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ABSTRACT. We study provably correct and efficient instantiations of Sequential Monte
Carlo (SMC) inference in the context of formal operational semantics of Probabilistic
Programs (PPs). We focus on universal PPs featuring sampling from arbitrary measures
and conditioning/reweighting in unbounded loops. We first equip Probabilistic Program
Graphs (PPGs), an automata-theoretic description format of PPs, with an expectation-
based semantics over infinite execution traces, which also incorporates trace weights. We
then prove a finite approximation theorem that provides bounds to this semantics based on
expectations taken over finite, fixed-length traces. This enables us to frame our semantics
within a Feynman-Kac (FK) model, and ensures the consistency of the Particle Filtering
(PF) algorithm, an instance of SMC, with respect to our semantics. Building on these
results, we introduce VPF, a vectorized version of the PF algorithm tailored to PPGs and
our semantics. Experiments conducted with a proof-of-concept implementation of VPF
show very promising results compared to state-of-the-art PP inference tools.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Probabilistic Programming Languages (PPLs) [34, 7| offer a systematic approach to define
arbitrarily complicated probabilistic models. One is typically interested in performing
inference on these models, given observed data; for example, finding the posterior distribution
of the program’s output conditioned on the observed data. Here, in the context of formal
operational semantics of Probabilistic Programs, we study provably correct and parallelizable
instantiations of Sequential Monte Carlo (SMC) inference.

In terms of formal semantics of PPLs, the denotational approach introduced by Kozen
[39] offers a solid mathematical foundation. However, when it comes to practical algorithms
for PPL-based inference, the landscape appears somewhat fragmented. On one hand, symbolic
and static analysis techniques, see e.g. [51, 31, 48, 8, 10, 50], yield results with correctness
guarantees firmly grounded in the semantics of PPLs but often struggle with scalability. On
the other hand, practical languages and inference algorithms predominantly leverage Monte
Carlo (MC) sampling techniques (MCMC, SMC), which are more scalable but often lack a
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clear connection to formal semantics [33, 27, 12]. Notable exceptions to this situation include
works such as |49, 59, 42, 20, 41|, which are discussed in the related work section.

Establishing the consistency of an inference algorithm with respect to a PPL’s formal
semantics is not merely a theoretical pursuit. In the context of universal PPLs [32], inte-
gration of unbounded loops and conditioning with MC sampling, which requires truncating
computations at a finite time, presents significant challenges [10]. Additionally, the interplay
between continuous and discrete distributions in these PPLs can lead to complications,
potentially causing existing sampling-based algorithms to yield incorrect results [59]. In
the present work, we establish a precise connection between Probabilistic Program Graphs
(PPGs), a general automata-theoretic description format of PPs, and Feynman-Kac (FK)
models, a formalism for state-based probabilistic processes and observations defined over a
finite time horizon [28, Ch.5]. This connection enables us to prove the consistency for PPGs
of the Particle Filtering (PF) inference algorithm, one of the incarnations of Sequential
Monte Carlo approach [28, Ch.10]. In establishing this connection, we adopt a decisively
operational perspective, as explained below.

In a PPG (Section 3), computation (essentially, sampling) progresses in successive stages
specified by the direct edges of a graph (transitions), with nodes serving as checkpoints
between stages for conditioning on observed data or more generally updating computation
weights. The operational semantics of PPGs is formalized in terms of Markov kernels and
score functions. Building on this, we introduce a measure-theoretic, infinite-trace semantics
(Section 4, with the necessary measure theory reviewed in Section 2). A finite approximation
theorem (Section 5) then allows us to relate this trace semantics precisely to a finite-time
horizon FK model (Section 6). PF is known to be consistent for FK models asymptotically:
as the number N of simulated instances (particles) tends to infinity, the distribution of
these particles converges to the measure defined by the FK model [28, Ch.11]. Therefore,
consistency of PF for PPGs will automatically follow.

Our approach yields additional insights. First, the finite approximation theorem holds
for a class of prefiz-closed functions defined on infinite traces: these are the functions where
the output only depends on a finite initial segment of the input argument. The finite
approximation theorem implies that the expectation of a prefix-closed function, defined
on the probability space of infinite traces, can be approximated by the expectation of
functions defined over truncated traces, with respect to a measure defined on a suitable
FK model. As expectation in a FK model can be effectively estimated, via PF or other
algorithms, our finite approximation result lays a sound basis for the statistical model
checking of PPs. Second, the automata-theoretic operational semantics of PPGs translates
into a vectorized implementation of PF, leveraging the fine-grained, SIMD parallelism existing
at the level of particles. Specifically, the PPG’s transition function and the score functions
are applied simultaneously to the entire vector of N simulated particles at each step. This is
practically significant, as modern CPUs and programming languages offer extensive support
for vectorization, that may lead to dramatic speedups. We demonstrate this aspect with
a prototype vectorized implementation of a PPG-based PF algorithm using TensorFlow
[1], called VPF. Experiments comparing VPF with state-of-the-art PPLs on challenging
examples from the literature show very promising results (Section 7). Concluding remarks
are provided in the final section (Section 8). Proofs and additional technical material have
been confined to separate appendices (A, B, C, D).

Main contributions. In summary, our main contributions are as follows.
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(1) A clean operational semantics for PPGs, based on expectation taken over infinite-trace,
incorporating conditioning/reweighting.

(2) A finite approximation theorem linking this semantics to finite traces and FK models,
thereby establishing the consistency of PF for PPGs.

(3) A vectorized version of the PF algorithm based on PPGs, and experimental evidence of
its practical scalability and competitiveness.

Related work. With few notable exceptions, most work on the semantics of PPL follows
the denotational approach initiated by Kozen [39]; see [7, 11, 26, 34, 35, 36, 52, 53, 54, 56|
and references therein for representative works in this area. In this context, a general goal
orthogonal to ours, is devising methods to combine and reason on densities. Note that we do
not require that a PP induces a density on the probability space of infinite traces.

Relevant to our approach is a series of works by Lunden et al. on SMC inference applied to
PPLs. In [42], for a lambda-calculus enriched with an explicit resample primitive, consistency
of PF is shown to hold, under certain restrictions, independently of the placements of the
resamples in the code. Operationally, their functional approach is very different from our
automata-theoretic one. In particular, they handle suspension and resumption of particles in
correspondence of resampling via an implicit use of continuations, in the style of webPPL [33]
and other PPLs. The combination of functional style and continuations does not naturally
lend itself to vectorization. For instance, ensuring that all particles are aligned, that is are at
a resample point of their execution, is an issue that can impact negatively on performance or
accuracy. On the contrary, in our automata-theoretic model, placement of resamples and
alignment are not issues: resampling always happens after each (vectorized) transition step,
so all particles are automatically aligned. Note that in PPGs a transition can group together
complicated, conditioning free computations; in any case, consistency of PF is guaranteed.
In a subsequent work [44, 43|, Lunden et al. study concrete implementation issues of SMC.
In [44], they consider PPL Control-Flow Graphs (PCFGs), a structure intended as a target
for the compilation of high-level PPLs, such as their CorePPL. The PCFG model is very
similar in spirit to PPGs, however, it lacks a formal semantics. Lunden et al. also offer an
implementation of this framework, designed to take advantage of the potential parallelism
existing at the level of particles. We compare our implementation with theirs in Section 7.

Aditya et al. prove consistency of Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) for their PPL
R2 [49], which is based on a big-step sampling semantics that considers finite execution
paths. No approximation results bridging finite and infinite traces, and hence unbounded
loops, is provided. It is also unclear if a big-step semantics would effectively translate
into a SIMD-parallel algorithm. Wu et al. [59] provide the PPL Blog with a rigorous
measure-theoretic semantics, formulated in terms of Bayesian Networks, and a very efficient
implementation of the PF algorithm tailored to such networks. Again, they do not offer
results for unbounded loops. In our previous work 20|, we have considered a measure
theoretic semantics for a PPL with unbounded loops, and provided a finite approximation
result and a SIMD-parallel implementation, with guarantees, of what is in effect a rejection
sampling algorithm. Rejection may be effective for limited forms of conditioning; but it
rapidly becomes wasteful and ineffective as conditioning becomes more demanding, so to
speak: e.g. when it is repeated in a loop, or the observed data have a low likelihood in the
model. Finally, SMCP3 [41] provides a rich measure-theoretic framework for extending the
practical Gen language [29] with expressive proposal distributions.
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A rich area in the field of PPL focuses on symbolic, exact techniques [51, 31, 48, 8, 10, 50,
37] aiming to obtain termination certificates, or certified bounds on termination probability
of PPs, or even exact representations of the posterior distribution; see also [6, 9, 55, 3, 40, 57|
for some recent works in this direction. Our goal and methodology, as already stressed, are
rather different, as we focus on scalable inference via sampling and the ensuing consistency
issues. This is part of a broader research agenda, aimed at developing flexible and scalable
formal methods applicable across diverse, probability-related domains, including: dynamical
systems with safety-related aspects [13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 19], information leakage and security
[25, 24], distributed systems with notions of failure and recovery [18], randomized model
counting and testing [23, 45].

The present work is an extended and revised version of the conference paper [22]. The
new material here includes: additional examples (Examples 6 and 8), a revised and expanded
experimental validation (Section 7, Appendices C, D), detailed proofs (Appendix A), and a
more complete description of the standard Particle Filtering algorithm (Appendix B).

2. PRELIMINARIES ON MEASURE THEORY

We review a few basic concepts from measure theory following closely the presentation in the
first two chapters of 2], which is a reference for whatever is not explicitly described below.
Given a nonempty set ), a sigma-field F on € is a collection of subsets of {2 that contains (2,
and is closed under complement and under countable disjoint union. The pair (€2, F) is called
a measurable space. A (total) function f : Q1 — Qg is measurable w.r.t. the sigma-fields
(Q1, F1) and (Qg, Fo) if whenever A € F, then f~1(A) € ;. We let R = RU {—o0, +oc}
be the set of extended reals, assuming the standard arithmetic for +o00 (cf. |2, Sect.1.5.2]),
and R the set of nonnegative reals including +o0o. The Borel sigma-field F on Q =R is
the minimal sigma-field that contains all rectangles of the form [a1,b1] X -+ X [ay, by], with
a;,b; € R. An important case of measurable spaces (€, F) is when Q) = R™ for some m > 1
and F is the Borel sigma-field over 2. Throughout the paper, “measurable” means “Borel
measurable”, both for sets and for functions. On functions, Borel measurability is preserved
by composition and other elementary operations on functions; continuous real functions are

Borel measurable. We will let Fj denote the Borel sigma-field over R” (k > 1) when we want
to be specific about the dimension of the space.

A measure over a measurable space (€2, F) is a function p: F — R" that is countably
additive, that is p(U;j>14;) = >~ 51 n(A;) whenever A;’s are pairwise disjoint sets in 7. The
Lebesgue integral of a Borel measurable function f w.r.t. a measure y [2, Ch.1.5], both defined
over a measure space (€2, F), is denoted by [, p(dw) f(w), with the subscript Q omitted when
clear from the context. When u is the standard Lebesgue measure, we may omit u and write
the integral as [, dwf(w). For A € F, [, p(dw)f(w) denotes [, pu(dw)f(w)la(w), where
14(-) is the indicator function of the set A. We let §, denote Dirac’s measure concentrated
on v: for each set A in an appropriate sigma-field, §,(A) =1 if v € A, 6,(A4) = 0 otherwise.
Otherwise said, 6,(A) = 14(v). Another measure that arises (in connection with discrete
distributions) is the counting measure, uc(A) := |A|. In particular, for a nonnegative f, we
have the equality [, po(dw)f(w) = >, ca f(w). A probability measure is a measure y defined
on F such that [ pu(du) = 1. For a given nonnegative measurable function f defined over €,
its ezpectation w.r.t. a probability measure v is just its integral: E,[f] = [v(dw)f(w). The
following definition is central.
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Definition 1 (Markov kernel). Let (1, F1) and (2, F2) be measurable spaces. A function
K: Oy xFo — R is a Markov kernel from Q1 to Qo if it satisfies the following properties:

(1) for each w € Q, the function K (w,-) : Fo — R" is a probability measure on (Qa, F2);
(2) for each A € Fa, the function K(-,A): Q1 — R is measurable.

