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Abstract

Agglomerative hierarchical clustering is one of the most widely used approaches

for exploring how observations in a dataset relate to each other. However, its greedy

nature makes it highly sensitive to small perturbations in the data, often producing

different clustering results and making it difficult to separate genuine structure from

spurious patterns. In this paper, we show how randomizing hierarchical clustering can

be useful not just for measuring stability but also for designing valid hypothesis testing

procedures based on the clustering results.

We propose a simple randomization scheme together with a method for constructing

a valid p-value at each node of the hierarchical clustering dendrogram that quantifies

evidence against performing the greedy merge. Our test controls the Type I error rate,

works with any hierarchical linkage without case-specific derivations, and simulations

show it is substantially more powerful than existing selective inference approaches. To

demonstrate the practical utility of our p-values, we develop an adaptive α-spending

procedure that estimates the number of clusters, with a probabilistic guarantee on

overestimation. Experiments on simulated and real data show that this estimate yields

powerful clustering and can be used, for example, to assess clustering stability across

multiple runs of the randomized algorithm.
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1 Introduction

Agglomerative hierarchical clustering is one of the most widely used approaches for explor-

ing relationships among observations in a dataset. By producing nested clusters, it allows

researchers to visualize how observations group together across different levels of similarity,

without the need to specify the number of clusters in advance. Owing to its ease of imple-

mentation and the convenient visualization of its results, this class of clustering methods has

found extensive applications in diverse fields such as genomics ([Eisen et al., 1998]), neu-

roscience (Moreno-Dominguez et al. [2014], Blumensath et al. [2013]), ecology ([Zolfaghari

et al., 2019]), network analysis (Shen et al. [2009], Chen et al.), and text mining ([Steinbach

et al., 2000]).

Agglomerative hierarchical clustering works by iteratively merging similar observations

to form nested clusters, producing a tree-like structure called a dendrogram. Each leaf of the

dendrogram represents an individual observation, treated as a singleton cluster, while each

interior node represents a subset or cluster of observations. At each iteration, the clustering

algorithm identifies the pair of clusters with the smallest dissimilarity, defined according to a

chosen linkage criterion, and merges them. This iterative, bottom-up process continues until

all observations are merged into a single cluster. See, for example, panel (a) of Figure 1, which

illustrates a two-dimensional dataset of 30 observations belonging to two true clusters, while

the panel (b) shows the dendrogram obtained using complete-linkage hierarchical clustering.

In this work, we focus on agglomerative hierarchical clustering, hereafter referred to simply

as hierarchical clustering.

Although a complete nested clustering structure can be obtained from the tree-like den-

drogram, hierarchical clustering is, at its core, a greedy algorithm. Without principled

approaches to quantify evidence against greedy merges or to identify the appropriate level

at which to cut the dendrogram, distinguishing genuine clusters from patterns arising purely

out of sampling variation becomes difficult. For instance, because of its inherently greedy

approach, hierarchical clustering results can be highly sensitive to even small perturbations

in the data. As a general strategy to evaluate clustering results in the absence of labels or

costly validation data, several papers (von Luxburg [2010], Liu et al. [2022], Lange et al.

[2004]) have advocated the concept of clustering stability. The underlying idea is that gen-

uine clustering structure should remain stable or reproducible when applied to perturbed

datasets that are quite similar to the original data. For this reason, Monti et al. [2003] and

Hennig [2007] have suggested introducing randomization into the algorithm to reveal the

stability with which pairs of points are clustered.
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Figure 1: Figure 1: (a): A two-dimensional example with n = 30 points across two true
clusters; (b): a dendrogram resulting from complete-linkage hierarchical clustering of the
example data; (c): a dendrogram resulting from complete-linkage randomized hierarchical
clustering of the example data (using a randomization parameter τ = 0.10, defined later in
Section 2); (d): A histogram for the estimated number of clusters K̂ based on the proposed
α-spending procedure.

In this paper, we show how randomizing a hierarchical clustering algorithm can be useful

not just for measuring stability but also for constructing valid hypothesis testing procedures

based on the clustering results. We propose a simple randomization scheme together with a

method for forming a valid p-value at each node of the hierarchical clustering dendrogram,

which quantifies the statistical evidence against performing the greedy merge. Panel (c) of

Figure 1 displays a dendrogram produced by one run of our randomized complete-linkage

hierarchical clustering algorithm. It matches the dendrogram in panel (b) in terms of the

two real clusters in the data, while scrambling the order in which points within each cluster

are merged.

Our randomization approach is motivated by recent inferential advances for decision trees

[Bakshi et al., 2024, Bakshi and Panigrahi, 2025], in which conventional splits are replaced

with randomized, softmax-based splits to account for the adaptive tree structure during in-
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ference. The scope of our approach, however, is not limited to performing post-hoc inference

on clusters obtained from a fixed level of the algorithm. While hierarchical clustering does

not require a prespecified number of clusters, interpreting its output in practice requires

choosing an appropriate dendrogram level or cut height to extract and assess the resulting

cluster structure. To address this practical issue, we develop an adaptive α-spending proce-

dure based on our valid p-values to estimate the number of clusters, providing a probabilistic

guarantee against overestimation. Continuing with the example in Figure 1, we apply our

proposed method to estimate the number of clusters, K̂, over 100 runs of our randomized

algorithm; panel (d) displays the empirical histogram of K̂, which has a strong mode at 2,

the true number of clusters.

We next provide a detailed account of our contributions, placing them in the context of

the existing literature on inference for clustering.

1.1 Related work and contributions

Determining whether two clusters identified by a clustering algorithm are genuinely distinct,

when the same data are used both to discover and to validate these clusters, is an instance of

double dipping on the data. Selective inferential methods address double-dipping by explicitly

accounting for the dependence created when the same data are used for both discovery and

validation. Novel selective inference methodologies have been proposed by Gao et al. [2024],

Yun and Barber [2023] to enable valid post-hoc inference on clustering results obtained from

agglomerative clustering. Beyond hierarchical clustering, Chen and Witten [2023] develop a

selective inferential approach to validate clusters identified by the K-means algorithm and

Chen and Gao [2025] propose a test for differences in a single feature between a pair of

clusters. By conditioning on the output of the clustering algorithm, these approaches yield

valid p-values at a prespecified dendrogram level, controlling the Type I error rate. Zhang

et al. [2019] address a similar problem using sample splitting, which conditions on more

information than necessary compared with the approaches in Gao et al. [2024] and Yun

and Barber [2023]. Other prior work, such as Liu et al. [2008], Maitra et al. [2012], Suzuki

and Shimodaira [2006], primarily test the global null hypothesis that no clustering structure

exists in the data, which differs fundamentally in spirit from the hypotheses considered in

selective inference approaches.

To test the inherently data-dependent hypotheses at each merge in the dendrogram, we

condition on the clustering outcome, following the conditional framework in existing selective

inference methodologies for clustering. However, because we add external randomization to
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the clustering algorithm, our approach to generating p-values is substantially different from

previous approaches and offers several advantages, as outlined below.

1. Our approach, as demonstrated through simulations, produces substantially more power-

ful p-values than the non-randomized methods when testing mean differences between a

pair of clusters at a fixed dendrogram height. Intuitively, by introducing randomization

into the clustering procedure, we are saving more information for the inference stage.

This often comes at little cost to the clustering quality when only a small amount of

randomization is introduced into the algorithm, as seen for example in Figure 1. Gains

in inferential power due to external randomization has been well-documented in super-

vised learning contexts. Take, for example, data-carving Fithian et al. [2014], Panigrahi

[2023], which selects models using a random subsample like sample-splitting; but, unlike

the sample-splitting approach, data-carving uses the full data for inference. Approaches

using other types of randomization schemes are described in Tian and Taylor [2018], Pani-

grahi and Taylor [2023], Panigrahi et al. [2024], Kivaranovic and Leeb [2024], Huang et al.

[2025], among others.

2. Furthermore, unlike randomized methods based on data-splitting, like the UV decompo-

sition, fission, or thinning [Rasines and Young, 2022, Leiner et al., 2025, Dharamshi et al.,

2025], that base inference exclusively on holdout data, our approach reuses the data em-

ployed in clustering. In particular, with a small amount of randomization, our approach

produces a slight perturbation of the clustering results on the original data while still

using the full dataset for testing.

3. The p-values obtained from our randomized approach can be used in conjunction with

any hierarchical clustering linkage to produce valid inference, without the need for: (i)

case-by-case derivations of the conditioning set or (ii) potentially expensive Monte Carlo

or resampling-based approximations to compute the p-values. For example, in complete-

linkage hierarchical clustering (which was used in Figure 1), the tests in Gao et al. [2024],

Yun and Barber [2023] rely on Monte Carlo approximations to compute p-values, whereas

our method does not resort to such sampling-based approximations.

4. Adding to the flexibility of our approach, the proposed randomization scheme can be

readily applied to obtain adjusted distributions of test statistics for different types of

tests, while accounting for the data-dependent nature of clustering outputs. Examples

include tests based on the adjusted chi-squared test statistic in Gao et al. [2024] and the

adjusted F test statistic in Yun and Barber [2023].
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We summarize our main contributions below and present an outline of the paper.

• In Section 2, we introduce the randomized hierarchical clustering algorithm (Algorithm

1), which performs clustering using a dissimilarity matrix that is updated at each merge,

as in standard methods.

• In Section 3, we construct p-values conditional on all previous merges to determine whether

there is statistical evidence that a given merge should have been made. Theorem 1 derives

the corresponding conditional distribution, and Theorem 2 shows that p-values computed

from this distribution control an appropriately defined Type I error.

