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Abstract—This paper proposes an extension of standard mix-
ture stochastic models, by replacing the constant mixture weights
with functional weights defined using a classifier. Classifier
Weighted Mixtures enable straightforward density evaluation,
explicit sampling, and enhanced expressivity in variational esti-
mation problems, without increasing the number of components
nor the complexity of the mixture components.

Index Terms—mixture models, classifier, variational estima-
tion, reparameterization gradients.

I. INTRODUCTION

Mixture distributions
∑K

k=1 πkpk(x) with πk ∈ (0, 1) and∑K
k=1 πk = 1 are powerful tools in probabilistic modeling. For

instance, mixture of Gaussians distributions are widely used
for density estimation and implicit clustering [1], because their
structure makes them well suited for representing distributions
with several modes, and because of the availability of a potent
closed-form Expectation-Maximization (EM) algorithm [2][3].
Moreover, mixtures are a particular type of latent variable
model (LVM) where the latent variable is discrete and finite.
As a result, not only can mixture distributions be sampled from
easily, but they also benefit from a tractable probability density
function (PDF), making them versatile tools for variational
estimation problems.

Modern machine learning problems involve increasingly
complex target distributions, which, from a variational es-
timation perspective, highlights the challenge of ensuring
sufficient expressivity in the class of approximating surrogate
distributions. This leads us to the limitations of classical
mixtures. On the one hand, a mixture of K simple distributions
(e.g. Gaussians) enables to get arbitrarily close in theory [4]
to a given distribution, provided K is large enough; but in
practice, a high number of components leads to computational
burdens and numerical instability. On the other hand, one can
increase the expressiveness of a mixture by considering more
sophisticated component distributions (denoted by Pk). For
instance, [5] investigated mixtures of Normalizing-Flows (NF),
where each mixture component is the result of a complex
invertible mapping of some base distribution (denoted P0).
Even though this approach has been successfully applied in
practice on density estimation tasks [6], building a mixture
of K differents NFs is theoretically equivalent to applying
a unique mapping to a base distribution which itself is a
K-mixture, so the advantage of this approach remains to be
investigated.
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Our aim in this paper is to extend the expressivity of clas-
sical mixtures, while maintaining the critical computational
features of a tractable PDF and a straightforward sampling
scheme. Rather than increasing K or considering complex
components Pk, our approach consists in replacing the con-
stant mixture weights πk by functions πk(x). In practice, we
will achieve this goal by using a classifying function, yielding
a new approach for building parameterized distributions which
we refer to as Classifier Weighted Mixtures (CWM). The paper
is organized as follows. First, in section II, we detail the
construction of the CWM PDF and unravel the underlying
latent variable structure. Next, in section III, we discuss the
parameterization and applications to variational estimation
problems, and compare our approach to alternative models
through simulations 1.

II. FROM STANDARD MIXTURES TO CWM
Our goal is to extend a mixture by replacing the constant

weights πk ∈ (0, 1) by functions πk : x → πk(x):
K∑

k=1

πkpk(x) −→
K∑

k=1

πk(x)pk(x). (1)

Fig. 1: Classical mixtures (left) can be extended to mixtures
with functional and non-necessarily constant weights (right).

Of course, these functions cannot be arbitrary. In section
II-A, we thus propose sufficient conditions on πk(x) such
that

∑K
k=1 πk(x)pk(x) is a valid PDF, which leads us to the

CWM solution. In section II-B, we unravel its underlying
latent variable structure, which shows that CWM can easily
be sampled from. Finally in section II-C, we decompose our
stochastic model into its three fundamental components.

A. A classifier based construction
Let us focus on the right hand side of (1). For it to be a

valid PDF, this function needs to be non-negative and sum to
1. We therefore aim to constrain functions πk(x) such that:∑K

k=1 πk(x)pk(x) ≥ 0; (2)∫ ∑K
k=1 πk(x)pk(x)dx = 1. (3)

1Code available at https://github.com/ElouanARGOUARCH/Classifier-
Weighted-Mixtures

ar
X

iv
:2

50
1.

