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Abstract We consider a Prohorov metric-based nonparametric approach to estimating the
probability distribution of a random parameter vector in discrete-time abstract parabolic sys-
tems. We establish the existence and consistency of a least squares estimator. We develop a
finite-dimensional approximation and convergence theory, and obtain numerical results by
applying the nonparametric estimation approach and the finite-dimensional approximation
framework to a problem involving an alcohol biosensor, wherein we estimate the probability
distribution of random parameters in a parabolic PDE. To show the convergence of the es-
timated distribution to the “true” distribution, we simulate data from the “true” distribution,
apply our algorithm, and obtain the estimated cumulative distribution function. We then use
the Markov Chain Monte Carlo Metropolis Algorithm to generate random samples from the
estimated distribution, and perform a generalized (2-dimensional) two-sample Kolmogorov-
Smirnov test with null hypothesis that our generated random samples from the estimated
distribution and generated random samples from the “true” distribution are drawn from the
same distribution. We then apply our algorithm to actual human subject data from the alco-
hol biosensor and observe the behavior of the normalized root-mean-square error (NRMSE)
using leave-one-out cross-validation (LOOCV) under different model complexities.
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1 Introduction

In the absence of a blood sample, breath alcohol concentration (BrAC) obtained by a breath-
alyzer is typically used as a surrogate for blood alcohol concentration (BAC) for measuring
the alcohol level in the human body. This is the case in law enforcement, medical research,
and clinical therapy. The breathalyzer was developed by Borkenstein based on a redox (i.e.
oxidation and reduction) reaction and Henry’s law [12]. While not entirely without contro-
versy, there is reasonable agreement between BrAC and BAC, and this relationship has been
shown to be relatively consistent across individuals under varying conditions [12]. Even
though there is widespread acceptance among researchers and clinicians of using BrAC as a
proxy for BAC, collecting and using samples of BrAC can be both challenging and limiting.
For example, it is impractical to collect continuous or near-continuous BrAC data. Also,
blowing into the breathalyzer so that a deep lung sample is obtained can be difficult, and
if still drinking, the blown sample may be contaminated by mouth alcohol. Alternatively,
ethanol, the type of alcohol contained in alcoholic beverages, is highly miscible and finds
its way into all the water in the body. Moreover, it has been known for a long time that the
alcohol contained in perspiration is positively correlated with BAC (and BrAC) [29], but
unfortunately, due to a number of confounding factors, the actual functional relationship be-
tween alcohol in perspiration and BAC/BrAC is not entirely clear. The technology required
to measure the alcohol level in perspiration has been evolving and there are now biosensors
available that measure transdermal alcohol concentration (TAC). For the most part, TAC
sensors also rely on a redox reaction in the form of a fuel cell that produces 4 electrons for
each molecule of ethanol [15]. The result is an electrical current that can be measured and
converted into TAC. However, for the device to be used by researchers and clinicians as a
meaningful quantitative indicator of alcohol in the blood, a means of converting TAC into
BrAC or BAC is required.

TAC is the amount of alcohol that diffuses from the dermal layer through the epidermal
layer. The dermal layer of the skin is the layer that has active blood supply, and the epidermal
layer of the skin is the layer that does not contain blood. After consuming alcohol, the liver
metabolizes most of the alcohol, but some of the alcohol leaves through exhaled breath,
some through urine, and about 1% diffuses through the skin in the form of perspiration
and sweat [21]. A number of biosensors have been developed over the past few decades for
measuring TAC – among them are the WrisTASTM7 (Figure 1, left) manufactured by Giner,
Inc. in Waltham, MA and the SCRAM CAM (Secure Continuous Remote Alcohol Monitor)
(Figure 1, right) by Alcohol Monitoring Systems, Inc. (AMS) in Littleton, CO.

Fig. 1 WrisTASTM7 (left) and SCRAM CAM (right) alcohol biosensors



Prohorov Metric-Based Nonparametric Estimation of Random Parameters 3

Furthermore, there are variations in TAC 1) between sensors including the same brand
of sensors, 2) between persons due to thickness of the skin, porosity (the quality of being
porous, i.e. having tiny holes that fluid flows through), tortuosity (i.e. the diffusion and fluid
flow through turns and twists in a porous media), and diffusion rate through the skin, and
3) within person across drinking episodes due to environmental conditions, temperature and
humidity, and skin hydration and vasodilation (i.e. the dilation of blood vessels which can re-
sult in a lower blood pressure). Taken together, these variations create significant challenges
in obtaining a direct method of converting TAC to BrAC/BAC.

In previous research, we used deterministic models to address these types of issues [4,
5]. For the forward model, where the input is BrAC and the output is TAC, in [9,19], we
developed a deterministic approach wherein a model based on a one-dimensional diffusion
equation using Fick’s law of diffusion [27] was calibrated to breath analyzer BrAC data
and TAC data for a single drinking episode for each individual subject. The resulting fit
of the model was then used to estimate BrAC for other drinking episodes by that individ-
ual wearing the device when only TAC (and not BrAC) is obtained. However, the calibration
process, which requires the simultaneous collection of BrAC and TAC for at least one drink-
ing episode, is difficult to conduct, time consuming, and often impractical. In [23,24,25],
we eliminated the calibration process to make the process of estimating BrAC from TAC
simpler for researchers and clinicians. In this series of papers, we allowed the parameters in
the diffusion equation to be random and then, rather than fitting the parameters themselves,
we fit the distribution of the parameters to population data and thus obtained a population
model. This model could then be used to obtain an estimate of BrAC from TAC along with
confidence bands for an individual subject without first requiring individualized calibration.

As in [23,24,25], we consider a physics-based model for the transdermal transport of
ethanol in the form of a random parabolic partial differential equation. The parameters of
this model are considered to be random due to a number of different sources of uncertainty.
The first task is to estimate the distribution of these random parameters, which we consider
here.

Converting to dimensionless variables, the following initial-boundary value problem is
obtained.

∂x
∂ t

(t,η) = q1
∂ 2x
∂η2 (t,η), 0 < η < 1, t > 0, (1)

q1
∂x
∂η

(t,0) = x(t,0), t > 0, (2)

q1
∂x
∂η

(t,1) = q2u(t), t > 0, (3)

x(0,η) = x0, 0 < η < 1, (4)

y(t) = x(t,0), t > 0, (5)

where t is the temporal variable and η is the spatial variable, x(t,η) is the concentration
of ethanol in the epidermal layer of the skin at time t and depth η , and η = 0 at the skin
surface and η = 1 at the boundary between the epidermal and dermal layers of the skin. We
denote BrAC/BAC at time t by u(t), and TAC at time t by y(t). Equation (1) describes the
transport of ethanol through the epidermal layer of the skin with boundary conditions (2)
and (3) representing the evaporation of ethanol at the skin surface and flux of ethanol across
the boundary between the epidermal and dermal layers of the skin, respectively. We assume
that the initial condition (4) is x0(η) = 0, 0< η < 1, representing the assumption that at time
t = 0 there is no alcohol in the epidermal layer of the skin. Finally, the output equation (5) is
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the TAC level at the skin surface measured by the biosensor. The random parameters in these
equations are q1, which represents the normalized diffusivity, and q2, which represents the
normalized flux gain at the boundary between the dermal and epidermal layers of the skin.
These parameters depend on the specific sensor that is being used in the experiment, the
environmental conditions, and the individual wearing the sensor. The parameter vector is
qqq = (q1,q2) ∈ Q, where Q is a compact subset of R+×R+ with metric dQ.

The fundamental idea in both our earlier work, [23,24,25], and our treatment here is to
account for the uncertainty in the model parameters by fitting a population model to obser-
vations of both BrAC and TAC for a particular sample of subjects. Fitting the population
model consists of estimating the distribution of the random parameters. Once this is done,
the resulting population model can then be used to estimate BrAC from a subject’s TAC
when no observations of BrAC are available. The underlying statistical model used to esti-
mate the distribution of the parameters is based on the assumption that the dynamics in this
physics-based model is common to the entire sample (i.e. all individuals who wore differ-
ent sensors under different environmental conditions and all molecules of ethanol that were
transported from the blood through the skin to the sensor) and then rely on randomness and
uncertainty in the model parameters to capture the un-modeled variation. Thus, we assume
that each data point is an observation that consists of the mean behavior plus a random error.

In [26], abstract discrete-time random parabolic systems with unbounded input and out-
put operators (of which (1)-(5) is a particular example) are considered. Using the ideas
developed in [11], the systems of this general form are reformulated in weak form in a
Gelfand triple setting wherein the corresponding Hilbert spaces are Bochner spaces with
measures derived from the unknown distribution of the random parameters. In this way, the
random parameters are treated much like additional spatial variables. Finite dimensional
approximation is achieved via Galerkin approximation with convergence arguments based
on linear semigroup theory. If we let N denote the level of discretization for the spatial
variable η and the random parameter vector qqq, using linear splines and characteristic func-
tions, respectively, we obtain matrix representations for the approximating linear operators,
AAAN ,BBBN , and CCCN . Then using the variation of parameters formula, the solution to the under-
lying approximating discrete-time dynamical system then takes the form of a convolution
as

xN
k =

k−1

∑
j=0

eAAAN (k− j−1)τ BBBNu j, k = 1,2, . . . ,

with the approximate output, or TAC, given by

yN
k =

k−1

∑
j=0

hk− ju j, k = 1,2, . . . .

where the convolution kernel or filter hk = CCCNeAAAN (k−1)τ BBBN , k = 1,2, . . . , and τ denotes the
length of the sampling interval.

