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Abstract

We noisily observe solutions of an ordinary differential equation u̇ = f(u) at given times,
where u lives in a d-dimensional state space. The model function f is unknown and belongs to a
Hölder-type smoothness class with parameter β. For the nonparametric problem of estimating
f , we provide lower bounds on the error in two complementary model specifications: the snake
model with few, long observed solutions and the stubble model with many short ones. The
lower bounds are minimax optimal in some settings. They depend on various parameters,
which in the optimal asymptotic regime leads to the same rate for the squared error in both
models: it is characterized by the exponent −2β/(2(β + 1) + d) for the total number of
observations n. To derive these results, we establish a master theorem for lower bounds in
general nonparametric regression problems, which makes the proofs more comparable and
seems to be a useful tool for future use.
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1 Introduction

Motivation. In numerous scientific domains spanning from physics, engineering, and chemistry
to biology, aspects of the real world are modeled as dynamical systems. See [Ott02; Str24] for a
comprehensive overview. If the dynamics of such systems are not fully known, we may want to
learn them from observational data and statistics comes into play. Reviews of current methods for
statistical inference and data analysis for dynamical systems are given in [MMP15; Dat21].

Model. Here we consider d-dimensional, autonomous, first order ordinary differential equations
(ODEs) as simple, yet general instances of a dynamical systems. They have the form

u̇(t) = f(u(t)) , (1)

where t ∈ R is called time, u : R → Rd describes the state of the system at given time with its
time-derivative denoted as u̇ := du

dt , and f : R
d → Rd is the so-called model function describing the

dynamics of the system. The ODE is autonomous as f does not explicitly depend on time. It is
of first order as only the first derivative of u is part of the equation. We denote by t 7→ U(f, x, t)
the solution to the initial value problem that is given by (1) and initial conditions x ∈ Rd, i.e.,
d
dtU(f, x, t) = f(U(f, x, t)) and U(f, x, 0) = x. Classical textbook results provide existences and
uniqueness of solutions to such initial value problems if f is globally Lipschitz continuous, see for
instance [Mag23]. In our statistical model, we assume f to be unknown, but to belong to some
(infinite-dimensional) smoothness class, which is a subset of the Lipschitz continuous functions
Rd → Rd. For known initial conditions x1, . . . , xm, we assume to measure t 7→ U(f, xj , t) at known
time points tj,1, . . . tj,nj

to collect a total of n =
∑

j nj observations. The measurement error is
modeled as centered and independent d-dimensional random variables εj,i. Thus, our observations
Yj,i follow the model equation

Yj,i = U(f, xj , tj,i) + εj,i . (2)

Our goal is to investigate lower bounds on the rate of convergence for estimating the model function
f . See Figure 1 for a first visual illustration of the model.

Inverse Problems. Since the parameter of interest f is observed only indirectly via the state
variable U(f, x, ·), the problem can be naturally interpreted as a statistical inverse problem. The
non-linearity of the solution map (also called forward map) f 7→ U(f, x, ·), renders classical results
from linear inverse problem theory inapplicable. While (deterministic) non-linear inverse problems
have a long mathematical tradition (see [EHN00] for instance), more recent work is concerned with
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(a) The state space view. The trajectory of u is
shown in blue colors. The gray arrows visualize
the model function. The observations (depicted
with orange circles) are connected with dashed
lines to their noise-free state.
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(b) The evolution of the two state dimensions
over time. The observations (depicted with or-
ange circles and triangles, respectively) are con-
nected with dashed lines to their noise-free coun-
terpart.

Figure 1: An example of the model with m = 1 and d = 2. A solution u(t) = U(f, x1, t) of an
ODE is shown with observations Yi.

nonparametric statistical theory for regression models driven by differential equations with non-
linear forward maps. For instance, [MNP21] and [NGW20] investigate PDE-constrained regression
models from a Bayesian perspective and through M-estimation techniques, respectively. This
emerging field has shown considerable promise for several PDE models (see [GN20; BN21; Kek22],
and [NT24] for instance). These models are more complex than (1) in that they incorporate second
order derivatives and derivatives in more than one variable. But they are also simpler in that they
are linear differential equations, i.e., linear combinations of derivatives with coefficient functions
to be estimated. In contrast, we allow arbitrary smooth model functions f in (1).

Related Work. For the ODE-model (2), the parametric setting, in which f = fθ is deter-
mined by a finite-dimensional parameter vector θ ∈ Rp, is well-studied. In [Bru08; QZ10; GK12;

DK15] different methods are explored that achieve the optimal n−
1
2 -error rate for estimating θ.

These estimators typically consist of two steps, in which initially the trajectory itself is estimated
nonparametrically, and subsequently, θ is estimated using a least squares or maximum likelihood
approach. See also [RH17] for a comprehensive overview.

In a parametric ODE model, each observation typically contains information on the whole, global
parameter vector θ. This is different in the nonparametric setting, where f lives in an infinite
dimensional space of functions. An observation at one location z = U(f, x, t) is only locally
informative, i.e., only contains information about f(z̃) with z̃ close to z. As the location z is
determined by the unknown model function f , the nonparametric setting requires fundamentally
different approaches than the parametric one.

Several algorithms have been proposed in the nonparametric setting of (2) or similar ones, but
almost no theoretical results on the estimation error have been proven: The problem can be
approached, e.g., by using Gaussian processes [Hei+18], neural networks [Che+18], or random
feature maps and ensemble Kalman filters [GR21]. In [Lah+24], an algorithm for nonparametric
estimation in the model (2) based on reproducing kernel Hilbert spaces is introduced. The authors

also prove a n−
1
4 -convergences rate upper bound for the root mean integrated squared error of

estimating the observed trajectory u within the observed time span.

Another novel statistical perspective has been developed in [Mar+23], where distribution learning
via neural differential equations is studied. Utilizing transport of measure theory, the authors
establish nonparametric statistical convergence analysis for distribution learning via ODE models

3



trained through likelihood maximization.

Upper Bounds, Stubble and Snake. Upper bounds on the error rate for nonparametric
estimation of the model function f have recently been studied in [Sch24]. To make consistent
estimation possible, one of two different sets of conditions are assumed, leading to the so-called
snake and stubble models. The observations need to contain sufficient information about the model
function f in the subset of its domain where we want to estimate it (the domain of interest, e.g.,
[0, 1]d). But the location of observation itself is determined by the dynamics of the system, i.e., by
f . In the observation scheme of the stubble model, we assume to observe many short trajectories
t 7→ U(f, xj , t) that start from initial conditions which uniformly cover the domain of interest. In
contrast to this, in the snake model, we measure only few, but long trajectories that are required
to cover the domain of interest in a suitable way. Both observation schemes are illustrated in
Figure 2. For both settings [Sch24] provides estimation algorithms with upper bounds on the rate
of convergence.

Contributions. We provide lower bounds for the estimation risk in terms of pointwise, Lp and
uniform loss for the snake and the stubble model, where the relevant parameter dependencies are
tracked rigorously.

The proofs are based on theorems for deriving lower bounds in a very generic regression model
framework (Theorem B.6, Theorem B.7). We belief these to be useful tools not restricted to their
specific application in this work. We illustrate the usefulness of these general theorems by applying
them to the classical nonparametric regression framework (Theorem B.9). Furthermore, using the
general results for the proofs in the snake and stubble ODE models as well as in the classical
regression model, allows for a direct comparison (Table 1) and potentially deeper understanding
of the proofs.

We prove lower bounds for the estimation of the ground truth model function f = f⋆ : Rd → Rd in
(2) by an estimator f̂ based on Yj,i, assuming that f⋆ belongs to a Hölder-type class of β-smooth
functions Fd,β . The results are provided for point-wise, Lp, and uniform loss. They are presented
in Theorem 3.4, Theorem 3.6, and Corollary 3.11 for the stubble model and in Theorem 4.7,
Theorem 4.9, and Corollary 4.11 for the snake model. Here, we paraphrase the results for point-
wise error at x0 ∈ Rd and assume equidistant observation times, tj,i+1 − tj,i = ∆t.

In the Stubble model: If the initial conditions form a regular grid in the domain of interest and
only a bounded amount of observations is made per trajectory, we have

C inf
f̂

sup
f⋆∈Fd,β

Ef⋆

[∥∥∥f̂(x0)− f⋆(x0)
∥∥∥2
2

]
≥ ∆t2β +

(
n∆t2

)− 2β
2β+d (3)

for some constant C > 0.

In the Snake model: If the observed trajectories cover the domain of interest when inflated to
a radius δ, then

C inf
f̂

sup
f⋆∈Fd,β

Ef⋆

[∥∥∥f̂(x0)− f⋆(x0)
∥∥∥2
2

]
≥ δ2β +

(
δd−1∆t

) 2β
2(β+1)+d (4)

for some constant C > 0.

In both models: Even though the two models are complementary, we show that the same minimal
lower bound holds independently of the asymptotics of ∆t and δ (Corollary 3.13, Corollary 4.13):
When balancing the two terms in (3) as well as the two terms in (4), we obtain

C inf
f̂

sup
f⋆∈Fd,β

Ef⋆

[∥∥∥f̂(x0)− f⋆(x0)
∥∥∥2
2

]
≥ n−

2β
2(β+1)+d . (5)

This rate makes sense intuitively when comparing it to the classical minimax optimal nonparamet-
ric rate of convergence for the squared error in regression,

n
− 2(β̃−s)

2β̃+d , (6)
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see Theorem B.9 in Appendix B, where the s-th derivative of a β̃-smooth function Rd → R is
estimated. In our ODE-regression model, the observed solutions have smoothness β̃ = β + 1, and
we want to estimate their first derivative (s = 1) in the form of f , which has a d-dimensional
domain. Thus, the rate in (5) fits precisely the classical nonparametric regression rate (6).

These rates are shown to be minimax optimal in certain settings by comparing them to [Sch24].

Overview. In Section 2, the general ODE model is discussed. In Section 3 and Section 4, we
focus on the stubble model and the snake model, respectively, and present the main results, i.e.,
the lower bounds and discuss the ideas of their proofs. We show some auxiliary results and review
some basics and notation on multivariate derivatives in Appendix A. In Appendix B, the general
lower bounds theorem for regression models is stated, proven and applied in an example. The main
proofs are given in Appendix C and Appendix D. Finally, Appendix E comments on the number
of trajectories m required to obtain the error lower bound in the snake model.

2 General Model

2.1 Model Description

We consider an autonomous, first order, ordinary differential equation (ODE) of the form u̇ = f(u),
where f is an unknown smooth function, which we call the model function. One or several solutions
to this ODE are observed with noise at given times. The noise is assumed to be independent. The
task we consider is to estimate the model function f .

As we will show in the following, care has to be taken when defining the precise model and
estimation task. In a straight-forward setting, no consistent estimation is possible at all.

2.2 Model Definition

Notation 2.1.

(i) Let K ∈ {N,Z,R}. For a ∈ K, define K≥a := K ∩ [a,∞) and K>a := K ∩ (a,∞). For
n,m ∈ Z, define Jn,mK := Z ∩ [n,m] and JnK := J1, nK.

(ii) For x ∈ R, define the largest integer strictly smaller than x as TxU := max{m ∈ Z | m <
x}, and the smallest integer strictly larger than x as VxW := min{m ∈ Z | m > x}. The
non-strict versions are denote as ⌊x⌋ := max{m ∈ Z | m ≤ x} and ⌈x⌉ := min{m ∈ Z |
m ≥ x}.

(iii) For I ⊆ Z define the shorthand notation OI := (Oi)i∈I for any family of objects Oi,
i ∈ I. In particular, we will write OJn,mK for (On, . . . , Om), where n,m ∈ N, n ≤ m.

(iv) Let (Ω,AΩ,P) be a probability space and denote by E[·] the corresponding expectation.
We assume that every random variable mentioned in the following is defined on this
space without further mentioning it.

(v) Let d ∈ N. For a probability distribution P on Rd and a vector v ∈ Rd, denote by v+P
the distribution P shifted by v, i.e., (v+P )(A) = P ({x− v | x ∈ A}) for all measurable
sets A ⊆ Rd.

(vi) Let d ∈ N. Denote the Euclidean norm of v ∈ Rd by ∥v∥2.

Let d ∈ N be the dimension of the state space Rd. For a (globally) Lipschitz-continuous function
f : Rd 7→ Rd (the model function) and initial conditions x ∈ Rd, let U(f, x, ·) : R → Rd, t 7→
U(f, x, t) be the solution to the initial value problem u̇(t) = f(u(t)) with u(0) = x. The global
Lipschitz assumption implies global existence and uniqueness of the solutions. We refer to t and
the domain of u as time and to U(f, x, t) as state. The image of U(f, x, ·) is a trajectory. The map
U(f, ·, ·) : Rd × R → Rd is called flow. It has the semigroup property

U(f, U(f, x, s), t) = U(f, x, s+ t) (7)

5



for all x ∈ Rd, s, t,∈ R.

Let β ∈ R≥1 be the smoothness parameter. Set ℓ := TβU. Let L0, . . . , Lℓ, Lβ ∈ R>0. Let
Fd,β := Σd→d(β, LJ0,ℓK, Lβ) denote our smoothness class of model functions, which contains exactly

those functions f : Rd → Rd with the following properties: For j ∈ JdK, let fj : Rd → R be the j-th
component functions of f , i.e., f(x) = (f1(x), . . . , fd(x)) for all x ∈ Rd. For k ∈ J0, ℓK, the k-th
derivative Dkfj(x) of fj at any location x ∈ Rd is bounded in operator norm by Lk, i.e.,

∀k ∈ JℓK : ∀x ∈ Rd : ∥Dkfj(x)∥op ≤ Lk . (8)

Moreover, the ℓ-th derivative is (β − ℓ)-Hölder continuous with constant Lβ , i.e,

∀x, x̃ ∈ Rd :
∥∥Dℓfj(x)−Dℓfj(x̃)

∥∥
op

≤ Lβ ∥x− x̃∥β−ℓ
2 . (9)

We refer to the appendix section A.3 for further details on derivatives and Hölder-smoothness
classes.

Let f⋆ ∈ Fd,β be the true model function or ground truth. Let m ∈ N be the number of observed
trajectories. Let n1, . . . , nm ∈ N be the number of observations per trajectory. Denote nmax :=
maxj∈JmK nj . Let I :=

⋃m
j=1({j} × JnjK) be the set of indices for our observations and n := #I =∑m

j=1 nj the total number of observations. Let Tj ∈ R>0 be the maximum observation time of
trajectory j ∈ JmK. Let the observation time of the i-th observation on trajectory j be tj,i ∈ [0, Tj ]
for (j, i) ∈ I with tj,0 = 0, tj,nj

= Tj , and tj,i−1 ≤ tj,i. Denote the (overall) maximum observation
time as Tmax := maxj∈JmK Tj and the total time as Tsum :=

∑
j∈JmK Tj . Let x1, . . . , xm ∈ Rd be the

initial conditions for the m trajectories. Let the noise εj,i, (j, i) ∈ I be independent Rd-valued
random variables with expectation E[εj,i] = 0. Let

Yj,i = U(f⋆, xj , tj,i) + εj,i , (j, i) ∈ I (10)

be our observations. In this model, we observe Yj,i and know tj,i as well as xj , but f
⋆ is unknown.

To obtain lower bounds on the error of estimating f⋆, we will require the noise distribution to
fulfill the following condition.

Assumption 2.2.

• Noise: There is Cnoise ∈ R>0 such that, for all v1, v2 ∈ Rd, we have

KL(v1 + P ε, v2 + P ε) ≤ Cnoise∥v1 − v2∥22, (11)

where KL(·, ·) denotes the Kullback-Leibler distance for two probability measures.

Remark 2.3.

(i) Example. The normal distribution P ε = N (0, A), where A ∈ Rd×d is symmetric and
positive definite, fulfills Noise with

Cnoise =
1

2λmin
, (12)

where λmin ∈ R>0 is the smallest eigenvalue of A.

(ii) Interpretation. Noise ensures that the noise is not restricted to too simple distri-
butions. For example, if we would know that the errors have a uniform distribution, a
faster rate of estimation may be possible. Intuitively, the mean of a uniform distribution
can be estimated with a 1/n error rate, whereas the error for estimating the mean of a
Gaussian is 1/

√
n. This leads to different rates of convergence in regression problems.

See [Tsy09, Exercise 2.7].

2.3 Target: Estimation of the Model Function

6



Notation 2.4.

(i) For p ∈ [1,∞], d ∈ N, a measurable set A ⊆ Rd, and a measurable function g : A → R,
denote the Lp-norm of g on A as

∥g∥Lp(A) =

{(∫
A
|g|p dx

) 1
p for p ∈ [1,∞) ,

ess supx∈A |g| for p = ∞ .
(13)

Let us consider the estimation of f⋆ via an estimator denoted f̂ . A first ingredient for a typical
loss function for such an objective is a way to compare f⋆(x), f̂(x) ∈ Rd. We will always use the
Euclidean norm ∥ · ∥2 in Rd for this purpose and base loss functions on

∥f̂ − f⋆∥2 : Rd → R≥0 , x 7→ ∥f̂ − f⋆∥2(x) := ∥f̂(x)− f⋆(x)∥2 . (14)

For a given state x0 ∈ Rd, we may want to consider the pointwise loss

∥f̂ − f⋆∥2(x0) =
∥∥∥f̂(x0)− f⋆(x0)

∥∥∥
2
. (15)

To obtain a global evaluation of an estimate, we can instead integrate ∥f̂ − f⋆∥2 over some mea-
surable subset A ⊆ Rd. A general form of this loss is∥∥∥∥∥∥f̂ − f⋆

∥∥∥
2

∥∥∥
Lp(A)

, (16)

where p ∈ [1,∞]. The set A may be chosen beforehand as a fixed domain of interest such as
A := [0, 1]d. However, it is not possible to obtain a consistent estimate without making further
assumptions. Consider following example. We observe m = 1 trajectories in d = 1 dimensions and
are interested in f⋆ on A = [0, 1]. But the initial conditions x1 = 0 and the true model function
f⋆ are so that f⋆(x1) = 0. Then we will only make observations at U(f⋆, x1, t) = x1. Therefore,
we will not be able to create a meaningful estimate of, say, f⋆(1). This example can be easily
extended to higher dimensions.

To obtain non-trivial results, we make restrictions on the general model so that consistent estima-
tion is possible. The restrictions ensure a suitable distribution of observations across the domain
of interest (see Figure 2a for an example where this as condition is not fulfilled). Two kinds of
restrictions are discussed: In the stubble model, we assume to cover the domain of interest by a
suitable number of initial conditions, each of which starts a new trajectory that is observed (e.g.,
Figure 2b). In the snake model, the number of initial conditions and their location is not directly
restricted, but the observed trajectory or trajectories must have forms to suitably cover of the
domain of interest (e.g., Figure 2c). The precise meaning of suitably is discussed in Section 4.

3 Stubble Model

In this section, we consider the model described in Section 2.2 with the target of estimating f⋆ on
the domain of interest [0, 1]d and denote by Pf⋆ and Ef⋆ [·] the corresponding probability measure
and expectation, respectively. We make a restriction on the initial conditions to avoid trivial
settings in which consistent estimation is impossible. The resulting model is called the stubble
model. In this model, we derive two different types of lower bounds – one deterministic, which
is independent of the noise and the sample size n and another probabilistic depending on these
objects. Then the rates are combined for a full picture. The obtained lower bounds on the error
rates are shown to be minimax optimal in at least some settings.

3.1 Model

7
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(b) Stubble Model with a uniform grid of initial con-
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Figure 2: Illustrations of the problem of consistent estimation of f and solution strategies. The
underlying model function f has a vanishing value in the first dimension when the first dimension
becomes 0. The plots show the state space. The model function is depicted with gray arrows.
Trajectories are shown in black to blue color with black points indicating their initial conditions.
The color transition visualizes time. The domain of interest is [−1, 1]2.
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Notation 3.1.

(i) Let d ∈ N, z ∈ Rd, r ∈ R>0. Denote the open ball in Rd with radius r and center z as

Bd(z, r) :=
{
x ∈ Rd

∣∣ ∥x− z∥2 < r
}
. (17)

(ii) Let A be a set. Denote the indicator function of A as 1A(·), i.e.,

1A(x) =

{
1, if x ∈ A ,

0, if x ̸∈ A .
(18)

In the stubble model, we need following assumption on the initial conditions.

Assumption 3.2.

• Cover: There is Ccvr ∈ R>0 such that, for all z ∈ [0, 1]d, r ∈ R>0, we have

1

m

m∑
j=1

1Bd(z,r)(xj) ≤ max

(
1

m
, Ccvrr

d

)
. (19)

Remark 3.3.

(i) Example. The regular grid in [0, 1]d,

{x1, . . . , xm} =
{(

k1

K . . . kd

K

)⊤∣∣∣ k1, . . . , kd ∈ J0,KK
}

(20)

with K ∈ N and m = (K + 1)d, fulfills Cover with

Ccvr = 4d , (21)

which can be seen by bounding the hypersphere Bd(z, r) by a hypercube of side length
2r.

(ii) Interpretation. To make a non-trivial upper bound on the estimation error possible,
one could require each part of the domain of interest to contain a sufficient amount of
initial conditions and, therefore, of observations. This would ensure that there are no
large holes in the state space without observations, where the estimation error does not
vanish. As we are interested in a lower bound, we make a complementary assumption:
We require that no ball in the domain of interest contains too many initial conditions,
which could yield over-proportionally good estimates locally.

3.2 Lower Bound – Probabilistic

Theorem 3.4. Use the model of Section 2.2. Assume Noise and Cover. Let p ∈ R≥1. Then
there is C ∈ R>0 large enough, depending only on β, d, L0, . . . , Lℓ, Lβ , Cnoise, Ccvr, p with the
following property: Assume

m
2β
d ≥ CnmaxT

2
max and mnmaxT

2
max ≥ C . (22)

9



Then

∀x0 ∈ [0, 1]d : inf
f̂

sup
f⋆∈Fd,β

Pf⋆

(
C
∥∥∥f̂ − f⋆

∥∥∥
2
(x0) ≥

(
mnmaxT

2
max

)− β
2β+d

)
≥ 1

4
, (23)

inf
f̂

sup
f⋆∈Fd,β

Pf⋆

(
C sup

x∈[0,1]d

∥∥∥f̂ − f⋆
∥∥∥
2
(x) ≥

(
mnmaxT

2
max

log(mnmaxT 2
max)

)− β
2β+d

)
≥ 1

4
,

(24)

inf
f̂

sup
f⋆∈Fd,β

Pf⋆

(
C
∥∥∥∥∥∥f̂ − f⋆

∥∥∥
2

∥∥∥
Lp([0,1]d)

≥
(
mnmaxT

2
max

)− β
2β+d

)
≥ 1

4
, (25)

where the infima range over all estimators f̂ of f⋆ based on the observations YI .

Remark 3.5.

(i) Maximum Values. The bounds are presented in terms of the maximum number of
observations for a trajectory nmax = maxj nj and the maximum observation time for a
trajectory Tmax = maxj Tj . We do not expect the bounds to be optimal if the variation
in nj or Tj is extreme. Thus, a primary way of understanding the theorem is for the
case of equal numbers of observation nj and equal observation times Tj . In this case,
the total number of observations is n = mnmax.

