variables are

assumed to be independent Bernoullis with parameter p = (p1, . . . , pK(D)):

P(A(D) = α(D)) =
K(D)∏
k=1

P(A(D)
k = α

(D)
k ) =

KD∏
k=1

p
α
(D)
k

k (1− pk)
1−α

(D)
k , ∀α(D) ∈ {0, 1}K(D)

. (1)

Next, define the middle latent layers inductively as follows. For each d > 1, suppose that

P(A(d)), the distribution of the dth layer, is given. Then, we define the (d − 1)th layer

distribution by assuming the conditional independence of A
(d−1)
1 , . . . , A

(d−1)

K(d−1) given A(d):

P(A(d−1) = α(d−1) | A(d)) =
K(d−1)∏
k=1

P(A(d−1)
k = α

(d−1)
k | A(d)), ∀α(d−1) ∈ {0, 1}K(d−1)

. (2)

Here, we additionally model each conditional distribution in (2) as

A
(d−1)
k | A(d) ∼ Bernoulli

(
glogistic

(
β
(d)
k,0 +

K(d)∑
l=1

β
(d)
k,l A

(d)
l

))
, (3)

where glogistic is the logistic function that maps the real-valued linear combinations to the

[0, 1]-valued Bernoulli parameters (one may use alternative link functions g : R → [0, 1], such

as the probit link). Collect the βk,l-parameters in a K(d−1) × (K(d) + 1) matrix B(d), whose

first column is the intercepts
(
β
(d)
k,0

)
k∈[K(d−1)]

and remaining parts are
(
β
(d)
k,l

)
k∈[K(d−1)],l∈[K(d)]

.

Finally, we model the bottom layer for the observed data. The observed Y = (Y1, . . . , YJ)

are modeled by assuming the conditional independence of Y1, . . . , YJ given A(1). As the

observations Y are not necessarily binary, we replace the Bernoulli conditional distributions

in (3) by a general parametric family of the form

Yj | A(1) ∼ ParFamj

(
gj

(
β
(1)
j,0 +

K(1)∑
k=1

β
(1)
j,kA

(1)
k , γj

))
. (4)

Here, ParFamj denotes a specific parametric family, and let Hj denote its parameter space.

For convenience, let pj be the probability mass/density function of ParFamj. The gj :
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R×[0,∞) → Hj is a known link function that maps the linear combinations to the parameters

of the given parametric family. Here, γj > 0 denotes the dispersion parameter, when there

exists one. Throughout the paper, we will state all results under the more general assumption

that there exists a dispersion parameter in the parametric family in (4). If not, one may

ignore the notation γ. We further elaborate on the specific parameterizations in (4) for

various response types Yj at the end of this section.

Following the definition of directed graphical models (Koller and Friedman, 2009), we

can write the joint distribution of all observed and latent variables based on (1)–(4):

P
(
Y, {A(d)}d∈[D]

)
= P(Y | A(1))

D∏
d=2

P(A(d−1) | A(d))P(A(D)).

The marginal distribution of Y is obtained by marginalizing out all of the D latent layers:

P(Y) =
∑

α(d)∈{0,1}K(d)

∀d∈[D]

P(Y|A(1) = α(1))
D∏

d=2

P(A(d−1) = α(d−1) | A(d) = α(d))P(A(D) = α(D)). (5)

The D-latent-layer DDE is parametrized by (p,B,γ), where B := {B(d)}d∈[D] and γ :=

(γ1, . . . , γJ). Upon the above marginalization, the induced DDE is a highly expressive model

with exponentially many latent mixture components. However, this expressivity also intro-

duces identifiability and computation challenges, which we address in Sections 3 and 4.

In many scenarios, it is desirable for the coefficients B to be sparse, as this leads to a

more interpretable and parsimonious data-generating mechanism. The interpretability stems

from that if a latent variable is connected to only a few, rather than all, variables in the

layer below, then these children variables can help pinpoint the interpretation of the latent

parent. Similar sparse deep generative architectures have been considered in deep exponential

families (Ranganath et al., 2015), Bayesian pyramids (Gu and Dunson, 2023), and deep

cognitive diagnostic models (Gu, 2024). Additionally, as will be shown in Section 3.1, the

sparsity of the coefficients play a key role in facilitating identifiability. To encode the sparsity

of B(d), for each d ∈ [D], define a K(d−1)×K(d) binary matrix G(d) = (gk,l), where gk,l = 1 if
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the corresponding coefficient β
(d)
k,l is nonzero, and 0 otherwise. DefineK(0) := J for notational

convenience. By (2) and (3), G(d) can also be viewed as the adjacency matrix or “graphical

matrix” between the (d− 1)th layer and the dth layer in the graphical model representation

(see Figure 1). Collect all graphical matrices G(d)s by defining G := {G(d)}d∈[D]. Now, we

formally define D-latent-layer DDEs, which also incorporate G as unknown parameters.

Definition 1 (DDE). A D-latent-layer DDE with parameters (p,B,G,γ) is a statistical

model with marginal distribution of the observed data as given in (5). When K is known

and fixed, DDEs can be viewed as parametric families with parameters (Θ,G) and probability

mass/density functions PΘ,G, where Θ := (p,B,γ) denotes all continuous parameters.

Next, we give some examples of the various response types Yj allowed in the DDE

framework, along with the corresponding link functions g and parametrizations for (4).

As mentioned in the Introduction, the later numerical experiments consider three types of

responses: (i) binary, (ii) count, and (iii) continuous. We model each of these responses

using (i) Bernoulli with g = glogistic, (ii) Poisson with an exponential link g(x) = ex, and (iii)

Normal with an identity link g(x, y) = (x, y), respectively. Modeling other data types is also

straightforward. While not required, we typically consider that the data types are the same

across the p features. In such cases, we omit the subscript in Yj, gj, and write Y and g.

2.2 Connections with Existing Models

Deep Probabilistic Graphical Models in Machine Learning. There are many deep

latent variable models in the machine learning literature, including the popular deep Boltz-

mann machine (DBM, Salakhutdinov and Hinton, 2009), deep belief networks (DBNs, Hinton

et al., 2006), and deep exponential families (DEFs, Ranganath et al., 2015). The DBM and

DBN both contain multiple binary latent layers and differ in the directions of the edges; see

Figure 2. DBM and DBN have been originally proposed to model binary data and have

been later extended to handle continuous or count responses (Cho et al., 2013; Gan et al.,
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2015; Li et al., 2019). We recommend the review Salakhutdinov (2015) for more details and

references on DBM and DBNs. DEFs are an unsupervised modeling framework that uses

exponential families to model conditional distributions for each layer.
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Figure 2: Comparison of the graphical structure of DDEs to relevant deep generative models.
DBM: binary data and binary latent. DBN: binary data and binary latent. DEF: exponential
family conditional distributions. DDE: general-response data and binary latent.

Despite their numerous empirical successes, the aforementioned machine learning models

are usually fundamentally non-identifiable due to an enormous number of latent variables

and parameters organized in a complex nonlinear architecture. These models are typically

heavily overparametrized, making it challenging to understand and interpret the latent repre-

sentations. Moreover, popular existing estimation procedures for these models are developed

to maximize a tractable but less theoretically understood alternative to the likelihood, such

as contrastive divergence or layer-wise variational approximation.

As to be shown later, DDEs resolve all these issues by assuming a shrinking-ladder

architecture of entirely discrete latent variables and potentially sparse layerwise connections

(see Figure 2). This allows us to establish identifiability and consistency as well as effectively

reduce the model dimension and interpret the latent structure. Recently, Gu and Dunson

(2023) proposed Bayesian pyramids, which are identifiable multilayer discrete latent variable

models with a pyramid structure. But the methodology and identifiability theory therein are

restricted to multivariate categorical data. DDEs significantly broaden the applicability of

Bayesian pyramids by modeling arbitrarily flexible data distributions while still remaining

identifiable. For computation, we propose scalable frequentist estimation approaches for

DDEs, rather than adopting Bayesian MCMC inference as in Gu and Dunson (2023).
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Psychometrics. Multidimensional binary latent variables are also popular for modeling

students’ item response data in educational measurement (Junker and Sijtsma, 2001; von

Davier, 2008; de la Torre, 2011). These psychometric models are known as cognitive diagnos-

tic models (CDMs). A CDM uses a single latent layer of cognitive skills to model a student’s

binary responses to many questions in a test, with a sparse loading graph between the ob-

served and latent layers. Here, each binary latent variable represents a student’s mastery or

deficiency of a cognitive skill, and the sparse graph between the observed item responses and

latent skills encodes which skills each item is designed to measure in the test. The proposed

DDEs substantially generalize this modeling idea by allowing (a) multilayer latent variables,

which can model one’s knowledge structure at multiple resolutions ranging from fine-grained

details to general concepts (Gu, 2024), and (b) modeling a rich class of general responses,

going beyond the typical binary correct/incorrect responses in educational tests.

3 Theoretical Guarantees for General DDEs

3.1 Model Identifiability

In this section, we establish the identifiability of DDEs. Assuming known numbers of latent

variables, we prove that the continuous model parameters and the discrete graph structures

between layers can be uniquely identified under certain conditions on the true graphical

matrices G(d)’s. We first make an assumption to address some trivial ambiguities.

Assumption 1. Assume that the graphical matrices G = {G(d)}d∈[D] and proportion param-

eters p satisfy the following conditions. Here, for notational convenience, let K(0) := J .

(a) For all k ∈ [K(D)], pk ∈ (0, 1).

(b) For all d ∈ [D], G(d) does not have all-zero columns and is faithful in the sense that

for any k ∈ [K(d−1)], l ∈ [K(d)], g
(d)
k,l = 0 if and only if β

(d)
k,l+1 = 0.

(c) For any d ∈ [D], all column sums of B(d) except for the first column are strictly positive.
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Condition (a) and the first part of (b) is required for the latent dimension K to be well-

defined, in the sense that removing or adding a latent variable must change the marginal

distribution (5). Condition (b) is a standard faithfulness assumption in graphical models

(e.g. see Definition 3.8 in Koller and Friedman, 2009) that follows from our definition ofG(d).

Condition (c) is introduced to avoid trivial sign-flipping of latent variables. This condition

ensures that for each latent variable A
(d)
k , the value A

(d)
k = 1 implies a larger coefficient of

the (k + 1)th row of B(d), and may be replaced with other monotonicity assumptions. For

example, one can alternatively assume that the first nonzero coefficient in each column ofB(d)

is positive. We emphasize that condition (c) is much weaker compared to the nonnegative

coefficient assumption βj,k ≥ 0, which is a popular assumption for various identifiable latent

variable models (Donoho and Stodden, 2003; Chen et al., 2020; Lee and Gu, 2024).

Now, we formally define the parameter space and the notion of identifiability. For mul-

tilayer latent variable models, there are inevitable latent variable permutation issues within

each latent layer. Hence, we introduce the notion of identifiability up to equivalence.

Definition 2 (Parameter space). Consider a D-latent-layer DDE with K = {K(d)}d∈[D]

latent variables. We define the parameter space of the continuous parameters Θ given G as

ΩK(Θ;G) := {Θ : β
(d)
l,k ̸= 0 if and only if g

(d)
l,k = 1, γj > 0}. Define the joint parameter space

for all parameters to be ΩK(Θ,G) := {(Θ,G) : Θ ∈ ΩK(Θ;G)}.

Definition 3 (Identifiability up to equivalence). For a D-layer DDE with K latent variables,

we define an equivalence relationship “∼K” by setting (Θ,G) ∼K (Θ̃, G̃) if and only if γ = γ̃

and there exists permutations σ(d) ∈ S[K(d)] for all d ∈ [D] such that the following hold:

• pk = p̃σ(D)(k)

• g
(d)
l,k = g̃

(d)

σ(d−1)(l),σ(d)(k)
and β

(d)
l,k = β̃

(d)

σ(d−1)(l),σ(d)(k)
for all d ∈ [D], k ∈ [K(d)], l ∈ [K(d−1)]

Here, we set σ(0) = id[J ]. We say that the DDE with true parameters (Θ⋆,G⋆) is identifiable

up to ∼K when for any alternate parameter value (Θ,G) ∈ ΩK(Θ,G) with PΘ,G = PΘ⋆,G⋆, it
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holds that (Θ,G) ∼K (Θ⋆,G⋆). Here, PΘ,G is the marginal distribution of Y defined in (5).

Despite the seemingly heavy notation, the equivalence relationship is quite natural. Here,

each permutation σ(d) addresses the label-switching issue for indexing the latent variables in

the dth latent layer. Below is a main result on the identifiability of D-latent-layer DDEs.

Theorem 1 (Identifiability of DDEs). Consider the D-latent-layer DDE with K latent vari-

ables and true parameters (Θ⋆,G⋆). Suppose that for all d ≤ D − 1, the true graphical

matrices G(d)⋆ and parameters B(d)⋆ satisfy the following conditions:

A. G(d)⋆ contains two identity matrices after permuting the rows. Without the loss of

generality, suppose that the first 2K(d) rows of G(d)⋆ are
[
IK(d) , IK(d)

]⊤
.

B. For any α(d) ̸= α′(d) ∈ {0, 1}K(d)
, there exists j > 2K(d) such that

∑K(d)

k=1 β
(d)⋆
j,k (α

(d)
k −

α
(d)′

k ) ̸= 0.

Then, the model components (Θ,G) are identifiable.

Our key observation behind proving the identifiability of the complex deep generative

structures in DDEs is that, with discrete latent layers, it suffices to establish identifiability

for a one-latent-layer model and proceed in a layer-wise manner inductively. To elaborate,

consider a “collapsed” DDE where the latent layers indexed by d = 2, . . . , D are marginalized

out to give a probability mass function for the first latent layer: {P(A(1) = α(1)) : α(1) ∈

{0, 1}K(1)}. If the collapsed model is proven to be identifiable, that means the conditional

distributions P(Yj | A(1)) and the marginal distribution P(A(1)) can be uniquely identified

from the data distribution P(Y). In this case, we can determine all values of P(A(1) = α(1))

for every α(1) ∈ {0, 1}K(1)
. Then, we can theoretically treat the shallowest latent layer A(1)

as if it were observed, because its probability mass function (pmf) is now identified and

known. Then, viewing this pmf as the marginal distribution of K(1)-dimensional observed

variables of a (D−1)-latent-layer Bernoulli-DDE, we can inductively identify all parameters

via a layerwise argument. Please see Supplementary Material S.1 for the detailed proof.
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We interpret the conditions in Theorem 1. Condition A requires each latent variable to

have at least two exclusive children in the layer below. Condition B is more technical and

is introduced to distinguish the different binary latent configurations α ̸= α′. Condition B

holds when G(d)⋆ also contains exclusive children for all latent variables.

The exclusive children requirements in condition A can be further relaxed under a weaker

notion of generic identifiability. Generic identifiability allows a measure-zero subset of the

parameter space to be non-identifiable, and often holds under weaker conditions than that

in Definition 3. As the concept was originally proposed under a continuous parameter space

(Allman et al., 2009), we consider the following modified definition that considers a smaller

parameter space for the coefficients B given the true graphical matrices.

Definition 4 (Generic identifiability). Consider a D-latent-layer DDE with K latent vari-

ables, graphical matrices G⋆, and true parameters belonging to ΩK(Θ;G⋆). The model is

generically identifiable up to ∼K when

{Θ ∈ ΩK(Θ;G⋆) : there exists (Θ̃, G̃) ̸∼K (Θ,G⋆) such that PΘ̃,G̃ = PΘ,G⋆}

is a measure-zero set with respect to ΩK(Θ;G⋆).

We introduce an additional assumption on the parametric families used to model the

conditional distribution Yj | A(1) in (4). This is a technical assumption that arises from our

proof technique for dealing with measure-zero sets. This assumption holds for all example

parametric families described in Section 2.1, and more generally for exponential families with

an analytic log-partition function.

Assumption 2 (Analytic family). Let p(·; η, γ) be the pmf/pdf of a parametric family, in-

dexed by η, γ and equipped with a sample space Y. We say that p is analytic when the pmf/pdf

p(Y ; η, γ) is analytic in both η, γ, for all Y ∈ Y.

Now, we are ready to state the generic identifiability result for D-latent-layer DDEs.

13



Theorem 2 (Generic identifiability of DDEs). Consider the D-latent-layer DDE with K la-

tent variables and true graphical matrices G⋆, where all parametric families and link function

gjs are analytic, and the true parameter lives in ΩK(Θ;G⋆). Suppose that for all d ≤ D− 1,

the true graphical matrices G(d) satisfy the following condition C:

C. After permuting the rows, we can write G(d)⋆ =
[
G

(d)⊤
1 ,G

(d)⊤
2 ,G

(d)⊤
3

]⊤
, where G

(d)
1

and G
(d)
2 are K(d) ×K(d) matrices whose diagonal entries are ones:

G
(d)
1 , G

(d)
2 =



1 ∗ · · · ∗

∗ 1 · · · ∗
...

...
. . .

...

∗ ∗ · · · 1


, where each ∗ denotes an arbitrary value in {0, 1}, and

G
(d)
3 does not have any all-zero columns.

Then, the model components (Θ,G) are generically identifiable.

Condition C relaxes conditions A and B in Theorem 1. While condition A requires

two exclusive children for each latent variable, condition C does not require any exclusive

child and allows more complicated dependence structures. Additionally, condition B for the

remaining J − 2K(d) variables is relaxed to a simple non-zero column condition on G
(d)
3 .

Thus, condition C does not concern any continuous parameter values and just depends on

the graph structure G(d), and can be used as a practical criterion to assess identifiability.

We place our identifiability results in the literature on the identifiability of generative

models and latent variable models. While the identifiability of generative models has at-

tracted increasing attention in machine learning (Hyvarinen et al., 2019; Khemakhem et al.,

2020; Moran et al., 2022; Kivva et al., 2022), many of these results require additional in-

formation such as auxiliary covariates. More importantly, almost all of these results build

on nonlinear independent component analysis (Oja and Hyvarinen, 2000) or variational au-

toencoders (Ranzato and Szummer, 2008), both of which essentially have only one latent

layer of random variables transformed by deterministic deep neural networks. Consequently,
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these results cannot be applied to DDEs with multiple latent layers organized in a proba-

bilistic graphical model. Since uncertainty occurs and accumulates in each layer of a DDE,

addressing identifiability in such cases requires fundamentally different techniques due to

a complicated marginal likelihood. At the high level, our proof techniques are based on

transforming the marginal distribution of data into a tensor and invoking the uniqueness of

tensor decompositions to establish identifiability. In statistics, the study of identifiability

has a long history but also mainly concerns relatively simple latent structures with only one

latent layer (Anderson and Rubin, 1956; Koopmans and Reiersol, 1950; Allman et al., 2009;

Xu and Shang, 2018). It has been largely unknown whether DGMs with many nonlinear

latent layers can be identifiable for general data as considered in this paper.

3.2 Estimation Consistency

In this section, we propose a penalized maximum likelihood estimation method for DDEs,

and show that the estimator is consistent for both the continuous parameters and the discrete

graph structures. Suppose that the numbers of latent variables in all layers are known. We

maximize the following objective function to estimate parameters Θ = (p,B,γ):

Θ̂ ∈ argmax
Θ

[
ℓ(Θ | Y)−

D∑
d=1

pλN ,τN (B
(d))

]
, (6)

where ℓ(Θ | Y) =
∑N

i=1 logP(Yi | Θ) denotes the marginal log-likelihood function given

a sample Y1, . . . ,YN of size N , defined based on the marginal distribution of Y in (5).

From now on, we slightly abuse notation and let Y denote the N × J data matrix including

Y1, . . . ,YN as rows. Using the estimated coefficients in B̂ = (β̂
(d)
l,k ), the layer-wise graphical

matrices in G can be estimated by reading off the sparsity pattern of B̂:

ĝ
(d)
l,k := 1(β̂

(d)
l,k ̸= 0) for all d ∈ [D], k ∈ [K(d)], l ∈ [K(d−1)]. (7)

For some tuning parameters λN , τN > 0, pλN ,τN : R → [0,∞) is a sparsity-inducing symmetric

penalty that is nondecreasing on [0,∞), nondifferentiable at 0, differentiable at (0, τN),
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pλN ,τN ∝ λN/τN around 0 and satisfy

pλN ,τN (b) = 0, if b = 0; p′λN ,τN
(b) ≤ CλN

τN
, if |b| ≤ τN ; pλN ,τN (b) = λN , if |b| ≥ τN .

