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Abstract

Neural models for amortized probabilistic
clustering yield samples of cluster labels
given a set-structured input, while avoiding
lengthy Markov chain runs and the need for
explicit data likelihoods. Existing methods
which label each data point sequentially, like
the Neural Clustering Process, often lead to
cluster assignments highly dependent on the
data order. Alternatively, methods that se-
quentially create full clusters, do not pro-
vide assignment probabilities. In this paper,
we introduce GFNCP, a novel framework for
amortized clustering. GFNCP is formulated
as a Generative Flow Network with a shared
energy-based parametrization of policy and
reward. We show that the flow matching
conditions are equivalent to consistency of
the clustering posterior under marginaliza-
tion, which in turn implies order invariance.
GFNCP also outperforms existing methods
in clustering performance on both synthetic
and real-world data.

1 INTRODUCTION

Probabilistic clustering models, also known as mixture
models, play a crucial role in many scientific domains
and are extensively used in various downstream tasks.
These models aim to learn the underlying data struc-
ture by grouping similar data points into clusters, with
cluster assignments encoded in the posterior distribu-
tion of discrete latent variables.

Given a generative model for the clusters, traditional
posterior inference methods, such as Markov Chain
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Figure 1: Histogram and Empirical CDF of the SDPP
metric (Eq. 32) computed on GFNCP’s and NCP’s
clustering results, trained on MNIST dataset. GFNCP
shows a substantial improvement in producing consis-
tent samples across different data orders, as it puts
more probability on low SDPP values.

Monte Carlo (MCMC) (Neal, 2000) and their fast
implementations (Chang and Fisher III, 2013; Dinari
et al., 2019, 2022), yield samples from the posterior dis-
tribution, providing an asymptotically exact solution
given enough samples. However, they often struggle
with high-dimensional data or large datasets. Con-
versely, variational inference (Blei and Jordan, 2004)
is more suitable for large datasets; however, it incurs
a trade-off in accuracy as a result of its reliance on
approximations.

Over the last decade, with the increasing intricacy of
data, a variety of clustering solutions have been pro-
posed that utilize deep neural models. A popular fam-
ily of models, reviewed in Ren et al. (2024) and Zhou
et al. (2024), and often referred to as performing deep
clustering, are unsupervised classifiers trained to dis-
cover a finite number of categories. Among these mod-
els, methods such as DCN (Yang et al., 2017) and
ClusterGAN (Mukherjee et al., 2019) are designed to
simultaneously tackle both data representation and
clustering tasks. Another approach involves a two-
step process in which feature learning and cluster-
ing are decoupled, with SCAN (Van Gansbeke et al.,
2020) and DDC (Ren et al., 2020) being notable ex-
amples. Importantly, at test time, these models are
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limited to generating (soft) assignments for individual
data points, since they are restricted by their reliance
on pre-learned categories and their inability to model
point interactions. Note that this is also the case for
DeepDPM (Ronen et al., 2022), despite its ability to
infer the number of clusters present in the training
(but not test) data.

Our focus in this paper is on a different category
of models, which address the more ambitious task
of jointly modeling the clustering posterior for set-
structured data of arbitrary size. This task is more
challenging, as it involves not only learning the struc-
ture of individual data points but also the correla-
tion structure among the points of a dataset of any
size. Motivated by this need, there has been consistent
progress in recent years in amortized inference meth-
ods within the framework of probabilistic clustering,
accommodating a set-structured input. Amortized in-
ference (Gershman and Goodman, 2014) refers to the
process of training a neural network that can infer
the posterior distribution of latent variables based on
observations drawn from a generative model. In this
setting, Lee et al. (2019a) introduced the Set Trans-
former (ST), an attention-based network specifically
designed to model point interactions within a set. This
architecture was used to amortize the inference over
the parameters of a mixture model, but was restricted
to a fixed number of Gaussian components. To avoid
these limitations, other models directly amortize the
posterior over the joint clustering labels of the dataset.
DAC (Lee et al., 2019b) and CCP (Pakman et al.,
2020a) build on this concept by sequentially generat-
ing full clusters, thus enabling more complex prior dis-
tributions.

An alternative approach, named Neural Clustering
Process (NCP) (Pakman et al., 2020a), sequentially
assigns cluster labels to data points. Unlike previ-
ous methods, NCP provides assignment probabilities,
thereby offering deeper insights into clustering outputs
through uncertainty quantification. However, these
probabilities are highly sensitive to data-order permu-
tations, failing to preserve a fundamental symmetry of
the posterior distribution. The limitations of existing
work, as outlined, motivate our current research.

In this paper we propose the GFlowNet-based Cluster-
ing Process (GFNCP), a posterior generative cluster-
ing model that, given a set-structured input sampled
from a (possibly infinite) mixture model, yields clus-
tering assignment samples along with their associated
probabilities. In GFNCP, we exploit the framework of
GFlowNets (Bengio et al., 2021) to model the cluster-
ing task as a sequential generative process in which the
final object, a full-data assignment, is constructed by
sampling from a learned policy at intermediate states.

