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Abstract

Factor models have been widely used to summarize the variability of high-dimensional
data through a set of factors with much lower dimensionality. Gaussian linear factor models
have been particularly popular due to their interpretability and ease of computation. How-
ever, in practice, data often violate the multivariate Gaussian assumption. To characterize
higher-order dependence and nonlinearity, models that include factors as predictors in flexi-
ble multivariate regression are popular, with GP-LVMs using Gaussian process (GP) priors
for the regression function and VAEs using deep neural networks. Unfortunately, such
approaches lack identifiability and interpretability and tend to produce brittle and non-
reproducible results. To address these problems by simplifying the nonparametric factor
model while maintaining flexibility, we propose the NIFTY framework, which parsimo-
niously transforms uniform latent variables using one-dimensional nonlinear mappings and
then applies a linear generative model. The induced multivariate distribution falls into a
flexible class while maintaining simple computation and interpretation. We prove that this
model is identifiable and empirically study NIFTY using simulated data, observing good
performance in density estimation and data visualization. We then apply NIFTY to bird
song data in an environmental monitoring application.

Keywords: Bayesian; Curse of dimensionality; Density estimation; Dimension reduction; Identi-
fiability; Latent variables.
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1 Introduction

Factor analysis (Fruchter, 1954; Harman, 1976) is a fundamental tool in various disciplines,

including psychology, sociology, and medical research, where data often exhibit high dimension-

ality and strong dependence across features. Factor models learn a set of low-dimensional factors

summarizing the high-dimensional data, which is useful in exploratory data analysis and in con-

ducting inference on dependence structure. Given the observed data x1, . . . ,xN ∈ RP , a factor

model takes factors as predictors via a multivariate regression model, having the general form

xi = g(ηi) + εi, i = 1, . . . , N, (1)

where ηi ∈ RH denotes the low-dimensional latent factors with H ≤ P , g : RH → RP represents

a mapping from the latent space to the data space and εi denotes a P -dimensional residual.

A classical special case of (1) is the Gaussian linear factor model, which lets

xi = Ληi + εi, ηi ∼ NH(0, IH), εi ∼ NP (0,Σ), i = 1, . . . , N, (2)

where data xi are centered prior to analysis so that E(xi) = 0 is a reasonable assumption.

Here, Λ is a P × H factor loadings matrix, and the residual covariance matrix Σ is typically

assumed to be diagonal. Then, after marginalizing out the latent factors, a low rank plus diagonal

factorization is induced for the covariance with xi ∼ NP (0,ΛΛ′ +Σ). There is a rich literature

developing methods for inference under (2). Particularly relevant to this article is the Bayesian

literature in which there has been abundant focus on careful choice of priors (Lopes and West,

2004; Carvalho et al., 2008), including to infer the number of factors (Bhattacharya and Dunson,

2011; Legramanti et al., 2020), efficient posterior computation (Ghosh and Dunson, 2009; Merkle

and Rosseel, 2015), and interpretable inference on the factors via post-processing (Poworoznek

et al., 2021; Papastamoulis and Ntzoufras, 2022).
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Figure 1: Gaussian linear factor models for data violating normality. Left column: joint and
marginals of 2D synthetic data. Middle column: joint and marginals of 2 latent factors. Right
column: joint and marginals of data generated from the Gaussian linear factor model. Top row:
Data points of 2 independent dimensions, one being right-skewed and the other bimodal. Bottom
row: 2D data with Gaussian marginals but non-Gaussian dependence (dependence modeled by
Clayton copula). In both examples, N = 400.

While the linear Gaussian form is convenient computationally and leads to simple inter-

pretability, a concern is robustness to violations of normality. This motivated the copula factor

model of Murray et al. (2013), which allows flexible marginal distributions but uses a Gaussian

copula for the covariance; after transforming each of the features to be normally distributed,

the resulting model is as in (2). However, it is common for features to have complex nonlinear

relationships. Figure 1 shows how model (2) fails to capture non-Gaussian marginal distribu-

tions and nonlinear dependence across dimensions. When fitting a Gaussian latent factor model

to these data, we find a problem of “distributional shift” in the fitted latent factors, see the

mid-column in Figure 1—the distribution of the estimated factors ηi, for i = 1, . . . , N, violates

the normality assumption of the model. This leads to misleading interpretation of the model

parameters and an inaccurate predictive distribution.

Limitations of linear factor models have been well-known for half a century (Gibson, 1960;
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McDonald, 1962), motivating flexible nonlinear extensions. Classical approaches include para-

metric nonlinear terms (e.g., polynomial, exponential, interactions) in the factors (Yalcin and

Amemiya, 2001; Arminger and Muthén, 1998). However, these approaches rely on pre-specified

nonlinear functions. Alternatively, mixtures of factor analyzers use separate Gaussian linear fac-

tor models in different mixture components (Ghahramani et al., 1996; McLachlan et al., 2003).

However, these models are heavily parameterized and can be brittle, especially when data ex-

hibit nonlinearity but not distinct clusters. Alternatively, under a linear factor structure, the

latent factors can be modeled nonparametrically. For example, using splines (Song and Lu, 2012)

to estimate the relationship between outcome latent variables and explanatory latent variables,

using additive basis functions (Sardy and Victoria-Feser, 2012; Bodelet and Shan, 2020) to im-

prove flexibility, or mixtures of Gaussians (Chandra et al., 2023; Montanari and Viroli, 2010) for

clustering of high-dimensional data. Modeling the distribution of the latent factors as nonpara-

metric is related to the approach proposed in this paper. However, motivated by our focus on

identifiability and interpretability, we develop novel models and theories.

In recent years, there has been abundant interest in probabilistic generative models, which

seek to generate synthetic data that closely resemble training samples. Nonlinear factor models

represent one broad class of probabilistic generative models, within a rich literature including

normalizing flows (see Kobyzev et al. (2020) for a review) and generative adversarial networks

(GANs, see Creswell et al. (2018) for a review). A potential advantage of nonlinear factor models

is the ability to learn and exploit lower-dimensional structures in the data. However, in order to

realize these advantages, and not simply provide a black box for synthetic data generation, it is

important for the model to be identifiable. This is a prerequisite for reliable and reproducible

dimensionality reduction and inferences.

Perhaps the two most popular approaches for flexible nonlinear factor analysis are variational

auto-encoders (VAEs) (Kingma and Welling, 2014; Rezende et al., 2014) and Gaussian process

latent variable models (GP-LVMs) (Li and Chen, 2016; Titsias and Lawrence, 2010). VAEs
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use deep neural networks, and GP-LVMs use Gaussian processes to parameterize the mapping

g in (1). These methods are highly flexible and have succeeded in generating new data that

closely resemble the training data. However, 1) the mappings and factors lack identifiability,

with infinitely many solutions yielding the same likelihood; 2) g is hard to interpret directly;

3) the function g is a mapping from RH → RP , so due to the curse of dimensionality, huge

sample sizes may be needed; and 4) we have observed distributional shift between the empirical

distribution of the estimated factors and the assumed distribution, badly degrading performance.

Inspired by the above, we fill the gap between simple but inflexible linear factor models and

heavily parametrized nonidentifiable nonlinear factor models through our proposed nonpara-

metric linear factor analysis (NIFTY) framework. With the same linear model as in (2), we

let each ηih ∼ Fh. Instead of standard Gaussian-distributed factors, each factor can have any

univariate continuous distribution. We model Fh nonparametrically by letting ηih = gh(uih),

with uih uniformly distributed and gh a transformation function characterized with monotonely

non-decreasing linear splines. Therefore, gh can be interpreted as the inverse cumulative dis-

tribution function (CDF) of Fh. A key innovation is to allow some of the uih to be identical,

leading to dependence across the factors. We will show that our proposed models can accom-

modate rich nonlinear structures in the data. In addition, we show strict identifiability under

mild assumptions, with the model structure enabling marginalization strategies to accelerate the

mixing of a hybrid Langevin and Gibbs sampling algorithm. We empirically study the proposed

NIFTY framework with simulated data and with an application to acoustic ecological monitoring

data. NIFTY recovers meaningful latent factors and provides accurate uncertainty quantification

across a variety of settings.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the model specification

for NIFTY, along with a solution to the distributional shift problem. Section 3 contains iden-

tifiability results for the parameters in NIFTY, followed by Section 4 describing a technique to

nail down the assumptions in Section 3. Section 5 displays simulated experiments and results,
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comparing them to related methods. Section 6 applies the method to a bird song classification

problem. Finally, Section 7 discusses implications and future directions.

2 The NIFTY Framework

2.1 Model specification

Suppose x1, . . . ,xN ∈ RP are drawn from an unknown P -dimensional density f ∈ F , with F

the set of densities with respect to Lebesgue measure on RP . We model this multivariate density

via the following factor model:

xi = Ληi + εi, εi ∼ NP (0,Σ), i = 1, . . . , N,

ηih = gh(uikh), h = 1 . . . , H,

uik
iid∼ U(0, 1), k = 1, . . . , K, K ≤ H.

(3)

Each latent factor ηih is a transformation of a latent location uikh via a latent mapping gh

which is a non-decreasing [0, 1] → R function. The subscript kh creates a surjective mapping

from {1, . . . , H} to {1, . . . , K}. By applying gh := F−1
h to a uniform variable, one gets ηih

with marginal CDF Fh. Throughout the paper we will assume a diagonal residual covariance

Σ = diag(σ2
1, . . . , σ

2
P ). For simplicity of computation, we use monotone piecewise linear functions

to model the 1-dimensional mappings.