Note that λN is the magnitude of the penalty, and τN is the point of truncation. Our

assumption for the penalty pλN ,τN includes common truncated sparsity-inducing penalties

such as the TLP (Truncated Lasso Penalty; Shen et al., 2012) and SCAD (Smoothly Clipped

Absolute Deviation; Fan and Li, 2001). With a slight abuse of notation, in (6), we view the

penalty pλN ,τN as a function of matrices by letting it be the sum of the entrywise penalties:

pλN ,τN (B
(d)) =

∑
k∈[K(d−1)],ℓ∈[K(d)] pλN ,τN (β

(d)
k,ℓ ).

Assuming a compact parameter space with bounded coefficients B(d), we prove that the

estimator defined in (6) and (7) results in consistent estimation.

Theorem 3. Consider a D-latent-layer DDE with true parameters Θ⋆,G⋆. Assume that

the model at Θ⋆ is identifiable, has a non-singular Fisher information, and all entries of

{B(d)}Dd=1 are bounded. Let Θ̂ be the estimator resulting from the penalized optimization

in (6), where λN and τN depend on N such that 1/
√
N ≪ τN ≪ λN/

√
N ≪ 1. Then,

Θ̂ is
√
N−consistent in the sense that there exists some Θ̃ ∼K Θ̂ such that ∥Θ̃ − Θ⋆∥ =

Op(1/
√
N). Here, ∥ · ∥ denotes the vectorized L2 norm. Additionally, the graphical matrices

are consistently estimated: for G̃ resulting from Θ̃ according to (7), we have P(G̃ ̸= G⋆) → 0.

Remark 1. One natural question is to whether our estimator would still be consistent when

the number of latent variables are unknown. This extension is not straightforward since the

number of the top-layer latent variable, K(D), determines the number of deepest mixture com-

ponents of DDEs. Estimating the number of mixture components is a challenging problem

even in simple parametric models, and often leads to a slower (than 1/
√
N) rate of conver-

gence in parameter estimation (Goffinet et al., 1992; Ho and Nguyen, 2016). Note that for

such cases, the Fisher information becomes singular, and Theorem 3 cannot be applied. We

will give a practical method to choose K at the end of Section 4.

16



4 Scalable Computation Pipeline

4.1 Warm-up Example: Penalized EM Algorithm

This subsection first presents a penalized EM algorithm as a warm-up example, before pre-

senting the scalable computational pipelines in Sections 4.2 (stage one) and 4.3 (stage two).

We describe the methods for two-layer DDEs; they are conceptually easy to generalize

to DDEs with more layers. Since the coefficients B(1) and B(2) are potentially sparse, we

propose a penalized EM algorithm (PEM) to compute the penalized maximum likelihood

estimator in (6). The PEM is an iterative procedure that consists of an expectation step

followed by a penalized maximization step (Green, 1990; Chen et al., 2015). In the (t+1)th

iteration, the E-step computes the expectation of the complete data penalized-log-likelihood

ℓc(Y,A(1),A(2);Θ)−
2∑

d=1

pλN ,τN (B
(d)) =

N∑
i=1

[
logP(A(2)

i ;p) + logP(A(1)
i | A(2)

i ;B(2))

+ logP(Yi | A(1)
i ,A

(2)
i ;B(1),γ)

]
−

2∑
d=1

pλN ,τN (B
(d)).

This requires calculating the conditional probability for each latent configuration using the

previous parameter estimates; that is, calculating P(A(1)
i = α(1),A

(2)
i = α(2) | Y;Θ[t]) for

all i ∈ [N ], α(1) ∈ {0, 1}K1 , and α(2) ∈ {0, 1}K2 . Here, the superscript [t] denotes the tth

iteration estimates. In the M-step, we update the parameters by maximizing the expectation

computed in the E step, which boils down to solving the following three maximizations:

p[t+1] := argmax
p

N∑
i=1

E
[
logP(A(2)

i ;p);p[t]
]
, (8)

B(2),[t+1] := argmax
B(2)

N∑
i=1

E
[
logP(A(1)

i | A(2)
i ;B(2));B(2),[t]

]
− pλN ,τN (B

(2)), (9)

(B(1),[t+1],γ [t+1]) := argmax
B(1),γ

N∑
i=1

E
[
logP(Yi | A(1)

i ,A
(2)
i );B(1),[t],γ [t])

]
− pλN ,τN (B

(1)). (10)

Here, the optimizations for each layer are separated; we update the top-layer proportion
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parameters p in (8), the middle latent layer coefficients B(2) in (9), and the bottom layer

coefficients (B(1),γ) in (10). Additionally, due to the conditional independence assumption in

each layer, the maximizations can be further simplified into low-dimensional optimizations

over each row of B. Algorithm 1 summarizes the PEM algorithm. The details of the

simplified M-step and the implementation are in Supplementary Material S.3.1 and S.3.3.

Algorithm 1: Penalized EM (PEM) algorithm for the two-latent-layer DDE

Data: Y,K, tuning parameters λN , τN .
Initialize Θ[0] using the layerwise initialization in Algorithm 2.
while log-likelihood has not converged do

In the [t+ 1]th iteration,
// E-step

for (i,α(1),α(2)) ∈ [N ]× {0, 1}K(1) × {0, 1}K(2)
do

φ
[t+1]

i,α(1),α(2) = P(A(1)
i = α(1),A

(2)
i = α(2) | Y;Θ[t])

end
// M-step

update Θ[t+1] = (p[t+1],B(1),[t+1],B(2),[t+1],γ [t+1]) by solving (8)-(10).
end

Estimate G based on the sparsity structure of B̂ according to (7).

Output: Estimated continuous parameters Θ̂ and graphical matrices Ĝ(1), Ĝ(2).

4.2 Stage One: Layerwise Double-SVD Initialization

The multiple layers of nonlinearity in DDEs lead to a highly nonconvex optimization land-

scape with potentially exponentially many local optima (Sutskever et al., 2013). If the

penalized EM algorithm starts with an initialization close to a local optima, it can get stuck

and fail to converge to the global maximizer of the penalized log-likelihood function. Hence,

for highly complex latent variable models such as DDEs, it is critical to initialize the op-

timization algorithm wisely. We propose a novel layerwise nonlinear spectral initialization

strategy, which enjoys low computational complexity and reasonably high accuracy. This

spectral initialization serves as the first stage in the proposed computational pipeline.

Spectral methods have mostly been used for linear low-rank models, and existing ap-

proaches are not directly applicable for DDEs with a deep nonlinear structure. To address
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this, we propose a nuanced layerwise procedure utilizing the double SVD procedure for de-

noising low-rank generalized linear factor models (Zhang et al., 2020) and the SVD-based

Varimax to find sparse rotations of the factor loadings (Rohe and Zeng, 2023).

Algorithm 2: Outline of the Layerwise Double-SVD Initialization

Data: Data matrix YN×J , latent dimensions K.

1. De-noise the data matrix Y using a first SVD, and linearize this matrix by applying the
inverse-link function (µ ◦ g)−1 elementwisely. Let Ẑ denote the inverted matrix.

2. Let Ẑ0 be the column-centered version of Ẑ, and compute its rank-K(1) approximation
by a second SVD: Ẑ0 ≈ UN×K(1)ΣK(1)×K(1)V⊤

J×K(1) .

3. Rotate V according to the Varimax criteria, and denote it as B̂(1). Modify the sign (±)
of each column so that Assumption 2(c) is satisfied.

4. Use the relationship Ẑ ≈ [1N ,A
(1)]B(1)⊤ to estimate A(1).

5. Now, suppose that the estimated Â(1) is the “observed data” of a one-latent-layer DDE.
Repeat steps 1-4 to estimate B(2) and A(2).

Our main idea is to view the responses Y as a perturbation of a population expectation

E(Y | A(1),B(1)) = (µ◦g)
(
[1N ,A

(1)]B(1)⊤), which is an elementwise (nonlinear) transforma-

tion of a low-rank matrix. Here, µ : H → Y is the known mean function of the observed-layer

parametric family in (4) and g : R → H is the link function. The function (µ ◦ g) is equal to

glogistic for Bernoulli responses, the exponential function for Poisson, and the identity function

for Normal. When (µ ◦ g) is nonlinear, we use the aforementioned double SVD procedure

(Zhang et al., 2020). This procedure applies a first SVD to de-noise the data, and then

linearizes the data through inverting the link function (µ ◦ g), and finally performs a second

SVD to find the low-rank matrix Ẑ ≈ [1N ,A
(1)]B(1)⊤. Next, noting that the true coefficient

matrix B(1) is sparse, we estimate it by seeking a sparse rotation of the right singular sub-

space of Ẑ, using the popular Varimax criterion (Kaiser, 1958; Rohe and Zeng, 2023). This

procedure also provides an estimate of the latent variables A(1), which can be treated as the

“observed data” to initialize the deeper layer’s B(2) and A(2) in a similar fashion as described

above. This layer-by-layer algorithm readily generalizes to deeper models and is reminiscent

of the greedy learning strategy for DBNs (Hinton et al., 2006; Salakhutdinov, 2015).
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We summarize the overall procedure in Algorithm 2, and postpone further details of

each step to Supplementary Material S.2. In the Supplement, we also illustrate the effec-

tiveness of the spectral initialization by comparing the estimation accuracy of our two-stage

computational pipeline to that of the EM algorithm with a random initialization.

4.3 Stage Two: Penalized SAEM Algorithm

For DDEs with a large number of latent variables, the E-step in Algorithm 1 requires comput-

ing all conditional probabilities P(A(1)
i = α(1),A

(2)
i = α(2) | Y;Θ[t]) for all α(1) ∈ {0, 1}K(1)

and α(2) ∈ {0, 1}K(2)
. This requires computing and storing O(N × 2

∑D
d=1 K

(d)
) terms. The

exponential dependency in K(d) is concerning even for moderately large latent dimensions,

say K(d) = 10, and quickly becomes prohibitive for larger K(d). Therefore, we propose a

penalized Stochastic Approximate EM (SAEM; see Delyon et al., 1999; Kuhn and Lavielle,

2004) by modifying both the E-step and M-step to more scalable versions using approximate

sampling. As we illustrate below, this is a method with linear dependence of
∑D

d=1 K
(d) on

the computing time as well as memory, and is a scalable alternative to Algorithm 1.

We elaborate on the details on how to modify the PEM to derive the SAEM. First, we

replace the E-step to a simulation step, which consists of simulating only a small number

(denoted as C) of posterior samples of the latent variables. As exact sampling from the

joint distribution P(A(1)
i ,A

(2)
i | Y;Θ[t]) is expensive, we sample each latent variable from

their complete conditionals. That is, we sample each A
(1),[t+1]
i,k from P(A(1)

i,k | (−),Θ[t]),

where (−) denotes the estimates of all other latent variables from the tth iteration. Since

the latent variables are binary, the conditional distribution is Bernoulli and easy to evaluate.

Consequently, the computationally expensive E-step is replaced by the simulation step, which

computes and stores only O(N ×
∑D

d=1K
(d)) terms. In terms of choosing the number of

samples C in each iteration, we empirically find that taking C = 1 is computationally

efficient without sacrificing much accuracy. Additional simulation studies in Supplementary

Material S.4.2 demonstrate that taking a larger C results in only little improvement in
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accuracy, but becomes significantly slower. This choice of C = 1 was also suggested in the

original paper that proposed the SAEM (Delyon et al., 1999).

Second, we modify the M-step objective function by replacing the exact conditional prob-

ability values (denoted as φ[t+1] in Algorithm 1) to sample-based quantities, and also stochas-

tically averaging the objective functions. For example, we modify (9) as follows:

Q(2),[t+1](B(2))

:= (1− θt+1)Q
(2),[t](B(2)) + θt+1

N∑
i=1

logP(A(1)
i = A

(1),[t+1]
i | A(2)

i = A
(2),[t+1]
i ;B(2)), (11)

B(2),[t+1] := argmax
B(2)

[
Q(2),[t+1](B(2))− pλN ,τN (B

(2))
]
, (12)

where Q(2),[0] = 0 and θt+1 is a pre-determined step size that decreases in t. Here, in the log

probability term in (11), A
(d)
i denotes the latent random variable and A

(d),[t+1]
i denotes the

realized sample from the simulation step in the current (t + 1)th iteration. In the (t + 1)th

iteration, we update the objective function Q(2),[t+1] by taking a weighted average of the

previous objective function Q(2),[t], and the conditional probabilities computed using the

current iteration’s simulated samples A(1),[t+1]. Then, in (12) we compute the parameters

that maximize the penalized objective function.

We similarly modify the optimizations in (8)–(10). Algorithm 3 summarizes our final

SAEM algorithm with C = 1, where exact formulas are deferred to Supplement S.3.1. Similar

to the PEM algorithm, the M-step updates can be written in terms of low-dimensional

maximizations for each row of the coefficient matrices.

Selecting the latent dimension K. To apply the above computation pipeline to real

data, one additionally needs to specify the number of latent variables, K. For this purpose,

we propose a layer-wise estimation strategy, which can be incorporated into our initialization

procedure in Algorithm 2. Recall the denoised data matrix Ẑ from Step 1 of Algorithm 2

and let σ1, σ2, . . . be its singular values in the descending order. Given a candidate grid K, we
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Algorithm 3: Penalized SAEM algorithm for the two-latent-layer DDE

Data: Y,K, tuning parameters λN , τN .
Initialize A(1),[0],A(2),[0] and Θ[0] based on Algorithm 2.
while ∥Θ[t] −Θ[t−1]∥ is larger than a threshold do

In the tth iteration,
// Simulation-step

for (i, k) ∈ [N ]× [K(1)] do

Sample each A
(1),[t+1]
i,k from the complete conditional P(A(1)

i,k | (−)) using the

previous parameter estimates Θ[t],A[t]

for (i, l) ∈ [N ]× [K(2)] do

Sample each A
(2),[t+1]
i,l from the complete conditional P(A(2)

i,l | (−)) using the

previous parameter estimates Θ[t],A[t]

// Stochastic approximation M-step

update the parameters Θ[t+1] by maximizing the stochastic averaged objectives
(e.g. see (12))

Estimate G based on the sparsity structure of B̂ according to (7).

Output: Estimated continuous parameters Θ̂, estimated graphical matrices G.

estimate the number of latent variables in the first layer based on the largest spectral ratio:

K̂(1) := argmaxk∈K(σk/σk+1) − 1. Now, given K̂(1), we proceed with the remaining steps of

Algorithm 2 to estimate the first-layer latent variables A(1). By treating the estimated A(1)

as the observed variables of a one-latent-layer DDE, we can repeat the above procedure to

estimate K̂(2). See Supplement S.3.2 for alternative selection criteria for K.

5 Simulation Studies

We conduct extensive simulation studies in various settings to assess the performance of

the proposed computation pipeline (Algorithms 2 and 3) and validate our identifiability

conditions (in Section 3.1). We generate data from two-latent-layer DDEs, exploring a total

of 90 true settings by varying the following:

(a) three parametric families : Bernoulli, Poission, Normal,

(b) three paramter dimensions : (J,K(1), K(2)) = (18, 6, 2), (54, 18, 6), (90, 30, 10),

(c) two parameter values : see (13) below,

(d) five varying sample sizes : N = 500, 1000, 2000, 4000, 8000.
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Given a value of K(2), set K(1) = 3K(2) and J = 9K(2), which allows a large latent dimension

with as many as K(1) = 30 binary latent variables in the shallowest latent layer.

In terms of the true parameter values, we consider two sets of values based on the strict

and generic identifiability conditions in Theorems 1 and 2, respectively. In particular, we

define Bs = {B(d)
s }d=1,2 that satisfy Theorem 1 as follows:

B(d)
s =


−21K(d) 4IK(d)

−41K(d) 4IK(d)

−21K(d) B
(d)
1

 , where β
(d)
1;j,k :=



4 if k = j,

4/3 else if |k − j| = K(d)/2,

0 otherwise.

(13)

We also consider Bg = {B(d)
g }d=1,2 that satisfy Theorem 2, whose exact values are displayed in

Supplement S.4.1. We set the top-layer proportion parameters as pk = 0.5 for all k ∈ [K(2)],

and set the dispersion parameters for the Normal distribution as γj = σ2
j = 1 for all j ∈ [J ].

Figure 3: Estimation error for G and Θ under the two-latent-layer DDE with parameters Bs

and various observed-layer parametric families.

For each scenario, we run 100 independent simulations, and display the estimation re-

sults in Figure 3. The results under the generic identifiable parameters Bg and computation

times are included in Supplementary Material S.4.1. We measure the estimation accuracy of
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the graphical matrices G by computing the average entrywise accuracy. For the continuous

parameters Θ, we report the root mean squared error (RMSE). Under all response types

and parameter values, the estimation errors for both G and Θ decrease as the sample size N

increases. This empirically justifies the identifiability and consistency results. Additionally,

by comparing the estimation accuracy across different parametric families, we observe that

the Bernoulli is the most challenging to estimate, and the Normal is the easiest. Regarding

the true parameters, the sparse model with coefficients Bs is easier to estimate. This is be-

cause sparsity helps the initialization and reduces the effective parameter dimension. Finally,

under coefficients Bs, estimation accuracy improves as the latent and observed dimensions

increase, which is a consequence of the decreasing percentage of nonzero entries in B.

In Supplementary Material S.4.3, we present simulation results where the latent dimen-

sion K is unknown. We illustrate that the spectral-gap estimator has near-perfect selection

accuracy for a large N (e.g., larger than 4000), and is superior in terms of both accuracy

and computation time compared to alternative estimation strategies.

6 Real Data Applications

We illustrate DDEs’ interpretability, representation power, and downstream prediction ac-

curacy on three diverse real-world datasets. Supplementary Material S.5.1 gives the prepro-

cessing details of all datasets.

6.1 Binary Data: Bernoulli-DDE for MNIST Handwritten Digits

The MNIST dataset for handwritten digits is very popular for classification as well as un-

supervised learning (Deng, 2012). We fit the two-latent-layer DDE with binary responses

(Bernoulli-DDE), where the observed layer distributions in (4) are Yj | (A(1) = α(1)) ∼

Ber
(
glogistic(β

(1)
j,0 +

∑
k∈[K(1)] β

(1)
j,kα

(1)
k )
)
. This resembles existing generative models for images

such as DBN and DBM, but we instead consider a much low-dimensional shrinking-ladder

shaped latent structure that is identifiable and interpretable. For easier presentation, we
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Basis image

Positive part

Negative part

Table 1: From left to right: Estimated basis images β
(1)
0,0, β

(1)
0,1, β

(1)
0,2, β

(1)
0,3, β

(1)
0,4, β

(1)
0,5 from the

MNIST data, which define sparse subregions in the 28×28 image. The second and third row
shows the most significant portion of the basis images by thresholding at the value ±1.5.

consider the subset of images whose true digit labels are 0, 1, 2, and 3. After preprocessing,

our training set consists of N = 20, 679 images each with J = 264 binary pixels. Compared

to many existing works that analyzed MNIST, we are considering a more challenging fully-

unsupervised setting by holding out all other information about the images, such as the true

labels, number of classes, and the spatial location among the pixels.