Notably, we formulate the policy and the learned re-
wards as energy-based models with shared parameters
in an end-to-end framework. Our work differs from
previous approaches in several aspects (see Table 1);
in particular, unlike NCP, our model encourages in-
variance under data order permutations (see Fig. 1).

Table 1: Amortized-clustering approaches.

PROPERTY ST DAC CCP NCP GFNCP

Data-perm. invariance ✓ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✓
Unlimited components ✗ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Arbitrary likelihood ✗ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Assignment prob. ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓ ✓
Well defined posterior – ✗ ✓ ✓ ✓

Overall, our contributions are as follows: (1) We
present GFNCP, an amortized clustering method for-
mulated as a GFlowNet sequential generative model,
which uses an energy-based joint policy and reward
function, allowing an unlimited number of compo-
nents; (2) We demonstrate that GFNCP surpasses
existing methods in clustering performance and also
generalizes better to unseen classes; (3) We show that
GFNCP exhibits greater consistency across different
data orders; (4) Unlike previous works on cluster label
amortization, we show that training can be performed
without true labels via instance discrimination.1

2 RELATED WORK

Amortizing discrete variables. Beyond clus-
tering, models exist for posteriors over permuta-
tions (Mena et al., 2018; Pakman et al., 2020b) and
network communities (Wang et al., 2024), inter alia.
When both a generative and an inference model over
discrete latents are learned, reparametrization gradi-
ents can be used via continuous relaxations (Maddi-
son et al., 2017; Jang et al., 2017). To amortize dis-
tributions over discrete factor graphs, Buesing et al.
(2020) formulate sampling as a MaxEnt Markov Deci-
sion Process. However, this approach fails when there
are many ways to generate the same object, as in our
setting. Other approaches that leverage nonparamet-
ric Bayesian models within neural networks, such as
those proposed in (Nalisnick and Smyth, 2017) and
(Jiang et al., 2017), develop generative models with
latent discrete labels.

Generative Flow Networks (GFlowNets). In-
troduced in (Bengio et al., 2021) and reviewed in § 3.3,
this set of algorithms is designed to train a stochas-
tic policy for sampling composite objects from a tar-

1Our code is available at https://github.com/
BGU-CS-VIL/GFNCP.

https://github.com/BGU-CS-VIL/GFNCP
https://github.com/BGU-CS-VIL/GFNCP
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get distribution, following a sequence of actions struc-
tured as a directed acyclic graph (DAG). GFlowNets
address the challenging setting in which different tra-
jectories in the space of actions can yield the same final
state. GFlowNets have connections to variational in-
ference (Malkin et al., 2023) and entropy-regularized
reinforcemnt learning (Tiapkin et al., 2024; Deleu
et al., 2024), and have been applied to problems such
as biological and natural language sequences (Jain
et al., 2022; Hu et al., 2024) and combinatorial op-
timization (Zhang et al., 2023). Models similar to
ours, were GFlowNets are conditioned on data, in-
clude Deleu et al. (2022); Hu et al. (2023).

3 BACKGROUND

3.1 Generative models of clusters

Consider N data points x = {xi}, and assume
they were generated through a probabilistic clustering
model of the form

α1, α2 ∼ p(α1, α2)

N ∼ p(N)

c1 . . . cN ∼ p(c1:N |α1) ci ∈ {1 . . .K} (1)

µ1 . . . µK |c1:N ∼ p(µ1:K |α2)

xi ∼ p(xi|µci) i = 1 . . . N.

The generative model introduces discrete random vari-
ables ci, representing the cluster index for each data
point xi. Note that K, the number of clusters, can
itself be a random variable. Here α1, α2 are hyperpa-
rameters and µk denotes a parameter vector control-
ling the distribution of the k-th cluster (e.g., µk could
include both the mean and covariance of a Gaussian-
mixture component). We also assume that the priors
p(c1:N |α1) and p(µ1:K |α2) are exchangeable,

p(c1:N |α1) = p(cρ1 . . . cρN
|α1) ,

p(µ1:K |α2) = p(µξ1 . . . µξK |α2) , (2)

where {ρi}Ni=1 and {ξk}Kk=1 are arbitrary permutations
over N and K indices, respectively.

Given data points x1:N , the central object we aim to
model is the posterior p(c1:N |x1:N ). Of particular in-
terest for us are two properties:

• Conditional exchangeability: probabilities
should not depend on the order of the data:

p(c1:N |x1:N ) = p(cρ1 . . . cρN
|xρ1 . . . xρN

) . (3)

• Marginal consistency: by definition, the fol-
lowing relationship holds between marginals (for
n = 1 . . . N − 1):

p(c1:n|x1:N ) =
∑
cn+1

p(c1:n, cn+1|x1:N ) . (4)

3.2 The Neural Clustering Processes

The standard approach to draw samples from the pos-
terior p(c1:N |x1:N ), MCMC, has two major limitations.
First, convergence can be slow and hard to assess. Sec-
ond, MCMC requires an explicit expression for the
generative model p(xi|µci). A common way out of
the latter problem is to assume that p(xi|µci) follows
a Gaussian (perhaps after some data pre-processing,
e.g ., as proposed in Chang and Fisher III (2013)), a
choice that is not justified in general.

