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Abstract

Finite mixture models are frequently used to uncover latent structures in high-dimensional

datasets (e.g. identifying clusters of patients in electronic health records). The inference of

such structures can be performed in a Bayesian framework, and involves the use of sampling

algorithms such as Gibbs samplers aimed at deriving posterior distribution of the probabil-

ities of observations to belong to specific clusters. Unfortunately, traditional implementa-

tions of Gibbs samplers in this context often face critical challenges, such as inefficient use

of computational resources and unnecessary updates for observations that are highly likely

to remain in their current cluster. This paper introduces a new adaptive Gibbs sampler

that improves the convergence efficiency over existing methods. In particular, our sampler

is guided by a function that, at each iteration, uses the past of the chain to focus the up-

dating on observations potentially misclassified in the current clustering, i.e. those with a

low probability of belonging to their current component. Through simulation studies and

two real data analyses, we empirically demonstrate that, in terms of convergence time, our

method tends to perform more efficiently compared to state-of-the-art approaches.

Keywords— Adaptive MCMC, Finite Mixture Models
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1 Introduction

Mixture models provide a flexible and widely-used framework for modelling data, where each observation

is assumed to originate from one of up to K mixture components (also known as clusters), with K

potentially unknown. Each cluster is represented by a distribution function that belongs to a specified

parametric family. Commonly used model classes include finite mixtures (e.g. Everitt and Hand, 1981;

McLachlan and Basford, 1987; Pearson, 1894; Titterington, Smith, and Makov, 1985), mixtures of

finite mixtures (Miller and Harrison, 2018; Nobile, 2004; Richardson and Green, 1997), and Dirichlet

process (MacEachern (1994), Escobar and West (1995), Neal (2000)). In the former case, the number of

components is fixed and specified a priori. In the latter two cases, the number of components can vary

and adapt to the complexity of the dataset.

These models are commonly used in many fields, such as genomics (e.g. Broët, Richardson, and Rad-

vanyi, 2002; Fraley and Raftery, 2002) and epidemiology (e.g. Green and Richardson, 2002; Schlattmann

and Böhning, 1993). In econometrics, mixture models have proven valuable in areas such as market-

ing (e.g. Allenby, Leone, and Jen, 1999; Jedidi, Jagpal, and DeSarbo, 1997), macroeconomics (e.g.

Frühwirth-Schnatter, 2001; Hamilton, 1989), and finance (e.g. Frühwirth-Schnatter, 2001; Kaufmann

and Frühwirth-Schnatter, 2002; Weigend and Shi, 2000).

Although the modelling flexibility of mixture models is well-established, efficient computational

inference remains a significant challenge, especially for large datasets where traditional approaches

may become prohibitively expensive. Moreover, mixture models present particular sampling difficul-

ties, including multi-modality and label switching (i.e. the likelihood being invariant to permutations

of the cluster labels) (Frühwirth-Schnatter, 2006; Stephens, 2000). Parameter inference is often per-

formed using Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) algorithms, particularly the Gibbs sampler (Gelfand

and Smith, 1990), which alternately updates model parameters (Θ,π) and latent allocation variables

z = (z1, . . . , zn), where zi ∈ {1, 2, . . . ,K} indicates the cluster assignment of the i-th observation and n

is the sample size.

The two most commonly used methods are Systematic Scan Gibbs (SSG) and Random Scan Gibbs

(RSG) (Geman and Geman, 1984). SSG updates all n allocations in a predetermined fixed order,

while RSG randomly selects a subset of allocations to update at each iteration (Amit and Grenander,

1991; Fishman, 1996; Roberts and Sahu, 1997). Both algorithms have been extensively analysed, with

mixed performance depending on the target density (Ascolani, Lavenant, and Zanella, 2024; Goyal,

Deligiannidis, and Kantas, 2025; He et al., 2016; Roberts and Rosenthal, 2015).

However, both approaches spend computational effort uniformly across observations, regardless of

how confidently each observation is assigned to its current cluster. This uniform updating scheme is

computationally wasteful: in typical clustering scenarios, many observations may be confidently assigned,

while only a subset near cluster boundaries would benefit from frequent reallocation attempts.

To address such inefficiencies, adaptive MCMC approaches learn and optimise sampling strategies

during algorithm execution (Andrieu and Thoms, 2008; Haario, Saksman, and Tamminen, 2001; Roberts

and Rosenthal, 2007). These adaptive methods leverage information about the target distribution that

accumulates over time to dynamically adjust the sampling mechanism, and include the use of non-uniform

selection probabilities that have been shown to improve convergence rates ( Latuszyński, Roberts, and

Rosenthal, 2013). For mixture models specifically, adaptive approaches have been developed to address

label switching (Bardenet et al., 2015) and to implement efficient block sampling strategies (Fiorentini,
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Planas, and Rossi, 2014).

This manuscript introduces a novel “discomfort-informed” adaptive Gibbs sampler that addresses the

inefficiency of uniform updating in mixture models. Here, ‘discomfort’ quantifies how poorly suited an

observation is to its current cluster assignment—observations with low posterior probability of belonging

to their assigned cluster receive high discomfort scores and are prioritised for updates, while confidently-

assigned observations are updated less frequently. Our approach dynamically identifies observations with

high uncertainty about their current cluster assignment and prioritises updating these observations over

those that are confidently assigned.

Our adaptive scheme maintains rigorous theoretical foundations, satisfying established conditions for

ergodicity of adaptive MCMC algorithms (Roberts and Rosenthal, 2007). Our selective updating strategy

leads to substantial improvements in convergence speed—often achieving 5–10× faster convergence than

standard methods—while maintaining the theoretical guarantees of traditional Gibbs sampling.

The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 introduces the framework for finite mixture models and

reviews key algorithms commonly used for parameter inference, including a generic adaptive algorithm,

along with their limitations. It also reviews some canonical sufficient conditions establishing the er-

godicity of underlying stochastic processes. Section 3 discusses the rationale and choices underlying our

adaptive MCMC algorithm and provides theoretical findings on the convergence of the selection probabil-

ity vector. Section 4 evaluates finite-sample performance through simulation studies, benchmarking our

approach against state-of-the-art models. In Section 5, we apply our methodology to diverse datasets,

demonstrating its inferential capabilities and interpretability. Finally, Section 6 concludes the paper with

a brief discussion. Further technical discussions and proofs are included in the appendices. Working

code can be found at github.com/davidefabbrico/AdaptiveAllocation.

2 Finite mixture models

Let the data be represented by the matrix X ∈ Rn×d, where d represents the number of variables, n

represents the sample size, and the i-th row is denoted by the vector xi = (xi1, xi2, . . . , xid), for i =

1, . . . , n. We model it using a finite mixture with K components and parameters Θ = (θ1,θ2, . . . ,θK),

which can be written as:

p(X | Θ,π) =

n∏
i=1

p(xi | Θ,π) , (1)

where,

p(xi | Θ,π) =

K∑
k=1

πkfx(xi | θk) ,

with

xi | zi,θ ∼ Fx(θzi),

zi | π ∼ Categorical(π1, . . . , πK) ,

π1, . . . , πK ∼ Dirichlet(a/K, . . . , a/K) ,

θ1, . . . ,θK ∼ G(0) .
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Here Fx is a generic distribution with density fx(xi | θk), defining the component-specific model. The

latent variable z = (z1, z2, ..., zn), where each zi takes values in {1, 2, . . . ,K}, represents the component

allocation of individual i, while π = (π1, . . . , πK) is a collection of K component weights. Finally, the

scalar a is a mass/concentration parameter, here assumed fixed, and G(0) is the prior for the component-

specific parameters.

2.1 Standard inference approaches

To infer the unknown quantities z, π, and Θ given the data X, we employ a blocked Gibbs sampling

strategy where these parameter blocks are updated sequentially at each iteration. The two most com-

monly used approaches are the Systematic Scan Gibbs (SSG) and Random Scan Gibbs (RSG) samplers,

as described in Algorithms 1 and 2, respectively.

The SSG method updates allocation variables for all n observations in a predetermined order at each

iteration, followed by updates to π and Θ. In contrast, the RSG approach updates allocation variables

for only a randomly selected subset of m ≪ n observations at each iteration, where the subset is chosen

uniformly at random with replacement from {1, . . . , n}.

Algorithm 1: SSG

input : T MCMC iterations

1 for t = 1, . . . , T do

2

3 for i = 1, . . . , n do

4 zi,t ∼ p(zi | Θt−1,πt−1,X)

5 end for

6 πt ∼ p(π | Θt−1,zt,X)

7 Θt ∼ p(Θ | πt,zt,X)

8 end for

Algorithm 2: RSG

input : T iterations, subset size m

1 for t = 1, . . . , T do

2 i1, . . . , im
iid∼ Uniform({1, . . . , n})

3 for j = 1, . . . ,m do

4 zij ,t ∼ p(zij | Θt−1,πt−1,X)

5 end for

6 πt ∼ p(π | Θt−1,zt,X)

7 Θt ∼ p(Θ | πt,zt,X)

8 end for

2.2 Computational limitations of standard approaches

Both SSG and RSG suffer from inefficiencies that become more pronounced as dataset size increases.

SSG: When n is large, computing the full conditional distributions for all allocation variables be-

comes computationally expensive, requiring O(nK) likelihood evaluations per iteration. Moreover, the

algorithm wastes computational effort on observations that are already confidently assigned to their cor-

rect component and unlikely to switch, leading to redundant updates that contribute little to posterior

exploration.

