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Abstract. We present an algorithmic approach to estimate the value
distributions of random variables of probabilistic loops whose statistical
moments are (partially) known. Based on these moments, we apply two
statistical methods, Maximum Entropy and Gram-Charlier series, to es-
timate the distributions of the loop’s random variables. We measure the
accuracy of our distribution estimation by comparing the resulting dis-
tributions using exact and estimated moments of the probabilistic loop,
and performing statistical tests. We evaluate our method on several prob-
abilistic loops with polynomial updates over random variables drawing
from common probability distributions, including examples implement-
ing financial and biological models. For this, we leverage symbolic ap-
proaches to compute exact higher-order moments of loops as well as use
sampling-based techniques to estimate moments from loop executions.
Our experimental results provide practical evidence of the accuracy of
our method for estimating distributions of probabilistic loop outputs.

Keywords: Probabilistic Loops · Distribution Estimation · Quantita-
tive Evaluation.

1 Introduction

Probabilistic programs (PPs) are programs with primitives to draw from prob-
ability distributions. As such, PPs do not produce a single output but rather a
probability distribution over outputs. In consequence, PPs provide a powerful
framework to model system behavior involving uncertainties.

Many machine and statistical learning techniques leverage PPs for repre-
senting and updating data-driven AI systems [17]. Quantifying and modelling
distributions arising from PPs, and thus formally capturing PP behavior, is
challenging. In this work, we address this challenge and provide an algorithmic
approach to effectively estimate the probability distributions of random variables
generated by PPs, focusing on PPs with unbounded loops.

? This research was partially supported by the WWTF grant ProbInG ICT19-018,
the ERC consolidator grant ARTIST 101002685, the FWF research projects LogiCS
W1255-N23 and P 30690-N35, and the TU Wien SecInt doctoral program.
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While sampling-based techniques are standard statistical approaches to ap-
proximate probability distributions in PPs, see e.g. [19], they cannot be applied
to infinite-state PPs with potentially unbounded loops. More recently, static
program analysis was combined with statistical techniques to infer higher-order
statistical moments of random program variables in PPs with restricted loops
and polynomial updates [2,31]. Our work complements these techniques with
an algorithmic approach to compute the distributions of random variables in
PPs with unbounded loops for which (some) higher-order moments are known
(see Algorithm 1). Moreover, we assess the quality of our estimation via formal
statistical tests.

Our method can be applied to any PP for which some moments are known.
We provide an algorithmic solution to the so-called finite-moment problem [14,23],
as follows: using a finite number of statistical moments of a PP random vari-
able, compute the probability density function (pdf) of the variable to capture
the probability of the random variable falling within a particular range of values.
In full generality, the finite-moment problem is ill-posed and there is no single
best technique available to solve it [11]. In our approach, we tackle the finite-
moment problem for PPs by focusing on two particular statistical methods, the
Gram-Charlier expansion [18] and Maximum Entropy [5,26], to estimate the dis-
tribution of PP variables. Our approach is further complemented by statistical
goodness-of-fit tests for assessing the accuracy of our estimated pdfs, such as the
chi-square [35] and Kolmogorov-Smirnov [29] tests.

Motivating Example. The Vasicek model in finance [38] describes the evolu-
tion of interest rates and serves to motivate our work. This model is defined by
the stochastic differential equation,

drt = a(b− rt) dt+ σ dWt (1)

where Wt is a Wiener process (standard Brownian motion) [32] modeling the
continuous inflow of randomness into the system, σ is the standard deviation
representing the amplitude of the randomness inflow, b is the long term mean
level around which paths evolve in the long term, a is the speed of reversion
specifying the velocity at which such trajectories will regroup around b in time.
We encode (1) as a PP in Fig. 1, using program constants a, b, σ, as described
above and variables r, w to respectively capture the randomness (rt) and Wiener
process (Wt) of the Vasicek model. The PP of Fig. 1 has polynomial loop up-
dates over random variables r, w drawn from a normal distribution with zero
mean and unit variance. This PP satisfies the programming model of [2,31], and
as such higher-order moments of this PP can be computed using [2,31]. Based
on the first- and second-order moments of r in the Vasicek model PP, we es-
timate the distribution of the random variable r using Maximum Entropy and
Gram-Charlier expansion (see Section 3.1). Data generated by executing the PP
repeatedly, at loop iteration 100, are summarized in the histogram in the right
panel of Fig. 1, giving a rough estimate of the distribution of r. The black and
red lines are kernel density estimates [36] of the pdf of r using Maximum Entropy
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a := 0.5
b := 0.2
σ := 0.2
w := 0
r := 2
while true do
w := Normal(0, 1)
r := (1− a)r + ab+ σw

end while

Fig. 1. The Vasicek model (1) describing the evolution of interest rates, modeled as a
PP in the left panel. The estimated distributions of r are plotted in the right panel.
The (normalized) histogram plots the 1000 sampled x-values generated by running the
PP 1000 times at iteration n = 100. The kernel density estimates of the Maximum
Entropy (black dash-dotted line) and Gram-Charlier (red solid line) pdf estimations
follow closely the sampled data based histogram, showcasing that both estimates are
effectively estimating the true (sampled) distributions of r (blue histogram).

and Gram-Charlier expansion, respectively. Both pdf estimates closely track the
histogram, a proxy for the true distribution of r. The close match between our
estimated pdfs and the true distribution of r is also supported by the chi-square
and Kolmogorov-Smirnov test results (see Section 3.2).

