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Summary.

We present a parameter estimation method in Ordinary Differential Equation (ODE) models.
Due to complex relationships between parameters and states the use of standard techniques
such as nonlinear least squares can lead to the presence of poorly identifiable parameters.
Moreover, ODEs are generally approximations of the true process and the influence of mis-
specification on inference is often neglected. Methods based on control theory have emerged
to regularize the ill posed problem of parameter estimation in this context. However, they are
computationally intensive and rely on a nonparametric state estimator known to be biased in
the sparse sample case. In this paper, we construct criteria based on discrete control theory
which are computationally efficient and bypass the presmoothing step of signal estimation
while retaining the benefits of control theory for estimation. We describe how the estimation
problem can be turned into a control one and present the numerical methods used to solve it.
We show convergence of our estimator in the parametric and well-specified case. For small
sample sizes, numerical experiments with models containing poorly identifiable parameters
and with various sources of model misspecification demonstrate the acurracy of our method.
We finally test our approach on a real data example.
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1. Introduction

We are interested by parameter estimation in Ordinary Differential Equation (ODE) models

of the form B(t) = f (t,z(t),0,9(t))
{ x(O); xo o Y

where the state z is in R?, f is a time-dependent vector field from [0, T]xR%x© x © rto RY,
0 is a parameter that belongs to a subset © of RP , ¢ is a functional parameter from [0, 7]
to Oy C R?% and xz is the initial condition that belongs to a subset y of R. ODEs are
much used in practice as they provide an efficient framework for analyzing and predicting
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complex systems (see eg Fall et all (2002);/Goldbeterl (1997); Mirsky et all (2009); Wu et all
(@gl)) In particular, there has recently been focus on joint use of ODE models and control
theory methods for the purpose of optimal treatment design at the individual

); [Orellana (2010) and population level [Agusto and Adekunld (2014); [Zhang and Xul
).
Our aim is to estimate the true parameters, denoted 6* and ¥*, starting from data
Y1,...,Yn, that are realizations of an observation process for i =1,...,n

Vi = CX"(t:) + ¢ (2)

on the observation interval [0, 7] where X* := Xp- g+ 4« is the solution of (@) for § = 6%,
¥ = 09" and o = z, C is a d x d observation matrix and ¢; is centered observation
noise. That is, we want to estimate the true parameters (6*,¢*) starting from discrete,
partial and noisy observations of the true solution X* at observation times 0 = t; <
to--- < t, = T. If there is no functional parameter ¥*, estimation of 6* is a standart
parametric nonlinear regression problem and can be solved by classical methods such as
Nonlinear Least Squares (NLS), Maximum Likelihood Estimation (MLE), or Bayesian
Inference Esposito and Floudas (2000); [Li et all (2003); Rodriguez-Fernandez et. all (2006);
Wu et all (2010). However, in the case of ODE models, there is a risk of an ill-posed inverse
problem [Engl et all (2009); [Stuart (2010).

To explain why, let us denote as Xy ,, the solution to (). The Fisher information matrix

. T .
which controls the Cramer-Rao bound is proportional to Z,, (6, zo) = > i, (C’Jg7x0> CJpa,

where J(;m is the sensitivity matrix of Xy ,, with respect to (6, z) at time ¢;. Instabilities

in estimation arise when the matrices C' Ja 2, are badly-conditioned because in this case the
inverse problem is very sensitive to any source of perturbations and the objective function
(NLS or MLE criteria) is nearly flat around its minimum. This practical identifiability
problem can be measured by computing the spectrum p; > -+ > p, of Z,, (6, z9) and the
associated condition number k(Z,) = £-. The problem arises in part from the observation
process, i.e. the observation matrix C, the sparsity and location of the observation times
and also from the need to estimate the nuisance parameter zj. Complication in ODEs
also arises due to the complex geometry of the manifold {C'Xy,,,0 € ©,z¢ € x} induced
by the mapping (0,z¢) — CXp,, where there can be a small number (in comparison
with p) of important directions of variation very skewed from the original parameter axes
\Gutenkunst et all (2007); [Transtrum et all (2011, [2015). This situation is termed sloppi-
ness and leads to a regular and widespread distribution of the eigenvalues pi1, . .., 1, with no
clear one to one correspondence between the eigenvectors of Z,, (6, zg) and the original ODE
parametrization. Numerous ODEs used for example in systems biology IGutenkunst et all
(@) and neuroscience [Leary et all (M) have been identified as sloppy. Sloppiness in
ODE models has been investigated in [Tonsing et al! (2014) and shown to be mainly due
to the sparse and block structure of C' J(;mo, with highly correlated entries. Sloppiness is a
phenomenon due to interactions between intrinsic system properties and the experimental
design. Since we cannot clearly distinguish important parameters from the others, there
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is no clear mechanism to suppress irrelevant parameters in the model. Moreover, methods
based on optimal experimental design to circumvent sloppiness can lead to experiments
which render important ignored parameters in the model and thus reduce accuracy and
limit predictive ability [White et all (IZQld) Despite that sloppiness and practical identifi-
ability are not rigorously the same problem (White et all (|2Ql_d), the former often induces
the latter by making some subset of parameters unidentifiable. Thus, there is a need to
improve estimation methods which use the sole training data set.

Another issue in ODE parameter estimation comes from the fact that the selected
model is often derived after successive simplifying assumptions and approximations. One
can think of regulation networks in systems biology, where interactions are modeled by
pairwise products while higher order terms and the influence of external factors (forcing
functions) are unknown or neglected. Moreover, many biological processes are known to be
stochastic, and the justification of deterministic modeling comes from the approximation

of stochastic processes by ODE solutions see [Kurt (|19_m, |l9_7ﬁ), Gillespi€ (|20_0ﬂ), [Kampen

(@) Hence, inference of the parameters has to be done while recognising that the model
is false Kirk et all (2016); Brynjar ir and O'H (2014).

In this work, we propose a new estimation procedure to address these challenges,
based on an approximate solution of the original ODE. The use of approximate solu-
tions for statlstlcal inference, such as the classical two-step approaches Brunel (@)

(|2Ql£ll /|Gugushvili and Klaassenl (2011); Liang et all (2010); [Varah
% DaLLnﬁﬂ (|2Ql£j Generalized Profiling (GP) KL_Hmzl@;a‘nd_E_aJ:d (2011); Ramsay et all
)

or even in a Bayesian framework (Chkrebtii et al! (2016);Jaeger and Lambertl (2011),

has already proven to be useful for regularizing the inverse problem of parameter estima-
tion.

Our proposed method here is seen as an attempt at improving the methods proposed
in Brunel and Clairon (20157); [Clairon and Brunel (2018, 12017), where an approximation
X¢.zou 18 a solution of the perturbed ODE &(t) = f(t,x(t),0) + Bu(t) and where the
perturbation t — Bu(t) captures different sources of model misspecification. After a pre-

smoothing step to obtain a nonparametric curve estimator f/, the parametric estimator
(5, 5:5) is then defined as the minimizer of the cost C\(0,xg,u) = HC’XGMM

A HuHQLg profiled on the possible perturbations wu: (é\, 5;8) = argmin ..y S(0, zo), where
S(0,x9) = min, Cy\(6,x0,u). This estimator, called the Tracking Estimator (TE), is thus
defined as the parameter which needs the smallest perturbation w in order to track Y,

the balance between the two contrary objectives of data fidelity (i.e. HCXG,xo,u

and original model fidelity (i.e. ||u||2L2) is done through the choice of an hyperparameter
value A\ > 0. For each value (0,x), the optimal control problem min, C\(0,zg,u) is

solved by using the Pontryagin maximum principle [Pontryagin et all (IL%Z! in the non-
linear case |Clairon and Brunel (2017) and the linear-quadratic theory (@) for

linear models Brunel and Clairon (2015); (Clairon and Brunel (2018). In comparison with

GP and NLS, the TE generally has a lower variance and mean square error with the
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difference in performance even more marked in the presence of model misspecification. In
the parametric case and for well-specified models, the TE has been proven to be consistent
with a y/n- convergence rate under very mild model regularity conditions and provided
A > A, with A\; a positive model dependent bound. Moreover, an attractive feature of
the tracking framework is the seamless estimation of finite-dimensional and time-varying
parameters. The estimation of ¢t — ¥(t) in & = f (¢,x,60,9) can be turned into an optimal
control problem and our estimator Jisa by-product of 8* estimation which does not require
the use of standard approximations such as sieves or basis expansions |LJ.a11g_e$_al.| (|2Qld),
Xue et all (|2Qld), \G. Hooker and Earnl (2011); [Wang et al! 42!11_41) However, two main
limitations for the method given in (Clairon and Brunel (2017). First, the computational
time: solving the optimal control problem by using the Pontryagin maximum principle
leads to a boundary value problem (BVP) for each new (6, z¢) value and x{ has to be
estimated as nuisance parameter. Second, the method requires a nonparametric estimator
Y. In the sparse data case, the reconstruction Y can be biased and this nonparametric
bias can then be spread to the parametric estimation. Here, while we keep the same formal
approach as in|Clairon and Brunel dmﬂ), we solve the related optimal control problem by
relying on discrete control theory and a numerical method inspired by [Cimen and Banks

}). This allows us to construct an estimation method which:

(a) replaces the BVP by a sequence of finite difference equations, our procedure can be
then applied to ODE systems of higher dimension than in |Clairon and Brunel (|2Q11|),

(b) removes the pre-smoothing step, we can deal with sparse data cases which are con-
sistent with most real observation framework;

(c) gives a consistent estimator with parametric convergence rate with only a strictly
positive condition on the hyperparameter, i.e A > 0;

(d) can be easily adapted to avoid estimation of 7 if it is not required.

In order to define our estimator, we present in the next section the optimal control problem
required to introduce our functional criteria which is again a profiled cost S,. We also
describe how a semi-parametric estimation problem can be turned into an optimal control
problem similar to that used for parametric estimation. In Subsection 23] we derive a
tractable form for S, and describe the related numerical procedure, which is based for
linear models on discrete linear-quadratic theory and for nonlinear models on the work
of [Cimen and Banks (2004H}a). We present in Section B sufficient conditions to ensure
Sy is well-defined on the parameter space as well as consistency with /n- convergence
in the parametric case and for well-specified models. In Section d, we use Monte Carlo
experiments in order to compare the Tracking, Nonlinear Least Squares and Generalized
Profiling estimators on ODE examples from chemistry and biology with both well-specified
and misspecified models. This section is concluded by simulations where we perform the
joint estimation of the finite dimensional and time-varying parameters 6 and 9. In Section
Bl we consider parameter estimation with real data in a model used to study microbiotal
population evolution.
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2. Model and methodology

We recall the aim of this work is to estimate (0*,9*) from the data Y = {y1,...y,} defined
as the minimizer of functional criteria S,,. First, we derive .S,, in the parametric case where
there is no functional parameter v*.

2.1. Formal parametric estimator definition
We denote by Xy ., the solution of the Initial Value Problem (IVP):

o(t) = f(t,x(t),0)
{ x(0) = xo. (3)

First, we need to reformulate the model (3)) into a pseudo-linear form:

@(t) = Ag(x(t), t)x(t)
{ z(0) = azﬁ. )

This formulation is crucial for solving in a computationally efficient way the optimal control
problem defining our estimator. Of course, linear models already fit in this formalism with
Ap(t) = Ap(x(t),t). For nonlinear models, the pseudo-linear representation is not unique
but always exists (Cimen and Bankd (2004h). Now, we introduce the solution X0,20.u Of the
perturbed ODE:

x(t) = Ag(z(t),t)z(t) + Bu(t)
{ z(0) = a:g (5)

where the function ¢ — Bu(t) is a linear perturbation, B is a d x d,, matrix and w is in
L? ([0, T) ,Rd“). To proceed to parametric estimation, we consider a discretized version of

the perturbed ODE (). The discretization will be made at m + 1 time points {t;-l}(K »
<j<m

with t& = 0 and ¢4, = T. Letting A; = t;l+1 — t;-l being the mesh size between two
discretization time-points and u = (ug, ..., u,—1) the set of discrete values taken by the
control at each time step, the discretized version is:

{ ii?l;i)x:o (Fa+ 2540w (), 1)) 2(t) + BAu; ©)

The set of discretization time-point has to contain the observation time pointsi.e. {t;},<;<, C

J

which allows us to accurately estimate Xg ;. even when the observations are sparse on
[0, T]. We denote:

{td}0< _ but can be bigger, this is an important feature of the discretization scheme
<j<m

o X¢

ewo’u(t;l), the solution of (@] for the parameter 6, initial condition xy and the per-

turbation u at time t;-l.
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° w; = 1{3ti - ie. w; is equal to 1 if t? corresponds to an observation time t;,
otherwise w; = 0.
e y; is equal to y; if t? corresponds to the observation time ¢; and 0 otherwise.

The weights w; and the set of extended data {y;} are introduced to have a vector of

observation which has the same length as the discretization grid {t;l} . Now, we can
0<j<m
introduce the discretized cost we want to minimize:

CL(Y;0,20,u,U) = S0 A

_ HCX;{xmu(tn) .

2
m—1 A .
) + D520 Djujt Uuy

CXgﬁO’u(ti) — Vi
2

(7)

B 2
+ YT A < ‘CXg,xmu(t;l) - YjH2 w; + UjTUUj> ;
and for each (6, z¢) in © X x, the profiled cost:
Sa(Vi0,20,U) = inf C7(Y:6,20,u,U) ®)

where L, is the set of admissible perturbations defined as the set of controls generating
trajectories bounded on [0, T']. Here U is a symmetric definite positive matrix used as
a weighting parameter balancing the amount of model and data fidelity. Similarly to

Clairon and Brunel (2017), the tracking estimator (TE) is defined as:

ol T\ ._ : .
(0 . Zo ) = arg (Gw?)lé%XXSn(Y,H,xO,U), 9)

i.e. as the parameter that gives the closest trajectory CXg’xmu to the observed data on
[0,T], while allowing a small divergence from (@). To compute S,, in practice we need to
solve the optimization problem:

min,, C’_gll“(Y7 97 Zo, U, U)
such that a:(t;lﬂ) = (Id + AjAe(ﬂf(t;l), t?)) z(t;) + BAju; (10)
and z(0) = zo.

The problem ([I0) is an optimal control one belonging to the subclass of tracking problems
where the aim is to find the smallest control possible to apply to a given dynamical system
in order to track a signal. For linear models, these problems have been efficiently solved
as they fit into the framework of discrete linear-quadratic problems, which ensures the
existence and uniqueness of the solution and gives a computationally efficient way to find
it. For non-linear models, (Cimen and Banks (2004H) proposes an iterative method to solve
continuous time tracking problems, the main idea being to replace the original problem
by a sequence of linear-quadratic ones. We will use the same method adapted to discrete
models, but first, in the next subsection, we explain how the estimation of a time-varying
parameter ¥ : [0, T] — R% in ODEs @(t) = Agy(x(t),d(t),t)x is straightforward within
our framework.
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2.2. Semi-parametric estimation
For this, let us introduce the extended state xz. = (z,z21,22) in RI+2ds  the extended
pseudo-linear representation:

Ag(x(t),z1(t),t) 0 0
gzt = 0 01
0 0 O

and the perturbed solution X§ - of the parametric extended ODE:

{ Ze(t) = A§(ze(t), t)we(t) + Begrul(t) (1)
7e(0) = f
with
Iy Ogq,
Bext = | Og;a  Og;
Odsa g,

Here, u is split info two parts, u(t) = (u1(?), uz(t)), and Xg . , is solution of

T =A(t,z,21,0)x + uq
21 = 29 (12)
22 = u9.

One can see that z; plays the role of ¥ , and 2z of 9. If we get a state variable estimator
Xe, which is the case in our method, X¢ being obtained as a byproduct of * estimation,

then we define 9 = z1. Let us introduce U = Ml Oad, and the cost
Od;0 A2la,

Do D CXg,’zg,u(ti) — Yi z
+ Z;—n:_ol A (M uj + Aoug ;T ug ;)
= o odoxgd ) -]
+ X Ay (g a4 Aoz Te ) -

C%(Y;H,xg,u, U)

(13)

Here ul,jTul,j is used to quantify model discrepancy as in the parametric case, and the
last term )\gzi'JTzi'J is the standard penalty used for functional estimation. Thus, a good
choice of hyperparameter for cost (I3]) would be a large value for A; (in order to select a
small u), and A2 tending to 0 when the sample size n grows, as for standard nonparametric
estimation.

2.3. Tractable form for S,,

In this subsection, we derive a tractable expression for S,,. First, we deal with linear models
then we extend the derived method to nonlinear models by following [Cimen and Banks
2004b).
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2.3.1. Linear models

Here, we focus on the linear case i.e. when Ay(t) = Ag(x,t) in @B). For a given initial
condition x(, linear-quadratic theory ensures the existence and uniqueness of the optimal
control uixo = argmingey, C’%(Y;H,xo,u, U) and that inf,cg, C’%(Y;H,xo,u, U) can be
computed by solving a discrete final value problem, denoted the Riccati equation. The
formal computational details are left in supplementary materials (Section 2).

PROPOSITION 1. For a given (6,x9) in © X x, the profiled cost value S, (Y;0,x9,U) is
equal to:

Su(Y30,20,U) = af RY yz0 + 2hg (V) 0 + Ay Eym

+ZTolA (Yj i —hg (Y )TBG(R6]+1)BTh0]+1( )) (14)

with G(RQJH) = [U + A BTRQJHB] and (Rg,j’ hij(Y)) for 1 < j <m, the solution
of the discrete Riccati equation:

RgJ = RG 1 + A "LUjCTC + A (RgJ_HA ( ) + Ae(td)TRG j+1>
+ Aer(td)TRg +1A9(td)

Nj(Ig+ D Ag(td) )RY \BG(RE . )BTRE . \(Ig+ 2jAe(td))  (15)

) = a0 Aoty T, e )
= Dj(Ia+ DA RE 1 BG(RG ;1) BT A (V)

with final condition (Rgm, hg’m(Y)) = (ACTC, =N CTy ). Moreover, the control ugm

which minimizes the cost (7) is unique and equal to:
ug,mmj ~G(Rj y+1)BT (Rg,jﬂ (Id + AjAG(tz‘l)> Xg,mo(tj) + hg,j+1(Y)> (16)

where Xg’xo is the optimal trajectory, i.e. the solution of the initial value problem

XE ) = (Tt 2540()) X, ()
EAY BG(Re ]+1)BT (Re J+1 (Id + AjAG(t;l)> Xg,zo(td) h?éﬂ(Y))
Xg{xo(()) = Xy.

(17)

2.3.2. Non-linear models

Here, we adapt the method proposed by |Cimen and Bankd (2004b) to solve the tracking
problem for discrete time models. The outline of the method is as follows. We replace the
original problem ([I0]) by a recursive sequence of control problems, with iteration ! defined
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2
min, CH(Y30,20,u,U) 1= Amchgm,u(t?n)—ymH2

m—1 l d 2 T
+ 7 25 (|| D) = 35| i + T (18)
such that z(t +1) = (Iqg+ AjAle(t?))a:j(t?) + AjByu;
and z(0) = zo

where Ale(t?) = Ag(Xl 1(tc-l),t?) and Ag(t?) = A9($0,t?). Here Xé;ﬁ is the optimal

6 Lo
trajectory corresponding the optimal control problem (I8]) at iteration [ — 1. Thus, for

each [ the problem (I8 fits into the framework of our previous subsection, and for each

[, we have access to a solution of the Riccati equation (Rg’l, hg’l(Y)), an optimal control

ug’io, an optimal trajectory Xg ’io and a profiled cost value S/ " (Y;6,x0,U). Moreover, the

sequences {Rd’l hd’l(Y)}l . {Kxo - {Xg’i"}le and {Sl (Y;0,U) }l y are uniformly

convergent in lKMmlMé 2004bJa). Thus, we can propose the following algorithm
to compute (R4, hd(Y)) , u(mo, Xg’xo and S, (Y;60,x0,U).

(a) Initialization phase: X (td) = xo and Ao(td) Ag(xo, d) for all j € [0, m].
(b) At iteration I: use Prop051t10n|]]to obtain (Rd L hg’l(Y)) uex , Xgio SL(Y;0,20,U).
ORDY lHXdl td _ Xt td H < ¢e; and

GZBO GZBO

L(Y30,20,U) — SHY30,20,U)| < 2, (19)

with (e, €2) two strictly positive constants, then step 4; otherwise return to step 2.
(d) Set (RY, h§(Y)) = (Ry', hg' (V) ,u . =ug’  X¢, =Xyt and Sp(Y:0,20,U) =
SL(Y, 9, Zo, U)

In this section, we have seen how to compute S, in practice. However, before looking
for its minimum <§T ,EBT> by a numerical optimization method, we need to prove that
the function (0, xg) — S,(Y;0,20,U) is well defined on a parameter space containing
(0*,z§) and study its regularity. This achieved in the next section, where we also derive
the conditions under which (éT,iﬁT) is comnsistent and even asymptotically normal with

a /n- rate convergence rate. Before that, we describe an extension of our method which
allows us to avoid estimation of x{; and reduces the dimension of the optimization problem
@), and which is expected to be more computationally efficient.
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2.4. Profiling on xq

We introduce a new estimator 7

CT of the true parameter 6*:

é\T7CI = arg mingee SSI(Yv 97 U)

= arg mingee {ming, S, (Y;6,20,U)}. (20)

We now profile the cost function on zy in addition to u. In equation (I4]), one can see that
Sn(Y;0,x0,U) is a quadratic form with respect to g, hence the profiling is straightforward.
Interestingly, the formal computation used to derive S, (Y;6,U) follows the same step as
the deterministic Kalman Filter state estimator derivation @ (@) We derive the
following expression for S¢?(Y;60,U) in the linear case:

PROPOSITION 2. For a given 0 in ©, SC1(Y;0,U) is equal to:

-1
SCHY;0.U) =~ o (V)T (Rig)  hd oY)+ Anyhym

- (21)
+Zj:01 Aj (Y]TYJ‘ - hg,j-',-l(Y)TBG(RgJ-i-l)BThg,j-l—l(Y)) .

where (RY, hd(Y)) , u_g are given by equations (13), {I6) and X_g is given by equation (17)
— -1
but with initial condition XJ(0) = — <R§l70) he 0.

In the non-linear case, the algorithm has to be adapted as follows

(a) Initialization phase: Xg’o(t?) =z and Ag(t?) = Ag(xg,t;l) for all j € [0, m] where
x(, is an arbitrary starting point. o

(b) At iteration [: use Proposition [Tl to obtain (Rg’l, hZ’l(Y)) and uZ’l, then Proposition
2 to obtain Xg’l and S5 1HY:6,U).

2
(0 157, | x5 - x5 (#)|| < 21 and

|SSH(Y50,0) = STHNY0,0)| < 2, (22)

then step 4; otherwise return to step 2. o
d) Set (RZ, hd(Y)) = (R, h¥(y)) , ud = u®', x93 = X4 and SCI(Y;0,U) =
0> "o 0 > 0 0 0 ) n
sSHys6,0).

REMARK 3. The state extension required for semi-parametric estimation involves the
addition of new initial conditions (19(0), 19(0)) which need to be estimated in|Clairon_and Brunel
(@ ). Interestingly here, since we profile on g, our approach does not add nuisance pa-

rameters to estimate. However, we still need to consider a model of larger dimension than
the original.
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3. Theoretical analysis

3.1. Existence and regularity of S,, and S$1
First, we introduce the required conditions to ensure the existence and regularity of 6 ——
(RIL (YY), (0, 20) — SL(Y;0,20,U) and 6 — Sy (Y50, U) for each | € N:

Condition 1: For all t € [0, T] and for all § € ©, x —— Apy(x,t) has a compact support
A.