Notationally, we will most often write K (w, A) as K(w)(A). The following is a standard
result about the construction of finite product of measures over a product space! Qf =
Q x ---x Q (t times) for t > 1 an integer(see Theorem A.l in the Appendix for a more
detailed statement). It is customary to denote the measure u' defined by the theorem also
as Wl @ Kr @ -+ @ K;.

Theorem 1 (product of measures, [2],Th.2.6.7). Lett > 1 be an integer. Let u' be a probabil-
ity measure on 0 and Ko, ..., Ky bet—1 (not necessarily distinct) Markov kernels from € to Q.
Then there is a unique probability measure pt deﬁned on (Q, Ft) such that for every Ay x - - x
Ay € FY we have: pt(Ay x -+ x Ay) = fAl (duwn) ng Ko (w1)(dws) - fA Ky (w— 1)(dwt)

3. PROBABILISTIC PROGRAMS

We first introduce a general formalism for specifying programs, in the form of certain graphs
that can be regarded as symbolic finite automata. For this formalism, we introduce then an
operational semantics in terms of Markov kernels.

Probabilistic Program Graphs. In defining probabilistic programs, we will rely on a
repertoire of basic distributions: continuous, discrete and mixed distributions will be allowed.
A crucial point for expressiveness is that a measure may depend on parameters, whose value
at runtime is determined by the state of the program. To ensure that the resulting programs
define measurable functions (on a suitable space), it is important that the dependence between
the parameters and the measure be in turn of measurable type. We will formalize this in
terms of Markov kernels. Additionally, we will consider score functions, a generalization
of 0/1-valued predicates. Formally, we will consider the two families of functions defined
below. In the definitions, we will let m > 1 denote a fixed integer, representing the number
of variables in the program, conventionally referred to as x1, ..., x,,. We will let v range over

R™, the content of the program variables in a given state, or store.

e Parametric measures: Markov kernels ¢ : R x Fp,, — [0,1].

e Score functions: measurable functions vy : R — [0,1]. A predicate is a special case of a
score function ¢ : R" — {0,1}. An Iverson bracket style notation will be often employed,
e.g.: [z1 > 1] is the predicate that on input v yields 1 if v; > 1, 0 otherwise.

For a parametric measure ¢ and a store v € R, ¢(v) is a distribution, that can be used to

sample a new store v’ € R depending on the current program store v. Analytically, ¢ may be

expressed by, for instance, chaining together sampling of individual components of the store.

This can be done by relying on parametric densities: measurable functions p : R"xR > R"

such that, for a designated measure p,, the function (v, A) — [, p,(dr) p(v,r) (A € Fp) is

a Markov kernel from R” to R. This is explained via the following example.

We shall freely identify language-theoretic words with tuples.
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Example 1. Fiz m = 2. Consider the Markov kernel defined as follows, for each x1,x2 € R
and A € Fy
C(z1,32)(A) := [ (dry) (pr(z1,@2,71) - [ paldre)pa(ri, @2, m2)1a(r1,72)) (3.1)

where:

® (11 = uc 1S the counting measure;

o pi(xy,x0,7) = %1{x1}(r) + %1{352}(7") is the density of a discrete distribution on {x1,x2};
® (1o = iy, is the ordinary Lebesgue measure;

e po(w1,20,7) = N(21, 22, 7) := \9:2\1\/% exp(—3(5=22)?) is the density of the Normal distri-

|z2]

bution of mean x1 and standard deviation® |xs|.

The function ¢ is a parametric measure: concretely, it corresponds to first sampling uniformly
r1 from the set {x1,x2}, then sampling ro from the Normal distribution of mean r1 and s.d.
|za| (if |x2| is positive and finite, otherwise from a default distribution). Rather than via
(3.1), we will describe ¢ via the following more handy notation:

1~ p1(71, T2);

ro ~ p2(r1, T2);

C(z1,32)(A) := [ pa(dr1) (pr(z1,@2,71) - [ paldre)pa(ri, @2, m2)1a(r1,72))
(or listed left-right). Note that the sampling order from top to bottom is relevant here.

In fact, as far as the formal framework of PPGs introduced below is concerned, how the
parametric measures (’s are analytically described is irrelevant. From the practical point
of view, it is important we know how to (efficiently) sample from the measure ((v), for
any v, in order for the inference algorithms to be actually implemented (see Section 6). In
concrete terms, ((v) might represent the (possibly unknown) distribution of the outputs in
R"™ returned by a piece of code, when invoked with input v. Another important special case
of parametric measure is the following. For any v = (v1, ..., vm) € R", reRand1<i<m,
let v[r@i] := (v1,...,7,..., V) denote the tuple where v; has been replaced by r. Consider
the parametric measure ((v) = d,[4(v)@i], Where g : R™ — R is a measurable function. In
programming terms, this corresponds to the deterministic assignment of the value g(v) to
the variable x;. We will describe this ¢ as: x; := g(x1, ..., Tm).

In the definition of PPG below, one may think of the computation (sampling) taking
place in successive stages on the edges (transitions) of the graph, with nodes serving as
checkpoints (a term we have borrowed from [42]) between stages for conditioning on observed
data — or, more generally, re-weighting the score assigned to a computation. The edges also
account for the control flow among the different stages via predicates computed on the store
of the source nodes.

Definition 2 (PPG). Fiz m > 1. A Probabilistic Program Graph (PPG) on R"™ is a 4-tuple

G = (P, E,nil,sc) satisfying the following.

o P ={S1,...,Sk} is a finite, nonempty set of program checkpoints (programs, for short).

e F is a finite, nonempty set of transitions of the form (S, ¢,(,S’), where: S,8" € P
are called the source and target program checkpoint, respectively; ¢ : R" - {0,1} is a
predicate; and ¢ : R x Fp, — [0,1] is a parametric measure.

e nil € P is a distinguished terminated program checkpoint, such that (nil,1,id, nil) (id =
identity) is the only transition in E with nil as source.

2With the proviso that, when z2 = 0 or |z1], |z2| = +00, N(z1,x2,7) denotes an arbitrarily fixed, default
probability density.
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d~U(0,2);
c~B(1/2); d~U(0,2); r~U(0,1); r~U(0,1); [lz —y| > 0.1],
if (c==0) skip B(3) x:=-1; y:=1; =-1 x ~ N(z,d);
else { while (Ix-y|>.1) { = y~ N(y,r)
d~B(1/2); [c [e # 0], x~N(x,d); y~N(y,r); =[|lz -yl <3]
observe (d==1) ; d~ B (%) observe (Ix-y|<3); [z —y| < 0.1]
skip
by v =[d=1]

FIGURE 1. Left. The PPG of Example 2 and a corresponding pseudo-code. The nil node (2) is distinguished with
a double border. Constant 1 predicates and score functions, and the identity function are not displayed in transitions.
The score function v decorates node 3, that is sc(3) = 7. Right. The PPG for the drunk man and mouse random
walk of Example 3 and a corresponding pseudo-code. The score function v decorates node 1, that is sc(1) = ~.

e sc is a mapping from P to the set of score functions, s.t. sc(nil) is the constant 1.

Additionally, denoting by Eg the set of transitions in E with S as a source checkpoint, the
following consistency condition is assumed: for each S € P, the function Z(S,cp,(,S’)EES @ s
the constant 1.

We first illustrate Definition 2 with a simple example. This will also serve to illustrate
the finite approximation theorem in the next section.

Example 2. Consider the PPG in Fig. 1, left. Here we have m = 2 and B(p) is the
Bernoulli distribution with success probability p. On the left, a more conventional pseudo-code
notation for the resulting program. We will not pursue a systematic formal translation from
this program notation to PPGs, though.

The following example illustrates the use of scoring functions inside loops. While a
bit contrived, it is close to the structure of more significant scenarios, such as the aircraft
tracking example of [59], cf. Section 7.

Example 3 (Of mice and drunk men). On a street, a drunk man and a mouse perform
independent random walks starting at conventional positions —1 and 1 respectively. Initially,
each of them samples a standard deviation (s.d.) from a uniform distribution. Then, at
each discrete time step, they independently sample their own next position from a Normal
distribution centered at the current position with the s.d. chosen at the beginning. The process
1s stopped as soon as the man and the mouse meet, which we take to mean the distance
between them is < 1/10.

It has been suggested that in certain urban areas a man is never more than 3m away
from a mouse [46|. Taking this information at face value, we incorporate it into our model
with the score function v = [|x — y| < 3]. The resulting PPG is described in Figure 1, right
(cf. also pseudo-code).

Remark 1. The definition of score function requires that ~y takes values on [0,1]. This
restriction is necessary for the weight function to be defined on infinite traces (cf. (4.2))
be well-defined. A similar restriction is found in e.g. [26]. In practice, provided that -y is
nonnegative and bounded, we can always divide by an appropriate constant®. E.g., rather than
v(z1,22) = N(x1,0.1,22), we can consider vy(x1,x2) = N(x1,0.1,22)/N(0,0.1,0). As far as
the trace semantics is concerned (Section 4), this normalization will in fact be immaterial, as

3Provided all the score functions appearing in the program are divided by the same constant, so as to
avoid distorsive effects.
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it will take place on both the numerator and the denominator. On the other hand, we cannot
use unbounded score functions, like say, y(z1,x2) = N(x1, T2, 22).

Operational semantics of PPGs. For any given PPG G, we will define a Markov kernel
ka(+,-) that describes its operational semantics. From now on, we will consider one arbitrarily
fixed PPG, G = (P, E,nil,;sc) and just drop the subscript ¢ from the notation. Let us also
remark that the scoring function sc(+) will play no role in the definition of the Markov kernel
— it will come into play in the trace based semantics of Section 4.

Some additional notational shorthand is in order. First, we identify PP with the finite set
of naturals {0, ..., |P| — 1}. With this convention, we have that R"™ x P C R™'. Henceforth,
we define our state space and sigma-field as follows:

R F := Borel sigma-field over R™

Q=R

We keep the symbol F, for the Borel sigma-field over @k, for any k > 1. For any S € P and
Ae F, welet Ag:={veR" : (v,5) € A} be the section of A at S. Note that Ag € Fy,,
as sections of measurable sets are measurable, see [2, Th.2.6.2, proof(1)].

Definition 3 (PPG Markov kernel). The function x : Q x F — R* is defined as follows, for
each w € QY and A € F:

() (A) _{MA) fwgR"xP
T Sspcsnens $0)-C0) (Ag) ifw = (v,8) eR™ x P.

Lemma 1. The function k is a Markov kernel from £ to 2.

(3.2)

4. TRACE SEMANTICS FOR PPGs

In what follows, we fix an arbitrary PPG, G = (P, E, nil,sc) and let x denote the induced
Markov kernel, as per Definition 3. For any t > 1, we call Q¢ the set of paths of length t.
Consider now the set of paths of infinite length, 2°°, that is the set of infinite sequences
& = (w1,w2, ...) with w; € Q. For any w! € QF and @ € Q°°, we identify the pair (W', @) with
the element of 2° in which the prefix w! is followed by @. For ¢t > 1 and a measurable
By C Q) we let ¢(By) := By - Q% C Q% be the measurable cylinder generated by B;. We
let C be the minimal sigma-field over {2°° generated by all measurable cylinders. Under the
same assumptions of Theorem 1 on the measure p! and on the kernels Ko, K3, ... there exists
a unique measure y* on C such that for each ¢ > 1 and each measurable cylinder ¢(By), it
holds that x> (c(B:)) = pt(By): see |2, Th.2.7.2|, also known as the Ionescu-Tulcea theorem.
In the definition below, we let 0 = (0, ...,0) (m times) and consider d( gy, the Dirac’s measure
on ) that concentrates all the probability mass in (0, S).

Definition 4 (probability measure induced by S). Let S € P. For each integer t > 1, we let
utS be the probability measure over QO uniquely defined by Theorem 1(a) by letting u* = 9(0,5)
and Ko = --- = Ky = k. We let g be the unique probability measure on C induced by iy
and Ko =--- = Ky = --- =k, as determined by the lonescu-Tulcea theorem.