• In Section 4, we develop an adaptive α-spending procedure for estimating the appropriate

dendrogram cut height, as summarized in Algorithm 2. The Type I error control provided

by our p-values at each merge allows us to allocate α-values prudently based on the sizes

of the clusters being merged. Theorem 3 establishes a probabilistic guarantee, ensured by

our algorithm, against overestimating the total number of clusters.

• Simulation results in Section 5 demonstrate that: (i) our randomized approach yields valid

p-values at each merge in the dendrogram, (ii) tests based on these p-values achieve higher

power than existing selective inference methods at a fixed dendrogram height, while not

sacrificing clustering performance when only a small amount of randomization is used,

and (iii) the proposed α-spending procedure to estimate the dendrogram cut height yields

a powerful clustering method that outperforms the standard clustering approach paired

with the popular gap statistic [Tibshirani et al., 2001]. In a real data analysis, we illustrate

how the number of clusters estimated using our method can be employed to assess the

stability of clustering results across multiple runs of our randomized Algorithm 1.

• Section 6 concludes the paper with a brief summary and ideas for future research.

2 Randomized hierarchical clustering

2.1 Proposed randomization scheme

We begin by introducing some notation. Let X ∈ Rn×p denote the random data matrix

with n observations and p features, and let Xo denote its realized value; i.e., we observe

X = Xo. For our hierarchical clustering algorithm, at step t, let C(t) denote the set of all
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existing clusters, and let M(t) denote the set of all candidate merges, where each candi-

date merge M = (C1, C2) ∈ M(t) consists of a pair of distinct clusters (C1, C2) from the

set C(t). We denote by M (t) ∈ M(t) the merge selected by the randomized agglomerative

clustering algorithm at step t, which depends on both the random data matrix and the ex-

ternal randomization. These merges also depend on the dissimilarity between any pair of

clusters M = (C1, C2), which we denote by d(M ;X); the specific form of d(M ; ·) is deter-

mined by the linkage function employed in the hierarchical clustering algorithm. Finally, let

D(t)(X) = {d(M ;X) : M ∈ M(t)} be the set of all dissimilarities between every possible

pair of clusters or merges considered at step t.

To perform randomized hierarchical clustering, we propose the following randomization

scheme. Given X = Xo, the set of dissimilarities at all possible merges, we sample the

greedy merge M (t) =
(
C

(t)
1 , C

(t)
2

)
at step t from a discrete probability distribution, instead

of deterministically selecting the pair of clusters from C(t) with the smallest dissimilarity.

In particular, the randomized merge variable M (t) assumes values in the set of all possible

merges,M(t), with probabilities given by

P(t)
Xo

=
{
p(t)(M ;Xo) : M ∈M(t)

}
where

p(t)(M ;Xo) := P(M (t) = M |X = Xo) =

exp

(
− 1

τ (t)
d(M ;Xo)

)
∑

M ′∈M(t)

exp

(
− 1

τ (t)
d(M ′;Xo)

) , (1)

and τ (t) > 0 controls the amount of randomization applied at step t of the algorithm. More

succinctly, the probability vector P(t)
Xo

is the softmax of −D(t)(X)/τ (t).

By sampling a realization of M (t) from the discrete distribution in (1), the algorithm at

step t performs a randomized version of the non-randomized or deterministic cluster-merging

process. This process is repeated at each step t of the algorithm, where independent sampling

is performed at each merge conditioned on the data, continuing until all clusters are merged

into a single cluster or a predefined number of clusters is reached.

The randomization scheme introduced above closely resembles the exponential mecha-

nism by McSherry and Talwar [2007], which is used in differential privacy to randomly sample

an item from a discrete set while providing privacy guarantees. Recent work by Zhang et al.

[2024] uses a similar type of sampling probabilities as weights in a weighted average-type
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procedure to obtain stability, which in turn is used to establish the asymptotic normality

of cross-validated risks. A key distinction of our randomized approach from this work and

from the broader literature on differential privacy and algorithmic stability is that we neither

require nor seek to achieve any form of privacy or stability in order to construct valid testing

procedures, as described later in Section 3.

2.2 Amount of randomization

At each step of the bottom-up algorithm, one must determine the amount of randomization

required to select the winning merge. For D(t)(X) = D(t)(Xo), the amount of randomization

at each iteration, τ (t) = τ (t)(D(t)(Xo)), is parameterized by a single scalar τ , fixed as

τ (t) := τ · 1

|M(t)|
∑

M ′∈M(t)

d(M ′;Xo). (2)

This data-driven specification of τ (t), defined as a scalar multiple of the average distance

among possible merges at step t, ensures that the clustering structure produced by our

randomized algorithm remains invariant under rescaling of the data, a property also exhibited

by the deterministic version.

Before proceeding, we make the following observation about our randomization scheme,

obtained by substituting (2) into the probability distribution defined in (1). By definition, the

random merge variable M (t) depends on the data matrix exclusively through the collection

of all possible dissimilarities D(t)(X) at that step. This observation is formalized in Lemma

1.

Lemma 1. The merge variable M (t) is conditionally independent of X given D(t)(X) =

D(t)(Xo), i.e.,

P(M (t) = M |D(t)(X) = D(t)(Xo), X = Xo) = P(M (t) = M |D(t)(X) = D(t)(Xo)).

The proof for this result is included in Appendix B.1.

The smaller the value of τ , the lower the amount of randomization in our hierarchical

clustering algorithm. Our next result, Proposition 1, establishes that as τ → 0, the greedy

merge performed at step t by our randomized clustering algorithm coincides, with probability

approaching 1, with the merge produced by its deterministic analog using the same linkage

criterion. Corroborating this result, our numerical experiments in Section 5.1 show that
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small values of τ lead to clustering results that closely resemble the clustering output on the

full data in terms of standard clustering evaluation metrics.

Proposition 1. Denote by

M∗
o = argmin

M∈M(t)

d(M ;Xo)

the set of merges with the smallest dissimilarity, as identified by the deterministic hierarchical

clustering algorithm at step t. Then, we have that

lim
τ→0

P(M (t) ∈M∗
o|X = Xo) = 1.

A detailed proof for this result is deferred to Appendix B.2.

Algorithm 1 summarizes the proposed randomized agglomerative clustering procedure,

which produces K clusters by performing n −K merges. In the special case where K = 1,

the algorithm proceeds until all observations are merged into a single cluster.

3 Conditional inference: should we merge?

3.1 Null hypothesis and conditional Type I error

In this section, we develop a hypothesis testing procedure to obtain statistical evidence on

whether a merge should be performed. Here, we formulate the null hypothesis and discuss

the conditional Type I error rate, which guarantees that the p-values we construct for each

merge remain valid conditional on the clustering output up to that merge.

We consider the following model for n observations with p features:

X ∼MN n×p(µ, In, σ
2Ip), (3)

where the rows of µ ∈ Rn×p represent the unknown mean parameters, and σ2 > 0 denotes

the noise variance, i.e., each observation Xi ∈ Rp, for i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n}, is an independent

realization from Np(µi, σ
2Ip).

For the observed realization of the data matrix X = Xo, suppose we observe

{
M (t) = M (t)

o

}
, where M (t)

o =
(
C

(t)
1,o, C

(t)
2,o

)
,

9



Algorithm 1 Randomized Agglomerative Clustering Algorithm

1: Input: Pairwise dissimilarity matrix D(Xo), number of clusters K, linkage function

d(·;Xo), parameter controlling the amount of randomization τ

2: Initialization: Each data point as its own singleton cluster:

C(0) = {{1}, {2}, . . . , {n}}

3: for t ∈ [n−K] do

4: For each pair of cluster M ∈M(t), compute d(M ;Xo) using D(Xo) and d(·;Xo)

5: Set τ (t) := τ · 1

|M(t)|
∑

M∈M(t) d(M ;Xo)

6: Calculate p(t)(M ;Xo), as defined in (1), for all M ∈M(t)

7: Sample the winning merge M
(t)
o =

(
C

(t)
1,o, C

(t)
2,o

)
from

P(t)
Xo

=
{
p(t)(M ;Xo) : M ∈M(t)

}
8: Merge the winning pair of clusters and update the collection of clusters:

C(t+1) ← C(t) \ {C(t)
1,o, C

(t)
2,o} ∪

{
C

(t)
1,o ∪ C

(t)
2,o

}
9: end for

10: Output: Cluster labels for each data point

and for j ∈ {1, 2}, C(t)
j,o is the observed value of C

(t)
j . We then define our null hypothesis as

H
(t)
0 : µi = µi′ for all i, i′ ∈ C

(t)
1,o ∪ C

(t)
2,o, (4)

where under the null H
(t)
0 , the data points belonging to the merged pair of clusters C

(t)
1,o

and C
(t)
2,o are assumed to share the same mean parameter. In what follows, we derive an

exact, closed-form, and valid p-value for testing this null hypothesis, treating the variance

parameter σ2 in (3) as unknown.

Before presenting our testing procedure, we first present the conditional Type I error guar-

antee associated with the p-values we construct for each merge. To formalize this guarantee,

let us denote the sequence of random merges up to time t as M
(t)

=
{
M (1),M (2), . . . ,M (t)

}
.

Consistent with our notations, suppose we observe
{
M

(t)
= M

(t)

o

}
on our specific realization
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of the data matrix Xo, where

M
(t)

o =
{
M (1)

o ,M (2)
o , . . . ,M (t)

o

}
,

and M
(t)
o is the observed value of M (t).

At each merge, the p-value we construct, denoted by P(t), satisfies the following condi-

tional Type I error guarantee under the null hypothesis in (4):

P
H

(t)
0

(
P(t) ≤ α |M (t)

= M
(t)

o

)
= α, for any 0 ≤ α ≤ 1. (5)

As we show later, in constructing our α-spending testing procedure, we rely on the conditional

Type I error rate in (5), allowing for an adaptive choice of test level α = α(t)(M
(t)
) at step

t that depends on all previous merges up to that step.