RSG: Although computationally cheaper per iteration with only O(mK) likelihood evaluations, RSG

will require approximately n/m iterations to update all observations once. Uniform random selection

means that computational resources are still wasted on confidently assigned observations that have a

low probability of changing their current allocation.

Both methods ignore the fact that in typical clustering analyses, observations will have varying levels

of assignment uncertainty. Observations near cluster centres will be confidently assigned and rarely

benefit from reallocation attempts, while the allocation of observations near cluster boundaries will be
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uncertain and would benefit from frequent updates. This uniform treatment represents a fundamental

mismatch between computational effort and inferential need.

2.3 A motivating example where standard methods do not converge

To illustrate these limitations, we consider a finite mixture model with K = 5 components, and dimension

d = 2. The component weight vector π is uniform, i.e. πk = 1/5 for k = 1, . . . , 5, with prior π ∼
Dirichlet(a1/K, . . . , a5/K), with ak = 1 for all k. Each component follows a bivariate normal distribution

fx(xi | θk) = N (µk,Σk), where Σk = Id×d for all k, and θk = (µk,Σk). The specific mean vectors are:

µ1 = (−10,−10), µ2 = (−5,−5), µ3 = (0, 0), µ4 = (5, 5), µ5 = (10, 10) ,

so that the clusters all lie on the diagonal between the first and third quadrant of the x − y plane,

similarly to Miller and Harrison (2018), Section 7.1.2. The chosen parameter settings ensure that the

clusters are well-separated in this example. The component means are assigned independent Gaussian

priors, µk ∼ N (0, σ2 I2), where we generated the data with σ2 = 1 for all components. We assign to σ2

an Inverse-Gamma prior, namely σ2 ∼ IG(ασ, βσ), where conditional on the data, the hyperparameters

(ασ, βσ) are set through the Empirical Bayes regularization method proposed by Fraley and Raftery

(2007).

From this model we draw a dataset of n = 500 samples and study the performance of the algorithms

described in the previous section. We run the comparison both on correctly specified models (where the

number of components in the fitted model K∗ is equal to the number of components used to generate

the data K, in this case K∗ = K = 5) and overfitted models (in this case K = 5, and K∗ = 10),

the latter being especially relevant for practical applications where the number of clusters is unknown

(Rousseau and Mengersen, 2011). Well-performing algorithms should naturally identify the correct num-

ber of occupied clusters even when K∗ > K, effectively performing model selection alongside parameter

estimation.

To ensure fair comparison, we initialise SSG, RSG, and our proposed Discomfort-Informed Gibbs

(DIG) adaptive method—described in detail in Section 3—with identical starting values, and run all

algorithms for 5000 iterations without burn-in or thinning across 20 independent replicas. Similarly to

RSG, DIG updates only a subset of the observations of size m ≤ n (here m = 5) at each iteration.

Therefore DIG is computationally comparable to RSG, whereas SSG is generally more computationally

intensive since m ≪ n. In the numerical comparisons of Sections 4–5, this factor is taken into account by

normalising the performance metrics considered either by computing time or by the number of epochs.

However, in this section we ignore the difference in computational cost, as our objective is to show that

on a simple problem, standard algorithms may fail to recover the correct clustering structure regardless

of the computational budget.

Let ϕ(x | µ,Σ) be the multivariate Gaussian density with mean µ and covariance Σ evaluated at x.

The Complete Log-Likelihood (CLL) at iteration t is defined as

CLLt(z,µ,Σ,π) =

n∑
i=1

log
(
π̂t
ziϕ(xi | µ̂t

zi , Σ̂
t
zi)
)
, (2)

where (π̂k, µ̂k, Σ̂k) denote running estimates of (πk,µk,Σk) obtained from the chain up to iteration t.
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Below we show convergence behaviour based on calculating the CLL at each iteration, and we use it as

a diagnostic tool and as an internal measure of clustering quality.
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(a) Convergence behaviour with correctly specified num-
ber of components: K∗ = K = 5.
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(b) Convergence behaviour with over-specified number of
components: K∗ = 10 > K = 5.

Figure 1: Motivating Example: finite mixture with K = 5 components (n = 500, d = 2). Complete log-likelihood
(CLL) for SSG, RSG and DIG methods. Solid lines indicate the mean across 20 independent replicas, with shaded
regions representing the 95% credible interval. A horizontal dashed black line indicates the CLL calculated using the
true parameter values.

Figure 1 shows that for the example above, SSG stabilises quickly but becomes trapped at a substan-

tially lower CLL in both correctly specified (K∗ = K = 5) and overfitted (K∗ = 10 > K = 5) scenarios,

indicating poor mixing and inadequate posterior exploration. RSG achieves better CLL values than

SSG in the correctly specified case, but generally converges more slowly, while DIG reaches the highest

values most rapidly in both conditions. A dashed black horizontal line in the figure indicates the true

CLL, computed from Equation (2) using the true parameter values. Importantly, when initialised from

the true parameters and cluster allocations, both SSG and RSG maintain a CLL value comparable to

DIG. This confirms that the cause of SSG and RSG stabilising at a lower CLL value than DIG in earlier

experiments is inadequate mixing, rather than fundamental algorithmic variance.

This example demonstrates that SSG’s deterministic, full-component updates can amplify autocorre-

lation and hinder exploration of the posterior distribution, while uniform updating strategies in general

can lead to inadequate mixing. This motivates the need for adaptive approaches that intelligently pri-

oritise observations with high assignment uncertainty.

2.4 Adaptive Gibbs samplers for finite mixture models

A general adaptive Gibbs algorithm maintains the same structure as the RSG, but replaces uniform

selection probabilities with adaptive weights αt = (α1t, . . . , αnt) that evolve according to some update

rule Rt. Additionally, we sample without replacement to ensure each selected observation is distinct

within each iteration, as shown in Algorithm 3.

To develop a practical adaptive sampler based on Algorithm 3, we need to ensure ergodicity and

develop a computationally tractable update rule Rt that upweights observations that have high allocation

uncertainty.
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Algorithm 3: ARSG: Adaptive Random Scan Gibbs for finite mixture models

input : Initial sampling weights α0 = (α01, . . . , α0n); T iterations; m

1 for t = 1, . . . , T do
2 αt := Rt(α0, . . . ,αt−1, z0, . . . ,zt−1) update the sampling weights

3 Sample m distinct indices {i1, . . . , im} with probabilities αt sample w/o replacement

4 for j = 1, . . . ,m do
5 zij ,t ∼ p(zij | Θt−1,πt−1,X) update the selected latent variable

6 end for
7 πt ∼ p(π | Θt−1, zt,X) update the mixture weights

8 Θt ∼ p(Θ | πt, zt,X) update the component profiles

9 end for

2.5 Ergodicity of adaptive algorithms

For adaptive MCMC algorithms to be valid, they must satisfy conditions ensuring convergence to the

correct target distribution.  Latuszyński, Roberts, and Rosenthal (2013) provide explicit sufficient condi-

tions for adaptive MCMC ergodicity that apply broadly to adaptive algorithms, including Algorithm 3

for finite mixtures. In this context, the theorem is as follows.

Theorem 1. Let Y be the space of possible selection probability vectors αt. Following  Latuszyński,

Roberts, and Rosenthal (2013), assume:

(a) Diminishing adaptation: |αt −αt−1| → 0 in probability for fixed starting values z0,Θ0,π0 and

α0 ∈ Y;

(b) Containment: There exists β ∈ Y such that ARSG with fixed probabilities αt = β is uniformly

ergodic.

Then the adaptive method is ergodic:

∥Pt(z,θ | α0,z0,Θ0,π0) − ν(z,θ)∥TV → 0, as t → ∞ ,

where Pt denotes the distribution at time t, ν is the target posterior distribution, and TV stands for

Total Variation.

Diebolt and Robert (1994) establish that condition (b) is readily satisfied in mixture models. They

show that the augmented chain {θt,zt} is uniformly ergodic provided the allocation chain {zt} is uni-

formly ergodic. Since zt evolves on the finite space {1, 2, . . . ,K}n, uniform ergodicity follows from

irreducibility and aperiodicity. For mixture models, this occurs when all components of the selec-

tion probabilities remain bounded away from zero. In particular, the uniform selection probabilities

β = (1/n, . . . , 1/n) satisfy this condition, ensuring containment is met.

With containment established, the key requirement for an adaptive algorithm is that adaptations

decay over time to satisfy the diminishing adaptation condition. In the next section, we develop the

Discomfort-informed Gibbs (DIG) sampler, which satisfies this condition whilst efficiently targeting

observations with high assignment uncertainty.
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3 Discomfort-informed Gibbs Sampler

In this section, we provide an overview of the choices underlying our adaptive algorithm. Section 3.1

introduces the adaptive update rule Rt for the selection weights αt, while Section 3.2 defines the discom-

fort function, which distinguishes between “interesting” and less informative observations for updating

purposes. Section 3.3 presents the weight functions that regulate the trade-off between exploration and

exploitation. Section 3.4 establishes the convergence of the selection probability vector through the use

of stochastic approximation method. Finally, Section 3.5 details the complete algorithm.

3.1 Update function Rt

Let Dλt
t = (Dλt

1t , . . . , D
λt
nt) denote the vector of discomfort values for each observation at iteration t

(defined below in Section 3.2, Equation (4)), and f(t), g(t) be non-negative weight functions satisfying

f(t) + g(t) = 1 for all t. We consider adaptive update functions, Rt of the following form:

αt = Rt(α0, . . . ,αt−1,z0, . . . ,zt−1) = f(t) ·αt−1 + g(t) ·Dλt
t , (3)

where after computing αt, we normalise to obtain a valid probability vector: α′
i,t = αi,t/

∑n
j=1 αj,t. To

satisfy the diminishing adaptation condition (a) from Theorem 1, we require f(t) → 1 and g(t) → 0

as t → ∞, ensuring that the influence of new information vanishes over time. We discuss these weight

functions in Section 3.3.