02
98

9v
1 

 [
st

at
.M

L
] 

 6
 J

an
 2

02
5

https://github.com/ElouanARGOUARCH/Classifier-Weighted-Mixtures
https://github.com/ElouanARGOUARCH/Classifier-Weighted-Mixtures


VOL. XXX, NO. XXX, XXX 2021 2

Firstly, (2) is satisfied if all addends πk(x)pk(x) ≥ 0, and
thus if πk(x) ≥ 0 . To fulfill the second condition, we use
Pk the cumulative distribution function (CDF) of Pk. With
the change of variable u = Pk(x), we rewrite the left-hand
side of (3) as:∫ ∑K

k=1 πk(x)pk(x)dx =
∫
[0,1]

∑K
k=1 πk(P

−1
k (u))du. (4)

If
∑K

k=1 πk(P
−1
k (u)) = 1 , the previous integral reduces to

1 and (3) is satisfied. We have hence identified sufficient
conditions on πk(x) such that

∑K
k=1 πk(x)pk(x) is indeed

a PDF. Finally, to see how a classifier is involved, we set
αk(u)

∆
= πk(P

−1
k (u)), which enables us to rewrite the two

previous conditions about πk(x) as:∑K
k=1 αk(u) = 1 and αk(u) ≥ 0 for all u ∈ [0, 1]. (5)

It is now clear that functions αk(u) define a vector of probabil-
ities, so these functions are nothing but a classifier. Therefore,
with such a K-label classifying function, the construction:

K∑
k=1

αk(Pk(x))︸ ︷︷ ︸
πk(x)

pk(x)
∆
= pCWM(x); (6)

is indeed a valid PDF. Note that
∑K

k=1 αk(u) = 1, but∑K
k=1 πk(x) ̸= 1: weights πk(x) are defined via a classifier

(whence the name CWM), but, unless all functions are con-
stant (in which case pCWM(x) reduces to a classical mixture),
are not themselves a classifier. In figure 2, we display the
classifying functions αk(u) and the corresponding weights
πk(x) which produced the CWM distribution in figure 1.

Fig. 2: Classifier αk(u) and corresponding weights πk(x).

B. The underlying latent variable construction

In the previous section we built a mixture weighted by
functions πk(x) built from classifying functions αk(z). We
now explain that, even though our construction is more in-
tricate than a classical mixture model, it can nonetheless be
described as a latent variable model. Therefore, in addition
to a straightforward PDF evaluation mechanism (see equation
(6)), the resulting distribution also benefits from an explicit
sampling scheme.

PDF (6) is expressed as a sum over values k = 1, ...,K,
and is thus the marginal over a couple (X,R), where R is
categorical, and their joint PDF are the added terms in (6):

pCWM(x,R = k) = αk(Pk(x))pk(x). (7)

As it stands, this joint PDF is not factorized as a marginal
over (R) multiplied by a conditional (X|R) (unlike in usual

mixture models). However, augmenting this joint PDF with
the additional variable u ∈ [0, 1] and applying the change of
variable X = P−1

k (U) yields a PDF over (X,R,U) which
indeed is factorized as (U) times (R|U) times (X|R,U):

pCWM(x,R = k, u) = 1[0,1](u)︸ ︷︷ ︸
(U)

αk(u)︸ ︷︷ ︸
(R|U)

δP−1
k (u)(x)︸ ︷︷ ︸
(X|R,U)

. (8)

This joint PDF has an appropriate factorization and we can
hence deduce the corresponding directed graph (see figure 3).

R

X U

Fig. 3: Directed graph associated with the CWM construction

From this directed graph, it is easy to deduce a sampling
scheme. Indeed, LVMs benefit from built-in procedures: by
following the directed graph we can sequentially sample the
latent variables, and then sample the observed variable. In our
case, we can obtain samples from this distribution with:

U ∼ Uniform([0, 1]), (9)
R ∼ Categorical(α(U)), (10)

X = P−1
R (U), (11)

where α(U) = [α1(U), ..., αK(U)]T .

C. Change of base distribution and practical construction

In section II-A, we proposed a construction based on a
uniform base distribution, and on the CDFs Pk of the mixture
components Pk. But indeed we can replace the uniform
distribution by another one without additional conditions about
πk(x). To see this, let us replace U by Z ∼ P0. This
corresponds to augmenting graph 3 into:

R

X U Z Z ∼ P0

U = P0(Z)

R ∼ Categorical(α(U))

X = P−1
R (U)

If we denote wk(z)
∆
= αk(P0(z)), then wk(z) and αk(u)

are both equivalently classifying functions. On the other hand,
the inverse CDFs P−1

k (resp. P0 ◦ P−1
k ) are simply used as a

change of variable in order to transform the base distribution
Uniform([0, 1]) (resp. P0) into Pk. So in practice (see section
III-A3 below) in order to adjust these mixture components,
we shall consider invertible parameterized mappings Tk. With
JTk

denote the Jacobian matrix of Tk, the CWM PDF finally
reads:

pCWM(x) =

K∑
k=1

wk(Tk(x))p0(Tk(x))|det(JTk
(x))|. (12)



VOL. XXX, NO. XXX, XXX 2021 3

III. APPLICATION TO VARIATIONAL ESTIMATION
PROBLEMS

We now apply our CWM model to variational problems.
In Section III-A we build our model step-by-step, considering
issues such as sampling, PDF computation, and reparameter-
ization. In the mean time, we detail the construction that we
used in our experiments, in which, because we want to high-
light the potential expressivity induced by functional weights
πk(x) as compared to constant ones πk, we purposefully use
simple Gaussian mixture components (see III-A4). Next in
section III-B we apply our model in the context of variational
problems. Section III-C displays simulation results.

