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Abstract

This paper examines the alignment of inductive biases in machine learning (ML)
with structural models of economic dynamics. Unlike dynamical systems found
in physical and life sciences, economics models are often specified by differential
equations with a mixture of easy-to-enforce initial conditions and hard-to-enforce
infinite horizon boundary conditions (e.g. transversality and no-ponzi-scheme
conditions). Traditional methods for enforcing these constraints are computa-
tionally expensive and unstable. We investigate algorithms where those infinite
horizon constraints are ignored, simply training unregularized kernel machines
and neural networks to obey the differential equations. Despite the inherent un-
derspecification of this approach, our findings reveal that the inductive biases of
these ML models innately enforce the infinite-horizon conditions necessary for the
well-posedness. We theoretically demonstrate that (approximate or exact) min-
norm ML solutions to interpolation problems are sufficient conditions for these
infinite-horizon boundary conditions in a wide class of problems. We then provide
empirical evidence that deep learning and ridgeless kernel methods are not only
theoretically sound with respect to economic assumptions, but may even domi-
nate classic algorithms in low to medium dimensions. More importantly, these
results give confidence that, despite solving seemingly ill-posed problems, there
are reasons to trust the plethora of black-box ML algorithms used by economists
to solve previously intractable, high-dimensional dynamical systems—paving the
way for future work on estimation of inverse problems with embedded optimal
control problems.

1 Introduction

Numerical solutions to dynamical systems are central to many quantitative fields in economics,
including macroeconomics, finance, international trade, labor, and industrial organization. For ex-
ample, a model of capital accumulation and consumption consists of a differential (or difference)
equation enforcing market dynamics, an initial condition defining the starting capital, and intra-
temporal conditions ensuring that supply and demand are balanced. Statistical models of these
economic processes are used as laboratories for counterfactual scenarios, such as evaluating the
impact of changes in capital gains tax rates on investment. Economists are increasingly interested
in applying ML techniques towards forward and inverse modeling of these systems, motivated by
remarkable successes on dynamical systems in physical and life sciences [e.g. 10, 13, 27, 39].

Challenges of economic dynamical systems. ML techniques for forward and inverse modeling
typically target initial-value problems (IVP) that are entirely specified by the differential equation
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and initial conditions on all variables.1 In contrast, economic systems often embed infinite-horizon
optimal control problems which include asymptotic boundary conditions (e.g. transversality and
no-ponzi-scheme conditions)—presenting challengers to both classical and ML algorithms.

The asymptotic boundary conditions are necessary to ensure the problem is well-posed in the sense
of Hadamand (i.e., a solution exists, is unique, and changes smoothly with initial conditions).2 In
particular, without imposing these asymptotic boundary conditions there will be a continuum of
solutions which fulfill the initial conditions and ODEs. Classical methods to solve these problems
and apply the asymptotic boundary conditions are often numerically unstable and shooting towards
steady states of the system—which adds numerical instability, and unique challenges when there is
steady-state multiplicity and hysteresis (i.e., requirements to partition the space into different basins
of attraction for each steady state).

Despite these challenges, economists are putting their faith in standard ML methods for forward and
inverse modeling with applications ranging from wealth inequality [24], financial frictions coupled
with inequality [20], the heterogeneous impacts of climate change [4], portfolio choice problems [2],
heterogeneous agent new Keynesian models [26], human capital accumulation in the labor market
[25], and labor market dynamics in search and matching [36]—using neural networks [3, 17, 18, 30]
or kernel machines [38]. However, while these methods encode initial values, they simply ignore
the asymptotic boundary conditions and solve the underspecified, ill-posed problems—so there are
no guarantees on which solution the ML model will find.

Inductive bias of machine learning. In this paper, we investigate to what extent the implicit bi-
ases of these ML models will automatically fulfill the asymptotic boundary conditions of economic
systems—despite solving an ill-posed problem. Large neural networks or ridgeless kernel regressors
can learn to satisfy a system of differential equations on any amount of data/grid points, thus imply-
ing that these models are overparameterized. Recent work in optimization suggests that SGD-based
training of these overparameterized models will (approximately) yield the minimum-norm function
capable of interpolating the data [5]. In the case of dynamical systems modeling, this implies that
neural networks and kernel machines will find the minimum-norm function that (locally) satisfies
the dynamical system and whatever explicit constraints are known. Put differently, ML models
of economic dynamical systems with minimum function norm constraints may provide sufficient
conditions for the asymptotic boundary-value constraints.

This leads to our key research question: does the minimum norm inductive bias of machine learning
align with asymptotic constraints of economics models? Outside of general appeals to Occam’s
Razor, there is no reason that these two should align.

Contributions. We provide guidance on when and why we can trust ML solutions for an important
class of dynamical systems used in economics. In particular, we show:

• inductive bias alignment: theoretical and empirical evidence that the minimum norm
implicit bias of large machine learning models aligns with many asymptotic boundary con-
ditions found in economics problems;

• learning the right set of steady-states: evidence that kernel machines and neural networks
find the optimal steady states of dynamical systems—leading to very accurate generaliza-
tion outside of the training data—even without enforcing asymptotic boundary conditions;

• consistency of ML estimates: guarantees that ML methods converge to the true minimum-
norm solutions (and thus, in many cases, the asymptotic boundary constrained solutions)
in the limit of infinite data; and

• robustness and speed: demonstrations that kernel machines and neural networks may
be competitive in speed and robustness with traditional methods for modeling economic
systems, even on small-scale problems.

1In some cases, mixed with terminal boundary values at a finite-horizon (e.g., [23], [41], and [35] for theory
on the role of terminal, finite horizon boundary conditions).

2The definition of “well-posed” used here can be traced back to Hadamard’s works [21, 22]. Also, see [43]
and [49] for classic treatments of regularization to solve ill-posed problems, of which our methods are broadly
connected.
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Finally, this lays the foundation for future work on solving inverse problems that will jointly estimate
structural parameters and solve dynamic models (in contrast to approaches like [15], which require
solving a dynamical system through standard techniques as a nested step in forming the likelihood).

2 Setup

The economic systems we are concerned with have roots in optimal control theory, though many
will contain additional algebraic constraints not found in classical optimal control setups. An in-
herent characteristic of infinite-horizon optimal control problems, whether deterministic or stochas-
tic, are asymptotic boundary conditions such as transversality conditions. These conditions can
be formulated sequentially or recursively in a state space, and in continuous- or discrete-time (see
discussions of necessary conditions in [6, 32, 44]). In this paper, we will focus on an important
subset of these problems—deterministic, continuous-time systems of differential-algebraic equa-
tions (DAE)—which allow for formal proof of results and comparison to baseline solutions from
preexisting algorithms.

Problem class. Within the subset of problems we formally analyze here, classic nonlinear opti-
mal control decisions are embedded in a large class of economic problems, resulting in systems of
ordinary differential and algebraic equations [1]. Partitioning these into three vectors: state vari-
ables x(t) ∈ RMx with an initial condition x0; jump variables y(t) ∈ RMy with accompanying
asymptotic boundary conditions typically from the embedded control problems; and optional static
variables z(t) ∈ RMz .3 Given this, the dynamical system with primitives F ,G,H,B is

ẋ(t) = F (x(t),y(t), z(t)) (1)
ẏ(t) = G(x(t),y(t), z(t)) (2)

0 = H(x(t),y(t), z(t)) (3)

subject to an initial value x(0) = x0 and boundary conditions

0 = lim
t→∞

B(t,x(t),y(t), z(t)) (4)

Key necessary conditions to be well-posed are that x0 is given, there exists a y(0) uniquely de-
termined using the asymptotic boundary condition Eq. (4), and—where applicable—there exists a
unique z(0) fulfilling Eq. (3) given y(0).4

Algorithmic challenges with classic, non-ML methods. Since this problem looks deceptively
standard, it is worth emphasizing the challenges before explaining how ML algorithms can tackle
them. If an initial condition for y(0) was given, then Eqs. (1) and (2) is an initial value problem
(IVP) ODE which is well-posed and can be solved with high dimensional x(t) and y(t) using
a variety of classical methods.5 The central challenge to this class of problems is that applying
Eq. (4) numerically is not directly possible, as it is asymptotic, and approximations to learn y(0)
are numerically unstable since the solution path lies on a saddle-path (see [1]). These problems
are compounded when there is steady-state multiplicity (i.e., regions of initial conditions x0 which
converge to separated x∞). Central to our algorithm in Sec. 3 is the insight that the least-explosive
solutions to the under-determined system Eqs. (1) to (3) given x(0) = x0 initial condition will be
those that fulfill Eq. (4).

