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Abstract
Filtering-based probabilistic numerical solvers for ordinary differential equations (ODEs), also known as
ODE filters, have been established as efficient methods for quantifying numerical uncertainty in the solu-
tion of ODEs. In practical applications, however, the underlying dynamical system often contains uncertain
parameters, requiring the propagation of this model uncertainty to the ODE solution. In this paper, we
demonstrate that ODE filters, despite their probabilistic nature, do not automatically solve this uncertainty
propagation problem. To address this limitation, we present a novel approach that combines ODE filters
with numerical quadrature to properly marginalize over uncertain parameters, while accounting for both
parameter uncertainty and numerical solver uncertainty. Experiments across multiple dynamical systems
demonstrate that the resulting uncertainty estimates closely match reference solutions. Notably, we show
how the numerical uncertainty from the ODE solver can help prevent overconfidence in the propagated
uncertainty estimates, especially when using larger step sizes. Our results illustrate that probabilistic nu-
merical methods can effectively quantify both numerical and parametric uncertainty in dynamical systems.

1 Introduction

Ordinary differential equations (ODEs) are used through-
out the sciences to describe the evolution of dynamical
systems over time. They often appear in so-called initial
value problems (IVP), given by equations

ẏ(t) = fθ(y(t), t), t ∈ [0, T ], (1a)

y(0) = cθ, (1b)

where fθ : Rd × R → Rd is a vector field that describes
the dynamics of the system and cθ ∈ Rd is the initial
condition, both parameterized by some parameter θ ∈
Re. The solution of the IVP is a function yθ : [0, T ] →
Rd that satisfies the ODE and the initial condition for
the given parameter θ.

As the ODE solution yθ is typically not available in
closed form, it has to be approximated with one of
many well-established numerical methods. These in-
clude both classic, non-probabilistic approaches, in which
the ODE solution is approximated by a single point
estimate ŷθ(t) (see e.g. Hairer et al. (1993)), as well
as more recent probabilistic numerical methods, which
return a posterior distribution over the ODE solution
p(y(t) | θ) (see e.g. Hennig et al. (2022)). The posterior
in the latter approach captures the uncertainty in the
ODE solution due to the numerical approximation of
the solver, which for ODEs is typically a discretization
of the time domain. In this paper, we follow the prob-
abilistic numerical perspective on ODE solvers, but we
take an additional source of uncertainty into account,
namely uncertainty in the initial value problem itself.

In real-world applications, the initial value problem rarely
known exactly and both the initial value and the vector
field parameters are often subject to uncertainty. This
uncertainty can be dealt with in two ways: If measure-

ments of the system trajectory are available, we can try
to reduce the uncertainty and learn about the system
by inferring the parameter θ from data, for example
via maximum likelihood estimation or Bayesian infer-
ence. This is also known as the “parameter inference”
problem, and it has been studied extensively over the
years, both in non-probabilistic numerics (Bard, 1974;
Ramsay et al., 2007), and in the context of probabilistic
numerical ODE solvers (Kersting et al., 2020a; Tronarp
et al., 2022; Wu and Lysy, 2024). On the other hand, if
no data is available, we can compute a distribution over
possible system trajectories of the uncertain system by
propagating the uncertainty from the system parame-
ters to the ODE solution itself. This is the problem of
interest in this paper, and we refer to it as the “uncer-
tainty propagation” problem.

Previous work on uncertainty propagation mainly re-
sides in the non-probabilistic numerics literature. Ger-
lach et al. (2020) consider the uncertainty propagation
problem from a Koopman operator perspective, and
propagate uncertainty from the initial value to the so-
lution of the ODE by combining ODE solvers with nu-
merical quadrature. Uncertainty propagation also plays
a role in certain machine learning problems where the
ODE vector field is learned from data, e.g. with a Gaus-
sian process (Ridderbusch et al., 2023). The problem
also relates to the broader field of random ODEs, where
the ODE vector field is itself a random process, but this
is a much more general setting than the one we con-
sider here (Han and Kloeden, 2017). In the probabilistic
numerics literature, Pförtner et al. (2023) have propa-
gated uncertainty through linear PDEs with Gaussian-
process-based methods. On nonlinear ODEs on the
other hand, filtering-based approaches have been estab-
lished as an efficient class of methods (Kersting et al.,
2020b; Schober et al., 2019; Tronarp et al., 2019)—but
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to the best of our knowledge, uncertainty propagation
with these methods has not been studied in detail yet.