3.2 Test statistic and preliminaries

Notations. We begin by introducing the necessary notation. Consider the pair of merged

clusters
(
C

(t)
1,o, C

(t)
2,o

)
at step t, whose respective means are denoted by X̄

C
(t)
1,o

and X̄
C

(t)
2,o
. The

total number of observations in these two clusters is denoted by N
(t)
o = |C(t)

1,o|+ |C
(t)
2,o|.

Define ν
M

(t)
o

as an n-dimensional vector whose i-th entry is given by[
ν
M

(t)
o

]
i
= 1{i ∈ C

(t)
1,o}/|C

(t)
1,o| − 1{i ∈ C

(t)
2,o}/|C

(t)
2,o|. (6)

We also define the matrices

B(t)
o =

ν
M

(t)
o
νT

M
(t)
o

∥ν
M

(t)
o
∥22

, W (t)
o =

I
C

(t)
1,o
−

1
C

(t)
1,o
1⊤
C

(t)
1,o

|C(t)
1,o|

+

I
C

(t)
2,o
−

1
C

(t)
2,o
1⊤
C

(t)
2,o

|C(t)
2,o|

 ,

where IC denotes the n×n diagonal matrix with entry (i, i) set to 1{i ∈ C}, and 1C denotes

the n-dimensional vector with entry i set to 1{i ∈ C}.
Given these definitions, it follows that: (i) νT

M
(t)
o

X = X̄
C

(t)
1,o
−X̄

C
(t)
2,o

captures the differences

between the means of clusters merged at step t; (ii) B
(t)
o X is the projection of X onto a rank-

one subspace capturing the differences between the cluster means of the merged pair; (iii)

W
(t)
o X is the projection of X onto a subspace with rank N

(t)
o − 2 capturing the differences

among observations within the two merged clusters; and (iv) the subspace that W
(t)
o projects

onto is orthogonal to that of B
(t)
o .
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Test statistic. We consider the test statistic

R(t)
(
X;C

(t)
1,o, C

(t)
2,o

)
:= (N (t)

o − 2) · BCSS
(t)

WCSS(t)
, (7)

defined as the ratio between the between-cluster sum of squares BCSS(t) and the within-

cluster sum of squares WCSS(t) for the merged clusters, where

BCSS(t) :=
|C(t)

1,o||C
(t)
2,o|

N
(t)
o

×
∥∥∥X̄

C
(t)
1,o
− X̄

C
(t)
2,o

∥∥∥2
2
= ∥B(t)

o X∥2F ,

WCSS(t) :=
∑
i∈C(t)

1,o

∥∥∥Xi − X̄
C

(t)
1,o

∥∥∥2
2
+
∑
i∈C(t)

2,o

∥∥∥Xi − X̄
C

(t)
2,o

∥∥∥2
2
= ∥W (t)

o X∥2F .

When testing for differences in means between two predefined clusters or groups, the statistic

in (7) yields the standard F test. However, for clusters dependent on data via the greedy

merging algorithm, the null distribution of this statistic is no longer an F distribution.

Hereafter, we denote the test statistic R(t)
(
X;C

(t)
1,o, C

(t)
2,o

)
as simply R(t), and its observed

counterpart, R(t)
(
Xo;C

(t)
1,o, C

(t)
2,o

)
, as R

(t)
o .

Yun and Barber [2023] derive the distribution of this statistic under the null hypothesis (4)

by conditioning on the clustering output, and show that it follows a truncated F distribution

in the absence of additional randomization in the algorithm. In general, however, this

null distribution is not available in closed form, as the truncation region typically lacks an

explicit characterization, except in a few special cases. Consequently, Yun and Barber [2023]

employ Monte Carlo approximations to compute their p-values, which cannot be calculated

exactly. As emphasized earlier in the paper, we take a different approach to this problem by

utilizing our randomization scheme to altogether bypass the need to describe the underlying

conditioning event.

Preliminaries. The distribution of R(t) conditional on all merges up to step t is difficult

to characterize, since the merges made by a clustering algorithm depend on the entire data

matrix rather than solely on the test statistic of interest. To this end, we state a few

preliminaries, adopted from [Yun and Barber, 2023].

Lemma 2 identifies auxiliary statistics that, together with the test statistic, enable the

reconstruction of the data matrix X. Consequently, the sequence of merges in a non-

randomized clustering merging process is entirely determined by these statistics, whereas

in our randomized algorithm, the sequence is determined by both these statistics and the
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additional randomization introduced into the merging process.

Define the auxiliary statistics A(t) := (η(t), γ(t),∆(t),Γ(t)), where

η(t) = dir(B(t)
o X), γ(t) = dir(W (t)

o X)

∆(t) = ∥B(t)
o X∥2F + ∥W (t)

o X∥2F , Γ(t) = (In −B(t)
o −W (t)

o )X.
(8)

The observed auxiliary statistics, A(t)
o =

(
η
(t)
o , γ

(t)
o ,∆

(t)
o ,Γ

(t)
o

)
, are defined as above but with

X replaced by Xo.

Lemma 2. For r ∈ R+, define the function

X(r;A(t)
o ) =

√
∆

(t)
o ·

η(t)o

√
r

N
(t)
o − 2 + r

+ γ(t)
o

√
N

(t)
o − 2

N
(t)
o − 2 + r

+ Γ(t)
o ,

where N
(t)
o = |C(t)

1,o|+|C
(t)
2,o| and A

(t)
o =

(
η
(t)
o , γ

(t)
o ,∆

(t)
o ,Γ

(t)
o

)
is the observed auxiliary statistics.

It holds that

X(R(t)
o ;A(t)

o ) = Xo,

where R
(t)
o is as defined in (7).

The proof for this result can be found in Appendix B.3.

The next lemma shows that the test statistic R(t) given the auxiliary statistics has an

F distribution under H
(t)
0 , provided that the clusters (C

(t)
1,o, C

(t)
2,o) are predefined, i.e., their

dependence on data is ignored. Our main result, presented in the next section, further

conditions this distribution on the sequence of greedy merges made by our randomized

clustering algorithm to obtain the correct distribution of the test statistic.

Lemma 3. Consider the null hypothesis H
(t)
0 in (4), assuming that the clusters (C

(t)
1,o, C

(t)
2,o)

are predefined. Then, the distribution of

R(t)
∣∣∣A(t) = A(t)

o

coincides with that of an F
p,(N

(t)
o −2)p

random variable.

A detailed proof for this Lemma is deferred to Appendix B.4.
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3.3 Constructing a conditionally valid p-value

To construct a valid p-value for the null hypothesis H
(t)
0 , we characterize the conditional

distribution of

R(t)
∣∣∣ {A(t) = A(t)

o ,M
(t)

= M
(t)

o

}
. (9)

Theorem 1 derives this conditional distribution, accounting for the highly data-dependent

nature of the clustering process by conditioning on
{
M

(t)
= M

(t)

o

}
, the sequence of greedy

merges up to step t. The additional conditioning on the auxiliary statistics reduces the cal-

culation of this conditional distribution to computing one-dimensional integrals, eliminating

the need to marginalize over them in the density function.

Theorem 1. Under H
(t)
0 in (4), the cumulative distribution function (CDF) of the condi-

tional distribution of the test statistic R(t) in (9), evaluated at r, is given by

F(t)(r;A(t)
o ,M

(t)

o ) =

∫ r

0
ℓF

p,(N
(t)
o −2)p

(r′)×
∏t

s=1 p
(s)
(
M

(s)
o ;X(r′;A(t)

o )
)
dr′∫∞

0
ℓF

p,(N
(t)
o −2)p

(r′)×
∏t

s=1 p
(s)
(
M

(s)
o ;X(r′;A(t)

o )
)
dr′

,

where ℓF
p,(N

(t)
o −2)p

(r) denotes the density of an F
p,(N

(t)
o −2)p

random variable, and

p(s)
(
M (s)

o ;X(r′;A(t)
o )
)
= P

(
M (s) = M (s)

o |X = X(r′;A(t)
o )
)

is the sampling probability that M (s) = M
(s)
o given X = X(r′;A(t)

o ), for s ∈ {1, 2, . . . , t}, as
defined in (1).

Proof. Let the conditional density of

R(t)
∣∣∣A(t) = A(t)

o

at r be denoted by ℓR(t)(r | A(t) = A(t)
o ). Then, using Bayes’ rule, we observe that the density

of the conditional distribution R(t)
∣∣∣{M (t)

= M
(t)

o ,A(t) = A(t)
o }, evaluated at r, is proportional

to

ℓR(t)(r | A(t) = A(t)
o ) · P(M (t)

= M
(t)

o | R(t) = r,A(t) = A(t)
o ). (10)

Using Lemma 3, under the null H
(t)
0 , it follows that

ℓR(t)(r | A(t) = A(t)
o ) = ℓF

p,(N
(t)
o −2)p

(r). (11)
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Furthermore, since the merges were sampled according to the probabilities in (1), {R(t) =

r,A(t) = A(t)
o } = {X = X(r;A(t)

o )} by the definition in Lemma 2, and the sampling processes

were independent given the data, we have that

P
(
M

(t)
= M

(t)

o | R(t) = r,A(t) = A(t)
o

)
=

t∏
s=1

P
(
M (s) = M (s)

o |X = X(r;A(t)
o )
)
=

t∏
s=1

p(s)
(
M (s)

o ;X(r;A(t)
o )
)
.

