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Abstract. The Weak-form Estimation of Non-linear Dynamics (WENDy) algorithm
is extended to accommodate systems of ordinary differential equations that are
nonlinear-in-parameters. The extension rests on derived analytic expressions for a
likelihood function, its gradient and its Hessian matrix. WENDy makes use of these
to approximate a maximum likelihood estimator based on optimization routines suited
for non-convex optimization problems. The resulting parameter estimation algorithm
has better accuracy, a substantially larger domain of convergence, and is often orders
of magnitude faster than the conventional output error least squares method (based
on forward solvers).

The WENDy.jl algorithm is efficiently implemented in Julia. We demonstrate
the algorithm’s ability to accommodate the weak form optimization for both additive
normal and multiplicative log-normal noise, and present results on a suite of benchmark
systems of ordinary differential equations. In order to demonstrate the practical
benefits of our approach, we present extensive comparisons between our method and
output error methods in terms of accuracy, precision, bias, and coverage.
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1. Introduction

Parameter estimation and inference for differential equations (DEs) remains a
challenging problem despite the many sophisticated algorithms that have been developed
over the years [34]. Precursors to modern approaches can be traced back to the dawn of
computational science in the 1950’s and 1960’s [18] and have been historically categorized
into Output Error (OE) or Equation Error (EE) approaches [30, 31].

The more common OE-based methods first propose a candidate parameter value,
numerically compute an approximate solution, compare with data, and then iterate the
parameter proposal until the comparison metric drops below a specified threshold. OE
methods have come to dominate the parameter estimation literature partially because
they can leverage existing numerical simulation and nonlinear optimization approaches.
However, the cost functions commonly resulting from nonlinear differential equation
systems often exhibit multiple modes and ridges, and thus convergence to globally
optimal and unique parameter values frequently requires long run times and careful
diagnostic monitoring [11, 26, 52], and assessment of the impact of hyperparameter
choices from the DE solver and optimization algorithm on the parameter estimates
themselves [44]. These practical challenges have motivated alternative approaches with
reduced reliance on forward-based solvers, including likelihood-free sequential Monte
Carlo methods [63], local approximations [10], manifold-constrained Gaussian processes
[67, 68], and weak-form methods [5, 7, 20].

EE-based estimation involves substituting data directly into a model and
minimizing the norm of the resulting residual. If the model equation is linear in the
parameters (LiP), the resulting problem is a simple linear regression. This category also
encompasses a variety of extensions that minimize transformed versions of the residual.
For example, a Fourier Transform of the model equations results in a Fourier Error (FE)
method. FE-methods are efficient, but that efficiency is (generally) limited to models
that are LiP. Conversely, if the model is nonlinear in the parameters (NiP), this results
in a nonlinear regression problem, necessitating an iterative scheme for the optimization.
The NiP EE-based scenario has not received nearly as much attention as the LiP case,
forming a major motivation for our efforts here.

1.1. Weak Form System Identification

Another EE extension involves converting the model equation to its weak form, i.e.,
convolving with a compactly supported test function, φ, and integrating by parts.
Researchers have explored several forms including those based upon piecewise [33] and
Hermite [62] polynomials, Fourier [48] and Hartley [47] Transforms, and Volterra linear
integral operators [49, 50]. However, while it was known that the choice of φ impacts
the estimation and inference accuracy, only recently have there been precise derivations
of the impact of test function hyperparameters on the solution [5, 19, 35, 36, 38].

Historically, weak form versions of EE-based parameter estimation have been
proposed repeatedly over the years, originally in the aerospace engineering literature
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[32, 33, 58, 59] and later (independently) explored in statistics [7, 20] and nonlinear
dynamics [5, 28]. Notably, in 1965, Loeb and Cahen [32, 33] introduced their method,
called the Modulating Function Method (MFM). The MFM-based research was active for
many years, particularly in the control literature, but the field became mostly dormant
by the end of the twentieth century.

Starting in 2010, research in two independent areas led to a resurgence in
interest in weak form system identification. Janiczek noted that a generalized version
of integration-by-parts could extend the traditional MFM to work with fractional
differential equations [23]. This discovery led to a renewed (and sustaining) interest
by several control engineering researchers, c.f. [2, 24, 29].

The second independent line of weak form research arose out of the field of
sparse regression-based equation learning. The seminal work in this area is the Sparse
Identification of Nonlinear Dynamics (SINDy) methodology, originally proposed in 2016
for ODEs in [8] and in 2017 for PDEs in [55, 57]. It is a data-driven modeling approach
that learns both the form of the differential equation and the parameters directly from
data. While incredibly successful, the original SINDy method was not robust to noise.
Subsequently, several researchers independently noticed the value in casting equations
in the weak form [19, 35, 36, 46, 66]. In particular, we note that the Weak form Sparse
Identification of Nonlinear Dynamics (WSINDy) method proposed in [35, 36] clearly
demonstrates the noise robustness and computational efficiency of a weak form approach
to equation learning. We direct the interested reader to recent overviews [6, 41] and
further WSINDy extensions [37, 39, 40, 42, 56, 64].

Lastly, we note that all the above EE-based approaches rarely address the fact
that the data appears in all terms of the EE regression, i.e., in the matrix and the
vector. This class of problems is known as an Errors-in-Variables problem [12] and
can be addressed using methods from the generalized least squares literature. In our
previous work [5], we proposed using an iteratively reweighted least squares approach
(IRLS) which repeatedly solves the EE regression, updating the covariance at each step.
In what follows, we denote the original WENDy algorithm as WENDy-IRLS.

1.2. Contribution

The current work extends the WENDy-IRLS algorithm (as described in [5]) to estimate
parameters in a broader class of differential equation models. Our novel extension,
called WENDy-MLE, can estimate parameters for systems of ordinary differential
equations that are NiP. Furthermore, we extend the framework of our derivation
beyond additive Gaussian noise, and now can explicitly address multiplicative log-
normal noise. The algorithm is based on likelihood function optimization, and designed
to find the maximum likelihood estimate of the parameters. This is done via an
efficient implementation in Julia [4] with analytic computation of first and second
order derivatives of the likelihood. Through numerical results, we demonstrate that
the algorithm converges to accurate estimates of the parameters more often than a
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conventional forward solver-based least squares method.
The paper is structured as follows: Section 2 describes the mathematical

derivation of the weak form, noise models, maximum likelihood estimation and analytic
computation of derivatives. Section 3 presents a brief overview of the implementation of
the WENDy-MLE algorithm and the numerical results from applying our framework to
specific examples of systems of ordinary differential equations, comparing to a baseline
forward simulation-based solver, and examining robustness to noise and initialization
and availability of data. We conclude this work in Section 4 with a discussion of strengths
and weaknesses in our approach including how our approach compares with other state-
of-the-art methods. Concluding remarks are made in Section 5, and acknowledgements
are made in Section 6.

2. WENDy-MLE Algorithm: Mathematical Framework

This section lays out the mathematical foundation and needed assumptions for the
new WENDy-MLE algorithm. It first describes the class of differential equations and
noise for which the algorithm is applicable. We then present the distribution of the
weak-form residual and the corresponding likelihood function under the Gaussian noise
assumption. Furthermore, we show how to compute first and second-order derivative
for the analytic likelihood, and how to utilize that information in the underlying
optimization algorithms. Finally, we extend the framework to the case of multiplicative
log-normal noise. We provide additional discussion, as well as simplifications and
computational speedups available when the model is LiP, in Appendix B.

To set notation, we assume that the data of the dynamical system is governed by
a fully-observed D-dimensional system of ordinary differential equations (ODE) of the
form

u̇(t) = f(p,u(t), t) (1)

where u(t) ∈ H1
(
(0, T ),RD

)
is the function state variable at time t ∈ [0, T ]; we typically

drop the t dependence and write u̇ = f(p,u, t) for short. The driving function f is
(possibly nonlinearly) parameterized by a finite set of unknown parameters p ∈ RJ that
we wish to recover, and f may also be nonlinear in u and t. It is required that f

be twice continuously differentiable with respect to p and u. Note that we use bold
lowercase variables to indicate vectors and vector-valued functions, and bold upper case
to indicate matrices and matrix-valued functions. We use ∥ · ∥ to denote the 2-norm for
vectors and the operator norm for matrices unless otherwise specified.

2.1. The Weak Form

To implement the WENDy-MLE approach, we first convert Equation (1) from strong to
weak form. This is done by taking the L2

(
(0, T )

)
inner product, ⟨·, ·⟩, with an analytic

compactly supported test function, φ(t) ∈ C∞
c

(
(0, T ),RD

)
. In this work, multivariate
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test functions are chosen to be of the form φ(t) = 1Dφ(t) where φ(t) ∈ C∞
c

(
(0, T ),R

)
‡.

The weak form now becomes

⟨φ, u̇⟩ = ⟨φ,f(p,u, t)⟩. (2)

Because the test functions have compact support, integration by parts allows movement
of the derivatives onto the test functions:

−⟨φ̇,u⟩ = ⟨φ,f(p,u, t)⟩. (3)

Formally, to satisfy the weak form, a solution must solve the Equation (2) (and
equivalently Equation (3)) for all possible test functions. For computational reasons, a
finite set of test functions, {φk}Kk=1, is chosen. The strategy for choosing an optimal set
of test functions for a specific problem is an area of ongoing research. Here, we use the
method described in [5] (see Appendix A.1 for more details).

2.2. Description of Data with Gaussian Noise

For the data generating mechanism, we assume that the observations arise when the
solution to a system of the form (1) gets corrupted by noise. For simplicity, the data is
assumed to be observed on a uniform grid with stepsize ∆t. For the Gaussian case, we
further assume that the noise is additive, consisting of independent and identically
distributed (i.i.d.) Gaussian random variables. Specifically, for sample timepoints
{tm}Mm=0, and true states u∗

m := u(tm), we assume that the observed data arise as a
sum of the true state and noise:

um = u∗
m + εm ∀m ∈ {0, ...,M}

where εm
iid∼ N (0,Σ), and Σ is a D ×D diagonal matrix. In Section 2.6 we will adapt

this framework to accommodate the multiplicative log-normal noise instead of Gaussian.

2.3. Discretization

For the set of test functions {φk}Kk=1, we build the matrices

Φ =

φ1(t)
T

...
φK(t)

T

 ∈ RK×(M+1), Φ̇ =

 φ̇1(t)
T

...
φ̇K(t)

T

 ∈ RK×(M+1)

The matrices of the data and the RHS are as follows:

t :=

 t0
...
tM

 ∈ R(M+1)×1, U :=

u
T
0
...

uT
M

 ∈ R(M+1)×D, F(p;U, t) :=

 f(p,u1, t1)
T

...
f(p,uM , tM)T

 ∈ R(M+1)×D.

‡ One could choose more general test functions φ(t) = [φ1(t), · · · , φD(t)]T and the derivations here
can be easily extended to this case.



WENDy for Nonlinear-in-Parameters ODEs 6

The products Φ̇U and ΦF are equivalent to using the trapezoid rule to numerically
approximate the integral in the inner product§. Therefore, the discretization of (3) is

−Φ̇U ≈ ΦF(p;U, t) (4)

and would be satisfied perfectly if there was no noise and no numerical error in the
quadrature. This motivates inspecting the weak residual, which we define as:

r(p;U, t) = g(p;U, t)− b(U) (5)

where
g(p;U, t) := vec[ΦF(p;U, t)], b(U) := − vec[Φ̇U]

and “vec” is the columnwise vectorization of a matrix. Since the noise εm
iid∼ N(0,Σ),

we know that vec[E ] ∼ N(0,Σ ⊗ IM+1) where ⊗ is the Kronecker product and
IM+1 ∈ R(M+1)×(M+1) is the identity matrix.

2.4. Distribution of the Weak Residual

The idea of using the weak form equation error residual has been used since the 1950’s
for parameter estimation [58]. However, equation error-based estimation (both weak
and strong form) exhibit a known bias [53]. When the system is LiP, the effect can
be diminished via correcting the covariance using an accurate statistical model for the
noise [5]. When the system is NiP, however, the residual r is a nontrivial transform of
the corrupted data.

In this section, we provide a theoretical derivation of the distribution of the residual
via two propositions and a lemma, followed by several remarks on the consequences of
this result.

Proposition 1. Let uncorrupted data U∗ and true parameters p∗ satisfy Equation (2)
on the time domain [0, T ]. Assuming that f is continuous in time, the following holds:

lim
M→∞

∥∥rint∥∥ = 0

where rint = r(p∗;U∗, t)

Proof. The true data satisfies the weak form of the system of differential equations
as stated in Equation (2) for all possible test functions. The kth entry of rint is an
approximation of Equation (2) for a particular test function φk:

rint
k = ⟨φk,f(p

∗,u, t)⟩+ ⟨φ̇k,u⟩︸ ︷︷ ︸
=0

+eint

§ If the grid was non-uniform or if a different quadrature rule was desired, then the test function
matrices would be post-multiplied by a quadrature matrix Q. In the case of the trapezoid rule, that
matrix is ∆tI except for the (1, 1) and (M + 1,M + 1) entries which are ∆t/2. However, the compact
support of φ means that the ∆t/2 values will be multiplied by a zero and thus we can disregard the
whole matrix (see the discussion between Equations (5) and (6) on page 7 of [5]).
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The inner products are computed via a quadrature rule. Relying on the assumption that
u(t) is in a Sobolev space, for a fixed time domain the integration error, eint, converges
to zero as the number of points M increases:

lim
M→∞

∥rint∥ = lim
M→∞

∥eint∥ = 0.

Proposition 2. For uncorrupted data U∗ and true parameters p∗ that satisfy Equation
(2), we define the corrupted data as U = U∗+E, where E ∼ N (0,Σ⊗ IM+1). Assuming
that f is twice continuously differentiable in u, the following holds:

S(p∗;U, t)−
1
2 rlin ∼ N (0, IKD) and E

[∥∥rε − rlin
∥∥] = O

(
E
[
∥ vec[E ]∥2

])
where

rlin := ∇ug(p
∗;U, t) vec[E ]− b(E),

rε := g(p∗;U, t)− g(p∗;U∗, t)− b(E),

S(p∗;U, t) :=
(
∇ug(p

∗;U, t)+(Φ̇⊗ ID)
)(

Σ⊗ IM+1

)((
∇ug(p

∗;U, t)
)T

+(Φ̇
T ⊗ ID)

)
,

and ∇ug(p
∗;U, t) ∈ RKD×D(M+1) is the Jacobian matrix of g(p∗;U, t) with respect to

the state variable, u.

Proof. First, the distribution of rlin follows from the Gaussian distribution of E . Since
the linear combination of Gaussians is also Gaussian, we can compute the following
mean and covariance conditioned on the observed data:

E
[
rlin | U

]
= 0

E
[
rlin
(
rlin
)T | U

]
=
(
∇ug(p

∗;U, t) + (Φ̇⊗ ID)
)(

Σ⊗ IM+1

)((
∇ug(p

∗;U, t)
)T

+ (Φ̇
T ⊗ ID)

)
.

To obtain the expected error from rlin to rε, we begin by expanding rε about the data
U. Taylor’s Remainder Theorem guarantees that ∃Û ∈

{
X ∈ R(M+1)×D | ∥X −U∥∞ ≤

∥U−U∗∥∞
}

such that

rε = g(p∗;U, t)−b(E)−
(
g(p∗;U, t)−∇ug(p

∗;U, t) vec[E ]+(Hu(g)(p
∗; Û, t)×̄3 vec[E ])×̄2 vec[E ]

)
where Hu(g) : RJ ×R(M+1)×D ×RM+1 → RKD×(M+1)D×(M+1)D is the Hessian of g with
respect to u∥. The g(p∗;U, t) terms cancel

rε = ∇ug(p
∗;U, t) vec[E ]− b(E)︸ ︷︷ ︸

=rlin

+(Hu(g)(p
∗; Û, t)×̄3 vec[E ])×̄2 vec[E ].

Subtracting rlin, taking the expectation of the norm of both sides, and then applying
triangle inequality simplifies to the desired result

E
[∥∥rε − rlin

∥∥] = O
(
E
[
∥ vec[E ]∥2

])
.

∥ Here ×̄n specifies the n-mode (vector) product of a tensor with a vector (see section 2.5 of [27]).
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Lemma 1. Let true data U∗ and true parameters p∗ satisfy Equation (2) on the time
domain [0, T ], and for noise vec[E ] ∼ N (0,Σ⊗ IM+1), and corrupted data U = U∗+ E.
Assuming that f is continuous in t and twice continuously differentiable in u, the
following holds:

S(p∗;U, t)−
1
2 rlin(p∗;U, t) ∼ N (0, IKD) and lim

M→∞
E
[∥∥r− rlin

∥∥] = O
(
E
[
∥ vec[E ]∥2

])
Proof. This derivation is a natural extension of the one in [5]. The key difference is that
now it is not assumed that F is linear in p, and F can explicitly depend on t.

Regardless of the form of f , we have that b is linear, thus:

b(U) = b(U∗) + b(E)

Now consider p∗ to be the true parameters.

r(p∗;U, t) = g(p∗;U, t)− g(p∗;U∗, t) + g(p∗;U∗, t)− b(U∗)− b(E)

Regrouping terms isolates the sources of error in the weak residual:

r(p∗;U, t) = g(p∗;U∗, t)− b(U∗)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=rint

+g(p∗;U, t)− g(p∗;U∗, t)− b(E)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=rε

lim
M→∞

E
(
∥r− rlin∥

)
≤ lim

M→∞
E
(
∥rint∥

)
+ E

(
∥rε − rlin∥

)
Combining the results from Propositions 1 and 2, the result holds.

Remark 1 (Spectral Convergence of Integration Error). The grid is assumed to be
uniform, so the quadrature rule chosen is the trapezoidal rule. This quadrature rule has
spectral convergence because the periodic extension of a compact functions is itself [3].
In particular, the order of the numerical error is O(∆t)(p+1) where p is the order of the
smoothness of the test function at the endpoints of the integral domain. Thus in this
context, rint is negligible due the smoothness of φ ∗ u.

Remark 2 (Higher Order Terms). Unfortunately, higher order terms may not be
negligible in noise regimes of interest, making the likelihood from the distribution in
Lemma 1 unrepresentative of the true likelihood of the weak residual. In practice, the
Gaussian approximation still leads to reasonable estimates of the parameters, especially
when f has less nonlinearity with respect to u and at lower noise levels.

2.5. Weak Likelihood Function

In the previous WENDy-IRLS work [5], the covariance information was leveraged
by applying an Iteratively Reweighted Least Squares (WENDy-IRLS) algorithm as
described in Appendix C. Experimentally, we found that WENDy-IRLS did not converge
sometimes when differential systems were highly nonlinear in the state variable u and
when noise levels became too high. To prevent that, we now consider optimizing the
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negative log-likelihood of the weak residual to approximate the MLE. Because the
residual has a conditional distribution that is multivariate normal, we can explicitly
write down the analytic form of this weak negative log-likelihood:

ℓ(p;U, t) =
1

2

(
KD log(2π) + log(det(S(p;U, t)))

+ (g(p;U, t)− b(U))TS(p;U, t)−1(g(p;U, t)− b(U))
)
.

(6)

Notice that ℓ is the sum of three terms. The first, KD log(2π), is constant with respect
to p, and thus can be neglected in optimization. The second, log(det(S(p;U, t))), only
depends on the eigenvalues of the covariance, and penalizes parameter values that lead
to large uncertainty. The third term is the Mahalanobis Distance which is the Euclidean
norm weighted by the covariance matrix, and penalizes parameter values that lead to
large residuals. Balancing these last two terms minimizes uncertainty and equation error.
Because the analytic form of the likelihood is known and can be efficiently computed,
we can make use of modern optimization algorithms to find the MLE.

2.5.1. Derivative Information First and second order derivative information of ℓ can
be derived analytically, allowing for efficient use of second-order optimization routines
that are robust to non-convex problems. All the derivative computations assume f is
twice continuously differentiable in p. For ease of notation and because the data is
fixed, we drop explicit dependence on U and t: ℓ(p) := ℓ(p;U, t), S(p) := S(p;U, t),
g(p) := g(p;U, t), and b := b(U).

Gradient Information Regardless of the linearity of f with respect to p, the jth

component of the gradient of the weak log-likelihood is given as

∂pj
ℓ(p) =

1

2

(
Tr
(
S(p)−1∂pj

S(p)
)

+ 2
(
∂pj

g(p)
)T

S(p)−1
(
g(p)− b

)
+
(
g(p)− b

)T (
∂pj

S(p)−1
)(
g(p)− b

)) (7)

where

∂pj
S(p)−1 = −S(p)−1

(
∂pj

S(p)
)
S(p)−1

∂pj
S(p) = ∂pj

∇ug(p)
(
Σ⊗ IM+1

)(
∇ug(p) + Φ̇⊗ ID

)T
.