3 Method

In this paper we use a machine learning approach for forward modeling of the dynamical system
described in Sec. 2. Specifically, we will train large machine learning models to learn functions x̂,

3When required, static variables constrain the solution manifold and are not matched with boundary or
initial values. The connection between the number of jump variables and stability local to a steady-state is
discussed in [7].

4We will assume sufficient regularity conditions to make this possible, such as Lipshitz F ,G and H , and
that det(∇H) ̸= 0.

5The optional DAE term with z(t) and Eq. (3) adds additional, but surmountable, challenges for IVPs.
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ŷ, ẑ that minimize the following objective function:

min
x̂,ŷ,ẑ

∑
ti∈D

[
η1

∥∥∥ ˆ̇x(ti)− F (x̂(ti), ŷ(ti), ẑ(ti))
∥∥∥2
2
+ η2

∥∥∥ˆ̇y(ti)−G(x̂(ti), ŷ(ti), ẑ(ti))
∥∥∥2
2

+η3 ∥H(x̂(ti), ŷ(ti), ẑ(ti))∥22 + η4 ∥x̂(0)− x0∥22
]
, (5)

where D is a set of time points from some fixed interval [0, T ]. At first glance, there are several
potential problems with this approach. Most critically, Eq. (5) completely ignores the asymptotic
boundary condition in Eq. (4). The resulting learning problem is thus ill-posed. Despite this under-
specification, we will show that many overparameterized ML models trained with gradient descent
tend towards economically-optimal solutions—i.e. those that (approximately) satisfy Eq. (4). These
results justify the use of ML models for solving economic models with embedded optimal control
problems and also hint at scalability and numerical benefits over classic algorithms.

Intuition: overparameterized ML models tend towards minimum norm solutions. Overpa-
rameterized models by definition have more parameters than training data points, and thus there are
many settings of parameters capable of “interpolating” (perfectly fitting) the training data. Recent
work has suggested that overparameterized models in ML tend towards the interpolating solution
with the smallest norm in the hypothesis class [e.g. 5]. This property is exactly true for linear mod-
els like kernel machines, and many SGD-trained neural networks are implicitly regularized towards
small-norm solutions [29]. We will see that—with careful design—this minimum-norm inductive
bias can be used as an approximate stand-in for the infinite-horizon boundary condition in Eq. (4).

Goal: minimum Sobolev seminorm solutions. In particular, we will use overparameterized ML
models for Eq. (5) that are biased towards minimum Sobolev seminorm interpolating solutions.
Given a function w : [0,∞) → R from WP+1,2(R+), the Sobolev-P +1, 2 seminorm of w is
defined as the Sobolev-P, 2 norm of its weak derivative: |w|WP+1,2(R+) := ∥ẇ∥WP,2(R+) . The
minimal structure required for many economic models is that will have a single derivative almost
everywhere, and hence we can assume solutions to our problem classes lie in Sobolev spaces. From a
theoretical perspective, there is an established connection between infinite-horizon optimal solutions
of economic growth models and Sobolev spaces [44] and [14]. (In Sec. 4.1 we explore an economic
model where the minimum Sobolev seminorm solution provably coincides with infinite-horizon
boundary conditions.) More intuitively, a Sobolev seminorm bias is a natural choice to resolve the
instability issues of classic algorithms. Solutions to Eqs. (1) to (3) either diverge, in which case ẋ(t)
or ẏ(t) are large in absolute value, or they convergence and fulfil Eq. (4). Hence, ∥ẋ∥L2(R+) =
|x|W 1,2(R+) would be large for instable/incorrect solutions and small for stable/correct solutions.

The inductive bias of ridgeless kernel regression. Our first ML model class that we consider is
ridgeless kernel regression. This model class has the advantage that we can formally characterize
the function norms and underlying inductive bias. Specifically, we represent x̂, ŷ, ẑ as

x̂(t) = x0 +
∫ t

0
ˆ̇x(τ)dτ, ŷ(t) = ŷ0 +

∫ t

0
ˆ̇y(τ)dτ, ẑ(t) = ẑ0 +

∫ t

0
ˆ̇z(τ)dτ,

˙̂x(t) =
∑N

j=1 α
x
jK(t, tj), ˙̂y(t) =

∑N
j=1 α

y
jK(t, tj), ˙̂z(t) =

∑N
j=1 α

z
jK(t, tj),

(6)

where αx
j ,α

y
j ,α

z
j , ŷ0, ẑ0 are learned parameters and K(·, ·) is the Matérn kernel with smoothness

ν and lengthscale ℓ. As we will demonstrate shortly, it is necessary to model ˆ̇x, ˆ̇y, ˆ̇z rather than
x̂, ŷ, ẑ to target the Sobolev seminorm rather than the Sobolev norm.

If we add an infinitesimal
∑N

i,j=1 α
x⊤
i αx

jK(ti, tj) regularization term to the objective function in
Eq. (5) (and analogous terms for y and z), then the solution to the optimization problem will be
infinitesimally close to the minimum-norm solution:

min
x̂∈HMx ,ŷ∈HMy ,ẑ∈HMz

ŷ0∈RMy ,ẑ0∈RMz

(∑Nx

m=1 ∥ ˙̂x(m)∥2H +
∑Ny

m=1 ∥ ˙̂y(m)∥2H +
∑Nz

m=1 ∥ ˙̂z(m)∥2H
)

(7)

s.t. ˙̂x(ti) = F (x̂(ti), ŷ(ti), ẑ(ti), for all ti ∈ D
˙̂y(ti) = G(x̂(ti), ŷ(ti), ẑ(ti)), for all ti ∈ D
0 = H(x̂(ti), ŷ(ti), ẑ(ti)), for all ti ∈ D
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where ∥ · ∥H denotes the RKHS norm associated with the Matérn kernel. For functions defined
over compact domains, it is well established that the Matérn RKHS with ν = (P − 1/2) and a
specific value of ℓ is exactly equal to the WP,2([0, T ]) norm for all P ≥ 1 (see Appx. A). Thus,
the Matérn kernel with ν = 1/2 (and appropriate lengthscale) produces the minimum W2,2([0, T ])-
seminorm solution. While this does not perfectly align with the W1,2(R+) seminorm of interest,6
we experimentally demonstrate in Sec. 4 that minimum W2,2([0, T ]) solutions closely align with
those that satisfy Eq. (4).

Finally, we prove that x̂, ŷ, ẑ are consistent estimators of the true minimum W2,2([0, T ])-seminorm
solution to Eqs. (1) to (3). (See Appx. B for the proof.)

Theorem 1. Given some 0 < K < ∞, let S be the set of functions (x,y, z) that satisfy Eqs. (1)
to (3) with x(0) = x0 and ∥y(0)∥∞, ∥z(0)∥∞ ≤ K. If

• t ∈ D are drawn uniformly i.i.d. from [0, T ];

• F , G, and H in Eqs. (1) to (3) are Lipschitz with respect to ∥ · ∥∞; and

• F and G have Lipschitz first derivatives and H has Lipschitz first and second derivatives,

then then the solutions x̂N , ŷN , ẑN from Eq. (7) with the Matern-1/2 kernel satisfies Eqs. (1) to (3)
almost everywhere in the limit as N → ∞ and

limN→∞
∑Mx

m=1 |x̂(m)
N |2W2,2([0,T ]) +

∑My

m=1 |ŷ(m)
N |2W2,2([0,T ]) +

∑Mz

m=1 |ẑ(m)
N |2W2,2([0,T ])

a.s.
= inf(x,y,z)∈S

∑Mx

m=1 |x̂(m)|2W2,2([0,T ]) +
∑My

m=1 |ŷ(m)|2W2,2([0,T ]) +
∑Mz

m=1 |ẑ(m)|2W2,2([0,T ]).

The inductive bias of neural networks. Alternatively, we consider solutions to Eq. (5) where
x̂, ŷ, ẑ are represented by overparameterized neural networks trained with stochastic gradient de-
scent. While the inductive bias of neural networks is difficult to formally characterize, recent work
suggests that they are approximately biased towards minimum Sobolev seminorm solutions. For in-
finite width neural networks, the inductive bias is towards the minimum norm solution in the RKHS
of the neural tangent kernel [5]. For finite width neural networks, the implicit bias of SGD regular-
izes the Sobolev seminorm of the solution [29]. We empirically demonstrate in Sec. 4 that neural
networks, like ridgeless kernel regression, recover solutions that satisfy Eq. (4).