In this paper, we present a novel approach for uncer-
tainty propagation with probabilistic numerical ODE
solvers. We formalize the uncertainty propagation prob-
lem in the context of probabilistic numerical ODE solvers
and show how existing methods are not able to prop-
agate uncertainty out-of-the-box—despite them being
probabilistic. We then propose a new approach to uncer-
tainty propagation by combining filtering-based ODE
solvers with numerical quadrature. We experimentally
validate our method on multiple dynamical systems and
show how the resulting uncertainty estimates closely
match the true propagated uncertainty. We also show
how the numerical uncertainty of the ODE solver en-
ters the total propagated uncertainty and how it can
prevent overconfidence compared to non-probabilistic
ODE solvers.

2 Filtering-based Probabilistic Nu-
merical ODE Solvers

In this section we provide a brief introduction to filtering-
based probabilistic numerical ODE solvers, which also
known as ODE filters. Given an ODE-IVP as in Eq. (1)
together with a known, fixed parameter vector θ, we aim
to compute posterior distributions of the form

p
(
y(t) | y(0) = cθ, {ẏ(ti) = fθ(y(ti), ti)}Ni=1

)
, (2)

where {ti}Ni=1 ⊂ [0, T ] is a chosen discretization of the
time domain. We refer to this quantity, and approxi-
mations thereof, as the probabilistic numerical solution
of the IVP.

In a nutshell, ODE filters approach this problem by
posing it as a Gauss–Markov regression problem and
solving it with Bayesian filtering and smoothing meth-
ods. In the following, we briefly introduce the building
blocks of ODE filters, namely the Gauss–Markov pro-
cess prior, the observation models, and the resulting
discrete-time inference problem; for a more complete
introduction to the topic, refer to Tronarp et al. (2019).
We then briefly discuss the current limitations of these
methods for uncertainty propagation.

2.1 Gauss–Markov process prior

ODE filters model the ODE solution y(t) as a Gauss–
Markov process, defined as the output of a linear time-
invariant stochastic differential equation (LTI-SDE)

x(0) ∼ N
(
x(0);µ−

0 ,Σ
−
0

)
, (3a)

dx(t) = Fx(t) dt+ Γ1/2 dw(t) , (3b)

y(t) = E0x(t), (3c)

ẏ(t) = E1x(t), (3d)

where x(t) ∈ RD is the state of the process at time t
F ∈ RD×D is the drift matrix, Γ1/2 ∈ RD×d is the dis-
persion matrix, w : R≥0 → Rd is a standard Wiener
process, and E0, E1 ∈ Rd×D are projection matrices

that map the state to the ODE solution and its deriva-
tive, respectively.

In discrete time, LTI-SDEs satisfy exactly discrete-time
transition densities of the form

x(t+ h) | x(t) ∼ N (x(t+ h); Φ(h)x(t), Q(h)), (4)

where Φ(h), Q(h) can be derived from the drift and dis-
persion matrices F,Γ (Särkkä and Solin, 2019).