A. Parameterization

1) Base distribution: Remember from section II-C that we
can theoretically start from any parameterized base distribu-
tion. However, if we need to sample from the corresponding
CWM model (12) (resp. evaluate its PDF), the base distribu-
tion must be sampled from easily (resp. benefit from a closed-
form PDF). Moreover, application to variational estimation
problems might call for a reparameterization of the gradient
procedure (see section III-B2). In turn this means that the base
distribution should benefit from a sampling procedure which
can be reparameterized, enabling to propagate gradients with
respect to the parameters of the base distribution through its
samples.

Now, it is common practice in LVMs [7][8][9] to consider
parameter-free base distributions; moreover, in our experi-
ments, we will focus on comparing our model to a Gaussian
mixture model (GMM) and to NFs (see section III-C). For all
these reasons, we choose a standard, parameter-free, normal
distribution:

P0 = N (0, I). (13)

2) Classifying function: Recall that it is sufficient that
functions wk compute positive values which add to 1; there-
fore, any classifying function works [10][11]. In this paper
we experiment with a fully-connected feed-forward Neural
Network (NN), say f , which outputs K logit values:

w(z) = Softmax(f(z)). (14)

The weights and biases parameters will be adjusted during the
variational estimation procedure, see section III-B.

3) Invertible mapping: We use invertible mappings Tk to
transform the base distribution P0 into the mixture components
with PDF given by p0(Tk(x))|det JTk

(x)|, and which can
be sampled from with T−1

k (z), z ∼ P0. We can parame-
terize these invertible mappings using NF architectures (see
[12][13][14][15][16] or [17][18] for reviews of NF methods).
In our experiments, we aim to highlight the advantage of using
functional weights πk(x) rather than constant weights πk, so
we build a mixture of simple Gaussians with:

Tk(x) = Σ
−1/2
k (x− µk); (15)

where means µk and covariance matrices Σk are parameters
to be adjusted during the optimization. Moreover in practice,
to ensure that Σk remain positive-definite during gradient

updates, we can consider diagonal matrices and parameterize
the coefficients using unconstrained log-variance parameters.

4) A resulting model: Specific choices of base distribution,
classifying function and invertible mappings, as discussed
above, lead to different architectures. For instance, in our
simulations (see section III-C), we will use the construction
based on (13), (14) and (15); in that case equation (12) reduces
to:

pCWM(x) =

K∑
k=1

wk(Σ
−1/2
k (x− µk))N (x;µk,Σk). (16)

It is indeed a mixture of Gaussian distributions, but weighted
by a NN classifier function.

R

X Z
Z ∼ N (0, I)

R ∼ Categorical(w(Z))

X = Σ
1/2
R Z + µR

(17)

B. Application to Variational estimation problems

We now see how CWM can be used for solving variational
estimation problems. We focus on two types of problems:
density estimation in section III-B1, and reparameterization
gradients in section III-B2. Let θ denote the set of all parame-
ters (of the base distribution P0, of the weight function wk(.)
and of the invertible mappings Tk), and let pθ(x) the resulting
CWM PDF (see equation (12)).

1) Density Estimation: In density estimation, we dispose
of recorded samples D = {x1, ..., x|D|} from a distribution of
interest, say P , and the goal is to build a surrogate distribution
Pθ∗ that closely resembles P by finding appropriate parame-
ters θ∗. In practice, this is usually achieved with maximum
likelihood estimation (MLE) (which is equivalent to mini-
mizing a Monte Carlo (MC) estimate of the Kullback-Leibler
divergence between P and Pθ) approximated using gradient
ascent. In this case, the log-likelihood of D,

∑|D|
i=1 log(pθ(xi)),

is differentiable with respect to θ and we can thus solve
the MLE problem by gradient ascent (at least approximately
towards a local maxima).

Now, when considering the specific parameterization dis-
cussed in the previous section (see (16) (17)), forcing the
classifier wk(z) to constant values πk ∈ (0, 1) (which can
be achieved by setting all the weights of the last layer of the
classifier f to 0 and its biases to log(πk)) results in a standard
mixture of Gaussians. Therefore, we can easily use the EM
algorithm for Gaussian mixtures as a pre-training step, and
next use the (constant weights) mixture produced by that EM
algorithm as the initial point of the gradient-based optimization
of the CWM model, in which the classifier wk(z) will no
longer predict constant values.