4 Results

We solve two standard baselines in dynamic economics: a model of risk-neutral asset pricing
(Sec. 4.1) and the neoclassical growth model (Sec. 4.2). These problems are chosen because they
are standard examples in textbooks [e.g. 28], they admit reference solutions from classical methods,
and they have established results regarding the set of solutions to the ill-posed versions without the
asymptotic boundary conditions.7 In Sec. 4.3, we show a case where multiple steady states exist—a
setting where our methods are especially helpful—and summarize other experiments in Sec. 4.4.8

For both baseline examples, we compare two ML methods trained on D := {0, 1, 2, . . . , 30}:

Neural networks. We model x̂(t) and ŷ(t) (and ẑ(t) when applicable) with overparameterized
neural networks and minimize Eq. (5) directly. Crucially, there is no explicit regularization and
Eq. (3) is not imposed directly, so this model relies exclusively on the inductive bias of the optimiza-
tion process to align with the economically-optimal solution.

6Note that we cannot target the Sobolev-1, 2 seminorm with Eq. (6), as |w|W1,2 = ∥ẇ∥L2 and L2 is not
an RKHS. Moreover, we cannot target Sobolev spaces of [0,∞) functions as the Matérn kernel only provably
aligns with Sobolev spaces over functions with Lipschitz boundaries (see Appx. A).

7For asset pricing models, see [8, 16], which characterizes the set of solutions not fulfilling transversality
and connects them to economic bubbles. [1] covers saddle-path analysis of the neoclassical growth model as a
way to analyze failures of the transversality condition.

8In our baseline examples, the models have been simplified to eliminate static variables (i.e., no ẑ(t)), but
examples of the broader problem class are discussed in Sec. 4.4.
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Matérn kernels. We solve with the kernel approximation in Eq. (7), which directly minimizes the
function norm in the RKHS. We use the Matérn kernel with ν = 1/2 to align with the W2,2([0, T ])
seminorm, which is “close” to the W1,2(R+) seminorm of interest.

4.1 Asset Pricing

Models of asset pricing and “rational bubbles” are relatively simple and benefit from closed-form
solutions. These models have traditionally served a pedagogical role in demonstrating the necessity
of transversality conditions; for instance, see [28]. The model values a sequence of dividends where,
in cases of deviation from the fundamentals, the asset price reflects a “bubble.” Let x(t) ∈ R be
the flow payoffs from a claim to an asset, and y(t) ∈ R be the price of a claim to that asset. For
simplicity, we assume that the flow payoffs, x, follow a deterministic process. For a given x0, the
key equations are9

ẋ(t) = c+ gx(t) := F (x(t),y(t)) (8)
ẏ(t) = ry(t)− x(t) := G(x(t),y(t)) (9)

0 = lim
t→∞

e−rty(t) := B(x(t),y(t)) (10)

where constants c, g govern the process for dividends and r > 0 is a risk-neutral investor’s discount
rate. Eq. (10) is called a “no-bubble” condition in this case. The set of solutions to Eqs. (8) and (9),
without imposing Eq. (10), can be found analytically (see [16, 28]):

y(t) =
∫∞
0

e−rτx(t+ τ)dτ = yf (t) + ζert, (11)

yf (t) :=
c

r−g +
(
x0 − c

r−g

)
e(r−g)t (12)

where yf (t) is interpreted as the “fundamental” price of the asset, and ζ ≥ 0 is indeterminate.
However, when the “no-bubble” condition (i.e., Eq. (10)) is imposed, this problem is well-posed,
with a unique solution of y(t) = yf (t) (i.e., ζ = 0).

Sufficiency of the min-norm solutions to select the “no-bubble” solution. A key property of this
example is that Eq. (11) characterizes the full set of solutions to Eqs. (8) and (9) when not imposing
Eq. (10). For a given function norm, apply the triangle inequality to the set of solutions from Eq. (11)
to yield ||yf ||H ≤ ||y||H ≤ ||yf ||H + ζ||ert||. This shows that among the possible solutions to the
ill-posed problem, the norm ||y||H is minimized when ζ = 0, at which point y(t) = yf (t) and the
“no-bubble” condition in Eq. (10) is fulfilled.

Results. Fig. 1 shows the results of the kernel machine and neural network approximations.10

Despite not applying the “no-bubble” condition in Eq. (10), both the kernel interpolator and the
neural network recover the unique equilibrium of economic interest almost perfectly.

4.2 Neoclassical Growth Model

The neoclassical growth model (also known as the Ramsey–Cass–Koopman model) is the bench-
mark problem in macroeconomics to explore optimal control in dynamical systems (see [1] for its
many variations). A planner optimizes paths of capital, x(t) ∈ R, and consumption y(t) ∈ R, given
an initial condition x(0) = x0. Key parameters are a depreciation rate δ > 0, discount rate r > 0,
and a production function f(x) := xa where a is the capital share of output.11

ẋ(t) = f(x(t))− y(t)− δx(t) := F (x(t),y(t)) (13)

ẏ(t) = y(t) [f ′(y(t))− δ − r] := G(x(t),y(t)) (14)

0 = lim
t→∞

e−rtx(t)/y(t) := B(x(t),y(t)) (15)

9Our baseline parameters are x0 = 1.0, c = 0.02, g = −0.2, and r = 0.1.
10The neural network maps t to y(t). We use 4 hidden layers with 128 nodes and the Tanh activation

function. In the final layer, the Softplus is used to ensure positive values for prices. For optimization, we use
Adam with a learning rate of 10−3.

11Our baseline parameters are x0 = 1.0, δ = 0.1, r = 0.11, and a = 1
3

.
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Figure 1: Linear asset pricing model (Eqs. (8) and (9)) solved without imposing the “no bubble”
condition (Eq. (10)). The left panel shows the kernel machine and neural network approximations
relative to the benchmark. The right panel displays the absolute errors relative to the benchmark on
a test set of 100 points from t = 0 to t = 40. In all cases, the ML methods recover the benchmark
and even extrapolate well beyond the training data, despite solving an indeterminate problem and
not directly calculating the steady state.
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Figure 2: Neoclassical growth model (Eqs. (13) and (14)) solved without imposing the transversality
condition (Eq. (15)). The top panels show the results for capital, x(t), and the bottom panels show
the results for consumption, y(t). The left panels show the kernel machine and neural network
approximations relative to the benchmark. The right panels display the absolute errors relative to
the benchmark on a test set of 100 points from t = 0 to t = 40. In all cases, the ML methods recover
the benchmark and even extrapolate well beyond the training data, despite solving an indeterminate
problem and not directly calculating the steady state.

Results. Fig. 2 shows the results for both experiments.12 Both the kernel interpolator and the neu-
ral network recover the unique equilibrium of economic interest almost perfectly, fulfilling Eq. (15)
despite not being provided the steady-state as a boundary condition.

12The neural network maps t to
[
x(t) y(t)

]
. We use 4 hidden layers with 128 nodes and the Tanh

activation function. In the final layer, the Softplus is used to ensure positive values for consumption and
capital. For optimization, we use Adam with a learning rate of 10−3. For the weights in Eq. (5) we use
η1 = 0.4, η2 = 0.4, η4 = 0.2.
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Figure 3: Neoclassical growth model (Eqs. (13) and (14)) with multiple steady states due to the the
concave-convex production function in Sec. 4.3. The left panel shows the solution trajectories for
capital, x(t), using Matérn Kernels for 70 different initial conditions x0 ∈ [0.5, 4]. The right panel
shows the solution trajectories for consumption, y(t), for the same initial conditions. In all cases the
ML method gives the correct trajectory for a given initial condition, despite not directly calculating
the steady states. Furthermore, the left panel shows that the method is effective at learning the basins
of attraction for the different steady states.

Robustness. While Theorem 1 demonstrates consistency, it is helpful to check our methods’ sen-
sitivity to hyperparameters and features of D: Appx. C.1 shows that our methods perform well with
a much sparser set of time points; Appx. C.2 indicates low sensitivity to different kernel hyper-
parameters; and Appx. C.3 demonstrates that the approximation remains effective in the short- to
medium-term even if D does not approach the steady state.

4.3 Neoclassical Growth Model with Multiple Steady-States

We now turn to a more complex version of the neoclassical growth model (Eqs. (13) to (15)) where
f(x) := Amax{xa, b1x

a− b2}, as in [42].13 This problem is still well-posed (as long as Eq. (15) is
included) and hence has a unique trajectory for a given initial condition—which would lead towards
one of the two steady states. This provides a significant challenge for classical algorithms, such as
shooting methods, which rely on finding the steady state and using it as a finite-horizon boundary
condition. All steady states need to be calculated, and the space of initial conditions must be sharply
partitioned into different domains of attraction to know which steady state to use as the boundary
condition for a particular initial condition.

Results. Fig. 3 shows the results using Matérn kernels for 70 different initial conditions across the
basins of attraction for the two steady states. While the error relative to the benchmark solution is
not shown, it is of comparable magnitude to that in Fig. 2.