Related Works. Kernel density estimation is combined with a constrained
minimization problem for an (Hausdorff) instance of the finite-moment problem
in [1]. This approach is further extended in [14]. However, this nonparametric
estimation method requires constant tuning of the bandwidth parameters, which
increase with the number of moments, and is seen to often perform poorly [26].
Along similar lines, the approach of [23] employs spline-based non-parametric
density estimation using piecewise polynomial functions to recover target distri-
butions. This method is improved in [11] to an adaptive algorithm dealing with
non-equidistant grids. This method, though, assumes a smooth transition at the
boundaries of sub-intervals that needs to be checked repeatedly during the re-
construction process [26]. Our work complements these approaches by a tailored
algorithmic method to effectively estimate distributions arising from PPs that
uses higher-order moments of these PPs in combination with Maximum Entropy
and Gram-Charlier expansion. To the best of our knowledge, these statistical
methods have not yet been used and evaluated in the setting of probabilistic
loops.

Our work is related to emerging efforts in estimating probabilistic distribu-
tions/densities in PP, as addressed by the works [15,16,21,20]. The provided
automation, supported by the tools (λ)PSI [15,16], AQUA [21], and DICE [20],
yield symbolic frameworks to compute exact (posterior) densities for PPs with
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bounded loops. Also focusing on bounded loops, sampling-based techniques to
approximate the distributions resulting from PPs are exploited in [9,33,10,4]. In
contrast, our approach is not restricted to bounded loops but focuses on density
estimation for PPs with unbounded loops.

Our Contributions. The main contribution of this paper is the development
of an algorithmic approach to effectively estimate distributions arising from PPs
with unbounded loops (Algorithm 1). We employ two formal techniques from
mathematical statistics, Maximum Entropy (ME) and Gram-Charlier (GC) ex-
pansion, to estimate distributions of PP variables (Section 3.1). We use symbolic
approaches to compute exact moments of loop variables as symbolic expressions
parameterized by the loop counter. Further, we apply statistical tests to assess
the adequacy of the estimated distributions of PP variables (Section 3.2). We
evaluate our approach on a number of benchmarks and demonstrate the accuracy
of our proposed estimation approach (Section 4).

Paper Outline. The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 intro-
duces the necessary prerequisites from probability theory, statistics, and proba-
bilistic programs. In Section 3, we introduce the (adjusted) methods we use to
estimate the distributions of program variables from their moments. We report
on our practical findings in Section 4, and conclude the paper in Section 5.

2 Preliminaries

This section reviews relevant terminology from statistics and probabilistic pro-
grams; for further details we refer to [12,31]. Throughout the paper, N denotes
the set of natural numbers. To facilitate readability, we sometimes write exp[t] to
denote the exponential function et, where t is an arbitrary expression/argument.

2.1 PPs and Moments of Random Variables

The result of a PP is not a single output but rather multiple values with differ-
ent probabilities according to the distribution of the random variables the PP
encodes. Different execution paths in a PP are typically selected by draws from
commonly used distributions that are fully characterized by their moments, such
as the uniform or normal. Yet, since output values of PPs are results of multiple
operations, distributions arising from the random variables the PPs encode are
most often not common.

Moments of Probabilistic Loops. Moments of program variables of proba-
bilistic loops can be approximated by sampling; that is, by executing the loops for
an arbitrary but fixed number of iterations (see, e.g. [19,40]). Alternatively, for
restricted classes of probabilistic loops with polynomial updates, symbolic meth-
ods from algorithmic combinatorics can be used to compute the exact (higher-
order) moments of random program variables x by expressing these moments as
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closed-form expressions over loop iterations and some initial values [2,31]. That
is, [2,31] derive the expected value of the kth moment of variable x at loop
iteration n, denoted as E(xk(n)), in closed form, where xk(n) specifies the value
of xk at loop iteration n, and k, n ∈ N.

2.2 From Moments to Distributions

Given a finite set of moments of a random variable x, its distribution can be
estimated using various statistical approaches. We focus on those we use herein.