We fit the two-latent-layer DDE using Algorithm 1 with the latent dimensions set to

K(1) = 5 and K(2) = 2 (see the Supplementary Material S.5.2 for the rationale for this

choice). Table 1 displays the first-layer coefficients B(1) by rearranging the each column into

the original 28 × 28 grid. Note that the value of B(1) is in the logit-scale, so the negative

coefficients make the corresponding pixel more likely to be zero. From the reshaped columns

β
(1)
0,0, β

(1)
0,1, . . . , β

(1)
0,5 of B(1), we can interpret the meaning of each latent variable: A

(1)
1 = 1

indicates a zero-like shape, A
(1)
5 = 1 indicates symmetric curves on the upper-left and bottom-

right corners, and the other latent variables represent different rotations. Additionally, using

the deeper graphical matrix G(2) displayed in the Supplementary Material S.5.4, we can also

interpret the top layer latent variables as broader information about the images. For example,

A
(2)
1 indicates large pixel density and A

(2)
2 indicates symmetry with respect to the x-axis.

The learned shallower and deeper latent representations (Â(1), Â(2)) are evaluated under
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Figure 4: Left: Decision tree to estimate the digit L = 0, 1, 2, 3. Center: Estimated latent
representations Â(1), Â(2). Right: Estimated and true digits in the train set.

two measures of performance: classification accuracy and reconstruction accuracy. We first

estimate the latent variables using the φ matrix in the EM algorithm:

(Â
(1)
i , Â

(2)
i ) = argmax

α(1)∈{0,1}K1 , α(2)∈{0,1}K2

φi,α(1),α(2) ; α(ℓ) ∈ {0, 1}Kℓ , ℓ = 1, 2. (14)

Then, a decision tree that classifies the binary latent representations to the categorical label

is built by using the misclassification error as the splitting criteria; see the left panel of

Figure 4. The center and right panels display the estimated latent traits and estimated

labels. Our classifier leads to a high train/test accuracy of 92.0%/92.6%, even though our

model is not fine-tuned for image classification. Although the state-of-art machine learning

methods can achieve an accuracy as high as 97% (Monnier et al., 2020), we point out that

the main goal here is not classification, but on interpretability and parsimony; indeed, the

DDE uses more limited information and is a less complex but more interpretable model

that provides the generative process for the image. In Table 3, we compare the classification

accuracy and pixel-wise reconstruction accuracy of the two-latent-layer DDE with alternative

interpretable models, such as the latent class model (LCM) and the one-latent-layer DDE.

The results show that the two-latent-layer DDE performs the best. We also display example

generated images alongside their latent configurations in Table 2, which illustrates various

handwriting styles for each digit. Supplementary Material S.5.4 additionally displays sample

reconstructed images based on these three methods, and illustrates that the LCM and the

one-latent-layer DDE generate noisier and less flexible images than the two-latent-layer DDE.
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[1, 0, 1, 0, 1] [0, 0, 0, 0, 0] [0, 1, 0, 1, 1] [0, 0, 1, 1, 1]

[1, 0, 1, 1, 1] [0, 0, 0, 1, 0] [0, 1, 1, 0, 1] [0, 0, 1, 1, 0]

Table 2: Example generated images from the two-
latent-layer DDE and their latent representations.

Accuracy LCM 1-DDE 2-DDE

Train classif. (%) 89.5 84.8 92.0
Test classif. (%) 90.9 86.2 92.6
Train recon. (%) 48.2 79.5 79.6
Test recon. (%) 48.5 79.1 79.9

Table 3: Classification accuracy and
pixel-wise reconstruction accuracy for
the MNIST dataset.

6.2 Count Data: Poisson-DDE Hierarchical Topic Modeling

Next, we apply DDEs to learn hierarchical latent topics from text documents. Within the

field of topic modeling, it is natural for the topics to be correlated with each other (Blei

and Lafferty, 2006), and hierarchical topic modeling is often adopted (Griffiths et al., 2003;

Paisley et al., 2014; Chakraborty et al., 2024). While many of the existing works assume a

tree-structured hierarchy, DDEs flexibly allow multiple parents for each variable.

We analyze the text corpus from the 20 newsgroups dataset (Lang, 1995), which was

previously analyzed by other topic models with binary latent variables (Srivastava et al.,

2013; Gan et al., 2015). The training set of the corpus consists of approximately 11,000

documents and 2,000 words, and is based on the email messages across 20 newsgroups.

After preprocessing by focusing on 12 newsgroups and removing stop words and infrequent

words, the dataset consists of N = 5, 883 documents and J = 653 words. While not used

for fitting the DDE, the label (newsgroup) of each document is also provided in the dataset,

alongside three larger categories: recreation, computer, and science.

We fit the two-latent-layer DDE with a Poisson-distributed data layer (Poisson-DDE)

Yj | (A(1) = α(1)) ∼ Poi
(
exp

[
β
(1)
j,0 +

∑
k∈[K(1)] β

(1)
j,kα

(1)
k

])
, and display the estimated latent

structure in Figure 5. We set K(1) = 8 based on the spectral ratio estimator and K(2) = 2

based on the identifiability conditions and better interpretability. Additional details behind

this choice are given in Supplementary Material S.5.2. Our choice of K(2) = 2 is also
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Figure 5: DDE estimated from the 20 newsgroups dataset. For each shallow layer latent
variable, we display the top eight representative words. The width of the upper layer arrows
is proportional to the corresponding coefficients and the red arrow indicates negative values.

consistent with the correlation structure discovered in Gan et al. (2015). To better interpret

individual latent variables, we define representative words for each topic k based on the

discrepancy between βj,k and all other coefficients, (βj,l)l ̸=k. That is, for each index k, we

choose the words j with the largest values of max{min{βj,k−βj,l : l ̸= k}, 0}. We display the

representative words for each latent variable in the bottom row of Figure 5. Here, each latent

variable is named based on the representative words and the held-out newsgroup categories.

Compared to the held-out tree structure of the 12 newsgroup labels (see Figure S.7 in

the Supplement), one can see that the DDE has discovered a lower-dimensional structure in

Figure 5. The latent structure in DDEs allow multiple parents for each topic and effectively

model the complex label dependence. For example, ‘cars’, ‘software’, ‘location/names’ have

both ‘recreation’ and ‘technology’ as parents, and many bottom-layer words are assigned to

multiple topics. We also observe that similar true labels are combined into a single latent

variable, for example ‘computer’ and ‘science’ are combined into ‘technology’ in the second

latent layer, and ‘baseball’ and ‘hockey’ are combined as ‘sports’ in the bottom latent layer.

We also compare our model fit to existing directed graphical models with matching latent

dimensions: LDA (Blei et al., 2003) and DPFA-SBN (Gan et al., 2015). LDA has a single

latent layer with mixed membership scores as continuous latent variables, and DPFA-SBN
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is a multilayer model with binary latent variables similar to DDEs. We consider the follow-

ing three metrics widely used in topic modeling to measure different aspects of fit (Chen

et al., 2023). The first measure is the perplexity, measuring the predictive likelihood of

the words in the held-out set. While there are multiple notions of perplexities, we choose

the definition that was adopted in similar Poisson-based models (Zhou et al., 2012; Gan

et al., 2015; Ranganath et al., 2015, see Supplementary Material S.5.3 for more details). In

addition to the train perplexity, we also display the test perplexity. The second measure

is the average negative coherence, measuring the quality within each topic by computing

− 1
K(1)

∑K(1)

k=1

∑
v1,v2∈Vk

log ((freq(v1, v2) + 1)/freq(v2)) , where Vk is the top 15 representative

words for the kth topic, and the function “freq” counts the number of documents containing

the words specified in the input argument. The third measure is the similarity, comput-

ing the number of overlapping words within representative words across different topics:∑
1≤k1<k2≤K(1)

∑
v1∈Vk1

,v2∈Vk2
I(v1 = v2). For all three measures, smaller values are better.

Table 4 summarizes the results and shows the promising fit of DDE. Compared to other

models with the same latent dimensions, DDEs have better test perplexity and similarity.

The similarity measure shows that while the other model fits exhibit common representative

words among different topics, the representative words learned from DDE are entirely disjoint

and effectively represent different topics. In terms of coherence, the DDE fit is better than

LDA but worse than DPFA. We have also fit models with larger dimensions for comparison,

by considering LDA with 256 latent variables, and DPFA with K(1) = 128, K(2) = 64 latent

variables. The dimension for LDA is motivated by that the DDE has 28 = 256 mixture

components; while for DPFA, this is the same latent dimension specified in the original

paper (Gan et al., 2015). We can see that while considering a larger latent dimension may

help in terms of perplexity, this leads to a loss of the within-topic coherence as well as dilutes

the boundary of each topic, and hence gives less interpretable results.
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Model Dimension K Train perplexity Test perplexity Neg. coherence Similarity

LDA 8 499 512 276 43
LDA 256 269 515 321 (41450)

DPFA 8− 2 289 499 211 5
DPFA 128− 64 175 232 280 (3378)

DDE 8− 2 322 398 270 0
DDE 8− 3 322 399 275 0

Table 4: Train and test perplexity scores of different models on the 20 Newsgroups dataset.
For all measures, smaller values are better. We parenthesize similarity scores for the models
with different dimensions, as the measure is not normalized.

6.3 Continuous Data: Lognormal-DDE for Response Times

We apply the DDE to a response time dataset from the Trends in International Mathematics

and Science Study (TIMSS) (Fishbein et al., 2021). We analyze the eighth-grade students’ re-

sponse time for an internet-based mathematics assessment. After preprocessing, the dataset

consists of N = 526 students’ response times for J = 29 questions. Here, we fit the two-

latent-layer DDE where a lognormal distribution is used to model the continuous positive re-

sponse times (Lognormal-DDE): Yj | (A(1) = α(1)) ∼ lognormal
(
β
(1)
j,0 +

∑
k∈[K(1)] β

(1)
j,kα

(1)
k , γj

)
.

This dataset includes additional information regarding the latent structure G(1), which is the

so-called Q-matrix in the cognitive diagnostic modeling literature (von Davier, 2008; Lee and

Gu, 2024). The provisional G(1) matrix specifies K(1) = 7 latent cognitive skills (Number,

Algebra, Geometry, Data and Probability, Knowing, Applying, and Reasoning) as well as

the skills that are required to solve each item. That is, g
(1)
j,k = 1 if item j requires latent

skill k to solve it. Hence, following the confirmatory latent variable modeling convention in

psychometrics, we estimate the DDE parameters by fixing G(1) to this given structure.

Response \ Latent skill A
(2)
1 A

(1)
1 : Number A

(1)
2 : Algebra A

(1)
3 : Geometry A

(1)
4 : Data and Prob

Agree a lot 0.83 0.72 0.88 0.86 0.87
Agree a little 0.80 0.72 0.85 0.84 0.85

Disagree a little 0.76 0.74 0.85 0.84 0.84
Disagree a lot 0.69 0.67 0.76 0.75 0.78

Table 5: Average latent variable estimate for each response category for the question “Math-
ematics is one of my favorite subjects”.
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We fit the two-latent-layer DDE with K(1) = 7, K(2) = 1, and estimate the latent skills

based on the posterior probability using (14). We compare the estimated latent variables

with the held-out information of each student’s categorical response to a survey question:

“Mathematics is one of my favorite subjects”, and display the results in Table 5. The

first column shows that the higher-order latent variable, A
(2)
1 , is highly correlated with the

magnitude that students like math. This suggests that A
(2)
1 can be interpreted as a general

indicator for the students’ interest in math, while the fine-grained latent variables A(1)

represent more specific skill mastery for each domain. In addition, we observe that the

students who enjoy math tend to have a higher probability of mastering specific skills as

well. This is coherent with the fact that the estimated B(1)-coefficients are all positive.

7 Discussion

This paper makes contributions to core AI problems from statisticians’ perspectives by

proposing a broad family of interpretable DGMs with solid identifiability guarantees, scal-

able computation pipelines, and promising application potential. It also opens up interesting

directions for future research. Theoretically, it would be desirable to extend our identifia-

bility and consistency results to the challenging setting with an unknown number of latent

variables. We conjecture that one may be able to identify K under additional restrictions

on the parameter space or considering specific parametric families. Second, it would be

interesting to theoretically justify the good performance of the spectral-gap estimator for

estimating the latent dimensions under general nonlinear link functions. Another interesting

problem pertains to high-dimensional settings, where the number of observed responses, J ,

may grow with the sample size N . Our current notion of identifiability focuses on identifying

the population model parameters under the traditional asymptotics with a fixed J , where

the latent variables are marginalized out in the likelihood. As modern datasets often comes

with a large number of observed features, it would be interesting to explore whether our

identifiability and estimability results can be generalized to such settings.
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In terms of the methodology and applications, an immediate future direction is working

to effectively estimate and deploy deeper DDEs with D ≥ 3 latent layers. The current

theory and computational pipeline conceptually readily generalizes to deeper architectures

than considered in this initial paper. It remains to test and refine these deeper models’

performance in larger-scale real-world data. Also, it would be interesting to extend DDEs

to datasets with additional covariates. For example, the MNIST dataset comes with the

actual digit labels as well as the spatial structure of the pixels in the image. In addition,

many real datasets contain multiple modalities of data. For example, one may consider a

dataset consisting of images uploaded in social media alongside text data such as tags. It is

worthwhile to generalize DDEs to model such modern multimodal data. Finally, it would be

interesting to extend DDEs for identifiable causal representation learning (Schölkopf et al.,

2021) to uncover causal structures among the higher-order latent variables.

Supplementary Material. The Supplement contains all technical proofs, additional the-
oretical results, and additional details about algorithms, simulations, and real data analyses.
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Supplementary Material

This Supplementary Material is organized as follows. Section S.1 proves all main the-

orems and provides additional identifiability results under one-layer saturated models and

variants. Section S.2 provides details regarding the spectral initialization algorithm. Sec-

tion S.3 gives details regarding the EM algorithms (Algorithms 1 and 3) such as M-step

update formulas, implementation details, and selection of the number of latent variables.

Section S.4 provides various additional simulation results under (a) generically identifiable

true parameters, (b) varying numbers of Monte Carlo samples in the SAEM algorithm, (c)

unknown latent dimensions. Finally, Section S.5 gives additional data analysis details such

as preprocessing, latent dimension selection, and additional visualizations.

S.1 Proof of Theorems

Recall from Section 3.1 that our identifiability results for general DDEs with multiple latent

layers build upon the identifiability of a model with only one latent layer (the shallowest

latent layer), where the deeper latent layers have been marginalized out. Here, we formally

state identifiability conditions for such one-latent-layer saturated models in Section S.1.1,

before proving the identifiability results for general DDEs in Section S.1.2. We prove the

claims stated for the one-latent-layer models in Section S.1.3, and Theorem 3 in Section S.1.4.

Additional identifiability results under related models with interaction effects (instead of the

main-effect DDEs introduced in the main paper) are presented in Section S.1.5.

S.1.1 Identifiability Under One-latent-layer Saturated Models

The one-latent-layer saturated model is defined as follows.

Definition S.1 (One-latent-layer saturated model). The one-latent-layer saturated model

with K(1) latent variables, responses Y ∈
∏

j∈[J ] Yj, and parameters (Θ(1),G(1)) is defined
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by the distribution of Y | A(1) in (4), and the saturated latent distribution

P(A(1) = α) = πα, for all α ∈ {0, 1}K(1)

. (S.1)

Here, the parameter π := (πα)α satisfies πα ∈ (0, 1) and
∑

α πα = 1. The notation

Θ(1) := (π,B(1),γ) collects all continuous parameters. We define the parameter spaces

ΩK(1)(Θ(1);G(1)) and ΩK(1)(Θ(1),G(1)) similar to Definition 2 in the main paper.

Here, the term “saturated” indicates that no additional distributional assumptions are

imposed on the latent variables, except that they are discrete. Similar to Definition 3,

we define an equivalence relationship ∼K(1) when the parameters are identical up to label

switching, and use it to define identifiability.

Definition S.2 (Equivalence relation). For the one-latent-layer saturated model, define an

equivalence relationship “∼K(1)” by setting (Θ(1),G(1)) ∼K(1) (Θ̃
(1)
, G̃(1)) if and only if γ = γ̃

and there exist a permutation σ(1) ∈ S[K(1)] such that the following conditions hold:

• π(ασ(1),...,ασ(K(1))
) = π̃α for all α ∈ {0, 1}K(1)

• g
(1)
j,k = g̃

(1)

j,σ(1)(k)
and β

(1)
j,k = β̃

(1)

j,σ(1)(k)
for all k ∈ [K(1)], j ∈ [J ].

We say that the one-latent-layer saturated model with true parameters (Θ(1)⋆,G(1)⋆) is iden-

tifiable up to ∼K(1), if for any alternate parameter value (Θ(1),G(1)) ∈ ΩK(1)(Θ(1),G(1)) with

PΘ(1),G(1) = PΘ(1)⋆,G(1)⋆, it holds that (Θ(1),G(1)) ∼K (Θ(1)⋆,G(1)⋆). Here, PΘ(1),G(1) is the

marginal distribution of Y, which follows from (4) and (S.1).

Under these definitions, we state identifiability results for the one-latent-layer saturated

model. Proposition 1 and Proposition 2 are one-layer analogues of Theorem 1 and Theorem 2,

respectively. We postpone the proofs of these results to Section S.1.3.

Proposition 1. Given the knowledge of K(1), the one-latent-layer saturated model with pa-

rameters (Θ⋆,G(1)⋆) ∈ ΩK(1)(Θ(1),G(1)) is identifiable up to ∼K(1) when the true parameters
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B(1)⋆,G(1)⋆ satisfy conditions A, B from Theorem 1. In particular, condition B holds when

G(1)⋆ contains another identity matrix.

Proposition 2. Consider the one-latent-layer saturated model where all parametric families

and link functions gjs in (4) are analytic, and the true parameter lives in ΩK(1)(Θ(1);G(1)⋆).

Then, the model is generically identifiable when G(1)⋆ satisfies condition C from Theorem 2.

S.1.2 Proof of Theorems 1 and 2

We prove the identifiability results for DDEs using Propositions 1 and 2.

Proof of Theorem 1. Our argument is based on applying Proposition 1 in a layer-wise man-

ner. First, consider the bottom two layers with

π
(1)

α(1) = P(A(1) = α(1)), ∀α(1) ∈ {0, 1}K1 (S.2)

defined by marginalizing out the deeper latent layers. Now, we can consider this as the one-

layer model with proportion parameters π(1) = (π
(1)

α(1) ,α
(1) ∈ {0, 1}K1). Then, Proposition 1

gives the identifiability of B(1),G(1),π(1) up to ∼K(1) .

Having identified π(1), the marginal distribution of the shallowest latent layer A(1) is

uniquely identified. We generalize the notation in (S.2) and define π(d) similarly. Inductively,

for 1 ≤ d < D, we apply Proposition 1 by considering A(d) and π(d) as the “observed” binary

response vector and its proportion parameters that characterize its marginal probability mass

function:

π
(d)

α(d) = P(A(d) = α(d)), ∀α(d) ∈ {0, 1}Kd .

Consequently, the parameters B(d+1),G(d+1),π(d+1) between the dth and (d+1)th layers are

identified up to ∼K(d+1) . In particular, when d = D − 1, it remains to determine p from the

unstructured proportion parameter vector π(D). Since we already have identified the Dth
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layer labels up to ∼K(D) , this simply follows by marginalizing out the irrelevant coordinates:

pk = P(A(D)
k = 1) =

∑
α(D):α

(D)
k =1

π
(D)

α(D) .

The proof is complete.

Proof of Theorem 2. Proposition 2 shows that the non-identifiable measure-zero set of the

one-latent-layer saturated model only depends on the coefficients B(1) and γ. By marginaliz-

ing out all layers except the bottom two layers, the DDE becomes a one-latent-layer saturated

model with parameters Θ(1) := (π(1),B(1),G(1),γ). Since we assume that G(1) satisfies con-

dition C, the parameters Θ(1) are identifiable (upto a permutation σ(1) ∈ S[K(1)]) as long as

(B(1),γ) ̸∈ N (1). Here, N (1) is a measure-zero subset of the coefficient space Ω(B(1),γ;G(1)).

Now, assuming B(1) ̸∈ N (1), we can use a similar argument for deeper layers inductively.