3.2 Discomfort function Dλ
it

The discomfort function serves as our mechanism for distinguishing between observations that warrant

attention and those that do not need to be prioritised for allocation updating, and serves as a key

component of our update function, Rt. Intuitively, an observation with high posterior probability of

belonging to its current cluster should have low discomfort, while an observation poorly matched to its

current assignment should have high discomfort.

We define the discomfort function using the negative exponential form:

Dλ
it = Dλ

it(θ,π,z) = exp
(
−λ pti,zti

)
, with pti,zti

:=
πzi,tfx

(
xi | θzi,t

)∑K
k=1 πkfx (xi | θk)

, (4)

where λ > 0 represents the discomfort decay parameter, and pti,zti
is the posterior probability that

observation i belongs to its currently assigned component zti at iteration t.

This exponential form ensures that Dλ
it is a decreasing function of pti,zti

: observations with lower

assignment probabilities receive higher discomfort scores and thus higher selection priority. The param-

eter λ controls the sensitivity of this relationship—larger values of λ create sharper distinctions between

well-assigned and poorly-assigned observations.

Although alternative functions such as entropy-based measures or heavy-tailed distributions could

also be considered (see Appendix A), the exponential form offers computational simplicity and a natural

connection to statistical mechanics frameworks. In particular, this choice has the same functional form

as unnormalised Boltzmann-Gibbs weights from statistical mechanics (Pathria and Beale, 2011), where

pi acts analogously to energy and λ corresponds to inverse temperature. This analogy provides some
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intuition: at high “temperatures” (low λ), the selection mechanism becomes relatively uniform across

observations, while at low temperatures (high λ), selection concentrates sharply on low-energy (poorly-

assigned) observations.

Computing the discomfort vector Dλt
t requires the allocation probability matrix; an n × K matrix

where entry (i, k) gives the posterior probability that observation i belongs to component k. Updating

this matrix requires a full dataset pass, however, since m ≪ n, the allocation matrix does not change

appreciably from one iteration to the next. We therefore update it only periodically, as described in

Section 3.2.2.

3.2.1 Adaptive discomfort decay parameter λt

The parameter λ in Equation (4) determines the discomfort function’s behaviour, as illustrated in Fig-

ure 2. The choice of λ creates a trade-off that can be seen by examining different regions of the probability
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Figure 2: Exponential discomfort functions Dλ for three values of the tuning parameter λ ∈ {1, 3, 10}. The discomfort

Dλ (on the y-axis) is plotted as a function of the assignment probability p ∈ [0, 1] (on the x-axis), showing how higher
values of λ produce sharper distinctions between well-assigned (p ≈ 1) and poorly-assigned (p ≈ 0) observations.

range. High values of λ (e.g. λ = 10) yield a discomfort function that strongly emphasises observations

with low assignment probabilities, which is desirable for focusing on poorly-allocated cases. However, the

portion of the curve between approximately 0.6 and 1.0 becomes nearly flat, which becomes a problem

after the most poorly allocated observations have been reallocated, since the algorithm loses sensitivity

to differences in assignment probabilities among reasonably well-assigned observations.

Conversely, small values of λ (e.g. λ = 1) maintain sufficient slope in the higher probability region (0.6

to 1.0) to distinguish among well-assigned observations. However, the lower probability region (0 to 0.6)

lacks the steepness needed for the algorithm to focus sharply on the most poorly-assigned observations.

This trade-off is further complicated by the data structure: well-separated clusters benefit from

higher λ values that emphasise the clear distinctions, while overlapping clusters require more moderate

values to maintain sensitivity to ambiguously assigned observations. Moreover, the optimal λ may

change throughout the MCMC run as the allocation quality improves, motivating our adaptive approach

described below.

Rather than attempt to specify λ a priori, we adapt it dynamically using an effective sample size

(ESS) criterion. We borrow the ESS formula from sequential Monte Carlo and apply it to our discomfort
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values to measure how concentrated the selection mechanism has become:

ESS(λ) =

(∑n
i=1 exp

{
−λpti,zti

})2
∑n

i=1 exp
{
−2λpt

i,zti

} . (5)

Since we update m observations per iteration, we seek the value λ̂ that yields ESS(λ) ≈ m. This

choice ensures that the selection probabilities are concentrated enough to focus on problematic observa-

tions, while maintaining sufficient diversity to avoid over-concentration on just a few instances.

This approach is heuristic but we have found it to work well in practice, automatically balancing

exploration and exploitation as the algorithm progresses. Early iterations typically yield high ESS values

requiring larger λ, while later iterations produce lower ESS values with correspondingly smaller λ.

For theoretical and practical validity, we constrain λt to the compact interval [1,Λ]. This ensures that

all selection probabilities remain bounded away from zero, preventing the algorithm from permanently

excluding any observations from consideration, while also providing numerical stability for the root-

finding procedure. In practice, we find Λ = 100 to work well for most applications. More details on how

to select Λ are given in Appendix B.

The resulting adaptation schedule is:

λt =

λ̂t, t ≤ s

1, t > s
, λ̂t = {λ ∈ [1,Λ]: ESS(λ) −m = 0}, (6)

where s is a pre-specified iteration discussed in Section 3.3.1 and λ̂t is found numerically with a root-finder

method.

3.2.2 The allocation matrix update schedule ξ

The allocation probability matrix changes slowly when m is small relative to n, making frequent updates

unnecessary and computationally wasteful. We therefore update the matrix every ξ iterations, where ξ

varies through the course of running the algorithm. During the initial “greedy” phase when allocations

change rapidly, we update frequently (ξ = 3 for the first 25% of iterations). As the algorithm stabilises,

we gradually increase the interval: ξ = 6 for iterations 25-50%, and ξ = 10 for the final 50%. This

schedule is similar to those used in popular probabilistic computing software (Carpenter et al., 2017),

and more details and a sensitivity analysis can be found in Appendix C.

This adaptive schedule maintains the correct stationary distribution since the adaptation is dimin-

ishing in the sense required by our theoretical framework, and aligns with common practice in adaptive

MCMC literature (e.g. Haario, Saksman, and Tamminen, 2001; Roberts and Rosenthal, 2009).

3.3 Weight functions f(t) and g(t)

The choice of weight functions determines the algorithm’s exploration-exploitation balance. We employ

a two-stage approach designed to promote initial exploration during stage 1, until a switch at iteration

s when we enter stage 2 focused on promoting stable convergence. The value of s must be pre-specified;

see Section 3.3.1 for guidance.
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For iterations t ≤ s, we use hyperbolic tangent functions:

f(t) =
1

2

(
1 + tanh

(
t− s

a

))
, g(t) =

1

2

(
1 − tanh

(
t− s

a

))
, (7)

where a controls how rapidly the functions transition between stages and s marks the switch point. This

first stage emphasises the discomfort-driven term g(t), strongly promoting reallocation of poorly-assigned

observations.

For iterations t > s, we switch to polynomial decay:

f(t) =
t− s + 1

t− s + 2
, g(t) =

1

t− s + 2
, (8)

which satisfies the diminishing adaptation requirement.

Figure 3 illustrates the behaviour of our weight functions before and after the point s.
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Figure 3: Visualisation of weight functions f(t) (in blue) and g(t) (in orange) before and after the point s (dotted vertical
line). For t ≤ s, the functions are defined by the hyperbolic tangent equations (Equation (7)), while for t > s, the weights
are governed by the polynomial equations (Equation (8)). In this specific plot, a = 1 and s = 5. The transition at s = 5
marks the switch from a hyperbolic decay (exploration phase) to a polynomial decay (convergence phase).

We discuss alternative options for the weight functions in Appendix D.

3.3.1 Selection of transition point s

The DIG algorithm operates in two phases: an initial exploration phase where we aggressively reallo-

cate poorly-assigned observations, followed by a convergence phase where adaptation diminishes. The

transition point s determines when to switch between these phases. Ideally, most observations should

be correctly allocated by iteration s.

Consider a simplified algorithm which selects at each iteration 1 observation uniformly at random, and

suppose that each observation is allocated to the correct mixture component according to an independent

Bernoulli random variable with probability 1/K (uniform over the number of components). The number

of iterations S needed to allocate all observations to their respective component can be approximated

by a negative binomial distribution with parameters r = n and p = 1/K, which has mean µ = n(K − 1)

and variance σ2 = nK(K − 1). Since DIG selects m observations at each iteration, we then set s such

that ms = µ + σZ0.99, i.e. the 99% quantile of the normal approximation to the confidence interval of a

negative binomial, to give the chain a little more time to adjust during the greedy adaptation phase of
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the algorithm. Thus,

s =
n(K − 1) +

√
nK(K − 1) · Z0.99

m
. (9)

Note that while this model assumes independent allocation attempts with uniform probabilities and

the existence of a unique correct allocation for each observation, the actual DIG algorithm uses adaptive

probabilities and may encounter cases where allocation is genuinely ambiguous due to overlapping clusters

or model misspecification. Nevertheless, this approach provides effective guidance for setting s, as

demonstrated in our numerical experiments (Section 4).

