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Abstract

Bayesian inference offers a principled account of information processing in natu-
ral agents. However, it remains an open question how neural mechanisms perform
their abstract operations. We investigate a hypothesis where a distributed form
of Bayesian inference, namely message passing on factor graphs, is performed
by a simulated network of leaky-integrate-and-fire neurons. Specifically, we per-
form Gaussian belief propagation by encoding messages that come into factor
nodes as spike-based signals, propagating these signals through a spiking neu-
ral network (SNN) and decoding the spike-based signal back to an outgoing
message. Three core linear operations, equality (branching), addition, and multi-
plication, are realized in networks of leaky integrate-and-fire models. Validation
against the standard sum-product algorithm shows accurate message updates,
while applications to Kalman filtering and Bayesian linear regression demonstrate
the framework’s potential for both static and dynamic inference tasks. Our results
provide a step toward biologically grounded, neuromorphic implementations of
probabilistic reasoning.

Keywords: Bayesian inference, factor graphs, message passing, leaky
integrate-and-fire neurons, spiking neural networks, spike-timing-dependent plasticity

1 Introduction

In recent years, brain-inspired algorithms have attracted increasing attention for their
potential to advance both artificial intelligence and neuroscience. A central theory of
brain function posits that the brain performs computations consistent with Bayes’
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theorem, allowing it to represent and manipulate uncertainty in a principled manner [1,
2]. The Bayesian framework has been used to describe the information processing of
the central nervous system for many perceptual and motor tasks [3, 4]. Despite the
appeal of this framework, a substantial gap remains between the abstract formulations
of Bayesian computation and the biological mechanisms underlying neural activity (see
Figure 1). In this paper, we aim to narrow this gap by presenting a novel neuro-inspired
Bayesian inference implementation.
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Fig. 1: The Bayesian Brain Hypothesis (left) suggests that the brain performs prob-
abilistic inference by predicting environmental states and updating these predictions
using sensory input. On the right, neural spike activity depicts the brain’s underlying
biological dynamics. This paper proposes a method to implement Bayesian inference
through spiking activity, thereby linking abstract probabilistic formulations to biolog-
ically plausible neural dynamics.
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Our work is based on the use of spiking neural networks (SNNs) [5]. Unlike tradi-
tional artificial neural networks, SNNs process information through exchanging spike
trains between neurons. SNNs exhibit rich spatiotemporal dynamics, leverage diverse
neural coding schemes, and operate in an inherently event-driven manner, which makes
them highly energy-efficient when implemented on dedicated neuromorphic hardware
such as Intel’s Loihi chip [6]. Several studies have proposed SNN architectures to imple-
ment Bayesian inference [7-10]. In contrast to previous work, we focus on a distributed
form of Bayesian inference, namely message passing on factor graphs [11]. Unlike
brute-force approaches, where the cost of computing marginal distributions grows
exponentially with the number of variables, message passing algorithms like Belief
Propagation (BP) decompose a global inference task into local operations between
neighboring nodes. This distributed structure enables inference to scale to large mod-
els while also reflecting the parallel and decentralized organization of biological neural
processing, where individual units communicate only through local connections. In
[12], a close relationship between BP and neuro-dynamic models was established. How-
ever, their work was limited to Markov random fields, which represent only a subset
of factor graphs and are restricted to binary variables. An extension was presented
by [13], who implemented BP in SNNs using a network of interconnected liquid state
machines [14]. Their results provide valuable insights into how BP can be realized
in biologically inspired systems for broader classes of problems. However, important



aspects remain unexplored, most notably extending the message update mechanism
beyond Bernoulli distributions and providing synaptic learning processes. To the best
of our knowledge, no existing model supports spike-encoded Gaussian message updates
for BP, which is the goal of this paper.

Our overall aim is to bridge two successful research directions in neural implemen-
tations of Bayesian inference. Within the signal processing and information theory
communities, factor graphs are a well-established framework to efficiently imple-
ment Bayesian inference algorithms [15]. In the neuro-inspired AI community, SNNs
have been developed as biologically plausible computational structures for informa-
tion processing. By leveraging SNNs for spike-encoded Gaussian belief updating,
our approach advances the feasibility of applying bio-inspired belief propagation to
complex inference problems.

In Section 3, we review the technical background related to message passing in
factor graphs, as well as relevant materials for the construction of SNNs. In particular,
we review the Leaky-Integrate-and-Fire (LIF) neuron model, as well as the spike-
timing-dependent plasticity (STDP) protocol, which is a biologically inspired synaptic
update rule that is widely used in neuromorphic computing. Section 4 presents our
solution proposal: an implementation of spike-encoded Gaussian message passing in
SNN models. In particular, we derive message update rules for equality (branching),
summation, and multiplication nodes in a factor graph, thereby providing a complete
framework for message passing—based Bayesian inference. We show proof-of-concept
validation experiments for Bayesian linear regression and Kalman filtering tasks in
Section 5.

2 Problem Statement

Bayesian inference and neural activity describe two fundamentally different levels of
explanation for information processing in the brain. Bayesian inference is a principled
way to update what we believe about something, such as a hypothesis, a hidden cause,
or an unobserved variable, after receiving new evidence. It provides a formal mathe-
matical framework for reasoning under uncertainty by combining prior knowledge with
observed data. Consider two random variables, x and y, where y is observed and x is
latent. The observation y carries information about the latent variable x. Bayes’ rule
prescribes how to update our belief about z from a prior to a posterior distribution [16]

likelihood
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In essence, Bayesian inference formalizes how rational agents, or biological systems,
should revise their beliefs when confronted with new observations, allowing them to
make probabilistic judgments that incorporate both prior expectations and sensory
evidence.