(12)

Combining (11) with (12), we obtain that the expression in (10) takes the value ℓF
p,(N

(t)
o −2)p

(r)×∏t
s=1 p

(s)
(
M

(s)
o ;X(r;A(t)

o )
)
. That is, the conditional density of interest is given by

ℓF
p,(N

(t)
o −2)p

(r)×
∏t

s=1 p
(s)
(
M

(s)
o ;X(r;A(t)

o )
)

∫∞
0

ℓF
p,(N

(t)
o −2)p

(r′)×
∏t

s=1 p
(s)
(
M

(s)
o ;X(r′;A(t)

o )
)
dr′

.

As a result, the CDF of this distribution, evaluated at r, is as stated in the theorem.

Next, we present the conditional p-value, denoted by P(t) = P(t)
(
R(t);A(t)

)
, which is a

function of the test statistic and the auxiliary statistics. Let

P(t)
o = P(t)

(
R(t)

o ;A(t)
o

)
denote its value computed on the observed data Xo, defined as

P(t)
o = P

H
(t)
0

(
R(t) ≥ R(t)

o

∣∣∣ {M (t)
= M

(t)

o ,A(t) = A(t)
o

})
, (13)

where R
(t)
o is the observed value of the test statistic R(t).

Corollary 1. It holds that P(t)
o = 1− F(t)(R

(t)
o ;A(t)

o ,M
(t)

o ).

Proof. This claim follows directly from the definition of P(t)
o and the conditional distribution

derived in Theorem 1.

In Theorem 2, we establish that the test based on this p-value controls the conditional

Type I error, defined in (5), at the nominal level α.

Theorem 2. We have that

P
H

(t)
0

(
P(t)(R(t);A(t)) ≤ α |M (t)

= M
(t)

o

)
= α, for any 0 ≤ α ≤ 1.
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A proof for this result is included in Appendix B.5. Simulations in Section 5.2 demon-

strate that the p-values constructed in this section not only control the Type I error rate at

the nominal level, but also exhibit higher power than existing selective inferential methods

for producing p-values at a fixed dendrogram level.

We conclude this section with several remarks on the test developed in this section. As

shown in Corollary 1, a conditionally valid p-value is derived from the CDF of the condi-

tional distribution in Theorem 1. Unlike earlier non-randomized selective inference methods,

however, this CDF (see the proof of Theorem 1) does not require an explicit linkage- and

dissimilarity-specific characterization of the conditioning event. Instead, the correction for

double dipping is obtained directly from the sampling probabilities of the observed sequence

of merges, defined in (1), which already encode the linkage dissimilarity. Consequently,

computing the CDF, and thus the p-value, requires no sampling or resampling based ap-

proximations. For example, Yun and Barber [2023] uses Monte Carlo approximations to

compute p-values when more than two clusters are present, i.e., at any intermediate step

of the merging process. Similarly, Gao et al. [2024] rely on Monte Carlo approximations to

compute p-values for complete-linkage clustering, and do not compute p-values for linkages

such as the minimax linkage or for dissimilarities outside the class of squared Euclidean dis-

tances. By contrast, our method avoids such approximations and computes p-values directly

from the sampling probabilities of our randomization scheme.

Finally, in Appendix A.1, we also develop conditional p-values for the type of test pro-

posed by Gao et al. [2024] assuming a normal model with a known non-spherical covariance

matrix Σ. By using a slightly different decomposition of the data matrix into the test statistic

and appropriately defined auxiliary statistics, the CDF of the relevant conditional distribu-

tion is derived from the sampling probabilities in our randomization scheme, analogous to

the result in Theorem 1. This CDF yields valid p-values with the conditional Type I error

guarantee in (5).

4 Using conditional p-values to choose the number of

clusters

We develop an adaptive alpha-spending procedure Foster and Stine [2008], Aharoni and Ros-

set [2014] that leverages the conditionally valid p-values from the previous section to estimate

the number of clusters. Specifically, we begin with a pre-defined sequence {α1, . . . , αn−1} sat-
isfying

∑n−1
j=1 αj = α, where (n − 1) is the total number of merges. At each merge in the

16



dendrogram, we apply the test described in Section 3 and compute the corresponding p-value

P(t)
o for the null hypothesis specified in (4). We then compare this p-value to α(t), which is

selected from S, a subset of unused elements of {α1, . . . , αn−1} at step t, and terminate the

sequential testing procedure as soon as there is sufficient evidence against a merge made by

Algorithm 1.

The choice of α(t) in our procedure is allowed to depend adaptively on the sizes of the

clusters being merged, and, by design, also on the α-budget already allocated to the previous

merges up to time t. In particular, we design a prudent, adaptive allocation of α-values that

enables the use of more liberal thresholds for merges involving larger clusters, leading to a

more powerful procedure.

The full procedure is summarized in Algorithm 2. In our implementation, we introduce

a minimum cluster size cutoff nmin such that if any cluster has size below this threshold,

we do not perform a test and the corresponding merges are automatically accepted. This

includes, trivially, the case in which the clusters are singletons, for which the naive F test,

and consequently the appropriately adjusted test in Section 3 does not apply. Additionally,

if the minimum of the two cluster sizes is larger than nmin but smaller than n∗ at any step t,

we assign a smaller α(t) from the list of unused elements of {α1, . . . , αn−1} at step t. If n∗ is

chosen to be less than or equal to nmin, this step is skipped. This type of adaptive allocation

of α-values is consistent with our goal of using more liberal thresholds for merges involving

larger clusters and therefore obtain a more powerful procedure.

We next develop a probabilistic guarantee for our algorithm against overestimation. To

introduce this result, suppose K∗ is the true number of clusters in the data, and let t∗ =

n − K∗ + 1. Denote by T the event that the true cluster structure is preserved when the

randomized hierarchical clustering algorithm is executed up to step t∗, i.e., that no cross-

cluster merges occur before t∗.

Theorem 3. Suppose Algorithm 2 is executed with total significance level α and a pre-

specified sequence α1, α2, . . . , αn−1 satisfying
∑n−1

j=1 αj = α. Then the α-spending procedure

summarized in Algorithm 2 guarantees

P
(
{K̂ > K∗} ∩ T

)
≤ α.

A proof for this result is included in Appendix B.6. It proceeds by demonstrating that

this type of sequential testing procedure satisfies family-wise error rate (FWER) control,
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which is shown in Lemma 6.

Algorithm 2 Adaptive Alpha-Spending with Early Stopping at First Rejection

1: Input: Significance level α, pre-defined sequence {α1, α2, . . . , αn−1} such that
∑n−1

j=1 αj =

α, merge sequence M
(t)

o = {(C(t)
1,o, C

(t)
2,o)}n−1

t=1 obtained from Algorithm 1 with randomiza-

tion level τ , testable cluster size cutoff nmin, alpha-spending threshold cluster size n∗

2: Initialize: Available alpha set S = {α1, α2, . . . , αn−1}
3: for t = 1 to n− 1 do

4: Conduct the greedy merge M
(t)
o = (C

(t)
1,o, C

(t)
2,o)

5: if min(n1, n2) ≤ nmin then

6: No test is performed, and we proceed to the next merge

7: else

8: if min(|C(t)
1,o|, |C

(t)
2,o|) ≤ n∗ then

9: Select test level α(t) ← min(S) ▷ More conservative for small clusters

10: else

11: Select test level α(t) ← max(S) ▷ More power for larger clusters

12: end if

13: Conduct hypothesis test (4) by constructing the p-value P(t)
o in (13)

14: end if

15: Update available alpha set: S ← S \ {α(t)}
16: if P(t)

o < α(t) then

17: Set estimated number of clusters K̂ = n− t+ 1

18: Output: K̂

19: Break

20: end if

21: end for

22: If no rejection: Set K̂ = 1

23: Output: K̂

Note that Theorem 3 guarantees that we can control the probability of overestimating

K∗. This comparison between K̂ and K∗ is meaningful only when the true clustering is

obtained along the hierarchical clustering path. Put another way, this result ensures that

we are unlikely to split true clusters unnecessarily.

The numerical experiments on simulated and real data in Sections 5.3 and 5.4 investi-

gate the potential of the proposed α-spending procedure for estimating the dendrogram cut

height. The resulting estimate of the number of clusters can then be used to assess standard
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metrics for clustering stability across repeated runs of our randomized algorithm or cluster-

ing algorithms with other forms of randomization. Across a variety of simulation settings,

we find that our testing procedure for estimating the number of clusters yields a powerful

clustering method that outperforms standard (i.e., non-randomized) clustering approaches

paired with the popular gap statistic [Tibshirani et al., 2001].

5 Simulation and real data analysis

We turn now to empirical evaluations of the methodology developed in the previous sections.

We begin, in Section 5.1, by studying the effect of different levels of randomization on the

quality of a clustering. In Section 5.2, we evaluate the validity and power of our proposed

conditional p-value. Section 5.3 assesses the effectiveness of proposed procedure for choosing

K. Finally, Section 5.4 applies our method in a real-world scenario.

5.1 How does randomization affect clustering quality?

A natural question is how the introduced randomization impacts the quality of the resulting

clustering. To investigate this, we evaluate clustering performance across different values of

τ in Algorithm 1 using the following two metrics:

(i) the ratio between the within-cluster sum of squares (WCSS) and the total sum of

squares (TSS), defined as

WCSS

TSS
=

∑K
k=1

∑
i∈Ck
∥Xi − X̄Ck

∥22∑n
i=1 ∥Xi − X̄∥22

,

with X̄Ck
=

1

|Ck|
∑

i∈Ck
Xi denoting the mean of cluster k, and X̄ =

1

n

∑n
i=1Xi rep-

resenting the overall sample mean. This ratio measures the proportion of variability

within clusters relative to the total variability, ranging from 0 to 1, with smaller values

indicating more well-defined and compact clusters.

