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Abstract

The COVID-19 pandemic highlighted the need to improve the modeling, estima-

tion, and prediction of how infectious diseases spread. SEIR-like models have been

particularly successful in providing accurate short-term predictions.

This study fills a notable literature gap by exploring the following question:

Is it possible to incorporate a nonparametric susceptible-exposed-infected-removed

(SEIR) COVID-19 model into the inverse-problem regularization framework when

the transmission coefficient varies over time?

Our positive response considers varying degrees of disease severity, vaccination,

and other time-dependent parameters. In addition, we demonstrate the continuity,

differentiability, and injectivity of the operator that link the transmission parameter

to the observed infection numbers.

By employing Tikhonov-type regularization to the corresponding inverse problem,

we establish the existence and stability of regularized solutions. Numerical examples
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using both synthetic and real data illustrate the model’s estimation accuracy and its

ability to fit the data effectively.

Keywords: Tikhonov-type Regularization; Epidemiological Models; Time-dependent

Parameters; Ordinary Differential Equations

1 Introduction

In December 2019, the first cases of the severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus

2 (SARS-CoV-2), that caused the coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19), were detected

in China. After a rapid spread across the world, the World Health Organization (WHO)

characterized this outbreak as a pandemic. More than three years later, in May 2023, WHO

considered that COVID-19 could no longer be classified as a Public Health Emergency of

International Concern (PHEIC) [35]. To illustrate the impact of the pandemic, by 13

April 2024, SARS-CoV-2 caused more than seven million deaths and infected more than

700 million people around the world [37].

Modeling the evolution of pandemics at different levels became one of the most im-

portant research topics at the time. A large amount of models to describe, estimate,

and predict the SARS-CoV-2 dynamics were proposed. Different approaches were consid-

ered, such as agent and network-based models [28, 2], susceptible-infected-removed-type

(SIR-like) models [4, 8, 10, 15, 20, 22], models based on partial differential equations [25],

approaches based on statistical modeling and neural networks [33, 30], or even multiscale

approaches [13, 14]. Forecasting accurately the spread dynamics of infectious diseases is

useful in helping public authorities design appropriate mitigation or contention measures.

Lockdowns, for example, if implemented for a long time, can have a negative socio-economic

impact [3, 5]. Forecast performance can be linked to model parsimony [15]. Fancy mod-

els, with too many degrees of freedom, can overfit data and produce inaccurate forecasts.

This means that models must be well designed to account for a good representation of the

dynamics and forecast accuracy.

The transmission parameter in SIR-like or susceptible-exposed-infected-removed-like
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(SEIR-like) models depends on the average of contacts an individual has in a period and

on the probability of contact with an infected individual results in transmission. Such

quantities, in turn, depend on mobility and the in-host pathogen dynamics [13, 14, 27] that

change with time. Thus, a time-dependent transmission parameter is a natural hypothesis.

Some works explored this assumption and estimated the evolution of this parameter from

COVID-19 data providing empirical evidence [4, 6, 7, 8, 11, 18, 19].

Based on this premise, we analyze the direct and inverse problems associated with

an SEIR-like model with a time-dependent transmission parameter. More precisely, after

appropriately defining the parameter-to-solution map that associates the transmission pa-

rameter to the number of daily infections, regularity properties, such as well-posedness,

continuity, and differentiability, are stated. Applying Tikhonov-type regularization to the

problem of estimating the transmission parameter from reported daily infections, sufficient

conditions for the existence, stability, and convergence of solutions are provided, using

variational methods [31]. Thus, the main contribution of the present article is to provide

a rigorous analysis of the problem of estimating time-dependent transmission parameters

that arise in the transmission of infectious diseases. It should be mentioned that the pro-

posed SEIR-like model is designed to describe the spread of the SARS-CoV-2 virus. Thus,

it accounts for different severity levels. Moreover, most of the model parameters can be ob-

tained in the literature, however, the transmission rate is unknown and must be estimated

from the observed incidence.

This article is organized as follows: Section 2 presents the proposed SEIR-like model

with its parameters and compartments. In section 3, it is shown that the direct problem

has a unique and non-negative solution in the set I = [0, T ], for any T > 0, including the

case T = ∞. The parameter-to-solution is defined and its regularity properties are stated.

In Section 4, the inverse problem of estimating the transmission parameter is analyzed. To

illustrate the theoretical results, Section 5 presents a numerical example with real data.
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2 The Proposed Model

The SEIR-Like model describes the dynamics of the spread of the SARS-CoV-2 virus

in a susceptible population. It accounts for nine compartments, namely, susceptible (S),

exposed (E), vaccinated (V ), asymptomatic infectious (IA), mildly infectious (IM), severely

infectious (IS), critically infectious (IC), recovered (R), and deceased (D). A summary of

the model compartments description can be found in Table 1 and Figure 1 shows the

schematic representation of the interaction between the model compartments.

The system of ordinary differential equations (ODE) that determines the time evolution

of the model compartments is the following:

dS

dt
= −S(βAIA + βMIM + βSIS + βCIC)− νS, (1)

dV

dt
= νS, (2)

dE

dt
= S(βAIA + βMIM + βSIS + βCIC)− σE, (3)

dIA
dt

= (1− p)σE − γR,AIA, (4)

dIM
dt

= pσE − (γR,M + αS)IM , (5)

dIS
dt

= αSIM − (γR,S + αC)IS, (6)

dIC
dt

= αCIS − (γR,C + δD)IC , (7)

dR

dt
= γR,AIA + γR,MIM + γR,SIS + γR,CIC , (8)

dD

dt
= δDIS. (9)

The transmission rates for asymptomatic, mildly, severely, and critically infective indi-

viduals are indicated by βA, βM , βS, and βC , respectively. The vaccination rate is ν, which

is the product of the daily vaccination rate of susceptible individuals and the effectiveness

against infection of the vaccine used. The mean time from contagion to become infec-

tious is the inverse of the parameter σ. The recovery rate of mildly, severely, critical and

asymptomatic infective individuals is indicated by γR,M , γR,S, γR,C , and γR,A, respectively.

The rates of hospitalization and ICU admission are denoted by αS and αC , respectively.
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Symbol Description

S(t) Susceptible individuals: not infected yet.

E(t) Exposed: i.e., infected but not infectious individuals.

V (t) Vaccinated: individuals who received a vaccine and are immunized

against infection.

IA(t) Asymptomatic infectious: infectious with no symptoms.

IM(t) Mildly infectious: symptomatic infectious with mild symptoms.

IS(t) Severely infectious: symptomatic infectious, admitted to a regular hos-

pital bed.

IC(t) Critically Infectious: symptomatic infectious, admitted to an intensive

care unit (ICU).

R(t) Recovered: individuals that recovered from infection and are immune.

D(t) Deceased: individuals who died from the disease.

Table 1: Model compartments description.

According to the World Health Organization, only people in critical conditions generally

die of COVID-19, therefore the corresponding death rate is δD [36]. Table 2 summarizes

the description of the model parameters. The parameters βA, βM , βS, βC , γR,M , γR,S, γR,C ,

γR,A, αS, αC , and δD depend on time.