3.4 Stochastic approximation analysis

After iteration s, when λt = 1 and the polynomial weights take effect, our adaptive scheme fits naturally

into the stochastic approximation framework. This allows us to establish convergence of the selection

probabilities to a well-defined limit.

The polynomial weights from Equation (8) can be rewritten in the canonical stochastic approximation

form:

αt = αt−1 +
1

t− s + 2

(
D1

t −αt−1

)
,

which has step size 1/(t− s + 2) and “target” function D1
t .

Theorem 2. For finite Gaussian mixtures under our adaptive scheme, the selection probabilities converge

almost surely:

αt → Eν∗ [D1] as t → ∞ , (10)

where ν∗ denotes the target posterior distribution and D1 is the discomfort vector in (4) with λ = 1.

Proof: The result follows from the stochastic approximation framework of Andrieu, Moulines, and

Priouret (2005). The polynomial step sizes satisfy
∑

ρt = ∞ and
∑

ρ2t < ∞, the target function

h(α) = Eν∗ [D1] − α has unique stationary point Eν∗ [D1], and the noise terms satisfy appropriate

martingale conditions. Full details are provided in Appendix H.

This result establishes that the adaptive weights converge to the expected discomfort under the target

distribution—precisely the quantity we seek to approximate. Observations that remain poorly assigned

under the posterior will maintain high limiting weights, whilst well-assigned observations will have low

limiting weights. Empirical evidence for this convergence is provided in Figure 16 in Appendix H.

3.5 Complete algorithm

The complete DIG sampler which integrates all the adaptive components described above is provided in

Appendix E (Algorithm 4).

We note that the DIG sampler requires O(mK) likelihood evaluations per iteration (same as RSG),

plus periodic O(nK) evaluations for updating the allocation matrix. The root-finding for λt adds neg-

ligible overhead in practice. Overall computational cost remains substantially lower than SSG’s O(nK)

per iteration when m ≪ n.
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4 Simulation study

In this section, we empirically investigate our DIG algorithm and compare its convergence rate using the

CLL as a performance metric. Section 4.1 details and justifies the choice of hyperparameters for the pro-

posed model. Section 4.2 presents results across different scenarios. In Section 4.3, we consider the case

of an overestimated number of clusters, while Section 4.4 reports results under model misspecification.

In particular, we benchmark our model against established alternatives, including SSG and RSG.

4.1 Hyperparameters and free parameters settings

The update size m is set to 1%, 2%, and 3% of the total number of observations n for n = 1000,

n = 5000, and n = 10,000, respectively. This increasing proportion is chosen to ensure that, as the

dataset grows, the sampler retains sufficient information at each iteration to maintain adequate mixing

and approximation quality. For smaller datasets, a larger m would provide limited computational gain,

while for larger n, updating a very small subset would result in slow convergence and reduced performance

compared to SSG method. The allocation probability matrix is updated following the schedule described

in Section 3.2.2. During simulations, the decay parameter λ is dynamically adjusted via Equation (6)

concurrently with each matrix update, subject to a maximum Λ = 100 as established in Section 3.2.1. As

highlighted in Section 2.5, we employ two distinct pairs of functions before and after the intersection point

s, which we define in Equation (9). Specifically, before s, we apply the hyperbolic tangent functions, as

in Equation (7), with a = 1. After s, we switch to the polynomial pair of functions described in Equation

(8). We adopt the same prior specification and hyperparameters, as in Section 2.3. For more details on

hyperparameter settings and input parameter choices, see Appendix C.

4.2 Gaussian mixtures

We follow the data-generating mechanism proposed by Miller and Harrison (2018), i.e. a Gaussian

mixture with K∗ = K = 3, with centres (−3/
√
d, 0, 3/

√
d), spherical covariance, and a varying number

of observations and dimensions. We run DIG, SSG, and RSG for 20 independent replicas, without

applying burn-in or thinning. In order to control for randomness, we initialise each replica of a single

algorithm with a different random seed. The same 20 seeds are then re-utilised for the 20 replicas of

every algorithm studied.

To evaluate the time to convergence, we adopted an approach inspired by the Geweke diagnostic

(Geweke, 1992) that uses the SSG sampler as a reference standard. Specifically, we computed a reference

value from the 20 SSG chains by taking the mean CLL over the final 1000 iterations of each chain, then

averaging these means across all 20 chains. For each RSG and DIG chain, we used a sliding window of

1000 iterations and calculated the mean CLL within each window. We computed a z-score comparing

each window’s mean to the SSG reference value, accounting for their respective variances. We declared

convergence when |z| < 1.96, indicating failure to reject equality at the 95% confidence level.

Table 7 in the appendix shows the CLL value for the experiments conducted in this section. All the

values are very similar, suggesting that all the algorithms converge to the same configuration.

In Table 1 we report the average time to convergence (in seconds) over 20 replicas for the SSG,

RSG, and DIG algorithms, across different values of sample size n and dimensionality d. Overall, DIG

shows the most robust performance, achieving faster convergence in all settings (by at least one order
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Mean Time to Converge (s)

Sample Size Method d = 2 d = 5 d = 10 d = 20

n = 1000

SSG 1.703 (1.318) 2.528 (2.879) 2.894 (3.297) 1.107 (1.984)

RSG 1.187 (0.434) 1.197 (0.522) 1.315 (0.625) 2.748 (1.295)

DIG 0.005 (0.005) 0.015 (0.020) 0.023 (0.007) 0.038 (0.028)

n = 5000

SSG 4.566 (4.796) 5.051 (6.194) 10.075 (20.509) 4.977 (10.201)

RSG 2.769 (0.866) 2.996 (1.909) 4.176 (3.306) 10.914 (8.446)

DIG 0.530 (0.657) 0.945 (2.242) 1.159 (2.070) 1.043 (1.775)

n = 10000

SSG 12.815 (15.669) 30.276 (27.168) 41.309 (61.458) 10.475 (18.722)

RSG 5.686 (2.694) 6.210 (4.961) 6.565 (5.200) 12.511 (9.357)

DIG 1.298 (1.431) 0.791 (0.811) 0.758 (0.675) 1.970 (2.698)

Table 1: Miller-Harrison synthetic datasets across different scenarios: Mean Time to Convergence (in seconds) over
20 replicas (with standard errors reported in parentheses) for the different scenarios across the SSG, RSG, and DIG
algorithms. In each scenario, the best performance is highlighted in bold.

of magnitude). Its efficiency is particularly noticeable as the dimensionality increases, where standard

methods like SSG—which updates all allocations at each iteration—suffer from significant slowdowns.

RSG, which randomly updates a subset of observations, offers an intermediate trade-off: it improves

upon SSG in several cases but remains sensitive to the choice of m and shows more variability.

Figure 4a illustrates the results for the CLL and convergence time in the scenario where n = 1000 and

d = 2. The left panel shows that SSG and DIG converge very quickly compared to RSG. Interestingly,

DIG initially reaches a higher CLL before converging to the correct level. We note that this behaviour

was not observed in our motivating example based on Miller and Harrison (2018) in Section 2.3 in

which the clusters were well separated and the correct allocations had little uncertainty associated with

them. In contrast, in the present example, the degree of overlap between clusters is much greater,

which leads to higher uncertainty in allocations, and decreases the sojourn time of the chain at the

true allocation. However, during its initial greedy phase, an adaptive algorithm like DIG will often find

allocations that have higher CLL than the configurations in the typical set of the chain, and will then

visit these configurations less frequently once the adaptation weights start settling. Figure 4b shows the

wall clock convergence time of the algorithms, measured in seconds, as this accounts for the difference

in computational cost. We observe that DIG achieves the fastest convergence time compared to its

competitors, followed by RSG and then SSG.

It is worth noting that the SSG algorithm updates all allocation variables at each iteration, thereby

exploring the entire dataset simultaneously. In contrast, RSG and DIG update only a subset of m obser-

vations per iteration, requiring approximately n/m iterations to cover all data points. For this reason,

in Figure 5, we report the CLL as a function of the number of epochs—where one epoch corresponds to

n/m iterations–for the case n = 1000, d = 2. This representation enables a more balanced comparison

among the three methods by normalizing the total number of updates performed.

Both RSG and DIG exhibit convergence in terms of the CLL, using the SSG method as a reference,

across all considered scenarios. This behaviour is consistent as the sample size increases and the dimen-
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(b) Box plots of the time to convergence (in seconds) for
SSG, RSG, and DIG across 20 independent replicas.

Figure 4: Miller-Harrison synthetic dataset with n = 1000, d = 2 and K = 3.
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Figure 5: Complete Log-Likelihood (CLL) for the dataset proposed by Miller and Harrison (2018), with n = 1000 and
d = 2, comparing SSG, RSG, and DIG. Solid lines indicate the mean across 20 independent replicas, with shaded regions
representing the 95% credible interval. The dashed black line indicates the average computed over the last 1000 iterations
of the SSG. The vertical lines indicate epochs, where a single iteration of SSG corresponds to n/m iterations of RSG
and DIG. The dashed red vertical line represent the intersection point s.
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sionality becomes more complex, confirming the stability of the methods. Regarding the time required

to reach convergence, and again taking SSG as a benchmark, the DIG method shows significantly better

computational performance compared to the other two approaches. This trend remains evident across

different data dimensions and sample sizes.

4.3 Overfitted Gaussian mixtures

Using the data generated by the mechanism proposed in Miller and Harrison (2018), we set the number of

components K∗, to be greater than the number of clusters, K. We compare the DIG algorithm with the

two previously discussed algorithms by generating n = 1000 observations with d = 2, running the MCMC

for 20 independent replicas. The remaining input parameters and hyperparameters are consistent with

those reported in Section 4.1. Recalling that in this case the number of clusters is three, i.e. K = 3, we

show in Table 2 the results in terms of CLL and time to convergence for K∗ = {5, 20}.