(ii) Relation Assumptions. We are mainly interested in asymptotics where nmax is con-

stant, m
n→∞−−−−→ ∞, and Tmax

n→∞−−−−→ 0 or Tmax ≤ c. For this case, the condition

m
2β
d ≥ CnmaxT

2
max is not a restriction. The requirement mnmaxT

2
max ≥ C requires Tmax

to not decline too quickly. As an example, constant nmax, m = cn, Tmax = cn−
1

2(β+1)+d

fulfill the conditions. These settings are used in Corollary 3.13 to show a minimal lower
bound only depending on n.

(iii) Error Tendencies. Generally, we obtain a lower bound that is large if n ≈ mnmax is
small and Tmax is small. The former is typical, the latter can be explained as follows:
The larger time gets, the more distance can be attained between trajectories that start
from the same initial conditions, but are driven by different model functions. Thus, the
signal to noise ratio gets larger. In other words, the longer two stubbles are, the more
apparent the differences in their dynamics will be.

Theorem 3.4 is a direct consequence of Theorem C.4, see appendix C.2, where the proof is given
in detail. Here, we present a sketch of the proof.

Proof sketch of Theorem 3.4. The proof is based on an application of the master theorem, Theo-
rem B.6, which presents a tool for deriving lower bounds for general regression models and is itself
based on [Tsy09]. Essentially, we need to find two (or more) hypotheses f ∈ Fd,β that have a large
distance in the error metric of interest while still being hard to distinguish from observations.

We use the null hypothesis
f0(x) = (0, . . . , 0)

⊤
, (26)

which results in no movement of the states U(f0, x, t) over time. For the alternatives, we add one or
several bumps1 to the first dimension of f0. The bumps are scaled and shifted versions of prototype
hbump
d,β : Rd → R that is based on a symmetric kernel with compact support. See Lemma A.8 for a

definition. For a location z ∈ Rd and a scale r ∈ R>0, we define the alternative model function as

fz,r(x) :=

(
Lβr

βhbump
d,β

(
x− z

r

)
, 0, . . . , 0

)⊤
. (27)

1Here a bump refers to a smooth function R → R with compact support that first increases into positive values,
than decreases until it is 0.
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The solutions of the initial value problem corresponding to such an alternative are constant in all
directions, except when they start in the support of a bump. In that case there is some small
movement in the first dimension. See Figure 3 for an illustration.

−1

0

1

−1 0 1
dim 1

di
m

 2

(a) The model function fz,r.

−1

0

1

−1 0 1
dim 1

di
m

 2

0.00

0.05

0.10

0.15

0.20
Time

(b) The model function fz,r with a grid of solu-
tions.

Figure 3: The model function used in the proof of error lower bounds in the stubble model. Object
description as in Figure 2.

3.3 Lower Bound – Deterministic

We assume here that we make observations at equally spaced timepoints. In this setting, we always
have a non-vanishing error term – even when observing infinitely many trajectories starting at every
point in the domain of interest (and outside), and even when observing without any measurement
noise. This is demonstrated with the following theorem. We show the existence of two different
model functions that induce trajectories that coincide periodically. If this period is equal to the
constant timestep of observation times, it is impossible to distinguish the two functions.

Theorem 3.6. Let d ∈ N, β ∈ R≥1, ℓ := TβU, L0, . . . , Lℓ, Lβ ∈ R>0. Set Fd,β := Σd→d(β, LJ0,ℓK, Lβ).
Let p ∈ R≥1. Then there is C ∈ R>0 large enough, depending only d, β, L0, . . . , Lℓ, Lβ , p, with
the following property: Let x0 ∈ [0, 1]d and ∆t ∈ R>0 with ∆t ≤ C−1. Then there are
f0, f1 ∈ Fd,β such that

U(f0, x, i∆t) = U(f1, x, i∆t) (28)

for all i ∈ Z, x ∈ Rd and

C ∥f0 − f1∥2 (x0) ≥ ∆tβ and C ∥∥f0 − f1∥2∥Lp([0,1]d)
≥ ∆tβ . (29)

Remark 3.7.

(i) Error Tendencies. In contrast to Theorem 3.4, a large observation time Tmax (which
is equivalent to a large constant time step ∆t between observations), increases the error
lower bound. Here larger time steps mean more unobserved time in which the trajectories
can deviate undetected.

Theorem 3.6 is a direct consequence of Theorem C.1, see appendix C.1, where the proof is given
in detail. Here, we present a sketch of the proof.

Proof sketch of Theorem 3.6. It is enough to make this construction in one dimension, d = 1,
as other dimension can be set to 0. Furthermore, we can scale any construction easily to be

11
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Figure 4: Periodically intersecting but non-identical flows. In blue, we have a constant model
function f0 with linear trajectories t 7→ U(f0, x, t). In red, we have a periodic model function f1
with trajectories t 7→ U(f1, x, t) that periodically intersect those of f0. The black circles mark
intersections of the trajectories.

appropriate for a given ∆t and L0. Hence, we work with ∆t = 1 and L0 large enough. We start by
setting the first model function to be constant, f0(x) = 1. The solutions are the linear functions
U(f0, x, t) = x + t. Next, we want to construct f1 ̸= f0 with the property (28). We define a
function g : R → R, x 7→ x + h(x), where h is a non-constant, periodic function with period 1.
We choose h such that g is smooth and invertible. Then we set f1(x) = g′(g−1(x)). This yields
U(f1, x, t) = g(g−1(x) + t). As h is periodic, one can show g(g−1(x) + i) = x + i for i ∈ Z.
The technical part concerning the smoothness conditions is left out here. An illustration of the
construction is given in Figure 4.

If the spacing of observation times is irregular, the construction in the proof of Theorem 3.6 must
fail as the next proposition shows.

Proposition 3.8. Let t1, t2 ∈ R>0 with t2/t1 ∈ R \Q. Assume, we have f0, f1 ∈ Σ(1, L) for
some L ∈ R>0 such that U(f0, x, ti) = U(f1, x, ti) for i = 1, 2 and all x ∈ R. Then f0 = f1.

Proof of Proposition 3.8. For k ∈ Z, ℓ ∈ {0, 1}, we have U(fℓ, x, kti) = U(fℓ, U(fℓ, x, (k−1)ti), ti).
Using induction and U(f0, x, ti) = U(f1, x, ti), we obtain U(f0, x, kti) = U(f1, x, kti) for i = 1, 2,
all k ∈ Z, and all x ∈ R. Hence, U(f0, x, k1t1 + k2t2) = U(f1, x, k1t1 + k2t2) for all k1, k2 ∈ Z and
x ∈ R. As t1/t2 is irrational, the set {k1t1+k2t2 : k1, k2 ∈ Z} is dense in R (Kronecker’s theorem).
Hence, U(f0, x, t) = U(f1, x, t) for all x, t ∈ R, which implies f0 = f1.

Remark 3.9. It is unclear to the authors whether the failure to prove a similar lower error
bound in the case of varying time steps is due to a different (faster) minimax error rate or
just a lacking in the considered mathematical approach. In any case, the apparent difference
between constant and varying timesteps for the statistical analysis seems intriguing due to its
links to Diophantine approximation, i.e., the study of approximating real numbers by rational
ones.

3.4 Combined Lower Bounds

We combine the results of Theorem 3.4 and Theorem 3.6 to one lower bound in Corollary 3.11. To
increase the clarity of the result, we use a more specific setting than is possible. In particular, we
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show results for the expected squared error, and we restrict ourselves to viewing nmax as a constant
(not allowing nmax → ∞) and to equidistant observation times.

Assumption 3.10.

• EquidistantTime: There is ∆t ∈ R>0 such that tj,i+1 − tj,i = ∆t for all j ∈ JmK,
i ∈ JnjK.

Corollary 3.11. Use the model of Section 2.2. Assume Noise, Cover, and Equidistant-
Time. Then there is C ∈ R>0 large enough, depending only on d, nmax, β, L0, . . . , Lℓ, Lβ , Cnoise, Ccvr

with the following property: Assume

∆t ≤ C−1 and n∆t2 ≥ C . (30)

Then

∀x0 ∈ [0, 1]d : C inf
f̂

sup
f⋆∈Fd,β

Ef⋆

[∥∥∥f̂(x0)− f⋆(x0)
∥∥∥2
2

]
≥
(
n∆t2

)− 2β
2β+d +∆t2β , (31)

C inf
f̂

sup
f⋆∈Fd,β

Ef⋆

[
sup

x∈[0,1]d

∥∥∥f̂ − f⋆
∥∥∥2
2
(x)

]
≥
(

n∆t2

log(n∆t2)

)− 2β
2β+d

+∆t2β , (32)

C inf
f̂

sup
f⋆∈Fd,β

Ef⋆

[∥∥∥∥∥∥f̂ − f⋆
∥∥∥
2

∥∥∥2
L2([0,1]d)

]
≥
(
n∆t2

)− 2β
2β+d +∆t2β , (33)

where the infima range over all estimators f̂ of f⋆ based on the observations YI .

Remark 3.12.

(i) Minimax Optimality. In the setting of Corollary 3.11, [Sch24, Corollary 3.13] presents
the upper bound

C−1Ef⋆

[∥∥∥f̂(x0)− f⋆(x0)
∥∥∥2
2

]
≤
(
n∆t2

)− 2β
2β+d +∆t2β (34)

for x0 ∈ [0, 1]d and some constant C ∈ R>0, and all n ∈ N large enough. This implies the
minimax optimality of the presented estimation procedure proposed in [Sch24, Corollary
3.13].

(ii) Time Duration. As C in the corollary may depend on nmax, we essentially assume
that nmax is constant. Then, to compare with Theorem 3.4, we see that Tmax = nmax∆t
is of the same order as ∆t.

(iii) Exponent. Roughly speaking, the function f is β smooth, making the trajectories
t 7→ U(f, x, t) (β + 1)-smooth due to the smoothing property of the forward map f 7→
U(f, x, ·). As a β̃-smooth object with β̃ := β + 1 is observed, of which we want to
estimate its first derivative, which has a d-dimensional domain, one may expect a rate
of the order of

n
− β̃−1

2β̃+d = n−
β

2(β+1)+d (35)

from classical nonparametric regression theory, see Theorem B.9. So, the exponent β
2β+d

may be surprising. But, after balancing the probabilistic and the deterministic terms,
the expected term 2(β + 1) + d indeed appears in the denominator, as we will see in
Corollary 3.13.

(iv) Balancing. For balancing the two error terms, note that(
n∆t2

)− 2β
2β+d ≥ ∆t2β (36)
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if and only if

∆t ≤ n−
1

2(β+1)+d . (37)

Proof of Corollary 3.11. The proof consists of first applying the probabilistic lower bound Theo-
rem 3.4 and the deterministic lower bound Theorem 3.6 together with the deterministic master
theorem Theorem B.7. Then Theorem B.4 transfers results in probability to results in expectation.
We have to check that all assumptions are fulfilled:

As C−1 ≥ ∆t, n∆t2 ≥ C implies n ≥ C3. Thus,

m2β ≥
(

n

nmax

)2β

≥
(
C3

nmax

)2β

= C ′n3maxC
−2 ≥ C ′n3max∆t

2 = C ′nmaxT
2
max (38)

with

C ′ =

(
C3

nmax

)2β (
n3maxC

−2
)−1

. (39)

Furthermore,
mnmaxT

2
max ≥ nn2

max∆t
2 ≥ Cn2max ≥ C ′′ (40)

with
C ′′ := Cn2max . (41)

Thus, we can choose C large enough, so that the conditions for Theorem 3.4 are fulfilled. As we
assume ∆t ≤ C−1 we can also apply Theorem 3.6.

Based on a trade-off of the error terms in Corollary 3.11, the following corollary yields lower bounds
for the estimation risk independent of ∆t.

Corollary 3.13. Use the setting of Corollary 3.11. Then

C inf
f̂

sup
f⋆∈Fd,β

Ef⋆

[∥∥∥f̂(x0)− f⋆(x0)
∥∥∥2
2

]
≥ n−

2β
2(β+1)+d , (42)

C inf
f̂

sup
f⋆∈Fd,β

Ef⋆

[
sup

x∈[0,1]d

∥∥∥f̂ − f⋆
∥∥∥2
2
(x)

]
≥
(

n

log(n)

)− 2β
2(β+1)+d

, (43)

C inf
f̂

sup
f⋆∈Fd,β

Ef⋆

[∥∥∥∥∥∥f̂ − f⋆
∥∥∥
2

∥∥∥2
L2([0,1]d)

]
≥ n−

2β
2(β+1)+d , (44)

where the infima range over all estimators f̂ of f⋆ based on the observations YI .

Remark 3.14.

(i) Generality. These bounds are the minima of the lower bounds of Corollary 3.11 and
hold for all ∆t that fulfill the conditions in Corollary 3.11.

(ii) Exponent. As mentioned in Remark 3.12, the exponents in the error rate are intu-
itively meaningful when compared to the minimax rates of nonparmetric regression (see
Appendix B.3):

• The 2 in the numerator is due to considering the squared error.

• The β in the numerator is the smoothness of the observed object U(f, x, ·), which
is β + 1, minus one for the first derivative of that object that is estimated in the
form of f .

• The 2 in the denominator is due to condition Noise, see also Remark 2.3.

• The term β + 1 in the denominator is the smoothness of the observed object.

• The d in the denominator is the dimension of the domain of the estimated object
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f .

Poof of Corollary 3.13. Set

∆t = n−
1

2(β+1)+d (45)

for the bounds at a point and in L2 and

∆t =

(
n

log(n)

)− 1
2(β+1)+d

(46)

for the bound in sup-norm. Then apply Corollary 3.11. Note that these choices minimize the
bounds presented in Corollary 3.11 with respect to ∆t. Thus, the lower bounds in Corollary 3.13
are true for general ∆t.

4 Snake Model

In this section, we consider the model described in Section 2.2 with the target of estimating f⋆ on
the domain of interest [0, 1]d. We make a restriction on the location of the observed trajectories
in the state space to avoid trivial settings in which consistent estimation is impossible. We call
the resulting model the snake model. In this model, we derive two different types of lower bounds
– one deterministic, which is independent of the noise and sample size n and another probabilistic
depending on these objects. Then the rates are combined for a full picture. The obtained lower
bounds on the error rates are shown to be minimax optimal in at least one specific setting of
interest.

4.1 Model

If there is a location in state space which has a large distance to every point of the observed
trajectories, we are not able to estimate the model function at this location well. In other words,
the error rate for estimation of the model function f⋆ depends on how densely the trajectories
cover the domain of interest. We make this dependence visible by designing a parameter class
that not only requires a minimum smoothness of f⋆, but also requires a bound δ on the maxi-
mal distance of any point in the domain of interest to the observed trajectories. Clearly, longer
trajectories have a higher potential to fulfill the latter requirement. Moreover, the length of a
trajectory uj := U(f⋆, xj , ·) : [0, Tj ] → Rd can be bounded from above by the product of its max-
imum speed |u̇j |∞ and the length of time interval Tj . If the corresponding model function is in
Fd,β = Σd→d(β, LJ0,ℓK, Lβ), we have |u̇j |∞ ≤ L0. With these considerations in mind, we design the
parameter class depending on the smoothness parameters β, LJ0,ℓK, Lβ , the covering parameter δ,
and the total observed time Tsum =

∑m
j=1 Tj .

In contrast to the stubble model, we do not prescribe initial conditions, but make them part
of the parameter vector that describes the probability distribution of observations: For m ∈ N
trajectories, the parameter vector θ = (f, xJ1,mK, TJ1,mK) ∈ Fd,β × (Rd)m × (R>0)

m contains the
model function f , the initial conditions xJ1,mK and the maximum observation time TJ1,mK for each
trajectory. Our observations are described by θ⋆ = (f⋆, xJ1,mK, TJ1,mK) and the equation

Yj,i = U(f⋆, xj , tj,i) + εj,i , i ∈ JnjK, j ∈ JmK (47)

with – as before – independent, identically distributed, and centered noise εj,i ∼ P ε. We denote
by Pθ⋆ and Eθ⋆ [·] the corresponding probability measure and expectation, respectively.

As suggested above, to provide lower bounds on estimating f⋆, we need some restrictions on θ⋆.
To describe the set of admissible parameters, we need the following definitions.

Definition 4.1 (Tube).

(i) Let d ∈ N, T ∈ R>0. Let u : [0, T ] → Rd be continuously differentiable and denote its
derivative as u̇ : [0, T ] → Rd. Let δ ∈ R>0. Define the (closed) tube with radius δ around
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u as

T (u, δ) :=
⋃

t∈[0,T ]

u(t) + v

∣∣∣∣∣∣
u̇(t) ̸= 0,
v⊤u̇(t) = 0,
∥v∥2 ≤ δ

 . (48)

(ii) Let d,m ∈ N, f : Rd → Rd Lipschitz continuous, x1, . . . , xm ∈ Rd, and T1, . . . , Tm ∈ R>0.
Let θ := (f, xJ1,mK, TJ1,mK). Let uj := U(f⋆, xj , ·) : [0, Tj ] → Rd. Let A ⊆ Rd. Define the
tube distance as

dT (A, θ) := inf

δ ∈ R>0

∣∣∣∣∣∣A ⊆
m⋃
j=1

T (uj , δ)

 . (49)

Remark 4.2. Our definition here yields T (u, δ) = ∅ if u̇ = 0. If we would remove the
condition u̇(t) ̸= 0 from (48), the model function f = 0, would be able to cover the hypercube
with a sufficient amount of trajectories m, initial conditions on a uniform grid, and Tj =
0. But f(x) = ϵe1 with sufficiently small ϵ ∈ R>0 would not fulfill this condition. Our
convention avoids this discontinuity. For an analysis of settings with a large number of very
short trajectories, see the stubble model.

Now we can define the parameter class Θsnake
d,β , for which we show error lower bounds in this section.

Definition 4.3 (Snake Parameter Class). Let d ∈ N≥2 and β, L0, . . . , Lℓ, Lβ , δ, Tsum ∈ R>0.
Set Fd,β := Σd→d(β, LJ0,ℓK, Lβ). Define

Θm
d,β := Θm

d,β(LJ0,ℓK, Lβ) := Fd,β × (Rd)m × Rm
>0 (50)

and

Θsnake
d,β := Θsnake

d,β (LJ0,ℓK, Lβ , δ, Tsum) (51)

:=

θ = (f, xJ1,mK, TJ1,mK) ∈ Θm
d,β

∣∣∣∣∣∣
m ∈ N,∑

j∈JmK Tj = Tsum,

dT ([0, 1]
d, θ) ≤ δ

 . (52)

For θ = (f, xJ1,mK, TJ1,mK) ∈ Θsnake
d,β , denote fθ := f .

Remark 4.4. The volume of a tube in dimension d ∈ N≥2 of radius δ ∈ R>0 is bounded from
above by the volume of sphere with radius r in d−1 dimensions, i.e., cdδ

d−1, times the length of
the tube. The length of the tubes generated by trajectories U(f, xj , ·) : [0, Tj ] → Rd, j ∈ JmK
is bounded from above by L0Tsum, where L0 := |f |∞ and Tsum :=

∑
j∈JmK Tj . Thus, we require

cdδ
d−1L0Tsum ≥ 1 to make it possible to achieve dT ([0, 1]

d, θ) ≤ δ for θ = (f, xJ1,mK, TJ1,mK).

In other words, if L0Tsum <
(
cdδ

d−1
)−1

, then Θsnake
d,β (LJ0,ℓK, Lβ , δ, Tsum) = ∅.
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(a) An example of a tube for a given trajectory.
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(b) Continuing illustration Figure 2c, the initial
values, time horizons and model function fulfill
the covering property with δ = 0.25.

Figure 5: Illustration of tubes as defined in Definition 4.1. Object description as in Figure 2. Areas
shaded in pink are covered by tubes around the trajectories.

4.2 Lower Bound – Probabilistic

We consider the model described by Equation (47). We assume that the data points do not
accumulate too much within an area, which is guaranteed by the following assumption.

Assumption 4.5.

• CoverTime: There is Ccvrtm ∈ R>0 with the following property: For all j ∈ JmK,
a, b ∈ [0, Tj ] with a < b, we have

∑
i∈JnjK

1[a,b](ti,j) ≤ max

(
1, Ccvrtm(b− a)

n

Tsum

)
. (53)

Remark 4.6.

(i) Example. EquidistantTime implies CoverTime with Ccvrtm = 3.

(ii) Interpretation. The term n/Tsum is the average time destiny of the observations. The
condition requires that the observation density is never too far above average, which
would lead to potentially better estimates at that location. Compare with Cover,
which requires a similar bound in space instead of time.

We have the following lower bound results.

Theorem 4.7. Use the model of 2.2 with parameter class Θsnake
d,β from Definition 4.3. Assume

d ≥ 2, Noise, and CoverTime. Let p ∈ R≥1. Then there is a constant C ∈ R>0 large
enough, depending only on β, d, L0, . . . , Lℓ, Lβ , Cnoise, Ccvrtm, p, with the following property:
Assume

Cmax

((
Tsum
n

)2β+d+1

, T−1
sum

)
≤ δd−1 ≤ C−1 min

(
1,

n

Tsum

)
(54)
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Then

∀x0 ∈ [0, 1]d : inf
f̂

sup
θ⋆∈Θsnake

d,β

Pθ⋆

(
C
∥∥∥f̂ − fθ⋆

∥∥∥
2
(x0) ≥

(
δ−(d−1)T−1

sumn
)− β

2(β+1)+d

)
≥ 1

4
, (55)

inf
f̂

sup
θ⋆∈Θsnake

d,β

Pθ⋆

C sup
x∈[0,1]d

∥∥∥f̂ − fθ⋆

∥∥∥
2
(x) ≥

(
δ−(d−1)T−1

sumn

log
(
δ−(d−1)T−1

sumn
))− β

2(β+1)+d

 ≥ 1

4
, (56)

inf
f̂

sup
θ⋆∈Θsnake

d,β

Pθ⋆

(
C
∥∥∥∥∥∥f̂ − fθ⋆

∥∥∥
2

∥∥∥
Lp([0,1]d)

≥
(
δ−(d−1)T−1

sumn
)− β

2(β+1)+d

)
≥ 1

4
, (57)

where the infima range over all estimators f̂ of fθ⋆ based on the observations YI .

Remark 4.8.

(i) Dimension. In our construction, we require d ≥ 2. Furthermore, the tubes of Defi-
nition 4.1 are only meaningful in d ≥ 2. Note that d = 1 is a special case, where all
solutions U(f, x, ·) are monotone functions.

(ii) Equidistant Time. If we assume EquidistantTime, then CoverTime is fulfilled
and T−1

sumn = ∆t−1.

(iii) Relation Assumptions. The lower bounds are formulated in terms of the overall
sample size n, the total observation time Tsum, and the radius δ of the tube which is
required to cover the domain of interest. A typical setting we may be interested in is

δ
n→∞−−−−→ 0 and Tsum

n→∞−−−−→ ∞ and
n

Tsum

n→∞−−−−→ ∞ . (58)

Then the assumptions reduce to the requirement that δ
n→∞−−−−→ 0 is in some sense slower

than Tsum/n
n→∞−−−−→ 0 and T−1

sum
n→∞−−−−→ 0. For example,

δ = n−
1

2(β+1)+d and Tsum = Cδ−(d−1) = Cn
d−1

2(β+1)+d (59)

fulfill the requirements. This choice becomes relevant when balancing against the deter-
ministic error presented below.

(iv) Error Tendencies. We can understand T−1
sumn as the observation density in time. If

it increases, more accurate estimations can be made, reducing the error lower bound.
The term δ−(d−1) can be interpreted as the minimum required length of the (combined)
trajectories that is needed to cover the domain of interest with δ-tubes. A smaller δ
means a smaller parameter class Θsnake

d,β , decreasing the error lower bound.