For 2 ≤ d ≤ D − 1, let N (d) be the non-identifiable measure-zero subset of the dth layer co-

efficient space Ω(B(d);G(d)). Note that we can still apply Proposition 2 since the conditional

distribution of A(d) | A(d+1) is modeled as a Bernoulli distribution with a logistic link glogistic,

which is indeed analytic and satisfy Assumption 2. Consequently, as long as B(d) ̸∈ N (d) for

all 1 ≤ d ≤ D−1, the D-layer DDE is identifiable up to permutations of the latent variables

within each layer. The proof is complete since ∪D
d=1(N

(d))c is a union of a finite number of

measure-zero sets, and hence again measure-zero.

S.1.3 Proof of Propositions 1 and 2

S.1.3.1 Additional Notations

We introduce additional notations that will be used to prove identifiability results for the

one-latent-layer saturated model. Most of these notations are consistent with Lee and Gu

(2024). First, we omit the superscript “(1)” that indicates the first latent layer when dealing

with the one-latent-layer saturated model. Let j, k,α denote typical indices for j ∈ [J ], k ∈

[K],α ∈ {0, 1}K . Write G = G(1) = {g⊤
1 , . . . ,g

⊤
J }⊤ and let Hj := {k ∈ [K] : Gj,k = 1} be
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the index of the parent latent variables for Yj. Recall that for each j, the sample space Yj is

a separable metric space. Let mj be a base measure on Yj, this will be the counting measure

for discrete sample spaces and the Lebesgue measure for continuous cases. Given j and α,

define the measure Pj,α on Yj by setting

Pj,α(S) := P(Yj ∈ S | A = α) =

∫
S

pj(y; βj,0 +
∑
k

βj,kαk, γj)dmj(y). (S.3)

In other words, Pj,α denotes the conditional distribution of Yj | A = α in (4).

For each j ∈ [J ], construct measurable subsets S1,j, . . . , Sκj ,j ⊆ Yj with κj ≥ 2, where the

collection of vectors sj(α) :=
(
Pj,α(S1,j), . . . ,Pj,α(Sκj ,j)

)
α∈{0,1}K is “faithful” in the following

sense:

(a) for α,α′ with αHj
= α′

Hj
, it holds that sj(α) = sj(α

′),

(b) there exists α,α′ with αHj
̸= α′

Hj
such that sj(α) ̸= sj(α

′).

This construction is possible since Assumption 1(a) on the parameter space lead to a faithful

graphical model. Without loss of generality, suppose that Sκj ,j = Yj for all j. Also, define

the following (unordered) set

Sj :=
{
sj(α) : α ∈ {0, 1}K

}
. (S.4)

Define N1 to be a κ1...κK × 2K matrix by setting

N1((l1, ..., lK),α) := P(Y1 ∈ Sl1,1, ..., YK ∈ SlK ,K | α).

Here, we index the 2K columns of N1 using the binary vector α ∈ {0, 1}K , and the rows

by ξ1 = (l1, . . . , lK), where lj ∈ [κj]. Similarly, let N2 be a κK+1 . . . κ2K × 2K matrix whose

((lK+1, . . . , l2K),α)-th entry is P(YK+1 ∈ SlK+1,K+1, ..., Y2K ∈ Sl2K ,2K | α), and N3 be a

κ2k+1 . . . κJ × 2K matrix whose ((l2K+1, . . . , lJ),α)-th entry is P(Y2K+1 ∈ Sl2K+1,1, ..., YJ ∈

SlJ ,J | α). Similar to N1, we index the rows of N2 and N3 by ξ2 = (lK+1, . . . , l2K)

and ξ3 = (l2K+1, . . . , lJ), respectively. For notational simplicity, let υ1 =
∏K

k=1 κk, υ2 =
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∏2K
k=K+1 κk, υ3 =

∏J
k=2K+1 κk. Note that the assumption Sκj ,j = Yj implies forces the last

row in all Nas to be 1⊤
2K .

Next, let P0 be a 3-way marginal probability tensor with size υ1 × υ2 × υ3, defined as

P0(ξ1, ξ2, ξ3) = P(Y1 ∈ Sl1 , . . . , YJ ∈ SlJ )

=
∑
α

παN1((l1, . . . , lK),α)N2((lK+1, . . . , l2K),α)N3((l2K+1, . . . , lJ),α).

We introduce an additional notation for tensor products as follows. For a = 1, 2, 3, consider

νa×r matrices Ma whose lth column is indexed as ma,l. Also, let ◦ denote the outer product

between vectors. Then, we define the tensor product of M1,M2,M3 as

[M1,M2,M3] :=
r∑

l=1

m1,l ◦m2,l ◦m3,l.

Using this notation, we can write P0 as follows:

P0 = [N1Diag(π),N2,N3]. (S.5)

Now, our notation is almost identical to that in the proof of Theorem 1 in Lee and Gu

(2024). Under conditions A and B from Theorem 1, we can apply step 3 and the first two

paragraphs of step 4 there to argue that the decomposition (S.5) is unique up to a column

permutation. We summarize this in the below Lemma S.1.

Lemma S.1 (Theorem 1 in Lee and Gu (2024)). Consider the one-latent-layer saturated

model, where the true parameters satisfy conditions A and B. Let P0 be the 3-way marginal

probability tensor under these parameters. Then, the tensor decomposition P0 = [M1,M2,M3]

is unique up to a common column permutation. Here, Mas are υa × 2K matrices, whose last

rows are the all-one vector 1⊤
2K for a = 2, 3. Additionally, assuming that the graphical matrix

G is known, the model parameters (Θ,G) are identifiable up to sign-flipping.
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S.1.3.2 Proof of Proposition 1

The following Lemma will be crucially utilized to identify and recover G̃. We present its

proof after proving the main Proposition.

Lemma S.2. Suppose that the parameters (B,G) satisfy part (a) in Assumption 1. For any

j, define Hj,Sj, sj(α) as above.

(a) |Hj| and |Sj| satisfies:

• |Hj| = 0 if and only if |Sj| = 1

• |Hj| = 1 if and only if |Sj| = 2

• |Hj| ≥ 2 if and only if |Sj| ≥ 3.

(b)
{
sj(α) : αk = 1

}
=
{
sj(α) : αk = 0

}
if and only if gj,k = 0.

Proof of Proposition 1. Our proof builds upon Lemma S.1, which proved a more general

notion of nonparametric identifiability of the one-layer model, but under a given graphical

matrix G. The cited Theorem 1 proves that the continuous parameters are identifiable up

to sign flipping, given G. In our setting, Assumption 1(c) resolves the sign flipping issue and

the continuous parameters can be uniquely determined. Consequently, it suffices to show

that G is identifiable up to the equivalence relation ∼
K(1)

. We separate this proof into two

steps.

Step 1: Tensor decomposition and setup. Consider a one-latent-layer saturated model

with true parameters (Θ,G) that satisfies conditions A, B. Suppose there exists an alter-

native set of parameters (Θ̃, G̃) that define a same marginal distribution of Y. Define the

notation P̃j,α̃ similar as Pj,α in (S.3), and also define Ñ1, Ñ2, Ñ3 as the conditional probability

matrices that specify the value of

P
(
(Y1, . . . , YK) | A = α̃

)
, P

(
(YK+1 . . . , Y2K) | A = α̃

)
, P

(
(Y2K+1, . . . , YJ) | A = α̃

)
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under the alternative parameters. Here, each column of Ña is denoted by α̃ ∈ {0, 1}K , and

the last row of each Ña is the all-one vector 1⊤
2K . Then, the marginal probability tensor P0

defined in (S.5) can be written as

P0 = [N1diag(π),N2,N3] = [Ñ1diag(π̃), Ñ2, Ñ3]. (S.6)

By applying Lemma S.1, the tensor decomposition in (S.6) is unique, so Ñ1diag(π), Ñ2, Ñ3

and N1diag(π),N2,N3 are identical up to a common column permutation, say S ∈ S{0,1}K .

In particular, as the last row of Ñ1diag(π̃) and N1diag(π) is exactly π̃⊤ and π⊤,
(
π̃, Ñ1

)
and

(
π,N1

)
are also identical up to the same permutation S.

We use this observation to prove that G̃ is equivalent to G under ∼
K(1)

. One subtlety for

identifying G is that there is no information about the 2K column indices of Ñ1, Ñ2, Ñ3, so

we cannot read off the conditional dependence structure directly. We tackle this problem

based on the key observation that the unordered set Sj (defined in (S.4)) can be written as

Sj =
{(

Pj,α(S1,j), . . . ,Pj,α(Sκj ,j)
)
: α ∈ {0, 1}K

}
(S.7)

=
{(

Naj((κ1, . . . , κj−1, 1, κj+1, . . . , κJ),α), · · · ,Naj((κ1, . . . , κj−1, κj, κj+1, . . . , κJ),α)
)
: α
}

=
{(

Ñaj((κ1, . . . , κj−1, 1, κj+1, . . . , κJ), α̃), · · · , Ñaj((κ1, . . . , κj−1, κj, κj+1, . . . , κJ), α̃)
)
: α̃
}

=
{(

P̃j,α̃(S1,j), . . . , P̃j,α̃(Sκj ,j)
)
: α̃
}
, (S.8)

and provides enough information about g̃j. Here, the index aj = 1, 2, 3 can be understood

from the context, for example aj = 1 when j ≤ K, aj = 2 when K < j ≤ 2K.

Step 2: Proving the equivalence by constructing a column permutation. Now, we show

that there exists a permutation σ ∈ S[K] such that g̃j,k = gj,σ(k) for all j ∈ [J ], k ∈ [K]. We

first construct such a permutation σ by observing S1, . . . ,SK . For k ∈ [K], (S.7) implies

|Sk| = 2, and part (a) of Lemma S.2 constraints g̃k to be a standard basis vector. Hence, we

can define σ(k) such that g̃k = eσ(k). To see that σ is indeed a permutation, we have to show

that σ(k) ̸= σ(l) for k ̸= l. But this is immediate by noting that the cardinality of the pmf
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vector of {P(Yk ∈ S1,k, Yl ∈ S1,l | A = α) : α} is 2 if and only if k = l. For future purposes,

let us partition the 2K row indices α̃ in (S.8) into two groups Tk and T c
k based on the value

of
(
P̃j,α̃(S1,j), . . . , P̃j,α̃(Sκj ,j)

)
. Then, the columns of Ñ that correspond to the α̃ ∈ Tk must

be identical to the columns of N indexed by αs such that ασ(k) = 0 (or 1).

Now, for each j > K and k ∈ [K], we show that g̃j,k = gj,σ(k) and complete the proof.

By part (b) of Lemma S.2, we have g̃j,k = 0 if and only if

{(
P̃j,α̃(S1,j), . . . , P̃j,α̃(Sκj ,j)

)
: α̃ ∈ Tk

}
=
{(

P̃j,α̃(S1,j), . . . , P̃j,α̃(Sκj ,j)
)
: α̃ ̸∈ Tk

}
. (S.9)

For notational simplicity, let ασ := (ασ(1), . . . , ασ(k)). Then, by the construction of Tk, (S.9)

simplifies to

{(
Pj,ασ(S1,j), . . . ,Pj,ασ(Sκj ,j)

)
: ασ(k) = 1

}
=
{(

Pj,ασ(S1,j), . . . ,Pj,ασ(Sκj ,j)
)
: ασ(k) = 0

}
.

Another application of part (b) of Lemma S.2 shows that this is equivalent to gj,σ(k) = 0.

Hence, g̃j,k = gj,σ(k) and the proof is complete.

Below, we provide a short proof of Lemma S.2.

Proof of Lemma S.2. (a) The proof is immediate from the faithfulness of the graphical

matrix G. For example, the third bullet point follows from noting that |Hj| ≥ 2

implies |{
∑

k∈Hj
βj,kαk : α}| ≥ 3, and that |{

∑
k∈Hj

βj,kαk : α}| ≤ 2 implies |Hj| ≤ 1.

(b) The “if” part immediately follows by conditional independence. For the “only if” part,

by considering the contrapositive statement, it suffices to show that gj,k = 1 implies

{sj(α) : αk = 1} ≠ {sj(α) : αk = 0}.

By writing out the parametrization and using the identifiability of the parametric

family in (4), it suffices to show that {
∑

l ̸=k βj,lαl + βj,k} ≠ {
∑

l ̸=k βj,lαl}. But this is

immediate since βj,k ̸= 0.
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S.1.3.3 Proof of Proposition 2

For the sake of notational simplicity, for a given coefficient matrix B, define

ηj,α := βj,0 +
K∑
k=1

βj,kαk (S.10)

for each j and α ∈ {0, 1}K . For an alternative coefficient matrix B̃, we similarly define

η̃j,α̃ := β̃j,0 +
K∑
k=1

β̃j,kα̃k

for α̃ ∈ {0, 1}K .

Before presenting the proof of Proposition 2, we state two lemmas whose proof is post-

poned to the end of the subsection. Our first lemma is a relaxation of Lemma S.1, and

guarantees an almost sure unique tensor decomposition of P0. Recall the definition of P0

from (S.5).

Lemma S.3 (Modification of Theorem 2 in Lee and Gu (2024)). Consider the one-latent-

layer saturated model with a true graphical matrix G(1)⋆ that satisfies condition C, and an-

alytic parametric families p(·; η, γ) and link functions gj. Then, the rank 2K tensor decom-

position P0 = [M1,M2,M3] is unique up to column permutations for ΩK(Θ
(1);G(1)⋆) \ N1.

Here, Mas are υa×2K matrices, whose last rows are the all-one vector 1⊤
2K for a = 2, 3. The

set N1 is a measure-zero subset of ΩK(Θ
(1);G(1)⋆) that only imposes restrictions on B,γ and

not on the mixture proportion parameters π.

Our next lemma provides additional structure regarding the 2K column indices in the

tensor decomposition in Lemma S.3. This is a nontrivial problem as we wish to identify

the parameters up to a label switching of K binary latent variables. Here, to formally state

the label switching, recall the notation of ∼K Definition S.2 and write B ∼K B̃,G ∼K G̃,

α ∼K α̃ when there exists a permutation σ ∈ S[K] such that βj,l = β̃j,σ(l), gj,l = g̃j,σ(l), and

α = (α̃σ(1), . . . , α̃σ(K)).
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Lemma S.4. Suppose that there exist two sets of parameters (B,G), (B̃, G̃) that satisfies

Assumption 1 and defines an identical ηj,α in the following sense: there exists a permutation

S ∈ S{0,1}K such that

ηj,α = η̃j,S(α), (S.11)

for all j, α. Then, we have (B,G,α) ∼K (B̃, G̃,S(α)) for “generic” parameters B ̸∈

Ω(B;G) \ N2, where N2 is a measure-zero subset of Ω(B;G).

Proof of Proposition 2. We work under the same notations introduced at the beginning

of the section. We make one additional assumption regarding the finite subsets Dj :=

(S1,j, . . . , Sκj ,j) of the sample space Yj as follows. We assume that Dj ⊂ Cj, where Cj is a

countable separating class whose values determine probability measure on Yj. The existence

of such a separating class is a consequence of Yj being a separating metric space; see Step 1

in the proof of Theorem 1 in Lee and Gu (2024) for a proof.

Suppose that G satisfy condition C, Θ ∈ ΩK(Θ;G), and that there exists an al-

ternate parameter Θ̃, G̃ that defines the same marginal likelihood. Here, we are drop-

ping all superscripts in G = G(1)⋆ for simplicity. We show that (Θ,G) ∼K (Θ̃, G̃) for

Θ ∈ ΩK(Θ;G) \ (N1 ∪ N2), where N1,N2 are measure-zero sets that will be defined later.

Recall that for a = 1, 2, 3, Na are the υa × 2K conditional probability matrices that describe

Y | (A = α) under the true parameters Θ,G. Similarly, define Ña as the corresponding ma-

trices under the alternative parameters Θ̃, G̃. Similar to the proof of Proposition 1, we start

from the rank 2K decomposition of the marginal probability tensor in (S.5). By applying

Lemma S.3, the decomposition

P0 = [N1diag(π),N2,N3] = [Ñ1diag(π̃), Ñ2, Ñ3] (S.12)

is unique up to (the 2K) column permutations, for true parameters Θ ∈ ΩK(Θ;G) \ N1.

Here, N1 is a measure-zero subset of ΩK(Θ;G) that is defined in Lemma S.3. This implies
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that (π,N1,N2,N3) and (π̃, Ñ1, Ñ2, Ñ3) are identical up to a common column permutation

S ∈ S{0,1}K . In other words, for any α ∈ {0, 1}K , the αth column in Na is identical to the

S(α)th column of Ña and πα = π̃S(α).

By considering the row of Na that corresponds to the set Slj ,j, we have

Pj,α(Slj ,j) = Na(κ·, . . . , κj−1, lj, κj+1, . . . , κ·,α) (S.13)

= Ña(κ·, . . . , κj−1, lj, κj+1, . . . , κ·,S(α)) = P̃j,S(α)(Slj ,j)

for all j, lj ∈ [κj], and α. Furthermore, note that this identity holds for any finite subset

Dj of Cj, as the column indices of Ña are determined by the alternative model and do not

depend on the discretization Dj. Hence, (S.13) holds for all Slj ,j ∈ Cj. Since Cj is a separating

class, we have Pj,α = P̃j,S(α). Recalling that Pj,α = ParFamj(ηj,α, γj) for some identifiable

parametric family (see (S.3)), we must have ηj,α = η̃j,S(α) and γj = γ̃j for all j,α.

Now, additionally assuming that Θ ̸∈ N2, we can apply Lemma S.4. Here, N2 is the null

set defined in Lemma S.4. Then, we have (B,G) ∼K (B̃, G̃). Also, because α ∼K S(α),

π̃S(α) = πα implies π̃ ∼K π and the proof is complete.

We finally present the postponed proof of Lemmas S.3 and S.4. While the main proof

idea of Lemma S.3 is similar to that of Theorem 2 in Lee and Gu (2024), we provide a

detailed proof for the sake of completeness.

Proof of Lemma S.3. For a matrix N, let rkk(N) be the Kruskal column-rank of N, that is,

the largest integer r such that any r columns of N are linearly independent. We claim that

it suffices to show that

rkk(N1) = 2K , rkk(N2) = 2K , rkk(N3) ≥ 2

for generic parameters in Ω(Θ;G) \ N . Assuming this, one can apply Kruskal’s Theorem

(Kruskal, 1977), which guarantees the uniqueness of the three-way tensor decomposition of

P0 up to a universal column permutation and gives the desired result. Along the way, we
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show that the candidate set of non-identifiable parameters, N , only imposes restrictions on

B and γ but not on π.

For the remainder of the proof, let βI1,I2 denote the sub-matrix of the J × (K + 1)

coefficient matrix β whose rows and columns are indexed by I1 and I2, respectively. Similarly,

γI1 denotes the sub-vector of γ by collecting the entries indexed by I1.

Proof of rkk(N1) = 2K. First, write the parameter space

Ω(β1:K,0:K ,γ1:K ;G1) = {β1:K,0:K ,γ1:K : βj,k ̸= 0 for gj,k = 1}

as a finite union of open, connected subsets of Euclidean space R
∑

j,k≤K gj,k × RK . Without

loss of generality, let

Ωpositive(β1:K,0:K ,γ1:K ;G1) := {β1:K,0:K ,γ1:K : βj,k > 0 for gj,k = 1}

be our domain. Here, we consider N1 = N1(β1:K,0:K ,γ1:K) to be a matrix-valued function of

(β1:K,0:K ,γ1:K). Because N1 has full column rank if and only if det(N⊤
1 N1) ̸= 0, it suffices

to show that

{β1:K,0:K ∈ Ωpositive(β1:K,0:K ,γ1:K ;G1) : det(N
⊤
1 N1) = 0}

is a measure-zero set in Ω(β1:K,0:K ,γ1:K ;G1). Note that the following argument also holds

for other connected sub-domains of Ω(β1:K,0:K ,γ1:K ;G1), and the union of a finite number

of measure-zero sets are still measure-zero.