In contrast, biological neural systems do not explicitly represent or manipu-
late probability distributions. Instead, information is encoded and processed through
dynamic patterns of neural activity, such as the firing rates of individual neurons r;,
membrane potentials v;, and between neurons ¢ and j, denoted w;;. The central chal-
lenge, therefore, is to understand how these biophysical variables in a population of N
neurons can encode the brain’s internal beliefs over latent variables x, and how this
representation is updated by sensory input y.

Whereas the brain performs inference continuously through sparse, robust, and
energy-efficient dynamics, conventional implementations of Bayesian inference on
CPUs lack these key properties. Bridging the gap between these frameworks could yield
mutual benefits: enabling more biologically inspired, low-power Bayesian algorithms
and deepening our understanding of neural computation.

We present the technical background in the next section. Readers familiar with
this material may proceed directly to Section 4.

3 Technical Background

In this section, we review two powerful frameworks for neuro-inspired artificial
intelligence systems: Bayesian inference through message passing and SNNs.

3.1 Factor Graphs and Message Passing-based Inference

To implement Bayesian inference in a computationally efficient and scalable manner,
we employ a factor graph representation. A factor graph provides a graphical represen-
tation of a factorized probabilistic model, allowing Bayesian inference to be performed
through the propagation of beliefs(or message passing) via local computations. This
formulation enhances scalability and modularity while offering a natural fit for neu-
ral computation, where local interactions among neurons may play roles analogous to
message exchanges in a factor graph.

In this work, we focus on Forney-style Factor Graphs (FFGs), where edges corre-
spond to variables and nodes represent factors describing probabilistic relationships
between the connected variables. In an FFG, a variable is connected to a node if
and only if it appears as an argument of the node’s function [17]. Since an edge can
connect to at most two nodes, the FFG framework introduces branching nodes, also
known as equality nodes, which enable the representation of models in which a variable
participates in three or more factors [18].

We proceed by an example. Consider the task of tracking the position of a car
over time, where both the evolution and the measurements are corrupted by random
noise. Let u; denote an external force, z; be the (unobserved) position of the car, and
y; be a noisy observation of the car’s position. We assume the following probabilistic
generative model for time step t,

p(yt,fﬂtaut | $t—1) Zp(yt | xt)p(xt | wt—hut)p(ut)

=N(y: | xt,US)N(:vt | 21— +Ut70§)~/\/’(ut ‘ mu,ai) . (2)
—_——
observation process dynamics driving force



Note that the joint distribution over all variables over a time interval [0,7] is
simply the product of the distributions defined at each individual time step,

T
p(y1:1, To.r, vr.T) HP Yi, T, U | T—1) - 3)
t=1

The FFG for the generative model (3) for 3 time steps (with individual time step
models from (2)) is shown in Fig. 2
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Fig. 2: FFG for the car’s position tracking over three time steps. At each step, the
posterior distribution p(z; | y1.¢) is updated from the previous estimate p(z¢—1 | y1.4—1)
and the new observation ;.

The graph comprises four types of nodes. A data node, indicated by a small black
box, denotes a known value of the associated variable. In an FFG, the factor associated
with a node is defined as a function of its connected variables. Hence, for an observed
value y; = 5, the factor of this data node is given by f(y1) = 6(y1 —5), where §(-) is a
Dirac delta function. The factor for the Gaussian node that connects to w, indicated
by N, is

fN(ulvmuaO—i) :N(U1 | muvo—i)' (4)

The other Gaussian nodes follow the same idea. The equality node for x; is given by
f=(@r, 2y, 7)) = 6(x1 — 27)0(21 — 27). ()

This equality node ensures that the posterior beliefs over x1, 2, and =} will be the
same. Finally, Fig. 2 contains summation nodes, that implement the factors

fr(@e, i1, ue) = 6(@ — (-1 + we)) - (6)

Generally, any linear system with observations and Gaussian uncertainties can be
represented as an FFG by a connected network of data, Gaussian, equality, addition,
and multiplication nodes.
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Fig. 3: Node example related to the sum-product update rule in (7), specifying the
relation of input messages % ¢, (#1)... Lo, () and the output message ﬁ (y).
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Inference in an FFG can be interpreted as a message passing process. If the graph
is a tree, messages proceed from the terminals of the graph toward the target variable
(in our example: x3). Note that an edge variable may receive messages from both
directions, depending on the inference task (as will be demonstrated later in the linear
regression example). In order to distinguish these “colliding” messages, we give the
edges in the graph a direction. A message in the same direction as the edge direction is
called a forward message, and a message in the opposite direction is called a backward
message. [t can be shown that Bayesian inference implies that, for a general node
f(y,z1,...,2,) (see Fig. 3), with incoming messages I, (2;), the outgoing message
toward y is given by [11, 18]

= /ﬁxl(xl)...ﬁzn(xn)f(y,xl,...,:rn)dxl...dxn. (7)

outgoing message incoming messages node function

The message rule in (7) is referred to as the sum-—product rule. Message passing based

on sum-product rules is called Belief Propagation (BP), which yields exact Bayesian
inference results when the underlying graph is a tree. Even when the graph con-
tains cycles, iterative belief propagation often yields very good approximate inference
results.

