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Abstract

Stochastic differential equations (SDEs) describe
dynamical systems where deterministic flows,
governed by a drift function, are superimposed
with random fluctuations dictated by a diffusion
function. The accurate estimation (or discovery)
of these functions from data is a central problem
in machine learning, with wide application across
natural and social sciences alike. Yet current so-
lutions are brittle, and typically rely on symbolic
regression or Bayesian non-parametrics. In this
work, we introduce FIM-SDE (Foundation In-
ference Model for SDEs), a transformer-based
recognition model capable of performing accu-
rate zero-shot estimation of the drift and diffu-
sion functions of SDEs, from noisy and sparse
observations on empirical processes of different
dimensionalities. Leveraging concepts from amor-
tized inference and neural operators, we train
FIM-SDE in a supervised fashion, to map a large
set of noisy and discretely observed SDE paths
to their corresponding drift and diffusion func-
tions. We demonstrate that one and the same
(pretrained) FIM-SDE achieves robust zero-shot
function estimation (i.e. without any parameter
fine-tuning) across a wide range of synthetic
and real-world processes, from canonical SDE
systems (e.g. double-well dynamics or weakly
perturbed Hopf bifurcations) to human motion
recordings and oil price and wind speed fluctua-
tions.

Our pretrained model, repository and tutorials are
available online1.
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1. Introduction
Stochastic differential equations (SDEs) govern dynamical
systems featuring deterministic flows superimposed with
random fluctuations. The deterministic component of these
systems are dictated by a drift function, and are used to
model the slow, tractable or accessible degrees of freedom of
dynamic phenomena. The random components are instead
controlled by a diffusion function, and are used to represent
fast or intractable degrees of freedom. Such a description,
in terms of tractable versus intractable, slow versus fast, is
abstract enough to be applicable across disciplines and ob-
servation scales. It was first employed to capture variations
of derivative pricing in financial markets (Bachelier, 1900),
and almost immediately to understand the patterns traced
by particles suspended in liquids (Einstein, 1905). It was
famously applied to link slow climate variability to rapid
weather fluctuations (Hasselmann, 1976), and to represent
the coupling with intractable environments in population
genetics (Turelli, 1977). However, the central problem lim-
iting the actual applicability of the SDE description to many
complex phenomena, is the accurate determination of the
drift and diffusion functions that best describe a collection
of observations on one such phenomenon. In other words,
the problem of function discovery from data.

The machine learning community has primarily relied on
two approaches to address this problem, namely Bayesian
non-parametrics and symbolic regression, both of which fea-
ture a number of significant limitations. First and foremost,
they heavily depend on the quality and correctness of prior
knowledge about the system under investigation. Second,
they either assume access to the “clean” state of the sys-
tem, or must rely on variational approximations, which are
known to be prone to slow convergence. And third, like most
traditional machine learning methods, they require separate
optimization for every newly observed system. See Section 2
for details. All these constraints severely restrict their suit-
ability for real-world scenarios, where prior knowledge is
scarce, data is noisy, and repeated retraining of models is
impractical.

Likely inspired by the proliferation and advancement of
foundation models in both, natural language processing and
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time series forecasting communities, there has been a recent
shift toward (pre)training neural network models on large
synthetic datasets, to perform zero-shot estimation of func-
tions governing the evolution of unseen and vastly different
dynamical systems. The general strategy consists of three
steps. First, one defines a broad probability distribution
over the (space of) target functions and, consequently, over
the space of dynamical systems. This distribution should
represent one’s beliefs about the general class of systems
one expects to encounter in practice. Second, one simu-
lates the resulting dynamical systems (i.e. conditioned on
the target functions) and corrupts the samples, to generate
a dataset of noisy observations and target function pairs,
thereby effectively defining a type of meta-learning task
that amortizes the estimation process2. Third, one trains a
neural network model to match these pairs in a supervised
way. For example, Dooley et al. (2024) generated random
parametric functions of time and proposed a model to map
series of observations on these functions into their future
values, thereby implicitly learning their underlying fore-
casting function. Seifner et al. (2024) relied on a similar
construction, but to infer imputation functions. Berghaus
et al. (2024) sampled large sets of rate matrices governing a
class of (homogeneous) Markov jump processes, simulated
the latter and developed a model that matched (observations
on the) process simulations with their target rates. Simi-
larly, d’Ascoli et al. (2024) constructed sets of random drift
functions defining autonomous ordinary differential equa-
tions together with their solutions, and introduced a model
that connected (observations on the) solutions to their target
drifts. Once (pre)trained, all these models were shown to
accurately estimate their target functions in zero-shot mode
(that is, without any parameter fine-tuning) from unseen,
noisy and very different datasets.

In this work, we follow this general strategy and introduce
a novel transformer-based architecture that approximately
maps noisy and sparse observations on SDE paths into their
target drift and diffusion functions. Instead of being trained
to estimate the target functions in symbolic form, as e.g. in
d’Ascoli et al. (2024), the model leverages concepts from
neural operators (Lu et al., 2021) to learn neural representa-
tions of the drift and diffusion functions that can be evalu-
ated on some predefined domain of interest. We train this
model on a broad family of SDEs and name it FIM-SDE:
Foundation Inference Model for SDEs.

In what follows, we first briefly review related work on the
general problem of drift and diffusion function estimation
in Section 2, and then revisit the SDE basics we draw upon
in Section 3. In Section 4, we introduce our methodology
and demonstrate that it is capable of performing zero-shot

2We invite the reader to refer to Appendix A, where we discuss
how these ideas relate to existing approaches, such as the neural
process family.

function estimation in a large variety of synthetic and real-
world settings in Section 5. Finally, we close this paper
with some concluding remarks about the limitations of our
proposal and future work in Section 6.

2. Related Work
As we noted in the Introduction, most available solutions
tackling the data-driven drift and diffusion estimation prob-
lem proceed primarily through Bayesian non-parametrics
and symbolic regression. In general, when the observed data
is noisy, sparse in time, or both, one faces uncertainty not
only in determining the drift and diffusion of the putative
SDE, but also in the state of the system itself. Therefore,
a Bayesian treatment requires the estimation of the poste-
rior distribution over these states, conditioned on the noisy
data (i.e. the so-called smoothing problem). Starting with
the seminal works of Archambeau et al. (2007a;b), which
approximated the posterior over the states with a variational
and inhomogeneous Gaussian process, most proposals have
mainly focused on devising different strategies to infer the
smoothing distribution — while assuming prior parametric
forms for the drift and diffusion functions. See e.g. Vret-
tas et al. (2011), Wildner & Koeppl (2021), or the recent
work by Verma et al. (2024). A notable exception is the
proposal of Duncker et al. (2019), which extended the vari-
ational trick of Archambeau et al. (2007a) by imposing
a non-parametric prior over the drift of the prior process.
However, Archambeau et al. (2007a)’s trick has been shown
to suffer from significant convergence issues (Verma et al.,
2024), which are inherited by Duncker et al. (2019)’s model.
In contrast, Batz et al. (2018) framed the drift-diffusion esti-
mation problem from uncorrupted (i.e. clean and dense) data
as a Gaussian process regression problem, and extended this
(non-parametric) approach to observations that are sparse in
time, by leveraging Orstein-Uhlenbeck bridges optimized
with an expectation maximization algorithm. Neverthe-
less, this extension can only deal with non-parametric drifts
(i.e. the diffusion is restricted to parametric forms) and clean
data, and is highly sensitive to the choice of prior hyperpa-
rameters.