In particular, when G1 = IK , the proof of Theorem 1 in Lee and Gu (2024) showed that

N1(β1:K,0:K ,γ1:K) always have full column rank. We use technical real analysis arguments to

claim that this statement can be generalized to an arbitrary G1 that satisfies diag(G1) = IK .

Consider the mapping

(det(N⊤
1 N1))(β1:K,0:K ,γ1:K) : Ω(β1:K,0:K ,γ1:K ;G1) → R. (S.14)

Observe that det(N⊤
1 N1) defined in (S.14) is a polynomial of entries of N1. Each entry in
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N1 can be written in the form of

N1((l1, . . . , lK),α) =
K∏
j=1

∫
Slj ,j

pj(yj; gj(βj,0 +
∑
k

βj,kαk), γj)m(dyj).

Since we assume that the density pj and link function gj are analytic, each entry of N1 is

analytic. Consequently, det(N⊤
1 N1) is also analytic.

Next, note that det(N⊤
1 N1) cannot be identically zero, in other words, there exists

(β⋆
1:K,0:K ,γ

⋆
1:K) such that det(N⊤

1 N1)(β
⋆
1:K,0:K ,γ

⋆
1:K) ̸= 0. This is because one can make

small perturbations from a parameter value in Ω(β1:K,0:K ,γ1:K ; IK) by setting βj,k = ϵ for

indices with gj,k = 1 without making the determinant become zero. Hence, by the following

technical Lemma, we conclude that

{β1:K,0:K ,γ1:K ∈ Ω(β1:K,0:K ,γ1:K ;G1) : (det(N
⊤
1 N1))(β1:K,0:K ,γ1:K) = 0}

is a null set in Ω(β1:K,0:K ,γ1:K ,G1). The conclusion rkk(N2) = 2K automatically follows.

Lemma S.5 (Mityagin (2020)). Let f : Ω → R be a real analytic function defined on an

open, connected domain Ω ∈ Rd that is not identically zero. Then, {ω ∈ Ω : f(ω) = 0} is a

measure-zero set in Ω.

Proof of rkk(N3) ≥ 2. Theorem 1 in Lee and Gu (2024) showed that rkk(N3) ≥ 2 under

condition B. Hence, it suffices to show that condition B holds for generic parameters in

Ω(β2K+1:J,1:K ;G3). Fix any α ̸= α′, and let l = l(α,α′) be an index among [K] such that

αl ̸= α′
l. Since we assume that all columns of G3 are nonzero, there exists j = j(α,α′) > 2K

such that gj,l = 1. As βj,l(αl − α′
l) ̸= 0,

{βj,1:K ∈ Ω(βj,1:K ;gj) :
K∑
k=1

βj,kgj,k(αk − α′
k) = 0}

is a measure-zero set in Ω(βj,1:K ;gj). Consequently,

Φα,α′ := {β2K+1:J,1:K ∈ Ω(β2K+1:J,1:K ;G3) :
K∑
k=1

βj,kgj(α,α′),k(αk − α′
k) = 0}
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is a measure-zero set in Ω(β2K+1:J,1:K ;G3). The proof is complete by taking a union over all

α ̸= α′.

Proof of Lemma S.4. We first assume that the true parameter B belongs in the coefficient

space

Ωg(B;G) := {B : for each j, all elements of the form
∑
k∈Hj

βj,kak, ak = 0, 1, are distinct}.

It is clear that the complement Ω(B;G) \ Ωg(B;G) can be spelled out as a finite union of

lower dimensional subspaces, and has measure-zero with respect to Ω(B;G). The following

proof is somewhat technical, but the main idea is to show that one can entirely recover B,G,

S up to label switching, based on the values of ηj,α while not using the indices α. Steps 1

and 2 characterizes the coefficients B based on the values {ηj,α}α, which allows us to prove

equivalence of B,G and B̃, G̃ in step 3.

Step 1: recovering |Hj| and |B|. We first claim that for each j, there uniquely exists

an integer Ij, coefficients cj,0, cj,1 > . . . > cj,Ij > 0 that satisfy

ηj,α = βj,0 +
∑
l∈Hj

βj,lαl = cj,0 +
∑
k≤Ij

cj,k(Tj(α))k (S.15)

for all α and some permutation Tj ∈ S{0,1}K . Here, we also prove that that Ij = |Hj|.

The existence directly follows as we can take Ij = |Hj| and define {cj,k : k ≤ Ij} to be

the coefficients {|βj,l| : l ∈ Hj} in decreasing order. Then, for each k ≤ Ij, there must be an

lk ∈ Hj such that cj,k = |βj,lk | > 0. Consequently, we can construct the permutation Tj by

setting

(Tj(α))k :=


αlk if βj,lk > 0

1− αlk if βj,lk < 0,

for k ≤ Ij and arbitrarily defining the remaining coordinates. By plugging in these defini-

52



tions, we get

∑
k≤Ij

cj,k(Tj(α))k =
∑
l∈Hj

sgn(βj,l)|βj,l|αl +
∑

l∈Hj ,βj,l<0

|βj,l|

=
∑
l∈Hj

βj,lαl −
∑

l∈Hj ,βj,l<0

βj,l.

Hence, (S.15) holds for cj,0 := βj,0 +
∑

l∈Hj ,βj,l<0 βj,l.

For uniqueness, we provide an inductive characterization of the cj,ks based on the values

Uj := {ηj,α : α ∈ {0, 1}K}. First, cj,0 must be the minimum of the set Uj. Next, we

define cj,Ij by noting that cj,0 + cj,Ij should be the smallest element in {ηj,α : ηj,α > cj,0}.

Inductively for each k < Ij, given cj,0 and cj,k+1, . . . , cj,Ij , cj,0 + cj,k must be the smallest

element in Uj \ {cj,0 +
∑

l>k cj,lal : al = 0, 1}. We continue the induction until the set

Uj \ {cj,0 +
∑

l>k cj,lal : al = 0, 1} is empty. By considering the true parameterization and

the fact that B ∈ Ωg(B;G), we have |Uj| = 2|Hj |, and hence |Hj| = Ij. Additionally, this

observation gives cj,1 > . . . > cj,|Hj | > 0.

Step 2: Recovering the indexing α. While we have recovered the absolute values of

the coefficients |βj,k| in Step 1, they are ordered based on their absolute values. Thus, the

ordering is different across different j. In this step, we fully recover βj,k up to a column

permutation τ ∈ S[K], by representing each βj,k in terms of η and c-values. To this end, we

inductively construct sets Tj,k, Vj,k ⊆ [2K ] for all j ∈ [J ] and k ≤ |Hj|. We claim that they

correspond to αs with identical ασj(k) values, for some injective mapping σj : [|Hj|] → [K]

(see (S.18) for a precise statement). This claim will be crucially utilized to recover the

coefficients βj,k.

First, fix j ∈ [J ], k ≤ |Hj|, and define T
(1)
j,k = {α : ηj,α = cj,0} and V

(1)
j,k = {α : ηj,α =

cj,0 + cj,k}. Since there exists a unique index lk such that |βj,lk | = cj,k > 0, these two sets

have distinct αl values if and only if l = lk. Define σj(k) as this lk. Since lk ̸= lk′ for k ̸= k′,

σj is injective. Without the loss of generality, suppose βj,lk > 0. This is only for the sake of
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explicitly characterizing the sets Tj,k and Vj,k, and does not affect their construction. Under

this assumption, α ∈ T
(1)
j,k must satisfy ασj(k) = 0, α ∈ V

(1)
j,k must satisfy ασj(k) = 1. Also, as

the values of αl for l ̸∈ Hj does not change the value of ηj,α, we have |T (1)
j,k | = |V (1)

j,k | = 2K−|Hj |.

Inductively for t > 1, let

T [t]
j,k := {α ̸∈ T

(t−1)
j,k , V

(t−1)
j,k : ηj,α = min

α′ ̸∈T (t−1)
j,k ,V

(t−1)
j,k

ηj,α′}, (S.16)

V [t]
j,k := {α ̸∈ T

(t−1)
j,k , V

(t−1)
j,k : ηj,α = min

α′ ̸∈T (t−1)
j,k ,V

(t−1)
j,k

ηj,α′ + cj,k}, (S.17)

and define T
[t]
j,k = T

(t−1)
j,k ∪T [t]

j,k and V
[t]
j,k = V

(t−1)
j,k ∪V [t]

j,k. By the construction in (S.16) and (S.17),

again because βj,σj(k) > 0, we must have ασj(k) = 0 for α ∈ T [t]
j,k , and ασj(k) = 1 for α ∈ V [t]

j,k.

We also have |T [t]
j,k | = |V [t]

j,k| = 2K−|Hj |, which inductively gives |T [t]
j,k| = |V [t]

j,k| = 2K−|Hj |t. We

continue the construction until T
[t]
j,k ∪ V

[t]
j,k = {0, 1}K , that is when t = 2|Hj |−1.

Finally, we define Tj,k := T
(2|Hj |−1)
j,k and Vj,k := V

(2|Hj |−1)
j,k as the final induction outputs.

Then, {Tj,k, Vj,k} is a partition of {0, 1}K with equal cardinality, where Tj,k = {α : ασj(k) = 0}

and Vj,k = {α : ασj(k) = 1}. In general, without the positivity assumption βj,σj(k) > 0, we

can conclude that

{Tj,k, Vj,k} =
{
{α : ασj(k) = 0}, {α : ασj(k) = 1}

}
, (S.18)

as an unordered set. As all columns of G are not empty (see Assumption 1 (b)), for each

l, we must have at least one j such that gj,l = 1. Hence, the set of all possible partitions

{{Tj,k, Vj,k} : j ∈ [J ], k ∈ [|Hj|]} must take exactly K distinct values. Let us index each

element by {Tl, Vl} for l ∈ [K], and let τ ∈ S[K] be a permutation such that

{Tl, Vl} =
{
{α : ατ(l) = 0}, {α : ατ(l) = 1}

}
. (S.19)

Without loss of generality, suppose that Tl and Vl are defined so that the mean of the vector

(ηj,α : α ∈ Tl) is strictly smaller than the mean of (ηj,α : α ∈ Vl). Then, the monotonicity
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assumption Assumption 1(c) implies that

Tl = {α : ατ(l) = 0}, Vl = {α : ατ(l) = 1}, (S.20)

and resolves the sign-flipping for the latent variable Aτ(l). Next, to recover the parameter

βj,τ(l) for each j and l, we claim that

(a) if {Tl, Vl} ̸∈ {{Tj,k, Vj,k} : k ≤ |Hj|}, βj,τ(l) = 0.

(b) if {Tl, Vl} = {Tj,k, Vj,k} for some k ≤ |Hj|, |βj,τ(l)| = cj,k and

sgn(βj,τ(l)) =


1 if Tl = Tj,k,

−1 if Tl = Vj,k.

Here, to show (a), suppose {Tl, Vl} ̸∈ {{Tj,k, Vj,k} : k ≤ |Hj|}. Then, by the characterization

in (S.18) and (S.19), we must have σj(k) ̸= τ(l) for all k ≤ |Hj|. Recalling that σj collects

all indices such that |βj,σj(k)| > 0, we must have βj,τ(l) = 0. To prove part (b), note that

the assumption implies σj(k) = τ(l), so |βj,τ(l)| = |βj,σj(k)| = cj,k. The claim regarding the

sign holds because Tj,k has a smaller average of ηj,· values than Vj,k by construction. Thus,

Tl = Tj,k if and only if βj,τ(l) > 0.

Step 3: explicit representation of all parameters. Finally, we prove the desired result

by applying the same characterization of the parameters under the alternative values η̃j,α̃.

Here, note that B ∈ Ωg(B;G) implies that B̃ ∈ Ωg(B;G). We apply steps 1-2 using η̃j,α̃

instead of ηj,α. Step 1 holds without any change, and we obtain the same coefficients cj,ks

as well as |Hj| = |H̃j|. Next, in step 2, the definition of Tj,k, Vj,k in (S.16), (S.17) needs to

be modified to be the collection of α̃s instead of αs. Let T̃j,k and Ṽj,k be the corresponding

sets under the alternative parametrization. As the coefficients cj,k are identical, (Tj,k, Vj,k)

and (T̃j,k, Ṽj,k) are consistent in the sense that

T̃j,k = S(Tj,k), Ṽj,k = S(Vj,k). (S.21)
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In other words, by viewing Tj,k as the collection of indices α in ηj,α, T̃j,k and Tj,k are the same

collection of indices. Thus, in terms of defining T̃l and Ṽl, we can take the same indexing for

l ∈ [K] as in (S.19) by letting T̃l := S(Tl) and Ṽl := S(Vl). Hence, for some permutation

τ̃ ∈ S[K], we must have

T̃l = {α̃ : α̃τ̃(l) = 0} = S({α : ατ(l) = 0}) = S(Tl), (S.22)

Ṽl = {α̃ : α̃τ̃(l) = 1} = S({α : ατ(l) = 1}) = S(Vl). (S.23)

Now, we finish the proof by proving B ∼ B̃ and α ∼ S(α). By taking σ := τ̃ · τ−1 in the

definition of the equivalence relations, it suffices to show βj,τ(l) = β̃j,τ̃(l) for all j, l, and ατ(l) =

(S(α))τ̃(l) for all α, l. The conclusion for βj,τ(l) follows from its characterization in Step 2.

For any j, l, the relationship (S.21) and (S.22) shows that {Tl, Vl} ∈ {{Tj,k, Vj,k} : k ≤ |Hj|}

if and only if {T̃l, Ṽl} ∈ {{T̃j,k, Ṽj,k} : k ≤ |Hj|}. For case (a), we have βj,τ(l) = β̃j,τ̃(l) = 0.

For case (b), we have |βj,τ(l)| = cj,k = |β̃j,τ̃(l)| as well as sgn(βj,τ(l)) = sgn(β̃j,τ̃(l)), thus

βj,τ(l) = β̃j,τ̃(l). We next show the claim for α. Without loss of generality, suppose ατ(l) = 0.

Then, by applying (S.20) and (S.22), we have S(α) ∈ T̃l and (S(α))τ̃(l) = 0. Similarly, for

ατ(l) = 1, we get (S(α))τ̃(l) = 1 and the proof is complete.

S.1.4 Proof of Theorem 3

Proof. For simplicity, we omit displaying the dependence of data in the likelihood ℓ(Θ) =

ℓ(Θ | Y) and omit the subscript in the equivalence relation ∼K. We also define the objective

function in (6) as

QN(Θ) :=
1

N

[
− ℓ(Θ) +

D∑
d=1

pλN ,τN (B
(d))
]
.

Below, we separately prove the consistency of the continuous parameters Θ and discrete

parameters G. In the proof, we use the usual Bachmann-Landau asymptotic notations for

deterministic sequences as well as its analog for random sequences.

We first show that Θ̂ is consistent up to label permutations. This follows by modifying
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the usual consistency proof of M-estimators (Van der Vaart, 2000) under our identifiability

notion. Fix ϵ > 0, and define the pointwise limit of QN(Θ) as

Q∞(Θ) := −EΘ⋆ logP(Y | Θ).

Define the ϵ-ball around Θ⋆ under the equivalence relation ∼ as

B∼(ϵ,Θ
⋆) := {Θ : ∥Θ′ −Θ⋆∥ ≤ ϵ for some Θ′ ∼ Θ}.

Also, define the constant η := infΘ ̸∈B∼(ϵ,Θ⋆) Q∞(Θ)−Q∞(Θ⋆). Since we assume the model

identifiability up to ∼, we must have Q∞(Θ) − Q∞(Θ⋆) = KL
(
P(· | Θ)∥P(· | Θ⋆)

)
> 0 for

all Θ ̸∼ Θ⋆. Here, KL denotes the Kullback–Leibler divergence. Then, we get η > 0, as we

are considering a compact parameter space. By a standard argument, we have

P( min
Θ′∼Θ̂

∥Θ′ −Θ⋆∥ > ϵ) ≤ P
(

min
Θ ̸∈B∼(ϵ,Θ⋆)

QN(Θ) ≤ QN(Θ
⋆)
)

(S.24)

≤ P
(

min
Θ ̸∈B∼(ϵ,Θ⋆)

QN(Θ) ≤ QN(Θ
⋆), sup

Θ

∣∣QN(Θ)−Q∞(Θ)
∣∣ < η

2

)
+ o(1). (S.25)

Here, (S.24) uses the definition that Θ̂ is a minimizer of QN(Θ). The inequality in (S.25)

follows from the uniform law of large numbers, which holds under a compact parameter space

and a vanishing penalty with λN = o(N). Now, the proof is complete by noting that the

first term in (S.25) is zero, since Θ ̸∈ B∼(ϵ,Θ
⋆) and supΘ |QN(Θ)−Q∞(Θ)| < η

2
implies

QN(Θ) > Q∞(Θ)− η

2
≥ Q∞(Θ⋆) +

η

2
> QN(Θ

⋆).

Hence, there exists some Θ̃ ∼ Θ̂ that is consistent for Θ⋆.

Now, we prove that Θ̃ is
√
N -consistent, additionally using the assumption on the Fisher

information. We first re-write the inequality QN(Θ̃) ≤ QN(Θ
⋆) as

−ℓ(Θ̃) + ℓ(Θ⋆) ≤ pλN ,τN (B0)− pλN ,τN (B̃). (S.26)
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By a Taylor expansion, we can bound the LHS of (S.26) as

−ℓ(Θ̃) + ℓ(Θ⋆) = −(Θ̃−Θ⋆)⊤ℓ′(Θ⋆) +
1

2
(Θ̃−Θ⋆)⊤(NI(Θ⋆) + op(N))(Θ̃−Θ⋆)

≥ ∥Θ̃−Θ⋆∥2Op(
√
N) +N∥Θ̃−Θ⋆∥22

(
λmin(I(Θ

⋆))

2
+ op(1)

)
.

Here, λmin(I(Θ
⋆)) > 0 denotes the smallest eigenvalue of the positive definite Fisher in-

formation I(Θ⋆). On the other hand, the RHS of (S.26) must be negative since τN → 0.

Indeed, for β
(d)⋆
l,k ̸= 0 and a large enough N , consistency gives |β̃(d)

l,k | = |β(d)⋆
l,k | + op(1) > τN ,

and the bound

pλN ,τN (B
(d)
0 )− pλN ,τN (B̃

(d)) ≤
∑

l,k:β
(d)⋆
l,k ̸=0

[
pλN ,τN (β

(d)⋆
l,k )− pλN ,τN (β̃

(d)
l,k )
]
= 0

holds with high probability. Hence, we have

∥Θ̃−Θ⋆∥2Op(
√
N) +

λmin(I(Θ
⋆))

2
N∥Θ̃−Θ⋆∥22 ≤ 0

with high probability, which is impossible when ∥Θ̃ − Θ⋆∥2 ≫ 1√
N
. Thus, ∥Θ̃ − Θ⋆∥2 =

Op

(
1√
N

)
.

Finally, we prove the estimation consistency for the discrete graph structures G(d)s. It

suffices to show that for any fixed d, l, k, g̃
(d)
l,k = g

(d)
0;l,k with high probability. As a first case,

suppose that g
(d)
0;l,k = 1. Then, the consistency result implies β̃

(d)
l,k

p−→ β
(d)
0;l,k ̸= 0. Hence,

β̃
(d)
l,k ̸= 0 with high probability, so g̃

(d)
l,k = 1. Next, consider the case when g

(d)
0;l,k = 1. Assume

the converse, and suppose β̃
(d)
l,k ̸= 0. By the

√
N -consistency and the assumption that

τN ≫ 1√
N
, we must have |β̃(d)

l,k | ≪ τN with high probability. Then, the first-order conditions

(KKT conditions) give that

∂
β
(d)
l,k
ℓ(Θ̃) :=

∂ℓ(Θ)

∂β
(d)
l,k

|Θ=Θ̃= p′λN ,τN
(β̃

(d)
l,k ) = Θp

(
λN

τN

)
.
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But we have a contradiction because a Taylor expansion of the partial derivative gives

∂
β
(d)
l,k
ℓ(Θ̃) = ∂

β
(d)
l,k
ℓ(Θ⋆) +NOp(Θ̃−Θ⋆) = Op

(√
N
)
,

and
√
N ≪ λN/τN . Hence, we must have g̃

(d)
l,k = 0, and the proof is complete.