Inference via message passing is computationally efficient as it only requires
examining direct variable dependencies. From a technical perspective, message
passing leverages the distributive law, transforming a computationally expensive
sum-of-products into a typically much cheaper product-of-sums [16, 19]. Message
passing—based inference can be extended to variational inference and finds applica-
tions wherever factorized models are used, including (nonlinear) control problems,
multi-agent trajectory planning, inference in microgrid systems, and signal pro-
cessing [20-23]. Moreover, many well-known algorithms in machine learning, signal
processing, coding theory, and statistics can be interpreted as special cases of message
passing based on the sum-product rule [15, 24]. Modern probabilistic programming
packages, such as Infer. NET [25] and RxInfer.jl [26], provide closed-form solutions
for message update rules for many common node types. These packages enable the
automation of Bayesian inference for a given model and data set with a single com-
mand. Update rules for forward and backward messages in Gaussian linear systems
are shown in Table 1.

As an example, we derive the outgoing message ﬁz( ) for the equality node
flx,y,2) =6(z — a:)é(z —y), When the incoming messages are Gaussian distributed,
() = N(x|mg, 02) and ﬁ N (ymy, o2). The application of the sum-product



rule (7) yields

mcommg messages IlOde

9= / Tl (9,2 dady (sa)

/ N (& | ma, 02N (y | my,02)6(z — 2)6(z —y)dady  (8b)
= Nz | ma, 02N (= | my,02) (8¢)
x N(z | m,0?), (8d)
where
1 1 1 1 1 1
;g:;%+;§a (_Tgmzz;%mz‘i‘;gmy- (9)

Note that precisions (inverse variances) and precision-weighted means add when we
multiply two Gaussian functions [15]. To execute automated inference, packages such
as RxInfer.jl and Infer. NET store the result (9) in a lookup table, which is accessed
whenever Gaussian input messages arrive at an equality node. The other results in
Table 1 can be evaluated in a similar fashion. For a more in-depth description of
message passing-based inference, we recommend [15].

3.2 Spiking Neural Networks

SNNs represent a biologically inspired class of artificial neural networks that more
closely emulate the dynamics of real neural systems than conventional ANNs. Unlike
standard ANNs, which rely on continuous-valued activations and operate in a syn-
chronous fashion, SNNs encode and transmit information through discrete spike events
distributed over time. In this section, we describe the fundamental components of
SNNs, with a focus on neuron models that produce spikes based on membrane potential
dynamics and spike-encoded synaptic update models.

3.2.1 The Leaky Integrate-and-Fire Neuron Model

SNNs employ neuron models that describe the dynamics of membrane potentials and
spike generation. A spike at time ¢ = £ is typically modeled as a Dirac delta function,

. if t =1 o .

st—1 =14 """"" such that / S(t—f)dt =1. (10)
0 ift#t oo

One of the most widely used neuron models is the Leaky Integrate-and-Fire (LIF)

model, which simplifies the complex behavior of biological neurons while retaining the

essential aspects of their behavior. The model is based on the membrane potential



Table 1: Sum-product update rules for linear operations on Gaussian messages,
as described in [15]. Forward messages are computed given the input messages
Ho(x) = N(x | mg,02) and Zy(y) = N(y | my,0.). The backward message
on variable y is computed by the inputs 1, (z) = N(x | my,,02) and 7.(z) =
N(z | m,,0?). Similarly, a backward message on = can be derived for equality
and summation nodes from symmetry arguments. In the multiplication node, a is
assumed to be a scalar and the backward message toward a is not useful.

Node function Forward Update rule Backward Update rule
xr 4
%§—> Te(2) =N meo?) | ) =Ny | my.03)
Yy m Wy Mg +wym
mz:"g(%JrTg) My = mw;iwi :
f=(z,y,2) =6(z —2)5(z — y) 0_3:(%2+(%2)—1 02 = wy + w,
x y
x z
— ]+ ] T2(2) =Nz | meo?) | Tyy) =Ny | my,02)
Y
T mz = mg + my my = —Mg + M
fi(2,y,2) =6(z = (z +y)) 02 =02 4 o2 02 = 02 4 o2
a z
Ta(2)=N(z|ms02) | Fy(y) = N(y | my,02)
[v 1
m; = amy Mg = Zm;
fX(xyyzz) :5(270’:'/) gg :azgg Ug = a%gg
V(t) at time t, whose dynamics can be described by
avt
O - (1) ) R (), (1)

where 7, is the membrane time constant, V,. is a resting potential, R,, is the mem-
brane resistance, and I(t) is the total synaptic input current [27]. Current I(t) can
be modeled as the weighted sum of presynaptic spike arrivals convolved with synaptic
response kernels,

I(t) = ije(t — 1) (12)

where w; are synaptic weights, fj are the spiking times of input neurons j, and €(-)
is the shape of the postsynaptic current, which can be interpreted as an impulse
response signal. The function €(-) is often modeled as a rapid rise-and-decay profile that
captures the postsynaptic current evoked by an incoming spike. In laboratory settings,
neurons can also receive artificially induced activity, which can be included in I(t) as
an additional external input. When postsynaptic currents are applied to a neuron, the
membrane potential increases over time and, upon reaching a fixed threshold ¥, the



Spike-Timing Dependent Plasticity (STDP)
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Fig. 4: Synaptic weight updates for STDP, see Eq.(14).

neuron emits a spike, and the membrane potential resets to its resting value
V(t)>19 = V(t+dt) =V, and emit a spike. (13)

Here, dt denotes an infinitesimal time step (or the simulation time step in discrete
implementations). Note that, if there is no input current, (11) describes how the
membrane potential V(¢) decays towards its resting value V; with a characteristic
time constant 7,,,. We will refer to spiking neural networks based on LIF neurons as
LIF-SNN models.