In the sequence of papers [23,25,26], we made the assumption that the distribution of
the random parameters is absolutely continuous with density parameterized by a parameter
ρ (e.g., a truncated bivariate Normal), estimated via least squares as ρN . We argued that
there exists a subsequence {ρN j} that converges to the least squares estimate that would be
obtained based on the original infinite-dimensional dynamical system.

Our approach here is to not make any assumptions about the form of the distribution
of the random parameters. We use a nonparametric estimation approach to estimate the
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shape of the cumulative distribution function directly rather than estimating parameters that
determine a density, thus we are not limiting ourselves to any specific distribution type. We
establish the existence and consistency of a least squares estimator and develop a finite-
dimensional approximation and convergence theory. Our approach is an extension of the
approach taken by Banks and his coauthors in [2] and [7]. Banks’ results are for continuous-
time dynamical systems with a single subject. We are interested in discrete-time dynamical
systems with multiple subjects.

An outline of the remainder of the paper is as follows. In section 2, we set up the mathe-
matical model for our discrete-time dynamical systems and the associated statistical model.
In section 3, we establish the existence and consistency of the least squares estimator. In sec-
tion 4, we establish a convergence theory for finite-dimensional approximations to the esti-
mator. In section 5, we consider abstract parabolic systems in a Gelfand triple setting and the
application of our abstract estimation and approximation framework to them. Finally, in sec-
tion 6, we present the application of our scheme to the transdermal transport of alcohol, first
in the context of an example involving simulated data, and then in two examples involving
human subject data collected in the laboratory of one of the co-authors (SEL) utilizing two
different TAC biosensor devices. In the simulation case in section 6.1, in order to show the
convergence of the estimated distribution of the parameter vector qqq = (q1,q2) to the “true”
distribution, we take BrAC inputs from different drinking episodes, and simulate the TAC
outputs using a specific distribution as the “true” distribution. We estimate the distribution
of the parameter vector using the algorithm from section 4. Then, we generate samples from
the estimated distribution using the Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) Metropolis al-
gorithm. We perform a generalized (2-dimensional) two-sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov test
(KS-test) in order to test the null hypothesis that our generated samples from the estimated
distribution and the generated samples from the “true” distribution are drawn from the same
distribution. For the human subject data in section 6.2, we take drinking episodes from nine
individuals, and apply the leave-one-out cross-validation (LOOCV) method. Each time, we
estimate the distribution of the parameter vector qqq using the training set. We simulate 100
TACs using the BrAC input of the test set and 100 samples of qqq generated from the esti-
mated distribution. Using the average of the TACs as an estimation of the “true” TAC, we
observe the behavior of the normalized root-mean-square error (NRMSE) under different
model complexities and consider their computational costs.

2 The Mathematical Model

Analogously to what was done in [2,7], consider the following discrete-time mathematical
model for the ith subject at time-step k

xk,i = gk−1(xk−1,i,uk−1,i;qqq), k = 1, . . . ,ni, i = 1, . . . ,m,

x0,i = φ0,i, i = 1, . . . ,m,

where qqq ∈ Q is the parameter vector, Q is the set of admissible parameters, gk−1 : H ×
Rν ×Q→H , H is, in general, an infinite-dimensional Hilbert space, and uk−1,i ∈ Rν is
the input. The output is given by

yk,i = hk(xk,i,φ0,i,uk,i;qqq), k = 1, . . . ,ni, i = 1, . . . ,m,

where hk : H ×H ×Rν ×Q→ R.
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We consider the aggregate problem of observing ni×m sampled measurements of the
mean behavior of the output plus a random error. Define

Yk,i = ȳk,i(P0)+ ek,i, k = 1, . . . ,ni, i = 1, . . . ,m, (6)

where

ȳk,i(P) = E[hk(xk,i,φ0,i,uk,i;qqq)] =
∫

Q
hk(xk,i,φ0,i,uk,i;qqq)dP,

and ek,i are independent and identically distributed (i.i.d) random variables with mean 0 and
common variance σ2, and P is a probability measure on the Borel sigma algebra on Q. Let
P(Q) denote the set of all probability measures defined on the Borel sigma algebra on Q,
ΣQ, and let P0 denote the “true” distribution of the random vector qqq. The goal is to find an
estimate of P0. In order to generate an estimator for P0, we employ an abstract framework
based on nonlinear least squares and the Prohorov metric on P(Q) to establish theoretical
results and computational tools.

In [7], Banks and his co-authors developed a Prohorov metric-based framework for es-
timation of the probability measure for random parameters in continuous-time dynamical
systems. We briefly describe the Prohorov metric and its properties. Let Q be a Hausdorff
metric space with metric d. Define

Cb(Q) = { f : Q→ R | f is bounded and continuous},

and given any probability measure P ∈P(Q) and some ε > 0, an ε-neighborhood of P is
defined by

Bε(P) =
{

P̃
∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
∫

Q
f (qqq)dP̃(qqq)−

∫
Q

f (qqq)dP(qqq)

∣∣∣∣∣< ε, for all f ∈Cb(Q)

}
.

The Prohorov metric ρ on P(Q)×P(Q) is then defined so that given two probability
measures, P and P̃ in P(Q), P̃ ∈ Bε(P) if and only if ρ(P, P̃) < ε . For any two measures
P, P̃ ∈P(Q), the Prohorov metric ρ is defined as

ρ(P, P̃) = inf{ε > 0 | P̃(E)≤ P(Eε)+ ε and P(E)≤ P̃(Eε)+ ε, for all E ∈ ΣQ},

where Eε , the ε-neighborhood of E is defined by

Eε = {q̃qq ∈ Q | d(q̃qq,E)< ε}= {q̃qq ∈ Q | inf
qqq∈E

d(qqq, q̃qq)< ε},

for all nonempty E ∈ ΣQ, the Borel sigma algebra on Q.
It can be shown that (P(Q),ρ) is in fact a metric space. Moreover, given a sequence of

measures PM ∈P(Q) for all M = 1, . . . ,∞, and P ∈P(Q), we say PM converges weakly to

P, PM
w∗−→P, if and only if ρ(PM,P)→ 0; the Prohorov metric metrizes the weak convergence

of measures. It is important to note that the weak∗ topology and the weak topology are
equivalent on the space of probability measures.

The metric space (P(Q),ρ) has properties that will be especially relevant in what fol-
lows. Let D = {δqqq | qqq ∈ Q}, be the space of Dirac measures on Q, where for all E ∈ ΣQ,

δqqq(E) =

{
1 if qqq ∈ E

0 if qqq /∈ E
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then if qqq1,qqq2 ∈Q, ρ(δqqq1 ,δqqq2) =min{d(qqq1,qqq2),1}. The metric space (P(Q),ρ) is separable
if and only if the metric space (Q,d) is separable, and in this case, the sequence {qqq j}∞

j=1
is Cauchy in (Q,d) if and only if the sequence {δqqq j}

∞
j=1 is Cauchy in (P(Q),ρ). We also

have (Q,d) is complete if and only if (P(Q),ρ) is complete, and (Q,d) is compact if and
only if (P(Q),ρ) is compact. The details and proofs can be found in [7].

Assume the metric space (Q,d) is separable and let Qd = {qqq j}∞
j=1 be a countable dense

subset of Q. Define the dense (see [7]) subset of P(Q), P̃d(Q), as

P̃d(Q) = {P ∈P(Q) | P =
M

∑
j=1

p jδqqq j ,qqq j ∈ Qd ,M ∈ N, p j ∈ [0,1]∩Q,
M

∑
j=1

p j = 1},

the collection of all convex combinations of Dirac measures on Q with nodes qqq j ∈ Qd and
rational weights p j, and for each M ∈ N let

PM(Q) = {P ∈ P̃d(Q) | P =
M

∑
j=1

p jδqqq j ,qqq j ∈ {qqq j}M
j=1}.

Let nnn = {ni}m
i=1 and define

Jnnn,m(YYY ;P) =
m

∑
i=1

ni

∑
k=1

(Yk,i− ȳk,i(P))2,

where YYY = ({Yk,i}ni
k=1)

m
i=1 and define the estimator

Pnnn,m = arg min
P∈P(Q)

Jnnn,m(YYY ;P). (7)

Let yk,i be realizations of the random variables Yk,i, and define

P̂nnn,m = arg min
P∈P(Q)

Jnnn,m(yyy;P) = arg min
P∈P(Q)

m

∑
i=1

ni

∑
k=1

(yk,i− ȳk,i(P))2, (8)

where yyy= {{yk,i}ni
k=1}

m
i=1. Now we cannot exactly compute P̂nnn,m since ȳk,i(P) typically must

be approximated numerically. Let ȳN
k,i(P) be an approximation of ȳk,i(P) based, for example,

on a Galerkin scheme with N denoting the level of discretization. In addition, we define
our approximating estimator over the set PM(Q) where M denotes the number of nodes,
{qqq j}M

j=1, so that the least squares optimization is now over a finite set of parameters, namely
the {p j}M

j=1. Our approximating estimator is then given by

P̂N
nnn,m,M = arg min

P∈PM(Q)
JN

nnn,m(yyy,P) = arg min
P∈PM(Q)

m

∑
i=1

ni

∑
k=1

(yk,i− ȳN
k,i(P))

2.