The above generative model automatically induces a multivariate density xi ∼ f while main-

taining the simple interpretability of a linear latent factor model. Slightly abusing notation, let g

denote the vector-valued function (g1, . . . , gH) and g(ui) denote the vector [g1(uik1), . . . , gH(uikH )].

The density f is a deterministic function of Λ, g,Σ, after marginalizing out the latent variable

ui as

fΛ,g,Σ := f(xi;Λ, g,Σ) =

∫
[0,1]H

ϕΣ[xi −Λg(ui)]dui,
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where ϕΣ(x) refers to the density of a multivariate Gaussian with mean zero and covariance

matrix Σ evaluated at x. By assigning priors (to be specified in later sections) Λ ∼ ΠΛ, gh ∼

Πgh ,Σ ∼ ΠΣ, we induce a prior for f with f ∼ Πf . We refer to fΛ,g,Σ as the NIFTY model, and

the induced prior for f as the NIFTY prior.

2.2 A Bayesian extension to ICA models

We now show that, in a special case, NIFTY reduces to an interesting type of Bayesian inde-

pendent component analysis. The ICA model (Comon, 1994) assumes xi = Ληi + ϵi with ηih

mutually independent and non-Gaussian. This model has been widely used in signal processing,

for separating a compound, multivariate signal into additive, independent subcomponents. By

choosing K = H in the NIFTY model, the mapping from uniform latent locations to latent

factors is uniquely determined as kh = h. Since uiks are iid, ηih’s are mutually independent.

With such a model, we are able to quantify multivariate distribution concentrated near a low-

dimensional hyper-plane, with each factor following an arbitrary distribution. The following

example illustrates the use of independent factors to characterize non-Gaussian multivariate

distributions.

Example 1. (independent non-Gaussian distributions.) Suppose a 2-dimensional random vector

xi consists of two independent entries xi1 ∼ Beta(0.4, 0.4) and xi2 ∼ Gamma(1, 1). Figure 1

shows that the Gaussian linear factor model does not accommodate skewness and bimodality

in the marginal distributions. In contrast, NIFTY (depicted in Figure 2) recovers the two non-

Gaussian factors as transformations of two independent uniform latent variables.
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Figure 2: Illustration of NIFTY in the ICA special case. For data in example 1, NIFTY learns
two mutually independent uniform variables u·1 and u·2, mapped to η·1 and η·2 via g1 and g2.

ICA models are unable to characterize nonlinear dependence among the dimensions. For

example, when xi1 = p(xi2) with p(·) a polynomial function, ICA performs poorly in inferring the

components. We solve this limitation by a novel model construction: by allowing ηih’s mapped

from the same uniform location uikh , we introduce dependence among the factors. If kh1 = kh2 ,

then ηih1 is a nonlinear transformation from ηih2 , otherwise ηih1 and ηih2 are independent. Thus,

we broaden the class of densities characterized by an ICA model to accommodate wider nonlinear

dependence. We illustrate in Figure 3 the difference between the general NIFTY model and the

special case of Bayesian ICA.

(a) ICA models. (b) NIFTY models.

Figure 3: Illustrating the 1-dimensional mapping procedure from uniform latent locations to
latent factors in (a) special case of ICA model and (b) general NIFTY models.

The following example illustrates the flexibility that can be achieved by a NIFTY model

with both independent and dependent factors; in this case, the latent structure consists of two

independent curves.

Example 2. (Two curves.) We generate data xi from N10[(2zi1, 2z
2
i1, 2zi2, 2z

2
i2, 0, . . . , 0), σ

2I10]

with σ2 = 0.01 and zij
iid∼ Beta(0.5, 0.5) for j = 1, 2. The pairwise plot and marginal histograms

are shown in Figure 4(a). NIFTY learns the generative process from two independent uniform
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variables u·1 and u·2 mapped to η·1, . . . , η·4 via g1, . . . , g4, and linearly mapped to the data

space. We postpone the details of this numerical experiment along with a comparison with other

methods in Section 5.

(a) The first four dimensions of xi generated
from two latent curves.

(b) The fitted components Ληi generated from
two latent curves.

(c) Uniform latent
locations.

(d) Latent mappings g1, g2, g3 and g4. (e) Loading matrix.

Figure 4: An illustration of the NIFTY+ framework on 10-dimensional data arising from two
latent curves. Starting from the independent latent locations (c), the framework learns four
mappings (d) and transforms the uniform latent variables to latent factors η1, . . . , η4, along with
a loading matrix (e). The fitted components accurately infer the two independent latent curves.

2.3 Solving distributional shift: uniform constraint

As noted in Section 1, latent factor models often face a problem of posterior distributional

shift, which is typically ignored in the current literature. In this subsection, we first describe

distributional shift and then propose a constraint relaxation approach (following the notion by

Duan et al. (2020)) to solve this problem in NIFTY.

Consider the general factor model in (1). In most settings, the density of the latent factors

ηi is fixed in advance, say as F0. For example, it is common to let ηi ∼ F0 ≡ NH(0, IH). Then,
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taking a Bayesian approach, one infers the posterior distribution for the latent factors {ηi} and

the parameters characterizing g(·) and the distribution of the residuals. Subsequent inferences

and predictions are based on the assumption that the population distribution of the latent factors

is exactly F0. However, in practice, it is common for the empirical distribution of the inferred

latent factors to deviate substantially from F0. The inferred population parameters compensate

for this deviation to produce a good in-sample fit but with a potentially devastating impact on

parameter inferences and out-of-sample predictions.

To provide a simple motivating example, consider the Gaussian linear factor model in (2).

Suppose that distributional shift occurs, so that the empirical distribution of {ηi} is far from

standard normal a posteriori with significant deviations from identity covariance. Then, in order

to provide a good fit to the data, the posterior on Λ and Σ will compensate so that the empirical

covariance of xi, i = 1, . . . , N , is close to Λcov(ηi, i = 1, . . . , N)ΛT +Σ. This compensation can

lead to considerable bias in the usual factor analysis covariance estimator of ΛΛT + Σ. We

provide an example of such bias in the Supplementary Materials.

The distributional shift also occurs for flexible nonlinear factor models. For example, Varia-

tional Auto-Encoders (VAEs) use deep neural networks for g(·). This leads to a non-identifiability

problem between the latent factors and g(·). As long as the mapping can project the learned

factors near the data to minimize the target loss function, the factors can take any distribution

a posteriori. Indeed, we provide examples in the Supplementary Materials showing substantial

deviation between the empirical distribution of the inferred factors a posteriori and their a pri-

ori assumed distribution. This is different from the well-known “posterior collapse” behavior of

VAEs in which there is a lack of learning from the data about the latent variables (Dai et al.,

2020; Wang et al., 2021).

As a remedy to posterior drift, we propose to constrain the empirical distribution of the latent

factors to be close to F0 a posteriori. For NIFTY this equates to restricting the distribution of
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the uiks to be very close to uniform. To accomplish this, for each k = 1, . . . , K, we let

Πu·k(u1k, . . . , uNk) =
N∏
i=1

1(uik ∈ [0, 1]) exp(−νW2(Uk, U)), (4)

where W2(Uk, U) denotes the Wasserstein-2 distance between the empirical distribution of u·k

and a U(0, 1) variable. The exponential term introduces a continuous relaxation of the uniform

distributional constraint, with hyper-parameter ν > 0 controlling distance from uniform. The

Wasserstein distance measures the optimal transport distance (Kolouri et al., 2017) between two

distributions. The Wasserstein-2 distance between univariate random variables with CDFs F

and G is W2(F,G) =
(∫ 1

0
|F−1(z)−G−1(z)|p dz

)1/p
. As an approximation of W2(Uk, U), let

Ŵ2(Uk, U) =

(
N∑
i=1

∥∥u(i)k − u0(i)∥∥2
)1/2

,

where u(i)k is the ith order statistic of {u1k, . . . , uNk} and u0(i) = i/N .

Proposition 1. Suppose u1k, . . . , uNk are assigned prior (4). Then the prior distribution of uik

converges in distribution to U(0, 1), as ν →∞ and N →∞.

Refer to the appendix for proof of the proposition and the Supplementary Materials for a

simulation experiment shedding light on how to choose the key hyperparameter ν in practice.

Through empirical analysis, we find that ν yields the best results when it lies within the range

of 102 and 103. In general, ν needs to be large enough to strongly constrain the empirical distri-

bution but huge values can lead to slow mixing. The following example provides an illustration.

Example 1 (Continued). Continuing the example of non-Gaussian marginals, we compare

NIFTY with and without the (soft) prior constraint. From panel (a) in Figure 5, without

the constraint, the distribution of the latent (ui1, ui2)s deviates from the 2-dimensional indepen-

dent uniform distribution, and shifts towards the data distribution. As a result, the nonlinear

mappings g1 and g2 are nearly identity maps. Adding the distributional constraint in the prior
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enables us to reliably fit and interpret the nonparametric factors.

(a) One posterior sample of the latent locations
without the constraint relaxation term.

(b) One posterior sample of the latent loca-
tions with the constraint relaxation term (ν =
1000).

Figure 5: Comparing NIFTY results with and without the (soft) prior distributional constraint
in example 1. Without the constraint, the latent locations deviate from the 2-dimensional
independent uniform distribution, and shift towards the data distribution.

3 Identifiability Results

Identifiability is a key property for a latent variable model to provide reliable, reproducible, and

interpretable latent representations. There are two notions of identifiability for factor models

(introduced by Allman et al. (2009)), strict identifiability and generic identifiability. Strict

identifiability ensures the mapping from the observed data to the parameters is one-to-one, and

generic identifiability only requires the mapping be one-to-one except on a Lebesgue measure

zero subset of the parameter space.