To address these limitations, recent advancements
have introduced neural amortized models that can gen-
erate (approximate) i.i.d. samples from p(c1:N |x1:N ),
without requiring an explicit generative model
p(xi|µci). The Neural Clustering Process (NCP) (Pak-
man et al., 2020a), is a model for p(c1:N |x1:N ) that
approximates the marginal posteriors

p(c1:n|x1:N ) =
∑

c(n+1):N

p(c1:N |x1:N ) , (5)

for n = 1 . . . N − 1, using an energy-based model,

pθ(c1:n|x1:N ) =
e−En[c1:n,x1:N ]

Zn[x1:N ]
, (6)

where Zn[x1:N ] is a normalization constant and θ are
the parameters of the energy function En. Note that
under the generative model (Eq. 1), the marginal pos-
teriors (Eq. 5) depend on all the data points x1:N , not
just on x1:n. Using the approximate marginals (Eq. 6),
posterior samples are obtained by fixing a data order
and sequentially sampling from each factor in the ap-
proximate expansion:

pθ(c|x) ≃ p(c1|x)pθ(c2|c1,x) . . . pθ(cN |c1:N−1,x) , (7)

given by:

p(c1 = 1|x) = 1 (8)

pθ(cn|c1:n−1,x) =
pθ(c1:n|x)∑K+1

c′n=1 pθ(c1 . . . c
′
n|x)

, (9)

=
e−En[c1:n,x1:N ]∑K+1

c′n=1 e
−En[c1...c′n,x1:N ]

. (10)

Note that the first assignment (Eq. 8) is deterministic.
The NCP setup assumes K unique values in c1:n−1,
so cn can take K+1 values, i.e., xn can join any exist-
ing cluster or form its own new cluster. Interestingly,
the normalization constant from Eq. 6 cancels out in
the conditionals (Eq. 9-10). This allowed the authors
of Pakman et al. (2020a) to train the model via max-
imum likelihood,

θ = argmax
θ

Epdata(c,x)[log pθ(c|x)] , (11)
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without contrastive divergence (Hinton, 2002). A ma-
jor limitation of the NCP model, however, is that al-
though Eq. 9 assumes the validity of Eq. 4, the latter
is not enforced in the architecture or the loss.

Architecture of the energy function. The NCP
energy function En[c1:n, x1:N ] in Eq. 6 is the scalar out-
put of a network that respects the following symme-
tries of the marginal posteriors p(c1:n|x1:N ) in Eq. 5:

• Permutations within a cluster are preserved by
encoding the data points in each cluster as:

Hk =
∑

i:ci=k

h(xi) h : Rdx → Rdh (12)

• Permutations between clusters are preserved, us-
ing the cluster invariants Hk, by

Gc1:n =

K∑
k=1

g(Hk), g : Rdh → Rdg . (13)

• Permutations of the unassigned data points are
preserved by

Un+1 =

N∑
i=n+1

u(xi) , u : Rdx → Rdu . (14)

The functions h, g, u are neural networks. G and U
provide distributed, symmetry-invariant representa-
tions of the assigned and unassigned data points, re-
spectively, for any N and K. Encodings of this form
yield arbitrarily accurate approximations of (partially)
symmetric functions (Zaheer et al., 2017; Gui et al.,
2021). Using the G,U encodings, the NCP model rep-
resents the energy functions in Eq. 6 as

En[c1:n, x1:N ] = f(Gc1:n , Un+1) , (15)

where f : Rdg+du → R is a neural network.

3.3 Generative Flow Networks

GFlowNets (Bengio et al., 2021, 2023) are a family of
models that amortize the cost of sampling over com-
plex discrete objects. Assume we are given a directed
acyclic graph (DAG) (S,A) where S is a finite set of
vertices (states) and A ⊂ S × S is a set of directed
edges (actions), and there is a unique initial state s0
from which every other state is reachable.

The composite objects of interest are represented by
terminal states Z ⊆ S without outgoing edges. Such
objects can be constructed by following a trajectory
τ = (s0 → s1 → . . . → z), where z ∈ Z. Denoting by
T the set of trajectories, Bengio et al. (2023) define

a trajectory flow F : T → R+ as an unnormalized
probability mass associated to trajectory τ . The edge
flow is defined as F (s → s′) =

∑
τ :s→s′∈τ F (τ) and

the state flow as F (s) =
∑

τ :s∈τ F (τ).

Markovian GFlowNets treat the generation of a sample
in Z as a Markov sequential decision problem. Sam-
ples from Z are obtained by starting from s0 and sam-
pling successive actions using a forward policy, which
represents a distribution over the children of s ∈ S\Z
given by

PF (s
′|s) = F (s → s′)∑

s′′ F (s → s′′)
, (16)

until a terminal state is reached. The goal of training a
GFlowNet is to find a policy such that the probability
of reaching a terminal state z ∈ Z is proportional to a
specified or learned reward function R(z) ∈ R+, i.e.,

R(z) ∝
∑
τ :z∈τ

F (τ) . (17)

As shown in Bengio et al. (2021), this occurs when
using a policy of the form Eq. 16 obtained from edge
flows satisfying the flow matching equations∑

s′∈ Parent(s)

F (s′ → s) =
∑

s′′∈ Children(s)

F (s → s′′) , (18)

and whose terminal states satisfy F (z) ∝ R(z).
Given a parameterized edge flow, the Flow Matching
loss (Bengio et al., 2021) imposes equation Eq. 18 in
log space. Recent works use other losses such as De-
tailed Balance (Bengio et al., 2023), Trajectory Bal-
ance (Malkin et al., 2022) or SubTB(λ) (Madan et al.,
2023), which exploit backward policies over the par-
ents of a state s.