In this paper, we consider ODE filters that model the
solution with a q-times integrated Wiener process prior,
which has transition and covariance matrices given by
(Kersting et al., 2020b)

Φ(h) = Id ⊗ Φ̆(h), (5a)

Q(h) = Id ⊗ κ2Q̆(h), (5b)

where[
Φ̆(h)

]
ij
= Ii≤j

hj−1

(j − i)!
, (6a)[

Q̆(h)
]
ij
=

h2q+1−i−j

(2q + 1− i− j)(q − i)!(q − j)!
, (6b)

with a diffusion parameter κ2 ∈ R>0; this parameter
will typically be estimated by the ODE filter via quasi-
maximum likelihood estimation (see e.g. Tronarp et al.
(2019); Bosch et al. (2021)). The solution y(t) and its
derivative ẏ(t) can be extracted from the state x(t) via
multiplication with the projection matrices

E0 = Id ⊗
[
1 0 0 · · · 0

]⊤
, (7a)

E1 = Id ⊗
[
0 1 0 · · · 0

]⊤
. (7b)

But other Gauss–Markov priors are also suitable for
ODE filtering, such as the integrated Ornstein–Uhlenbeck
processes or Matérn processes. Refer to Tronarp et al.
(2021) or Bosch et al. (2023) for more details.

2.2 IVP information operators

To relate the Gauss–Markov prior to the solution of the
IVP, we need to enforce both the initial value and the
ODE itself. In ODE filters, this is done by introducing
two observation models:

z0 | x(0) ∼ δ (E0x(0)− cθ) , (8)

z(t) | x(t) ∼ δ (E1x(t)− f (E0x(t), t, θ)) . (9)

If x(t) satisfies the IVP, then we have z0 = 0 as well
as z(t) = 0 for all t ∈ [0, T ]. Thus, conversely, if we
were to condition x(t) on z0 = 0 and z(t) = 0, then the
resulting process would satisfy the IVP. Unfortunately
not tractable—but we will show how to approximate
this in the next section.

Remark 1 (Initialization with higher-order derivatives).
For improved accuracy and numerical stability, the state
can also be initialized on higher-order derivatives at the
initial value. These can be computed efficiently via Taylor-
mode automatic differentiation (Krämer and Hennig,
2024), and we can then extend the initial observation
model to include these higher-order derivatives. In our
implementation, we use this strategy and initialize the
solver on all derivatives up to order q.
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2.3 Probabilistic numerical ODE solutions
as Bayesian filtering and smoothing

Instead of attempting to satisfy the ODE everywhere,
we discretize the time domain into a grid {ti}Ni=1 ⊂
[0, T ] and only condition the process on ODE observa-
tions at these time points. This leads to the following
inference problem:

x(0) ∼ N
(
x(0);µ−

0 ,Σ
−
0

)
, (10a)

x(tn+1) | x(tn) ∼ N (Φ(hn)x(tn), Q(hn)), (10b)

z0 | x(0) ∼ δ (E0x(0)− cθ) , (10c)

z(tn) | x(tn) ∼ δ (E1x(tn)− f(E0x(tn), tn, θ)) ,
(10d)

where hn = tn+1 − tn is the step size for the n-th
time step, and with observations z0 = 0 and z(tn) =
0 for all n. This problem is known as a nonlinear
Gauss–Markov regression problem, and its solution can
be approximated efficiently with Bayesian filtering and
smoothing, for instance with an extended Rauch–Tung–
Striebel smoother. This yields a Gaussian process pos-
terior with marginals

p(x(t) | z0 = 0, {z(tn) = 0}, θ) ≈ N (µθ(t),Σθ(t)).
(11)

or more compactly,

p(x(t) | DPN, θ) ≈ N (µθ(t),Σθ(t)), (12)

where DPN denotes the data. The posterior ODE solu-
tion p(y(t) | DPN, θ) can then be extracted from Eq. (12)
via projection with E0. We refer to Eq. (12) as the prob-
abilistic numerical solution of the IVP.

2.4 Can ODE filters propagate Gaussian
uncertainty out of the box?

The ODE filters we introduced above formulate “ODE
solving” as probabilistic inference. But, contrary to
what one might think at first, these methods do not au-
tomatically also solve the uncertainty propagation prob-
lem of interest: The posterior computed by the ODE fil-
ter, shown in Eq. (12), conditionally depends on the pa-
rameter θ, but the desired posterior in the uncertainty
propagation problem of interest requires its marginal-
ization, i.e. p(y(t) | DPN) =

∫
p(y(t) | DPN, θ)p(θ) dθ.