3 Existence and Consistency of the Least Squares Estimator

In order to establish the existence of the estimator Pnnn,m in (7), it is sufficient to show the exis-
tence of the estimator P̂nnn,m in (8). Recall that the estimator P̂nnn,m is obtained from the realiza-
tions {yk,i}, k = 1, . . . ,ni, i = 1, . . . ,m of the random variables {Yk,i}, k = 1, . . . ,ni, i =
1, . . . ,m. The following theorem establishes the existence of the estimator P̂nnn,m.
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Theorem 1 For i = 1,2, . . . ,m, let Jni : Rni ×P(Q)→ R be defined by

Jni(yyyi;P) =
ni

∑
k=1

(yk,i− ȳk,i(P))2,

where yyyi = [y1,i, . . . ,yni,i]
T and set

Jnnn,m(yyy;P) =
m

∑
i=1

Jni(yyyi;P).

Assume (Q,d) is separable and compact. Let (P(Q),ρ) be the space of probability mea-
sures P(Q) with the Prohorov metric ρ . Assume that for each P ∈P(Q) we have a mea-
surable function Jni(.;P) : Rni → R, and also for each yyyi, we have a continuous function
Jni(yyyi; .) : P(Q)→ R. Then there exists a measurable function P̂nnn,m : ∏

m
i=1Rni →P(Q)

such that
Jnnn,m(yyy; P̂nnn,m) = inf

P∈P(Q)
Jnnn,m(yyy;P).

Proof The theorem can be proved in a similar way as in [7]. ut

Next, we establish the consistency of the estimator Pnnn,m by showing that Pnnn,m converges
to the “true” distribution, P0, in probability.

Consider the following assumptions for a fixed m,

A0. Let n = maxni, and let yk,i = 0 for ni < k ≤ n, i = 1, . . . ,m.
A1. For any fixed n and m, {ek,i}, k = 1, . . . ,n, i = 1, . . . ,m, introduced in equation (6),

are i.i.d. with E[ek,i] = 0 and Var(ek,i) = σ2 on some probability space (Ω ,ΣΩ ,PΩ ).
A2. Let (P(Q),ρ) be the space of probability measures P(Q) with the Prohorov metric

ρ , where (Q,d) is a separable and compact metric space.
A3. For T > 0 and n∈N, set τn = T/n and tn

k = kτn, k= 1, . . . ,n. Then, for each i= 1, . . . ,m,
there exists ȳi ∈ C(P(Q),C([0,T ])) such that ȳi(tn

k ;P) = ȳk,i(P), for P ∈P(Q), k =
1, . . . ,n.

A4. There exists a measure µ on [0,T ] such that for all f ∈C([0,T ]), as n→ ∞,

1
n

n

∑
k=1

f (tn
k ) =

∫ T

0
f (t)dµn(t)→

∫ T

0
f (t)dµ(t).

A5. The “true” distribution P0 ∈P(Q) is the unique minimizer of J0(P) where

J0(P) = σ
2 +

1
m

m

∑
i=1

∫ T

0
(ȳi(t;P0)− ȳi(t;P))2dµ(t).

Theorem 2 Under assumptions A0-A5, define

Jn,m(YYY ;P) =
m

∑
i=1

n

∑
k=1

(Yk,i− ȳi(tn
k ;P))2,

there exists a set A ∈ ΣΩ with probability one such that for fixed m and for all ω ∈ A,

1
mn

Jn,m(YYY ;P)(ω)→ J0(P)(ω)

as n→ ∞, for each P ∈P(Q). In addition, the convergence is uniform on P(Q).
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Proof Let P ∈P(Q) be fixed. We have

1
mn

Jn,m(YYY ;P) =
1

mn

m

∑
i=1

n

∑
k=1

(Yk,i− ȳi(tn
k ;P))2

=
1

mn

m

∑
i=1

n

∑
k=1

(ȳi(tn
k ;P0)+ ek,i− ȳi(tn

k ;P))2

=
1

mn

m

∑
i=1

n

∑
k=1

[
e2

k,i +2
(
ȳi(tn

k ;P0)− ȳi(tn
k ;P)

)
ek,i +

(
ȳi(tn

k ;P0)− ȳi(tn
k ;P)

)2
]

=
1

mn

m

∑
i=1

n

∑
k=1

e2
k,i (9)

+
2

mn

m

∑
i=1

n

∑
k=1

(
ȳi(tn

k ;P0)− ȳi(tn
k ;P)

)
ek,i (10)

+
1

mn

m

∑
i=1

n

∑
k=1

(
ȳi(tn

k ;P0)− ȳi(tn
k ;P)

)2
. (11)

For the first term, (9), by the Strong Law of Large Numbers, we have

PΩ ({ω ∈Ω | 1
mn

m

∑
i=1

n

∑
k=1

e2
k,i→ σ

2}) = 1.

For the second term, (10), let ẽk,i =
(
ȳi(tn

k ;P0)− ȳi(tn
k ;P)

)
ek,i, by continuity of ȳi(t;P)

and compactness of [0,T ], we have

E[ẽk,i] =
(
ȳi(tn

k ;P0)− ȳi(tn
k ;P)

)
E[ek,i] = 0.

Var[ẽk,i] =
(
ȳi(tn

k ;P0)− ȳi(tn
k ;P)

)2 Var[ek,i]

= σ
2(ȳi(tn

k ;P0)− ȳi(tn
k ;P)

)2

≤ σ
2 sup

t∈[0,T ]

(
ȳi(t;P0)− ȳi(t;P)

)2

< ∞.

So we have Var[ẽk,i]≤ SP for some SP; therefore, we have

∞

∑
k=1

Var[ẽk,i]

k2 ≤ SP

∞

∑
k=1

1
k2 < ∞.

Hence, by Kolmogorov’s Law of Large Numbers, we have

PΩ ({ω ∈Ω | 2
mn

m

∑
i=1

n

∑
k=1

(
ȳi(tn

k ;P0)− ȳi(tn
k ;P)

)
ek,i→ 0}) = 1.

For the third term, (11), by assumptions A4, A5, and continuity of ȳi(t;P), we have

1
mn

m

∑
i=1

n

∑
k=1

(
ȳi(tn

k ;P0)− ȳi(tn
k ;P)

)2→ 1
m

m

∑
i=1

∫ T

0

(
ȳi(t;P0)− ȳi(t;P)

)2dµ(t)

= J0(P)−σ
2.
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Let

AP = {ω ∈Ω | 1
mn

m

∑
i=1

n

∑
k=1

e2
k,i→ σ

2}

∩ {ω ∈Ω | 2
mn

m

∑
i=1

n

∑
k=1

(
ȳi(tn

k ;P0)− ȳi(tn
k ;P)

)
ek,i→ 0},

then PΩ (AP) = 1 and for every ω ∈ AP, by adding the three terms above, we get

1
mn

Jn,m(YYY ;P)(ω)→ σ
2 +0+ J0(P)(ω)−σ

2 = J0(P)(ω).

Next, we want to find A with PΩ (A) = 1 such that we get the convergence for every
ω ∈ A and for all P ∈P(Q). Let A1 = {ω ∈ Ω | 1

mn ∑
m
i=1 ∑

n
k=1 |ek,i| → E[|e1,1|]}. By the

Strong Law of Large Numbers, PΩ (A1) = 1.
Similar to the idea in [7], we let A = A1

⋂[⋂
P∈P̃d(Q) AP

]
. We take the intersection over

a countable number of sets, each with probability one, so PΩ (A) = 1. We must show that
A ⊂ AP for all P ∈P(Q) from which will follow the desired convergence for every ω ∈ A
and for all P ∈P(Q). For all ω ∈ A, we have ω ∈ A1. Choose N1 such that for all n≥ N1

1
mn

m

∑
i=1

n

∑
k=1
|ek,i|< E[|e1,1|]+1.

By Assumption A3 and P̃d(Q) being dense in P(Q), we choose PM ∈ P̃d(Q) such that for
all i = 1, . . . ,m

sup
t∈[0,T ]

|ȳi(t;P)− ȳi(t;PM)|< ε

4
(
E[|e1,1|]+1

) .
Then for all ω ∈ A, we have ω ∈ APM , and therefore that

ω ∈ {ω ∈Ω | 2
mn

m

∑
i=1

n

∑
k=1

(
ȳi(tn

k ;P0)− ȳi(tn
k ;PM)

)
ek,i→ 0}.

Choose N2 such that for all n≥ N2,∣∣∣∣∣ 2
mn

m

∑
i=1

n

∑
k=1

(
ȳi(tn

k ;P0)− ȳi(tn
k ;PM)

)
ek,i

∣∣∣∣∣< ε

2
.

Then for n≥max{N1,N2},∣∣∣∣∣ 1
mn

Jn,m(YYY ;P)− J0(P)

∣∣∣∣∣≤
∣∣∣∣∣ 1
mn

m

∑
i=1

n

∑
k=1

e2
k,i−σ

2

∣∣∣∣∣ (12)

+

∣∣∣∣∣ 2
mn

m

∑
i=1

n

∑
k=1

(
ȳi(tn

k ;P0)− ȳi(tn
k ;P)

)
ek,i

∣∣∣∣∣ (13)

+

∣∣∣∣∣ 1
mn

m

∑
i=1

n

∑
k=1

(
ȳi(tn

k ;P0)− ȳi(tn
k ;P)

)2 (14)

− 1
m

m

∑
i=1

∫ T

0

(
ȳi(t;P0)− ȳi(t;P)

)2dµ(t)

∣∣∣∣∣.
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For the first term, (12), since ω ∈ A, we have

ω ∈ {ω ∈Ω | 1
mn

m

∑
i=1

n

∑
k=1

e2
k,i→ σ

2},

so ∣∣∣∣∣ 1
mn

m

∑
i=1

n

∑
k=1

e2
k,i−σ

2

∣∣∣∣∣→ 0.