4 GFLOWNET CLUSTERING

Given N data points, we formalize sampling from the
clustering posterior using the GFlowNet framework as
follows: the initial action uniformly samples a data or-
der, ρ, and assigns the first data point to the first clus-
ter. Then, a sequence of N − 1 sampled actions allow
each successive data point to join an existing cluster or
create a new one. A terminal state z = sN represents
a fully clustered dataset. As illustrated in Figure 2,
the initial state s0 edges out into N ! branches, all of
which meet again in each of the terminal states.

The highly symmetric nature of our setting implies an
additional property not present in general GFlowNets.
For each terminal state z, there are N ! trajectories τ
which differ by the data order. However, conditional
exchangeability (Eq. 3) implies that all these trajecto-
ries are of equal probability. Thus, Eq. 17 becomes:

R(z) ∝ F (τ) ∀z∀τ : z ∈ τ . (19)
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Figure 2: Clustering via sequential decisions. Directed Acyclical Graph (DAG) of sequential assignment
of cluster labels for a dataset of size N = 3. The first action samples uniformly an order ρ for the data points.
Each terminal state, corresponding to a fully clustered dataset, receives N ! incoming edges, corresponding to all
possible orders of the data.

The reward itself, R(z) ∝ p(c|x), is learned from
the data. This setting was studied in Zhang et al.
(2022), where an energy-based model for the reward
was learned together with the sampling policy. We
take a similar approach with one key difference: rather
than training separate networks for the policy and
the reward, we use a shared parametrization for both.
This idea, originally suggested in Bengio et al. (2023),
does not appear to have been concretely developed
before. To achieve this, we deviate from the stan-
dard GFlowNet approach, where the forward policy
PF (−|s) is parameterized as a neural network that
takes s as input, and outputs logits for its children’s
distribution. Instead, we exploit the NCP energy func-
tion (Eq. 15) and use the same object to parameterize
state flows, edge flows and the reward. Concretely,
given N data points, let us define:

Ê[c1:n] =


0 n = 1,

E[c1:n]−min
c′n

E[c1:n−1, c
′
n] 2≤n<N ,

E[c1:N ] n = N,

where E[c1:n] = f(Gc1:n , Un+1) is the energy function
given the labels and the data, as described in Eq. 15.
We omit indicating the data x1:N in the energy ar-
guments to simplify the notation. We define a state
s1≤n<N as (ρ, c1:n), containing both the data order ρ
and the n initial label assignments. The initial tran-
sition s0 → s1 is special because it uniformly sam-
ples a permutation ρ for the data order. We param-
eterize the initial edge flow as F [s0 → s1 = (ρ, c1 =
1)] = 1, yielding a uniform forward transition (Eq. 16)
PF [c1 = 1, ρ|s0] = 1

N ! . For non-initial states, we model
both edge and state flows using the same function (for

2 ≤ n ≤ N):

F [c1:n−1 → c1:n, ρ] = F [c1:n, ρ] = e−Ê[c1:n] . (20)

This yields the forward transition (Eq. 16)

PF [cn|c1:n−1, ρ] =
e−Ê[c1:n]∑

c′n
e−Ê[c1:n−1,c′n]

, (21)

for 2 ≤ n ≤ N , and the order-independent reward

R[c1:N ] ∝ F [c1:N ] = e−E[c1:N ] . (22)

4.1 Objective function

To train the model, we consider a loss function over
the network parameters θ that consists of three terms:

Marginal Consistency loss. Considering Eq. 20
and the fact that non-terminal states have a single
parent, the flow matching equations (Eq. 18) become
in our case

F [c1:n−1, ρ] =
∑
cn

F [c1:n, ρ], (23)

and our goal is to minimize the discrepancy between

the two terms. By substituting F [c1:n, ρ] = e−Ê[c1:n]

(as shown in Eq. 20), and transitioning to log space,
we aim to minimize the following loss function:

Lmc
θ (c,x)=

N∑
n=2

(
Ê[c1:n−1] + log Σcne

−Ê[c1:n]
)2

. (24)

This is the Flow Matching loss (Bengio et al., 2021),
which we dub Marginal Consistency loss. In our model
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Algorithm 1 GFNCP training framework

Input: Training distribution pdata(c,x) over data x =
{xi}Ni=1 and assignments c = {ci}Ni=1 (using instance
discrimination, § 4.3), hyperparameter β ∈ [0, 1].