Symbolic regression methods for drift and diffusion estima-
tion mainly extend the SINDy algorithm (Brunton et al.,
2016) — which performs sparse linear regression on a
predefined library of candidate nonlinear functions — to
SDEs. The first of these extensions corresponds to the work
of Boninsegna et al. (2018), which sets the regression prob-
lem by approximating the local values of the drift and diffu-
sion functions with the empirical expectations of Eqs 2 and
3 of Section 3. However, the calculation of these local expec-
tations generally requires significant amounts of data, even
for one-dimensional systems. To (somewhat) alleviate this
issue, Huang et al. (2022) and Wang et al. (2022) recently
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resorted to sparse Bayesian learning, but their solutions still
require sizable dataset sizes and, most problematically, as-
sume access to clean and dense observations. In response
to this limitations, Course & Nair (2023) proposed a hybrid
solution that leveraged the variational trick of Archambeau
et al. (2007a), while allowing the drift of the prior process to
be approximated by a sparse, linear combination of known
basis functions. However, their model inherits the slow con-
vergence problems of the variational approximation. What
is more, all SINDy-like methods are limited by construction
to linear combination of the functions in their library, which
therefore makes their performance highly dependent on the
preselected functions within the library.

Finally, most neural network models for SDEs rely on black-
box parameterizations of the drift and diffusion functions
for path (i.e. state) generation. Prominent examples include
the works by Li et al. (2020), Kidger et al. (2021), Biloš et al.
(2023) and Zeng et al. (2024). To the best of our knowledge,
our proposal is the first neural network and non-parametric
solution to the problem of SDE function estimation — and
the first to do so in a zero-shot fashion.

3. Preliminaries
In this section, we briefly introduce SDEs, discuss the ba-
sics that underpin our objective functions and formalize the
problem we aim to solve.

3.1. Ito Stochastic Differential Equations

A Stochastic Differential Equations (SDEs) in the Ito form
is defined as

dx = f(x)dt+G(x)dW(t). (1)

Given some initial condition x(0) in Rd, its solution corre-
sponds to a d-dimensional stochastic process x(t). Let
us call x(t) the state of the system. The vector-valued
function f : Rd → Rd denotes the state-dependent drift
function of the process and characterizes the deterministic
components of the dynamics. The matrix-valued function
G : Rd → Rd×m denotes the state-dependent diffusion ma-
trix and controls the stochastic components, which in turn
are generated through an m-dimensional Wiener process
W : R+ → Rm. Formally, the drift and diffusion functions
are defined as (Gardiner, 2009)

fi(x) = lim
∆t→0

1

∆t

∫
(x′i − xi)p(x

′, t+∆t|x, t)dx′, (2)

[G(x)GT (x)]ij = lim
∆t→0

1

∆t

∫
(x′i − xi)(x

′
j − xj) (3)

× p(x′, t+∆t|x, t)dx′,

where p(x′, t+∆t|x, t) denotes the probability for the state
of the system to evolve from x into x′ under Eq. 1, over the

infinitesimal time ∆t. Both symbolic and Gaussian process
regression methods proceed by empirically computing these
expectations (i.e. histograms), which means they implicitly
assume complete access to the “clean” state evolution. We
instead rely on these expressions to motivate a transformer-
based model that disregards the sequential nature of the
dynamical processes under study (see Section 4). In what
follows, we shall restrict our attention to diagonal diffusion
matrices of the form

G(x) = diag(
√
g1(x),

√
g2(x), . . . ,

√
gd(x)). (4)

3.2. Objective Functions and SDE Matching

Suppose we are given two function pairs
(
f̂(x), Ĝ(x)

)
and(

f(x),G(x)
)
. Now suppose both pairs satisfy the necessary

conditions (i.e. Lipschitz and linear growth) to define two
different SDEs (as defined in Eq. 1). In this subsection,
we briefly discuss three ways to estimate the divergence
between the two pairs on some “reasonable” domain3 X ∈
Rd.

Divergence 1. As routinely done by the neural operator
community (Kovachki et al., 2023), we can simply adopt
the mean-squared error as divergence measure, and define
the local divergence

L1(x) =

D∑
i=1

(f̂i(x)−fi(x))2+(
√
ĝi(x)−

√
gi(x))

2, (5)

which can be computed by marginalizing x under a uniform
distribution over X . We remark that one can formally moti-
vate this choice by constructing the infinitesimal generator
of each function pairs, as recently done by Holderrieth et al.
(2024).

Divergence 2. Alternatively, we can estimate the Kullback-
Leibler divergence between the conditional probabilities of
transitioning from state x into (some) state x′, over a time
interval ∆t, as determined by each function pair. For small
∆t these conditional distributions are approximately Gaus-
sian, which allows us to write down our second divergence
L2 in closed form. The reader can find its expression in
Eq. 10 of Appendix B.

Divergence 3. Finally, a third divergence L3 can be defined
through the log-likelihood of the short-time transitions in-
duced by one function pair, with respect to the other pair.
We provide its expression in Eq. 11 of Appendix B.

Marginalization instabilities. The reader will immediately
notice that marginalizing L1 in Eq. 5 (or L2, or L3 of the
Appendix) under a uniform distribution, can result in some

3By “reasonable” we loosely mean the subdomain X ∈ Rd that
contains the typical set (Thomas & Joy, 2006) of both processes
x(t)|f ,g and x(t)|̂f , ĝ, each evolving according to Eq. 1.
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Figure 1. FIM-SDE: Foundation Inference Model for SDE (schematic representation). The (input) context set consists of K(L − 1)
tuples {y,∆y,∆y2,∆τ} that are projected by the linear ϕ layers. The result is processed by a Transformer encoder network Ψ that
returns the Context Matrix (Eq. 7 in the main text). The context matrix is used as keys and values to the M Functional Attention Layers
ψf , ψG and ψU . The queries are instead the embedded location Φθ

x(x) on which we evaluate the output functions.

local contributions dominating the integral — not due to
the divergence itself, but rather because of the norm of the
involved functions in those regions. One therefore needs a
weighting mechanism to balance these contributions over
X . We will return to this issue in Section 4.

3.3. Problem Formulation

We are now finally in a position to formulate the problem
we aim to solve. Suppose we are given an ordered sequence
of L observations D∗ = {y∗

1,y
∗
2, . . . ,y

∗
L} of some real-

world empirical process (y∗(t) : R+ → Rd) recorded at
(non-equidistant) times 0 ≤ τ∗1 < · · · < τ∗L ≤ T ∗, for some
time horizon T ∗. Now assume these observations are gener-
ated conditioned on a hidden process (x∗(t) : R+ → Rd),
governed by a SDE as that defined in Eq. 1. Our main goal
is to construct (non-parametric) neural estimates f̂θ(x|D∗)
and Ĝθ(x|D∗), with neural parameters θ and conditioned
on the observations D∗, which approximate (i.e. match) the
putative drift f∗(x) and diffusion G∗(x) functions that best
explain D∗ — on some “reasonable” domain X ∈ Rd.

As we discussed in Section 2, the traditional machine learn-
ing solution to this problem invariably involves imposing
priors over the target functions f∗ and G∗, defining varia-
tional posteriors over the hidden paths x∗(t), and fitting the
model parameters to D∗. Our proposal, which we introduce
in Section 4, strongly departs from this tradition.