In general, the parameters are βA, βM , βS, and βC , as well as the initial number of mildly

and asymptomatic infective individuals, are unknown and estimated from, for example, the

daily numbers of infections, deaths, hospital and ICU admissions. However, in this article

only the estimation of the transmission rates will be considered. For simplicity and to

reduce the number of unknowns, it is assumed that all the transmission parameters are

parameterized by the transmission associated with mild infectious individuals:

βS = aβM , βC = bβM , and βA = cβM , (10)

with a = 0.1, b = 0.01, and c = 0.58. This means that the infection rate of hospitalized, in

ICU and asymptomatic individuals are 10%, 1%, and 58%, respectively, of the transmission
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Figure 1: Schematic representation of the epidemiological model of Eqs. (1)-(9).

rate of those in the mildly infective compartment [8, 17]. The mean time between infection

and becoming infective is set to 5.1 days [29]. The proportion of exposed individuals

becoming mildly infective is p, which is set to 0.83 [17]. All recovery rates for mildly,

severely, critically infective, and asymptomatic individuals are set at 1/14 days−1. The

admission rate to the ICU is set as αC = 0.4 [1]. The hospitalization and death rates are

defined, respectively, as the following proportions:

αS(t) =
Ĥ(t)

Î(t− 1)
and δD(t) =

D̂(t)

αC(t)Ĥ(t− 11)
(11)

where Î, Ĥ, and D̂ represent the time series of the seven-day moving average of daily

reported infections, hospitalizations, and deaths, respectively. Here, a delay of one day

from the onset to hospitalization [29] days and an 11-day delay from hospitalization to

death [26, 23] are considered. Notice that, all the model parameters are non-negative.

2.1 Model Well-Posedness

To analyze the direct problem, it is necessary to state the well-posedness of the proposed

SEIR-like model. The following assumption will be necessary in the analysis that follows.
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Assumption 2.1. All the parameters of the SEIR-like model in Eqs (1)–(9) are continuous

and strictly positive.

As mentioned before, all the model parameters are positive. It is also expect that they

depend continuously in time, as variations in the disease progression and the virus spread

tend to be stable and well-behaved for small periods. However, transmission could jump

due to strong contention measures or the sudden emergence of a highly infectious variant

[4, 9]. In principle, such a function with jumps can be approximated by a continuous

function.

For simplicity, we denote the dependent variables of the system in Eqs 1–9 as follows:

x1 = S, x2 = V, · · · , x9 = D.

Let the initial condition x0 = (x1(0), ..., x9(0)) be nonnegative, i.e. xi ≥ 0 (i = 1, ..., 9).

Moreover, assume that the initial susceptible and exposed populations are positive, that

is, x1, x3 > 0. In what follows, Rn is endowed with the 2-norm.

Definition 2.1. Let f : D(f) ⊂ R×R9 → R9, with D(f) = (−T0, T0)×Bδ0(x0), T0 > T ,

and δ0 = 2∥x0∥1 +1, be the function defined by the right-hand side (RHS) of the system in

Eqs (1)–(9).

Notice that Bδ0(x 0) is the open ball in R9, centered at x 0 with radius δ0. The initial

value problem associated with the system in Eqs (1)–(9) can be written as:x′ = f(t,x), t ∈ I,

x(0) = x0.
(12)

In what follows, it is firstly shown that any solution for the ODE problem in Eq. 12

must be non-negative. After, existence and uniqueness of solution is stated.

Proposition 2.1. Let u be a continuous solution of the ODE problem in Eq. (12) and

defined in the interval J = [0, T0), with 0 < T < T0 ≤ ∞. Let also Assumption 2.1 hold.

Then, u1(t) > 0 , ∀t ∈ J .

7



Proof. Suppose the statement is false Since u1(0) > 0, there exists an s > 0 such that

u1(s) = 0 and u1(t) > 0 for all t ∈ [0, s) and u′
1(t)/u1(t) is well defined for t ∈ [0, s). For

any t ∈ [0, s), define the function

G(t) = −(βA(t)u4(t) + βM(t)u5(t) + βS(t)u6(t) + βC(t)u7(t) + ν(t)).

Since all the parameters and the and ui’s are continuous, G is continuous. For any t ∈ [0, s),

it follows that

u′
1(t)

u1(t)
= G(t), and thus, u1(t) = u1(0) exp

(∫ t

0

G(y)dy

)
.

By the definition of G, the limit limt→s−
∫ t

0
G(y)dy exists and is finite. Thus, on one hand,

limt→s− u1(t) = limt→s− u1(0) exp
(∫ t

0
G(y)dy

)
> 0. On the other hand, by the continuity

of u1 and the hypothesis u1(s) = 0, and we have a contradiction.

Proposition 2.2. Let the hypotheses of Proposition 2.1 hold. Let also i be in {4, 5, 6, 7}.

If s represents the first zero of u3 or the first infinity value in the case of u3 be strictly

positive, then if there exists an s0 < s such that ui(s0) > 0, then ui(t) > 0 for all t ∈ [s0, s).

Proof. Only the case u4 > 0 is shown; the others are similar. Suppose, by contradiction,

that u4 is not strictly positive in [s0, s). Since u4 is continuous and u4(s0) > 0, there exists

t0 ∈ (s0, s) such that u4(t0) = 0 and u4(t) > 0 for t ∈ [s0, t0). Notice that

u′
4(t0) = (1− p)σu3(t0)− γR,A(t0)u4(t0) = (1− p)σu3(t0) > 0,

because (1− p)σ > 0 and u3(t0) > 0.

Since u′
4 is continuous, there exists an ε > 0 such that u′

4(t) > 0 for t ∈ (t0−ε, t0+ε) ⊂

[s0, s) and u4 is strictly increasing in (t0−ε, t0+ε). This implies 0 < u4(t0−ε) < u4(t0) = 0,

which is a contradiction.

The previous proposition implies that whenever ui (i = 4, 5, 6, 7) is positive, it will

remain positive while u3 is also positive. For i = 4, 5, 6, 7, ui represents the infectious

compartments and u3 represents the exposed compartment. In other words, while there

are exposed individuals, there will also be infectious individuals.

8



Proposition 2.3. Let the hypotheses of Proposition 2.1 hold. If i = 4, 5, 6, 7, then,

(i) If ui(0) = 0, with i = 4, 5, then there exists ε > 0 such that ui(t) > 0, ∀t ∈ (0, ε).

(ii) If ui(0) = 0, with i = 6, 7, then there exists ε > 0 such that ui(t) ≥ 0, ∀t ∈ (0, ε).

Proof. Assume that u4(0) = 0. Notice that u′
4(0) = (1 − p)σu3(0) − γR,A(0)u4(0) =

(1 − p)σu3(0) > 0. Thus, by the continuity of u′
4, there exists ε > 0 such that u′

4 > 0 in

[0, ε). Thus, u4 is strictly increasing in (0, ε] and 0 = u4(0) < u4(t), for t ∈ (0, ε]. The

proof for u5 is analogous.