Condition 2: For all x € A, § — Ap(x,.) is continuous on © and V0 € O, (x,t) —
Ap(x,t) is continuous on A x [0, T7].

Condition 1 ensures the existence of a unique bounded function Xy, defined on [0, T
for all (6 x xp) in © x A. In practice, the tracked signal is always bounded, thus it is
legitimate to focus on bounded solutions. Moreover, let us recall that, for any function
f, we can construct a function f with the same level of smoothness as f such that for
all z € A, f(z) = f(z) and for all = such that d(z,A) > €, f(z) = 0 for any € > 0.
Hence, any matrix Agy(x,.) can be replaced by a counterpart satisfying Condition 1 with a
compact support restricted to relevant values for the state variables. From Condition 2 it is
straightforward to derive by induction 6 — (Rgl’l, hg’l(Y)) continuity with respect to 6. In
order to derive the same property for (0, xq) — S.L(Y;0,20,U) and 0 — SSI’I(Y; 0,U),
we need to ensure boundedness of (Rg’l, hZ’l(Y)) as well as Rg’é invertibility for 55! which
is why we need to introduce Condition 3a. The proofs are left in Section 3 of supplementary
materials.

PROPOSITION 4. Under conditions 1-2 for eachl € N, (0,xq) — SL(Y;0,x0,U) is con-

tinuous on © x A. Moreover if Rg’é 18 nonsingular then 60 —— Sg”(Y; 0,U) is continuous
on ©.

The Rg’é nonsingularity condition is somewhat ad-hoc, so we present a necessary and
sufficient testable criterion:

PROPOSITION 5. Given 0 € © and | € N, R;l’lo 1s inwvertible if and only the matriz

n—11i—1 T i—1
o' (1) =cTo+ Y 11 (Id + Adg(t?, Xg;;;l(t;?))) el ll| (Id + AAg(t;?Xg;;;l(t;l)))
i=1 =0 §=0

(23)

1s tnvertible.
REMARK 6. When the system is totally observed, C is of full rank and the matriz
O;“(T) 18 always nonsingular for all 0 in © and all | € N. Intuitively in the general
case, Og’l(T) is invertible when the matriz C'Ag has a sufficient number of non-zeros en-

tries among those corresponding to the unobserved section of the system. That is, Og’l(T)
1s 1tnwertible when the observed state variables give enough information on the whole system.
This corresponds to the notion of observability in control theory (see M @))
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3.2. Asymptotic analysis of <§T , :cAoT) in parametric case

In this section, we assume the discretization grid is the set of observation time points

ie. {t?} = {t;} which are regularly spaced so A; = A = L . Further, we assume i.i.d

n

€i ~ N(0,0%13). We also introduce the following notation.

(a) o;(1) is an arbitrary function g (possibly vector or matrix valued) such that lim;,_,, g(I) =

0.
(b) on(f(A)) (resp On(f(4A)) ) is an arbitrary function g (possibly vector or matrix
valued) such that lim, % = lima,__o % = 0 (resp lim, o0 % = L with

L constant and finite).
(c) opn(f(A)) (resp Oppn(f(A)) ) is a random variable g such that % tends to 0 in

probability when n — 400 ( resp % is bounded in probability when n — 400).

The required conditions on [ for consistency and /n-convergence rate are necessary only for
non-linear systems. Indeed, for linear models we directly use (5] to compute S (Y;0,U)

instead of the algorithm inspired by [Cimen and Banks (2004H) and we can take o;(1) = 0.

The proofs are given in supplementary materials, Sections 4 and 5.

3.2.1. Required conditions
In order to proceed to asymptotic analysis, we introduce the asymptotic counterpart of

(Rg’l, hZ’l(Y)), Xg’io and S!(Y;0,20,U) when n — oo, or equivalently A — 0. In

this asymptotic framework, we have access to the true continuous signal t — Y*(¢) =
CXp+ 4 (t) and so we can define the continuous cost:

, 2
CL(0,z0,u,U) = do?+ [T (chgv%,u(t) - Y*(t)H2 + u(t)TUu(t)> it (24)
with Xé,xo,u the solution of the ODE

Xlgaoult) = Ag(XL,E (6),0)X) ., (t) + Bul(t) (25)
Xé,xo,u(o) = Zo.
As in the discrete case, we introduce the cost sequentially profiled on u , S'(8,z, U) :=

inf,, C’;lp(ﬁ, xo,u,U), and we derive a closed-form expression

SUO,20,U) =zl RL(0)zo + 228 Kl (0)
+ ST (Y Y () + d o — hh()TBU BT hl (1)) dt
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by introducing (ng, hle), the continuous time Riccati equation, and Xé 2, the optimal
trajectory given by the ODE

((RY(t) = —CTC — Ag(XFM (1), )T RY(t) — Rh(£) Ag (X[ (2),1)
+Ry(t)BU BT Ry(t)
hh(t) = CTY*(t) — Ag(X}1 (), ) h(t) + Rj(t) BUT BT hj(t) (26)
Xh(t) = Ag(Xy~" (1), ) X5 (t) — BUT BT (R (1) X} (1) + hy (1))
(RY(D), B(T), XF . (0)) = (Ouads Oaz, w0).

I
=

The previous functions correspond to n — oo, but for non-linear models we need to
consider asymptotics in [ also, so we introduce the asymptotic cost

(0, m0,u,U) = do?+ [T ((‘CX@07u(t)—Y*(t)Hz+u(t)TUu(t)> at  (27)

associated with ODE

{ X5 = A0(X55, (1), ) X35, , + Bu(t)

Xg;mu(()) = 20,

(28)

together with the profiled cost value S*(0,x0,U) := inf, C7°(0, 20, u,U). Again, thanks
to the continuous LQ-theory, we characterize S with R, hlg, Xé, the solution of (26])
where { and [ — 1 are replaced by co. Now that S, Ré, hlo and S°°, Rg°, hg® have been

introduced, we can present the conditions required to derive (@\T,EBT) consistency with

\/n-convergence rate.
Condition 3: Matrix B has independent columns.
Condition 4: The true parameters (0, ;) belong to the interior of © x x.

Condition 5: The solution Xy ,, of @) is such that if C Xy, (t) = CXg- ,.(t) for all
t € [0, T then (0, z0) = (0, xo+).

Condition 6: For all z € A, § — Ay(x,.) is differentiable on O, for all § € O, (x,t) —

6A98(9x’t) is continuous on A x [0, T7.

Condition 7: For all z € A, § — Ay(x,.) is twice differentiable on ©, for all § € O,

(z,t) —> % is continuous on A x [0, T7.

2 Qoo * *

Condition 8: The asymptotic hessian matrix % is nonsingular.

Condition 3 is required for the uniform convergence of R}, hle to Ry°, hy® and St to S,

Conditions 4 and 5 ensure (6%, z() constitutes a well-separated minimum of S*° and con-
2 Qoo * *

ditions 6 to 8 guarantee that W exists and the asymptotic variance-covariance

of 6* is non singular.
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REMARK 7. Condition 3 on B ranking is not as restrictive as it seems. Let us assume
rank(B) = r' with ' < d,, and consider the singular value decomposition

o 0 o oo .o 0
. .
B=V, ar vy
0
: .0
0 -+ -+ = 0 0

and the control reparametrization v = Vyu with Vi and Vo two unitary matrices. The
controlled ODE () becomes:

o1v1
a(t) = Ag(x(t), t)x(t) + Vi : : (29)
Oy Uy
01,a, .
From this one see the components (v,r41,...vq,) do not affect the system. Hence, a degen-

erate matrix B underlines the presence of useless controls and can be replaced by a new full
rank matriz By with fewer columns for the same result.

3.2.2. Consistency
The estimator <§T, EBT) is defined as an M-estimator, so in order to derive consistency we

need to show S*°(6,zp,U) has a global well-separated minimum at (6, zo) = (0%, z{)and
that S. (0, xo,U) converges uniformly to S2°(Y;6,29,U) on © x Y.
This is the point of the next two propositions.

PROPOSITION 8. Under conditions C1 to C5 then (6%, x§)) is the unique global minimizer
of S%(0,x9,U) on © x x.

PROPOSITION 9. Under conditions C1 to C5 we have

sup ‘500(6’,3:0, U)— SL(Y; 0, xq, U)‘ =0(1) + 0pn(1).
(0,20)€EO X X

From this, we use Theorem 5.7 in lvan der Vaartl (1998) to conclude about the consistency.
Theorem 10. Under conditions C1 to C5, we have

<§T, EET> — (0%, ) in probability

when (I,n) — oo.



Discrete optimal control for estimation of ordinary differential equations 15

REMARK 11. Interestingly, in|Clairon and Brunel ({2_(21_’} ), for the weighting matriz un-

der the form U = Xy, , consistency proof for o7 requires the lower bound condition A\ > \i
with A\1 a positive model-dependent bound. Here, we just need to have U positive definite.

3.2.3.  Asymptotic normality
We show the asymptotic normality with /n-convergence rate in two steps. First, we derive

a linear asymptotic representation of (é\T , EBT) — (6%, x{) through a second order Taylor

expansion of (0, zg) — S%(Y;6,z0,U), Second, we approximate this linear asymptotic
representation in order to make explicit its dependence with respect to measurement noise.

PROPOSITION 12. Under conditions C1 to C7, we have:

925% (0%, 23, U)
82 (9,%0)

Y (0.20) S (Y3 6%, 5, U) = ( + 0pnl(1) + (1)) (67 - 07, 7" — i)

PropoSITION 13. Under conditions C1 to C7, we have

VLS (Y5 6%, )
= (AS0 ) (Kl oy + on(D) + L (A1) + 0pn(VA) + ar(1)

T ah (t) 0, 4
with Kf. .. =2CBUT'B" [ ggt=zdt and L = < B )
From this, we recall the nonsingularity of % and the central limit theorem to

obtain the following.

Theorem 14. Under conditions C1 to C8 and if | is such thatl = O, (v/A), then ((/9\, 20)
1s asymptotically normal and

-~ 1

(9756) - (9*7‘T8) = Op,n(n_g)’

3.3. Asymptotic analysis of 97:C! for linear models in parametric case

For the asymptotic analysis of gr.cl , we restrict to the linear models. Since Ay does not
depend then on x, we have Cd h Cd g Céi = Cé? = C¢° for all [; and [y belonging
to N. Thus, there is no need to con81der asymptotlcs in [ and we drop the dependence
on [ in all quantities. The conditions we have derived for ensuring gr.Cl consistency with
\/n-convergence rate are shown below.

Condition L1: For all § € ©, t — Ay(t) is differentiable on [0, T7.
Condition L2: # — Ay is continuous on ©.

Condition L3: For all § € ©, Ry(0) is nonsingular, where Ry is defined by ODE (20)).
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Condition L4: The true parameter §* belongs to the interior of ©.

Condition L5: The solution Xy, of @) is such that if C Xy, (t) = CXp- 4,.(t) for all
t € [0, T then (0, z0) = (0%, z¢+).

Condition L6: § — Ay is C? on 6.

CI(x*
Condition L7: The asymptotic hessian matrix % is a nonsingular matrix.

The proofs follow the same steps as in the previous sections, hence we just present the
theorems. The proofs are also detailed in supplementary materials, Sections 4 and 5.

Theorem 15. Under conditions LC1 to LC5, we have oT.CI s o i probability when
n — 00.

Theoren{ 16. Under conditions LC1 to LC7, gr.CI g asymptotically normal and gr.c1_
0* = opn(n=z).

As in the discrete case, Condition L3 is an ad-hoc hypothesis, but here again we can derive
a necessary and sufficient testable condition ensuring Ry(0) nonsingularity.

PROPOSITION 17. Given 6 € © , Ry(0) is invertible if and only if:
1) the matrix

T
00 (T) = /0 (CBy(t, 0))T CBy(t, 0)dt (30)

is invertible, where ®y is the resolvant of (23), and
2) the following holds:

|CXg01 — CXg a2, =0 = ap = 5. (31)

2
I7:
Interestingly, it is again equivalent to the notion of observability in control theory, but now
for a continuous model (@)

REMARK 18. The difficulty in deriving the asymptotic behavior of 07:CL i all generality
comes from the initialisation point x{y required by the algorithm. So far, we have been unable
to analyze the mapping Qg : xfy — Xg(., x5) where Xy(., z) is the trajectory given by
the algorithm in the limit case n = oo and | = oco. If for 6 = 0%, the true trajectory X* is
a global attractor of Qg-, the demonstrations will be completed, but our attempts to prove
it remain unfruitful.

4. Experiments

We use Monte-Carlo simulations on different models, for several sample sizes n and mea-
surement noise variances o2. We compare four estimators: the ones presented here o7
and AT°CT | the classic nonlinear least square (NLS) estimator #V5 and the generalized
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profiling (GP) estimator P introduced in Ramsay et all (2007). The latter is the regu-
larization method of reference for the estimation problem in ODEs. As we have said in

the Introduction, there are two main problems for parameter estimation, practical identi-
fiability issues possibly due to the sloppiness phenomenon, and estimation inaccuracy due
to model misspecifications. Thus, we compare 67, §7:C1 pNLS HGP on models facing
practical identifiability problems in correctly and mlsspe(nﬁed frameworks. For a given
choice of (n, o), we compute the following by Monte Carlo based on Nj;c = 100.

(a) The variance V(6;) for each element 6; of 6 to analyze how each estimator behaves
specifically for the components suffering from identifiability issues.

(b) The estimator variance-covariance norm HV (é\) H to analyze how each estimator
2

=l

( )H to measure estimator accuracy, in particular

behaves for the whole parameter set.

(¢) The componentwise mean square error M(HAZ) = + V(HAZ) and the global

M(9) = 9*—1@[7} +[|v

its degradatlon when facing mlsspemﬁcamon

Since model parameters can have different orders of magnitude, the results will be given for
normalized estimated values . /60*. Here the division has to be understood componentwise.
For each run, the observations are obtained by integrating the ODE with a Runge-Kutta
algorithm (ode45 in Matlab), with added centered Gaussian noise of variance o2.
The GP method uses an approximate solution Xg‘ of the ODE defined as the spline
2 N N 2
) ‘ A H%X@ _f (,X@,@) - GP
requires a selection method for both the knots location and the hyperparameter A which
has a similar role as in our method. The knots are placed on the observations and \ is se-

lected by using the method presented inD.A. Campbell and McAuley (2011); Qi and Zhad

(@) the value of A is increased until || X GP = Xop
6 To 0/\ 12

basis decomposition minimizing » " , HyZ — CXQA(ti

starts increasing, that is when

X gor starts to differ significantly from the exact solution XéfP,EcT, where 7g = X g\gP(O)'
For 67 and §7:CT , we need to select both the discretization grid {t?}0< ~ and the
<j<m

matrix U. For the grid, we take m = k,,n points and we place uniformly k,, discretization
points between two consecutive observation times. As in |Clairon and Brunel (2017), for
U we consider scalar matrices U = Ay . The (kj, \) selection is done by minimizing the
forward cross-validation method presented in G Hooker and Earn (2011) among a model-
specific trial of values. Let us denote 0 A and Gg C)\I , the tracking estimator obtained for

a given (k,, \) value. We split [0, 7] into H subintervals [th, th+1], such that t; = 0 and
tg =T and we denote Xy(.,t, ) the solution of:

{ (t) = f (t,2(t),0) (32)

a:(th) = XTp,
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defined on the interval [tp, t;11]. The forward cross-validation uses the causal relation
imposed on the data by the ODE to quantify the prediction error caused by 6y, \ (equal

AT ZT,.CIN.
to Hkm)\ or Hkm/\ ):

2

H
EP(kp, A)=> >

h=1{t:€[tn, tns1]}

yi— CXy, - (i th, Xy

A O xoUa,,

(tn))

2

Here, we choose H = 2 subintervals and we now denote by 87 and 67:C! the estimators
corresponding to the value (k,, \) minimizing EP.

4.1. «o—Pinene model

We begin with a linear ODE considered in [Rodriguez-Fernandez et all (2006) and used for

modeling the isomerization of a«—Pinene. This is

1= —(01 +62)x1

i‘Q = 913)1
T3 = 011 — (93 + 94)3)3 + O5x5 (33)
i‘4 == 933)3

i‘5 == 943)3 — 95$5

on the observation interval [0, 7] = [0, 100]. Here
—(01+62) 0O 0 0 0
01 0 0 0 0
Ag(t) = 0 0 —(93 + 94) 0 05
0 0 03 0 0
0 0 04 0 —05

The initial condition is z§ = (100, 0, 0, 0, 0) and the true parameter value is 6* = (5.93,2.96, 2.05, 27.5, 4):

10~2. We plot in Figure [0l the solution of ([33)) corresponding to #* and an example of sim-
ulated observations.

In Rodriguez-Fernandez et all (2006), model B3) is used as a benchmark estimation
comparison as many approaches fail to converge due to the difficulty of estimating 0} and 6
because of the high correlation between them. This is confirmed by the eigendecomposition
of V*D* (V*) ™' =T, (8*, ) for n = 10, V* being the matrix composed of the eigenvectors
and D* the diagonal matrix containing the eigenvalues {14}, -;<1o- The lowest eigenvalues
correspond almost exclusively to zf and (6}, 6f) when one analyses the corresponding
eigenvectors. We select (k,, A\) among the set {30, 40, 50} x {10i, 5 x 10°

}—3953 :

Influence of measurement noise We consider one sample size n = 10 and three levels of
measurement noise (o = 2.5, 0 =5 and o = 10). Results are presented in Tables [I] and
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Fig. 1. Solution of (33) (blue) and corresponding noisy observations for o = 2.5 (red).

Table 1. Scaled variance for a—Pinene model.

o | <1072 [ vy [ vien [ vy [ v [ ves) | v (9)],
gT.Cc1 0.06 0.12 0.30 0.20 0.29 0.65
2.5 oT 0.06 0.12 0.30 0.25 0.37 0.79
ONLS 0.05 0.10 0.12 0.34 0.48 0.89
ocr 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.35 0.48 0.74
oTCI 0.27 0.44 0.98 0.82 1.21 2.27
5 oT 0.28 0.44 0.99 1.02 1.54 2.84
PNLS 0.25 0.43 0.38 1.26 1.83 3.19
P 0.17 0.15 0.13 1.27 1.63 2.92
gT.Cc1 0.61 1.22 2.63 3.40 5.36 9.04
10 oT 0.62 1.22 2.64 4.08 6.21 10.7
ONLS 0.60 1.49 1.37 5.48 8.37 14.3
ocr 0.42 0.69 0.51 4.92 8.37 11.8

19
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Table 2. Scaled mean square error for a«—Pinene model.

o | x107% | M(61) | M(62) | M(f3) | M(da) | M(65) | M(6)
67CT | 0.09 | 0.13 | 0.32 | 021 0.30 | 0.74
95 6T 0.08 | 0.14 | 032 | 026 | 0.39 | 0.88
ONLS 1 0.05 | 0.10 | 0.12 | 0.34 | 048 | 0.90
ocr 0.64 1.57 0.04 | 1262 | 15.3 | 30.1
67CT [ 037 | 050 | 1.01 | 082 | 1.22 | 2.46
5 6T 0.37 | 0.44 | 0.99 1.02 1.54 | 3.02
ONLS 1 0.25 | 0.43 | 0.38 1.27 1.85 | 3.22
6cr 0.80 1.75 | 0.14 14.0 17.7 | 34.0
o7:CT | 0.80 1.30 2.67 | 3.43 5.36 | 9.04
10 6T 0.81 1.31 2.66 | 4.08 | 6.22 | 10.9
ONLS | 0.61 1.53 1.40 549 | 839 | 14.3
ocr 1.10 1.93 0.52 17.7 23.2 | 428

For 6, and 05, we observe that 07 and 97-CI give the smallest variance followed by ger

for 0 =5 and o0 = 10. These approximate methods manage to regularize the estimation of
parameters facing a practical identifiability problem in comparison with NLS. Moreover, we
notice the same pattern for ||V ()|, which takes into account covariance among parameters.
However, TE and GP are methods based on approximated solutions and so are likely to
produced biased estimates. That is why we estimated the mean square error to verify that
the price to pay to decrease the variance is not too high in terms of bias. Our methods
have lower global mean square error than NLS which indicate a reasonable bias. GP on the
other hand can have a very large mean square error. The reason, already been discussed
in|Clairon and Brunel (2017); Brunel and Claironl (2015), is linked to the limited ability of
Xg‘ to approach the true solution. This is contrary to our method where the mesh size can
be arbitrarily small and thus Xé{u can be arbitrarily close to the original ODE model.

Influence of model misspecification ~ We still consider the sample size n = 10 with one
level of measurement noise o = 2.5. However, the observations are now generated by using
the stochastically perturbed model:

dxy = —(01 + 02)z1dt + a1 dt

dxg = 91w1dt + thgdt

dxg = (92%1 - (93 + 94)1‘3 + 95%5) dt + Ctxgdt (34)
dx4 = nggdt + th4dt

dxg, = (94%3 — 951‘5) dt + th5dt

with ¢; ~ N(0, 02), we still estimate 6* by using model (34]), which is now a deterministic
approximation of the true process. We plot in Figure 2] the solution of (B3] and one
realization of (34]) for the sake of comparison. This experimental design has been chosen to
mimic a real case of data analysis for chemical processes where the deterministic reaction
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Fig. 2. Solution of (33) (blue) and a realization of (34) (red) for o2 = 0.002.

rate equations are used as an approximation of stochastic differential equations m
(M) We study the effect of misspecification by varying the value of o2 and results are
presented in Tables Bl and [l

Here, the approximated methods manage to efficiently reduce the variance. However,
only the TE estimators maintain a reasonable bias.

