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Abstract

The use of neural networks to solve differential equations, as an alternative to
traditional numerical solvers, has increased recently. However, error bounds for the
obtained solutions have only been developed for certain equations. In this work, we
report important progress in calculating error bounds of physics-informed neural
networks (PINNs) solutions of nonlinear first-order ODEs. We give a general
expression that describes the error of the solution that the PINN-based method
provides for a nonlinear first-order ODE. In addition, we propose a technique to
calculate an approximate bound for the general case and an exact bound for a
particular case. The error bounds are computed using only the residual information
and the equation structure. We apply the proposed methods to particular cases
and show that they can successfully provide error bounds without relying on the
numerical solution.

1 Introduction

Since its conception in Lagaris et al. (1998) and popularization by Raissi et al. (2019), physics-
informed neural networks (PINNs) are gaining popularity as an alternative to numerical methods
to solve differential equations (Mao et al. (2020); Cai et al. (2021); Jin et al. (2022)). The solu-
tions provided by PINN-based methods have many advantages, such as being continuous and fully
differentiable (Raissi et al. (2020); Chantada et al. (2024)).

However, PINNs should be able to provide error bounds on the total error of their solutions to offer a
competitive alternative to numerical methods. Although the literature on error bounds for PINNs is
extensive, most previous work focuses on: i) proving the existence of neural networks that guarantee
an arbitrarily small generalization error, ii) bounds on generalized norms of the total error and iii)
bounds on the generalization error as a function of the training error (De Ryck and Mishra (2022);
Mishra and Molinaro (2022); De Ryck et al. (2023); Lorenz et al. (2024)). Our interest falls somewhat
near ii). Indeed, the goal of this paper is to develop error bounds that provide an a posteriori upper
limit on the absolute value of the total error of a trained PINN as a function of its inputs. Besides,
we seek that the bound only depends on known quantities such as the PINN-based solution and its
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associated residual. These types of error bounds have been addressed in previous works for the case
of linear ODEs, certain nonlinear ODEs, and first-order linear PDEs (Liu et al. (2022, 2023)).

In this work, we study the general case of a nonlinear first-order ODE and provide a general expression
for the total error of the solution that a PINN provides, as a function of its inputs. From the latter, we
develop a method to compute an approximate bound for the general case and an exact bound for a
particular case. Like the error bounds provided in Liu et al. (2023), the proposed algorithms only use
the residual and structure of the equation. We also apply both algorithms proposed here to specific
differential equations and show that they provide reasonable bounds on the obtained solutions.

2 Methodology

Our focus in this work is a first-order ODE of the form
du

dt
+ f(u, t) = 0 u(t)|t=t0

= u0, (1)

where f ∈ C∞ is an arbitrary differentiable scalar function. An approximate solution, v(t), to this
equation can be provided by a neural network trained to minimize the residual, r(t), defined as

dv

dt
+ f(v, t) = r(t). (2)

The loss function, L, that the neural network is trained on is

L =
1

|I|

∫
I

r(t)2dt+ [u0 − v(t0)]
2
, (3)

where I is the temporal domain where the solution is of interest.

We define the total error that the neural network makes in approximating the solution as η := u− v.
In order to find a bound of |η(t)| we first need to find η(t) based solely on r(t) and f . By using
u = v + η in Eq. (1) and using the definition of the residual, the following differential equation is
obtained

dη

dt
+ f(v + η, t)− f(v, t) + r(t) = 0 η(t)|t=t0

= u0 − v(t0). (4)

Given that η(t) is the solution of this last equation, solving it would give us a starting point to develop
a bound. In Appendix A we show that the solution to this equation can be expressed as

η(t) =

+∞∑
j=0

ηj(t), (5)

with

η0(t) =e−q(t)

[
u0 − v(t0)−

∫ t

t0

r(t′)eq(t
′)dt′

]
, (6a)

ηj(t) =− e−q(t)

∫ t

t0


j−2∑
k=−1

Fj−k(t
′)

 ∑
j1+···+jj−k=k+1

j1,...,jj−k≥0

ηj1(t
′) · · · ηjj−k

(t′)


 eq(t

′)dt′ ∀j > 0,

(6b)

where Fn = 1
n!