It is worth noting that the kernel regression solutions find the “correct” steady state; i.e. the steady
state that correctly corresponds with the supplied initial condition x0. Intuitively, this behavior
is a consequence of the minimum Sobolev seminorm inductive bias. Consider the two possible
trajectories x0 to each of the two steady states: the trajectory with smaller gradients and less steep
dynamics will have a smaller norm. In contrast, classical methods—which do not have a minimum
norm inductive bias—require a mapping between initial conditions and the correct steady states.

4.4 Other Examples

In Appx. C.4 we examine a variation of the DAE formulation of the neoclassical growth problem
of Sec. 4.2; i.e. a dynamical system where the z(t) static variables are not eliminated. In addition,
we test our methods on a standard model of human capital and economic growth (see Appx. D.1) as
well as a model of optimal advertising used in the marketing literature [40] (see Appx. D.2).

13This function has a kink in f ′(x) at x̄ =
(

b2
b1−1

) 1
a . Our baseline parameters are A = 0.5, b1 = 3.0, b2 =

2.5, k0 = 1.0, δ = 0.1, r = 0.11.
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5 Related Work

Alternative methods for linearized systems. Perturbation solutions to models of economic dy-
namics use classic stability analysis of linear quadratic (LQ) control to find solutions that fulfill
asymptotic boundary conditions (e.g., [7]). These methods use the linearity of time-invariant poli-
cies in LQ control and enforce stability by spectral methods (i.e., remove explosive roots that violate
Eq. (4) by solving Ricatti Equations). Our paper takes inspiration from this broader approach: al-
gorithms which select non-explosive roots will be on the solution manifold and automatically fulfill
Eq. (4).

ML for optimal control and economic dynamical systems. Recent literature on optimal control
and robotics explores how to achieve stable solutions with deep neural networks [11, 12, 33, 34].
More directly within the economics literature, [18] discusses the intuitive connection between the
inductive bias of deep neural networks and turnpikes [31] in dynamic economics, but does not
provide theory. Our paper contributes to this literature, providing a formal argument on why the
inductive bias of ML algorithms promotes stability in infinite-horizon control.

6 Discussion

While the class of problems in Sec. 2 focused on deterministic, continuous-time dynamical systems,
these challenges exist in all dynamic models with forward-looking behavior or optimal control.
Many questions in this research agenda remain:

• How to model inequality and complementarity constraints? Can Secs. 2 and 3 be ex-
tended to include inequality constraints (e.g., an additional primitive C(x(t),y(t), z(t)) ≥
0)? This extension would allow us to incorporate a larger class of important models (e.g.,
lifecycle models of consumption, macroeconomic models of financial frictions, and Stack-
elberg games).

• What is the role of inductive bias of ML algorithms for state-space representations
and stochastic models? In Sec. 2, we characterized deterministic, infinite-horizon mod-
els written in a sequence space, but many dynamic economic models are stochastic and
more naturally written in a recursive, state-space representation. Does the inductive bias
of ML algorithms applied to state-space formulations (e.g., approximating policy or value
functions of the state) fulfill Eq. (4)?14

• When are kernel methods and neural networks preferable to classic algorithms? Be-
yond its purpose in formalizing the analysis, we have shown that kernel methods are fast
and robust in practice, even in low dimensions. Classic algorithms such as shooting meth-
ods will likely dominate kernels when carefully tuned and where steady states are easy to
solve, but ML methods might be directly useful in this problem domain.
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A Connection Between Sobolev-P, 2 Spaces and Matérn RKHS

Let kν,ℓ(·, ·) : R×R → R denote the Matérn covariance function with smoothness ν and lengthscale
ℓ. For the purposes of this paper, we will define kν,ℓ as:

kν,ℓ(t, t
′) = κ(|t− t′|), κ̂(ω) :=

(
1 + ℓ2ω2

)−ν−1/2
, (16)

where (̂·) corresponds to the Fourier transform. Note that Eq. (16) corresponds to the standard
Matérn kernel definition [37] after appropriately scaling the inputs and outputs. ∇(r)kν,ℓ(·, ·) will
denote the rth derivative of kν,ℓ with respect to its its first argument.

Given some interval [0, T ] ⊆ R, Hν,ℓ([0, T ]) denotes the RKHS of [0, T ] → R functions where the
reproducing kernel is equal to kν,ℓ. WP,2([0, T ]) denotes to the Sobolev-P, 2 space of [0, T ] → R
functions. Whenever possible we will drop the superscripts for Hν,ℓ([0, T ]).

Proposition 1 (Equivalence of WP,2 and Hν,ℓ). For any positive integer P , any ℓ > 0, and any
ν = P − 1/2 there exists positive constants C1(ν, ℓ) and C2(ν, ℓ) so that

C1(ν, ℓ)∥w∥WP,2([0,T ]) ≤ ∥w∥Hν,ℓ([0,T ]) ≤ C2(ν, ℓ)∥w∥W
P,2([0,T ]).

for all w ∈ WP,2. In other words, the Sobolev norm ∥·∥WP,2([0,T ]) and the RKHS norm ∥·∥Hν,ℓ([0,T ])

are equivalent, and thus WP,2([0, T ]) = Hν,ℓ([0, T ]).

Proof. We begin by first establishing an equivalence between WP,2(R) and Hℓ,ν(R). In the Fourier
domain, the Sobolev norm for R → R functions is given by

∥w∥WP,2(R) =
∥∥∥ŵ(·) (1 + (·)2

)P/2
∥∥∥
L2(R)

,

and, for any RKHS H(R) with stationary reproducing kernels, the RKHS norm for R → R functions
is given by

∥w∥H(R) =
∥∥∥ŵ(·) (κ̂(·))−1/2

∥∥∥
L2(R)

The Matérn kernel, as defined in Eq. (16), has a Fourier transform that decays at at a rate of (1 + | ·
|2)−P and thus ∥ · ∥Hν,ℓ(R) is bounded above and below by a constant multiple of ∥ · ∥WP,2(R) where
the constant only depends on ℓ. This argument can be generalized to prove an equivalence between
WP,2([0, T ]) and Hℓ,ν([0, T ]), as the domain [0, T ] trivially has a Lipschitz boundary. (See [48,
Corollary 10.48] for details.)

Corollary 1.1 (Equality of WP,2 and Hν,ℓ with specific ν, ℓ values). For any P , there exists a value
of ℓ so that, for all w ∈ WP,2([0, T ]):

∥w∥WP,2([0,T ]) = ∥w∥HP−1/2,ℓ([0,T ]).

B Proof of Theorem 1

Theorem 1 (Restated). Given some 0 < K < ∞, let S be the set of functions (x,y, z) that satisfy
Eqs. (1) to (3) with x(0) = x0 and ∥y(0)∥∞, ∥z(0)∥∞ ≤ K. If

• t ∈ D are drawn uniformly i.i.d. from [0, T ];

• F , G, and H in Eqs. (1) to (3) are Lipschitz with respect to ∥ · ∥∞; and

• F and G have Lipschitz first derivatives and H has Lipschitz first and second derivatives,

then then the solutions x̂N , ŷN , ẑN from Eq. (7) with the Matern-1/2 kernel satisfies Eqs. (1) to (3)
almost everywhere in the limit as N → ∞ and

limN→∞
∑Mx

m=1 |x̂(m)
N |2W2,2([0,T ]) +

∑My

m=1 |ŷ(m)
N |2W2,2([0,T ]) +

∑Mz

m=1 |ẑ(m)
N |2W2,2([0,T ])

a.s.
= inf(x,y,z)∈S

∑Mx

m=1 |x̂(m)|2W2,2([0,T ]) +
∑My

m=1 |ŷ(m)|2W2,2([0,T ]) +
∑Mz

m=1 |ẑ(m)|2W2,2([0,T ]).
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Throughout this proof we will drop the domain [0, T ] from the W and H notation for brevity. We
break up this proof into a series of lemmas.

Lemma 1. For every (x,y, z) ∈ S, the functions x(1), . . . , x(Mx), y(1), . . . , y(My), and
z(1), . . . , z(Mz), are all elements of WP+1,2.