For the second term, (13),∣∣∣∣∣ 2
mn

m

∑
i=1

n

∑
k=1

(
ȳi(tn

k ;P0)− ȳi(tn
k ;P)

)
ek,i

∣∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∣ 2
mn

m

∑
i=1

n

∑
k=1

(
ȳi(tn

k ;P0)− ȳi(tn
k ;P)+ ȳi(tn

k ;PM)− ȳi(tn
k ;PM)

)
ek,i

∣∣∣∣∣
≤

∣∣∣∣∣ 2
mn

m

∑
i=1

n

∑
k=1

(
ȳi(tn

k ;P0)− ȳi(tn
k ;PM)

)
ek,i

∣∣∣∣∣+ 2
mn

m

∑
i=1

n

∑
k=1

∣∣(ȳi(tn
k ;PM)− ȳi(tn

k ;P)
)∣∣∣∣ek,i

∣∣
<

ε

2
+

2
mn

m

∑
i=1

n

∑
k=1

sup
t∈[0,T ]

∣∣ȳi(t;PM)− ȳi(t;P)
∣∣∣∣ek,i

∣∣
<

ε

2
+2

(
ε

4
(
E[|e1,1|]+1

)) 1
mn

m

∑
i=1

n

∑
k=1

∣∣ek,i
∣∣

<
ε

2
+2

(
ε

4
(
E[|e1,1|]+1

))(E[|e1,1|]+1
)

=
ε

2
+

ε

2
= ε.

For the third term, (14), by assumptions A4 and A5, we have∣∣∣∣∣ 1
mn

m

∑
i=1

n

∑
k=1

(ȳi(tn
k ;P0)− ȳi(tn

k ;P))2− 1
m

m

∑
i=1

∫ T

0
(ȳi(t;P0)− ȳi(t;P))2dµ(t)

∣∣∣∣∣→ 0.

Therefore we have 1
mn Jn,m(YYY ;P)(ω)→ J0(P)(ω) for every ω ∈ A and for all P ∈P(Q).

Next, we want to show that the convergence is uniform on P(Q) for ω ∈ A. First, we
will show that the sequence of functions 1

mn Jn,m(YYY ;P), n = 1, . . . ,∞ is equicontinuous as
functions of P. Fix ω ∈ A, let ε > 0, and take P ∈P(Q). By compactness of [0,T ] and
Assumption A3, there exists a δ > 0 such that for all P̃ ∈ Bδ (P), and for all i = 1, . . . ,m,

sup
t∈[0,T ]

|ȳi(t;P)− ȳi(t; P̃)|< min
{

ε

6
(
E[|e1,1|]+1

) ,
ε

3
(

sup
t∈[0,T ]

|ȳi(t;P0)|
)},

sup
t∈[0,T ]

|ȳi(t;P)2− ȳi(t; P̃)2|< ε

3
.

Also, since ω ∈ A, we have ω ∈ A1. We choose N3 such that n≥ N3 implies

1
mn

m

∑
i=1

n

∑
k=1
|ek,i|< E[|e1,1|]+1.
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Then for n≥ N3 and for all P̃ ∈ Bδ (P),∣∣∣∣∣ 1
mn

Jn,m(YYY ;P)− 1
mn

Jn,m(YYY ; P̃)

∣∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∣ 1
mn

m

∑
i=1

n

∑
k=1

(ȳi(tn
k ;P0)+ ek,i− ȳi(tn

k ;P))2− 1
mn

m

∑
i=1

n

∑
k=1

(ȳi(tn
k ;P0)+ ek,i− ȳi(tn

k ; P̃))2

∣∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∣ 1
mn

m

∑
i=1

n

∑
k=1

(
2ek,i + ȳi(tn

k ;P0)− ȳi(tn
k ;P)− ȳi(tn

k ; P̃)
)(

ȳi(tn
k ; P̃)− ȳi(tn

k ;P)
)∣∣∣∣∣

≤ 1
mn

m

∑
i=1

n

∑
k=1

2
∣∣ek,i
∣∣∣∣ȳi(tn

k ; P̃)− ȳi(tn
k ;P)

∣∣
+

1
mn

m

∑
i=1

n

∑
k=1

∣∣ȳi(tn
k ;P0)

∣∣∣∣ȳi(tn
k ; P̃)− ȳi(tn

k ;P)
∣∣

+
1

mn

m

∑
i=1

n

∑
k=1

∣∣ȳi(tn
k ;P)2− ȳi(tn

k ; P̃)2∣∣
≤ 2

mn

m

∑
i=1

n

∑
k=1

∣∣ek,i
∣∣( sup

t∈[0,T ]

∣∣ȳi(t; P̃)− ȳi(t;P)
∣∣)

+
1

mn

m

∑
i=1

n

∑
k=1

∣∣ȳi(tn
k ;P0)

∣∣( sup
t∈[0,T ]

∣∣ȳi(t; P̃)− ȳi(t;P)
∣∣)

+
1
m

m

∑
i=1

sup
t∈[0,T ]

∣∣ȳi(t;P)2− ȳi(t; P̃)2∣∣
< 2
(
E[|e1,1|]+1

)( ε

6
(
E[|e1,1|]+1

))

+
1

mn

m

∑
i=1

n

∑
k=1

sup
t∈[0,T ]

∣∣ȳi(t;P0)
∣∣( ε

3
(

sup
t∈[0,T ]

|ȳi(t;P0)|
))

+
1
m

m

∑
i=1

sup
t∈[0,T ]

∣∣ȳi(t;P)2− ȳi(t; P̃)2∣∣
<

ε

3
+

ε

3
+

ε

3
= ε.

Therefore, the sequence of functions 1
mn Jn,m(YYY ;P), n = 1, . . . ,∞ is equicontinuous as func-

tions of P, and by the Arzela-Ascoli Theorem, 1
mn Jn,m(YYY ;P)→ J0(P) uniformly on compact

subsets of P(Q), and therefore we have uniform convergence on P(Q). ut

Theorem 3 Under assumptions A0-A5, define

Pn,m = arg min
P∈P(Q)

Jn,m(YYY ;P) = arg min
P∈P(Q)

m

∑
i=1

n

∑
k=1

(Yk,i− ȳi(tn
k ;P))2,

for a fixed m, ρ(Pn,m,P0)→ 0 with probability one as n→∞, where ρ is the Prohorov metric.

Proof Fix ω ∈ A (defined in Theorem 2). We know that 1
mn Jn,m(YYY ;P)(ω)→ J0(P) for every

P ∈P(Q) by the previous theorem. Let δ > 0, and define the δ -neighborhood of P0 by
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Bδ (P0) =

{
P̃
∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
∫

Q
f (qqq)dP̃−

∫
Q

f (qqq)dP0

∣∣∣∣∣< δ , for all f ∈Cb(Q)

}
.

where Cb(Q)= { f : Q→R | f is bounded and continuous}. Then Bδ (P0) is open in P(Q),
and its complement (Bδ (P0))

C is compact, since P(Q) is compact. Also, by assumption A5,
there exists ε > 0 such that J0(P)− J0(P0)> 2ε for all P ∈ (Bδ (P0))

C.
Also, by Theorem 2, there exists N4 such that for n≥ N4,∣∣∣∣∣ 1

mn
Jn,m(YYY ;P)(ω)− J0(P)

∣∣∣∣∣< ε

2

for all P ∈P(Q). Then for n≥ N4 and P ∈ (Bδ (P0))
C,

1
mn

Jn,m(YYY ;P)− 1
mn

Jn,m(YYY ;P0)

=
1

mn
Jn,m(YYY ;P)− 1

mn
Jn,m(YYY ;P0)+ J0(P)− J0(P)+ J0(P0)− J0(P0)

=

(
1

mn
Jn,m(YYY ;P)− J0(P)

)
+

(
J0(P)− J0(P0)

)
+

(
J0(P0)−

1
mn

Jn,m(YYY ;P0)

)
>−ε

2
+2ε− ε

2
= ε > 0.

So for all P ∈ (Bδ (P0))
C, we get

Jn,m(YYY ;P)> Jn,m(YYY ;P0).

However, by definition of Pn,m, we have

Jn,m(YYY ;Pn,m)≤ Jn,m(YYY ;P0).

Therefore, Pn,m ∈ Bδ (P0) for all n≥ N4, and since δ was arbitrary, we get

ρ(Pn,m,P0)→ 0.

ut

4 Approximation and Convergence

After establishing the consistency of the estimators Pn,m, followed by the estimates P̂n,m,
using the realizations, defined as follows,

P̂n,m = arg min
P∈P(Q)

Jn,m(yyy;P) = arg min
P∈P(Q)

m

∑
i=1

n

∑
k=1

(yk,i− ȳk,i(P))2,

we need to establish computational convergence since Pn,m or P̂n,m cannot be computed, and
should be approximated numerically by P̂N

n,m,M , where

P̂N
n,m,M = arg min

P∈PM(Q)
JN

n,m(yyy,P) = arg min
P∈PM(Q)

m

∑
i=1

n

∑
k=1

(yk,i− ȳN
k,i(P))

2.