3.2.2 Synaptic Adaptation by Spike-Timing-Dependent Plasticity

The synaptic weight w;; determines how much a spike from a pre-synaptic neuron j
influences the post-synaptic current in a receiving neuron i. Depending on the sign of
w;;, the connection can be excitatory (positive weight) or inhibitory (negative weight).
Spike-Timing-Dependent Plasticity (STDP) is a biologically inspired learning rule that
governs synaptic weight changes based on the relative timing of pre- and post-synaptic
spikes [28]. It is a form of Hebbian learning, often summarized as ”"neurons that
fire together, wire together”, but with a temporal dependence that refines synaptic
modifications. If a presynaptic neuron fires before a postsynaptic neuron, the synapse
is strengthened, a process known as long-term potentiation (LTP). Conversely, if a
postsynaptic neuron fires before a presynaptic neuron, the synapse is weakened, known
as long-term depression (LTD). This mechanism is illustrated in Fig. 4, where the
synaptic weight change Aw;; varies as an exponential function of the spike timing
difference At. The plot shows the characteristic asymmetry of STDP, with potentiation
for positive At and depression for negative At. The STDP weight update rule is



mathematically described as

Ate Bt/T"  if At >0 (j-before-i, LTP)
Aw;j = At/r= s : . (14)
—A=eAT 0 if At <0 (i-before-j, LTD)
where
® Aw;; represents the synaptic weight change,
® Al =1post — lpre is the spike timing difference,
e AT and A~ are scaling factors for LTP and LTD, respectively,
e 7T 77 are time constants governing the decay of potentiation and depression [28].

4 Proposed Framework

In this section, we present our proposed solution: a framework for implementing
Bayesian inference in linear Gaussian models through spike-based message passing in
LIF-SNN models. First, we describe how Gaussian messages can be encoded in spike
trains. We then detail the implementation of spike-based message update rules in
LIF-SNNs for the linear node functions listed in Table 1.

4.1 Representing Gaussian Messages by Spike Trains

The first step in implementing Gaussian message passing in SNNs is to represent
Gaussian messages as spike-based signals. In computational neuroscience, spike coding
schemes are typically classified into two categories: rate coding and temporal cod-
ing. Rate coding represents information as the average or instantaneous firing rate of
individual neurons or populations. In contrast, temporal coding conveys information
through the precise timing of each spike or the intervals between spikes [27]. Empirical
findings indicate that biological neurons often utilize distinct coding strategies based
on their functional roles and task demands [29].

Population coding is a specialized form of rate coding in which the joint activ-
ity of spike rates across multiple neurons represents information. It captures essential
features of biological neural coding while remaining simple enough for theoretical anal-
ysis [30]. This coding method is mathematically well-formulated and widely used in
probabilistic simulations [31-33]. Population coding is also supported by biological
evidence; for example, in the hippocampus of rats, the animal’s position is encoded
through the combined activity of many place cells, each firing maximally at a dif-
ferent preferred location [34]. Related studies have reported similar population-based
representations in some other brain areas, including the prefrontal cortex and middle
temporal visual area of macaques [35, 36], as well as the frontal cortices of humans [37].

4.1.1 Encoding Scheme

In the following, we consider sequences of time intervals, each of duration 7. During an
interval, the parameters of a Gaussian message pi.(z) = N(x | m,0?) are assumed to
remain fixed. For each time interval, we convert ("encode”) the “moment” parameters
{m, %} to a set of “firing rate” parameters {s;,7;}¥ , to be defined below.

10



We adopt a population coding strategy, comprising a set of N neurons to represent
a Gaussian message ji,(x) = N(z | m,0?) for a variable z € R. Each neuron’s firing
rate r; (1 = 1,2,...,N) can be interpreted as the average number of spikes in the
time interval Ts. To construct the firing rate code, we assign to each neuron ¢ a unique
spatial location s;, spaced evenly across the interval [m — 30, m + 30], by

6o
N -1

si=m—3c+(—1)- fort=1,2,...,N. (15)

This range is chosen empirically to sufficiently cover the effective support of the
Gaussian (the Gaussian integral from m — 30 to m + 30 equals 0.9973), while main-
taining computational efficiency. The firing rate 7; of the i*” neuron is determined to
be the value of a Gaussian function at spatial location s; scaled by a maximum fir-
ing rate rpmax. This means the firing rate is proportional to the probability under a

Gaussian density function centered at m with variance o2,

Fi = Tmax - €XD ((sm)Q) (16a)

202

x N (s; | m,0?). (16b)

Similar approaches have been used in previous studies to represent continuous variables
through population codes [31, 32]. As an example, Fig. 5 illustrates this encoding
scheme for a Gaussian message p,(z) = N(z | 0,1).