∂nf(v+η,t)
∂vn |η=0 and q(t) =

∫ t

t0
F1(t

′)dt′. With Eqs. (6) we now proceed to develop
bounds for |η(t)|. Due to the generality of the problem, we will develop an approximate bound for
the general case and an exact bound for a particular choice of f(u, t).

2.1 An approximate bound for the general case

Given η(t) =
∑+∞

j=0 ηj(t) we have:

|η(t)| = |η0(t) + η1(t) + η2(t) + · · ·| ≤ |η0(t)|+ |η1(t)|+ |η2(t)|+ · · · . (7)
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One possible avenue for an error bound could be to truncate the above sum at an order J . This way

|η(t)| ≤ B̃loose(t; J) :=

J∑
j=0

|ηj(t)|. (8)

Given that we are truncating the sum, a criterion should be developed to choose the order of the
truncation. One property that we want from ηJ is that it does not add a significant amount to the sum.
To gauge this, we can impose that

|ηJ(t)| < εabs,J + εrel,J |v(t)| ∀t ∈ I, (9)

where εabs,J and εrel,J are the absolute and relative tolerances respectively. These tolerances are
hyperparameters of the method that need to be set by the user.

Assuming ηJ obeys Eq. (9), we also want to check if the sum exhibits a convergent behavior. A
possible criterion to check this could be that:

max
t∈I

[|ηJ(t)|] < η̄j ∀j < J, (10)

where η̄j = 1
|I|

∫
I
|ηj(t′)|dt′ is the mean of |ηj(t)| over the domain. This avoids a problem that arises

with the more intuitive criterion |ηJ(t)| < |ηj(t)| ∀t ∈ I ∧ ∀j < J . The problem with this criterion
is that ηj(t) could cross the horizontal axis and change sign along the domain, and therefore it is zero
at some point in the domain, making it impossible for any order J to meet the criterion.

2.1.1 A tighter bound

A drawback to using Eq. (8) is that it can yield bounds that are too loose. Depending on the problem
and the residuals, if the approximation of the error needs a lot of orders to correctly approximate
the true error, then adding the absolute value of each ηj(t) is going to reach values far above the
true error. A possible alternative that would yield a tighter bound on the error, at the possible cost of
requiring more orders, is to do an intermediate step in Eq. (7) as

|η(t)| = |η0(t) + η1(t) + η2(t) · · ·|
≤ |η0(t) + η1(t) + η2(t) + · · ·+ ηP (t)|+ |ηP+1(t)|+ |ηP+2(t)|+ · · · . (11)

Truncating this last sum at an order J we obtain

|η(t)| ≤ B̃tight(t;P, J) =

∣∣∣∣∣∣
P∑

j=0

ηj(t)

∣∣∣∣∣∣+
J∑

j=P+1

|ηj(t)|. (12)

The criterion for choosing P and J could be the same as the loose bound, but with two different pairs
of tolerances (εabs,P , εrel,P ) and (εabs,J , εrel,J), such that εabs,P > εabs,J and εrel,P > εrel,J .

The idea behind Eq. (12) is that if
∑P

j=0 ηj(t) approximates η(t) well enough, then
∑J

j=P+1|ηj(t)|
is not going to add too much and blow the bound out of proportion. Basically letting the sum sort of
converge and then add a few extra orders just to be safe. It can be seen from Eqs. (8) and (12) that
B̃tight(t; 0, J) = B̃loose(t; J). It is important to emphasize that neither bound is guaranteed not to
underestimate the absolute value of the error given that these are approximate bounds.