Even in the case in which only the initial value of the
IVP is uncertain this additional marginalization is nec-
essary; Fig. 1 demonstrates this visually with a simple
linear example. In the following, we will show why this
is generally the case and how Baysian filters do not
propagate uncertainty but rather estimate states.

To this end, we consider a generic state-space model
with only a single time step:

Initial state: p(x0), (13a)

Transition model: p(x1 | x0), (13b)

Observation model: p(z1 | x1). (13c)

Our goal here is now to compute the distribution over
the state x1 given the observation z1, while also prop-
agating the uncertainty from the initial state x0 to the

state x1. That is, we want to compute

pgoal(x1 | z1) =
∫

p(x1 | z1, x0)p(x0) dx0 . (14)

To relate this to the given state-space model, we can
expand the conditional probability with Bayes’ rule and
obtain

pgoal(x1 | z1) =
∫

p(z1 | x1) p(x1 | x0)

p(z1 | x0)
p(x0) dx0 .

(15)
Now if we were to simply apply a generic Bayesian filter
to this problem (e.g. described by Särkkä (2013)), we
would first compute the predict step and obtain

ppredict(x1) =

∫
p(x1 | x0)p(x0) dx0 , (16)

and then copmute the update step which yields

pfilter(x1 | z1) =
p(z1 | x1) ppredict(x1)

p(z1)
; (17)

or altogether, we compute

pfilter(x1 | z1) =
∫

p(z1 | x1) p(x1 | x0)

p(z1)
p(x0) dx0 .

(18)
Comparing Eq. (18) to Eq. (15), we see that the normal-
ization constant differs between the two expressions and
thus both quantities differ, i.e. pfilter ̸= pgoal. Thus, a
general Bayesian filter does not actually propagate the
uncertainty from the initial state forward in time, but
rather reduces the uncertainty by estimating the state
from the observations at each time step—or in short,
it performs state estimation and not uncertainty prop-
agation. Figure 1 also visualizes this difference with a
simple linear example. Overall, this shows the need for
a modification or extension of the existing ODE filtering
algorithm to perform uncertainty propagation.

3 Propagating Uncertainty through
ODE Filters

This section introduces the uncertainty propagation prob-
lem of interest and presents a general approach to ap-
proximate its solution with probabilistic numerical ODE
solvers. Consider an initial value problem (IVP) as
given in Eq. (1) and let p(θ) be a distribution over the
system parameter θ. Our goal in uncertainty propaga-
tion is then to compute the expected value and variance
of the ODE solution yθ(t) with respect to the parameter
distribution p(θ), which correspond to expectations of
the form

E[g(yθ(t))]p(θ) =
∫

g(yθ(t))p(θ) dθ (19)

with g(y) = y and g(y) = (y−E[y])2 for the expectation
and variance, respectively, for any chosen time point
t ∈ [0, T ] (or a collection thereof).

As the true ODE solution yθ(t) is not available in closed
form, we approximate it with the probabilistic numeri-
cal ODE solution p(y(t) | θ) and compute its moments

3
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Figure 1: Difference between state estimation and uncertainty propagation. We consider two simple linear state-space models,
both with transition model p(x1 | x0) = N (x0, 0.01), observation model p(y1 | x1) = N (x0, 0.01), and observation y1 = 2, and
with two different initial distributions p(x0) = N (0, 1) and p(x0) = N (0, 10). The top rows show the distributions computed by
a regular Kalman filter applied to these models, which solves the corrensponding state estimation problems. The bottom rows
instead show the solutions to the uncertainty propagation problem, in which the initial state should not be inferred but marginalized
out. This aspect is visualized by the samples in gray, which are drawn from the initial distribution, propagated forward by running
a separate Kalman filter for each sample, and then aggregated. In addition, the figure also demonstrates how the filter distribution
barely changes when the initial uncertainty is increased, whereas the marginal filter distribution becomes significantly wider.

instead, while also marginalizing out the numerical un-
certainty of the ODE solver itself. This yields

E[g(yθ(t))]p(θ) ≈
∫ ∫

g(y(t))p(y(t) | θ) dy(t) p(θ) dθ .