The following Corollary, proved in [7], is needed for the proof of Theorem 4.
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Corollary 1 Assume (Q,d) is separable. Then (Q,d) is compact if and only if (P(Q),ρ)
is compact.

Consider the following assumptions,

B1. For all n, m, and N, the map P 7→ JN
n,m(yyy;P) is a continuous map.

B2. Let (P(Q),ρ) be the space of probability measures P(Q) with the Prohorov metric
ρ . For any sequence of probability measures PM , such that ρ(PM,P)→ 0 in P(Q),
ȳN

k,i(PM)→ ȳk,i(P) as N,M→ ∞ for k = 1, . . . ,n, i = 1, . . . ,m.
B3. For all P ∈P(Q) and for k = 1, . . . ,n, i = 1, . . . ,m, ȳk,i(P) and ȳN

k,i(P) are uniformly
bounded.

Theorem 4 Let (Q,d) be a compact and separable metric space, and (P(Q),ρ) be the
space of probability measures P(Q) with the Prohorov metric ρ . Let

PM(Q) = {P ∈ P̃d(Q) | P =
M

∑
j=1

p jδqqq j ,qqq j ∈ {qqq j}M
j=1} ⊂ P̃d(Q).

Then, under assumptions B1-B3, there exists minimizers P̂N
n,m,M such that

P̂N
n,m,M = arg min

P∈PM(Q)
JN

n,m(yyy;P) = arg min
P∈PM(Q)

m

∑
i=1

n

∑
k=1

(yk,i− ȳN
k,i(P))

2.

In addition, for a fixed n and m, there exists a subsequence of P̂N
n,m,M that converges to some

P̂∗n,m as M,N→ ∞, and P̂∗n,m satisfies

P̂∗n,m = arg min
P∈P(Q)

Jn,m(yyy;P) = arg min
P∈P(Q)

m

∑
i=1

n

∑
k=1

(yk,i− ȳk,i(P))2.

Proof For any fixed n and m, by continuity of the map P 7→ JN
n,m(yyy;P) for all n, m, and N,

per assumption B1, and by Corollary 1, we can conclude that P̂N
n,m,M exist.

Since P̃d(Q) is dense in P(Q), for M = 1, . . . ,∞, we can construct a sequence of
measures PM ∈PM(Q)⊂P(Q), such that ρ(PM,P)→ 0 in P(Q), then by assumption B2
and B3, for some constant c, we have∣∣∣∣JN

n,m(yyy;PM)− Jn,m(yyy;P)
∣∣∣∣=
∣∣∣∣∣ m

∑
i=1

n

∑
k=1

(yk,i− ȳN
k,i(PM))2−

m

∑
i=1

n

∑
k=1

(yk,i− ȳk,i(P))2

∣∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∣ m

∑
i=1

n

∑
k=1

[
−2yk,iȳN

k,i(PM)+(ȳN
k,i(PM))2 +2yk,iȳk,i(P)

− (ȳk,i(P))2− ȳN
k,i(PM)ȳN

k,i(P)+ ȳN
k,i(PM)ȳN

k,i(P)
]∣∣∣∣∣

<
m

∑
i=1

n

∑
k=1

∣∣∣∣∣2yk,i− ȳN
k,i(PM)− ȳk,i(P)

∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣ȳk,i(P)− ȳN

k,i(PM)

∣∣∣∣∣
< c

m

∑
i=1

n

∑
k=1

∣∣∣∣∣ȳk,i(P)− ȳN
k,i(PM)

∣∣∣∣∣→ 0.
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So we get, JN
n,m(yyy;PM)→ Jn,m(yyy;P) as N,M→ ∞.

Also, by definition, we have

JN
n,m(yyy; P̂N

n,m,M)≤ JN
n,m(yyy;PM) (15)

for each n, m, and N, and for all PM ∈PM(Q).
And, since P(Q) is compact, there exists a subsequence of P̂N

n,m,M that converges to some
P̂∗n,m as M,N→ ∞. So by taking the limit as M,N→ ∞ of (15), for all P ∈P(Q), we get

Jn,m(yyy; P̂∗n,m)≤ Jn,m(yyy;P);

therefore,

P̂∗n,m = arg min
P∈P(Q)

Jn,m(yyy;P) = arg min
P∈P(Q)

m

∑
i=1

n

∑
k=1

(yk,i− ȳk,i(P))2.

ut

In practice, we fix sufficiently large values of M and N in order to achieve the preferred
accuracy level. The choice of N depends on the numerical framework used for approxima-
tion of ȳk,i(P). In order to achieve the level of accuracy that is desired, we select M nodes,
{qqq j}M

j=1, and determine the values of the weights p j at each node qqq j by reducing the opti-
mization problem to a standard constrained estimation problem over Euclidean M-space as
follows

P̂N
n,m,M = arg min

P∈PM(Q)
JN

n,m(yyy;P)

= arg min
P∈PM(Q)

m

∑
i=1

n

∑
k=1

(yk,i− ȳN
k,i(P))

2

= arg min
P∈PM(Q)

m

∑
i=1

n

∑
k=1

(
yk,i−E[hk(xN

k,i,φ
N
0,i,uk,i;qqq)]

)2

= arg min
P∈PM(Q)

m

∑
i=1

n

∑
k=1

(
yk,i−

∫
Q

hk(xN
k,i,φ

N
0,i,uk,i;qqq)dP

)2

= arg min
p̃pp∈R̃M

m

∑
i=1

n

∑
k=1

(
yk,i−

M

∑
j=1

hk(xN
k,i,φ

N
0,i,uk,i;qqq j)p j

)2

= arg min
p̃pp∈R̃M

∣∣∣∣yyy−HHHDDD p̃pp
∣∣∣∣2

F ,

where p̃pp = (p1, . . . , pM) ∈ R̃M = {p̃pp | p j ∈ R+,∑M
j=1 p j = 1}. And ‖ . ‖F is the Frobenius

norm, yyy is the n×m matrix of the realizations ({yk,i}n
k=1)

m
i=1, HHH is the n×mM matrix of

HHH =

[
({hk(xN

k,i,φ
N
0,i,uk,i;qqq1)}n

k=1)
m
i=1 . . . ({hk(xN

k,i,φ
N
0,i,uk,i;qqqM)}n

k=1)
m
i=1

]
,

and DDD p̃pp is mM×m matrix consisting of diagonal matrices as follows,

DDD p̃pp =

[
diag(p1) diag(p2) . . . diag(pM)

]T

,

where diag(a) is an m×m diagonal matrix with a on the diagonals.
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As M increases, the optimization problem becomes ill-conditioned. As a result, M must
be chosen large enough such that the desired accuracy of computational approximation is
attained, yet large numerical errors in solving the optimization problem, due to being poorly
conditioned, are avoided.

5 Abstract Parabolic Systems

Let V and H be Hilbert spaces with V continuously and densely embedded in H, i.e. V ↪→
H. Let < ., . >H and |.|H denote the inner product and norm on H, respectively, and let
‖ . ‖V denote the norm on V . We identify H with its dual H∗ to obtain the Gelfand triple
V ↪→ H ↪→V ∗ and let < ·, ·>V ∗,V denote the duality pairing between V ∗ and V induced by
the dense and continuous embedding of V in H and H in V ∗. For each N = 1,2, . . . , let V N

be a finite-dimensional subspace of V , and for each qqq ∈ Q, let a(qqq; ., .) : V ×V → C be a
sesquilinear form satisfying the conditions given below.

C1. (Boundedness) There exists a constant α0 such that for all ψ1,ψ2 ∈V , we have

|a(qqq;ψ1,ψ2)| ≤ α0 ‖ ψ1 ‖V‖ ψ2 ‖V .

C2. (Coercivity) There exists λ0 ∈ R and µ0 > 0 such that for all ψ ∈V , we have

a(qqq;ψ,ψ)+λ0|ψ|2H ≥ µ0 ‖ ψ ‖2
V .

C3. (Continuity) For all ψ1,ψ2 ∈V and qqq, q̃qq ∈ Q, we have

|a(qqq,ψ1,ψ2)−a(q̃qq,ψ1,ψ2)| ≤ d(qqq, q̃qq) ‖ ψ1 ‖V‖ ψ2 ‖V .

C4. (Approximation) For every x ∈ V , there exists xN ∈ V N such that ‖ x− xN ‖V→ 0 as
N→ ∞.

Consider the following abstract parabolic system in weak form,

< ẋ,ψ >V ∗,V +a(qqq;x,ψ) =< BBB(qqq)u,ψ >V ∗,V , ψ ∈V,

x(0) = x0, (16)

y(t) =CCC(qqq)x(t),

where x0 ∈ H, u ∈ L2([0,T ],Rν) is the input to the system, y ∈ L2([0,T ],R) is the output
of the system, BBB(qqq) : Rν → V ∗, and CCC(qqq) : V → R are bounded linear operators. Using
standard variational arguments (see for example, [13]) it can be shown that the system (16)
has a unique solution in{

ψ | ψ ∈ L2([0,T ],V ), ψ̇ ∈ L2([0,T ],V ∗)
}
⊂C([0,T ],H).

However, to convert the system given in (16) to discrete-time and to argue convergence of
our finite-dimensional approximations, we will rely on a linear semigroup approach.