Some comments regarding notation are in order. We de-
note with x(t) simulated SDE processes, and with x∗(t)
unseen, hidden SDE processes. Similarly, we denote with
y (y∗) corrupted paths (empirical, target data). We also
denote probability distribution and their densities, as well as
random variables and their values, with the same symbols.

4. Foundation Inference Models
In this section, we propose a novel methodology for zero-
shot estimation of the drift and diffusion functions that best
characterize a target dataset D∗ of interest. As outlined in
the Introduction, the methodology involves training a neural
network model to map a large set of corrupted SDE paths
into their a priori-known, target drift and diffusion functions.
The latter being sampled from a heuristically constructed
synthetic distribution.

The success of this methodology — namely, that a model
(pre)trained solely on synthetic data can help understand
and predict unseen empirical processes D∗ — hinges not
only on the inductive biases encoded in the architecture of
our model, but also on the family of SDEs represented in
the synthetic dataset. Our primary assumption is that, even
though we can only consider a very restricted family of drift
and diffusion functions, the solution of the SDEs they define
can exhibit sufficient complexity to mimic real-world em-
pirical datasets. This assumption resonates with a classical
idea popularized by Stephen Wolfram (Wolfram & Gad-el
Hak, 2003), but that can be traced back to Kadanoff him-
self (Kadanoff, 1986; 1987), namely that simple rules can
create complex patterns. In the experimental section (Sec-
tion 5), we empirically demonstrate that our (pre)trained
model provides an interpretable picture (i.e. via the esti-
mated drift and diffusion functions) of various synthetic
and real-world systems, while also enabling accurate predic-
tions. In what follows, we first introduce our data generation
model and then present FIM-SDE, our transformer-based
recognition model.

4.1. Data Generation Model

In this subsection, we introduce the data generation model
we use to sample a synthetic dataset of corrupted SDE paths
of different dimensionalities. Formally, we can define the

4
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Figure 2. Drift and diffusion function estimation in canonical SDE systems with state-dependent diffusion. Left: Double-well model.
Right: Synthetic 2D system from Wang et al. (2022). In contrast to the baselines, FIM-SDE estimates the target functions in zero-shot
mode. The (zero-shot) results are in remarkable agreement with the ground-truth.

probability of observing the noisy sequence y1, . . . ,yL ∈
Rd, at the observation times 0 ≤ τ1 < · · · < τL ≤ T , with
T the observation time horizon, as follows

L∏
i=1

pnoise

(
yi|x(τi), f ,G

)
pFP

(
x(τi)|f ,G,x(0)

)
p
(
x(0)

)
× pgrid(τ1, . . . , τL)pdiff(G|d)pdrift(f |d). (6)

Let us briefly specify the main components of Eq. 6.

Drift function generation. Drift functions are sampled
from the distribution pdrift(f(x)|d), which is conditioned
on the system dimensionality d, and is defined to factor-
ize as pdrift(f1(x)) . . . pdrift(fd(x)). We generate drift func-
tions for processes of different dimensionalities — ranging
from one until some maximum dimension dmax — to en-
sure the applicability of our methodology across systems
with dimension within this range (similar approaches were
used by Berghaus et al. (2024) and d’Ascoli et al. (2024)).
Now, this distribution should represent our beliefs about
the class of drift functions we expect to find in nature. In
this work, we construct two such distributions: p(1)drift(f(x))

and p(2)drift(f(x)). The distribution p(1)drift(f(x)) is defined over
the space of (up to) degree three polynomials with random
coefficients, which, albeit simple, covers many important
deterministic dynamical systems (as e.g. the famous Lorentz
system). The distribution p(2)drift(f(x)) is constructed instead
over random unary-binary trees following the procedure out-
lined by Lample & Charton (2020), which enables function
composition and thus allows for richer and more expressive
dynamics. We invite the reader to check Appendix C.1 for
details regarding the implementations of these distributions.

Diffusion function generation. Diffusion functions are
sampled from the distribution pdiff(G(x)|d), which also fac-
torizes as pdiff(g1(x)) . . . pdiff(gd(x)), where the gi(x) cor-
respond to the arguments of the square roots in Eq. 4. State-
dependent diffusion is common in financial applications and
also plays a role in transport problems in condensed matter

physics (see e.g. the classical work by Büttiker (1987)). We
define pdiff(g(x)) over positive polynomials of degree two
with random coefficients, which can represent both geomet-
ric Brownian motion like processes, and constant diffusion.
Appendix C.2 contains the details.

SDE simulation. The term pFP

(
x(t)|, f ,G,x(0)

)
denotes

the instantaneous solution of the Fokker-Planck equation,
which evolves the stochastic process at the “macroscopic”
(path-ensemble) level, given f , G and some initial condition
p
(
x(0)

)
. In practice, we define p

(
x(0)

)
as the standard

normal distribution and simulate individual paths by solving
the corresponding SDE using an Euler-Maruyama scheme
with discretization ∆t, until the time horizon T . Please refer
to Appendix C.3 for details.

SDE corruption. Empirical data is noisy, often recorded
at irregular time intervals, and can feature inter-observation
gaps much larger than the microscopic timescale of the dy-
namics (i.e. ∆τ ≫ ∆t). The distribution pgrid(τ1, . . . , τl)
represents the uncertainty in the sequence of recording
times and we implement it by subsampling our SDE solu-
tions through different schemes. Similarly, the distribution
pnoise

(
yi|x(t), f ,G

)
is defined to represent additive Gaus-

sian noise (i.e. the maximum entropy attractor of empirical
noise distributions), with a variance that depends on (the
characteristic scale of) the stochastic dynamics of the sys-
tem. Appendix C.4 provides the details.

4.2. FIM-SDE: a Transformer-based Recognition Model

Above we introduced a data generation model (Eq. 6) for
SDEs. Let us suppose that we use this model to generate
a large synthetic dataset consisting of tuples of the form
(D, (f ,G)), where D denotes a set of K corrupted time
series {yk1, . . . ,ykL}Kk=1 of different dimensionalities, and
of L observations each, obtained from the SDE defined by
the pair (f ,G).

We now introduce FIM-SDE, a transformer-based archi-
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Table 1. MMD comparisons of FIM-SDE against BISDE (Wang et al., 2022) and SparseGP (Batz et al., 2018). Lower values are better.
We report the mean and standard deviation over five (5) runs. The number of “*” denote the number of times the function estimation
failed. N/A denote that all estimations (in all runs) failed. Underlined scores are the best scores for a given ∆τ . Bold scores represent best
results overall. All results in this table have been scaled by a factor of 10.