Suppose that u6(0) = 0. Since u3(0) > 0, there exists ε > 0 such that u3 > 0 in

[0, ε]. Suppose, by contradiction, that there exists t0 ∈ (0, ε] such that u6(t0) < 0. Then

u6(t) ≤ 0, ∀t ≤ t0, otherwise since u3(ε) > 0 by Prop. 2.2 u6(t0) > 0. By Assumption

2.1, the previous item (take the smaller ε, if necessary), and Prop. 2.2, it follows that, for

t ∈ [0, t0],

u′
6(t) = αS(t)u5(t)− (γR,S(t) + αC(t))u6(t) ≥ 0.

Thus, u6 is non-decreasing in [0, t0] and 0 = u6(0) ≤ u6(t0) < 0, which is a contradiction.

Therefore, u6 ≥ 0 in (0, ε) and the proof for u7 is analogous.

The following corollary is an immediate consequence of Propositions 2.2–2.3.

Corollary 2.1. Let the hypotheses of Proposition 2.1 hold. If i = 4, 5, 6, 7, then there

exists ε > 0 such that ui(t) ≥ 0, for any t ∈ (0, ε) . Furthermore, if u3 has a first zero at

s, then, ε = s.

Proposition 2.4. Let the hypotheses of Proposition 2.1 hold. Then u3(t) > 0, ∀t ∈ J .

Proof. Suppose, by contradiction, that u3 is not strictly positive in J . Since u3(0) > 0 and

u3 is continuous, there exists s > 0 in J such that u3(s) = 0 and u3(t) > 0 for any t ∈ [0, s).

Moreover, u′
3(s) = u1(s)βM(s)(cu4(s) + u5(s) + au6(s) + bu7(s)). By Prop. 2.1 u1(s) > 0

and by Assumption 2.1 βM(s) > 0. By Corollary 2.1 cu4(s) + u5(s) + au6(s) + bu7(s) ≥ 0

. Thus, u′
3(s) ≥ 0.
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If u′
3(s) > 0, as in the proof of Prop. 2.2, there exists ε > 0 such that 0 < u3(s− ε) <

u3(s) = 0, which is a contradiction.

If u′
3(s) = 0, it follows that cu4(s) + u5(s) + au6(s) + bu7(s) = 0, which implies that

u4(s) = u5(s) = u6(s) = u7(s) = 0, since theses functions are non-negative and the

parameters are strictly positive. Define the following linear ODE system with u1 given:

dy1
dt

= −u1(βAy2 + βMy3 + βSy4 + βCy5)− σy1 (13)

dy2
dt

= (1− p)σy1 − γR,Ay2 (14)

dy3
dt

= pσy1 − (γR,M + αS)y3 (15)

dy4
dt

= αSy3 − (γR,S + αC)y4 (16)

dy5
dt

= αCy4 − (γR,C + δD)y5 (17)

If the initial condition for the system in Eqs. (13)–(17) is y(s) = 0, then, y ≡ 0 is a

solution in J . On the other hand, y = (u3, u4, u5, u6, u7) is also a solution for the same

problem in J . To see this, compare Eqs. (13)–(17) with the system in Eqs. (1)–(9) and

use the fact that u4(s) = u5(s) = u6(s) = u7(s) = 0. By the uniqueness of solutions [32,

Corollary 1.11], it follows that u4 = u5 = u6 = u7 = 0 in J , which is a contradiction.

Therefore, u3 > 0 in J .

Proposition 2.5. Let the hypotheses of Proposition 2.1 hold. Then, ui > 0, with i = 1, 3,

and ui ≥ 0, with i = 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, in J .

Proof. The propositions 2.1 and 2.4 imply that u1 > 0 and u3 > 0 in J . Proposition 2.2

and Lemma 2.3 imply that ui ≥ 0 in J , with i = 4, 5, 6, 7.

Since u′
2 = νu1 ≥ 0 in J , it follows that u2 is increasing. Therefore, 0 ≤ u2(0) ≤ u2(t),

∀t ∈ J . With an analogous argument, it follows that u8 ≥ 0 and u9 ≥ 0 in J .

Defining N =
∑9

i=1 ui, under the hypotheses of Proposition 2.1, it follows that N is

constant since N ′ =
9∑

i=1

u′
i = 0.
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Proposition 2.6. Let Assumption 2.1 hold. Then, the ODE system in Eq. (12) has a

unique solution in the maximal interval.

Proof. The function f is continuous since all the parameters are continuous and the de-

pendence on the xi’s is polynomial. Moreover, f is locally Lipschitz continuous in the

second argument, uniformly with respect to t. Indeed, let V0 ⊂ D(f) be a compact set and

(t,x), (t,y) be two elements of V0. Define M = max(t,x)∈V0 ∥x∥2 and K as the supremum

value of all model parameters defining f in J = [0, T0).

Setting L′ = max(8M(K + 1), 4K), it follows that ∥f(t,x)− f(t,y)∥2 ≤ 9L′∥x− y∥2
for any (t,x), (t,y) in V0. Therefore,

sup
(t,x)̸=(t,y)∈V0

∥f(t,x)− f(t,y)∥2
∥x− y∥2

< ∞, for x ̸= y.

By the Picard–Lindelöf Theorem [34], there exists a unique local solution u ∈ C1(J̃)

of the ODE system in Eq. (12), where J̃ is some interval around 0. Moreover, by [34,

Theorem 2.13], the interval J̃ is maximal.

In what follows, we assume that T0 is the right edge of the interval J̃ .

Proposition 2.7. The interval I = [0, T ] is a subset of J̃ .

Proof. Notice that J̃ = (t−, t+). Thus, t+ ≥ T0 must hold. Suppose, by contradiction,

that t+ < T0. Take δ1 ∈ (2∥x0∥1, 2∥x0∥1 + 1) and C = Bδ1(x0), the closed ball centered

at x0 with radius δ1. Let {tn}n∈N be a sequence in (0, t+) with limn→∞ tn = t+. Let

u be the maximal solution of the ODE system in Eq. (12) defined in J̃ . Since ui ≥ 0

(i = 1, · · · , 9) and N =
∑9

i=1 ui is constant, then ∥u(tn)∥1 = N = ∥u(0)∥1 = ∥x0∥1. Thus,

∥u(tn)− x0∥1 ≤ 2∥x0∥1 < δ1 and (tn,u(tn)) ∈ [0, t+]× C ⊂ D(f) for all n ∈ N.

By [34, Corollary 2.15], there exists an extension of the solution to the interval (t−, t++

ε), for some ε > 0, which is a contradiction since J̃ = (t−, t+) is maximal. Therefore,

t+ ≥ T0 and there is a unique solution u defined in I = [0, T ], with T ∈ (0, t+).

A natural question is the existence of a unique nonnegative solution u in I = [0,∞).

If the parameters are also bounded in I, then the answer is positive.
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Corollary 2.2. If all the parameters in the ODE system (12) are bounded in [0,+∞),

then there exists a unique non-negative solution in [0,+∞).

Proof. The proof is similar to the proof of Proposition 2.6. To show that [0,∞) ⊆ J̃ , note

that the compact set C in the proof of Proposition 2.7 does not depend on t+ and apply

[34, Corollary 2.15].