In other words, pug = dp.5) ® K @ --- ® K (t — 1 times k). By convention, if ¢ = 1,
py = d(0,5)- The measure ug’ can be informally interpreted as the limit of the measures s
and represents the semantics of S.
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Recall that the support of an (extended) real valued function f is the set supp(f) :=
{z : f(2) # 0}. In what follows, we shall concentrate on nonnegative measurable functions f
to avoid unnecessary complications with the existence of integrals. General functions can be
dealt with by the usual trick of decomposing f as f = f* — f~, where f* = max(0, f) and
f~ = —min(0, f), and then dealing separately with f* and f~. Let us introduce a combined
score function sc : Q — [0, 1] as follows, for each w = (v, S):

sc(w) := { sc(S)(v) ifw=@_S8) eR xP

1 otherwise. (4.1)

The function sc(-) is extended to a weight function on infinite traces, w : Q> — [0,1] by
letting?, for any @ = (wy,ws, ...) € Q%

W((:J) = szlsc(wj) . (42)
For each t > 1, we define the weight function truncated at time ¢, w; : Q' — [0,1], by
wi(w?) = Hg-:lsc(wj). Both w and w; (¢ > 1) are measurable functions on the respective
domains(see Lemma A.2). We arrive at the definition of the semantics of programs. We
consider the ratio of the unnormalized semantics ([S]f) to the weight of all traces, terminated
or not ([S]w). In the special case when the score functions represent conditioning, this choice
corresponds to quotienting over the probability of non failed traces. In PPL, quotienting
over non failed states is somewhat standard: see e.g. the discussion in [38, Section 8.3.2].

Definition 5 (trace semantics). Let f be a nonnegative measurable function defined on Q°°.

We let the unnormalized semantics of S and f be [S]f := Euz [f] (= [ p(d2) f(©)). We let

_ 18Iy w)
1517 = =g

provided the denominator above is > 0; otherwise [S]f is undefined.

(4.3)

5. FINITE APPROXIMATION

The operational semantics of a probabilistic program is defined over infinite traces, due to
the possibility of unbounded loops. Yet in practice, we can reason about or sample only finite
traces. The main result of this section, Theorem 2, provides a rigorous way to approximate
expectations over infinite traces by computing expectations over finite prefixes. Intuitively,
the theorem says that if we truncate all traces at a fixed length ¢, and restrict our attention
to those that have already terminated by that point, then we can compute lower and upper
bounds for the expectation of f. Moreover, the bounds converge to the true value as t — +o0,
if the program is guaranteed to terminate within finite time (Theorem 3)

In more detail, we are interested in [S]f in cases where the value of f is, so to speak,
determined by a finite prefix of its argument: we call these functions prefiz-closed, and will
define them further below. We first have to introduce prefix-closed languages®, for which
some notation on languages of finite and infinite words is useful. Given two words w, w’ € Q*,
we write w < w’ if w is a prefix of w’, i.e. there exists a word w” € Q* such that ww” = w’;
otherwise we write w 4 w’. For L, L' C Q* we write L £ L’ if for all w € L and w’ € L’
we have w £ w’. A sequence of languages Lo, L1, ... such that for each j, L; C O (with

4Note that w(@) is well-defined because 0 < sc(w;) < 1 for each j > 0, so the sequence of partial products
is nonincreasing.

5In the context of model checking, these languages arise as complements of Safety properties; see e.g. [5,
Def.3.22).
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Q0 := {e}, the empty sequence) is said to be prefiz-free if for each i # j, L; 4 L;. Note
that if Lo # 0 then Lj = 0 for j > 1. For the sake of uniform notation, in what follows we
convene that w® := ¢ and c¢({e}) := Q®. We say A C Q> is a prefiz closed set if there is a
prefix-free sequence of languages Lg, L1, ... such that A = U?‘;OC(LJ'>; we call Lj; a j-branch of
A, and refer to Lo, L1, ... collectively as branches of A. For any t > 1, we define the following
subsets of Q:

LSt = U;-:OLJ- QI L7t = {w" : thereis ¢ >t and wy € Ly s.t. w' < wt/}.

Informally speaking, L=! is the set of paths of length ¢ that will become members of A
however we extend them to infinite words. L>! is the set of paths of length ¢ for which some
infinite extensions, but not all, are in A — they are so to speak “undecided”. Of special
interest is the prefix-free sequence of languages defined below.

Definition 6 (termination). Let T :=R"" x {nil} be the set of terminated states and let T°
denote its complement. We let T; C Q7 (j > 0) be the set of finite sequences that terminate
at time j, that is: To := 0 and T; := (T) 71T, for j > 1. We let Tt := Upoc(T;) C Q>
denote the set of infinite sequences that terminate in finite time.

Note that {T} : j > 0} forms a prefix-free sequence, that T<t C Q! is the set of all paths
of length ¢ that terminate within time ¢, while ¢(73) C Q° is the set of infinite execution
paths with termination at time ¢. The next definition introduces prefix-closed functions.
These are functions f with a prefix-free support, condition (a), additionally satisfying two
extra conditions. Condition (b) just states that the value of f on its support is determined
by a finite prefix of the input sequence. Condition (c), T-respectfulness, means that a trace
that terminates at time j (w/ € T}) cannot lead to supp(f) at a later time (w’ ¢ L>7). This
is a consistency condition, formalizing that the value of f does not depend on, so to speak,
what happens after termination.

Definition 7 (prefix-closed function). Let f : Q° — R" be a nonnegative measurable
function and (Lo, L1, ...) be a prefiz-closed sequence. We say f is a prefix-closed function
with branches Lg, L1, ... if the following conditions are satisfied.

(a) supp(f) is prefiz-free with branches L; (7>0). ‘

(b) for each j >0 and w’ € Lj, f is constant on c¢({w’}).

(¢) supp(f) is T-respectful: for each j >0, LI NT; = ().

Note that there may be different prefix-free sequences w.r.t. which f is prefix-closed.

Example 4. The indicator function 17, is clearly a prefiz closed, measurable function with
supp(l7;) = Tt and branches L = Tj. For more interesting examples, consider the PPG
m Example 8 and the functions fi, that returns the time the process terminates, and fo
that returns the value of d at termination. Here supp(fi) = Tt has branches L; = T;
(j > 0), instead supp(f2) = {® € Tt : the first terminated state w in @, if it exists, has

w(1)=de (0,2}, and Lo =0, L; = (T}~ (TN ((0,2] xRY) (5 > 1.

We will now study how to consistently approximate infinite computations (u” semantics)
with finite ones (uk semantics). This will lead to the main result of this section (Theorem 2).
As a first step, let us introduce an appropriate notion of finite approximation for functions
f defined on the infinite product space 2°°. Fix an arbitrary element x € 2. For each
f:Q% — R" and t > 1, let us define the function f; : Q — RT by fi(w?) := f(w!,+*). The
intuition here is that, for a prefix-closed function f, the function f; approximates correctly f
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for all finite paths in the L;-branches of f, for j < t. Consider for instance the function f = fi
in Example 4. On L=!, the approximation f; gives the correct value w.r.t. f in a precise
sense: fi(w') = f(wh,*®) = f(w!,&’) whatever x and &'. On the other hand for finite paths
wt € L7, f; may not approximate f correctly: we may have fiy(w!) = f(w!,x®) # f(w!, &)
depending on the specific x and &’. The catch is, as t grows large, the set L>! will become
thinner and thinner — at least under reasonable assumptions on the measure pg’.

It is not difficult to check that, for any ¢, f; is measurable over Q! (Lemma A.2 in the
Appendix).The next result shows how to approximate [S]f with quantities defined only in
terms of fi,wy and pk, which is the basis for the sampling-based inference algorithm in the

next section. Formally, for ¢ > 1 and a measurable function h : Q! — RJF, we let
(S = By [h] (= [ us(d)he)).

The proof of Theorem 2 (Appendix A) will follow by applying the following lemma to
the numerators and denominators of the expressions involved in (5.2). The intuition is
as follows. Consider a prefix closed function f with branches Lo, L1,.... Consider the
definition of [S]f, Def. 5. For any time ¢, it is not difficult to see that ¢(L<! NT<!) C
supp(f) C (LS NT=H) U (¢(T=))¢ (the last inclusion involves T-respectfulness). Since f;
approximates Correctly f on L=t one sees that the first inclusion leads to the lower bound
[SVfe- 1p<impse - wi < [S](f-w). As for the upper bound, the intuition is that, over (¢(T<%))¢,
f is upper-bounded by M.

Lemma 2. Lett > 1 and let f < M be a prefiz-closed function with branches L;j (j > 0):
[SIfe - Tp<impse - we < [S]f-w< [SI'fi- Lp<tmpse - Wi+ M - [STH(L — 1p<t) - wy . (5.1)

In the formulation of the theorem’s upper bound, we find it convenient to introduce a
correction factor’ ay > 1, the ratio of the weight of all traces to terminated traces at time t¢.

4

Theorem 2 (finite approximation). Consider S € P and t > 1 such that [S]'1p<: - wy > 0.
Then for any prefiz-closed function f with branches Lo, Ly, ... we have that [S]f is well

defined. Moreover, given an upper bound f < M (M € @Jr), for each t large enough and

[ST*we

Ot = [EI, oy e have:
-1 .- tr 1 .
ST fe [bf]f;‘fg Wy < BL [éij;tm T+ M-(ap—1) . (5.2)

When f is an indicator function, f = 14, we can of course take M = 1 in the theorem
above. We first illustrate the above result with a simple example.

Example 5. Consider the PPG of Exzample 2 (Fig. 1, left). We ask what is the expected
value of ¢ upon termination of this program. Formally, we consider the program checkpoint
S =0, and the function f on traces that returns the value of ¢ on the first terminated state,
if any, and 0 elsewhere. This f is clearly prefiz-closed with branches L;j C T;. We apply
Theorem 2 to [S]f. Fizing the time t = 4, we can calculate easily the quantities involved in
the approzimation of [S]f in (5.2). In doing so, we must consider the finitely many paths of
length t of nonzero probability and weight (there are only two of them), their weights and the
value of ¢ on their final state when terminated ©.

{%ft ].T<t wt1—017+1 :% [S]twt:%-&-%%:%
S 1T<t W = 2—|—2 5 =

'S \
8
|

6Here, we also use the fact that f; - 1p<¢ = ft - 1 <¢qp<t, a consequence of L; C Tj for all js.
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Then, with M =1, the lower and upper bounds in (5.2) coincide and yield [S]f = % If we
remove conditioning on node 4, then all the paths of length t have weight 1, and a similar
calculation yields [S]f = 3.

In more complicated cases, we may not be able to calculate exactly the quantities
involved in (5.2), but only to estimate them via sampling. To this purpose, we will introduce
Feynman-Kac models and the Particle Filtering algorithm in the next section. For now, we
content ourselves with the following example.

Example 6. Consider the PPG of Example 8 and f = fo from Example 4. Take S = 0.
Then [S]f is the posterior expectation of the value of d, the drunk man’s standard deviation.
We can compute upper and lower bounds on [S]f using (5.2). Let us fiz t = 60. By sampling
from ,u,fg, we can compute separately the following estimates for each of the expected values
involved in (5.2): [S]'fi - 1p<tqp<t - Wi = 0.396, [S]'wy = 0.987 and oy = 1.497. Combining
these estimates as in (5.2), with M = 2, we get the bounds: 0.402 < [S]f < 1.596. This
relatively large interval can be narrowed down by considering higher values of t, hence ay
closer to 1. A more efficient and accurate method to compute the bounds in (5.2) will be
introduced in Section 6, the Particle Filtering algorithm.

The theorem below confirms that the bounds established above are asymptotically tight,
at least under the assumption that the program S € P terminates with probability 1. In
this case, in fact, the probability mass outside T=! tends to 0, which leads the lower and
the upper bound in (5.2) to coincide. Moreover, we get a simpler formula in the special case
when termination is guaranteed to happen within a fixed time limit; for instance, in the case
of acyclic” PPGs.

Theorem 3 (tightness). Assume the same hypotheses as in Theorem 2. Further assume that
pZ(Tt) = 1. Then both the lower and the upper bounds in (5.2) tend to [S]f ast — 4o00.
In particular, if for some t > 1 we have [S]'1p<c = 1, then
[ST' fe - wi

S = . 5.3

R T (53)
Example 7. For the PPG of Example 2 one has p2°(T¢) = 1. As already seen in Example 2,
lower and upper bounds coincide for t > 4.