∆τ Model Double
Well

2D-Synt
(Wang)

Damped
Linear

Damped
Cubic Duffing Glycolysis Hopf

0.002 SparseGP 0.4(4)* 0.07(4)* 0.07(3)* 0.05(4) N/A N/A 0.04(4)
0.002 BISDE 0.01(3) 0.05(4) 0.13(9) N/A 0.05(5) 0.09(2)* 0.13(8)
0.002 FIM-SDE 0.02(1) 0.5(2) 0.7(1) 0.44(9) 0.6(2) 0.7(4) 0.4(1)
0.01 SparseGP 0.8(9) 0.64(8) N/A N/A N/A 0.41(3)*** 0.7(1)
0.01 BISDE N/A 0.8(1) 0.45(7) N/A 0.41(3)* 0.6(1) 1.0(2)
0.01 FIM-SDE 0.2(2) 0.06(5) 0.03(2) 0.05(4) 0.03(2) 0.03(2) 0.03(2)
0.02 SparseGP 1.2(2)* 1.2(1) N/A N/A N/A N/A 1.35(8)
0.02 BISDE N/A 1.2(1) 0.93(8) N/A N/A 1.2(1) 1.83(4)*
0.02 FIM-SDE 0.06(2) 0.04(3) 0.05(1) 0.02(2) 0.03(1) 0.02(2) 0.031(4)

tecture that processes instances of D to produce estimates
f̂θ(x|D), Ĝθ(x|D) that approximate the target pair (f ,G).
This means that FIM-SDE must map D onto the space of
drift and diffusion functions. We will implement this map
leveraging concepts from neural operator, specially Deep-
ONets (Lu et al., 2021). However, since each of the tuples
(D, (f ,G)) corresponds to an SDE characterized by distinct
spatial and temporal scales, we first need to normalize D and
renormalize the pair (f ,G) accordingly (see Appendix D.1
for details). This normalization trick makes FIM-SDE scale
agnostic.

Let ϕθ(·) and Φθ(·) denote linear projections and feed-
forward neural networks, respectively. Let ψθ(·, ·, ·) denote
attention layers, and let Ψθ(·, ·, ·) denote Transformer en-
coders with linear attention (Katharopoulos et al., 2020),
both of which take three arguments as inputs (i.e. queries,
keys and values). Finally, let θ denote model parameters.

Context Matrix (Branch-net equivalent). Upon directly
inspecting Eqs. 2 and 3, we notice that the values of the
drift and diffusion functions at a given location, say x,
only depend on transitions that take place in the “neighbor-
hood” of x. In other words, the sequential nature of the
data within D does not seem to encode information rele-
vant to the estimation of the local expectations in Eqs. 2
and 3 (or, at least not directly). We therefore reorganize
the data within every set D into K(L − 1) tuples of the
form D̃ = {yi,∆yi,∆y2

i ,∆τi}
K(L−1)
i=1 , which only keep

information about one-step transitions4. Let us now define
the n-dimensional embeddings

dθ
i = concat

[
ϕθy(yi), ϕ

θ
∆y(∆yi), ϕ

θ
∆y2(∆y2

i ), ϕ
θ
∆τ (∆τi)

]
where i runs from 1 to K(L − 1) for every element in D̃,
and the linear projections ϕθ map their inputs onto Rn/4.
Let now Dθ = [dθ

1, . . . ,d
θ
K(L−1)] denote the n×K(L−1)

4That said, note that the ∆τ in D′ are much larger than the ∆t
characteristic of our simulations.

matrix of linear embeddings, and define the (self-attentive)
context matrix

D̃θ = Ψθ(Dθ,Dθ,Dθ), so that D̃θ ∈ Rn×K(L−1), (7)

which encodes the entire context data D̃.

Functional attention mechanism (Trunk-net equivalent).
Having encoded the context data D̃ into D̃θ, we now pro-
ceed to compute our function estimates by introducing a
type of functional attention mechanism. In short, this mech-
anism takes the embedded location at which we want to
evaluate the output function, say x, as the query in a se-
quence of M attention networks. The keys and values of
these networks are instead given by D̃θ. To illustrate, we fo-
cus on the drift function estimates and compute a sequence
of M + 1 location-dependent embeddings

hθ
i (x|D̃) = ψθ

f ,i(h
θ
i−1(x|D̃), D̃θ, D̃θ),

with i running from 1 until M , and hθ
0(x|D̃) = hθ

0(x) =
Φθ

x(x). From here, we define

f̂θ(x|D̃) = Φθ
f (h

θ
M (x|D̃)). (8)

The calculation of Ĝθ(x|D̃) is analogous.

Target objective. We optimize the model parameters θ
to minimize the divergence between our estimates and the
target function pair (f ,G) on our “reasonable” domain X .
For concreteness5, we choose L1 in Eq. (5) of Section 3 and
write

L = E
x∼U(X )

E
p(D)

[
e−Uθ(x,D)Lθ

1(x,D) + Uθ(x,D)
]
, (9)

where we made explicit the dependence of L1 on both data
and trainable parameters, U denotes uniform distribution,

5Let us remark that our experiments demonstrated that both
L1 and L2 (Eq. 10) produced very similar training dynamics, and
led to (pre)trained models with similar performances. We leave
experimenting with L3 (Eq. 11) for future work.
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Figure 3. Drift and diffusion function estimation in real-world scenarios. Left: Oil price fluctuations. Right: Wind speed fluctuations.
FIM-SDE, which was only trained on synthetic data, remarkably estimates drift and diffusion functions that are in good-agreement with
the baselines.

and p(D) labels the generative model of Eq. 6. The learn-
able function Uθ(x,D) is introduced to address the scaling
problem we sketched in Section 3.2, and can be understood
as an (epistemic) uncertainty estimator (see e.g. Appendix
B in Karras et al. (2024)). Similar to our estimation of f̂θ
and Ĝθ, we implement Uθ with a third set of M attention
functions (ψθ

U,1, . . . , ψ
θ
U,M ), but only back-propagate up to

D̃θ. Figure 1 illustrates the FIM-SDE architecture.

5. Experiments
In this section, we test our methodology on two classes
of experiments, namely seven canonical SDE systems of
varying complexity and different dimensionalities, and three
experimental, real-world systems. The latter consist of hu-
man motion and oil price and wind speed fluctuation records,
each of which feature noise signals of very varied nature.
We use one and the same FIM-SDE to estimate the drift
and diffusion functions of each of these systems in zero-shot
mode. In other words, we do not modify the (pre)trained
weights of FIM-SDE before applying it to any of our target
datasets.

We (pre)trained a 20M-parameter FIM-SDE on a dataset
of 700K SDEs spanning multiple dimensionalities. Specifi-
cally, we constructed three, two and one-dimensional SDEs
appearing in a 3:2:1 ratio. Of these, 600K SDEs have poly-
nomial drifts, while the remainder involve more complex
drift structures based on function compositions — that is,
they are sampled from p

(1)
drift(f(x)) and p(2)drift(f(x)), respec-

tively. The diffusion functions in the ensemble were all sam-
pled from pdiff(g(x)). Finally, the number of paths (i.e. re-
alizations) processed by the model during (pre)training is
uniformly distributed between one and one hundred (be-
cause we do not know a priori how much data we will have
access to in practice). Additional information regarding

the (pre)training data distribution, model architecture and
hyperparameters, training details and ablation studies can
all be found in Appendix C and D.

Metrics. We evaluate the quality of our estimated drift and
diffusion functions primarily using three methods. First, we
assess them visually by plotting the corresponding vector
fields on predefined, uniform grids. Second, when ground-
truth functions are available, we compute the mean squared
error (MSE) of our estimates on the predefined grid, against
the ground-truth values. Third, we evaluate the quality of
sampled realizations from the estimated SDEs by comparing
them against held-out trajectories. To quantify this, we com-
pute the maximum mean discrepancy (MMD) between path
ensembles, with respect to the signature kernel introduced
by Király & Oberhauser (2019) (see Appendix E for some
implementation details).