Proof. By Lipschitz continuity of F , G, H and the Cauchy-Lipschitz-Picard theorem [e.g. 9,
Thm. 7.3], we have that every (x,y, z) ∈ S are continuous and continuously differentiable over

[0,∞). This fact implies that x,y, z and ẋ, ẏ, ż are bounded over [0, T ]. Assuming that ẋ, . . .,
(k)
x ,

ẏ, . . .,
(k)
y , ż, . . .,

(k)
z are also bounded, consider

(k+1)
x ,

(k+1)
y ,

(k+1)
z for k ≤ P :

(k+1)
x (t) =

(k)

F (x(t),y(t), z(t))

(k+1)
y (t) =

(k)

G(x(t),y(t), z(t))

0 =
(k)

H(x(t),y(t), z(t))

By Faà di Bruno’s formula,
(k)

F (x(t),y(t), z(t)) is a polynomial involving the terms

• F (x(t),y(t), z(t)), . . .,
(k+1)

F (x(t),y(t), z(t)),

• x(t), . . .,
(k−1)
x (t),

• y(t), . . .,
(k−1)
y (t), and

• z(t), . . .,
(k−1)
z (t).

By inductive assumption, the latter terms are bounded over [0, T ]. Moreover, the range of x(t),

y(t), and z(t) will be a compact interval, and thus F (x(t),y(t), z(t)), . . .,
(k+1)

F (x(t),y(t), z(t)),

will be bounded by Lipschitz continuity. Therefore, x, . . .,
(P+1)
x are all bounded over [0, T ]. Anal-

ogous results hold for y, . . .,
(P+1)
y and z, . . .,

(P+1)
z . Since bounded functions are trivially square

integrable, we have that

• ∥x(1)∥WP+1,2 , . . . , ∥x(Mx)∥WP+1,2 < ∞,

• ∥y(1)∥WP+1,2 , . . . , ∥y(My)∥WP+1,2 < ∞, and

• ∥z(1)∥WP+1,2 , . . . , ∥z(Mz)∥WP+1,2 < ∞.

Lemma 2. Define M = Mx + My + Mz , and define WP+1,2
M as the vector-valued reproducing

kernel Hilbert space of functions (x(·),y(·), z(·)) : [0, T ] → RM with the property that

w ∈ WP+1,2
M ⇔ w(m) ∈ WP+1,2 ∀m ∈ [1,M ]

Then the set S is closed with respect to ∥ · ∥WP+1,2
M

.

Proof. By standard theory of vector-valued reproducing kernel Hilbert spaces, the norm associated
with WP+1,2

M is

∥(x,y, z)∥WP+1,2
M

:=

√∑Mx

m=1 ∥x̂(m)
N ∥2WP+1,2 +

∑My

m=1 ∥ŷ(m)
N ∥2WP+1,2 +

∑Mz

m=1 ∥ẑ(m)
N ∥2WP+1,2 .
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Consider a Cauchy sequence (xn,yn, zn) ∈ S w.r.t. ∥ · ∥WP+1,2
M

. By Lemma 1, we have that

x
(m)
n ∈ WP+1,2 for all m ∈ [1,Mx]. By completeness of WP+1,2, we have that x(m)

n → x(m) for
some x(m) ∈ WP+1,2; i.e. for every ϵ, there exists some n′ such that ∥y(m)

n′ − y(m)∥WP+1,2 < ϵ.

sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥x(m)
n′ (t)− x(m)(t)∥∞ = sup

t∈[0,T ]

〈
k(t, ·), x(m)

n′ (t)− x(m)(t)
〉
WP+1,2

≤ sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥k(t, ·)∥WP+1,2 ∥x(m)
n′ (t)− x(m)(t)∥WP+1,2

≤ C∥x(m)
n′ (t)− x(m)(t)∥WP+1,2 < Cϵ,

where k(·, ·) is the reproducing kernel associated with WP+1,2 and C is some universal constant.
The penultimate inequality comes from fact that WP+1,2 is equivalent to a Matérn RKHS which
has a bounded-everywhere reproducing kernel. Thus, x(m)

n′ converges uniformly to x(m), and so

ẋ(t) = lim
n→∞

ẋn(t) = lim
n→∞

F (xn(t),yn(t), zn(t))

= F ( lim
n→∞

xn(t), lim
n→∞

yn(t), lim
n→∞

zn(t)) = F (x(t),y(t), z(t))

where the penultimate equality comes from the continuity of F . Analogous results hold for yn and
zn. Moreover, by uniform convergence we have that ∥y(0) − yn(0)∥∞ and ∥z(0) − zn(0)∥∞ are
arbitrarily small and thus ∥y(0)∥∞, ∥z(0)∥∞ < K. Therefore (x,y, z) ∈ S.

Lemma 3. Denote M and WP+1,2
M as in Lemma 2. Let

B : = inf
(x,y,z)∈S

∑Mx

m=1 |x(m)
N |2WP+1,2 +

∑My

m=1 |y(m)
N |2WP+1,2 +

∑Mz

m=1 |z(m)
N |2WP+1,2

= inf
(x,y,z)∈S

∑Mx

m=1 ∥ẋ(m)
N ∥2WP,2 +

∑My

m=1 ∥ẏ(m)
N ∥2WP,2 +

∑Mz

m=1 ∥ż(m)
N ∥2WP,2

= inf
(x,y,z)∈S

∥(ẋ, ẏ, ż)∥WP,2
M

Then there exists some (x∗,y∗, z∗) ∈ S that achieves this infimum.

Proof. Define the operator D : WP+1,2
M → WP+1,2

M as D(x,y, z) = (ẋ, ẏ, ż), where here ẋ, ẏ, ż
denote weak derivatives. Note that D is a surjective and bounded linear operator between two Hilbert
spaces:

∥(x,y, z)∥2WP+1,2
M

=
∑Mx

m=1 ∥x̂(m)
N ∥2WP+1,2 +

∑My

m=1 ∥ŷ(m)
N ∥2WP+1,2 +

∑Mz

m=1 ∥ẑ(m)
N ∥2WP+1,2

=
∑Mx

m=1 ∥ ˙̂x(m)
N ∥2WP,2 +

∑My

m=1 ∥ ˙̂y(m)
N ∥2WP,2 +

∑Mz

m=1 ∥ ˙̂z(m)
N ∥2WP,2

= ∥(ẋ, ẏ, ż)∥2WP,2
M

Furthermore, note that the nullspace of D (i.e. the set of constant functions) is a closed set. There-
fore, since S ⊂ WP+1,2

M is a closed subset of a Hilbert space (Lemma 2), Ṡ := D(S) ⊂ WP+1,2
M

is also closed subset of a Hilbert space [see e.g. 9, Exercise 2.10]. By the existence por-
tion of the Hilbert projection theorem, there exists a (potentially non-unique) minimum WP,2

M -
norm element of Ṡ (i.e. there exists some (ẋ∗, ẏ∗, ż∗) ∈ Ṡ such that ∥(ẋ∗, ẏ∗, ż∗)∥WP,2

M
=

inf(x,y,z)∈S′ ∥(ẋ, ẏ, ż)∥WP,2
M

. We conclude the proof by setting (x∗,y∗, z∗) to be some element
in S such that (ẋ∗′, ẏ∗′, ż∗′) = D(x∗,y∗, z∗).

Lemma 4. For any 0 < C < ∞, define the sets

FC := {w ∈ WP,2 : ∥w∥WP,2 ≤ C}∫
FC := {

∫ (·)
0

w(τ)dτ : w ∈ F}.

Denoting R̂N as the empirical Rademacher complexity for some dataset t1, . . . , tN ∈ [0, T ], we
have that

R̂N (FC) ≲ CN−1/2, R̂N (
∫
FC) ≲ TCN−1/2.

14



Proof. The Rademacher complexity R̂N (FC) ≲ CN−1/2 follows a standard result for reproducing
kernel Hilbert spaces, using the fact that WP,2 is equivalent to the Matérn RKHS which has a
bounded-everywhere reproducing kernel. Bounding the Rademacher complexity of

∫
FC mirrors

the standard proof of the R̂N (FC) bound:

R̂(
∫
FC) := Eϵi

[
sup

w∈WP,2

1

N

N∑
i=1

ϵi

∫ ti

0

w(τ)dτ

]
(ϵi

i.i.d.∼ Rad)

= Eϵi

[
sup

w∈WP,2

〈
1

N

N∑
i=1

ϵi

∫ ti

0

k(τ, ·)dτ, w(·)

〉
WP,2

]

≤ Eϵi

[∥∥∥∥∥CN
N∑
i=1

ϵi

∫ ti

0

k(τ, ·)dτ

∥∥∥∥∥
WP,2

]
(Cauchy-Schwarz inequality)

≤

√√√√√Eϵi

∥∥∥∥∥CN
N∑
i=1

ϵi

∫ ti

0

k(τ, ·)dτ

∥∥∥∥∥
2

WP,2

 (Jensen inequality)

=

√√√√√Eϵi

C2

N2

N∑
i,j=1

ϵiϵj

〈∫ ti

0

k(τ, ·)dτ,
∫ tj

0

k(τ, ·)dτ
〉

WP,2


=

√√√√C2

N2

N∑
i

∥∥∥∥∫ ti

0

k(τ, ·)dτ
∥∥∥∥2
WP,2

(ϵi are uncorrelated)

≤

√√√√C2

N2

N∑
i

(∫ ti

0

∥k(τ, ·)∥WP,2 dτ

)2

(triangle inequality)

≤

√√√√C2

N2

N∑
i

(∫ T

0

sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥k(t, ·)∥WP,2 dτ

)2

= TCN−1/2 sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥k(t, ·)∥WP,2 .