Maximum Entropy (ME). The Maximum Entropy (ME) distribution estima-
tion method is based on the maximization of constraints describing the Shannon
information entropy [5,8,26]. Specifically, in order to estimate the unknown dis-
tribution f of a PP variable x in our setting, we maximize the Shannon entropy
H of f , defined by

H[f ] = −
∫ u

l

f(x) ln(f(x))dx, (2)

subject to its given moments E(xi) =
∫
xif(x)dx [3,34]. The ME approximation

fME(x) of the target probability density function (pdf) takes the form

fME(x) = exp

− N∑
j=0

ξjx
j

 , (3)

where the Lagrange’s multipliers ξj , with j = 0, 1, . . . ,m, can be obtained from
the first m ∈ N moments, {E(x),E(x2), . . . ,E(xm)}. To this end, the following
system of m+ 1 nonlinear equations is solved,∫

u

l

xi exp

− m∑
j=0

ξjx
j

 dx = E(xi). (4)

Gram-Charlier Expansion The Gram–Charlier series approximates the pdf
f of a PP variable x in terms of its cumulants and using a known distribution
ψ [18,6]. We let ψ to be a normal/Gaussian distribution (see Section 3.1). As
an alternative to moments, cumulants of a distribution are defined using the
cumulant-generating function, which equals the natural logarithm of the char-
acteristic function, K(t) = ln

(
E(eitx)

)
. In what follows, we denote by κm the

mth cumulant of f , the unknown target distribution to be approximated. The
relationship between moments and cumulants can be obtained by extracting co-
efficients from the expansion. To be precise, we can express the mth cumulant
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κm in terms of the first m moments [7] as

κm = (−1)m+1 det



E(x) 1 0 0 0 . . . 0
E(x2) E(x) 1 0 0 . . . 0
E(x3) E(x2)

(
2
1

)
E(x) 1 0 . . . 0

E(x4) E(x3)
(
3
1

)
E(x2)

(
3
2

)
E(x) 1 . . . 0

...
...

...
...

...
. . .

...

E(xm−1) E(xm−2) . . . . . . . . .
. . . 1

E(xm) E(xm−1) . . . . . . . . . . . .
(
m−1
m−2

)
E(x)


, (5)

where det(·) stands for determinant. The first cumulant κ1 of the random vari-
able x is the mean µ = E(x); the second cumulant κ2 of f is the variance σ2, and
the third cumulant κ3 is the same as the third central moment3. Higher-order
cumulants of f , however, are in general not equal to higher moments. Using the
cumulants κm computed from exact moments of x together with the cumulants
of the known distribution ψ, the pdf f of a random variable x can approximated
by the Gram-Charlier (type-)A expansion fGC(x), as in [24] and given by

fGC(x) = ψ(x)

∞∑
m=0

1

m!σm
Bm(0, 0, κ3, . . . , κm)Hem

(
x− µ
σ

)
, (6)

where ψ is the normal pdf with mean µ = κ1 and variance σ2 = κ2, and Bm and
Hem are respectively the Bell and Hermite polynomials [6]. Derivation details
of (6) can be found in [39].

3 Effective Estimation of Distributions for Probabilistic
Loops

We present our estimation approach for the pdf of a random variable x in a
probabilistic loop P, provided the first M statistical moments of x are known.
We use Maximum entropy (ME) and Gram-Charlier A (GC) expansion (lines 1–
4 of Algorithm 1). We assess the accuracy of our pdf estimates by conducting
statistical tests over our distribution estimates (lines 5–14 of Algorithm 1). Our
approach is summarized in Algorithm 1 and detailed next.

3.1 Distribution Estimation

Given a variable x of a probabilistic loop P, we use a subset SM ⊂M of its exact
moments for estimating the distribution of x through ME and GC expansion. For
this, we adjust ME and GC expansion to compute the estimated distributions
fGC and fME of f , the pdf of x, respectively. For doing so, we use the set
SM = {E(x),E(x2), . . . ,E(x|SM|)} of exact moments of x. For ME, we derive
the Lagrange multipliers ξj , for j = 0, 1, . . . , |SM| in the ME approximation (3),

3 The ith central moment of x is defined as E
(
(x− E(x))i

)
.
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Algorithm 1 Effective Distribution Estimation

Input: Probabilistic loop P with program variable(s) x;
set M of exact moments of x for loop iteration n of P

Output: Estimated distributions fME and fGC of x, with respective accuracy
AME and AGC

Parameters: Loop iteration n ∈ N; number of executions e ∈ N of P
Initialization:

1: Choose a subset of exact moments SM = {E(x),E(x2), . . . ,E(x|SM|)} ⊂M
2: Collect SampleData by sampling e many P variable values at the nth loop

iteration

Distribution Estimation:
3: Compute fME using SM and ME as in (3)
4: Compute fGC using SM and GC as in (7)

χ2 Test:
5: Split SampleData into bins and compute observed frequencies Oi
6: Calculate expected frequencies EME,i and EGC,i from fME and fGC, as in (9)
7: Compute χ2 test statistics for fME and fGC as in (10) and compare them to

the critical value CVχ2

K-S Test:
8: Calculate the empirical cdf FSample of SampleData and cdfs FME, FGC using
fME and fGC

9: Compute K-S test statistics D∗ME, D∗GC of fME and fGC as in (11) and
compare to the critical value CVK-S