Baselines. We compare our findings against two base-
lines, namely the Bayesian non-parametric model of Batz
et al. (2018), and the sparse Bayesian and symbolic so-
lution of Wang et al. (2022). Let us refer to them as
SparseGP and BISDE, respectively. For SparseGP, we
implemented the Sparse Gaussian Process for Dense Ob-
servations method following Batz et al. (2018) (see Ap-
pendix F.1). For BISDE, we used the open-source imple-
mentation6 of Wang et al. (2022), and modified its library
of functions to only include monomials up to order three,
together with sine and exponential functions whose argu-
ments also consists of monomials, up to order three. This
way, we (approximately) maintain the same inductive biases
encoded into our synthetic datasets, thereby ensuring fair-
ness of comparison. Both baselines assume complete access
to the “clean” state of the systems, meaning that they are
expected to perform well on dense data (that is, ∆τ ≃ ∆t,
with ∆t the “microscopic” time scale of the target process)

6https://github.com/HAIRLAB/BISDE
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Figure 4. Zero-shot forecasting with FIM-SDE of the first 3 PCA components in the motion capture experiment. FIM-SDE infers the
vector fields from the context points (black circles) and predicts the targets (red triangles) by sampling paths starting at the last observation.
The average prediction is displayed in bold.

without any noise corruption.

5.1. Canonical SDE systems

In this subsection, we study seven widely different SDE sys-
tems, which we define in Appendix F.2, among which one
finds the classical (one-dimensional) double-well system
with state-dependent diffusion — a common case study in
the Bayesian community. We first solve each system using
an Euler-Maruyama step of (∆t =)0.002, thereby setting
the “microscopic” time scale of the system(s), until a time
horizon T = 10. In contrast, FIM-SDE was (pre)trained
on corrupted SDE paths whose inter-observation time distri-
bution p(∆τ) peaks at around 0.08 (see Appendix C.4 for
details). To assess the robustness of FIM-SDE to varying
inter-observation times, we construct three different experi-
ments per target SDE. The first preserves the “microscopic”
time scale with ∆τ = ∆t = 0.002. The other two use
coarser inter-observation times, namely ∆τ = 0.01 and
∆τ = 0.02 (still shorter than the mean ∆τ within our syn-
thetic distributions), but are all defined to contain the same
number of observations7. We make use of FIM-SDE, as
well as our baselines, to estimate the (hidden) ground-truth
drift and diffusion functions, and repeat the experiments five
times. That is, we generate five independent datasets with
the features described above. Clearly, both baselines need
to be trained from scratch on all these systems and config-
urations. FIM-SDE is instead used off-the-shelf, with no
modification throughout all experiments.

Table 1 contains the MMD calculations for all three exper-
iments and all seven SDE systems, averaged over the five
runs. The emergent picture is clear. FIM-SDE outperforms
all baselines in every dataset at the coarser scales (∆τ =
0.01, 0.02). At the finer, “microscopic” scale BISDE domi-
nates. Surprisingly both BISDE and SparseGP often esti-
mate SDEs with no solution. FIM-SDE is stable in this re-

7Note that the “microscopic” or simulation scale ∆t = 0.002
is, of course, preserved in all three experiments.

gard. Figure 2 displays the inferred drift and diffusion func-
tions for the double-well system and the two-dimensional
synthetic system of Wang et al. (2022) (Eqs. 37 and 38 in the
Appendix) by all models, at the setting they perform best.
FIM-SDE estimations are in excellent agreement with the
ground-truth. Table 2 in the Appendix provides a consistent
and complementary picture.

5.2. Real-world systems

In this subsection, we use FIM-SDE to understand wind
speed and oil price fluctuations, comparing our findings
against the results of Wang et al. (2022), who originally
collected and analyzed these datasets (see Appendix F.3).
Both systems exhibit inherent stochasticity. For example,
wind speed fluctuations have recently been described us-
ing Ornstein-Uhlenbeck (OU) processes with linear diffu-
sion (Loukatou et al., 2018). Similarly, oil price fluctuations
have been modeled as geometric Brownian motion (GBM),
which also assumes linear diffusion (Noh et al., 2016; Yang
& He, 2024). We optimize BISDE on both datasets and
directly apply FIM-SDE to them. Figure 3 demonstrates
that, at small fluctuation scales, both models generally align
with GBM but, at larger scales, exhibit additional structure.
However, Table 3 demonstrates that our estimates provide a
better description of the empirical data.

We conclude this section by demonstrating that FIM-SDE
can also perform zero-shot forecasting of human motion
recordings, using only about 50(!) observations as context
data (see Figure 4). We refer the reader to Appendix F.4
for details on the dataset and to Table 4 for preliminary
comparisons with other neural models.

6. Conclusions
In this work, we introduced a novel methodology for
zero-shot estimation of drift and diffusion functions from
data. We empirically demonstrated that one and the same
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FIM-SDE was able to correctly characterized various syn-
thetic and real-world systems of different dimensionalities,
while performing on par with SOTA models trained on the
target datasets. The main limitation of our methodology is
naturally imposed by our synthetic training distributions.
Indeed, we empirically verified in Tables 1 and 2 that eval-
uating FIM-SDE on systems whose microscopic scale ∆t
is out-of-distribution can lead to weaker estimates. Future
work will broaden p(∆τ) within our training set, and in-
vestigate how to minimize its role through novel instance
normalization mechanisms.

Impact Statement
FIM-SDE can have a strong impact in the scientific commu-
nity, specially from the point of view of accessibility. The
traditional machine learning paradigm requires practition-
ers to have access to high-quality datasets and substantial
computational resources. It also requires them to have the
experience and expertise to train state-of-the-art models
from scratch. Foundation models — like FIM-SDE — do
not necessarily require machine expert knowledge, which
implies that they (foundation models) can be used by a
broader community of scientists and engineers.
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A. Relation with Early Amortized and Meta-learning Approaches
On the concept of amortization. Our methodology can be understood as an amortization of the probabilistic inference
process (of the drift and diffusion functions) through a single neural network, and is therefore akin to the works of Stuhlmüller
et al. (2013), Heess et al. (2013) and Paige & Wood (2016).

Rather than treating, as these previous works do, our (pre)trained models as auxiliary to Monte Carlo or expectation
propagation methods, we employ them to directly estimate the drift and diffusion functions from various synthetic,
simulation and experimental datasets, without any parameter fine-tuning.

On conditional neural network models and meta-learning. Different from the “foundation models” trained on synthetic
datasets (like FIM-SDE), conditional neural network models — such as the neural statistician (Edwards & Storkey, 2016;
Hewitt et al., 2018) or members of the neural process family (Garnelo et al., 2018b;a; Kim et al., 2019) — are trained across
sets of different, albeit related datasets, each assumed to share a common context latent variable

These meta-learning models are trained exclusively on (sets of) datasets from their target domains, rendering both their
optimized weights and the representations they can infer (that is, their latent variables) problem/data specific.

In contrast, our method maintains the same network parameters and representation semantics throughout all experiments.
The representations consistently correspond to drift and diffusion functions of SDEs, regardless of the target dataset.

B. Alternative Objective Functions for SDE Matching
In this section, we provide the explicit expression two alternative divergences between SDE processes.

Divergence 2. We can estimate the Kullback-Leibler divergence between the conditional probabilities of transitioning from
state x into (some) state x′, over a time interval ∆t, as determined by each function pair — that is, p(x′, t+∆t|x, t, f̂ , Ĝ)
and p(x′, t+∆t|x, t, f ,G).