In this section, we establish strict identifiability for Λ, Σ and the parameterization of

g1, . . . , gh in two steps. First, under a mild anchor dimension assumption, we show the pa-

rameters and factors are unique up to a simple transformation, leading to generic identifiability.

Second, based on the ambiguity set of parameters yielding an equivalent likelihood, we propose

simple post-processing steps to remove ambiguity. This leads to strict identifiability, which in

turns allows us to show posterior consistency.

We start with formal definitions of the two notions of identifiability.
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Definition 1. (Strict Identifiability). Latent factor model (3) is strictly identifiable if

pr(xi = a | Λ, g,ui,Σ) = pr(xi = a | Λ′, g′,u′
i,Σ

′) ∀a ∈ RP

holds if and only if (Λ, g,ui,Σ) and (Λ′, g′,u′
i,Σ

′) are identical up to a latent class permutation.

Definition 2. (Generic Identifiability). Latent factor model (3) is generically identifiable if the

set S(Λ,g,Σ) := {(Λ′, g′,Σ′) : pr(xi = a | Λ, g,Σ) = pr(xi = a | Λ′, g′,Σ′),∀a ∈ RP} has

Lebesgue measure zero.

3.1 Generic identifiability with anchor dimension assumption

In nonlinear latent factor models, the model parameters are usually nonidentifiable without

additional assumptions or constraints (Yalcin and Amemiya, 2001). Our identifiability results

build on related theory for factor models including Bing et al. (2020); Arora et al. (2013); Moran

et al. (2022). These works assume the existence of “anchor features” (or “pure variables”), which

refers to certain dimensions of data that depend on only one factor. For now, we similarly assume

pre-specified anchor features, but we later introduce a pretraining approach to learn the anchor

dimensions leveraging on diffusion maps (Coifman and Lafon, 2006). In our NIFTY framework,

an anchor dimension is a dimension in the data that depends on only one latent location, with

a formal definition as follows.

Definition 3. (Anchor dimension) A dimension j is said to be an anchor dimension for latent

location uik if xij only depends on that variable. That is, there exists an index h with kh = k,

such that E(xij | ui) = λjhgh(uik) for all i. The xij is known as the anchor feature.

Assumption 1. (Anchor feature) For each factor uik in model (3), there exists at least one

anchor feature.

It is trivial to notice that (λjh, gh) can be equivalently expressed as (aλjh,
1
a
gh) for any scalar
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a > 0. To avoid the trivial scaling ambiguity, we assume the columns of Λ are scaled and the

loading matrix is of full column rank.

Assumption 2. (Scaled and full-ranked loadings) The loading matrix Λ is of full column rank.

Letting Λh denote the hth column of Λ, we have ∥Λh∥2 = 1.

We let j1, . . . , jK denote the anchor dimensions of u1, . . . , uK . When the data and model

satisfy Assumptions 1-2, we can express each anchor dimension in the data as

xijk = λjkhgh(uik) + εijk , εijk ∼ N(0, σ2
ijk
). (5)

Without further constraints, it is also impossible to identify the diagonal covariance matrix for

the residuals. For example, in a one-dimensional factor model, xi = ηi + ε can be equivalently

expressed by xi = (ηi + ε/2) + ε/2 with γi = (ηi + ε/2) interpreted as the latent factor. The

following assumption avoids this ambiguity. While this assumption may seem overly restrictive,

in the next section we develop a pretraining method to augment the observed data with inferred

anchor features whose variances can be estimated and fixed in advance of analysis with our

Bayesian nonparametric factor model.

Assumption 3. (Residual variance of the anchor features) The residual variance of each anchor

feature is known.

We now state the generic identifiability of the NIFTY model. Recall the model setting in (3)

and that the H factors are mapped from K uniform latent locations. We introduce a partition

according to the mapped latent location: let η1
i , . . . ,η

K
i be a partition of ηi, such that each ηk

i

consists of factors mapped from uniform location uik. Let Λ1, . . . ,ΛK be the partition in the

columns of Λ and g1, . . . , gK be the partition of g, according to the same logic.

Theorem 1. Suppose the data and model (3) satisfy Assumptions 1-3, and the parameters are

partitioned into groups according to the latent locations. Then we have
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• (generic identifiability of Λ and g)

pr(xi = a | Λ, g) = pr(xi = a | Λ′, g′) ∀a ∈ RP

holds if and only if there exists rotation matrices R1, . . . ,RK such that Rk(Rk)T = 1 and

that Λk = Λ′kRk, and gk(u) = (Rk)Tg′k(u) for all u.

• (strict identifiability of the Gaussian noise) The covariance matrix Σ is unique.

3.2 Strict identifiability after post-processing

It is standard practice in the Bayesian factor analysis literature to apply post-processing to

account for identifiability issues in inferring the factor loadings matrix in Gaussian linear fac-

tor models. We build on such approaches to develop a post-processing algorithm to infer pa-

rameters satisfying strict identifiability. After we obtain M posterior samples from MCMC as

(Λ(1), g(1),Σ(1)), . . . , (Λ(M), g(M),Σ(M)), we apply the following steps.

Algorithm 1: post-processing the posterior samples to solve ambiguity

Input: (Λ(1), g(1),Σ(1)), . . . , (Λ(M), g(M),Σ(M))

for m = 1, . . . ,M do

for k = 1, . . . , K do

Orthogonalize the kth partition Λ(m)k and tackle the label and

sign switching with MatchAlign algorithm (Poworoznek et al., 2021);

Obtain rotation matrix R(m)k and Λ
(m)k
h ← Λ(m)kR(m)k;

Rotate gk and obtain g(m)k ← (R(m)k)Tg(m)k.

for h = 1, . . . , H do

Λ
(m)
h ← Λ

(m)
h /∥Λ(m)

h ∥2;

g(m) ← g(m)∥Λ(m)
h ∥2;

After the post-processing, we have strict identifiability for each parameter.
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Proposition 2. Suppose the data and model (3) satisfy Assumptions 1-3. After the post-

processing steps described in Algorithm 1, the model parameters (Λ, g,Σ) are strictly identifiable.

3.3 Posterior consistency

With the identifiability results, we achieve guaranteed posterior consistency under suitable priors.

We first show Bayesian posterior consistency for the model parameters, then develop a large

support property for the induced density, in order to show the induced density also has posterior

consistency in a strong sense.

Theorem 2. (Posterior consistency of parameters) Denote the collection of model parameters

by Θ = (Λ, g,Σ). Suppose the prior distribution for the parameters has full sup-norm support

around the true value Θ0 and the data satisfy Assumptions 1-3. Let H(Θ) denote the post-

processed parameters under Algorithm 1. Then for any ϵ-neighborhood around Θ0, Nϵ(Θ
0),

pr(H(Θ) ∈ Nϵ(Θ
0) | x1, . . . ,xN)→ 1 P∞

0 almost surely.

Next, we establish the posterior consistency of the induced density of xi. As a mild condition,

the true density generating the data should be close to a latent factor structure described by

model 3, which is formulated as follows.

Assumption 4. There exists Λ0 ∈ RP×H , g0 = (g01, . . . , g
0
h), and Σ0 = diag{(σ0

1)
2, . . . , (σ0

P )
2}

such that the P -dimensional multivariate density can be represented as

f 0(xi) =

∫
[0,1]H

ϕΣ[xi −Λ0g0(ui)]dui, (6)

with sup |g0h(u)| <∞ for any u ∈ [0, 1], and f 0 strictly positive and finite.

The next theorem states that the induced prior on the density f assigns positive probability

to arbitrary small neighborhoods of any f0 satisfying Assumption 4. The neighborhoods are
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defined using Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence. For two continuous distributions with densities

f2 and f2, the KL divergence is defined to be

KL(f1, f2) =

∫
f1(x) log

f1(x)

f2(x)
dx.

We denote an ϵ-sized KL neighborhood around a density f 0 as KLϵ(f
0).

Theorem 3. Suppose data are generated from model (3), with true parameter Θ0. Let f 0 denote

the corresponding density. Suppose the prior distribution has full sup-norm support around the

true value Θ0 and the data satisfy Assumption 1-3, then Πf [KLϵ(f
0)] > 0 for all ϵ > 0.

Given the identifiability and large prior support results, we conclude this section with the

consistency result of density estimation.

Proposition 3. Suppose data are generated from model (3) and satisfy Assumption 1. Let f 0

denote the corresponding density. If the priors for Λ, g,Σ satisfy the conditions in Theorem 3,

then the posterior distribution of the induced f converges as follows:

Π[Uϵ(f 0) | x1, . . . ,xN ]→ 1 P∞
0 -almost surely,

where Uϵ(f
0) := {f :

∫
|f − f0|dx < ϵ} is an ϵ-ball around the true density, and PN

0 denotes the

distribution of x1, . . .xN under f 0.

Note that the conditions needed for posterior consistency of the parameters are more stringent

than what is needed for posterior concentration of the induced density of the data around the

truth. In particular, we can avoid Assumptions 2-3. While Assumption 2 is trivially satisfied

with appropriate priors and post-processing, Assumption 3 is much more stringent. Indeed, in

practice the values of the noise variance for the anchor features would not be known. We address

this problem with appropriate pre-processing in the next Section.
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4 Augmenting anchor data with diffusion maps

The anchor dimension assumption (1) seems restrictive since usually we do not have knowledge

about how many latent factors there are or which dimensions can be treated as anchor dimensions.

In this paper, we suggest pretraining steps to produce augmented anchor data.