4.1.2 Decoding Scheme

To decode the spike-based representation back into the moment parameters of the
Gaussian message, we utilize the location values s; and their corresponding firing rates
r;. The decoded mean 77 and variance 62 are computed as the weighted mean and
variance of the rate values,

N N .
A 2121 Ti8q "2 Zi:l ri(s; — m)2 (17)
m= =t 0° = N .
dimiTi Dim1Ti

In summary, a Gaussian message can be represented either by its moments,
{m,o?}, or by its firing rate representation, {s;,7;}~ ;. Going forward, we use the
term “standard message passing“ when Gaussian messages are expressed in terms of
their moment parameters, and “spike-based message passing“ when they are expressed
in terms of firing-rate parameters.

4.2 Message Passing-based Inference in LIF-SNN models

In this section, we address how to construct LIF-SNN models that enable spike-based
message passing in factor graphs, allowing spike-encoded Gaussian messages to be
processed in the same way as in standard FFG nodes. In the following three sections,

11
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Fig. 5: Population coding for Gaussian messages using (15), (16a) for encoding and
(17) for decoding. Top: The standard normal distribution A/ (0, 1) representing a Gaus-
sian message, along with the decoded message. (The decoded message is barely visible
because the original and decoded messages largely overlap, as desired). Bottom: Fir-
ing rates of N = 30 neurons, myax = 100 [Hz].
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we present the LIF-SNN models for the equality, addition, and multiplication nodes
listed in Table 1.

4.2.1 Equality Node

We trained a LIF-SNN model to perform sum-product message passing of spike-
encoded Gaussian messages. Consider the architecture of the training session as
displayed in Fig. 6 for the following description. There are two nodes in the system.
The top node is a standard equality node f(x,y,2) = 6(z — 2)d(z — y). The other
node, at the bottom, is a spike-based LIF-SNN model. The input layer of the LIF-
SNN model consists of N = 100 LIF neurons for x and 100 LIF neurons for y. The
output of the LIF-SNN model is a layer of 100 LIF neurons that encode outgoing mes-
sages for z. Messages from each neuron for x and for y are weighted and connected to
the corresponding output layer neuron in z. The total LIF-SNN model contains 200
weights (100 from x to z and 100 from y to z). The weights are trainable by STDP.
First, a training set of standard-encoded Gaussian messages pi, () = N (x | my, 02)
and iy (y) = N(y | my, 05) were generated. These messages were passed through the
standard equality node that generated outgoing messages p.(z) = N(z | m.,o?),

12
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Fig. 6: Training-phase architecture of the LIF-SNN node for the equality operation.
The input distributions are first used to obtain the numerical ground-truth output.
These distributions are then encoded into spike trains. Positive training spikes are
generated by applying a time delay to the encoded spikes, while negative training
spikes are produced by applying a time advance to the flipped spikes. See Section 4.2.1
for details of the STDP-based training process.

see (9) and Table 1 for details. Next, each of the messages (), py(y), and p,(2)
was converted into its firing rate representation, following the procedure described in
Section 4.1.1. These rate-encoded messages were then presented to their corresponding
layers in the LIF-SNN model. The p.(z) messages were delayed by At to serve as
teacher-forcing signals in an LTP-STDP learning process, see Eq. (14). In addition,
1»(2) was inverted and temporally advanced by At to drive an LTD-STDP learning
process. This STDP training architecture was inspired by [38]. In Fig. 7, we show the
evolution during training of five randomly selected weights from = to z, as well as
five weights from y to z. The parameter set used is detailed in Table 2. The results
indicate that the weights converge to stable endpoints.

After the training, we replace the training spikes with a decoder as shown in Fig 8.
To assess the performance of the trained LIF-SNN model, we compared p.(z) on a
testing data set. The results, shown in Fig. 9, confirm that the trained LIF-SNN model
behaves correctly as an equality node for spike-encoded Gaussian messages. Since the
equality node is symmetric across x, y, and z, that is, any re-labeling of the variables
yields the same message update rules, we use the same trained LIF-SNN to generate
the backward messages.

13



Comparison of Weight Evolutions
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Fig. 7: Comparison of the evolution of synaptic weights W, and W, during training
of the equality node function using STDP. The weights W, and W, connect input
spikes corresponding to p, and p,, respectively, to the output layer.

pe(z) = Nizhng, o)
Encoder
/ [\ fz(7) = N{xlm..o?)
rg
Lyl J\-"(y|mu.rr;’:]
Encoder >

LIF-SNN node

Fig. 8: Testing-phase architecture of the LIF-SNN node for the equality operation.
After training, the synaptic weights of the LIF-SNN node are fixed. The input distri-
butions are encoded into spike trains and fed into the trained network. A decoder is
then used to reconstruct the output distribution from the resulting spike activity.

4.2.2 Addition Node

We begin this section by exploring the summation node function in greater depth.
Considering the delta function 6(z — (x +y)) for the random variables z, y, and z, the
output message according to equation (7), can be obtained by

7o) = / (@) By W)z — ( +)) du dy. (18)

14
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Fig. 9: Comparison of the resulting mean and standard deviation produced by the
LIF-SNN model and the sum-product algorithm for the equality operation.

By applying the sifting property of the Dirac delta function, this expression simplifies

to
7. = [ Bal) (e~ 2)do (19)

which is the definition of the convolution of u, and g, [18, Sec. 5],

Ho(2) = (Ko 1y)(2). (20)

This section proposes a novel Convolutional Spiking Neural Networks (CSNNs) for
simulating summation node function.

CSNNs have been employed in various domains, including capturing spatial and
temporal relationships in event-based sequences [39], detecting anticipatory braking
intentions from EEG signals [40], and performing speech recognition [41].