For small ∆t these conditional distributions are approximately Gaussian, which allows us to define the second divergence as

L2(x) =
1

2

[ D∑
i=1

(f̂i(x)− fi(x))
2∆t

gi(x)
+
ĝi(x)

gi(x)
+ log gi(x)− log ĝi(x)− 1

]
. (10)

Divergence 3. We can compute the log-likelihood of the short-time transitions induced by one function pair, say (f ,G),
with respect to the second pair. Specifically, we write

L3(x) = −1

2
Ep(x′|x,f ,G)

[ D∑
i=1

(x′i − xi − f̂i(x)∆t)
2

ĝi(x)∆t
− log ĝi(x)∆t

]
, (11)

where p(x′|x, f ,G) denotes the short-time transition probability according to the function pair (f ,G).

Interestingly, if we were to modify (f̂ , Ĝ) to align with (f ,G) according to Eq. 11, this would imply that (f̂ , Ĝ) must
approximate the local (in space) noise generated by (f ,G). This process is analogous to how generative diffusion models
are trained to match noise locally in time (Ho et al., 2020).

C. Synthetic Data Generation Model: Details
C.1. Distribution Over Drift Functions

In this subsection, we construct two distributions over the components of the drift function.

Distribution p(1)drift(f(x)) over degree three polynomials. Let us describe our sampling scheme for polynomials of degree
three (or less), which define the components of a D ≤ Dmax dimensional process. A polynomial is uniquely defined by
a finite set of monomials with non-zero coefficients, and coefficients for these monomials. For a single polynomial, our
procedure first samples such set of monomials, and then samples (a.s.) non-zero coefficients for these monomials:

1. Sample the number of monomial degrees Ndeg ∼ U [1, . . . , Dmax] included in the polynomial.
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2. Sample8 {d1, . . . , dNdeg} ∼ U [PNdeg [{0, . . . , D}]], the set of monomial degrees included in the polynomial.

3. For each i ∈ {1, . . . , Ndeg}, sample N i
mon ∼ U [1, . . . ,

(
di+D−1

di

)
], the number of monomials of degree di included in

the polynomial.

4. For each i ∈ {1, . . . , Ndeg}, sample from U [PNi
mon

[{xα| |α| = di}]], the subset of monomials of degree di included in
the polynomial.

5. Sample the coefficients for the included monomials from N (0, 1).

The uniform distributions cover a broad range of degree three polynomials, while the hierarchical sampling scheme ensures
some sparsity (regarding monomials with non-zero coefficients) and correlation between monomials of the same degree
throughout the whole dataset

Distribution p(2)drift(f(x)) over unary-binary trees. We simply follow the data generation procedure of d’Ascoli et al. (2024)
(Section 3), but restrict the unary operators to: sin, exp and x2. In other words, we replaced the inverse function with the
exponential function. These general random unary-binary method for function construction was introduced by Lample &
Charton (2020).

C.2. Distribution Over Diffusion Functions

In this subsection, we define the distribution pdiff(g(x)) over the components of the diffusion functions.

Recall from (4) that we only consider diagonal diffusion matrices, with components of the form
√
g(x) for some non-

negative function g. Guided by some of our target processes, we first sample g̃ as a polynomial of maximal degree 2, using
the procedure described in Appendix C.1. Because g̃ can attain negative values, we define the (sampled) component function
by

g(x) = max (0, g̃(x)) . (12)

Note that some diffusion component functions sampled by this procedure contain (large) regions with low, or even zero
diffusion (e.g. when g̃ is a constant of negative value). In practice, we found that our trained model can therefore also
approximate (almost) deterministic systems.

C.3. SDE simulations

In this subsection we expatiate upon our simulation procedure.

Given the drift function f(x) and the diffusion function G(x), sampled as described in sections C.1 and C.2, we solve the
corresponding SDE (that is, sampled the paths) using the Euler–Maruyama method. For performance reasons, we use the
JULIA programming language Bezanson et al. (2017) and the solver implementation of the DIFFERENTIALEQUATIONS.JL
package Rackauckas & Nie (2017b;a).

For each equation, we realize K = 100 simulations. Concretely, we sample set of K initial states from N (0, 1) and simulate
the equation with discretization ∆t = 0.004 in the time interval [0, T ], where we set T = 10. Should the simulation of a
single path fail (e.g. include NaN or Inf values), we discard the equation, sample a new equation and repeat the simulation
process. Similarly, we discard diverging systems by discarding equations, if the absolute value of one component of one
path exceeds a threshold value of 100.

C.4. SDE corruption

In this subsection we describe how we implement the distribution pgrid(τ1, . . . , τl) (over the sequence recording times) and
pnoise

(
yi|x(t), f ,G

)
(over the optional corruption of the process values).

Regular observation grids. By default, we consider regular, coarse observation grids. To realize such observations of
our sampled equations, we subsample the fine grid simulations from Appendix C.3 by a factor of 20, yielding L = 128
observations on the regular grid in [0, 10]. In other words, the sequences are (by default) recorded with a regular inter-
observation gap of ∆τ = 0.08.

8For a set S and k ∈ N we denote by Pk[S] the set of subsets of S with k elements.
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Irregular observation grids. To accommodate applications with irregular inter-observation gaps, we subsample these
regular grids with an additional sampling scheme using the Bernoulli distribution. Given the regular, coarse observations of
a process, we sample a Bernoulli survival probability η ∼ U [0.9, 1]. The irregular observation grid for a given process are
then realized by sampling the Bernoulli distribution with survival probability η at each observation.

Additive Gaussian noise. To make the model more robust, e.g. for real world applications, we corrupt the (clean)
observations {xi}K×(L−1)

i=1 of a process (f ,G) by additive Gaussian noise. The standard deviation is determined relative to
the observed values. Concretely, let us define the component-wise range of the process:

r(x(t), f ,G) =
1

2

(
max

i=1,...,K×(L−1)
xi − min

i=1,...,K×(L−1)
xi

)
(13)

To realize the additive Gaussian noise, we first sample a noise scale σ(x(t), f ,G) ∼ U [0, 0.1] for the given (clean)
observations of a process. Then, each observation is corrupted by samples from N (0, σ(x(t), f ,G)r(x(t), f ,G)). In other
words:

pnoise

(
yi|x(t), f ,G

)
= N (xi, σ(x(t), f ,G)r(x(t), f ,G)) (14)

In practice, each corruption scheme is applied to a third of the total training dataset. These corruptions might overlap, i.e.
observations of a process can be noisy and on an irregular grid.

Note that a (Course & Nair, 2023) employ a similar relative additive noise scheme in some of their experiments on synthetic
data. However, they define the range of a process based on the associated ODE process, i.e. with zero diffusion.

D. Foundation Inference Models: Details
D.1. Instance Normalization and Change of variable formulas (Input Pre-processing, Outputs Post-processing)

Observation sequences on different dynamical process are naturally characterized by different spatial and temporal length
scales. To handle such sequences in a consistent manner, we introduce component-wise instance normalization transforma-
tions. We pre-process the inputs to our model before application, and post-process the outputs according to the relevant
change of variables formulas.