CLL T2C

K∗ = 5 SSG -2601.592 (6.086) 0.337 (0.393)

RSG -2620.822 (4.076) 14.230 (5.075)

DIG -2603.689 (2.457) 0.115 (0.036)

K∗ = 20 SSG -2610.879 (8.251) 1.651 (1.820)

RSG -2759.763 (5.070) 62.027 (11.749)

DIG -2603.820 (5.205) 1.090 (0.123)

Table 2: Performance with overfitted models (K∗ > K, n = 1000, and d = 2): Mean Complete Log-Likelihood (CLL)
and Mean Time to Convergence (T2C, in seconds) over 20 replications, with standard errors in parentheses, for the Zeisel
dataset across the SSG, RSG, and DIG algorithms. The best performance is highlighted in bold.

Table 2 reports the values of the complete log-likelihood (CLL) and the average time to convergence

for the three algorithms, evaluated across different values of K∗. The CLL results are very close for all

methods, indicating that each algorithm is capable of reaching similar posterior regions.

Looking at the convergence time, DIG shows consistently faster performance (by at least one order of

magnitude) in both scenarios, suggesting that its informed updates help the chain mix more efficiently.

SSG also shows good performance, especially when the model complexity is lower. Conversely, RSG

generally requires more time, and this is particularly evident when K∗ = 20, likely because it lacks a

mechanism to prioritize more informative updates.

Overall, DIG seems to strike a good balance between convergence speed and estimation quality, while

SSG remains a solid and reliable baseline, especially in less complex settings.
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Figure 6: Component proportion over iterations for one MCMC chain of SSG, RSG, and DIG on the Miller-Harrison
dataset (K = 3). Upper row : K∗ = 5; Lower row : K∗ = 20. Each colored line represents a distinct estimated
component, while the black dotted line indicates the true cluster proportions.

Figure 6 shows the proportion of component occupancy over the course of the iterations. The plots in

the first row correspond to the three methods: SSG, RSG, and DIG, respectively, with K∗ = 5, while

those in the second row correspond to K∗ = 20. We observe that SSG and DIG are able to identify

the three main clusters early on, setting the proportions of the remaining components to zero within

the initial iterations. In contrast, RSG requires more iterations to recognise the presence of only three

clusters.

4.4 Model misspecification

Our model, as well as the SSG and RSG methods, assumes a diagonal variance-covariance matrix. To

assess the robustness of these approaches, we generate synthetic data using a finite mixture model inspired

by Miller and Harrison (2018) with four clusters; see Figure 7. The synthetic bivariate observations are

distributed according to:

zi | π ∼ Categorical(π), i = 1, . . . , n,

xi ∼ N (µzi ,Σzi) i = 1, . . . , n,

where

π = (0.44, 0.3, 0.25, 0.01), µ1 = (4, 4)⊤, µ2 = (7, 4)⊤, µ3 = (6, 2)⊤, µ4 = (8, 10)⊤ ,

Σ1 =

(
1 0

0 1

)
, Σ2 = R

(
2.5 0

0 0.2

)
R⊤, Σ3 =

(
3 0

0 0.1

)
, Σ4 =

(
0.1 0

0 0.1

)
,
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with

R =

(
cos(π/4) − sin(π/4)

sin(π/4) cos(π/4)

)
.
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Figure 7: Synthetic Gaussian data with four clusters (K = 4), n = 1000 observations and d = 2 for model misspecification
testing.

In Table 3 and Figure 8, we observe that, while the DIG method achieves similar CLL values to the

other two approaches, it stands out for its significantly faster convergence time. The SSG method shows

comparable computational efficiency, whereas RSG reaches convergence in terms of CLL much later.

Furthermore, given that the data are modelled with a total of 10 components, i.e. K∗ = 10, Figure

9 illustrates how all methods identify the presence of 5 distinct components. Although the true data-

generating process involves a mixture of 4 components, this discrepancy can be considered reasonable

given that the models do not employ a full covariance matrix.

CLL T2C

SSG -3894.962 (7.512) 7.001 (12.344)

RSG -3963.987 (5.161) 51.356 (20.900)

DIG -3940.558 (3.872) 0.090 (0.067)

Table 3: Performance under model misspecification: Mean Complete Log-Likelihood (CLL) and Mean Time to Conver-
gence (T2C, in seconds) over 20 replications, with standard errors in parentheses, for the Zeisel dataset across the SSG,
RSG, and DIG algorithms. The best performance is highlighted in bold.

5 Real world applications

In this section, we illustrate the practical utility of the proposed approach through the analysis of two

real datasets, in comparison with well-established and alternative approaches. We compare the proposed
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(b) Box plots of the time to convergence (in seconds) for
SSG, RSG, and DIG across 20 independent replicas

Figure 8: Model performance under misspecification using synthetic 4-cluster dataset with n = 1000 and d = 2.
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Figure 9: Component evolution for the misspecified model on the 4-cluster dataset, fitted with K∗ = 10. The plot shows
component occupancy proportions over iterations for one chain of SSG, RSG, and DIG. Each colored line represents a
distinct estimated component, while the black dotted line indicates the true cluster proportions. Since we estimate the
model using diagonal covariance matrices, we are not able to fully capture the true covariance structure of the data. As
a result, we expect to observe a greater number of active components than the true number of clusters. In this case, we
note that all algorithms consistently identify 5 clusters.

model with SSG and RSG in terms of the time to convergence measured in the CLL, and, to evaluate

clustering performance, we also report the Adjusted Rand Index (ARI) (Hubert and Arabie, 1985), since

ground-truth labels are available for both datasets. The ARI is a measure used to evaluate the similarity

between two data clusterings defined as follows:

ARI =

∑
ij

(
nij
2

)
−
[∑

i

(
ai
2

)∑
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bj
2

)]
/
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−
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2

)]
/
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2

) ,
where, nij is the number of observations in cluster i of the first clustering and in cluster j of the second

clustering, ai is the number of observations in cluster i of the first clustering, and bj is the number of

observations in cluster j of the second clustering. For consistency, we employ the same prior specification
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and hyperparameter settings as those used in the simulation studies for the proposed model. The purpose

of the applications presented in this section is to demonstrate how the DIG model can be applied to

a wide range of real-world scenarios. As an overall comment, the proposed DIG demonstrates better

performance compared to the other methods. In particular, DIG shows good performance in the two

datasets, with low n and low d and high n and high d.

5.1 Single-Cell RNA-Seq Data from Somatosensory Cortex Cells

We analyse gene expression data from single-cell RNA sequencing of mouse somatosensory cortex and

hippocampus cells as reported by Zeisel et al. (2015). While the original study identified 47 distinct

cell subclasses across 3,005 cells and 19,972 genes, we follow Prabhakaran et al. (2016) in aggregating

these into 7 major cell type categories for clustering evaluation: (1) somatosensory pyramidal neurons,

(2) CA1 pyramidal neurons, (3) interneurons, (4) oligodendrocytes, (5) astrocytes, (6) microglia, and

(7) endothelial cells. This aggregation combines biologically related subclasses (e.g., the 16 interneuron

subtypes identified by Zeisel et al. are treated as a single interneuron category) to create ground truth

cluster labels that capture major cell type distinctions. We preprocess the data following the approach

of Prabhakaran et al. (2016), but as in Chaumeny et al. (2022), we limit the analysis to the d = 10 genes

with the highest standard deviations. We model the data assuming K∗ = K = 7, corresponding to these

major cell type categories, and adopt a spherical covariance structure.

CLL ARI T2C

SSG -47848.129 (8.907) 0.305 (0.001) 621.680 (769.366)

RSG -47584.913 (7.1209) 0.330 (0.001) 178.883 (119.127)

DIG -47682.224 (7.7999) 0.343 (0.001) 87.881 (168.306)

Table 4: Performance on Mouse Cortex scRNA-seq dataset: Mean Complete Log-Likelihood (CLL), Adjusted Rand Index
(ARI), and Mean Time to Convergence (T2C, in seconds) over 20 replications, with standard errors in parentheses, across
the SSG, RSG, and DIG algorithms. The best performance is highlighted in bold.

In Table 4, we report the results for the CLL and the time to convergence. On average, the three

methods achieve comparable CLL values, indicating similar clustering performance. However, the time

required to reach convergence is substantially shorter for the DIG method compared to both SSG and

RSG. Figure 10 further illustrates the behaviour of the three algorithms in terms of CLL evolution and

convergence times. Notably, some replications of the SSG method fail to achieve convergence within

the allocated iterations, while all replications of RSG and DIG successfully converge. This highlights a

potential limitation of SSG in this scenario, and reinforces the robustness and efficiency of DIG under

the same conditions.

In Figure 14, Appendix G, we show the Posterior Similarity Matrix (PSM) for a single MCMC

chain (upper panel) and a heatmap comparing the clusters recovered by the DIG algorithm with the

true labels (lower panel). The Posterior Similarity Matrix (PSM) reveals a well-defined block-diagonal

pattern, indicating the presence of 7 clusters as inferred by the model. Among these, two clusters are

relatively large, while the remaining five are smaller in size. Since the number of components was fixed

to 7 in the estimation procedure, this result is expected. However, the sharpness of the blocks indicates

that the sampler provides stable assignments within clusters across iterations.
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(b) Boxplots of the time to convergence (in seconds) for
SSG, RSG, and DIG across 20 independent replicas.