4.2. FitzHugh-Nagumo
We now consider the FitzHugh-Nagumo model

. v

{; = CQ‘EV 3 +R) (35)
= —=(V—-a+bR),

which is a nonlinear ODE introduced to study the membrane potential evolution of neurons

FitzHugh (IL%j) Here V' is the neuron membrane potential, R the synaptic conductance

and we consider the partial observation framework where only V' is observed on [0, T'] =

[0, 20]. We take the parameter and initial condition values a* = b* = 0.2, ¢* = 3 and

x5 = (Vi, RS) = (—1,1) given byBamsa;w_‘uaJJ (IZDD_ﬂ) The related ODE solution exhibits

a periodic behavior, as seen in Figure Bl Here, we choose

c(1-V?%/3) ¢cR
A9($,t) = —% —-b

0 0

Oale O

where a third constant state variable Z = 1 is added to absorb the exogenous term a/c. This
model has been chosen as it contains a parameter which is poorly identifiable under NLS,
namely b*. As in the a-Pinene case, we confirm this by eigendecomposition of Z,, (6*, zf))
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Table 3. Scaled variance for misspecified a—Pinene model.

o2 | 102 [ vy [ v@) [ vy [ ven [ v | |v (9)],
67CT | 0.09 | 025 | 1.19 | 0.11 | 0.18 1.41
0.002 67 009 | 029 | 1.32 | 0.13 | 0.22 1.61
ONLS | 0.06 | 0.61 | 0.87 | 0.87 | 1.62 3.19
6cr 0.07 | 0.16 | 0.35 | 048 | 0.61 1.16
6TCT [ 012 | 043 | 217 | 015 | 0.27 2.51
0.004 6T 0.12 | 042 | 217 | 0.18 | 0.29 2.48
ONLS | 012 | 1.78 | 1.99 | 1.52 | 293 6.95
9P 012 | 038 | 051 | 094 | 1.26 2.45
oTCT | 0.13 | 040 | 266 | 0.15 | 0.25 2.92
0.006 o7 012 | 041 | 245 | 0.19 | 0.30 2.83
ONLS | 015 | 2.21 | 213 | 1.78 | 3.64 7.71
6" 0.17 | 044 | 0.70 | 1.12 | 1.49 2.87

Table 4. Scaled mean square error for misspecified a—Pinene model.

of | x1072 | M(61) | M(62) | M(63) | M(6s) | M(65) | M(0)
07CT | 0.10 | 0.29 1.20 | 0.11 0.18 | 1.47

6T 0.09 | 0.29 1.32 | 0.13 0.22 | 1.71
oNLS 1 0.06 | 0.64 | 0.87 | 0.87 1.62 | 3.22
6cr 0.06 1.79 | 0.35 12.9 16.1 | 31.3
o7CT | 0.14 0.45 2.17 0.15 0.27 | 2.55
0.004 6T 0.15 | 0.43 2.17 | 0.18 0.29 | 2.52
ONLS | 0.12 1.78 2.00 1.52 294 | 6.97
oer 0.65 1.82 | 0.53 13.6 16.8 | 32.7
o7CT | 014 | 0.40 2.74 | 0.15 0.25 | 3.02
6T 0.16 | 0.42 2.67 | 0.17 | 0.31 | 2.97
oNLS 1 0.15 2.24 2.17 1.82 3.74 | 7.93
6cr 0.63 1.99 | 0.71 14.0 174 | 33.7

0.002

0.006
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Fig. 3. Solution of [85) and corresponding noisy observations for o = 0.03 (red).

for n = 25, which gives the eigenvectors

0.04 0.08 056 012 —-0.82
-0.97 0.10 -0.12 —-0.09 -0.14
V* o~ 019 028 —-0.80 0.16 —0.48
—-0.04 076 020 054 0.29
-0.13 —-0.57 —-0.07 0.81 0.01

and the corresponding eigenvalues {1}, ,<5 = {0.9, 2.2, 15.7, 44.8, 256.6}. The lowest
descend direction for the NLS criteria is nearly parallel to the b direction in the parameter

space. We select (kj,, A\) among the set {50, 60, 70} x {10i, 5 X 10i}_3<i<_1.

Influence of measurement noise We take n = 25 and consider three levels of measurement
noise (o = 0.01, 0 = 0.03 and o = 0.05). Results are presented in Table

Once more, we see the difference between the approximate methods and NLS for pa-
rameters facing practical identifiability issues. Here GP always gives the smallest variance
for b* and for * in two case out of three. It is directly followed by our approaches. In this
finite sample case the TEs have a lower bias than NLS and GP estimators which explains
their lower mean square error.

Influence of model misspecification ~ We choose sample size n = 25 with variance o = 0.03
for the measurement noise. The observations are now a realization of the hypoelliptic
stochastic differential equation:

_ v
{th = (Vi G+ R)at (36)

th = —Z(W—CL—FbRt)dt‘i‘O'rth
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Table 5. Scaled variance and mean square error for FHN model.

o | x102 | V(@ | V) | VE) | VO, M(a) | M(b) | M(c) | M(6)
071 | 0.03 | 0.70 | 0.01 0.70 0.03 | 0.79 | 0.98 | 1.77
0.01 6T 0.08 | 0.72 | 0.01 0.74 0.08 | 1.04 | 0.87 | 1.93
ONLS | 450 | 26.8 | 0.25 44.4 8.64 | 40.2 | 0.28 | 44.3
6T | 0.01 | 0.52 | 0.01 0.52 1.58 | 49.9 | 2.90 | 54.3
oT:CT | 0.45 | 12.2 | 0.19 12.2 0.46 | 12.3 | 0.93 | 13.1
0.03 o7 1.33 | 11.2 | 0.08 11.8 1.34 | 11.9 | 0.90 | 134
ONLS | 5925 | 424 | 0.25 42.7 114 | 584 | 0.30 | 64.9
6P | 1.37 | 8.89 | 0.01 9.61 1.59 | 50.6 | 2.82 | 544
97CT | 135 | 15.6 | 0.15 15.6 1.35 | 17.4 | 1.10 | 18.3
0.05 6T 3.50 | 28.3 | 0.14 29.1 3.79 | 29.2 | 049 | 30.6
ONLS | 565 | 57.4 | 0.22 57.6 11.9 | 88.3 | 0.24 | 94.9
T | 211 | 12.3 | 0.06 33.7 2.17 | 30.6 | 2.53 | 33.7

with W; a Wiener process and o, a diffusion parameter but * is still estimated by assum-
ing the deterministic model (36 is true. This model has been proposed to include differ-
ent sources of noise acting on R; (fluctuative opening/closure of the ion channels w1th1n
the membrane of the cell, presynaptical currents etc.. i -
(@)).We plot in Figure A the solution of (35 and one realization of ([B6) for the sake of
comparison. It has to be noted that dedicated methods for such hypoelliptic models have
been developed [Ditlevsen and Samson (2017); [Clairon and Samson (2017), but our point
here is to show differences between approximate and exact estimation methods for ODEs
in the presence of misspecification. We study the impact of misspecification by varying o2,
with results presented in Table [l

This example illustrate the benefit of using approximated methods in the presence of
model error as TEs and GP have a lower variance than NLS and also a lower mean square
error. By comparing gT:CI and o7 , we also notice the benefit of profiling on CI.

4.3. Repressilator

We present the Repressilator model proposed in[Elowitz and Leiblex (lZDDﬂ) for the study of
a genetic regulation network. It is made of a feedback loop of 3 couples (mRNA, protein),
denoted (74, pi);<;<3, in which each protein inhibits the next gene transcription in the loop:

vk
s AR g
Til Pliyn Tk fi+ k i (37)
pi = ki iy — k Di-

In this model, we aim to estimate 6* = (v}, v}, vj, s k3g, KU RS RS, KD, RS, RS n*) =

(50, 100, 80, 50, 30, 1, 1, 1, 1, 2, 3, 3) with true initial conditions (1} o, r5 o, 750, P} .0 P30, P30) =

(60, 20, 6,18, 27, 1). In order to reflect a real case observation framework, we consider that
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Fig. 4. Solution of (35) (blue) and a realization of (36) (red) for o2 = 0.1.

Table 6. Scaled variance and mean square error for misspecified FHN model.

o2 | x1072 | V(@ | V) | V(@) | IV©O)l, M(@) | M(b) | M(©) | M(0)
67C1 | 3.63 | 10.3 | 0.07 10.5 3.98 | 104 | 1.00 | 11.9

01 6T 3.36 | 20.4 | 0.18 20.5 3.38 | 21.2 | 094 | 22.2
GNLS | 677 | 409 | 0.27 43.9 10.1 | 76.1 | 0.27 | 82.4

0GP | 6.11 | 28.7 | 0.48 29.7 7.62 | 434 | 0.49 | 45.8

97:CT | 456 | 16.4 | 0.09 16.4 4.63 | 16.8 | 0.96 | 17.7

0.15 6T 8.20 | 30.3 | 0.22 30.5 833 | 33.7 | 0.59 | 34.4
ONLS | 8.9 | 98.5 | 0.48 1.02 10.7 | 109 | 0.51 | 115

6P | 5.88 | 67.3 | 0.39 40.0 5.88 | 67.3 | 0.39 | 67.6

oT:CT | 390 | 16.1 | 0.39 16.1 3.92 | 16.1 | 1.23 | 16.9

0.2 o7 5.10 | 32.5 | 0.23 33.2 6.36 | 39.6 | 026 | 41.6
ONLS | 6.10 | 64.2 | 0.35 64.8 8.06 | 79.5 | 0.37 | 82.1

0P | 104 | 324 | 0.52 34.1 10.6 | 37.6 | 0.68 | 39.3

25
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Fig. 5. Solution of (37) with proteins in green, mRNAs in blue and corresponding noisy observa-
tions for o = 9 in red.

only the mRNA concentrations are measured on [0, 7] = [0, 20] and for structural identi-
fiability reasons we set (k3 1, k1, k2, k3) = (40, 5, 6, 7). We plot in Figure [ the solution
of (B7) corresponding to 6*.

Here, we choose:

K 0 0 0 0 0 i
0 -k 0 0 0 0 2
Arpy— | O 0 M o000 S
' e 0 0 —K 0 0 0
0 k 0 0 -k 0 0
0 0 k 0O 0 -k 0
0o 0 0 0 0 0 0

where, again, a constant artificial state variable Z = 1 has been added. This model has
been identified as sloppy in (Gutenkunst et all (IM) and for our particular experimental
design, the eigendecomposition of Z,, (6*, z;) for n = 25 indicates the subset of parameters
(vi‘ ; V3, U3, kY o, k‘§3) corresponds to the lowest eigenvalues. Henceforth, we separate 6*
into 07 = (v}, v3, v3, kT o, k§3) and 03 = (k{", k5", k", kI, KY", kKL, n*) for presenting
the estimation results and in particular analyze how the different methods behave with the
poorly identifiable parameter set 67. In the following, V(0;), V(62), M(61) and M(62) will
denote the sum of the variance (resp. mean square error) of #; and #3 components. We
select (kn, ) among the set {20, 25, 30} x {107, 5 x 10’

}—3§z’§1 :

Influence of measurement noise We take n = 25 and consider three levels of measurement
noise (0 =9, 0 =10 and o = 11). Results are presented in Table [1
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Table 7. Scaled variance and mean square error for Repressilator

model.

o vy [ vy | v ()] | [men | m@) | mo)
07C1 | 0.16 | 0.12 0.16 021 | 0.15 | 0.24

9 [ o7 0.19 | 0.20 0.21 021 | 022 | 0.25
ONLS | 024 | 0.17 0.26 024 | 0.17 | 0.27
07CT | 0.20 | 0.20 0.22 0.25 | 0.22 | 0.30

10| o7 0.17 | 0.23 0.26 019 | 028 | 0.33
ONLS 1036 | 0.22 0.39 0.37 0.22 | 041
o7:C1 | 0.26 | 0.29 0.28 0.30 | 0.31 | 0.36

1] o7 022 | 0.36 0.38 023 | 0.39 | 0.41
ONLS | 039 | 0.27 0.42 042 | 028 | 0.45

We were unable to obtain results for GP because of an important number of algorithmic
failures during simulations (almost 80% of the runs) due to practical identifiability issues.
Indeed, GP requires the introduction of nuisance parameters 3 needed for obtaining a
smooth curve estimator Xe)‘ which can lead to overfitting with diverging parameter esti-

mates. In a partially observed framework, even for a 0GP value far from 6*, the observed
part of the smooth curve X ;‘/&p can remain close to the observations because the parameters

BA can counteract the effects of G, Clearly, our method improves the estimation of the
subset of sloppy parameters. Even though it is at the expense of 0y estimation for the
highest noise level, our method globally improves the committed error when all parame-
ters are simultaneously estimated, which is the recommended procedure in sloppy models

(2007).

Influence of model misspecification  For the population size and the measurement noise
variance, we set (n, 0) = (25,9). As in the a—Pinene case, the observations are now
generated by a stochastically perturbed version of the original ODE:

(38)

dr; = <p7£f+5,£[”+1] - k‘f’ri) dt + cyrydt
dpi = (k}ﬂ"z — kfpl) dt + ctp,-dt
with ¢; ~ N(0, 02). We plot in Figure [l the solution of (B7]) and one realization of (B8]) for
the sake of comparison. Results are presented in Table
They confirm once again the adantages of using an estimation method based on a
relaxation of the original model in the presence of model error.

4.4. FitzHugh-Nagumo with a functional parameter
We resume the experimental design presented in Section but the true constant pa-

rameter a* is replaced by the function a*(t) = 0.2 (1 +sin(%)). We plot in Figure [ the
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Fig. 6. Solution of [@7) (blue) and a realization of (38) (red) for o2 = 0.5.

Table 8. Scaled variance and mean square error for misspecified Repressila-

tor model.
o2 vy | v [ [v(@)] | [ | ue | me)
67CT | 020 | 0.19 0.21 025 | 0.21 [ 0.29
02=051] ¢7 0.18 | 0.24 0.25 0.18 | 026 | 0.27
oNLS | 027 | 0.23 0.29 028 | 0.23 | 0.31
orCl | 021 | 0.25 0.24 026 | 0.28 | 0.32
o2=1 7 | 018 | 0.24 0.25 0.19 | 029 | 0.32
oNLS | 026 | 0.28 0.33 027 | 029 | 0.35
oTCT | 022 | 027 0.27 026 | 030 | 0.35
o2=15[ g7 | 024 | 025 0.28 025 | 0.29 | 0.33
ONLS | 041 | 0.21 0.37 0.44 | 0.21 | 0.40
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Fig. 7. Left: Solution of (35) for a* constant (blue) and a* time-varying (red). Right: Plot of time-
varying parameter a* .

solutions of B4 for a* = 0.2 and a«* = 0.2 (1 +sin(%)). Here, we compare the varia-
tional approach presented in Section with a classic basis decomposition method for
the simultaneous estimation of #* = (b*, ¢*) and ¥* = a*. Our criteria is based on the
cost ([I3) and thus requires the selection of three hyperparameters k, , A; and Ay. We
retain the value for (k,, A1, A2) which minimizes the prediction error EP among the trial
{20, 25} x {10i}—4§i§—2 X {10i}_4gi§_1 . To estimate a* with NLS and GP we use a finite

basis decomposition, i.e. we approximate a* with a(t) ~ Zfi " Bri,pi(t), here {p;}, is a B-
Spline basis with a uniform knot sequence. The additional K, parameters (3,1, ..., fBrk,)
are estimated by introducing the extended set 8°** = (6, 3,1, ..., B, k,) and K, is selected
Zi(yi—C’chzt,on(ti)F) + 2K,

n
where 7 is the standart initial condition estimator for NLS and for GP we choose 7y =

X gi\fp (0). For a given estimator a, we quantify its accuracy by Monte-Carlo estimator

of the integrated variance V/(a) = fOT (E [a*(t)] —E[a(t)]?) dt and mean square error
M/ @) = Jy E |(@(t) - a*(1))?] dt.

by minimizing the Akaike Information: AIC(@\G“) = nlog(

Influence of measurement noise We take n = 50 and consider two levels of measurement
noise (0 = 0.03 and o = 0.05). Results are presented in Table

Our estimators outperform GP and NLS both for parametric and functional estimation
accuracy. The finite basis decomposition used to replace a leads to use an approximated
version of the original model for estimation purposes. This induced misspecification can
explain the drop in accuracy for the NLS and GP estimators. Moreover, as pointed out
in [Clairon and Brunel GM), the selection of a proper basis and knot location for semi-
parametric estimation is complicated and model-specific. In our case, the extension of
the parametric estimation method to the semi parametric framework is straighforward for
hyperparameters selection.
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Table 9. Scaled variance and mean square error for FHN model with functional

parameter.

o | X102 V() | VE) | Vel | V@) M(b) | M@ | M(6) | M/ (a)
o7:CT | 250 | 0.05 2.50 1.06 2.87 | 0.07 | 2.88 | 1.77

0.03 0T 3.50 | 0.06 3.52 0.77 4.25 | 0.06 | 4.27 | 1.08
ONLS 1 532 | 3.55 7.94 2.26 591 | 3.72 | 871 | 241
6P | 2.84 | 0.01 2.84 2.41 3.17 | 020 | 3.36 | 6.86
o7CT [ 11.7 | 0.17 11.8 3.04 12.1 | 0.27 | 12.2 | 4.00

0.05 0T 8.17 | 0.15 8.21 2.61 819 | 0.22 | 830 | 261
ONLS | 141 | 3.77 15.5 10.1 14.3 | 4.06 | 254 | 11.4
6P | 13.9 | 0.04 13.6 16.7 13.9 | 0.17 | 14.0 | 186

Table 10. Scaled variance and mean square error for misspecified FHN model with
functional parameter.

of | x1072 | V() | V(E© [ IV, | V@) M(b) | M(2) | M(6) | M/ (a)
o7C1 | 11.7 | 0.08 11.7 8.97 11.7 | 0.08 | 11.7 | 9.33
0.1 o7 | 758 | 0.08 7.59 5.26 764 | 0.09 | 7.65 | 6.04
oNLS 175 | 0.07 17.5 9.7 20.6 | 0.12 | 206 | 10.7
9P | 65.4 | 0.11 65.4 12.8 65.8 | 0.14 | 65.8 | 43.9
o7CT 1137 | 0.10 13.7 9.8 137 | 012 | 13.7 | 105
015 |07 1950 [ 009 | 950 6.75 9.56 | 0.10 | 9.58 | 7.43
ONLS [ 323 | 16.7 | 432 36.9 35.8 | 21.3 | 51.3 | 47.7
0cF | 73.7 1 0.15 73.7 58.7 737 1 025 | 738 | 61.3

Influence of model misspecification ~ We choose sample size n = 50 with variance o =
0.03 for the measurement noise. The observations are now realization of the hypoelliptic
stochastic differential equation (B8] for two values of o2. Results are presented in Table
10

Once again, our methods give better results than NLS and GP. The difference is even
more striking here, possibly due to the accumulated effect of the different source of mis-
specifications on GP and NLS. For our approaches, the term Alul,jTul,j present in cost
([I3) takes into account model discrepancy and is expected to mitigate the effect of mis-

specification on estimation Brynjarsdottir and O’Haganl (2014); Kirk et all (2016).

5. Real data case analysis

We focus on a model discussed by [Stein et all (2013) to study the impact on a micro-
biota ecosystem of the interaction between an antibiotic treatment and a pathogen inoc-
ulation.The model used by the authors is an 11-dimensional Generalized Lotka-Volterra
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Fig. 8. Solution of (39) (blue) and solution of (4Q) (red) for different initial conditions.

ODE:
11
i’i = UiT; + xT; Z Mi,jxj + LZ'Z'SZ"U(t) (39)
j=1
fori=1,...,11. Each state variable x; quantifies the presence of one microbial species and

t — v(t) describes the perturbation due to antibiotic administration (here, clindamycin).
Regarding the parameter set (1, M; ;, Si)lgz‘,jgnv i is the growth term for z;, M; ; the
interaction effect of x; on x; and s; the susceptibility of z; to the antibiotic treatment. The
names of the microbial species as well as the values of (u;, M;j, si),. ;-1, are provided
by Stein et all (2013) (Figure 2). Regarding the acquired data in [Stein et al! (2013), they
are divided in three groups of three subjects. Group 1 was exposed to the pathogen
(here, C. difficile), Group 2 received a single dose of clindamycin and Group 3 received
clindamycin and was exposed to C. difficile the day after. We focus on Group 3 for
which the perturbation is the impulse function v(t) = l4—0}- In this restricted case, some
microbiotal species have limited impacts on the whole ecosystem evolution. For parameter
estimation we restrict ourselves to the simplified model:

7
wj = i} ol ) M+ alsiu(t) (40
j=1

where z§ = x; for 1 <14 <5, 2§ = 9 and 25 = x1; and the parameters {uf, M;j, sf} are
defined and linked to the previous parametrization accordingly. For comparison, we plot
in Figure [{ the solution of ([B9) and (0) for three initial condition values corresponding to
the three subjects in Group 3.

Here, we focus on the M; ; estimation for they give the nature of interaction between

species. The different (u;, s;) are considered as known and we estimate the parameter set of
dimension p = 31: 6 = ({Mi,l}i€{1,374,5} ’{Mi,2}i€{273,475}’ {Mi,3}i€{172,3}’ {Mi,4}i€{172,4},
{Mi»5}i€{2,3,4,5} 7{Mi79}i€{3,5}’ {Mivll}i€{1,2,3,4,5}’ {Mllyi}z'e{1,2,3,5,9,11})- The other inter-
action terms are unidentifiable in practice when we use only data coming from Group 3.
Before our real data analysis we perform first a simulation analysis in order to compare
our approach with NLS.
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Table 11. Scaled variance, mean square error and | for Microbiota model.

o vey [ v | v (9)] | [ M@ | m@) [ M@ | |16y | 16) | 1)
0.01 orCl ] 011 | 0.18 0.11 0.18 | 022 | 0.22 1 1 1
ONLS | 0.67 | 1.86 2.04 0.68 | 1.89 | 2.09 0.99 | 0.98 | 0.99
0.02 grCT ] 022 | 0.51 0.28 0.29 | 054 | 0.38 1 1 1
ONLS | 285 | 7.94 8.29 2.80 | 8.06 | 8.46 0.98 | 0.93 | 0.96
0.03 oTCT | 027 | 0.64 0.29 034 | 070 | 0.43 1 1 1
ONLS 1 3.03 | 9.06 6.43 331 | 9.80 | 7.46 0.98 | 0.90 | 0.95

5.1.  Preliminary results on simulated data

To mimic the real case analysis, estimation is based on the observation of three individuals
with different initial conditions z7 (, 25 ; and 23 . Both NLS and our approach requiring
estimation of initial conditions have 52 unknown parameters Hence, to save computational
time, we restrict here to ONLS and 67C1. Because of the parameter dimension and similarly
as in the Repressilator case, we split 9 into two subgroups 61 and 6y according to the
difficulty encountered by NLS to estimate them. To identify 62, we rely once again on
the eigendecomposition of V*D*(V*)~! = T,, (6%, T 05 T30 3:370) for n = 25 where D* =
diag(p1, - . ., 52) is the matrix composed of the 52 eigenvalues p; sorted in increasing order
and V* is the matrix where each column V?; is the eigenvector related to p;. The associated
condition number is equal to x(Z,,) ~ 8 x 1070 which clearly indicates an ill-posed problem
for NLS. Moreover, we have % = 2 x 1079, thus the first 25 eigenvectors correspond to

directions of weak change for the NLS crlterla For each parameter 67 in 6, we compute

F(%) = % to quantify the impact of 6/ on NLS criteria. By doing so we identify
12 parameters such that F'(6;) > 0.63 which will compose 62, the set of parameters poorly
estimated by NLS. The choice of threshold for the eigenvalue rank and F(67) value is
somewhat _arbitrary, but we will see in simulations that the variance and mean square
error for 6V5S come mainly from estimation of fy. As in the Repressilator case, V(Hl)
M(GAl) and V(Gg), M(é;) will have to be understood as the sum of the variance and mean
square error of the 61 and 65 elements. In the presented results, we also compare the ability
of the different estimators to reconstruct the orientation of the interaction graph i.e. we

estimate I(é\) = %Eg* [Zle 1 {sign(B)=sign(6:)} that is, the expected fraction of correctly

retrieved interaction.

Influence of measurement noise We take n = 25 and consider three levels of measurement

noise (o0 = 0.01, 0 = 0.02 and 0 = 0.03). Results are presented in Table [[Il For both 6,
and 0y our approach outperforms NLS. In particular, we retrieve the right orientation for
the interaction graph, whereas the ability of ONVLS to do so decreases with noise, especially
for 65.
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Table 12. Scaled variance, mean square error and | for misspecified Microbiota model

o vey [ v | [v(9)] | [ M@ | m@) [ Me) | |16y | 16) | 16)
0.01 oTCl | 030 | 2.56 1.61 0.69 3.10 | 2.54 1 0.98 1
' ONLS | 0.63 2.04 1.85 1.47 5.73 | 6.40 0.99 | 0.90 | 0.96
0.02 9Tl | 033 | 267 1.59 0.74 3.23 | 2.57 1 0.98 | 0.99
' ONLS 1198 | 6.35 4.78 2.90 9.97 | 9.32 0.98 | 0.88 | 0.95
0.03 9TCI | 035 | 2.76 1.63 0.77 3.37 | 2.59 0.99 | 0.98 | 0.99
' ONLS | 543 16.3 10.6 6.25 19.6 | 14.7 0.95 | 0.83 | 0.91
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Fig. 9. Observed data for the three subjects belonging to group 3. Each line represents a micro-
biota species.