Recognizing that k(t, ·) is equivalent to a bounded-everywhere reproducing kernel completes the
proof.

Lemma 5. Define M and WP,2
D as in Lemma 2. For any 0 < C < ∞, define the sets

FC
M :=

{
(ẋ, ẏ, ż) ∈ WP,2

M : ∥(ẋ, ẏ, ż)∥WP,2
D

≤ C
}

∫
FC
M :=

{∫ (·)
0
(ẋ(τ), ẏ(τ), ż(τ))dτ : (ẋ, ẏ, ż) ∈ F

}

Then R̂N (FC
M ) ≲ CMN−1/2 and R̂N (

∫
FC
M ) ≲ TMCN−1/2.
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Proof. The proof follows a standard summation argument for Rademacher complexity:

R̂(FC
M )

:=E

 sup
(ẋ,ẏ,ż)∈WP,2

M

1

N

N∑
i=1

 Mx∑
jx=1

ϵijx ẋ
(jx)(ti) +

My∑
jy=1

ϵijy ẏ
(jy)(ti) +

My∑
jz=1

ϵijz ż
(jz)(ti)


(ϵijx , ϵijy , ϵijz

i.i.d.∼ Rad)

≤
Mx∑
jx=1

E

[
sup

ẋ(jx)∈WP,2

1

N

N∑
i=1

ϵijx ẋ
(jx)(ti)

]
+

My∑
jy=1

E

[
sup

ẏ(jy)∈WP,2

1

N

N∑
i=1

ϵijy ẏ
(jy)(ti)

]

+

Mz∑
jz=1

E

[
sup

ż(jz)∈WP,2

1

N

N∑
i=1

ϵijz ż
(jz)(ti)

]
≲ CMN−1/2, (Lemma 4)

where the last inequality comes from the fact that ∥(ẋ, ẏ, ż)∥WP,2
M

≤ C implies that ∥ẋ(m)∥WP,2 ,

∥ẏ(m)∥WP,2 , ∥ż(m)∥WP,2 ≤ C for all m. An analogous proof holds for R̂(
∫
FC
M ).

Lemma 6. Denote M and WP,2
M as in Lemma 2. For any (ẋ, ẏ, ż) ∈ WP,2

M , ŷ0 ∈ RMy , ẑ0 ∈ RMz ,
define the differential equation error function

eẋ,ẏ,ż,ŷ0,ẑ0
(·) :=

∥∥∥∥∥
[
ẋ(·)− F (x,y, z)
ẏ(·)−G (x,y, z)

H (x,y, z)

]∥∥∥∥∥
∞

x(t) := x0 +

∫ t

0

ẋ(τ)dτ, y(t) := ŷ0 +

∫ t

0

ẏ(τ)dτ, z(t) := ẑ0 +

∫ t

0

ż(τ)dτ,

(17)

For any 0 < C < ∞, define GC,K as the set of error functions{
eẋ,ẏ,ż,ŷ0,ẑ0

(·) : ∥(ẋ, ẏ, ż)∥WP,2
M

≤ C, ∥ŷ0∥∞ ≤ K, ∥ẑ0∥∞ ≤ K
}
.

Then every error function in GC,K is bounded by some constant C̃ and R̂(GC,K) ≲ CN−1/2.

Proof. Note that each error function in GC,K is a Lipschitz function (∥ · ∥∞), each of which is
applied to the summation of two sub-functions:

1. a vector-valued RKHS function ((ẋ(·), ẏ(·), ż(·))) with norm less than C (i.e. an element
of FC

M , as defined in Lemma 5), and

2. lipschitz functions (F , G, H) applied to the integral of a vector-valued RKHS function
(ẋ, ẏ, ż) with norm less than C (i.e. a Lipschitz function applied to an element of

∫
FC
M ,

as defined in Lemma 5).

Boundedness of the error functions falls from the fact (x,y, z) are bounded, ŷ0, ẑ0 are bounded,
and F , G, H are continuous (and thus bounded over [0, T ]). The Rademacher complexity falls from
standard Lipschitz and summation rules: R̂(GC,K) ≲ R̂(FC

M ) + R̂(
∫
FC
M ) ≲ CMN−1/2.

Now we are ready to prove Theorem 1.

Proof of Theorem 1. We begin by noting that

B := inf
(x,y,z∈S

∑Mx

m=1 |x̂(m)|2H +
∑My

m=1 |ŷ(m)|2H +
∑Mz

m=1 |ẑ(m)|2H

≍ inf
(x,y,z∈S

∥(ẋ, ẏ, ż)∥WP,2
M

< ∞

16



is implied by Lemma 1. (The equivalence in norms is given by combining the definition of WP,2
M in

Lemma 2 with the equivalence between Matérn and Sobolev spaces.) Let (x∗,y∗, z∗) be some ele-
ment in S that achieves this infimum (the existence of which is guaranteed by Lemma 3). We know
that ∥( ˙̂xN , ˙̂yN , ˙̂zN )∥WP,2

M
≤ ∥(ẋ∗, ẏ∗, ż∗)∥WP,2

M
= B—since (x∗,y∗, z∗) satisfies the constraints

for Eq. (7)—and thus ( ˙̂xN , ˙̂yN , ˙̂zN ) ∈ FB
M (as defined by Lemma 5).

Defining e ˙̂xN , ˙̂yN , ˙̂zN ,ŷ0,ẑ0
(·) as in Lemma 6, we have that e ˙̂xN , ˙̂yN , ˙̂zN ,ŷ0,ẑ0

(ti) = 0 for each ti in D.
Applying a standard uniform large law argument [e.g. 46, Thm. 4.2] we have that, for any δ > 0,∫ T

0

e ˙̂xN , ˙̂yN , ˙̂zN ,ŷ0,ẑ0
(τ)dτ =

∣∣∣∣∣ 1N
N∑
i=1

e ˙̂xN , ˙̂yN , ˙̂zN ,ŷ0,ẑ0
(ti)−

∫ T

0

e ˙̂xN , ˙̂yN , ˙̂zN ,ŷ0,ẑ0
(τ)dτ

∣∣∣∣∣
≤ 2Eti

[
R̂(GB,K)

]
+ δ

with probability 1 − 2 exp(−Nδ2

8C̃2
) (where C̃ is the constant defined in Lemma 6). Since

R̂(GB,K) ≲ BMN−1/2 (Lemma 6), we have that
∫ T

0
e ˙̂xN , ˙̂yN , ˙̂zN ,ŷ0,ẑ0

(τ)dτ
a.s.−→ 0, which im-

plies that limN→∞(x̂N , ŷN , ẑN ) satisfies the differential equation almost everywhere.

Define (ẋ, ẏ, ż) as the continuously-differentiable representative of limN→∞( ˙̂xN , ˙̂yN , ˙̂zN ) (see
[e.g. 9, Thm. 8.2]). Since (ẋ, ẏ, ż) is continuously-differentiable and satisfies the differential equa-
tion everywhere, it must also be an element of S. All together, this implies that ∥(ẋ, ẏ, ż)∥WP,2

M
≥

B, and so ∥(ẋ, ẏ, ż)∥WP,2
M

= ∥ limN→∞( ˙̂xN , ˙̂yN , ˙̂zN )∥WP,2
M

= B.

C Robustness Checks and Variations

C.1 Sparse training data and data efficiency

The cardinality of the training set, D, becomes an impediment in higher dimensions, where we have
many state and jump variables. Therefore, it is crucial that we can obtain accurate approximate
solutions with a sparse training data.

Fig. 4 shows the result of the Neoclassical Growth model (i.e., Eqs. (13) and (14)) solved with
the Matérn kernel for sparse training data, D := 1, 5, 10, 15, 20, 25, 30. The top-left panel shows
the approximate and benchmark capital paths, denoted by x̂(t) and x(t), respectively. The top-
right panel shows the relative errors between the approximate and benchmark solutions for capital,
denoted by εx(t). The bottom-left panel shows the approximate and benchmark consumption paths,
denoted by ŷ(t) and y(t), respectively. The bottom-right panel shows the relative errors between the
approximate and benchmark solutions for consumption, denoted by εy(t).

These results show that one can obtain very accurate approximate solution, even with a very sparse
training data.