2) Reparameterization Gradients: Many variational tasks
[19][9][20] can be expressed as minimizing over θ, by gradient
descent, expectation EX∼Pθ

(h(X)), where h is a measurable
function. It is therefore of interest to compute, or at least
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estimate with MC, the gradient of EX∼Pθ
(h(X)) with respect

to θ. However, computing the gradient of the crude estimate:

EX∼Pθ
(h(X)) ≈ 1

M

M∑
i=1

h(xi), xi
iid∼ Pθ, (18)

is difficult since the samples depend on parameters θ.
Practitioners often rely on reparameterization tricks [9][21]

that consist of rewriting samples using a bivariate function,
differentiable with respect to θ, and that detangles the random-
ness of the parameters. We now discuss the reparameterization
gradients of a CWM model.

First, as we have mentioned in section II-C, it is necessary to
parameterize the base distribution appropriately in this context,
and we suppose that one can reparameterize its samples in
order to propagate the gradients with respect to parameters
of the base distribution. But, since sampling from a CWM
involves the discrete variable R, samples X = T−1

R (Z)
cannot be reparameterized using a differentiable function
because R =

∑K
k=1 1(U ≤

∑k
j=1 wj(Z)), U ∼ U[0,1]

is not continuous and we cannot propagate the gradients
through this variable. Besides the reinforce approach [22]
which is suited for both discrete and continuous variables (but
leads to high variance estimates [23]), notorious workarounds
include the Gumbell-Softmax [24][25] for categorical vari-
ables. It consists in approximating R = argmaxk(gk +

log(wk(Z))), gk
iid∼ Gumbell(0, 1) by replacing the argmax

operator with a softmax, which yields a differentiable, but
biased estimate.

In our case, since the categorical variable is a latent
variable, we will show that a differentiable (approximate)
reparameterization of R is not required. Instead, we can
build an estimate where this variable is marginalized out,
following the Rao-Blackwellization (RB) [26] principle. RB
is based on E(h(X)) = E(E(h(X)|Z)) [27]. Since we can
compute E(h(X)|Z) =

∑K
k=1 wk(Z)h(T−1

k (Z)), only the
outer expectation calls for an MC approximation. This leads
to the estimate:

EX∼Pθ
(h(X)) ≈ 1

M

M∑
i=1

zi∼P0

K∑
k=1

wk(zi)h(T
−1
k (zi))︸ ︷︷ ︸

E(h(X)|Z=zi)

. (19)

The interest of (19) is twofold. First, Var(E(h(X)|Z)) =
Var(h(X))−E(Var(h(X)|Z)) [28], so (19) has lower vari-
ance than the crude estimate. Next, computing E(h(X)|Z)
marginalizes out R, so (19) does not involve sampling from
this variable; the estimate is thus differentiable and no longer
relies on a reparameterization of the categorical samples.

C. Experiments

In this illustrative section, we compare our CWM model to
NF architectures (RNVP [14], NSF [16]) and to GMMs on a
density estimation task. We draw samples (b) (an histogram
is displayed in the figure) from the 2-dimensional distribution
associated with a grey-scale image (a); for NFs and CWM, the
density is estimated via gradient ascent of the log-likelihood

(after pre-training, as mentioned in section III-B1); for GMM
we used the EM algorithm. We summarize our results by
displaying the PDF of each model (compared to the original
image) in figure 4, and the likelihood scores in table I.

(a) 2D image density (b) samples (hist.) (c) CWM

(d) RNVP (e) NSF (f) GMM

Fig. 4: Image - samples - CWM - RNVP - NSF - GMM

CWM (K = 50) RNVP NSF GMM (K = 50)
# Parameters 39925 85780 79560 343
Likelihood 0.221± 1.6e− 3 0.133± 1.1e− 2 0.182± 3.9e− 3 0.150± 2.2e− 3

Table I: Architectures, parameters and log-likelihood

Our approach outperforms the other architectures in terms
of likelihood score, and with fewer number of parameters (at
least compared to NF models). This is confirmed visually:
the resulting PDF closely resembles the original image, which
means that our stochastic model can easily represent distri-
butions with disjoint elements of mass, fine details and sharp
edges.

IV. CONCLUSION

In this paper we propose to extend classical mixtures of dis-
tributions, where the weights are constant, by mixtures where
the weights become functional. More precisely, the CWM
solution we propose is a construction where the functional
weights are built using a classifying function. This approach
allows the use of flexible (possibly NN-based) classifiers,
increasing the expressiveness of our stochastic model in varia-
tional estimation problems, as compared to standard mixtures
models, while still ensuring a tractable PDF and an explicit
sampling scheme. As such, CWM models are suited for
density estimation tasks but also allow for reparameterization
gradients using RB of its discrete latent variable. Finally, our
experiments showcase the interest of our approach compared
to other architectures.
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