In our proposed model, the two input messages are convolved with each other by
encoding one message to make the input layer and the other to form the convolution
kernel. The input layer consists of N neurons whose firing rates follow the encoding
scheme described in Section 4.1.1, along with an additional 2N — 2 neurons with zero
firing rates that are padded as illustrated in Fig. 10.

The kernel is encoded to represent the message 7y, more precisely, the thresholds
of the kernel’s neurons are set based on moments of the input message. This kernel
is composed of N groups, each with M LIF neurons. Each group shares the same
position s, ;, which is computed in the same way as defined in Eq (15). Within each
group, a subset of LIF neurons is assigned a low firing threshold, 1J;, allowing them
to be activated by spike activity in the previous layer, while the remaining neurons
are assigned a high firing threshold, 9, suppressing their activation. The number of
neurons with low and high thresholds within each group of size M is determined as
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Fig. 10: [llustration of the proposed convolution network for the summation node. The
kernel consists of a two-dimensional group of neurons, with their thresholds set accord-
ing to one of the input Gaussian messages. The kernel slides across another group of
neurons representing the other Gaussian input, where fully connected synapses trans-
mit the spikes. These spikes shape the output message.

follows
|si — my‘Q
202
In Fig. 11, an example of such a kernel is illustrated. In this example, M = N = 20
were chosen for illustrative purposes.
To perform the convolution, input patches (or segments) of length N are extracted
from the input layer. The indices corresponding to these patches are defined as

Mlz \ﬁxp(— )J XM, MhZM—Ml. (21)

Pi:{ni,nwh...,n#]\[,l} forz':l,...,QN—l. (22)

where P; denotes the i-th patch, and n; represents the indices of the input-layer
neurons that constitute the i-th patch. This procedure yields 2N — 1 patches, each
connected to the convolution kernel. For each connection, every neuron within a patch
is connected by M synapses to its corresponding group in the kernel. The synaptic
weights for these connections are fixed and configured so that the activation of each
patch neuron drives its corresponding group neurons with low thresholds to fire spikes.
The weight is set to

W = V) — Viest + €, (23)
where € is a small positive constant. This connection pattern for a single patch is
illustrated in Fig. 11. Finally, the neurons in the kernel are connected to a pooling
layer, which computes the average firing rate across all N x M neurons and transmits
it to a single neuron in the output layer. Therefore, the number of neurons in the
output layer is equal to the number of patches, i.e., 2N — 1.
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Fig. 11: Schematic illustration of the kernel threshold connectivity. Each of the N
input neurons on a patch (left) projects one-to-M connections into a group of M
neurons of the kernel (center). The color pattern encodes the threshold distribu-
tion generated by a Gaussian input message. White circles indicate neurons with low
thresholds that readily pass incoming spikes, whereas gray circles denote neurons with
high thresholds that inhibit spike transmission. The N x M average firing rate is then
mapped onto the firing rate of a single neuron in the output layer (right).

To decode the spike activity from the CSNN into a Gaussian distribution, a decoder
identical to that described in Section 4.1.2 is used. We define the spatial locations s, ;
as,

,— 1
S2i= 2 Smin + h (2 Smax — 28min)s  i=1,2,...,2N — 1. (24)
where
Smin = min(min Sz,i, Min sy’i), Smax = max(max Sz,i, Max sy,i). (25)
K3 3 2 K3

Figure 12 presents a comparison between the decoded results produced by the
proposed CSSNs and the numerical sum-product results for four representative pairs
of input examples. The selected examples include negative values, relatively small
numbers, and decimal quantities, illustrating the close agreement between the two
methods.

We can adopt a similar structure to derive the backward message. Suppose we
alm to compute the backward message %y(y) = N(y | my,0}), given the inputs
W o(x) = N(x | mg,02) and 7. (z) = N(z | m.,0?). According to the sum-product
computation summarized in Table 1, the encoding can be obtained by substituting
—my, for m,, while all other computational steps remain unchanged.
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Fig. 12: Comparison of the resulting mean and standard deviation produced by the
LIF-SNN model and the sum-product algorithm for the summation operation.
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Fig. 13: Comparison of the resulting mean and standard deviation produced by the
LIF-SNN model and the sum-product algorithm for the summation operation in the
backward direction.

The results on a representative test set are shown in Figure 13, along with a com-
parison against the numerical sum—product results. The computation of the backward
message on x, given ﬁy(y) and 7. (2), follows an analogous procedure.
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Decoded Scaled Spikes vs. Sum-Product for Multiplication Node

4.00 4.00
o7 [ Lo
«© 6.00 -6.00
o —101
=
201 BN LIF-SNN Mean
3 Sum-product Mean
-30 T T T T
(-1,2),4 (3,1.2), -1 (-12,1),0.5 (2,3),2
Input Pairs
5.60 6
g 5 Bl LIF-SNN Sigma
..“3 3 Sum-product Sigma
2, -
g 3.43 3.46
=
55l
2 1.08 1.10
‘% 1 - 0.50 0.50
oA : : [ :
(-1,2),4 (3,1.2), -1 (-12,1),0.5 (2,3),2
Input Pairs

Fig. 14: Comparison of the decoded mean and standard deviation produced by scaling
the position labels and the sum-product algorithm for the multiplication operation.