Under the assumptions C1 and C2, a(qqq; ., .) defines a bounded linear operator AAA(qqq) :
V →V ∗ such that for ψ1,ψ2 ∈V ,

< AAA(qqq)ψ1,ψ2 >V ∗,V=−a(qqq;ψ1,ψ2).

As in [4,5,30], the operator AAA(qqq) is regularly dissipative and restricted to Dom(AAA(qqq)) =
{ψ ∈ V | AAA(qqq)ψ ∈ H}, which is the infinitesimal generator of a holomorphic or analytic
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semigroup, {eAAA(qqq)t | t ≥ 0}, of bounded linear operators on H. In addition, this semigroup
can be extended and restricted to be a holomorphic semigroup on V ∗ and V , respectively
(see details in [4,30]). It follows that the system (16) can be written in a state space form as
the evolution system with time invariant operators AAA(qqq), BBB(qqq), and CCC(qqq), as follows

ẋ(t) = AAA(qqq)x(t)+BBB(qqq)u(t),

x(0) = x0, (17)

y(t) =CCC(qqq)x(t).

with the mild solution of (17) given by the variation of constants formula as

x(t;qqq) = eAAA(qqq)tx0 +
∫ t

0
eAAA(qqq)(t−s)BBB(qqq)u(s)ds, t ≥ 0, (18)

y(t;qqq) =CCC(qqq)x(t;qqq).

Let τ > 0 denote the length of the sampling interval and consider only zero-order hold
inputs of the form u(t) = uk−1, t ∈ [(k−1)τ,kτ), k = 1,2, . . . , and let xk = x(kτ) and yk =
y(kτ), k = 1,2, . . . . Applying (18) on each sub-interval [(k− 1)τ,kτ], k = 1,2, . . . , we
obtain the discrete-time dynamical system given by

xk = ÂAA(qqq)xk−1 + B̂BB(qqq)uk−1, k = 1,2, . . . , (19)

yk = ĈCC(qqq)xk, k = 1,2, . . . , (20)

where x0 ∈V , ÂAA(qqq) = eAAA(qqq)τ , B̂BB(qqq) =
∫

τ

0 eAAA(qqq)sBBB(qqq)ds, and ĈCC(qqq) =CCC(qqq).
We obtain a sequence of finite-dimensional systems approximating the discrete-time

system given in (19) and (20) via Galerkin approximation (see, for example, [6]). For each
N ∈ Z+, recall that V N is a finite-dimensional subspace of V assumed to satisfy the approx-
imation assumption C4. For each qqq ∈Q, let AAAN(qqq) be the linear operator on V N obtained by
restricting the form a(qqq; ., .) to V N ×V N , i.e. for ψN

1 ,ψN
2 ∈V N ,

< AAAN(qqq)ψN
1 ,ψN

2 >V ∗,V=−a(qqq;ψ
N
1 ,ψN

2 ).

Let πN : H→V N denote the orthogonal projection of H onto V N and set BBBN(qqq) = πNBBB(qqq),
where in this definition πN is understood to be the natural extension of the projection opera-
tor πN to V ∗ from its dense subspace H. Define ÂAA

N
(qqq)= eAAAN (qqq)τ , B̂BB

N
(qqq)=

∫
τ

0 eAAAN (qqq)sBBBN(qqq)ds,

and ĈCC
N
(qqq)xk = ĈCC(qqq). We then consider the sequence of approximating discrete-time dynam-

ical systems given by

xN
k = ÂAA

N
(qqq)xN

k−1 + B̂BB
N
(qqq)uk−1, k = 1,2, . . . , (21)

yN
k = ĈCC

N
(qqq)xN

k , k = 1,2, . . . , (22)

with xN
0 = πNx0 ∈V N .

Then under assumptions C1-C4 together with the assumption that Q is compact and
continuity assumptions on the operators BBB(qqq) and CCC(qqq), using the Trotter-Kato theorem (see,
for example, [3]), it can be argued that limN→∞ ‖ xN

k − xk ‖V= 0 and limN→∞ |yN
k − yk| = 0

for each x0 ∈ V , and uniformly in qqq for qqq ∈ Q and k ∈ {1,2, . . . ,K}, for any fixed K ∈ N+,
where xN

k and yN
k are given by (21) and (22), respectively and xk and yk are given by (19) and

(20), respectively.
We next show that the assumptions B1-B3 in section 4 are satisfied. To establish that

assumption B1 holds, it is enough to show that for each N, k, and i and any sequence
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of probability measures PM ⊂P(Q) with ρ(PM,P) → 0 for some P ∈P(Q), we have
|ȳN

k,i(PM)− ȳN
k,i(P)| → 0 as M → ∞. For each i = 1,2, . . . ,m and each k = 0,1,2, . . . ,n, it

is not difficult to argue (for example via the Trotter-Kato theorem from linear semigroup
theory, see for example, [17]) that the map qqq 7→ yN

k,i(qqq) is continuous from Q into R, where
for each i = 1,2, . . . ,m and qqq ∈ Q, yN

k,i(qqq) is given by (21) and (22). Since Q was assumed
to be compact, it follows that yN

k,i ∈Cb(Q) and therefore from the definition of the Prohorov
metric given in section 2, that if ρ(PM,P)→ 0 as M→ ∞, then ȳN

k,i(PM)→ ȳN
k,i(P) in R as

M→ ∞, assumption B1 is satisfied.
In order to show that the assumption B2 is satisfied, from arguments given previously

in this section we have that limN→∞ ‖ xN
k,i− xk,i ‖V= 0 and limN→∞ |yN

k,i− yk,i| = 0 for each
x0,i ∈ V , and uniformly in qqq for qqq ∈ Q, k = 1, . . . ,n, i = 1, . . . ,m. We want to show that
for any sequence of probability measures PM , such that ρ(PM,P)→ 0 in P(Q), and for
k = 1, . . . ,n, i = 1, . . . ,m, as N,M→ ∞, we have

ȳN
k,i(PM) =

∫
Q

yN
k,idPM → ȳk,i(P) =

∫
Q

yk,idP.

Let ε > 0 be given and choose N0 such that for N ≥ N0, we have |yN
k,i− yk,i|< ε/2 on all of

Q. Then for every M, since PM is a probability measure, we have
∫

Q |yN
k,i− yk,i|dPM < ε/2.

It follows that∣∣∣∫
Q

yN
k,idPM−

∫
Q

yk,idP
∣∣∣≤ ∫

Q

∣∣yN
k,i− yk,i

∣∣dPM +
∣∣∣∫

Q
yk,idPM−

∫
Q

yk,idP
∣∣∣≤ ε

2
+

ε

2
= ε,

where the second term is made less than ε/2 by using the fact that ρ(PM,P)→ 0 and choos-
ing M sufficiently large. This establishes assumption B2.

Finally, the same reasoning used above to argue that for each N, yN
k,i(qqq) are uniformly

bounded for qqq ∈ Q applies as well to yk,i(qqq). This together with the fact that |yN
k,i(qqq)−

yk,i(qqq)| → 0 uniformly in qqq for qqq ∈ Q are sufficient to conclude that assumption B3 holds.

6 Application to the Transdermal Transport of Alcohol

In order to apply the results established in section 5 to the alcohol problem model, we must
first rewrite the system (1)-(5) in weak form, identify the feasible parameter space Q, the
Hilbert spaces H and V , the sesquilinear form a(qqq; ., .) : V ×V →C, and the operators BBB(qqq),
and CCC(qqq). Then we must choose the approximating space V N and argue that the assumptions
C1-C4 are satisfied.

The parameter space Q is assumed to be a compact subset of R+ ×R+ with any p-
metric denoted by dQ. We set V = H1(0,1), H = L2(0,1), together with their standard inner
products and norms, and therefore we have V ∗ =H−1(0,1). It is well-known that these three
spaces form a Gelfand triple. For ψ ∈V , integration by parts yields the weak form of (1)-(5)
to be

< ẋ(t),ψ >V ∗,V +
∫ 1

0
q1

∂x
∂η

(t,η)ψ ′(η)dη + x(t,0)ψ(t,0) = q2u(t)ψ(1).



Prohorov Metric-Based Nonparametric Estimation of Random Parameters 19

Consequently, for q ∈ Q, u ∈ R, and ϕ,ψ ∈V we set

a(qqq;ϕ,ψ) =
∫ 1

0
q1ϕ

′(η)ψ ′(η)dη +ϕ(0)ψ(0),

< BBB(qqq)u,ψ >V ∗,V = q2uψ(1),

CCC(qqq)ψ =CCCψ = ψ(0).

Standard arguments involving the Sobolev Embedding Theorem (see, for example, [1]) can
be used to argue that assumptions C1-C3 are satisfied and clearly the operators BBB(qqq) and
CCC(qqq) are continuous in the uniform operator topology with respect to qqq ∈Q. It follows from
section 5 that in this case we have

gk−1(xk−1,i,uk−1,i;qqq) = g(xk−1,i,uk−1,i;qqq)

= ÂAA(qqq)xk−1,i + B̂BB(qqq)uk−1,i, k = 1,2, . . . ,ni, i = 1, . . . ,m,

hk(xk,i,φ0,i,uk,i;qqq) = h(xk,i,uk,i;qqq)

= ĈCC(qqq)xk,i, k = 1, . . . ,ni, i = 1, . . . ,m,

where ÂAA(qqq) = eAAA(qqq)τ , B̂BB(qqq) =
∫

τ

0 eAAA(qqq)sBBB(qqq)ds, and ĈCC(qqq) =CCC(qqq) with τ > 0 the length of the
sampling interval.