Figure 10: Mouse Cortex scRNA-seq dataset performance (Zeisel et al. (2015): n=3005, d=10).

5.2 Breast Cancer Molecular Subtypes via the PAM50 Gene Signature

The PAM50 classifier, introduced by Parker et al. (2009), uses expression levels of 50 genes to categorise

breast tumours into intrinsic molecular subtypes: Luminal A, Luminal B, HER2-enriched, Basal-like,

and Normal-like. This subtype classification consistently proves to be a strong, independent predictor

of patient survival, even when considered together with all the standard clinical and pathological factors

(Cheang et al., 2012; Dowsett et al., 2013; Gnant et al., 2014; Hu et al., 2006; Nielsen et al., 2010; Parker

et al., 2009; Prat et al., 2015). The PAM50 gene set has been widely adopted in research and clinical

practice, mainly because it demonstrates strong concordance with the much larger and more complex

intrinsic gene sets (Nielsen et al., 2014; Perou et al., 2000; Sørlie et al., 2003). The aim of our analysis

is to identify clusters that, based on the characteristics of the observations, correspond to the molecular

subtypes in the dataset under examination. In particular, we analyse a breast cancer gene expression

dataset from the Cancer Genome Atlas Network (2012), processed as in Lock and Dunson (2013) This

encompasses n = 348 samples and the d = 50 PAM50 genes, providing a comprehensive foundation for

understanding these molecular distinctions. We model the data assuming K∗ = K = 5, and a spherical

covariance structure.

CLL ARI T2C

SSG -17943.844 (4.123) 0.426 (0.002) 7.611 (11.336)

RSG -17983.424 (4.117) 0.452 (0.002) 6.351 (4.267)

DIG -17957.468 (3.985) 0.453 (0.002) 2.912 (5.541)

Table 5: Performance on PAM50 breast cancer data: Mean Complete Log-Likelihood (CLL), Adjusted Rand Index (ARI),
and Mean Time to Convergence (T2C, in seconds) over 20 replications, with standard errors in parentheses, across the
SSG, RSG, and DIG algorithms. The best performance is highlighted in bold.
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Table 5 reports the results obtained by the three methods in terms of CLL and time to convergence,

based on 20 replications. The results show that the DIG method converges significantly faster than both

SSG and RSG, reducing the average convergence time by about half. This computational advantage does

not come at the cost of solution quality: all three methods achieve very similar CLL values, indicating

that they explore the posterior distribution effectively. Figure 11 displays the evolution of the CLL

over time, along with the observed convergence times for each method, highlighting the differences in

efficiency.
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Figure 11: PAM50 breast cancer dataset performance (n=348 samples, d=50 genes).

In Figure 15, Appendix G, we show the PSM from a single MCMC chain (upper panel) alongside a

heatmap comparing the clusters identified by the DIG algorithm with the true labels (lower panel). The

results show that the method successfully detects 5 clusters, consisting of 4 large clusters and 1 very

small cluster.

6 Conclusion

We have proposed an adaptive Gibbs sampling algorithm for finite mixture models, designed to im-

prove convergence efficiency and computational tractability. Unlike standard approaches that rely on

uniform selection of observations, our method dynamically adjusts the selection mechanism to prioritise

observations that are more uncertain with respect to their current component allocation. This adap-

tive strategy increases the sampler’s ability to explore the posterior distribution efficiently, particularly

during the initial convergence phase of the algorithm.

The selection mechanism evolves over time through a weighting scheme that balances past selection

probabilities with information about current allocation uncertainty. Early iterations emphasise poorly

allocated observations, while later updates become more stable as the model reaches a more reliable

configuration. This dynamic adjustment is controlled by a decay parameter that gradually reduces the

impact of the adaptive component, ensuring long-term stability.
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We showed that the adaptive weights remain valid throughout the sampling process, maintaining pos-

itive probabilities for all observations. This property ensures that the Markov chain preserves desirable

convergence properties and satisfies the theoretical conditions required for ergodicity.

Through simulation studies and data applications, we demonstrated that the proposed method

achieves improved performance in terms of convergence speed and clustering accuracy when compared

to standard approaches. In particular, the adaptive mechanism allows the algorithm to focus computa-

tional effort where it is most needed, leading to a more efficient use of sampling iterations. Notably, our

adaptive approach is essentially automatic, it does not require any user input, and it does not require

any extra calculations once one has derived the required conditional distributions for a Systematic Gibbs

Sampler.

Although our focus has been on finite mixture models, the general idea of adaptively modulating

selection probabilities based on model uncertainty can be extended to other classes of latent variable

models. Future developments may explore more general adaptation strategies, alternative decay sched-

ules, and the automatic tuning of algorithmic parameters to further enhance the method’s applicability

and computational performance.
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A Alternative discomfort functions

In this section, we discuss various options for the discomfort functions implemented in the model. As

highlighted in the manuscript, these functions need to be continuous and exhibit a decreasing trend:

lower probabilities of assignment to a given component correspond to higher discomfort values, and vice

versa.

A.1 Generalized entropy

Tsallis (1988) introduced a generalised form of the entropy function, defined as follows:

Dq
it =

1 −
∑K

k=1 p
q
i,k,t

q − 1
, (11)

where q > 0 and the probability pi,k,t represents the posterior probability that observation i belongs to

component k at iteration t. In Equation (11), for q = 0 we obtain the classical entropy function (Tsallis,

1988). Instead of calculating discomfort based on the sum of probabilities across all component, we can

focus solely on the component assigned to the observation at time t. In this approach, the discomfort

of observation i depends exclusively on the probability of i belonging to the assigned component zi at

time t:

Dq
it =

1 − pqi,zi,t
q − 1

, (12)

where pi,zi,t represents the posterior probability that observation i is allocated to its current component

zi at iteration t. In Equation (12), for q = 0 we obtain the “partial” entropy function.

A.2 Pareto

The Pareto distribution models phenomena where a small proportion of causes lead to a large proportion

of effects, such as income distribution or extreme events. Defined for pi,zi,t ≥ pm with scale pm and

shape α > 0, its probability density function is:

D
(pm,α)
it =


α

pαm
pα+1
i,zi,t

for pi,zi,t ≥ pm,

0 for pi,zi,t < pm,

characterizing heavy tails that suit modeling rare but impactful occurrences.

A.3 Weibull

The Weibull distribution is widely used to model lifetimes, reliability, and failure rates. Defined by a

shape parameter k > 0 and a scale parameter λ > 0, its probability density function is:

D
(λ,k)
it =

k

λ

(pi,zi,t
λ

)k−1

e
−
( pi,zi,t

λ

)k

,

This distribution allows to model various failure behaviors: k < 1 indicates decreasing failure rates,

k = 1 corresponds to the exponential distribution, and k > 1 implies increasing failure rates. In our

case, we can use either k = 1 or k < 1.
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A.4 Hyperbolic scaling

The function:

Dλ
it =

(
1

pi,zi,t

)λ

,

assigning weights or scaling values based on the inverse of a probability pi,zi,t—higher λ > 0 values

amplify the effect of small probabilities, while lower values reduce this emphasis.

B Practical tuning of Λ

To clarify how the tuning parameter Λ can be selected in practice, we outline the procedure using a simple

illustrative example. Specifically, consider a mixture of three clusters with means µ1 = (18.3, 20.0), µ2 =

(16.7, 13.3), and µ3 = (20.0, 13.3), and diagonal precision matrices with diagonals diag(Σ1) = (1/2, 1/2),

diag(Σ2) = (1, 1), and diag(Σ3) = (1/2, 1/2). We generate a sample of n = 1000 observations from this

mixture and run DIG over 20 independent replicas.

Figure 12 displays two plots showing the behaviour of the λ parameter under two different upper

bounds: Λ = 50 and Λ = 100, based on the previously described synthetic dataset with K = 3. In

the case where Λ = 50 (Figure 12a), we observe that before the intersection point s, the parameter

λ consistently reaches the maximum allowed value, remaining fixed at λ = 50. By design, after the

intersection point s, λ is set to 1.

On the other hand, in the (RHS) plot corresponding to a higher bound Λ = 100, the λ parameter

is able to take on different values from the upper bound. Note that the algorithm gives a warning if λ

touches the upper bound Λ for more than 25% of the iterations of the adaptation phase.

0

25

50

75

100

0 500 1000 1500 2000
Iteration

λ

(a) Upper bound Λ = 50.
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(b) Upper bound Λ = 100.

Figure 12: Trace plots of the λ parameter (black line) over the MCMC iterations, based on data simulated from a well-
specified 3-component Gaussian mixture with n = 1000, d = 2, and K = 3 (Appendix B). The green dashed horizontal
line marks the fixed upper bound Λ = 50, 100 (LHS, RHS). The magenta dashed vertical line indicates the iteration s at
which λ is set to 1.
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C Free parameters and sensitivity analysis

Our algorithm contains several free parameters that need to be specified. These parameters include:

m, which determines the number of observations to be updated at each MCMC iteration; ξ, which

specifies how often the allocation probability matrix is updated; the decay parameter λ; s, representing

the intersection point of the weight functions; and a, which controls how “close” the hyperbolic weight

functions are.