4.2.3 Multiplication Node

The type of multiplication considered in this section is the multiplication of a scalar
with a Gaussian input message. It should be noted that the multiplication of two
Gaussian input messages does not yield a Gaussian output message and therefore lies
outside the scope of this paper. The corresponding Delta function for this operation is
defined as fy (z,y,2) = d(z — ay), which is also known as a scaling node. We observe
that this function preserves the neurons’ firing rates from input in the output while
only shifting their spatial locations s;.
The location updates can be expressed as

S5 =Sy +a. (26)

Figure 14 compares the results of the standard sum—product computation with those
obtained from the LIF-SNN model by decoding the messages using the updated loca-
tions. The backward message is implemented analogously, with the location update
defined as

Syi = Szi— Q. (27)

The corresponding comparison is shown in Figure 15.

5 Examples

In this section, we demonstrate how two classical Bayesian algorithms, Bayesian lin-
ear regression and the Kalman filter, can be implemented using spike-based message
passing in LIF-SNN networks. In this section, we refer to SNN-based message passing
as the process of encoding the input Gaussian messages, propagating them through
the networks of LIF-SNN models described in the previous section, and decoding
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Fig. 15: Comparison of the decoded mean and standard deviation produced by scaling
the position labels and the sum-product algorithm for the backward multiplication
operation.

them back into the parameters of Gaussian distributions. The FFG, used to repre-
sent the message flow in SNN-based message passing, is analogous to the standard
message-passing framework.

In this paper, we used the Brian2 simulator [42] to simulate LIF-SNN models®,
which provides a flexible and efficient platform for SNN simulation. The parameter
values used in this paper are listed in Table 2.

Table 2: Parameters LIF-SNN (N = 100, M = 50) and STDP used in examples.
0 Vi |Rm|AY| A7 | 9 | 90 |Tmax|Ts |Wmax | Wmin| T T Tm | At

-50 mV [-80 mV | 1 [0.25(-0.125|-0.50(-0.30| 100 [1s| 1 -1 |20 ms|{20 ms |10 ms|1 ms

5.1 Kalman Filtering

State estimation in dynamic systems is a central problem in control theory, robotics,
and signal processing. In this subsection, we address the car tracking problem
introduced in Section 3.

Based on 2, the generative model in 3, and the corresponding FFG in 2, our goal
is to track p(a: | y1.¢), i.e., to estimate the position x; given the past observations.
The Kalman filter is a recursive solution to this problem, in the sense that p(z; | y1.¢)
is updated from a given previous estimate p(x;—1 | y1.4—1) and a new observation y;.

1The code will be made publicly available in the final version of the paper.
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Assuming a given previous estimate
p(xi—1 | yre—1) = N(2e-1 | mt7170371)7

Kalman filtering can be executed by evaluating the following set of equations at time
step ¢t [43]:

My = My_1 + My (28a)

Gy =0; +02+02 (28b)
o7 .

ke = m (Kalman gain) (28¢)

my = My + ky - (ye — mMy) (28d)

o2 = (1 —k;)a?. (28e)

Alternatively, Kalman filtering can be executed by sum-product message passing
on the factor graph of the generative model [15].

Table 3: Comparison of Message Passing and Kalman Gain Method

Step Quantity SNethod | Posing | Pasing
Kalman Gain (k1) 0.336 — —
1 Posterior mean (m1) 2.993 2.993 3.029
Posterior variance (02) 0.671 0.671 0.654
Kalman Gain (k2) 0.254 — —
2 Posterior mean (mz) 5.434 5.434 5.408
Posterior variance (02) 0.508 0.508 0.484
Kalman Gain (k3) 0.206 — —
3 Posterior mean (ms) 7.860 7.860 7.853
Posterior variance (02) 0.411 0.411 0.382
10 Prediction mean (mio) 24.419 24.419 24.804
Prediction variance (0%;) 0.222 0.222 0.113

In the experiments described below, we used the following parameter settings.
my =4, 0 = 0.01, 07 = 2. The initial position was set to p(x¢) = N (20[1.0,0.5).The
observation sequence was generated according to the stochastic process

Yt = My + Yi—1 + €, (29)

where ¢; denotes an independently sampled random noise term at each time step,
drawn from the normal distribution N(0, 2).
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For comparative analysis, we executed Kalman filtering by (1) closed-form equation
set (28), (2) standard sum-product message passing, and (3) spike-based message
passing with LIF-SNN nodes. The results comparing the first three steps and the tenth
step are summarized in Table 3. We conclude that spike-based message passing aligns
closely with standard message passing and closed-form Kalman filtering.

5.2 Bayesian Linear Regression

Consider a given data set {(z;,y;)}Y,, where z; € RM and y; € R. We will model
this data set by a Bayesian Linear Regression (BLR) model

p(yilxi7 w) = N(yz | waiv 02) (303‘)
p(w) = N(w|my,a 1), (30Db)

where w € RM holds the regression coefficients. The parameters o2, m,,, and « are
assumed to be given. Suppose that we are interested in inferring the posterior distri-
bution p(w | y1.n,x1.5). Using Bayes’ rule, the posterior distribution over the weights
remains Gaussian,

p(w| D) =N(w|mpy,Sn), (31)

with posterior mean and covariance given by
Sy =(al+BXTX)™',  my=p8SnX"y. (32)
Where X € R¥*M denote the design matrix with rows z, vy = (y1,...,yn) ", and

B = 1/02. See [16, Section 3.3]. A mean-field approximation further simplifies the
posterior by keeping the exact posterior mean but replacing the full covariance by its
diagonal,

g(w) =N (w | my, diag(Sn)). (33)
This approximation assumes that the bias wy and the slope w; are independent.
According to (32), classical Bayesian regression suffers from significant computational
limitations because it requires large matrix multiplications and the inversion of high-
dimensional matrices, both of which scale poorly as the dataset grows. In addition,
when new data arrive, the relevant matrices must be recomputed or updated, leading to
repeated expensive matrix operations that make the method impractical for large-scale
or streaming applications.