A practically relevant class of closed prefix functions are those where the result f(©)
only depends on computing a function h, defined on €2, on the first terminated state, if any,
of the sequence w. This way h is lifted to 2°°. This case covers all the examples seen so far.
We formally introduce lifting below. Recall that for ¢t > 1, T; = (T¢)=1. T.

Definition 8 (lifting). Let h : Q — R a nonnegative measurable function such that
supp(h) C T. The lifting of h is the measurable function h:Q® SR defined as follows
for each @ = (w1, wa, ...): (@) =3 451 L) (@) - hwr).

Clearly, any h is prefix closed with branches Lo = ) and Lj = (T¢)=! . supp(h) C T} for

j > 1. In particular, supp(h) C Tt.

Example 8. The indicator function for the set of paths that eventually terminate, h = 11, 1s
clearly the lifting of h = 11. For more interesting examples, consider Example 4. The function

7Or, more accurately, PPGs where the only loop is the self-loop on the nil state.
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f1 is not a lifting of any function on Q, as it must count how many states are traversed up
to the first one in T. However, one can modify the program of Example 3 to insert a new
counter variable j that provides this information, and return the value of j at termination.
The function fo is the lifting of the function h(d,r,x,y,z) =d-[0 < d < 2]- [z = nil].

6. FEYNMAN-KAC MODELS

In the field of Sequential Monte Carlo methods, Feynman-Kac (FK) models |28, Ch.9] are
characterized by the use of potential functions. A potential in a Feynman-Kac model is a
function that assigns a weight G;(x) to a particle (instance of a random process) in state x at
time t. This weight represents how plausible or fit = is at time ¢ based on some observable or
conditioning. In other words, G; modifies the importance of particles as the system evolves.
For instance, in a model for tracking an object, the potential function could depend on the
distance between the predicted particle position and the actual observed position. Particles
closer to the observed position get higher weights.

FK models and probabilistic program semantics. As seen, our semantics incorporates
conditioning via score functions applied at program checkpoints, and aggregates their effect
into a global weight w over traces. This makes it possible to interpret program semantics
as a reweighted expectation (Definition 5). Here we will show that this expectation can
be approximated reliably using the Feynman-Kac framework and particle filtering. We
first introduce FK models in a general context. Our formulation follows closely [28, Ch.9].
Throughout this and the next section, we let ¢ > 1 be an arbitrary fixed integer.

Definition 9 (Feynman-Kac models). A Feynman-Kac (FK) model is a tuple FK =

(Xt ut {K o, {GiY,), where X = R for some £ > 1, u' is a probability measure on X

and, fori=2,..,t: K; is a Markov kernel from X to X, and G; : X — R" is a measurable

function.

Let pt denote the unique product measure on Xt induced by p1, Ko, ..., K; as per Theorem

1. Let G :=1I'_,G;. Provided 0 < E,t[G] < +o0, the Feynman-Kac measure induced by FK

is defined by the following, for every measurable A C X*:

Elit [1A . G]

dr(A) == TE G

We will refer to G in the above definition as the global potential. Equality (6.1) easily

generalizes to expectations taken according to ¢rk. That is, for any measurable nonnegative
function g on X*, we can easily show that:

(6.1)

Euz [g . G]
Egeilg] = W (6.2)
In what follows, we will suppress the subscript pk from ¢k in the notation, when no confusion
arises. Comparing (6.2) against the definition (4.3) suggests that the global potential G
should play in FK models a role analogous to the weight function w in probabilistic programs.
Note however that there is a major technical difference between the two, because FK models
are only defined for a finite time horizon model given by ¢. A reconciliation between the two
is possible thanks to the finite approximation theorem seen in the last section; this will be
elaborated further below (see Theorem 4).
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We will be particularly interested in the t-th marginal of ¢, that is the probability
measure on X defined as (A C X measurable):

G1(A) = d(X'1 x A) = Eg[Lyt-154] - (6.3)
The measure ¢; is called filtering distribution (at time ¢), and can be effectively computed via
the Particle Filtering algorithm described in the next subsection. Now let G = (P, E, nil, sc)
be an arbitrary fixed PPG. Comparing (6.2) against e.g. the lower bound in (5.2) suggests
considering the following FK model associated with G and a checkpoint S.

Definition 10 (FKg model). Let t > 1 be an integer and S a program checkpoint of G. We
define FKg as the FK model where: X = Q, p! = 0,5), Ki =k (i =2,...,t) and G; = sc
(i=1,..,t). Welet ¢s denote the measure on Q! induced by FKg.

We now restrict our attention to functions f that are the lifting of a nonnegative h
defined on Q. Let ¢g+ denote the filtering distribution of ¢g at time t obtained by (6.3). In
the following theorem we express the bounds in (5.2) in terms of the measure ¢g;. The whole
point and interest of this result is that the bounds are expressed directly as expectations;
these are moreover taken w.r.t. a I-dimensional filtering distribution (¢g.), rather than a t-
dimensional one (pk). Importantly, there are well-known algorithms to estimate expectations
under a filtering distribution, as we will see in the next subsection.

Theorem 4 (filtering distributions and lifted functions). Under the same assumptions of
Theorem 2, further assume that f is the lifting of h. Then oy = E¢S,t[1T]*1 and

Bri= Egg,[h] < [S1f < Egg,[h]-00 + M- (s =1) = fu. (6.4)

Example 9. Consider again the PPG of Example 2. We can re-compute [S]f relying on

Theorem 4. Fixt =4. We first compute the filtering distribution ¢y on X = Q = R’ relying
on its definition (6.3). Similarly to what we did in Example 5, we consider the nonzero-weight,
nonzero-probability traces of length four. Then we project onto the final (fourth) state, and
compute the weights of the resulting triples (c,d,S), then normalize. There are only two
triples (c,d, S) of nonzero probability:

2 1
¢t(0u072) = g ¢t(17172) = g
The function f considered in Example 5 is the lifting of the function

h(c,d,S) =c-[S = 2]
defined on X = R®. we apply Theorem 4 and get B, = Eg,[h] = % < [S]f. Moreover
Eg, [17] =1, hence oy = 1 according to Theorem 4. Hence Br, = By = [S]f = % This agrees
with examples 5 and 7.

We can apply the above theorem to the functions described in Example 4 and to other
computationally challenging cases: we will do so in Section 7, after introducing in the next
section the Particle Filtering algorithm.

The Particle Filtering algorithm. From a computational point of view, our interest
in FK models lies in the fact that they allow for a simple, unified presentation of a class
of efficient inference algorithms, known as Particle Filtering (PF) |28, 47, 58].  For the
sake of presentation, we only introduce here the basic version, Bootstrap PF, following
closely® [28, Ch.11|. Fix a generic FK model, FK = (X,t,u!, {K;}_,,{Gi}l_). Fix
N > 1, the number of particles, that is instances of the random process represented by

8 Additional details in Appendix B.
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Algorithm 1 A generic PF algorithm

Input: FK = (X, ¢, pu!, {Ki} _o, {Gr}._,), a FK model; N > 1, no. of particles.
Output: X}V € XN, WEN ¢ RN

1 XYt . > state initialisation
2: Wl(j) = Gl(Xl(J)) } (=1....,N) > weight initialisation
3: for k=2,....t do

4: ri.n ~ R(WEN) > resampling
5: X,ij) ~ Kk(X,ir_Ji) . > state update
6: W,gj) = Gk(X,gj)) (G=1..N) > weight update
7: end for

8: return (X;, W;)

the K;’s, we want to simulate. Let W = W1V = (W(l), ...,W(N)) be a tuple of N real
nonnegative random variables, the weights. Denote by W the normalized version of W,
that is W = Z)/(Z W), A resampling scheme for (N, W) is a N-tuple of random
variables R = (Ry, ... RN) taking values on 1..N and depending on W, such that, for each
1 <7 < N, one has: E[Zf;l Lpoy—; [W]=N"- W@ In other words, each index i € 1..N on
average is selected in R a number of times proportional to its weight in W. We shall write
R(W) to indicate that R depends on a given weight vector W. Various resampling schemes
have been proposed in the literature, among which the simplest is perhaps multinomial
resampling; see e.g. [28, Ch.9| and references therein. Algorithm 1 presents a generic PF
algorithm. Resampling here takes place at step 4: its purpose is to give more importance
to particles with higher weight, when extracting the next generation of N particles, while
discarding particles with lower weight.

The justification and usefulness of this algorithm is that, under mild assumptions [2§|,
for any measurable function A defined on X', expectation under ¢y, the filtering distribution

0.

on X at time ¢, in thjs limit can be expressed a weighted sum with weights W,
STWY (X)) — Bg,[h]  as. as N — +oo. (6.5)

The practical implijcgféion here is that we can estimate quite effectively the expectations
involved in (6.4), for ¢, = ¢g;, as weighted sums like in (6.5). Note that in the above
consistency statement ¢ is held fixed — it is one of the parameter of the FK model — while
the number of particles N tends to +oc.

7. IMPLEMENTATION AND EXPERIMENTAL VALIDATION

7.1. Implementation. The PPG model is naturally amenable to a vectorized implementa-
tion of PF that leverages the fine-grained, SIMD parallelism existing at the level of particles.
At every iteration, the state of the N particles, w”" = (wr, ...,wn) with w; = (v;, ;) € ]Rm—H
will be stored using a pair of arrays (V, Z) of shape N x m and N x 1, respectively. The
weight vector is stored using another array W of shape N x 1. We rely on vectorization of

operations: for a function f : R 5 Randa N x k array U, f(U) will denote the N x 1
array obtained by applying f to each row of U. In particular, we denote by (Z = s) (for
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Algorithm 2 VPF, a Vectorized PF algorithm for PPGs.

Input: G = (P, E,nil,sc), a PPG; S € P, initial pr. checkpoint; ¢ > 1, time horizon; N > 1, no.
of particles.
Output: V € EMXN, Z,WeR

1XN

1.V=5;,2:=5 > state initialisation
2: W=r5(2) > weight initialisation
3: for ¢t —1 times do
4: (V, Z) := Resampling((V, Z), W) > resampling
5: for (s,p,(,8') € E do
6: M, :=o(V)*(Z =s5s) > mask computation
7 end for
8: Vi Y socsner CWV)x Mo 5 Z:=30 o ovep S Msg > state update
9: W= cp 1s(V)*(Z = s) > weight update
10: end for
11: return (V,Z, W)

any s € N) the N x 1 array obtained applying element-wise the indicator function 1 (s} 0 Z
element-wise, and by ¢(V') the N x 1 array obtained by applying the predicate ¢ to V' to the
row-wise. For U a N x k array and W a N x 1 array, U * W denotes the N x k array obtained
by multiplying the the jth row of U by the jth element of W, for j = 1,..., N: when W is a
0/1 vector, this is an instance of boolean masking. Abstracting the vectorization primitives of
modern CPUs and programming languages, we model the assignments of a vector to an array
variable as a single instruction, written U := Z. The usual rules for broadcasting scalars to
vectors apply, so e.g. V := S for S € R means filling V with S. Likewise, for ¢ a parametric
distribution, U ~ (V') means sampling N times independently from ((v1), ..., {(vy), and
assigning the resulting matrix to U: this too counts as a single instruction.

Based on the above idealized model of vectorized computation, we present VPF, a
vectorized version of the PF algorithm for PPGs, as Algorithm 2. Here it is assumed that
P C N, while sc(s) = 7;. On line 4, Resampling(-) denotes the result of applying a generic
resampling algorithm based on weights W to the current particles’ state, represented by the
pair of vectors (V, Z). With respect to the generic PF Algorithm 1, here in the returned
output, (V,Z) corresponds to X; and W to W;. Note that there are no loops where the
number of iterations depends on IN; the for loop in lines 5-7 only scans the transitions set F,
whose size is independent of N. Line 8 is just a vectorized implementation of sampling from
the Markov kernel function in (6.1). Line 9 is a vectorized implementation of the combined
score function (4.1). In the actual TensorFlow implementation, the sums in lines 8 and 9 are
encoded via boolean masking and vectorized operations.