S.1.5 Detour: Identifiability of One-latent-layer Saturated Models

With Interaction Effects of Binary Latent Variables

One may ask whether the linear/additive parametrization βj,0 +
∑

k∈[K]βj,k
Ak in the one-

latent-layer saturated model is necessary for its identifiability. We next show that this is

not the case, and prove that identifiability of G can be established under two more flexible

nonlinear (in terms of the dependence on A) parametric models commonly used in psycho-

metrics, using the exact same conditions A and B. Here, to handle different parametrizations,

define ηj,α to be the nonlinear parameter for Yj | A:

Yj | (A = α) ∼ ParFamj(ηj,α),

and rewrite condition B as follows:

B’. For any α ̸= α′, there exists j > 2K such that ηj,α ̸= ηj,α′ .

We first consider the ExpDINA model (see Definition 4 in Lee and Gu, 2024)1, which

considers the following conjunctive form of ηj,α:

Yj | (A = α) ∼ ParFamj

(
gj
(
βj,0 + βj,1

K∏
k=1

α
qj,k
k , γj

))
. (S.27)

In other words, the conditional distribution has two possible parameter values based on

whether
∏K

k=1 α
qj,k
k = 1 (or equivalently, whether A ⪰ qj). To resolve the sign flipping

ambiguity, let as assume βj,1 > 0 for all j instead of Assumption 1(c). Under this model,

1While this model is originally named “Exponential-family based”, this is not required for our identifia-
bility conclusion. In other words, the family Parfamj in (S.27) can be any paramteric family.

59



both parts of Lemma S.2 does not hold since |Sj| = 2 whenever |Hj| ≥ 1. Hence, we focus

on partitioning {0, 1}K by grouping the binary patterns α that takes the same values of

(S.7), instead of just looking at the cardinality of Sj. We formally state this claim in the

following Lemma. Consequently, this Lemma can be used in place of Lemma S.2 to prove

identifiability of the exploratory ExpDINA model. The proof is a direct modification of Step

2 above (first, use part (a) of Lemma S.6 to construct a permutation σ ∈ S[K] based on the

first K rows, and use part (b) to prove g̃j,k = gj,σ(k) for the other rows), and we omit the

details.

Lemma S.6. Consider an ExpDINA model. Fix any j such that |Hj| ≥ 1, and partition

{0, 1}K into two sets Tj and T c
j based on the value of Sj = {sj(α)}α, so that |Tj| ≤ |T c

j |.

If |Tj| = |T c
j |, we break the symmetry by additionally assuming that 1K ∈ Tj. Then, the

following holds.

(a) Tj = {α : α ⪰ gj} and |Tj| = 2K−|Hj |.

(b) Suppose that the first K rows of G is a row-permutation of IK, in other words, there

exists σ ∈ S[K] such that gk = eσ(k) for all k. Then, for any j, Tj ⊆ Tk if and only if

gj,σ(k) = 1.

Proof. (a) Note that the parameter of the ExpDINA model takes two values, depending

on the value of
∏

k α
gj,k
k = 1(α ⪰ gj). This value is equal to one for the 2K−|Hj |

configurations of α such that α ⪰ gj, and these are exactly the elements of Tj.

(b) The “if” part is immediate since gj,σ(k) = 1 implies gj ⪰ gk.

For the “only if” part, we prove the contrapositive. Suppose gj,σ(k) = 0. Then, α = 1K

and α′ := (α1, . . . , ασ(k)−1, 0, ασ(k)+1, . . . , αK) have the same conditional distribution

as in (S.27). Hence, α and α′ must both belong in Tj but α
′ ̸∈ Tk, so Tj ̸⊆ Tk.
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Next, as a second example, we consider the flexible ExpGDM (see Definition 1 in the

Supplementary Material of Lee and Gu, 2024) and prove its identifiability under the same

conditions A and B’. This model considers all possible linear and interaction effects between

the latent variables:

Yj | A ∼ParFam
(
ηj,α, γj

)
,

where ηj,α =βj,∅ +
∑K

k=1
βj,k {qj,kαk}+

∑
1≤k1<k2≤K

βj,k1k2 {qj,k1αk1} {qj,k2αk2}

+ · · ·+ βj,Hj

∏
k∈Hj

{qj,kαk} .

The above model incorporates all possible main and interaction effects of the parent latent

variables in the conditional distribution of Yj | A. It is clear that this model generalizes both

the one-latent-layer saturated model in Definition S.1 and the ExpDINA model. To address

the sign-flipping issue, we assume that

ηj,α > ηj,α′ for α ⪰ gj, α′ ̸⪰ gj. (S.28)

This is a stronger assumption compared to Assumption 1(c). We impose this modified

monotonicity condition as Assumption 1(c) cannot resolve the sign-flipping ambiguity, as we

illustrate this in the following example.

Example S.1. Consider a toy setting of J = K = 2 and G = I2 with β1,1 = β2,2 = 1. Sup-

pose that there all intercepts and interaction effects are zero for each j = 1, 2: βj,0 = βj,12 = 0.

Consider a stronger monotonicity assumption that all main-effects are nonnegative, that

is βj,k ≥ 0. Define an alternative model with G̃ =

1 0

1 1

 and positive main-effects:

β̃1,1 = 1, β̃2,1 = β̃2,2 = 1 and no intercepts, but with a negative interaction effect β̃2,12 = −2.

Then, the matrix {ηj,α}j,α and {η̃j,α}j,α are identical up to column permutation, so these

two distinct parameters are non-distinguishable.

Also assuming a monotone condition on the parametric family (see below), we can modify
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Lemma S.6 as follows. Consequently, under all these assumptions, the ExpGDM is also

identifiable under conditions A and B’.

Definition S.3 (Monotone family). We say that a parametric family p(· | η) is a monotone

family with a monotone set U when there exists a measurable set U ⊂ Y not depending on

η such that P(Y ∈ U | η) (or P(Y ∈ U | η, γ)) is a strictly increasing function in η.

Note that all parametric families considered in this paper are monotone families. For ex-

ample, we can take U = {1}, {1, 2, . . .}, (0,∞) for the Bernoulli/Poisson/Normal distribution

with mean η, respectively.

Lemma S.7. Consider an ExpGDM. Suppose all pjs are monotone families with mono-

tone sets Uj, and the monotonicity condition (S.28) holds. Let Tj := {α : Pj,α(Uj) =

maxα′ Pj,α′(Uj)}. Then, the same conclusions as in Lemma S.6 hold.

Proof. (a) Since we consider a monotone family, we can write Tj = {α : ηj,α = maxα′ ηj,α′}.

Then, by assumption (S.28), α ̸∈ Tj for α ̸⪰ gj. Also, by the faithfulness assumption,

we have α ∈ Tj for all α ⪰ gj.

(b) Assuming part (a), the argument in Lemma S.6 can be applied.

S.2 Details of the Layerwise Double-SVD Initialization

S.2.1 Details of Algorithm 2

We describe full details of the layerwise double-SVD initialization in Algorithm 2. We first

consider the noiseless scenario to motivate the general procedure. The setting is that we are

given a N × J matrix E[Y], and wish to recover A,B. For simplicity, we consider the one-

latent-layer saturated model, and omit the layer-wise superscript to simplify the notation.
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We also assume identical parametric families in the observed layer and a nonlinear function

µ ◦ g.

The first step involves denoising the nonlinearity and rewriting the data matrix as a

low-rank approximation. Recall that µ : H → R computes the mean of the observed-layer

parametric family, g : R → H is the link function, and define a function g̃ := µ ◦ g. Since

E(Yi,j | Ai) = µ(g(βj,0 +
∑
k

βj,kAi,k, γj)) = g̃(βj,0 +
∑
k

βj,kAi,k),

we have

Z := g̃−1(E(Y | A)) = [1N , A]B⊤
1 .

Let Z0 be the centered version of Z so that the column sums are zero, in other words,

z0(i, j) := z(i, j) − 1
N

∑N
i′=1 z(i

′, j). Similarly, let A0 be the column-centered version of A

with A0(i, k) := A(i, k)− 1
N

∑N
i′=1A(i

′, l). Then, we have

Z0 = A0B
⊤. (S.29)

This is a rank K decomposition, and we can write the SVD of Z0 as Z0 = UΣV⊤. Here,

U,Σ,V are N ×K, K ×K, J ×K matrices, respectively.

The second step addresses the rotation invariance of the SVD by finding the sparse

representation in (S.29). Motivated by the sparsity of B, we perform the Varimax rotation

on V. As Varimax finds a sparse rotation (see Rohe and Zeng, 2023, for a theoretical

justification), we expect it to find a rotation matrix R such that B̂ := VR has the same

sparsity pattern as B (and the graphical matrix G). Consequently, we can use B̂ as a rough

estimate for B, and the sparsity pattern of B̂ to estimate G. The estimate for A follows

from solving (S.29) for A0, using the estimated B̂.

There are several subtleties to address when extending this procedure to the sample-

based setting. One immediate issue is applying the inverse-link function g̃−1. For discrete

samples, observed data may take values in the boundary of the sample space, such as Yj = 0
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when Y = N ∪ {0}. This makes the inverse function not well-defined. To resolve this, we

apply the double SVD-based procedure in Zhang et al. (2020) as mentioned in the main text,

which denoises and truncates the data into a subset of the sample space. The final output

of this procedure is the sample-version SVD for the matrix Z0 (see step 6 in Algorithm 4).

Another subtlety arises while estimating A and B after rotating V, since Varimax does

not account for the scaling of the row/columns. Here, we exploit the discreteness of the

latent variables in A to rescale B. Using the decomposition (S.29), we can crudely estimate

A0 using the sparse Varimax output B̂. While the estimates Â0 also suffer from the same

scaling issue, we can still estimate the binary A by noting that A0(i, k) < 0 if and only if

A(i, k) = 0. Finally, using the estimated Â, we re-estimate B via (S.29), now with correct

scaling; see steps 9-10 in Algorithm 4.

The entire procedure is summarized in Algorithm 4, where we also specify the choice of

tuning parameters.

Remark S.1 (Truncating Ŷ). We explain more on the truncation details in Step 3 by

considering specific response types. For Normal responses, the original sample space is R

and the truncation (Steps 1-4 in Algorithm 4) may be omitted. For Binary responses, we set

ŷK(1)(i, j) =


ϵ, if yK(1)(i, j) = 0,

1− ϵ, if yK(1)(i, j) = 1.

For Poisson responses, we set

ŷK(1)(i, j) =


ϵ, if yK(1)(i, j) < ϵ,

yK(1)(i, j), otherwise.

In terms of implementing the method, we follow the suggestions of Zhang et al. (2020) with

ϵ = 10−4.

Remark S.2 (Constant Cg). In Step 10 of Algorithm 4, Cg > 0 is an artificial scaling
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Algorithm 4: Spectral initialization for Algorithm 1

Data: Y, {K(d)}d, D, function g̃, truncation parameters ϵ = 10−4, δ = 1
2.5

√
J

1. Apply SVD to Y and write Y = UΣV⊤, where Σ = diag(σi) and σ1 ≥ . . . ≥ σJ .

2. Let Y
K̃(1) =

∑K̃(1)

k=1 σkukv
⊤
k , where K̃(1) := max{K(1) + 1, argmaxk{σk ≥ 1.01

√
N}}.

3. Define Ŷ
K̃(1) by truncating Y

K̃(1) to the range of responses, at level ϵ. See
Remark S.1 for details.

4. Define Ẑ by letting ẑ(i, j) = g̃−1(ŷ
K̃(1)(i, j)).

5. Let Ẑ0 be the centered version of Ẑ, that is, ẑ0(i, j) = ẑ(i, j)− 1
N

∑N
k=1 ẑ(k, j).

6. Apply SVD to Ẑ0 and write its rank-K(1) approximation as Ẑ0 ≈ ÛΣ̂V̂.

7. Let Ṽ be the rotated version of V̂ according to the Varimax criteria.

8. Entrywise threshold Ṽ at δ to induce sparsity, and flip the sign of each column so

that all columns have positive mean. Let Ĝ1 be the estimated sparsity pattern.

9. Estimate the centered A0 by Â0 := Ẑ0Ṽ(Ṽ⊤Ṽ)−1, and estimate A by reading off the

signs: Â(i, k) = 1(A0(i, k) > 0).

10. Let Âlong := [1, Â]. Estimate B1 by B̂1 := Cg((Â
⊤
longÂlong)

−1Â⊤
longẐ0) · Ĝ1, where · is

the element-wise product and Cg is a positive constant that is defined in Remark S.2

11. Let Y = Â and g be the logistic function. Go back to Step 1 to estimate the next
layer coefficient matrix. Continue until reaching the deepest layer.

12. For the deepest layer, estimate p by setting p̂k :=
1
N

∑N
i=1 Â(i, k).

Output: p̂, {B̂(d)}d.

constant that depends on the link function g̃. This is introduced to better adjust the scaling

of B, as the nonlinear transform g̃−1 leads to a potentially biased estimate for Ẑ0. This

adjustment is unnecessary for Normal-based DDEs, where g is the identity link, and in such

cases, one can simply set Cg = 1. For the Bernoulli or Poisson-based DDE where g̃ is the

logistic or exponential function, we choose Cg =
1
2
as the scaling factor based on simulation

results.
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S.2.2 Estimation Accuracy Without the Spectral Initialization

We illustrate the effectiveness of our spectral initialization for by comparing it with EM

parameter estimates obtained under random initialization. We show that even for the low

dimensional setting (J,K(1), K(2)) = (18, 6, 2), the overall model complexity may be too

large for an EM algorithm with random initialization to converge to the global optimum.

In contrast, the spectral initialization provides a reliable starting point. In Table S.1, we

compare the accuracy of the PEM estimates under (a) random initialization and (b) spectral

initialization. Here, we consider the same three parametric families as the main paper, the

identifiable true parameter values Bs (see eq. (13)), and two sample sizes N = 1000, 4000.

We set the random initialization as follows:

pk, B
(1)
j,k , B

(2)
k,l ∼ Unif(0, 1), for all k ∈ [K(1)], j ∈ [J ], l ∈ [K(2)],

B
(1)
j,0 , B

(2)
k,0 ∼ Unif(−1, 0), γj ∼ Unif(0.5, 1.5),

where Unif(a, b) denotes the uniform distribution on the interval (a, b).

ParFam
Accuracy(G) RMSE(Θ) Time (s) # iterations

Initialization \N 1000 4000 1000 4000 1000 4000 1000 4000

Bernoulli
Random 0.617 0.547 1.37 1.32 23.6 48.4 20.1 27.11
Spectral 0.966 0.992 0.30 0.20 6.7 37.5 4.1 4.2

Poisson
Random 0.743 0.725 1.47 1.49 20.4 26.8 21.9 23.2
Spectral 0.999 1 0.16 0.08 3.6 6.4 4.4 4.0

Normal
Random 0.595 0.581 1.71 1.83 36.6 347.7 14.7 16.9
Spectral 0.996 1 0.13 0.06 1.2 3.0 4.1 4.4

Table S.1: Accuracy measures for G and Θ, computation time and iterations for 2-layer DDE
estimates under different initializations. For the Accuracy(G) column, larger is better. For
the other columns, smaller is better.

The results in Table S.1 clearly illustrates that random initialization does not effectively

converge to the true parameter values. In contrast, the spectral initialization results in a

significantly smaller estimator error as well as shorter time and smaller numbers of iterations,
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demonstrating its superior performance.

It may be worth mentioning that a significant proportion of local optimizers arise from

boundary cases of the identifiability condition. For example, in the Normal case, the lo-

cal optimizers emptied out one or more columns in the B(1) and B(2) matrices, or exhibit

two linearly dependent columns. This corresponds to the set of parameters excluded by

Assumption 1.

S.3 Additional Algorithm Details

S.3.1 Detailed Update Formulas

Simplified M-step for the PEM Algorithm. We display more explicit expressions

for the M-step in Algorithm 1. Recall that we need to solve three optimizations detailed

in equations (8)-(10). By plugging-in the distributional formulas from Section 2, we can

simplify each equation as follows. The computations are straightforward and we just display

the simplified formulas.

First, the maximization in (8) simplifies to updating

p
[t+1]
l =

∑
i,α(1),α(2) α

(2)
l φ

[t+1]

i,α(1),α(2)

N
,

for l ∈ [K(2)]. The maximization in (9) simplifies to maximizing the kth row of B(2) for each

k ∈ [K(1)]:

β
(2),[t+1]
k

= argmax
β(2)∈RK(2)+1

∑
i,α(1),α(2)

logP(Ai,k = α
(1)
k ; glogistic(β

(2)
0 +

K(2)∑
l=1

α
(2)
l β

(2)
l ))φ

[t+1]

i,α(1),α(2) − pλ2,τ (β
(2)).

Finally, the maximization in (10) boils down to maximizing the jth row of B(1) and γj for

each j ∈ [J ]:

(β
(1),[t+1]
j , γ

[t+1]
j )
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= argmax
β(1)∈RK(1)+1,γ>0

∑
i,α(1),α(2)

logP(Yi,j; β
(1)
0 +

K(1)∑
k=1

α
(1)
k β

(1)
k , γ)φ

[t+1]

i,α(1),α(2) − pλ1,N ,τ (β
(1)),

Simplified Simulation Step for the SAEM Algorithm. We display the complete

conditionals for the simulation step in the (t+1)th iteration of the SAEM (see Algorithm 3).

First, we sample each A
(2),[t+1]
i,l from the following distribution:

P(A(2)
i,l = α

(2)
l | (−)) ∝ p

[t]α
(2)
l

l (1− p
[t]
l )

1−α
(2)
l

K(1)∏
k=1

glogistic(A
(1),[t]
i,k ; e

η
k,A

(2),[t]
i )

∝ p
[t]α

(2)
l

l (1− p
[t]
l )

1−α
(2)
l

K(1)∏
k=1

eA
(1),[t]
i,k β

(2),[t]
k,l α

(2)
l

1 + e
η
k,A

(2),[t]
i

.

Here, (-) denotes the samples/parameter values computed in the previous (tth) iteration,

excluding the random variable of interest, A
(2),[t]
i,l . The notation

η
k,A

(2),[t]
i

:= β
(2),[t]
k,0 +

∑
l′ ̸=l

β
(2),[t]
k,l′ A

(2),[t]
i,l′ + β

(2),[t]
k,l α

(2)
l

denotes the linear combinations computed under Θ[t],A(2),[t]. As α
(2)
l = 0/1, sampling from

this distribution is straightforward by computing the above expression.

Next, we sample each A
(1),[t+1]
i,k similarly from the complete conditionals:

P(A(1)
i,k = α

(1)
k | (−)) ∝ e

α
(1)
k η

k,A
(2),[t]
i

J∏
j=1

P
(
Yi,j; g(ηj,A(1),[t]

i
, γ

[t]
j )
)
.

Here, η
j,A

(1),[t]
i

is similarly defined as β
(1),[t]
j,0 +

∑
k′ ̸=k β

(1),[t]
j,k′ A

(1),[t]
i,k′ + β

(1),[t]
j,k α

(1)
k .

Simplified M-step for the SAEM Algorithm. In the main paper, we have motivated

the SAEM M-step in terms of the parameter B(2) (see (12)). Here, for completeness, we

present the fully expanded formulas for updating each parameter.