In developing nonlinear factor models, a key motivation is accommodating data concentrated

close to a lower-dimensional and potentially nonlinear subspace. This motivates pretraining

based on diffusion maps (Coifman and Lafon, 2006), a popular nonlinear dimension reduction

method. In later sections, we demonstrate the use of t-SNE (Van der Maaten and Hinton, 2008)

as an alternative to diffusion maps.

The basic idea of diffusion-map-based pretraining is to automatically learn the intrinsic di-

mension K and compute a K-dimensional coordinate that preserves the local geometry in the

original data. The pretraining can be summarized in the following steps:

1. Given the P -dimensional data x1, . . . ,xN , use diffusion maps to learn a Q-dimensional

representation, denoted by x∗
i = (x∗i1, . . . , x

∗
iQ). The diffusion map can be summarized as

follows:

• Define a distance matrix in Rp as

κ (x,x′) = exp

(
−∥x− x′∥2RD

ϵ2DM

)
,

where ϵDM is a tuning parameter. In practice, we follow the criteria in Shan and

Daubechies (2022) to tune ϵDM .

• Let Wij =
κ(xi,xj)

d(xi)d(xj)
∈ RN×N , 1 ≤ i, j,≤ N , where d (xi) =

∑N
j=1 κ (xi,xj).

• Define an N ×N diagonal matrix D as Dii =
∑N

j=1Wij, where i = 1, . . . , N .

• Define the normalized graph Laplacian L as L = D−1W−I
ϵ2DM

∈ RN×N .

• Let (µj,vj)
N−1
j=0 denote the eigenpairs of −L with µ0 ≤ µ1 ≤ · · · ,≤ µN−1 and vj’s are
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unit N -vectors. Then µ0 = 0 and v0 is a constant vector. Take the first Q eigenvectors

corresponding to the Q largest eigenvalues, (v1, · · · ,vQ), as coordinates for the data

set {xi}Nj=1 in a Q-dimensional space.

2. Construct a local covariance matrix (proposed in Dunson and Wu (2021)) at each point

x∗
i using the coordinates learned in step 1, which is defined as

CN,ϵ (x
∗
i ) =

1

N

N∑
i′=1

(x∗
i − x∗

i′) (x
∗
i − x∗

i′)
⊤ 1 (∥x∗

i − x∗
i′∥2 ≤ ϵ)

.

3. Define λN,ϵ,m (x∗
i ) to be the mth largest eigenvalue in CN,ϵ (x

∗
i ). Then define the mean of

the mth eigenvalues of the local covariance matrices as λ̄ϵ,m = 1
N

∑N
i=1 λN,ϵ,m (x∗

i ) .

4. Determine the dimension to be K with respect to a threshold δ: K = max{k : λ̄ϵ,k+1/λ̄ϵ,k ≥

δ}. We take δ = 0.5 as a default choice.

5. After determining the dimension K, we take the first K dimensions (x∗i1, . . . , x
∗
iK) as the

anchor data. We henceforth use x∗ ∈ RN×K to denote the augmented anchor data.

6. Estimate the residual variances: for each k, let u∗ik = r/N if x∗ik is ranked the rth smallest

among x∗1k, . . . , x
∗
Nk. Fit a piecewise-linear regression model x∗ik = α0 +

∑L
l=1 αl(u

∗
ik −

l−1
L
)1{u∗

ik∈[
l−1
L

, l
L
)}+ϵi, ϵi ∼ N(0, σ2

k) and denote the fitted value of the least square estimator

as x̂∗1k, . . . , x̂
∗
Nk. Set σ̂

2
k =

∑N
i=1(x̂

∗
ik−x∗

ik)
2

N−L−2
as the residual variance for the kth anchor feature

in Assumption 3.

Let M be a K-dimensional smooth, closed and connected Riemannian manifold isometrically

embedded in RP through ι :M → RP . Coifman and Lafon (2006) show that the negative of the

graph Laplacian approximates the Laplace-Beltrami operator of M pointwisely. By choosing an

appropriate ϵDM and bandwidth in the local covariance matrix, the augmented data approximates

the discretization of an embedding of ι(M) into RP . We numerically find this algorithm stable and
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useful for extracting latent features. As shown in Figure 6, the diffusion-map-based pretraining

produces two augmented anchor dimensions that recover the true latent variables generating the

data in example 2.

5 Numerical Experiments

5.1 Density estimation and factor analysis

We first use three different simulated datasets to assess performance in density and parameter

estimation. We then compare with Gaussian linear factor models, GP-LVMs, and variational

auto-encoders in terms of density estimation accuracy and latent variable interpretability. We

consider the following three simulation settings:

1. Independent but non-Gaussian marginal distribution in R2: xi = N [(zi1, zi2)
T , σ2I2], zi1 ∼

Beta(0.4, 0.4), zi2 ∼ Gamma(1, 1), σ2 = 0.01, zi1⊥⊥zi2.

2. Gaussian linear factor in R20: xi = Ληi + εi, ηi ∼ N2(0, I2), σ
2 = 0.01, λjk

iid∼ N(0, 1).

3. Curved shape in R10: xi = N [(2zi1, 2z
2
i1, 2zi2, 2z

2
i2, 0, . . . , 0)

T , σ2I10] with σ2 = 0.01 and

zij
iid∼ U(0, 1).

In each experiment, we generated n data points and varied the training size n from 100 to

800 to examine the impact of sample size on model performance. We use the diffusion-map-

based algorithm to pretrain a set of anchor data for each case. For all three settings, the

pretraining yields two anchor dimensions, which coincides with the true number of independent

latent variables. Figure 6 displays a sanity check for the augmented data in setting 1. The

anchor data recover the true independent factors that generate the dataset.
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(a) (b)

Figure 6: Anchor data of setting 1 learned from diffusion maps, plotted against true latent
variables.

We analyze simulated data using a Metropolis-within-Gibbs sampler; the details are post-

poned to the Supplementary Materials. For each MCMC chain, we run 10,000 iterations, dis-

carding the first 5,000 as a burn-in. We apply the post-processing procedure suggested in the

theory section to achieve strict identifiability. We show estimated loading matrices for different

sample sizes in simulation case 2 in Figure 7. As n increases, the posterior mean Λ converges to

the truth, which supports our strict identifiability and posterior consistency results.

(a) Posterior mean of Λ
for n = 100.

(b) Posterior mean of Λ
for n = 800.

(c) True Λ0.

Figure 7: Example results for simulation case 2. Posterior mean of the loading matrix for
n = 100 and n = 800 is plotted in (a) and (b), with ground truth in (c).

We evaluate accuracy in characterizing the unknown density of the data using sliced Wasser-

stein (SW) distance (Bonneel et al., 2015) between test data and data sampled from the posterior

predictive. We estimate SW distance using the pot python package. We fixed the test sample

size to 1, 000 to limit Monte Carlo errors in SW distance estimation. As shown in Figure 8, as

n increases, the induced distribution is closer to the true distribution. To provide a reference

21



“minimum-achievable SW distance”, we show the estimated SW distance between two indepen-

dently generated test datasets of size 1, 000 averaged over 20 replicates as red lines in 8. Due to

Monte Carlo error, the minimum-achievable distance is not zero.

(a) Independent non-Gaussian
marginal data.

(b) Gaussian linear factor data. (c) Curved data.

Figure 8: Estimatd sliced Wasserstein distance between test data and data from the posterior
predictive under NIFTY. The mean and standard deviation for all three experiment settings
are shown through a blue error plot. The red horizontal line shows the estimated Wasserstein
distance between two identically distributed datasets.

Comparison with other latent factor models

We implement GP-LVMs, variational autoencoders (VAEs), and Gaussian linear factor models

(PPCA) in the same simulated settings and compare performance with NIFTY. Further imple-

mentation details are in the Supplementary Materials. Figure 9 shows that NIFTY achieves

the smallest out-of-sample sliced Wasserstein distance in most experiments and has the smallest

variance across replicates. Meanwhile, PPCA performs remarkably well when data are generated

from a Gaussian linear factor model but poorly in non-Gaussian cases. GP-LVM effectively cap-

tures non-Gaussianity in panels (a) and (c), and is the second best among the methods. VAE

performs comparably with GP-LVM and NIFTY for the 2-dimensional independent data but

fails on the curved data.

The latent factors learned by VAE exhibit strong nonlinear relationships, deviating signifi-

cantly from a standard normal distribution. To provide better visual insight into the results, we

plot the first two dimensions of the generated data versus the ground truth in the curved data

experiments, shown in Figure 10. PPCA generates Gaussian noise, while VAE and GP-LVM

capture the nonlinear relationship between the two dimensions but fail to recover the spread and
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variance of the distribution accurately. In contrast, NIFTY accurately recovers the underlying

curve and distribution of the data.

(a) 2-dimensional data
generated from indepen-
dent Gamma and Beta
distribution.

(b) 20-dimensional data
generated from a Gaus-
sian linear factor.

(c) 10-dimensional data
generated from two latent
curves.

Figure 9: Box plots of the out-of-sample sliced Wasserstein distance. The three panels respec-
tively display results from the three simulated data sets, and boxes are filled with different colors
according to the method.

(a) NIFTY (b) VAE (c) PPCA (d) GPLVM

Figure 10: Comparing out-of-sample data generation in the curved data experiment. The blue
curves are from the ground truth, and the orange curves are data points generated by each
method. Only the first two dimensions are plotted.