The parameter m ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n}, can be adapted to the problem. It could simply be taken as a

multiple of the number of cores and/or GPUs available. Or else it could be chosen by counting the

number of individuals whose discomfort score is above a user-defined threshold, such that on average we

update exactly the number of individuals that are likely to switch to a different cluster. In this work,

we choose to set m as a proportion of the total number of observations n. As discussed in Section 4.1,

selecting m too small relative to n can lead to slower convergence compared to the SSG method. On

the other hand, when dealing with large-scale problems, comparing with SSG becomes more meaningful,

since SSG updates all allocations at each iteration. Conversely, choosing m too large with respect to n

would eliminate the computational advantages of our method, bringing its cost close to that of SSG.

We conducted a sensitivity analysis on the schedule used to update both the allocation probability

matrix (ξ) and the frequency at which the parameter λ is updated, since the latter is adjusted every time

the former is updated. Specifically, we explored five different schedules: 1−5−10, 3−6−10, 5−8−10,

7 − 10 − 15, and 10 − 15 − 20. The results for each of these configurations are reported in Table 6. For

all simulations, we used the dataset introduced by Miller and Harrison (2018), varying the sample size n

and the dimension d, while keeping the remaining parameters consistent with those presented in Section

4.2.

n = 1000, d = 2 n = 3000, d = 5 n = 5000, d = 10

T2C CLL T2C CLL T2C CLL

1-5-10 0.03 (0.04) -2587 (14) 0.06 (0.03) -18653 (13) 0.26 (0.16) -64671 (16)

3-6-10 0.01 (0.01) -2597 (2) 0.05 (0.01) -18652 (14) 0.12 (0.01) -64672 (12)

5-8-10 0.02 (0.03) -2590 (11) 0.05 (0.01) -18652 (10) 0.13 (0.03) -64668 (20)

7-10-15 0.01 (0.01) -2590 (14) 0.85 (2.52) -18673 (45) 1.32 (3.78) -64679 (20)

10-15-20 0.02 (0.02) -2587 (13) 0.84 (2.39) -18685 (90) 0.15 (0.03) -64663 (14)

Table 6: Miller-Harrison dataset sensitivity analysis under different values of n and d: Mean Complete Log-Likelihood
(CLL) and Mean Time to Convergence (T2C) over 20 replicas (with standard errors reported in parentheses) across
different schedules. T2C values have been approximated to two decimal places, and CLL values have been rounded to
the nearest integer to improve readability. The best performance in terms of T2C is highlighted in bold.

In Table 6 we observe that the impact on the convergence speed is primarily determined by the first

value in the schedule, as it is assumed that after the initial iterations, the observations are assigned

to the correct components. Table 6 shows that the algorithm remains fairly robust to changes in the

schedule.

The inverse temperature λ can instead be updated according to the equation below:

31



λt =


(

1
L+1

∑L
l=1 λt−l + λ̂t

)
∨ 1, t ≤ s

1, t > s
(13)

where ∨ denotes the binary maximum operation, and λ̂t solves ESS(λt) = c · m. Here c is another

potential regularization parameter. The higher we set c, the higher the effective number of particles /

components of α will be. In the equation above, we update λt for t < s according to a moving average

that includes components up to lag L in the past. With L > 0, Equation (13) yields a λt that is smoother

than it would normally be. We verified empirically that the algorithm does not seem sensitive to the

value of L and c, providing that they are selected to be small. However, by Occam’s Razor, we do not

use Equation (13). In our work we use the much simpler Equation (6).

The parameters s is selected as the 99% quantile of the Normal approximation to a Negative Binomial

distribution, as described in Section 3.3.1. Other choices include values from the symmetrical confidence

region [
1
(
µ− σZ1−α/2 ≥ 0

)
·
(
µ− σZ1−α/2

)
, µ + σZ1−α/2

]
(14)

where 1 represents the indicator function, with an arbitrary level of confidence, not necessarily .01.

Indeed, the user can add—or remove—an arbitrary number of standard deviations from the mean,

in order to find a value that works best for their dataset. However, we do recommend to not start

collapsing the weights until the algorithm has reached equilibrium, otherwise it may take a long time for

the algorithm to converge to the right clustering stricture. Therefore we urge caution especially when

decreasing the value of s.

D Weight functions

This section analyzes the choice of mixed weights versus using a single functional form for all iterations.

An initial option involves adopting the following weight functions:

f(t) =
t

t + 1
, g(t) =

1

t + 1
. (15)

However, this formulation allows the function g(t) to influence the Gibbs sampler for only one iteration,

as shown in the left panel of Figure 13.

To mitigate this issue, a modification of the intersection point between the two curves is considered,

introducing a parameter s that regulates its position. The weights are then redefined as:

f(t) =
t

t + s
, g(t) =

s

t + s
. (16)

Adopting a sufficiently large value for s allows the function g(t) to guide the MCMC for a greater number

of iterations, as shown in the left panel of Figure 13. However, this choice entails a potential delay in

convergence, as the functions f(t) and g(t) tend to approach the asymptotes slowly, risking an excessive

prolongation of the process.

Another alternative is the use of weight functions based on the hyperbolic tangent, defined as

f(t) =
1

2

(
1 + tanh

(
t− s

a

))
, g(t) =

1

2

(
1 − tanh

(
t− s

a

))
,
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and shown in the right panel of Figure 13.
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(a) Visualization of the polynomial weight functions from
Equations (15) and (16) for s = 1 (blue curves) and s = 5
(orange curves), showing how the parameter s affects their
dynamics across iterations.
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(b) Visualization of the functions from Equation (7) for
s = 1 (blue curves) and s = 5 (orange curves), with a =
1, showing how the parameter s influences their behavior
over iterations.

Figure 13: Behavior of polynomial (left) and hyperbolic (right) weight functions from Equations (15) and (16), plotted
for s ∈ 1, 5 with a = 1, showing the role of s in the transition dynamics.

The issue with the hyperbolic weights defined in Equation (7) is twofold: on one hand, they are

incompatible with the stochastic approximation framework; on the other, their rapid saturation towards

asymptotes can cause the algorithm to become prematurely stuck in suboptimal configurations.

At the same time, relying solely on polynomial weights would result in an initially excessively slow

dynamic, reducing the efficiency of exploration and delaying convergence.

To overcome these limitations, common to both weighting schemes, we adopted a hybrid strategy: for

t ≤ s, the algorithm is guided by hyperbolic weights, while for t > s, polynomial weights are employed,

as detailed in the manuscript.

In defining the polynomial component, we deliberately avoided using the functions in Equation

(16), since an intersection point s set too far ahead would cause a similar issue as with the hyperbolic

weights—a rapid stiffening of the dynamic that hinders effective exploration of the configuration space.

Therefore, we calibrated the initial derivative of the polynomial functions at the intersection point

s to match that of the functions in Equation (15). This choice ensures a more gradual and controlled

decay, allowing the algorithm sufficient time to modify assignments and progress toward convergence,

preventing premature stabilization of the dynamics.
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E Complete DIG algorithm

Algorithm 4: DIG: Discomfort-informed Gibbs sampler for finite mixture models

input : Initial sampling weights α0 = (α0,1, . . . , α0,n); total iterations T ; subset size m;
upper bound Λ; transition parameter a.

1 Compute transition point s = µ + σZ0.99 according to Equation (9);
2 Initialise allocation probability matrix;
3 for t = 1, . . . , T do
4 if allocation matrix update is due at iteration t then
5 Update allocation probability matrix;
6 end if
7 if t ≤ s then

8 Set λt = λ̂t;
9 Compute hyperbolic tangent weights f(t), g(t) using Equation (7);

10 else
11 Set λt = 1;
12 Compute polynomial weights f(t), g(t) using Equation (8);

13 end if

14 Update αt = f(t) ·αt−1 + g(t) ·Dλt
t ;

15 Normalise: α′
i,t = αi,t/

∑n
j=1 αj,t for all i;

16 Sample m distinct indices {i1, . . . , im} without replacement using probabilities α′
t;

17 for j = 1, . . . ,m do
18 zij ,t ∼ p(zij | Θt−1,πt−1,X);
19 end for
20 πt ∼ p(π | Θt−1, zt,X);
21 Θt ∼ p(Θ | πt, zt,X);

22 end for

Note that the allocation matrix update schedule ξ follows the adaptive schedule described in Section

3.2.2 (every 3 iterations for the first 25% of the run, every 6 iterations for 25-50%, and every 10 iterations

for the final 50%).

F Complete log-likelihood from Section 4.2

The CLL for the experiments on Gaussian mixtures from Section 4.2 is shown below. The CLL values

are averaged over 20 replicas for the SSG, RSG, and DIG algorithms, across different values of sample

size n and dimensionality d. All the values are very similar, suggesting that all the algorithms converge

to the same configuration.
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Mean Complete Log-Likelihood

Sample Size Method d = 2 d = 5 d = 10 d = 20

n = 1000

SSG -2596 (4.915) -6213 (4.015) -12873 (3.900) -26844 (4.109)

RSG -2591 (3.781) -6212 (3.825) -12871 (3.185) -26844 (3.123)

DIG -2597 (2.254) -6213 (3.791) -12874 (3.311) -26842 (3.523)

n = 5000

SSG -12755 (9.748) -31034 (8.814) -64815 (8.679) -134371 (8.448)

RSG -12754 (9.293) -31029 (7.010) -645817 (7.402) -134371 (9.439)

DIG -12751 (11.368) -31032 (8.493) -64814 (7.537) -134365 (7.880)

n = 10000

SSG -25343 (13.977) -62037 (12.616) -129190 (11.902) -268514 (11.893)

RSG -25334 (13.689) -62036 (11.198) -129186 (9.154) -268512 (9.323)

DIG -25336 (13.562) -62038 (13.592) -129192 (9.115) -268510 (11.848)

Table 7: Miller-Harrison synthetic datasets across different scenarios: Mean Complete Log-Likelihood (CLL) computed
over 20 replications, with standard errors reported in parentheses, for different scenarios and algorithms. Mean CLL
values have been rounded to the nearest thousandth to improve readability. The best performance in terms of CLL is
highlighted in bold.