3 The Parameter-to-Solution Map

This section analyzes the direct problem and provides the well-posedness and regularity

properties of the parameter-to-solution map. Consider the closed interval I = [0, T ] with

T > 0, the Sobolev space X = H1(I) with the norm ∥φ∥2X = ∥φ∥2L2(I) + ∥φ′∥2L2(I), for any

φ ∈ X with weak derivative φ′. Define also the vector Sobolev space Y = H1(I)n with

n ≥ 1 and norm defined as

∥ϕ∥2Y = ∥ϕ1∥2H1(I) + ...+ ∥ϕn∥2H1(I),

for any ϕ ∈ Y . For the problem under consideration, n = 9 in the Y definition.

Let λ ≥ 0 be fixed and define the parameter-to-solution map domain as

Dλ(J ) = {β ∈ H1(I) : β ≥ λ almost everywhere in I}.

Since all the transmission parameters in the model are parameterized by βM , for simplicity,

we denote this parameter by β.

By [16, Theorem 8.2], for every φ ∈ H1(I), there exists a continuous function φ ∈ H1(I)

with φ = φ almost everywhere (a. e.) in I which is called a continuous representative of φ.

Thus, without loss of generality, from now on we assume that any β ∈ Dλ(J ) is continuous.

Thus, β(t) ≥ λ, ∀t ∈ I.

Before defining the parameter-to-solution operator J appropriately, we need some pre-

liminary results.

Proposition 3.1. For any λ ≥ 0, the set Dλ(J ) has a non-empty interior and is closed

and convex.
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Proof. By Sobolev inequality [16, p. 212], there exists a constant C > 0, depending only

on I, such that ∥φ∥L∞(I) ≤ C∥φ∥H1(I), ∀φ ∈ H1(I). For λ > 0, define g(t) = 2λet in [0, T ]

and ε = λ/(3C). Thus λ < 2λ ≤ 2λet, ∀t ∈ [0, T ], and g ∈ Dλ(J ). Denote the open ball

in H1(I), centered in g with radius ε, by B = Bε(g).

Let h be an arbitrary element of B. Suppose, by contradiction, that there exists t0 ∈ I

such that h(t0)− λ < 0. Then, by the continuity of h, there exists an interval I0 ⊂ I such

that h(t)− λ < 0 in I0. Thus, for any t ∈ I0, it follows that

|g(t)− h(t)| = g(t)− h(t) = 2λet − h(t) ≥ λ.

Thus, λ ≤ ∥g−h∥L∞(I) ≤ C∥g−h∥H1(I) and then, ∥g−h∥H1(I) > ε, which is a contradiction

and h ∈ Dλ(J ). The case λ = 0, follows similarly, just consider g(t) = et and ε = 1/(3C).

Therefore, Dλ(J ) has a non-empty interior.

Let {βn}n∈N be a sequence in Dλ(J ) converging in norm to β in H1(I). Since βn ∈

Dλ(J ) for all n, then, there exists a set Ω ⊂ I, with total measure, such that ∀t ∈ Ω and

∀n ∈ N, βn(t) ≥ λ. Given ε > 0, it follows that,

µ({t ∈ (0, T ) : −β(t) + λ > ε}) = µ({t ∈ (0, T ) : −β(t) + λ > ε} ∩ Ω)

≤ µ({t ∈ (0, T ) :| βn(t)− β(t) |≥ ε}) ≤ ∥βn − β∥2H1(I)/ε
2,

Where the Tchebychev’s inequality and the inclusion H1(I) ⊂ L2(I) were used in the last

estimate. Taking the limit when n → ∞, µ({t ∈ (0, T ) : −β(t) + λ > ε}) = 0, and since

ε > 0 is arbitrary, we can conclude that µ({t ∈ (0, T ) : β(t)−λ < 0}) = 0. In other words,

β ∈ Dλ(J ).

Finally, if β0, β1 ∈ Dλ(J ) and ε ∈ [0, 1], then, εβ0 + (1− ε)β1 ≥ ελ+ (1− ε)λ = λ a.e.

and Dλ(J ) is a convex set.

The following lemma is a useful fact from functional analysis.

Lemma 3.1. Let {βn}n∈N be a sequence in H1(I). Let β ∈ H1(I) be such that βn weakly

converges to β (βn ⇀ β) in H1(I). Then, limn→∞ βn(t) = β(t) for any t ∈ I.

The following result is a direct consequence of the previous lemma.
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Corollary 3.1. Dλ(J ) is weakly closed, ∀λ > 0.

Definition 3.1. The function F : U → R9 with

U = (−T0, T0)×Bδ0(x0)×D(J )λ ⊂ R× R9 ×H1(I),

where T0 > T , λ ∈ [0, 1/2), and δ0 = 2∥x0∥1 + 1. Thus,

F (t,x, β) = (F1(t,x, β), ..., F9(t,x, β)), (t,x, β)) ∈ U,

with the Fi’s given by the RHS of the ODE system in Eqs. (1)–(9), with β = βM in Eq. (10).

The ODE system in Eqs. (1)–(9) can be written as:x′ = F (t,x, β), t ∈ I,

x(0) = x0.
(18)

Definition 3.2. The operator J : Dλ(J ) ⊂ X → Y maps the function β to J (β) = u,

where λ > 0, u is the solution of the ODE system in Eq. (18).

Taking the assumption that β is continuous, Propositions 2.6 and 2.7 imply the ex-

istence and uniqueness of the solution of the ODE problem in Eq. (18). Moreover, the

solution is continuously differentiable in I. Thus, we have the following lemma:

Lemma 3.2. The operator J : Dλ(J ) ⊂ X → Y is well defined.

Lemma 3.3. For any λ > 0, the operator J : Dλ(J ) ⊂ X → Y is injective.

Proof. Let β, β̂ ∈ Dλ(J ) be such that J (β) = J (β̂). Denoting u = J (β) = J (β̂), it

follows that, β(cu4 + u5 + au6 + bu7) = β̂(cu4 + u5 + au6 + bu7).

Since β is strictly positive in I, by Propositions 2.3 and 2.4, and Corollary 2.1, cu4 +

u5 + au6 + bu7 is strictly positive in (0, T ], which implies that β = β̂ in (0, t]. Also, by

continuity, β(0) = β̂(0). Thus, β = β̂ in I.

Lemma 3.4. Let {βn}n∈N be a sequence in Dλ(J ) that converges to β ∈ (J ) with respect

to the C(I) norm. Defining F n(t,x) = F (t,x, βn) and F (t,x) = F (t,x, β), with (t,x) ∈

U0 = [0, T0]×Bδ0(x0), then limn→∞ ∥F n − F ∥C(U0)9 = 0.

14



Proof. Let (t,x) be an arbitrary element of U0. Using βn
M = βn and βM = β, the other

transmission rates are defined as in Eq. (10). Take K = max{a, b, c, 1} and note that:

|F n
1 (t,x)− F 1(t,x)| ≤ x1[|βn

A(t)− βA(t)|x4 + |βn
M(t)− βM(t)|x5

+ |βn
S(t)− βS(t)|x6 + |βn

C(t)− βC(t)|x7] ≤ 4Kδ20∥βn − β∥C(I).