Continuing the notation from 4.2, let the data D′ = {yi,∆yi,∆y2
i ,∆τi}

K(L−1)
i=1 and a location x be the inputs of

FIM-SDE. We consider linear normalization transformations, so the normalizations of ∆y, ∆y2 and ∆τ are implied by the
normalization transformations of y and τ .

Spatial instance normalization. Before applying our model, we standardize the observations {yi}K(L−1)
i=1 component-wise.

Let yij denote the j-th component of yi. Then the j-th component of the observations are standardized using

ȳi =
1

K(L− 1)

K(L−1)∑
j=1

yij and si =

√√√√ 1

K(L− 1)

K(L−1)∑
j=1

(yij − ȳi)2 . (15)

It is important to apply the same standardization transformation to the location x, because they are elements of the now
transformed domain.

Temporal instance normalization. The absolute time τiof an observation is not an input of our model. We therefore
normalize ∆τi directly. However, during application (as well as some part of our training data), ∆τi might be constant, i.e.
the input observations are on a regular grid. Moreover, ∆τi might differ (vastly) between applications, even if all of them
are on a regular grid. We therefore only centralize {∆τi}K(L−1)

i=1 around a target value, while keeping the inter-observation
gaps positive for interpretability.

Let ∆τtar = 0.01 be a target inter-observation gap after normalization and

l̄n∆τ =
1

K(L− 1)

K(L−1)∑
j=1

ln∆τij (16)
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the mean of {ln∆τi}K(L−1)
i=1 . Then we normalize the inter-observation gaps by applying the transformation

∆τ 7→ ∆τtar exp(−l̄n∆τ )∆τ . (17)

In other words, we center {ln∆τi}K(L−1)
i=1 at ln∆τtar. Note that the (unique) corresponding transformation of absolute time,

that retains τ = 0, is
τ 7→ ∆τtar exp(−l̄n∆τ )τ . (18)

Change of variable formulas. Let us briefly recall the change of variable formulas relevant for our setting. Consider now
dx(t) = f(x(t))dt + G(x(t))dW (t), a one-dimensional SDE with purely state-dependent drift and diffusion functions.
The normalization transformations described above (and also their inverses) are linear maps x̃(x) = αx + β (spatial
transformation) and t̃(t) = γt (temporal transformation) for some α, β, γ ∈ R. Then the equation of the transformed
process dx̃(x)(t̃) is

dx̃(x)(t̃) =
α

γ
f(x(γ−1t̃))dt̃+

α
√
γ
G(x(γ−1t̃))dW (t̃) (19)

according to Ito’s formula and Theorem 8.5.7 in Øksendal (2010).

Inverse vector fields transformation. Let f̂θ(x|D′) and Ĝθ(x|D′) be the vector field values at location x, estimated by
FIM-SDE, given instance normalized inputs. As the inputs have been instance normalized, these outputs define processes in
the normalized domain. By the change of variables formulas above, the corresponding process in the data domain is defined
by the drift and diffusion

f̂θ(x|D′)si∆τtar exp(−l̄n∆τ
), Ĝθ(x|D′)si

√
∆τtar exp(−l̄n∆τ

) . (20)

D.2. Model Architecture

In this section, we provide some more details about the architecture of the single FIM-SDE, all presented experiments were
conducted with.

We fix a hidden size E = 256 for all embeddings throughout the different parts of the model.

All features are embedded with linear layers ϕθ· to dimension E
4 , s.t. their concatenated embedding dθ

i is of the desired size
E. The embedded features are further encoded by the Transformer encoder with linear attention Ψθ. It consists of 2 layers
and attention dimension E.

Each location is a single input, encoded by another linear layer Φθ
x to E dimensions.

The trunk-net equivalent functional attention mechanism first applies M = 8 attention blocks (including residual feed-
forward layers). The final embeddings hθ

·,M (x)|D′) are then projected to output dimension 3 by feed-forward networks
with 2 hidden layers of dimension E.

D.3. Training Procedure

We train FIM-SDE with AdamW (Loshchilov & Hutter, 2017), using learning rate 1e−5 and weight decay 1e−4. For
stability of training (some ground-truth vector field values are large, even after instance normalization), we used gradient
clipping with norm 1.

Memory requirements are quite large, as we provide the model as much as 100 paths of length 128 during training. Therefore,
we utilize four A100 40GB GPUs to train with a batch size of 64.

In each batch, we sample the number of paths passed to the model from U [0, 100], s.t. the FIM-SDE can be applied to
datasets of many sizes. Moreover, for each equation in a batch, we randomly select 32 locations to compute the loss L1(x)
of (5) on.

E. Maximum Mean Discrepancy
The Maximum Mean Discrepancy (MMD) is a non-parametric statistical test used to compare two probability distributions
Gretton et al. (2012). The objective of MMD is to measure the difference between two distributions, P and Q, based on
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samples drawn from these distributions. MMD employs kernel methods to map the data into a high-dimensional feature
space where linear methods can be effectively applied.

We use KSIG Tóth et al. (2025) which is a library to compute signature kernels for time series. Using the RBF-kernel
and 5 signature levels, we obtain a signature kernel k(x, y). The MMD between two sets of samples {xi}ni=1 ∼ P and
{yj}mj=1 ∼ Q can then by computed as

MMD2(P,Q) ≈ 1

n(n− 1)

∑
i̸=j

k(xi, xj) +
∑
i ̸=j

k(yi, yj)

− 2

n2

∑
i,j

k(xi, yj) . (21)

To compute our performance metrics, we choose xi to be samples from the ground truth SDE and yi to be samples derived
from the inferred equations of the selected model. For this, we are using K = 100 paths.

F. Experiments: Details
F.1. SparseGP Drift and Diffusion Estimation

Sparse Approximation We employed the Sparse Gaussian process (GP) approximation (Batz et al., 2018) to estimate
the drift function and diffusion f(x) and G(x) in the (SDEs). A specific covariance kernel κθ(zi, zj) (such as the RBF) is
prescribed per dimension. In order to reduce computational burden we introduce inducing points, these can be thought of as
pseudo-observations of the function at S locations z = [z1, . . . , zS ]. The drift (or diffusion) estimator is then given by:

hi(x) = [k(x)i]⊤
(
I + γiKi

s

)−1
∆t(πi)⊤(gi)−1ui, (22)

Here, [Ki
s]vw = κθ(zv, zw) and [k(x)i]v = κθ(x, zv), πj = Ki

Ns(K
i
s)

−1 provides the projection onto the inducing
points, and γi = ∆t(πi)⊤(gi)−1πi controls the influence of the inducing points. gi is a diagonal matrix composed by
the functions g(x) for the drift estimation, and corresponds to a nuance parameter for the diffusion estimator. This sparse
approximation replaces the full kernel matrix with a reduced matrix involving only the inducing points, significantly reducing
computational cost from O(n3) to O(m3), where m≪ n. This approach ensures efficient inference even for large datasets
while preserving the flexibility of nonparametric drift estimation.

Drift and Diffusion Estimation for Dense Observations For densely observed data, the drift function hi(x) = fi(x) is
estimated using GP regression, where the observed increments

ui(tk) =
yi(tk +∆t)− yi(tk)

∆t
, (23)

are treated as noisy observations of the drift. On the other hand, the diffusion function hi(x) = gi(x) is estimated using the
squared increments:

ũi(tk) =
(yi(tk +∆t)− yi(tk))

2

∆t
, (24)

which represent the conditional variance of the observed process. The diffusion estimator follows from the expression:

g∗i (x) = lim
∆t→0

1

∆t
E[(xi(t+∆t)− xi(t))

2|xi(t) = x]. (25)

To estimate g∗(x), GP regression is applied to the squared increments ỹi, treating them as noisy observations of the
conditional variance.