5.2 Data visualization with dimension reduction

The latent locations can be viewed as coordinates of the data embedded in low-dimensional

unit cubes. When the dimension of the cube is 2 or 3, the latent locations can be naturally

used for visualizing high-dimensional data. There is a rich literature on unsupervised dimension

reduction algorithms for data visualization, ranging from diffusion maps to the widely popular

t-distributed stochastic neighbor embedding (t-SNE) (Van der Maaten and Hinton, 2008)].

Many of the current dimension reduction algorithms for data visualization are uninterpretable

black boxes, with an unclear relationship between the low-dimensional coordinates and the orig-
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inal high-dimensional data. In fact, it is typically not possible to map back from the low-

dimensional coordinates to the observed data space. In contrast, NIFTY has a transparent gen-

erative probability model with a loadings matrix that concretely shows the relationship between

the low-dimensional factors and the original data. In addition, NIFTY provides uncertainty

quantification through a Bayesian approach and we can verify that dimensionality reduction is

not leading to a significant loss of information by comparing the empirical distribution of the

data to the posterior predictive distribution.

A Swiss roll embedded in ten-dimensional space

In this example, a three-dimensional Swiss roll is first generated from two independent variables

and then embedded in a ten-dimensional space. Starting with ui ∼ U(0, 1) and vi ∼ U(0, 1), we

let yi ∼ N(µ, 0.01I10) with µ = [0, 0, 0, 0, (3πui +
3
2
π) sin(3πui +

3
2
π)), (3πui +

3
2
π) cos(3πui +

3
2
π)), vi, 0, 0, 0]

T . Figure 11(a) plots the data on the three-dimensional Swiss roll. Figure 11(b)

visualizes the two-dimensional representation from diffusion maps. Figure 11(b) shows the in-

ferred latent locations from NIFTY. Both algorithms unfold the roll to a two-dimensional surface,

revealing the true generating factors. With NIFTY, we are able to track the transformation from

latent factors to data.

(a) The three-
dimensional Swiss
roll generated from
uniform variables ui
and vi.

(b) 2D visualization
from diffusion maps.

(c) 2D visualization
from NIFTY latent
locations.

(d) Loading matrix and
latent mappings.

Figure 11: Visualization of a swiss roll embedded in a ten-dimensional space. The scatterplots in
panel a-c are colored according to vi. We use diffusion maps to generate anchor data and apply
NIFTY with K = 2, and H = 6. The NIFTY provides an unfolded view of the two latent factors,
which is close to the truth. The mapping from latent factors to the data is also accessible.
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Gaussian clusters with heteroscedasticity

We demonstrate a case where NIFTY clearly improves data visualization over the pretraining

method. The data are sampled from five Gaussian distributions with different means and vari-

ances. The Gaussian means are equally spaced along one axis in a 20-dimensional space, and

the variances of each cluster increase from 12 to 52.

From Figure 12(a), we find that diffusion maps are not ideal for visualizing the cluster pattern

in a 2D space. As shown in Figure 12(b), t-SNE also does not have ideal performance in this

case in only preserving the compact clusters and not capturing the heteroscedasticity. To obtain

better visual results, change the pretraining method from diffusion maps to t-SNE. From panel

(c) in Figure 12, the latent locations in NIFTY not only display compact cluster patterns but

also provide a visual guide about the variance within each cluster. Moreover, the contribution of

the dimensions in the data to the low-dimensional representation can be tracked via the loading

matrix and nonlinear mappings (panel d).

(a) 2D visualization
from diffusion maps.

(b) 2D visualization
from t-SNE.

(c) 2D visualization
from NIFTY latent
locations.

(d) Loading matrix
and latent map-
pings.

Figure 12: Visualization of 500 points sampled from five 20-dimensional Gaussian with standard
deviation being 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, colored according to cluster label (1 to 5 from dark purple to light
yellow). Latent locations from NIFTY arguably provide the best visual results, with a clear
presentation of cluster patterns and heteroscedasticity between clusters. Besides, the projection
from the 2D representation to the data is tractable.
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6 Audio Classification of Bird Species

In monitoring bird migration and population dynamics, it has become popular to use machine

learning for species identification based on recordings of bird vocalizations (Tolkova, 2019). The

state-of-the-art in this field relies on deep neural network (DNN) classifiers, which can have ex-

cellent performance when large numbers of labeled audio recordings are available for each species

(Lehikoinen et al., 2023). Unfortunately, accurate labels of the species vocalizing can be challeng-

ing to obtain, particularly for rare species. To address the problem of limited labels in training

DNN classifiers, it is common to augment the observed data with fake data (Lauha et al., 2022).

For example, one can take the original labeled spectrograms of the bird audio recordings, and for

each observed spectrogram generate multiple fake spectrograms that are perturbations. Ideally,

these perturbations would mimic real-world variation in bird vocalizations, but in practice, this

process tends to be quite ad hoc.

We apply NIFTY to a Finland bird species monitoring study (Lehikoinen et al., 2023) with the

goals of improving data augmentation for downstream DNN classifiers or alternatively directly

using NIFTY for classification based on limited training data. By training NIFTY on available

spectrogram data from a species of interest, we can learn lower dimensional structure in the

data and exploit this structure in generating new spectrograms representative of the variation

in calls from a given species. This should provide a more accurate approach for generating new

spectrograms that are close to the limited available training data for use in data augmentation

for DNNs. Current practice adds an arbitrary amount of noise, shifts the spectrogram image

slightly, and/or masks some of the data (Salamon and Bello, 2017).
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(a) Comparing classification accuracy in terms
of AUC using latent factors learned from
NIFTY and VAE against using an SVM with
the vectorized spectrogram data.

(b) 2D visualization from the NIFTY latent lo-
cations and a zoom-in view of the sub-clusters
within common chiffchaff.

Figure 13: Left: classification accuracy using latent factors learned from NIFTY, VAE, and using
an SVM with the vectorized spectrogram data. Test classification accuracy in terms of AUC
under the ROC curve is displayed as the training set varies from 20% to 80% of the dataset.
We have 102 data points with labels, consisting of 73 chiffchaff calls and 29 coal tit calls. The
number of latent factors is five for both NIFTY and VAE. Right: 2D visualization of NIFTY
latent locations. Locations are colored according to the true species identity - either chiffchaff
or coal tit. There are distinct clusters for the species. For the common chiffchaff, we also see
sub-clusters. The zoom-in view of each sub-cluster provides information about different call
types within one species.

6.1 Data augmentation to increase training samples

We pre-process the audio files by clipping the songs into syllables according to manual labels,

then convert them to spectrograms by applying windowing and the fast Fourier transform (FFT).

As a result, each clip of data Si is a M × T spectrogram, with each entry Si[mt] encoding power

within the mth frequency band at discrete time point t. In our examples, M = 120 and T = 25.

From Figure 13(b), bird calls within a species share similar shapes or vary from several call

types. That allows us to represent the 120×25-dimensional spectrogram by mapping from a few

factors.

We apply NIFTY to calls from the common chiffchaff, a migratory warbler that lives in

Europe, Asia, and northern Africa. The data include N = 73 collected samples of spectrograms,

and each vectorized spectrogram has P = 3000. Through pretraining using diffusion maps, we

choose five anchor dimensions. After running NIFTY, we can generate new latent locations from
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Unif[0, 1]5 and apply the learned mappings and loading matrix. Figure 14 shows generated new

data around one clip of a call from the common chiffchaff obtained by adding a small random

perturbation to the latent location inferred for that clip. One can tune the deviation of generated

data from the original data by varying the magnitude of added noise to make it closer or further

from a specific bird call. The figure shows what happens to the spectrogram as we increase the

amount of perturbation of the latent location for VAE and for NIFTY. We find that NIFTY

produces spectrograms that maintain the key attributes of the original bird call, while VAEs

become degraded by noise.

We also generate 100 new song clips using NIFTY and VAE, by sampling latent factors from

the assumed distribution and applying the transformation. The sound clips, along with original

calls, are available on https://nifty-master.github.io/. There are occasionally strong noises

in the VAE generated calls, and some clips are unlike bird calls (e.g. the call at the 9th second),

while NIFTY generates more realistic variations.

Figure 14: Comparing data generation performance between NIFTY and VAE for the common
chiffchaff. VAE’s output becomes more noisy as added noise increases, but NIFTY’s output
remains near the underlying manifold.

6.2 Classification based on latent factors

Most existing bird acoustic monitoring frameworks are built on large-scale data and neural-net-

based classifiers trained on labeled birdsong recordings, such as the BirdNet (Kahl et al., 2021).

Such algorithms can be very accurate but require lots of labeled data for each bird species,

collected under different conditions in terms of distance from the microphone, background noise,

etc. There is a need for accurate classifiers that are less data-hungry, motivating the use of
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NIFTY in this context.

We demonstrate the potential of NIFTY focusing on binary classification between the com-

mon chiffchaff and the coal tit. The coal tit is a slightly larger bird inhabiting an overlapping

range. Letting yi ∈ {−1, 1} denote the label of data xi, we apply a simple support vector machine

(SVM) classifier (Cortes and Vapnik, 1995), which learns a hyperplanewx+b = 0 to separate the

two species. Formally, we solve an optimization problem minw,b ∥w∥ such that yi(wxi + b) > 0

for all i = 1, . . . , N . As shown in Figure 13(a), fitting such a classifier on the high-dimensional

data results in low accuracy in predicting the label. Therefore, we use the low-dimensional fac-

tors ηi learned from NIFTY to fit an SVM instead of xi, which drastically enhances accuracy,

especially when the sample size is small. Additionally, we compare with using a VAE to generate

low-dimensional features for the classification model. Applying first-stage dimension reduction

with either NIFTY or VAE leads to much better performance in small training-size cases. Across

the different training sample sizes, NIFTY has consistently better performance than VAEs. The

2D visualization (panel b) of the common chiffchaff vocalizations displays sub-cluster patterns,

which are as expected given the variation in vocalization types. The audio clips of each sub-

cluster are also available on the sound webpage https://nifty-master.github.io/.