Pdf Accuracy Evaluation:
10: If χ2

ME < CVχ2 or D∗ME < CVK-S then AME ← NOT REJECTED
else AME ← REJECTED

11: If χ2
GC < CVχ2 or D∗GC < CVK-S then AGC ← NOT REJECTED

else AGC ← REJECTED

where |SM| denotes the cardinality of SM . For GC expansion, we truncate the
GC expansion (6) based on |SM | moments, and we use the fGC(x) to estimate
the pdf of x as

fGC(x) = ψ(x)

|SM|∑
m=0

1

m!σm
Bm(0, 0, κ3, . . . , κm)Hem

(
x− µ
σ

)
. (7)

The cumulants κm of the pdf of x in (7) are computed from the moments in SM.
The fGC(x) estimate of the pdf of a PP variable x can be computed even

when the moments of x are parametric; i.e., their closed-form functional repre-
sentations depend on the loop iteration n and/or other symbolic values. This
is especially useful in the analysis of (probabilistic) loops, as it allows us to
encompass all loop iterations in a single symbolic estimate using GC expansion.
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Example 1. We use the PP in Fig. 1 to illustrate our approach. The set M
in Algorithm 1 contains the exact first two moments of r for an arbitrary loop
iteration n. These two moments can be expressed as functions of loop iteration n
of the PP (see Sec. 4),

E(r(n)) = 2−n(2n + 9)/5,

E(r2(n)) = 7/75 + (18)2−n/25 + (239)2−2n/75.
(8)

As a result, we set SM = M = {E(r(n)),E(r2(n))} for loop iteration n (line 1 of
Algorithm 1). These functions yield exact moments of r for concrete values of the
loop iteration n, by only instantiating the above expressions with the respective
values of n. For example, at loop iteration n = 100, the two exact moments of r
are E(r(100)) = 0.20 and E(r2(100)) = 0.0933̄.

ME estimation of the pdf of r. Given (8), we solve the system (4) of nonlin-
ear equations to obtain the respective Lagrange multipliers ξj , j = 0, 1, 2. For
solving (4), we assume that the support of the target pdf of r is a subset of
[l, u], where l and u are known scalars and apply the Levenberg–Marquardt nu-
merical minimization algorithm [27,28]. Once the optimal multipliers for (4) are
computed, the ME estimate is fME(r) = exp

[
−(ξ0 + ξ1r + ξ2r

2)
]
. Specifically,

fME(r) = exp[0.171658 + 3.749999 r + 9.374997 r2] at loop iteration n = 100.
As seen from Fig. 1, this estimate is closely approximating the true (sampled)
distribution of r.

GC estimation of the pdf of r. Given the first two exact moments of r in (8),
we apply (5) in order to compute the corresponding cumulants. Using the nor-
mal distribution with mean µ = κ1 = E(r) and variance σ2 = κ2 = E(r2) −
E2(r) in (7), the GC estimate of the pdf of r is fGC(r) = (1/

√
2πκ2) exp

[
−

(r − κ1)2/2κ2
]
. By expressing κ1 and κ2 in terms of exact moments, κ1 = E(r)

and κ2 = E(r2)− E2(r), and using (8), the GC estimate is further expressed as
a function of n:

fGC(r(n)) =

η exp

[
− (r(n)− 2n+9

5·2n )
2

36·2−n

25 − 2·(2n+9)2

22n·25
+ 478

22n·75
+ 14

75

]
β
(

18·2−n

25 − 2−2n(2n+9)2

25 + 239·2−2n

75 + 7
75

)1/2 ,

where η = 2251799813685248 and β = 5644425081792261. In particular, for
loop iteration n = 100, the obtained fGC(r) = 1.7275 exp[−9.3750(r − 0.2)2]
closely approximates the true (sampled) distributed of r, as evidenced in Fig. 1.

3.2 Assessing Accuracy of Estimated Distributions

To evaluate the accuracy of the estimated pdfs fME and fGC of the PP vari-
able x, we would, ideally, compare them to the true underlying pdf of x. This
comparison, however, is not possible in general, as the true distribution of x
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arising from an (unbounded) probabilistic loop is complex and unknown. To
overcome this obstacle, we execute the probabilistic loop e times to sample the
distribution of x and use the such collected SampleData as proxy of the underly-
ing probability distribution of x (line 2 of Algorithm 1). For this, we carry out a
Monte-Carlo “experiment” [19], by executing P a large number of times (e) and
collect the value of x at loop iteration n in SampleData

4. Based on SampleData,
we evaluate the accuracy of our ME and GC expansion estimations using two sta-
tistical tests, namely the chi-square (χ2) [35] and the Kolmogorov-Smirnov [29]
goodness-of-fit tests, as described next.

Chi-square (χ2) Goodness-of-Fit Test. The chi-square (χ2) goodness-of-
fit test is a common statistical test to detect statistically significant differences
between expected and observed frequencies [37], by testing if a sample comes
from a specific distribution. We use the χ2 goodness-of-fit test to compare fME

and fGC with the “true” (sampled) empirical distribution of x that is based on
the sampled data, SampleData (lines 5–7 of Algorithm 1).