1: Initialize u, h, g, f networks with parameters θ
2: repeat
3: l ∼ Bernoulli(β)
4: if l = 1 then ▷ Data policy
5: Sample (c,x) ∼ pdata(c,x)
6: Update θ with gradient

∇θ[Lmc
θ (c,x) + δLreg

θ (c,x) + λLcd
θ (c,x)]

7: else ▷ Space exploration
8: Sample x ∼ pdata(x)
9: Uniformly sample cU .

10: Update θ with gradient
∇θ[Lmc

θ (cU ,x) + δLreg
θ (cU ,x)]

11: end if
12: until convergence criterion

it is preferred over the other losses mentioned in § 3.3
(Detailed Balance, Trajectory Balance and SubTB(λ))
because Eq. 24 directly enforces the consistency of
marginal distributions, which is central to the order
invariance proof in § 4.2. The other losses would only
enforce this condition asymptotically, achieving equiv-
alence only in the limit of large model capacity and
training data.

Reward loss. The normalized reward is:

pθ(c1:N |x) = e−E[c1:N ]

Z
, (25)

where Z is a normalization constant. To learn this
function we minimize the negative log-likelihood,

Lcd
θ (c,x) = − log pθ(c1:N |x) , (26)

whose contrastive divergence gradient is:

∇θLcd
θ (c,x) = ∇θE[c1:N ]− Epθ(c̃1:N |x)E[c̃1:N ] . (27)

In the second term we approximate the expectation
using a sample c̃1:N generated by the learned policy.

Regularization. To regularize the value of the energy
function we add the following term:

Lreg
θ (c,x) = (E[c1:N ])2. (28)

Training data and policy. We create a training dis-
tribution pdata(c,x) as described below in § 4.3. Since
each training data point (c,x) contains a full trajec-
tory, we found it convenient to optimize the losses off-
policy (except for c̃ in Eq. 27). The full objective is:

Lθ = Eπ(c|x)pdata(x)[L
mc
θ (c,x) + δLreg

θ (c,x)] (29)

+ λEpdata(c,x)[L
cd
θ (c,x)],

where δ, λ are hyperparameters and the policy π(c|x)
is a mixture of pdata(c|x) and a uniform random sam-
ple of c, to assure full support for the flow matching
equations Eq. 23. See Algorithm 1.

4.2 Order invariance

Lemma: when Eq. 24 is zero for all trajectories, the
probability of reaching a final state is independent of
the selected data order ρ, and thus Eq. 19 holds.

Proof. The probability of any trajectory τ is

P (τ) =PF (c1)PF (c2|c1) . . . PF (cN |c1:N−1) (30)

=
1

N !
�����F (c1:2, ρ)

�������
∑
c′2

F (c1, c
′
2, ρ)

· · · F (c1:N )

���������∑
c′N

F (c1:N−1, c
′
N , ρ)

∝ F (c1:N ) = e−E[c1:N ], (31)

where in all the pairwise cancellations we used Eq. 23,
which holds when Eq. 24 is zero. The proof is com-
pleted by noting that E[c1:N ] is invariant under iden-
tical simultaneous permutations of x1:N and c1:N .

4.3 Self-supervised learning

While traditional amortized clustering models require
ground-truth labels (Pakman and Paninski, 2018; Pak-
man et al., 2020a; Lee et al., 2019b), we propose
a self-supervised approach using instance discrimina-
tion (Dosovitskiy et al., 2014; Wu et al., 2018; Chen
et al., 2020; He et al., 2020), which assigns unique la-
bels to each data point based on data augmentations.

Computational cost. Like NCP, our model has an
inference cost of O(N). Faster models, which sample
cluster members in parallel with O(K) cost (Pakman
et al., 2020a), introduce latent continuous variables
and do not yield sample probabilities, as this requires
expensive marginalizations.

5 EXPERIMENTS

We present an extensive evaluation of GFNCP on sev-
eral datasets, covering synthetic and toy data in § 5.3,
and real-world data in § 5.4. We compare GFNCP
with other notable existing approaches, including Set
Transformer (ST) (Lee et al., 2019a), DAC (Lee et al.,
2019b) and NCP (Pakman et al., 2020a). We demon-
strate that GFNCP outperforms existing methods in
clustering performance and maintains invariance to in-
put data order, supported by both quantitative and
qualitative evidence. In all of our experiments we re-
port the average values on three runs, selecting the
best model based on the lowest loss value.
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Figure 3: Top-three most-likely clusterings (i.e. p(a) ≥ p(b) ≥ p(c)) generated by GFNCP, trained on the Fashion-
MNIST dataset. We show that GFNCP’s predictions are influenced by point interactions: the model captures
the data uncertainty when assigning the dress (green) and the boot (blue), highlighting their distinctiveness
within the context of the input set.

5.1 Set-structured input generation

Recall that our method can be trained in an unsuper-
vised manner (§ 4.3). In all our experiments, we gener-
ate the training-data distribution pdata(c,x) by follow-
ing Eq. 1 and utilizing a Chinese Restaurant Process
(CRP) (Pitman, 2006) for clustering mixtures, where
each cluster comprises a sampled data point. Specif-
ically, we adhere to the following steps: (1) the data
size N is either fixed or sampled, and a clustering mix-
ture c is drawn using the CRP; (2) for self-supervision,
instance discrimination is applied: data for each clus-
ter contains a random data point from the dataset plus
its augmentations to match the cluster size. For the
test data, we follow the same procedure, except that
in step (2), we use the original data points instead of
augmentations. See § A.1 for details.