Analogously, |F n
3 (t,x) − F 3(t,x)| ≤ 4δ20K∥βn − β∥C(I). Moreover, for i = 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9,

Fi(t,x, β
n) = Fi(t,x, β) for all n ∈ N. Thus, since (t,x) ∈ U0 was arbitrary in the above

estimates, it follows that

∥F n − F ∥C(U0)9 = max
i=1,··· ,9

∥F n
i − F i∥C(U0) ≤ 4

√
2Kδ20∥βn − β∥C(I).

Since limn→∞ ∥βn − β∥C(I) = 0, we conclude that limn→∞ ∥F n − F ∥C(U0)9 = 0.

Lemma 3.5. Let {βn}n∈N be a sequence in Dλ(J ) that converges in L2(I) to β ∈ D(J )λ.

Define un = J (βn), for all n ∈ N and u = J (β). If limn→∞ ∥un
i − ui∥L2(I) = 0, then

limn→∞ ∥(un
i )

′ − u′
i∥L2(I) = 0.

Proof. Let t ∈ I. Denote βn
A, β

n
M(= βn), βn

S and βn
C as the corresponding rates associated

with βn, ∀n ∈ N and define K = max{a, b, c, 1}. Thus, applying Jensen’s inequality and

the fact that N = ∥un∥1 = ∥u∥1 = ∥x0∥1, the following estimate holds,

|un
4 (t)β

n
M(t)− u4(t)βM(t)|2 ≤ (un

4 (t)|βn
M(t)− βM(t)|+K∥β∥C(I)|un

4 (t)− u4(t)|)2

≤ 2∥x0∥21|βn
M(t)− βM(t)|2 + 2K2∥β∥2

C(I)
|un

4 (t)− u4(t)|2.

Integrating from with respect to t, from 0 to T , it follows that,

∥un
4β

n
M − u4βM∥2L2(I) ≤ 2∥x0∥21∥βn − β∥2L2(I) + 2K2∥β∥2C(I)∥un

4 − u4∥2L2(I).

Therefore, using the hypotheses, limn→∞ ∥un
4β

n
M − u4βM∥L2(I) = 0. Making similar calcu-

lations, it is easy to obtain limn→∞ ∥un
1u

n
4β

n
M − u1u4βM∥L2(I) = 0 and analogous estimates

for the other terms arising in the difference of the derivatives u′
1 and (un

1 )
′. Thus, by the

Minkowski inequality, it follows that limn→∞ ∥(un
1 )

′ − u′
1∥L2(I) = 0. Similarly, it is possible

to conclude that, limn→∞ ∥(un
i )

′ − u′
i∥L2(I) = 0, for i = 2, · · · , 9.
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Proposition 3.2. The operator J : Dλ(J ) → H1(I)9 is continuous in the H1(I)-norm

topology, for any λ > 0.

Proof. Let {βn}n∈N be a sequence in Dλ(J ) that converges in the H1(I)-norm to β ∈

Dλ(J ). Define un = J (βn) and u = J (β). By the Sobolev’s inequality [16, p. 212], it

follows that limn→∞ ∥βn − β∥L∞(I) = 0. Since βn and β are continuous, {βn} converges

uniformly to β. By Lemma 3.4, {F (·, ·, βn)}n∈N converges uniformly to F (·, ·, β). It is not

difficult to show that, for i = 1, · · · , 9,

∥un
i − ui∥C(I) ≤ T∥Fi(·, ·, βn)− F (·, ·, β)∥C(I).

Then, {un} converges uniformly to u, and this implies in the L2(I)-convergence.

Since limn→∞ ∥βn − β∥H1(I) = 0, by Lemma 3.5, limn→∞ ∥(un
i )

′ − u′
i∥L2(I) = 0, with

i = 1, · · · , 9. Then, limn→∞ ∥un
i − ui∥2H1(I) = 0, with i = 1, ..., 9.

Proposition 3.3. The operator J : Dλ(J ) → H1(I)9 is sequentially closed with respect

to the weak topologies of X and Y.

Proof. Let {βn}n∈N be a sequence inDλ(J ) weakling converging to β inX = H1(I).Suppose

that {J (βn)}n∈N weakly converges to some u in H1(I)9. By Corollary 3.1, β ∈ Dλ(J ).

Define un = J (βn). Since un ⇀ u in H1(I)9, by Lemma 3.1, un
i converges pointwise to ui

in I. By the same lemma, it follows that βn also converges pointwise to β in I.

By the Sobolev’s inequality [16, p. 212], and [12, Theorem 14.2], there exist C,K > 0

such that ∥βn∥H1(I) ≤ K, ∀n ∈ N and ∥βn∥L∞(I) ≤ CK, ∀n ∈ N. Analogously, there

exist Ki > 0, with i = 1, · · · , 9, such that ∥un
i ∥L∞(I) ≤ CKi, ∀n ∈ N and i = 1, · · · , 9.

This implies that the sequence {Fi(·, ·, βn)}n∈N is uniformly bounded in I. Thus, for any

t ∈ (0, T ], the Dominated Convergence Theorem implies that

lim
n→∞

∫ t

0

Fi(s,u
n(s), βn(s))ds =

∫ t

0

Fi(s,u(s), β(s))ds (i = 1, · · · , 9).

Taking the limit n → ∞ in the formula un
i (t) = un

i (0) +
∫ t

0
Fi(s,u

n(s), βn(s))ds, it

follows that ui(t) = ui(0) +
∫ t

0
Fi(s,u(s), β(s))ds, with i = 1, · · · , 9. Then, u′

i(t) =
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Fi(t,u(t), β(t)), ∀t ∈ I and i = 1, · · · , 9. Moreover, it follows that u(0) = x0, by the

pointwise convergence. Therefore, u is a solution of the ODE system in Eq. (3.1) and

u = J (β).

Proposition 3.4. The function F arising in the ODE system in Eq. (18) is differentiable

with respect to β and x. The derivatives F ′
β(t,x, β) ∈ L(H1(I),R9) and F ′

x(t,x, β) ∈

L(R9) are continuous with respect to (t,x, β).

Proof. Let β be in Dλ(J ), h ∈ H1(I), and let ε > 0 be such that β + εh be in the interior

of Dλ(J ), denoted by Dλ(J )◦.

F1(t,x, β + εh)− F1(t,x, β) = −x1(β + εh)(cx4 + x5 + ax6 + bx7)− νx1

+ x1β(cx4 + x5 + ax6 + bx7) + νx1 = −x1εh(cx4 + x5 + ax6 + bx7).

Thus, taking the limit ε → 0, it follows that

lim
ε→0

F1(t,x, β + εh)− F1(t,u, β)

ε
= −x1(cx4 + x5 + ax6 + bx7)h.

The corresponding limit for F3 is similar. The corresponding limits are zero for the

other F components since they do not depend on β. Therefore,

F ′
β(t,x, β)(h) = lim

ε→0

F (t,x, β + εh)− F (t,x, β)

ε

= (−x1(cx4 + x5 + ax6 + bx7), 0, x1(cx4 + x5 + ax6 + bx7), 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0)h.