Alternatively, we can automate the inference process through message passing in
a factor graph. The corresponding FFG of a simple BLR model is presented in Fig 16.
In this figure, red arrows indicate the direction of message flow contributing to the
posterior of wg, and blue arrows indicate the message flow contributing to the posterior
of wy, both based on the observation (x1,y1).

For simplicity, we consider a one-dimensional case. We augment each scalar input
by a bias term and write z; = [1, z}]T € R? and w = [wp, wy]’ € R% To gener-
ate a data set D = {(2;,v:)}12,, we randomly drew 10 input-output pairs from the
above model with a fixed weight vector w* = [1,1]". The training data is plotted in
Fig. 17. We compare inference performance across three approaches: classical BLR,
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Fig. 16: An FFG representation of the probabilistic model for Bayesian linear regres-
sion corresponding to Equation (30). Red and blue arrows indicate message passing
toward computing the posteriors of wy and wi, respectively, based on the observa-

tion (x1,y1).

standard message passing, and SNN-based message passing. For all methods, infer-
ence is conducted using the parameter set o2 = 0.5, m,, = [0,0]7, and o = [1,3].
The corresponding results are shown in Fig. 17. As illustrated, all three methods
provide accurate coverage of the input data. A quantitative comparison is presented
in Table 4, which shows that the proposed biologically inspired SNN-based message
passing method achieves results comparable to both standard message passing and

classical BLR.

Table 4: Comparison of posterior weight estimates and key properties for classical
BLR, standard message passing, and SNN-based message passing.

Method Posterior wp | Posterior w; | Scalability | Supports Online Updates
Classic BLR N(1.21, 0.180) | N(0.99, 0.019) No No
Standard MP | N/(1.74, 0.075) | A/(0.87, 0.006) Yes Yes
SNN-based MP | N/(1.72, 0.049) | N(0.88, 0.0001) Yes Yes

6 Discussion

A limitation of this work is the relatively slow neural encoding mechanism, which
also requires explicit specification of the location parameter ranges. Future work will
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Fig. 17: Comparison of linear regression results obtained using least-squares regres-
sion, classical Bayesian BLR, standard sum—product message passing, and SNN-based
message passing. The plots show the inferred mean functions (solid lines) and the cor-
responding uncertainty bands (shaded regions), illustrating that all three probabilistic
inference methods provide consistent estimates relative to the true data.

therefore explore alternative rate coding schemes that offer faster and more flexi-
ble representations. Additionally, the current LIF-SNN models support only message
passing-based inference in linear models. Finally, we plan to investigate deployment
on neuromorphic hardware to evaluate energy efficiency and assess suitability for
event-based devices in practical applications.

We now examine the feasibility of event-driven message passing in greater detail.
In an FFG, message updates can be triggered either by a pre-determined schedule
(as in Infer. NET) or by an event-driven mechanism (as in RxInfer). An instructive
analogy can be drawn between clock-driven processing in conventional CPUs and
asynchronous, event-driven processing in neuromorphic systems. Traditional CPUs
operate in a fixed, synchronous manner—regulated by a global clock—regardless of
whether meaningful computation occurs at each cycle. By contrast, neuromorphic
architectures such as Intel’s Loihi [6] and the SpiNNaker platform [44] implement
asynchronous processing, where computation is triggered only by discrete input
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events. This event-driven approach offers substantially lower power consumption and
greater computational efficiency, particularly when processing sparse and temporally
structured data.

RxInfer’s reactive message passing process simulates a neuromorphic, event-driven
computation model [26]. By adopting this paradigm, reactive message passing might
provide a natural bridge between mathematical inference algorithms and biological
systems such as the human brain.

7 Conclusions

In this work, we proposed and validated a framework for spike-based message passing
in leaky integrate-and-fire spiking neural networks, enabling Gaussian belief propa-
gation to be carried out in a biologically plausible manner. By encoding Gaussian
messages into spike trains using population coding, and by designing SNN-based imple-
mentations of equality, summation, and multiplication nodes, we demonstrated that
core message-passing operations can be faithfully reproduced in spiking systems.

Our experimental validation on Bayesian linear regression and Kalman filtering
confirmed that SNN-based inference closely tracks standard message passing, showing
that biologically inspired networks can implement principled probabilistic reasoning
in both static and dynamic settings. This work, therefore, provides a constructive step
toward bridging the gap between abstract Bayesian inference algorithms and neural
computation.

Looking forward, several important directions emerge. First, more efficient neural
coding schemes could accelerate inference and reduce reliance on predefined parame-
ter ranges. Second, extending the framework to higher-dimensional parameter spaces
would unlock more realistic applications. Third, deploying spike-based message passing
on neuromorphic hardware offers the prospect of ultra-low-power, event-driven proba-
bilistic inference, potentially aligning algorithmic neuroscience, machine learning, and
neuromorphic engineering under a common framework.

In sum, this study shows that Bayesian message passing and SNNs are not only
conceptually aligned but also practically integrable, providing a promising foundation
for future research on brain-like, energy-efficient inference systems.
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