5.2 Data-order invariance metrics

To compare GFNCP with NCP, we introduce two met-
rics. (i) Marginal Consistency (MC): the aver-
age of the marginal-consistency loss (Eq. 24) over test
pairs (c,x) ∼ pdata(c,x). (ii) Standard Deviation
over Permutation Probabilities (SDPP): Given
a pair (c,x) ∼ pdata(c,x), we evaluate the probabil-
ities (Eq. 30) for 500 different permutations (cρ,xρ);
we then compute the standard deviation (SD) of these
probabilities and divide by their mean (M), to elimi-
nate scaling bias. The SDPP metric for (c,x) is

SDPP(c,x) =
SD({p(cρ|xρ)}ρ∈SN )

M({p(cρ|xρ)}ρ∈SN )
. (32)

Lower MC and SDPP metrics indicate greater consis-
tency of the model. Note that ST and DAC are ex-
cluded from this comparison since they do not produce
probabilities for clustering assignments.

Table 2: Clustering results on test sets sampled from
MoG, MNIST and Fashion-MNIST (FMNIST), using
a fixed number of six clusters.

METHOD ST DAC NCP GFNCP

MoG

NMI 0.91 ± 0.03 0.96 ± 0.01 0.95 ± 0.01 0.96 ± 0.00

ARI 0.91 ± 0.04 0.97 ± 0.01 0.95 ± 0.01 0.98 ± 0.01

MC ↓ – – 10.3 ± 7.7 3.7 ± 2.5

MNIST

NMI 0.41 ± 0.01 0.27 ± 0.07 0.68 ± 0.24 0.79 ± 0.08

ARI 0.24 ± 0.01 0.23 ± 0.06 0.71 ± 0.23 0.80 ± 0.09

MC ↓ – – 34.3 ± 28.1 12.3 ± 10.5

FMNIST

NMI 0.38 ± 0.01 0.34 ± 0.01 0.50 ± 0.05 0.53 ± 0.02

ARI 0.25 ± 0.00 0.20 ± 0.02 0.44 ± 0.07 0.48 ± 0.04

MC ↓ – – 60.9 ± 15.2 42.6 ± 18.2

Table 3: Clustering results on test sets sampled from
MoG, MNIST and Fashion-MNIST (FMNIST), with
an arbitrary number of clusters.

METHOD DAC NCP GFNCP

MoG

NMI 0.93 ± 0.01 0.92 ± 0.01 0.93 ± 0.01

ARI 0.90 ± 0.01 0.89 ± 0.04 0.91 ± 0.02

MC ↓ – 50.8 ± 7.1 41.1 ± 19.8

MNIST

NMI 0.31 ± 0.03 0.65 ± 0.08 0.72 ± 0.07

ARI 0.24 ± 0.03 0.64 ± 0.06 0.74 ± 0.05

MC ↓ – 39.3 ± 26.9 16.4 ± 9.3

FMNIST

NMI 0.33 ± 0.01 0.51 ± 0.10 0.57 ± 0.03

ARI 0.18 ± 0.02 0.48 ± 0.11 0.51 ± 0.07

MC ↓ – 62.2 ± 18.4 41.1 ± 13.1

5.3 Toy data

We first demonstrate GFNCP’s performance on a two-
dimensional Gaussian-Mixture-Model (MoG), MNIST
and Fashion-MNIST (FMNIST) (Xiao et al., 2017)
datasets, using either fixed or arbitrary number of clus-
ters K. For data generation we follow the procedure
in § 5.1. We use N ∼ (100, 1000) for set size, and
a batch size of 64. For the fixed-clusters experiment
we condition the CRP prior on K = 6. As the ST
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Figure 4: Most-likely assignments generated by GFNCP and NCP, given two different data orders of the same
input. GFNCP demonstrates consistent predictions (highlighted in green), whereas NCP’s results vary based on
the order of the data (with an example shown in red). The digits marked in orange are discussed in the text.

method is mainly designed for embedded images, we
utilize a data encoder (similar to the one used in our
architecture) for these experiments, to enhance its per-
formance. We evaluate the models on 10, 000 input
sets drawn from the test data for MNIST and FM-
NIST, and on 3, 000 newly-generated input sets for
MoG, where each set is of size N = 300. We report
NMI and ARI metrics (Fahad et al., 2014) for cluster-
ing evaluation. For NCP and GFNCP, these metrics
are calculated on assignments generated via greedy
decoding, where each assignment cn in the sequence
is selected according to the highest forward probabil-
ity Eq. 21. See Appendix A for more details on the
experimental setup and data generation. We also eval-
uate GFNCP using the average-score approach, where
metrics are derived from multiple assignment samples
(see Appendix B for more details).