Hessian Information Taking derivatives again, the elements of Hessian are

∂pipj
ℓ(p) =

1

2

(
Tr
(
∂pi

S(p)−1∂pj
S(p) + S(p)−1∂pi,pj

S(p)
)

+ 2
(
∂pj

g(p)
)T (

∂pi
S(p)−1

)(
g(p)− b

)
+ 2
(
∂pj

g(p)
)T

S(p)−1∂pi
g(p)

+ 2
(
∂pi,pj

g(p)
)T

S(p)−1
(
g(p)− b

)
+
(
g(p)− b

)T (
∂pi,pj

S(p)−1
)(
g(p)− b

))
(8)
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where

∂pipj
S(p)−1 = S(p)−1∂pi

S(p)S(p)−1∂pj
S(p)S(p)−1

− S(p)−1∂ijS(p)S(p)
−1

+ S(p)−1∂pj
S(p)S(p)−1∂pi

S(p)S(p)−1

∂pipj
S(p) =

(
∂pi,pj

∇ug(p)
)(
Σ⊗ IM+1

)(
∇ug(p) + Φ̇⊗ ID

)T
+
(
∂pj

∇ug(p)
)(
Σ⊗ IM+1

)(
∂pi

g(p)
)T

.

2.6. Extending to Log-Normal Noise

In many systems, it is more appropriate to have multiplicative log-normal noise rather
than additive Gaussian noise. This is particularly true when the state variable cannot
be negative. This formally means the data is corrupted in the following way

um = u∗
m ◦ νm ∀m ∈ {0, · · · ,M}

where log(νm)
iid∼ N(0,Σ) and ◦ denotes the Hadamard Product meaning multiplication

occurs element-wise. Our convention is that logarithms and exponentials are applied
element-wise.

The result from Lemma 1 can be extended to the log-normal case.

Corollary 1. Let true data U∗ and true parameters p∗ satisfy Equation (2) on the time
domain [0, T ], and for noise log(V) ∼ N (0,Σ⊗ IM+1), and corrupted data U = U∗ ◦V.
Assuming the f̃ is continuous in t and twice continuously differentiable in u, the
following holds for transformed weak residual:

S̃(p∗,U, t)−
1
2 r̃lin(p∗;U, t) ∼ N

(
0, IKD

)
and E

[∥∥r̃− r̃lin
∥∥] = O

(
E
[
∥ vec[log(V)]∥2

])
where ⊘ is element-wise division and

f̃(p,U, t) := f(p,u, t)⊘ u, g̃(p;U, t) := vec
[
Φf̃(p,U, t)

]
b̃(U) := vec

[
−Φ̇ log(U)

]
, r̃ := g̃(p;U, t)− b̃(U), r̃lin := ∇ug̃(p

∗;U, t) vec[log(V)]− b̃(V),

S̃(p;U, t) :=
(
∇log(u)g̃(p;U, t) + Φ̇

)(
Σ⊗ IM+1

)(
∇log(u)g̃(p;U, t) + Φ̇

)T
Proof. Start by defining a change of variables:

{xm}Mm=0 := {log(um)}Mm=0 = {log(u∗
m) + log(νm)}Mm=0.

We build the corresponding data matrix X :=
[
x0 · · · xM

]
. Applying chain rule we

see that x satisfies the following ODE:
dx

dt
= f(p, exp(x), t)⊘ exp(x)

Thus, we have the corresponding weak form of the ODE for transformed state variable:

−⟨φ̇,x⟩ = ⟨φ,f(p, exp(x), t)⊘ exp(x)⟩.

Notice that for X, the noise is now additive and Gaussian, thus we satisfy the
assumptions of Lemma 1, and can obtain the desired result.
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Remark 3 (Derivative Computations for the Log-Normal Case). In practice, the
computations for the RHS, LHS and corresponding derivatives stay identically the same,
modulo the replacing of b with b̃ and f with f̃ . The computations for ∂pj

∇ug(p;U, t)

and ∂pi,pj
∇ug(p;U, t) now become ∂pj

∇xg(p; exp(X)) and ∂pi,pj
∇xg(p; exp(X)),

respectively.

2.7. Distribution of Parameter Estimator

Relying on the asymptotic consistency of the MLE, p̂ P→ p∗, the uncertainty information
of the parameters can be estimated from the result of the WENDy-MLE algorithm.
When the dynamics are nonlinear, we again utilize a linearization of g, but this time
with respect to p. This procedure works when the map, r(p), is surjective. Empirically,
this is true in practice because the Jacobian happens to be full rank. We can derive an
approximation to the distribution of the estimator as follows:(

(∇pg)
+S(p∗)(∇pg)

+
)−1

2
p

approx∼ N
(
p∗, IJ

)
(9)

where (∇pg)
+ is the Moore–Penrose inverse of ∇pg. The approximation becomes

more accurate as M → ∞. This provides powerful information about WENDy-
MLE estimated parameters; the algorithm is able to provide both an estimate and
the uncertainty information about the estimate.

3. Implementation and Numerical Results

This section contains a description of the maximum likelihood WENDy-MLE algorithm
as well as the numerical results. In Section 3.1 we will discuss the algorithmic
implementation. Then we introduce the details of a forward solver method used for
comparison in Section 3.2. Next, the details of the metrics are shown in Section 3.3,
and artificial noise is discussed in Section 3.4. Our results begin in Section 3.5 where a
motivating example demonstrates why alternatives to forward simulation based methods
are necessary. Finally in Section 3.6, results for a suite of test problems demonstrate
key capabilities of the WENDy-MLE algorithm.

3.1. WENDy-MLE Algorithm

By explicitly forming the likelihood function for the weak residual in Equation (6) and
its derivative in Equations (7) and (8), estimating the parameters can be framed as the
following optimization problem:

p̂ = argmin
p∈RJ

pℓ≤p≤pu

ℓ(p) (10)

In general, this is a non-convex optimization problem, so it is appropriate to use trust-
region second order methods that have been developed for this purpose.
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WENDy-MLE takes the time grid t, data U, a function for the RHS, f , an initial
guess for the parameters p0, and optionally box constraints for the parameters, pℓ

and pu. For most of the examples explored here, the unconstrained and constrained
optimizers return nearly identical results.

Symbolics.jl [17] is used to compute all partial derivative of f , and then Julia
functions are formed from those symbolic expression. Then, the weak likelihood and
its derivatives can be evaluated using Equations (6), (7), and (8). These functions are
then used in second order optimization methods¶. Trust region solvers are provided
by JSOSolvers.jl and Optim.jl for the constrained and unconstrained cases respectively
[25, 43]. We note that our code also supports using the Adaptive Regularization Cubics
variant (ARCqK) in the unconstrained case provide by AdaptiveRegularization.jl [13].
The trust region solvers and ARCqK usually produce similar results, but in our limited
testing we found the trust region solvers work better in general, so only results for the
trust region solver are shown. Our code, WENDy.jl, is readily available through the
Julia package manager.

3.2. Output Error Solver

For comparison, we use the standard output error approach of regressing the
approximated state against the data. This is done by iteratively calling a direct
numerical forward solver and optimizing over both the initial condition and the
unknown parameters. We include the initial conditions as an optimization parameter
since otherwise noisy initial data can drastically effect output error depending on the
sensitivity of the system. The full scheme can be framed as a nonlinear least squares
problem:

p̂ = argmin
p∈RJ

[
min

u0∈RD

1
2

∥∥∥Û(p,u0)−U
∥∥∥2
F

]
. (11)

We refer to this method Output Error Least Squares (OE-LS). Forward simulation
is accomplished with the Rodas4P algorithm provided by DifferentialEquations.jl
[51]. This solver is well suited to solve stiff system, so it is appropriate for all the
example problems discussed here. Nonlinear least squares problems are solved by the
Levenberg-Marquardt algorithm through NonlinearSolve.jl [45]. Derivative information
is computed via automatic differentiation provided by ForwardDiff.jl [54].

3.3. Metrics

Depending on the motivation behind the system identification, one may either care about
identifying the parameters themselves, or only care about predictive performance. Hence

¶ While the likelihood is a scalar valued function, its computation relies on the derivatives of vector
and matrix valued functions. Building and using efficient data structures to compute these derivative
can rely on “vectorization” resulting large matrices with block structure from Kronecker products.
In our implementation we instead use multidimensional arrays and define the operations in Einstein
summation notation. These computations are then evaluated efficiently with Tullio.jl [1].

https://docs.sciml.ai/Symbolics/stable/
https://github.com/JuliaSmoothOptimizers/JSOSolvers.jl
https://julianlsolvers.github.io/Optim.jl/stable/
https://jso.dev/AdaptiveRegularization.jl/stable/
https://github.com/nrummel/WENDy.jl
https://docs.sciml.ai/DiffEqDocs/stable/
https://docs.sciml.ai/NonlinearSolve/stable/
https://github.com/JuliaDiff/ForwardDiff.jl
https://github.com/mcabbott/Tullio.jl?tab=readme-ov-file
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Metric Formula

Relative Coefficient Error
∥p̂− p∗∥2
∥p∗∥2

(12)

Mean Forward Simulation Relative Error

∥∥∥Û(p,u0)−U∗
∥∥∥
F

∥U∗∥F
(13)

Failure Rate

1

N

N∑
n=1

χF (p̂
(n))

F = {p | forward simulation fails}

(14)

Estimated Relative Squared Bias

(∑N
n=1

(
p̂
(n)
j − p∗j

))2
N2(p∗j)

2
(15)

Estimated Relative Variance

∑N
n=1

(
p̂
(n)
j − ¯̂pj

)2
N(p∗j)

2
(16)

Estimated Relative Mean Squared Error (MSE)

∑N
n=1

(
p̂
(n)
j − p∗j

)2
N(p∗j)

2
(17)

Estimated Coverage
1

N

N∑
n=1

χA(p̂
(n)
j )

A =
{
p̂j |

∣∣p̂(n)j − p∗j
∣∣ < 2

√
C

(n)
j,j

} (18)

Table 1: Notice, that in the computation for Mean Forward Simulation Relative Error
the true initial condition is used. The metrics of bias, variance and mean squared
error are averaged over all N runs. χ is the indicator function.

we look at two complementary metrics: Coefficient Relative Error and Mean Forward
Solve Relative Error. When relevant we also report the failure rate. Furthermore,
we provide statistical metrics for our estimator, including Estimated Relative Bias,
Estimated Relative Variance, Estimated Relative Mean Square Error, and Coverage.
All metrics are defined in Table 1.

We say an algorithm failed if its estimated parameters cause forward simulation
to return NaN values. Failure rates are only reported when at least on algorithm failed
more than 1% of the time. For failed runs their accuracy metrics are replaced with the
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accuracy metric of the initial parameters, p̂0.

3.4. Corrupting the Data With Artificial Noise

For testing purposes, the data is corrupted with noise before it is passed as an input
to the WENDy-MLE or OE-LS algorithms. When noise is additive Gaussian, we add
noise proportional to the size the state variables as described in Equation (19):

ε
iid∼ N (0,Σnr)

Σ = diag

(
σnr∥U∥2F
M + 1

1D

)
(19)

where σnr is the noise ratio. For the multiplicative log-normal noise we use a scale
matrix of σnrID:

log(ν)
iid∼ N (0, σnrID). (20)

3.5. Motivating Example: Lorenz Oscillator

The Lorenz Oscillator described by Equation (23) is a prototypical example of a chaotic
system [61]. Estimating the parameters in a chaotic system is difficult with output
error methods because forward simulation is sensitive to the initial conditions given.
In practice true (noiseless) initial conditions are not always available. The weak form
methods do not suffer from this complication in the same way.

To demonstrate this, we design an experiment where both solvers are given
progressively more data from [0, T ] where T ∈ {3n}10n=1. One would hope that given
more data, each algorithm would give progressively better estimates of the parameters,
but in fact Figure 1 shows that in fact it gets worse with more data.
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Figure 1: Left: the solution for the Lorenz oscillator in black and the corrupted data
in grey dots. Right: the relative coefficient error for both the WENDy-MLE solver
and the output error solver.

For this experiment, we run each algorithm thirty times for each T . On each run,
we vary additive Gaussian noise and initial guess for the parameters. Noise is added
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at a noise ratio of 10% as described in Equation (19). The data is given on a uniform
grid with ∆T = 0.01. The plot shows the mean coefficient relative error as described
in Equation (12) for both algorithms as well as the initial parameters. As more data
becomes available, WENDy-MLE maintains an excellent estimate of the parameters
while the OE-LS estimate degrades monotonically.

3.6. Test Suite

We run both the WENDy-MLE and OE-LS algorithm over a suite of systems of
differential equations described in Table 2. For each system, we run the algorithm 100
times at varying noise ratios and subsamplings of the data. Higher levels of noise and
fewer data points increases the difficulty of recovering the unknown parameters. The
final time is fixed at the specified value of T , but subsampling causes ∆T to increase.
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Name ODE Parameters Initial Parameterization

Logistic Growth
u̇ = p1u+ p2u

2 (21)

t ∈ [0, 10]

u(0) = 0.01

p∗ = [1,−1]T

p1 ∈ [0, 10], p2 ∈
[0, 10]

Hindmarsh-Rose

u̇1 = p1u2 − p2u
3
1

+ p3u
2
1 − p4u3

u̇2 = p5 − p6u
2
1 + p7u2

u̇3 = p8u1 + p9 − p10u3

(22)

t ∈ [0, 10]

u(0) = [−1.31,−7.6,−0.2]T

p∗ = [10, 10, 30, 10, 10, 50,

10, 0.04, 0.0319, 0.01]T

p1 ∈ [0, 20], p2 ∈ [0, 20]

p3 ∈ [0, 60], p4 ∈ [0, 20]

p5 ∈ [0, 20], p6 ∈ [0, 100]

p7 ∈ [0, 20], p8 ∈ [0, 1]

p9 ∈ [0, 1], p10 ∈ [0, 1]

Lorenz
u̇1 = p1(u2 − u1)

u̇2 = u1(p2 − u3)− u2

u̇3 = u1u2 − p3u3

(23)

t ∈ [0, 10]

u(0) = [2, 1, 1]T

p∗ = [10, 28, 8/3]T

p1 ∈ [0, 20], p2 ∈ [0, 35]

p3 ∈ [0, 5]

Goodwin (2D) u̇1 =
p1

36 + p2u2

− p3

u̇2 = p4u1 − p5

(24)

t ∈ [0, 60]

u(0) = [7,−10]T

p∗ = [72, 1, 2, 1, 1]T

p1 ∈ [60, 80], p2 ∈ [1, 3]

p3 ∈ [0.5, 3], p4 ∈ [0.5, 3]

p5 ∈ [0.5, 3]

Goodwin (3D)

u̇1 =
p1

2.15 + p3u
p4
3

− p2u1

u̇2 = p5u1 − p6u2

u̇3 = p7u2 − p8u3

(25)

t ∈ [0, 80]

u(0) = [0.3617, 0.9137, 1.3934]T

p∗ = [3.4884, 0.0969, 10, 0.0969,

0.0581, 0.0969, 0.0775]T

p1 ∈ [1, 5], p2 ∈ [0, 0.2]

p3 ∈ [0, 2], p4 ∈ [5, 15]

p5 ∈ [0, 0.2], p6 ∈ [0, 0.2]

p7 ∈ [0, 0.2], p8 ∈ [0, 0.2]

SIR-TDI

u̇1 = −p1u1 + p3u2

+ p1e−p1p2

1−e−p1p2
u3

u̇2 = p1u1 − p3u2

− p4(1− e−p5t2)u2

u̇3 = p4(1− e−p5t2)u2

− p1e−p1p2

1−e−p1p2
u3

(26)

t ∈ [0, 50]

u(0) = [1, 0, 0]T

p∗ = [1.99, 1.5, 0.074, 0.113,

0.0024]T

p1 ∈ [10−4, 1], p2 ∈ [10−4, 2]

p3 ∈ [10−4, 1], p4 ∈ [10−4, 1]

p5 ∈ [10−4, 1]

Table 2: Table of example systems that are presented in the results.

Logistic Growth and Hindmarsh Rose are both linear in parameters and results were
presented in the prior work of [5]. The improved WENDy-MLE algorithm presented here
slightly improves accuracy metrics on these examples and adds significant robustness in
the case of the Hindmarsh Rose. The Lorenz system is selected because it exemplifies
why choosing a weak form method can be necessary. This system is affine in parameters
but not linear. Both Goodwin models are chosen because the are NiP and have Hill
functions that are of particular interest in many applications [21, 16]. The SIR-TDI
model is NiP and was chosen to demonstrate WENDy-MLE’s new ability to handle f
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with a direct dependence on t. Summary information about each system is shown in
Table 3.

Name Linear in Parameters Noise Distribution

Logistic Growth Linear Additive normal
Hindmarsh-Rose Linear Additive normal
Lorenz Linear Additive normal
Goodwin (2D) Nonlinear Additive normal
Goodwin (3D) Nonlinear Multiplicative log-normal
SIR-TDI Nonlinear Multiplicative log-normal

Table 3: Characteristics of the test problems.

3.6.1. Logistic Growth The logistic growth equation is a well-known differential
equation that has an exact solution. Classically, it was developed to describe population
growth at rate r with a carrying capacity K, u̇ = ru(1 − u

K
) [65]. We have

reparameterized this equation to the form seen in Equation (21) to be amenable to
optimization.
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Figure 2: Both algorithms are run at noise ratios from 1% to 50% and M =

{256, 512, 1024} for a fixed time T = 10. The top row plots accuracy metrics for
OE-LS in blue, WENDy-MLE in gold, and initial parameterization in black. In the
bottom plots is the mean parameter estimate and mean 95% confidence intervals for
each parameter estimated by WENDy-MLE in gold and the true parameter in gray.

We see that WENDy-MLE is able to recover the parameters to an accuracy of about
20% relative coefficient error even when noise levels are at 50%. On the other hand the
forward solver’s performance degrades to errors above 100% for both the coefficient
error and forward solve error. Investigation of this phenomena demonstrated that the
degradation in the OE-LS algorithm was primarily caused by corruption of the initial
condition. Because the noise is additive, the data for the initial condition u0 can become
negative. When this occurs, OE-LS cannot reliably navigate in the cost space back to
û0 > 0. In contrast, WENDy-MLE does not suffer from this complication, and even
when the initial condition is corrupted to a non-physical negative value.

The median across all parameters for estimated relative squared bias, variance, and
mean squared error are 0.0033%, 0.129%, 0.259% respectively. The median coverage
across all parameters is 100%. These metrics are plotted in the appendix in Figure
D1 and are shown in Tables D1 and D2 in the Appendix. The bias, variance and MSE
are particularly low for the WENDy-MLE solver. The main driver in MSE is the bias
that is caused by the nonlinearity in the RHS f of the state variable u. The coverage
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demonstrates that WENDy-MLE overestimates the uncertainty of its estimate which is
preferable to the alternative. For this example the WENDy-MLE algorithm significantly
outperforms the the forward based solver, and as the noise increases, all metrics degrade
gracefully.

3.6.2. Hindmarsh Rose The Hindmarsh-Rose Model was initially developed to explain
neuronal bursting [22]. Both state variables u1 and u2 demonstrate this bursting.
Estimation of the parameters is complicated by the differences in scales. In particular,
p∗6 = −50 and p∗9 = 0.0318 which are separated by three orders of magnitude. The
WENDy-MLE algorithm use of the likelihood addresses this concern.
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Figure 3: All algorithms are run at noise ratios from 1% to 20% and M =

{256, 512, 1024}. In plots of the top row, we see accuracy metrics for for OE-LS in
blue, WENDy-IRLS in green, WENDy-MLE in gold, and initial parameterization in
black. In the bottom plots, we see the WENDy-MLE’s mean parameter estimate and
mean 95% confidence intervals for each parameter in gold and the true parameter is in
gray.

An initial motivation for this work was to improve performance on this example
because WENDy-IRLS does not always converge, especially with less data and high
noise, σnr ≫ 0. The likelihood approach described here shows a mild improvement in
accuracy metrics over the generalized least squares approach, but its real benefit is the
improvement on convergence.
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The median across all parameters for estimated relative squared bias, variance,
and mean squared error are 13.7%, 0.708%, 17.5% respectively. The median coverage
across all parameters is 96.5%. In the appendix, these metrics are shown in Figure
D2 and in Tables D3, D4, D5, and D6. For this example the WENDy-MLE algorithm
has a bias that affects the MSE for all parameters. Bias stays below 25% for a noise
ratio less than 10% for all subsampling rates for all parameters except p8, p9 and p10.
Those parameters suffer from a lack of identifiability mentioned in [5] which comes from
adding noise proportional to ∥ū∥ rather than having noise be anisotropic accross state
components.

Coverage at noise ratios below 5% stays above 90% for all variables. Uncertainty
estimates for p8, p9 and p10 stay sufficiently high resulting in a coverage >95% for all noise
levels in these parameters. On the other hand, the other parameters all have coverage
rates monotonically decrease as the noise ratio increase. This is because Proposition
2 is inapplicable when the noise is not sufficiently small. The linearization used to
obtain the weak likelihood becomes a worse estimate for the true likelihood as the noise
ratio increases. Also, when the data rate becomes sparser (smaller M) the coverage
also degrades. Since the solution to the Hindmarsh system has discontinuities, having
sufficient data around these events is paramount for any estimation method.