C.2 Robustness to the choice of the kernel and kernel parameters

Table 1 shows the result of the approximate solution of the Neoclassical Growth model, described
in Eqs. (13) and (14)), for different Matérn kernels and kernel parameters.

The first three rows show the performance of the approximate solutions for three different kernels.
We report the maximum and minimum of the absolute value of relative errors for both the capital
path, x̂(t), and the consumption path, ŷ(t). The first row presents the baseline solution, Matérn
kernel with ν = 1

2 . The second row shows results for Matérn kernel with ν = 3
2 , defined as

K(ti, tj) = C 3
2
(ti, tj) = σ2

(
1 +

√
3|ti − tj |

ℓ

)
exp

(
−
√
3|ti − tj |

ℓ

)
,

and the third row for ν = 5
2 , defined as

K(ti, tj) = C 5
2
(ti, tj) = σ2

(
1 +

√
5|ti − tj |

ℓ
+

5|ti − tj |2

3ℓ2

)
exp

(
−
√
5|ti − tj |

ℓ

)
.
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Figure 4: The Neoclassical Growth model (i.e., Eqs. (13) and (14)) solved using the Matérn kernel
for a sparse training data. The top-left panel shows the approximate and benchmark capital paths.
The top-right panel shows the relative errors between the approximate and benchmark solutions
for capital. The bottom-left panel shows the approximate and benchmark consumption paths. The
bottom-right panel shows the relative errors between the approximate and benchmark solutions for
consumption. Accurate solutions can be obtained even with sparse training data.

ν ℓ Max of Rel. Error: x̂(t) Max of Rel. Error: ŷ(t) Min of Rel. Error: x̂(t) Min of Rel. Error: ŷ(t)

1/2 10 2.3e-03 5.9e-04 1.5e-04 6.5e-07
3/2 10 5.1e-04 3.3e-04 1.5e-06 9.7e-07
5/2 10 1.0e-04 9.0e-05 2.7e-05 5.7e-08
1/2 2 4.1e-03 2.6e-03 3.0e-04 8.0e-06
1/2 20 4.2e-03 1.1e-03 1.8e-04 2.3e-06

Table 1: The robustness of the approximate solutions of the Neoclassical Growth model (i.e.,
Eqs. (13) and (14)) is tested using different Matérn kernels, ν = 1

2 ,
3
2 ,

5
2 , and length scales ℓ = 2, 20.

We report the maximum and minimum of the absolute value of relative errors for both the capital
path, x̂(t), and the consumption path, ŷ(t). Our method is not sensitive to the choice of Matérn
kernels and length scales.

The last two rows show the performance of the approximate solutions for two different length
scales, ℓ = 2 and ℓ = 20.

Throughout these experiments, we achieve highly accurate approximate solutions. Therefore, the
results demonstrate insensitivity to the selection of Matérn kernels and the length scales.

C.3 Smaller time horizons: accurate short-run dynamics

One might suspect that achieving an accurate optimal solution, which does not violate the transver-
sality condition, Eq. (15), is only possible if one uses a large time horizon in the training data. For
instance, we use D = 0, 1, 2, . . . , 30 to obtain the results depicted in Fig. 2. In this experiment, we
establish that we can still achieve accurate short-run dynamics by using a smaller time horizon.

18



0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14
Time

1.0

1.2

1.4

1.6

1.8

2.0

C
ap

ita
l: 

x(
t)

x(t): Matérn Kernel Approximation
x(t): Benchmark Solution
Extrapolation/Interpolation

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14
Time

10 4

10 3

10 2

10 1

x(t): Rel. Errors for x(t), Matérn Kernel Approx.
Extrapolation/Interpolation

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14
Time

0.70

0.75

0.80

0.85

0.90

0.95

1.00

1.05

C
on

su
m

pt
io

n:
 y

(t)

y(t): Matérn Kernel Approximation
y(t): Benchmark Solution
Extrapolation/Interpolation

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14
Time

10 4

10 3

10 2

10 1

y(t): Rel. Errors for y(t), Matérn Kernel Approx.
Extrapolation/Interpolation

Figure 5: The Neoclassical Growth model (i.e., Eqs. (13) and (14)) solved with Matérn kernel for
training data with a smaller time horizon. The top-left panel shows the approximate and benchmark
capital paths. The top-right panel shows the relative errors between the approximate and benchmark
solutions for capital. The bottom-left panel shows the approximate and benchmark consumption
paths. The bottom-right panel shows the relative errors between the approximate and benchmark
solutions for consumption. Very accurate short-run dynamics can be obtained with training data
using a smaller time horizon.

Fig. 5 shows the approximate solutions for the Neoclassical Growth model (i.e., Eqs. (13) and (14))
for training data with smaller time horizon, defined as D := {0, 1, 2, · · · , 10}. The top-left panel
shows the approximate and benchmark capital paths, denoted by x̂(t) and x(t), respectively. The
top-right panel shows the relative errors between the approximate and benchmark solutions for cap-
ital, denoted by εx(t). The bottom-left panel shows the approximate and benchmark consumption
paths, denoted by ŷ(t) and y(t), respectively. The bottom-right panel shows the relative errors be-
tween the approximate and benchmark solutions for consumption, denoted by εy(t)

C.4 Neoclassical Growth model: differential-algebraic equations

In this section, we solve a different formulation of the problem introduced in section 4.2. Introducing
a static variable, z(t) ∈ R, defined as

z(t) := f ′(x(t))− δ,

we can reformulate Eqs. (13) and (14) in the following way

ẋ(t) = f(x(t))− y(t)− δx(t), (18)
ẏ(t) = y(t) [z(t)− r] , (19)

0 = z(t)− f ′(x(t)) + δ, (20)

where f(x) = xa, f ′(x) = axa−1, and the transversality condition, Eq. (15) remains unchanged.
The static variable, z(t), represents the real interest rate in this economy.

What distinguishes this example from the Neoclassical Growth model is the presence of an algebraic
equation, Eq. (20), in the equations. Formally, using the notation introduced in Eq. (3)

H(x(t),y(t), z(t)) := z(t)− f ′(x(t)) + δ.
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Figure 6: DAE formulation of the Neoclassical Growth model (i.e., Eqs. (18) and (20)) solved with
Matérn kernel. The top-left panel shows the approximate and benchmark capital paths. The top-
right panel shows the relative errors between the approximate and benchmark solutions for capital.
The bottom-left panel shows the approximate and benchmark consumption paths. The bottom-right
panel shows the relative errors between the approximate and benchmark solutions for consumption.
Accurate approximate solutions can be obtained for the DAE formulation.

In this example, we aim to investigate whether our method can handle differential-algebraic equa-
tions.

Using x̂(t) = x0 +
∫ t

0
ˆ̇x(τ)dτ , ŷ(t) = ŷ0 +

∫ t

0
ˆ̇y(τ)dτ , and ẑ(t) = ẑ0 +

∫ t

0
ˆ̇z(τ)dτ , we solve the

following optimization

min
x̂,ŷ,ẑ,ŷ0,ẑ0

∥ ˙̂x∥2H + ∥ ˙̂y∥2H + ∥ ˙̂z∥2H

s.t. ˙̂x(ti) = f (x̂(ti))− ŷ(ti)− δx̂(ti), for all ti ∈ D,

˙̂y(ti) = ŷ(ti) [ẑ(ti)− r] , for all ti ∈ D,

0 = ẑ(ti)− f ′ (x̂(ti)) + δ, for all ti ∈ D,

to obtain approximate solutions for x, y, and z.

Here, ∥ ˙̂x∥2H = αx⊤Kαx, ∥ ˙̂y∥2H = αy⊤Kαy , and ∥ ˙̂z∥2H = αz⊤Kαz . We use the same numerical
values introduced in section 4.2.

Fig. 6 shows the approximate solutions of the DAE formulation of the Neoclassical Growth model
for the training data D = {0, 1, · · · , 30}. The top-left panel shows the approximate and benchmark
capital paths, denoted by x̂(t) and x(t), respectively. The top-right panel shows the relative errors
between the approximate and benchmark solutions for capital, denoted by εx(t). The bottom-left
panel shows the approximate and benchmark consumption paths, denoted by ŷ(t) and y(t), respec-
tively. The bottom-right panel shows the relative errors between the approximate and benchmark
solutions for consumption, denoted by εy(t)

This result establishes that our method can find accurate approximate solutions for the DAE formu-
lation of the Neoclassical Growth model.
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D More Applications

In this section, we provide more applications in economics and business. Each application differs
fundamentally from the problems introduced in Sec. 4. In Appx. D.1, we solve a model that in-
corporates the time evolution of human capital and its interaction with physical capital in economic
growth. This model has five variables: two state variables and three jump variables. In Appx. D.2,
we solve an optimal advertising model. This model is considered a building block of modern dy-
namic advertising in business economics and operations management.