(20)
Equation (20) now involves only known quantities, but
the nested integrals are in general intractable. In this
section, we present our two-step approach to approxi-
mate these integrals via numerical integration.

Re-ordering the terms in Eq. (20), we obtain

E[g(yθ(t))]p(θ) ≈
∫

g(y(t))

(∫
p(y(t) | θ)p(θ) dθ

)
dy(t) .

(21)
Our proposed two-step approach now proceeds as fol-
lows: First, we approximate the marginal PN solution

p(y(t)) =

∫
p(y(t) | θ)p(θ) dθ (22)

with numerical integration; this yields a Gaussian mix-
ture distribution. Second, we compute the expectation
and variance of the Gaussian mixture distribution and
obtain the desired moments of the ODE solution poste-
rior. We will discuss each of these steps in more detail
in the following.

3.1 Approximating the ODE solution pos-
terior with numerical integration

As the parameter θ enters the ODE solution p(y(t) | θ)
in a nonlinear way, the integral

p(y(t)) =

∫
p(y(t) | θ)p(θ) dθ (23)

is again intractable. One common way to approximate
intractable integrals is with numerical quadrature. In a
nutshell, a numerical quadrature scheme approximates
an integral by a weighted sum of evaluations of the in-
tegrand at a finite set of nodes, i.e.∫

p(y(t) | θ)p(θ) dθ ≈
N∑
i=1

wi · p(y(t) | θi), (24)

with nodes θi ∈ Re and weights wi ∈ R. These nodes
and weights are provided by the chosen numerical in-
tegration scheme, and the quality of the approximation
depends on the number of nodes and the choice of the
nodes and weights.

In this paper, we focus on Gaussian parameter distribu-
tions p(θ) = N (µθ,Σθ) and mainly consider the third-
degree spherical cubature scheme (Genz and Monahan,
1999; Lu and Darmofal, 2004), given by

θi =

{
µθ +

√
dΣ

1/2
θ ei, for i = 1, . . . , d,

µθ −
√
dΣ

1/2
θ ei−d, for i = d+ 1, . . . , 2d,

(25a)

wi =
1

2d
, for i = 1, . . . , 2d, (25b)

where d is the dimension of the parameter space, ei are

the canonical basis vectors in Rd, and where Σ
1/2
θ de-

notes the left Cholesky factor of Σθ, i.e. Σθ = Σ
1/2
θ (Σ

1/2
θ )⊤.

This scheme is well-suited for Gaussian parameter dis-
tributions p(θ) and is known to be quite efficient in mod-
erate to high nonlinear systems (Särkkä, 2013). But
other numerical quadrature methods could also be used,
as discussed in Remark 2.
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Remark 2 (Other numerical quadrature methods). Choos-
ing a suitable quadrature method typically depends on
the integrand and the parameter distribution. For Gaus-
sian parameter distributions, sigma point methods such
as spherical cubature, the unscented transform (Julier
and Uhlmann, 1997), or Gauss–Hermite quadrature (Abramowitz
and Stegun, 1968) are particularly well-suited. For non-
Gaussian parameter distributions, generalized Gaussian
quadrature rules can be used to approximate the inte-
gral, such as Gauss–Legendre quadrature for uniform
distributions or Gauss–Laguerre quadrature for expo-
nential distributions (Golub and Welsch, 1969; Stroud
et al., 1966). For more general distributions, if the
functional form of p(θ) is known, one can approximate
the integral by combining Gauss–Hermite Quadrature
with importance sampling (adaptive GHQ). Otherwise,
Monte Carlo integration simply averages the integrand
over samples from the distribution and is thus a general-
purpose method that can be used for any distribution,
but is typically less efficient than quadrature methods.