Influence of model misspecification ~ We choose the same sample size and measurement
error levels as before but the observations are now generated by using model ([B9). We are
interested in quantifying robustness of the different estimators with respect to misspecifica-
tion due to neglected interactions, a common feature in the study of biological networks. In
particular, we want to measure the ability of our estimator to retrieve the true interactions
between two state variables despite the presence of unmeasured coufounders. Results are
presented in Table The situation is quite similar to the well-specified case but with the

additional feature that the capacity of #V1 to retrieve the true interaction graph is more
affected by model misspecification than gT:CI.

5.2. Real data analysis
In this section, we proceed to 6 estimation in model ([40) starting from the real data
available in [Stein et all (|2_Qlﬂ) for the Group 3. The data are presented in Figure [0

The original observation interval was [0, 23] but here we restrict to [0, 16] since no
data are available on |16, 23[ and a first estimation attempt on the whole observation
interval [0, 23] lead to poor data fitting of the optimal trajectories Xg for any estimator 7
obtained for any (k,, A) selected values. After some trial and error, we selected k, = 20
and A = 5 x 1075, This gave the mesh size small enough to accurately estimate the ODE

perturbed model, an estimator 97:CT close to the one obtained by |Stein et all (2!!13), and
allowance for the possibility of model discrepancy.
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Fig. 10. First, second and fifth component of XgT,CI and corresponding raw data for subject 1
(blue), 2 (red), 3 (black) in Group 3

Table 13. Scaled (by 102) values for [Stein et al] (2013) estimator §5t“" and
ours §T-C1

pstem [ 1 | 7 ] 18] 20] 1 [30] 6 [ 8 ] 98 [-10
gT.CI -31 -28 | -31 | -20 | -10 | -31 7 -6 | 235 | -7
gStein | _19 36 -10 | -23 | -55 | -16 | -20 | -79 10 9
grCl | 59 | -176 | -6 | -86 | -47 | -30 | 21 [ -80 | 30 | 18
pStein | 191 | 28 | -16 | -50 | 10 | 48 | 69 | 37 | 37 | 67 | -49
oT-CT | 458 | -52 | -33 | -44 1 27 64 38 28 36 10

Despite the use of a simplified model and the presence of outliers which render difficult

a good data fitting of XgT o, (see Figure [[0)), we obtain an estimator consistent with the

values obtained by |Stein et al (120_13) when using a more accurate model. We obtained a
graph orientation close to the one obtained in Stein et all (2013) with only 4 out of the 31
estimated interaction parameters having a different sign (see Table [[3)). This confirms the
benefit of using the approximated methods for real data analysis, where model uncertainty
presence is the rule rather than the exception.

Our methodology copes with potential model misspecification by limiting its effect on
estimation. However, our approach may also be useful for investigating the possibility

of misspecification presence by analyzing the optimal control ugTy o, values, which can be

seen as residuals quantifying the discrepancy between the model and the actual system

dynamic. We present in Figure [Tl for each subject the components of u%  corresponding

[ pT.CcI
to the Xgi ., components presented in Figure One can see clearly there are shared
patterns, for example in the first graph on [3, 6], where the optimal controls present the
same behavior for all subjects. Such features indicate that some deterministic elements of

the actual system dynamic have been missed by the assumed model.
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Fig. 11. First, second and fifth component of u¢

Sr.cr for subject 1 (blue), 2 (red), 3 (black) in group
3.

6. Conclusion

The advantages of using control theory to propose a method which regularizes the esti-
mation problem in ODEs when facing practical identifiability issues and model mlsspec—
ification have been pointed out in [Clairon and Brunel (2018, 2017);

). However, the existing procedures based on continuous control theory can be time
consuming for high dimensional models and require a sufficient number of observations,
given that these methods rely on a non parametric estimator Y of the observed curve.
The methodological and theoretical sections of this work demonstrate we can construct a
consistent estimator with a parametric convergence rate based on discrete control theory
which overcomes these two problems. They also expose how we can easily profile on the
initial conditions to avoid the estimation of additional nuisance parameters. The experi-
mental and real data analyses confirm the good performance of our method in comparison
with non-linear least squares and generalized profiling for small sample case, where the
asymptotic analysis results do not hold.

An under-exploited feature of the method so far is the obtained optimal control. Here,
we only use it for a qualitative based analysis in the real data case, but we suspect that

a full analysis of ud maybe be useful to construct a statistical test of misspecifica-

gT CcI
tion at the derivative level, which is more relevant for such models than the test based

on residuals [Hooker and Ellner (2015). This is a subject for further work. A second
point worth exploring in the future is the extension to mixed effect model in which sev-
eral subjects are observed and despite that they present different trajectories it is as-
sumed their dynamics are ruled by the same evolution law. It means each subject @
follows the equation X = f (t, X,0;) where f is common to the whole population but
0; is an individual parameter defined as the realization of a random variable following a
law p depending to a population parameter 6 i.e. 6; ~ p(f). For these models, dedi-
cated methods are necessary to incorporate inter-patient correlation in the estimation pro-

cess Raftery and Bad (2010); Donnet and Samson (2006); M. Lavielle and Mentrel (2011);
IM.Prague et all Mangﬂ_aﬂ (2014). For our method, it would be interesting to con-

sider mixed-effect on the estimated optimal controls uZ to take into account correlations
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on the commited model error among the individuals.
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1. Introduction

1.1.  Model and objectives

We are interested in the estimation of the parameter 8* from data ¥y, ..., yn, observed on
the interval [0, T, that are realizations of the observation process for i = 0,...,n:
Y;' = CX*(tZ) +¢€; (1)

where X* is the solution to the Initial Value Problem (IVP):

{ i(t) = Ag(z(t), t)x(t) (2)

for (0,z0) = (0, xf) .

Here, we assume the mesh-size A\; between points is uniform i.e A; = A = % and
€ ~ N(0,0%14) are i.i.d. For the purpose of estimation, we introduce the sequence of
discretized costs C{,{’l at the observation points:

ctly. 0 — s allexd @) vl L A TU
T( ) 7x07u) Zz:O 0,xo,u( Z) 1 2+Zz:0 Wi Ui

(3)
= X0 Xprult)TAWXGE (1) + S50 w AU,
T _ Ty
with W; = < _(;/;TC C Y(-jTY}f ) and U a positive definite matrix. Here Xg”i’:’u is ruled by
7
the finite difference equation:
Xgbe (tign) = AGS XG0 () + B A n
X ional0) = X°(0) = (20,1)
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Ay (a;, t) Od,l
014 0

< OBd > . In this case it is known (see/Sontag (1998) for example) the cost C’;’l(Y; 0, xo,u)
1,dy

with AL, = Topr + AAgo(Xgt Vo(t), 1), Agp(.t) = ( ) and By =

has a global minimum in « , denoted ug’l and equal to:

a dl dle dle
gy = —(U+ ABL By (Y)B1) 7' B By (V) AG S XG0 () ()

with Eg Zl(Y) the solution of the discrete Riccati equation:

T
d,l dyl, d,l dl,
EM(Y) - AG,G%i) Ee i+1(Y)AG ge,' + AW;

(Y)B,| BT E}!

die d,l
- (AG,G,i) Eyi(Y)ABU + ABTE& 9,141

By (Y) = AW,

d,l,e
(Y)Ady  (0)

and Xg’i’: the extended optimal trajectory i.e the solution of (@) for the control uZ’l.
Moreover, the minimum cost value is equal to:

SL(Y'50,m0) = inf CF/(Y;0, m0,u) = X°(0)7 Ejo(Y)X(0).

From this, it is also easy to see that inf, C%’l(Y;H,xo,u) is a quadratic form w.r.t xg

and then we can profile inf, C%’I(Y;H,:Eo,u) on xy without complexifying too much the
computational problem. We also introduce the cost sequentially profiled on u then zq:

SSHUY;0) = infinf CE(Y; 0, 20, u) = iﬂ,er(O)TEgZ(IJ(Y)Xe(O)‘

To u

Let us now assume we have access to the true continuous signal: t — Y™*(t) = CXg- 4 (1)
then we can define the sequence of continuous costs:

CL(O,z0,u) = do*+ [T <H0Xéx0u(t)—Y*(t)Hz—i—u(t)TUu(t)> dt

le le T (7)
= Jy (X0, WX, (@) + u)TUu()) dt.

. _ cTe —CTY*(t) Le .
with W (t) = < VOTC YTV (t) + d o? and X, the solution of the extended
ODE:
Xy analt) = Aco(Xy o, (1), X35, (1) + Brut?) -
th’x0 ,(0) = X°(0) = (a;o, 1).
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As in the discrete case, the cost (7l) has a unique minimum on w« , denoted u_le and equal to:
ub(t) = —U_lBipEé(t)Xé’io (t) with E}, the solution of the continuous Riccati equation:

Ey(t) = ~W(t) — Ago(Xy 10 (8).)T By (t) — Ej()Aga(X; 2 (£),1)
+Eg(t)BlU 'BTEL(t) (9)
Ey(T )—0d+1,d+1

and X , the extended optimal trajectory i.e. the solution corresponding of @) for the

control U= ue. We can also express the profiled cost on u then xg in a similar way as in
the discrete case:

SY0,z0) = inf, CL(0,z0,u) = X¢(0)T EL(0)X¢(0)
SCLY@) = inf,, inf, CL(0, zo,u) = inf,, X¢(0)T E4(0)X(0).

Finally, we introduce the asymptotic cost:

0, 20,u) = do?+ [T (H(zxggou(t)—Y*(t)H2+u(t)TUu(t)> dt

(10)
= ) (XS OTW XG5S (0 + u(t) V(b)) db
associated to the ODE:
Xéx;:u = AG,G(Xg,Oxﬁ( ) )ngneu + Blu(t) (11)
X mou(0) = X(0) = (0, 1).
Again, for a given couple (6, zg), the optimal control denoted @ is equal to:
uP(t) = —U™ B Eg°() Xgoe(t)
by introducing the continuous Riccati equation:
E(t) = =W(t) — Ago(Xgor (6), )T EF(t) — E5*(t)Ag o (Xgor (1):1)
—|—E°°( ) WU'BTE(t) (12)

t
E&(T) = 0441,d41-

and we can express the profiled cost values S (6, z¢) = inf, C°(0, xg,u) = X°(0)T E5°(0)X¢(0)
and S¢1°°(0) := inf,, X°(0)T E3°(0)X°(0) . In the different costs definition, we dropped
the dependance in U because no asymptotic behavior conditions are required on it for the
next proofs.

In the linear case since Ag does not depends on x anymore, we have C%’ll = C;lilz and
C’él = C’% = CF for all I and I3 belonging to N. Thus, there is no need to consider the
asymptotic in [ in this case and we drop the dependance in [ in all quantities of interest
ie. C’% = C’é,{’l, Cr = C’%p and S¢7 .= SELL and for the solution of the Riccati equation.
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1.2. Hypothesis & Notations
1.2.1. Hypothesis for 7 in the general case.

Condition 1: For all t € [0, T] and for all § € ©, x —— Apy(x,t) has a compact support
A.

Condition 2: For all x € A, § — Ap(x,.) is continuous on © and VO € O, (x,t) —
Ap(x,t) is continuous on A x [0, T7].

Condition 3: Matrix B has independent columns.
Condition 4: The true parameters (0, ;) belong to the interior of © x x.

Condition 5: The solution Xy ,, of ) is such that if C Xy, (t) = CXg- ,.(t) for all
t € [0, T then (0, z0) = (0%, xo+).

Condition 6: For all z € A, § — Ay(z,.) is differentiable on O, for all § € O, (x,t) —

aA"aEgm’t) is continuous on A x [0, T7.

Condition 7: For all z € A, § — Ay(x,.) is twice differentiable on O, for all § € O,

(x,t) — % is continuous on A x [0, T7.

2 Qoo * *
Condition 8: The asymptotic hessian matrix W is nonsingular.

1.2.2.  Hypothesis for 97.C1 in the linear case
Condition L1: For all § € O, t — Ay(t) is differentiable on [0, T].

Condition L2: § — Ay is continuous on ©.
Condition L3: For all § € ©, Ry(0) is nonsingular, where Ry is defined by ODE (I3).
Condition L4: The true parameter 0* belongs to the interior of 6.

Condition L5: The solution Xy, of ) is such that if C Xy, (t) = CXp« 4,.(t) for all
t € [0, T then (0, z0) = (0%, zo+).

Condition L6: § — Ay is C? on O.

Condition L7: The asymptotic hessian matrix % is a nonsingular matrix.

1.3. Notation
We denote:

(a) A= SUDP(9,2,t)eOx Ax[0, T) Ao (z, )], -
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aAg x
(b) 0A = SUP(9,z,t)e@x Ax[0, T} H— o H
2A9 CC
(c) 2A = SUP(,2,t)e@x A [0, T ‘ 20 = H

(d) 0;(1) an arbitrary function g (possibly vector or matrix valued) such that lim;,_, ., g(I) =
0.

(e) on(f(D)) (resp On(f(L)) ) a
g(A)

ued) such that lim,, a = lima, g f%ﬁ% = 0. (resp lim,, oo gEA)) = L with L

arbitrary function g (possibly vector or matrix val-

constant and finite).

() opn(f(AD)) (resp Opn(f(A)) ) a random variable g such that I2) tends to 0 in

()
probability when n — 400 ( resp ?EA)) is bounded in probability when n — 400).

(g) For the proof of estimator consistency and asymptotic normality in the nonlinear case,
we often use the notation v = (6, o) as well as 7 = © x .

For the sake of notation we denote @ for both #7 and §7°C1 , the ambiguity being clarified
by the context.

2. Profiled costs: alternative representations, well-definednesses and regularities

In this section, we derive the expressions of Sﬁl, St and S (resp. s¢ I’l, SCLL and §CT:o0)
w.r.t to the solutions of simplified versions of the original Riccati equations (@l [0 and [12)).

The interest is twofold, first it reduces the computational burden for S, and Sg Lt opti-

mization and make the theoretical asymptotic analysis of our estimator easier by specifying

1.1
Sel

precisely where the measurement errors intervene in S’ and . In this section, we de-

note X_,lj and ijl’l the discrete and continous optimal trajectories whether or not we profile
on the initial conditions.

ProrosiTiON 1. We have:
Sl(H,JEO) = 5’351%( )11304—2:1:0 hl( )
Jo (V7Y (8) +d o® = By ()T BU~ BTh)(¢)) dt
—hg(0)T Rp(0)~"hg(0)
+Jo (V@TY(t) + d o — By ()T BU BT (1)) dt

I+

SC”(H)

with:

RL(t) = —CTC — Ag(X5 (1), )T R () — RY (1) Ap (XL (1), 1)
+RL(t)BUTBTR, ()
hh(t) = CTY*(t) — Ag(X5L(t), ) Rl(t) + Ry (t)BU "B R (1) (13)
XL () = Ag(Xy (1), 0) XL (t) — BU BT (Ry (1) XL (t) + hiy(1))

(RH(T), hy(T)) = (04,4, Oa1)

where X1(0) = xo for SY(6,20) computation and X! (0) = —RL(0)7TRL(0) for SCTL(0).
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Similarly, we have the expressions:

S0, w0) = Re (0)zg + 228 hge(0)

+ Jy (VOTY*(t) +d 0 — hi(t)TBUT BThF (1)) dt
Selee(g) = —h°°( )T R (0)=*hgo(0)

+ [T (Y TY*(t) + d o — hi()TBU T BThg (1)) dt

with:

RE(t) = —CTC — Ag(XF(t), 1) Ry () — (1) Ag(XF (1), )
+R3°(t)BU BT R (t)

ha? (t) = CTY*(t) — Ag(XF (1), )T hi® () + R (1) BU ' BThi® (t)
X(t) = Ag(XF(t), ) X2 (t) — BUT' BT (R (1) X3 () + hi®(t))
(R(T), h*(T)) = (0g,d; 0a1)

where X3°(0) = xq for S®(0,x0) and X (0) = —R$°(0)~1h3°(0) for SC1°0(0) .

(14)

PROOF. It is easy to verify that Eé is symmetric and thus can be decomposed under the

Ry(t)  hy(t)

form EL(t) = < BT ab(#) ) We now re-inject this expression into the ODE (9) to
0

. ae
obtain: L oo —CTY*(L‘)
9”“( vOre YT o2>

Ap(X5T(1),1) 0an )
d

ctc —CTY*(t)
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From this we can derive the ODE followed by each element of Eé,

Ré( 1) = —CTC — Ag(XI71(8), )T Ry (t) — Ry (1) Ag (XI71(8),1)
Ry(t)BU' BT Rj(t)
hé( ) = CTY*(t) — Ag(X5 (1), )"y () + Ry(t) BU ' BT hj (1)
ab(t) = —Y*()TY*(t) — d o2 + hb ()T BU= BT hl ()

in particular, ab(0) = f (Y*()TY*(t) + d o* — hy ()T BUT BT R (1)) dt and:

inf, CL.(Y;0, 20, u) Xe(0)TEL(0)X<(0)

() (7)

= (0)1:0 + QIOThl (0) + b (0)
+ f *(t)TY*( ) + d o? — h(t )TBU—lBThg(t)) dt
hence the expression for SY(0,z0). One can see inf,, C%F(H,:Eo,u) is quadratic w.r.t to xo with
the minimum reached for mle 0= —RL(0)7LRL(0), from this we easily obtain:
SCLU9) = inf,, inf, CL(Y;0,20,u)

—hg(0)" Ry (0)~ 7y (0)
I (Y*(t)TY*(t) +do® - hé(t)TBU*lBThg(t)) dt.

_|_

The optimal cost becomes
u(t) = —UTBTEL()XU(1) = —U BT (RY(OXT(1) + k(1))

and from this we derive the ODE followed by X_fj For S (resp. S¢T>°), the formal
computation is almost the same as in S' (resp. SCTL) case and thus is omitted.

PROPOSITION 2. For all (1,i) € N x [0, n], Eg’f(Y) is symmetric and can be written
d,l d,l
dl( )_ ( R@,i h@,i(Y)

Ey, (Y) = dl a1 . Moreover, each element is ruled by the finite difference
" he:i(Y)T g (Y)
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equations:
iy = Ryi +ACTC+A (Rél:iHAe(Xﬁ’l‘l(ti), i) + Ag(X3" 7 (84), ti)TRZZ§+1>
d,l— d,l d,l—
+ AZAG (XD (k) t) T Ry Ap (XD (t), 1)
— ARG BG(Ryt )BTRGL, (Ig+ AAg(X0' ™ (1), 1:))
— A2Ap(XPN (), 6) TRy, BG(RG, )BT Ry (Ig + AAg (X (t:), 1))
hgt(V) = hgi (V) = ACTY; + AAp(X5 ! (t:), 1) Thgt, (V)
- — Alla+ AAg(XT T (), t0) TRy BG(Ry L) BThy (V)
X0 (ti) = (Ta+ AKX (1), 1)) X (1)
~ ABG(Ry!, )BT (joﬁ " (Id + AA (X (), ti)) Xt + hfj;ﬁH(Y))

(15)

-1
with final condition (RY! | h! (V) = (ACTC, —ACTY,) and G(Rg:iﬂ) = [U + ABTR;[:EHB] =

O,n° ""O,n

— — 1
U140, ,.(D), XHN0) = 2o for SL(Y; 0, 20) and X2'(0) = — (Rép) hl(,’o for SSH(Y;6).

Moreover, the profiled cost can be expressed as
SL(Y'30,m0) = ad Ry gwo + 2k o (V) o + AYTY,,
n— dl d,l dl
+4 Zi:ol (YiTYi - he,i-i-l(Y)TBG(RG,i+1)BTh6,i+1(Y))
cI,l d,l i\t
SCT(Y560) = = (v)T (RM) el (V) + AYTY,

n— d,l d,l dl
+A Zi:Ol (YiTYi - he,i-i-l(Y)TBG(RG,Z'-i-l)BThG,i—i-l(Y)) :

PROOF. We prove that by using the finite difference equation (6l) and reversed time in-
duction. It is obvious the property holds for Eg L(Y) Now let us assume it holds for i+1 i.e.

that: B0 (V)= Rg:ﬁﬂ hgziﬂ(y) Now let us compute (Ad’l’e )T B (Y)Ad’l’6
“ Lo = d,l d,l : G.0,i 6,i+1 G.0,i0
o he,i+1(Y)T agli1(Y) ' a '
we have:

T
d,le d,l d,le
(AG,G,i) By (Y)AG
d,l d,l d,l d,l—1
_ < Ryiiq by (Y) ) +A< Ry i1 Ae(Xo" (i), 1) 0a,1 )

d,l d,l —
hgi (V)T g, (V) hyt (V)T Ag(XE (1), 1) 0

+A< Ap(XET (1), t) Ry Ap(XT (1), 1) R, (V) )
01,q 0

+A2 Ap(XP (), ti)TRg,iHAG (t;) Oan
01,4 0

g pod | R(ERyL) Fa(hyi, (V)
_F(Eg,fﬂ—l( )) C < FQ(hz:ijl(er))T FS(agiil(Y))
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where the symmetric matrix F' is easily derivable by identification and the d dimensional
square matrix F] only depends on Rg’ﬁ 4+1- Now let us compute the expression in U +

AB{E;};H (Y)B1]™!, we obtain:

U + ABlTEg:fH(Y)Bl]fl

-1
vea(mmr, mdao ) (0]

-1
B
vea(sR, mnlm ) (0]

~ [v+2aBTRY, Bl =G
= + 9.i+1 = G(Ry )

with G a d,, symmetric (as the inverse of a symmetric matrix square matrix depending

d,l
only of Ry, . Moreover, we have:

T
d,l.e d,l
(AG,G,i) Ee,z‘+1(Y)Bl

S T d,l d,l
Y AN Ag(Xg’l 1(ti),ti) 04,1 djl%e,iﬂ hg,éﬂ(y) < B )
01,4 0 hgip (V)T agi, (V) 01,4,

- T d,l
= (I + A Ag(XTN (), 1) 04,1 djl{e,iﬂfi
01, 0 hyip (V)" B

Ryt B+ AAg(XP' (1), t) TRy, B
hz:§+1(Y)TB

SO we can compute:

d,le \T d,l d,l T pad,1 d,l,e
(AG,G,'L) By (YV)B1G(Ry ;1) By Byl (Y)AG G

_ ( Ry 1B+ AAg (XD (1), )T R, B >G<Rdv% ) ( Foli B el (o ) Rty )T
holip (V)T B o g (V) B
d,l—1 T\ pd,l
_ ( (I +AA9(2(§’£+1((3))%Z) IRy i1 B G(RZ,’EH)( BTRIL, (I + AAg(XTT2(83),8))  BTAEL, (V) )
L ( Hl(R;,’iJA) H2(Rg,’i+1vhg,’i+1) )
. HQ(RZ:iJrl!hg:iJrl)T H3(Rz:i+17hg:§+1 .

By re-injecting all the derived expression in (@), we obtain:

1 - Fl(Rd:i ) FQ(
Foiv) = ( Fy(hy, 9 (?))T Fy(agi (Y))

0.i+1
d,l d,l d,l

A Hdll(Re,iH) H2(Rz,§'+1vh§,%+1)

Hy(Ry' hg,iJrl)T H3(Ryi 1 higiq1)

hyia (Y)) T —CTY,
M( —vre vy, )

and Eg Zl(Y) is symmetric and has indeed the required form, hence the recursion. We also
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obtain the following finite difference equation:

Ryt = Bjl £ ACTC+ A (R, ApKET (), t) + As(XETT (1), 40T Ry L )

+ A2AG(XPTN (1), 1) TRy A (XS (1), 1)

— A(La+ DA (XET (8, t) )Ry BG(RY )BT RyL (T + AAg(XET (1), 1))
Wl Y)Y = RELL(Y) = ACTY; + AAg(XETN (1), 6) TR (V)

— A+ A (X1, ti)T)Rg;jﬂBG(Rg;gH)BThng(Y)
aflY) = afl (V) + AYTY: - AR (V) BG(RG, )BT hY L (Y).