3.6.3. Lorenz The Lorenz system is a canonical chaotic system that was discussed
in more depth in Section 3.5. Here we are running the WENDy-MLE and OE-LS
algorithms on this system of ODEs and looking more broadly at how WENDy-MLE
compares to the forward based solver in a variety of conditions.
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Figure 4: Both algorithms are run at noise ratios from 1% to 30% and M =

{256, 512, 1024}. In plots of the top row, we see accuracy metrics for for OE-LS in
blue, WENDy-IRLS in green, WENDy-MLE in gold, and initial parameterization in
black. In the bottom plots, we see the WENDy-MLE’s mean parameter estimate and
mean 95% confidence intervals for each parameter in gold and the true parameter is in
gray.

The median of performance of the forward solver is considerably worse that
WENDy-MLE’s, consistent across all noise and sampling levels. The median across
all parameters for estimated relative squared bias, variance, and mean squared error are
0.00317%, 0.00565%, 0.0182% respectively. The median coverage across all parameters
is 100%. More detailed results are shown in Figure D3 and in Tables D7 and D8 in the
Appendix. The bias, variance, and MSE all are reasonable for this problem, all staying
below 20% for all parameters at all noise levels. Interestingly, coverage is poor at low
noise levels, and improves for moderate noise levels, only to then degrade again for noise
levels greater than 16%. We hypothesize this is because numerical error in the forward
simulation is on a similar level as the additive noise, hence the Gaussian assumption
about the noise is less valid at these noise levels. Once the error is dominated by the
additive Gaussian noise, then the covariance produced by WENDy-MLE improves.

3.6.4. Goodwin 2D A simple example of a system of differential equations which
is nonlinear in parameters is the Goodwin model which describes negative feedback
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control processes [9, 15]. This example was chosen because of the nonlinear right
hand side. In particular, the right hand side contains a rational function known in the
mathematical biology literature as a Hill function [21, 16]. The parameter p2 appears
in the denominator, and thus this serves as an example of how nonlinearity can effect
the performance of the WENDy-MLE algorithm.
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Figure 5: All algorithms are run at noise ratios from 1% to 25% and M =

{256, 512, 1024}. In plots of the top row, we see accuracy metrics for for OE-
LS in blue, WENDy-MLE in gold, the hybrid approach in maroon, and initial
parameterization in black. In the bottom plots, we see the WENDy-MLE’s mean
parameter estimate and mean 95% confidence intervals for each parameter in gold and
the true parameter is in gray.

In the this example, we see that the OE-LS algorithm on median has coefficient and
forward solve error much worse than the error from the initial guessed parameterization.
Furthermore, the OE-LS method has failure rates above five percent for all subsample
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rates. Also, WENDy-MLE on median chooses parameters that degrade the coefficient
error, but it improves the forward solve error compared to the initial parameterization.

Interestingly enough, the two algorithms have complementary strengths, and it is
possible to pair them together to get better results. Specifically, we create a “hybrid”
approach that first uses WENDy-MLE to estimate parameters, which are then used as
an initial guess for the OE-LS algorithm. As evident in the figure, this hybrid approach
greatly improves on either standalone method with respect to both error metrics.

The median across all parameters for estimated relative squared bias, variance,
and mean squared error are 13.5%, 29.1%, 86.1% respectively. The median coverage
across all parameters is 50%. These metrics are shown in the Appendix in Figure
D4 and in Tables D9 and D10. Variance for this problem drives the increase in MSE.
Upon inspection of the cost space, we found that there are multiple local minimum
in the parameter range explored. This causes WENDy-MLE to converge to different
local optimum depending on initialization. The output error method also suffers from
a multimodal cost space, and WENDy-MLE’s cost space has a large basin around the
minimum closes to truth.

The complications from multimodality spill over and effect coverage. Specifically,
for p2, p4, and p5 the coverage is poor. Another possible source of error could be from
the nonlinearity of f in p2. This coupled through a connection u2 causes degradation
in metrics for p4 and p5 as well. It is known that estimating p1, p2 jointly can cause
identifiability problem, as the ratio of numerator and denominator can be balanced
rather than converging to the true values. Coverage for all parameters improves as
the noise level increased, so it could be that there is insufficient information on this
time interval to recover this parameter. It is interesting that this causes problems with
estimating p4 and p5.

3.6.5. Goodwin 3D A slightly more complicated version of the Goodwin model is shown
in Equation (25). We see that algorithms are now estimating the hill coefficient, p4, in
the exponent of the state variable. For p∗4 = 10 sinusoidal oscillations occur in the state
variables, while smaller values do not exhibit this behavior [14].
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Figure 6: Both algorithms are run at noise ratios from 1% to 25% and M =

{256, 512, 1024}. In plots of the top row, we see accuracy metrics for for OE-LS in
blue, WENDy-IRLS in green, WENDy-MLE in gold, and initial parameterization in
black. In the bottom plots, we see the WENDy-MLE’s mean parameter estimate and
mean 95% confidence intervals for each parameter in gold and the true parameter is in
gray

Both algorithms perform reasonably well on this example, but we see that WENDy-
MLE outperforms the OE-LS on coefficient error while OE-LS outperforms WENDy-
MLE slightly on forward simulation error. When the hybrid approach is used, it has
comparable results to the OE-LS method alone. While the forward solve method does
not fail as often as on the two dimensional Goodwin example, there still are cases where
we saw the forward solver fail. It was surprising that the WENDy-MLE algorithm
performed this well because moving to the log-normal noise distribution further adds
more nonlinearity to the cost function, so it was expected that the WENDy-MLE
algorithm would be more limited in its effectiveness. It is also surprising that using
WENDy-MLE as an initialization significantly improves on the performance of the
forward based solver. Upon inspection, this is because the WENDy-MLE optimum
is often within a domain of convergence for the forward based solver.

The median across all parameters for estimated relative squared bias, variance, and
mean squared error are 0.0357%, 0.403%, 0.891% respectively. The median coverage
across all parameters is 100%. The metrics for each parameter are shown in Figure D5
and Tables D11, D12, D13 D14, and D15 in the Appendix. Bias drives the MSE for this
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example caused by the nonlinearity of f in both u and p. In particular, p3 exhibits the
largest bias nearly reaching 100%. This parameter mirrors p2 in the previous example,
and struggles from the same identifiability problem. It was surprising the metrics
improved for the three dimensional Goodwin example. Because log-normal noise is
used here, the magnitude of the noise is now proportional to each state ud. Thus, the
noise is anisotropic after the transformation, and this leads to the parameters connected
to u3 more identifiable.

Coverage is particularly good for this example. Only the coverage for p1 and p3
ever falls below 95%. This is somewhat surprising because this is an more complicated
version of the system described in Equation (24). The dynamics for the parameters in
the previous example are on smaller time scales that here, thus making estimating the
parameters for the Equation (25) more obtainable.

3.6.6. SIR-TDI The susceptible-infected-recovered (SIR) model is pervasive in
epidemiology. The system described in Equation (26) described an extension that allows
for time delayed immunity (TDI) for parasitic deceases where there is a common source
for infection [60].
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Figure 7: Both algorithms are run at noise ratios from 1% to 20% and M =

{256, 512, 1024}. In plots of the top row, we see accuracy metrics for for OE-LS in
blue, WENDy-MLE in gold, and initial parametrization in black. In the bottom
plots, we see the WENDy-MLE’s mean parameter estimate and mean 95% confidence
intervals for each parameter in gold and the true parameter is in gray

Both algorithms perform well on this example on both metrics. WENDy-MLE
slightly outperforms the forward solver based method, but as the noise level increases
the gap between the two algorithms’ performance decreases. It is noteworthy to mention
at first the WENDy-MLE algorithm was run without constraints, but for this example
in particular WENDy-MLE’s performance was much worse. This is most likely due



WENDy for Nonlinear-in-Parameters ODEs 27

to the non-linearity in the cost space caused by the highly nonlinear right hand side
of Equation (26). The nonlinearity is further exacerbated by multiplicative log-normal
noise which requires applying logarithms on both sides of the equation as described in
Section 2.6.

The median across all parameters for estimated relative squared bias, variance, and
mean squared error are 0.00438%, 0.0581%, 0.146% respectively. The median coverage
across all parameters is 100%. These metrics are shown in Figure D6 and in Tables D16
and D17 in the Appendix. Bias, variance and MSE are all below 5% for all parameters
and subsamplings (values of M) except for p5 and M = 256 at noise ratios larger than
15%. p5 is a nonlinear parameter that is an exponential rate. Its true value of 0.0024 is
relatively small compared to the other parameters in this system. With less data and
higher noise, it is not surprising that this parameter becomes harder to identify.

We over estimate the uncertainty in the covariance on every estimate of for this
example resulting in a coverage larger than the nominal 95% for all parameters across the
board. While this implies that our confidence intervals are likely larger than necessary,
we note again that higher-than-nominal coverage is preferable to the alternative.

4. Discussion

The WENDy-MLE algorithm presented here addresses a more general class of problems
than the previous WENDy-IRLS in [5]. In particular, WENDy-MLE can handle systems
of ODEs which are nonlinear in the parameters. Furthermore, our method can leverage
the distribution for both cases of additive Gaussian Noise and multiplicative log-normal
noise. Overall, the WENDy-MLE algorithm estimates parameters more accurately and
fails less often than previous weak form methods.

In Table 4, we summarize a qualitative takeaways from our numerical
experimentation.
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Noise
Algorithm Chaotic Nonlinear In Parameters

Noiseless Gaussian LogNormal

OE-LS ✗† ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

W-LS ✓ ✗‡ ✓✓ ✗ ✗‡

WENDy-IRLS ✓✓ ✗‡ ✓§ ✓ ✗‡

WENDy-MLE ✓✓ ✓✓∥ ✓§ ✓✓ ✓✓

Table 4: Here we provide high-level advice on the performance of the discussed
methods applied to different classes of problems. We compare OE-LS, solving
ordinary least squares for the weak residual (W-LS), WENDy-IRLS, and WENDy-
MLE. A double check ✓✓ indicates the algorithm excels under most circumstances in
our testing. A single ✓ suggests that the algorithm can work, but requires oversight
due to a reduced domain of convergence for initial parameter estimates as well as
other numerical discretization challenges. An ✗ indicates that the algorithm is
not suited to the problem (e.g., W-LS and WENDy-IRLS only work for linear-in-
parameter ODEs and without correction, noisy data will incur bias for W-LS).

There are known limitations to our approach. First, WENDy-MLE is based on
maximizing the likelihood of the weak form residual. Accordingly, the form of the
ODE must be such that integration-by-parts is possible. We also assume that the
measurement noise is either additive Gaussian noise or multiplicative log-normal noise.
We also require that all state variables are observed, which is not widely true in many
applications. Another limitation is that we assume observational data is provided on
a uniform grid, though in principle, there is nothing inhibiting extension to the non-
uniform case with a different quadrature rule. Finally, like almost all other methods that
do general parameter estimation, we face a non-convex optimization problem for which
we cannot guarantee finding the global minimizer for arbitrary initialization. Thus, in

† OE-LS can work on short time horizons but in general should not be used for chaotic systems.
‡ In the Julia implementation, both of these algorithms have been extended by replacing the least
square problems with a nonlinear least squares problems. Similarly, the infrastructure makes it possible
to run these algorithms with log-normal noise as well.
§ Because WENDy-IRLS and WENDy-MLE assume measurement noise is present, computation of
the covariance is ill-posed for noiseless data. Our software implementation automatically switches to
W-LS in this case. In some instance we have seen that incorporating covariance information to estimate
parameters for noiseless data can be superior to W-LS. We conjecture the algorithms may be correcting
for the numerical error in the solver that generated the artificial data, but this remains a topic for future
research.
∥ For the vast majority of the examples, the domain of convergence is substantially larger than for
OE-LS. However, as with all iterative methods, WENDy-MLE benefits from wise initial parameter
estimates.
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practice it is often necessary to initialize multiple times for best results.

4.1. Robustness in the Presence of Noise

Like other weak form methods, the true strength of the approach lies in the ability to
perform well in the presence of noise¶. No pre-processing or smoothing of input data is
necessary for the algorithm to be successful in the presence of noise. Instead, the set of
test functions that are chosen when forming Φ and Φ̇ are built adaptively from the data
as described in Appendix A.1.1. Furthermore, relying on the intuition from theoretical
results, the discrete weak form residual is analogous to considering the continuous weak
form solution. This means that our method is relying on a more relaxed topology, and
this leads to algorithms with a cost space that is smoother and more easily navigable.

4.2. Bias

One known limitation of the our method is that the asymptotic expansion in Proposition
2 is only valid in a neighborhood about 0. In practice, this neighborhood shrinks as
the nonlinearity of the right hand side, f , becomes more severe. These non-zero higher
order terms lead WENDy to a bias that increases in magnitude with the noise. In the
best case, if we obtain a minimum in the linear part of rε, the expectation of these
higher order terms will be non-zero, leading to a bias in our estimator.

In Figure 8, the Goodwin 3D (shown in Equation (25)) is run with all other
parameters fixed to their true values except for p4 and p5 at 100 simulated datasets
for each different level of noise. The likelihoods are averaged over the runs to produce
the contours shown. As the noise ratio is increased, the local optimum is shifted away
from truth. This is caused by the nonlinear terms that are neglected in Proposition 2.
As the noise becomes larger, the nonlinear terms cause a bias in the WENDy estimate.

4.3. Computational Cost

A strength of the weak form methods is that no forward simulation is necessary at each
step of the optimization routine. When the system of differential equations is small
and not stiff, then standard forward solve methods may be more efficient and the main
benefit to using a weak form method like ours is that of robustness to both noise and to
poor initialization. However, as the dimensionality of state variables and stiffness of the
problem increases, the forward solves become more computationally expensive, whereas
WENDy-MLE is unaffected.

Recall that K is the number of test functions, M + 1 is the number of time
points, D is the dimension of the state variable u, and J is the dimension of
the parameters p. Computing the weak form negative log-likelihood itself has a
complexity of O(K2D3(MJ+K)). Similarly, the gradient computation has a complexity
of O

(
K2D2

(
D(MJ + K) + J

))
and the Hessian computation has a complexity of

¶ Smoothing can help (up to a point), see [38].
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Figure 8: The WENDy algorithm is run on the Goodwin 3D problem with all
parameters fixed to truth except p4 and p5 for a variety of noise levels. The truth is
shown as a green star, and the WENDy optimum is identified with a black circle. One
can notice that the optimum moves further from truth as noise increases.

O
(
K2D2

(
D(MJ+K)+J2

))
. The most expensive step in our method is computing the

derivatives of the weak form log-likelihood for the second order optimization methods.
Our implementation meticulously caches as much as possible, pre-allocates memory,
applies an advantageous order of operations, and uses efficient data structures.

In the linear case, many of the operators either become constant matrices or tensors
that can be thought of as linear operators. Also, some operators are zero due to
higher order derivatives being applied to the linear function. This reduces the constants
involved in the cost, but incurs the same asymptotic complexity as the nonlinear case.
One can see that the dominant cause for the cost is due to the number of test functions
in Figure 9. Notice that the recorded run times shown in Figure 9a approximately match
the predicted cost of the line of slope 1.

The example above has ten parameters (J = 10). Because the cost is dominated
by the mat-mat computations for matrices of size KD, the gradient computation takes
approximately an order of magnitude more time, and the Hessian takes an order of
magnitude more than the gradient.

Figure 9 shows the computational cost for different sized problems. Problems that
are linear in parameters show a decrease in the computational cost but only by a scaling
factor. The experiment verifies the cost of the algorithm scales linearly with respect to
the number of data points on the grid and cubically with respect to the number of test
functions. Unlike OE methods, the weak form methods can control the computational
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Figure 9: On the left, K,D, J are all fixed, and M is varied. On the right, M,D, J

are all fixed, and K is varied. The dashed and dotted lines correspond to a linear fit
with a fixed slope (O(M),O(K3) respectively). Both plots are show on a log-log scale.

cost by using fewer test functions. In practice, we used 200-500 test functions which
results in reasonable computational cost for the likelihood and its derivatives.

5. Conclusion

In this work, the WENDy algorithm was extended to a more general case of differential
equations where the right hand side may be nonlinear in parameters. Furthermore, the
approach explicitly supports both additive Gaussian and multiplicative log-normal noise.
The likelihood based approach improved on the convergence and accuracy compared to
the previous work. Also, the new Julia implementation improved the usability and
efficiency of the algorithm.

The likelihood derived is limited by the linearization used. Further investigation
of higher order expansions or other derivation strategies are necessary to handle high
nonlinearities and noise levels. The computational advantage of the approach should be
more apparent in the extension of the algorithm to larger systems of ordinary differential
equations and partial differential equations. Also, further optimization of test function
selection to recover maximum information in the weak form is another area of further
exploration.
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Appendix A. Discretization and Test Functions

In order to satisfy the weak form, a solution must satisfy Eq. (2) for all possible test
functions. However, in this work, we are not concerned with the solution itself, but with
estimating the parameters in Eq. (2). As the efficacy of the WENDy algorithm depends
strongly on wisely choosing test function hyperparameters (smoothness, radius, etc.), in
this Appendix we provide an exposition of the test function creation process in [5].

Appendix A.1. Discretization of the Weak Form

Starting from Eq. (2), we must choose a finite set of test functions to create a vector
of weak form EE residuals to be minimized. In approaches such as the Finite Element
Method, this set is chosen based upon the expected properties of the solution as well
as the class of equations being solved. Conversely, to perform weak form EE-based
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parameter estimation, we assume the availability of samples of the (possibly noisy)
solution. In pursuit of the estimation goal, however, we note that how to optimally
choose the properties, number, and location of the test functions remains an open
problem. Nonetheless, in [36], it was reported that smoother test functions result in
a more accurate convolution integral (via the Euler–Maclaurin formula), while later
research revealed that test functions with wider support frequently performed better,
and subsequently an algorithm to choose the support size was developed in [35]. These
empirical observations regarding smoothness and support size have partially guided the
design of the following algorithm.

From a numerical linear algebra perspective, it would be best if the test functions
were orthogonal. Towards this goal, we begin by considering the following C∞ bump
function

φk(t; η,mt) = C exp

− η[
1− ( t−tk

mt∆t
)2
]
+

 (A.1)

where tk is the center of the function, mt controls the radius of the support, the constant
C normalizes the test function such that ∥φk∥2 = 1, η is a shape parameter, and
[·]+ := max(·, 0), so that φk(t;mt∆t) is supported only on [−mt∆t,mt∆t]. Using the
algorithm below in Appendix A.1.1, we identify the minimal value for mt such that
the numerical error in the convolution integral does not dominate the residual (denoted
as mt). We define the set of test functions to be all test functions such that they are
compactly supported over the measured time domain (t0, tM), and have the following
features: 1) the tk values coincide with the sampled timepoints and 2) allowable radii are
larger than the minimal one mt. Motivated by empirical results, the shape parameter
is arbitrarily fixed at η = 9. This gives us a set of Kfull test functions {φk}

Kfull
k=1 and we

evaluate them on the grid to obtain the matrices:

Φfull :=


φ1(t0) · · · φKfull

(t0)

... . . . ...

φ1(tM) · · · φKfull
(tM)

 , Φ̇full :=


φ̇1(t0) · · · φ̇Kfull(t0)

... . . . ...

φ̇1(tM) · · · φ̇Kfull(tM)


Appendix A.1.1. Minimum Radius Selection. The algorithm by which these test
functions are chosen is more fully described in [5], but a short summary is given here.

Our analysis follows the equation u̇ = f(u) where u is a one dimensional state
variable. The result is generalized to a D dimensional system by applying the radius
selection in each dimension independently. We see that using integration by parts for a
test function φ gives the equality −⟨φ̇, u⟩ = ⟨φ,f(u)⟩. Integrating, we obtain

0 =

∫ T

0

f(u(t))φ(t) + φ′(t)u(t)dt =

∫ T

0

d

dt

(
u(t)φ(t)

)
dt.
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Thus this integral should be zero, or at least small accounting for the presence of
numerical error and noise. In this work, we use the trapezoidal rule on a uniform
time grid. Because the φ are test functions with compact support on the interior of the
domain, we can define the integration error as in Proposition 1:

eint(M) =
T

M

M∑
m=0

d

dt
(uφ)(tm) (A.2)

By expanding d
dt

(
u(t)φ(t)

)
into its Fourier Series, where the coefficients are given by

Fn[·] := 1√
T

∫ T

0
(·) exp

[−2πin
T

t
]
dt, we can make the following simplification:

d

dt

(
u(t)φ(t)

)
=
∑
n∈Z

Fn

[
d

dt

(
u(t)φ(t)

)]
exp

[
2πin

T
t

]
=
∑
n∈Z

(
1

T

∫ T

0

d

dt

(
u(t)φ(t)

)
exp

[
−2πin

T
t

]
dt

)
exp

[
2πin

T
t

]
IBP
=

−2πi

T

∑
n∈Z

n

(
1

T

∫ T

0

u(t)φ(t) exp

[
−2πin

T
t

]
dt

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

=Fn

[
φu
] exp

[
2πin

T
t

]
.

The last simplification in the integration by parts relies on the fact that φ is a test
function for the domain [0, T ], thus supp(φ) ⊂ (0, T ). Now if we return to the quantity
of interest, eint(M), by integrating both sides over the time interval we obtain:

eint =
2πi

M

∑
n∈Z

nFn

[
φu
] M∑
m=0

exp

[
2πni

M
m

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

:=In

.