(ii) the Adjusted Rand Index (ARI), which measures the agreement between the estimated

clustering Ĉ = {Ĉ1, . . . , ĈK} and the true labels C = {C1, . . . , CK′} of n observations.

Let nk,k′ = |Ĉk ∩ Ck′ | denote the number of points assigned to the estimated cluster
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Ĉk and the true cluster Ck′ . The ARI is then defined as

ARI =

∑
k,k′

(
nk,k′
2

)
−
[∑

k

(
ak
2

)∑
j

(
bk′
2

)]/(
n
2

)
1

2

[∑
k

(
ak
2

)
+
∑

k′

(
bk′
2

)]
−
[∑

k

(
ak
2

)∑
j

(
bk′
2

)]/(
n
2

) ,
where ak =

∑
k′ nkk′ and b′k =

∑
k nkk′ denote, respectively, the total number of samples

assigned to the estimated cluster k and the total number of samples belonging to true

class k′. ARI ranges from −1 to 1, with 1 indicating perfect agreement between the

estimated and true clustering, 0 corresponding to random labelings and −1 indicating

extreme disagreement that is worse than random labelings.

We generate 500 synthetic datasets, each consisting of n = 30 observations in p = 2

dimensions, drawn from N (µ, σ2Ip) with variance σ2 = 1. The true number of clusters in

this setting is K = 2. Following the simulation setup in [Yun and Barber, 2023], the data

observation are divided into two clusters

µ1 = · · · = µn/2 =

[
0

0

]
, µn/2+1 = · · · = µn =

[
δ

0

]
(14)

where δ > 0 is a parameter controlling the signal strength. Each cluster contains n/2 = 15

observations.

First, we apply randomized complete linkage hierarchical clustering with the true num-

ber of clusters, K = 2, fixing δ = 6, and compare the clustering performance for τ ∈
{0, 0.025, 0.05, 0.1, 0.25, 0.5, 1, 5}. Note that τ = 0 corresponds to the usual (deterministic)

agglomerative clustering algorithm, depicted as RC(0), while the nonzero values of τ , in

ascending order, correspond to randomization levels 1-7, denoted RC(1) through RL(7).

The results, shown in Figure 2, indicate that for small values of τ , the randomized

clustering yields results that are comparable to the deterministic agglomerative clustering

in terms of both compactness of the clustering structure and label recovery. Consistent

with expectations, as τ increases, the external randomness begins to dominate the merging

process, resulting in less stable clusters and a clear decline in clustering quality, as reflected

by higher WCSS/TSS and lower ARI. For example, a sudden decline in clustering quality

is observed for RC(4), corresponding to τ = 0.25. These patterns are consistent across all

three metrics used to evaluate clustering performance.

We also compare the performance of the randomized hierarchical clustering algorithm

under varying levels of signal strength δ, while fixing the randomization level at τ = 0.10
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Figure 2: Comparison of clustering quality metrics under varying levels of randomization τ .
(Left): Boxplots of the ratio between within-cluster sum of squares (WCSS) and total sum
of squares (TSS), showing how cluster compactness changes with τ . (Right): Boxplots of the
Adjusted Rand Index (ARI), measuring agreement with the true clustering, which declines
as τ increases.

(i.e., implementing RC(3)). Figure 3 shows that the randomized hierarchical clustering

algorithm with τ = 0.10 achieves performance very similar to the deterministic version

across a wide range of signal strengths δ. When the clusters are well separated (larger δ),

the randomized method attains nearly perfect recovery of the true clustering, as reflected

by low WCSS/TSS ratios and high ARI values. Overall, these results suggest that a small

amount of randomization does not degrade clustering quality, even as the signal strength

varies. The benefits of the added randomization, however, become evident in the next

sections, where we demonstrate the performance of our testing procedures for validating the

clusters discovered by Algorithm 1.

5.2 Evaluating p-value validity and power

We now empirically evaluate the validity and power of the proposed conditional p-value,

examining its null distribution, Type I error control, and detection power under different

alternatives.

Type I error control. To demonstrate Type I error control, as guaranteed by Theorem 2,

we plot the ECDF of the randomized p-values P(t)
o against the uniform reference distribution

and summarize the empirical Type I error rates using boxplots.

We conduct two main experiments: (i) we first show that our test yields valid p-values

for any degree of randomization; (ii) we then compare the ECDF of the p-values obtained
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Figure 3: Comparison of clustering performance between deterministic and randomized hier-
archical clustering across signal strengths δ. (Left): Side-by-side boxplots of the WCSS/TSS
showing how cluster compactness changes with δ. (Right): Side-by-side boxplots of the Ad-
justed Rand Index (ARI), measuring agreement with the true clustering, which increases as
δ increases.

at randomization level τ = 0.10 (i.e., RC(3)) with the adjusted chi-squared test from Gao

et al. [2024], which uses the plug-in σ2 estimate σ̂2 = 1
(n−1)p

∑n
i=1 ∥Xi − X̄∥22, and with the

adjusted F test from Yun and Barber [2023]. We include the naive p-values to illustrate

that they suffer from the double-dipping issue and consequently yield invalid tests across all

scenarios in both experiments.

To obtain the ECDF, we perform 2000 independent trials, generating the rows of the

data matrix X in each trial as independent draws:

Xi ∼ N (µi, σ
2Ip), i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n}.

For each i, the mean vectors are set to µi = 0p, corresponding to the null hypothesis being

true. We fix σ = 1, n = 30, and p = 10. Alignment with the y = x line in the ECDF plot

indicates the validity of the p-values. To evaluate Type I error control, we adopt the same

data generation process as before. For each repetition, we perform 200 trials to estimate the

empirical Type I error rate, and we repeat this process 100 times to construct the boxplots.

In the first experiment, we perform complete-linkage hierarchical clustering with RC(1)-

RC(7) until the data are partitioned into K = 2 and K = 3 clusters, respectively, and

compute p-values for the resulting clusters. As shown in Figure 4, the proposed method

produces p-values that are uniformly distributed under the null hypothesis and successfully

controls the Type I error rate, at all levels of randomization. In contrast, the naive method
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yields excessively small p-values with a severely inflated Type I error rate.

Figure 4: Comparison of the p-value ECDFs and Type I error rates simulated under the null
hypothesis. (Left) ECDF plots for the proposed and baseline methods. (Right) Boxplots of
the Type I error rates across different methods.

In the second experiment, we compare the proposed p-values obtained with the proposed

randomized method with τ = 0.1 (i.e., RC(3)) against the p-values from the naive method

and the p-values obtained from the selective inferential approaches in [Gao et al., 2024] and

[Yun and Barber, 2023]. Using the same data-generating model as before with n = 30,

p = 10, σ = 1, we perform our clustering algorithm until the data are partitioned into

K = 2 and K = 3 clusters, respectively, under four linkage criteria: complete, average,

single, and minimax. For each setting, we perform 2000 repetitions and evaluate the ECDF

of the resulting p-values to assess validity under the null. The software implementations

of the methods proposed by [Gao et al., 2024] and [Yun and Barber, 2023] do not support

testing clusters obtained using the minimax linkage criterion. Figure 5 shows that, across
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all settings, the ECDFs of the p-values from RC(3) align closely with the reference uniform

distribution, indicating validity. As expected, the results are similar to the two existing

selective inferential methods whenever these approaches are available for a given linkage

criterion.

Figure 5: Comparison of the ECDFs of p-values obtained under the null hypothesis. The
proposed method with τ = 0.1 is compared against [Gao et al., 2024] and [Yun and Barber,
2023], across different linkage criteria and cluster numbers K ∈ {2, 3}.

Power under alternatives. To evaluate power, we consider two scenarios in which the

true number of clusters is K ∈ {2, 3}. For K = 2, data are generated according to (14) with

n = 30 and σ = 1. For K = 3, data are generated from three equidistant clusters

µ1 = · · · = µn/3 =

[
0

0

]
, µn/3+1 = · · · = µ2n/3 =

[
δ

0

]
, µ2n/3+1 = · · · = µn =

[
δ/2√
3δ/2

]
. (15)

We consider nine evenly spaced values of δ ∈ [1, 10] and simulate 2000 datasets for each δ.

For each dataset, we conduct the hypothesis test in (4) at a significance level of α = 0.05.

We compute the probability of rejecting the alternative as a function of effect size, which

we define as

ES := d(M ;µ),

where d(M ;µ) is the dissimilarity between the true cluster means µ, based on the linkage
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function employed in the clustering algorithm. We note that ES = 0 under the null for any

linkage, as d(M ;µ) = 0.

To estimate the rejection probability as a function of effect size, we bin the simulated

outcomes into 10 equally spaced intervals based on their effect sizes. Within each bin, we

calculate the proportion of rejections to obtain the estimated power. Confidence intervals are

constructed for each bin using a normal approximation to the binomial distribution. Figure

6 summarizes the empirical power of the proposed randomized method with τ = 0.1 (i.e.,

RC(3)) across different linkage functions and true cluster numbers K ∈ {2, 3}, and compares

it against the two other existing selective inference methods.

Figure 6: Empirical power curves as a function of effect size for the proposed randomized
method with τ = 0.1, compared with the two selective inference approaches under varying
choice of linkage functions (complete, single, average and minimax) and true number of
clusters K ∈ {2, 3}.

As evident from Figure 6, the proposed method consistently attains higher power than

existing selective inference approaches, with the only exception being scenarios involving

smaller effect sizes under single linkage clustering.