From these equation, we easily derive that:

SL(Y;6,20) == X¢(0)TEJ{(Y)X¢(0)

G ) (e ) (1)
hgo(Y) 00(Y) 1

~(aF 1) (i, )
hy'o(Y) 2o + agy(Y)

= 2l Ry wo + 2hy o (V)T xo + 0y (Y)
= xd Ry ywo + 2hg o (V) w0 + AY,TY,
A (YT - iyl (V)T BG(RY ) BThyL (Y)) -

As in the continuous case, inf, C%’I(Y; 0,0, u) is quadratic w.r.t to xg with the minimum

—1
reached for :Eg’é =— (Rg’lo) hlm and SSI’I(Y; ) becomes:

CI,l dl i\, dl
Sy ;0) = —hdd (v)T (RM) el (V) + AYY,
n— d,l d,l d,l
+AY (YiTYz' - hG,i—I—l(Y)TBG(RG,i+1)BTh€,i+1(Y)> :

The optimal control becomes:

gt = ~C(RL )BT (R (Lo+ AAg(XE 1), 1)) X3 (00) + A1 (1))
and from this we derive the finite difference equation followed by x4

PROPOSITION 3. Given 6 € © and | € N, R}(0) is invertible if and only if:
1) the matrix

Ob(T) = /0 ! (0¢g(t,0))Tc<1>g(t,0)dt (16)

is invertible, where <I>l9 is the resolvant of (8),
2) the following implication holds:

= 0= xp = 2. (17)




Supplementary Materials 11

PROOF. Similarly as in the discrete case, we have min,, 5IT(9, 20,U) = zgﬁé o(Y)zo with:

~l T r( CTC 041 ! T
Ch 0,00 = [ Zhenult? (0,041 ) Zhyult) 4 utt Uult)
0 9

linked to the finite difference equation:

Zlg0u(t) = Ago(X51 (), 1) 2}, ,(t) + Biu(t) (18)
Zé,ZQ,’U,(O) = ZO

here Eé is the solution of the Riccati equation (@) where the weight function t — W (¢) has

T -

been replaced by < CO ¢ Oé’l > , henceforth Eé and Eé share the same component ng. We
1,d

define g s.t %TRIO(O)% =0and 2y = < 1300 ) From this, we derive min,, 5}(9, 20,u) =0

which implies u_le = 0. The ODE corresponding to the optimal trajectory becomes:
Zl.2(t) = Ago(X5H (1), 1) 2}, (1)

! (t,0) 7o

Hence the optimal trajectory is Zé z (t) = < 6 > Thus, the minimal cost has

the simpler expression

" T
min G (6, 55, u) = / 7T (1,0)T (CTC) &, (¢, 0) Todt
w 0

so we have: %TRIO(O)% = min,, 6}(9, 20, u) = :%TOIO(T).:UO =0
and we can conclude.
We now demonstrate (I7) = (@), we choose an arbitrary initial condition zj re-

specting %TOé(T)% = Zo" (fOT P, (t,0)" cTCdl (t,0) dt) Zo = 0. We denote X, 4 and

X} ;2 the solutions of X = A(XNt),t)X respectively with initial conditions x§ and

azg =T+ a:(l]. By superposition principle for linear ODE solution we have (I>l9 (t,0)xg =
Xé@(l)(t) — X(l,’x% (t), hence () imposes that X(l,’w(l)(O) = X(l,’w%(O) and so zg = 0.

To demonstrate the implication (I6) = (IT), we take two functions X 4 and X, ; 42 A8

2 ) —

sumed to verify HC’Xé o~ CX} 2| = 0 solutions of X = A(X51(t),t)X with respective

initial conditions 2§ and z3. We know the function difference Xg@,;(t) = Xé% (t)— X(l,’gﬁg (t)

is equal to @} (¢,0) 7o and so :%TOle(T)% =0, O}(T) invertibility gives us zf — 23 = 0.

PROPOSITION 4. Under conditions C1-C2, we have HE;lf(Y)H2 = Opn(1) and HEé(t)H2 =
O, (1) respectively uniformly on N x [0, n] x © and on N x [0, T| x ©
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PROOF. By property of the solution of Riccati equation, we have

n—1
A By (Y)z = min {AZZ;ZM ' Wizgl ,~)+AZu,~TUUZ} >0

u={Ug,..un_1} i—k
i . )
where Z,, . is the solution of
32k,

d’l d7l7 —
Z?izk u(ti"‘l) AG Gez sz u( 2) + B1Ay;
l
Z@ zk,u(tk) = Zk

where T = {u_i}z‘e[[k,n—l]] is the optimal control. This holds for every possible values zj.
In particular, we have the bound z,{Eg:,lf(Y)zk <A, Zgik( i)TWiZg”ik (t;) with Zg”ik
solution of:
{ Zé;’ik (tiy1) = Acclffée,izgik (t:)
Zﬁék (tk) = Zk.

According to the discrete Gronwall lemma [I6], and conditions 1-2, we have the bound
_ _ T _
ZE (1) < €Tz, for i € [k, n— 1], thus ngg’,i(Y)zk <A <eTAzk> WieT42, <

Q,Zk
_ T _
AY, (eTAzk) WieT4z,. Using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality we have ngg’,i(Y)zk <

2|2 2TAA S |[Will, for all 2. Since

ALY = AN (Yi— OXoe gy (ti) + OXpe o5 (t:))
= w2 (Vi = OXoeay (1)) + A3, CXp- o (1)
— E(e*@[*)) [€1] +f0 CX@*@;«)(t)dt = fO CXo ax (t)dt

almost surely (The first term is obtained by using the law of large number, the second as
the limit of a Riemann sum) and

AT Y = CXge g ( ||§ + A O s (1))
+ 2830, (Yi— OXe- zo(J) C X 3 (1)
- 71121:1 |‘€Z|‘2+AEZZIHCXH*7mO |2_|_2 Ez 1 zOXG* *( )

— do®+ [ [|C X ax(8)

ALYl

I
by using Prohorov’s theorem (van der Vaart (1998) theorem 2.4), we know that A 37 || W[, =
Opn(1). Henceforth HEZ,IC(Y)‘L = Opn(1) uniformly on N x [0, n] x ©. Similarly as in

the discrete case, we derive the following bound in the continuous case:

T
TEY 1)z < 20 (TY'QZb.(T) + / b ()W (s)Z) ., (s)ds
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with

Zi (s) = Aco(XL N (s),8) 25, (s)
Zé’zt (t) = Zt

for all z;. Using the continuous version of the Gronwall lemma we obtain Z} . (8) <

eTA% and so 2] Eb(t)z < || 2|12 e2TA(|Qlly + fOT W (s)l||5ds). This allows us to conclude
HEé(t)H2 = Oy(1) uniformly on N x [0, T] x ©.

3. Well-posedness nature of control problem ({{0)-({1)

In order to derive asymptotic properties of 97 and §T:C1 , we need to ensure the well-

posedness nature of the optimal control problems defining our estimators. That is, the
existence of an admissible solution for the problem (IQ)-(II]) for each possible value (0, z).
For linear models this is a classic outcome of Linear-Quadratic theory. In the non-linear
case however it depends on the cost function and the vector field regularities w.r.t state
and control. That is why we prove here the existence of min,cy, , C7°(0, 7o, u) where Up .,
is the set of feedback controls:

U zy = {uv(t) = U BT (Ry(t) Xom, (t) + ho(?)), (Ro, hy) € L2 ([0, ], R4 x Rd)} .

The proof is almost similar as the one presented in (Clairon and Brunel (201 7) but with the
additional requirement that g ,, belongs to Ug ,, which in turn calls for the introduction
of C3.

Theorem 5. Under conditions C1-C2-C3 for all signals Y € L?([0, T ,Rd,) and for
all 6 € ©, the asymptotic control problem (I0)-(11l) admits at least one solution. It
exists a control Ty belonging to Uy, that minimizes the cost, i.e. CF(0,x0,Ugz,) =
minyey, ., C7°(0, 70, u).

PROOF. Thanks to model regularity conditions, we know it exists admissible controls
u, € L2([0, T], R%). Thus, we can consider an admissible minimizing sequence {ufj}l N’
< C®(v,u!) with A the maximum eigenvalue of U, the sequence

e
{ul} is uniformly bounded in L?([0, T],R?), a reflexive Banach space, according to THE-
OREM II1.27 in (@), its exists a subsequence converging weakly to a limit g 4, .
Using Holder inequality || fgll ;. < |/ fl|z2 9]l ;2 » we derive the subsequence boundedness in
L'([0, T],R%). (For the sake of notation, we still denote the subsequence by {uf}). For
the following, u, denotes the upper bound of the sequence {ufj}
Knowing that:

Since we have A\ Hu

Ko (6 = Xo)]| = (A0 (Xus (8,5 s (6) — A (X0 (), D Xu(0)]
|Bus, @]

(A + ) || Ko (6) — Xo0)]], + 1B, [ 0],

2

IN 4+ INA



14 Quentin Clairon

here A, < oo is the Lipschitz constant of A w.r.t state, which existence is ensured by C2
as a continuous function on a compact subset. Gronwall’s lemma gives us:

X000 (8) = Xo(®)]|, < [1Blly fi A |[ui (s))], ds
and so:
X Oy < [ Ko ( 3>;XU<>H2+HXU<t>Hz
< |1Blly A Lt ()], ds + suprepo, 71 1Ko (E)]ls -

The control uf, being bounded in L' ([0, T],RY), X,, ,; (modulo a subsequence) is uniformly
bounded on [0, 7] and since:

%], = [Fow® - L], + [0,
< Ae( i (1), 6) X (1) — Ag(Xo(t), )Xo (1)),
+ H2+||A9( (t)7 )Xv(t)H2 )
< (_A+A ) ([ Xou () = Xo (O], + [| Bui, ()],
+  Asupiepo, 71 | Xo ()5

XU,% is also bounded in L%([0, T, R?), hence (again modulo a subsequence) X97x07u2; con-

verges weakly to a limit X,,.

Since the sequence X, ,i is equicontinuous because HXU,% (t) = Xopui (1) H2 <A !t —¢ !—l—
| Bl|5 u\/|t —t'|, we can invoke Arzela-Ascoli theorem to obtain the uniform convergence
(modulo a subsequence) of X,,,: toward a continuous function X, on [0, T'|. Using the
identity, Xy, (1) = zo+ fg Xv% (s)ds and by taking the limit we know X, is an absolutely
continuous function with X, (t) = X_U(t) a.e.

Since B has independant columns then (U_IBT)Jr = (BU_zBT)_1 BU™! is the Moore-
Penrose inverse of U~' BT and is a left inverse of U~'B”, and reminding that the sequences
{Xv% }Z en and {u’v}Z oy are bounded and convergent, we can construct a bounded se-
quence {Rfj, hﬁj} which converges to a limit {R_v, h_} such that it respect the relation

RE(0) Xy (t) + hi(8) = (U1 BT) T () and Ry ()X, (1) + hyo(t) = (U'BT) " @, (t). For

example, we could take for R!, a continuous bounded function and hi(t) = —R(¢) X, . (t)+

(U~ 1BT)+ u! (t) and thus, u, € U,.
We respect the hypothesm of THEOREM 6.38 in [Clarke (@ and we derive from that:

C®(v,T,) < liminf C° (v, u!)) = inf O (v, u).
1—> 00 u

We now demonstrate Uypsiion is an admissible process (thus the infimum is reached). Using
uniform convergence we have X, (0) = xg. The last thing left to show is that X, is a
trajectory corresponding to ,, thus X, = X, 5,. For any measurable subset S of [0, T
we have:

[ (R () = 40X 0,00 Xo,00(6) — B (1)) e =0
S
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by weak convergence we directly obtain fs 'Uu (t)dt — st dt and | S Bul,(t)dt —
f ¢ Buy(t)dt. Using continuity of the vector field on a compact and invoking domlnated

convergence theorem: [¢ Ag(Xyui (t),8) Xy (t)dt — [o Ag(X,(£), 1) X, (t). By taking
the limit we obtain:

[ (Fu) - AT @.0X00) - Bu o) de = o.
S
Hence, we have indeed demonstrate @, € L%([0, T],R?) and

Xo(t) = A(X, (1), )X, (t) + B, (t) a.eon [0, T
XU(O) = X0

which finishes the proof.

4. Consistency

4.1. ﬁ, general case
Theorem 6. Under conditions C1 to C5, we have

(5, 55) (67, )
in probability when (I,n) — co.

ProOF. First, we decompose the difference S®(v) — S.(Y;v) in two terms we can
analyse separately:

S%(v) = Sh(Yiv) = S%(v) = S'(v) +5'(v) = S}(Y30).
By using the continuous profiled costs formula given by proposition [II we obtain for the
first term
5% (v) = S'(v)
= af R (0)wo + 20502 (0) + [y (Y*(OTY* () +d 0> = b2 ()T BU BT (1)) dt
—2T RL(0)ag — 22T kL (0) — [ ]( OTY*(t) +d o — hg(t)TBU—lBThg(t)) dt
_550 (R(0) - R, (0 )) To + 21y (hgo( )_hé(o))
Jo (RLOTBULBT (L (1) = h3E(0) + (k1) — b= (1) " BU'BThE (1))t
By using lemma [I8 we conclude that sup,cy [S>(v) — Sl(v)| = 0;(1). Now, we control
the difference S'(v) — S (Y;v) by using the form given by proposition [ and B :
S'(v) = 8, (Ysv) =
7 (Rl (0) = REp) wo + 208 (hL,(0) = h(Y))
+ [ ( (7Y (1) +d 0?) dt — AL VY

— ([T L )T BUBTRL (t)dt — A Y7 b
0 v

S (V)T BGRYL)BTHL L (V)
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Lemma I3, gives us sup,er |[RES — B (8[| = opnl(1), supyer 125 = b k)| = 0pn(D)

ozl (Rl (0) — RZ lo) zo+ 228 (hlv(O) - hg”lO(Y)> = 0p (1) uniformly on 7. Regarding the
second term, we have:

(T ) + d o?) de - AT VY

= AT (Y)Y (1) + d 0*) + Opn(D?)

A E?:O (Y*(ti)TY* (tz) +2Y* (ti)TEi + EZ-TSi)

=AY Y () e = AT (d 0® — el i) + Opn(L7).
with AS T Y*(t)Te; ~ N(0,02A23 0 V*(t)TY*(t;)) = opn(l) and AT ((do? —
el'e;) = 0p.n(1) by using the strong law of large numbers. Thus,

T n
/ (Y*(t)TY*(t) + d’a2) dt — A VY = 0pn(1).
0 i=0

Regarding the third term, we have:

ST BUT BT R (t)dt — A ST RS (V)T BG(RSL )BTRL (V)
=AY (hi}(tiJrl)TBU’lBThi}(tlJrl) bl (N)TBGEREL, VBRI (Vv )) + 0, (A2)
= A (W0 0 n(0) T BUTET (WL () + 0. () = AELL (DT BG(RY () BTHE, 1 (V)
+0,(1?)
=axry ((hff;i-ﬂm +0pn (1)) BUTLBT (AL (V) + 0pn (D) = L, (V)T BUT BT R iﬂm) + Op,n (D)
=4 Z?;ol 0p,n(1) + Op,n (L) = 0p.n(l)
uniformly on I". The third equality has been obtained by using lemma [I[7] and the fifth
one by using proposition @ From this, we have sup,cy |S'(v) — SL(Y;v)| = 0pn(1) and
triangular inequality gives us:
sup | S (v) — SL (v, v)‘ =o1(1) + opn(1).
veT

Application of proposition [0 and the fact that v — S°°(v) is continuous on the compact
T gives us the identifiability criteria required to apply theorem 5.7 inlvan der Vaart (Im%)

PROPOSITION 7. Under conditions C1 to C5 v* is the unique global minimizer of S°°(v)
onT.

We have shown in theorem [l the control problem defining our estimator is well posed i.e. it
exists a control u3® such that u® = arg min,cy, C°(v, u) where U, is the set of feedback
controls:

U, = {uv(t) = U BT (Ry(t) X o, (t) + ho(£)), (Ro, ho) € L2 ([o, 7], R4 x Rd> } .
By using theorem 2 in Cimen and Bankd (2004), we derive ul, = argmin,ey, C4(v,u)

uniformly converges to uS° , hence:

5% (v) = d o*+ inf {/OT (HCng’u(t) — Y*(t)Hi + u(t)TUu(t)) dt} :

uel,
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from which we derive the lower bound S*°(v) > d ¢ for all v € 7. We now demonstrate
this lower bound d % can only be attained by v*. The associated ODE to the profiled cost
S(v) is:

V,Up° v,uS° v,ue

XOO—(O) = X-

VUL

{ X® = Ag(X° (1), )X + Bu®

For all v € 7', let us consider the fonctions RY and h? such that R (#)X°_(t) + h9(t) = 0

VU
for all ¢ € [0, T, in this case the corresponding control is u?(t) = 0 for all ¢ € [0, T] and it
belongs to U,. The solution X:° of the corresponding ODE:

{ X5 = Ap(X 35 (t), ) X"
XSO(O) = X0

gives us the upper bound S®(v) < do? + fOT |CX2(t) —Y*(t)||§dt. From this, it is
0

obvious that for v*, u,. is also the optimal control since in this case the ODE becomes:

X530 = Ap(Xp2 (1), ) X3¢
X22(0) = 23

which is the true model and so S (v*) < d' 0? + fOT ICX32(t) — Y*(t)Hg dt = d 0. More-
over thanks to the identifiability condition, we know that fOT |C X (t) — C Xy (1)]|5dt = 0
if and only if v = v*. Thus S*(v) = d o2 if and only if v = v*.

4.2. 971, linear case ~
Theorem 8. Under conditions LC1-LC2-LC3-LC4-LC5, we have 0 — 6% in probabil-
ity when n — oo.

PROOF. As in the nonlinear case, we derive:
SC1(6) — SN (Y1)
d v (pd \ ' (1 d T d
= hgo(Y) (Re,o) (he,o(y) - h9(0)> +hg oY) (Re,o)
-1
(oY) = h(0)) (Rd)  hol0)
+ (Y*(t)TY*(t) +d 02) dit— A YTY;
- (foT hO(t)TBU_lBThG(t)dt -A Z?:_()l hg_’iﬂ(Y)TBG(RgJ-H)BTthH(Y))

- Ra0) ) 1)

by using propositions [l and 21 Lemma [T gives us supycgq HRgi — Ry(t;) , = opn(1l) and
SUPgco thl’i — hy(t;) , = opn(1). Since Rf&o = Ry(0) + 0p (1) and LC3 holds, it exists
n’ € N such that LC3disc holds i.e. Rgo is invertible for all n > n/ and from equation

(RLy) "~ — Ro(0)

(189) in the Matrix Cookbook, we derive supgeg = opn(l). So

2
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o) (Rdo) ™ (oY)~ o(0)) = 0pn1), (hho(¥) — ho(0)) (Rdg) ™ 2(0) = 0pn(1)
and hg{O(Y)T <(Rg70> o Rg(())_l> hg{O(Y) = 0p (1) uniformly on ©. In theorem [6] we

already derived:

T n
/ (Y*(t)TY*(t) + d’a2) dt — A3 VY = 0,0(1)
0 i=0

and
n—1
/O ho(t)T BU BT hy(t)dt — A" b1 (V)T BG(RY 14 ) BThE 11 (Y) = 0pn(1)
1=0

uniformly on © and so supy |SCI(9) - SSI(Y;H)‘ = 0pp(1l). Similarly as in theorem []
application of proposition @ and § — S€7(6) continuity on © gives us the identifiability
criteria required to apply theorem 5.7 in lvan der Vaart M)

PROPOSITION 9. Under conditions LC1-LC2-LC3-LC-LC5, 0% is the unique global
minimizer of S1(6) on ©.

By definition, S¢!(0) = d'0? + inf,, inf, {fOT (”CXO,:BO,u(t) - Y*(t)Hg + u(t)TUu(t)) dt},

o S¢I(H) > d'o? for all § € ©. As in proposition [, we now demonstrate this lower
bound d'¢? can only be attained by §*. The null control uf(t) = 0 for all t € [0, T
gives us the upper bound S¢1(0) < d'o? + inf ey {fOT |CXpa,(t) — Y*(t)”;dt}. Since
fOT |CXge 0z () — Y*(t)H; dt = fOT |CXge 4z (t) — CXp g (t)H; dt = 0, we can further refine
the previous upper bound to S¢/(0*) < d 2 and conclude that S¢/(6*) = d 0. Again, by
using the identifiability condition we derive S¢!(0) = d o2 only if 6 = 6*.

5. Asymptotic normality

In this section the notation Y¢* will often appear; it denotes the set of discrete and perfectly
measured observations i.e without measurement noise Y% := {CX*(tg), ...,CX*(t,)}.

We also introduce X* := E, R .= Re*, h = hle*, (resp. X*dl .= Xdl Rl = Rg*l,
hrdl = hg*l(Yd*)) the solution of the ODE (resp. the finite difference equation) evaluated
along the noiseless continuous signal Y* (resp. discrete signal Y¢*).

5.1. 9T, general case
Theorem 10. Under conditions C1 to C8 and ifl is such that | = O, (vV/A), then (0,70)
is asymptotically normal and (0 z0) — (0%, 25) = opn(n~ 3).
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PrOOF. By merging the proposition [l and proposition 2] we obtain the following
asymptotic representation between ¥ and v*:

(st(v*) +oi(1) +opn(1)) (D—v") = (A 2j=0€j ) (K, + on(1))
+ (A POYEN ej) + 0pn(VA) + 0/(1)

with K! and L defined in proposition So if we choose [ such that [ = O,,(v/A) and use
condition 8 which ensures the matrix 8255;’659*) +01(1) + 0p (1) tends to a nonsingular one

with probability 1, we can use the central limit theorem to conclude.

PRroOPOSITION 11. Under conditions C1 to C7, we have
—V,SL(Y;0%)
(A Z] =0 ] > (K + On( )) + L (A Z;L:(] 6]) + Op7n(\/Z) + 0[(1)

with K!, = 20BU'BT [T 2 Wt and I, = < _O%T > .

PRrROOF. First of all, we use the following decomposition:

—V,SL(Y;0%) = V,SL(Y¥*v*) —V,8 (YV;v")
+ VoSH(v*) = V8L (Y 0%) + V,,5%°(v*) — V, S (v*)
since first order conditions imposes V,,S%(v*) = 0. Moreover lemma [20] and [I9] gives us
respectively V,5%(v*) — V, S (v*) = 0/(1) and V, S!(v*) — V,SL(Y¥;0%) = O, (L), so
the previous asymptotic decomposition becomes:

—VUSQ(Y; v*) = VUSf,l(Yd*; v*) — VUSQ(Y; v*) +0i(1) + Opn (D).