By applying the chosen numerical quadrature scheme to
the ODE solution posterior p(y(t)), we obtain a weighted
sum of the form

p(y(t)) ≈
N∑
i=1

wip(y(t) | θi), (26)

with wi, θi as in Eq. (25). Since each individual prob-
abilistic numerical ODE solution is a Gaussian pro-
cess posterior with Gaussian marginals p(y(t) | θi) =
N (µi(t),Σi(t)), the mixture distribution p(y(t)) is a
Gaussian mixture distribution of the form

p(y(t)) ≈
N∑
i=1

wi N (µi(t),Σi(t)). (27)

3.2 Computing the expectation and covari-
ance of the ODE solution posterior

Now that we approximated the ODE solution posterior
with a Gaussian mixture distribution as in Eq. (27),
we can compute its expectation and variance in closed
form: The mean of a mixture distribution is given by the
weighted sum of the means of the mixture components,
i.e.

E[y(t)]p(y(t)) =
N∑
i=1

wiµi(t), (28)

and its covariance is given by

V[y(t)]p(y(t)) =
N∑
i=1

wi

[
Σi(t) + (µi(t)− µ̄(t)) (µi(t)− µ̄(t))

⊤
]
,

(29)

where µi(t),Σi(t) are the mean and covariance of the i-
th mixture Gaussian component at time t, respectively,
and with µ̄(t) = E[y(t)]p(y(t)) as in Eq. (28). This yields
the desired moments of the ODE solution with respect
to the parameter distribution p(θ) and the numerical
uncertainty of the ODE solver itself and concludes the
algorithm.

Remark 3 (The role of numerical uncertainty and re-
lation to non-probabilistic numerical simulators). The
proposed algorithm can also be applied to non-probabilistic
ODE solvers. If we interpret non-probabilistic numer-
ical solvers as solvers that return a Dirac distribution
p(y(t) | θ) = δ(y(t)− ŷθ(t)), the derivations above still
hold, and the only difference is that the term in the co-
variance, that corresponds to the numerical uncertainty
of the ODE solver, vanishes:

V[y(t)]p(y(t)) =
N∑
i=1

wi

[
�

��Σi(t) + (µi(t)− µ̄(t)) (µi(t)− µ̄(t))
⊤
]
,

(30)

These results correspond exactly to the uncertainty prop-
agation through non-probabilistic numerical solvers ap-
proach proposed by Gerlach et al. (2020) (for our partic-
ular choice of quadrature scheme). We will expore this
aspect and the utility of the ODE solver’s uncertainty
further in Section 4.2.

4 Experiments

This section evaluates the proposed probabilistic uncer-
tainty propagation method on a range of dynamical sys-
tems. We first validate the proposed uncertainty propa-
gation method on multiple dynamical systems and qual-
itatively compare the resulting mean and variance esti-
mates to an accurate reference solution (Section 4.1).
We then investigate the utility of the numerical un-
certainty estimates provided by the underlying ODE
solver by disentangling the resulting numerical uncer-
tainty into PN and non-PN parts (Section 4.2).

Implementation details. In our implementation we
build on the ODE filters provided by the ProbNum
python package (Wenger et al., 2021), which follow a
number of practices for numerically stable implemen-
tation (Krämer and Hennig, 2024). Reference solutions
are computed with SciPy (Virtanen et al., 2020). All ex-
periments were conducted on standard consumer-grade
CPU.

4.1 Propagating uncertainty through non-
linear systems

We apply the proposed uncertainty propagation method
to a variety of nonlinear ODE systems, including the Lo-
gistic system, the FitzHugh–Nagumo equation, Lotka–
Volterra system and the Van der Pol oscillator. Table 1
provides more information for each system.