(v) Exponent. In comparison to the lower bounds in Theorem 3.4, the exponent for the
error term Theorem 4.7 does match the intuitions for nonparametric regression models,
cf. Remark 3.5. If the available time Tsum is used in an optimal way, one can balance
Tsum = cδ−(d−1) so that the exponent stays the same when considering a lower error
bound that only depends on n.

Theorem 4.7 is a direct consequence of Theorem D.3, see appendix D.2, where the proof is given
in detail. Here, we present a sketch of the proof.

Sketch of Proof of Theorem 4.7. As for Theorem 3.4, we use our master theorem for regression
lower bounds, Theorem B.6, to prove Theorem 4.7.

We use the null hypothesis that the true model function is

f0(x) = (L0, 0, . . . , 0)
⊤. (60)
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The resulting trajectories are linear in the first dimension and constant in all other dimensions. The
alternatives are again based on scaled and shifted version of a prototype hpulsed,β : Rd → R. Instead
of a bump in the model function as for the stubble model, we now want the bump to be in the
trajectories. As the model function is essentially the derivative of the trajectory, we need a pulse2

that is added to f0 to obtain the alternative model functions. See Figure 6 for an illustration. The
pulse function hpulsed,β is based on a symmetric kernel with compact support and its derivative. See
Lemma A.8 for a definition.

For a location z ∈ Rd and a scale r ∈ R>0, we define the alternative model function as

fz,r(x) =

(
L0, Lβr

βhpulsed,β

(
x− z

r

)
, 0, . . . , 0

)
. (61)

The pulse is only acting in the second dimension so that the trajectories move with constant speed
in the first dimension. It is chosen so that the resulting trajectories are identical to those of f0
outside the support of the distortion of the model function induced by hpulsed,β .

On one hand, we need to make sure that the observed trajectories cover the domain of interest.
On the other hand, we obtain the best lower bound if as many observations as possible are unin-
formative. So, if Tsum is larger than necessary to cover the domain of interest, the remaining time
is wasted, i.e., it is used to extend the first trajectory outside the domain of interest. See the top
trajectory in Figure 6.

−1

0

1

−1 0 1
dim 1

di
m

 2

(a) The model function fz,r.

−1

0

1

−1 0 1 2
dim 1

di
m

 2

0

1

2

3

Time

(b) The model function fz,r with a row of solu-
tions.

Figure 6: The model function used in the proof of error lower bounds in the snake model. Object
description as in Figure 2.

4.3 Lower Bound – Deterministic

With θ⋆ ∈ Θsnake
d,β , we always have an error term of order δβ – even when observing trajectories

continuously in time over an arbitrarily long time range, and even when observing without any
measurement noise. This is due to the points in the domain of interest where the closest trajectory
is a distance δ away. This is demonstrated with the following theorem. We show the existence of
two different model functions that induce trajectories that coincide for certain initial conditions
and cover the domain of interest as required. It is impossible to distinguish the two model functions
from observations.

2Here a pulse refers to a smooth function R → R with compact support that first increases into positive values,
than decreases becoming negative, and then increases again until it is 0.
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Theorem 4.9. Let d ∈ N≥2, β ∈ R≥1, ℓ := TβU, L0, . . . , Lℓ, Lβ ∈ R>0. Set Fd,β :=
Σd→d(β, LJ0,ℓK, Lβ). Let p ∈ R≥1. Then there is C ∈ R>0 large enough, depending only

d, β, L0, . . . , Lℓ, Lβ , p, with the following property: Let x0 ∈ [0, 1]d and δ ∈ R>0 with δ ≤ C−1.
Assume CT−1

sum ≤ δd−1. Then there are θ0, θ1 ∈ Θsnake
d,β of the form θk = (fk, xJ1,mK, TJ1,mK),

k ∈ J0, 1K such that
U(f0, xj , t) = U(f1, xj , t) (62)

for all t ∈ R, j ∈ JmK and

C ∥f0 − f1∥2 (x0) ≥ δβ and C ∥∥f0 − f1∥2∥Lp([0,1]d)
≥ δβ . (63)

Remark 4.10.

(i) Relation Assumptions. If a trajectory has constant positive speed, it needs at least
cdδ

−(d−1) time to cover the domain of interest [0, 1]d with δ-tubes. Thus, the assumption
CT−1

sum ≤ δd−1 is quite natural if the speed of trajectories has na upper bound, which it
has as |f |∞ ≤ L0. Note that this assumption is also present in the probabilistic bound,
Theorem 4.7.

(ii) Comparison to Stubble. Compare this result to Theorem 3.6, where we have U(f0, x, i∆t) =
U(f1, x, i∆t) instead of U(f0, xj , t) = U(f1, xj , t). This illustrates again that the snake
and the stubble models are complementary.

Theorem 4.9 is a direct consequence of Theorem D.1, see appendix D.1, where the proof is given
in detail. Here, we present a sketch of the proof.

Sketch of Proof of Theorem 4.9. We set

f0(x) = (L0, 0, . . . , 0)
⊤. (64)

We then create initial conditions xj with 0 in the first dimension, Π1xj = 0, and so that the values
in the other dimensions {Π−1x1, . . . ,Π−1xm} ⊆ Rd−1 form a regular grid in with grid size 2r,
r = δ/

√
d. (See Notation A.2 (ii) for a definition of the projector operators.) Now we add bumps

of the form

f2,z,r(x) = Lβr
βhbump

d,β

(
x− z

r

)
(65)

in the second dimension to f0 to obtain f1 as

f1(x) = f0(x) +
∑
k∈Zd

f2,z+2rk,r(x)e1 . (66)

The precise locations of the bumps and the initial conditions are chose so that the trajectories
t 7→ U(f1, xj , t) do not intersect the support of the bumps so that (62) is fulfilled. Furthermore,
the grid is spaced, so that the tubes of radius δ around the trajectories cover the domain of interest.
See Figure 7 for an illustration.

4.4 Combined Lower Bounds

We have now proven two different lower bounds, which van be combined to the following lower
bounds of the estimation risk.

Corollary 4.11. Use the model of 2.2 with parameter class Θsnake
d,β from Definition 4.3. Assume

d ≥ 2, Noise, and CoverTime. Then there is a constant C ∈ R>0 large enough, depending
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Π−1z

Π−1x0

Π−1x1
= 2rΠ−1oz − r1

Π−1x2 Π−1x3 Π−1xm0+1

Π−1xm

2rΠ−1oz

δ

r

2r

2r
2r

2r

0 1
dim 2

0

1

dim 3

Figure 7: Construction of the grid for proof of Theorem 4.9 for the lower error bound at x0,
illustrated with d = 3. As the trajectories are linear in the first dimension and constant in the
other dimension, we show the projection to the second and third dimension. The black dots are
the projected initial conditions, which coincide with the trajectories. Red dots mark the centers
of the bumps of f1. The tubes covering the domain of interest are shaded in gray.
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only on β, d, L0, . . . , Lℓ, Lβ , Cnoise, Ccvrtm, with the following property: Assume

Cmax

((
Tsum
n

)2β+d+1

, T−1
sum

)
≤ δd−1 ≤ C−1 min

(
1,

n

Tsum

)
. (67)

Then

∀x0 ∈ [0, 1]d : C inf
f̂

sup
θ⋆∈Θsnake

d,β

Eθ⋆

[∥∥∥f̂ − fθ⋆

∥∥∥2
2
(x0)

]
≥ δ2β +

(
δ−(d−1)nT−1

sum

)− 2β
2(β+1)+d

(68)

C inf
f̂

sup
θ⋆∈Θsnake

d,β

Eθ⋆

[
sup

x∈[0,1]d

∥∥∥f̂ − fθ⋆

∥∥∥2
2
(x)

]
≥ δ2β +

(
δ−(d−1)nT−1

sum

log(δ−(d−1)nT−1
sum)

)− 2β
2(β+1)+d

(69)

C inf
f̂

sup
θ⋆∈Θsnake

d,β

Eθ⋆

[∥∥∥∥∥∥f̂ − fθ⋆

∥∥∥
2

∥∥∥2
L2([0,1]d)

]
≥ δ2β +

(
δ−(d−1)nT−1

sum

)− 2β
2(β+1)+d

, (70)

where the infima range over all estimators f̂ of fθ⋆ based on the observations YI .

Remark 4.12.

(i) Wasting Time. One only needs Tsum = cd
(
L0δ

d−1
)−1

to cover the domain of inter-
est [0, 1]d, see Remark 4.4. If Tsum is much larger, this time and the corresponding
observations can be wasted for non-informative observations to achieve a large lower
bound.

(ii) Optimal Covering. If T−1
sum = cdL0δ

d−1 then (67) becomes

Cn−
2(β+1)+d−1
2(β+1)+d ≤ δd−1 ≤ C−1 . (71)

Setting δ = cn− 1
2(β+1)+d fulfills this condition.

(iii) Balancing. The deterministic error term dominates,

δ2β ≥ c
(
δ−(d−1)nT−1

sum

)− 2β
2(β+1)+d

, (72)

if and only if

δ ≥ c

(
n

Tsum

)− 1
2(β+1)+1

. (73)

If we further assume that no time is wasted, T−1
sum = cdL0δ

d−1, we arrive at

δ ≥ cn−
1

2(β+1)+d . (74)

(iv) Minimax Optimality. In [Sch24, Corollary 4.17], for m = 1, an upper bound of the
form

sup
x∈[0,1]d

∥∥∥f̂ − fθ⋆

∥∥∥2
2
(x) ∈ OP

(
δ2β +

(
n

Tsum log n

)− 2β
2(β+1)+1

)
(75)

is shown for a certain estimator. That estimator is known to be flawed as the smoothness
of f is only taken into account along an observed trajectory but not orthogonal to it.
In comparison with our lower error bound, it still achieves the minimax optimal rate of
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convergence (ignoring log factors) if

δ ≥ c

(
n

Tsum

)− 1
2(β+1)+1

. (76)

In other words, the estimator in [Sch24, Corollary 4.17] is minimax optimal, if the
deterministic error term δ2β dominates the error.

Proof of Corollary 4.11. The proof consists of first applying the probabilistic lower bound Theo-
rem 4.7 and the deterministic lower bound Theorem 4.9 together with the deterministic master
theorem Theorem B.7. Then Theorem B.4 transfers results in probability to results in expecta-
tion.

Similar as seen in the stubble model for the time step ∆t, we can choose optimal parameters δ and
Tsum, from which lower bounds follow only depending on the sample size n.

Corollary 4.13. Use the setting of Corollary 4.11. Then

∀x0 ∈ [0, 1]d : inf
f̂

sup
θ⋆∈Θsnake

d,β

Eθ⋆

[∥∥∥f̂ − fθ⋆

∥∥∥2
2
(x0)

]
≥ Cn−

2β
2(β+1)+d , (77)

inf
f̂

sup
θ⋆∈Θsnake

d,β

Eθ⋆

[
sup

x∈[0,1]d

∥∥∥f̂ − fθ⋆

∥∥∥2
2
(x)

]
≥ C

(
n

log(n)

)− 2β
2(β+1)+d

, (78)

inf
f̂

sup
θ⋆∈Θsnake

d,β

Eθ⋆

[∥∥∥∥∥∥f̂ − fθ⋆

∥∥∥
2

∥∥∥2
L2([0,1]d)

]
≥ Cn−

2β
2(β+1)+d , (79)

where the infima range over all estimators f̂ of fθ⋆ based on the observations YI .

Remark 4.14.

(i) Generality. These bounds are the minima of the lower bounds of Corollary 4.11 and
hold for all Tsum and δ that fulfill the conditions in Corollary 4.11.

(ii) Exponent. Confer Remark 3.14.

(iii) Comparison to Stubble. It is remarkable, that the two complementary models, snake
and stubble, achieve the same universal lower error bound, see Corollary 3.13.

Proof of Corollary 4.13. Set

δ = n−
1

2(β+1)+d and Tsum = Cδ−(d−1) = Cn
d−1

2(β+1)+d (80)

for the bounds at a point and in L2 and

δ =

(
n

log(n)

)− 1
2(β+1)+d

and Tsum = Cδ−(d−1) = C

(
n

log(n)

) d−1
2(β+1)+d

(81)

for the bound in the sup-norm. In the former case, the requirement

C

(
Tsum
n

)2β+d+1

≤ δd−1 (82)

becomes
C
(
n−(2(β+1)+1)(2β+d+1)

)
≤ n−(d−1) (83)

which is fulfilled even for β = 0 if n is large enough. The other conditions are also easily checked.
Thus, we can apply Corollary 4.11. As these choices minimizes the bounds of Corollary 4.11 with
respect to δ and Tsum, the lower bounds in Corollary 4.13 are true for general δ and Tsum.
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Remark 4.15. The snake parameter class of Definition 4.3 allows for an arbitrary number
of trajectories m ∈ N. Furthermore, the constructions in the proofs of Theorem 4.9 and
Theorem 4.7 use m = cd,βδ

−(d−1) initial conditions. We show in Appendix E that we can
achieve the same lower bound for d = 2 and β = 1 with m = 1 and conjecture that this can
be generalized to arbitrary d ∈ N≥2 and β ∈ R≥1.

A Analytical Results

Notation A.1. Subsequently (in all sections of the appendix), all lower case c, with or
without index, are elements of R>0 and universal insofar as they only depend on the variables
written as index, e.g., cd,β depends only on β and d. In particular, a constant c with no index
refers to a fixed positive number. Every occurrence of such a variable may refer to a different
value.

In this section, we present basic analytical result that will be used later in the main proofs.

Notation A.2.

(i) Let X be a set, d ∈ N, and f : X → Rd. Denote the Euclidean norm as ∥v∥2 for v ∈ Rd.
Define |f |∞ := supx∈X ∥f∥2.

(ii) For d ∈ N fixed, denote by ej ∈ Rd, j ∈ JdK, the j-th unit vector, meaning that all
entries are equal to zero, but not the j-th, which equals 1.

• Denote by Πj : Rd → R, j ∈ JdK, the projection operator on the j-th component,
namely

Πj(x) := x⊤ej , (84)

for all x ∈ Rd.

• Denote by Π−j : Rd → Rd−1, j ∈ JdK, the projection operator on all but the j-th
component, namely

Π−j(x) := (Π1(x), . . . , Πj−1(x), Πj+1(x), . . . , Πd(x))
⊤

(85)

for all x ∈ Rd.

A.1 Derivatives

For any finite-dimensional R-vector space V , we denote the Euclidean norm as ∥x∥2 for x ∈ V . For
k ∈ N and finite-dimensional R-vector spaces V and W , let Lk(V,W ) be the set of k-multilinear
functions from V k to W . An element of Lk(V,W ) is called symmetric if it is invariant under
permutations of its k arguments. A function f : V → W is differentiable at x ∈ V if there is
A ∈ L1(V,W ) such that

lim
∥v∥2→0

∥f(x+ v)− f(x)−A(v)∥2
∥v∥2

= 0 . (86)

In this case we write Df(x) = A. The function f is differentiable if it is differentiable at all x ∈ V .
Denote the set of differentiable functions from V to W as D(V,W ). From now on, assume V = Rd

for a d ∈ N. Define Dd :=
{
v ∈ Rd

∣∣ ∥v∥2 = 1
}
. The directional derivative of f ∈ D(V,W ) at x ∈ V

in the direction v ∈ Dd is
Dvf(x) := Df(x)(v) . (87)

We set D0 to the identity, i.e., D0f = f . Let k ∈ N. Define the set of k-times differentiable
functions Dk(V,W ) and the k-th derivative operatorDk recursively: For k = 1, we set D1(V,W ) :=
D(V,W ) and D1 := D. Let k ∈ N≥2. A function f ∈ Dk(V,W ) is k-times differentiable at x ∈ V
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if there is symmetric A ∈ Lk(V,W ) such that

lim
∥v∥2→0

sup
v∈Dk−1

d

∥∥Dk−1
v f(x+ v)−Dk−1

v f(x)−A((v, v))
∥∥
2

∥v∥2
= 0 . (88)

In this case we write Dkf(x) = A. The function f is k-times differentiable if it is k-times differen-
tiable at all x ∈ V . Denote the set of k-times differentiable functions from V to W as Dk(V,W ).
The k-th directional derivative of f ∈ Dk(V,W ) at x ∈ V in the directions v ∈ Dk

d is

Dk
vf(x) := Dkf(x)(v) . (89)

Let p ∈ N. For f ∈ Dk(Rd,Rp) the derivative operator acts component-wise, i.e., for f =
(f1, . . . , fp) with fℓ ∈ Dk(Rd,R), we have

Dk
vf(x) =

D
k
vf1(x)
...

Dk
vfp(x)

 , (90)

for x ∈ Rd and v ∈ Dk
d. The operator norm for A ∈ Lk(V,W ) is

∥A∥op := sup
v∈Dk

d

∥A(v)∥2 . (91)

Define the sup-norm of the k-th derivative as

|Dkf |∞ := sup
x∈Rd

∥Dkf(x)∥op = sup
x∈Rd

sup
v∈Dk

d

∥∥Dk
vf(x)

∥∥
2
. (92)

Definition A.3 (Hölder-smoothness classes). Let d ∈ N, For L ∈ R>0, define

Σd→1(0;L) :=
{
f : Rd → R

∣∣ |f |∞ ≤ L
}
. (93)

For L ∈ R>0, β ∈ (0, 1], define

Σd→1(β;L) :=
{
f : Rd → R

∣∣∣ |f(x)− f(x̃)| ≤ L∥x− x̃∥β2
}
. (94)

Let β ∈ R>1 and ℓ := TβU. Define

Σd→1(β;L) :=
{
f ∈ Dℓ(Rd,R)

∣∣∣ ∥Dℓf(x)−Dℓf(x̃)∥op ≤ L∥x− x̃∥β−ℓ
2

}
. (95)

For β ∈ R≥0, use the short notation

Σ(β;L) := Σ1→1(β;L) . (96)

Let L0, . . . , Lℓ, Lβ ∈ R>0. Define

Σd→1(β;LJ0,ℓK, Lβ) := Σd→1(β;Lβ) ∩
ℓ⋂

k=0

Σd→1(k;Lk) . (97)

Let din, dout ∈ N. Define

Σdin→dout(β;LJ0,ℓK, Lβ) :=
(
Σdin→1(β;LJ0,ℓK, Lβ)

)dout
, (98)

where f = (f1, . . . , fdout) ∈ Σdin→dout(β;LJ0,ℓK, Lβ) is treated as a function

f : Rdin → Rdout , x 7→ (f1(x), . . . , fdout(x))
⊤. (99)
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Lemma A.4. Let d ∈ N. Let k ∈ N. Let f ∈ Dk(Rd,R). Let L ∈ R>0. Assume |Dkf |∞ ≤ L.
Then f ∈ Σd→1(k, L).

Proof of Lemma A.4. Let v ∈ Dk−1
d . Then, by the mean value theorem,∣∣Dk−1

v f(x)−Dk−1
v f(x̃)

∣∣ ≤ sup
ṽ∈Dd

∣∣∣Dk
(v,ṽ)f

∣∣∣
∞

∥x− x̃∥2 (100)

with (v, ṽ) ∈ Dk
d. Thus, ∥∥Dk−1f(x)−Dk−1f(x̃)

∥∥
op

≤
∣∣Dkf

∣∣
∞ ∥x− x̃∥2 . (101)

A.2 Smoothness and Kernels

The construction of the hypotheses in the proofs of Section 3 and Section 4 are based on kernel
functions and their smoothness properties. First, we show that a particular construction of function
is contained in the function class Σd→1(β;LJ0,ℓK, Lβ).

Lemma A.5 (Smoothness). Let d ∈ N. For β ∈ R>0 set ℓ := TβU. Assume h ∈ Σd→1(β, 1).
For z ∈ Rd, L, r ∈ R>0, b ∈ R, define

fr : Rd → R, x 7→ Lrβh

(
x− z

r

)
+ b . (102)

For L0, . . . , Lℓ, Lβ ∈ R>0, assume one of the following (equivalent) conditions:

(i) We have

L0 ≥ Lrβ |h|∞ + |b| , (103)

Lk ≥ Lrβ−k
∣∣Dkh

∣∣
∞ , k ∈ JℓK , (104)

Lβ ≥ L . (105)

(ii) We have

L ≤ min

(
L0 − |b|
rβ |h|∞

,
L1

rβ−1 |D1h|∞
, . . . ,

Lk

rβ−ℓ |Dℓh|∞
, Lβ

)
. (106)

(iii) We have |b| < L0, L ≤ Lβ , and

r ≤ min

((
L0 − |b|
L |h|∞

) 1
β

,

(
L1

L |D1h|∞

) 1
β−1

, . . . ,

(
Lk

L |Dℓh|∞

) 1
β−ℓ

)
. (107)

Then
fr ∈ Σd→1(β;LJ0,ℓK, Lβ) . (108)

Proof of Lemma A.5.

(i) For the bound on L0, note
|fr|∞ = Lrβ |h|∞ + |b| . (109)
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Next, we consider the bounds on LJ1,ℓK: Let v ∈ Dk
d. For k ∈ JℓK, we have

Dk
vfr(x) = Lrβ−kDk

vh(x) , (110)∣∣Dk
vfr
∣∣
∞ = Lrβ−k

∣∣Dk
vh
∣∣
∞ , (111)∣∣Dkfr

∣∣
∞ = Lrβ−k

∣∣Dkh
∣∣
∞ . (112)

Finally, we turn to the bound on Lβ : For x, x̃ ∈ Rd, as h ∈ Σd→1(β, 1), we get

∣∣Dℓ
vfr(x)−Dℓ

vfr(x̃)
∣∣ = Lrβ−ℓ

∣∣∣∣Dℓ
vh

(
x− x0
r

)
−Dℓ

vh

(
x̃− x0
r

)∣∣∣∣ (113)

≤ Lrβ−ℓ

∥∥∥∥x− x0
r

− x̃− x0
r

∥∥∥∥β−ℓ

2

(114)

≤ L ∥x− x̃∥β−ℓ
2 . (115)

(ii) Follows directly from (i).

(iii) Follows directly from (i).

Definition A.6 (Kernel). A kernel is a continuous function K : R → R.

(i) The kernel is nonnegative if K(x) ≥ 0 for all x ∈ R.

(ii) The kernel is symmetric if K(x) = K(−x) for all x ∈ R.

(iii) A symmetric kernel is monotone if K(x) ≥ K(y) for all x, y ∈ R≥0 such that x ≤ y.

(iv) The support of a kernel K is supp(K) := {x ∈ R | K(x) ̸= 0}.

Example A.7 (Standard kernel). Define the standard kernel K∗ : R → R as

K∗(w) := exp

(
− 1

1− w2

)
1(−1,1)(w) . (116)

for all w ∈ R. Elementary computations show that the standard kernel K∗ is a nonnegative,
symmetric, monotone kernel with support supp(K∗) = (−1, 1). Furthermore, K∗ is smooth,
i.e., K∗ ∈ C∞(R). See also [Tsy09, equations (2.33) and (2.34)].

Lemma A.8 (Bump and Pulse). Let d ∈ N and β ∈ R>0.

(i) There is a nonnegative, symmetric, and monotone kernel Kβ with support supp(Kβ) =

(−1, 1) with following property: Define hbump
d,β (x) := Kβ(∥x∥2). Then hbump

d,β ∈ Σd→1(β, 1).

(ii) There is a nonnegative, symmetric, and monotone kernel K̃β with support supp(K̃β) =

(−1, 1) with following property: Define hpulsed,β (x) := K̃β(∥x∥2) K̃ ′
β(Π1x). Then hpulsed,β ∈

Σd→1(β, 1).