Example 10. Consider the PPG of Example 8 and f = fo from Example 4. Take S = 0.
Then [S]s is the posterior expectation of the value of d, the drunk man’s standard deviation.
We compute upper and lower bounds on [S]¢, as defined in Theorem 4, applying Algorithm
2. Let us fir t = 60 and N = 10* particles. Under the filtering distribution ¢st, we get
Egs,[h] = 0.768, . = 1.029. Combining these estimates as in (6.4), with M = 2, we obtain
the bounds 0.768 < [S]f < 0.847. The value oy = 1.029 = 1 indicates that nearly all
particles have terminated by time t = 60 under ¢g ;.
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7.2. Experimental validation. We illustrate some experimental results obtained with
a proof-of-concept TensorFlow-based [1] implementation of Algorithm 2. We still refer to
this implementation as VPF. We have considered a number of challenging probabilistic
programs that feature conditioning inside loops. For all these programs, we will estimate
[S]f, for given functions f, relying on the bounds provided by Theorem 4 in terms of
expectations w.r.t. filtering distributions. Such expectations will be estimated via VPF. We
also compare VPF with two state-of-the-art PPLs, webPPL [33| and CorePPL [44]. webPPL
is a popular PPL supporting several inference algorithms, including SMC, where resampling
is handled via continuation passing. We have chosen to consider CorePPL by Lunden et
al. as it supports a very efficient implementation of PF: in [44|, a comparison of CorePPL
with webPPL, Pyro [12] and other PPLs in terms of performance shows the superiority of
CorePPL SMC-based inference across a number of benchmarks. CorePPL’s implementation
is based on a compilation into an intermediate format, conceptually similar to our PPGs.

Models. For our experiments we have considered the following programs: Aircraft tracking
(AT, [59]), Drunk man and mouse (DMM, Example 3), Hare and tortoise (HT, e.g. [4]),
Bounded retransmission protocol (BRP, [40]), Non-i.i.d. loops (NIID, e.g. [40]), the ZeroConf
protocol (ZC, [9]), and two variations of Random Walks, RW1 (|20], Example 2) and RW2 in
the following. In particular, AT is a model where a single aircraft is tracked in a 2D space
using noisy measurements from six radars. HT simulates a race between a hare and a tortoise
on a discrete line. BRP models a scenario where multiple packets are transmitted over a
lossy channel. NIID describes a process that keeps tossing two fair coins until both show
tails. ZC is an idealized version of the network connection protocol by the same name. RW1,
RW2 are random walks with Gaussian steps. The pseudo-code of these models is reported in
Appendix D. These programs feature conditioning/scoring inside loops. In particular, DMM,
HT and NIID feature unbounded loops: for these three programs, in the case of VPF we
have truncated the execution after £ = 1000, 100, 100 iterations, respectively, and set the
time parameter ¢ of Theorem 4 accordingly, which allows us to deduce bounds on the value
of [S]f. For the other tools, we just consider the truncated estimate returned at the end of
k iterations. AT, BRP, ZC, RW1 and RW2 feature bounded loops, but are nevertheless quite
challenging. In particular, AT features multiple conditioning inside a for-loop, sampling from
a mix of continuous and discrete distributions, and noisy observations. Below, we discuss
the obtained experimental results in terms of accuracy and performance. A description of
these programs, together with further details on the experimental set up, can be found in
Appendix C; code available from [21]. Table 1 summarizes the obtained experimental results,
which we comment in the following.

Accuracy. We have compared VPF, CorePPL and webPPL across the above mentioned
examples for different values of N, the number of particles (details in Table 1). At least for
N > 10, the tools tend generally to return very similar estimates of the expected value, which
we take as an empirical evidence of accuracy. Additional insight into accuracy is obtained
by directly comparing the results of VPF with those of webPPL-rejection (when available),
which is an exact inference algorithm: the expected values estimated by webPPL-rejection
are consistently in line to those of VPF. We have also considered Effective Sample Size
(ESS), a measure of diversity of the sample, the higher the better [30]. In terms of ESS, the
difference across the tools is significant: with one exception (program RW1), VPF yields ESS
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FIGURE 2. For N = 10°,10°, scatterplots of the log-ratios of execution times, log;, (timetoor /timevpr),
based on data points in Table 1. From left to right: N = 10°, tool = CorePPL; N = 10°, tool = WebPPL-smc;
N =108, tool = CorePPL; N = 10, tool = WebPPL-smc. For N = 10, the vast majority of the data points
lie above the x-axis, indicating superior performance of VPF across different examples. An enlarged version
of these plots is reported in Appendix C.
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FIGURE 3. Execution times (in seconds) for the RW2 program, as a function of the probability A of conditioning
on external data for N = 10* (left), N = 10° (center) and N = 10% (right). webPPL missing from the right-most plot
due to time-out. Execution times of VPF are basically insensitive to .

that are higher or comparable to those of the other tools. We refer the reader to Appendix C
for additional explanation, in particular as to the significance of the mentioned exception.

Execution time. For larger values of N VPF generally outperforms the other considered
tools in terms of execution time. The difference is especially noticeable for N = 10°. Figure
2 provides a graphical comparison, with scatterplots showing the ratio of execution times
(timeother—tool /timeypr) on a log scale, across the different examples (actual data points
in Table 1). In the case of WebPPL, nearly all data points lie above the x-axis, indicating
superiority of VPF. In the case of CorePPL, for N = 10° the data points are quite uniformly
distributed across the x-axis, indicating basically a tie. For N = 10%, we have a majority
of points above the x-axis, indicating again superiority of VPF, sometimes by orders of
magnitude.

A closer look in the N = 10 case reveals that the only programs where CorePPL beats
VPF are RW1 and ZC. This is most likely due to the low probability of conditioning in these
programs; for instance in RW1 just a single final conditioning is performed. As in CorePPL
resampling is only performed following a conditioning, this may explain its lower execution
times in these cases. To further investigate this issue, we consider a version of RW2 where
the probability of conditioning is governed by a parameter A € [0, 1], and run it for different
values of A\. The obtained results are showed in Figure 3. We observe that for both CorePPL
and WebPPL execution time tends to increase as the probability A of conditioning increases;
on the contrary, the execution time of VPF appears to be insensitive to A. This suggests
that VPF has a definite advantage over tools with explicit resample, on models with heavy
conditioning. The difference between CorePPL and VPF is further analyzed in the next
paragraph in terms of scalability.
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Scalability. The plot on the right shows the behaviour the average
unit cost (per particle) of VPF, CorePPL and WebPPL across all
the models we analyzed for N = 102, ..., 10° on a log-scale. Here,
for each N the average unit cost (in seconds) across k models is
(t1 +t2a+ ..+ tx) /(N - k), with ¢; the execution time of the i-th
model. Consistently with Figure 3, we observe that the cost of
VPF decreases as the number of samples increases, whereas the
cost of the other tools remains constant or increases (webPPL).

8. CONCLUSION

We have proposed a framework for inference in universal probabilistic programs that combines
a rigorous trace-based operational semantics with practical algorithmic realizability. The
approach builds on a structured operational model and connects to classical tools in stochastic
process theory (FK models), leading to an inference method that is both theoretically sound
and efficiently implementable. We summarize the main insights of our approach and possible
future directions below.

Structured semantics via PPGs (Sections 3 and 4). Our framework is centered around
an automata-theoretic description format for programs, Probabilistic Program Graphs
(PPGs). In PPGs, transitions encode sampling behavior, while nodes represent conditioning
checkpoints via score functions. This structure supports a rigorous infinite-trace semantics
and facilitates the alignment of computations, a feature that becomes crucial for vectorized
implementations.

Approximation via Feynman-Kac models (Sections 5 and 6). The main theoretical
contribution is a novel connection between the infinite-trace semantics of PPGs and Feynman-
Kac (FK) models, a standard tool in the analysis of state-based stochastic processes. The
expected values of a broad class of prefiz-closed functions over infinite traces can be expressed
in terms of finite, truncated computations. In particular, Theorem 2 establishes that these
expectations can be bounded by quantities defined over finite-length traces, making inference
tractable in the presence of unbounded loops and conditioning. Theorem 3 shows that
these bounds converge to the exact value under mild assumptions. We then establish a
connection with FK models: in particular Theorem 4 reformulates the approximation bounds
in terms of the filtering distributions of a PPG-induced FK model —distributions that can
be consistently and efficiently estimated via particle filtering (PF).

Efficient and parallel inference (Section 7). A central insight of our approach is that the
operational structure of PPGs enables a naturally parallelizable implementation of inference.
Since all particles evolve synchronously (in lock-step) through the same control-flow graph
(PPG), and conditioning is applied via score functions in a uniform, aligned fashion, our
particle filtering algorithm maps directly to SIMD-style vectorized execution. This design
avoids the particle misalignment issues that affect continuation-based or functional semantics
for PPLs. As a result, our operational model is easily mapped into modern hardware
architectures supporting data-level parallelism. Our vectorized implementation of a PPG-
based particle filter, VPF, practically demonstrates the effectiveness of our approach. On
challenging examples involving nested conditioning and unbounded loops, VPF matches
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or outperforms state-of-the-art probabilistic programming systems in both accuracy and
runtime.

Future directions. On the practical side, developing compilers from high-level PPLs to
PPGs, extending the framework to richer type systems and data structures is a natural
next-step. Combining a sampling-based approach with symbolic or constraint-based reasoning
techniques is a challenging theoretical direction.
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APPENDIX A. PROOFS

The following result, which subsumes Theorem 1, is well known from measure theory. The
formulation below is a specialization of [2, Th.2.6.7] to Markov kernels and nonnegative
functions. Part (a) gives a way to construct a measure on the product space 2 starting
from an initial measure p' and t — 1 Markov kernels. The product space is, intuitively, the
sample space of the paths of length ¢ of a Markov chain. In particular, a path of length ¢ = 1
consists of just an initial state — no transition has been fired. Part (b) is a generalization of
Fubini theorem, which allows one to express an integral over the product space w.r.t. the
measure of part (a) in terms of iterated integrals over the component spaces. Below, we will
let w! range over QF.

Theorem A.1 (product of measures). Let t > 1 be an integer. Let u' be a probability
measure on Q and K, ..., Ky be t — 1 (not necessarily distinct) Markov kernels from  to Q.

(a) There is a unique probability measure ut defined on (Qf, Ft) such that for every Ay x --- X
A; € Ft we have:

,ut(Al X o+ X At) fA dwl fAz KQ wl)(dwg fA Kt wt 1)(dwt) (Al)

(b) (Fubini) Let f be a nonnegative measurable function defined on Q. Then, letting w' =
(Wi, ..., w), we have

S (W) = [p!(den) [ Ka(wn)(dws) - [ Ke(wer)(dw) f(w"). (A-2)
In particular, on the right-hand side, for each j =1,...,t =1 and (w1, ...,w;—1), the function
wj — [ K1 (wj)(dwiz1) - [ Ke(wi—1)(dwy) f(w') is measurable over 2.

We now proceed to the proof of the results stated in the paper.

Proof of Lemma 1. As a function R < Fo RJF, k can be written as follows:

R(v,2)(A) = [z ¢ P]-6u(A) + D [2=5]-p(v) - ((v)(As). (A.3)
(S,¢,(,S")EE
We now check the two properties required by Definition 1.

e For each (v, z) € Q, the function A — k(v, z)(A) is a probability measure. Consider the
right-hand side of (A.3): since for each S, 3~ (g, ¢ s1ep ¢(v) = 1, for the given (v, z) exactly
one of the summands is different from the constant 0 function. In particular, there is a
probability measure v on F,, such that for every A € F, we have k(v, z)(A) = v(A;). Next,
we note the following general property of sections of measurable sets, which can be shown by
elementary set-theoretic reasoning: for any measurable set A € F s.t. A = U;>0A4; (disjoint
union of measurable sets) and z € R, we have A, = U;>0(4;). (disjoint union of measurable
sets). Applying the two facts just established and the additivity of the measure v, we
have: r(v,2)(A) = v((Ujz04;):) = v(Ujz0(45)2) = 22550 v((45)2) = 22550 6(v, 2)(4)).
This shows that (v, z) is a measure. Moreover, (v, 2)(Q) = v(Q,) = v(R™) = 1, which
completes the prove that x(v, z) is a probability measure.

e For each A € F, the function (v, z) — k(v, 2)(A) is nonnegative and measurable. Consider
again the right-hand side of (A.3), but write d,(A,) as the indicator function 14, (v): as a
function of v, this is measurable (as A, is a measurable set). Moreover, for any A and S,
((v)(Agr) is a measurable function of v (as ¢ is a Markov kernel); hence for each ¢, also
©(v) - ((v)(Ag) is a measurable function of v. But any measurable function of v alone,
say h(v), is also a measurable function of (v, z) (i.e. the function obtained by composing
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the projection (v, z) — v with v — h(v)). Likewise, the predicates [z ¢ P] and [z = 5]
(for any fixed S € P) are measurable functions of z, hence of (v, z). As k(-)(A) is obtained
by products and sums of nonnegative measurable functions of (v, 2z), it is a measurable

function of (v, z) [2, Ch.1,Th.1.5.6].
U

The following is a general lemma useful to connect measure over sets of infinite and finite
traces. In its statement, we let 4> denote a generic measure on the cylindrical sigma-field,
obtained as an infinite product of kernels in the sense of the Ionescu-Tulcea theorem, and by
it the corresponding finite product measures. We shall make use of the following notation.

