2512.23740v1 [cs.PL] 25 Dec 2025

arxXiv

Towards representation agnostic probabilistic programming

OLE FENSKE*, MAXIMILIAN POPKO*, SEBASTIAN BADER, and THOMAS KIRSTE, Institute for Visual and

Analytic Computing, Germany

Current probabilistic programming languages and tools tightly couple model
representations with specific inference algorithms, preventing experimenta-
tion with novel representations or mixed discrete-continuous models. We
introduce a factor abstraction with five fundamental operations that serve as
a universal interface for manipulating factors regardless of their underlying
representation. This enables representation-agnostic probabilistic program-
ming where users can freely mix different representations (e.g. discrete
tables, Gaussians distributions, sample-based approaches) within a single
unified framework, allowing practical inference in complex hybrid models
that current toolkits cannot adequately express.

CCS Concepts: « Computing methodologies — Concurrent programming
languages.

Additional Key Words and Phrases: Factor graphs, probabilistic programming

1 Introduction

Probabilistic programming languages (PPLs) and toolkits (PPTs)
enable practitioners to express complex statistical models and per-
form Bayesian inference without manually implementing inference
algorithms. However, the scope of models that can be defined suc-
cessfully depends on the mechanisms available for representing
distributions. It is interesting to note that several PPLs (e. g. PyMC
[Salvatier et al. 2016], Stan [Carpenter et al. 2017], Pyro [Bingham
et al. 2019]) tightly couple model representations with specific infer-
ence algorithms (e.g., the NUTS sampler for Stan). The PPTs Factorie
[McCallum et al. 2009], RXInfer [Bagaev et al. 2023], Infernet [Minka
et al. 2018] provide a wider range of representations, based on the
concept of “factors”, but do not offer a standard way to define new
representations.

However, efficient computational probabilistic reasoning often
demands highly specialized representations. For instance, structured
probability spaces [Choi et al. 2015] — distributions over scattered
sets — are difficult to represent using “standard” representations
based on samples, (sparse) arrays, or parametric mechanisms; in-
stead they rely on probabilistic sentential decision diagrams [Kisa
et al. 2014]. For a “universal” probabilistic reasoning library, it would
therefore be desirable to be able to add such specialized representa-
tions. In addition, one would like the library API to provide a set of
operations that allows to formulate all probabilistic computations
in a way that is agnostic to the specific representation chosen.

The factor concept [Koller and Friedman 2009], which generalizes
the concept of distribution functions, is in principle a powerful ab-
straction tool. Combined with a standard set of factor operations, it is
able to decouple model syntax (probabilistic structure) from seman-
tics (computational realization). This allows inference algorithms,
like filtering or smoothing, to be formulated as factor expressions
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independent of the underlying representation. We therefore advo-
cate to provide the “factor” as fundamental abstraction and remove
any assumptions about concrete representations of factors in the
factor-level API provided by the toolkit.

In this paper, we outline the basic structure of the factor-level API
of such a tool and give an intuitive example utilizing this formalism.

2 Factors and factor operations

A factor fxy over random variables X and Y is an abstract mathe-
matical function f : X X Y — R that assigns a real number to every
configuration (x, y). Factors generalize familiar concepts: probabil-
ity tables for discrete variables, Gaussian distributions for contin-
uous variables, mixed discrete-continuous (conditional Gaussians)
[Lauritzen 1992] and unnormalized potentials are all factors. Cru-
cially, the abstract mathematical definition is intentionally separate
from how a factor is represented in a computer.

Five fundamental operations serve as the API for manipulating
factors regardless of their representation:

Table 1. Factor operations.

Operation Expression Usage
Multiplication  hxyz = fxy ® gyz Joining
Sum-Out gy = f)( ey Marginalization
Reduction gy = X);:x) Conditioning
Division hxyz = fxy @ gyz Smoothing
Addition hx = fx ® gx Mixture

The first three operations are the conventional standard factor op-
erations that form the algebraic core of message passing in factor
graphs (e.g. the sum-product algorithm). Multiplication combines
messages, Sum-Out marginalizes variables, and Reduction incor-
porates evidence [Kschischang et al. 2001]. Division is a standard
operation for probabilistic inference (e.g. smoothing densities[Koller
and Friedman 2009]), but not always provided in PPTs (its result is
not normalizable in general). Addition — usually only implicitly used
inside a PPT - is necessary to compute mixtures of distributions and
specifically for realizing the Sum-Out operation when constructing
hierarchical factor representations.

We here concentrate on identifying the core set of operations
required for computations that take distributions as input and return
distributions as output; this constitutes the probability-theoretic
core. There exists a wide range of useful operations that consume
distributions but produce other mathematical objects — such as
MAP estimates, mutual information, or entropy — which would
naturally be part of a more comprehensive “standard library”. The
design and formalization of such derived operations is outside the
scope of this paper. This separation reflects a semantic distinction:
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core operations are closed under distributions, whereas derived
operations compute functionals or optimizers of distributions.