D.1 Human capital and growth

In this example, we solve the Neoclassical Growth model with human and physical capital as illus-
trated in [1]. The optimal paths xk(t),xh(t),yc(t),yk(t),yh(t), solve

ẋk(t) = yk(t)− δkxk(t), (21)
ẋh(t) = yh(t)− δkxh(t), (22)
ẏc(t) = yc(t) [f1 (xk(t),xh(t))− δk − r] , (23)

0 = f (xk(t),xh(t))− yc(t)− yk(t)− yh(t), (24)
0 = f2 (xk(t),xh(t))− f1 (xk(t),xh(t)) + δk − δh, (25)

for given initial conditions xk(0) = xk0
, xh(0) = xh0

, and two transversality conditions

0 = lim
t→∞

e−rtxk(t)

yc(t)
, (26)

0 = lim
t→∞

e−rtxh(t)

yc(t)
. (27)

The production function is defined as f (xk(t),xh(t)) = xk(t)
akxh(t)

ah . Here, f1 (·, ·) is the
derivative with respect to the first input and f2 (·, ·) is the derivative with respect to the second input.
The two constants in the production function, ak and ah, are positive numbers, such that ak+ah < 1.
Additionally, δk > 0, δh > 0, and r > 0.

Human capital is denoted by xh(t), physical capital by xk(t), consumption by yc(t), investment in
human capital by yh(t), and investment in physical capital by yk(t). Here yc(t),yh(t), and yk(t)
are the jump variables. The state variables are xh(t) and xk(t) .

This problem is more challenging than the Neoclassical Growth model introduced in Sec. 4 because
it is high-dimensional and involves two algebraic equations, Eqs. (24) and (25).

Using x̂k(t) = xk0
+
∫ t

0
ˆ̇xk(τ)dτ , x̂h(t) = xh0

+
∫ t

0
ˆ̇xh(τ)dτ , ŷc(t) = ŷc0 +

∫ t

0
ˆ̇yc(τ)dτ ,

ŷh(t) = ŷh0
+
∫ t

0
ˆ̇yh(τ)dτ , ŷk(t) = ŷk0

+
∫ t

0
ˆ̇yk(τ)dτ , we solve the following optimization

min
x̂k,x̂h,ŷc,ŷh,ŷk,ŷc0

,ŷh0
,ŷk0

∥ ˙̂xk∥2H + ∥ ˙̂xh∥2H + ∥ ˙̂yc∥2H + ∥ ˙̂yh∥2H + ∥ ˙̂yk∥2H

s.t. ˙̂xk(ti) = ŷk(ti)− δkx̂k(ti), for all ti ∈ D,

˙̂xh(ti) = ŷh(ti)− δhx̂h(ti), for all ti ∈ D,

˙̂yc(ti) = ŷc(ti) [f1 (x̂k(ti), x̂h(ti))− δk − r] , for all ti ∈ D,

0 = f (x̂k(ti), x̂h(ti))− ŷc(ti)− ŷk(ti)− ŷh(ti), for all ti ∈ D,

0 = f2 (x̂k(ti), x̂h(ti))− f1 (x̂k(ti), x̂h(ti)) + δk − δh, for all ti ∈ D,

to obtain approximate solutions for xk(t),xh(t),yc(t),yk(t),yh(t).

Here, ∥ẋk∥2H = αxk⊤Kαxk , ∥ ˙̂xk∥2H = αxh⊤Kαxh , ∥ ˙̂yc∥2H = αyc⊤Kαyc , ∥ ˙̂yh∥2H =

αyh⊤Kαyh , and ∥ ˙̂yk∥2H = αyk⊤Kαyk .

In this experiment we, use δk = 0.1, δh = 0.05, αk = 1
3 , αh = 1

4 , r = 0.11, xk0 = 1.5, and
xh0

= 1.37 as the numerical values for the economic parameters. We use D = {0, 1, · · · , 80} as
the training data.
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Figure 7: The Neoclassical Growth model with human capital (i.e., Eqs. (21) to (25)) is solved
using the Matérn kernel for the training data D = {0, 1, · · · , 80}. The top-left panel shows the
approximate physical capital path. The top-right panel shows the approximate human capital path.
The middle-left panel shows the approximate consumption paths. The middle-right panel shows
the approximate investment in physical capital path. The bottom-left panel shows the approximate
investment in human capital path. The approximate solutions demonstrate convergence to the correct
set of steady states. Therefore, they satisfy the transversality conditions.

Fig. 7 shows the approximate physical capital path, denoted by x̂k(t), the approximate human cap-
ital path, denoted by x̂h(t), the approximate consumption path, denoted by ŷc(t), the approximate
investment in physical capital path, denoted by ŷk(t), and the approximate investment in human cap-
ital path, denoted by ŷh(t). The vertical dashed line shows the boundary between the interpolation
and extrapolation regions.

This result establishes that even in higher dimensions with more complex algebraic equations, the
approximate solutions converge to the correct set of steady states. Therefore, the solutions satisfy
the transversality conditions.

The correct set of steady states. How do we know the approximate solutions converge to the cor-
rect set of steady states? A set of solutions that violates the transversality conditions is characterized
by a consumption path that converges to zero, and human and physical capital paths that converge
to finite but very large values. Hence, in this case, limt→∞ e−rt xk(t)

yc(t)
= limt→∞ e−rt xh(t)

yc(t)
= ∞.
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Figure 8: The Optimal Advertising model (i.e., Eqs. (28) to (29)) solved using the Matérn kernel
for the training data D = {0, 1, · · · , 30}. The left panel shows the approximate market share and
the right panel shows the approximate costate variable. The approximate solutions demonstrate
convergence to the correct set of steady states. Therefore, they satisfy the transversality condition.

Since the approximate solutions shown in Fig. 7 do not exhibit this behavior, we can be confident
that they converge to the correct set of steady states.

D.2 Optimal Advertising

In this example we solve an optimal advertising model based on the classical model of expenditure
on advertising introduced in [45]. The optimal paths x(t) and y(t), solve

ẋ(t) = [1− x(t)]
1

1−κ [κy(t)]
κ

1−κ − βx(t), (28)

ẏ(t) = −γ + (r + β)y(t) + y(t)
1

1−κ

(
κ
[
1− x(t)

]) κ
1−κ

(29)

for a given initial condition x(0) = x0, and a transversality condition

lim
t→∞

e−rty(t) = 0, (30)

Here, x is the market share of the company, and y is the costate variable.

The parameter κ is a constant between 0 and 1, β is strictly positive, r is the discount rate, the
constant γ is defined as γ ≡ β+r

c , and c is the cost of advertising. See [40, 47] for a detailed
treatment of this problem.

Similar to the linear asset pricing model, the optimal advertising problem has a unique steady state,
which is a saddle path. Consequently, any sub-optimal path diverges. However, unlike the linear
asset pricing model, this is a two-dimensional problem, which makes finding the solution a more
challenging task.

Using x̂(t) = x0 +
∫ t

0
ˆ̇x(τ)dτ and ŷ(t) = ŷ0 +

∫ t

0
ˆ̇y(τ)dτ we solve the following optimization

min
x̂,ŷ,ŷ0

∥ ˙̂x∥2H + ∥ ˙̂y∥2H

s.t. ˙̂x(ti) = [1− x̂(ti)]
1

1−κ [κŷ(ti)]
κ

1−κ − βx̂(ti), for all ti ∈ D,

˙̂y(ti) = −γ + (r + β)ŷ(ti) + ŷ(ti)
1

1−κ

(
κ [1− x̂(ti)]

) κ
1−κ

, for all ti ∈ D,

to obtain approximate solutions for x(t) and y(t). Here, ∥ ˙̂x∥2H = αx⊤Kαx, and ∥ ˙̂y∥2H =
αy⊤Kαy .

In this example we use x0 = 0.4, r = 0.11, c = 0.5, β = 0.05, κ = 0.5, and γ = β+r
c = 0.32 as

the numerical values for the parameters. We use D = {0, 1, · · · , 30} as the training data.
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Fig. 8 shows the approximate market share, denoted by x̂(t) and the approximate costate variable,
denoted by ŷ(t). The vertical dashed line shows the boundary between the interpolation and extrap-
olation regions.

This result establishes that the approximate solutions demonstrate convergence to the correct set of
steady states. Therefore, they satisfy the transversality condition.

The correct set of steady states. How do we know the approximate solutions converge to the
correct set of steady states? As shown in Fig. 8, the approximate costate variable approaches a finite
number. Therefore, limt→∞ e−rtŷ(t) = 0.
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