For & = (w1,ws, ...) € O, we let @1, := (w1, ...,w;) € QL. For h: QF — R a nonnegative
function, we let h : Q® — R" be defined as follows for each & € Q>

h(@) = h(@n.) . (A.4)

In the what follows, we shall make use of the following properties of measurable cylinders:

for measurable A, B C Q! (t > 1), we have ¢(AUB) = ¢(A)Uc¢(B) and ¢(ANB) = ¢(A)Nc(B).

Lemma A.1. Leth: Q' > R a nonnegative measurable function. Then h as defined in
(A.4) is measurable. Moreover, for each measurable cylinder ¢(B;) C Q> (B; C Q!), we have

fc(Bt) /fo(dd))ﬁ((b) = th gt (dw')h(wh).
Proof. First, consider the case of indicator functions h = 14,, for a measurable A; C QF. Then
h =1¢a,), the indicator function of the measurable cylinder generated by At, and the state-

ment is obvious, because h is measurable, and [, (B 1 dw f u> ey (@) =
2 (e(B) Ne(Ar)) = p>(e(BeNAy)) = p' (BN Ar) = [, 1 wt). The statement for the

general case of h follows then by standard measure- theoretlc arguments (linearity, dominated

convergence). ]

We can now readily establish measurability of various functions used throughout the
paper.
Lemma A.2 (measurability of functions). Let t > 1. The following functions are measurable:
(1) wy Q= [0,1]; (2) w: Q% = [0,1]; (8) fi : & = R, provided f : Q° — R”
measurable.

Proof. Concerning parts 1 and 2, first note one can write the score function on € (Definition
(4.1)) as: sc(v,2) = [z &€ Pl + D> _geplz = 5] - sc(S)(v), where v = sc(S) is a measurable
score function on R"™. This easily implies that sc(-) is measurable on Q (cf. also the proof of
Lemma 1, second item). As w;(w!) = sc(wq) - - - sc(wy) is the product of measurable functions
on (), it is a measurable function on Qf. Now consider Ww; : Q> — [0, 1]: applying Lemma A.1
with A = wy, we deduce that w; is measurable. Finally, as t — 400, it is seen that w; — w
pointwise: then w is measurable as well, because it is the pointwise limit of a sequence of
measurable functions functions, cf. |2, Th.1.5.4].

Concerning part 3, define the t-section of C € C at @ € Q® as CL := {w' € Q' :
(W', @) € C}. A proof very similar to that given in [2, Th.2.6.2(1)] for finite products shows
that ¢-sections of elements in C are measurable. Now let A be any measurable set in R. By
definition, f~1(A) = {(w!, @) : f(wt,&) € A} is measurable. The t-section at & = x> of this
set is precisely ftfl(A), hence it is measurable. This implies that f; is measurable.

[
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We now turn to the proof of Theorem 2. We first prove a few results about to the measures
pZ and pk. In what follows, we shall consider the the notation [ fdu for [ p(dw)f(w). We
shall use the two notations interchangeably; the second one is more convenient for expressing
iterated integrals. We need the following definition.

Definition A.1 (consistent paths). We define the following measurable subsets of Q' (t > 1)
and Q>:

O = U (T - T 0;:=0%U(T)  ©:= (U (T) - T=) U (T)®.
(A5)

Lemma A.3. (a) u3’(©) = 1. Hence for any measurable set A and nonnegative measurable

[ defined on Q=, [, fduZ = [40 fdug.
(b) Let t > 1. Then ps(©;) = 1. Hence for any measurable set A and nonnegative

measurable f defined on QF, fA fdul = fAﬁ@,g fduk.

Proof. Let us consider part (a). Consider ©° = U;j>¢(€7 - T - T%); note that this union is
in general not disjoint, but this is not relevant for the rest of the proof. For any j > 0, we
will show that 2 (c(€¥ - T-T¢)) =0, which implies the thesis. Indeed, pug(c(¥/ - T-T¢)) =
ufq“(Qj - T-T°), by definition of the product measure u°. Theorem A.1(a) (Fubini) gives
us

i @TT) = [ (o) [ ren)(aun) [ [ me)@on) [ s, (a6)

Considering the innermost two integrals in the above expression, let J(w;) =
Jt £y (dwj41) [re B(wit1)(dwir2)l = [ K(wj)(dwj+1) [ K(Wir1)(dwj2) I (w)t1) 1re (W)+2)-
Suppose wjy1 = (v, nil) € T: then considering the innermost integral in J(w;), by defini-
tion of £ we have [ K(wjt1)(dwjto)lT(wjs1) - Ire(wjre) = [ (v, nil)(dwjr2)lte(wite) =
i S (v ity (dwjt2)11e(Wjr2) = Lre(v,nil) = 0. Similarly, we have that the innermost integral is
0 if wjy1 € TC This implies that J(w;) = 0, hence the integral in (A.6) is 0.

The proof of part (b) is similar. ]

Lemma A.4. Let S € P. Ast — +oo, we have [S|'1t<i - wy — [S]lt, - w. Moreover, the
sequence [S]'11<i - wy (¢ > 1) is monotonically nondecreasing.

Proof. For each t > 1, consider the function h; = lg - (1y<¢ - w¢), defined on Q°° and
measurable, being the product of two measurable functions (measurability of ~ follows from
Lemma 1). It is easy to check that: (1) (h¢)s>1 is a monotonically nondecreasing sequence
of functions; and that (2) as t — +o00, hy = lg - 11, - w pointwise. By the Monotone
Convergence Theorem |2, Th.1.6.2], f hydp — f lg - 11, - wdpug’, where the sequence of
integrals on the left is nondecreasing. Now, applying Lemma A.3(a) and Lemma A.1 with

B, = Qf, we get [ hdpy = Jo Ay - wi)dpd = [ (1y<e - we)dpS = [ 1y<iwidply, where
the last quantity is by definition [S]*1r<¢wy. Similarly, by Lemma A.3(a) [1g - 11, - wdu® =
[ 11, - wduZ® = [S]17, - w. This completes the proof. []

We need a lemma on the support of prefix-closed functions.
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Lemma A.5. Let f be a prefiz-closed function with branches L;j (7 >0) andt > 1. Then
L>'nTst = 0.

Proof. For each 0 < j < t, we have L>J N T; = () (T-respectfulness), which implies L~ N
T; - Q7 =0 (as L7t C L>7 - Q7). Therefore, recalling that T<! = Uz*:oTj -Q'7 | we have
L7tNTst =0. O

Proof of Lemma 2. We proceed by proving separately the upper bound and the lower bound

in (5.1).

e (Upper bound). First, let us establish the inclusion supp(f) C ¢(L=! NT<H) U (e(T<F))C.
Indeed, consider @ € supp(f) such that @ ¢ ¢(LS! NT<Y) = ¢(L=Y) N ¢(T<"). Then either
@ € ¢(T=4°, and there is nothing left to prove. Or & € ¢(L;) for some j > t, hence
@ € ¢(L”Y); by Lemma A.5, L>* NT<t = ), hence ¢(L>*) N ¢(T<!) = 0; this implies that
O ¢ o(T<Y), ie. @ € ¢(T<")*, which completes the proof of the wanted inclusion. As a
consequence of the inclusion just established,

[S]f -w < [S]f . 1c(L§tmT§t) - W+ [S]f . 1c(T§t)C ‘W (A?)

J/

K1 K2

We proceed now to separately bound K; and K.
— Upper bound on K;. Using the notation introduced in (A.4), we first check that
on ¢(L=Y), hence on ¢(L=! N TSY), we have f - ¥ = (]m) (A.8)
In fact, for any w! € L=f and & € O, we have: (m)(wt,@) = (fr-wi)(wh) = fr(wh)-
wi(wh) = f(wh,*®) - Wy (wh @) = f(wh @) - wi(wh, @), where the equality f(w!,+>) =
f(w!,@) stems from f being prefix-closed and from (w!, @), (W', **) € ¢(L;) for some
0 < j <'t; this proves (A.8). Now we have

K1 = / f : Wd,u,%O (AQ)
¢(L<tNTSY)
</ [ du (A.10)
¢(L<tNTSt)
C(LSINTSH)
LstnT<t
= [S]tft . 1L§tmT§t Wi (Alg)

where: (A.10) stems from w < Wy; in (A.11) we have used (A.8), and in (A.12) we have
applied Lemma A.1 with h = f; - w; and B; = LSt N Tt

— Upper bound on Ks. From f < M and w < Wy, we obtain Ky < M - [S]].c(Tgt)c .
W =M - ([ Wedpl — fc(TSt) Widpg’). Now, apply Lemma A.1 to h = wy: first with
B, = Q! to obtain [ du = [widpl = [S]'wy; then with By = T=!, to obtain
fc(TSt) Wdp = [pe wedply = [S)'wy - 1p<:. To sum up, we have:

KQ S M - ([S]twt - [S]tngt 'Wt> =M - [S]t(l - 1T§t) * Wt (A14)
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e (Lower bound). Recall that, for any j > 1, Tj = (T¢)~!-T and that T<' = U\ _, T;- Q"7 C
Q. Consider now =t = U;-:lTj -Tt7 C Q. For the sake of conciseness, let us use the
following abbreviation:

Ap =05t . TN (LS N TSY . (A.15)
Clearly, [S]fw > [S]fwla, = [,, fwdug. Now we check that:

—_~—

on A, we have fw = (fywy). (A.16)
Indeed, for any (w',@) € A, we have: (fw)(w!,@) = f(w',d)  wwh,®) = f(w,*>) -
W((/Jt,(.z}) = ft(wt) ) Wt(wt) = (ft : Wt)(wt) = (ft : Wt)(wtaaj)a where: (1) f(wt,cb) = f(wt’*oo)
stems from f being prefix-closed, and (w', @), (', **) € ¢(L;) for some 0 < j < t; and, (ii)
w(w, @) = wy(w') stems from (w',@) € T; - T* for some 0 < j < ¢, and recalling that the
basic weight function sc(-) defined on € yields 1 on T; this proves (A.16). Now we have:

[S]f - w > /A fw ds (A.17)
= /A (fewe) A (A.18)
~ / (frwe) A (A.19)
(L=INT'SY)
:/ (fewe) dps (A.20)
L=tnTst
=[] fewil p<eryp<e (A.21)

where: in the second step we have used (A.16); in the third step we have applied Lemma
A.3 and the fact that (L' NT<') N O = A;; and in the last but one step, Lemma A.1
with h = ftwt and Bt = Lgt N TSt.

The bounds in (A.13), (A.14) and (A.21) imply the wanted bounds (5.1). O

Proof of Theorem 2. We first show that [S]f is well defined, that is that [S]w > 0. Indeed,
from Lemma A.4, and from [S]*11<: - wy > 0 for at least one ¢, we get [S]1t, - w > 0; since
11, -w < w, we get [S]11, - w < [S]w, hence the wanted statement.

Now consider [S]f = [SPSJ;WW

Consider the following bounds for the numerator and denominator of this fraction.
[S]tft . 1L§tﬁT§t * Wi S [S]f W § [S]tft . 1L§tﬁT§t - W + M([S]twt — {S]tngt . Wt) (A22)
[S] pee - wi < [STw < [S]hwy (A.23)

, for f like in the hypothesis, and the inequalities in (5.2).