Now, we analyze the asymptotic behavior of V,S! (Y%;v*) — V,,SL (Y;0*). We denote
Rdl = Rgfl, hdl hdl J(Y) and X% = Xdl the differences R*dl Rf’l, h;‘d’l - h?’l and

X*‘“( it1) — Xd’l(tzﬂ) respect the equations:

R R = (Id+AA9 (X418 ;) — ARY BU- 1BT) (Rfﬁf R‘jjl)
A (R = BEL) (BUTSBTRIH + Ap (X471 (10), 1))

_|_
A (A (X ), 1) — Age (X1 (1), 1)) T REL
_|_

AR (Age (X171 (t3), 1) — Ag- (X1 (t3), 1)) + Opn(A?)
=B = (T A (XN ), )T + ARELBU- 1BT) (nitt = n) - €T

A (Age (X1 (t), 1) — Age (XD1(1,), t )) h!

1+1
o (B = B BUTBTR + 0pn(02)

- -
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XoPH tii1) — XD (tig1)
= (Iq+ AAg- (X711 (8) ¢ i)+ ABU- LBT R (141)) (X4 () — XU (t;))
+ABUT'BY ((R*H(ti1) — RM (tiv1)) XPH(ti) + b (i) — h H(tisn))
+A (Ae*(X*dvlfl(ti),ti)—Ag*(delfl( i)yt )) Xf”(tz)+0pn(A2)

From these equation, we prove by induction h*dl hd’l ~NCT > i=i €5+ Opn(A) for all

I € N, indeed hitt — pdt = —nCT €n, and by assuming hﬁf h7,+l =-ACT Zg —it16 T
Opn(A) we have:

h:d,l _ h?,l

= (Ia+ Opn(A) (=ACT Y011 €5+ Opn(D) + Opn(D) = ACT € 4 Op (D)
= —AO; ZJ i1 6 F Opn(D) 4 O0pn(A)0p (1) + Op n(A)Op (D) — ACTe; + Opn(D)
=-AC Z ;€6 + Opn(D).

Again, we can prove by induction on i € [0, n] that for each I € N, R*dl Rdl Op (D).
By differentiating these previous equations, we obtain:

oRr;»  R{!
Jv [‘)'U
OR*d l BRd l

d,l
_ 81;1 _ 7,+1 +A <6R1+1 AO (X*d,lfl(ti),ti) _ %AG*(Xd’ll(ti),ti))

A (Rif/ 25 (X471 (1), 1) — R, 22 (X411 10), 1) )

wd,l O Agw * X * =1y, d,l OAg« X1 (¢,
A ( Ry 2 (001 1), ) D) R, e (i ), 1) X))

+A 85?)9 (X*dl 1(t )7t1>TR:i1l 8A9 (Xd,lfl(t ) )TRf—i-ll)

OAge (yrxd,l— OX* IV (t4) prd,l _ Ags OXU=1(1,) 1ol
+A (G (0 1), 1) T G DRI - L (X 1), 1) T E R )

d,l
+A AU<X*dvl-1<ti>,tz>Ta%“ —AMXdH(u»t»T%)

*d,l
A (2B gy pT R — 2 g T RYY
wd,l
A (RHBy- TR Rl puoipToin) o) (A2)
ah*dl 6hdl
th*‘“ aah

: 2 Odue (v xd,l 9Age - d,l
_ 8$1 _ +1 —i—A 9 (X d,l— 1(t) )ThZJrl Aa—fj(Xd’l 1( ) )Tthrl

DAge [y OX* =1 (4,) 1 xdl D Age - t) 7 d,l
B (I ), 17 DX o] B (k). )T X R,
+AA9 (X*dlfl( ),tl)TahHl AAg (Xdlfl( ),ti)T%
N 6Rz+l BU~ 1BTh;kill z+1BU 1BThzd+ll)
A (R U pr i pdl g pr i >+0pn(A)

wd,l 1 wd,l
From this, we can prove by induction a%’y - agy = Opn(A), afg’v ah = Opn(A).

For notation clarity we treat the case d = 1, by using these approximatlons we obtain for
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VoS (Y% 0%) — VoSl (Y 0%):

VoS, (Y 0*) — VS, (Y5 0*)

= @) (% — % :vo+2<<vo>T i — %

—an s () TBU- 1 g ~ (n)TBU~ 1BT8’“+1) +0pa(D)
= )" (%~ %) w20 ' (% — %)

wd,l
D YAN Z?:_Ol ( *dl _ hdl )TBU—lBTahi+1

i+1
n—1 8h:dll 8h1 1
2403775, ( z+1?“TBUdllBT< —50 _8h 3 ) + Opn(D)
=207 ( i1 hz—l—l) TBU'BT ale+1 + Op (D) -
=28 Y (—acT ok, ej+0pn(A)) TRU- BT L0, (D)

n— n 3h1 |
= 20250 (X5h F) CBUTBT %5 + 0p(8).

Let us denote K!(8) = 2CBU _lBTag—’}l and decompose the right hand side term:

AP (Z? i+1 J)KZ(G) = A2ZZ 0 Z;L OeJT—Zj o J)Kl(e)
= AQZl o Z? 0 J Kl(ﬁ)
— A (Eio€) ) ELO)

By definition of K!(6), A Z?_ol K (6) converges to the limit K!(§) = 2CBU~'BT fT o (t dt

as a Riemann sum and so A? Y7 €] L KNe) = A Yoo €] (K'(0)+on(1)). Moreover,

AESTILIVA (S ) KiO)
£ S KL B)opn(1)
A, 1 Kj(# )Op,n(\/z) = Op,n(\/z)

22y (Sieoel) KLO)

since \/ZZ;ZO €j = opn(1) for each i. Thus:

M (S ) KHO) = (A €l) (KU(6) + 0u(1) + 0pn(VA).
and we derive from that

V@Sl (Yd*. *) V@Sl (Y; U*)
= (852720 F) (K10) + 0u(1)) + 0pn( VD).
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Now let us focus on VS, (Y 0*) — V., SL(Y;0%):

Vi SL (Y 0*) — Vo, SL(Y 5 0%)

Zo
=2 (Ryt = RYY) i+ ()T (2 2 )
2 (B - mgt) 2 ()" (2 - G
~2n S (midd - nl) TBU BT
—oa s (nt) TBUTBT (G5 - B+ 0,,(8)
=2 (g = ng") —2n 0 (Wt - ) TBUT BT - 0,,()
= 2(~ACT Lo + Opn())
A SIS (—ACT SN 6+ Opn(8)) TBUT BTHEL 4+ 0,,()

= 20T (A} 6) + 202 X0 (S)2ha &) CBUTIBT 2 4 0,,(00).

Similarly as in VS, (Y%;v*) — VS (Y;v*) case, we reformulate this expression as:

Vi SL(Y 5 0*) -V, SL(Y 5 0%)

To~n

= 20T (AT 6) + (8 Sz € ) (K (0) + 0a(1)) + 0pn(VE),

PROPOSITION 12. Under conditions C1 to C7, we have —V,S.(Y;v*) = (825;1()”*) +
opn(1) +0;(1)) (0 —0v*).

ProOF. For notation clarity we treat the case d = 1, if § — Ay is C! on O, then
v SL(Y;v) is O as well with

OR™, ont,
VoS, (Yiv) = af =550 + 22§ 552 (V)
—1,d,1l d,l d,l
_% (A Z?:O hv,i+1(Y)TBG(Ru,i+1)BThv,i+1(Y)>

IR Ohh
= xg 550 +2a:(7; 55 (Y)
—1,4d1 d,l 8h:’,li 1
—2A Y by (V)T BG(RY ) BT =552 (Y)

21,d) dl dl
-A Z:’L:Ol hv,i—l—l (Y)TB%_CG; (Rv,i+1)BThu,i+1 (Y)

and
L(ve..) — opdl T IR, d,l T O
VoS (Yiv) =2R 0%0 + Tg g x0 + 2Ry + 225 52

(%
1,4, d,l Oyl
—20 Y by (V)T BG(Ry )BT =524 (Y)

v,i+1
n—1 ,d,l d.l d.l
—A Zi:ol hv,z’+1 (Y)TBg—ﬁ (Rv,i+1 )BThu,i+1 (Y)

If now 0 — Ag is C2 on O, from proposition [T we derive v — SL(Y;v) is C? as well
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with components equal to:

o°SL(Yw) _ R 0P
62(6 )_xo %0 + 225~ (Y)

n ah,“ 1
—2n S (L (V)T BG(RE, ) BT 5 (7))

n d,l d,l
—A Zz 01 % <hv 2+1(Y)TB?9_C€;(RU Z—I—I)BThv 2+1(Y))
TRy T8hy%
= af =m0 + 22§ =g (V) »
_QAZ -1 ahv 1+1(Y) BG(RU Z+1)BTahéé’+1 (Y)
n—1 ;d,l Oy
—2A Z 1 hv z—l—l(Y)TB@(Rv Z—I—I)BT 89+ (Y)
n—1 ;d,l Phy i
—2A % 1 0 Ny H—l( )" BG(R;; z+1)BT 7 (Y)
-A Zn ' 8}% 1+1(Y) BaG(Rv 7,+1)BThv H—l( )
d,l 2 dl
—A Z hv 2+1( )TB?ﬁg (Rv 2+1)BThv z—i—l(( ) )
n— 1 d,l d,l Oy, (Y
-A 23: hv 2+1(Y)Z€%_3(Rv,i+l)BT (;9 :
2R 2R,
= Tf g —gzg L0 + 2] 823 (Y)
YN Z -1 6}% z+1(Y) BU~ lBT 6h’u€w+1 (Y)

Py,
—2A Y mH( )T BU BT L0 (V) 4 0,0 (A).
Lgé(y’”) =2 <8R”°xo + R ) (265;“‘)&: + x5 6af“° ) +46h“° + 2z Ta h
d,l Ohyiin
—2A I e (W ()T BG(RY )BT 2 (1))
1 d,l d,l
_AZ? 0 6%50 <hu 2+1(Y)TBé)8xG0 (Ru 2+1)BThv Z—l—l(Y))

dl d,l 2 dl d,l 27d,l
_2<8R 0+Ru0)+<285§%0$0+$088§ >+4 o 4 20 oTaaiL;(}o
_2AZ —1 0hy;’ 7.+1( )* BU~ 1BT8hu i+1 (Y)

0 hm 1
2037 vz-i—l( )TBU~ 1BT7’+(Y) + Opn(A).
028 (Yw) 9 6Rd hd’,lo
aea(xov) = o (xf)p 90 (Y)>
ey Ohyiia
SN S (W )T BG(RYL, ) BT (1))
1 B dJl
AZ? 0 8?20 < vz—l—l(Y)TBaG(Rv z—l—l)BThu 2+1(Y))
OR%Y, 7 9*RE ahjfg 82hhL
70 + 0 Fgpes xO + 25552 (V) + 228 g2 (V)
d,l
—92/A Z (ahvé;;(y)) BU—IBTahv,i+1 (Y)
1 0? hvz 1
—2A Z? 0 hu 2+1(Y)TBU lBT 898m+ ( )+O W(A)

By using Taylor’s theorem we derive that it exists v on the line segment between v and v*
such that:

=2

228 (v,5) "
VUS’Z(Y;@\) - VUSi(Y;’U*) = _vvsfl(y;v*) _ # (5 —v*)
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since first order optimality condition imposes V,S!(Y;0) = 0. If § — Ay is C? on O,
from lemma [T we derive that v — S!(v) is C? and we have:

Tor = b Z g + 22T TG — 2 [ & (W ()T BUTLBT 20 ) ay

76 — L0 %0
T 9*RL (0) T 92hl(0)
=Ty T To + 20—z

=2 Ji (0T BUTBT 20 1l ()T BUTLBT S0 ) at

which gives us the difference:

928t (w) 98k (Y,v)

BB 6 520
O*RL(0) _ O°Rip T (9°hL(0) _ &hi
= xo ( — xo + 2 55— — 2y (Y)

920 720
T on ohl, 1 DR (Y ohL (v
_2<0 T (#)T BU BT Pl gy Ay 1%3[] 1BT87+6()>

~2 (J mL T BUT BT St - A Y 1hgi+1(Y)TBU_1%W) + Opn(B)

_ T (PR PRy Ph(0) _ O hiy
xo( g — g ) To + 225 (Tt — 5 (Y)

S 1ah t 1 ORL (ti ohg i (V)" ohyli 1 (Y)
OYN +) BU~ lBT (+) + BU~ IBTTB

e ( ? 01 it 0 1BTL““) - hi’,i-H( ) BU-t BTt
+0p.n(A)
again, from proposition [T} we know
MWTBU_IBT%%?“) _ Bhﬂ’l.+é(Y)T BU‘lBT%
= (6"“”57*;(” + op,n(l))TBU—lBT(M +0pn(1)) — WBU 1BT%®1(Y)
= op,n(1)

and:

B (t)TBU BT ER ) _ il (yyT g1 gT 21 ()

v,i+1

6 hv,w 1(Y) 6 hv,i 1( ) dyl 8 hvw 1( )
= (W + opn(1 ))TBU 1BT(T+9 + 0pn(1)) — hu,i—i—l( )TBU 1BTT+9
= opn(1

from this we can derive that ai‘;é” - 8255112(;/’”) = o0pn(1), in the same way we obtain
628S ;(:’) 82‘?; ;Y’v) = opn(1) and 885(;5(0“) 82595‘5;2”) = 0pn(1). Moreover, lemma 20 gives
us 82;(;’*) — &5 oo(” ) 4 01(1), so by consistency of v (and thus of v) and by using the

continuous mappmg theorem, we derive:
92SL(Y,0) 925 (v*)
02v 0%

and thus conclude the proof.

+0pn(1) + 0(1)



Supplementary Materials 25

5.2. 07C1 Jinear case
Theorem 13. Under condztzons LCI1-LC2-LC3-LC4-LC5-LC6-LC7, 0 is asymptoti-

cally normal and 8 — 6% = opn(n~ 7).

PROOF. Since nglp = Ry(0) + 0, ,,(1) and LC3 holds, it exists n’ € N such that LC3disc
holds i.e. Rg,o is invertible for all n > n/. By merging the proposition [[4] and proposition
I3 we obtain the following asymptotic representation between 6 and 0*:

(P50 0pn(1) (-07) = 22505 (S ) K
(H +0,(1) (A, ¢;)
+ (AXg) (' ou(D) + 0pa(d)
with K;, H and J defined in proposition Let us decompose the first right hand side

term: ‘
A? Zz 0 (Z;‘l:iJrl EJT) K = A? Zl 0 Z?:l EJT - 23:1 EJT) K;
= Ayl (v efg K
N Zl o Z;,l 6? K;.

By definition of K;, A1, ! K; converges to alimit K as a Riemann sum and so A2 S i e;f ?:_01 K, =

+

A Z;‘L:I e;f(K + on(1)). Slmﬂarly as in proposition [I1], we derive

A P (23:1 GJT) Ki = opn(VA)
Thus:
M (S ) Ko = (A ) (K +0n(1) + 0pn(VA).
We can now reformulate the asymptotic representation:
(ES0 40, (1) (0-07) = (A, F) (K +ou(1)
(H + on(1) (AT, €F)
(ATiie) (7 +0u(0) +0pn(VE).

+ o+

By using L7 which ensures % +0p.n(1) tends to a nonsingular matrix with probability

1, we can use the central limit theorem to conclude.

PROPOSITION 14. Under conditions LC1-LC2-LC8disc-LC3b-LC4-LC5-LC6, we have
VoSS (Y367) = (H + 0n(1) (830 )
(A 6) (Ut ou() + 22T (01 ) Kit Opa(A)
with H = — (h*(O)TR*(O) LORAO) pe(0) =1 4 2 (ahg—g‘)))TR*(O)—1>, J = CRA0)" 220 R+(0) =11+ (0)

and K; = 2CBU~' BT Zn
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Proor. We consider the decomposition:
—VSSL(Y:0%) = VSTV ¥ 0%) — VeSTH(Y;0%) + VeSCL(0%) — VeSSV 6%)
since:
VoSS (Y4%:607) — Vs (07)
:(h;;d)T(fgd) P OB () h;;dT h*(0)R*(0)~+ 2L R+ (0)~11*(0)
+2 (8’% ) (Rs?)~ h;;d—z(aho ) (Rgd) ™" hg
—2y (ft““ W ()T BULBT 2B g — A (hd )" BU‘lBTafg—;}l) +0n(D)
=2y (S @ BUT BT 2 D — A ()T BUTTBT 2 ) 1 0, ()

we derive as in lemma [0 that V¢SL(6*) — VoSS (Y¥;0%) = O, ,,(2), so the previous

asymptotic decomposition becomes —VSST(Y;0%) = VoSSH(Y¥;0%) — VoSS (Y;6%) +

Opn(A). We already derive in proposition [ that k¢ — hd = ACTZ i€+ Opn(D),
* OR; Oh;? Oh?

R — R = O, (D), gé - W = Opn(A) and g(; af; = Opn(A). By using these

approximations, we obtain for VSST (Y% 0*) — VoSS (Y; 6*):

VoSEI(Y1*56°) — VaSTI(Yi67)
= (hg)" (Ra?) " 25 (Ryt) " hgt — (n)” (Re) T Zage (RY) b
oo () g2 (%) ()
—2n ) (i )TBU—lBTah—% — (hd,,) TBU BT 2 )+O,,n(A)
= ()" (Re?) " 285 (Rgd) ™! (hgd — hd) + (hg?) " (Ri?) ™ laR“ ((Réd) (Rg)il) hg
+<hz;d>T<de>*(8§0 - %) (Rg)” 1hd+<hzsd—hg>T<Ro> Lo (R ng
(

[
—(RY) ) OB () g+ 2 (2 2ty <Rg> ' b

+ ()" ((R3")”

*d T _ *d T —
+2 (%) (R - (meh) ) ng+2 () (RS (h - h)
—oA Y (hpdy — hd, ) TBU BT 2k

S2A N (h) TBUTBT (T - ) 1 0, 0(2)

= ()" (Rs*)™" %55 (de) (h? = ng) + (ng? — nid) " (RE) ™" St (RE) ™" n
+2 (%) ) (Re")™ (h — hi') — 205715 (hith — i) "BU- 1BT%+Op,n<A>
((had)T O (1) 2 ()" (59 ™) (i = )

(
+(ngt = nd)" (R MRO (R) ™" b = 2 350 (hith — i) TBUBT 2 £ 0,0(0)

T

(

hd)

= ()" sty ™ 285 (et 2 (%) (i) ) it v

+ (mst = )" (RE)” 1‘9R0 (RY) ™ hi+ 202 500 (X F ) BU 1T 4 0, (D).
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The first term is equal to

(0" ity ™ 5 (™ 2 (%) ) ™) 0
- ((hsdf <std> Lo (mye) 2 (25 ) <de>‘1) T (A X1 65) + Opn(D)

:m+%MNAZFﬁO+%MN

thanks to lemma [I7l For the second term, we have:

(i~ n)" (Rg) ™" 5 (Re) " i
(5 e) © (D) 2 (R g+ Oyt
( )

from which we derive the expression:
Vo SST(Y ¥, 0%) — Vo SSI(Y;60%)

=w+%UNAZ%s)(AZ%ﬁfU+%m)
+202 Y1 (S ) BU- 1B 0, L (0)

and we can conclude the proof.

PROPOSITION 15. Under conditions LC1-LC2-LC3disc-LC3-LC4-LC5-LC6, we have —V S5 (Y;60%) =
82501 0* -~ %
(E5 + 0,(1) (0-07)

ProOOF. For notation clarity we treat the case d = 1, if § — Ay is C! on O, then
0 — SCI(Y;0) is C! as well and

cirv.gy — (1d \' (pd 16R90 o ohg o ’ a \ '
VosSI(vi0) = (o) (i) “ke (Rg,) hg,O_Q( i m) (Rgs) " hd

n— ond i
_2AZ 1hgz+1( )TBG(Rng)BT%(Y)

— A B s (V)T B (RY ;1) BThY 1 (V).
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If now 6 — Ay is C? on O,then 6 — SY(Y;0) is also C? and equal to

T
9551 (v, T ORY -1 ohg -1
% = % <(hg,0) (Rg,o) 90 (Re 0) hg,o> - 2% << 02’0(3/)) (Rg,o) hgp)
n ahdz
YN >ani ) (th( >TBG<R5M>BT$<Y>)
AN & (W (VT BLG(RY )BT 0 (V)

T
=5 ()" (o)™ 55 (i) hz,o)—2%<("”g%°<y>) (rs,) hz,o)
2n 5 Mg pa(Ry )BT X (v)

—2A2n lhf;‘m(Y)TBaG(Rélm) T‘%e O s (V)

20 YIS i (V)T BG(R ) BT h@ 1Y)

Sa s 2 pg gt (v)

—AY lhz ZH(Y)TB%ZE (R i) BT R 110 (V)

n— ohd L (V)
AY P lhng(Y)TBOG(Rng)BTBa%-

S 1CORCORE SCORTECT(CSDRCONY

n—1 0hg . (T ong
—2A Y et gy BT geﬂ (Y)

n— _ 9%hd i
—20 Y 1hzm< )TBU BT S5 (Y) + Oy (A).

By using Taylor’s theorem we derive that it exists 6 on the line segment between 9 and 6*
such that:

~ 2qQCI
VoSS (Y;0) — VeSCI(Y;0%) = —VeSCI(V;0%) = ”T;Y” (9_9*)

since first order optimality condition imposes V5SS (Y @\) =0. If 0 — Ay is C? on O,
from lemma [I7 we derive that § — S¢7(6) is C? and

'5°0) _ (he(O)R (0)~1 20D (O)flhe(o)) —22 (%RG(O)AMO))
=1 (%—tTBU BT ()T BU BT 0 ) dt
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which gives us the difference:

9251 9) 9281 (v,0)
520 920

_ _ T R4 -1
= %5 (ho(0) Ry (0)~" 2400 Ry (0) 1he<o>)—%((hz,o) (rio) " 2o (my,) hz,o)
T
ohd -1 T B
+2a%<( &“(Y)) (Rds) hz,o>—2% (22992" Ry (0)~ 1o 0))

—2 ([ o) BU-1 BT Ll gy — Ayt L M) g1 pr 2 OO 1+1(Y’>

0 00 00 a0

—2 ([T ho(t)T BUTT BT LhaW gy - AV pd L (v)T BU—1 R () heaggl(y)) + Opn(B)

T
YN <EZ‘ 1 Ohattss)” 1 B Oe(ten) _ M 0 gy pr () >

EOYN <Z?_01h (tis1)TBU BT Ehalties) _ pd  (y)TBU- 1BTM‘“7*;()) +opn(1)

thanks to lemma [[71 From this we derive that 82%2;(9) — a%‘%ggxe) = 0p (1) similarly as

in proposition Since 6 is consistent, we can use the continuous mapping theorem to
conclude.

6. Useful lemma

6.1. Discrete Gronwall Lemma
Here, we just recall the discrete Gronwall lemma, in a form particularly convenient for us.

LEMMA 16. Let introduce the positive sequences fn, A\n, €, linked by the recursive in-
equality frn, < (1 4+ Ap—1) fn—1 + €n—1, then we have:

n—1
fo < i X f 4 Z ez N,
i=1
in particular for A=\ = ... =\, we have f, < e fo + Zl L€ (n=i)A¢, .

PROOF. Let us prove it recursively. For n = 1, we have f; < (1 + X\o)fo + €, by
remembering that e > 1+ z, for all x > 0, the initialization is easy to make. Now let us
assume the property holds for n, we have:

fn-‘,—l < (1 + )\n)fn + €n
< e)\nfn + €n
< et (ez:: A fy + 0] ez;;ime.) te,
T fy 4 S ST g

Il IA

622;1 Ai fO + Z?:ll ezj:z+l JEZ-

Hence the conclusion.
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6.2. Consistency

LEMMA 17. Under conditions C1 to C8 for each | € N, v +—— (Xl R! hl> is con-

v v

dl d,l
tinuous on T and sup,ecy HR — RL(t;) by — hL(t:) , = opn(1),

2 = Opvn(]‘)'

‘2 = Opm(l), SUPyer

super X5 () — X2 (t:)

Under conditions C1 to C38 and C6 for each l € N, v — (X_L, Rl hlv) is C' on T and

OR.(t:;)  ORY; OhL(t:)  OhyL(Y) OXL(t:)

ov

SuPueTH 90 v = op.n(1), SUPUGTH ST P H2 = 0pn(1), SUP, ey

opn(1).