Set ℓ := TβU. Let z ∈ Rd, r ∈ R>0, b ∈ R. Let L0, . . . , Lℓ, Lβ ∈ R>0. Let h ∈
{
hbump
d,β , hpulsed,β

}
.

Assume |b| < L0. Set

rmax := rmax

(
β, LJ0,ℓK, Lβ , h, b

)
(117)

:= min

((
L0 − |b|
Lβ |h|∞

) 1
β

,

(
L1

Lβ |D1h|∞

) 1
β−1

, . . . ,

(
Lℓ

Lβ |Dℓh|∞

) 1
β−ℓ

)
. (118)
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Define

fr : Rd → R, x 7→ Lβr
βh

(
x− z

r

)
+ b . (119)

Assume r ∈ (0, rmax].

(iii) Then fr ∈ Σd→1(β;LJ0,ℓK, Lβ).

Proof of Lemma A.8.

(i) Let K∗ be the standard kernel from Example A.7. As K∗ is smooth and symmetric, so is
R → R, x 7→ K∗(|x|). As R → R, λ 7→ ∥a + λb∥2 for a, b ∈ Rd is either smooth or equal to
λ 7→ |a0 + λb0| for some a0, b0 ∈ R, we have that Rd → R, x 7→ K∗(∥x∥2) is smooth. Thus,

for αβ ∈ R>0 small enough, we can set Kβ(x) := αβK
∗(x), such that hbump

d,β (x) := Kβ(∥x∥2)
fulfills hbump

d,β ∈ Σ(β, 1).

(ii) With the same construction as before, for α̃β ∈ R>0 small enough, we can set K̃β(x) :=

α̃βK
∗(∥x∥2), such that hpulsed,β (x) := K̃β(∥x∥2) K̃ ′

β(Π1x) fulfills h
pulse
d,β ∈ Σ(β, 1).

(iii) As in both cases h ∈ Σ(β, 1), Lemma A.5 yields fr ∈ Σd→1(β;LJ0,ℓK, Lβ) for all r ∈ (0, rmax].

Lemma A.9. Let d ∈ N≥2 and β ∈ R>0. Set ℓ := TβU. Let z ∈ Rd, r ∈ R>0. Let

L0, . . . , Lℓ, Lβ ∈ R>0. Let hpulsed,β and rmax = rmax(β, LJ0,ℓK, Lβ , h
pulse
d,β , 0) as in Lemma A.8.

Define

f : Rd → Rd, x 7→ Lβr
βhpulsed,β

(
x− z

r

)
e2 + be1 . (120)

(i) Assume r ∈ (0, rmax] and |b| < L0. Then f ∈ Σd→d(β, LJ0,βK, Lβ).

(ii) Assume b ̸= 0. Let x ∈ Rd. Set tz := Π1(z − x)/b. Then, for all t ∈ R and k ∈ J2, dK,

ΠkU(f, x, tz + t) = ΠkU(f, x, tz − t) . (121)

Proof of Lemma A.9. The first point follows directly from Lemma A.8.

Let u(t) := U(f, x, tz + t) and v(t) := U(f, x, tz − t) for all t ∈ R. Denote uk := Πku, vk := Πkv
for k ∈ JdK. Set w := x− z. Then, for all k ∈ J3, dK and t ∈ R,

u1(t) = x1 + b(tz + t) = z1 + bt , uk(t) = xk , (122)

v1(t) = x1 + b(tz − t) = z1 − bt , vk(t) = xk , (123)

and

u̇2(t) = Lβr
βK̃β

(∥∥∥∥u(t)− z

r

∥∥∥∥
2

)
K̃ ′

β

(
u1(t)− z1

r

)
(124)

= Lβr
βK̃β

(√
a+ (u2(t)− z2)2

r

)
K̃ ′

β

(
bt

r

)
, (125)

v̇2(t) = −Lβr
βK̃β

(∥∥∥∥v(t)− z

r

∥∥∥∥
2

)
K̃ ′

β

(
v1(t)− z1

r

)
(126)

= −Lβr
βK̃β

(√
a+ (v2(t)− z2)2

r

)
K̃ ′

β

(
−bt
r

)
, (127)

where

a := b2t2 +

d∑
k=3

(xk − zk)
2 . (128)
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As K̃β is an even function, K̃ ′
β is an odd function, i.e.,

K̃ ′
β(−t) = −K̃ ′

β(t) . (129)

Thus, v2 and u2 solve the same ODE. As u(0) = v(0), we obtain u2 = v2.

The following lemma states the well-known Grönwall’s inequality in a simple form.

Lemma A.10 (Grönwall’s inequality). Let I = [a, b] ⊆ R be an arbitrary interval and v :
I → R a continuous function. If there exist constants A ∈ R and B ∈ R>0, such that

v(t) ≤ A+B

∫ t

a

v(s)ds (130)

for all t ∈ I, then
v(t) ≤ A exp(B(t− a)) (131)

for all t ∈ I.

We now apply Lemma A.10 to analyze the behavior of solutions to the initial value problem
discussed in the proof of Lemma A.9.

Lemma A.11. Let d ∈ N≥2 and β ∈ R>0. Let z ∈ Rd, r ∈ R>0. Let Lβ ∈ R>0. Let h
pulse
d,β as

in Lemma A.8. Define

f : Rd → Rd, x 7→ Lβr
βhpulsed,β

(
x− z

r

)
e2 + be1 . (132)

For two initial conditions x1, x2 ∈ Rd denote uj := U(f, xj , ·), j ∈ J2K. Then, for t ∈ R, we
have

(i)
∥u1(t)− u2(t)∥2 ≤ c ∥x1 − x2∥2 + cd,βLβb

−1rβ+1 , (133)

(ii)
∥u1(t)− u2(t)∥2 ≤ c ∥x1 − x2∥2 exp

(
cd,βLβb

−1rβ
)
. (134)

Proof of Lemma A.11. First, observe that we only need to discuss in situations, where the initial
values are given in such a way that the resulting trajectories are reaching a point, where hpulsed,β is
not zero. Otherwise, the the trajectories have the form

uj(t) = xj + (bt, 0, . . . , 0)⊤ (135)

for all t ∈ R and j ∈ J2K, such that

∥u1(t)− u2(t)∥2 = ∥x1 − x2∥2 . (136)

For any initial conditions, x1, x2 ∈ Rd, we have

uj(t) = xj +

(
bt, Lβr

β

∫ t

0

hpulsed,β

(
uj(s)− z

r

)
ds, 0, . . . , 0

)⊤
, (137)

for all t ∈ R. In particular,
Πl(u1(t)− u2(t)) = Πl(x1 − x2) (138)

for l ∈ JdK \ {2} and

|Π2(u1(t)− u2(t))| ≤ |Π2(x1 − x2)|+ Lβr
β

∣∣∣∣∫ t

0

hpulsed,β

(
u1(s)− z

r

)
− hpulsed,β

(
u2(s)− z

r

)
ds

∣∣∣∣ .
(139)
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On one hand, we can use the bound
∣∣∣hpulsed,β (v)− hpulsed,β (w)

∣∣∣ ≤ |Dhpulsed,β |∞∥v − w∥2 to obtain∣∣∣∣∫ t

0

hpulsed,β

(
u1(s)− z

r

)
− hpulsed,β

(
u2(s)− z

r

)
ds

∣∣∣∣ ≤ cd,β
1

r

∫ t

0

∥u1(s)− u2(s)∥2 ds . (140)

Thus, we have

∥u1(t)− u2(t)∥2 ≤ c ∥x1 − x2∥2 + cd,βLβr
β−1

∫ t

0

∥u1(s)− u2(s)∥2 ds . (141)

By Grönwall’s inequality, Lemma A.10, we obtain

∥u1(t)− u2(t)∥2 ≤ c ∥x1 − x2∥2 exp
(
cd,βLβr

β−1t
)
. (142)

On the other hand, we can use the bound
∣∣∣hpulsed,β (v)− hpulsed,β (w)

∣∣∣ ≤ 2|hpulsed,β |∞ to obtain∣∣∣∣∫ t

0

hpulsed,β

(
u1(s)− z

r

)
− hpulsed,β

(
u2(s)− z

r

)
ds

∣∣∣∣ ≤ cd,βt . (143)

Trajectories a disturbed only in balls of radius r. Outside these balls, they are identical to those
trajectories described in (135) due to the time symmetry inside the balls, Lemma A.9 (ii). Hence,
we only need to consider time intervals during which the trajectories are inside balls of radius r:
For t ∈ [0, 2r/b], we obtain

∥u1(t)− u2(t)∥2 ≤ min
(
c ∥x1 − x2∥2 + cd,βLβb

−1rβ+1 , c ∥x1 − x2∥2 exp
(
cd,βLβb

−1rβ
))
. (144)

In the following lemma we derive a covering property of trajectories driven by the model function
f of Lemma A.11. A sufficiently fine grid of fixed initial values results in the domain of interest
[0, 1]d being covered by the set of all tubes around these trajectories.

Lemma A.12. Let d ∈ N≥2, β ∈ R>0, Lβ ∈ R>0. Let z ∈ Rd, b ∈ R>0. Let T ∈ R>0. Let

δ ∈ R>0. Let h
pulse
d,β as in Lemma A.8. Define two model functions f· : Rd → Rd by

f0(x) := be1 (145)

and, for r ∈ R>0,

fr(x) := Lβr
βhpulsed,β

(
x− z

r

)
e2 + be1 . (146)

Then there is C ∈ R>0 large enough, depending only on β and d, with the following property:
Assume bT ≥ C. Let

m :=
(⌈
Cδ−1

⌉
+ 1
)d−1

. (147)

Denote by T (·, δ) the tube as defined in Definition 4.1. Then there is a grid of initial conditions
x1, . . . , xm ∈ Rd, such that for all r with

0 ≤ r ≤ C−1 min

(
1,

(
b

Lβ

) 1
β

)
(148)

the tubes of radius δ around the m trajectories started at xJ1,mK cover the domain of interest

[0, 1]d, i.e.,
m⋃
j=1

T (uj , δ) ⊃ [0, 1]d , (149)

where uj = U(fr, xj , ·) : [0, T ] → Rd.
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Proof of Lemma A.12. Tubes of trajectories from f0 starting from initials conditions that form a
uniform grid in {0} × [0, 1]d−1 can cover the domain of interest, if the side length of the grid and
the tube radius are in a sufficient relation. To make this work for fr, r > 0, we have to make sure
that the disturbance introduced by the pulse in fr does not create holes in the covering. To this
end, we extend the grid by at least the diameter 2r of the disturbance area: We assume r ≤ 1 and
use an extended grid of initial conditions in {−2} × [−2, 3]d−1. Then we apply Lemma A.11 to
show that two neighboring trajectories do not depart too far from each other.

1. Definition of grid. We define a uniform grid of points x1, . . . , xm ∈ {−2} × [−2, 3]d−1.
Set the side length s := C−1δ(d − 1)−1/2. Set the number of points in the grid to m :=
(5⌈s⌉+ 1)d−1. Choose x1, . . . , xm ∈ Rd such that Π1xj = −2 for all j ∈ JmK and

{Π−1x1, . . . ,Π−1xm} =
{
sk
∣∣∣ k ∈ J0, ⌈s⌉Kd−1

}
. (150)

2. Initial values cover one side. We assume C ≥ 1
2 . Then, for each x ∈ {−2} × [0, 1]d−1,

there is j ∈ JmK, such that

∥xj − x∥2 ≤ 1

2
(d− 1)

1
2 s =

1

2
C−1δ ≤ δ . (151)

3. Tubes of f0-trajectories cover the domain of interest. The solution of the ODE
u̇ = f0(u) starting from xj is

U(f0, xj , t) = xj + bte1 (152)

U̇(f0, xj , t) = be1 (153)

for t ∈ R. Thus, we obtain
m⋃
j=1

T (uj , δ) ⊃ [0, 1]d (154)

for uj = U(f0, xj , ·) : [0, T ] → Rd given C is chosen such that r ≤ C−1 ≤ 1 and bT ≥ C ≥ 3.

4. Tubes of fr-trajectories, r > 0, cover the domain of interest. We have to check
whether trajectories that are perturbed by the pulse in fr also exhibit such a covering prop-
erty. Let uj = U(fr, xj , ·) : [0, T ] → Rd. Fix x ∈ [0, 1]d. Denote index of the trajectory with
the closest state and the respective time point as

(j0, t0) ∈ argmin
j∈JmK,t∈[0,T ]

∥x− uj(t)∥2 . (155)

Define the squared distance function of uj0 to x as

η : [0, T ] → R≥0, t 7→ ∥x− uj0(t)∥
2
2 . (156)

Observe that
η̇(t) = 2 (x− uj0(t))

⊤
u̇j0(t) (157)

and η̇(t0) = 0. Define v := x−uj0(t0). We have proven that x ∈ T (uj0 , ∥v∥2) and it remains
to show that ∥v∥2 ≤ δ.

Let j1, j2 ∈ JmK. Lemma A.11 yields

∥uj1(t)− uj2(t)∥2 ≤ c ∥xj1 − xj2∥2 exp
(
cd,βLβb

−1rβ
)
. (158)

Assuming C ≥ cd,β , (148) implies

exp
(
cd,βLβb

−1rβ
)
≤ exp(1) . (159)

Thus, if xj1 , xj2 are neighboring, i.e., ∥xj1 − xj2∥2 = s, then

∥uj1(t)− uj2(t)∥2 ≤ cs = cC−1δ(d− 1)−1/2 . (160)
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Let J ⊆ JmK, be the indices of a grid cell of initial conditions, i.e., (Π−1xj)j∈J forms a
hypercube of side length s in Rd−1. By (160), at time t, the convex hull H ⊆ Rd−1 of
(Π−1uj(t))j∈J has a diameter of at most cdC

−1δ. Hence, if C is large enough, every point
x ∈ H is at most a distance δ away from the closest point of (Π−1uj(t))j∈J . Furthermore,
at any time t ∈ [0, T ] the convex hull of all points (Π−1uj(t))j∈JmK covers the hypercube

[0, 1]d−1: First note that (Π−1xj)j∈JmK forms a grid in [−2, 3]d−1. Next, a trajectory spends

at most 2r
b time inside the support of fr. Thus, by (148),

∥Π−1(uj(t)− xj)∥2 ≤ 2r

b
sup
x∈Rd

|Π2fr(x)| ≤ cd,βLβb
−1rβ+1 ≤ cd,βC

−1 ≤ 2 (161)

for C large enough.

Thus, we conclude that, for any x ∈ [0, 1]d, the closest point over all trajectories has a
distance ∥v∥2 ≤ δ.

B Lower Bounds in General

In this section, we revisit some well-known techniques for proving lower error bounds as they can be
found in [Tsy09]. Furthermore, we derive a master theorem for lower bounds in regression settings.
We illustrate the master theorem by applying it to the well-known nonparametric regression setting.
In Appendix C and Appendix D, the theorem is then applied to prove the statements about lower
bounds in the stubble and snake models made in Section 3 and Section 4, respectively.

B.1 General Reduction Scheme

Let (Θ, d) be a pseudometric space, i.e., a set Θ equipped with a map d : Θ×Θ → R≥0 satisfying

(i) d(θ, θ) = 0,

(ii) d(θ, θ̃) = d(θ̃, θ), and (Symmetry)

(iii) d(θ, θ̃) ≤ d(θ, θ′) + d(θ′, θ̃) (Triangle Inequality)

for all θ, θ̃, θ′ ∈ Θ. In the following, let us consider a statistical model {Pθ| θ ∈ Θ}, i.e., a family
of probability measures index by the parameter space Θ. The next two lemmas show how a lower
bound on the error of estimating θ can be achieved by reducing Θ to only finitely many elements.
Recall that KL(·, ·) denotes the Kullback–Leibler divergence of two probability measures.

Lemma B.1 (Two Hypotheses). Let θ0, θ1 ∈ Θ. Assume

KL(Pθ1 ,Pθ0) ≤
1

2
. (162)

Then

inf
θ̂

sup
θ⋆∈Θ

Pθ⋆

(
d(θ̂, θ⋆) ≥ 1

2
d(θ0, θ1)

)
≥ 1

4
, (163)

where the infimum ranges over all estimators θ̂ of θ⋆ based on an observation Y ∼ Pθ⋆ .

Proof of Lemma B.1. [Tsy09, Equation (2.9) and Theorem 2.2] with M = 1 and α = 1
2 .

Lemma B.2 (Many Hypotheses). Let M ∈ N, M ≥ 2. Let θ0, θ1, . . . , θM ∈ Θ. Assume

1

M

M∑
j=1

KL(Pθj ,Pθ0) ≤
1

3
log(M) . (164)
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Then

inf
θ̂

sup
θ⋆∈Θ

Pθ⋆

(
d(θ̂, θ⋆) ≥ 1

2
inf

j,k∈J0,MK
d(θj , θk)

)
≥ 1

4
, (165)

where the infimum ranges over all estimators θ̂ of θ⋆ based on an observation Y ∼ Pθ⋆ .

Proof of Lemma B.2. [Tsy09, Equation (2.9) and Corollary 2.6] with α = 1
3 noting that

inf
M≥2

(
log(M + 1)− log(2)

log(M)
− α

)
=

log(3/2)

log(2)
− 1

3
≥ 1

4
. (166)

If the parameter of a statistical model is not identifiable, we have a trivial lower bound on the
error. This is a deterministic version of Lemma B.1.

Lemma B.3. Let θ0, θ1 ∈ Θ. Assume

Pθ0 = Pθ1 . (167)

Then

inf
θ̂

sup
θ⋆∈Θ

P⋆
θ

(
d(θ̂, θ⋆) ≥ 1

2
d(θ0, θ1)

)
= 1, (168)

where the infimum ranges over all estimators θ̂ of θ⋆ based on an observation Y ∼ Pθ⋆ .

Proof of Lemma B.3. Set a := d(θ0, θ1). As d(θ0, θ1) ≤ d(θ̂, θ0) + d(θ̂, θ1), we have

max
(
d(θ̂, θ0), d(θ̂, θ1)

)
≥ 1

2
d(θ0, θ1) =

a

2
. (169)

Thus,

sup
θ∈Θ

Pθ

(
d(θ̂, θ) ≥ a

2

)
≥ max

s∈{0,1}
Pθs

(
d(θ̂, θs) ≥

a

2

)
(170)

= P0

(
max

(
d(θ̂, θ0), d(θ̂, θ1)

)
≥ a

2

)
(171)

= 1 . (172)

Next, we note that it suffices to show lower bounds on the probability of error, since this also
implies bounds on expectation.

Theorem B.4 (Reduction to bounds in probability). Let s, p ∈ R≥0. Assume

inf
θ̂

sup
θ⋆∈Θ

Pθ⋆

(
d(θ̂, θ⋆) ≥ s

)
≥ p . (173)

Let ν : R≥0 → R≥0 be increasing. Then

inf
θ̂

sup
θ⋆∈Θ

Eθ⋆

[
ν
(
d(θ̂, θ⋆)

)]
≥ pν(s) . (174)

Here, all infima range over all estimators θ̂ of θ⋆ based on an observation Y ∼ Pθ⋆ .

Proof of Theorem B.4. Let θ ∈ Θ and θ̂ be an arbitrary estimator. Assume ν(s) ̸= 0. Then

p ≤ Pθ

(
d(θ̂, θ) ≥ s

)
≤ Pθ

(
ν
(
d(θ̂, θ)

)
≥ ν(s)

)
≤

Eθ

[
ν
(
d(θ̂, θ)

)]
ν(s)

, (175)
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where we used Markov’s inequality in the last step. As all inequalities do not depend on the choice
of θ ∈ Θ and θ̂, the claim follows immediately.

B.2 Master Theorem for Lower Bounds in Regression

We now derive a lower bound on the estimation error in a general regression-type setting. It
captures the common elements of lower bound proofs for the classical nonparametric regression
setup as well as the snake and stubble ODE models.

Let n, dq, du, df ∈ N. Let X ⊆ Rdq be a bounded measurable set, subsequently called the domain
of interest. Let Θ to be the set of parameters. Each parameter θ ∈ Θ is assumed to have the
following attributes:

(i) qk(θ) ∈ Rdq for k ∈ JnK, (Location)

(ii) uk(θ) ∈ Rdu for k ∈ JnK, (Observed Object)

(iii) fθ : X → Rdf continuous. (Function to Estimate)

We will later require certain properties of these attributes. Consider the following regression model
equation

Yk = uk(θ) + εk , k ∈ JnK , (176)

where ε1, . . . , εn are independent and identically distributed copies of the Rdu -valued and centered
random variable ε following the law P ε. We observe Y1, . . . , Yn and want to estimate the function
fθ on the domain of interest X . For θ ∈ Θ, the distribution of Y1, . . . , Yn is given by

Pθ :=

n⊗
k=1

(uk(θ) + P ε) , (177)

where we write v + P for the distribution of v +X with X ∼ P , v ∈ Rdu . We make the following
assumptions to achieve error lower bounds.

Assumption B.5.

(i) There is a continuous reference function g : Rdq → Rdf with supp(g) ⊆ Bdq(0, 1) and a
constant v0 ∈ Rdf . There is θ0 ∈ Θ with fθ0(x) = v0 for all x ∈ X . There are ζ ∈ R>0

and ρ−n , ρ
+
n ∈ R>0 with following property: For z ∈ Rdq and r ∈ [ρ−n , ρ

+
n ), there is

θz,r ∈ Θ such that

fθz,r (x) = rζg

(
x− z

r

)
+ v0 , (178)

for all x ∈ X . We sometimes call θ0 the null hypothesis and θz,t the alternatives.
Furthermore, if qk(θ0) ∈ Rdq \Bdq(z, r), then qk(θz,r) = qk(θ0) and uk(θz,r) = uk(θ0) for
all k ∈ JnK.

(ii) For r ∈ [ρ−n , ρ
+
n ), we define the maximum observed distance between null hypothesis and

alternatives, ψn(r), and the number of locations in the support, χn(r), as

ψn(r) := sup
z∈Rdq

sup
k∈JnK

∥uk(θz,r)− uk(θ0)∥2 , (179)

χn(r) := sup
z∈Rdq

#
{
k ∈ JnK

∣∣ qk(θz,r) ∈ Bdq(z, r)
}
. (180)

There are an ∈ R>0 and γ ∈ R>0 with the following property: For all r ∈ [ρ−n , ρ
+
n ), we

have
ψn(r)

2χn(r) ≤ anr
γ . (181)

(iii) For r ∈ R>0, let η(r) be the maximal number of disjoint balls with radius r that fit into
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X , i.e.

η(r) = sup
{
k ∈ N

∣∣∣ ∃xJkK ⊆ X : ∀j, j̃ ∈ JkK, j ̸= j̃ :
∥∥∥xj − xj̃

∥∥∥
2
≥ 2r, Bdq(xj , r) ⊆ X

}
.

(182)
There is Cpack ∈ R>0, such that, for all r ∈ [ρ−n , ρ

+
n ),

η(r) ≥ Cpackr
−dq . (183)

(iv) For r ∈ [ρ−n , ρ
+
n ), if z1, . . . , zJ ∈ Rdq , J ∈ N fulfill infj,i∈JkK ∥zj − zi∥2 ≥ 2r, then there is

θ ∈ Θ such that,

(1) fθ − fθ0 =
∑J

j=1

(
fθzj,r − fθ0

)
(2) uk(θ)− uk(θ0) =

∑J
j=1

(
uk(θzj ,r)− uk(θ0)

)
, for all k ∈ JnK,

(3) qk(θ)− qk(θ0) =
∑J

j=1

(
qk(θzj ,r)− qk(θ0)

)
, for all k ∈ JnK.