The bounds in (A.22) are just those in Lemma 2, with the term M - (---) written in an
equivalent form. As to (A.23), first apply the bounds of Lemma 2 to the constant function
f = 1. Note that this f is measurable, and is trivially prefix closed for the prefix-free sequence
of languages Ly = {e} and L; = () for j > 0. As a consequence, for ¢ > 1, over ' we have
L=t = Q! hence 1;<iqp<t = lp<i. Moreover f; = M = 1 identically. From these facts, it is
immediate to see that the bounds (5.1) of Lemma 2 specialize to (A.23). From the above

established bounds (A.22) and (A.23) for the numerator and denominator of [S]f = [i}g{‘;vw,
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it follows that
[S]tft . 1L§tmT§t * Wi . M B
[S]tngt * Wt + M [S]f lTSf Wy ]- . (A.24)

Now, multiplying and dividing the first term of the above upper bound by [S]'w;, positive
by hypothesis, and recalling the definition of oy, the wanted (5.2) follows. U

[SI'fe - Lp<eppsr - Wy

S, < [81f <

Proof of Theorem 3. Write (5.2) in the form (A.24). We discuss the limit as ¢ — 400 of each

of the three distinct involved terms .

(1) [STfil p<iqp<ewy — [ fwdp = [S]fw. Consider the set Ay = L. T® N (LS NT=Y)
introduced in (A.15). We have the equalities

(ST fi - 1pzimpse - Wi = A f-wdpg
t

= /f W 1c(T§tﬂL§t) d,u%o (A25)

where: the first equality has been proven in (A.17)—(A.21), and the second one follows
from Lemma A.3 and the equality 4,NO = ¢(T<'NL<')NO. Now L(r<enp <ty converges
pointwise to L7;nsupp(f), by definition of supp(f) = Uj>oc(L;): in particular, for each
w we have that, for each ¢ large enough, 1. p<inp<t)(@0) = lyynsupp(s)(@). This in turn
implies that f-w - 1. p<iq<e) converges pointwise to f - w - Iynsupp(s) = f - W~ 11 (even
if f takes on the value +00). Moreover, the sequence of functions f - w - Lr<tnpsy) is
monotonically nondecreasing. By the Monotone Convergence Theorem [2, Th.1.6.2],
the integral in (A.25) then converges to [ f-w- 17 dud = [ f-wduZ, where the last
equality stems from p(7¢) = 1 and again Lemma A.3.

(2) [S]'wy — [S]w. By taking B; = Q' in Lemma A.1, we have: [S]'w; = [w;dul =
[ Wi dpZ. Moreover, the sequence of functions w; converges pointwise to w, and all
these function are dominated by e.g. 1, which is integrable. Applying the Dominated
Convergence Theorem [2, 1.6.9], we obtain [ w;du® — [w; du® = [S]w, which is the
wanted statement.

(3) [S]'1p<e - wy — [S]w. Apply the first item above to the constant function f = 1. Note
that this f is trivially prefix-closed with Ly = {e}, hence L=! = Q) for each ¢ > 1.

As to (5.3), we have [S)'1p<iwy = [r Wy dply = [wy dply = [S]'w,, which follows from
the hypothesis uf(T<!) = 1 and from elementary measure-theoretic reasoning. Therefore
a; = 1 and from (5.2) we obtain that the lower and upper bounds on [S]f coincide with

tr. .
[T l[g]%twﬂtTSt " Now we check that

fo-Lp<e = fr - Lp<eqps<e .

Indeed, as supp(f;) € L= U L>!, one can consider two cases for w! € supp(f;). Either
w! € supp(f;) N L=t then we have by definition that (f; - 1p<¢)(w') = (fi - 1 <eqp<t) (wh).
Or w! € supp(f;) N L>t: then we have w’ ¢ T<! (Lemma A.5), hence again (f; - 1p<¢)(w?) =
(ft - 1 <trp<t) (') = 0. Finally, we can compute as follows: [S]f; - wy = [S]' fi - 1p<t - wy =
[S)tfi - 1p<trp<t - Wi, where the first equality follows from u(7<!) = 1 and elementary
measure-theoretic reasoning, and the second one from the above established equality. This
completes the proof of (5.3). O



PARALLELIZABLE FEYNMAN-KAC MODELS FOR UNIVERSAL PROBABILISTIC PROGRAMMING 31

The following result is useful to relate our semantics to the filtering distribution of a
Feynman-Kac model. Here we let pr; : O — Q (1 < j <t) denote the projection on the
jth component; this is a measurable function. The result basically says that taking the
expectation of f; on paths of length ¢ is the same as taking the expectation of h o pr;, that
only looks at the last state of a path.

Lemma A.6. Let f = h for a nonnegative measurable h defined on Q. For each S and t > 1,
we have [S] fy - 1<t - wy = [S]'(h o pr,) - wi, where L; (j > 0) are the branches of f.

Proof. We first prove a general statement about the measures p%. Recall that we use w' to

range over tuples (wq,...,w;). Let g : QF — R" be a measurable function. For each 1 <j <,
let n;(w') := [wjt1 = wj] -+ [wy = wj] the predicate that yields 1 if and only if wj = - -+ = wy.
Then, recalling that 7; = (T¢)’~1 - T, we have

/ p(dwt) glot) = / () g(w) -y (). (A.26)
T..Qt—j T..Qt—J

This equality can be checked as follows. First, write the integral on the left- (resp. right-
Jhand side of (A.26) as an iterated integral, via Theorem A.1(b) (Fubini): in the resulting
expression, call H; (resp. Kj;) the expression corresponding to the ¢ — j innermost iterated
integrals. For each wi,...,w;, we have the following equalities

H; Z/“(wj)(dwjﬂ)/ r(wjt1)(dw;rz2) - /KJ wi—1)(dwe) g(w') - 17y.0-5 (W)
= (W1, -+ Wj—1, W),y ey wj) - Iye(wr) -+ Ie(wj—1) - 11(wy) (A.27)
= g(w1, . wj—1,Wj, ey wj) - Iye(wr) -+ Ire(wj1) - 11 (wy) - mj(w1, o wjm1, Wy, -y w5) (A.28)
)

where: (A.27) is obvious if w; ¢ T, as both sides are 0 in this case; if w; € T, say w; = (v, nil),
then #(w;)(-) = 0w, (-) by definition of , and (A.27) follows by a repeated application of the
property [ &, (dw')g(w') = g(w) of Dirac’s measures; (A.28) follows by definition of 7;; and
(A.29) from the same reasoning as for (A.27). Now (A.26) follows by integrating H; and
K; with respect to wi,...,w; (note that both sides are measurable functions of wy, ..., w;, by
Fubini), and then applying Fubini on both sides, to rewrite the resulting iterated integrals as



32 PARALLELIZABLE FEYNMAN-KAC MODELS FOR UNIVERSAL PROBABILISTIC PROGRAMMING

integrals over 2. Now we have

/ () (o 1 - w) () = / () (- W) () (A.30)
Ty -Qt=i T, -Qt—
:J () (-t - my) (@) (A31)
T;-Qt—i
a/ () (we - ) (@) - () (A32)
T;-Qt—i
=/ () (wy ) (@) - h(w) (A.33)
T;-Qt—i
= [ ) e (o b)) (A.31)
T;Qt=
= [ bl (o pr)  wi @) (A.35)
T:-Qt—J

where one exploits the following equalities, for w® € T;-Q'7: in (A.30), (1< fi)(w') = fi(w?),
as supp(fy) N Tj - Q7 C LS NT; - Q75 in (A.31), (A.26) with g = f; - wy; in (A.32),
fi(w') = h(wj); in (A.33), n;(w')h(w;) = nj(w')h(w;); in (A.34), the definition of h(w;) and
pr,(wh); in (A.35), again (A.26), with g = (h o pr,) - w;. Now, we have:

SV fe - 1p<e - wy = /ft A< - we dpt

= et fe-1p<e - wedp! (A.36)
t
= Z\/T o ft . 1L§t Wy d/,Lt (AS?)
g=1 1
t
-2 /T (hop) i (A38)

(hopr,)-w;du A39
t

\ /\

L
/ (hopr,) - w, du' (A.40)
fa

(hopr,) - wydu' + / (hopr,) - w;du (A.41)
(1)

= / (hopr,) - wydu' (A.42)
Oy
= /(h opr,) - wydu' (A.43)
where: (A.36) follows from L=! C TSt (A.37) from Tt = UL_, T} - Q' (disjoint union) and

basic properties of integrals; (A.38) from the equality estabhshed in (A.30)—(A.35); (A.39)
again from T=' = U’_,T; - Q"77; (A.40) from Lemma A.3(b) and ©; N T<' = ©='; (A.41)
from the fact that h o pr, is 1dent1cally 0 on (T°)! as supp(h) C T, hence the second integral
here is 0; (A.42) from definition of ©; = O<; U (T°)* (disjoint union); (A.43) again from
Lemma A.3(b). ]
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Proof of Theorem 4. The following equality is easy to check and will be useful below.
E.[(hopr) -G

E,[G]

As for the actual proof, first note that LS! C T<! by definition of lifting (Def. 8), hence
fi - 1p<tqr<t = ft - 1p<¢. Concerning fr,, from the lower bound in (5.2) we have that:

(517 > B Josworseowe ISP dpswe [SPhop) we_p
[S]'wi [S]we [S]wi
where in the last but one step we have applied Lemma A.6 to the numerator of the fraction,
and in the last step we have applied (A.44) to the model FKg, with G = w; as a global
potential.

Concerning By, consider the function f = It (the lifting of the function h = 1), which
has branches L; = T}: it is immediate to check that for each t > 1, 1p<: - wy = fi - 1p<e - wy.

Then we can repeat the reasoning used above for S; with this function f to prove that
[S]tlTSt‘Wt
[STtwe
complete the proof. O

E¢t [h] =

(A.44)

B

= By, [17], that is oy = Eg,[17]7!. Then the upper bound in (5.2) allows us to

APPENDIX B. THE PARTICLE FILTERING ALGORITHM

From a computational point of view, our interest in FK models lies in the fact that they
allow for a simple, unified presentation of a class of efficient inference algorithms, known as
Particle Filtering (PF) [47, 28]. In what follows we present an algorithm to compute the
filtering distribution ¢;. We will introduce below a general PF algorithm scheme following
closely [28, Ch.11].

Fix a generic FK model, FK = (X, ¢, ', {K;}_,,{Gi}t_;). Fix N > 1, the number
of particles, that is instances of the random process represented by the K;’s, we want to
simulate. For any tuple W = WHN = (W(l), LW )) of real nonnegative random variables,
the weights, denote by W the normalized version of W, that is? W(® = W / (Z;Vﬂ W),
A resampling scheme for (N, W) is N-tuple of random variables taking values on 1..N, say
R = (Ry,..., RN), such that: for each i € 1..N, letting F; denote the number of occurrences
of 7 in R, one has

E[F,|W]=N-W,.

In other words, R is a randomized selection process of N indices out of 1../NV, with repetitions,
such that, on average, each index ¢ € 1..N is selected a number of times proportional to its
weight in W. We shall write R(W) to indicate that R depends on a given weight vector W.
Various resampling schemes have been proposed in the literature. Per/h\aps the simplest is
letting R be N i.i.d. random variables each distributed according to W: this is known as
multimomial resampling. We refer the reader to the specialized literature on PF for details
and efficient implementation methods, see e.g. [28, Ch.9] and references therein.

Algorithm 1 is a generic PF algorithm. At the k-th iteration, for k = 1, ..., ¢, two N-tuples
are extracted:

e a tuple of states X = X;:N = (X,gl), ...,X,iN)) e xN;

9With the proviso that e.g. W = 1/N in the event all the W®’s are 0. In the execution of the PF
algorithm this event will occur with probability — 0 as N — +oco0.
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e a tuple of (unnormalized) weights Wy, = WY = ( ,51), vy ,gN)) € (RN,

The elements of X ,?N depend on the tuples X ,1_1\{, Wi_1 of the previous iteration. The
purpose of the resampling step 4 is to give more importance to particles with higher weight,
when extracting the next tuple of particles, while discarding particles with lower weight. In
case R is multinomial resampling, steps 4-5 amount to drawing each X ,i] ) from the (empirical)
distribution Eévzl W’gi)léKk(X,(Ql)
G, and will be used in the resampling step at iteration k£ 4 1, if k£ < ¢, or returned as part
of the algorithm’s output.