Under conditions C1 to C8 and C6-C7 , for each | € Ny — (Xl Ré,hé) is C? on
O*RL(t) _ O°RY; ohL(t) _ 97hyi(Y)

2

Y and sup,cr H e~ g ’2 = opn(l), supuer‘ e H2 = 0pn(l) and
82X (t)  PXI) || _
SUPyer 2o . T T o%o = op.n(1).
2

PROOF. By integrating equation ([I3]), we obtain:

R (t w(ti) = R (t w(tiv1)

+ [l (cTc + Ag(X51(1), T RL(8) + RL () Ag (X5 1(), ) — R@(t)BU*lBTRg(t)) dt

= RL(tix1) + ACTC + AAg (X5 (tiga), tiva)TRL (Fig1) + ARL (Ei1) Ag (X (tig1), tiga)
—ARL (tH_l)BU_lBTRL (ti—i-l) + O, A2)

= Rl (tiy1) + ACTC + AA(XEH(t:), t)T R (tig1) + AR (tig1) Aa (X571 (1), 1)
—ARY(tis1)BUTIBTRL (ti11) + On(A?)

Bh(t:) = B (ti) + [0 (~CTY™(0) + Ao (XIT(0), )7 BL(1) — RL()BU— BTRL (1)) dt

= hi,(tis1) = ACTY*(t;) + DA (X5 (t:), )" hL (tig1) = B (ti41) BUT BT B (ti1) + On (D).

l
v

t

1) = +J"““ (40(XT(®), DXL () — BUT'BT (RLOXL() + hL(1)) ) at
<i>+AAe< ST, t) XL (t:) — SBUTBT (R (b40) XL () + B (ti1) ) + On(A2).

l
v

By using equation (5], we obtain the next equality where terms of order O, ,(A?) or
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higher have been neglected:

R — gl

v, v,i+1
HA2 A (X (1), 1) T RO Ag (X (1), 1)

— A+ AA(XPTH (t),t)T) Ry BG(RY ) BT R,
—RZH1+ACTC+ARM+1A9(X‘“ Nta) ) + AAg (X (), t) TR
ARi lz+1BU 1BTR$ lz-i-l + Opn(A?)

REL(Y) = B2 (V) = ACTY (1) + AAg (XTI (1), 1) TR, (V)
ALy + AAg(XE (), 1) )Ry BG(RY )BTRS (V)

fhiiH( ) = ACTY (1) + AAg(XET (1), 1) TR, (V)

—ARyBU~ 1BThZi+1< ) + Op.n(A2).

X ti1) = XEUt) + AA (XN (8), ) X (8,)
—ABUT BT (R (t40) X (1) + W (ti1)) + Opn(42).

+ ACTC + A (REL Ao (XETH (), 1) + Ap(XET (1), ) T RE,

'U,H—l)

vz+l(Id+AA9( dl 1(tz)7ti))

All the previous approximations have been obtained by using G (Rv i+1) = U™ +0,n(

Ag(XE (1), tipr) = Ag(XE (1), 6)+0n (D), Ag(XET1(t), 1) = Op (1), || E

Op,n(1) and HEl 1 H2
two last finite difference equations, we obtain:

R (t:) — R,

=Rl (tip1) + ACTC + AAg(XE (), )T R (tig1) + AR, (tis1) Ao (X5 (1), 1)
—ARL(tH_l)BU_lBTRl ( 1+1)

Rﬁi+1 ACTC — AAg(X3' 1 (t:), )T RS — ARD,  Ag(X3' 1 (t), 1)
+ARU z+1BU 1BTRZ lz+1 + OP7H(A2)

= RL(ti1) — RPL |+ AAg(XEN (), t) TR (tig1) — AAg(XE (1), 1) RL (ti41)
FAAG (X)) TR (ti1) — AAg(XP' N (t:), )T R
FAR (tig1) Ap(X5 1 (1), 1) — ARME Ag (X5 (), 1)

+ARS, L Ag(XE N (t), i) — ARZ2+1A9< X5 ), )

— (DRY(t) BUT BT R (t141) — AR, BUTBTRYL ) + 0p(82)

= Rl (i) = REL + O (Ag(XET (80, 1) = Ao(XET(1),4)) TRY (1)
+AAXTTH (), )T (Rl (tiv1) — R z+1)+A( w(tiva) — vaerll) Ap(Xo™ (1), 1)
TARS, (A9<Xl—1<> ) = AT (k) 1))

dll H

O, (1) (proposition Hl). By making the subtraction between the

— (Rl (tin) = REL ) BUTBT R (i) = ARYL BUT'BT (R (ti1) = RELL ) + Opn(82)
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and:
LYY = hL(t)
= h&h (V) = L (tir1) — ACT e + AAp(XP' (1), t)ThEL
~AR®, BUT'BTRM (V)
—ANAp (X5 (), t:)ThL (tig1) + RY (ti41) BUTYBT R (ti41) +0p,n(A2)
= B (V) B ) + A (A (T (1), 1)~ Ap(KE(1).1)) KL (1)
FAAGXE N (t), )T (hiiH(Y)—hL(tm)) ARY. BUT'BT (WS (V) — Bl (ti11))
~A(RYL, | — R (ti41))BU T BThL (ti1) — ACTe; + Opn(A2).

(Y)

Triangular inequality gives us:

L(t) — RY
w(tiv1) — m+1H +2AA‘ Rf)(tiJrl)—Rg’,liH’ )
O (B, + IR Gl ) [|BU BT, [ Rt - RS |

s (R o)+ 2 ) [ A0CET 000 = A0 KT 0, 10, + Oy (8
= (1 +A (2A+ (H uz+1H + | R, (ti+1)||2) ||BUilBTHg)) ‘ Ry~ Ré(tiH)HQ
+o (IR ol + || R iHH )[40 KTt 1) — A6 (XFT ), 1) | + Opn(2)
< (1+A(2A+0,(1)) ||RYL, - Rg(tm)H

HOM(D) HAg(Xffl(ti), 1) — Ag (XL (1), 1)

L+ Opn(8?)

and:

_U(tiJrl) — Xgl (tig1 H

< |[XTt) - Xt )|, 40Tt 00 — A6 (X (8, 1)
+A ([ a0 1.t +HBU 1BTH IR een)],) [0 = X2
+[[BUBT, | X, @], I ) — B

2
A BU BT [ (i) 8t + O (A2
< (1+0pan(8)) | <> Xff*l(ti)yQ
+4 U7, (X L(tien) = B L) |y + [ (tin) = 8 ()

+a x| e 1( i) = A (XD (1), 1) |+ Opn(2).
From these last equations describing the behavior of hi’li (Y)—hl (t) HRl (t;) — Rglz , and
HX_L(tiH) - Xg’l(ti+1)‘ ,» We prove now by induction sup,cy — RL(t) , = opn(1),

SUP,er n(1) for each I € N.

hi’fi — R (t;) ,

(1) and sup, e [XT(8) - Xﬁ’%m =

First of all, let us start the initialization with [ = 1, we already know sup,,cy HX_S(tZ) — Xf)l’o(ti) ,
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becomes HRzlj(tZ) — R!

v,

|lzo — zo||, = 0, the inequality respected by HR}}(t,) ~ R%!

U,

2
(1+0,(A HRU i1 — RY (tHl)Hz—I_Op’"(Az)' Discrete Gronwall lemmal[IGlgives us HR%(Q) - Rgi <
P —1eOr M0, (A2) + Opn(A) = Opn(A) since HR}}(tn) o , = Opn(A), from this
we can derive the uniform bound HRd L RM(t) , = opn(1) for all i € [0, n] and 6 € ©.
By using this and R (t;11) = On(1), bl (ti11) = On(1), we can simplify the expression of
(V) — R (t):
hOLY) = hl(t) = h{i (V) = hl(tisr) + Adg (o, t:)T (hi (V) - hi(twl))
— ARy = RY(ti1))BUT BT hL (tig1) — ACTe; + 0y n(A?)
= (Is+ Adg(zo,t:)T) (hg L) = i (tia )) — ACTe; + Opn(A)
= (La+0n(8) (K11 (V) = Bl (ti1)) = ACTe + Oy (A).
Since hZ;In(Y)—hL (tn) = —ACTe,, we show by induction hii (Y)=hl(t;) = —nCT > i€t
Opn(A) indeed:
PLY) = ho(t) = (a+Opn(A) (~ACT Ty €5+ Opn(8)) = ACTe; + 0pn(4)
= —ACT Z] i1 6 T Opn(A) — ACTe; + Oy n(A)
= —ACTE €6+ O0pn(A)
from this we conclude ‘ hgi(Y) — hl(t;) , = opn(1) for all i € [0, n] and v € 7. From
these inequalities, we derive:
[ - X )|, < 1+ 0w Ko - x|
+ AlBUT X‘“ (t:) HRi (bi1) = B! (o)
+ AHBUABTH Lties) = A8t o+ Opn(A?)
< (1+0,(0) HXl( ) = X +opm(2)
we can use the discrete Gronwall lemmal[I6lto obtain HX_},(tH_l) v’ tir1 H < Z" i On(1 Jopn(DN) =

opn(1). Now let us assume the property holds for [ — 1, by using the induction hy-

which becomes

pothesis, we can simplify the inequality respected by HRfj(tl) — R

i,
dl
HRL(E) - R , S

(14 Opn( HR” i1 Rfj(tiJrl)Hz + Opn(A) again, by using the dis-

crete Gronwall lemma we have HRW — RL(t;) L= 0pn(1), with the help of this result, we
have

Bs(Y) = hi(t) = (Ta+ Op(8)) (0711 (V) = By (ti41)) = ACTer + 0 (A)
and by induction we derive the expression hw-(Y) —hy(t;) = —ACT > =i €+ Opn(A) and

thus ‘ REL Y)Y — L (t)) , = opn(1). By proceeding the same way as in the [ = 1 case, we

v,1
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derive HX_fj(t,) — X&)
induction.

If 0 — Ag(x,.) is C' on ©, then t — R, (t) and t — h,(t) are differentiable for all
v € 7. By differentiating and integrating (I3]), we have:

’2 = 0pn(1) uniformly on [0, n] x 7", which conclude the proof by

BRW t:)
3Rl@(y¢+1) o ft:+1 (BR (t)BU 1BT R (¢ () + Rfj(t)BUleT 8Rij(t)) dt

1 (204 (T 0,0 + RO Z R0, + R0 % (XT0.0252 )

(Gt (X0, T RL () + e (XTT (0, 0 2R (1) + (X (8), t)T—f’%%ﬁ’) dt

= O] 7B (XTT(1,), )7 R (tg1) + O %2 (X5 (1), 1) 255 W Rl (1)
+ O A (X () 1) T Hieftesn) 4 ASRfLs) 4y (XTI (1), 1)
+ORY (t1) G (X (), 1) + AR (ti) J2 (X1 (1), 1) 2500

_A%BU_lBTRi(tH—l) - ARQ(tHl)BU_lBT% + On(8?)

anl(t;)

v
= Dullenn) gt (250 BU-tBTAL (1) + RL(4BU BT 20 ) ar

ov ti

+f;“ Gae (X170, )Tl () + G2 ( é*(t),t)T—f’X%J“)hL(t)+A9<XL-1<t>,t>T—8%§>)dt

_ (t¢+1) +A8A9(Xl 1( ) )Thl ( z+1)
Lot.
AaAg(Xl (), t)TaX () Lt z+1)+AA9(Xl (), tz)T%
—ABR 1+1)BU 1BThl ( Z+1) _ ARU( Z+1)BU lBTW —+ On(Az)

QF( 1+1)

ax (t) ftlﬂ BU-1BT (azz%j(t)X—L(t) +RfJ( )axz () I (%(t)) di
e (% (KT (1), )T (1) + 20 (XL (6), 1) 25 OTT (1) 4 A0(XT (1) 1) *’f%f”) i
= 2500 A (X000 + 4 (V00,00 20 ) KT

+AA9(X1€_1(%)7fi)—axé’éti)
~ABU-'B” (%x_ﬁti)uﬁj(ti)a M) ouflen)) 1 0, (42).

Again, if § — Ay is C' on O, then we derive by induction that v — Rv i and v —
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hﬁﬂ-(Y) are C'* as well for all i € [0, n]] and ruled by the following finite difference equations:

= e At 4 (XTI (1), 1) + ARSL, 20 (X (1), 1)
+ARU Hl%‘iﬂ (X (1), 1) 220 10D AOAa (X T (1) TR
A% (XETT (1), )T LT R AN (XET (1), )7 s
—N%(Ae(Xﬁl () )R BG(RY )BT R (I + AAg (X5 (1), 1)
— A+ A (X 1), 4)7) s BG(RE )BT REL, (I + A (X2 (8:),1:))
—O(Ta+ AAg (X (), ) VR BEE(RY) BT Ry (o + Adp (X0 (8), 1))
t

) oy
—O(La+ AAp (X5 (), 1) TRy BG(RY ) BT itk e (L + AAG (X" (t), 1)
_AQ(Id‘FAAG( dl ! tz)vtl) )BRU 1+IBG(RZ'L+1)BTRU1+18»U(A9( dl 1(tl)atz))
— sy o (2 (X0, + REL O (X (0.1 )

d,l A d,i—1 OXH (¢, A d,i—1 d,l
+ (BRI B OEFT (0, 1) 20100 4 2 (X (1) 1) L)

—T - ORis
+A %(Xﬁ” ), 1) T R A (XET (1), 1) R55+1>
d,l
—A v z+1 BU 1BTRZ i+1 _ ARZ i+1BU71BT% —|— Op,n(A2)

ot

(1)

= P (v) + A% (X (1), 1) 7RO ()

A% (XETT (1), 4T XL () 4 A (KT (1), 1T L (v)
—AQ%(X(“ 1( t),t )TRgll_HBG( vz+1)BThglz+1( )

—A(Ig+ AAy(Xy dl 1( t),t ) )aR“+1BG( vz+1)BThilz+1(Y)

~Olla MO 10 10 R BRI BT (V)
~(La + A (YT 1), )T RLL BO(RLL )BT 25(v)
= M (v) ¢ A% (XET (1), 1) THEL (V)
AaM(}gﬁq“%tygi——ﬁlﬁﬁ+ﬂ )+ A4 (X (1), )7 22 (v)
— AT BGU BT (V) — AREL BUT BT (V) 4 0,0 (4?)

axdt (t7_+1)

| X0 | p 0 (X1, ) X (0) 4+ A2 (X (1), ) P00 X )
axd(t,
FAA(XE (¢ ti), t;) Xy )
d,l
_ABU-1BT <%+1Xdl( ) Rdl( )BXU (t)+8h (t¢+1)) +Op,n(A2)-

TE)R

with %f (R4 1) = ~G(RY 1) ABT —ga Titl BG(RY i+1) = Opn(4A). By making the differ-
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ence between these last equations, we obtain:

d,l d,l
ORL(ti)  ORViyy  ORL(tiy1) OB
ov Jv

ov ov
OB (X (1), )T (Rb(tn) = R ) + (G2 (X (1), 1) — Bl (X (1), 1) TREL,
+AZ (X (), )T (L(a = (Rl (tiv1) — RZ’iH) + <8X1€a:(ti) - BXﬁ’(;Ul(ti)> Rﬁ’,i‘ﬂ)

d,l—1

_ T
+ (G (K1), 1) - G (T (1), 1) 2R

- d,l _ T d,l
FOACTT(0), 107 (248~ 2 ) 4 (AR 1) = 0O 0, 10) " 25

_ d,l
T(t:), 1) — Ao(XTT (1), 10)) + A (E’R%“”” = ) 4y (XE (1), 1)
1

+A8Ri}(ti+1) (AG Xl— b
I ):t0) = ST (), 0)) + A (R (ri) = Rl ) S (58T (), 1)
d,l—1,,
+AR (tigq (AO Xl Yti), ti) — AO(Xdl H(t )tl)) 8XU89 L
0 (R (tis) - RY m) A9<X3”‘1<ti>,ti>”‘“879<”

+A2Rulbi) prr-1 T (RZ L —RL(t m)) +A ( ““ _ o 5““)) BU 'BTRM

+ARL (tig1) (%o (X5(

—AR! (t;41)BU~*BT <8Rv(ti+1) _ ORM: |

+ A OR%!
v R ) ( vyit1 Ri(tiJrl)) BU'BT—itt
Opn(D?)

onl (i) _ Ohy, onl,(t: ohy;
od — Tt (V) = Sl - =pn(y)
A%@c“(t») )7 (P (tia) = W3, (1))
+A (e (X)) — G (XTTH (), 8)) L (V)
- AXL (1 , OXy () axXs Nt
0GR, 0)7 (200 (h100) = b)) + (2502 = S0 ) Yt (v)

0 (5 (KT 1)) — 9 (XET T (0), 1)) 8 T0pdt (v

ox ox
1
0 (A (X (1), 1) — Ap (XTI (1), 1)) Leofte)

d,l
+AAY (XTI (t:), 1) <8h““”1’ - ah”“(y))

ov ov

+A2Rlbn) prr-1 pT (h (tign) — A%

ava AR (t;
B ) - o (B - ) ) By BT, ()

d,l 5
+ARL(tiy1)BU' BT (Mija(tiﬂ) Py (Y)> +A ( o(tiv) — Rv)erl) BU'BT ahgéjﬂ (Y)

v v
+0pn(2?)
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Dl(tign) _ OXL(t) _ OXEl(t)

OXL(tiy1) 0

ov 8 ov vy
+AG (X (1), ¢ >( ) -xe)
+ (G (XN, 1) — A% (XD (), 1)) X (k)
AaAe( ( ) ) <67(1) (X_ql)(tl) _ Xg,l(ti)) + <8F8;(tl) _ an’alul(ti)) X—f,”(tz))
+A (e (KT, 1) - S (XET (1), 1)) 2 X )
< )

_ - o
A (A0(XT (1), 1) — Ap(XIT (10), 1)) 2K
X d,l -
—ABU-1BT ( 2Rultin) (Xg(ti) _ X{f’l(ti)) n (aRgéiM) B angH) Xﬁ’l(ti))

_ABU-'BT (RL(t) (f”%“i) - f’Xﬁ’l“ﬂ) T (RL(L) — R (1)) 5o

ov Jv

v

_ABU-1BT (ahggtm) _ond a(tm)) + 0, (A2).

OR R (Y)

From this, we can see that = O,(1) and =
v € 7. By using that HRng(Y) — RL(t;) , = op.,. (1),

HX_,lJ(tZ) — XL(t) = opn(1), we can simplify the previous equations:

=0, (1) for all i € [0, n] and

, = opn(1) and

hEL(Y) — bl (t:)

ORL (t:) AR,

v ov
- d,l
— (1 + 2AAU(X5’1_1(ti), t;) — 2ARL(ti+1)BU—1BT) (6358(3“) _ 8R55+1>
+ AKX (1), )T (*’X%J“” - axg’éul““) R+ 0pn(D)
Ohl(t:) _ Ohyi(Y)
ov ov z )
= (1 + & (A(XE ), 1) = Bl (ti2) BU'BT)) <6h“éff“) = Zﬂf(y)>

S N e e e

_A( 5Uw+1 _ 8Ri,é;ii+1)) BU- 1BThglz+1( )+ Opn(D)

OXL(tiv1) _ 0X3 (tiry)
ov ov

= (1+2840(xT .

Y1), 1) X2 (1) + ABUTLBTRL (1)) (8)(_35“) — Bxg
d, d,l
_ABUBT ((”{;“*1) - o, m) X t) + (3’155““’ - ah“’i“(y)» +Op.n(D),

v v v
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and from this, derive the following inequalities:
AR (t; AR i — AR (t; IR
oy = =t|| < (L4 A2ZA+ ARy (tign) [ BU'BT ) | et — =
2 2
6X1l)71 ti 6X1d)’171 ti
+AAHR'U H—IH 81)( ) - ov (o ) +OZD7"(A)
d,l Sy
= (14 0pn(2)) BRLG(ZHI) _ ‘9351,;'“ +O0pn(D) BXfJavl(ti) 0Xd(; () ’-i-op, (A)
2
onl(t;)  OhIL(Y) - _ an (t; OhYL L (V)
81(; L 0 <(1 +AA+AHR£(ti+1)Hg |BU 1BT||2) éuﬂ) - 5 ,
d,l oxL Y axdI1(;
A || (1) | [| Rt — X O (8)
dl - ORY; OR! (t;
+A‘hv 1+1 )H2HBU 1BTH2 B;JH - 6(U+1) +Op,n(A)
2
Ol (ti Ohy 1 (Y) AXL () oxI' Tt
= (14 0y n(A)) || Znflen) _ o 2 + Opp(A) || 2K () _ X0 () 2
‘9sz OR! (t;
FO0pn (D) || =55 — RvegiH) + Opn(D)
OXL(tix1) _ OXE(ti)
ov ov
2 -
7 dl/,
< (1+ 82| Xt + AR )], |BUBT,) || 25 - X0
2
_ al AR (t; OR>!
+A | BUTBT, [ x| || 2t - Pzl +0,,(2)
2
ontl (v
+A||BU BT, || 2uf) - Zesa® 40,4
2
axL(t)  axdl,
— (14 Op() | B2 - 5
AR (t; OR ant (t; ohdt (V)
+Op,n(A) < va(v +1) 8v+1 + vgvﬂ) 621 + Op,n(A)-
2 2
~o a0,
Because aXa’[leti) — aX”av(tl) = 0, we can prove again by induction, by using the pre-
2

vious inequalities and the discrete Gronwall lemma that HaRa”—

H

; h‘“ Y) ST )
ahgétl) 2 ( H = 0pn(1) and axaf’ - aX’év(tl) = 0p.n(1). Despite the formal com-
2
putation, there are no theoretical difficulties to derive under condition C8 that we can differ-
2 pd;l 27.d,l
entiate again the sensitivity equation and obtain ‘ 82};}5“) 9 6‘?;%’ L= opn(1), 32%1(}%) 9 hgé;(y)

opn(1) and

leads to sup, ¢y HRlv - R{’,"HL2 — 0, sup,er thj — hgon — 0 and sup,cr Hij —

*°XL(t)  0*Xo'(ti

)

02v 02v

(t;) ORI
ov

2

= Opvn(]‘)'
2

= Opm(l),

LEMMA 18. Under conditions C1 to C3, the uniform convergence ofX_fj for eachv el

L2

—

Hz N
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0 when | — oo.