Theorem B.6. Assume Assumption B.5 (i), (ii). Assume the noise distribution P ε fulfills
Noise with d = du.

(i) Set C1 := 2Cnoise, C2 := 1
2 |g|∞. Assume (ρ−n )

−γ ≥ C1an ≥ (ρ+n )
−γ . Then, for all

x0 ∈ X ,

inf
f̂

sup
θ∈Θ

Pθ

(∥∥∥f̂ − fθ

∥∥∥
2
(x0) ≥ C2 (C1an)

− ζ
γ

)
≥ 1

4
. (184)

(ii) Assume Assumption B.5 (iii). Set C1 := 12γCnoise

dq
, C2 := 1

2 |g|∞. Assume (ρ−n )
−γ ≥

C1an log(an)
−1 ≥ (ρ+n )

−γ , and an ≥ max

2 ,

(
12γCnoise

dqC

γ
dq
pack

)4
. Then

inf
f̂

sup
θ∈Θ

Pθ

(
sup
x∈X

∥∥∥f̂ − fθ

∥∥∥
2
(x) ≥ C2

(
C1an log(an)

−1
)− ζ

γ

)
≥ 1

4
. (185)

(iii) Let p ∈ R≥1. Assume Assumption B.5 (iii), (iv). Set C1 := 36Cnoise and C2 :=

2−1−3/pC
1/p
pack ∥g∥Lp(Rdq ). Assume (ρ−n )

−γ ≥ C1an ≥ (ρ+n )
−γ and C1an ≥

(
1
8Cpack

)− γ
dq .

Then

inf
f̂

sup
θ∈Θ

Pθ

(∥∥∥∥∥∥f̂ − fθ

∥∥∥
2

∥∥∥
Lp(X )

≥ C2 (C1an)
− ζ

γ

)
≥ 1

4
. (186)

Here, all infima range over all estimators f̂ of fθ based on the observations YJnK.

Proof of Theorem B.6. The general strategy for the proofs of all parts of this theorem is to find suit-
able hypotheses θ0, . . . , θM ∈ Θ that have a relatively large distance but relatively small Kullback–
Leibler divergence of their associated probability measures and then apply the generic lower bound
of Lemma B.1 or Lemma B.2.

(i) (1) Construction of Hypotheses:
Let z ∈ Rdq and r ∈ [ρ−n , ρ

+
n ) to be chosen later. Consider the two hypotheses θ0 and

θz,r ∈ Θ.

(2) Bound of Kullback–Leibler divergence:
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By Noise and Assumption B.5 (i), (ii), for r ∈ [ρ−n , ρ
+
n ), we have

KL(Pθz,r ,Pθ0) ≤ Cnoise

n∑
k=1

∥uk(θz,r)− uk(θ0)∥22 (187)

≤ Cnoise

n∑
k=1

1Bdq (z,r)(qk(θz,r))ψn(r)
2 (188)

≤ Cnoiseψn(r)
2χn(r) (189)

≤ Cnoiseanr
γ . (190)

Choosing

rn := (C1an)
− 1

γ = (2Cnoisean)
− 1

γ (191)

yields KL(Pθz,rn
,Pθ0) ≤ 1/2.

(3) Distance between Hypotheses:

As g is continuous, Bdq(0, 1) is precompact, and g = 0 on Bdq(0, 1) \ Bdq(0, 1), we can
find z ∈ Rdq such that∥∥fθz,rn (x0)− fθ0(x0)

∥∥
2
=

∥∥∥∥rζg(x0 − z

r

)∥∥∥∥
2

= rζ |g|∞ . (192)

(4) Application of reduction scheme:
Hence, Lemma B.1 yields

inf
f̂

sup
θ∈Θ

Pθ

(∥∥∥f̂ − fθ

∥∥∥
2
(x0) ≥

1

2
|g|∞ rζn

)
≥ 1

4
. (193)

(ii) (1) Construction of Hypotheses:
Let r ∈ [ρ−n , ρ

+
n ) to be chosen later. Using Assumption B.5 (iii), let z1, . . . zη ∈ X with

η := η(r) ≥ 2 such that ∥zκ − zκ̃∥ ≥ 2r and Bdq(zκ, r) ⊆ X for all κ, κ̃ ∈ JηK. We
consider the hypotheses θ0, θz1,r, . . . , θzη,r.

(2) Bound of Kullback–Leibler divergence:
By Noise and Assumption B.5 (i), (ii), for r ∈ [ρ−n , ρ

+
n ), we have

1

η

η∑
κ=1

KL(Pθzκ,r
,Pθ0) ≤ Cnoise

1

η

η∑
κ=1

n∑
k=1

∥uk(θzκ,r)− uk(θ0)∥22 (194)

≤ Cnoise
1

η

η∑
κ=1

n∑
k=1

1Bdq (zκ,r)
(qk(θzκ,r))ψn(r)

2 (195)

≤ Cnoiseψn(r)
2χn(r) (196)

≤ Cnoiseanr
γ . (197)

We assume an > 1 and choose

rn :=

(
CKL log(an)

an

) 1
γ

, (198)

where we set

CKL :=
dq

12γCnoise
. (199)
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Then, with Assumption B.5 (iii)

log(η(rn)) ≥ log
(
Cpackr

−dq
n

)
(200)

= log(Cpack)− dq log

((
CKL log(an)

an

) 1
γ

)
(201)

≥ Cdq,γ +
dq
γ

(log(an)− log log(an)) (202)

≥ Cdq,γ +
dq
2γ

log(an) , (203)

with log(x) ≥ e log(log(x)) for all x > 1, where

Cdq,γ := log(Cpack)−
dq
γ

log(CKL) . (204)

We have

log(η(rn)) ≥ Cdq,γ +
dq
2γ

log(an) ≥
dq
4γ

log(an) (205)

if Cdq,γ ≥ − dq

4γ log(an). We have

Cdq,γ ≥ − dq
4γ

log(an) ⇔ an ≥ exp

(
−Cdq,γ

4γ

dq

)
(206)

⇔ an ≥

12γCnoise

dqC
γ
dq

pack

4

=: a0 . (207)

Then, assuming rn ∈ [ρ−n , ρ
+
n ), an > 1, and an ≥ a0, we obtain

1

η(rn)

η(rn)∑
κ=1

KL(Pθx0,rn
,Pθ0) ≤ Cnoiseanr

γ
n (208)

= CnoiseCKL log(an) (209)

≤ 1

3

dq
4γ

log(an) (210)

≤ 1

3
log(η(rn)) . (211)

(3) Distance between Hypotheses:
As Bdq(zκ, r) ∩ Bdq(zκ̃, r) = ∅ and Bdq(zκ, r) ⊆ X , we have

sup
x∈X

∥∥∥fθzκ,r − fθzκ̃,r

∥∥∥
2
(x) = sup

x∈Bdq (0,1)

∥∥∥∥rζg(x− z

r

)∥∥∥∥
2

= rζ |g|∞ (212)

for all κ, κ̃ ∈ Jη(r)K, κ ̸= κ̃, by Assumption B.5 (i).

(4) Application of reduction scheme:
Hence, Lemma B.2 yields

inf
f̂

sup
θ∈Θ

P

(
sup
x∈X

∥∥∥f̂ − fθ

∥∥∥
2
(x) ≥ 1

2
|g|∞ rζn

)
≥ 1

4
, (213)

for an ≥ C
− 4γ

dq

pack C
4
noise, an > 1, and rn ∈ [ρ−n , ρ

+
n ), where

rn =

(
dq log(an)

12γCnoisean

) 1
γ

. (214)
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(iii) (1) Construction of Hypotheses:
Let r ∈ [ρ−n , ρ

+
n ) to be chosen later. Using Assumption B.5 (iii), let z1, . . . zη ∈ X with

η := η(r) ≥ Cpackr
−dq such that ∥zκ − zκ̃∥ ≥ 2r and Bdq(zκ, r) ⊆ X for all κ, κ̃ ∈ JηK.

We assume r ≤
(
1
8Cpack

) 1
dq to get η ≥ 8. Then, according to the Varshamov–Gilbert

bound [Tsy09, Lemma 2.9], there is a set B ⊆ {0, 1}η with following properties:

(a) 0 ∈ B

(b) #B = 2η/8

(c) the pairwise Hamming distance of #B is at least η/8, i.e.,
∑η

κ=1

∣∣∣bκ − b̃κ

∣∣∣ ≥ η
8 for

all b, b̃ ∈ B.

Use Assumption B.5 (iv) to obtain θb ∈ Θ such that

fθb − fθ0 =

η∑
κ=1

bκ
(
fθzκ,r

− fθ0
)
, (215)

qk(θb)− qk(θ0) =

η∑
κ=1

bκ (qk(θκ)− qk(θ0)) , (216)

uk(θb)− uk(θ0) =

η∑
κ=1

bκ (uk(θκ)− uk(θ0)) . (217)

Consider the hypotheses θb, b ∈ B.

(2) Bound of Kullback–Leibler divergence:
By Noise and Assumption B.5 (i) and (ii), for r ∈ [ρ−n , ρ

+
n ), we have

1

#B
∑
b∈B

KL(Pθb ,Pθ0) ≤ Cnoise
1

#B
∑
b∈B

n∑
k=1

∥uk(θb)− uk(θ0)∥22 (218)

≤ Cnoise
1

#B
∑
b∈B

n∑
k=1

η∑
κ=1

bκ1Bdq (zκ,r)
(qk(θb))ψn(r)

2 (219)

≤ Cnoiseηψn(r)
2χn(r) (220)

≤ Cnoiseηanr
γ . (221)

By definition of B, we have

η ≤ 8 log(2)−1 log(#B) ≤ 12 log(#B) . (222)

Choosing

rn := (C1an)
− 1

γ = (36Cnoisean)
− 1

γ (223)

yields
1

#B
∑
b∈B

KL(Pθb ,Pθ0) ≤
1

3
log(#B) (224)

as soon as rn ∈ [ρ−n , ρ
+
n ).

(3) Distance between Hypotheses:
By Assumption B.5 (i), we have∫

X

∥∥fθz,r (x)− fθ0(x)
∥∥p
2
dx =

∫
Bdq (z,r)

∥∥∥∥rζg(x− z

r

)∥∥∥∥p
2

dx (225)

= rζp+dq

∫
Bdq (0,1)

∥g(x)∥p2 dx . (226)
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Thus, using Assumption B.5 (iii),∥∥∥∥∥fθb − fθb̃
∥∥
2

∥∥∥p
Lp(X )

=

∫
X

∥∥fθb(x)− fθb̃(x)
∥∥p
2
dx (227)

=

η∑
κ=1

∣∣∣bκ − b̃κ

∣∣∣ ∫
X

∥∥fθzκ (x)− fθ0(x)
∥∥p
2
dx (228)

= rζp+dq ∥g∥p
Lp(Rdq )

η∑
κ=1

∣∣∣bκ − b̃κ

∣∣∣ (229)

≥ rζp+dq ∥g∥p
Lp(Rdq )

η/8 (230)

≥ 2−3Cpackr
ζp ∥g∥p

Lp(Rdq )
. (231)

(4) Application of reduction scheme:
Hence, Lemma B.2 yields

inf
f̂

sup
θ∈Θ

Pθ

(∥∥∥∥∥∥f̂ − fθ

∥∥∥
2

∥∥∥
Lp(X )

≥ 2−1−3/pC
1/p
pack ∥g∥Lp(Rdq ) r

ζ
n

)
≥ 1

4
(232)

as soon as rn ∈ [ρ−n , ρ
+
n ) and rn ≤

(
1
8Cpack

) 1
dq . The second condition is equivalent to

C1an ≥
(
1

8
Cpack

)− γ
dq

. (233)

In this article, we apply the master theorem in different setting. Table 1 gives as overview of how
the abstract objects in of the master theorem map to the objects of its application.

In the same model as for Theorem B.6, we provide a deterministic version of the master theorem.

Theorem B.7. Assume there are θ0, θ1 ∈ Θ such that uk(θ0) = uk(θ1) for all k ∈ JnK.

(i) Let x0 ∈ Rd. Set a := ∥fθ0 − fθ1∥2 (x0). Then

inf
f̂

sup
θ∈Θ

Pθ

(∥∥∥f̂ − fθ

∥∥∥
2
(x0) ≥

a

2

)
= 1 . (234)

(ii) Set a := supx∈X ∥fθ0 − fθ1∥2 (x). Then

inf
f̂

sup
θ∈Θ

Pθ

(
sup
x∈X

∥∥∥f̂ − fθ

∥∥∥
2
(x) ≥ a

2

)
= 1 . (235)

(iii) Let p ∈ R≥1. Set a := ∥∥fθ0 − fθ1∥2∥Lp(X )
. Then

inf
f̂

sup
θ∈Θ

Pθ

(∥∥∥∥∥∥f̂ − fθ

∥∥∥
2

∥∥∥
Lp(X )

≥ a

2

)
= 1 . (236)

Here, all infima range over all estimators f̂ of f⋆ based on the observations YJnK.

Proof of Theorem B.7. As uk(θ0) = uk(θ1) for all k ∈ JnK, we have Pθ0 = Pθ1 . Set d(θ, θ̃) to be
any one of the three metrics in which the theorem measures the error (point-wise, supremum, Lp)
and apply Lemma B.3.
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Description Mast. Nonparam. Regr. Stubble Snake

number of observations n n n n

observation index k k (j, i) (j, i)

location dimension dq d d d

observation dimension du 1 d d

function output dimension df 1 d d

domain of interest X [0, R]d [0, 1]d [0, 1]d

set of parameters Θ Σd→1(β, LJ0,ℓK, Lβ) Σd→d(β, LJ0,ℓK, Lβ) Θsnake
d,β (LJ0,ℓK, Lβ , δ, Tsum)

parameter θ f f (f, xJ1,mK, TJ1,mK)

location qk(θ) xk xjk U(f, xjk , tjk,ik)

observed object uk(θ) f(xk) U(f, xjk , tjk,ik) U(f, xjk , tjk,ik)

function to estimate fθ Ds
vf f f

reference function g LβD
s
vh

bump
d,β (x) Lβh

bump
d,β (x)e1 Lβh

pulse
d,β (x) e2

reference constant v0 0 0 L0e1

bump radius exponent ζ β − s β β

radius upper bound ρ+n min(R/2, rmax) min(1/2, rmax) min(1/2, rmax)

radius lower bound ρ−n R(Ccvrscn)
− 1

d (Ccvrm)−
1
d

1
2C

−1
cvrtmL0Tsumn

−1

reference parameter θ0 0 0 (f0, x
δ
J1,mK, TJ1,mK)

observed object error ψn(r) cd,βLβr
β cd,βLβTmaxr

β cβLβL
−1
0 rβ+1

# locations in support χn(r) CcvrscR
−drdn Ccvrr

dmnmax cdCcvrtmL
−1
0 T−1

sumr
dmn

error radius exponent γ 2β + d 2β + d 2(β + 1) + d

inner packing constant Cpack cdR
d cd cd

Table 1: Symbols of the Master Theorem and their respective realization or bounds in its three
applications.
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B.3 Example: Nonparametric Regression Lower Bounds

In this section, we apply the master theorem, Theorem B.6, in the classical nonparametric re-
gression setting: Let d ∈ N and β ∈ R>0. Set ℓ := TβU. Let L0, . . . , Lℓ, Lβ ∈ R>0. Set
Fd,β := Σd→1(β, LJ0,ℓK, Lβ). Let n ∈ N and x1, . . . , xn ∈ Rd. For f⋆ ∈ Fd,β , consider the re-
gression model equation

Yi = f⋆(xi) + εi , i ∈ JnK , (237)

with independent and identically distributed copies ε1, . . . , εn of the R-valued and centered error
variable ε ∼ P ε. Let s ∈ N0 with s < β. Let v ∈ Ds

d be s-many d-dimensional directions. Let
R ∈ R>0. Our goal is to estimate the s-th derivative of f⋆ in the directions v, i.e., Ds

vf
⋆, on the

domain [0, R]d with an estimator ĝ based on the observations YJnK.

We require a scaled version of Cover for our results to hold.

Assumption B.8.

• CoverScaled: Let R ∈ R>0. There is Ccvrsc ∈ R>0 such that, for all z ∈ [0, R]d,
r ∈ R>0, we have

1

n

n∑
i=1

1Bd(z,r)(xi) ≤ max

(
1

n
, Ccvrsc

( r
R

)d)
, (238)

where 1A(·) denotes the indicator function of a given set A.

Theorem B.9. Assume Noise with constant Cnoise ∈ R>0. Assume CoverScaled with
constant Ccvrsc ∈ R>0. Let p ∈ R≥1. Define

C := cd,β,s,pLβ

(
CnoiseCcvrscR

−dL2
β

)− β−s
2β+d , (239)

rmax := cd,β min
k∈JℓK

(
Lk

Lβ

) 1
β−k

. (240)

(i) For all x0 ∈ [0, R]d, we have

inf
ĝ

sup
f⋆∈Fd,β

Pf⋆

(
∥ĝ −Ds

vf
⋆∥2 (x0) ≥ Cn−

β−s
2β+d

)
≥ 1

4
(241)

if

(CcvrscR
−dn)

2β
d ≥ cβCnoiseL

2
β , (242)

n ≥ cd,βC
−1
noiseC

−1
cvrscL

−2
β max

(
R−2β , Rdr−(2β+d)

max

)
. (243)

(ii) We have

inf
ĝ

sup
f⋆∈Fd,β

Pf⋆

(
sup

x∈[0,R]d
∥ĝ −Ds

vf
⋆∥2 (x) ≥ C

(
n

log n

)− β−s
2β+d

)
≥ 1

4
(244)

if

n ≥ cd,β max
(
1 , C4

noiseR
4(2β+d)

)
C−1

cvrscL
−2
β Rd , (245)

(CcvrscR
−dn)

2β
d log(n) ≥ cd,βCnoiseL

2
β , (246)

n log(n)
−1 ≥ cd,βC

−1
noiseC

−1
cvrscL

−2
β max

(
R−2β , Rdr−(2β+d)

max

)
, (247)

n ≥ cβC
2
cvrscL

4
βR

−2d . (248)
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(iii) We have

inf
ĝ

sup
f⋆∈Fd,β

Pf⋆

(
R−d/p ∥∥ĝ −Ds

vf
⋆∥2∥Lp([0,R]d)

≥ Cn−
β−s
2β+d

)
≥ 1

4
(249)

if

(CcvrscR
−dn)

2β
d ≥ cβCnoiseL

2
β , (250)

n ≥ cd,βC
−1
noiseC

−1
cvrscL

−2
β max

(
R−2β , Rdr−(2β+d)

max

)
. (251)

Here, all infima range over all estimators ĝ of Ds
vf

⋆ based on the observations YJnK.

The relation conditions between the parameters and the sample size can be summarized in the
following way.

Corollary B.10. Assume Noise for P ε with constant Cnoise ∈ R>0 and CoverScaled for
(xi)i∈JnK with constant Ccvrsc ∈ R>0. Let p ∈ R≥1. Then there are constants n0, C ∈ R>0

large enough, where n0 is only depending on β, d, LJ0,ℓK, Lβ , R, Cnoise, Ccvrsc and potentially on
p and C is only depending on β, d, Lβ , Cnoise, Ccvrsc and potentially on p, with the following
property: Assume n ≥ n0. Then

∀x0 ∈ [0, R]d : inf
ĝ

sup
f⋆∈Fd,β

Pf⋆

C ∥ĝ −Ds
vf

⋆∥2 (x0) ≥
(
Rd

n

) β−s
2β+d

 ≥ 1

4
, (252)

inf
ĝ

sup
f⋆∈Fd,β

Pf⋆

C sup
x∈[0,R]d

∥ĝ −Ds
vf

⋆∥2 (x) ≥
(
Rd log(n)

n

) β−s
2β+d

 ≥ 1

4
,

(253)

inf
ĝ

sup
f⋆∈Fd,β

Pf⋆

CR−d/p ∥∥ĝ −Ds
vf

⋆∥2∥Lp([0,R]d)
≥
(
Rd

n

) β−s
2β+d

 ≥ 1

4
. (254)

Here, all infima range over all estimators ĝ of Ds
vf

⋆ based on the observations YJnK.

Proof of Theorem B.9. We intend to apply Theorem B.6. Therefore we need to define the necessary
objects in this setting. See Table 1 for an overview. Firstly, let h := hbump

d,β ∈ Σd→1(β, 1) be the

bump function from Lemma A.8 and rmax = rmax

(
β, LJ0,ℓK, Lβ , h, 0

)
from the same lemma. The

dimension-parameters are in this situation given by

dq := d and du := df := 1. (255)

The domain of interest is given by X := [0, R]d and following the model description above, we set

Θ := Σd→1(β, LJ0,ℓK, Lβ) . (256)

As reference function, we define
g(x) := LβD

s
vh(x) (257)

and set v0 := 0. As hypotheses θ0 and θz,r we set

θ0 := 0 and θz,r(x) := Lβr
βh

(
x− z

r

)
. (258)

Following the model description, for each θ ∈ Θ, we define the attributes

(i) qk(θ) := xk, (Location)

(ii) uk(θ) := θ(xk), (Observation)
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(iii) fθ := Ds
vθ. (Function to Estimate)

We set ζ := β − s. Moreover, we set the range of the radius r as

ρ−n := R(Ccvrscn)
− 1

d and ρ+n := min(R/2, rmax) . (259)

We will show

ψn(r) ≤ |h|∞Lβr
β , (260)

χn(r) ≤ CcvrscR
−drdn , (261)

such that
an := |h|2∞CcvrscL

2
βR

−dn (262)

as well as
γ := 2β + d . (263)

In order to apply Theorem B.6, we need to check Assumption B.5:

(i): The conditions on qk and uk, as well as θ0 ∈ Θ are trivial. By Lemma A.8 (iii), we have
θz,r ∈ Θ if r ≤ rmax, which is true for r ≤ ρ+n . Denote the s-th directional derivative with
respect to x as Ds

x,v. Then, for all x ∈ X ,

fθz,r (x) = (Ds
vθz,r)(x) (264)

= Lβr
βDs

x,vh

(
x− z

r

)
(265)

= Lβr
β−s(Ds

vh)

(
x− z

r

)
(266)

= rβ−sg

(
x− z

r

)
. (267)

(ii): We have

ψn(r) = sup
z∈Rd

sup
k∈JnK

Lβr
βh

(
xk − z

r

)
= |h|∞Lβr

β (268)

and, using CoverScaled,

χn(r) = sup
z∈Rd

#
{
k ∈ JnK

∣∣xk ∈ Bd(z, r)
}
≤ CcvrscR

−drdn (269)

if CcvrscR
−drdn ≥ 1, which is equivalent to r ≥ ρ−n . Thus, we have

ψn(r)
2χn(r) ≤ |h|2∞CcvrscL

2
βR

−dr2β+dn = anr
γ . (270)

(iii): For r ≤ R/2, which is implied by r ≤ ρ+n , we have

η(r) ≥
⌊
R

2r

⌋d
≥ cdR

dr−d . (271)

Hence, we can set Cpack := cdR
d.

(iv): The definitions above directly imply these conditions.