Notice that ∀n ̸= 0, In is 0 because exp
[
2πi
T
t
]
dt is periodic on [0, T ]. Also, F0 is 0

because it corresponds to the true integral. Notice that when n = ℓM for some integer
ℓ, then we have that In = M because the quadrature nodes align with the roots of unity
for all the Fourier modes. Because the Fourier modes should decay as M gets larger,
we can say

eint ≈ imag
{
2πnFM

[
φu
]}

.

Because we do not know u analytically, the true Fourier coefficients are approx-
imated by the Discrete Fourier Transform, F̂

n−
⌊
M
2

⌋[u∗] = T
M

∑M
m=0 u

∗
m exp

[
2πin
M

m
]
.

Thus, the largest mode we can approximate is the
⌊
M
2

⌋
mode. Also, note that ap-

plying the same quadrature rule to a sub-sampled grid gives us an upper bound on the
error:

eint(M) ≤ eint

(⌊
M
2

⌋)
.

This motivates subsampling in time to inspect the error. Letting M̃ :=
⌊
M
s

⌋
for some

scaling factor s > 2, we approximate the integration error when subsampled.
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The last complication is that we do not have access to u∗, so we must approximate
by substituting u:

eint(M̃) ≤ êint(M̃) =
2pi√
T
F̂M̃(u).

This motivates us to search over the space of possible radii, and then select the
smallest radius possible when the effects due to noise become dominate. Qualitatively,
our reasoning is that we can approximate the integration error by using the data, but
as noise levels becomes more extreme the effects to noise become dominate for smaller
radii, thus for higher noise we expect to select smaller radii in general. This can be seen
in Figure A1.

4 5 6 7 8 9
0.1

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

10n

1μ

100μ

0.01

1

σ = 0
σ = 0.01
σ = 0.1

Minimum Radius Selection

Radius (s)

Figure A1: The results for the logistic growth function on the time domain (0, 10),
initial condition of 0.01 and M = 512, looking at F̂256 for a variety of radii mt ∈
[0.01, 1]. A vertical line indicates where we have detected a corner in the integration
error surrogate

Appendix A.1.2. Reducing the Size of the Test Function Matrix The test function
matrix Φfull is often overdetermined, so in order to improve the conditioning of the
system we use an SVD reduction technique to obtain a matrix Φ that has a better
condition number κ(Φ) := σ1(Φ)/σK(Φ), while still retaining as much information as
possible. This is done by looking for a corner in the singular values. Let the SVD of
Φfull by

Φfull = Q diag([σ1, · · · , σK , · · · ])VT
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where Q,V are unitary and σ1 ≥ σ2 ≥ . . . ≥ 0. We then define

Φ = diag
([

1
σ1
, · · · , 1

σK

])
QT︸ ︷︷ ︸

P

Φfull

where the cutoff K is found by looking for a corner in the plot of σi vs i.
The approach in [5] approximates Φ̇ with a spectral method. In contrast, we

compute Φ̇full analytically, and then leverage the SVD of Φ to apply the same linear
operators, Φ̇ = PΦ̇full, to obtain a result that only has error from numerical precision,
leading to slightly better numerical integration error than in [5].

Appendix B. Highlighting the Effects of Linearity in Parameters

When f is linear in p then then we can write the residual as follows:

r(p;U, t) = G(U, t)p− b(U) (B.1)

where G(U, t) ∈ RKD×J is a matrix-valued function that is constant with respect
to p. This leads to simplifications in the derivative information which can improve
computational efficiency.

In the linear case, the Jacobian of the weak form right-hand side with respect to
the parameters is the matrix G(U, t). Formally, ∇pg(p;U, t) = G(U, t). This also
simplifies implies ∇p∇ug(p;U, t) = ∇uG(U, t). We again drop explicit dependence on
U and t for simplicity of notation. Feeding this into our existing expression for the
gradient of the weak form negative logarithm, we have

∇pℓ(p) = 2GTS(p)−1(Gp− b)

+ (Gp− b)T (∂pj
S(p)−1)(Gp− b).

Also, notice that S(p) now becomes quadratic in p:

S(p) =
(
∇uG[p] + Φ̇⊗ ID

)(
Σ⊗ IM+1

)(
∇uG[p] + Φ̇⊗ ID

)T
In fact ∇uG is the Jacobian of a matrix-valued function, and thus it is a three-
dimensional tensor in RKD×MD×J . We treat it as a linear operator acting on p. In
practice this is a page-wise mat-vec across the third dimension of ∇uG.

This causes the following simplification in the derivative of S(p):

∂pj
S(p) = 2∇uG[ej]

(
Σ⊗ IM+1

)(
∇uG[p] + Φ̇⊗ ID

)T
where ej ∈ RJ is the jth canonical basis vector. This is equivalent to indexing into the
jth page of ∇uG.

The second order derivative computations also simplify beyond the evaluation of
S(p). Critically, observe that several terms in the Hessian are now guaranteed to be 0.
In particular, we have ∀p:

∂pi,pj
Gp = 0 ∈ RJ and ∂pi,pj

∇uG[p] = 0 ∈ RKD×MD.
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Furthermore because ∇uG is constant with respect to p, then ∂pipj
S(p)−1 is constant

with respect to p, so this can be computed once and then reused.

Appendix C. Iterative Re-weighted Least Squares

In the previous work [5], the covariance information was incorporated by solving the
generalized least squares problem

p̂ = argmin
p∈RJ

(g(p;U, t)− b(U))TS(p∗;U)−1(g(p;U, t)− b(U)).

Because S(p∗;U) is not known, it has to be approximated with the current value of
p. This gives rise the iterative re-weighted least squares algorithm, which iterates as
follows

p̂(i+1) = argmin
p∈RJ

(g(p)− b)TS(p̂(i))−1(g(p)− b) (C.1)

until the iterates are sufficiently close together (and again, we drop explicit dependence
on U and t). This iteration involves computing the covariance estimate S(p) then
solving a weighted least squares problem. The previous work [5] only considered
problems that were linear in parameters, so in the nonlinear case, we have extended this
algorithm by solving a nonlinear weighted least squares problem at each iteration where
the Jacobian is computed using analytic derivative information described in Equations
(7) and (8).

The previous work also chose the same initial guess based on the ordinary least
square solution:

p̂(0) = argmin
p∈RJ

1
2
∥g(p)− b∥22

When the ODE was linear, this was done explicitly through the linear algebra. In the
nonlinear case, this can no longer be done, so an initial guess is necessary. In this work,
we pass all algorithms the same initial guess that is randomly sampled from parameter
range specified in Table 2.

Appendix D. Supplemental Material

Appendix D.1. Plots

The following plots give detailed information on the bias, variance, MSE and coverage
for all parameters for all ODEs, grouped by noise level.
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Figure D1: Left: the squared bias, variance and MSE for p1 (top) and p2 (bottom), as
a function of noise level. Right: the coverage levels for p1 (top) and p2 (bottom), as a
function of noise level.
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Figure D2: Left: the squared bias, variance and MSE for p1 − p10 top to bottom
respectively, as a function of noise level. Right: the coverage levels for p1 − p10 top
to bottom respectively, as a function of noise level.
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Figure D3: Left: the squared bias, variance and MSE for p1 − p3 top to bottom
respectively, as a function of noise level. Right: the coverage levels for p1 − p3 top
to bottom respectively, as a function of noise level.
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Figure D4: Left: the squared bias, variance and MSE for p1 − p5 top to bottom
respectively, as a function of noise level. Right: the coverage levels for p1 − p5 top
to bottom respectively, as a function of noise level.
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Figure D5: Left: the squared bias, variance and MSE for p1 − p8 top to bottom
respectively, as a function of noise level. Right: the coverage levels for p1 − p8 top
to bottom respectively, as a function of noise level.
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Figure D6: Left: the squared bias, variance and MSE for p1 − p5 top to bottom
respectively, as a function of noise level. Right: the coverage levels for p1 − p5 top
to bottom respectively, as a function of noise level.

Appendix D.2. Tables

The following tables give detailed information on the bias, variance, MSE and coverage
for all parameters for all ODEs, grouped by noise level.
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Table D1: Logistic Growth

1% 2% 3% 4% 5%

M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256

Bias 0.0021 0.002 0.0015 0.002 0.0018 0.00093 0.0018 0.0014 0.00013 0.0015 0.001 -0.00063 0.0011 0.0006 -0.0022
Variance 3.1e-06 6.7e-06 1.2e-05 1.3e-05 2.7e-05 4.6e-05 2.8e-05 5.9e-05 0.0001 5e-05 0.0001 0.00018 8e-05 0.00016 0.00028

MSE 1.1e-05 1.7e-05 2.5e-05 2.9e-05 5.7e-05 9.3e-05 5.9e-05 0.00012 0.0002 0.0001 0.00021 0.00036 0.00016 0.00032 0.00056
p1

Coverage 1 1 0.99 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bias 0.0016 0.0016 0.0012 0.0016 0.0014 0.00053 0.0013 0.00092 -0.00023 0.00094 0.00054 -0.00094 0.00055 6.5e-05 -0.0024
Variance 4.1e-06 9.3e-06 1.8e-05 1.6e-05 3.7e-05 7e-05 3.6e-05 8e-05 0.00015 6.5e-05 0.00014 0.00027 0.0001 0.00022 0.00043

MSE 1.1e-05 2.1e-05 3.7e-05 3.5e-05 7.6e-05 0.00014 7.4e-05 0.00016 0.00031 0.00013 0.00028 0.00055 0.00021 0.00043 0.00086
p2

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

6% 7% 8% 9% 10%

M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256

Bias 0.00061 -0.00012 -0.0037 6.4e-05 -0.00097 -0.0052 -0.00054 -0.0018 -0.0069 -0.0011 -0.0027 -0.0087 -0.0018 -0.0037 -0.011
Variance 0.00012 0.00023 0.0004 0.00016 0.00031 0.00054 0.00021 0.00039 0.00071 0.00026 0.0005 0.00089 0.00033 0.00061 0.0011

MSE 0.00023 0.00045 0.00081 0.00031 0.00062 0.0011 0.00041 0.00079 0.0015 0.00053 0.001 0.0019 0.00066 0.0012 0.0023
p1

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bias 5.3e-05 -0.00063 -0.004 -0.00052 -0.0015 -0.0055 -0.0011 -0.0023 -0.0072 -0.0018 -0.0033 -0.009 -0.0025 -0.0043 -0.011
Variance 0.00015 0.00031 0.00061 0.0002 0.00042 0.00083 0.00027 0.00054 0.0011 0.00034 0.00068 0.0014 0.00042 0.00084 0.0017

MSE 0.0003 0.00062 0.0012 0.00041 0.00085 0.0017 0.00053 0.0011 0.0022 0.00068 0.0014 0.0028 0.00085 0.0017 0.0035
p2

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

11% 12% 13% 14% 15%

M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256

Bias -0.0026 -0.0047 -0.013 -0.0033 -0.0056 -0.015 -0.004 -0.0061 -0.017 -0.0045 -0.006 -0.02 -0.0052 -0.0058 -0.023
Variance 0.0004 0.00073 0.0013 0.00048 0.00087 0.0016 0.00057 0.001 0.0018 0.00066 0.0012 0.0021 0.00074 0.0014 0.0024

MSE 0.0008 0.0015 0.0028 0.00097 0.0018 0.0034 0.0012 0.0021 0.004 0.0013 0.0024 0.0046 0.0015 0.0028 0.0053
p1

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bias -0.0032 -0.0054 -0.013 -0.0041 -0.0064 -0.015 -0.0047 -0.007 -0.018 -0.0054 -0.0073 -0.02 -0.0061 -0.0073 -0.023
Variance 0.00051 0.001 0.002 0.00061 0.0012 0.0024 0.00072 0.0014 0.0028 0.00083 0.0016 0.0032 0.00094 0.0019 0.0037

MSE 0.001 0.002 0.0042 0.0012 0.0024 0.005 0.0015 0.0029 0.0059 0.0017 0.0033 0.0069 0.0019 0.0038 0.0079
p2

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

16% 17% 18% 19% 20%

M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256

Bias -0.0055 -0.0052 -0.025 -0.00079 -0.0042 -0.028 9.4e-06 -0.0037 -0.031 -0.00041 -0.0066 -0.034 -0.0034 -0.01 -0.037
Variance 0.00088 0.0016 0.0027 0.001 0.0019 0.003 0.0013 0.002 0.0034 0.0017 0.0022 0.0037 0.0017 0.0023 0.0043

MSE 0.0018 0.0032 0.0061 0.0021 0.0038 0.0069 0.0027 0.0039 0.0077 0.0033 0.0044 0.0086 0.0034 0.0048 0.0099
p1

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bias -0.0066 -0.0071 -0.025 -0.0028 -0.0065 -0.028 -0.0023 -0.0065 -0.031 -0.0029 -0.0094 -0.035 -0.0057 -0.012 -0.038
Variance 0.0011 0.0022 0.0042 0.0013 0.0025 0.0047 0.0015 0.0026 0.0052 0.0019 0.0029 0.0058 0.002 0.0031 0.0066

MSE 0.0023 0.0044 0.009 0.0025 0.0051 0.01 0.0031 0.0053 0.011 0.0038 0.006 0.013 0.004 0.0064 0.015
p2

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

25% 30% 35% 40% 45%

M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256

Bias -0.011 -0.036 -0.057 -0.024 -0.045 -0.079 -0.033 -0.07 -0.1 -0.044 -0.1 -0.13 -0.068 -0.15 -0.17
Variance 0.0026 0.0035 0.0061 0.0041 0.0054 0.0081 0.0068 0.0091 0.01 0.011 0.014 0.012 0.016 0.018 0.014

MSE 0.0053 0.0083 0.015 0.0088 0.013 0.022 0.015 0.023 0.031 0.024 0.039 0.041 0.037 0.059 0.055
p1

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bias -0.014 -0.036 -0.057 -0.026 -0.047 -0.08 -0.035 -0.07 -0.11 -0.047 -0.1 -0.14 -0.071 -0.15 -0.17
Variance 0.0029 0.0048 0.0095 0.0046 0.0071 0.013 0.0072 0.011 0.016 0.011 0.016 0.019 0.015 0.02 0.022

MSE 0.006 0.011 0.022 0.0098 0.016 0.032 0.016 0.027 0.043 0.024 0.042 0.056 0.035 0.061 0.072
p2

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Table D2: Logistic Growth (continued)

50%

M=1024 M=512 M=256

Bias -0.092 -0.19 -0.2
Variance 0.024 0.022 0.016

MSE 0.057 0.081 0.074
p1

Coverage 1 1 1

Bias -0.095 -0.19 -0.21
Variance 0.022 0.023 0.025

MSE 0.052 0.081 0.092
p2

Coverage 1 1 1
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Table D3: Hindmarsh-Rose

1% 2% 3% 4% 5%

M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256

Bias -0.29 -0.043 -0.4 -0.27 -0.12 -0.67 -0.11 -0.23 -1.2 -0.18 -0.41 -1.6 -0.083 -0.64 -2
Variance 2.3 0.0029 0.18 2.1 0.011 0.18 0.51 0.024 0.48 0.83 0.043 0.58 0.012 0.066 0.43

MSE 4.8 0.0075 0.52 4.2 0.036 0.8 1 0.1 2.4 1.7 0.26 3.8 0.031 0.54 4.9
p1

Coverage 0.97 1 0.99 0.97 1 1 0.99 1 1 0.98 1 0.94 1 1 0.79

Bias -0.35 -0.067 -0.22 -0.39 -0.16 -0.42 -0.27 -0.32 -0.74 -0.35 -0.55 -1.1 -0.37 -0.84 -1.5
Variance 2.9 0.0041 0.28 2.9 0.017 0.069 0.96 0.035 0.18 0.95 0.061 0.45 0.017 0.091 0.62

MSE 5.9 0.013 0.6 5.9 0.059 0.32 2 0.17 0.9 2 0.42 2.1 0.17 0.88 3.5
p2

Coverage 0.97 1 0.99 0.97 1 1 0.99 1 1 0.99 0.99 0.98 1 0.97 0.9

Bias 0.81 -0.19 -1.3 0.77 -0.56 -2.6 -0.088 -1.1 -5 -0.32 -1.9 -6.8 -0.64 -2.9 -8.3
Variance 26 0.05 0.85 26 0.22 3.5 4 0.44 9.7 3 0.77 12 0.15 1.1 7.5

MSE 53 0.14 3.4 53 0.76 14 8 2.1 44 6.1 5.2 70 0.71 11 84
p3

Coverage 0.97 1 1 0.97 1 1 0.99 1 0.97 0.98 0.99 0.8 1 0.98 0.61

Bias 0.27 0.059 0.026 0.21 0.31 0.72 0.0065 0.68 2.4 -0.1 1.3 3.9 -0.2 2 5.5
Variance 2.9 0.11 0.9 3 0.52 3.2 1.3 1.1 10 1.4 2 12 0.38 3.1 10

MSE 6 0.23 1.8 6.1 1.1 7 2.5 2.6 26 2.7 5.6 39 0.81 10 52
p4

Coverage 0.97 1 1 0.97 1 0.99 0.98 1 0.95 0.99 1 0.9 1 1 0.91

Bias -0.29 -0.021 -0.086 -0.27 -0.12 -0.39 -0.1 -0.27 -0.98 -0.035 -0.5 -1.5 -0.0022 -0.78 -1.9
Variance 2.8 0.011 0.12 2.7 0.045 0.23 1 0.097 0.74 0.58 0.17 0.92 0.041 0.24 2.3

MSE 5.7 0.022 0.26 5.4 0.11 0.62 2 0.27 2.4 1.2 0.58 4.1 0.082 1.1 8.2
p5

Coverage 0.97 1 1 0.97 1 0.99 0.98 1 0.91 0.99 0.98 0.79 1 0.97 0.66

Bias 0.53 -0.18 -1.1 1.2 -0.83 -3.4 -0.48 -1.8 -6.5 -0.32 -3.4 -8.7 -1.4 -5.3 -11
Variance 9.2 0.23 26 57 0.93 6 1 1.9 15 13 3.1 37 1.6 4.3 68

MSE 19 0.49 53 1.2e+02 2.5 24 2.3 7.2 72 26 18 1.5e+02 5.2 36 2.5e+02
p6

Coverage 0.97 1 0.99 0.97 0.99 0.91 0.98 0.89 0.61 0.95 0.78 0.44 0.96 0.57 0.24

Bias -0.29 -0.022 -0.33 -0.28 -0.13 -0.71 -0.14 -0.31 -1.3 -0.19 -0.59 -1.7 -0.18 -0.93 -2.1
Variance 2.9 0.01 0.13 2.5 0.041 0.28 0.65 0.084 0.64 0.8 0.14 1.7 0.064 0.2 2

MSE 5.9 0.021 0.36 5.1 0.099 1.1 1.3 0.26 2.9 1.6 0.62 6.2 0.16 1.3 8.4
p7

Coverage 0.97 1 0.99 0.97 0.99 0.89 0.98 0.95 0.65 0.96 0.86 0.49 1 0.76 0.33

Bias 0.015 -0.00073 -0.00099 0.015 -0.002 -0.0033 0.0032 -0.0039 -0.0079 0.0045 -0.0065 -0.012 -0.002 -0.0095 -0.018
Variance 0.0075 2.7e-06 2.6e-05 0.0072 1.1e-05 4.4e-05 0.0019 2.2e-05 0.0001 0.0035 3.7e-05 0.00012 1.4e-05 5.2e-05 0.00012

MSE 0.015 5.9e-06 5.3e-05 0.015 2.6e-05 9.9e-05 0.0037 6e-05 0.00027 0.0071 0.00012 0.0004 3.2e-05 0.00019 0.00055
p8

Coverage 0.97 1 0.99 0.97 1 1 0.99 1 1 0.99 1 1 1 1 1

Bias -0.001 -0.0012 -0.0035 -0.0019 -0.0041 -0.0055 -0.0023 -0.0071 -0.01 -0.0031 -0.01 -0.012 -0.0047 -0.013 -0.015
Variance 3.6e-05 1.7e-05 8.1e-05 4.5e-05 5.5e-05 0.00012 4.4e-05 0.0001 0.00015 8.3e-05 0.00014 0.00014 9.1e-05 0.00015 0.00011

MSE 7.2e-05 3.6e-05 0.00018 9.3e-05 0.00013 0.00027 9.3e-05 0.00026 0.00041 0.00018 0.00039 0.00041 0.0002 0.00049 0.00044
p9

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bias 0.03 0.0033 0.012 0.034 0.011 0.013 0.017 0.019 0.017 0.025 0.026 0.0091 0.019 0.031 0.011
Variance 0.029 0.0003 0.0014 0.029 0.00094 0.0019 0.01 0.0017 0.0022 0.011 0.0023 0.0015 0.0016 0.0024 0.0014

MSE 0.058 0.00061 0.0029 0.058 0.002 0.0039 0.021 0.0038 0.0048 0.022 0.0052 0.003 0.0035 0.0057 0.0029
p10

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
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Table D4: Hindmarsh-Rose (continued)

6% 7% 8% 9% 10%

M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256

Bias -0.13 -0.9 -2.5 -0.26 -1.2 -3 -0.34 -1.6 -3.4 -0.37 -1.7 -3.8 -0.48 -2 -4.2
Variance 0.018 0.088 0.41 0.62 0.11 0.41 0.26 0.72 0.4 0.043 0.14 0.4 0.054 0.15 0.41