2.2 An exact bound for a particular case

Given the generality of Eq. (1), it is difficult to develop an exact bound for |η(t)|. Nevertheless, there is
a less general case for which an exact bound can be found. If we take f(u, t) = C(t)u2+B(t)u+A(t)
in Eq. (1), with A(t), B(t) and C(t) general scalar functions of t, we have

du

dt
+ C(t)u2 +B(t)u+A(t) = 0 u(t)|t=t0

= u0. (13)

This particular case of differential equation is sometimes referred to as the Riccati equation. We
can apply the methodology described at the start of this section [Eqs. (5) and (6)] to Eq. (13) where,
since Fn = 0 ∀n > 2, the only nonzero term in the sum over k in Eq. (6b) is k = j − 2. Also,
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q(t) =
∫ t

t0
[2C(t′)v(t′) +B(t′)] dt′ and r(t) = dv

dt +C(t)v2 +B(t)v+A(t). Using the expression
for ηj(t) obtained through this method we can get the following exact bound on |η(t)| as

|η(t)| ≤ B(t; J) :=

∣∣∣∣∣∣
J∑

j=0

ηj(t)

∣∣∣∣∣∣+ R [RK(t− t0)]
J+1

e−q↓(t)

1−RK(t− t0)
, (14)

where R = maxt∗∈I

{
|u0 − v(t0)| e−q↑(t

∗) +
∫ t∗

t0
|r(t′)| eq↓(t′)dt′

}
, J ∈ Z≥0 is a free parameter of

the bound, and K = maxt∗∈I

{
|C(t∗)| e−q↓(t

∗)
}

. Furthermore, two monotonic functions are defined
as q↑(t) =

∫ t

t0
max {0,Re [F1(t

′)]} dt′ and q↓(t) =
∫ t

t0
min {0,Re [F1(t

′)]} dt′, with F1(t) for this
particular case being F1(t) = 2C(t)v(t)+B(t). Equation (14) is only valid if RK(t− t0) < 1. Not
only is this result exact, but it is also arbitrarily tight as we can see that limJ−→+∞ B(t; J) = |η(t)|.
One can alternatively obtain J by imposing that the second term of Eq. (14) be bellow some tolerance
ε > 0 ∀t ∈ I . This way

J(ε) =

⌈
max
t∗∈I

{
ln
{
εR−1 [1−RK (t∗ − t0)] e

q↓(t
∗)
}

ln [RK (t∗ − t0)]

}
− 1

⌉
, (15)

where ⌈·⌉ denotes the ceiling operator and for the equation to be valid RK(t− t0) < 1 ∀t ∈ I . A
detailed explanation of how we got to Eqs. (14) and (15) can be found in Appendix B.

3 Results

Here we apply the methods described in Sec. 2 to PINNs that have been trained to solve two examples
of differential equations. To train the PINNs we used the NeuroDiffeq library (Chen et al. (2020)).
Also, to obtain the bounds one needs to compute integrals, as evident by Eqs. (6). These integrals
were computed using the trapezoidal rule with 104 integration points.

First, we test both approaches to an approximate bound with the following differential equation:
du

dt
− Tu

(
1− u

k

)
+ αu+

βu

1 + u2
= 0, u(t)|t=t0

= u0. (16)

This equation is a nonlinear differential equation where the nonlinearity is not a polynomial, which
allows us to test the limits of using a finite number of terms in the expansion of f(v + η, t) around
η ∼ 0. We show in Fig. 1a the absolute value of the error1 of PINNs trained to solve Eq. (16),
each with progressively lower loss, against different possible approximate bounds. For these we set
εabs,P = 10−6, εrel,P = 10−3 and εabs,J = 10−7, εrel,J = 10−4. The parameters of Eq. (16) were
set at T = 10, k = 5, α = 2, β = −40, u0 = 2 and t0 = 0; also the training domain was I = [0, 1].
Figure 1a shows that, at least for this example, even the error of solutions with high loss and high
error can be accurately bounded with low values of P and J for both the loose and tight bounds.
Furthermore, just P = 0, making the loose and tight bounds equivalent, and J = 1 are enough for
solutions with reasonably low losses.