5.3 Evaluating our procedure for choosing the number of clusters

We next evaluate the empirical performance of our estimation procedure for determining the

number of clusters, as presented in Algorithm 2, using the conditional p-values developed
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in Section 3. We first demonstrate that the sequential testing procedure achieves valid

family-wise error rate (FWER) control under the global null, and then compare its ability

to estimate the number of clusters with that of the widely used gap statistic proposed in

[Tibshirani et al., 2001] across a wide range of settings.

In our experiments, we employ an exponentially decaying α-sequence of the form αj ∝
exp (−0.5j) for i = 1, . . . , n − 1, normalized such that the total testing budget sums to

α = 0.05. We set the cutoffs for the minimum testable cluster size and for deciding between

a more liberal versus conservative choice of α in Algorithm 2 to nmin = 0.1 × n and n∗ =

0.4×n, respectively. Throughout all experiments, the randomization level is fixed at τ = 0.1,

corresponding to RC(3).

To assess FWER control, we generate data under the null model in (4) with n = 30, p = 2,

and σ = 1, so that no clustering structure is present. In this setting, selecting K̂ > 1 is

equivalent to rejecting at least one true null hypothesis in the merge sequence. The empirical

FWER is therefore the proportion of repetitions for which K̂ > 1. As shown in Table 1,

across 2000 independent repetitions, the proposed procedure, under various randomization

levels, keeps this fraction below the target level α = 0.05. In contrast, Algorithm 2 with

naive p-values (denoted Naive) fails to maintain this control.

Table 1: Empirical FWER for Naive and Randomized methods.

Method Naive RC(1) RC(2) RC(3) RC(4) RC(5) RC(6) RC(7)
FWER 0.6080 0.0080 0.0070 0.0055 0.0065 0.0055 0.0050 0.0045

We next evaluate how accurately the method recovers the number of clusters when true

clustering structure is present. We compare our approach with the results from using the

gap statistic in Tibshirani et al. [2001], which selects K̂ by assessing whether the clusters

obtained from the observed data are significantly tighter than those formed in reference

datasets lacking structure. Specifically, for each candidate K, the gap statistic computes

Gap(K) = Eref[logWK ]− log(WK),

where WK denotes the within-cluster sum of squares. The selected number of clusters is

then defined as:

K̂Gap = min{K : Gap(K) ≥ Gap(K + 1)− sK+1, }

where sK is the standard deviation adjustment term defined in [Tibshirani et al., 2001].

We use data with n = 30, σ = 1, and K∗ = 3, generated from three equidistant clusters in
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(15) with between-cluster separation δ ∈ {4, 6, 8, 10, 12, 14}. For each setting, 100 datasets

are simulated, and the selected values of K̂ are summarized using histograms in Figure 7.

Each histogram displays the frequency of the different K̂ values obtained across repeated

experimental runs for both methods.

Figure 7: Paired histograms of the K̂ values selected by our proposed method and the gap
statistic across varying values of δ. As δ increases, our method consistently recovers the true
number of clusters, while the gap statistic remains overly conservative, estimating K̂ = 1.

Figure 7 demonstrates that our sequential testing procedure more consistently recovers

the correct clustering structure than the gap statistic across all settings. As cluster separation

increases, it nearly always identifies the true K. By contrast, the gap statistic remains

overly conservative and frequently underestimates the true number of clusters, even for well-

separated clusters.

We further evaluate the performance of Algorithm 2 under varying true numbers of

clusters K∗ ∈ {1, 2, . . . , 10}. For each value of K∗, we generate 100 independent datasets

with n = 200 observations and p = 2 dimensions. The K∗ cluster centers are placed evenly

around a circle of radius δ = 6, and each data point is sampled from a spherical Gaussian

distribution centered at its corresponding cluster. Cluster sizes are distributed as evenly

as possible across groups. We use the same procedure as in the previous experiments to
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generate the α-sequence, and set nmin = 10 and n∗ = 40.

Figure 8: Paired histograms of the estimated number of clusters K̂ under the proposed
method and the gap statistics for varying true number of clusters K∗.

Figure 8 shows that both the proposed method and the gap statistic recover the true

number of clusters with high stability when K∗ is small. However, as K∗ increases, the

estimation problem becomes more challenging, and both methods tend to underestimate the

true number of clusters. Despite this tendency, the proposed procedure often selects more

than K̂ = 1 cluster, whereas the gap statistic frequently collapses to a single cluster solution.

In other words, the proposed method reveals substantially more clustering structure in the

data than the gap statistic.

5.4 Real data analysis

In this section, we analyze the penguin dataset [Horst et al., 2020]. We focus on a subset

of 107 female penguins observed during the years 2007–2008, using the three species Adelie,

Chinstrap, and Gentoo as ground-truth labels. The clustering analysis is based solely on the

two continuous measurements, bill length and flipper length, and does not use the three true
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labels.

First, we apply Algorithm 2 to estimate the number of clusters K, and then use the

randomized hierarchical clustering algorithm in Algorithm 1 to assess the stability of the

resulting clustering structure across repeated draws of randomization.

(1): To estimate the number of clusters K̂, we run 100 independent repetitions of Algorithm

2 using complete linkage and a randomization level of τ = 0.1, and select the mode of

the resulting distribution as our estimate K̂. We employ the same α-sequence, nmin,

and n∗ as described in Section 5.3.

(2): After selecting K̂, we repeatedly run the clustering procedure 500 times to assess

stability of the clustering results. The pairwise co-occurrence matrix is constructed as

follows: for every pair of samples (i, j), we count the number of times they are assigned

to the same cluster across all runs and divide by the total number of runs. Sharper

color contrasts between blocks indicate more stable clustering results.

Figure 9: (Left) Histogram of the estimated number of clusters K̂. The blue dashed line

shows K̂ = 2 given by the gap statistics. (Right) Heatmap displaying the pairwise co-

occurrence matrix across 500 independent trails using K̂ = 2 and τ = 0.1.

The left panel of Figure 9 shows that both our proposed method and the gap statistic

consistently select K̂ = 2, where the red vertical line represents the true number of clusters,

K∗ = 3, and the blue vertical line indicates the number of clusters estimated by the gap

statistic. The right panel displays the co-occurrence heatmap, which reveals two large, high-

stability blocks. However, some uneven shading within the larger block suggests the presence
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of some within-cluster structure, consistent with the fact that the underlying data includes

three species. This observation aligns with the guarantee in Theorem 3, which ensures

that our sequential testing procedure is unlikely to split true clusters, although it does not

guarantee the recovery of all true clusters present in the data.

6 Conclusion

Validating clustering results is challenging because the same data cannot be used both to

form the clusters and to test whether those clusters are genuine. In this paper, we address this

challenge by developing tests that quantify the evidence against each merge in a hierarchical

clustering algorithm. The resulting p-values are then used to determine when to stop the

greedy merging process and, in turn, to estimate the number of clusters.

At the core of our approach is a novel randomized hierarchical clustering method. Ran-

domization gives researchers flexible control to retain more information for inference or val-

idation, without compromising the quality of selection. In particular, the p-values produced

by our testing procedure allow the same data to be used twice for both clustering and val-

idation, resulting in more powerful tests while controlling the desired Type I error rate.

Importantly, our empirical results indicate that this inference comes at little cost to clus-

tering quality when the level of randomization is kept small. Such an approach avoids the

typical tradeoff in data-splitting methods, where allocating too much data for selection can

leave too little information for inference, while allocating too little data for selection can

compromise clustering quality.

Beyond the statistical advantages of using the same data for both clustering and valida-

tion, our proposed randomization scheme offers a practical strategy to construct tractable

inference in hierarchical clustering. It can be applied with any linkage, avoiding both the

derivation of linkage-specific tests and the use of Monte Carlo approximations for computing

such tests. This gives our approach an advantage over existing selective inferential methods,

which can only explicitly characterize the conditioning set for certain linkages and dissimilar-

ities based on Euclidean distances, but must rely on costly sampling-based approximations

for others.

Finally, practical interpretation of the output from a hierarchical clustering method relies

on selecting an appropriate dendrogram level or cut height in order to extract and assess

the resulting cluster structure. To this end, the p-values developed in our paper—with the

appropriate conditional Type I error guarantees—are used to construct a sequential testing
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procedure that selects the number of clusters with a rigorous probabilistic guarantee against

overestimation.

There are several promising directions for future work. In this paper, we have derived

exact p-values under normality. Extending our approach to distribution-free settings, future

work could investigate the construction of asymptotically valid p-values by using the trans-

fer of conditional validity to other distributions or non-parametric settings, of which has

been established in recent work on randomized decision trees [Bakshi and Panigrahi, 2025].

Moreover, although our current approach focuses on hierarchical clustering algorithms, the

potential of our randomization scheme to develop inference for other types of clustering

methodology as well as for other types of hypotheses about differences between clusters

remains to be explored.
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A Extensions

A.1 Constructing p-value under non-spherical covariance

The conditional p-values developed in Section 3 are derived under the model in (3), where

Cov(Xi) = σ2Ip for an unknown σ. In this section, we describe our construction of p-values

under the null hypothesis for the test considered by Gao et al. [2024] with a known non-

spherical covariance matrix Σ, using our randomized approach. Specifically, we consider the

model

X ∼MN n×p(µ, In,Σ), (16)

where Σ ∈ Rp×p is a known positive definite matrix. This includes the special case where

Σ = σ2Ip for known σ2.

Remark 1. In practice, Σ is not known and must be estimated from the observed data.

Formally, we expect that an asymptotic justification can show that this class of tests extends

to consistent plug-in estimates of Σ, thereby allowing their use even when Σ is estimated.

For an example of this type of justification, see Bakshi and Panigrahi [2025]. A detailed

investigation of this is left to future work.