MSE 0.053 0.98 7.1 1.3 1.6 9.7 0.63 3.9 12 0.22 3.3 15 0.34 4.3 18
p1

Coverage 1 0.99 0.52 0.99 0.92 0.26 0.98 0.77 0.11 1 0.57 0.04 1 0.37 0.03

Bias -0.53 -1.2 -2.1 -0.8 -1.5 -2.5 -0.9 -1.9 -3 -1.2 -2.3 -3.4 -1.5 -2.7 -3.8
Variance 0.024 0.12 0.43 0.89 0.15 0.49 0.16 0.18 0.53 0.049 0.2 0.57 0.059 0.22 0.61

MSE 0.33 1.6 5.1 2.4 2.7 7.4 1.1 4 10 1.5 5.7 13 2.2 7.6 16
p2

Coverage 1 0.93 0.75 0.99 0.72 0.47 0.93 0.4 0.31 0.76 0.19 0.19 0.44 0.09 0.08

Bias -0.99 -4.1 -10 -1.5 -5.3 -12 -2.1 -6.8 -14 -2.6 -7.8 -15 -3.3 -8.9 -17
Variance 0.22 1.5 6.4 3.3 1.7 5.7 1 6.6 4.8 0.48 2 4.4 0.57 2.1 4.2

MSE 1.4 20 1.2e+02 8.9 32 1.6e+02 6.4 60 2e+02 7.7 64 2.4e+02 12 83 2.8e+02
p3

Coverage 1 0.9 0.29 0.98 0.67 0.13 0.98 0.39 0.03 0.97 0.16 0.02 0.86 0.08 0.01

Bias -0.079 2.9 7 0.23 3.9 8 0.7 5 8.7 1.2 6 9.1 1.9 6.9 9.3
Variance 0.6 4.4 8.4 2.1 5.7 6.9 2.3 6.7 4 1.8 7.5 2.8 2.4 7.8 2.3

MSE 1.2 17 66 4.3 27 78 5 38 83 4.9 51 88 8.4 64 91
p4

Coverage 1 0.99 0.92 0.99 0.97 0.95 0.99 0.94 0.95 1 0.95 0.93 1 0.94 0.93

Bias -0.06 -1.1 -2.6 -0.1 -1.4 -3 -0.19 -1.7 -3.3 -0.42 -2 -3.6 -0.6 -2.2 -3.8
Variance 0.061 0.31 0.71 0.19 0.37 0.61 0.5 0.56 0.5 0.14 0.43 0.5 0.17 0.44 0.55

MSE 0.13 1.8 8.4 0.4 2.7 10 1 3.9 12 0.46 4.8 14 0.7 5.8 15
p5

Coverage 1 0.94 0.55 1 0.91 0.52 0.99 0.92 0.5 1 0.91 0.52 1 0.88 0.51

Bias -2.2 -7.4 -15 -2.5 -9.6 -17 -3.8 -11 -20 -5.5 -14 -21 -6.8 -16 -23
Variance 2.3 5.4 13 28 6.1 13 22 18 12 4.3 6.8 12 4.9 6.8 12

MSE 9.5 65 2.4e+02 62 1e+02 3.3e+02 57 1.6e+02 4.1e+02 39 2e+02 4.8e+02 56 2.6e+02 5.6e+02
p6

Coverage 0.9 0.31 0.12 0.79 0.13 0.09 0.62 0.08 0.05 0.44 0.05 0.03 0.31 0.01 0

Bias -0.3 -1.3 -2.8 -0.46 -1.7 -3.3 -0.6 -2.1 -3.8 -0.79 -2.5 -4.2 -0.98 -2.8 -4.5
Variance 0.092 0.25 0.62 0.91 0.29 0.65 0.18 0.36 0.67 0.18 0.35 0.69 0.21 0.36 0.71

MSE 0.27 2.2 9.3 2 3.5 12 0.71 5.2 16 0.98 6.9 19 1.4 8.8 22
p7

Coverage 0.99 0.49 0.15 0.92 0.27 0.1 0.91 0.19 0.06 0.83 0.09 0.05 0.72 0.06 0.04

Bias -0.0032 -0.013 -0.022 0.0022 -0.016 -0.024 -0.0073 -0.02 -0.027 -0.0093 -0.023 -0.028 -0.012 -0.025 -0.029
Variance 2.2e-05 6.9e-05 0.00011 0.0044 8.7e-05 0.00013 6.7e-05 0.00011 0.00013 6e-05 0.00013 0.00014 7.4e-05 0.00014 0.00015

MSE 5.5e-05 0.0003 0.00069 0.0089 0.00043 0.00086 0.00019 0.00062 0.00097 0.00021 0.00076 0.0011 0.0003 0.00092 0.0012
p8

Coverage 1 1 1 0.99 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bias -0.0065 -0.016 -0.018 -0.0083 -0.018 -0.02 -0.011 -0.021 -0.022 -0.013 -0.022 -0.023 -0.016 -0.024 -0.024
Variance 0.00012 0.00015 9.6e-05 0.00015 0.00015 9.2e-05 0.00017 0.00013 8.5e-05 0.00017 0.00011 8.5e-05 0.00016 0.0001 8.7e-05

MSE 0.00028 0.00057 0.00053 0.00037 0.00064 0.0006 0.00046 0.00068 0.00066 0.00051 0.00073 0.0007 0.00058 0.00078 0.00074
p9

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bias 0.024 0.034 0.012 0.04 0.035 0.014 0.037 0.036 0.017 0.039 0.036 0.02 0.043 0.038 0.022
Variance 0.0021 0.0023 0.0013 0.012 0.0022 0.0012 0.0029 0.0019 0.0012 0.0028 0.0018 0.0012 0.0028 0.0017 0.0012

MSE 0.0047 0.0057 0.0027 0.025 0.0056 0.0026 0.0072 0.0052 0.0028 0.0072 0.0049 0.0028 0.0074 0.0047 0.003
p10

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
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Table D5: Hindmarsh-Rose (continued)

11% 12% 13% 14% 15%

M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256

Bias -0.61 -2.3 -4.6 -0.75 -2.5 -4.9 -0.9 -2.8 -5.3 -1.1 -2.9 -5.5 -1.2 -3.2 -5.8
Variance 0.067 0.15 0.66 0.08 0.16 0.65 0.1 0.27 0.63 0.11 0.2 0.46 0.13 0.21 0.49

MSE 0.5 5.4 23 0.73 6.6 26 1 8.1 29 1.4 9 31 1.8 10 35
p1

Coverage 1 0.24 0.01 0.98 0.1 0.01 0.91 0.08 0.01 0.84 0.03 0 0.69 0.01 0

Bias -1.8 -3 -4.3 -2.1 -3.4 -4.7 -2.4 -3.7 -5.1 -2.7 -4 -5.4 -3.1 -4.4 -5.7
Variance 0.07 0.22 0.96 0.081 0.23 0.92 0.092 0.28 0.88 0.1 0.27 0.62 0.11 0.27 0.59

MSE 3.2 9.7 20 4.5 12 24 6 14 27 7.8 17 30 9.8 20 34
p2

Coverage 0.13 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.01 0 0.04 0 0 0.02

Bias -4.1 -10 -18 -4.9 -11 -19 -5.8 -12 -20 -6.7 -13 -21 -7.6 -13 -22
Variance 0.65 1.9 5.6 0.73 1.9 5.8 0.89 2.7 5.6 0.82 2.2 4.8 0.84 2.2 5.4

MSE 18 1e+02 3.3e+02 26 1.2e+02 3.7e+02 35 1.5e+02 4.2e+02 47 1.6e+02 4.5e+02 60 1.9e+02 5e+02
p3

Coverage 0.55 0.02 0.01 0.3 0 0 0.09 0 0 0.02 0 0 0 0 0

Bias 2.8 7.7 9.3 3.9 8.3 9.2 5 8.6 9.3 6.3 8.7 9.4 7.5 8.8 9.4
Variance 3.2 6.9 3.2 4 6.8 5.3 5.2 6.8 5.4 5 9.5 4.6 4.6 11 4.8

MSE 14 73 94 23 82 96 35 87 97 50 95 97 65 99 98
p4

Coverage 1 0.93 0.91 1 0.93 0.88 0.98 0.95 0.85 0.95 0.96 0.82 0.88 0.96 0.78

Bias -0.8 -2.4 -3.9 -1 -2.5 -4.1 -1.2 -2.5 -4.2 -1.5 -2.6 -4.4 -1.6 -2.6 -4.6
Variance 0.21 0.39 0.63 0.24 0.4 0.88 0.32 0.7 1.1 0.28 0.56 1.3 0.28 0.64 1.8

MSE 1.1 6.6 17 1.5 7.2 18 2.1 7.9 20 2.7 8.1 22 3.2 8.3 25
p5

Coverage 1 0.89 0.51 1 0.91 0.55 1 0.93 0.55 1 0.93 0.55 1 0.94 0.56

Bias -8.2 -17 -25 -9.6 -19 -26 -11 -20 -27 -12 -21 -28 -14 -23 -30
Variance 5.4 6.6 15 5.8 6.5 14 7 22 13 6.1 6.8 12 6.2 6.9 12

MSE 78 3.1e+02 6.3e+02 1e+02 3.7e+02 7e+02 1.3e+02 4.4e+02 7.7e+02 1.7e+02 4.8e+02 8.3e+02 2e+02 5.3e+02 8.9e+02
p6

Coverage 0.15 0 0.01 0.08 0 0.01 0.04 0 0 0.02 0 0 0 0 0

Bias -1.2 -3.2 -4.8 -1.4 -3.5 -5.1 -1.6 -3.7 -5.4 -1.8 -4 -5.6 -2.1 -4.2 -5.8
Variance 0.23 0.37 0.72 0.26 0.38 0.73 0.34 0.65 0.74 0.3 0.4 0.76 0.32 0.42 0.78

MSE 1.9 11 25 2.5 13 28 3.2 15 30 4 17 33 4.9 19 35
p7

Coverage 0.57 0.04 0.01 0.44 0.03 0 0.34 0.03 0 0.23 0.01 0 0.12 0 0

Bias -0.015 -0.028 -0.025 -0.019 -0.029 -0.025 -0.022 -0.03 -0.025 -0.026 -0.03 -0.03 -0.029 -0.03 -0.03
Variance 8.6e-05 0.00014 0.0024 9.7e-05 0.00015 0.0023 0.0001 0.00016 0.0022 0.0001 0.00021 0.00033 9.7e-05 0.00023 0.00036

MSE 0.00041 0.001 0.0054 0.00055 0.0011 0.0052 0.00071 0.0012 0.005 0.00088 0.0013 0.0015 0.001 0.0014 0.0016
p8

Coverage 1 1 0.99 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bias -0.019 -0.026 -0.022 -0.021 -0.026 -0.022 -0.023 -0.027 -0.023 -0.024 -0.027 -0.025 -0.026 -0.027 -0.026
Variance 0.00015 8.2e-05 0.00045 0.00013 7.8e-05 0.00043 0.00011 7.7e-05 0.0004 8.7e-05 9.3e-05 0.00012 7.1e-05 9.7e-05 0.00012

MSE 0.00065 0.00082 0.0014 0.00069 0.00085 0.0014 0.00073 0.00087 0.0013 0.00077 0.00091 0.00086 0.00081 0.00094 0.00089
p9

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bias 0.046 0.041 0.034 0.047 0.042 0.037 0.047 0.045 0.04 0.046 0.047 0.035 0.047 0.051 0.041
Variance 0.0027 0.0016 0.011 0.0023 0.0016 0.011 0.002 0.0016 0.011 0.0018 0.0017 0.0016 0.0016 0.0018 0.0016

MSE 0.0074 0.0049 0.022 0.0067 0.0049 0.022 0.0063 0.0053 0.023 0.0058 0.0057 0.0044 0.0054 0.0062 0.0049
p10

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
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Table D6: Hindmarsh-Rose (continued)

16% 17% 18% 19% 20%

M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256

Bias -1.4 -3.4 -6.2 -1.6 -3.6 -6.5 -1.8 -3.8 -6.8 -2 -4 -7.1 -2.2 -4.2 -7.3
Variance 0.14 0.22 0.53 0.16 0.24 0.58 0.18 0.25 0.66 0.2 0.26 0.7 0.22 0.28 0.64

MSE 2.3 12 39 2.9 13 43 3.5 15 47 4.2 16 51 5.1 18 54
p1

Coverage 0.5 0 0 0.39 0 0 0.28 0 0 0.21 0 0 0.13 0 0

Bias -3.4 -4.7 -6.1 -3.7 -4.9 -6.4 -4.1 -5.2 -6.7 -4.4 -5.5 -7 -4.7 -5.7 -7.3
Variance 0.12 0.28 0.54 0.12 0.28 0.48 0.12 0.28 0.48 0.13 0.28 0.48 0.13 0.28 0.45

MSE 12 22 38 14 25 42 17 28 46 19 31 51 22 34 54
p2

Coverage 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Bias -8.5 -14 -23 -9.3 -15 -24 -10 -16 -25 -11 -16 -26 -12 -17 -26
Variance 0.84 2.2 6 0.87 2.2 6.7 0.88 2.2 8.2 0.9 2.1 8.1 0.94 2.1 7.1

MSE 74 2.1e+02 5.5e+02 88 2.3e+02 6e+02 1e+02 2.5e+02 6.5e+02 1.2e+02 2.7e+02 6.9e+02 1.4e+02 3e+02 7.2e+02
p3

Coverage 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Bias 8.4 8.9 9.4 9 8.9 9.4 9.5 9 9.1 9.7 9 9 9.9 9 8.9
Variance 3.5 11 5 2.2 12 5.3 1.2 12 7.9 0.58 12 8.7 0.26 12 9.5

MSE 77 1e+02 98 85 1e+02 98 92 1e+02 99 96 1.1e+02 99 98 1.1e+02 99
p4

Coverage 0.79 0.96 0.75 0.75 0.96 0.68 0.66 0.94 0.63 0.65 0.93 0.54 0.59 0.9 0.49

Bias -1.8 -2.7 -4.8 -1.8 -2.6 -5.1 -1.9 -2.6 -5.5 -1.8 -2.6 -5.7 -1.8 -2.6 -5.9
Variance 0.25 0.71 2.2 0.25 0.77 2.7 0.26 0.83 3.7 0.29 0.88 4 0.33 0.94 3.9

MSE 3.6 8.5 28 3.8 8.5 31 4 8.6 37 4 8.6 41 3.9 8.6 42
p5

Coverage 1 0.96 0.53 1 0.96 0.5 1 0.97 0.42 1 0.97 0.39 1 0.98 0.38

Bias -15 -24 -31 -16 -25 -31 -17 -26 -32 -19 -27 -33 -20 -28 -34
Variance 6.3 7 11 7.7 7 10 6.5 7 9.4 6.6 7 8.8 6.6 6.9 8.3

MSE 2.4e+02 5.8e+02 9.5e+02 2.8e+02 6.3e+02 1e+03 3.2e+02 6.8e+02 1.1e+03 3.6e+02 7.3e+02 1.1e+03 4e+02 7.8e+02 1.2e+03
p6

Coverage 0 0 0 0.01 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Bias -2.3 -4.4 -5.9 -2.4 -4.7 -6.1 -2.7 -4.9 -6.2 -2.9 -5 -6.4 -3.1 -5.2 -6.5
Variance 0.33 0.43 0.8 0.43 0.44 0.82 0.38 0.45 0.86 0.39 0.46 0.83 0.41 0.46 0.8

MSE 5.8 21 37 6.9 23 39 8 24 41 9.2 26 42 10 28 44
p7

Coverage 0.08 0 0 0.06 0 0 0.04 0 0 0.04 0 0 0.03 0 0

Bias -0.031 -0.03 -0.029 -0.033 -0.03 -0.029 -0.034 -0.03 -0.028 -0.034 -0.03 -0.028 -0.035 -0.029 -0.028
Variance 8.6e-05 0.00026 0.00039 7.6e-05 0.00029 0.00041 6.7e-05 0.00032 0.00049 6.2e-05 0.00035 0.00054 6.2e-05 0.00038 0.00061

MSE 0.0011 0.0014 0.0016 0.0012 0.0015 0.0017 0.0013 0.0015 0.0018 0.0013 0.0016 0.0019 0.0013 0.0016 0.002
p8

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bias -0.027 -0.028 -0.026 -0.027 -0.028 -0.027 -0.028 -0.028 -0.027 -0.028 -0.028 -0.027 -0.028 -0.028 -0.027
Variance 5.9e-05 9.6e-05 0.00012 5.1e-05 1e-04 0.00012 4.5e-05 0.0001 0.00014 4e-05 0.00011 0.00016 3.7e-05 0.00011 0.00017

MSE 0.00083 0.00095 0.00093 0.00084 0.00096 0.00096 0.00085 0.00097 0.001 0.00087 0.00098 0.001 0.00087 0.001 0.0011
p9

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bias 0.047 0.054 0.046 0.047 0.058 0.051 0.05 0.062 0.056 0.053 0.066 0.059 0.056 0.071 0.062
Variance 0.0015 0.0019 0.0017 0.0014 0.0021 0.0018 0.0012 0.0023 0.002 0.0012 0.0026 0.002 0.0013 0.0031 0.0022

MSE 0.0051 0.0068 0.0056 0.005 0.0076 0.0063 0.005 0.0085 0.0071 0.0053 0.0097 0.0075 0.0058 0.011 0.0083
p10

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
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Table D7: Lorenz

1% 2% 3% 4% 5%

M=1000 M=500 M=250 M=1000 M=500 M=250 M=1000 M=500 M=250 M=1000 M=500 M=250 M=1000 M=500 M=250

Bias -0.075 -0.07 -0.077 -0.099 -0.09 -0.096 -0.13 -0.11 -0.13 -0.15 -0.14 -0.16 -0.18 -0.16 -0.2
Variance 8.2e-05 0.00018 0.00043 0.00038 0.00085 0.002 0.001 0.0023 0.0052 0.0021 0.0049 0.011 0.0038 0.0088 0.018

MSE 0.0057 0.0052 0.0067 0.011 0.0097 0.013 0.018 0.017 0.026 0.027 0.028 0.047 0.038 0.043 0.077
p1

Coverage 0.75 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bias -0.035 -0.035 -0.034 -0.022 -0.022 -0.021 -0.013 -0.012 -0.011 -0.0078 -0.0051 -0.005 -0.0049 -0.00056 -0.002
Variance 3.2e-05 6.6e-05 0.00013 0.00012 0.00026 0.00052 0.00025 0.00062 0.0012 0.00045 0.0011 0.0022 0.00071 0.0018 0.0035

MSE 0.0013 0.0014 0.0014 0.00071 0.001 0.0015 0.00067 0.0014 0.0025 0.00096 0.0023 0.0044 0.0014 0.0037 0.0069
p2

Coverage 0 0.06 0.38 0.82 0.92 0.98 0.97 0.99 1 0.98 0.98 0.99 1 0.98 0.99

Bias -0.038 -0.037 -0.037 -0.036 -0.036 -0.036 -0.033 -0.034 -0.033 -0.031 -0.031 -0.03 -0.028 -0.029 -0.026
Variance 6.1e-07 1.3e-06 2.4e-06 2.6e-06 6e-06 9.6e-06 6.8e-06 1.6e-05 2.5e-05 1.5e-05 3.5e-05 5e-05 2.7e-05 6.4e-05 8.8e-05

MSE 0.0014 0.0014 0.0014 0.0013 0.0013 0.0013 0.0011 0.0012 0.0011 0.00097 0.0011 0.001 0.00085 0.00096 0.00087
p3

Coverage 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.5 0.02 0.45 0.96 0.44 0.88 1

6% 7% 8% 9% 10%

M=1000 M=500 M=250 M=1000 M=500 M=250 M=1000 M=500 M=250 M=1000 M=500 M=250 M=1000 M=500 M=250

Bias -0.2 -0.19 -0.25 -0.22 -0.21 -0.3 -0.25 -0.25 -0.37 -0.28 -0.29 -0.45 -0.31 -0.34 -0.54
Variance 0.0062 0.014 0.028 0.0095 0.021 0.041 0.014 0.03 0.057 0.018 0.041 0.076 0.024 0.054 0.098

MSE 0.052 0.063 0.12 0.068 0.089 0.18 0.088 0.12 0.25 0.11 0.17 0.35 0.14 0.22 0.49
p1

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bias -0.0032 0.0028 -0.00029 -0.0021 0.0055 0.00069 -0.0013 0.0079 0.0013 -0.00067 0.01 0.0019 -0.00013 0.012 0.0024
Variance 0.001 0.0027 0.0051 0.0014 0.0038 0.0071 0.0019 0.005 0.0094 0.0024 0.0064 0.012 0.003 0.008 0.015

MSE 0.0021 0.0054 0.01 0.0028 0.0076 0.014 0.0038 0.01 0.019 0.0048 0.013 0.024 0.0061 0.016 0.031
p2