First, for each l ∈ [K(2)], we update pl in closed form as follows:

p
[t+1]
l :=

∑
i A

(2),[t+1]
i,l

N
.
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Next, for k ∈ [K(1)], we update the kth row of B(2) (denoted as β
(2)
k ) as follows:

Q
(2),[t+1]
k (β

(2)
k ) := (1− θt+1)Q

(2),[t]
k (β

(2)
k ) + θt+1

N∑
i=1

logP(A(1)
i,k = A

(1),[t+1]
i,k | A(2)

i = A
(2),[t+1]
i ;β

(2)
k ),

β
(2),[t+1]
k := argmax

β
(2)
k

[
Q

(2),[t+1]
k (β

(2)
k )− pλN ,τN (β

(2)
k )
]
,

Finally, for each j ∈ [J ], we update the jth row of B(1) (denoted as β
(1)
j ) and γj (if it exists)

as follows:

Q
(1),[t+1]
j (β

(1)
j , γj) := (1− θt+1)Q

(1),[t]
j (β

(1)
j , γj) + θt+1

N∑
i=1

logP
(
Yi,j | A(1)

i = A
(1),[t+1]
i ;β

(1)
j ,γj

)
,

(β
(1),[t+1]
j , γ

[t+1]
j ) := argmax

β
(1)
j ,γj

[
Q

(1),[t+1]
j (β

(1)
j , γj)− pλN ,τN (β

(1)
j )
]
. (S.30)

S.3.2 Estimating the Number of Latent Variables

Recall that we have proposed a spectral-ratio estimator to select the latent dimension K in

Section 4.3. In this supplement, we propose two alternative estimators motivated by popular

methods for selecting the number of latent variables in other statistical problems (Shen and

Wong, 1994; Melnykov and Melnykov, 2012; Chen and Li, 2022). The performance of these

will be later assessed in a simulation study in Section S.4.3.

Continuing from the setup in Section 4.3, we address the estimation of K under the

two-latent-layer DDE. We first focus on the scenario where the number of deepest latent

variables, K(2), is known, and our goal is to select K(1) from a candidate grid K. This

assumption is often justified in real-world applications where prior knowledge of the number

of latent labels or classes in the dataset is available. The objective is to uncover finer-grained

latent structures that capture additional generative information beyond the known labels.

• EBIC: We compute the extended BIC (EBIC; Chen and Chen, 2008) for each k ∈ K,

and select the model with the smallest EBIC:

K(1) := argmin
k∈K

EBIC(k).
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We postpone the details of the formula of EBIC(k) to Section S.3.4. Here, we consider

EBIC instead of more traditional information criteria such as AIC and BIC since it is

designed to handle large parameter spaces.

• LRT: The class of models with k ∈ K can be viewed as a nested set of regular parametric

models, and one can apply the method of sieves to select K(1) (Shen and Wong, 1994).

In other words, we start from the smallest k and sequentially conduct level-α likelihood

ratio tests for H0 : K
(1) = k v.s. H1 : K

(1) = k + 1 using the χ2 limiting distributions,

until when we cannot reject the alternative; define K̂(1) as this k.

Below is a discussion regarding the theoretical and computational properties of the three

proposed estimators (spectral-ratio, EBIC, LRT). Theoretically, consistency of all three

methods can be justified under varying assumptions. Additionally assuming that K(1) is

identifiable, the EBIC is known to be consistent even under a diverging J (Chen and Chen,

2008). The LRT estimator can be justified by standard arguments invoking Wilk’s theorem

(Wilks, 1938). Finally, under the asymptotic regime N, J → ∞ and assuming that µ ◦ g is

linear, σ1, . . . , σr is close to the top r singular values of Y and standard eigenvalue pertur-

bation arguments (Weyl’s theorem) guarantee that the spectral ratio estimator for K(1) is

consistent.

In terms of computation, the spectral-ratio estimator is the most desirable as it just

requires computing the SVD of the denoised data matrix once. The other two methods

(EBIC, LRT) require re-fitting the model (using Algorithm 3) for each candidate value of

K(1) as well as computing the likelihood. This limits their usage when the upper bound for

K(1) is large. Furthermore, the model re-fitting issue for EBIC and LRT is amplified when

the number of the top layer latent variables K(2) is also unknown, as the cardinality of the

candidate set for K = (K(1), K(2)) increases. On the other hand, the spectral-ratio estimates

the number of latent variables in a layerwise manner, and is computationally efficient even

under an unknown K(2).
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For analyzing real data, we recommend making the final selection of K by also incorpo-

rating qualitative aspects of the data such as domain knowledge and interpretability.

S.3.3 Implementation Details

We elaborate on the choices made to implement the EM Algorithms 1 and 3.

Tuning parameter selection. For practical implementation, the penalty function and

the tuning parameters λN , τN must be specified. In this work, we consider the truncated

Lasso penalty function (TLP) proposed by Shen et al. (2012), that is pλ,τ (b) := λmin(|b|, τ).

Preliminary simulations revealed that the results are very similar under other penalties such

as SCAD.

Based on the consistency result in Theorem 3, we consider λN = N1/4, τN = 3N−0.3 for

the simulation studies. For real data analysis, tuning parameters were selected from the

following grid:

λ1,N , λ2,N ∈ {N1/8, N2/8, N3/8}, τN ∈ 2{N−1/8, N−2/8, N−3/8}.

Here, λa,N (a = 1, 2) denotes the penalty size for the ath latent layer coefficient B(a). Note

that distinct λN -values are used for each layer, which is to better accommodate the larger

uncertainty in the deeper layer.

While there are many ways to select tuning parameters such as exact or approximate

cross-validation and information criteria-based methods, we choose to use the latter in order

to encourage sparsity. We select the model with the smallest extended Bayesian information

criterion (EBIC). This approach is preferred over cross-validation in unsupervised settings,

where likelihood-based loss functions often yield non-sparse, overfitted models (Chetverikov

et al., 2021).

Additionally, to implement the SAEM, the step size θt that determines the weight of

the stochastic averaging needs to be specified. Here, following the standard Robbins-Monro
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condition (Robbins and Monro, 1951), we set θt = 1/t.

Convergence criteria. For the penalized EM algorithm, we set the convergence criteria

such that we terminate the algorithm when the difference between the log-likelihood function

values of two consecutive iterations is less than N/500, as the log-likelihood is proportional

to N . For the SAEM, since we do not directly compute the log-likelihood, convergence

is declared when the difference of the vectorized L2 norm of the continuous parameters is

smaller than K(2)/2. Under the spectral initialization, the PEM and SAEM generally took

less than 10 and 5 iterations until convergence, respectively.

In terms of implementing the PEM algorithm to select the number of latent variables,

K(1) or K(2), we consider a more generous threshold of 3 × N/500. This is for the sake of

faster implementation, as we only use the resulting likelihood to implement the EBIC and

LRT method.

M-step implementation. As our M-step in both algorithms (PEM and SAEM) boils

down to solving multiple lower-dimensional maximization of dimensions less or equal to

K(1) + 1, we choose to simply apply a built-in optimizing package that directly computes

the global maximizers. This is because there are already other approximations being made

in the SAEM, and we did not want to increase the randomness for our simulation studies.

For practical implementation for a larger dataset, we recommend the user to modify the

M-step to a faster but approximate optimization procedure. For example, one may choose

to do a one-step gradient ascent in each iteration of the M-step.

Additional latent variable permutation for simulations. In our simulations, resolv-

ing the latent variable permutation is necessary to accurately compute the errors. A naive

approach involves computing the error across all possible permutations, but this quickly

becomes computationally infeasible, even for moderate values of K(1) = 18, K(2) = 6. To
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address this, we formulate the optimal latent variable permutation as an assignment problem

and solve it efficiently using the following bottom-up approach as follows.

First, we construct a K(1) ×K(1) cost matrix, where each entry is the squared L2 norm

between the corresponding column vectors of B(1) and B̂(1). Next, use the Hungarian algo-

rithm (Kuhn, 1955) to find a column permutation that minimizes the total assignment cost.

As the column indices of B(1) correspond to the row indices of B(2), we permute the rows of

B(2) accordingly. Finally, we apply the same procedure to find an optimal permutation of

the B(2) columns. This method ensures computational efficiency while accurately resolving

the latent variable permutation.

S.3.4 Definition of EBIC

Consider a 2-latent layer DDE with K = (K(1), K(2)) latent variables. This is a parametric

model with |Θ| = J(K(1) + 1) + K(1)(K(2) + 1) + K(2) + J (if there exists a dispersion

parameter) or J(K(1) + 1) +K(1)(K(2) + 1) +K(2) (otherwise) parameters. Here, we do not

count the discrete parameters G, as they are implied by the coefficients B. Let Θ̂K and

ℓK(Θ̂K;Y) respectively denote the MLE and the log-likelihood under the 2-layer DDE with

K parameters. Also, let df(K) be the number of non-zero parameters in Θ̂K. Then, following

Chen and Chen (2008), the EBIC objective in Section S.3.2 is defined as follows:

EBIC(K) := −2ℓK(Θ̂K;Y) + df(K) logN + 2

(
|Θ|
df(K)

)
.

S.4 Additional Simulation Results

S.4.1 Simulation Results Under the Generic Identifiable Parame-

ters Bg and Computation Time

Here, we present the omitted details from Section 5 in the main paper, regarding (a) the

estimation accuracy under generically identifiable parameters, (b) performance of the PEM

algorithm, and (c) computation time.
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Estimation accuracy under generically identifiable parameters. We present the

analogs of Figure 3 under the generically identifiable true parameters Bg defined as:

B(d)
g =


−21K(d) B

(d)
2

−41K(d) B
(d)⊤
2

−21K(d) B
(d)
1

 , where β
(d)
2;j,k :=



4 if k = j,

4/3 else if 0 < k − j ≤ ⌈K(d)/3⌉,

0 otherwise,

(S.31)

and B
(d)
1 is the matrix defined in Equation (13). Note that B

(d)
g is a less sparse version of

B
(d)
s , where the identity matrices are modified to B

(d)
2 . While B

(d)
2 and Bg have the same

value of 4 on the main diagonals, Bs is sparser. In particular, Bs has two exclusive children

per latent variable whereas Bg has none.

While all other simulation settings are identical to that described in the main text, we

make the following two changes. First, we do not consider the largest parameter dimension

of (J,K(1), K(2)) = (90, 30, 10) in this generically identifiable setting. This is because the

layerwise initialization turned out to be less effective in this high-dimensional but less-sparse

scenario. Second, for Poisson-based-DDEs, we modify the intercept values to be smaller

compared to the values in (13) as follows. When K(2) = 2, we consider a smaller intercept

parameter for B
(1)
g as follows:

β
(1)
2;j,0 :=



−3 if k ≤ K(1),

−5 else if K(1) < k ≤ 2K(1),

−2 otherwise.

Similarly for K(2) = 6, we work under the smaller intercept values of

β
(1)
2;j,0 :=


−10 if

∑K(1)

k=1 βj,k ≥ 8,

−5 otherwise.

This adjustment is to make the Poisson parameters not explode, as using the original in-
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tercept values in (S.31) makes some Poisson parameters for Yj | A very large and generates

unrealistic data.

Figure S.1: Estimation error for G and Θ under the 2-layer DDE with parameters Bg and
various observed-layer parametric families. Note that the y-axis varies across plots.

The estimation accuracy for G and Θ is displayed in Figure S.1. While we see a similar

trend as in the results under the true parameters Bs (Figure 3), the overall error values are

larger and indicate that estimation under the less sparse model is more challenging. Recall

that we are considering a different Poisson intercept compared to that under Bs, so we cannot

directly compare the Poisson results.

Estimation accuracy of the PEM algorithm. We compare the performance of PEM

(Algorithm 1) and SAEM (Algorithm 3) for each parametric family. We implement the

PEM under the same simulation setup as SAEM, described in Section 5. However, the PEM

implementation failed for higher latent dimensions, specifically under the latent dimension

of (J,K(1), K(2)) = (54, 18, 6) or higher, due to memory allocation issues. As a result, PEM

was only applied in the low-dimensional scenario with with (J,K(1), K(2)) = (18, 6, 2).
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The results, presented in Tables S.3-S.5 (error of estimating G) and S.6-S.8 (error of

estimating Θ) in Section S.4.4, show that the PEM estimates exhibit a faster rate of con-

vergence as N increases. In particular, the RMSE values decrease at the parametric rate

1/
√
N , as established in Theorem 3. We believe that the lower estimation accuracy under

SAEM is due to multiple approximations within the SAEM algorithm such as approximate

sampling and the objective function updates. We recommend using PEM instead of SAEM

to estimate DDEs when the latent dimension is small.

Computation time. Figure S.2 reports the computation times for all simulations in Sec-

tion 5.1 and Section S.4.1. The results show that computation time varies across parametric

families. A common trend is that both SAEM and PEM slow down as the sample size N

increases. Additionally, SAEM becomes slower as the parameter dimension increases. Com-

paring SAEM and PEM is somewhat subtle, as their relative computation times depend

on the response type and different convergence criteria. However, preliminary simulations

under the dimension (J,K(1), K(2)) = (45, 15, 5) indicate that PEM is slower than SAEM

across all three responses types. Furthermore, PEM fails to operate under larger dimensions

due to high memory requirements. These observations support the conclusion in the main

paper that SAEM is desirable for scenarios involving large latent dimensions.

S.4.2 Experiments With Varying Numbers of Gibbs Samples in

Algorithm 3

Here, we conduct additional experiments to assess the effect of the number of Gibbs samples,

C, on both estimation accuracy and computation time. These experiments follow the setup

in Section S.2.2, but we implement the SAEM algorithm (Algorithm 3) varying C = 1, 5, 25.

The simulation results in Table S.2 indicate that smaller values of C result in faster

computation across all parametric families, with minimal loss in estimation accuracy. Here,

the dependence of computation time on C arises at the M-step, where the maximization
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Figure S.2: Log computation time (in seconds) for the simulation results in Section 5 and
Section S.4.1, under true parameters Bs (top row) and Bg (bottom row). The legends indicate
the value of K(1) and estimation algorithm.

objective is a sum of O(C) functions. A larger C complicates the objective function and

makes the optimization slower. Based on these findings, we selected C = 1 as a baseline for

the SAEM procedure.

S.4.3 Simulations for Selecting the Number of Latent Variables

We first evaluate the performance of the three estimators (denoted as EBIC, LRT, Spectral)

for selecting K(1), as introduced in Section S.3.2, assuming the knowledge of K(2). Since

the EBIC and LRT estimators require likelihood computation, we restrict the simulations

to the configuration (J,K(1), K(2)) = (18, 6, 2). For each candidate model with k ∈ K first-

latent-layer variables, the likelihood is computed using parameter estimates from the PEM

algorithm. For the LRT estimator, we have set the significance level to be α = 0.01 and used

the χ2 limiting distribution for each sequential test. Continuing from the simulation settings
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ParFam
Accuracy(G) RMSE(Θ) time (s) # iterations

# Gibbs C \N 1000 4000 1000 4000 1000 4000 1000 4000

Bernoulli
1 0.916 0.962 0.43 0.36 3.1 10.0 3.0 3.6
5 0.920 0.961 0.43 0.38 5.3 41.4 2.6 3.2
25 0.923 0.962 0.43 0.37 26.0 198.5 2.5 3.1

Poisson
1 0.993 0.999 0.26 0.24 3.5 7.0 3.2 3.2
5 0.999 1 0.24 0.24 6.5 25.4 3.3 3.2
25 0.998 1 0.24 0.24 34.7 120.3 3.4 3.2

Normal
1 0.994 1 0.16 0.14 0.5 1.1 2.0 2.0
5 0.995 1 0.15 0.13 1.0 2.2 2.0 2.0
25 0.994 1 0.16 0.13 2.2 8.8 2.0 2.0

Table S.2: Accuracy measures for G and Θ, computation time and iterations for 2-layer DDE
estimates under varying number of Gibbs samples C. For the first column, larger is better.
For the other columns, smaller is better.

in Section 5, we consider two sets of true parameters: Bs,Bg and three sets of observed-layer

parametric families: Bernoulli, Poisson, and Normal. In addition to the sample sizes N in

the previous section, N = 6000 is also considered to better assess the large-sample accuracy.

Here, we assume that the number of the top layer latent variables K(2) = 2 is known, and

select K(1) from the candidate set K = [2K(2), J/2) ∩ N = {4, 5, 6, 7, 8}. The equality in

2K(2) ≤ K(1) is allowed to consider an equal number of underfitted/overfitted models.

Figure S.3: Selection accuracy of K(1) under the two-latent-layer DDE with true parameters
Bs. The spectral ratio estimator shows near-perfect accuracy for large N .

We fit the three estimators 400 times for each scenario, and display the correct selection

percentage for the Bernoulli, Poisson, and Normal-based DDEs with true parameters Bs/Bg
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Figure S.4: Simulation results for selecting K(1) under the 2-layer DDE with true parameters
Bg.

in Figure S.3/Figure S.4. Comparing the three estimators, the spectral ratio-based estimator

has near-perfect accuracy when N is large enough, say 4000. This demonstrates the empirical

consistency of the spectral ratio estimator. In contrast, the consistency of the EBIC and

LRT estimators is not clear for Bernoulli and Poisson responses2. Thus, we conclude that for

a large enough N , it is desirable to select K(1) using the spectral ratio estimator. Among the

three response types, the Bernoulli case with its nonlinear link function and limited response

values is the most challenging. In contrast, the Normal case with a linear observed layer

and continuous responses achieves near-perfect selection accuracy, which is consistent with

earlier observations regarding parameter estimation accuracy.

Figure S.5: Selection accuracy of K(2) under two-latent-layer DDEs with true parameters
Bs.

2To be more precise, as we are using approximate level α = 0.01 tests, the correct selection percentage of
the LRT estimator should converge to 0.99.
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Figure S.6: Simulation results for selecting K(2) under the 2-layer DDE with true parameters
Bg.

We also apply these three estimators to select K(2), assuming that K(1) = 6 is correctly

estimated or known. The candidate set for K(2) is K := {1, 2, 3}. Figure S.5/Figure S.6 dis-

plays the correct selection percentage under the true parameters Bs/Bg. Here, we implement

the LRT estimator by naively assuming that Wilk’s theorem holds. The overall trends are

similar to those observed in the previous figures for selecting K(1). Under the sparse true

parameter Bs, the spectral ratio estimator performs well across all response types and the

LRT estimator has the lowest, but still decent accuracy. Interestingly, the EBIC estimator

outperforms the spectral ratio estimator in more challenging scenarios, such as Bernoulli

responses with small N or under the Poisson responses with less sparse true parameters Bg.

Unlike the case for selecting K(1), it is not clear that the spectral ratio estimator outperforms

the EBIC estimator for selecting K(2).

Based on these experiments, we conclude that in the most general setting of a two-latent-

layer DDE where both K(1) and K(2) are unknown, a two-step approach is effective. First,

the spectral ratio estimator can be used to select K(1). Then, K(2) can be determined using

either the EBIC or the spectral ratio estimator, incorporating domain knowledge if needed.

S.4.4 Exact Values of Estimation Errors

We display the complete results of the simulation outputs corresponding to plots in Section 5,

Section S.4.1, and Section S.4.3.
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Accuracy of Estimating G. Tables S.3-S.5 display the average entrywise estimation ac-

curacy for G under each parametric family. These values correspond to the upper rows of

Figures 3 and S.1.

Parfam True parameter (J,K(1), K(2)) Algorithm\N 500 1000 2000 4000 8000

Bernoulli

Bs

(18,6,2)
SAEM 0.899 0.931 0.956 0.974 0.985
PEM 0.926 0.966 0.986 0.992 0.992

(54,18,6) SAEM 0.910 0.967 0.990 0.996 0.998

(90,30,10) SAEM 0.914 0.971 0.991 0.996 0.998

Bg
(18,6,2)

SAEM 0.872 0.909 0.937 0.962 0.974
PEM 0.891 0.937 0.970 0.986 0.992

(54,18,6) SAEM 0.792 0.854 0.902 0.926 0.968

Table S.3: Acc(G) under the Bernoulli 2-layer DDE.