Table 2 and Table 3 present results for fixed and
varying number of clusters, respectively. GFNCP
consistently outperforms existing methods on differ-
ent datasets and settings. We observe that DAC’s
performance deteriorates when the data mixture is
less balanced, a factor influenced by the CRP hyper-
parameter. Note that ST is excluded from Table 3
because it is not designed for varying K. In Fig. 3 we
illustrate the top-three most probable clustering gen-
erated by GFNCP, highlighting its capability to lever-
age point interactions in assignment predictions. In
Fig. 4 we showcase GFNCP’s invariance to input-data
order, e.g ., when the digit ‘8’ (highlighted in orange)
appears earlier in the data sequence, NCP generates an
additional cluster for the thicker ‘8’ instances, whereas
GFNCP produces consistent results. The gap in order
invariance is also shown in Fig. 1, where we present the
histogram and empirical CDF (ECDF) of the SDPP

metric for both GFNCP and NCP on MNIST.

Table 4: Comparison of GFNCP with existing meth-
ods on ImageNet-50/100/200 (IN50/IN100/IN200) us-
ing an arbitrary number of clusters.

METHOD DAC NCP GFNCP

IN50

NMI 0.53 ± 0.01 0.58 ± 0.08 0.62 ± 0.08

ARI 0.27 ± 0.07 0.43 ± 0.12 0.48 ± 0.06

MC ↓ – 65.6 ± 13.9 60.7 ± 17.8

IN100

NMI 0.53 ± 0.02 0.50 ± 0.10 0.60 ± 0.05

ARI 0.13 ± 0.03 0.35 ± 0.07 0.40 ± 0.05

MC ↓ – 67.9 ± 15.5 53.0 ± 13.5

IN200

NMI 0.57 ± 0.03 0.46 ± 0.09 0.58 ± 0.04

ARI 0.25 ± 0.01 0.28 ± 0.07 0.37 ± 0.02

MC ↓ – 64.4 ± 20.5 41.6 ± 8.2

5.4 Real-world data

We evaluate GFNCP’s clustering performance on im-
ages sampled from ImageNet-50/100/200, which are
subsets of 50/100/200 classes from ImageNet (Rus-
sakovsky et al., 2015), using arbitrary K. Since the
models we consider assume that the cluster parame-
ters, µk (Eq. 1), have been integrated out, it is nat-
ural to explore their ability to generalize to unseen
cluster classes. We thus sample training sets from half
of the classes, and use the other half to form the test
sets. Each image is represented by a 384-dim vector
obtained from DINO (Caron et al., 2021). Similar to
the toy-data experiments, we follow the procedure in
§ 5.1 for data generation. In Table 4 we show a signif-
icant advantage to GFNCP. We report NMI, ARI and
MC metrics, computed on the results over 2500 test
sets. In Fig. 5 we present the histogram and ECDF
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of the SDPP metric for GFNCP and NCP. More in-
formation on the experimental setup can be found in
Appendix A.
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Figure 5: Histogram and Empirical CDF (ECDF) of
the SDPP metric, computed on GFNCP’s and NCP’s
clustering results, trained on IN50/200 datasets.

In addition to the mentioned experiments, we eval-
uate GFNCP in an “online mode”. Unlike the pri-
mary mode, where the forward transition relies on the
full dataset x1:N , the model here sequentially predicts
assignments for new data points based only on prior
points and their cluster assignments, without access to
future data. More details about this experiment are
available in Appendix C.

6 CONCLUSION

In this paper, we presented GFNCP, a novel ap-
proach to amortized clustering that generates data
assignments and their associated probabilities while
accounting for point interactions and maintaining in-
variance to the order of the input data. We showed
that GFNCP outperforms existing methods in various
tasks, in both clustering and consistency metrics.
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A DATA GENERATION AND EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

Here we provide technical details about the experiments mentioned in the paper, including input-data generation
and training procedures. Recall that our model consists of four functions, h, g, u and f . We use for them
architectures similar to the ones used in the NCP model (Pakman et al., 2020a).

A.1 Set-structured Input Generation

MNIST, Fashion-MNIST and ImageNet. Each data point in our training and test data is a set of images
or image representations drawn from the original data set, without using the ground-truth labels. We apply
self-labeling, as outlined below in step 4, for methods that require labeled data. We use the training split as the
data source for generating datasets during training, and the validation split for testing.

The training data is generated as follows:

1. A data size N ∼ (Nmin, Nmax) is sampled.

2. A clustering mixture c is generated using the Chinese Restaurant Process (CRP), which determines the
number of clusters, K, and the distribution of data points across each group.

3. We then sample K data points from the dataset.

4. Instance discrimination is applied, where each cluster contains the sampled data point and a number of
augmentations to the fill up each cluster size, according to the sampled mixture c.

For these experiments, we set (Nmin, Nmax) = (100, 1000), and choose α = 1, the hyperparameter controlling the
data distribution in the CRP.

Test data is generated by setting N = 300 for the data size, following steps 2 and 3, and then sampling original
images from the dataset’s categories based on the sampled mixture.

As explained in the paper (§ 4.1 and Algorithm 1), during training our model performs space exploration by
using policies sampled from a mixture of pdata(c|x) and a uniform random sample of c, using l ∼ Bernoulli(β)
to control that mixture. For MNIST and FMNIST we set β = 0.99, while for datasets with fewer images per
category, such as in IN50/100/200, we set β = 0.999.