By Theorem B.6, we obtain the following:

(i) By Theorem B.6 (i), we obtain, for n large enough,

1

4
≤ inf

f̂
sup
θ∈Θ

Pθ

(∥∥∥f̂ − fθ

∥∥∥
2
(x0) ≥

1

2
|g|∞ (2Cnoisean)

− ζ
γ

)
(272)

≤ inf
f̂

sup
θ∈Θ

Pθ

(∥∥∥f̂ − fθ

∥∥∥
2
(x0) ≥ Cn−

β−s
2β+d

)
(273)
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with

C := cd,β,sLβ

(
CnoiseCcvrscR

−dL2
β

)− β−s
2β+d . (274)

The conditions on n, which are all fulfilled if n is large enough, are as follows:

(I)

(ρ−n )
−γ ≥ 2Cnoisean ≥ (ρ+n )

−γ (275)

⇔ (CcvrscR
−dn)

2β+d
d ≥ 2|h|2∞CnoiseCcvrscL

2
βR

−dn ≥ max
(
2R−1, r−1

max

)2β+d
(276)

⇔ (CcvrscR
−dn)

2β
d ≥ cβCnoiseL

2
β (277)

and n ≥ cβC
−1
noiseC

−1
cvrscL

−2
β max

(
R−2β , Rdr−(2β+d)

max

)
. (278)

(ii) By Theorem B.6 (ii), we obtain, for n large enough,

1

4
≤ inf

f̂
sup
θ∈Θ

Pθ

(
sup
x∈X

∥∥∥f̂ − fθ

∥∥∥
2
(x) ≥ 1

2
|g|∞

(
12γCnoise

d
an log(an)

−1

)− 1
γ

)
(279)

≤ inf
f̂

sup
θ∈Θ

Pθ

(
sup
x∈X

∥∥∥f̂ − fθ

∥∥∥
2
(x) ≥ A1

(
n

log(A2n)

)− β−s
2β+d

)
(280)

with

A1 :=
1

2
|Ds

vh|∞Lβ

(
12(2β + d)Cnoise

d
CcvrscR

−d|h|2∞L2

)− β−s
2β+d

(281)

A2 := CcvrscR
−d|h|2∞L2

β . (282)

If n ≥ A2
2, then log(A2n) ≥ 1

2 log(n). In this case we obtain

1

4
≤ inf

f̂
sup
θ∈Θ

Pθ

(
sup
x∈X

∥∥∥f̂ − fθ

∥∥∥
2
(x) ≥ C

(
n

log(n)

)− β−s
2β+d

)
(283)

with

C := cd,β,sLβ

(
CnoiseCcvrscR

−dL2
β

)− β−s
2β+d . (284)

The conditions on n, which are all fulfilled if n is large enough, are as follows:

(I)

an ≥ max

2 ,

12γCnoise

dC
γ
d

pack

4
 (285)

⇔ |h|2∞CcvrscL
2
βR

−dn ≥ cd,β max

(
1 ,

(
Cnoise

R2β+d

)4
)

(286)

⇔ n ≥ cd,β max
(
1 , C4

noiseR
4(2β+d)

)
C−1

cvrscL
−2
β Rd (287)

(II)

(ρ−n )
−γ ≥ 12γCnoise

d
an log(an)

−1 ≥ (ρ+n )
−γ (288)

⇔ (CcvrscR
−dn)

2β+d
d ≥ cd,βCnoiseCcvrscL

2
βR

−dn log(A2n)
−1 ≥ max

(
2R−1, r−1

max

)2β+d

(289)

⇔ (CcvrscR
−dn)

2β
d log(n) ≥ cd,βCnoiseL

2
β (290)

and n log(n)
−1 ≥ cd,βC

−1
noiseC

−1
cvrscL

−2
β max

(
R−2β , Rdr−(2β+d)

max

)
(291)
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(III)

n ≥ A2
2 (292)

⇔ n ≥
(
CcvrscR

−d|h|2∞L2
β

)2
(293)

⇔ n ≥ cβC
2
cvrscL

4
βR

−2d (294)

(iii) By Theorem B.6 (iii), we obtain, for n large enough

1

4
≤ inf

f̂
sup
θ∈Θ

Pθ

(∥∥∥∥∥∥f̂ − fθ

∥∥∥
2

∥∥∥
Lp(X )

≥ 2−1−3/pC
1/p
pack ∥g∥Lp(Rd) (36Cnoisean)

− ζ
γ

)
(295)

≤ inf
f̂

sup
θ∈Θ

Pθ

(
R− d

p

∥∥∥∥∥∥f̂ − fθ

∥∥∥
2

∥∥∥
Lp(X )

≥ Cn−
β−s
2β+d

)
(296)

with

C := cd,β,s,pLβ

(
CnoiseCcvrscR

−dL2
β

)− β−s
2β+d . (297)

The conditions on n, which are all fulfilled if n is large enough, are as follows:

(I)

(ρ−n )
−γ ≥ 36Cnoisean ≤ (ρ+n )

−γ (298)

⇔ (CcvrscR
−dn)

2β+d
d ≥ 36|h|2∞CnoiseCcvrscL

2
βR

−dn ≥ max
(
2R−1, r−1

max

)2β+d
(299)

⇔ (CcvrscR
−dn)

2β
d ≥ cβCnoiseL

2
β (300)

and n ≥ cd,βC
−1
noiseC

−1
cvrscL

−2
β max

(
R−2β , Rd

)
(301)

(II)

36Cnoisean ≥
(
1

8
Cpack

)− γ
d

(302)

⇔ n ≥ cd,βC
−1
noiseC

−1
cvrscL

−2
β R−2β (303)

C Proofs for Section 3

C.1 Stubble Model – Lower Bound – Deterministic

Theorem C.1. Let d ∈ N, β ∈ R≥1, ℓ := TβU, L0, . . . , Lℓ, Lβ ∈ R>0. Set Fd,β :=
Σd→d(β, LJ0,ℓK, Lβ). Let ∆t ∈ R>0 with ∆t ≤ cL−1

0 . Set L := cβ min{1, L0, . . . , Lℓ, Lβ}.
Let x0 ∈ Rd, p ∈ R≥1. Then, there are f0, f1 ∈ Fd,β with following property: We have

U(f0, x, i∆t) = U(f1, x, i∆t) (304)

for all i ∈ Z, x ∈ Rd and

∥f0 − f1∥2 (x0) ≥ cβLL
β+1
0 ∆tβ and ∥∥f0 − f1∥2∥Lp([0,1]d)

≥ cd,β,pLL
β+1
0 ∆tβ . (305)

Proof of Theorem C.1.

(a) Construction:
Let K : R → R≥0 be a function with K ∈ C∞(R) and K(x) > 0 ⇔ x ∈ (0, 1). Define
Kper(x) := K(x− ⌊x⌋). Set r := 2

3L0∆t. Let z ∈ R to be chosen later. Define g : R → R by

g(x) := x+ Lrβ+1Kper

(
x− z

r

)
. (306)
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Then g ∈ C∞(R) with

g′(x) = 1 + LrβK ′
per

(
x− z

r

)
. (307)

As ∆t ≤ cL−1
0 , we have rβ ≤ cβ . Thus, we can assume that L is defined such that Lrβ |K ′|∞ ≤

1
2 . Then g′(x) ∈ [ 12 ,

3
2 ]. In particular, g is a C∞-diffeomorphism of R, i.e., the inverse

g−1 : R → R exists and g−1 ∈ C∞(R). Define

f0(x) :=
2

3
L0 and f1(x) :=

2

3
L0g

′(g−1(x)) . (308)

To find the solution to the ODE u̇ = f1(u), we calculate

d

dt
g

(
g−1(x) +

2

3
L0t

)
=

2

3
L0g

′
(
g−1(x) +

2

3
L0t

)
= f1

(
g

(
g−1(x) +

2

3
L0t

))
. (309)

Thus,

U(f0, x, t) = x+
2

3
L0t and U(f1, x, t) = g

(
g−1(x) +

2

3
L0t

)
, (310)

for all t, x ∈ R.

(b) Smoothness:
Clearly, we have f0 ∈ Σ1→1(β, LJ0,ℓK, Lβ). Furthermore, as g′(x) ∈ [ 12 ,

3
2 ],

|f1|∞ =
2

3
L0|g′|∞ ≤ L0 . (311)

By Lemma C.2 below, f1 ∈ Σ1→1(β, LJ0,ℓK, Lβ) for r ≤ cβ and L ≤ cβ mink∈JkK∪{β} Lk, which
is assumed.

(c) Error at x0:
For the difference at x0 between the two constructed model functions, we obtain

|f0(x0)− f1(x0)| =
2

3
L0

∣∣1− g′(g−1(x0))
∣∣ . (312)

As we can set z arbitrarily, g′ is continuous, and g−1 is a diffeomorphism of R, we can choose
z so that ∣∣1− g′(g−1(x0))

∣∣ = sup
x∈R

|1− g′(x)| . (313)

With this choice, we obtain

|f0(x0)− f1(x0)| =
2

3
L0L |K ′|∞ rβ (314)

= L |K ′|∞

(
2

3
L0

)β+1

∆tβ (315)

= cβLL
β+1
0 ∆tβ . (316)

(d) Error in Lp:
Because of the assumption ∆t ≤ cL−1

0 , we can continue with r ≤ 1. Then∫
[0,1]

|f0(x)− f1(x)|p dx ≥
⌊1/r⌋−1∑

k=0

∫
[z+kr,z+(k+1)r]

|f0(x)− f1(x)|p dx (317)

= ⌊1/r⌋
∫
[z,z+r]

|f0(x)− f1(x)|p dx (318)

= ⌊1/r⌋
(
2

3
L0

)p ∫
[z,z+r]

∣∣1− g′(g−1(x))
∣∣p dx (319)

= ⌊1/r⌋
(
2

3
L0Lr

β

)p ∫
[z,z+r]

∣∣∣∣K ′
per

(
g−1(x)− z

r

)∣∣∣∣p dx . (320)
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As g′(x) ∈ [ 12 ,
3
2 ], we can find cp independent of L, r, β, z such that∫

[z,z+r]

∣∣∣∣K ′
per

(
g−1(x)− z

r

)∣∣∣∣p dx ≥ cp . (321)

Thus, (∫
[0,1]

|f0(x)− f1(x)|p dx

) 1
p

≥ cβ,pLL
β+1
0 ∆tβ . (322)

(e) Identical Observations:
The function x 7→ g(x) − x is r-periodic, i.e., g(x + ir) − (x + ir) = g(x) − x for all i ∈ Z.
Thus,

g(g−1(x) + ir) = (g−1(x) + ir) + g(g−1(x))− g−1(x) = x+ ir . (323)

Hence,

U(f1, x, i∆t) = g

(
g−1(x) +

2

3
L0i∆t

)
(324)

= g(g−1(x) + ir) (325)

= x+ ir (326)

= x+
2

3
L0i∆t (327)

= U(f0, x, i∆t) . (328)

(f) Extension to arbitrary dimension d:
So far, we have shown the theorem for d = 1. For d > 1, extend the two model functions
constructed above by letting them depend only on the first dimension and setting their values
to 0 in all but the first dimension.

The proof of Theorem C.1 uses following lemma, which establishes the smoothness of the model
function f1(x) =

2
3L0s(x).

Lemma C.2. Let K : R → R≥0 be a function with K ∈ C∞(R) ∩Σ(β + 1, LK). Let Ckern :=
supk∈J0,ℓ+1K

∣∣K(k)
∣∣
∞. Let z ∈ R, L ∈ R>0, β ∈ R≥1. Set ℓ := TβU. Let r0 ∈ R>0 and

r ∈ (0, r0]. Define g : R → R by

g(x) := x+ Lrβ+1K

(
x− z

r

)
. (329)

Assume there is g0 ∈ R≥1 with g−1
0 ≤ g′(x) ≤ g0 for all x ∈ R and denote the inverse function

of g as g−1. Define
s(x) := g′(g−1(x)) . (330)

Then there is C ∈ R>0 large enough, depending only on g0, r0, ℓ, Ckern with the following
property: We have

s ∈ Σ1→1(β, LJ0,ℓK, Lβ) (331)

with L0 = C, Lk = CLrβ−k for k ∈ JℓK, and Lβ = CLLK .

To prove this lemma, we will make use of Faá di Bruno’s formula for the iterated chain rule. For
k ∈ N, let Pk be the set of all partitions of JkK, i.e.,

Pk :=

{
B ⊆ 2JkK

∣∣∣∣∣ ⋃
b∈B

b = JkK and ∀b1, b2 ∈ B : b1 ∩ b2 = ∅

}
, (332)

where 2JkK denotes the power set of JkK.
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Lemma C.3 (Faá di Bruno’s formula [Cra05]). Let f, g : R → R be k-times continuously
differentiable functions. Then, for all x ∈ R,

(f ◦ g)(k)(x) =
∑

B∈Pk

f (#B)(g(x))
∏
b∈B

(g)
(#b)

(x) . (333)

Proof of Lemma C.2.

(a) Faá di Bruno:
By Faá di Bruno’s formula Lemma C.3, we have

s(k)(x) = (g′ ◦ g−1)(k)(x) (334)

=
∑

B∈Pk

g(1+#B)
(
g−1(x)

) ∏
b∈B

(
g−1

)(#b)
(x) . (335)

Let inv : R>0 → R>0, x 7→ x−1. We have,(
g−1

)(k+1)
=
(
inv ◦ g′ ◦ g−1

)(k)
= (inv ◦ s)(k) . (336)

A second application of Faá di Bruno’s formula yields

(inv ◦ s)(k) =
∑

W∈Pk

(inv)(#W )
(s(x))

∏
w∈W

s(#w)(x) (337)

=
∑

W∈Pk

(−1)
#W

#W !s(x)−(1+#W )
∏

w∈W

s(#w)(x) . (338)

Together, we obtain

s(k)(x) =
∑

B∈Pk

g(1+#B)
(
g−1(x)

)
s(x)−l(B)

∏
b∈B
#b>1

(inv ◦ s)(#b−1)
(339)

=
∑

B∈Pk

g(1+#B)
(
g−1(x)

)
s(x)−l(B)

∏
b∈B
#b>1

∑
W∈P#b−1

a(#W )s(x)−(1+#W )
∏

w∈W

s(#w)(x) ,

(340)

where l(B) := # {b ∈ B |#b = 1} and a(#W ) = (−1)
#W

#W !. Define

Rk(x) :=
∑

B∈Pk
#B ̸=k

g(1+#B)
(
g−1(x)

)
s(x)−l(B)

∏
b∈B
#b>1

∑
W∈P#b−1

a(#W )s(x)−(1+#W )
∏

w∈W

s(#w)(x)

(341)
to obtain

s(k)(x) = g(k+1)
(
g−1(x)

)
s(x)−k +Rk(x) . (342)

As s(x) ∈ [g−1
0 , g0], we have

|Rk(x)| ≤ ck,g0
∑

B∈Pk
#B ̸=k

∣∣∣g(1+#B)
(
g−1(x)

)∣∣∣ ∏
b∈B
#b>1

∑
W∈P#b−1

∏
w∈W

∣∣∣s(#w)(x)
∣∣∣ . (343)

(b) Induction:
We now prove by induction that, for k ∈ Jℓ+ 1K,

|Rk(x)| ≤ ck,g0,r0Lr
β−k+1 . (344)

For k = 1, the statement (344) is true with R1(x) = 0 and

s(1)(x) = g(2)
(
g−1(x)

) 1

s(x)
. (345)
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Set

v :=
g−1(x)− z

r
. (346)

If the statement (344) is true for k ∈ N, k ≤ ℓ, it is also true for k + 1: First, we have

g(1+#B)
(
g−1(x)

)
= Lrβ−#BK(1+#B)(v) (347)

for B ∈ Pk+1 with #B ̸= k + 1, i.e., #B ∈ JkK. Second, using (344) on #w, we obtain∣∣∣s(#w)(x)
∣∣∣ ≤ ∣∣∣g(1+#w)(g−1(x))s(x)−#w

∣∣∣+ |R#w(r)| ≤ c#wLr
β−#w , (348)

where #w ∈W , W ∈ P#b−1, b ∈ B, and B ∈ Pk+1, i.e., #w ∈ JkK. Using these two bounds
in (343) yields

|Rk+1(x)| ≤ ck,g0
∑

B∈Pk+1

#B ̸=k+1

Lrβ−#B
∏
b∈B
#b>1

∑
W∈P#b−1

∏
w∈W

Lrβ−#w ≤ ck,g0,r0Lr
β−k (349)

with r ≤ r0. This implies (344) for k + 1.

(c) Derivative bounds:
For k ∈ JℓK, (342) and s(x) ∈ [g−1

0 , g0] yield∣∣∣s(k)∣∣∣
∞

≤ ck,g0

∣∣∣g(k+1)
∣∣∣
∞

+ |Rk|∞ (350)

≤ ck,g0Lr
β−k + ck,g0,r0Lr

β−k+1 (351)

≤ ck,g0,r0Lr
β−k . (352)

It remains to show the bound on Lβ . Equation (344) implies that Rℓ(x) is Lipschitz contin-
uous with constant

|Rℓ+1|∞ ≤ cℓ,g0,r0Lr
β−ℓ . (353)

Thus,∣∣∣s(ℓ)(x)− s(ℓ)(x̃)
∣∣∣ ≤ ∣∣∣g(ℓ+1)

(
g−1(x)

)
s(x)−ℓ − g(ℓ+1)

(
g−1(x̃)

)
s(x̃)−ℓ

∣∣∣+ |Rℓ(x)−Rℓ(x̃)|

(354)

≤
∣∣g(ℓ+1)(v)s(x̃)ℓ − g(ℓ+1)(ṽ) s(x)ℓ

∣∣
s(x)ℓs(x̃)ℓ

+ cℓ,g0,r0Lr
β−ℓ |x− x̃| (355)

with v := g−1(x), ṽ := g−1(x̃). As s(x) ∈ [g−1
0 , g0], only need to find a suitable bound on∣∣∣g(ℓ+1)(v)s(x̃)ℓ − g(ℓ+1)(ṽ) s(x)ℓ

∣∣∣ ≤ ∣∣s(x̃)ℓ∣∣ ∣∣∣g(ℓ+1)(v)− g(ℓ+1)(ṽ)
∣∣∣+∣∣∣g(ℓ+1)(ṽ)

∣∣∣ ∣∣s(x̃)ℓ − s(x)ℓ
∣∣ .

(356)
For the first term,∣∣s(x̃)ℓ∣∣ ∣∣∣g(ℓ+1)(v)− g(ℓ+1)(ṽ)

∣∣∣ ≤ cℓ,g0,r0Lr
β−ℓ

∣∣∣∣K(ℓ+1)

(
v − z

r

)
−K(ℓ+1)

(
ṽ − z

r

)∣∣∣∣ (357)

≤ cℓ,g0,r0Lr
β−ℓLK

∣∣∣∣v − z

r
− ṽ − z

r

∣∣∣∣β−ℓ

(358)

= cℓ,g0,r0LLK |ṽ − v|β−ℓ
. (359)

For the second term∣∣∣g(ℓ+1)(ṽ)
∣∣∣ ∣∣s(x̃)ℓ − s(x)ℓ

∣∣ ≤ cℓ,g0,r0Lr
β−ℓ

∣∣g′(ṽ)ℓ − g′(v)ℓ
∣∣ (360)

≤ cℓ,g0,r0Lr
β−ℓ

(
cℓ,g0Lr

β−1 |ṽ − v|
)

(361)

≤ cℓ,g0,r0Lr
2β−ℓ−1 |ṽ − v| (362)
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as ∣∣∣∣ ddx ((g′)ℓ)
∣∣∣∣
∞

≤ ℓ
∣∣(g′)ℓ−1

∣∣
∞ |g′′|∞ ≤ cℓ,g0Lr

β−1 . (363)

Thus, ∣∣∣s(ℓ)(x)− s(ℓ)(x̃)
∣∣∣ ≤ cℓ,g0,r0L

(
LK |ṽ − v|β−ℓ

+ rβ−ℓ |x− x̃|+ r2β−ℓ−1 |ṽ − v|
)

≤ cℓ,g0,r0LLK |x̃− x|β−ℓ
.

C.2 Stubble Model – Lower Bound – Probabilistic

Let d ∈ N and β ∈ R≥1. Set ℓ := TβU. Let L0, . . . , Lℓ, Lβ ∈ R>0. Set Fd,β := Σd→d(β, LJ0,ℓK, Lβ).

Let m ∈ N and x1, . . . , xm ∈ Rd, n1, . . . , nm ∈ N, T1, . . . , Tm ∈ R>0. Set nmax := maxj∈JmK nj and
Tmax := maxj∈JmK Tj . Set n :=

∑
j∈JmK nj . Set I := {(j, i) | i ∈ JnjK, j ∈ JmK}. Let tj,i ∈ R≥0 for

(j, i) ∈ I such that 0 ≤ tj,1 ≤ · · · ≤ tj,nj
= Tj . For f

⋆ ∈ Fd,β , consider the ODE model

Yj,i = U(f⋆, xj , tj,i) + εj,i , (j, i) ∈ I , (364)

with independent and identically distributed Rd-valued noise variables εj,i such that E[εj,i] = 0.
Denote the noise distribution as P ε, i.e., εj,i ∼ P ε. We know xj and tj,i, and observe Yj,i, but f

⋆

is unknown and to be estimated on the domain [0, 1]d.

Theorem C.4. Assume Noise for P ε with constant Cnoise ∈ R>0 and Cover for (xj)j∈JmK
with constant Ccvr ∈ R>0. Assume

min
k∈J0,ℓK

Lk ≥ cβLβ . (365)

(i) Let x0 ∈ [0, 1]d. Then

inf
f̂

sup
f⋆∈Fd,β

Pf⋆

(∥∥∥f̂ − f⋆
∥∥∥
2
(x0) ≥ C1

(
mnmaxT

2
max

)− β
2β+d

)
≥ 1

4
(366)

where

C1 := cd,βLβ

(
CcvrCnoiseL

2
β

)− β
2β+d (367)

if

(Ccvrm)
2β
d ≥ cβCnoiseL

2
βnmaxT

2
max , (368)

mnmaxT
2
max ≥ cd,βC

−1
noiseC

−1
cvr L

−2
β . (369)

(ii) We have

inf
f̂

sup
f⋆∈Fd,β

Pf⋆

(
sup

x∈[0,1]d

∥∥∥f̂ − f⋆
∥∥∥
2
(x) ≥ C1

(
mnmaxT

2
max

log(mnmaxT 2
max)

)− β
2β+d

)
≥ 1

4
(370)

where

C1 := cd,βLβ

(
CnoiseCcvrL

2
β

)− β
2β+d (371)
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if

mnmaxT
2
max ≥ cd,β max

(
1 , C4

noise

)
C−1

cvr L
−2
β (372)

(Ccvrm)
2β
d ≥ cd,βCnoiseL

2
βnmaxT

2
max (373)

mnmaxT
2
max ≥ cd,βC

−1
noiseC

−1
cvr L

−2
β (374)

mnmaxT
2
max ≥ CcvrL

2
β . (375)

(iii) We have

inf
f̂

sup
f⋆∈Fd,β

Pf⋆

(∥∥∥∥∥∥f̂ − f⋆
∥∥∥
2

∥∥∥
Lp([0,1]d)

≥ C1

(
mnmaxT

2
max

)− β
2β+d

)
≥ 1

4
(376)

where

C1 := cd,β,pLβ

(
CcvrCnoiseL

2
β

)− β
2β+d (377)

if

mnmaxT
2
max ≥ cd,βC

−1
noiseC

−1
cvr L

−2
β , (378)

(Ccvrm)
2β
d ≥ cβCnoiseL

2
βnmaxT

2
max . (379)

Here, all infima range over all estimators f̂ of f⋆ based on the observations YI .