Parfam True parameter (J,K(1), K(2)) Algorithm\N 500 1000 2000 4000 8000

Poisson

Bs

(18,6,2)
SAEM 0.985 0.993 0.999 0.999 0.999
PEM 0.994 0.999 1 1 1

(54,18,6) SAEM 0.987 0.996 0.999 1 1

(90,30,10) SAEM 0.986 0.996 1 1 1

Bg
(18,6,2)

SAEM 0.981 0.988 0.997 0.992 0.997
PEM 0.994 0.995 0.998 0.998 1

(54,18,6) SAEM 0.801 0.845 0.861 0.867 0.891

Table S.4: Acc(G) under the Poisson 2-layer DDE.

Parfam True parameter (J,K(1), K(2)) Algorithm 500 1000 2000 4000 8000

Normal

Bs

(18,6,2)
SAEM 0.985 0.993 0.999 0.999 0.999
PEM 0.992 0.996 1 1 1

(54,18,6) SAEM 0.996 0.998 0.999 1 1

(90,30,10) SAEM 0.995 0.998 1 1 1

Bg
(18,6,2)

SAEM 0.993 0.994 0.996 0.998 0.998
PEM 0.992 0.997 0.999 1 1

(54,18,6) SAEM 0.993 0.995 0.998 0.999 1

Table S.5: Acc(G) under the Normal 2-layer DDE.
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Accuracy of Estimating Θ. Tables S.6–S.8 reports the RMSE values for estimating

continuous parameters Θ. These values correspond to the bottom rows of Figures 3 and S.1.

Parfam True parameter (J,K(1), K(2)) Algorithm\N 500 1000 2000 4000 8000

Bernoulli

Bs

(18,6,2)
SAEM 0.498 0.431 0.386 0.359 0.341
PEM 0.404 0.304 0.231 0.203 0.184

(54,18,6) SAEM 0.392 0.289 0.231 0.213 0.208

(90,30,10) SAEM 0.356 0.240 0.204 0.185 0.177

Bg
(18,6,2)

SAEM 0.553 0.474 0.420 0.400 0.387
PEM 0.520 0.398 0.288 0.206 0.165

(54,18,6) SAEM 0.740 0.650 0.596 0.577 0.412

Table S.6: RMSE(Θ) under the Bernoulli 2-layer DDE.

Parfam True parameter (J,K(1), K(2)) Algorithm\N 500 1000 2000 4000 8000

Poisson

Bs

(18,6,2)
SAEM 0.281 0.258 0.245 0.243 0.242
PEM 0.219 0.158 0.108 0.080 0.061

(54,18,6) SAEM 0.289 0.168 0.153 0.147 0.145

(90,30,10) SAEM 0.281 0.195 0.125 0.117 0.116

Bg
(18,6,2)

SAEM 0.309 0.260 0.247 0.231 0.229
PEM 0.206 0.145 0.101 0.072 0.053

(54,18,6) SAEM 1.210 1.147 1.100 0.988 0.918

Table S.7: RMSE(Θ) under the Poisson 2-layer DDE.

Parfam True parameter (J,K(1), K(2)) Algorithm\N 500 1000 2000 4000 8000

Normal

Bs

(18,6,2)
SAEM 0.189 0.156 0.147 0.137 0.133
PEM 0.170 0.128 0.080 0.063 0.054

(54,18,6) SAEM 0.117 0.090 0.072 0.063 0.057

(90,30,10) SAEM 0.108 0.074 0.054 0.045 0.041

Bg
(18,6,2)

SAEM 0.177 0.148 0.133 0.115 0.094
PEM 0.179 0.137 0.094 0.069 0.055

(54,18,6) SAEM 0.174 0.141 0.098 0.090 0.086

Table S.8: RMSE(Θ) under the Normal 2-layer DDE.

Accuracy of selecting K. Tables S.9-S.10 reports the accuracy of selecting K under

Bernoulli and Poisson-based DDEs, which correspond to Figure S.3 and Figure S.4. Accu-
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racy values for Normal-based DDEs are omitted, as all methods demonstrated near-perfect

accuracy in this setting. Similarly, Tables S.11-S.12 display the results for selecting K(2),

which corresponds to Figures S.5 and S.6.

These tables provide additional insights beyond those presented in figures, which only

display the correct selection probability for the events K̂(1) = 6 and K̂(2) = 2. The percentage

of incorrect estimates in the tables reveal systematic tendencies of the estimators: the EBIC

and LRT estimators frequently overselect (K̂(1) ≥ K(1)) whereas the spectral estimator

sometimes underselects (K̂(1) ≤ K(1)).
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ParFam, value N Method \ K̂(1) 4 5 6 7 8

Bernoulli, Bs

500
EBIC 0.25 96.25 3.5
LRT 0.5 98.75 0.75

Spectral 1.75 30.0 67.5 0.75

1000
EBIC 94.5 5.5
LRT 96.5 3.5

Spectral 0.25 18.25 81.5

2000
EBIC 88.25 11.75
LRT 93.5 6.25 0.25

Spectral 13.0 87.0

4000
EBIC 86.0 12.25 1.75
LRT 90.25 9.25 0.5

Spectral 3.75 96.25

6000
EBIC 86.0 13.5 1.5
LRT 87.75 12.25

Spectral 0.5 99.5

8000
EBIC 87.75 11.0 1.25
LRT 88.25 10.75 1.00

Spectral 0.75 99.25

Bernoulli, Bg

500
EBIC 84.5 13.75 1.75
LRT 0.75 1.0 86.25 12.0

Spectral 8.5 4.25 87.25

1000
EBIC 87.25 10.5 2.5
LRT 80.5 18.5 1.0

Spectral 0.5 99.5

2000
EBIC 85.25 11.5 3.25
LRT 82.75 16.25 1.0

Spectral 100.0

4000
EBIC 97.0 3.0
LRT 92.25 7.75

Spectral 100.0

6000
EBIC 97.5 2.5
LRT 91.5 8.5

Spectral 100.0

8000
EBIC 98.0 2.0
LRT 90.75 9.25

Spectral 100.0

Table S.9: Empirical distribution of the estimated K̂(1) values under the Bernoulli DDE with
true K(1) = 6 and parameters Bs,Bg. For each sample size, we present the method with the
highest accuracy in bold. “ParFam” is short for “parametric family”.
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ParFam, value N Method \ K̂(1) 4 5 6 7 8

Poisson, Bs

500
EBIC 99.5 0.5
LRT 99.5 0.5

Spectral 100.0

1000
EBIC 99.0 1.0
LRT 99.0 1.0

Spectral 100.0

2000
EBIC 97.5 2.5
LRT 96.25 3.75

Spectral 100.0

4000
EBIC 98.25 1.5 0.25
LRT 97.25 2.75

Spectral 100.0

6000
EBIC 99.0 1.0
LRT 97.25 2.75

Spectral 100.0

8000
EBIC 98.75 0.75 0.5
LRT 97.75 1.75 0.5

Spectral 100.0

Poisson, Bg

500
EBIC 92.0 7.75 0.25
LRT 1.0 91.0 8.0

Spectral 8.5 91.5

1000
EBIC 90.0 9.5 0.5
LRT 88.5 10.75 0.75

Spectral 2.75 97.25

2000
EBIC 90.5 8.5 1.0
LRT 0.25 87.25 11.5 1.0

Spectral 0.5 99.5

4000
EBIC 91.25 7.25 1.5
LRT 89.0 9.25 1.75

Spectral 100.0

6000
EBIC 95.0 4.5 0.5
LRT 91.25 7.75 1.0

Spectral 100.0

8000
EBIC 94.0 5.0 1.0
LRT 90.75 8.25 1.0

Spectral 100.0

Table S.10: Empirical distribution of the estimated K̂(1) values under the Poisson DDE with
true K(1) = 6 and parameters Bs,Bg. For each sample size, we present the method with the
highest accuracy in bold. “ParFam” is short for “parametric family”.
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ParFam, value N Method \ K̂(2) 1 2 3

Bernoulli, Bs

500
EBIC 0.5 99.5
LRT 16.75 83.0 0.25

Spectral 12.0 85.5 2.5

1000
EBIC 100.0
LRT 0.5 98.75 0.75

Spectral 6.5 91.5 2.0

2000
EBIC 100.0
LRT 98.0 2.0

Spectral 3.25 96.5 0.25

4000
EBIC 99.5 0.5
LRT 96.0 4.0

Spectral 2.75 97.25

6000
EBIC 98.0 2.0
LRT 93.0 7.0

Spectral 2.0 98.0

8000
EBIC 97.25 2.75
LRT 94.25 5.75

Spectral 2.0 98.0

Bernoulli, Bg

500
EBIC 0.75 99.25
LRT 13.5 86.0 0.5

Spectral 7.0 91.75 1.25

1000
EBIC 99.25 0.75
LRT 1.5 96.25 2.25

Spectral 3.5 95.25 1.25

2000
EBIC 99.25 0.75
LRT 0.5 94.0 5.5

Spectral 8.75 90.75 0.5

4000
EBIC 98.25 1.75
LRT 98.25 1.75

Spectral 2.75 96.25 1.0

6000
EBIC 97.5 2.5
LRT 96.5 3.5

Spectral 1.75 97.75 0.5

8000
EBIC 99.25 0.75
LRT 99.25 0.75

Spectral 0.5 99.0 0.5

Table S.11: Empirical distribution of the estimated K̂(2) values under the Bernoulli DDE
with true K(2) = 2 and parameters Bs,Bg. For each sample size, we present the method with
the highest accuracy in bold. “ParFam” is short for “parametric family”.

86



Parfam, value N Method \ K̂(2) 1 2 3

Poisson, Bs

500
EBIC 99.75 0.25
LRT 99.5 0.5

Spectral 0.25 99.75

1000
EBIC 99.75 0.25
LRT 99.75 0.25

Spectral 100.0

2000
EBIC 99.25 0.75
LRT 99.0 1.0

Spectral 100.0

4000
EBIC 98.25 1.75
LRT 98.25 1.75

Spectral 100.0

6000
EBIC 99.0 1.0
LRT 98.25 1.75

Spectral 100.0

8000
EBIC 98.5 1.5
LRT 98.5 1.5

Spectral 100.0

Poisson, Bg

500
EBIC 1.0 97.5 1.5
LRT 1.75 96.75 1.5

Spectral 16.5 81.75 1.75

1000
EBIC 0.25 96.25 3.5
LRT 0.75 95.5 3.75

Spectral 13.75 84.75 1.5

2000
EBIC 95.75 4.25
LRT 0.5 94.0 5.5

Spectral 8.75 90.75 0.5

4000
EBIC 0.25 96.5 3.25
LRT 0.75 94.75 4.5

Spectral 5.5 94.0 0.5

6000
EBIC 97.25 2.75
LRT 97.0 3.0

Spectral 3.5 96.0 0.5

8000
EBIC 0.25 97.5 2.25
LRT 0.25 97.0 2.75

Spectral 3.5 96.0 0.5

Table S.12: Empirical distribution of the estimated K̂(2) values under the Poisson DDE with
true K(2) = 2 and parameters Bs,Bg. For each sample size, we present the method with the
highest accuracy in bold. “ParFam” is short for “parametric family”.
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S.5 Data Analysis Details and Additional Results

S.5.1 Preprocessing

MNIST Data. We work with the preprocessed version of the default training set, which

consists of 60, 000 images, each containing information on the 282 pixel values. Initially, each

pixel takes integer values between 0 and 255. As the data values are highly concentrated

around values near 0 or larger than 200, we transform the data into binary responses by

thresholding at a value of 128. In other words, pixels with values exceeding 128 are assigned

a binary value of 1, while the rest are set to 0. For the sake of easier presentation and

computational efficiency, we work on the subset of the dataset whose true digit labels are

equal to 0, 1, 2, 3, and also discard some pixels with uniformly small values by selecting

J = 264 pixels whose average pixel values are larger than 40. After preprocessing, the

training set consists of N = 20, 679 unlabeled images. We identically preprocess the test set,

which leads to a total of N = 4, 157 images.

20 Newsgroups Data. The dataset provides a default partition of the train and test

sets based on chronological order, and we use this partition. The preprocessing of the

training data was carried out in three main steps. First, to reduce the signal-to-noise ratio

and enhance interpretability, we focus on a subset of labels. To elaborate, we consider the

newsgroup articles that belong to the large class of computer, recreation, and science (see

the top-latent layer labels in Figure S.7). A manual inspection revealed that the newsgroup

with label sci.crypt has a wide range of topics such as government and politics and was

often cross-referenced to those newsgroups, so we did not include these documents in our

dataset. Second, documents of extreme lengths were filtered out by removing the shortest

5% and longest 1% of all documents. This procedure is standard in the literature, and has

been shown to increase the signal-to-noise ratio (Ke and Wang, 2024). Third, we construct

our dictionary by excluding infrequent words (with less than 100 occurrences) and screening
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out stop-words (such as the, he, in) and topic-irrelevant words (such as like, must, since)

using the R package tm. As the original dataset consists of email texts, we performed a

manual screening to remove uninformative email-related vocabulary, such as edu, com, net,

and cmu. Finally, we conducted a secondary filtering of the short documents, as the removal

of stop-words led to some documents being uninformative. The resulting processed train

dataset is a sparse 5883× 653 count matrix.

recreation computer science

sports-baseballcarsmotorcycle sports-hockey os-windows windows graphics hardware-ibm hardware-mac medicine space electronics

Figure S.7: Nested structure of the true held-out labels for the 20 newsgroups dataset.

To process the test dataset, we go through the same first and second steps described

above. We continue using the dictionary constructed from the train set, with J = 653

words. After filtering out the short/long documents, the resulting data matrix consists of

N = 3320 documents.

TIMSS Response Time Data. We use the preprocessed dataset provided in Lee and

Gu (2024). Additionally, we remove all rows of the data matrix with missing values. While

our estimation procedure can be modified to handle missing data (missing at random) by

modifying the likelihood function, we take this additional preprocessing step for the sake of

consistency with other parts of the paper.

S.5.2 Selecting the Number of Latent Variables

MNIST Data. We select K(1) = 5 based on the spectral-gap estimator, as illustrated

in the left panel of Figure S.8. Also, we set K(2) = 2 motivated by our identifiability

requirement 2K(2) < K(1). This choice is also supported by the fact that there are four true

labels. Each latent configuration A(2) = (A
(2)
1 , A

(2)
2 ) ∈ {0, 1}2 uniquely corresponds to each

digit, as illustrated in the center panel of Figure 4.
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Figure S.8: Based on the spectral estimator for K(1), (left) we select K(1) = 5 for MNIST,
and (right) K(1) = 8 for 20 newsgroups. The peak, highlighted in red, correspond to the
selected values. We omit displaying the first few eigenvalue ratios for better illustration.

20 Newsgroups Data. We select K(1) = 8 based on the spectral-gap estimator, as il-

lustrated in the right panel of Figure S.8. For K(2), the EBIC values are quite similar for

K(2) = 2, 3 with values of 1.3273× 106 and 1.3277× 106, respectively. Also, the spectral-gap

is similar for both values K(2) = 2, 3. Hence, we select K(2) based on the interpretability

of the inferred latent structure. The estimated latent structure with K(2) = 3 is displayed

in Figure S.9. Compared to Figure 5 in the main text, the ‘technology’ topic has split into

two groups whose interpretation is somewhat blurry. Notably, these two ‘technology’ la-

tent variables do not match the labels of ‘computer’ and ‘science’ provided by the dataset

(see Figure S.7). For instance, the ‘technology 2’ variable has arrows to the finer topics of

motorcycle, software, and space. Hence, we select K(2) = 2 based on this lack of semantic

distinction.

TIMSS Response Time Data. The dataset comes with a rough classification of the

seven latent skills into K(2) = 2 categories: content skills and cognitive skills. However,

we observed that fitting K(2) = 2 results in one of the proportion parameters exhibiting an

unusually large value of p2 = 0.96. This indicates that A
(2)
2 = 1 for 96% of the students, and

this skill is redundant. Hence, we have adjusted the number of higher-order latent variables
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recreation technology 1 technology 2

carssportsmotorcycle software location/names hardware graphics space

Figure S.9: Graphical structure of the latent topics, where we fit the 2-layer DDE with
K(2) = 3, K(1) = 8. The width of the upper layer arrows is proportional to the corresponding
coefficients and the red arrow indicates negative values.

to K(2) = 1, which partitions the students into two groups based on the value of A
(2)
1 . The

EBIC for the two cases were also comparable and justified this choice.

S.5.3 Performance Evaluation for the 20 Newsgroups Dataset

Perplexity. Perplexity is a very popular measure to evaluate topic models and many

other machine learning models. Following the original definition from Blei et al. (2003) that

considers each word as an individual sample, we define

perplexity(Y | A,Θ) := exp

−∑i,j Yi,j log
(

λi,j∑
j′ λi,j

′

)
∑

i,j Yi,j

 . (S.32)

Here, λi,j = exp
(
β
(1)
j,0 +

∑
k∈[K(1)] β

(1)
j,kA

(1)
i,k

)
is the Poisson parameter for the conditional dis-

tribution Yi,j | A(1)
i . The motivation for (S.32) is that under the Poisson likelihood for (4),

the joint distribution of (Yi,1, . . . , Yi,J) | Ai follows a Multinomial distribution

Multi

(∑
j

Yi,j,

(
λi,1∑
j′ λi, j

′ , . . . ,
λi,J∑
j′ λi, j

′

))
.

This definition is consistent with that used for Poisson factor analysis (Zhou et al., 2012;

Gan et al., 2015) as well as LDA (Blei et al., 2003).

To evaluate (S.32), we use the parameter estimates Θ̂ from our proposed method. As

(S.32) also requires the knowledge of each latent variableA
(1)
i , latent variable estimates needs

to be computed. To compute train perplexity, we use the estimator (14) from the main text.

For test perplexity, we adopt the approach of Gan et al. (2015), first computing the posterior
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distribution of A
(1)
i by using 80% of the words in each document, and evaluating perplexity

based on the remaining 20% words.

Implementations of existing topic modeling algorithms. We describe the implemen-

tation details of alternative topic modeling algorithms that were used for model comparison

in Table 4. LDA is implemented by the function LDA in the R package topicmodels (Grün

and Hornik, 2011), using the variational EM algorithm. For DPFA, we have used the original

MATLAB codes that were publicly available on the first author’s GitHub page3 (Gan et al.,

2015). Based on the empirical findings in Gan et al. (2015), which indicate that the DPFA-

SBN model optimized using the SGNHT method performs the best among their proposed

methods, we chose this implementation. The method was run using the default tuning pa-

rameters. Note while Gan et al. (2015) also analyzed the 20 Newsgroups dataset (see Table

1 in the cited paper), their reported perplexity values are not directly comparable to our

results due to preprocessing. Notably, our preprocessing steps enhanced the signal-to-noise

ratio and leads to a smaller perplexity.

S.5.4 Additional Visualization of MNIST Dataset

Y1 Y2 Y3 Y4 · · · · · · YJ

A
(1)
1 A

(1)
2 A

(1)
3 A

(1)
4 A

(1)
5

A
(2)
1 A

(2)
2

Figure S.10: Graphical model representation of the learned latent structure. The edge
widths are proportional to coefficients’ absolute values. The edge colors (black/red) imply
positive/negative coefficients, respectively.

In Figure S.10, we visualize the learned latent structure of the MNIST dataset. The corre-

sponding graphical matrix G(2) was used to interpret the top layer latent variables in the

3https://github.com/zhegan27/dpfa_icml2015/tree/master
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Label True LCM 1-layer DDE Spectral init 2-layer DDE

0

1

2

3

Table S.13: True (first column) and reconstructed (other columns) images under various
estimators. Here, each pixel takes values in [0, 1], where a darker shade indicates a larger
value.

main text. For example, A
(2)
1 is connected to all lower-layer variables, and we interpret this

as an indicator for the pixel density of the image.

We additionally visualize examples of reconstructed images under various models in Ta-

ble S.13, which have been used to compute the pixel-wise reconstruction accuracy in Table 3

in the main paper. The reconstructions are based on the corresponding conditional mean

E
(
Y | A(1)

)
for each latent representation A(1), which is rearranged in the original 28× 28

grid. The visualization illustrates that the reconstructions from the 2-layer DDE exhibit

greater clarity compared to those from alternative models.
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