Coverage 1 0.98 0.99 1 0.98 0.99 1 0.98 0.99 1 0.98 0.99 1 0.99 0.99

Bias -0.026 -0.026 -0.022 -0.024 -0.024 -0.018 -0.021 -0.021 -0.014 -0.019 -0.019 -0.0098 -0.017 -0.016 -0.0054
Variance 4.3e-05 0.00011 0.00014 6.6e-05 0.00016 0.00021 9.7e-05 0.00024 0.00031 0.00014 0.00034 0.00043 0.00018 0.00046 0.00059

MSE 0.00075 0.0009 0.00079 0.00069 0.00089 0.00077 0.00065 0.00092 0.00082 0.00065 0.001 0.00096 0.00067 0.0012 0.0012
p3

Coverage 0.88 0.98 1 0.98 0.99 1 0.99 1 1 0.99 1 1 0.99 1 1

11% 12% 13% 14% 15%

M=1000 M=500 M=250 M=1000 M=500 M=250 M=1000 M=500 M=250 M=1000 M=500 M=250 M=1000 M=500 M=250

Bias -0.35 -0.4 -0.64 -0.39 -0.46 -0.76 -0.44 -0.54 -0.89 -0.5 -0.63 -1 -0.56 -0.72 -1.2
Variance 0.031 0.069 0.12 0.039 0.086 0.15 0.049 0.11 0.18 0.059 0.13 0.21 0.07 0.15 0.24

MSE 0.18 0.3 0.66 0.23 0.39 0.87 0.29 0.5 1.1 0.36 0.64 1.5 0.45 0.82 1.9
p1

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0.98 1 1 0.97

Bias 0.00036 0.014 0.003 0.0008 0.017 0.0036 0.0012 0.019 0.0043 0.0017 0.021 0.0051 0.0021 0.024 0.0059
Variance 0.0037 0.0099 0.019 0.0045 0.012 0.023 0.0054 0.014 0.028 0.0063 0.017 0.033 0.0074 0.019 0.038

MSE 0.0075 0.02 0.038 0.009 0.024 0.046 0.011 0.029 0.055 0.013 0.034 0.066 0.015 0.039 0.077
p2

Coverage 1 0.99 0.99 1 0.99 0.99 1 0.99 0.99 1 0.99 0.99 1 0.99 0.99

Bias -0.015 -0.013 -0.001 -0.014 -0.011 0.0032 -0.012 -0.0083 0.0073 -0.01 -0.006 0.011 -0.009 -0.0039 0.014
Variance 0.00024 0.00062 0.00078 0.00031 0.00081 0.001 0.0004 0.001 0.0013 0.0005 0.0013 0.0016 0.00061 0.0016 0.002

MSE 0.00073 0.0014 0.0016 0.00082 0.0017 0.002 0.00094 0.0022 0.0027 0.0011 0.0027 0.0034 0.0013 0.0033 0.0043
p3

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

16% 17% 18% 19% 20%

M=1000 M=500 M=250 M=1000 M=500 M=250 M=1000 M=500 M=250 M=1000 M=500 M=250 M=1000 M=500 M=250

Bias -0.62 -0.83 -1.4 -0.7 -0.95 -1.5 -0.78 -1.1 -1.7 -0.86 -1.2 -1.9 -0.96 -1.4 -2.1
Variance 0.081 0.17 0.27 0.094 0.2 0.3 0.11 0.22 0.32 0.12 0.25 0.35 0.13 0.27 0.37

MSE 0.55 1 2.4 0.67 1.3 2.9 0.82 1.6 3.6 0.99 2 4.3 1.2 2.4 5.2
p1

Coverage 1 1 0.93 1 1 0.92 1 1 0.88 1 1 0.76 1 1 0.69

Bias 0.0025 0.026 0.0067 0.0028 0.028 0.0075 0.0032 0.031 0.0083 0.0034 0.034 0.0089 0.0036 0.036 0.0093
Variance 0.0086 0.022 0.045 0.0099 0.026 0.052 0.011 0.029 0.059 0.013 0.033 0.067 0.014 0.037 0.076

MSE 0.017 0.045 0.089 0.02 0.052 0.1 0.022 0.059 0.12 0.026 0.067 0.13 0.029 0.076 0.15
p2

Coverage 1 0.99 0.99 1 0.99 0.99 1 0.99 0.99 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bias -0.0078 -0.002 0.017 -0.0067 -0.00041 0.02 -0.0059 0.00086 0.021 -0.0052 0.0018 0.022 -0.0047 0.0023 0.023
Variance 0.00074 0.002 0.0025 0.00088 0.0025 0.0031 0.001 0.003 0.0037 0.0012 0.0035 0.0045 0.0014 0.0042 0.0053

MSE 0.0015 0.0041 0.0053 0.0018 0.0049 0.0065 0.0021 0.0059 0.0079 0.0025 0.007 0.0094 0.0029 0.0083 0.011
p3

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
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Table D8: Lorenz (continued)

25% 30%

M=1000 M=500 M=250 M=1000 M=500 M=250

Bias -1.5 -2.1 -3.2 -2.1 -3 -4.2
Variance 0.2 0.38 0.45 0.26 0.45 0.48

MSE 2.6 5.4 11 4.9 9.9 19
p1

Coverage 1 0.97 0.22 1 0.81 0.02

Bias 0.0033 0.048 0.0078 -0.00046 0.057 -0.0038
Variance 0.025 0.063 0.13 0.04 0.099 0.21

MSE 0.05 0.13 0.27 0.079 0.2 0.43
p2

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bias -0.0056 -0.0011 0.014 -0.012 -0.015 -0.012
Variance 0.0028 0.0085 0.011 0.0047 0.015 0.02

MSE 0.0055 0.017 0.022 0.0096 0.03 0.041
p3

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1
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Table D9: Goodwin 2D

1% 2% 3% 4% 5%

M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256

Bias -3.9 -5.9 -6 -4.7 -4.7 -5.1 -3.4 -4.7 -4.7 -3.8 -5.6 -6.1 -4.5 -5.5 -5.6
Variance 42 40 46 43 43 47 41 44 49 41 41 43 42 40 41

MSE 1e+02 1.1e+02 1.3e+02 1.1e+02 1.1e+02 1.2e+02 94 1.1e+02 1.2e+02 98 1.1e+02 1.2e+02 1e+02 1.1e+02 1.1e+02
p1

Coverage 0.86 0.84 0.83 0.87 0.89 0.87 0.95 0.91 0.87 1 0.99 0.99 1 1 1

Bias 0.92 1 0.94 0.9 1.1 0.93 0.9 1.1 0.96 0.89 1 1 0.9 0.99 1.1
Variance 0.23 0.28 0.26 0.2 0.35 0.28 0.29 0.36 0.28 0.24 0.35 0.31 0.24 0.35 0.41

MSE 1.3 1.6 1.4 1.2 1.8 1.4 1.4 1.9 1.5 1.3 1.8 1.6 1.3 1.7 2
p2

Coverage 0.1 0.07 0.08 0.07 0.11 0.12 0.16 0.11 0.09 0.1 0.09 0.09 0.1 0.13 0.14

Bias -0.42 -0.56 -0.47 -0.39 -0.54 -0.5 -0.46 -0.51 -0.51 -0.39 -0.53 -0.58 -0.4 -0.48 -0.58
Variance 0.15 0.21 0.12 0.18 0.18 0.17 0.16 0.25 0.18 0.21 0.22 0.19 0.17 0.23 0.22

MSE 0.49 0.72 0.46 0.51 0.65 0.59 0.53 0.76 0.61 0.57 0.72 0.73 0.5 0.7 0.78
p3

Coverage 0.84 0.79 0.72 0.87 0.85 0.81 0.95 0.88 0.82 0.94 0.89 0.89 1 0.98 0.93

Bias 0.41 0.46 0.26 0.35 0.56 0.39 0.37 0.64 0.47 0.35 0.52 0.49 0.34 0.52 0.57
Variance 0.35 0.37 0.22 0.31 0.42 0.35 0.34 0.56 0.39 0.29 0.46 0.33 0.33 0.46 0.44

MSE 0.86 0.95 0.51 0.75 1.2 0.86 0.82 1.5 1 0.7 1.2 0.9 0.78 1.2 1.2
p4

Coverage 0 0 0.02 0.01 0 0.05 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.05 0.05 0.08 0.05 0.11 0.13

Bias 0.49 0.61 0.44 0.5 0.65 0.59 0.49 0.77 0.6 0.48 0.61 0.61 0.41 0.69 0.7
Variance 0.43 0.51 0.43 0.42 0.6 0.52 0.44 0.63 0.55 0.42 0.59 0.53 0.44 0.65 0.58

MSE 1.1 1.4 1.1 1.1 1.6 1.4 1.1 1.9 1.5 1.1 1.6 1.4 1 1.8 1.7
p5

Coverage 0.03 0.04 0.1 0.06 0.13 0.13 0.15 0.16 0.14 0.14 0.18 0.19 0.18 0.23 0.27

6% 7% 8% 9% 10%

M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256

Bias -4.3 -3.7 -5.4 -4.6 -4.5 -5.9 -4 -4 -5.6 -4.5 -4.8 -4.4 -5.1 -5.9 -4.9
Variance 42 42 44 41 48 37 40 44 39 43 39 40 45 37 44

MSE 1e+02 98 1.2e+02 1e+02 1.2e+02 1.1e+02 97 1e+02 1.1e+02 1e+02 1e+02 99 1.2e+02 1.1e+02 1.1e+02
p1

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bias 0.94 1.1 0.97 0.93 1.1 0.98 0.94 1.1 0.9 0.87 1.1 0.92 0.94 1.1 0.93
Variance 0.22 0.37 0.38 0.27 0.38 0.42 0.26 0.42 0.41 0.27 0.43 0.5 0.28 0.41 0.43

MSE 1.3 1.8 1.7 1.4 1.9 1.8 1.4 2 1.6 1.3 2 1.8 1.4 1.9 1.7
p2

Coverage 0.09 0.13 0.18 0.14 0.14 0.17 0.14 0.16 0.23 0.18 0.15 0.27 0.13 0.15 0.23

Bias -0.39 -0.43 -0.52 -0.4 -0.48 -0.52 -0.34 -0.48 -0.5 -0.36 -0.52 -0.49 -0.31 -0.49 -0.53
Variance 0.19 0.26 0.18 0.16 0.24 0.24 0.22 0.23 0.2 0.14 0.28 0.19 0.22 0.24 0.16

MSE 0.54 0.71 0.63 0.49 0.7 0.74 0.54 0.7 0.64 0.41 0.83 0.62 0.54 0.72 0.6
p3

Coverage 1 1 0.99 1 0.99 0.98 1 1 0.99 1 0.99 1 1 1 1

Bias 0.38 0.52 0.48 0.35 0.54 0.51 0.37 0.54 0.47 0.29 0.63 0.57 0.17 0.57 0.49
Variance 0.43 0.47 0.42 0.35 0.49 0.54 0.36 0.48 0.43 0.32 0.55 0.5 0.19 0.51 0.45

MSE 1 1.2 1.1 0.83 1.3 1.3 0.85 1.2 1.1 0.73 1.5 1.3 0.4 1.4 1.1
p4

Coverage 0.12 0.11 0.16 0.17 0.13 0.2 0.25 0.18 0.26 0.37 0.21 0.26 0.48 0.23 0.29

Bias 0.48 0.77 0.67 0.4 0.72 0.61 0.5 0.64 0.58 0.4 0.64 0.58 0.37 0.71 0.69
Variance 0.42 0.65 0.61 0.42 0.65 0.59 0.43 0.58 0.52 0.37 0.6 0.6 0.4 0.63 0.55

MSE 1.1 1.9 1.7 1 1.8 1.6 1.1 1.6 1.4 0.9 1.6 1.5 0.93 1.8 1.6
p5

Coverage 0.19 0.24 0.34 0.28 0.24 0.35 0.37 0.34 0.36 0.36 0.34 0.46 0.5 0.33 0.32

11% 12% 13% 14% 15%

M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256

Bias -4.8 -5.2 -5.9 -5.5 -5.9 -6.1 -6 -5 -5.5 -6.6 -5.2 -5.6 -6.6 -5.2 -6.7
Variance 41 43 39 37 37 40 40 44 46 40 40 42 38 43 38

MSE 1e+02 1.1e+02 1.1e+02 1e+02 1.1e+02 1.2e+02 1.2e+02 1.1e+02 1.2e+02 1.2e+02 1.1e+02 1.1e+02 1.2e+02 1.1e+02 1.2e+02
p1

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bias 0.95 1 1 0.89 1 1 0.99 1.1 1 1 1.1 0.99 0.99 1.1 1.1
Variance 0.3 0.43 0.46 0.33 0.41 0.44 0.29 0.48 0.44 0.29 0.42 0.5 0.31 0.41 0.49

MSE 1.5 1.9 2 1.5 1.9 1.9 1.6 2.1 1.9 1.7 2 2 1.6 2 2.1
p2

Coverage 0.17 0.2 0.21 0.21 0.19 0.23 0.12 0.23 0.22 0.14 0.19 0.26 0.16 0.18 0.23

Bias -0.34 -0.51 -0.52 -0.32 -0.52 -0.49 -0.4 -0.47 -0.49 -0.42 -0.44 -0.47 -0.36 -0.42 -0.49
Variance 0.16 0.25 0.2 0.18 0.23 0.28 0.11 0.24 0.2 0.11 0.29 0.21 0.12 0.29 0.19

MSE 0.44 0.76 0.67 0.47 0.74 0.81 0.39 0.7 0.63 0.39 0.78 0.64 0.36 0.76 0.61
p3

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bias 0.24 0.54 0.56 0.22 0.61 0.55 0.3 0.49 0.51 0.18 0.52 0.46 0.13 0.53 0.44
Variance 0.22 0.39 0.48 0.29 0.48 0.46 0.29 0.47 0.47 0.19 0.48 0.47 0.13 0.39 0.4

MSE 0.5 1.1 1.3 0.62 1.3 1.2 0.67 1.2 1.2 0.41 1.2 1.2 0.28 1.1 1
p4

Coverage 0.5 0.26 0.31 0.6 0.27 0.28 0.56 0.34 0.31 0.64 0.27 0.3 0.73 0.33 0.29

Bias 0.43 0.68 0.64 0.33 0.66 0.73 0.34 0.66 0.68 0.32 0.61 0.59 0.27 0.71 0.64
Variance 0.4 0.63 0.58 0.37 0.6 0.63 0.38 0.56 0.63 0.36 0.61 0.56 0.3 0.54 0.56

MSE 0.98 1.7 1.6 0.86 1.6 1.8 0.87 1.6 1.7 0.83 1.6 1.5 0.67 1.6 1.5
p5

Coverage 0.46 0.36 0.45 0.57 0.42 0.39 0.56 0.44 0.44 0.61 0.41 0.44 0.66 0.42 0.45
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Table D10: Goodwin 2D (continued)

16% 17% 18% 19% 20%

M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256

Bias -6.7 -6.4 -6.5 -7.3 -4.6 -6 -7.5 -5 -6.9 -6.9 -5.1 -5.9 -7.3 -5.3 -7.2
Variance 40 41 43 36 43 44 37 42 40 43 43 43 39 47 41

MSE 1.3e+02 1.2e+02 1.3e+02 1.3e+02 1.1e+02 1.2e+02 1.3e+02 1.1e+02 1.3e+02 1.3e+02 1.1e+02 1.2e+02 1.3e+02 1.2e+02 1.3e+02
p1

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bias 1 1.1 1 0.99 1.1 1.1 1 1.1 1 0.99 1.1 1.1 1 1 1
Variance 0.35 0.44 0.47 0.34 0.45 0.44 0.41 0.46 0.51 0.39 0.42 0.47 0.4 0.48 0.42

MSE 1.7 2.1 2 1.7 2 2.1 1.8 2 2 1.8 2 2.1 1.8 2 1.9
p2

Coverage 0.16 0.17 0.23 0.17 0.22 0.18 0.18 0.24 0.25 0.2 0.2 0.19 0.18 0.25 0.21

Bias -0.39 -0.47 -0.48 -0.37 -0.41 -0.46 -0.43 -0.39 -0.49 -0.37 -0.48 -0.46 -0.38 -0.47 -0.45
Variance 0.15 0.23 0.22 0.14 0.25 0.19 0.13 0.24 0.18 0.15 0.2 0.19 0.15 0.17 0.17

MSE 0.45 0.67 0.67 0.42 0.66 0.59 0.45 0.64 0.6 0.44 0.63 0.6 0.45 0.57 0.54
p3

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bias 0.22 0.46 0.49 0.26 0.47 0.39 0.22 0.45 0.4 0.14 0.45 0.37 0.16 0.44 0.4
Variance 0.27 0.45 0.53 0.27 0.44 0.44 0.25 0.46 0.42 0.13 0.41 0.42 0.2 0.35 0.47

MSE 0.59 1.1 1.3 0.61 1.1 1 0.55 1.1 0.99 0.29 1 0.98 0.43 0.9 1.1
p4

Coverage 0.69 0.31 0.31 0.72 0.38 0.27 0.77 0.44 0.36 0.76 0.39 0.36 0.74 0.43 0.33

Bias 0.23 0.52 0.65 0.25 0.64 0.61 0.22 0.62 0.53 0.26 0.57 0.44 0.25 0.56 0.47
Variance 0.22 0.57 0.69 0.32 0.45 0.67 0.27 0.58 0.58 0.36 0.51 0.56 0.32 0.54 0.59

MSE 0.49 1.4 1.8 0.71 1.3 1.7 0.58 1.5 1.4 0.78 1.3 1.3 0.71 1.4 1.4
p5

Coverage 0.75 0.53 0.46 0.79 0.48 0.48 0.81 0.53 0.55 0.79 0.56 0.59 0.79 0.56 0.61

25%

M=1024 M=512 M=256

Bias -8.1 -5.9 -6.9
Variance 31 54 48

MSE 1.3e+02 1.4e+02 1.4e+02
p1

Coverage 1 1 1

Bias 1 1.1 1.1
Variance 0.48 0.42 0.51

MSE 2 2.1 2.3
p2

Coverage 0.31 0.29 0.33

Bias -0.37 -0.44 -0.48
Variance 0.1 0.16 0.21

MSE 0.34 0.51 0.65
p3

Coverage 1 1 1

Bias 0.12 0.33 0.41
Variance 0.18 0.29 0.4

MSE 0.36 0.69 0.97
p4

Coverage 0.84 0.58 0.41

Bias 0.12 0.41 0.58
Variance 0.18 0.43 0.6

MSE 0.37 1 1.5
p5

Coverage 0.87 0.71 0.59
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Table D11: Goodwin 3D

1% 2% 3% 4% 5%

M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256

Bias -0.15 -0.048 -0.0073 -0.09 0.036 0.051 -0.11 -0.062 -0.17 -0.32 -0.39 -0.66 -0.66 -0.89 -1.2
Variance 0.072 0.098 0.25 0.19 0.45 0.79 0.46 0.92 1.2 0.64 1 1.3 0.66 0.9 1

MSE 0.17 0.2 0.5 0.39 0.9 1.6 0.93 1.8 2.5 1.4 2.2 3 1.7 2.6 3.4
p1

Coverage 0.98 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0.99 1 0.99 0.94

Bias 0.00025 -0.00018 -0.00022 -0.00014 -0.00018 -0.00027 -0.00015 -0.00021 -0.00046 -0.00021 -0.00034 -0.00073 -0.00031 0.00044 -0.001
Variance 1.9e-05 7.3e-08 1.4e-07 1.7e-07 3.1e-07 5.3e-07 3.9e-07 8.6e-07 1.3e-06 7.6e-07 9.7e-06 2.6e-06 1.3e-06 0.00011 4.5e-06

MSE 3.8e-05 1.8e-07 3.3e-07 3.5e-07 6.6e-07 1.1e-06 8e-07 1.8e-06 2.8e-06 1.6e-06 1.9e-05 5.6e-06 2.8e-06 0.00022 1e-05
p2

Coverage 0.99 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0.99 1 1 0.99 1

Bias -0.054 -0.016 -0.0017 -0.027 0.014 0.017 -0.027 -0.018 -0.065 -0.093 -0.13 -0.24 -0.21 -0.3 -0.41
Variance 0.011 0.013 0.032 0.026 0.059 0.1 0.063 0.12 0.15 0.089 0.14 0.16 0.095 0.13 0.13

MSE 0.024 0.026 0.065 0.052 0.12 0.2 0.13 0.24 0.3 0.19 0.31 0.37 0.23 0.35 0.43
p3

Coverage 0.98 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0.99 1 0.99 0.97

Bias 0.018 0.031 0.037 0.051 0.029 0.053 0.075 0.045 0.12 0.14 0.12 0.24 0.24 0.25 0.39
Variance 0.24 0.003 0.0063 0.007 0.013 0.023 0.017 0.039 0.054 0.033 0.29 0.1 0.058 0.35 0.18

MSE 0.48 0.0069 0.014 0.017 0.026 0.048 0.039 0.08 0.12 0.085 0.59 0.27 0.17 0.76 0.51
p4

Coverage 0.98 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0.99 1 1 0.99 1

Bias -0.00016 -0.00031 -0.00032 -0.00025 -0.00033 -0.0003 -0.00024 -0.00023 -0.00027 -0.00023 -0.00027 -0.00023 -0.00022 -0.00037 -0.00018
Variance 2.7e-06 6.5e-08 1.3e-07 1.1e-07 2.6e-07 4.9e-07 2.6e-07 1.2e-06 1.1e-06 4.6e-07 1.4e-06 2e-06 7.1e-07 2.6e-06 3.1e-06