Proof of Theorem C.4. We want to apply Theorem B.6. For this, we first map the symbols used
there with the objects we are dealing with here. Then, we prove that the assumptions made in
Theorem B.6 are fulfilled. Finally, we present the result of the application of Theorem B.6.

Mapping Symbols. See Table 1 for an overview. We start with a consecutive indexing of the
observation scheme: For k ∈ JnK, denote jk ∈ JmK and ik ∈ JjkK indices of the observations, such
that all observations are enumerated, i.e., #{(jk, ik) | k ∈ JnK} = n. Now, set the dimension-
parameters in this setting as

dq := du := df := d (380)

and the domain of interest as X := [0, 1]d. The parameter space Θ is given by Σd→d(β, LJ0,ℓK, Lβ).
For each function θ ∈ Θ we define the following attributes:

(i) (Location): qk(θ) := xjk — The initial condition, which does not depend on the choice of θ.

(ii) (Observed Objects): uk(θ) := U(θ, xjk , tjk,ik) — The location along the jk-th trajectory at
time tjk,ik driven by the model function θ with fixed initial condition xjk .

(iii) (Function to Estimate): fθ := θ|X — The model function θ restricted to the domain of
interest X .

Verifying Assumptions. Let us check Assumption B.5:

(i): We define the reference function g : Rd → Rd for any x ∈ Rd by

g(x) := Lβh(x)e1 (381)

with h := hbump
d,β as in Lemma A.8 and set rmax = rmax

(
β, LJ0,ℓK, Lβ , h, 0

)
from the same

lemma. By (365), we have rmax ≥ cβ . We have supp(g) ⊆ Bd(0, 1). Set v0 := 0 and

f1,z,r(x) := Lβr
βh

(
x− z

r

)
. (382)

Moreover, for x ∈ Rd, we define hypotheses

θ0(x) := 0 and θz,r(x) := f1,z,r(x)e1 = Lβr
βh

(
x− z

r

)
e1 , (383)
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for any z ∈ Rd and r ∈ R>0. Lemma A.8 then yields θ0, θz,r ∈ Σd→d(β, LJ0,ℓKLβ) for r ≤ rmax.
Thus, we define ζ := β. Moreover, the definitions above are consistent, i.e., we have

fθz,r (x) = rζg

(
x− z

r

)
+ v0 . (384)

Furthermore, we define

ρ−n := (Ccvrm)−
1
d and ρ+n := min

(
1

2
, rmax

)
. (385)

Then, the condition on θ0 ∈ Θ is trivial. We have xjk = qk(θ0) = qk(θz,r). If xjk ∈
Rd \ Bd(z, r), we have θz,r(xjk) = 0. Hence, the solution to the ODE with model function
θz,r and initial conditions xjk is constant. Therefore, uk(θz,r) = xjk = uk(θ0), i.e., the
condition on uk is fulfilled. By Lemma A.8 (iii), we have θz,r ∈ Θ if r ≤ rmax, which is true
for r ≤ ρ+n .

(ii): For r ∈ [ρ−n , ρ
+
n ], we show

ψn(r) ≤ |h|∞LβTmaxr
β and χn(r) ≤ Ccvrr

dmnmax . (386)

We then set
an := cβCcvrmnmaxT

2
maxL

2
β and γ := 2β + d (387)

to obtain
ψn(r)

2χn(r) ≤ anr
γ . (388)

Indeed, we have

ψn(r) = sup
z∈Rd

sup
k∈JnK

∥uk(θz,r)− uk(θ0)∥2 (389)

= sup
z∈Rd

sup
k∈JnK

∥U(θz,r, xjk , tjk,ik)− U(θ0, xjk , tjk,ik)∥2 . (390)

We have U(θ0, x, t) = x for all x ∈ [0, 1]d, t ∈ R. Moreover, U(θz,r, x, t) − x = v(x, t)e1,
where

v(x, t) :=

∫ t

0

f1,z,r(U(θz,r, x, s))ds . (391)

Set b := Lβr
β |h|∞. We have 0 ≤ f1,z,r(x) ≤ b. Hence, 0 ≤ v(x, t) ≤ tb. Therefore,

ψn(r) ≤ Tmaxb . (392)

Next, using Cover, we obtain∑
j∈JmK

1Bd(z,r)(xj) ≤ max
(
1, Ccvrr

dm
)

(393)

= Ccvrr
dm, (394)

for Ccvrr
dm ≥ 1, which is equivalent to r ≥ ρ−n . Thus,

χn(r) = sup
z∈Rd

#
{
k ∈ JnK

∣∣ qk(θz,r) ∈ Bd(z, r)
}

(395)

= sup
z∈Rd

∑
j∈JmK

1Bd(z,r)(xj)nj (396)

≤ Ccvrr
dmnmax . (397)

(iii): As r ≤ ρ+, we have r ≤ 1/2. Thus,

η(r) ≥
⌊
1

2r

⌋d
≥ cdr

−d . (398)

Hence, we can set Cpack := cd.
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(iv): The definitions above directly imply these conditions.

Presenting Results. After proving Assumption B.5, we apply Theorem B.6 and evaluate the
results. Recall

|g|∞ = cd,βLβ , (399)

an = cβCcvrmnmaxT
2
maxL

2
β , (400)

ζ = β , (401)

γ = 2β + d , (402)

ρ+n = min

(
1

2
, rmax

)
, (403)

ρ−n = (Ccvrm)−
1
d . (404)

(i) By Theorem B.6 (i), we obtain the following lower bound. We have

1

4
≤ inf

f̂
sup
θ∈Θ

Pθ

(∥∥∥f̂ − fθ

∥∥∥
2
(x0) ≥

1

2
|g|∞ (2Cnoisean)

− ζ
γ

)
(405)

≤ inf
f̂

sup
f⋆∈Fd,β

Pf⋆

(∥∥∥f̂ − f⋆
∥∥∥
2
(x0) ≥ C1

(
mnmaxT

2
max

)− β
2β+d

)
(406)

with

C1 := cd,βLβ

(
CcvrCnoiseL

2
β

)− β
2β+d (407)

The conditions for this bound to hold are:

(I)

(ρ−n )
−γ ≥ 2Cnoisean ≥ (ρ+n )

−γ (408)

⇔ (Ccvrm)
2β+d

d ≥ cβCnoiseCcvrmnmaxT
2
maxL

2
β ≥ max

(
2, r−1

max

)2β+d
(409)

⇔ (Ccvrm)
2β
d ≥ cβCnoiseL

2
βnmaxT

2
max (410)

and mnmaxT
2
max ≥ cd,βC

−1
noiseC

−1
cvr L

−2
β . (411)

(ii) By Theorem B.6 (ii), we obtain the following lower bound. We have

1

4
≤ inf

f̂
sup
θ∈Θ

Pθ

(
sup
x∈X

∥∥∥f̂ − fθ

∥∥∥
2
(x) ≥ 1

2
|g|∞

(
12γCnoise

dq
an log(an)

−1

)− ζ
γ

)
(412)

≤ inf
f̂

sup
f⋆∈Fd,β

Pf⋆

(
sup

x∈[0,1]d

∥∥∥f̂ − f⋆
∥∥∥
2
(x) ≥ C1

(
mnmaxT

2
max

log(A1mnmaxT 2
max)

)− β
2β+d

)
(413)

with A1 := CcvrL
2
β and

C1 := cd,βLβ

(
CnoiseCcvrL

2
β

)− β
2β+d . (414)

If additionally mnmaxT
2
max ≥ A1, then

1

4
≤ inf

f̂
sup

f⋆∈Fd,β

Pf⋆

(
sup

x∈[0,1]d

∥∥∥f̂ − f⋆
∥∥∥
2
(x) ≥ C1

(
mnmaxT

2
max

log(mnmaxT 2
max)

)− β
2β+d

)
. (415)

The conditions for this bound to hold are:

(I)

an ≥ max

2 ,

12γCnoise

dqC
γ
dq

pack

4
 (416)

⇔ mnmaxT
2
max ≥ cd,β max

(
1 , C4

noise

)
C−1

cvr L
−2
β . (417)
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(II)

(ρ−n )
−γ ≥ 12γCnoise

dq
an ≥ (ρ+n )

−γ (418)

⇔ (Ccvrm)
2β+d

d ≥ cd,βCnoiseCcvrL
2
βmnmaxT

2
max ≥ max

(
2, r−1

max

)2β+d
(419)

⇔ (Ccvrm)
2β
d ≥ cd,βCnoiseL

2
βnmaxT

2
max (420)

and mnmaxT
2
max ≥ cd,βC

−1
noiseC

−1
cvr L

−2
β . (421)

(III)

mnmaxT
2
max ≥ A1 (422)

⇔ mnmaxT
2
max ≥ CcvrL

2
β (423)

(iii) By Theorem B.6 (iii), we obtain the following lower bound. We have

1

4
≤ inf

f̂
sup
θ∈Θ

Pθ

(∥∥∥∥∥∥f̂ − fθ

∥∥∥
2

∥∥∥
Lp(X )

≥ 2−1−3/pC
1/p
pack ∥g∥Lp(Rdq ) (36Cnoisean)

− ζ
γ

)
(424)

≤ inf
f̂

sup
f⋆∈Fd,β

Pf⋆

(∥∥∥∥∥∥f̂ − f⋆
∥∥∥
2

∥∥∥
Lp([0,1]d)

≥ C1

(
mnmaxT

2
max

)− β
2β+d

)
(425)

with

C1 := cd,β,pLβ

(
CcvrCnoiseL

2
β

)− β
2β+d . (426)

The conditions for this bound to hold are:

(I)

36Cnoisean ≥
(
1

8
Cpack

)− γ
dq

(427)

⇔ mnmaxT
2
max ≥ cd,βC

−1
noiseC

−1
cvr L

−2
β (428)

(II)

(ρ−n )
−γ ≥ 36Cnoisean ≥ (ρ+n )

−γ (429)

⇔ (Ccvrm)
2β+d

d ≥ cβCnoiseCcvrmnmaxT
2
maxL

2
β ≥ max

(
2, r−1

max

)2β+d
(430)

⇔ (Ccvrm)
2β
d ≥ cβCnoiseL

2
βnmaxT

2
max (431)

and mnmaxT
2
max ≥ cd,βC

−1
noiseC

−1
cvr L

−2
β . (432)

D Proofs for Section 4

D.1 Snake Model – Lower Bound – Deterministic

Theorem D.1. Let d ∈ N≥2. Let β ∈ R≥1, L0, . . . , Lℓ, Lβ ∈ R>0. Let δ ∈ R>0. Let x0 ∈ Rd,
p ∈ R≥1. Assume δ ≤ δ0, where δ0 ∈ R>0 depends only on d, β, LJ0,ℓK, Lβ . Then, there are

m ∈ N, x1, . . . , xm ∈ Rd, f0, f1 ∈ Fd,β that have following properties:

(i) We have

m =

(
1 +

⌈√
d

2δ

⌉)d−1

. (433)

Set θ0 := (f0, xJ1,mK, TJ1,mK) and θ1 := (f1, xJ1,mK, TJ1,mK) with Tj = L−1
0 . Then we have

θ0, θ1 ∈ Θsnake
d,β (LJ0,ℓK, Lβ , δ, Tsum) with Tsum := m/L0.
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(ii) For all t ∈ R, j ∈ JmK, we have

U(f0, xj , t) = U(f1, xj , t) . (434)

(iii) We have

∥f0 − f1∥2 (x0) ≥ cd,βLβδ
β and ∥∥f0 − f1∥2∥Lp([0,1]d)

≥ cd,β,pLβδ
β . (435)

In this subsection we prove Theorem 4.9 in the form of Theorem D.1. We will construct two
different model functions with identical trajectories for appropriately chosen initial conditions. We
need the following definition.

Definition D.2. For k ∈ N, define the one-sided Hausdorff distance d⊆ for sets A,B ⊆ Rk

as
d⊆(A,B) = sup

a∈A
inf
b∈B

∥a− b∥2 . (436)

Proof of Theorem D.1.

(a) Definition of grid: We define a uniform grid of points x1, . . . , xm as illustrated in Figure 7:
Set r := δ/

√
d. Let z ∈ Rd to be chosen later. Define the offset vector oz = z/(2r)−⌊z/(2r)⌋ ∈

[0, 1)d, where ⌊·⌋ is applied component-wise. Define m0 := ⌈(2r)−1⌉. Set m = (m0 + 1)d−1.
Choose x1, . . . , xm ∈ Rd such that Π1xj = 0 for all j ∈ JmK and

{Π−1x1, . . . ,Π−1xm} =

{
2r

(
Π−1oz −

1

2
1+ k

) ∣∣∣∣ k ∈ J0,m0K
d−1

}
, (437)

where 1 = (1, . . . , 1)⊤∈ Rd−1.

(b) Construction of null-hypothesis: Set f0(x) := (L0, 0, . . . , 0)
⊤ for all x ∈ Rd. Clearly,

f0 ∈ Σ(β, LJ0,mK, Lβ). Moreover,

U(f0, xj , t) =

(
L0t

Π−1xj

)
and U̇(f0, xj , t) = L0e1 . (438)

For the tube distance between θ0 = (f0, xJ1,mK, TJ1,mK) and the hypercube, we obtain

dT
(
[0, 1]d, θ0

)
= d⊆

(
[0, 1]d−1, {Π−1x1, . . . ,Π−1xm}

)
≤

√
dr = δ . (439)

Thus, θ0 ∈ Θsnake
d,β (LJ0,mK, Lβ , δ, Tsum).

(c) Construction of alternative: Let h := hbump
d,β ∈ Σd→1(β, 1) be the bump function from

Lemma A.8 and rmax = rmax

(
β, LJ0,ℓK, Lβ , h, 0

)
from the same lemma. For z ∈ Rd, define

f2,z,r(x) := Lβr
βh

(
x− z

r

)
(440)

and set
f1 := f0 +

∑
k∈Zd

f2,z+2rk,re1 . (441)

As the supports supp(f2,z+2rk,r) ⊆ Bd(z + 2rk, r) are disjoint, f1 is well-defined. Choose
z such that |f1|∞ = f1(x0). By Lemma A.8 (iii), we have f2,z,r ∈ Σd→1(β, LJ0,ℓK, Lβ) for

r ≤ rmax, which is fulfilled by δ ≤ δ0. Thus, f1 ∈ Σd→d(β, LJ0,ℓK, Lβ). As

Π−1

 ⋃
k∈Zd

Bd(z + 2rk, r)

 ∩ {Π−1x1, . . . ,Π−1xm} = ∅ , (442)
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we have

U(f1, xj , t) = U(f0, xj , t) =

(
t

Π−1xj

)
. (443)

Thus, we have θ1 = (f1, xJ1,mK, TJ1,mK) ∈ Θsnake
d,β (LJ0,ℓK, Lβ , δ, Tsum) as before for f0.

(d) Difference between hypotheses at a point: By the choice of z, we have

∥f0 − f1∥2 (x0) = |fr,z(x0)| = |f2,z,r|∞ = Lβr
β |h|∞ = cd,βLβδ

β . (444)

(e) Difference between hypotheses in Lp: We have, for r ≤ c,∫
[0,1]d

∥f1(x)− f0(x)∥p2 dx =
∑
k∈Zd

∫
[0,1]d

|f2,z+2rk,r(x)|p dx (445)

≥ Lp
βr

βp+d
∑
k∈Zd

Bd(z+2rk,r)⊆[0,1]d

∫
Rd

|h(x)|p dx (446)

≥ cd,β,p
(
Lβr

β
)p

(447)

≥ cd,β,p
(
Lβδ

β
)p
. (448)

D.2 Snake Model – Lower Bound – Probabilistic

Let d ∈ N and β ∈ R≥1. Set ℓ := TβU. Let L0, . . . , Lℓ, Lβ ∈ R>0. Let m ∈ N and x1, . . . , xm ∈ Rd,
n1, . . . , nm ∈ N, T1, . . . , Tm ∈ R>0. Set Tsum :=

∑
j∈JmK Tj . Set n :=

∑
j∈JmK nj . Set I := {(j, i) |

i ∈ JnjK, j ∈ JmK}. Let tj,i ∈ R≥0 for (j, i) ∈ I such that 0 ≤ tj,1 ≤ · · · ≤ tj,nj = Tj . Let δ ∈ R>0.
Let Θsnake

d,β = Θsnake
d,β (LJ0,ℓK, Lβ , δ, Tsum) as in Definition 4.3. For θ⋆ = (f⋆, xJ1,mK, TJ1,mK) ∈ Θsnake

d,β

consider the ODE model
Yj,i = U(f⋆, xj , tj,i) + εj,i , (j, i) ∈ I , (449)

with independent and identically distributed Rd-valued noise variables εj,i such that E[εj,i] = 0.
Denote the noise distribution as P ε, i.e., εj,i ∼ P ε. We know xj and tj,i, and observe Yj,i, but
fθ⋆ = f⋆ is unknown and to be estimated on the domain [0, 1]d.

Theorem D.3. Assume Noise for P ε with constant Cnoise ∈ R>0 and CoverTime with
constant Ccvrtm ∈ R>0. Assume

δ ≤
√
d and Tsum ≥ cd,βδ

−(d−1)L−1
0 (450)

and
min

k∈J0,ℓK
Lk ≥ cβLβ . (451)

Furthermore, assume(
Ccvrtm

L0

)2(β+1)+d(
n

Tsum

)2β+d+1

≥ cd,βCnoiseCcvrtmL
2
βL

−3
0 δ−(d−1) ≥ Tsum

n
. (452)

(i) Let x0 ∈ [0, 1]d. Then

inf
f̂

sup
θ∈Θsnake

d,β

Pθ⋆

(∥∥∥f̂ − fθ⋆

∥∥∥
2
(x0) ≥ C1

(
δ−(d−1) n

Tsum

)− β
2(β+1)+d

)
≥ 1

4
(453)

where

C1 := cd,βLβ

(
CnoiseCcvrtmL

2
βL

−3
0

)− β
2(β+1)+d . (454)
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(ii) We have

inf
f̂

sup
θ⋆∈Θsnake

d,β

Pθ⋆

 sup
x∈[0,1]d

∥∥∥f̂ − fθ⋆

∥∥∥
2
(x) ≥ C1

(
T−1
sumδ

−(d−1)n

log
(
T−1
sumδ−(d−1)n

))− β
2(β+1)+d

 ≥ 1

4

(455)
where

C1 := cd,βLβ

(
CnoiseCcvrtmL

2
βL

−3
0

)− β
2(β+1)+d (456)

if
T−1
sumδ

−(d−1)n ≥ cd,β max
(
C−1

cvrtmL
−2
β L3

0, CcvrtmL
2
βL

−3
0

)
max

(
1, C4

noise

)
. (457)

(iii) We have

inf
f̂

sup
θ⋆∈Θsnake

d,β

Pθ⋆

(∥∥∥∥∥∥f̂ − fθ⋆

∥∥∥
2

∥∥∥
Lp(X )

≥ C1

(
T−1
sumδ

−(d−1)n
)− β

2(β+1)+d

)
≥ 1

4
(458)

where

C1 := cd,β,p
(
CnoiseCcvrtmL

2
βL

−3
0

)− β
2(β+1)+d (459)

if
T−1
sumδ

−(d−1)n ≥ cd,βC
−1
cvrtmL

−2
β L3

0 . (460)

The infima range over all estimators f̂ of fθ⋆ based on the observations YI .

Proof of Theorem D.3. We want to apply Theorem B.6. For this, we first map the symbols used
there with the objects we are dealing with here. Then, we prove that the assumptions made in
Theorem B.6 are fulfilled. Finally, we present the result of the application of Theorem B.6.

Mapping Symbols. See Table 1 for an overview. We start with a consecutive indexing of our
observations: For k ∈ JnK, denote by jk ∈ JmK and ik ∈ JnjkK indices of observations, such that all
observations are enumerated, i.e., #{(ik, jk) : k ∈ JnK} = n. Next, we set the dimensions as

dq := du := df := d (461)

and the domain of interest as X := [0, 1]d. The parameter space Θ is given by Θsnake
d,β (LJ0,ℓK, Lβ , δ, Tsum)

from Definition 4.3. For each θ ∈ Θ with θ = (f, xJ1,mK, TJ1,mK), we define the following attributes:

(i) Location: We set qk(θ) := U(f, xjk , tjk,ik): The location of the k-th observation is jk-th
trajectory at time tjk,ik , which is driven by the model function f and has initial conditions
xjk .

(ii) Observed Objects: We identify the observed objects with the location attribute, i.e., uk(θ) :=
qk(θ).

(iii) Function to Estimate: We set fθ := f |[0,1]d , the model function f restrict to the domain

[0, 1]d.

Verifying Assumptions. Next, we verify Assumption B.5. Set ρ+n := min( 12 , rmax) and ρ−n :=
1
2C

−1
cvrtm

L0Tsum

n .

(i) We define the reference function g : Rd → Rd for any x ∈ Rd as

g(x) := Lβh
pulse
d,β (x) e2 , (462)

with hpulsed,β as in Lemma A.8. By Lemma A.8, we have supp(g) ⊆ Bd(0, 1). Set v0 := L0e1 ∈
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Rd. We set

f0(x) = v0 = L0e1 , (463)

fz,r(x) = v0 + rβg

(
x− z

r

)
= L0e1 + Lβr

βhpulsed,β

(
x− z

r

)
e2 . (464)

These functions are smooth in the appropriate sense as shown in Lemma A.8: If r ∈ (0, rmax],
where rmax is given in the lemma, we have f0, fz,r ∈ Σd→d(β, LJ0,ℓK, Lβ). The condition on r
is fulfilled for r ≤ ρ+n .

Let xδ1, . . . , x
δ
m be the sequence of initial conditions as constructed in Lemma A.12 with

m :=
(⌈
cd,βδ

−1
⌉
+ 1
)d−1 ≤ cd,βδ

−(d−1) , (465)

where the inequality is due to δ being bounded from above, specifically we assume δ ≤
√
d.

As we assume Tsum ≥ cd,βL
−1
0 δ−(d−1), we can choose Tj := cd,βL

−1
0 for j ≥ 2 and T1 =

Tsum −
∑m

j=2 Tj ≥ cd,βL
−1
0 . Lemma A.12 now implies θ0 := (f0, x

δ
J1,mK, TJ1,mK) ∈ Θsnake

d,β and

θz,r := (fz,r, x
δ
J1,mK, TJ1,mK) ∈ Θsnake

d,β for

0 < r ≤ cd,β min

(
1,

(
L0

Lβ

) 1
β

)
, (466)

which is fulfilled for r ≤ ρ+n .

To finalize Assumption B.5 (i), we have to show qk(θz,r) = qk(θ0) for all k ∈ JnK whenever
qk(θ0) ∈ Rd \ Bd(z, r). Then the same condition on the observed objects uk is also fulfilled
as uk = qk.

For the location attribute, we have

qk(θ0) = U(f0, x
δ
jk
, tjk,ik) = xδjk + L0tjk,ike1 (467)

and
qk(θz,r) = U(fz,r, x

δ
jk
, tjk,ik) = xδjk + L0tjk,ike1 + wjk

z,r(tjk,ik)e2 , (468)

where

wj
z,r(t) := Lβr

β

∫ t

0

hpulsed,β

(
U(fz,r, x

δ
j , s)− z

r

)
ds. (469)

Now assume that qk(θ0) /∈ Bd(z, r), which in turn implies

xδj + L0tj,ie1 /∈ Bd(z, r). (470)

for j = jk and i = ik. Then three different cases can occur:

• (470) and
∥∥Π−1

(
xδj − z

)∥∥
2
≥ δ: In this situation, the resulting trajectory will not be

inside of the support of g at any time, such that wj
z,r(t) = 0 for all t ∈ R.