We partition our SampleData into k ∈ N non-overlapping intervals Ik (also

called bins), such that SampleData =
⋃k
i=1 Ii. Let Oi = |Ii| denote the number

of samples in the ith interval Ii, with i ∈ {1, . . . , k}, and let li and ui respectively
denote the lower and upper bounds of Ii. As such, Oi is the observed data fre-
quency of x for interval Ii. We compute the expected frequencies5 in Ii, denoted
as EME,i and EGC,i, from fME and fGC as

EME,i = |SampleData| ∗
∫ ui

li
fME(x)dx,

EGC,i = |SampleData| ∗
∫ ui

li
fGC(x)dx.

(9)

The resulting chi-square goodness-of-fit test statistics are

χ2
ME =

∑k
i=1(Oi − EME,i)

2/EME,i,

χ2
GC =

∑k
i=1(Oi − EGC,i)

2/EGC,i.
(10)

If these values exceed the chi-square critical value CVχ2 = χ2
1−α,k−1, where α is

the statistical significance level (parameter) and k − 1 the degrees of freedom,
the hypothesis that the ME or GC estimated distributions, respectively, are
the same as the “true” distribution of SampleData is rejected (lines 10–11 of
Algorithm 1). Otherwise, there is not enough evidence to support the claim that
the distributions differ significantly.

Example 2. We set k = 15 and α = 0.05, so that CVχ2 = χ2
1−α,k−1 = 23.685.

Figure 2 shows observed frequencies from SampleData, as well as the expected
frequencies from the fME and fGC pdfs of Example 1, where SampleData are
collected while sampling the PP of Fig. 1 for e = 1000 times at the n = 100th loop

4 in our experiments, we use e = 1000 and n = 100, see Section 4
5 alternatively, these frequencies can also be obtained from the cumulative distribution

function (cdf) of x
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

 k number of bins

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

160

180

200

fr
eq

ue
nc

y

Fig. 2. Observed frequencies (blue) of the SampleData of Figure 1, in alignment with
the expected frequencies obtained from the fME (orange) and fGC (yellow) estimated
distributions of the PP of Figure 1.

iteration. The test statistic values of (10) are χ2
ME = 17.4018 and χ2

GC = 17.4017.
Since both are smaller than CVχ2 , we conclude that both fME and fGC are
accurate estimates of the pdf of r. This result is also supported by the close
agreement of the plotted frequencies in Fig. 2.

Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) Test. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) test [29]
is a goodness-of-fit test using cumulative distribution functions (cdfs) to test
whether two distributions differ. We compute the cdfs Fme and FGC of the
estimated pdfs fME and fGC, respectively. We also compute the (empirical)
cdf FSample of SampleData. We let

D∗ME = maxx(|FME(x)− FSample(x)|),
D∗GC = maxx(|FGC(x)− FSample(x)|)

(11)

to denote the K-S test statistics D∗ME and D∗GC, respectively. To assess the
distance of FME and FGC from FSample(x) with K-S, we compare D∗ME and D∗GC

to the K-S test critical value CVK-S =
√
−(1/|SampleData|) ln (α/2), where α is

the statistical significance level. The K-S test rejects the claim that the compared
distributions are the same if D∗· < CVK−S (lines 10–11 of Algorithm 1).

Example 3. We set α = 0.05, so that CVK-S = 0.0608. We compute the K-S
test statistics for the ME and GC estimated distributions of Example 1, to
obtain D∗ME = 0.03602307 and D∗GC = 0.03602304. Since both test statistics are
smaller than the critical value, we conclude that both fME and fGC are close to
the underlying distribution of r.
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Program Var |SM| χ2
ME χ2

GC D∗ME D∗GC

StutteringP [2] s 2 18.6432 3 16.7943 3 0.0181 3 0.0213 3
Square [2] y 2 36.9009 7 39.1309 7 0.0586 3 0.0566 3

Binomial [13] x 2 27.4661 7 27.4574 7 0.0598 3 0.0597 3
Random Walk 1D [25] x 2 18.6709 3 18.7068 3 0.0264 3 0.0263 3

Uniform(0,1) u 6 16.3485 3 105.276 7 0.0214 3 0.0658 7
Vasicek Model r 2 17.4018 3 17.4017 3 0.0360 3 0.0360 3

PDP Model x 3 64.4182 3 65.9500 3 0.0403 3 0.0393 3

Table 1. Accuracy of the ME and GC expansion pdf estimates for benchmarks PPs,
assessed with the chi-square and K-S statistical tests.

4 Experimental Evaluation

In this section we report on our experimental results towards estimating dis-
tributions of probabilistic loop variables using Algorithm 1. We describe our
benchmark set and present our practical findings using these benchmarks. We
also describe additional results on evaluating the precision of higher-order mo-
ments of loop variables.