3 Representation agnosticism

Factors can use diverse representations: discrete factors might be
arrays, hash-tables, or sentential decision diagrams; continuous
factors can be parametric (e.g., Gaussian mean/variance) or non-
parametric (samples). The separation between syntax and semantics
ensures extensibility: new domain-specific representations can be
added by implementing only the representation-specific methods
for the factor operators, without altering the core framework.
Inference algorithms can then be implemented at the level of the
factor operations introduced above (being defined as generic func-
tions at the API level). Variable elimination [Koller and Friedman
2009] and belief propagation [Pearl 1988] for example naturally de-
compose into sequences of such factor operations and are explicitly
designed for probabilistic inference in factor graphs. For example,
filtering in state space models involves the factor expressions:

(1) Prediction step: PXrailyre = fxt PXpr11Xe © PXelyr
(2) Correction step (based on new observation y;11):

(Ye+1=yz+1)
Ye+11Xe+1

Pyrilyr = .¢‘xt+1 ¢Xt+1,y1:[+1

¢Xt+1,y1;t+1 = PXpilyre ®P

PXearlyens = PXeeriens @ Pyritlyre
(Uppercase letters in subscripts define a factor’s variables, lowercase
letters are simply part of the factor name. Note that p,,,, |4, is factor
with an empty variable list: a simple scalar.)

Here, each operation dispatches to representation-specific imple-
mentations. This maintains a homomorphism between the defined
factor algebra and representation algebra and enables mixing rep-
resentations within the same model (e.g. discrete factors as finite
maps, continuous factors as Gaussians or samples, or hybrid factors
as nested representations) and allows at the same time for seamless
extension.

4 Exploiting representation agnosticism — a toy example
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Fig. 1. (Left) Graphical representation of dependencies of the model and
(Right) an illustration of the quadrants and their linear transition models.
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As a simple example, consider a 2D world partitioned into four
quadrants, each quadrant having a primary motion direction, as
shown in Fig. 1. An object moving in this world will move according
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Fig. 2. Sampling versus parametric based representation. The mean mar-
ginal Fy.7 state trajectory given circular observations.

to the direction of the quadrant it is in (plus some Gaussian noise).
As soon as it crosses the quadrant boundary, it will change motion
direction according to the quadrant being entered. This is a simple
hybrid dynamic model where a continuous variable F; (position,
range R?) interacts with a discrete state S; (range {0, 1,2, 3}, one of
four quadrants in the 2D plane). Figure 1 illustrates the factorized
structure of the quadrant-model, which captures the interaction
between the continuous (subsymbolic) state F; and the discrete
(symbolic) state S; over time. The continuous dynamics pr,|r,_; s,_,
thus describes smooth motion within a region, while the discrete
dynamics ps,|s,_, r, captures the event of crossing into the next
quadrant. The observation factor py, |, links the latent process to
the measured data. Together, these factors define the full probabilis-
tic structure of the model. The coupling of continuous evolution
and discrete transitions yields a simple hybrid system illustrating
how the factorized representation unifies symbolic reasoning with
continuous-state estimation: the factor expressions that describe
the probabilistic computations are invariant to the kind of random
variables involved and the representation chosen.

The main computational challenge arises during the Multiplica-
tion (®) of the conditional Gaussian transition factor pr,|r,_; s,_,
with the discontinuous link factor ps,|s,_, r,. Such a model can not
be represented in a simple parametric way. A model developer might
be tempted to compare different options for approximate representa-
tions - for instance, comparing sample-based representations with
parametric approximations using truncated Gaussians and moments
matching.

The sampling-based representation approximates these operations
via Monte Carlo estimation or particle-based updates. The paramet-
ric representation expresses factors in closed form (e.g., truncated
Gaussian and moments matching) and performs all operations an-
alytically. Both use the same set of generic factor operations, but
provide different methods defining their computational realization.

This separation ensures that the probabilistic model can remain
fixed, while enabling flexible exploration of different factor repre-
sentations and inference schemes within a single unified framework.
Figure 2 shows the filter and smoothing trajectories for both para-
metric and sampled representations, achieved by simply swapping
the underlying factor definition.



5 Conclusion

If factor expressions are defined using representation-agnostic generic
operations, it becomes possible: (1) to combine different representa-
tions in the same model, (2) to exchange different representations
for experimentation, and (3) to add new specialized representations
- without needing to modify a given model.

Our point here is not that existing PPLs/PPTs lack object-oriented
APISs for probabilistic computations, but rather that representation
agnosticism at the level of model formulation seemingly has not
been an explicit design objective so far — an objective that we argue
should be adopted in future developments.

By treating factors and factor operations as first-class abstrac-
tions, we achieve representation-agnostic probabilistic program-
ming where inference algorithms work uniformly across heteroge-
neous representations. Users can freely experiment with different
representation strategies, extend the system with domain-specific
representations within a unified framework. This approach enables
practical inference in complex hybrid models that current toolkits
cannot adequately express or efficiently solve.

As an outlook, it is interesting to consider how computations
on distributions relate to sampling-based probabilistic programs.
Executing a probabilistic program yields realizations drawn from
a (typically joint) distribution. If such realizations are viewed as
the dynamic semantics of the program, then the distribution from
which they are drawn can be regarded as its static semantics, or
semantic type. Under this interpretation, the operations identified
in this work form a minimal core for computing the type of a proba-
bilistic program. Recent work such as [Faggian et al. 2024] explores
the construction of probabilistic program types using typed lambda
calculi; our approach connects to this line of research by provid-
ing a flexible, distribution-centered foundation for computing and
representing such types.
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