To test the proposed method to calculate an exact bound, we use the following differential equation
which is widely used in the cosmological context (De Felice et al. (2010)):2

du

dt
+u2+

u0u
(
1 + 4βγe3u0t

)
2 [1 + βe−u0t (1 + γe4u0t)]

+
3u2

0e
u0t

[
1 + g (1− eu0t)

n − g (1− eu0t)
2n
]

2 [β + eu0t (1 + βγe4u0t)]
= 0. (17)

In Fig. 1b we show the absolute value of the error against the exact bounds with different values of
J [specifically J = 0, J = 1 and J(ε = 10−8) using Eq. (15)] for PINNs with progressively lower
loss. The parameters of Eq. (17) were set as follows: u0 = 6.91, γ = 1.47× 104, β = 2.56× 10−4,
g = −1.16, n = 2 and t0 = −1; also the training domain was I = [−1, 0]. Similarly to the
approximate bounds, Figure 1b shows that for the exact bounds, one does not need a high value of J
to get a useful bound given that the loss is low enough.

1The absolute value of the error is always computed using a solution given by a numerical method (RK45)
with low error tolerances (10−11 for the relative tolerance and 10−16 for the absolute tolerance).

2This equation is used to describe the growth of structures like galaxies and clusters of galaxies in the
cosmological context. The particular expression used in this work arises after making certain variable changes to
the more canonical version of the equation.
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Figure 1: The absolute value of the error of PINNs with progressively lower loss, L, against
approximate bounds for Eq. (16) (a) and exact bounds for Eq. (17) (b).

4 Conclusions and future work

In this work, we tackled the calculation of the total error of a PINN-based solution, for the most
general case of a first-order nonlinear ODE. Based on the latter, we developed a method to compute
an approximate error bound for a general case and an exact bound for a particular ODE. Finally,
we applied the proposed methods to example differential equations and obtained reasonable error
bounds. Our work is the first of its kind in developing bounds for general nonlinear ODEs. We leave
for future work the computation of an exact error bound of a general nonlinear first-order ODE, as
well as the extension of the approximate error bound to higher-order ODEs and systems of ODEs.
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Here we show how we solve it. Starting with Eq. (4) we have

dη

dt
+ f(v + η, t)− f(v, t) + r(t) = 0,

dη

dt
+

+∞∑
n=1

1

n!

∂nf

∂vn

∣∣∣∣
η=0

ηn = −r(t),

dη

dt
+

∂f

∂v

∣∣∣∣
η=0

η +

+∞∑
n=2

1

n!

∂nf

∂vn

∣∣∣∣
η=0

ηn = −r(t)

[
d

dt
+ F1(t)

]
η +

+∞∑
n=2

Fn(t)η
n = −r(t).

(18)

Setting η(t) =
∑+∞

j=0 ηj(t), we need to first deal with the initial condition of Eq. (4). There are
infinite ways to constrain ηj(t) such that η(t0) = u0 − v(t0). We set η0(t0) = u0 − v(t0) and
ηj(t0) = 0 ∀ j > 0. Now, we deal with the differential equation:
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[
d

dt
+ F1(t)

]+∞∑
j=0

ηj(t) +

+∞∑
n=2

Fn(t)

+∞∑
j=0

ηj(t)

n

= −r(t)

+∞∑
j=0

[
d

dt
+ F1(t)

]
ηj(t) +

+∞∑
n=2

Fn(t)

+∞∑
j=0

Sn,j(t):=︷ ︸︸ ︷∑
j1+···+jn=j
j1,...,jn≥0

ηj1(t) · · · ηjn(t)

 = −r(t)

+∞∑
j=0

[
d

dt
+ F1(t)

]
ηj(t) +

+∞∑
n=2

+∞∑
j=0

Fn(t)Sn,j(t) = −r(t)

[
d

dt
+ F1(t)

]
η0(t) + r(t) +

+∞∑
j=1

[
d

dt
+ F1(t)