For the observed realization of the data matrix X = Xo and an observed merge {M (t) =

M
(t)
o }, whereM (t)

o =
(
C

(t)
1,o, C

(t)
2,o

)
, we consider the null hypothesis in Gao et al. [2024], defined

as:

H
(t)
0 : µ̄

C
(t)
1,o

= µ̄
C

(t)
2,o

(17)

where µ̄C = 1
|C|
∑

i∈C µi is defined as the mean for cluster C.

A.1.1 Test statistics and preliminaries

As done earlier, we first define the test statistic and consider its distribution conditional on

appropriately identified auxiliary statistics under the null hypothesis, assuming the clusters

are predefined.

To test (17), we consider the test statistic

U (t)
(
X;C

(t)
1,o, C

(t)
2,o

)
:=
∥∥Σ− 1

2XTν
M

(t)
o

∥∥
2
, (18)

where ν
M

(t)
o

is defined in (6). This statistic quantifies the separation between the means of

the merged clusters, but in terms of the whitened data matrix X. For simplicity, we will

denote U (t)
(
X;C

(t)
1,o, C

(t)
2,o

)
simply as U (t) hereafter.
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Define the auxiliary statistics for this test by A(t)
Σ = {ξ(t), π(t)}, where

ξ(t) = dir(Σ− 1
2XTν

M
(t)
o
)T , π(t) =

(
In −

ν
M

(t)
o
νT

M
(t)
o

∥ν
M

(t)
o
∥22

)
X.

Denote the observed value of A(t)
Σ by

A(t)
Σ,o = {ξ

(t)
o , π(t)

o }. (19)

Lemma 4 provides a decomposition ofX in terms of the test statistic U (t) and the auxiliary

statistics A(t)
Σ .

Lemma 4. For some u ∈ R+, defining the function

X
(
u;A(t)

Σ,o

)
= u

ν
M

(t)
o

∥ν
M

(t)
o
∥22
ξ(t)o Σ

1
2 + π(t)

o ,

where ν
M

(t)
o

is defined in (6) and A(t)
Σ,o is defined in (19). It holds that

X(U (t)
o ;A(t)

Σ,o) = Xo,

where U
(t)
o is the observed value of the test statistics defined in (18) and Xo is the observed

value of the data matrix X.

Proof. Note that the observed data matrix Xo can be decomposed as follows:

Xo =
ν
M

(t)
o

∥ν
M

(t)
o
∥22
νT

M
(t)
o
Xo +

(
In −

ν
M

(t)
o
νT

M
(t)
o

∥ν
M

(t)
o
∥22

)
Xo

= ∥Σ− 1
2XT

o νM(t)
o
∥2

ν
M

(t)
o

∥ν
M

(t)
o
∥22
dir(Σ− 1

2XT
o νM(t)

o
)TΣ

1
2 +

(
In −

ν
M

(t)
o
νT

M
(t)
o

∥ν
M

(t)
o
∥22

)
Xo

= U (t)
o

ν
M

(t)
o

∥ν
M

(t)
o
∥22
ξ(t)o Σ

1
2 + π(t)

o ,

where the second equality follows from expressing the projection term
ν
M

(t)
o

∥ν
M

(t)
o

∥22
νT

M
(t)
o

Xo along

dir(Σ− 1
2XT

o νM(t)
o
), and the last equality follows from the definition of U

(t)
o defined is (18) and

A(t)
Σ,o defined in (19).

By the definition of the function X(u;A(t)
Σ ), we see that upon setting u = U

(t)
o , its value
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coincides with the above expression for Xo, which establishes the claim.

Assume that the merged clusters M
(t)
o =

(
C

(t)
1,o, C

(t)
2,o

)
are predefined. Then, in analogy

with Lemma 3, the following result establishes that, under the null in (17), the test statistic

U (t) follows a χp distribution when conditioned on the auxiliary statistics.

Lemma 5. Consider the null hypothesis in (17), assuming that the clusters (C
(t)
1,o, C

(t)
2,o) are

predefined. Then,

U (t)|A(t)
Σ = A(t)

Σ,o ∼ ∥νM(t)
o
∥2 · χp.

Proof. First, we show that under the null hypothesis H
(t)
0 : µ̄

C
(t)
1,o

= µ̄
C

(t)
2,o
, it holds that

U (t) ⊥⊥ π(t), and U (t) ⊥⊥ ξ(t).

To this end, since

(
In −

ν
M

(t)
o
νT

M
(t)
o

|ν
M

(t)
o
|22

)
is an orthogonal projection matrix onto the subspace

orthogonal to ν
M

(t)
o
, it follows that U (t) ⊥⊥ π(t).

To show independence between U (t) and ξ(t), observe that XΣ− 1
2 ∼ MN (µΣ− 1

2 , In, Ip),

and therefore,
Σ− 1

2XTν
M

(t)
o

∥ν
M

(t)
o
∥2

∼ N (0, Ip).

By the standard property of the isotropic normal distribution that the direction and magni-

tude are independent, we conclude that U (t) ⊥⊥ ξ(t).

Combining both independence results, we conclude that the conditional distribution

U (t)|A(t)
Σ = A(t)

Σ,o is equal to the unconditional distribution of the random variable U (t).

Lastly, under the null, it is straightforward to verify that

∥Σ− 1
2XTν

M
(t)
o
∥22 ∼ ∥νM(t)

o
∥22 · χ2

p,

which yields the desired result.

A.1.2 Computing the p-value

To compute the conditional p-value for the null in (17), we characterize the conditional

distribution of

U (t)
∣∣∣ {M (t)

= M
(t)

o ,AΣ = A(t)
Σ,o

}
(20)
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Theorem 4. Under H
(t)
0 in (17), the cumulative distribution function of the conditional

distribution of the test statistics U (t) in (20), evaluated at u, is given by

F(t)(u;A(t)
Σ,o,M

(t)

o ) =

∫ u

0
ℓ∥ν

M
(t)
o

∥2·χp(u
′)×

∏t
s=1 p

(s)
(
M

(s)
o ;X(u′;A(t)

Σ,o)
)
du′∫∞

0
ℓ∥ν

M
(t)
o

∥2·χp(u
′)×

∏t
s=1 p

(s)
(
M

(s)
o ;X(u′;A(t)

Σ,o)
)
du′

,

where ℓ∥ν
M

(t)
o

∥2·χp(u) denotes the density of a ∥νM(t)
o
∥2·χp random variable and p(s)

(
M

(s)
o ;X(u′;A(t)

Σ,o)
)

is the probability that M (s) = M
(s)
o given X = X(u′;A(t)

o ), for s ∈ {1, 2, . . . , t}, as defined in

(1).

Proof. Denote the conditional density of

U (t)|A(t)
Σ = A(t)

Σ,o

evaluated at u by ℓU(t)

(
u|A(t)

Σ = A(t)
Σ,o

)
. Then using Bayes’ rule, we observe that the density

of the conditional distribution U (t)
∣∣{M (t)

= M
(t)

o ,A(t)
Σ = A(t)

Σ,o} at u, is proportional to

ℓU(t)(u | A(t)
Σ = A(t)

Σ,o)× P(M (t)
= M

(t)

o | U (t) = u,A(t)
Σ = A(t)

Σ,o). (21)

Using Lemma 5, under the null H
(t)
0 , it follows that

ℓU(t)

(
u | A(t)

Σ = A(t)
Σ,o

)
= ℓ∥ν

M
(t)
o

∥2·χp(u). (22)

Furthermore, since the merges were sampled according to the probabilities in (1), and the

sampling processes were independent given the data, we have that

P
(
M

(t)
= M

(t)

o | U (t) = u,A(t)
Σ = A(t)

Σ,o

)
=

t∏
s=1

P
(
M (s) = M (s)

o |X = X(u;A(t)
Σ,o)
)
=

t∏
s=1

p(s)
(
M (s)

o ;X(u;A(t)
Σ,o)
)
.

(23)

Combining (22) with (23), we obtain that the expression in (21) takes the value

ℓ∥ν
M

(t)
o

∥2·χp(u)×
t∏

s=1

p(s)
(
M (s)

o ;X(u;A(t)
Σ,o)
)
.
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That is, the conditional density of interest is given by

ℓ∥ν
M

(t)
o

∥2·χp(u)×
∏t

s=1 p
(s)
(
M

(s)
o ;X(u;A(t)

Σ,o)
)

∫∞
0

ℓ∥ν
M

(t)
o

∥2·χp(u
′)×

∏t
s=1 p

(s)
(
M

(s)
o ;X(u′;A(t)

Σ,o)
)
du′

.

As a result, the CDF of this distribution, evaluated at u, is as stated in the theorem.

We then define the conditional p-value for this test by P
(t)
Σ = P

(t)
Σ (U (t);A(t)

Σ ), which is a

function of the test statistics and the auxiliary statistics. Let P
(t)
Σ,o = P

(t)
Σ (U

(t)
o ;A(t)

Σ,o), where

P
(t)
Σ,o = P

H
(t)
0

(
U (t) ≥ U (t)

o

∣∣ {M (t)
= M

(t)

o ,A(t)
Σ = A(t)

Σ,o

})
,

denotes its value computed on the observed data Xo, where U
(t)
o is the observed value of the

test statistics U (t).

Corollary 2. It holds that P
(t)
Σ,o = 1− F(t)(U

(t)
o ;A(t)

Σ,o,M
(t)

o ).

Proof. This claim follows directly from the definition of P
(t)
Σ,o and the conditional distribution

derived in Theorem 4.

As shown earlier in Section 3, Theorem 5 establishes that the test based on this p-value

controls the conditional Type I error at the nominal level α.