Thus, F is Gateaux differentiable at every β in Dλ(J )◦. It is not difficult to show that

F ′
β(t, x, β) is sequentially continuous with respect to (t, x, β) and it is a continuous linear

operator in H1(I).

The assertion about the derivative F ′
x is an immediate consequence of the definition of

F and differentiability results from Vector Calculus [21].

Heuristically, for β ∈ Dλ(J ), u = J (β), and h ∈ X, the ODE system associated with

the directional derivative of the operator J , in the direction h, can be written as:

dy1
dt

= −y1(βAu4 + βMu5 + βSu6 + βCu7)

− u1(βAy4 + βMy5 + βSy6 + βCy7)− hu1(cu4 + u5 + au6 + bu7)− νy1 (19)
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dy2
dt

= νy1 (20)

dy3
dt

= y1(βAu4 + βMu5 + βSu6 + βCu7) + u1(βAy4 + βMy5 + βSy6 + βCy7)

+ hu1(cu4 + u5 + au6 + bu7)− σy3 (21)

dy4
dt

= (1− p)σy3 − γR,Ay4 (22)

dy5
dt

= pσy3 − (γR,M + αS)y5 (23)

dy6
dt

= αSy5 − (γR,S + αC)y6 (24)

dy7
dt

= αCy6 − (γR,C + δD)y7 (25)

dy8
dt

= γR,Ay4 + γR,My5 + γR,Sy6 + γR,Cy7 (26)

dy9
dt

= δDy7 (27)

Thus, using the notation of Prop. 3.4, the ODE system in Eqs. (19)–(27) rewritten in a

compact form as follows.y′ = F ′
x(t,u(t), β)y + F ′

β(t,u(t), β)h, t ∈ I,

y(0) = 0.
(28)

Definition 3.3. Let β ∈ Dλ(J ). The operator W(β) : X → Y maps h ∈ X onto

W(β)(h) = v, the solution of the ODE system in Eq. (28).

The arguments used in the proof of the following theorem are similar to those in [21,

Theorem 3.6.1].

Theorem 3.1. The operator J is Fréchet differentiable in the interior of Dλ(J ) and its

Fréchet derivative is the operator W of Definition 3.3.

Proof. Let β ∈ Dλ(J )◦ and h ∈ X be such that β + h ∈ Dλ(J ). Set uh = J (β + h) and

u = J (β). Consider the following ODE system, which is defined in U = Bδ0(x0)×Dλ(J )◦,
x′ = F (t,x, β), t ∈ I,

y′ = 0, t ∈ I,

(x(0), y(0)) = (x0, β).

(29)
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Defining G(t, (x, y)) = (F (t,x, y), 0), the ODE system in Eq. (29) is equivalent to(x′, y′) = G(t, (x, y)), t ∈ I,

(x(0), y(0)) = (x0, β).
(30)

Now, consider the variation equation below,ω′ = Aω, t ∈ I,

ω(0) = IdE,
(31)

with

A =

 F ′
x(t,u(t), β) F ′

β(t,u(t), β)

0 0

 ,

and IdE the identity operator in E = R9 ×H1(I). Then, A(t) = G′
(x,y)(t,u(t), β), ∀t ∈ I.

Combining the continuity of F ′
x(t,x, β) w.r.t. (t,x, β), by Proposition 3.4, and the

continuity of u(t), F ′
x(t,u(t), β) is continuous in t. Similarly, t 7→ F ′

β(t,u(t), β) is con-

tinuous. Then, since I is compact, K = sup
t∈I

∥A(t)∥ is finite and, consequently, A(t)ω is

K-Lipchitz in ω. Thus, there exists a unique solution of the ODE problem in Eq. (31) for

t ∈ I and defined in L(E). In particular, ω′(t)(0, h) = A(t)ω(t)(0, h), which means that,

for all t ∈ I, it follows,

ω′
1(t)(0, h) = F ′

x(t,u(t), β)ω1(t)(0, h) + F ′
β(t,u(t), β)ω2(t)(0, h),

ω′
2(t)(0, h) = 0.

Thus, ω2(t) = IdH1(I), ∀t ∈ I since ω′
2(t) = 0 and ω2(0) = IdH1(I). Moreover, by defining

v(t) = ω1(t)(0, h), it follows that,

v′(t) = F ′
x(t,u(t), β)v(t) + F ′

β(t,u(t), β)h,

v(0) = ω1(0)(0, h) = [IdR9 , 0](0, h) = 0,

and thus,v is the solution of the ODE problem in Eq. (28).

If z(t) = (uh(t), β + h)− (u(t), β)− ω(t)(0, h), then,

z′(t) = ((uh)′(t)− u′(t), 0)− A(t)ω(t)(0, h),

A(t)z(t) = A(t)(uh(t)− u(t), h)− A(t)ω(t)(0, h).
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Now, combining the definitions of F , uh, and G, it follows that,

z′(t)− A(t)z(t) = (F (t,uh(t), β + h), 0)− (F (t,u(t), β), 0)− A(t)(uh(t)− u(t), h)

= G(t,uh(t), β + h)−G(t,u(t), β)−G′
(x,y)(t,u(t), β)(u

h(t)− u(t), h)

Define for λ ∈ [0, 1] the function

ϕ(λ) = G
(
t, λ(uh(t), β + h) + (1− λ)(u(t), β)

)
− λG′

(x,y) (t,u(t), β) (u
h(t)− u(t), h).

Then, by the mean value inequality applied to ϕ in [0, 1], it follows that,

∥z′(t)− A(t)z(t)∥E = ∥ϕ(1)− ϕ(0)∥E ≤ M∥(uh(t)− u(t), h)∥E,

with M = sup
0≤λ≤1

∥G′
(x,y)

(
t, λ(uh(t), β + h+ (1− λ)(u(t), β))

)
−G′

(x,y)(t,u(t), β)∥L(E).

Notice that, it is not difficult to prove that the function

G′
(x,y)(t, λ(J (β + h)(t), β + h) + (1− λ)(J (β), β))

converges uniformly in the interval I to G′
(x,y)(t,J (β)(t), β), when h → 0. Thus, given an

ε > 0, there exists η > 0, such that, if ∥h∥X < η, then, M < ε and

∥z′(t)− A(t)z(t)∥E ≤ ε∥(uh(t)− u(t), h)∥E, ∀t ∈ I.

Since A(t)ω is K-Lipchtiz in ω and (uh(t), β + h) and (u(t), β) are solutions of the

ODE ω′ = A(t)ω, then, by [21, Proposition 1.10.1], there exists C > 0, not depending on

h, such that,

∥(uh(t)− u(t), h)∥E < C∥(0, h)∥E = C∥h∥X , ∀t ∈ I,

and thus,

∥z′(t)− A(t)z(t)∥E < Cε∥h∥X , ∀t ∈ I.