For each N = 1,2, . . . let V N be the span of the standard linear splines (i.e. “hat” or “cha-
peau” functions) defined with respect to the uniform mesh {0,1/N,2/N, . . . ,(N−1)/N,1}
on [0,1]. Then standard arguments for spline functions (see, for example, [22]) can be used
to argue that assumption C4 is satisfied. If for each i = 1,2, . . . ,m, we then define xN

k,i and
yN

k,i as in (21) and (22), the arguments at the end of section 5 yield that assumptions B1-B3
are satisfied.

6.1 Example 1: Estimation Based on Simulation Data

The transdermal transport of ethanol is modeled by a random partial differential equation
with random parameter vector qqq = (q1,q2). We estimate the distribution of this parameter
vector. To demonstrate the application of the approach developed in the previous sections,
we simulated aggregate TAC data in MATLAB by assuming that the two parameters q1 and
q2 are i.i.d. random variables from a Beta(2,5) distribution and therefore that their joint
cumulative distribution function (cdf) is the product of their marginal cdfs. Applying the
results from the previous sections, we estimate the probability distribution of the parameter
vector qqq = (q1,q2), and compare it to the “true” distribution.

From equation (6), we have

Yk,i = ȳk,i(P0)+ ek,i, k = 1, . . . ,ni, i = 1, . . . ,m,

where m is the number of drinking episodes, ȳk,i(P0) is the observed aggregate TAC for the
ith drinking episode at time step k, given the “true” distribution P0, the product of the cdfs
of two independent Beta(2,5) distributions, and ek,i is the random error, i.i.d. random vari-
ables from Normal distribution with mean 0 and variance 1×10−6, i.e. N(0,1×10−6), k =
1, . . . ,ni, i = 1, . . . ,m.

The numerical scheme used to approximate the PDE model for the TAC observations
is a linear spline-based Galerkin approximation method with N + 1 equally spaced nodes
(N equal sub-intervals of [0,1]) (see [23,24,25]). Let ȳN

k,i(P) be the approximation of ȳk,i(P)
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using the Galerkin method, where N denotes the level of the spatial discretization. And,
let yk,i be the realizations of the random variables Yk,i. Let n = maxni, and let yk,i = 0 for
ni < k≤ n, i = 1, . . . ,m, depicting the level of alcohol staying at 0 after reaching 0. We want
to compute

P̂N
n,m,M = arg min

P∈PM(Q)
JN

n,m(yyy,P) = arg min
P∈PM(Q)

m

∑
i=1

n

∑
k=1

(yk,i− ȳN
k,i(P))

2,

where yyy= ({yk,i}ni
k=1)

m
i=1. And, PM(Q), an approximation to P(Q), is the computationally

tractable set given by

PM(Q) = {P ∈ P̃d(Q) | P =
M

∑
j=1

p jδqqq j ,qqq j ∈ {qqq j}M
j=1},

where

P̃d(Q) = {P ∈P(Q) | P =
M

∑
j=1

p jδqqq j ,qqq j ∈ Qd ,M ∈ N, p j ∈ [0,1]∩Q,
M

∑
j=1

p j = 1},

the collection of all convex combinations of Dirac measures on Q with nodes qqq j ∈Qd , where
Qd = {qqq j}∞

j=1, M is the total number of nodes, and p j is the rational weight at the node qqq j.
In the alcohol problem, since the parameter vector qqq is two-dimensional, we fix the nodes
qqq j = (q j1 ,q j2) as M uniform meshgrid coordinates on [0,1]× [0,1].

From the results of the previous sections, we have

P̂N
n,m,M = arg min

p̃pp∈R̃M

∣∣∣∣yyy−HHHDDD p̃pp
∣∣∣∣2

F ,

where yyy is the n×m matrix of the realizations ({yk,i}n
k=1)

m
i=1, qqq j = (q j1 ,q j2) are the M nodes

of the uniform meshgrid, and p̃pp = (p1, . . . , pM)∈ R̃M = {p̃pp | p j ∈R+,∑M
j=1 p j = 1}, where

p j is the rational weight at the node qqq j. The n×mM matrix HHH is given by

HHH =

[
({hk(xN

k,i,φ
N
0,i,uk,i;qqq1)}n

k=1)
m
i=1 . . . ({hk(xN

k,i,φ
N
0,i,uk,i;qqqM)}n

k=1)
m
i=1

]
,

where hk(xN
k,i,φ

N
0,i,uk,i;qqq j) is the TAC evaluated at the node qqq j = (q j1 ,q j2) and DDD p̃pp is mM×m

matrix consisting of diagonal sub-matrices as follows,

DDDp̃pp =

[
diag(p1) diag(p2) . . . diag(pM)

]T

.

We let φ N
0,i = 0, since we assume that there is no alcohol in the epidermal layer of the skin

at time t = 0. The resulting constrained optimization problem is solved using the routine
FMINCON in MATLAB.

In order to prevent the estimation from extreme oscillations due to being ill-posed, we
add a regularization term to our optimization problem. So we have

ˆ̂PN
n,m,M = arg min

p̃pp∈R̃M

∣∣∣∣yyy−HHHDDDp̃pp
∣∣∣∣2

F +w1 ∑
j1, j2

∣∣p j1+1, j2 − p j1, j2

∣∣2 +w2 ∑
j1, j2

∣∣p j1, j2+1− p j1, j2

∣∣2,
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where w1 and w2 are the regularization parameters. As w1 and w2 increase, the regularization
terms plays a stronger role. The critical step is to choose the regularization parameters, w1
and w2, properly, which is a combination of art and science.

Using MATLAB, we first simulated the TAC data which represents data that might be
collected by the biosensor for an individual’s drinking episode. To make our simulated TAC
data as realistic as possible, we used BrAC data from three drinking episodes collected in
the Luczak laboratory as the input to our model. Using these inputs, the simulated aggregate
TAC is generated by first sampling 100 TAC observations as longitudinal vectors through
generating random samples of q1 and q2, i.i.d. random variables from a Beta(2,5) distribu-
tion, then averaging them at each time point, and then adding noise.

After computing the simulated TAC outputs, we used our scheme, and numerically
solved the resulting optimization problem to obtain an estimate for the cdf. To show the
convergence of the estimated cdf of the parameter vector qqq = (q1,q2) to the “true” distribu-
tion, which in the simulation case is the product of two Beta(2,5) cdfs, we use the MCMC
Metropolis Algorithm to generate random samples from the estimated distribution, and per-
formed a generalized (2-dimensional) two-sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov test (KS-test). The
null hypothesis was that the generated random samples from the estimated distribution and
those from the “true” distribution were drawn from the same distribution.

For the MCMC method, we used cubic spline interpolation to increase the resolution to
a near-continuous distribution and used the Metropolis Algorithm with the standard uniform
as the proposal distribution. For the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test, we used the Matlab function
kstest 2s 2d as described in [16]. The two-dimensional version of the KS-test used in this
algorithm was developed by Peacock [18]. The statistic, Dn̂, used in the KS-test is the max-
imum of the absolute difference between the two empirical distributions of random samples
generated by the estimated distribution and the “true” distribution by considering all the or-
dering combinations that are possible. In [18], Peacock argues that the two dimensional case
may be analyzed in the same manner as the one dimensional case where the sample size is
replaced by

n̂ =
n1n2

n1 +n2
,

where n1 is the size of the sample generated by the estimated distribution, and n2 is the size
of the sample generated by the “true” distribution. For this algorithm, n1 and n2 should be
greater than 10. Letting Zn̂ =

√
n̂Dn̂, for large values of n1 and n2, Zn̂ ∼ K, where K is a

Kolmogorov random variable whose distribution is given by

FK(z) = P(K ≤ z) = 1−2
∞

∑
k=1

(−1)k−1e−2k2z2
.

In [8], Birnbaum derived analytic expressions for the distribution of Kolmogorov’s statistic
for finite sample size, 2 and 3, and tabulated values for higher sample sizes. Using Monte
Carlo simulation, Peacock demonstrated that one may adjust for small sample sizes via the
fit asymptotic correction

1− Zn̂

Z∞

= 0.53n̂−0.9,

Taking the null hypothesis to be that the two samples were drawn from the same distribution,
the p-value is then well approximated by the expression

P(K > Z∞)≈ 2e−2(Z∞−0.5)2
,

the asymptotic distribution in the two-dimensional case (See details in [18]).
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We consider the case with M = 400 and N = 128 with regularization parameters w1 =
2×10−3, and w2 = 5×10−5. In Figure (2), we can see three different views of the estimated
cdf and the “true” cdf, which we recall is the product of two Beta(2,5) cdfs.

Fig. 2 Different views of the estimated distribution and the “true” joint Beta(2,5) distribution for M = 400
and N = 128 with regularization term

We can observe that our estimated distribution is reasonably “close” to the “true” dis-
tribution, which agrees with the averaged p-value of our hypothesis test in Table (1). To
calculate the averaged p-value, we generated 500 samples from the estimated distribution
using the MCMC algorithm and 500 samples from the “true” distribution, and applied the
two-dimensional Kolmogorov-Smirnov test. We repeated this 100 times, and take the aver-
age of all the p-values that we get each time. The averaged p-value in Table (1) indicates
that it is reasonable to not reject the null hypothesis, which states that the samples from the
estimated distribution and the “true” distribution are drawn from the same distribution.