• (470),
∥∥Π−1

(
xδj − z

)∥∥
2
≤ δ, and L0tj,i + Π1(x

δ
j) ≤ Π1(z): In this situation, the tra-

jectory has not yet reach the support of g, so that no displacement into the second
dimension has taken place. In other words, wz,r(t) = 0 for all t ≤ tj,i.

• (470),
∥∥Π−1

(
xδj − z

)∥∥
2
≤ δ, and L0tj,i + Π1(x

δ
j) ≥ Π1(z): In this case, the trajectory

has run completely through the support of g. Due to the symmetry property of the
solution of the initial value problem, see Lemma A.9, the solution after passing through
the support of g behaves as it did before the pass, i.e., it is zero in the second dimension.
In other words, wz,r(t) = 0 for all t ≥ tj,i.

All in all, we have qk(θz,r) = qk(θ0) if qk(θ0) /∈ Bd(z, r).

58



(ii) Observing that U(fz,r, x
δ
jk
, tjk,ik) and U(f0, x

δ
jk
, tjk,ik) only differ in the second component,

we obtain

ψn(r) = sup
z∈Rd

sup
k∈JnK

∥uk(θz,r)− uk(θ0)∥2 (471)

= sup
z∈Rd

sup
k∈JnK

∥∥U(θz,r, x
δ
jk
, tjk,ik)− U(θ0, x

δ
jk
, tjk,ik)

∥∥
2

(472)

= sup
z∈Rd

sup
k∈JnK

|wjk
z,r(tjk,ik)| (473)

with wj
z,r from (469). Next, for a ∈ R and b > 0 we have∫ t

0

K̃ ′
β(a+ bs) ds =

1

b

∫ a+bt

a

K̃ ′
β(s) ds (474)

≤ 1

b

∣∣∣K̃ ′
β

∣∣∣
∞

min(2, bt) (475)

≤ cβ
1

b
(476)

as supp(K̃β) ⊆ [−1, 1]. Thus,

wj
z,r(t) = Lβr

β

∫ t

0

hpulsed,β

(
U(fz,r, x

δ
j , s)− z

r

)
ds (477)

≤ Lβr
βK̃β(0)

∫ t

0

K̃ ′
β

(
1

r

(
Π1x

δ
j + L0s−Π1z

))
ds (478)

≤ cβLβL
−1
0 rβ+1 , (479)

independent of z ∈ Rd, t ∈ R>0, and k ∈ JnK, such that

ψn(r) ≤ cβLβL
−1
0 rβ+1 . (480)

Now, for χn(r), we have

χn(r) = sup
z∈Rd

#
{
k ∈ JnK

∣∣ qk(θz,r) ∈ Bd(z, r)
}

(481)

= sup
z∈Rd

∑
j∈JmK

∑
i∈JnjK

1Bd(z,r)

(
xδj + L0tj,ie1 + wj

z,r(tj,i)e2
)
. (482)

Initial conditions outside the projected ball, Π−1x
δ
j ̸∈ Bd−1(Π−1z, r), lead to linear trajec-

tories that never intersect the ball Bd(z, r). For Π−1x
δ
j ∈ Bd−1(Π−1z, r), the trajectory

U(fz,r, x
δ
j , t) can only intersect the ball Bd(z, r) if Π1x

δ
j + L0t ∈ [Π1z − r,Π1z + r]. Hence,

with CoverTime, we have

χn(r) ≤ sup
z∈Rd

∑
j : Π−1xδ

j∈Bd−1(Π−1z,r)

∑
i∈JnjK

1[L−1
0 (Π1(z−xδ

j )−r), L−1
0 (Π1(z−xδ

j )+r)](tj,i) (483)

≤ sup
z∈Rd

∑
j : Π−1xδ

j∈Bd−1(Π−1z,r)

max

(
1, Ccvrtm

2r

L0Tsum
n

)
(484)

≤ cdCcvrtmL
−1
0 T−1

summnr
d , (485)

where we use 1 ≤ Ccvrtm
2r

L0Tsum
n due to r ≥ ρ−n = 1

2C
−1
cvrtm

L0Tsum

n . As m ≤ cd,βδ
−(d−1), we have

ψn(r)
2χn(r) ≤ cd,βCcvrtmL

2
βL

−3
0 T−1

summnr
2(β+1)+d (486)

≤ cd,βCcvrtmL
2
βL

−3
0 T−1

sumδ
−(d−1)nr2(β+1)+d (487)

≤ anr
γ , (488)

with
an := cd,βCcvrtmL

2
βL

−3
0 T−1

sumδ
−(d−1)n and γ := 2(β + 1) + d . (489)
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(iii) As r ≤ ρ+n ≤ 1
2 and X = [0, 1]d we can set Cpack = cd.

(iv) For any J ∈ N and z1, . . . , zJ ∈ Rd fulfilling

inf
i,j∈JJK

∥zi − zj∥2 ≥ 2r (490)

we have ∑
j∈J1,JK

(
fzj ,r − f0

)
=

∑
j∈J1,JK

Lβr
βhpulsed,β

(
x− zj
r

)
e2 (491)

=

0, Lβr
β
∑

j∈J1,JK

hpulsed,β

(
x− zj
r

)
, 0, . . . , 0

T

(492)

Now set

fθ̃ := f̃ :=

1, Lβr
β
∑

j∈J1,JK

hpulsed,β

(
x− zj
r

)
, 0, . . . , 0

T

. (493)

As infi,j∈JJK ∥zi − zj∥2 ≥ 2r all the arising bumps of fθ have disjoint support. Choosing

θ̃ := (f̃ , xδJ1,mK, TJ1,mK), (494)

with the same family of initial values as before we can repeat the proof of Lemma A.12 for
all j ∈ JJK to obtain the covering argument, which yields θ̃ ∈ Θ. Due to the linearity of the
integral, simple computations show

qk(θ̃)− qk(θ0) =
∑
j∈JJK

(
qk(θzj ,r)− qk(θ0)

)
(495)

for all k ∈ JnK. Due to the equality of location and observation, we further have

uk(θ̃)− uk(θ0) =
∑
j∈JJK

(
uk(θzj ,r)− uk(θ0)

)
(496)

for all k ∈ JnK.

Presenting Results. After proving Assumption B.5, we apply Theorem B.6 and evaluate the
results. Recall

|g|∞ = cd,βLβ , (497)

an = cd,βCcvrtmL
2
βL

−3
0 T−1

sumδ
−(d−1)n , (498)

ζ = β , (499)

γ = 2(β + 1) + d , (500)

ρ+n = min(
1

2
, rmax) , (501)

ρ−n =
1

2
C−1

cvrtm

L0Tsum
n

. (502)

(i) By Theorem B.6 (i), we obtain the following lower bound. We have

1

4
≤ inf

f̂
sup
θ⋆∈Θ

Pθ

(∥∥∥f̂ − fθ⋆

∥∥∥
2
(x0) ≥

1

2
|g|∞ (2Cnoisean)

− ζ
γ

)
(503)

≤ inf
f̂

sup
θ⋆∈Θsnake

d,β

Pθ

(∥∥∥f̂ − fθ⋆

∥∥∥
2
(x0) ≥ C1

(
T−1
sumδ

−(d−1)n
)− β

2(β+1)+d

)
(504)

with

C1 := cd,βLβ

(
CnoiseCcvrtmL

2
βL

−3
0

)− β
2(β+1)+d . (505)

The conditions for this bound to hold are:
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(I)

(ρ−n )
−γ ≥ 2Cnoisean ≥ (ρ+n )

−γ (506)

⇔
(
C−1

cvrtm

L0Tsum
n

)−(2(β+1)+d)

≥ cd,βCnoiseCcvrtmL
2
βL

−3
0 T−1

sumδ
−(d−1)n (507)

≥
(
min(

1

2
, rmax)

)−(2(β+1)+d)

(508)

⇔
(

n

Tsum

)2β+d+1

≥ cd,βCnoiseCcvrtmL
2
βL

−3
0

(
C−1

cvrtmL0

)(2(β+1)+d)
δ−(d−1) (509)

and cd,βCnoiseCcvrtmL
2
βL

−3
0 ≥ Tsumδ

d−1n−1 . (510)

where we used (451) to bound rmax ≥ cβ .

(ii) By Theorem B.6 (ii), we obtain the following lower bound. We have

1

4
≤ inf

f̂
sup
θ⋆∈Θ

Pθ

(
sup
x∈X

∥∥∥f̂ − fθ⋆

∥∥∥
2
(x) ≥ 1

2
|g|∞

(
12γCnoise

dq
an log(an)

−1

)− ζ
γ

)
(511)

≤ inf
f̂

sup
θ⋆∈Θsnake

d,β

Pθ

sup
x∈X

∥∥∥f̂ − fθ⋆

∥∥∥
2
(x) ≥ C1

(
T−1
sumδ

−(d−1)n

log(A1T
−1
sumδ−(d−1)n)

)− β
2(β+1)+d

 (512)

with A1 := cd,βC0, C0 := CcvrtmL
2
βL

−3
0 and

C1 := cd,βLβ (CnoiseC0)
− β

2(β+1)+d . (513)

If additionally T−1
sumδ

−(d−1)n ≥ A1, then

1

4
≤ inf

f̂
sup

θ⋆∈Θsnake
d,β

Pfθ⋆

 sup
x∈[0,1]d

∥∥∥f̂ − fθ⋆

∥∥∥
2
(x) ≥ C1

(
T−1
sumδ

−(d−1)n

log
(
T−1
sumδ−(d−1)n

))− β
2(β+1)+d

 .

(514)
The conditions for this bound to hold are:

(I)

an ≥ max

2 ,

12γCnoise

dqC
γ
dq

pack

4
 (515)

⇔ cd,βC0T
−1
sumδ

−(d−1)n ≥ max

2 ,

12(2(β + 1) + d)Cnoise

dC
2(β+1)+d

d

pack

4
 (516)

⇔ T−1
sumδ

−(d−1)n ≥ cd,βC
−1
0 max

(
1, C4

noise

)
. (517)

(II)

(ρ−n )
−γ ≥ 12γCnoise

dq
an ≥ (ρ+n )

−γ (518)

⇔
(
Ccvrtm

L0

)2(β+1)+d(
n

Tsum

)2β+d+1

≥ cd,βCnoiseC0δ
−(d−1) ≥ Tsum

n
. (519)

(III)

T−1
sumδ

−(d−1)n ≥ A1 (520)

⇔ T−1
sumδ

−(d−1)n ≥ cd,βC0 (521)
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(iii) By Theorem B.6 (iii), we obtain the following lower bound. We have

1

4
≤ inf

f̂
sup
θ⋆∈Θ

Pθ⋆

(∥∥∥∥∥∥f̂ − fθ⋆

∥∥∥
2

∥∥∥
Lp(X )

≥ 2−1−3/pC
1/p
pack ∥g∥Lp(Rdq ) (36Cnoisean)

− ζ
γ

)
(522)

≤ inf
f̂

sup
θ⋆∈Θsnake

d,β

Pθ⋆

(∥∥∥∥∥∥f̂ − fθ⋆

∥∥∥
2

∥∥∥
Lp(X )

≥ C1

(
T−1
sumδ

−(d−1)n
)− β

2(β+1)+d

)
(523)

with

C1 := cd,β,p
(
CnoiseCcvrtmL

2
βL

−3
0

)− β
2(β+1)+d . (524)

The conditions for this bound to hold are:

(I)

36Cnoisean ≥
(
1

8
Cpack

)− γ
dq

(525)

⇔ T−1
sumδ

−(d−1)n ≥ cd,βC
−1
cvrtmL

−2
β L3

0 (526)

(II)

(ρ−n )
−γ ≥ 36Cnoisean ≥ (ρ+n )

−γ (527)

⇔
(
Ccvrtm

L0

)2(β+1)+d(
n

Tsum

)2β+d+1

≥ cd,βCnoiseC0δ
−(d−1) ≥ Tsum

n
. (528)

E Single Trajectory

The snake parameter class of Definition 4.3 allows for an arbitrary number of trajectories m ∈ N.
Furthermore, the constructions in the proofs of Theorem 4.7 and Theorem 4.9 use m = cd,βδ

−(d−1)

initial conditions. It seems natural to ask whether the lower bound also holds when one is restricted
to less trajectories. We want to argue that the same lower bound is true even for m = 1.

First, note that the m initial conditions used in the lower bound proofs form a regular grid in all
but the first dimension, where they are equal. Furthermore, the trajectories eventually end up in
states that are equal to the initial conditions shifted along the first dimension. In order to show
that we only require m = 1 trajectories, we want to connect the m end-points with the starting
points via trajectories outside the domain of interest that are solutions to an ODE with a smooth
model function.

We make the construction explicit for d = 2 and β = 1.

Lemma E.1. Let δ ∈ (0, 1/2]. There is a function f : R2 → R2 with solution u : R → R2 of
the ODE u̇(t) = f(u(t)) for initial conditions u(0) = 0 ∈ R2 with following properties:

(i) f|[0,1]2 = (1, 0, . . . , 0)⊤

(ii) f ∈ Σ2→2(β, L0, L1) with β = 1, L0 = 2, and L1 = 5.

(iii) Set K = ⌈ 1
δ ⌉. There is T ∈ R>0 with T ≤ cδ−1 such that: There are times s1, . . . , sK ∈

[0, T ] such that

{u(sj) : j ∈ {1, . . . ,K}} =

{(
0,
k

K

)⊤
: k ∈ {0, . . . , J}

}
. (529)
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Figure 8: A grid of states u(t2i−1) with Π1u(t2i−1) = 1, i ∈ J4K, and another gird of states u(t2i)
with Π1u(t2i) = 0 are connected via a single trajectory u. The model function f is depicted as
arrows. The black dot marks u0 = (0, 0). The domain of interest [0, 1]2 is colored in purple. The
image of the solution u : [0, T ] → R2 of u̇(t) = f(u(t)) with initial conditions u(0) = u0 is shown
in black to blue. Gray lines mark the partitioning in the construction of f , see (545).

The proof of the lemma is given below. By adding bumps or pulses to the constructed model
function f and scaling it, we can create the alternative model functions required for the proofs of
the lower bounds for the snake model.

Recall Definition 4.3: For d = 2 and β = 1, we have

Θsnake
d,β (L0, L1, δ, Tsum) (530)

=

θ = (f, xJ1,mK, TJ1,mK) ∈ Θm
2,1(L0, L1)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
m ∈ N,∑

j∈JmK Tj = Tsum,

dT ([0, 1]
2, θ) ≤ δ

 , (531)

where Θm
2,1(L0, L1) = Σ2→2(1, L0, L1)× Rd × R>0. With Lemma E.1 we can show that the lower

bounds so far presented for the parameter class Θsnake
2,1 (L0, L1, δ, Tsum) also hold for the smaller class{

θ = (f, x, Tsum) ∈ Θ1
2,1(L0, L1)

∣∣ dT ([0, 1]2, θ) ≤ δ
}
, (532)

where the number of trajectories is restricted to m = 1. Furthermore, we conjecture that similar
arguments can be made for arbitrary d ∈ N≥2 and β ∈ R≥1.

E.1 Proof of Lemma E.1

We start by constructing the model function f : R2 → R2. The function is defined piece-wise on
following partition:

Atop := [0, 1]× [−1,∞) , (533)

Abottom := [0, 1]× (−∞,−1] , (534)

Aleft := (−∞, 0]× R , (535)

Aright := [1,∞)× R . (536)
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To define f on each part, we need some more definitions,

zleft := (0,−1) , (537)

zright := (1,−1) , (538)

rleft(x) := ∥x− zleft∥ , (539)

rright(x) := ∥x− zright∥ , (540)

rmiddle(x) := |x2 + 1| , (541)

Mrotate90 :=

(
0 1
−1 0

)
, (542)

gspeed1(x) :=
x

∥x∥
, (543)

hδ(x1) := −4δ

(
1

2
−
∣∣∣∣x1 − 1

2

∣∣∣∣) . (544)

Now we define the model function as

f(x) :=


min(1, rmiddle(x)) · (1, 0) if x ∈ Atop ,

min(1, rmiddle(x)) · (−1, hδ(x1)) if x ∈ Abottom ,

min(1, rleft(x)) · gspeed1(Mrotate90(x− zleft)) if x ∈ Aleft ,

min(1, rright(x)) · gspeed1(Mrotate90(x− zright)) if x ∈ Aright .

(545)

The remaining part of this section shows further properties of f which, together, prove Lemma E.1.

Lemma E.2. The function f as defined in (545) is
√
1 + 20δ2-Lipschitz with ∥f∥∞ =

√
1 + 4δ2.

Proof of Lemma E.2. First, we want to prove ∥f∥2∞ = 1 + (2δ)2. As min(1, r•(x)) ≤ 1 and
∥gspeed1(x)∥ = 1 for all x ∈ R2, we have ∥f(x)∥ ≤ 1 for x ∈ Atop ∪ Aleft ∪ Aright. On Abottom,
f is maximized for x2 ≤ −2 and x1 ∈ [0, 1] such that |hδ(x1)| is maximized. Hence,

sup
x∈R2

∥f(x)∥2 = sup
x∈Abottom

∥f(x)∥2 = 1 + sup
x1∈[0,1]

hδ(x1)
2 = 1 + (2δ)2 . (546)

Next, we consider Lipschitz-continuity of f . First, we show Lipschitz-continuity on each of the sets
A•. Then we take a look the borders.

All r• are 1-Lipschitz and bounded by 1. This implies that f is 1-Lipschitz on Atop.

On x ∈ Abottom, we have

Df(x) =

(
0 ∂2 min(1, rmiddle(x))

min(1, rmiddle(x))h
′
δ(x1) hδ(x1)∂2 min(1, rmiddle(x))

)
(547)

with

(∂2 min(1, rmiddle(x)))
2 ≤ 1 , (548)

(min(1, rmiddle(x))h
′
δ(x1))

2 ≤ (4δ)
2
, (549)

(hδ(x1)∂2 min(1, rmiddle(x)))
2 ≤ (2δ)

2
. (550)

As the operator norm of a matrix is bounded by the Frobenius norm, we obtain

∥Df(x)∥2 ≤ 1 + (2δ)
2
+ (4δ)

2
. (551)

Because of the symmetry between f on Aleft and on Aright, it is enough to consider only one side.
On x ∈ Aleft, if rleft(x) ≤ 1, we have f(x) =Mrotate90(x− zleft), which is 1-Lipschitz. If rleft(x) ≥ 1,
f(x+ zleft) =Mrotate90

x
∥x∥ , which is also 1-Lipschitz as the denominator is bounded below by 1.

To finish the proof, one can easily check that f does not jump at any point of the borders between
Atop, Abottom, Aleft, Aright.
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Lemma E.3. Let K ∈ N and set δ := 1
K . Set T := 1 + (2 + 3π)K. Let u : [0, T ] → R2 be

a solution of u̇(t) = f(u(t)) with initial values u(0) = (0, 0), where f is given in (545). For

k = 0, . . . ,K, define sk :=
∑k−1

j=0

(
2 + π

(
2 + j

K + j+1
K

))
. Then u(sk+ t) = (t, k

K ) for t ∈ [0, 1].

Proof of Lemma E.3.

• If u(t0) = (0,−1 + a) with a ∈ [1,∞), then u(t0 + 1) = (1,−1 + a).

• If u(t0) = (1,−1 + a) with a ∈ [1,∞), then u(t0 + πa) = (1,−1− a).

• If u(t0) = (1,−1− a) with a ∈ [1,∞), then u(t0 + 1) = (0,−1− a− δ).

• If u(t0) = (0,−1− a) with a ∈ [1,∞), then u(t0 + πa) = (0,−1 + a).

When starting at u(t0) = (0,−1+a), the time to make one round is q(δ, a) = 1+πa+1+π(a+ δ)
such that u(t0 + q(δ, a)) = (0,−1 + a + δ). The total time needed to make all K − 1 full rounds
and to get to u(t) = (0, 1) plus the additional time to get from there to u(t) = (1, 1) is T , where

T =

K−1∑
k=0

(
1 + π(1 +

k

K
) + 1 + π(1 +

k + 1

K
)

)
+ 1 (552)

= 2K + 1 + π

K−1∑
k=0

(1 +
k

K
) + π

K−1∑
k=0

(1 +
k + 1

K
) (553)

= 2K + 1 + 2πK + 2π
1

K

K∑
k=0

k − π (554)

= 2K + 1 + 2πK + πK (555)

= 1 + (2 + 3π)K . (556)
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ing unknown ODE models with Gaussian processes”. In: International Conference on
Machine Learning. PMLR. 2018, pp. 1959–1968.

[Kek22] H. Kekkonen. “Consistency of Bayesian inference with Gaussian process priors for a
parabolic inverse problem”. In: Inverse Problems 38.3 (2022), p. 035002. doi: 10.1088/
1361-6420/ac4839.

[Lah+24] K. Lahouel, M. Wells, V. Rielly, E. Lew, D. Lovitz, and B. M. Jedynak. “Learning
nonparametric ordinary differential equations from noisy data”. In: J. Comput. Phys.
507 (2024), Paper No. 112971, 22. doi: 10.1016/j.jcp.2024.112971. MR 4729758.

[Mag23] R. Magnus. Essential ordinary differential equations. Springer, 2023. doi: 10.1007/
978-3-031-11531-8.

[Mar+23] Y. Marzouk, Z. Ren, S. Wang, and J. Zech. Distribution learning via neural differential
equations: a nonparametric statistical perspective. 2023. doi: 10.48550/arXiv.2309.
01043. arXiv: 2309.01043 [math.ST].

[MMP15] K. McGoff, S. Mukherjee, and N. Pillai. “Statistical inference for dynamical systems: a
review”. In: Stat. Surv. 9 (2015), pp. 209–252. doi: 10.1214/15-SS111. MR 3422438.

[MNP21] F. Monard, R. Nickl, and G. P. Paternain. “Statistical guarantees for Bayesian uncer-
tainty quantification in nonlinear inverse problems with Gaussian process priors”. In:
The Annals of Statistics 49.6 (2021), pp. 3255–3298. doi: 10.1214/21-AOS2082.

[NGW20] R. Nickl, S. van de Geer, and S. Wang. “Convergence rates for penalized least squares
estimators in PDE constrained regression problems”. In: SIAM/ASA J. Uncertain.
Quantif. 8.1 (2020), pp. 374–413. doi: 10.1137/18M1236137. MR 4074017.

[NT24] R. Nickl and E. S. Titi. On posterior consistency of data assimilation with Gaussian
process priors: the 2D Navier-Stokes equations. 2024. doi: 10.48550/arXiv.2307.
08136. arXiv: 2307.08136 [math.ST].

[Ott02] E. Ott. Chaos in dynamical systems. Second. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge,
2002, pp. xii+478. doi: 10.1017/CBO9780511803260. MR 1924000.

[QZ10] X. Qi and H. Zhao. “Asymptotic efficiency and finite-sample properties of the gener-
alized profiling estimation of parameters in ordinary differential equations”. In: Ann.
Statist. 38.1 (2010), pp. 435–481. doi: 10.1214/09-AOS724. MR 2589327.

[RH17] J. Ramsay and G. Hooker. Dynamic data analysis. Springer Series in Statistics. Mod-
eling data with differential equations. Springer, New York, 2017, pp. xvii+230. doi:
10.1007/978-1-4939-7190-9. MR 3645102.
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