MSE 5.4e-06 2.3e-07 3.6e-07 2.9e-07 6.3e-07 1.1e-06 5.7e-07 2.4e-06 2.3e-06 9.6e-07 2.9e-06 4e-06 1.5e-06 5.3e-06 6.3e-06
p5

Coverage 0.98 1 0.99 1 1 1 1 0.99 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bias -0.00014 -0.00023 -0.00023 -0.00018 -0.00024 -0.00022 -0.00017 -0.0002 -0.00021 -0.00014 -0.00024 -0.00019 -0.00012 -2e-05 -0.00017
Variance 7.4e-07 2.1e-08 4e-08 3.6e-08 8.7e-08 1.5e-07 8.3e-08 3.8e-07 3.5e-07 1.5e-07 4.7e-07 6.3e-07 2.3e-07 5.5e-06 9.9e-07

MSE 1.5e-06 9.6e-08 1.3e-07 1.1e-07 2.3e-07 3.6e-07 1.9e-07 8e-07 7.4e-07 3.2e-07 9.9e-07 1.3e-06 4.8e-07 1.1e-05 2e-06
p6

Coverage 0.98 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0.99 1

Bias -9.4e-05 2e-05 2.7e-06 -0.00013 8.2e-05 0.00013 -0.00015 0.00031 0.00032 -0.0001 0.0006 0.00061 1.9e-06 0.00087 0.00091
Variance 5.3e-07 1.4e-07 3.3e-07 3.8e-07 6.4e-07 1.3e-06 9.1e-07 1.5e-06 3.2e-06 1.7e-06 3.2e-06 5.9e-06 2.8e-06 4.8e-06 9.1e-06

MSE 1.1e-06 2.9e-07 6.6e-07 7.8e-07 1.3e-06 2.7e-06 1.8e-06 3.1e-06 6.5e-06 3.4e-06 6.7e-06 1.2e-05 5.5e-06 1e-05 1.9e-05
p7

Coverage 0.99 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bias -0.00017 9.9e-06 -1.6e-06 -9.1e-05 5.9e-05 1e-04 -9.1e-05 0.00023 0.00025 -2.7e-05 0.00043 0.00048 8.8e-05 0.00067 0.00072
Variance 8.4e-07 9.3e-08 2e-07 2.3e-07 4.2e-07 8.2e-07 5.5e-07 9.3e-07 2e-06 1e-06 1.9e-06 3.6e-06 1.7e-06 3.2e-06 5.6e-06

MSE 1.7e-06 1.9e-07 4.1e-07 4.7e-07 8.5e-07 1.7e-06 1.1e-06 1.9e-06 4e-06 2.1e-06 4e-06 7.5e-06 3.4e-06 6.8e-06 1.2e-05
p8

Coverage 0.98 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

6% 7% 8% 9% 10%

M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256

Bias -1 -1.2 -1.6 -1.4 -1.5 -1.7 -1.6 -1.7 -1.9 -1.7 -1.8 -2 -1.8 -1.8 -2.1
Variance 0.46 0.69 0.55 0.31 0.43 0.43 0.22 0.35 0.27 0.21 0.3 0.2 0.15 0.24 0.2

MSE 2 2.9 3.6 2.4 3.1 3.9 2.9 3.5 4.2 3.3 3.7 4.4 3.6 3.9 4.6
p1

Coverage 1 1 0.86 1 0.92 0.77 0.99 0.93 0.64 0.94 0.89 0.61 0.9 0.85 0.52

Bias -0.00045 -0.00086 -0.0013 -0.00063 -0.0011 -0.0015 -0.00074 -0.0014 -0.0018 -0.0009 -0.0016 -0.0019 -0.0011 -0.0018 -0.002
Variance 2.2e-06 5.6e-06 7.3e-06 3.5e-06 8e-06 1.2e-05 5.2e-06 1.3e-05 1.5e-05 7.7e-06 1.8e-05 2e-05 1.1e-05 2.3e-05 2.7e-05

MSE 4.5e-06 1.2e-05 1.6e-05 7.4e-06 1.7e-05 2.6e-05 1.1e-05 2.8e-05 3.4e-05 1.6e-05 3.8e-05 4.4e-05 2.2e-05 5e-05 5.8e-05
p2

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bias -0.34 -0.41 -0.54 -0.45 -0.5 -0.58 -0.52 -0.53 -0.63 -0.56 -0.55 -0.65 -0.6 -0.56 -0.65
Variance 0.07 0.11 0.08 0.05 0.076 0.076 0.04 0.07 0.057 0.042 0.065 0.039 0.035 0.066 0.045

MSE 0.26 0.39 0.45 0.3 0.4 0.49 0.35 0.42 0.51 0.4 0.43 0.5 0.43 0.44 0.52
p3

Coverage 1 1 0.94 1 0.97 0.89 1 1 0.88 0.99 1 0.86 0.98 1 0.89

Bias 0.37 0.28 0.51 0.53 0.4 0.54 0.68 0.28 0.55 0.81 0.21 0.5 0.96 0.11 0.41
Variance 0.094 0.18 0.27 0.15 0.32 0.41 0.22 0.32 0.46 0.34 0.4 0.51 0.49 0.49 0.62

MSE 0.33 0.44 0.79 0.57 0.79 1.1 0.9 0.71 1.2 1.3 0.84 1.3 1.9 0.98 1.4
p4

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bias -0.00021 -0.00022 -0.00014 -0.00022 -0.00025 -8.1e-05 -0.00023 -0.00014 -4.1e-06 -0.00023 -5.5e-05 0.00011 -0.00023 5.2e-05 0.00025
Variance 1e-06 2.4e-06 4.5e-06 1.4e-06 3.2e-06 6.2e-06 1.8e-06 4.2e-06 8e-06 2.3e-06 5.4e-06 1e-05 2.8e-06 6.6e-06 1.2e-05

MSE 2.1e-06 4.8e-06 9e-06 2.8e-06 6.5e-06 1.2e-05 3.6e-06 8.5e-06 1.6e-05 4.6e-06 1.1e-05 2e-05 5.6e-06 1.3e-05 2.5e-05
p5

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bias -9.6e-05 -0.00023 -0.00016 -7.2e-05 -0.00022 -0.00013 -4.4e-05 -0.00021 -0.0001 -6.9e-06 -0.00019 -5.7e-05 3.5e-05 -0.00015 7.1e-06
Variance 3.3e-07 8e-07 1.4e-06 4.5e-07 1.1e-06 2e-06 5.9e-07 1.4e-06 2.6e-06 7.4e-07 1.8e-06 3.2e-06 9.1e-07 2.3e-06 4e-06

MSE 6.8e-07 1.7e-06 2.9e-06 9.1e-07 2.2e-06 4e-06 1.2e-06 2.9e-06 5.1e-06 1.5e-06 3.7e-06 6.5e-06 1.8e-06 4.5e-06 8e-06
p6

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bias 0.00014 0.0012 0.0012 0.00028 0.0014 0.0014 0.0004 0.0018 0.0017 0.00053 0.0021 0.002 0.00069 0.0025 0.0023
Variance 4.1e-06 7.1e-06 1.3e-05 5.6e-06 9.8e-06 1.8e-05 7.5e-06 1.3e-05 2.2e-05 9.5e-06 1.6e-05 2.7e-05 1.2e-05 2e-05 3.2e-05

MSE 8.2e-06 1.6e-05 2.7e-05 1.1e-05 2.1e-05 3.7e-05 1.5e-05 2.9e-05 4.7e-05 1.9e-05 3.7e-05 5.9e-05 2.4e-05 4.6e-05 7e-05
p7

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bias 0.00023 0.00092 0.00093 0.00039 0.0011 0.0011 0.00053 0.0014 0.0013 0.0007 0.0016 0.0016 0.00088 0.0019 0.0018
Variance 2.5e-06 4.6e-06 8e-06 3.4e-06 6.4e-06 1.1e-05 4.6e-06 8.5e-06 1.4e-05 5.8e-06 1.1e-05 1.7e-05 7.2e-06 1.3e-05 2e-05

MSE 5e-06 1e-05 1.7e-05 7e-06 1.4e-05 2.3e-05 9.4e-06 1.9e-05 2.9e-05 1.2e-05 2.4e-05 3.6e-05 1.5e-05 3e-05 4.3e-05
p8

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
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Table D12: Goodwin 3D (continued)

11% 12% 13% 14% 15%

M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256

Bias -1.8 -1.9 -2.1 -1.9 -1.9 -2.1 -1.9 -1.9 -2.1 -1.9 -1.9 -2.1 -1.8 -2 -2.1
Variance 0.19 0.23 0.2 0.16 0.22 0.21 0.17 0.21 0.23 0.2 0.24 0.23 0.46 0.2 0.23

MSE 3.7 4.1 4.7 4 4.2 4.8 4.1 4.2 4.9 4.2 4.2 4.9 4.3 4.3 4.9
p1

Coverage 0.87 0.8 0.49 0.76 0.77 0.41 0.68 0.74 0.4 0.66 0.73 0.39 0.69 0.71 0.4

Bias 0.0013 -0.001 -0.002 -0.00011 -0.0011 -0.0019 -0.00092 -0.0012 -0.0018 0.00042 -0.0024 -0.0017 0.0029 -0.0023 -0.0016
Variance 0.00023 0.00014 3.6e-05 0.00013 0.00015 4.5e-05 2.6e-05 0.00016 5.3e-05 0.00014 5.7e-05 6.2e-05 0.00029 6.6e-05 7.2e-05

MSE 0.00046 0.00028 7.5e-05 0.00025 0.0003 9.3e-05 5.2e-05 0.00032 0.00011 0.00028 0.00012 0.00013 0.00058 0.00014 0.00015
p2

Coverage 0.98 0.99 1 0.99 0.99 1 1 0.99 1 0.99 1 1 0.98 1 1

Bias -0.58 -0.56 -0.64 -0.62 -0.54 -0.61 -0.6 -0.51 -0.58 -0.58 -0.46 -0.56 -0.51 -0.45 -0.53
Variance 0.057 0.073 0.056 0.054 0.08 0.071 0.069 0.091 0.091 0.094 0.11 0.11 0.15 0.11 0.13

MSE 0.46 0.46 0.52 0.49 0.45 0.52 0.5 0.44 0.52 0.52 0.44 0.53 0.56 0.42 0.53
p3

Coverage 0.94 0.98 0.91 0.93 0.98 0.92 0.92 0.98 0.93 0.9 0.99 0.95 0.93 0.99 0.96

Bias 0.96 0.069 0.27 1.2 -0.067 0.11 1.2 -0.22 -0.069 1.3 -0.43 -0.24 1.1 -0.57 -0.43
Variance 1.3 0.86 0.74 1.2 1 0.86 1.5 1.2 0.97 2.1 1 1.1 2.5 1.1 1.2

MSE 3.4 1.7 1.6 3.9 2 1.7 4.6 2.4 1.9 5.9 2.3 2.2 6.3 2.6 2.5
p4

Coverage 0.99 0.99 1 0.99 0.99 1 1 0.99 1 0.99 1 1 0.99 1 1

Bias -0.00028 4.6e-05 0.00042 -0.00038 0.00019 0.00062 -0.00023 0.00035 0.00085 -0.0004 0.00065 0.0011 -0.00039 0.00085 0.0014
Variance 5.5e-06 8.2e-06 1.5e-05 5.4e-06 9.6e-06 1.8e-05 4.6e-06 1.1e-05 2.1e-05 6.8e-06 1.3e-05 2.4e-05 7.5e-06 1.5e-05 2.8e-05

MSE 1.1e-05 1.6e-05 3e-05 1.1e-05 1.9e-05 3.6e-05 9.3e-06 2.2e-05 4.3e-05 1.4e-05 2.7e-05 4.9e-05 1.5e-05 3.1e-05 5.7e-05
p5

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bias 0.00034 0.00012 8.5e-05 0.00033 0.00017 0.00018 0.00019 0.00024 0.00029 0.00043 8e-05 0.0004 0.0005 0.00016 0.00053
Variance 5.4e-06 8.8e-06 4.8e-06 5.4e-06 9.5e-06 5.7e-06 1.5e-06 1e-05 6.6e-06 5.9e-06 4.5e-06 7.7e-06 6.1e-06 5.1e-06 8.7e-06

MSE 1.1e-05 1.8e-05 9.6e-06 1.1e-05 1.9e-05 1.1e-05 3.1e-06 2e-05 1.3e-05 1.2e-05 9e-06 1.5e-05 1.2e-05 1e-05 1.8e-05
p6

Coverage 0.99 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bias 0.00059 0.0028 0.0026 0.00095 0.0031 0.003 0.0011 0.0034 0.0034 0.0013 0.0037 0.0038 0.00085 0.004 0.0043
Variance 2.6e-05 2.4e-05 3.8e-05 1.8e-05 2.9e-05 4.5e-05 2.1e-05 3.5e-05 5.3e-05 2.4e-05 4e-05 6.2e-05 4.2e-05 4.7e-05 7.1e-05

MSE 5.2e-05 5.7e-05 8.3e-05 3.6e-05 6.8e-05 1e-04 4.2e-05 8.1e-05 0.00012 5e-05 9.4e-05 0.00014 8.4e-05 0.00011 0.00016
p7

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bias 0.00079 0.0021 0.002 0.0012 0.0024 0.0023 0.0014 0.0026 0.0026 0.0016 0.0028 0.0029 0.0014 0.003 0.0032
Variance 1.9e-05 1.6e-05 2.4e-05 1.1e-05 1.9e-05 2.8e-05 1.3e-05 2.3e-05 3.3e-05 1.5e-05 2.7e-05 3.8e-05 2.7e-05 3.1e-05 4.3e-05

MSE 3.8e-05 3.7e-05 5.1e-05 2.3e-05 4.4e-05 6.1e-05 2.8e-05 5.2e-05 7.2e-05 3.3e-05 6.2e-05 8.4e-05 5.7e-05 7.1e-05 9.7e-05
p8

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

16% 17% 18% 19% 20%

M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256

Bias -1.9 -2 -2.1 -1.9 -2 -2.1 -1.9 -2 -2.1 -1.9 -2 -2.1 -1.9 -2 -2.1
Variance 0.25 0.2 0.23 0.26 0.19 0.23 0.27 0.21 0.22 0.27 0.21 0.21 0.26 0.2 0.16

MSE 4.2 4.3 5 4.2 4.3 5 4.1 4.4 4.9 4.2 4.4 4.9 4.2 4.4 4.9
p1

Coverage 0.62 0.68 0.43 0.6 0.68 0.45 0.61 0.64 0.44 0.59 0.62 0.43 0.56 0.6 0.42

Bias 0.0014 -0.002 -0.0014 0.0011 -0.002 -0.0013 0.0017 -0.0018 -0.0012 0.0033 -0.0015 -0.0012 0.004 -0.0011 -0.00063
Variance 0.00015 7.6e-05 8.5e-05 5.3e-05 8.7e-05 9.9e-05 5.9e-05 9.8e-05 0.00012 0.00017 0.00011 0.00014 0.00018 0.00012 0.00019

MSE 0.0003 0.00016 0.00017 0.00011 0.00018 0.0002 0.00012 0.0002 0.00024 0.00035 0.00022 0.00028 0.00037 0.00025 0.00039
p2

Coverage 0.99 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0.99 1 1 0.99 1 1

Bias -0.5 -0.42 -0.49 -0.44 -0.38 -0.46 -0.38 -0.34 -0.42 -0.34 -0.3 -0.38 -0.3 -0.28 -0.36
Variance 0.18 0.13 0.15 0.22 0.15 0.17 0.27 0.19 0.18 0.32 0.22 0.2 0.36 0.24 0.19

MSE 0.6 0.43 0.54 0.63 0.44 0.55 0.69 0.49 0.55 0.76 0.53 0.55 0.82 0.55 0.52
p3

Coverage 0.9 1 0.97 0.91 1 0.99 0.92 1 0.99 0.92 1 0.99 0.91 1 0.98

Bias 1.2 -0.74 -0.61 1.1 -0.89 -0.77 1 -1 -0.95 0.94 -1.2 -1.1 0.92 -1.2 -1.2
Variance 2.9 1.3 1.3 3.1 1.3 1.3 3.6 1.3 1.3 4.1 1.4 1.3 4.5 1.5 1.6

MSE 7.4 3.1 2.9 7.5 3.3 3.2 8.3 3.7 3.5 9 4.2 4 9.8 4.5 4.7
p4

Coverage 0.99 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0.99 1 1 0.99 1 1

Bias -0.00037 0.0011 0.0017 -0.00022 0.0013 0.002 -0.00026 0.0016 0.0023 -0.00034 0.0018 0.0027 -0.00034 0.0021 0.0031
Variance 8.3e-06 1.7e-05 3.1e-05 7.7e-06 1.9e-05 3.5e-05 8.7e-06 2.1e-05 3.9e-05 1.1e-05 2.4e-05 4.4e-05 1.2e-05 2.6e-05 4.9e-05

MSE 1.7e-05 3.5e-05 6.5e-05 1.6e-05 4e-05 7.4e-05 1.8e-05 4.5e-05 8.4e-05 2.3e-05 5.1e-05 9.5e-05 2.5e-05 5.7e-05 0.00011
p5

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bias 0.00058 0.00027 0.00067 0.00047 0.00033 0.00082 0.00052 0.00043 0.00097 0.00083 0.00054 0.0011 0.00091 0.00064 0.0013
Variance 6.3e-06 5.7e-06 9.9e-06 2.6e-06 6.5e-06 1.1e-05 2.9e-06 7.3e-06 1.2e-05 6.8e-06 8.1e-06 1.4e-05 7.1e-06 9e-06 1.5e-05

MSE 1.3e-05 1.2e-05 2e-05 5.4e-06 1.3e-05 2.3e-05 6.1e-06 1.5e-05 2.6e-05 1.4e-05 1.7e-05 2.9e-05 1.5e-05 1.8e-05 3.2e-05
p6

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bias 0.0015 0.0042 0.0048 0.0017 0.0048 0.0053 0.0019 0.0051 0.0059 0.002 0.0054 0.0066 0.0022 0.0057 0.007
Variance 3.1e-05 5.2e-05 8.2e-05 3.4e-05 6.1e-05 9.4e-05 3.8e-05 6.8e-05 0.00011 4.1e-05 7.8e-05 0.00012 4.5e-05 8.7e-05 0.00014

MSE 6.5e-05 0.00012 0.00019 7.1e-05 0.00014 0.00022 8e-05 0.00016 0.00025 8.7e-05 0.00018 0.00028 9.5e-05 0.00021 0.00034
p7

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bias 0.002 0.003 0.0035 0.0023 0.0034 0.0039 0.0026 0.0036 0.0042 0.0027 0.0037 0.0047 0.0029 0.0038 0.0049
Variance 2e-05 3.5e-05 5e-05 2.2e-05 4.1e-05 5.7e-05 2.4e-05 4.5e-05 6.5e-05 2.6e-05 5.1e-05 7.3e-05 2.9e-05 5.7e-05 8.9e-05

MSE 4.3e-05 7.8e-05 0.00011 4.8e-05 9.3e-05 0.00013 5.4e-05 0.0001 0.00015 6e-05 0.00012 0.00017 6.6e-05 0.00013 0.0002
p8

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
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Table D13: Goodwin 3D (continued)

25%

M=1024 M=512 M=256

Bias -1.9 -2.1 -2.1
Variance 0.35 0.17 0.17

MSE 4.3 4.6 4.8
p1

Coverage 0.57 0.55 0.44

Bias 0.0067 0.00089 0.00025
Variance 0.00025 0.0003 0.00046

MSE 0.00055 0.0006 0.00091
p2

Coverage 1 0.99 0.99

Bias -0.055 -0.12 -0.087
Variance 0.47 0.37 0.34

MSE 0.93 0.76 0.69
p3

Coverage 0.97 0.98 0.97

Bias 0.55 -1.6 -2
Variance 5.3 3.1 2.5

MSE 11 8.6 8.9
p4

Coverage 1 0.99 0.99

Bias -0.00035 0.0037 0.0056
Variance 1.6e-05 4e-05 8.6e-05

MSE 3.3e-05 9.3e-05 0.0002
p5

Coverage 1 1 1

Bias 0.0012 0.0015 0.0025
Variance 5.6e-06 2.2e-05 2.3e-05

MSE 1.3e-05 4.7e-05 5.2e-05
p6

Coverage 1 1 1

Bias 0.0022 0.0077 0.01
Variance 6.9e-05 0.00014 0.00021

MSE 0.00014 0.00033 0.00053
p7

Coverage 1 1 1

Bias 0.0036 0.0048 0.0065
Variance 4.6e-05 8.8e-05 0.00013

MSE 0.0001 0.0002 0.0003
p8

Coverage 1 1 1
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Table D14: Goodwin 3D (continued)

16% 17% 18% 19% 20%

M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256

Bias -1.9 -2 -2.1 -1.9 -2 -2.1 -1.9 -2 -2.1 -1.9 -2 -2.1 -1.9 -2 -2.1

Variance 0.25 0.2 0.23 0.26 0.19 0.23 0.27 0.21 0.22 0.27 0.21 0.21 0.26 0.2 0.16