Table 1 The averaged p-value for M = 400 and N = 128 with regularization parameters w1 = 2×10−3, and
w2 = 5×10−5

M N Averaged p-value

400 128 0.0586

Figure (3) shows the histograms of the 50000 generated q1 and q2 samples. In this
simulation case, since we assume that the parameters q1 and q2 are i.i.d. random variables
from a Beta(2,5) distribution, we compare the histograms of each parameter with the “true”
probability density function of Beta(2,5) in one dimension.

Fig. 3 Histogram of the generated q1 samples (left) and q2 samples (right) plus the “true” probability density
function of Beta(2,5) (red)
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Since these numerical results are based on the simulated data, we considered the “true”
distribution to be a simple case by assuming q1 and q2 i.i.d. random variables from a
Beta(2,5) distribution. The particular choice of this distribution is the scatter plot of samples
of q1 and q2 for a particular set of drinking episode data given in [2]. In that paper, the pa-
rameters were obtained deterministically for BrAC and TAC measurements from 18 drink-
ing episodes of different individuals. However, the choice of this distribution was mainly
for demonstration purpose. We tested the algorithm on other distributions as well, and we
obtained similar results. Next, we will apply the algorithm to actual human subject data
collected in the Luczak laboratory. The nonparametric estimation method presented in this
paper gives us the flexibility of not assuming any particular distribution type for the param-
eter vector qqq = (q1,q2), which in turn gives us the flexibility of not having to assume that
q1 and q2 are i.i.d. when we are working with actual clinical or experimental data. By esti-
mating the distribution of the parameter vector qqq = (q1,q2), we will then be able to sample
from this distribution.

6.2 Example 2: Estimation Based on Human Subjects Data

We considered two different datasets, [14,20], one collected with WrisTASTM7 biosensors
and the other collected with SCRAM CAM biosensors. For each dataset, we take m = 9
drinking episodes from different individuals. Applying the leave-one-out cross-validation
(LOOCV) method, we partition the drinking episodes into the training set, which includes 8
drinking episodes, and the test set, which includes 1 drinking episode; we repeat this 9 times.
Each time, we get an estimation for the distribution of the parameter vector qqq = (q1,q2)
using the training set. We generate 100 random samples of qqq = (q1,q2) from the estimated
distribution. Then we simulate 100 TAC signals, using the BrAC input of the test set and the
100 random samples of qqq. We then compute the average of the TAC signals as an estimate
of the “true” TAC.

In order to estimate the accuracy of our model, we compute the normalized root-mean-
square error (NRMSE) using the estimated TAC and the measured TAC, given the model
complexity based on the number of nodes M and the level of discretization N. In each round
of the LOOCV method, since the comparison within the drinking episodes of the test sets
between the measured TAC and the estimated TAC are in different scales for each test set, we
use the following normalized root-mean-square error (NRMSE) for a means of comparison,

NRMSEi =
RMSEi

max
k

yk,i−min
k

yk,i
,

where

RMSEi =

√
1
n

n

∑
k=1

(yk,i− ŷk,i)2,

with yk,i the measured TAC for ith drinking episode at time step k, and ŷk,i the estimated
TAC.

We compare various model complexities each having a different number of nodes M,
and a different level of discretization N by calculating the NRMSEmean for each model
complexity,

NRMSEmean =
1
m

m

∑
i=1

NRMSEi.
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For the first example, we consider the data collected using the WrisTAS7 alcohol biosen-
sor. In Table (2), we include different model complexities with a different number of nodes
M and a different level of discretization N. We see that as the number of nodes M and the
level of discretization N increase, the NRMSEmean decreases.

Table 2 Decrease in NRMSEmean for an increasing number of nodes M and an increasing level of discretiza-
tion N for the dataset collected using the WrisTAS7 alcohol biosensor

Model Complexity M N NRMSEmean

1 4 2 0.8214
2 9 2 0.4394
3 16 4 0.2357
4 25 4 0.1805
5 36 8 0.1404
6 49 16 0.1261
7 64 32 0.1259
8 81 128 0.1206
9 225 128 0.1190
10 400 128 0.1140

In Figure (4), a plot with a y-axis on each side, we can see the decrease in NRMSEmean
as the number of nodes M and the level of discretization N increase, referring to the model
complexities in Table (2). We also see from the boxplots of NRMSEi, i = 1, . . . ,9 for each
model that the variance of NRMSEi also decreases with the increase in M and N. Looking
at the trend, we can see that the NRMSEmean does not decrease much after a certain point.
Consequently, in practice, the choice of the number of nodes M and the level of discretization
N presents a trade-off between the NRMSEmean and the computational cost.

Fig. 4 Boxplot of NRMSEi given the complexity of the model as labeled in Table (2). A decrease in
NRMSEmean as M and N increase (blue), and an increase in the computational cost in seconds (green) is
observed for the dataset collected using the WrisTAS7 alcohol biosensor

Figure (5) shows the measured TAC and the estimated TAC for the test set using the
LOOCV, and the 95% simultaneous confidence band for the model complexity fixed with
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M = 400 and N = 128. We have an overall 1−α confidence level with α = 0.05 (i.e. 95%
simultaneous confidence level) by using 1− α

n confidence level at each time step according
to the Bonferroni correction. The confidence interval at each time step is x̄k ± t99, α

2n

sk√
100

,
where x̄k is the mean of the 100 sampled TACs at time step k, sk is the standard deviation of
the 100 sampled TACs at time step k, and t99, α

2n
is the upper α

2n quantile of the t distribution
with 99 degrees of freedom.

Fig. 5 The measured TAC, the estimated TAC, and the 95% simultaneous confidence band for 9 drinking
episodes from the test set collected using the WrisTAS7 alcohol biosensor using the LOOCV

For the second example, we consider the dataset collected using the SCRAM alcohol
biosensor. We can see from Table (3), and Figures (6) and (7) that we get a similar result.

Table 3 Decrease in NRMSEmean for an increasing number of nodes M and an increasing level of discretiza-
tion N for the dataset collected using the SCRAM alcohol biosensor

Model Complexity M N NRMSEmean

1 4 2 0.5120
2 9 2 0.2544
3 16 4 0.1870
4 25 4 0.1527
5 36 8 0.1452
6 49 16 0.1437
7 64 32 0.1304
8 81 128 0.1267
9 225 128 0.1248
10 400 128 0.1235
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Fig. 6 Boxplot of NRMSEi given the complexity of the model as labeled in Table (3). A decrease in
NRMSEmean as M and N increase (blue), and an increase in the computational cost in seconds (green) is
observed for the dataset collected using the SCRAM alcohol biosensor

Fig. 7 The measured TAC, the estimated TAC, and the 95% simultaneous confidence band for 9 drinking
episodes from the test set collected using the SCRAM alcohol biosensor using the LOOCV

7 Discussion and Concluding Remarks

Our work here was motivated by a problem involving the development of a data analysis sys-
tem for a transdermal alcohol biosensor. We assumed that each data point is an observation
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of the mean behavior plus a random error. Our results in section 6 demonstrated the efficacy
of our approach in the case of both simulated data and human subjects data. In addition, in
section 6.2, we showed that our approach works for two different alcohol biosensors, the
WrisTAS7 and the SCRAM devices.

In this study, we considered a nonparametric approach (i.e. not assuming any distribution
form) to estimate the probability distribution of a random parameter vector in discrete-time
(in general, infinite-dimensional) dynamical systems based on aggregate data from multiple
subjects. Our results are related to, and in some sense an extension of, the Prohorov metric
framework developed earlier in [7]. We obtained existence and consistency results for our
estimator, and proved a convergence result for a finite-dimensional approximation frame-
work for the case where the underlying dynamical system is infinite-dimensional and not
directly amenable to numerical computations. We provided a rather complete treatment of
how our framework can be applied in the case of abstract parabolic systems. Our ultimate
goal is to develop a generalized framework that is applicable to different types of dynami-
cal systems whether finite-dimensional or infinite-dimensional and whether discrete-time or
continuous-time. This generalization will extend our framework to apply to any type of dy-
namical system such as ordinary differential equations (ODE), partial differential equations
(PDE), functional differential equations (FDE), or difference equations (DE).

Looking ahead, our primary motivation in pursuing this research is our interest in solving
optimization and control problems involving random dynamical systems. Once we have
estimated the distribution of the random parameters in the underlying dynamical system,
which serves as the forward model, and introduced a population model, the objective then
advances to estimating the input to the system based on the observation of the output for an
individual subject (that is estimating BAC or BrAC from the observed TAC). In addition to
providing an estimate of the input, the estimated distribution of the random parameters in
the forward population model can then be used to obtain credible bands for the estimated
input. The next step is currently ongoing.

We are also working on a similar approach to the one taken here that utilizes a maximum
likelihood based mixed effects statistical model [10,28] in place of the naive pooled data sta-
tistical model that formed the basis for the estimator developed in this study. The results we
obtained and presented in this paper are based on the assumption that aggregate longitudinal
data is what is available. However, if we assume that specific longitudinal data is available
for each drinking episode, then a mixed effects model would be more appropriate. Finally,
we are also investigating a Bayesian approach that yields posterior distributions for the ran-
dom parameters in the underlying dynamical system wherein the prior distribution serves
as regularization. Using the Bayesian approach, we can obtain credible bands, and we can
compare the numerical results from the Bayesian approach to the results established here.
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