2D Mixure of Gaussians (MoG). We create a synthetic dataset using the following procedure for both
training and testing data. Similar to the image datasets, for a fixed or sampled data size N , a clustering mixture
is generated via the CRP, which determines the number of clusters, K, and the data distribution. We then
sample K centroids from the Normal distribution, where each centroid is generated as follows:

µk ∼ N ([0]2×1, σI2×2), (33)

followed by 2D data-point generation based on the CRP mixture:

xi ∼ N (µk, I2×2), (34)

using σ = 10.

For data size values, we set (Nmin, Nmax) = (100, 1000) for training and N = 300 for testing. Additionally, we
set α = 6 for the CRP, and β = 0.999 for space exploration.

A.2 Training Procedure

For both the toy-data and real-data experiments we train GFNCP with 5K iterations using Adam optimizer, a
batch size of 64, no weight decay and a cosine scheduler with an initial learning rate of 5 · 10−4 and a minimum
learning rate of 1 · 10−6. During training, each data point in the batch is a set-structured input, generated by
following the procedure outlined in § A.1. During testing, we calculate the average NMI, ARI, and MC metrics
(when applicable) across M input sets drawn from the test data source For MoG we set M = 3K; for MNIST
and Fashion-MNIST, M is set to 10K. For ImageNet, we set M = 2.5K due to the lower number of data
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points in each category. As for the competitor’s training (DAC, Set Transformer and NCP), we set the default
hyper-parameters used in their published code or mentioned in their papers.

Each model was trained until convergence based to its objective function. For each experiment we report the
metrics’ average and standard deviation over three different runs (using three different seeds), selecting the best
model based on the lowest loss value.

B AVERAGE SCORE VS. GREEDY DECODING

In this section, we evaluate GFNCP using the average-score approach, where metrics are derived from multiple
assignment samples, and compare it to the greedy-decoding approach introduced in the paper. In the average-
score approach, for each input set sampled from the test data, we generate assignment predictions by selecting
the next assignment at each step in the sequence through sampling, instead of choosing the most probable
assignment. Next, we compute the NMI/ARI metrics based on the top-100 assignments, sorted according to
their predicted probabilities. We utilize the same models trained and evaluated in the Experiment section of
the paper on Mixture of Gaussians (MoG), MNIST, and ImageNet-50/100/200 (IN50/IN100/IN200) datasets,
maintaining the same test set size for consistency. Results are presented in Table 5. We observe that GFNCP
is still equal or better than NCP across all datasets, and that greedy decoding yields slightly better results in
most cases.

Table 5: Comparison of GFNCP and NCP using both greedy decoding and average-score approaches across the
MoG, MNIST, and ImageNet-50/100/200 (IN50/IN100/IN200) datasets, with an arbitrary number of clusters.

Dataset NCP GFNCP
NMI ARI NMI ARI

MoG 0.92 0.89 0.92 0.89

MNIST 0.71 0.69 0.74 0.75

IN50 0.53 0.42 0.60 0.45

IN100 0.48 0.33 0.54 0.39

IN200 0.24 0.15 0.48 0.28

C PREDICTING POSTERIOR FOR UNSEEN DATA

During inference, given an input set of N data points, the forward transition PF [cn|c1:n−1, x1:N ] (as formulated
in Eq. 1) predicts the assignment for xn based on the previously predicted assignments c1:n−1 and the complete
set of data points x1:N . While this is the primary formulation, GFNCP has also an ”online mode”, in which
it is capable of predicting assignments for previously unseen data points, enabling it to perform the forward
transition PF [cn|c1:n−1, x1:n−1]. This is achieved by setting U = 0 (see Eq. 14), thus eliminating the encoding
of yet unlabeled points.

To illustrate this functional modality, we performed several experiments where we trained and evaluated
GFNCP in online mode (i.e., with U = 0) on Mixture of Gaussians (MoG), MNIST, and ImageNet-50/100/200
(IN50/IN100/IN200) datasets. In all of these experiments, we followed the exact same training procedure as
described in the paper. In Table 6 we show the performance gap between the online mode and the primary mode
(reproduced from Table 4 in the paper). We note that the degradation in performance is negligible.



Irit Chelly, Roy Uziel, Oren Freifeld, Ari Pakman

Table 6: Comparison of GFNCP’s online and primary modes on MoG, MNIST and ImageNet-50/100/200
(IN50/IN100/IN200), using an arbitrary number of clusters.

Dataset Online Mode Primary Mode
NMI ARI MC ↓ NMI ARI MC ↓

MoG 0.92 0.90 30.5 0.93 ± 0.01 0.91 ± 0.02 41.1 ± 19.8

MNIST 0.70 0.66 33.8 0.72 ± 0.07 0.74 ± 0.05 16.4 ± 9.3

IN50 0.59 0.46 23.9 0.62 ± 0.08 0.48 ± 0.06 60.7 ± 17.8

IN100 0.55 0.40 54.4 0.60 ± 0.05 0.40 ± 0.05 53.0 ± 13.5

IN200 0.62 0.43 60.0 0.58 ± 0.04 0.37 ± 0.02 41.6 ± 8.2
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