Overall, we find that NIFTY generates more realistic data augmentation and improves clas-

sification accuracy when the number of labels is limited, bypassing the need for a much more

complex and data-hungry DNN.

7 Discussion

The focus of this article is on introducing a relatively simple latent variable modeling framework

for identifiable and interpretable dimensionality reduction, with sufficient flexibility to charac-

terize complex data. We illustrated this flexibility in building realistic generative models for

bird vocalization data. The proposed framework represents an appealing competitor to popu-
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lar GP-LVM and VAE approaches. Building on our initial developments for NIFTY, there are

several natural next steps. First, we can accommodate observed data xi that have a variety

of measurement scales, including binary, categorical, count and continuous, through one of two

simple modifications. One direction is to define a Gaussian linear factor model for underlying

data x∗
i and then let xij = hj(x

∗
ij) with hj(·) an appropriate link function for the jth variable

type. Another is to define each xij as belonging to an exponential family including the latent

factors as predictors in a generalized linear model (GLM). In both cases, it is of interest to

consider alternatives to the MCMC-based Bayesian inference approach of this paper including

pure optimization approaches for rapid dimension reduction and variational approximations to

speed up Bayesian analyses.

Another interesting direction forward is to carefully consider the role of pretraining in the

practical performance and theoretical properties of NIFTY. While we focused on manifold learn-

ing algorithms for pretraining, such as diffusion maps, it would be appealing to be able to

adaptively select the type of pretraining most appropriate for the data at hand. For example,

some data may have a lower-dimensional manifold structure, while other data may be more

appropriately characterized as a stratified space.

One contribution in this paper that is of considerable independent interest beyond the spe-

cific factor structure of NIFTY is our highlighting of the important problem of latent variable

distributional shift. We proposed a particular strategy to deal with distribution shift in our

inferences, but a careful study of when and why such shifts occur and how they can be optimally

handled remain open problems.

There are many additional natural next extensions of NIFTY. For example, there has been

considerable interest in recent work in using factor models for multi-study (De Vito et al., 2021)

and multi-type data. Even in the Gaussian linear factor case, interesting challenges arise in

inferring study-specific versus shared factors (Chandra et al., 2023). By extending the NIFTY

structure to such settings, we enable considerable gains in flexibility over the state of the art,
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while maintaining identifiability.
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B Proofs

Proof of Proposition 1

Proof. Let F 0
k (u) denote the CDF of the prior for uik defined in (4) and FN

k (u) denote the

corresponding empirical CDF with N data points. By the definition of a Wasserstein-2 distance,
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when ν →∞, the ith order statistics of u·k converge in probability to i/N . Hence for any ϵ > 0

and any u ∈ [0, 1], there exists an M large enough, such that

pr(|FM
k (u)− u| ≥ ϵ) = pr(|i/M − u| ≥ ϵ)→ 0, as ν →∞,

with i chosen such that u(i−1)k < u < u(i)k with u(1)k, . . . , u(M)k the order statistics of u1k, . . . , uMk.

As N → ∞, the distance between empirical CDF and true CDF converges to zero. Therefore,

under prior specification (4),

F 0
k (u)→ u.

Proof of Theorem 1

Proof. We prove the identifiability results in three parts: first the strict identifiability of latent

locations uiks, then the strict identifiability of Σ, and finally the generic identifiability of Λ and

g.

Identifiability of latent locations

Under Assumption 3, the value of σ2
j1
, . . . , σ2

jK
are known or estimated in advance. In Assumption

(1), the kth anchor dimension depends only the factor hk. Identifiability of uik can be described

as: for each k = 1, . . . , K, if two sets of parameters (uik, ghk
, λjhk

) and (u′ik, g
′
hk
, λ′jhk

) yield the

same likelihood for xijk , then we must have uik = u′ik or uik = 1−u′ik. Further, there is a constant

c such that ghk
(u) = cg′hk

(u) for any u ∈ [0, 1] and λjhk
= 1/cλ′jhk

.

Since the log-likelihood of the two sets of parameters should be equal, we have

[xijk − λjhk
ghk(uik)]

2/σ2
jk
= [xijk − λ′jhk

g′hk(u
′
ik)]

2/σ2
jk
.
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Furthermore,

λ2jhk
ghk

(uik)
2 − (λ′jhk

)2g′hk
(u′ihk

)2 − xijk [λjhk
ghk

(uik)− λ′jhk
g′hk(u

′
ik)] = 0

holds for any value of xijk , and therefore we must have λjhk
ghk

(uik) = λ′jhk
g′hk(u

′
ik). Since gh are

monotonely increasing functions from [0, 1] to R, the inverse exists and

uik = g−1
hk
[λ−1

jhk
λ′jhk

g′hk
(u′ik)].

If λjhk
λ′jhk

> 0, since both g−1
h and g′h are monotonely non-decreasing functions for every h,

g−1
hk
◦ λ−1

jhk
λ′jhk

g′hk
is also a non-decreasing function. Actually, it is an identity function, because

t = pr(uik ≤ t) = pr(g−1
hk
[λ−1

jhk
λ′jhk

g′hk
(u′ik)] ≤ t)

= pr(u′ik ≤ (g−1
hk
◦ λ−1

jhk
λ′jhk

g′hk
)−1(t)) = (g−1

hk
◦ λ−1

jhk
λ′jhk

g′hk
)−1(t).

Similarly, when λjhk
λ′jhk

< 0, we have uik = 1−u′ik. Furthermore, we show that g−1
hk
◦λ−1

jhk
λ′jhk

g′hk

is an identity function or −g−1
hk
◦ λ−1

jhk
λ′jhk

g′hk
is an identity function.

Identifiability of residual covariance

As Σ is diagonal, it suffices to show identifiability of the diagonal elements σ2
j . For ease of

notation, we denote the jth element in Ληi being a map from ui as m(ui). Since we have shown

identifiability of ui, it suffices to show: if there exists m,m′ and σ2
j , (σ

′
j)

2 such that

[xij −m(ui)]
2

σ2
j

=
[xij −m′(ui)]

2

(σ′
j)

2
,∀xij,

then one must have xij =
(

1
σ2
j
− 1

(σ′
j)

2

)−1 (
m(ui)

σ2
j
− m(ui)

(σ′
j)

2

)
or xij =

(
1
σ2
j
+ 1

(σ′
j)

2

)−1 (
m(ui)

σ2
j

+ m(ui)
(σ′

j)
2

)
.

With σ2
j ̸= (σ′

j)
2, either equation will give a contradiction because ui is a latent location vec-

tor specified by the anchor dimensions, but xij can take any value. Therefore, we must have
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σ2
j = (σ′

j)
2.

Identifiability of loadings and factors

Without loss of generality, we assume that λjhk
λ′jhk

> 0 and hence uik are identifiable for all k.

Supposing there is another set of parameters (Γ, e) yielding the same likelihood as (Λ, g), we

will show that there is a linear transformation between Γ and Λ within the kth block.

We first show there exists a reversible linear transformation T ∈ RH×H , such that Γ = ΛT

and e(u) = T−1g(u) for any value of u ∈ [0, 1]K . Recall that in our model, columns in Γ

and functions in e can be rearranged so that they can be written in partition Γ1, . . . ,ΓK and

e1, . . . , eK using the same criteria when partitioning Λ and g. Since uik are uniquely determined

by the anchor dimension, we have

[Γ1e1(ui1), . . . ,Γ
KeK(uiK)] = [Λ1g1(ui1), . . . ,Λ

KgK(uiK)],

or omit some subscripts, Γe(u) = Λg(u). Since both matrices are of full column rank, there

exists a B matrix to make BΛ = I and therefore g(u) = BΓe(u) for every u. Let T = BΛ

denote the transformation between g and e, then we also have Γ = ΛT .

Next, we prove that T is a block diagonal matrix, with blocks divided by the K partitions.

Note that T [e1(uik1), . . . , eH(uikH )]
T = [g1(uik1), . . . , gH(uikH )]

T . If T is not a block diagonal

matrix, assume that Th1h2 ̸= 0 and that kh1 = 1, kh2 = 2. Then gh1(ui1) must be a linear

combination of eh1(ui1) and eh2(ui2), for any ui1 and ui2, which violates the definition of gh1 .

Therefore Th1h2 = 0 if kh1 ̸= kh2 ; hence T is a block diagonal matrix.

Proof of Theorem 2

Proof. Let LN
Θ0(x) denote the likelihood of (x1, . . . ,xN) under parameters Θ0 = Λ0, g0,Σ0, and

LN
Θ (x) be the likelihood under parameters Θ = Λ, g,Σ. By generic identifiability, the subset of
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Θ satisfying LN
Θ (x) = LN

Θ0(x) has measure zero. Therefore, for any ϵ > 0, there must exist a

δϵ,N > 0 such that the prior Π for Θ satisfies

lim
N→∞

Π
[
NC

ϵ (Θ0) ∩ {|LN
Θ0(x)− LN

Θ (x)| < δϵ,N}
]
= 0.

We can define tests ψN := 1{|LN
Θ0(x)−LN

Θ (x)| ≥ δϵ,N} with PN
0 ψ

N → 0 and supΘ0∈NC
ϵ (Θ0) PN

Θ (1−

ψN)→ 0. Applying Schwartz’s theorem (theorem 6.16 in Ghosal and Van der Vaart (2017)), the

posterior of the model parameters is strongly consistent at Θ0.