Theorem 5. We have that

P
H

(t)
0

(
P

(t)
Σ (U (t);A(t)

Σ ) ≤ α |M (t)
= M

(t)

o

)
= α, for any 0 ≤ α ≤ 1.

The proof of this theorem is identical to the proof of Theorem 2 and is omitted from the

paper.

B Proofs

B.1 Proof of Lemma 1

Proof. Since D(t)(X) is a function of X, we have that

P(M (t) = M |X = Xo) = P(M (t) = M |X = Xo, D
(t)(X) = D(t)(Xo)).
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Then, note that

p(t)(M ;Xo) = P(M (t) = M |X = Xo)

= P(M (t) = M |X = Xo, D
(t)(X) = D(t)(Xo))

= P(M (t) = M |D(t)(X) = D(t)(Xo)),

where the last display follows from the definition of p(t)(M ;Xo) in (1), i.e., p(t)(M ;Xo)

depends on data X only through the dissimilarities D(t)(X).

B.2 Proof of Proposition 1

Proof. For (M,M∗
o ) ∈M(t) with M /∈M∗

o and M∗
o ∈M∗

o, we have, by definition, that

d(M∗
o ;Xo) < d(M ;Xo).

Now, observe the following:

P(M (t) = M |X = Xo) =

exp

(
−d(M ;Xo)

τ (t)

)
∑

M ′∈M(t)

exp

(
−d(M ′;Xo)

τ (t)

) × exp

(
d(M∗

o ;Xo)

τ (t)

)
exp

(
d(M∗

o ;Xo)

τ (t)

)

=

exp

(
− 1

τ (t)
(d(M ;Xo)− d(M∗

o ;Xo))

)
∑

M ′∈M(t)

exp

(
− 1

τ (t)
(d(M ′;Xo)− d(Xo;M

∗
o ))

)

=

exp

(
−|M

(t)|
τ
× (d(M ;Xo)− d(M∗

o ;Xo))∑
M ′∈M(t) d(M ′;Xo)

)
1 +

∑
M ′∈M(t)\M∗

o

exp

(
−|M

(t)|
τ
× (d(M ;Xo)− d(M∗

o ;Xo))∑
M ′∈M(t) d(M ′;Xo)

)

< exp

(
−|M

(t)|
τ
× (d(M ;Xo)− d(M∗

o ;Xo))∑
M ′∈M(t) d(M ′;Xo)

)
.

As τ → 0, the right-hand side of the above inequality tends to 0 since d(M ;Xo)−d(M∗
o ;Xo) >

0. Hence, p(t)(M ;Xo)→ 0 for all M /∈M∗
o. Equivalently,

lim
τ→0

P(M (t) ∈M∗
o|X = Xo) = 1.
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B.3 Proof of Lemma 2

Proof. Note that the observed data matrix Xo can be decomposed as follows:

Xo = B(t)
o Xo +W (t)

o Xo + (In −B(t)
o −W (t)

o )Xo

= η(t)o ∥B(t)
o Xo∥F + γ(t)

o ∥W (t)
o Xo∥F + Γ(t)

o

=

√
∆

(t)
o ·

η(t)o

√√√√ ∥B(t)
o Xo∥2F

∥B(t)
o Xo∥2F + ∥W (t)

o Xo∥2F
+ γ(t)

o

√√√√ ∥W (t)
o Xo∥2F

∥B(t)
o Xo∥2F + ∥W (t)

o Xo∥2F

+ Γ(t)
o .

The right-hand side of the above display further equals

√
∆

(t)
o ·

η(t)o

√
R

(t)
o

N
(t)
o − 2 +R

(t)
o

+ γ(t)
o

√
N

(t)
o − 2

N
(t)
o − 2 +R

(t)
o

+ Γ(t)
o ,

by the definition of R
(t)
o = (N

(t)
o − 2) · ∥B

(t)
o Xo∥2F

∥W (t)
o Xo∥2F

.

By the definition of the function X(r;A(t)
o ), we see that upon setting r = R

(t)
o , its value

coincides with the above expression for Xo, which establishes the claim.

B.4 Proof of Lemma 3

Proof. First, we show that under the null hypothesis, the following independence between

random variables holds:

R(t) ⊥⊥ Γ(t) and (∥B(t)
o X∥F , ∥W (t)

o X∥F ) ⊥⊥
(
η(t), γ(t)

)
First, due to the isotropic covariance of X, we note that B

(t)
o X, W

(t)
o X, and Γ(t) =

(In −B
(t)
o −W

(t)
o )X are mutually independent. Consequently, R(t) ⊥⊥ Γ(t).

Moreover, under the null hypothesis, we have E[B(t)
o X] = E[W (t)

o X] = 0. By the prop-

erties of the Gaussian distribution with zero mean and isotropic covariance, it follows that

(∥B(t)
o X∥F , ∥W (t)

o X∥F ) ⊥⊥
(
η(t), γ(t)

)
. Therefore, R(t) as a statistic that is a measurable

function of ∥B(t)
o X∥F ,∥W (t)

o X∥F remains independent of
(
η(t), γ(t)

)
.
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Next, observe that the event A(t) = A(t)
o can be written as

{∆(t) = ∆(t)
o } ∩ {η(t) = η(t)o , γ(t) = γ(t)

o ,Γ(t) = Γ(t)
o },

where the second component involves only variables that are independent of R(t). We con-

clude that the distribution in our claim,

R(t)
∣∣∣A(t) = A(t)

o

coincides with the distribution of R(t) | ∆(t) = ∆
(t)
o .

Finally, since ∥B(t)
o X∥2F and ∥W (t)

o X∥2F are independent under the null H
(t)
0 , with σ−2 ·

∥B(t)
o X∥2F ∼ χ2

p and σ−2 · ∥W (t)
o X∥2F ∼ χ2

(N
(t)
o −2)p

, we have that R(t) is also independent of

∆(t) = ∥B(t)
o X∥2F + ∥W (t)

o X∥2F and follows F
p,(N

(t)
o −2)p

distribution. This follows from the

properties of the χ2 and F distributions that for two independent random variables Y ∼ χ2
a

and Z ∼ χ2
b ,

Y/a
Z/b

is independent of their sum Y + Z, and follows a Fa,b distribution.

Since R(t), for fixed groups or clusters, is distributed as F
p,(N

(t)
o −2)p

under H
(t)
0 , the claim

follows.

B.5 Proof of Theorem 2

Proof. Fixing some notation, let

P
M

(t)
o
(A(t)

o ) = P
H

(t)
0

(
P(t)(R(t);A(t)) ≤ α|M (t)

= M
(t)

o ,A(t) = A(t)
o

)
= E

H
(t)
0

[
1{P(t)(R(t);A(t)) ≤ α}|M (t)

= M
(t)

o ,A(t) = A(t)
o

]
.

Then, by the probability integral transform, we obtain that

P
M

(t)
o
(A(t)

o ) = α.

Finally, we apply the law of iterated expectation to conclude that

P
H

(t)
0

(
P(t)(R(t);A(t)) ≤ α|M (t)

= M
(t)

o

)
= E

H
(t)
0

[
P
M

(t)
o
(A(t)

o )|M (t)
= M

(t)

o

]
= α.
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B.6 Proof of Theorem 3

To prove Theorem 3, we define V = {a true null H
(t)
0 is rejected} ∩ T , the event that we

falsely detect a difference between two clusters with the same means, and thus erroneously

fail to merge them in the sequential procedure. We first present a supporting result showing

that Algorithm 2 controls the family-wise error rate (FWER), which equals P(V).

Lemma 6. Suppose Algorithm 2 is run with total significance level α and a pre-specified

sequence {α1, α2, . . . , αn−1} satisfying
∑n−1

j=1 αj = α. Then, our sequential testing procedure,

applied along the merges of the hierarchical clustering algorithm and stopping at the first

rejection, controls the family-wise error rate at level α, i.e.,

P(V) ≤ α.

Proof. For each step t, consider the event

R(t) = {no rejection before step t} ∩ {H(t)
0 is true} ∩ {p̂(t) ≤ α(t)},

where α(t) := α(t)(M
(t)
) is the assigned sequence in Algorithm 2, that is allowed to depend

on the clusters merged up to step t, particularly on the sizes of the clusters merged during

step t.

Observe that

P(V) = P

(
t∗⋃
t=1

R(t)

)
=

t∗∑
t=1

P(R(t))

≤
t∗∑
t=1

E
[
P
H

(t)
0

(
p̂(t) ≤ α(t)(M

(t)
)|M (t)

= M
(t)

o

)]
=

t∗∑
t=1

E
[
α(t)(M

(t)

o )
]

= E

[
t∗∑
t=1

α(t)(M
(t)

o )

]
=

t∗∑
t=1

α(t)(M
(t)

o ) ≤ α.

Here, the first equality holds because Algorithm 2 stops at the first rejection, which means the

events R(t) are disjoint. The second inequality is satisfied trivially because {H(t)
0 is true} ∩

{p̂(t) ≤ α(t)(M
(t)
)} ⊆ R(t). The third equality is due to the conditional validity of the p-

43



value p̂(t), as established in Theorem 2, and once we condition on the sequence of merges,

the adaptively-determined level of significance α(t)(M
(t)

o ) can be treated as fixed, i.e.,

P(p̂(t) ≤ α(t)(M
(t)
)|M (t)

= M
(t)

o ) = α(t)(M
(t)

o ).

We are now ready to present the proof of Theorem 3 using Lemma 6.

Theorem 3. The proof of this result follows from observing that

P
(
{K̂ > K∗} ∩ T

)
≤ P(V).

By Lemma 6, we have P(V) ≤ α, which holds due to the construction of our α-spending

procedure. Therefore, the claim follows.
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