]
ηj(t) +

+∞∑
n=2

+∞∑
j=0

Fn(t)Sn,j(t) = 0

[
d

dt
+ F1(t)

]
η0(t) + r(t)︸ ︷︷ ︸

=0

+

+∞∑
j=1

[
d

dt
+ F1(t)

]
ηj(t) +

+∞∑
n=2

+∞∑
j=1

Fn(t)Sn,j−1(t)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=0

= 0

(19)

Up until the last step, there was not any condition on the global behavior of each ηj(t). In the last
step, a particular choice of η0(t) was made, along with how the other ηj(t) relate to it and each other.
Therefore, for this choice, η0(t) is what we show in Eq. (6a). Now we develop the other half of the
equation further. We could take each term in the sum over j to be zero, but that would require infinite
terms in n for each j. An alternative to this is to rearrange the sum so that it takes a finite number of
terms for each ηj . Starting with

+∞∑
j=1

[
d

dt
+ F1(t)

]
ηj(t) +

+∞∑
n=2

+∞∑
j=1

Fn(t)Sn,j−1(t) = 0, (20)

changing the mute variable j in the second term to k

+∞∑
j=1

[
d

dt
+ F1(t)

]
ηj(t) +

+∞∑
n=2

+∞∑
k=1

Fn(t)Sn,k−1(t) = 0, (21)

and now defining j = n+ k − 2 =⇒ n = j − k + 2:

+∞∑
j=1

[
d

dt
+ F1(t)

]
ηj(t) +

+∞∑
j=1

j∑
k=1

Fj−k+2(t)Sj−k+2,k−1(t) = 0

+∞∑
j=1

{[
d

dt
+ F1(t)

]
ηj(t) +

j∑
k=1

Fj−k+2(t)Sj−k+2,k−1(t)

}
= 0

+∞∑
j=1


[
d

dt
+ F1(t)

]
ηj(t) +

j−2∑
k=−1

Fj−k(t)Sj−k,k+1(t)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=0

 = 0

(22)

With that last step the ηj(t)’s for j > 0 are defined, and their expression is as shown in Eq. (6b).
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B Obtaining an exact bound

In this appendix, we show the calculations that led to Eqs. (14) and (15). Before developing the bound
for |η(t)|, it is useful to focus on q(t) =

∫ t

t0
F1(t

′)dt′, where we recall that Fn = 1
n!

∂nf(v+η,t)
∂vn |η=0:

q(t) =

∫ t

t0

F1(t
′)dt′

= Re

[∫ t

t0

F1(t
′)dt′

]
+ iIm

[∫ t

t0

F1(t
′)dt′

]
=

∫ t

t0

Re [F1(t
′)] dt′ + iIm [q(t)]

=

∫ t

t0

{max {0,Re [F1(t
′)]}+min {0,Re [F1(t

′)]}} dt′ + iIm [q(t)]

=

∫ t

t0

max {0,Re [F1(t
′)]} dt′︸ ︷︷ ︸

q↑(t):=

+

∫ t

t0

min {0,Re [F1(t
′)]} dt′︸ ︷︷ ︸

q↓(t):=

+ iIm [q(t)] .

(23)

The functions q↑(t) and q↓(t) are monotonic functions. Specifically, q↑(t) is a monotonically non-
decreasing function and q↑(t) ≥ 0 ∀t. On the contrary, q↓(t) is a monotonically non-increasing
function and q↓(t) ≤ 0 ∀t. These results stem from the fact that these are integrals of quantities that
are larger or equal to zero for q↑(t), and smaller or equal to zero for q↓(t).

With q↑(t) and q↓(t) now clearly defined, the next step to develop the bound for |η(t)| is to prove the
validity of the following bound for each |ηj(t)|:

|ηj(t)| ≤ R [RK(t− t0)]
j
e−q↓(t), (24)

where R = maxt∗∈I

{
|u0 − v(t0)| e−q↑(t

∗) +
∫ t∗

t0
|r(t′)| eq↓(t′)dt′

}
, with q↓(t) and q↑(t) as defined

in Eq. (23) with F1(t) = 2C(t)v(t) +B(t), and K = maxt∗∈I

{
|C(t∗)| e−q↓(t

∗)
}

.