To apply our proposed method, we use an extended-
Kalman filtering-based ODE filter (also known as EK1)
as the underlying ODE solver, with once-integratedWiener
process prior and with automatic calibration of the dif-
fusion parameter; all provided by the ProbNum python
package (Wenger et al., 2021). We use step sizes of 10−2

for the logistic ODE and for Van der Pol, and 5·10−3 for
FitzHugh–Nagumo and Lotka–Volterra. For numerical
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Figure 2: Propagated uncertainties for the Logistic equation, FitzHugh–Nagumo system, Lotka–Volterra system, and Van der Pol
oscillator. The figure shows both the mean (colored lines) and the 95% credible interval (shaded area) computed by our proposed
method (“proposed”) and by the reference solution (“reference”) for each system. We observe that our method returns mean and
variance estimates that largely align with the reference solution.

Table 1: Uncertain initial value problems used in the experiments.

Name Vector field Initial value Vector field parameters

Linear f(y, t) = ay + b y(0) ∼ N (1, 0.01) a=1, b=0

Logistic f(y, t) = ay
(
1− y

b

)
y(0) = 0.05 a=3, b∼N (3, 0.01)

FitzHugh–Nagumo f(t, y) =

[
y1 − 1

3y
3
1 − y2 + a

1
d (y1 + b− cy2)

]
y(0) ∼ N

([
0.5
1

]
, 0.1 · I2

)
a=0, b=0.08, c=0.07,
d=1.25

Lotka–Volterra f(y, t) =

[
ay1 − by1y2
−cy2 + dy1y2

]
y(0) ∼ N

([
5
5

]
, 0.3 · I2

)
a=5, b=0.5, c=5, d=0.5

Van der Pol f(y, t) =

[
y2

a · (1− y21)y2 − y1

]
y(0) ∼ N

([
5
5

]
, 2 · I2

)
a=0.05

quadrature, we use the spherical cubature scheme intro-
duced in Section 3.1, which requires 2d applications of
the ODE solver for each system, where d is the dimen-
sion of the uncertain parameter space. The reference
solution for each system is computed with Monte Carlo
integration over a standard Runge–Kutta method, us-
ing 100,000 samples and small time steps of 0.001.

Figure 2 shows the results. The mean and variance
estimates by our probabilistic uncertainty propagation
method largely align with the reference solution. This
demonstrates that our proposed method provides re-
liable uncertainty propagation results across multiple
nonlinear systems.

4.2 Investigating the utility of numerical
uncertainty for uncertainty propagation

In this section, we investigate the utility of the numer-
ical uncertainty estimates provided by the underlying
ODE solver. To this end, we revisit the expression for
the computed variance from Eq. (29), and decompose

it into two parts:

V[y(t)]p(y(t)) =
N∑
i=1

wiΣi(i)︸ ︷︷ ︸
PN

+

N∑
i=1

wi (µi(t)− µ̄(t)) (µi(t)− µ̄(t))
⊤

︸ ︷︷ ︸
non-PN

.

(31)

The non-PN part corresponds exactly to the variance
that one would compute without any numerical ODE
solver uncertainty (see also Remark 3). The PN part
on the other hand depends only on the ODE solver un-
certainties, and uses these to inflate the resulting total
covariance. In the following, we visualize this variance
decomposition to show the utility of the numerical un-
certainty estimates provided by the ODE solver.

We consider a linear ODE and a Lotka–Volterra system
as described in Table 1, with time spans of [0, 3] and
[0, 0.5] respectively, and with a reduced initial value
variance of 10−5 · I2 for the Lotka–Volterra problem.
We consider the same ODE filter as in Section 4.1 for
the linear problem and use an ODE filter with twice-
integrated Wiener process for the Lotka–Volterra ODE.
The reference variance for Lotka–Volterra is again com-
puted by Monte Carlo integration over a standard Runge–
Kutta method, with 100,000 samples and small time
steps of 0.001. For the linear ODE, we can compute the
ground-truth variance analytically. We then compute
the propagated uncertainties for the final time step with
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Figure 3: Decomposition of the propagated variance into its non-PN and PN parts. For both the linear system and the Lotka–
Volterra ODE, the non-PN variance decreases for larger step sizes and thereby diverges from the accurate reference variance. The
PN variance on the other hand, which depends on the numerical uncertainty of the ODE filter, grows for increasing step sizes and
helps fill the gap between the non-PN variance and the reference variance to reduce the resulting overconfidence.