Proof of Theorem 3

Proof. Let fΛ,g,Σ denote the induced density of xi given (Λ, g,Σ) and f 0 the true data-generating

density having parameters (Λ0, g0,Σ0). By definition, the KL divergence between fΛ,g,Σ, f
0 is

KL(fΛ,g,Σ, f
0) =

∫
f 0(x) log

f 0(x)

fΛ,g,Σ(x)
dx. (7)

Suppose Σ0 = diag[(σ0
1)

2, . . . , (σ0
P )

2] and Σ = diag(σ2
1, . . . , σ

2
P ). Then, we introduce diagonal

matrix Γ = diag
[

σ2
1

(σ0
1)

2 , . . . ,
σ2
P

(σ0
P )2

]
, and represent Σ = Γ1/2Σ0Γ1/2. We have

fΛ0,g0,Σ0(xi)

fΛ0,g0,Σ(xi)
=

∫
[0,1]H

ϕΣ0 [xi −Λ0g0(ui)]dui∫
[0,1]H

ϕΣ[xi −Λ0g0(ui)]dui

= exp

{
1

2
(xiΓ

−1/2 − xi)
T (Σ0)−1(xiΓ

−1/2 − xi)

}
,

which goes to 1 as ∥Σ−Σ0∥∞ → 0. On the other hand,

fΛ0,g0,Σ(xi)

fΛ,g,Σ(xi)
=

∫
[0,1]H

ϕΣ[xi −Λ0g0(ui)]dui∫
[0,1]H

ϕΣ[xi −Λg(ui)]dui

≤ sup
ui∈[0,1]H

exp

{
1

2
[Λg(ui)−Λ0g0(ui)]

TΣ−1[Λg(ui)−Λ0g0(ui)]

−1

2
[x−Λ0g0(ui)]

TΣ−1[Λg(ui)−Λ0g0(ui)]

}
,
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which goes to 1 as ∥Λ0g0−Λg∥∞ → 0.With similar derivation on
fΛ,g,Σ(x)

fΛ0,g0,Σ(x)
, we have log f0(x)

fΛ,g,Σ(x)
→

0 as ∥Λ0g0 −Λg∥∞ → 0. Under Assumption 4, f0(x)
fΛ,g,Σ(x)

has a finite upper bound. Therefore we

can apply the dominated convergence theorem, and obtain

KL(fΛ,g,Σ, f
0) =

∫
f 0(x) log

f 0(x)

fΛ,g,Σ(x)
dx→ 0

as ∥Λ0g0 −Λg∥∞ → 0 and ∥Σ−Σ0∥∞ → 0.

Therefore, for an arbitrary ϵ > 0 bounding the KL divergence from f 0, we can find corre-

sponding scalars δΛ,ϵ, δg,ϵ, δΣ,ϵ > 0 bounding sup-norm neighborhoods for the respective model

parameters. As long as Λ is in the δΓ,ϵ-sup-norm neighborhood of Λ0, g is in the δg,ϵ-sup-norm

neighborhood of g0 and Σ is in the δΣ,ϵ-sup-norm neighborhood of Σ0 then KL(fΛ,g,Σ, f
0) < ϵ.

Therefore Πf [KLϵ(f
0)] > 0.

Proof of Proposition 3

Let Uϵ(f
0) := {f :

∫
|f − f0|dx < ϵ}. Our proof uses Theorem 2 of Ghosal et al. (1999),

which provides sufficient conditions under which the posterior probability assigned to strong

neighborhoods of the true data-generating density converge to one almost surely. Their result

involves conditions on the size of the parameter space in terms of L1 metric entropy. Before

proceeding, we review L1 metric entropy and Theorem 2 of Ghosal et al. (1999).

Lemma 1. [Theorem 2 in Ghosal et al. (1999)] Let Π be a prior on F . Suppose f0 ∈ F is

in the Kullback-Leibler support of Π and let U =
{
f :
∫
|f − f0| dy < ϵ

}
. If there is a δ < ϵ/4,

c1, c2 > 0, β < ϵ2/8 and Fn ⊂ F such that for all large n :

(1) Π(F c
n) < c1 exp (−nc2), and,

(2) The L1 metric entropy, J (δ,Fn) < nβ, then Π(U | Y1, Y2, . . . , Yn)→ 1 a.s. Pf0.
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The L1 metric entropy J(δ,G) for G ⊂ F is defined as the minimum of

log

(
k : G ⊂

k⋃
i=1

{
f :

∫
|f − fi| dy < δ, f1, f2, . . . , fk ∈ F

})
.

Proof. We verify that our proposed prior framework satisfies the two conditions. Let Hn denote

a subset of the parameter space and adopt the decomposition such that Hn = H1n⊗H2n, where

H1n = {(Λ, g) : ∥Λg∥∞ ≤Mn} and H2n = [Ln,∞)p where Mn = O(
√
n) and Ln → 0.

Since the prior for each element of Λ and each spline slope characterizing g is Gaussian,

we obtain Π(Hc
1n) ≤ A1 exp(−B1M

2
n). For H2n, we can choose Ln small enough such that

ν(0, Ln) ≤ A2 exp(−B2n), where ν is the inverse-Gamma prior.

By Theorem 2.7.1 in Wellner et al. (2013), if X is a bounded, convex subset of Rd with

nonempty interior, and m is a 1-Lipschitz mapping from X to R, then there exists a constant C1

such that the L∞ entropy of m(X ) ≤ C1λ(X 1)δ−d for every δ > 0, where λ (X 1) is the Lebesgue

measure of the set {x : ∥x− X∥ < 1}. In the NIFTY setting, X is a K-dimensional unit cube.

Since g is modeled by linear splines, (Λg)j is 1-Lipschitz for any j = 1, . . . , p. Therefore, we have

bounded the L1 metric entropy as J(δ,H1n) < C1Mn/(3δ
K).

This implies there are C∗ = [exp(C1Mn/(3δ
K))] elements µ1,µ2, . . . ,µC∗ such that

H1n ⊂
C∗⋃
i=1

{
(Λ, g) : max

j

∫ 1

0

|[Λg(u)]j − [µi(u)]j| du < δ

}
.

We now consider the sieve

Fn = {f(Λ,g,Σ) : (Λ, g) ∈ H1n, diag(Σ) ∈ H2n}.

Clearly Fn ⊆ F and Fn ↑ F . Observing that Hn ⊂ Fn implies Π (F c
n) = (Π∗ ⊗ ν) (Hc

n) =

(Π∗ ⊗ ν) {(Hc
1n ⊗H2n) ∪ (H1n ⊗Hc

2n)} ≤ c1 exp (−c2n) , c1, c2 > 0. This proves the first condi-

tion in Lemma 1.
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We now show that J(δ,Fn) can be controlled by J(δ,Hn) times a constant. Given a fixed

value of u in the K unit cube, for simplicity of notation, we denote the jth entry in µi(u) as µij

and denote the jth entry in Λg(u) as µ̂j. It can be shown for Ln small enough, if µij < µ̂j, then

∫
|ϕσ(y − µ̂j)− ϕLn (y − µij)| dy

=
(
2πσ2

)−1/2
∫
Gy

exp
{
−(y − µ̂j)

2/
(
2σ2
)}
−
(
2πL2

n

)−1/2
∫
Gy

exp
{
− (y − µij)

2 /
(
2L2

n

)}
+
(
2πL2

n

)−1/2
∫
Gc

y

exp
{
− (y − µij)

2 /
(
2L2

n

)}
−
(
2πσ2

)−1/2
∫
Gc

y

exp
{
−(y − µ̂j)

2/
(
2σ2
)}

≤ 2 (µ̂j − µij) /
(
2πσ2

)1/2
+ 2 (µ̂j − µij) /

(
2πL2

n

)1/2 ≤ 4 (µ̂j − µij) /
(
2πL2

n

)1/2
,

where Gy = {y ∈ R : y > (µij + µ̂ij)/2}. Similarly, we have
∫
|ϕσ(y − µ̂j)− ϕLn (y − µij)| dy ≤

4 (µ̂j − µij) / (2πL
2
n)

1/2
when µij ≥ µ̂j. This implies that the sequence fj := fµj ,Σ is a δ-cover of

Fn when µj is a δ-cover of H1n, because whenever maxj
∫ 1

0
|µij − µ̂j|du < δ,

∫
|fµi
− fΛ,g,Σ|dy ≤

p∏
j=1

(4 (µ̂j − µij) /
(
2πL2

n

)1/2
) ≤ C2(δ/Ln)

p.

This suggests that J(δ,Fn) ≤ C3Mn(Ln/δ)
pK . Since Mn = O(

√
n), we can set δ < ϵ/4 and

choose β < ϵ2/8 such that J(δ,Fn) < nβ, and the second condition in Lemma 1 is satisfied.
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Supplemental Materials

A Consequences of posterior distributional shift

We demonstrate in this continuation of Example 1 that latent factor distributional shift leads to

bias in posterior estimators of the covariance matrix. Recall that the two marginal distributions

in Example 1 are xi1 ∼ Beta(0.4, 0.4) and xi2 ∼ Gamma(1, 1). The empirical covariance of

xi, the covariance estimator Λ̂Λ̂T + Σ̂ (usually applied in linear factor models) and a factor

model-based bias-corrected covariance estimator Λ̂cov(η̂i, i = 1, . . . , N)Λ̂T + Σ̂ are displayed in

Figure S1, where Λ̂ and Σ̂ are posterior means after post-processing via MatchAlign algorithm

Poworoznek et al. (2021).