Benchmarks. For evaluating our approach in Algorithm 1, we use four challeng-
ing examples of unbounded probabilistic loops from state-of-the-art approaches
on quantitative analysis of PPs [13,25,2]; these benchmarks are the first four
entries of the first column of Table 1. In addition, we also crafted three new ex-
amples, listed in the last three entries of the first column of Table 1, as follows:
(i) line 5 of Table 1 specifies a PP loop approximating a uniform distribution;
(ii) line 6 of Table 1 refers to the Vasicek model of Fig. 1; and (iii) the last line
of Table 1 lists an example encoding a piece-wise deterministic process (PDP)
modeling gene circuits based on [22]. In particular, the PDP model we consider
can be used to estimate the distribution of protein x and the mRNA levels y in
a gene; our PP encoding of this PDP model is given in Fig. 3.

Experimental Setup. All our seven examples in Table 1 implement polyno-
mial loop updates and fall in the class of probabilistic loops supported by [30].
As such, for each example of Table 1, exact higher-order moments of random
loop variables can be computed using the algorithmic approach of [30]. In our
work, we use the Polar tool of [30] to derive a finite set M of exact higher-order
moments for each PP of Table 1, and we set SM = M to be further used in
Algorithm 1. Further, we generate our sampled data (SampleData) by executing
each PP e = 1000 times and for loop iteration n = 100. For assessing the ade-
quacy of estimated distributions, we set α = 0.05 as a statistical significance level
for the chi-square and K-S tests. Moreover, we use k = 15 bins for chi-square
tests. As such, the critical test values for the chi-square and K-S tests are re-
spectively CVχ2 = 23.685 and CVK-S = 0.0608. All our numerical computations
are conducted in Matlab.
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k1 := 4, k2 := 40, y := 0
x := 0, a := 0.2, b := 4, s := 0
h := 0.6, f := 0.1, ρ := 0.5
while true do
if s = 0 then
s = 1 [ f ] 0

else
s = 0 [ h ] 1

end if
k := k2 ∗ s+ k1 ∗ (1− s)
y := (1− ρ)y + k
x := (1− a)x+ by

end while

Fig. 3. A PDP model for gene circuits, modeled as a PP in the left, representing
a gene controlled by a two-valued, probabilistically updated variable s ∈ {0, 1}. We
respectively denote with k0 and k1 the gene transcription rates in states s = 0 and s = 1,
and let b the translation rate of protein x production in the gene. Further, ρ controls the
mRNA level y and a denotes the protein degradation rate. The (normalized) histogram
of sampled data of the resulting PP, with execution time/sample size e = 1000 and
loop iteration n = 100 is given on the right, together with the ME and GC expansion
estimates of the pdf of x using the first 3 moments of x.

Experimental Results on Distribution Estimation. Table 1 summarizes
our experimental results on estimating the distributions of our benchmark pro-
grams. The first column of Table 1 lists the name of the benchmark. The second
column of Table 1 specifies the random variable of the benchmark for which |SM |
moments are derived, in order to estimate the distribution of the respective vari-
able. The number |SM | of moments used for estimating distributions are given
in column 3 of Table 1. Columns 4–5 of Table 1 respectively give the resulting
chi-square test values for the ME and GC expansion estimations of the pdf of
the respective PP variable of the benchmark. In addition to the chi-square test
values, columns 4–5 also indicate the adequacy of our estimated distribution (as
in lines 10–11 of Algorithm 1): we use 3 to specify that the estimated pdf is an
accurate estimate of the true distribution, and write 7 otherwise. The results
reported in columns 6–7 of Table 1 are as in columns 4–5, yet by using the K-S
test instead of the chi-square test.

Table 1 indicates that our approach in Algorithm 1, based on GC expansion
and ME, for distribution estimation yields accurate estimates for pdfs of con-
tinuous random variables, as assessed by either the chi-square test or the K-S
test; the benchmarks of StutteringP, Random Walk 1D, Vasicek Model,
and PDP Model fall in this category. For estimating the pdf of discrete ran-
dom variables, as in the Square and Binomial programs, the K-S test infers
our method to be accurate, but the chi-square test does not. The GC expan-
sion (see Section 3.1) expresses a distribution as a series in terms of the normal
distribution. When estimating pdfs of random variables whose distributions are
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markedly different from the normal, this GC expansion is not adequate. This
occurs in the Uniform example, where the PP implements a uniform distribu-
tion. In contrast, the ME based pdf estimation is accurate, as concluded by both
the chi-square and the K-S test.

Precision Evaluation of Higher-Order Moments of PP Variables. In
addition to effectively estimating distributions of a PP variable x, in our ex-
periments we were also interested to compare the higher-order moments of the
estimated pdfs of x against the exact moments of x. That is, we were inter-
ested to see how the estimated moments that we compute from the |SM | exact
moments of x differ from their respective, exact higher-order moments.