The following theorem states consistency, in an asymptotic sense, of the PF algorithm
with respect to the filtering distribution ¢, on X. Its practical implication is that we can
estimate expectations with respect to the filtering distribution as weighted sums. Note that
in its statement ¢ is held fixed — it is one of the parameter of the FK model — while the
number of particles N tends to 4oo.

. The weights Wkl:N are computed via the potential function

Theorem B.1 (convergence of PF, [28]). Consider the random variables (X, Wy) (t > 1)
as returned by Algorithm 1. Suppose that the FK measure ¢ is well defined on Xt. Further
assume that R(-) is multinomial resampling and that the potential functions Gy all have
a finite upper bound. For each nonnegative measurable function h defined on X, we have:

Z;V:l ﬁ/\t(j) -h(Xt(J)) — Eg, [h] almost surely'® as N — +oc.

APPENDIX C. ADDITIONAL DETAILS ON EXPERIMENTS

We give a more detailed textual description of the considered examples.

(1) Aircraft tracking (AT) [59]. An aircraft is modeled as a point moving on a 2D plan
according to a Gaussian process, The aircraft is tracked by six radar: at each discrete
time step, each radar noisily measures the distance of the aircraft from its own position;
specific distances are being observed. We target the posterior expected value of the final
horizontal position of the aircraft. This is by far the most complicated example among
those considered here; we provide a detailed description of its coding in terms of a PPG
at the end of this section.

(2) Drunk man and mouse (DMM), Example 3. We target the posterior expected value of
the drunk man variance.

(3) Hare and tortoise (HT), see e.g. [4]. This model simulates a race between a hare and a
tortoise along a one-dimensional line: the tortoise takes a step of length 1 every time
step, while the hare occasionally takes a step whose length is Gaussian-distributed.
Additionally, at each time step it is observed that the hare and the tortoise are never at
a distance more than 10 from each other. The race is terminated as soon as the hare
overtakes the turtle. We target the posterior expected value of the final position of the
hare.

(4) Bounded retransmission protocol, [40]. A number of packets must be transmitted over
a lossy channel, and each packet can be lost with a probability of 0.02. Losses can
be observed only during the transmission of the last 80 packets. The transmission is
considered successful if none of the packets needs more than 4 retransmissions. We target
the posterior expected value of failure probability.

10gee [28, Ch.11] for the precise definition of the probability space where this assertion makes sense.
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(5) Non-i.i.d. loops, [40]. This model describes the behaviour of a discrete sampler that
keeps tossing two fair coins, until they both turn tails. Additionally, it is observed that
at each iteration at least one of the coins yields the same outcome as in the previous
iteration. This observation induce data dependencies across consecutive loop iterations.
We target the posterior expected value of the number of iterations until termination.

For each model, we draw samples of N particles (N € R = {10%,10%,10°,10°}), and
the corresponding weights, with each of the considered tools/algorithms. With the drawn
samples and weights, the tools compute the (posterior) expected value of the quantities of
interest. For each tool, we are interested in assessing:

e the accuracy of the computed expected values;
e the quality of the drawn samples;
e the performance in terms of execution time.

Concerning accuracy, we do not know the exact value of the targeted expected values (but
in one case, see below), so a direct comparison is not possible. Nevertheless, asymptotic
consistency of PF and other SMC sampling algorithms, in the sense discussed in subsection
6, guarantees that as as N — 400 the sample estimates will converge to the true expected
value. For a specific values of IV, there is no obvious way to judge how close we are to
convergence. Pragmatically, we will take a small difference of estimation between consecutive
values of N in the considered range R, and the fact that different tools yield estimates very
close to one another, as an empirical evidence of convergence and accuracy. As remarked
above, differently from the other considered tools that return truncated point estimates, VPF
provides in principle lower and upper bounds of [S]f as an application of Theorem 4. The
upper bound will be vacuous (+00) whenever the target f is unbounded, which is the case
for HT and NIID here. Beside, examples AT and BRP are bounded loops, for which oy = 1,
hence g1, = fu = [S]f.

We measure empirically the quality of the drawn samples in terms of effective sample
size (ESS) |30] of the corresponding weights W1, ..., Wy

N 2
ESS = 7(21131 WZQ) .
2= Wi
ESS is an empirical measure of efficiency of the sampled particles, the higher the better.
Specifically, ESS quantifies the number of i.i.d. samples from the target distribution that
would be required to achieve the same variance in the estimator as that obtained from the
weighted samples. So a ESS close to N indicates that the N particles appear to be drawn
i.i.d. from the target distribution.

The experiments have been run on a 2.8 GHz Intel Core i7 PC, with 16GB RAM and
Nvidia T500 GPU. VPF and webPPL have been run under Windows 10 OS, with CUDA
Toolkit v. 11.8, driver v. 522.06. CorePPL and RootPPL have been run under Ubuntu 22,
with CUDA Toolkit v. 12.2, driver v. 535.86.

In Table 1 (Section 7), we report the execution time, the estimated expected value and
the effective sample size for VPF, CorePPL, RootPPL and webPPL, as the number N of
particles increases. In the case of VPF, a single value estimate is reported for all examples
but DMM: for programs AT and BRP this is an estimate of [S]f; for examples HT and
NIID (unbounded f), this is an estimate the lower bound S, being the upper bound vacuous
as discussed above. We also remark that for NIID, it is known that [S]f = & = 3.428---

7
[40]. We note that, at least for N > 10°, the tools tend to yield very similar estimates of
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the expected value!!, as a consequence of the asymptotic consistency of PF and other SMC
algorithms: we take this as an empirical evidence of accuracy.

We end this section with an explicit description of the PPG for AT. An aircraft is
modeled as a point moving on a 2D plan according to a Gaussian process, for t = 1,...,8
discrete time instants. Throughout these time points, the airplane is tracked by six radar.
Each radar is characterized by a radius: at each time, if the aircraft is within the radar’s
radius, the radar returns the noisily measured distance from the aircraft, otherwise the radar
just returns a noisy version of its own radius. We aim to infer the final horizontal position of
the aircraft, i.e. the value of x at time ¢t = 8, conditioned on actual observed data obtained
from the six radars at all eight time instants.

In the PPG below, o;; is the observed distance at time 4 from radar j, for 1 <7 <8 and
1 < j <6, while (rz;,ry;) and r; are the coordinates and radius of radar j, respectively.
The actual numerical data can be found in [59]. Moreover, B(p) is the Bernoulli distribution
of parameter p, while Nz(a, b, c,d) represents the Normal density of mean ¢ and standard
deviation d truncated at [a, b]; Nr(a,b,c,d)(2) is the value at z of this density.

[1<t<8g],

z ~ N(z,2);

y ~ N(y,2);

t:=t+1
z ~ N(=15,1); let d =d((z,y), (rz;,Ty;)) in
y~ N(2,1); dj ~ if d>r; then

if B(.999) then r; (G=1,..6)
else rj + Nr(0,1,0,75)
else d+ N7 (0,1,0,75) ;

= [ Sl =TT Ny, 0) @)

Finally, we report an enlarged version of the plots of Fig. 2.

APPENDIX D. PROBABILISTIC PROGRAMS PSEUDO-CODE
We consider the following probabilistic models described for example in [34]. For convenience,
the programs are described in the language of [34], which is based on sequential composition,
but they are easy to translate into our language. The return statement at the end of
each program describes the function f considered in the estimation of [S]f; e.g. the DMM
example, return r means f is the lifting of the function (d,r, z,y,S) — r.

Hap exception is represented by the result returned by CorePPL for the NIID example. The results of

the other three tools agree with each other and with the exact value % = 3.428 - - -, though.
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FIGURE 4. Enlarged version of plots in Fig. 2.

1: p=uniform(0,1);

2: start=1; 1: var=uniform(0,7);

3: curprobe,established=0; 2: y=1;

4: while(curprobe < 100 && established <=0 && start <= 1){ 3: prob=0.5;

5: if(start = 1){ 4: i=0;

6: flag=Bernoulli (p) 5: while(i <= 100){

7: if (flag==false){ 6: oldy=y;

8: established=1; T y=Gaussian(oldy,2*var) ;
9: ¥ 8: flag=Bernoulli(lambda) ;
10: start=0; 9: if (flag){

11: Yelse{ 10: observe(|y-oldy|<2)};
12: flag=Bernoulli(lambda) 11: i=i+1;}

13: if (flag==true){ 12: return y;

14: curprobe := curprobe + 1; 13:

15: Yelse{ 14:

16: observe (curprobe>=20) ; 15:

17: start=1; 16:

18: curprobe=0; 17:

19: } 18:

20: ¥ 19:

21: } 20

22: return p; 21:

(G) ZeroConf (ZC.1: A =0.99, ZC.2: A\=0.5).  (H) Random Walk (RW2.1: A\ = 0.5, RW2.2:
A = 0.9999).



38 PARALLELIZABLE FEYNMAN-KAC MODELS FOR UNIVERSAL PROBABILISTIC PROGRAMMING

1: while(time<=8){ 1: d=uniform(0,2);
2 float[] radius; 2: r=uniform(0,1);
3 float obs-dist; 3: 1;
4: if (time==0){ 4: y=1;
5: x = Gaussian(2,1); 5: while(|x-yl|<1/10){
6: y = Gaussian(-1.5,1); 6: x=Gaussian(x,d);
7 Yelse{ 7: y=Gaussian(y,r);
8: x = Gaussian(x,2); 8: observe (|x-y|<=3);
9: y = Gaussian(y,2);} 9: }
10: for i in (0,6]{ 10: return r;
11: d= compute-distance(i,x,y); 11:
12: if (d>radius [11){ 12:
13: flag=Bernoulli(0.999); 13:
14: if (flag==true){ 14:
15: obs-dist=radius[i]; 15:
16: Yelse{ 16:
17: obs-dist=radius[i]+0.001* 17:
18: trunc-gauss (0,radius[i])); 18:
19: b 19:
20: Yelse{ 20:
21: obs-dist=d+0.1*trunc-gauss(0,radius[il); 21:
22 22:
23: obs-distl = Gaussian(obs-dist,0.01); 23:
24: observe (obs-distl==...); //evidence numbers 24:
25: omitted 25:
26: ¥ 26:
27: time=time+1; 27:
28: } 28
29: return x 29:
(A) Aircraft Tracking (AT). (B) Drunk Man and Mouse (DMM).
1: initialPos=uniform(0,10); 1: initialPos=uniform(0,10);
2: tortoise=initialPos; 2: s=100;
3: hare=0; 3: £=0;
4: n=0; 4: t=0;
5: while(hare<tortoise){ 5: n=0;
6: n=n+1; 6: while(s>=0 && f<=4 && t<=280){
T: tortoise=tortoise+1 T: t=t+1;
8: flag=Bernoulli (2/5); 8: flag=Bernoulli(0.2);
9: if (flag==true){ 9: if (flag==1){
10: hare=hare+Gaussian(4,2); 10: f=f+1;
11: ¥ 11: n=n+1;
12: observe(|hare-tortoise|<=10); 12: observe ((s<=80));
13: } 13: Yelse{
14: observe((n>=20)); 14: £=0;
15: return hare; 15: s=s-1;
16: 16: }
17: 17: 3
18: 18: return s>0;
(¢) Hare and Tortoise (HT). (D) Bounded Retransmission Protocol (BRP).
1: a0=1; 1: r=uniform(0,1);
2: b0=1; 2: y=0;
3: c0=1; 3: n=0;
4: d0=1; 4: while(lyl<1 && (n<=100)){
5: n=0; 5: y=Gaussian(y,2r);
6: while((a0==1||b0==1)){ 6: n=n+1;
7: al=Bernoulli(0.5); 7}
8: b1l=Bernoulli(0.5); 8: observe(n>=3);
9: observe(cO==al || d0==b1); 9: return r;
10: cl=al; 10:
11: di=bi; 11:
12: n=n+1; 12:
13: } 13:
14: return n 14:
(E) Non-i.i.d. loops (NIID). (F) Random Walk (RW1).

This work is licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution License. To view a copy of this
license, visit https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/ or send a letter to Creative
Commons, 171 Second St, Suite 300, San Francisco, CA 94105, USA, or Eisenacher Strasse 2,
10777 Berlin, Germany
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