(a) Empirical covariance of xi

in the data.
(b) Posterior estimation via
Λ̂Λ̂T + Σ̂.

(c) Posterior estimation via
Λ̂cov(η̂i, i = 1, . . . , N)Λ̂T + Σ̂.

Figure S1: Fitting a Gaussian linear factor model on a non-Gaussian dataset, the usually applied
covariance estimator (panel b) leads to significant bias. Good performance of the estimator in
(c) demonstrates that the posterior of Λ compensates for posterior drift in the covariance of the
latent factors.

B Computational Details

Prior specification

We first introduce some notation to formulate the nonlinear mappings. We divide the [0, 1]

interval evenly into L pieces. Let 0 = s0, s1, . . . , sL−1, sL = 1 denote the endpoints of each piece

and αlh denote the slope for the l-th piece. Then we have a linear representation of gh as

gh(u) = α0h + α1h(u− s0)1{u ∈ [s0, s1)}+ · · ·+ αLh(u− sL−1)1{u ∈ [sL−1, sL]}.
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Through simplifying g to consist of monotone piecewise linear functions, we reduce inference of

the nonlinear mappings to a simpler problem of estimating the slope parameters {αlh}l,h.

As the number of latent factors is typically unknown in practice, we would ideally allow

for uncertainty in choosing this number. In simpler linear factor model settings, it has become

popular to rely on over-fitted factor models that choose an initial upper bound on the number

of factors, and then rely on shrinkage priors on the loadings to favor effective deletion of extra

factors that are unneeded. Due to the structure of the NIFTY model, it is straightforward to

directly adapt shrinkage strategies used in Gaussian linear factor models (Refer to Section 2 for

a discussion of this literature).

Considering the above discussion and that of Section 2.3, we assign the following priors:

λjh ∼ N(0, τγjhσ
2
j ),

γjh ∼ C+(0, 1),

τ ∼ C+(0, 1),

αlh ∼ N+(0, σ2
a),

σ2
1, . . . , σ

2
P ∼ Inv-Gamma(aσ, bσ),

Πuk
(uik) =

∏
i

1 (uik ∈ [0, 1]) exp
(
−νW2 (Uk, U)

)

(S1)

where N+ denotes the half-normal distribution and Inv-Gamma(aσ, bσ) denotes an inverse-

Gamma distribution with shape parameter aσ and rate parameter bσ.

MALA-within-Gibbs posterior sampling

In this section, we describe an algorithm to obtain posterior samples. We divide the parameters

(Λ, αlh, uik, σ
2
j ) into five blocks, and sample each block of parameters from their joint distribution

conditioned on all other blocks. Conjugate updates are available for Λ, αlh and σ2
j , but not for

uik, due to the constraint relaxation term in the prior specification. Hence, we use a Metropolis-

2



adjusted Langevin algorithm (MALA) (Roberts and Tweedie, 1996; Roberts and Stramer, 2002)

to update the uik’s.

The following steps describe the MALA-within-Gibbs sampling procedure.

Parameters: Λ(λjh), αlh, uik, σ
2
j , j = 1, . . . , P, h = 1, . . . , H, k = 1, . . . , K, i = 1, . . . , N.

Step 1: The rows of Λ has conditionally independent conjugate Gaussian distributions. Update

the j-th row (j = 1, . . . , P ) of Λ via

Λj | − ∼ NH(Vj

n∑
i=1

ηixijσ
−2
j ,Vj)

where Vj = diag[(τγj1)
−1, . . . , (τγjH)

−1] + σ−2
j ηηT .

Step 2: update σ2
1, . . . , σ

2
P , via conditionally independent inverse-Gamma distributions,

σ−2
j | − ∼ Gamma(aσ +N/2, bσ +

1

2

n∑
i=1

(xij −ΛT
j ηi)

2).

Step 3: let α denote the vector containing all αlh. Moreover, let uikl denote min[max(uik −

sl−1, 0), sl − sl−1]. Then the posterior of α is a conjugate Gaussian distribution conditioned on

other parameters:

α ∼ NLH(m
α,Σα),

mα = Σαµα, µα
lh =

N∑
i=1

P∑
j=1

(xij −Λjηi + λjhαlhuikhl)/σ
2
j ,

Σα
lh,l′h′ = Cov(αlh, αl′h′) =

N∑
i=1

P∑
j=1

λjhλjh′uikhlui′k′hl′/σ
2
j .

Step 4: update uik’s using the Metropolis-adjusted Langevin algorithm (MALA). Let π(u | −)

denote the conditional posterior density. At step t, propose ũt+1 using the Langevin diffusion

ũt+1 = ut + ϵ∇ log π(ut | −) +
√
2ϵv,

3



where ϵ > 0 is a small step-size and each entry in v is generated independently from a standard

normal distribution. This proposal is accepted with probability

paccept = min

{
1,
π(ũt+1)q(ut | ũt+1)

π(ut)q(ũt+1 | ut)

}
,

where q(u′ | u) ∝ exp
(
− 1

4ε
∥u′ − u− ϵ∇ log π(u)∥22

)
and

log π(ut | −) = −
N∑
i=1

P∑
j=1

[xij −
H∑

h=1

λjh

L∑
l=1

αlhuikhl]
2/σ2

j − ν
N∑
i=1

∥u(i)k − u0(i)∥22.

Step 6: update the hyperparameters (τ 2, ρ2hk, ϕjh, θh) according to Makalic and Schmidt (2015)

and Legramanti et al. (2020).

B.1 MCMC diagnostics

For each simulated experiment in section 5.1, we now show additional results about the computa-

tion efficiency of Markov Chain Monte Carlo. Figure S2 displays trace plots and autocorrelation

functions of 10000 samples (after discarding a burn-in of 10000) for Λ1η1.
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(a) Trace plots of curved shape data in R10.

(b) Trace plots of the common chiffchaff bird calls data.

Figure S2: Trace plots on log-likelihood (left column) and Λ1η1 (right column) in the simulated
two-curve experiment (panel a) and the bird data augmentation for common chiffchaff (panel b).

C Simulation Results

C.1 Simulation setup for each method

All of the numerical experiments are run on an Intel(R) Xeon(R) CPU E5-2680 v3 with 2.50GHz

processor. We list the version we used for each algorithm, and choices of tuning parameters or

initializations for each method as follows.

Setup for NIFTY: We choose ν based on results from a preliminary sensitivity analysis; refer

to S 3.2 below. We choose the remaining hyper-parameters in the prior specification to be σ2
a = 1,

aσ = 100, bσ = 1.

Setup for PPCA:We use R package cusp (Legramanti et al., 2020) to run the Gaussian linear

5



factor models. The hyper-parameter specification of CUSP is aσ = 100, bσ = 1, aθ = 2, bθ =

2, θ∞ = 0.01. We fix the latent dimension to be five.

For the above two Bayesian methods, we run the Markov chain for 10,000 iterations and

discard the first 5,000 samples as a burn-in.

Setup for VAE: Through a preliminary study of the literature, we find the recently introduced

sparseVAE (Moran et al., 2022) performs better than the original VAE and β-VAE in terms of

factor interpretability. Therefore, we use the GitHub repository from the sparseVAE paper in

our VAE implementations. Our tuning parameter and network parameters are similar to the

setting in the numerical experiments in Moran et al. (2022). The latent space dimension is fixed

to be five in all the experiments. When training the neural network, we use three hidden layers,

set each layer dimension to 100, and use a batch of size 100 in each iteration. During 500 epochs

of training, the learning rate is fixed to be 0.01.

Setup for GP-LVM: We used the python repository pyro to implement GP-LVMs (Titsias

and Lawrence, 2010). The number of latent dimensions is pre-specified to be 5, and the number

of inducing variables is set to 50. Similar to the training of VAE, there are 500 epochs and the

batch size in each epoch is 100. The learning rate is fixed to be 0.01. Following instructions in

the GP-LVM documentation, factors are initialized with PCA.

In all of the above methods, we initialize σj with a small value, to allow fast convergence to

the posterior mode. Specifically, for NIFTY, we fix Σ for the first 1000 iterations during the

burn-in stage.

C.2 Sensitivity analysis on ν

We conduct a numerical study of the sensitivity of NIFTY to the choice of hyperparameter ν. As

a quick recap, this parameter regulates the “distributional distance” between the latent locations

and a uniform distribution. We let ν vary from {0, 1, 102, 103, 104} in the simulated example S1

with initial sample size 200. Figure S3 panel (a) shows a choice of ν = 103 achieves the smallest

6



Wasserstein distance and largest effective sample size, and hence is considered the best choice in

this example. When ν = 0 or is very small, no constraint or a very loose constraint is placed on

the latent locations u. Panels (b)-(c) indicate that the chains converge near the mode quickly but

mix slowly, and the large out-of-sample Wasserstein distance shows clear evidence of posterior

drift in the latent variable distribution away from uniform. As ν increases to 100 or the even

better value of 1000 we see much less distributional shift and improved mixing. Values in this

range are recommended. If we increase ν too much, the constraint becomes too strong and

performance starts to degrade. Therefore, we suggest running a preliminary study to choose an

appropriate ν that balances the distributional control over the uniform latent locations and the

posterior information inferred from the data.

(a) (b) (c)

(d) (e) (f)

Figure S3: Effect of different choices ofν on density estimation and sampling efficiency. Panel
(a): Effective sample size (left axis, green line) and Wasserstein distance between generated data
and true distribution (right axis, blue line) for different values of ν. Panel (b)-(f): Trace plots
of Λjηi for different values of ν.
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