For this evaluation setting, we use the loop iteration n = 100 as before and
apply the following setting: we compute the higher-order moments M ′ME and
M ′GC of the estimated distributions fME and fGC, and compare them with the
set SM of exact moments of x. In the sequel, we let E(xi)ME and E(xi)GC denote
the ith estimated moment of x computed from fME and fGC, and write E(xi)
for the ith exact moment of x from SM (as in Algorithm 1). For comparing
moments, we compute the absolute estimate error for the ith moment of x as
the difference between the respective estimated (either from M ′ME or M ′GC) and
exact moments (from SM ), i.e.

AEME = |E(xi)ME − E(xi)|,
AEGC = |E(xi)GC − E(xi)|. (12)

In addition, we also compare the exact moments of x against its respective
moments obtained from sampling the PP (from SampleData in Algorithm 1).
We write E(xi)Sample to denote the ith higher-order moment of x obtained from
SampleData. As such, the absolute sample error between the sampled and exact
moments of x is derived by

AESample = |E(xi)Sample − E(xi)|. (13)

The respective relative errors REME and REGC of the ME and GC estimation,
as well as the relative error RESample based on sampled data, are computed as

REME =
|E(xi)ME−E(x

i)|
E(xi) ,

REGC =
|E(xi)GC−E(x

i)|
E(xi) ,

RESample =
|E(xi)Sample−E(x

i)|
E(xi) .

(14)

Table 2 summarizes our experiments on evaluating the precision of sampled and
estimated moments against exact moments, for each PP in Table 1. Columns 1–3
of Table 2 correspond to columns 1–3 of Table 1. Column 4 lists the the order
of the moment of the random variable in column 2: for each ith moment, we
give its exact value (column 5), as well as its absolute (12) and relative estimate
errors (14) (in parentheses) using SampleData (column 6), ME (column 7) and
GC expansion (column 8).
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Program Var |SM| Moment Exact Moment AESample (RESample) AEME (REME) AEGC (REGC)

StutteringP
1 210 5.69× 10−2(0.027%) 8.08× 10−5(0.00003%) 4.71× 10−5(0.00002%)

s 2 2 4.4405× 104 2.39× 101(0.053%) 1.75× 10−2(0.00003%) 1.75× 10−2(0.00003%)
3 9.4536× 106 6.78× 103(0.0.072%) 9.21× 101(0.000974%) 9.25× 101(0.000978%)
4 2.0260× 109 1.48× 106(0.073%) 7.38× 104(0.00364%) 7.42× 104(0.00366%)
5 4.3705× 1011 2.17× 108(0.050%) 3.82× 107(0.00873%) 3.83× 107(0.00876%)
6 9.4884× 1013 5.51× 109(0.0058%) 1.60× 1010(0.0168%) 1.60× 1010(0.0168%)
7 2.0729× 1016 2.10× 1013(0.101%) 5.88× 1012(0.0284%) 5.90× 1012(0.0285%)
8 4.5570× 1018 1.12× 1016(0.245%) 1.99× 1015(0.0438%) 2.00× 1015(0.0439%)

Square
1 10100 1.66× 101(0.16%) 1.11× 100(0.011%) 7.97× 10−3(0.00007%)

y 2 2 1.0602× 108 2.31× 105(0.22%) 2.30× 103(0.00217%) 1.64× 102(0.00015%)
3 1.1544× 1012 1.27× 109(0.11%) 1.26× 107(0.0011%) 2.39× 109(0.2072%)
4 1.3012× 1016 2.98× 1013(0.23%) 1.99× 1012(0.0153%) 9.79× 1013(0.7581%)
5 1.5157× 1020 1.32× 1018(0.87%) 8.83× 1016(0.0583%) 2.61× 1018(1.7505%)

Binomial
1 50 2.95× 10−1(0.59%) 5.19× 10−5(0.000051%) 3.16× 10−3(0.0063%)

x 2 2 2525 2.82× 101(1.12%) 2.74× 10−3(0.000108%) 1.87× 10−1(0.0074%)
3 128750 2.04× 103(1.59%) 1.43× 10−1(0.000111%) 1.22× 101(0.0095%)
4 6.6268× 106 1.32× 105(2.00%) 3.66× 100(0.000055%) 8.22× 102(0.0125%)
5 3.4421× 108 8.08× 106(2.35%) 5.52× 102(0.000160%) 5.53× 104(0.0161%)
6 1.8038× 1010 4.67× 108(2.64%) 1.20× 105(0.000664%) 3.66× 106(0.0203%)
7 9.5354× 1011 2.74× 1010(2.87%) 1.51× 107(0.001587%) 2.38× 108(0.0250%)
8 5.0830× 1013 1.54× 1012(3.04%) 1.54× 109(0.0030363%) 1.51× 1010(0.0298%)