G Heat maps from Section 5

G.1 Section 5.1

Figure 14 below shows the PSM and heat map from the analysis of gene expression data from single cell

RNA sequencing of somatosensory cells based on Zeisel et al. (2015), from Section 5.1. This dataset has

d = 19972 genes in n = 3005 cells, but following Chaumeny et al. (2022), we limit the analysis to the

d = 10 genes with the highest standard deviations. We model the data assuming K∗ = K = 7, and a

spherical covariance structure.

G.2 Section 5.2

In Figure 15 below we show the PSM and heat map obtained from our analysis of the PAM50 data.

PAM50 is a 50-gene signature used to classify breast cancer into five intrinsic molecular subtypes: Lumi-

nal A, Luminal B, HER2-enriched, Basal-like, and Normal-like (Parker et al., 2009; Perou et al., 2000;

Sørlie et al., 2001). The dataset has n = 348 samples and d = 50 genes. We model it with a mixture

with K∗ = K = 5 and spherical covariance matrix.
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(a) Posterior similarity matrix.
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(b) Gene expression heatmap across seven major brain cell categories: somatosensory pyramidal neurons (1), CA1 pyra-
midal neurons (2), interneurons (3), oligodendrocytes (4), astrocytes (5), microglia (6), and endothelial cells (7).

Figure 14: Mouse Cortex gene expression clustering results (n = 3005 cells, d = 10 genes). (a) Posterior Similarity
Matrix (PSM), showing the estimated probability that pairs of cells belong to the same cluster. The block-diagonal
structure indicates the presence of seven well-separated clusters (two large and five small equal clusters). (b) Heatmap
comparing the inferred clustering from the same MCMC chain to the known cell type annotations from the scRNA-seq
dataset.
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(a) Posterior similarity matrix.
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(b) Gene expression heatmap.

Figure 15: PAM50 breast cancer gene expression clustering results (n = 348 tumor samples, d = 50 genes). (a) Posterior
Similarity Matrix (PSM), representing the estimated probability that pairs of samples are assigned to the same cluster
(four large and one small). The clear block-diagonal pattern suggests five well-separated clusters, corresponding to the
intrinsic subtype structure. (b) Heatmap comparing the inferred clustering from the same MCMC chain to the known
PAM50 molecular subtypes.
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H Stochastic approximation proof

We recast our adaptive scheme into the stochastic approximation framework of Andrieu, Moulines, and

Priouret (2005). In particular, we analyse the algorithm from iteration s onwards, where λt is no longer

being adapted and has fixed value λt ≡ 1. Then our algorithm can be written as:

αt = αt−1 + ρtH(αt−1, (Θt−1,πt−1,Zt−1)),

where we make the following definitions:

H(α, (Θ, π,Z)) := D(Θ, π,Z) −α,

h(α) := Eν∗ [D] −α,

ξt := D(Θt−1,πt−1,Zt−1) − Eν∗ [D], for all t ∈ N.

In this setting, we observe that the function h is in fact affine, and hence can be expressed as

h(α) = −∇J(α), J(α) = −1

2
∥Eν∗ [D] −α∥2. (17)

Then looking at the assumption Andrieu, Moulines, and Priouret, 2005, (A1), we clearly see that the

set of stationary points for α is the singleton

L = Eν∗ [D] ⊂ Rn.

And thus we expect this to be the almost-sure limit of αt.

To prove Theorem 2 we will make use of Andrieu, Moulines, and Priouret, 2005, Theorem 5.5. In our

situation, it is considerably simpler than the full generality of Andrieu, Moulines, and Priouret, 2005,

Theorem 5.5, since α is constrained to a compact set; see Lemma 7 below. We need to check that the

conditions (A1)-(A4) of Andrieu, Moulines, and Priouret, 2005, Theorem 5.5 are satisfied.

Lemma 3. For our adaptive Gibbs chain, conditions (A1), (A2) and (A4) of Andrieu, Moulines, and

Priouret (2005) hold.

Proof. By the above discussion, (17), and the comments of Andrieu, Moulines, and Priouret (2005)

immediately following (A1), the condition (A1) holds. (A2) holds since for each α (which by construction

cannot be 0 in any component), the invariant distribution of a given Gibbs sampler Pα for (Θ,π,Z)

is always ν∗. Finally (A4) is automatically satisfied by our choice of ρt; see the discussion in Andrieu,

Moulines, and Priouret (2005) immediately following (A4).

In order to establish (A3), we first state a standard fact of finite Gaussian mixture models.

Lemma 4. For our finite mixture model, it holds that Θ | Z,X and π | Z,X are conditionally

independent.

This can be easily verified as the full conditional distribution Θ,π | Z,X can be factorised into the

product of the two (conditional) marginals. For our Gibbs sampler, we have the important following

corollary.

Lemma 5. For a fixed α, our Gibbs sampler Pα on (Z,Θ,π) can be interpreted as a two-component

Gibbs sampler.
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Proof. Consider one full update, as in steps 4-9 of Algorithm 4. Since we have conditional independence

of Θ | Z,X and π | Z,X from Lemma 4, we can interpret steps 8-9 of Algorithm 4 as jointly sampling

π,Θ from the joint distribution π,Θ | Z,X.

Lemma 6. Condition (DRI) of Andrieu, Moulines, and Priouret (2005) holds for our adaptive Gibbs

chain. In turn, this implies that (A3) holds.

Proof. Proposition 6.1 of Andrieu, Moulines, and Priouret (2005) shows that (DRI) implies (A3), so we

focus on (DRI). Since α is confined to a compact state space (since D is bounded), and in our Gaussian

mixture case we have the Feller property (see, e.g. Hobert and Casella (1998)), it is sufficient to establish

drift and minorisation for a given Pα.

We establish this using the fact that the chain Pα alternately samples from two fixed conditional kernels

by Lemma 5. This property implies that the convergence properties of the overall chain are the same as

those of the marginal chain. See for instance Diebolt and Robert (1994), where this is referred to duality

and Roberts and Rosenthal (2001, Section 3.3) where it is referred to as de-initialising.

In particular, since the Z variables are on a compact state space, their corresponding marginal chain is

uniformly ergodic. Hence the overall joint chain is uniformly ergodic, and a drift condition must hold,

e.g. by Meyn and Tweedie (1993, Theorem 15.0.1).

Taken together, we have established the prerequisites of Andrieu, Moulines, and Priouret, 2005, Theo-

rem 5.5, from which we conclude that the desired convergence holds.

Lemma 7. The vectors α take values in a fixed compact subset of Rd.

Proof. We aim to prove that the sequence of vectors αt ∈ Rn, defined recursively, lies in a compact

subset of Rn: we show that the sequence αt lives in a bounded set. Let αt ∈ Rn be defined recursively

as:

αt = f(t)αt−1 + g(t)Dλt
t , (18)

where Dλt
t ∈ Rn is a vector that depends on a probability allocation pt ∈ [0, 1]n and the decay parameter

λt ∈ [1,Λ] ⊂ R+, with Λ > 1 a fixed user-defined upper bound. In particular, each component of Dλt
t

is defined as Dλt
i,t = exp (−λtpi,t), which implies that Dλt

t ∈ [exp(−Λ), 1]n. Therefore, for every t, the

vector Dλt
t lies in a compact subset of Rn.

The functions f(t) and g(t) are defined according to two distinct regimes:

f(t) =

 1
2

(
1 + tanh

(
t−s
a

))
, t ≤ s

t−s+1
t−s+2

, t > s
, g(t) =

 1
2

(
1 − tanh

(
t−s
a

))
, t ≤ s

1
t−s+2

, t > s

where s ∈ N and a ∈ R+. The functions f(t) and g(t) are scalar weights that depend on t and satisfy the

condition f(t) + g(t) = 1 for all t. As a result, each update αt in Equation (18) is a convex combination

of αt−1 and Dλt
t . By unrolling the recursion, we obtain for any t ≥ 1:

αt = ωt,0α0 +

t∑
k=1

ωt,kD
λk
k ,
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where the weights ωt,k are defined recursively as:

ωt,k = g(k)

t∏
j=k+1

f(j), for 1 ≤ k ≤ t and ωt,0 =

t∏
j=1

f(j).

Each ωt,k ≥ 0, and the sum satisfies:
t∑

k=0

ωt,k = 1,

so the vector αt is a convex combination of α0 and the vectors D
λk
k , for k = 1, . . . , t. Since αt ∈

conv
(
{α0,D

λ1
1 , . . . ,Dλt

t }
)

, and each D
λk
k ∈ [exp(−Λ), 1]n, which is a compact set in Rn, we conclude

that αt lies in the convex hull of a finite number of points from a compact set—hence, αt itself lies in

a compact set. This holds both in the regime t ≤ s, where weights are smoothly varying, and in the

regime t > s, where weights follow a polynomial decay.

Figure 16 provides empirical evidence for this convergence, showing the spatial pattern of convergence

differences diminishing over time for the Miller-Harrison dataset.
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Figure 16: Miller-Harrison dataset with n = 1000 and d = 2: Empirical convergence of the selection probabilities.
Left panel shows the elementwise differences between αt and Eν∗ [D1] at iteration 1000; right panel shows the same at
iteration 10000. The convergence is evident as the differences approach zero.
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