To prove Eq. (24) we will make use of strong induction. Thus, we must prove that Eq. (24) holds for
j + 1 under the assumption that it holds ∀n ∈ Z≥0 less or equal to j. In addition, we need to prove
the base case, which is that Eq. (24) holds for j = 0. Starting with the base case we take the absolute
value of η0(t) in Eq. (6a) to obtain:

|η0(t)| =
∣∣∣∣e−q(t)

[
u0 − v(t0)−

∫ t

t0

r(t′)eq(t
′)dt′

]∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣e−iIm[q(t)]
∣∣∣ ∣∣∣∣e−[q↑(t)+q↓(t)]

[
u0 − v(t0)−

∫ t

t0

r(t′)eq(t
′)dt′

]∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣e−q↓(t)

{
[u0 − v(t0)] e

−q↑(t) −
∫ t

t0

r(t′)eq↓(t
′)+iIm[q(t′)]eq↑(t

′)−q↑(t)dt′
}∣∣∣∣

≤ e−q↓(t)

|u0 − v(t0)| e−q↑(t) +

∫ t

t0

|r(t′)| eq↓(t
′)

=1︷ ︸︸ ︷∣∣∣eiIm[q(t′)]∣∣∣
≤1︷ ︸︸ ︷

eq↑(t
′)−q↑(t)dt′



(25)

where the fact that t ≥ t′ ≥ t0 ∀t ∈ I =⇒ q↑(t) ≥ q↑(t
′) was used in the last step. Then

|η0(t)| ≤ Re−q↓(t) = R [RK(t− t0)]
0
e−q↓(t), (26)

thus proving that Eq. (24) holds for the base case j = 0.

Proceeding with the other part of the proof, we start by taking the absolute value of |ηj+1(t)| using
Eq. (6b):
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|ηj+1(t)| =

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣e
−q(t)

∫ t

t0


j−1∑
k=−1

Fj+1−k(t
′)

 ∑
j1+···+jj+1−k=k+1

j1,...,jj+1−k≥0

ηj1(t
′) · · · ηjj+1−k

(t′)


 eq(t

′)dt′

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣e
−q(t)

∫ t

t0

C(t′)

 ∑
j1+j2=j
j1,j2≥0

ηj1(t
′)ηj2(t

′)

 eq(t
′)dt′

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣e−iIm[q(t)]
∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣e

−[q↑(t)+q↓(t)]

∫ t

t0

C(t′)

 ∑
j1+j2=j
j1,j2≥0

ηj1(t
′)ηj2(t

′)

 eq(t
′)dt′

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣e
−q↓(t)

∫ t

t0

C(t′)

 ∑
j1+j2=j
j1,j2≥0

ηj1(t
′)ηj2(t

′)

 eq↓(t
′)+iIm[q(t′)]eq↑(t

′)−q↑(t)dt′

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤ e−q↓(t)

∫ t

t0

|C(t′)|

 ∑
j1+j2=j
j1,j2≥0

|ηj1(t′)||ηj2(t′)|

 eq↓(t
′)

=1︷ ︸︸ ︷∣∣∣eiIm[q(t′)]∣∣∣
≤1︷ ︸︸ ︷

eq↑(t
′)−q↑(t)dt′

≤ e−q↓(t)

∫ t

t0

|C(t′)|

 ∑
j1+j2=j
j1,j2≥0

|ηj1(t′)||ηj2(t′)|

 eq↓(t
′)dt′,

(27)

where in the first step we used the fact that for the Riccati equation Fn(t) = 0 ∀n > 2 and
F2(t) = C(t). Given that j1 + j2 = j with j1, j2 ≥ 0, then j1, j2 ≤ j, therefore we can use our
assumption that the bound in Eq. (24) holds for any non-negative whole number lower than j + 1, in
particular for j1 and j2:

|ηj+1(t)| ≤ e−q↓(t)