In other words, z(t) is an ϵ–approximation of the ODE ω′ = A(t)ω. Moreover, it is not

difficult to show that z(0) = 0 and ẑ(t) ≡ 0 is also a solution of ω′ = A(t)ω. Then, by

the fundamental lemma [21],

∥z(t)∥E = ∥z(t)− ẑ(t)∥E ≤ eKt∥z(0)− ẑ(0)∥E + Cε
eKt − 1

K
∥h∥X ≤ Ĉε∥h∥X ,
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with Ĉ = C(eKT − 1)/K.

Now, notice that,

∥z(t)∥E = ∥(uh(t), β + h)− (u(t), β)− ω(t)(0, h)∥E

= ∥uh(t)− u(t)− v(t)∥2 ≤ Ĉε∥h∥X .

Thus, taking the square of the components of the estimate above and integrating it from

0 to T , it follows that

∥uh
1 − u1 − v1∥2L2(I) + ...+ ∥uh

9 − u9 − v9∥2L2(I) ≤ TĈ2ε2∥h∥2X .

Notice that, ∥z′(t)∥E ≤ ∥z′(t) − A(t)z(t)∥E + K∥z(t)∥E. Then, ∥z′(t)∥E ≤ (C +

KĈ)ε∥h∥X , and since ∥z′(t)∥E = ∥(uh
1)

′(t)− u′(t)− v′(t)∥2, we conclude that

∥uh ′
1 − u′

1 − v′1∥2L2(I) + ...+ ∥uh ′
9 − u′

9 − v′9∥2L2(I) ≤ T (C +KĈ)2ε2∥h∥2X .

Therefore, for any ε > 0, there exists an η > 0, such that, if ∥h∥X ≤ η, then,

∥uh − u− v∥Y ≤
√
2TC̃ε∥h∥X , (32)

where C̃ = max Ĉ, C +KĈ. By the uniqueness of solutions, it follows that v = W(β)(h)

and the assertion follows.

4 The Regularized Inverse Problem

To provide accurate predictions, the proposed SEIR-like model must be calibrated from

the observed data in a stable way. Thus, a natural approach is to apply Tikhonov-type

regularization to the so-called inverse problem of estimating β. As mentioned above, the

other parameters are assumed to be known. See Table 2.

To be more precise, Let u be an element of the operator range J , denoted as R(J ).

Thus, we must find β† ∈ Dλ(J ) solving the following equation:

J (β†) = u. (33)
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Notice that, by Lemma 3.3, this problem has a unique solution.

In general, it is impossible to access the exact values of u. The infection notification

process is noisy. Generally, only the numbers of infections, hospitalizations, and deaths

are available. Thus, we assume that uδ represents the observable quantities, which can be,

for example, the daily number of infections, that is also noisy and satisfies:

∥u− uδ∥(H1(0,T ))9 ≤ δ. (34)

To find a stable approximation of the solution of the inverse problem in Eq. (33), define

the corresponding Tikhonov-type functional as follows:

Tα,uδ(β) := ∥J (β)− uδ∥2Y + α∥β − β0∥2X (35)

The following theorems are direct consequences of the results of [31, Section 3.1] and

Propositions 3.1 and 3.3 from Section 3. They guarantee the existence of minimizes for

the functional in Eq. (35). In addition, by properly choosing the regularization parameter

α, it is possible to obtain a sequence that approximates the solution of Eq. (33), stably.

Theorem 4.1. (Existence) Let α > 0. For any uδ in H1(0, T )9, there exists at least one

minimizer of Tα,uδ , defined in Eq. (35), in H1(0, T ).

A regularized solution βδ
k is stable if it continuously depends on uδ.

Theorem 4.2. (Stability) Let α > 0. Given a sequence {uk}k∈N such that lim
k→∞

uk = uδ.

Then the sequence {βk}k∈N has a convergent subsequence, where βk ∈ argminTα,uk
, ∀k ∈

N . Moreover, every convergent subsequence converges to the minimizer of Tα,uδ .

Theorem 4.3. (Convergence) Assume that u ∈ R(J ). Let α : (0,∞) → (0,∞) be such

that:

lim
δ→0

α(δ) = 0 and lim
δ→0

δ2

α(δ)
= 0.

Let {δk}k∈N be a sequence of positive numbers such that lim
k→∞

δk = 0. Assume also that

uδk satisfies Equation (34). Then, the sequence {βk}k∈N, with βk ∈ argminTα(δk),uk
for all

k ∈ N, has a convergent subsequence, that converges to β†.

Notice that, as mentioned above, the solution of the inverse problem in Eq. (33) has a

unique solution.
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5 Numerical Examples

This section aims to estimate the transmission parameter from the observed new infections.

All other parameters are assumed to be known. With synthetic data, scenarios with no

vaccination and with vaccination are considered. With real data, the daily number of cases

in Chicago is considered.

5.1 Synthetic Data

In this set of examples, a population of 270 thousand is considered. At time t = 0, everyone

is susceptible but seven mildly infected individuals. The experiment lasts 300 days. During

this period, two massive outbreaks occur. Both have peaks on days t = 27 and t = 177,

respectively.

Only the new symptomatic infections are observed. The asymptomatic are not regis-

tered. The parameters’ values used to generate the daily number of observed infections are

in Tab. 2. The same parameter values are used to calibrate the model.

The data uδ is corrupted by a Gaussian noise as follows

uδ(t) = ũ(t)× (1 + δϵ(t)),

where ũ is the noiseless data, ϵ(t) is a standard Gaussian random variable, with independent

samples for each t, and δ assumes the values 0, 0.01, 0.05, 0.10, and 0.20.

In the scenario without vaccination, the vaccination rate is set as ν = 0, while, in the

scenario with vaccination, it is set as ν = 0.5/50 from t = 50 to t = 100, otherwise, it is

set as ν = 0. The transmission parameter used to generate the data is the solid line, in

Fig. 2, bottom left panel.

To estimate the model, the H1(I)-norm in the data misfit term of the Tikhonov-type

functional in Eq. 35 is replaced by the discrete version of the L2(I)-norm. The goodness of

fit of the calibrated model is evaluated using the normalized error or normalized distance

formula:

∥Q̂−Qobs∥2/∥Qobs∥2,
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Figure 2: Top left: Reconstruction normalized error evolution considering different regu-

larization parameter values and noise levels. Top right: Corresponding evolution of the

normalized distance of model predictions to the observed data. Bottom left: Comparison

between the reconstructed transmission parameters and the true one (solid black line) for

the regularization parameter α = 10−3. Bottom right: Comparison of the corresponding

model predicted infections with the true number of cases (no noise). No vaccination.

where Q̂ denotes the vector of model predictions or reconstructed values, and Qobs rep-

resents the vector of observed quantities or the true parameters. To save computational

time and avoid an inverse crime, the mesh used to solve the inverse problem is 10 times

coarser than the mesh used to generate the data. Since the model uses a step size of one

day, the transmission parameter is interpolated linearly.
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Figure 3: Top Left: Reconstruction normalized error evolution considering different reg-

ularization parameter values and noise levels. Top right: Corresponding evolution of the

normalized distance of model predictions to the observed data. Bottom Left: Comparison

between the reconstructed transmission parameters and the true one (solid black line) for

the regularization parameter α = 10−3. Bottom right: Comparison of the corresponding

model predicted infections with the true number of cases (no noise). Vaccination.