our proposed method for 10 different ODE solver step
sizes, equally-spaced in log-space in [0.01, 3] for the lin-
ear ODE and [0.01, 0.25] for the Lotka–Volterra ODE,
respectively, and decompose the total variance into the
PN and non-PN parts.

Figure 3 shows the resulting variance decompositions.
On the considered problems, the non-PN part decreases
with increasing step sizes and diverges from the accu-
rate reference variance. But as the numerical error of
the ODE solver grows with increasing step sizes, the
PN part grows for increasing step sizes and helps fill
the gap between the non-PN variance and the reference
variance. This shows that the numerical uncertainty es-
timates provided by the ODE solver can help to prevent
overconfidence in the propagated uncertainty estimates.

5 Limitations

The proposed method and the evaluation shown in this
paper have several limitations.

Quantification of the quadrature error. While
we build on probabilistic numerical ODE solvers to quan-
tify errors due to discretization in the time-domain, we
do not account for the numerical error due to numer-
ical quadrature. Bayesian quadrature methods could
be used instead to approximate both the integral and
the integration error (Hennig et al., 2022), but their
application to our problem setting does not simply cor-
respond to replacing the numerical quadrature scheme.
We leave this for future work.

Non-Gaussian uncertainties. Our experiments only
cover Gaussian uncertainty distributions p(θ), which are
well-suited for the spherical cubature scheme. But this
is not a fundamental limitation of the proposed method,
and by using other numerical quadrature methods, such
as Monte Carlo integration, it can also be applied to
non-Gaussian uncertainties (see also Remark 2).

Higher-order moments and generic expectations.
Our proposed method only computes the mean and
variance of the ODE solution with respect to the pa-
rameter distribution, but expectations E[g(y(t))]p(θ) for
a general function g are also often of interest. These can

in general not be computed analytically for a Gaussian
mixture distribution. One possible approach could be
to use a second numerical quadrature scheme to approx-
imate this expectation, but this is left for future work.

6 Conclusion

This paper presents a novel approach for propagating
uncertainty through filtering-based probabilistic numer-
ical ODE solvers. While existing probabilistic ODE
solvers provide uncertainty estimates for numerical er-
rors, we show that they do not automatically solve the
uncertainty propagation problem. Our method addresses
this limitation by combining filtering-based ODE solvers
with numerical quadrature techniques to properly marginal-
ize over uncertain system parameters.

The experimental results demonstrate that our approach
successfully propagates uncertainty through various non-
linear dynamical systems, with the resulting uncertainty
estimates closely matching reference solutions. Fur-
thermore, we show that the numerical uncertainty esti-
mates provided by probabilistic ODE solvers serve an
important role in preventing overconfidence, particu-
larly when using larger step sizes. This work demon-
strates that probabilistic numerical methods can pro-
vide meaningful uncertainty quantification not just for
numerical errors, but also for uncertainty propagation
in dynamical systems.
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S. Ridderbusch, S. Ober-Blöbaum, and P. Goulart. The
past does matter: correlation of subsequent states in
trajectory predictions of Gaussian process models. In
R. J. Evans and I. Shpitser, editors, Proceedings of
the Thirty-Ninth Conference on Uncertainty in Arti-
ficial Intelligence, volume 216 of Proceedings of Ma-
chine Learning Research, pages 1752–1761. PMLR,
31 Jul–04 Aug 2023. URL https://proceedings.

mlr.press/v216/ridderbusch23a.html.
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