∫ t

t0

|C(t′)|


∑

j1+j2=j
j1,j2≥0

R2e−2q↓(t
′) [RK(t′ − t0)]

j1+j2

 eq↓(t
′)dt′. (28)

Then, we can use j1 + j2 = j:

|ηj+1(t)| ≤ R2(RK)j

 ∑
j1+j2=j
j1,j2≥0

1

 e−q↓(t)

∫ t

t0

|C(t′)| e−q↓(t
′)(t′ − t0)

jdt′. (29)

Finally, using the fact that
∑

j1+j2=j
j1,j2≥0

1 =
(
n+k−1
k−1

)
|n=j,k=2 =

(
j+1
1

)
= j + 1, and recalling the

definition K = maxt∗∈I

{
|C(t∗)| e−q↓(t

∗)
}

:

|ηj+1(t)| ≤ (j + 1)R (RK)
j+1

e−q↓(t)

∫ t

t0

(t′ − t0)
jdt′ = R [RK(t− t0)]

j+1
e−q↓(t), (30)

which is the same as taking j + 1 as the index in Eq. (24), thus completing the proof.
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With this last result, we can now develop a bound for |η(t)|:

|η(t)| =

∣∣∣∣∣∣
+∞∑
j=0

ηj(t)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
∣∣∣∣∣∣

J∑
j=0

ηj(t)

∣∣∣∣∣∣+
∣∣∣∣∣∣

+∞∑
j=J+1

ηj(t)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
∣∣∣∣∣∣

J∑
j=0

ηj(t)

∣∣∣∣∣∣+
+∞∑

j=J+1

|ηj(t)|

≤

∣∣∣∣∣∣
J∑

j=0

ηj(t)

∣∣∣∣∣∣+
+∞∑

j=J+1

R [RK(t− t0)]
j
e−q↓(t)

≤

∣∣∣∣∣∣
J∑

j=0

ηj(t)

∣∣∣∣∣∣+Re−q↓(t) [RK(t− t0)]
J+1

+∞∑
j=J+1

[RK(t− t0)]
j−(J+1)

≤

∣∣∣∣∣∣
J∑

j=0

ηj(t)

∣∣∣∣∣∣+Re−q↓(t) [RK(t− t0)]
J+1

+∞∑
j=0

[RK(t− t0)]
j
.

(31)

From the last result, if RK(t− t0) < 1, then

|η(t)| ≤

∣∣∣∣∣∣
J∑

j=0

ηj(t)

∣∣∣∣∣∣+ R [RK(t− t0)]
J+1

e−q↓(t)

1−RK(t− t0)
. (32)

Instead of just choosing a value for J , this value could be obtained by imposing that the second term
in the bound be less than some tolerance ε > 0 ∀t ∈ I . Then:

R [RK(t− t0)]
J+1

e−q↓(t)

1−RK(t− t0)
< ε =⇒ [RK(t− t0)]

J+1
< εR−1 [1−RK(t− t0)] e

q↓(t)

=⇒ J + 1 > logRK(t−t0)

{
εR−1 [1−RK(t− t0)] e

q↓(t)
}
,

(33)

where in the last step < changed to > due to RK(t− t0) < 1 ∀t ∈ I . Continuing with the calculation
we have

J >
ln
{
εR−1 [1−RK(t− t0)] e

q↓(t)
}

ln [RK(t− t0)]
− 1. (34)

If we want to make sure that this last inequality holds ∀t ∈ I , me must take the maximum of the right
hand side over t and take the closest positive whole number greater than it. Therefore

J =

⌈
max
t∗∈I

{
ln
{
εR−1 [1−RK (t∗ − t0)] e

q↓(t
∗)
}

ln [RK (t∗ − t0)]

}
− 1

⌉
. (35)
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