Figures 2–3 present the results without and with vaccination, respectively. It shows

the evolutions of the normalized error of reconstructions (top left) and model predictions

of daily observed cases (top right), that is, new mild infections. It also compares the

reconstructed transmission parameters with the true one (bottom left) and the model

predictions of daily observed cases with the noiseless one (bottom right). In the bottom

25



Figure 4: Left: Comparison between the reconstructed and transmission parameters and

the true transmission (solid black line) for the regularization parameter α = 10−3. Right:

Comparison of the corresponding model predicted infections with the true number of cases

(no noise). Wrong vaccination parameter.

line, only the results that consider the value α = 10−3 for the regularization parameter are

presented.

To save computational time, the LSQNONLIN default settings were used. For all noise

levels, the reconstruction error was similar. In the penalty term, the constant β0 = 2 was

used as the prior. It was also used to initialize the minimization algorithm.

In the no-vaccination scenario, considering all noise levels, the model adhered well to

the data. However, for smaller values of the regularization parameter, the prediction error

stopped decreasing since the relative distance between two consecutive iterates reached

the minimum default value. The precision of the reconstructions was also limited by the

mesh used in the estimation since it is ten times coarser than the original one. In all

cases, the model successfully identified the duration and the level of the two peaks in

the transmission parameter. It also accurately determined the baseline level, that is, the

constant level between outbreaks. In the vaccination scenario, the results were similar,

also with adherence to the data and an accurate estimation of the functional transmission

parameter.
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Figure 4 shows the reconstructed transmission parameter considering the wrong vac-

cination parameters. In the estimation, the parameter ν is set as 75% and 125% of the

value used to generate the data. To account for underestimation and overestimation of

the vaccine efficacy, respectively. The noise level of the data is 5% and the regularization

parameter is set as 10−3. In both cases, the estimated transmission was close to the true

one, and the model-predicted infections were also adherent to the noiseless data.

These tests illustrate that with synthetic data, the proposed estimation technique is

able to correctly reconstruct the original transmission parameter with limited and noisy

data, with wrong parameters.

The numerical experiments were implemented in MATLAB. To minimize the Tikhonov-

type functional, the LSQNONLIN from MATLAB’s optimization toolbox was used. The

codes and data sets are available upon request.

5.2 Real Data

Chicago in 2020 The transmission parameter is estimated from the incidence in Chicago

during the first and second waves of COVID-19 in 2020. The data is the daily notifications

of COVID-19 infections, from 03-Jan-2020 to 20-Nov-2020. In this period, there was no

vaccination. The daily infections time series was smoothed by a 7-day moving average. The

mesh used to estimate the transmission parameter has a step size of seven days. To solve

the model with a step size of one day, the transmission parameter was linearly interpolated.

Figure 5 presents the reconstructed transmission parameter considering the values of

the regularization parameters α = 10−1, 10−2, 10−3, 10−4, and 10−5. It also presents

the corresponding model in-sample predictions of cases compared with the observed daily

number of infections. For regularization parameter values smaller or equal to 10−2, the

model predictions were adherent to the observed data. The large values at the beginning

of the series of reconstructed transmissions are outliers, caused, basically, by poor data

collection. This pattern was observed using different models and estimation techniques [5].

The estimated parameter was generally smooth, using different values for the regularization
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Figure 5: Left: Reconstructed transmission parameters for different regularization param-

eter values. Right: Comparison of the corresponding model predictions of cases with the

observed daily infections. COVID-19 infections in Chicago, during 2020.

parameter.

Canada in 2021 Now, β is estimated from infections in Canada, during 2021. The

dataset is composed by the daily infections, from 01-Jan-2021 to 31-Dec-2020. Vaccination

started in 15-Jun-2021, with a time varying rate. The time series were also smoothed by a

7-day moving average, and the step size used in estimation was of ten days. Again, to solve

the model with a step size of one day, the transmission parameter was linearly interpolated.

The reconstructed parameters obtained using the values of the regularization parame-

ter 10−2, 10−3, 10−4, and 10−5 can be seen in Fig. 5. In the same figure, the correspond-

ing model in-sample predicted infections and the observed daily notifications can also be

observed. The model predictions were adherent to the observed data. To account for

vaccination, the parameter ν was set equal to the daily number of vaccinated divided by

the population of Canada in 2021, which was approximately 38 million. This leads to ap-

proximately 17 million susceptible individuals immunized with the vaccine, which is about

72% of the total number of vaccinated. In principle, it considers that vaccines are not

100% effective and individual already immunized by recovering from an undetected infec-
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Figure 6: Left: Reconstructed transmission parameters for different regularization param-

eter values. Right: Comparison of the corresponding model predictions of cases with the

observed daily infections. COVID-19 infections in Canada, during 2021.

tion can be vaccinated. In this example, again, the estimated transmission was smooth,

using different values of the regularization parameters.

6 Conclusions

The article proposed an SEIR-like epidemiological analysis to describe the spread of an

infectious disease, such as COVID-19, accounting for asymptomatic infections, vaccination,

death, and different levels of disease severity. The model parameters were continuous

functions. The regularity of the parameter-to-solution map that associates the transmission

parameter with the model solution was extensively analyzed. Sufficient conditions for

continuity and Fréchet differentiability were stated. The corresponding inverse problem

was also analyzed. Tikhonov-type regularization was applied, leading to the existence,

stability, and convergence of regularized solutions. The model estimation was tested with

synthetic and real data. For synthetic data, the transmission parameter was successfully

estimated from noisy data and perturbed parameters. The transmission parameter was also

successfully estimated from the reported infections in Chicago, during 2020, and Canada,
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during 2021, when a massive vaccination strategy was implemented. In both cases, the

model in-sample predictions were adherent to the dataset and the estimated transmissions

varied smoothly with time.
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Symbol Description Value Reference

βA Transmission rate for asymptomatic infec-

tious individuals.

0.58βM [17]

βM Transmission rate for mildly infectious indi-

viduals.

Estimated -

βS Transmission rate for severely infectious in-

dividuals.

0.1βM [8]

βC Transmission rate for critically infectious in-

dividuals.

0.01βM [8]

1/γR,A Recovery rate of asymptomatic infectious in-

dividuals.

14 days [36]

1/γR,M Recovery rate of mildly infectious individu-

als.

14 days [36]

1/γR,S Recovery rate of severely infectious individ-

uals.

12 days [24]

1/γR,C Recovery rate of critically infectious individ-

uals.

9 days [23]

αS Hospitalization rate.
Ĥ(t)

Î(t− 1)
[29]

αC ICU admission rate. 0.4 [1]

1/σ Meantime from contagion to become infec-

tious.

5.1 days [29]

ν Vaccination rate. 0 -

p Proportion of exposed individuals becoming

mildly infectious.

0.83 [17]

δD Death from infection rate.
D̂(t)

αC(t)Ĥ(t− 11)
[26, 23]

Table 2: Parameters representation of the epidemiological model of Eqs. (1)-(9).
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