RandomWalk1D
1 20 1.57× 10−1(0.79%) 1.83× 10−6(0.000009%) 4.44× 10−3(0.022%)

x 2 2 4.2933× 102 6.78× 100(1.58%) 6.76× 10−5(0.00001%) 1.90× 10−1(0.0044%)
3 9.7516× 103 2.45× 102(2.51%) 8.40× 100(0.09%) 5.61× 10−1(0.0057%)
4 2.3230× 105 8.38× 103(3.61%) 6.48× 102(0.28%) 3.54× 102(0.15%)
5 5.7681× 106 2.79× 105(4.48%) 3.37× 104(0.58%) 2.32× 104(0.40%)
6 1.4858× 108 9.19× 106(6.19%) 1.48× 106(0.98%) 1.12× 106(0.75%)
7 3.9565× 109 3.03× 108(7.66%) 5.94× 107(1.48%) 4.72× 107(1.18%)
8 1.0857× 1011 1.01× 1010(9.26%) 2.26× 109(2.04%) 1.85× 109(1.67%)

Uniform(0,1)
1 0.5 5.92× 10−3(1.18%) 1.47× 10−9(3× 10−7%) 3.28× 10−2(7.03%)

u 6 2 0.333333 4.94× 10−3(1.48%) 1.66× 10−5(0.00499%) 3.40× 10−2(11.36%)
3 0.25 4.57× 10−3(1.83%) 2.50× 10−5(0.00998%) 3.46× 10−2(16.06%)
4 0.20 4.57× 10−3(2.28%) 3.33× 10−5(0.0166%) 3.43× 10−2(20.69%)
5 0.166667 4.66× 10−3(2.80%) 4.18× 10−5(0.0249%) 3.35× 10−2(25.18%)
6 0.142857 4.74× 10−3(3.32%) 4.99× 10−5(0.0349%) 3.25× 10−2(29.51%)
7 0.125 4.76× 10−3(3.81%) 5.82× 10−5(0.00465%) 3.15× 10−2(33.65%)
8 0.1111111 4.73× 10−3(4.25%) 6.66× 10−5(0.00599%) 3.04× 10−2(37.60%)

Vasicek Model
1 0.20 2.16× 10−3(1.08%) 6.63× 10−11(3.32× 10−8%) 1.40× 10−8(7.00× 10−6%)

r 2 2 0.0933 5.91× 10−3(6.33%) 9.67× 10−11(1.04× 10−7%) 2.15× 10−8(2.31× 10−5%)
3 0.0400 3.13× 10−3(7.83%) 2.00× 10−8(5.00× 10−5%) 3.32× 10−8(8.30× 10−5%)
4 0.0229 2.54× 10−3(11.09%) 4.02× 10−8(1.75× 10−4%) 5.11× 10−8(2.23× 10−4%)
5 0.0131 1.83× 10−3(13.93%) 7.11× 10−8(5.42× 10−4%) 7.89× 10−8(6.01× 10−4%)
6 0.0087 1.61× 10−3(18.46%) 1.15× 10−7(1.32× 10−3%) 1.22× 10−7(1.39× 10−3%)
7 0.0059 1.40× 10−3(23.49%) 1.83× 10−7(3.07× 10−3%) 1.88× 10−7(3.16× 10−3%)
8 0.0044 1.33× 10−3(29.86%) 2.86× 10−7(6.43× 10−3%) 2.91× 10−7(6.53× 10−3%)

PDP Model
1 1.1885× 103 1.60× 101(1.35%) 2.84× 10−1(0.024%) 5.74× 100(0.48%)

x 3 2 1.4767× 106 3.93× 104(2.66%) 3.95× 102(0.027%) 1.16× 104(0.78%)
3 1.8981× 109 7.37× 107(3.88%) 3.19× 106(0.168%) 2.35× 107(1.23%)
4 2.5058× 1012 1.28× 1011(5.01%) 1.64× 1010 (0.650%) 4.85× 1010(1.90%)
5 3.3804× 1015 2.04× 1014(6.03%) 4.97× 1013(1.450%) 1.00× 1014(2.87%)

Table 2. Precision evaluation of higher-order moments using |SM | exact moments.

Table 2 gives practical evidence of the accuracy of estimating the pdf, and
hence moments, using Algorithm 1. The absolute and relative errors listed in
Table 2 show that we gain higher precision when computing moments from the
estimated pdfs using ME and/or GC expansion when compared to the moments
calculated using sampled data. The accuracy of moments calculated from sam-
pled data depends on the quality of the sampling process, which in turn depends
on the number of samples (e) and number of loop iterations (n). Our results in
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Table 2 indicate that computing moments from estimated pdfs provides a more
accurate and time-efficient alternative to estimating moments by sampling.

5 Conclusion

We present an algorithmic approach to estimate the distribution of the random
variables of a PP using a finite number of its moments. Our estimates are based
on Maximum Entropy and Gram-Charlier expansion. The accuracy of our esti-
mation is assessed with the chi-square and Kolmogorov-Smirnov statistical tests.
Our evaluation combines static analysis methods for the computation of exact
moments of a PP random variable x with the aforementioned statistical tech-
niques to produce estimates of the distribution of x. Extending our approach to
support probabilistic inference and quantify the loss of precision in the estima-
tion are future research directions.
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