PROOF. Let us consider R!, hl X_fj ,and RY Bl X—fj , respectively the solutions of (I3)])
for a given [ € N and I € N. By making the difference of the ODEs ruling the reversed

time functions R!, := RL(T —.), hl, := hl(T —.), X! := X! (T —.) and Rl := R\(T — ),

=BT — ), X! = XI(T —.) we obtain:
R (1) - R (1)
= B 0,07 (R - By (0) + <Z;<§F<t>,t> —/E()?Z—/l@),t))Tﬁm
+RY (1) @(Zﬂ'vl(t),t) ~ AN 0.0) + (B0 - BL0) A(xE (1)1

+RLOBUTBT (RY() — RL®) + (RL@) - RL()) BUTBTRL (1)
(1) — A (1)
T —

= AXE 0,07 (W) - 1) + (0.0 - B 0.0) i
+R()BUBT (R (1) — KL (0) + (BL(1) — Ry (1) BU-LBTA (1)
with RL(0) — RV (0) = 04,4 and ;1\1;(0) - lfz\lZ(O) = 04,1 Here by taking the norm and by using
proposition @, we know || RL(t)| RU()] hL(1)]],, [|h% (2) H2 are uniformly bounded on
N x [0, T] x T and we obtain:

2 | 2 2 |

fmo- o, < 0uw|Rio -], + 0. |[Ha 0.0 - B 6.0
& [rhw-nw||, < o ||rbe -riw],
+ 0,0 A 0.0 - B 0.0 + 0.0 R - Ao,
2

By using the continuous Gronwall lemma, we easily obtain from the first inequality HRfj (t) —
—_ T — —_ 2 . _

On(1) fo ‘Ag(xfj—l(t), t) — Ag(X51 (1), t)|| dt. Since X5t~ X5 — 0on C ([0, T], RY)

2

and VO € O, (z,t) — Ap(z,t) is continuous on A x [0, T|, we have

T — —_— 2
su)lz/ HA(,(ij—l(t),t) — Ag(Xf,_l(t),t)Hz dt — 0
ve 0

when (l,l,) — 400 and so sup,cr HRL’ - RLH; — 0. From this limit, we derive the

uniform convergence of the sequence {Rfj} Jen - and {hﬁj} jen @ well. Now let us control
the difference X_fj — X—f}', by integrating and taking the norm, we obtain:
Xt -XTw)|, < 0u) fy [Xie) - XTs)||, ds
+ 0a(1) fy |RL() = RE(9)|| ds + 0u() fy [0l(9) =S (s)]| s

Ry ()]l <



40 Quentin Clairon

by taking the norm, using Gronwall lemma and the limits sup, ¢y HRZ — R

oll;z — 0,

) 2
sup,er ||hL — Rl HL2 — 0 we conclude sup,,cy Hij . e 0.

6.3. Asymptotic normality
LEMMA 19. Under conditions C1 to C6, we have h*dl R () 4+ On(A), 8%{}’ -
M) 4 0,(A) and Vo, SL(Y 5 0%) — V8 (0*) = Op(A).

Proor. By formal computations similar as in lemma [I7], we obtain the finite difference
equations ruling R*dl R*(t;), h:dl R (), X (tir) — X (tin):

R — Re(t)
= Ry — RU(tign) + Adge (X*H71(t,), 1) T (FRﬁil - R*l(tiﬂ))
+A (A (XN E) 1) — Ag- (XM (t:), 1)) R (tign)
FAR (Age (XH1(t5), 1) — Age (X1 (t3), 1)) Ag- (X1 (8), 1)
+AR;*if( S = R ) Ae- (X1 (1), 1)
(R*l(tz DBUTLBT (R (1) = Ryt ) + (R () — Ry, ) BUTUBTRYL, )
On(A?)
h*d.l R ()
= B ) DA (O, 0T (1~ )
+A (Ae (X*d.,lfl( D). ti) — Ag- X*l 1 (t;), L) %Th*l tis1)

+ARS(t)BU-'BT (h*l( 1) — ;‘jff) R(t) — jﬁf) BU='BTH% + 0,(A?)

X*dl( z+1) (tlJrl)
X*dl( ) X*l(tz —l—AAg*(X*dl 1( z) tz) (X*dl( ) X*l(tz))
+A (A9 (X*dl 1(tl)tl) AB*(X*Z 1( ) 1)) X*l( )
(

+ABUTBT (R (X0(1) - X71(1) + (BRI = R (1)) X7U(12))

+ABUTBT (I = B (ti11) ) + O (82)
Now, let us prove by induction that HR*dl R (t;) , = On(A), h*dl R (t;) , = On(A)
and HX*dO ) — X0t H2 = O, (A). For initialisation, let us consider the case [ = 1, we
have HX*C” L) — X*l I Z)H2 = ||lz§ — x|l = 0 for all i € [0, n]. From this, equations
ruling R*d ! - R*(t;) h:d’l — h*L(t;) and X*41(t;41) — X*(t;41) become:

R*d 1 R*l(ti)
= Ry = R (tig) + Adg- (a5, 1) " (eril - R*l(ti+1))
+A (R = R (1) ) Ao (w5, t) + AR (ti42) BUT BT (R (ti1) — Ry, )

+0 (R (tis1) = Ryl ) BUTBTRY L, + 0u(A2)
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h*dl I’L*l( )
A B tn) + A (a7 (B B ()

AR OBUTBT (W (tisa) = W) + A (R0 - RIS ) BUTUBTR + 0,(82)
X*M b)) — X (tiga)
X*d 1( ) X*l( )+AA0 (;607 )(X*d 1( ) X*l(ti))
+ABUTBT (R = R (1) ) X708 + BT = W7 (i) ) + Ou(A2).

By using triangular inequality, we derive:

|z~ m ) < (14 0(A) ||RES = R ti4)||, +On(2?)
h*d 1 h*l( ) , < (1 + On( )) h;(ii_,ll h*l( z+1) + O HR*d 1 R*l(tiJrl)H2 4 On(Az)
X)) = X (tig)][, < (L+0n(A)) | X1 (t;) — X+ (1),
+0u(8) | RIS = B )|+ 0u(@) B8 = B )|,
and since HRSd’l - R*I(O)H2 = ‘ h;d’l — h*L(0 H = 0, we can use discrete Gronwall lemma

[[6lto derive HR;kd’l — R*l(ti)H2 = On(A), Hh*d ! — R (t;)
On(A).

Now let us assume the property holds up to [ — 1, triangular inequality gives in the
general case:

= Oula) [X41(0) = X7, =

HR*dl R*[( )
< (1 2a A ([Ribafl, + [t 1BU 87, it - R,
A ([[B]] + IR wenll,) A0 (X4 00), 1) = A (X (1)

)]l + On(L).

By using the induction hypothesis and (z, ) — Ag-(x,t) continuity, we have || Ag- (X*1(t;), t;) — Ag- (X7 (5),
‘2 = Op(A), from this we

O, (A) and we can use again lemma [0 to prove HR;‘d’l — R*(t)

derive:
|t =), < (4 AA+ o B, [BUTBT|,) ||p ) — D]
+ Aot ||, [mtw - rE|
b A ), Ao (54 1), 1) = Ao (X1 (8), )], + On(22)

which leads to Hh;‘dvl — ()
HX*d’l(ti) o X*l(ti)Hz
condition 7, we can derive the sensitivity equations of R*»f — R* pxdl _ p*l and X*d!l —
X*l_ll

, = On(A). As in the initialisation phase, we easily derive

= Op(A) and we can conclude the induction proof. Thanks to
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2 (R = R) = & (R - R (b))

N (OAe* (X1 1) + 8A9* (X1 (8, ¢ )ax*dz L )) (Rfﬁ’ll—R*l(tiH))
FAAg (X1 (1), 1) 2 (R;‘ff Rt m)
A (8A9* (X1 (1), 1) — 8A9* (XH1(t), 1) )TR*I (tis1)

—i—(ag%(X*d’l_l(ti)ati) 8,49* (XY )) (8X*dl () ax*la;l(ti))TR*l(tiﬂ)
+A (Ae (X*d,l—l( Doti) — Ag*(X*l L )) OR” (tz+1)

FAZEEL (Ag. (X1 (1), 1) — Ae*(X*l Hta), z))
AR (L (X0 (0) 1) — e (0 (1,1

t
1+1 ( 1)7 1)

*d,l [ OAg« % BA . « X1 (¢, axX*1—1(t;
FARE (%8 (X1 (1), 1) — 2e (X1 (1), 1)) (e — ST

+AZ (R = R (ti0)) Ag- (X1 (1), 1) + A (BRI — B (ti41) ) £ Ag- (X1 8), 1)

F AU (1341) BU BT (R (tiy1) = Ryl ) + AR (i) BUT BT 2 (BRI = R (1))
* ORY!

+A% <2Rii71l - R*l(ti+1)) BUT'BTRy,,, + A (R*l(ti-i-l) Ry i+1) BU 1 BT

+0n(47)

‘9% ( By — bt ) a0 ( :Jill - h*l(fiﬂ))

_|_A6A9* (X*l=1(8), )T hﬁlz h*l(iﬂ))

+A Qe (e 1(&)%)# (h*dl Bt z+1))

FAAg (X8, )T 2 ( sl pely m))

+A (Ag (X1 (15), 1) — Age (X71(8), 1)) " Lllisn)
ti),t

ov
T
+A (aAe* (X*dl 1( D ti) — aAe* (X*l 1( l)ati)) h*l(ti-i-l)
wd, =1, w1, \\ T
+A (8?19* (X*d’l_l( ) BAQ* (X*l 1( )7tz)) (8X ‘;; 1tl) 90X ;Ul(tl)) h”(f“.l)

+A O gy BT (h*l( i+1) = hffll) + ARMNBU B 3, (hﬁ’f - Wt i+1))

)
i)t

*dl
v (s (Rt R)) BU BT + (it~ Rl)) BU= B2 ) 28

v
+0,(A?).
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8_(2) (X*d,l( 1+1) X*l(tz—i-l) 8 (X*dl( ) X*l( *)d)l) 1
A (2o (X 1), ¢ 1) + S (X1 () )2 D) (X (k) — X))
+AA0*(X*d,l—1( i) ) (X*dl 1( ) X*l 1( ))
A (2 (X0 ), 1) — e (01 1< > 9) X
+A% (Ae*(X*d,lfl( ) ) AG* X*l 1 )) (X*dl 1 ) X*l 1( )) X*l( )
+A(A9 (X*dlfl( ) ) — Ag- (X*l 1( )t)) 3X (t)
+ABU~ 1T z+1 (X*dl( ) X*l(tz)) +R:<-|d-1l% (X*d’l(tz)—X*l(tl))>
+ABUTIBY ( a0 (Rﬁll - R*l(tiJrl)) XH(t:) + (Rﬁf - R*l(tiJrl)) %;(ti))
+ABU1BT 2 (hﬁ’f - h*l(tm)) + 0n(L2).

Application of triangular inequality gives us:

J# ()
< (140,00 | (Ritd ~ mec)
+0,(A) aAg (X*=1(t,), ¢) — aAg (X1(t), ) )
+0n(A) “9 (X (), 1) — “9 (X1 (1), )| [| ) — X
)

v ’ 2

Ag (X*1=1(t), 1) — A (X*l (i), ti H2+ On(A?)

*d,l *
), dl
(14 0n(a) | & (hfl = Bt (tsn)) |+ On A)\ B = Bl ()|
+On(A) ag—i*(X*d’lil(tz),ti) Og;;* (X*l 1( l), H X*dalvl(t) 8X*la;1(ti)H
+O0n(A) || = (X1 (1), 1) — Zoe= (X1 (), 1) 2+On(A2)-
7% (X*dl(t +1) z+1))H2
< (1+ 0y Ha Mt = X(t)) [, + On(B) [ X (1) = X (13
+0n(4) 825* (X*‘“ Hti)sti) — ZgE (XN (1), )|,
10828 (x50 1) — 2 o0, ), |2t _ ax)
+0,(A) || A+ (X*‘“ L(ty), sty) — Ag= (X ¥~ 1(t ||2
oR;{ 1 * * * *
+0n(8) | T (X (t) = X71()) | +0n(2) | RiE = R (ti)
2
+04(8) a%( = n )|+ 0u(a®),
Again from these inequalities, we can prove by induction H% (R:d’l (¢ )>H2 On(A),

|

%(hjdl Rt )H = 0,(A) and || 2 (XU (t41) — X*(t:11))||, = On(A). Since

VoS! (v*) = (a)T 2w 4 9 (a)T 22O 9 [T el ()T By —1 BT 2821 gy
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and
VoS (Y5 0%) = () Xat + 2 (at)T Py
SISy (h:i’f) BGmﬁf)BT% - ay () BRI BT
= (o)™ 25"y 2 (o) 25— 28 T () BUS BT 4 0,(0)
we derive:
Vo SL (Y5 v*) — VgSl v*)
— (a3)T (8%59“ _ a9(0)) 5 +2(a3)T (ahaged’l _ %;;(0))

T wd,l
_22 (ftt i1 h*l )TBU lBTah ()dt—A (h:ill) BU—IBT%> —i—On(A)
and because we can approximate uniformly the terms in the last sum by:

S w1 BU BT 2 W gy (h;‘ivf)T Bu-1pr i

— AR (t;)T BUTT BT 2 (st) 4 0, (A2) — A (hjf{) Bu-1prii
= A (h¥ ()T BUTI BT 2 ) (h;‘i{) Bu-1prii ) £ 0n(A2)

= A (0 + 0u(A)TBU BT (2 1 0,(A)) - (hjﬁf) BU-'BT 7t +1) +0u(8?)
= 0,(A2)

we conclude VoS! (Y#; v*) =V S (v*) = O, (A). Regarding V,,S'(v*) and V,, S, (Y

we have:
V%Sl(v*)
= AR (O) + ()" e+ 207(0) +2 ()" P
_2f0 h*l TBU lBTah ()dt

Vo S (Y5 0%)
= 2R (0)af + (a:O)T RO 4 207 (0) + 2 ()" L

n * , * 6hl 1 * , * *
a0 () BRI BT - A (k) B (R BTN
_ 2R*d’l(0) +(z )T 338 (O)x + 2h*d l(O) +92 (xS)T %87(0)

n B * 6hl !
20y () BORIE) BT 10, (4)

so their difference is given by:

vmosil(yd*a U*) - Vﬁbosl(v*)

= 2 (R(0) = R7(0)) i + 2 (a5)" (25 — 250 a2 (a)" (L5l - 25

«l T wd,l
2y (ft T BUT BT D - A (1) BU‘lBT%ha;’;OI> +0n(A)

v*),
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and we derive from this V,, S! (Y% v*) — V,, S (v*) = O,(A), hence the conclusion for
Vo SL(Y 4 v*) — Vv, 8 (v*).

LEMMA 20. Under conditions C1 to C7, we have aai: = ag;w + oy(1), %L: = ag:}m +

o (1), ERL = BI= 4 (1), B = TH= 4 o)(1) and

8222( 1) +Ol(1).

{VSZ(U) V,5%(v*) + (1)
D 2s

(v

PROOF. As in lemma[I8], we derive the differences X*! — X*>® R* — R** and h* — p*>°
are ruled by the equations:

(X)) = X)) = Ag- (X)) X7U(t) + BUT BT (R (£)X*1(t) + h*!(1))
Ag-(X7(1),8)X*(t) — BUT BT (R*>() X*>°(t) + h*>(t))
( (X*l 1( ),t)—I—BUTBTR*l( )) (X*l() X*oo(t))
(Ag- (X=1(8), 1) — Ag- (X*(8), 1)) X*(1)

BUTBT (b (t)—h*OO() (R*(t) — R*°(1)) X*(1))
(Ag- (X*(t),£) — R*(t)BU~ 1BT) (R (t) — R*(t))
(t) (Ag- (X *°°<> t) — Ap- <X*l;<>t>)

g (X*°(t), 1) — Ag- (X*171(1), 1)) R*l()

a(t) - 1< (1)) (BU BT R (1) — <X*l (1), 1))
(X2 (t),0)T = R*\(t)BU~ 1BT)(h*°° — (1))
(X0 (t), > Age (X1~ 1<>t§)Th*l<>

i (BH(t) — B (1))

% (h*l(t) _ h*oo(t))

e S [ o S S [ S|

42 (10 - R(0) )
= (£ (Ao- (X*OO(),t)—R*l(t)BU—lBT)) (R*l() R*°(t))
+ (A (XFo0(), t) — R(t)BU'BT)" L (R™(t) — R*°(t))
+ 2 (Age (X*0(t), 1) — Age (X *- X t))
FR (1) (252 (X0 (1), t) — L (X*l '(t),1)
—I—R*OO(t) 8A9 (X*oo() ) 8A9 ( ),t) 6 (X*oo()_X*lfl(t))
b (e (x (1), 1) — L (X100, 0))) R

4 (05 (0) = X 0)T (e (00,0 - Ba (e 0,0) R
+g8A9 (X*oo() ) 8A9 X*l 1 ))T
+2 (R*(t) — R*=(t)) (BU 1BTR*°° (t) — 9 (X*l L(t),1))
—I—(R*l(t)—R*oo(t)) 0 (BU lBTR*oo(t) (X*l 1( ),t))

(t
i
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E@ (h*I(t) — h*>(1))
(AG (X*Oo(t),t)T _ R*l BU 1BT) (h*oo h*l t))
(Ag (X*o(t),t)T — R*l(t)BU 1BT) & T( — (1))

+ (B (= (0),1) — B (X1 (1)) h*l()
T
+% (X*Oo(t) _X*lfl( )) (8149 (X*oo( ) ) 8149 (X*l 1( ),t)) h*l(t)

+ %Ae (X7 (8), ) — Age (X*-1(1), 1)) 220
R*l( ) R*Oo(t)) BU—lBTh*oo( )
T o e

Taking the norm and using triangular inequality gives us:

i |35 (RH(1) - R*""(t))H

< |35 (Ao (X™(0), — R0

§ (G0, - B os ) ) :
+|l5; (BUT'B R*”()—A =  @0-0) ||R* R*“(>||2
+HA9*(X*°°(t),t)—R*l()BU 1BTH |2 (R (t) — R™())]|,

+ BU_lBTR*OO(t)_AQ X*l 1 H ’Q(R*l R*oo )H2

+ —”a?(”HgllAe*(X*wmm <X*H 10,

IR (1+ | (020 = X1 D) [,) || Ze (00, 1) — Ze= (10, 0|
—l—’R*l(t) 2(1_’_"8811 X*oo() X*l 1 H HOAQ X*oo() ) c”)Ae (X*l 1() t)H2
+||%(X*m() X1 )H HR*I || HaAg (X*(8), 1) — aAe (X*-1(p), t)Hz

) -2,

41 070 - )], .
< 2 (a0 (=007 = RAOBULBT, 1020 - 10

+ | 4o- (X*°°(> ) = RUOBUBT, |1 (00 - 1)

A0, || 252 (X7 (0),6) — 2o (x70- 1<“>>H2

|25 o 0.0 = 06200

1 (=) = x @) ol H@Ae (X*22(0),) — 292 (X1 (0), )|
+[|BUT BTR (@), |75 (R*(t) = R*<() ||, + || BU™ 1BT51h*°° O [R(0) = B (@), -

By using lemma [I8 and proposition Ml we can simplify these inequalities:

# [la (R0 = R=0)], < a(1)+0u(1) |55 () = R=®)],
at oo (@O —w=@)[, < a@)+ o) |55 (@) - 2 O)],
+ 01(1)\!%(R*l(t — W),

Since a%R*I(O) = a%R*O"(O) =0 and %h*l(O) = a—‘zjh*w(O) = 0, the continuous version of
the Gronwall lemma successively gives us H% (R*l — R*‘X’) HL2 = 0;(1) then H % (h*l — h*°°) HL2 =
0y(1). In theorem [B we already derived the expression of S*(v) — S'(v), from which we
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obtain
VoS> (v*) = VoS! (v*) = (&5)" £ (R°(0) = R™(0))  + 2 (a5)" &5 (h*>°(0) — h*!(0))
+f0 <8h*l + 8?);"( )) BU~ lBT (h*l( ) h*oo(t))
+f0 (h*l + h*oo( )) BU- 1BT (8h*l( ) 6h °° (t))

and
Ve S(0) = Vi, $(07) =2 (R05(0) = B0) i + ()" o (R0(0) = B7(0)
+2 (h*(0) = h*(0)) +2 (25)" 52 (h*>(0) — h*!(0))
o (20 + 22 @) BUBT (W) — he>(1)) dt
o () + b)) BUTLBT (P (0) - (1)) dt
and since we know aai*l = aR =+ (1), ag: = 8h*°° + o(1) , we have VS (v*) —

VoS (v*) = oy(1). As sen51t1V1ty equations, the ODEs ruhng the functions -2 & (RH(t) — R™()),

% (h*l(t) — h*>(t ))are linear. By using C6 and classic existence and regularity results for
linear ODEs, we know these functions are differentiables w.r.t to v and 6871 (R*(t) — R*(1)),
% (R*(t) — h*>°(t)) are defined on [0, T]. From the previous derived expressions, it
is straightforward to see %i;l, 68}‘: (resp. 81;;&, ag;m) are ruled by ODEs of the form
VI = Fl(t,0")V! + GL(t,v*) (resp. Vo = F‘X’(t,v*)VOo + G=(t,v*)) with F' | F>,
G!, G continuous w.r.t ¢t and HVI —VOOH = o(1 HFl(t,’U ) — F>°(t,v* HL2 = o(1),
HGl(t,’U ) — G*™(t,v* HL2 = o(1),

o;(1). Here V arbitrarily stands for 852 ) (% By differentiation, we obtain:

LD (VUt) — V(1))
= 20,0V + Pl ) 2 4 80
_OL( *)Voo( ) Foo( ) — ) ( v )

) - %=, *))Vl<>+6F°°< V) - V)
+(Fl(t,v)—F°°(t,v*)) 25+ Feo(t,07) (250 - 250

v
FOG (1, 0%) — 289 (1, 0%).

By taking the norm and by using triangular inequality, we obtain:

figs V@0 = V=0,

t Ovu
< (|95t o) — =t g \Vl Mo+ 1255 @ o), [VHE) = V=@,
FU(t,0*) — F>(t,0") || H PR, v* ||2H6Vl 8gu°°(t)H

2

5]
(1) + i) 32 1) — 2= o)

%—T(tu) 8F°°(tv)H2=ol(1) H—(tv) 2= (t,v7)|
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. avi0) _ av=(0) . )
and since —5~ = —5-— = 0, we can conclude by using the continuous Gronwall
lemma that 25~ 62R = 4 o(1), ZA2 62hm +o By diff iating VS (v*) —

T = y G = 1(1). By differentiating VS (v*)

VSH(Y;v*) with respect to 6, we obtain:

82S8°;’év ) 82SZ(U )
= (zf)" 820 (R*oo(()) R*(0)) 2 + 2 ()T 53220 (17(0) — *(0))
+fT (8;?91 + 8282*900( )) BU— 1BT (h*l( ) e t)) ,

2y ( (1) + %5 (t )) BU-'BT <8h (6) — 2=

6
+f0 (h*l h*oo( )) BU-1BT (6;%1(0 . 828};*0"0 (t

and by differentiating V,,S>®(v*) — V,,, S!(v*) with respect to 0, we obtain:

01000 81080 (R*OO(O) - R*Z(O)) z;

_|_2 0 (h*oo h*l )+ xO 31039 (h*oo
o (é?i?é; +%ZZ§§( ) BU='BT (71() = e t))

925 (v* 928 o0 " "
ST OS99 (R Oy - R(0)) g <x0>
l

+2 g (%) + 2=(0) BUBT (%5 (1) - 251 dt
+Jy (W70 + 0 (1)) BU- 1BT(61089 )~ G ( t) dt
and:
P PSLD g (2 (R(0) — B0)) w + (R*(0) — B*(0)))
+252 (R*2(0) — R*(0)) 3+( )T ‘92 = (R*°(0) — R*(0))
#2at ((0) = 110) + 2 (25 (1 (0) — W1(0)) + (@) o (12(0) ~ h*(0)))
+ ) (61 () + (t)BU gt (h*!(t) — h*(1)) dt
+2 )y (% (t o> (1)) BU- 1BT( (t) 21 (1)) dt
+ T (i ()) BU'BT (G(t) — S (1)) a.
from this we can conclude that 82”;;(U ) — 82Sm(v ) or(1).
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