MSE 4.2 4.3 5 4.2 4.3 5 4.1 4.4 4.9 4.2 4.4 4.9 4.2 4.4 4.9p1

Coverage 0.62 0.68 0.43 0.6 0.68 0.45 0.61 0.64 0.44 0.59 0.62 0.43 0.56 0.6 0.42

Bias 0.0014 -0.002 -0.0014 0.0011 -0.002 -0.0013 0.0017 -0.0018 -0.0012 0.0033 -0.0015 -0.0012 0.004 -0.0011 -0.00063

Variance 0.00015 7.6e-05 8.5e-05 5.3e-05 8.7e-05 9.9e-05 5.9e-05 9.8e-05 0.00012 0.00017 0.00011 0.00014 0.00018 0.00012 0.00019

MSE 0.0003 0.00016 0.00017 0.00011 0.00018 0.0002 0.00012 0.0002 0.00024 0.00035 0.00022 0.00028 0.00037 0.00025 0.00039p2

Coverage 0.99 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0.99 1 1 0.99 1 1

Bias -0.5 -0.42 -0.49 -0.44 -0.38 -0.46 -0.38 -0.34 -0.42 -0.34 -0.3 -0.38 -0.3 -0.28 -0.36

Variance 0.18 0.13 0.15 0.22 0.15 0.17 0.27 0.19 0.18 0.32 0.22 0.2 0.36 0.24 0.19

MSE 0.6 0.43 0.54 0.63 0.44 0.55 0.69 0.49 0.55 0.76 0.53 0.55 0.82 0.55 0.52p3

Coverage 0.9 1 0.97 0.91 1 0.99 0.92 1 0.99 0.92 1 0.99 0.91 1 0.98

Bias 1.2 -0.74 -0.61 1.1 -0.89 -0.77 1 -1 -0.95 0.94 -1.2 -1.1 0.92 -1.2 -1.2

Variance 2.9 1.3 1.3 3.1 1.3 1.3 3.6 1.3 1.3 4.1 1.4 1.3 4.5 1.5 1.6

MSE 7.4 3.1 2.9 7.5 3.3 3.2 8.3 3.7 3.5 9 4.2 4 9.8 4.5 4.7p4

Coverage 0.99 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0.99 1 1 0.99 1 1

Bias -0.00037 0.0011 0.0017 -0.00022 0.0013 0.002 -0.00026 0.0016 0.0023 -0.00034 0.0018 0.0027 -0.00034 0.0021 0.0031

Variance 8.3e-06 1.7e-05 3.1e-05 7.7e-06 1.9e-05 3.5e-05 8.7e-06 2.1e-05 3.9e-05 1.1e-05 2.4e-05 4.4e-05 1.2e-05 2.6e-05 4.9e-05

MSE 1.7e-05 3.5e-05 6.5e-05 1.6e-05 4e-05 7.4e-05 1.8e-05 4.5e-05 8.4e-05 2.3e-05 5.1e-05 9.5e-05 2.5e-05 5.7e-05 0.00011p5

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bias 0.00058 0.00027 0.00067 0.00047 0.00033 0.00082 0.00052 0.00043 0.00097 0.00083 0.00054 0.0011 0.00091 0.00064 0.0013

Variance 6.3e-06 5.7e-06 9.9e-06 2.6e-06 6.5e-06 1.1e-05 2.9e-06 7.3e-06 1.2e-05 6.8e-06 8.1e-06 1.4e-05 7.1e-06 9e-06 1.5e-05

MSE 1.3e-05 1.2e-05 2e-05 5.4e-06 1.3e-05 2.3e-05 6.1e-06 1.5e-05 2.6e-05 1.4e-05 1.7e-05 2.9e-05 1.5e-05 1.8e-05 3.2e-05p6

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bias 0.0015 0.0042 0.0048 0.0017 0.0048 0.0053 0.0019 0.0051 0.0059 0.002 0.0054 0.0066 0.0022 0.0057 0.007

Variance 3.1e-05 5.2e-05 8.2e-05 3.4e-05 6.1e-05 9.4e-05 3.8e-05 6.8e-05 0.00011 4.1e-05 7.8e-05 0.00012 4.5e-05 8.7e-05 0.00014

MSE 6.5e-05 0.00012 0.00019 7.1e-05 0.00014 0.00022 8e-05 0.00016 0.00025 8.7e-05 0.00018 0.00028 9.5e-05 0.00021 0.00034p7

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bias 0.002 0.003 0.0035 0.0023 0.0034 0.0039 0.0026 0.0036 0.0042 0.0027 0.0037 0.0047 0.0029 0.0038 0.0049

Variance 2e-05 3.5e-05 5e-05 2.2e-05 4.1e-05 5.7e-05 2.4e-05 4.5e-05 6.5e-05 2.6e-05 5.1e-05 7.3e-05 2.9e-05 5.7e-05 8.9e-05

MSE 4.3e-05 7.8e-05 0.00011 4.8e-05 9.3e-05 0.00013 5.4e-05 0.0001 0.00015 6e-05 0.00012 0.00017 6.6e-05 0.00013 0.0002p8

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
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Table D15: Goodwin 3D (continued)

25%

M=1024 M=512 M=256

Bias -1.9 -2.1 -2.1

Variance 0.35 0.17 0.17

MSE 4.3 4.6 4.8p1

Coverage 0.57 0.55 0.44

Bias 0.0067 0.00089 0.00025

Variance 0.00025 0.0003 0.00046

MSE 0.00055 0.0006 0.00091p2

Coverage 1 0.99 0.99

Bias -0.055 -0.12 -0.087

Variance 0.47 0.37 0.34

MSE 0.93 0.76 0.69p3

Coverage 0.97 0.98 0.97

Bias 0.55 -1.6 -2

Variance 5.3 3.1 2.5

MSE 11 8.6 8.9p4

Coverage 1 0.99 0.99

Bias -0.00035 0.0037 0.0056

Variance 1.6e-05 4e-05 8.6e-05

MSE 3.3e-05 9.3e-05 0.0002p5

Coverage 1 1 1

Bias 0.0012 0.0015 0.0025

Variance 5.6e-06 2.2e-05 2.3e-05

MSE 1.3e-05 4.7e-05 5.2e-05p6

Coverage 1 1 1

Bias 0.0022 0.0077 0.01

Variance 6.9e-05 0.00014 0.00021

MSE 0.00014 0.00033 0.00053p7

Coverage 1 1 1

Bias 0.0036 0.0048 0.0065

Variance 4.6e-05 8.8e-05 0.00013

MSE 0.0001 0.0002 0.0003p8

Coverage 1 1 1
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Table D16: SIR-TDI

1% 2% 3% 4% 5%

M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256

Bias 0.00071 0.00023 9.2e-05 0.00067 0.00029 0.00033 0.00057 0.00035 0.00029 0.00041 0.00034 0.00023 0.00022 0.00029 0.0001
Variance 8.6e-08 2e-07 7.9e-07 2.8e-07 7.5e-07 2.3e-06 6.2e-07 1.7e-06 5.2e-06 1.1e-06 2.9e-06 9.3e-06 1.7e-06 4.6e-06 1.5e-05

MSE 6.8e-07 4.6e-07 1.6e-06 1e-06 1.6e-06 4.7e-06 1.6e-06 3.6e-06 1.1e-05 2.3e-06 5.9e-06 1.9e-05 3.4e-06 9.3e-06 3e-05
p1

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bias 0.00063 0.00056 0.00043 0.00084 0.00059 0.00011 0.0013 0.00074 0.0014 0.0019 0.0013 0.0031 0.0029 0.0023 0.0053
Variance 4.4e-06 8.6e-06 2.4e-05 1.7e-05 3.3e-05 8.2e-05 3.7e-05 7.2e-05 0.00019 6.5e-05 0.00012 0.00033 0.0001 0.00019 0.00052

MSE 9.3e-06 1.7e-05 4.9e-05 3.4e-05 6.6e-05 0.00016 7.6e-05 0.00015 0.00037 0.00013 0.00025 0.00067 0.00021 0.00039 0.0011
p2

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bias 0.00052 0.00017 9e-05 0.0005 0.0002 0.00025 0.00045 0.00023 0.00028 0.00038 0.00022 0.00031 0.0003 0.00019 0.00031
Variance 5.5e-08 9.4e-08 3.4e-07 1.9e-07 3.7e-07 1.1e-06 4.3e-07 8.4e-07 2.5e-06 7.6e-07 1.4e-06 4.5e-06 1.2e-06 2.2e-06 7.3e-06

MSE 3.8e-07 2.2e-07 6.9e-07 6.4e-07 7.7e-07 2.3e-06 1.1e-06 1.7e-06 5.1e-06 1.7e-06 2.9e-06 9.1e-06 2.4e-06 4.5e-06 1.5e-05
p3

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bias -6.4e-05 -3.3e-05 -3.2e-05 -0.00013 -3.7e-05 1.3e-05 -0.00024 -1.4e-05 -6.6e-05 -0.0004 -1.3e-05 -0.00016 -0.00061 -2.1e-05 -0.0003
Variance 4.1e-08 8.3e-08 2e-07 1.6e-07 3.2e-07 7.3e-07 3.5e-07 7e-07 1.6e-06 6.1e-07 1.2e-06 2.9e-06 9.4e-07 1.9e-06 4.5e-06

MSE 8.5e-08 1.7e-07 4e-07 3.3e-07 6.4e-07 1.5e-06 7.5e-07 1.4e-06 3.3e-06 1.4e-06 2.4e-06 5.9e-06 2.3e-06 3.8e-06 9.1e-06
p4

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bias -3.6e-06 -2e-06 -4.1e-07 -1.6e-06 -2.1e-06 -1.5e-06 1.8e-06 -3.4e-06 -1.5e-06 6.7e-06 -4.7e-06 -1.4e-06 1.3e-05 -6.7e-06 -1e-06
Variance 1.1e-11 2.6e-11 5.7e-11 4.4e-11 1e-10 2.2e-10 1e-10 2.3e-10 5e-10 1.8e-10 4.1e-10 8.9e-10 2.8e-10 6.3e-10 1.4e-09

MSE 3.5e-11 5.5e-11 1.1e-10 9.1e-11 2.1e-10 4.5e-10 2e-10 4.8e-10 1e-09 4e-10 8.4e-10 1.8e-09 7.3e-10 1.3e-09 2.8e-09
p5

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

6% 7% 8% 9% 10%

M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256

Bias -2.2e-05 0.00019 -0.00046 -0.00035 -0.00012 -0.00027 -0.00068 -1.3e-05 -0.00058 -0.00096 4.5e-05 -0.00087 -0.0013 -8.7e-05 -0.0013
Variance 2.4e-06 6.6e-06 2.3e-05 3.3e-06 9.6e-06 2.9e-05 4.5e-06 1.2e-05 3.9e-05 5.5e-06 1.4e-05 4.7e-05 6.6e-06 1.8e-05 5.8e-05

MSE 4.9e-06 1.3e-05 4.6e-05 6.8e-06 1.9e-05 5.7e-05 9.4e-06 2.3e-05 7.9e-05 1.2e-05 2.9e-05 9.6e-05 1.5e-05 3.5e-05 0.00012
p1

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bias 0.0041 0.0034 0.0099 0.0057 0.0057 0.011 0.0074 0.0061 0.015 0.0093 0.007 0.019 0.011 0.009 0.024
Variance 0.00015 0.00029 0.0008 0.00021 0.00041 0.001 0.00026 0.00049 0.0014 0.00033 0.00062 0.0017 0.00041 0.00076 0.0022

MSE 0.00031 0.00058 0.0017 0.00045 0.00085 0.0022 0.00058 0.001 0.003 0.00075 0.0013 0.0038 0.00096 0.0016 0.0049
p2

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bias 0.00019 0.00014 9.5e-05 4.1e-05 -1.6e-05 0.00026 -0.00011 3.5e-05 0.00018 -0.00021 7.2e-05 0.00012 -0.00034 1.5e-05 -4.1e-06
Variance 1.7e-06 3.2e-06 1e-05 2.3e-06 4.5e-06 1.4e-05 3.1e-06 5.6e-06 1.9e-05 3.9e-06 7.1e-06 2.3e-05 4.8e-06 8.7e-06 2.8e-05

MSE 3.4e-06 6.4e-06 2.1e-05 4.6e-06 9e-06 2.8e-05 6.2e-06 1.1e-05 3.8e-05 7.9e-06 1.4e-05 4.6e-05 9.6e-06 1.7e-05 5.6e-05
p3

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bias -0.00086 -4e-05 -0.00067 -0.0012 -0.00023 -0.00064 -0.0015 -0.00013 -0.00088 -0.0018 -7.8e-05 -0.0011 -0.0022 -0.00014 -0.0014
Variance 1.4e-06 2.8e-06 6.9e-06 1.9e-06 4e-06 8.9e-06 2.4e-06 4.9e-06 1.2e-05 3e-06 6.2e-06 1.5e-05 3.7e-06 7.6e-06 1.8e-05

MSE 3.5e-06 5.6e-06 1.4e-05 5.1e-06 8.1e-06 1.8e-05 7e-06 9.9e-06 2.4e-05 9.3e-06 1.2e-05 3.1e-05 1.2e-05 1.5e-05 3.8e-05
p4

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bias 2e-05 -8.6e-06 3.3e-06 2.8e-05 -5.8e-06 -7.8e-07 3.7e-05 -1e-05 8e-07 4.7e-05 -1.5e-05 2.9e-07 5.6e-05 -1.6e-05 1.6e-06
Variance 4.2e-10 9.2e-10 2.2e-09 5.8e-10 1.4e-09 2.8e-09 7.8e-10 1.7e-09 3.9e-09 9.8e-10 2.1e-09 4.8e-09 1.2e-09 2.6e-09 6e-09

MSE 1.2e-09 1.9e-09 4.4e-09 2e-09 2.8e-09 5.6e-09 3e-09 3.5e-09 7.7e-09 4.1e-09 4.4e-09 9.5e-09 5.6e-09 5.4e-09 1.2e-08
p5

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

11% 12% 13% 14% 15%

M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256

Bias -0.0017 -0.00027 -0.0018 -0.0021 -0.00045 -0.0024 -0.0026 -0.00067 -0.003 -0.003 -0.00093 -0.0038 -0.0035 -0.0012 -0.0046
Variance 8.1e-06 2.1e-05 7.1e-05 9.6e-06 2.5e-05 8.4e-05 1.1e-05 2.9e-05 9.8e-05 1.3e-05 3.4e-05 0.00011 1.5e-05 3.9e-05 0.00013

MSE 1.9e-05 4.3e-05 0.00014 2.4e-05 5.1e-05 0.00017 2.9e-05 5.9e-05 0.00021 3.5e-05 6.9e-05 0.00024 4.2e-05 7.9e-05 0.00028
p1

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bias 0.014 0.011 0.03 0.017 0.014 0.036 0.02 0.016 0.043 0.024 0.019 0.051 0.028 0.023 0.06
Variance 0.0005 0.00093 0.0027 0.0006 0.0011 0.0032 0.00072 0.0013 0.0038 0.00084 0.0015 0.0045 0.00098 0.0018 0.0052

MSE 0.0012 0.002 0.0062 0.0015 0.0024 0.0077 0.0018 0.0029 0.0095 0.0022 0.0034 0.012 0.0027 0.0041 0.014
p2

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bias -0.0005 -6.6e-05 -0.00016 -0.00068 -0.00015 -0.00035 -0.00086 -0.00024 -0.00058 -0.001 -0.00035 -0.00084 -0.0012 -0.00047 -0.0011
Variance 5.8e-06 1.1e-05 3.4e-05 6.9e-06 1.3e-05 4.1e-05 8.1e-06 1.5e-05 4.7e-05 9.4e-06 1.7e-05 5.5e-05 1.1e-05 1.9e-05 6.3e-05

MSE 1.2e-05 2.1e-05 6.8e-05 1.4e-05 2.5e-05 8.1e-05 1.7e-05 2.9e-05 9.5e-05 2e-05 3.4e-05 0.00011 2.3e-05 3.9e-05 0.00013
p3

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bias -0.0026 -0.00022 -0.0018 -0.003 -0.00031 -0.0021 -0.0035 -0.00041 -0.0026 -0.004 -0.00055 -0.0031 -0.0044 -0.00071 -0.0036
Variance 4.5e-06 9.2e-06 2.2e-05 5.3e-06 1.1e-05 2.6e-05 6.2e-06 1.3e-05 3.1e-05 7.2e-06 1.5e-05 3.5e-05 8.3e-06 1.7e-05 4.1e-05

MSE 1.6e-05 1.8e-05 4.7e-05 2e-05 2.2e-05 5.7e-05 2.5e-05 2.6e-05 6.8e-05 3e-05 3e-05 8e-05 3.6e-05 3.5e-05 9.4e-05
p4

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bias 6.6e-05 -1.8e-05 3.4e-06 7.6e-05 -1.9e-05 5.9e-06 8.7e-05 -2e-05 9.1e-06 9.7e-05 -2.1e-05 1.3e-05 0.00011 -2.1e-05 1.8e-05
Variance 1.5e-09 3.1e-09 7.3e-09 1.8e-09 3.7e-09 8.8e-09 2.2e-09 4.4e-09 1.1e-08 2.6e-09 5.1e-09 1.2e-08 3e-09 5.9e-09 1.5e-08

MSE 7.4e-09 6.5e-09 1.5e-08 9.5e-09 7.8e-09 1.8e-08 1.2e-08 9.2e-09 2.1e-08 1.5e-08 1.1e-08 2.5e-08 1.8e-08 1.2e-08 2.9e-08
p5

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
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Table D17: SIR-TDI (continued)

16% 17% 18% 19% 20%

M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256 M=1024 M=512 M=256

Bias -0.004 -0.0015 -0.0058 -0.0045 -0.0018 -0.0069 -0.005 -0.0022 -0.0078 -0.0055 -0.0026 -0.0093 -0.006 -0.003 -0.01
Variance 1.7e-05 4.4e-05 0.00016 1.9e-05 4.9e-05 0.00017 2.2e-05 5.5e-05 0.00019 2.5e-05 6.1e-05 0.00022 2.7e-05 6.7e-05 0.00023

MSE 5e-05 9e-05 0.00035 5.9e-05 0.0001 0.00039 6.9e-05 0.00011 0.00043 7.9e-05 0.00013 0.00052 9.1e-05 0.00014 0.00057
p1

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bias 0.032 0.026 0.073 0.036 0.03 0.089 0.041 0.035 0.1 0.046 0.039 0.12 0.052 0.044 0.13
Variance 0.0011 0.002 0.0079 0.0013 0.0023 0.01 0.0014 0.0026 0.011 0.0016 0.003 0.014 0.0018 0.0034 0.015

MSE 0.0032 0.0048 0.021 0.0039 0.0056 0.029 0.0046 0.0065 0.032 0.0054 0.0075 0.041 0.0064 0.0087 0.046
p2

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bias -0.0014 -0.00059 -0.0017 -0.0016 -0.00073 -0.0019 -0.0017 -0.00088 -0.0022 -0.0019 -0.001 -0.0028 -0.002 -0.0012 -0.0031
Variance 1.2e-05 2.2e-05 7.4e-05 1.4e-05 2.5e-05 8e-05 1.6e-05 2.8e-05 8.8e-05 1.8e-05 3.1e-05 0.0001 2e-05 3.4e-05 0.00011

MSE 2.7e-05 4.5e-05 0.00015 3.1e-05 5e-05 0.00016 3.5e-05 5.7e-05 0.00018 3.9e-05 6.3e-05 0.00021 4.4e-05 7e-05 0.00023
p3

Coverage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Bias -0.0049 -0.00089 -0.0046 -0.0055 -0.0011 -0.0058 -0.006 -0.0013 -0.0065 -0.0066 -0.0016 -0.0077 -0.0072 -0.0019 -0.0085
Variance 9.4e-06 2e-05 6.3e-05 1e-05 2.2e-05 8.7e-05 1.2e-05 2.5e-05 9.2e-05 1.3e-05 2.8e-05 0.00011 1.5e-05 3.1e-05 0.00012

MSE 4.3e-05 4e-05 0.00015 5.1e-05 4.5e-05 0.00021 6e-05 5.1e-05 0.00023 6.9e-05 5.8e-05 0.00029 8e-05 6.5e-05 0.00031
p4

Coverage 1 1 0.99 1 1 0.98 1 1 0.98 1 1 0.97 1 1 0.97

Bias 0.00012 -2.1e-05 0.01 0.00013 -2.1e-05 0.02 0.00014 -2e-05 0.02 0.00015 -1.8e-05 0.03 0.00016 -1.6e-05 0.03
Variance 3.5e-09 6.8e-09 0.0099 4.1e-09 7.7e-09 0.02 4.6e-09 8.7e-09 0.02 5.3e-09 9.7e-09 0.029 6e-09 1.1e-08 0.029

MSE 2.1e-08 1.4e-08 0.02 2.4e-08 1.6e-08 0.039 2.8e-08 1.8e-08 0.039 3.2e-08 2e-08 0.059 3.7e-08 2.2e-08 0.059
p5

Coverage 1 1 0.99 1 1 0.99 1 1 0.99 1 1 0.99 1 1 0.99
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