In our experiments, we made use of Polynomial kernel for drift estimation, RBF for diffusion. We used a grid search
optimizing the data likelihood an selected inducing points in regions of high path density as specified by (Batz et al., 2018).

F.2. Canonical SDE systems

We compare FIM-SDE against two methods: the Bayesian non-parametric method of Batz et al. (2018) and the sparse
Bayesian learning model of Wang et al. (2022). To study their performance in fine and coarse grid observations, we simulate
well known processes, extracted from (Batz et al., 2018), (Course & Nair, 2023) and (Wang et al., 2022):
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1. Double-well diffusion model with state-dependent diffusion:

dx = 4(x− x3)dt+
√
max(4− 1.25x2, 0)dW (t). (26)

A process from (Batz et al., 2018). We set the initial state to x(0) = 0.

2. Damped linear oscillator:

dx1 = −(0.1x1 − 2.0x2)dt+ dW (t), (27)
dx2 = −(2.0x1 + 0.1x2)dt+ dW (t), (28)

A process from (Course & Nair, 2023). The initial state is x(0) = [2.5,−5].

3. Damped cubic oscillator:

dx1 = −(0.1x31 − 2.0x32)dt+ dW (t), (29)
dx2 = −(2.0x31 + 0.1x32)dt+ dW (t), (30)

A process from (Course & Nair, 2023). The initial state is x(0) = [0,−1]. (Course & Nair, 2023)

4. Duffing oscillator:

dx1 = x2dt+ dW (t), (31)
dx2 = −(x31 − x1 + 0.35x2)dt+ dW (t), (32)

A process from (Course & Nair, 2023). The initial state is x(0) = [3, 2].

5. Selkov glycolysis:

dx1 = −(x1 − 0.08x2 − x21x2)dt+ dW (t), (33)
dx2 = (0.6− 0.08x2 − x21x2)dt+ dW (t), (34)

A process from (Course & Nair, 2023). The initial state is x(0) = [0.7, 1.25]. (Course & Nair, 2023)

6. Hopf bifurcation:

dx1 = (0.5x1 + x2 − x1(x
2
1 + x22))dt+ dW (t), (35)

dx2 = (−x1 + 0.5x2 − x2(x
2
1 + x22))dt+ dW (t), (36)

A process from (Course & Nair, 2023). The initial state is x(0) = [2, 2].

7. 2D synthetic system:

dx1 = (x1 − x2 − x1x
2
2 − x31)dt+

√
1 + x22 dW (t), (37)

dx2 = (x1 + x2 − x21x2 − x32)dt+
√
1 + x21 dW (t). (38)

A process from Wang et al. (2022). The initial state is x(0) = [1.5, 1.5].

For context data D we simulate the different processes with a dense time step of ∆t = 0.002. We then record every
k = 1, 5, 10 dense steps where k = τ/∆t (we report only the τ = 0.002, 0.01, 0.02) and simulate until we observe 5000
points. For each process and each τ , we repeat this sampling 5 times, to report a standard deviation for the performance of
each model.

Additionally, we sample 100 paths of length 500 of each system with ∆τ = 0.002. These paths are used as references to
compute the MMD metric of Appendix E.

Let us now briefly describe the experimental setup. We apply FIM-SDE and the two baseline models for all processes and
all ∆τ and infer an estimated process. We then simulate 100 paths of length 500 of the inferred equations, starting from
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from a fixed set of initial states. Importantly, these simulations are performed with ∆τ = 0.002, independent of the ∆τ
from the observations. Moreover, we evaluate the estimated vector fields on a fixed grid.

We compare the estimated vector field on the fixed grid to the ground-truth vector fields by the MSE, and report the results
in Table 2. We compare the simulated paths to the set of 100 reference paths by the MMD, an report the results in Table 1.
Simulations of the inferred processes of the baselines can fail. We remove those simulations from the MMD computation,
average over the rest and mark these occurrences with a ”*” in Table 1.

F.3. Real-world Systems: Empirical Datasets Studied by Wang et al. (2022)

We simply refer to Wang et al. (2022) for details here.

F.4. Real-world Systems: The Motion Capture Dataset

We consider the human motion capture dataset analyzed by Heinonen et al. (2018), which consists of 50-dimensional pose
measurements of walking subjects. Specifically, we use the dataset provided by Yildiz et al. (2019), pre-processed following
the approach of Wang et al. (2007). The dataset contains 43 trajectories, each with a maximum length of 125 frames.

To make the system compatible with FIM-SDE — which can only model up to three-dimensional systems — we apply the
PCA projection method from Heinonen et al. (2018).

For forecasting experiments, we use the first half of each trajectory as context data for FIM-SDE, and predict the second
half, starting from the first frame of the latter segment. That is FIM-SDE performs forecasting in PCA space, after which
the predictions are mapped back to the original space by inverting the PCA transformation.
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G. Additional Results
In this section we report additional results.

G.1. Canonical SDE Systems: Mean-squared error on drift estimation

Table 2. Mean-squared error on drift estimation with respect to the ground-truth on a predefined grid.

∆τ Model Double
Well

2D-Synt
(Wang)

Damped
Linear

Damped
Cubic Duffing Glycolysis Hopf

0.002 SparseGP 49± 14 4326± 3063 5.0± 0.1 22.8± 0.6 1069± 1682 198± 110 25± 6
0.002 BISDE 35± 2 1277± 159 4± 1 34± 1 151± 1 124± 70 23± 9
0.002 FIM-SDE 16± 11 1437± 45 88± 75 10± 3 196± 20 122± 38 18± 2
0.01 SparseGP 37± 2 1265± 321 4.5± 0.3 3270± 5279 251± 37 143± 83 15± 1
0.01 BISDE 33.3± 0.3 1259± 295 2.86± 0.01 23± 1 150.0± 0.2 86± 2 17± 2
0.01 FIM-SDE 2± 1 915± 183 0.8± 0.2 0.72± 0.08 69± 33 56± 17 13± 1
0.02 SparseGP 42± 12 1092± 150 4.5± 0.3 446± 486 2848± 4526 100± 6 14.3± 0.8
0.02 BISDE 33.9± 0.3 1060± 141 2.861± 0.008 22.9± 0.6 150.0± 0.2 85.1± 0.6 16.0± 0.7
0.02 FIM-SDE 1.4± 0.6 326± 116 0.21± 0.05 0.41± 0.07 9± 8 37± 12 9± 1

G.2. Real-world Systems: MMD comparisons on Oil price and Wind Speed Fluctuations

Table 3. MMD comparisons of FIM-SDE versus BISDE (Wang et al., 2022). Lower values are better.
Model Oil price fluctuations Wind speed fluctuations
BISDE 0.32 0.31
FIM-SDE 0.09 0.09

G.3. Real-world Systems: Motion Capture and Forecasting

Table 4. MSE on Motion Capture trajectories in the forecasting region. Error is obtained from mean model predictions or from sampled
model predictions. For the later, standard deviations are calculated across the samples. Baseline results have been extracted from (Yildiz
et al., 2019).

Test Error
Model Mean Prediction Sampled Prediction

GPDM 57.52 126.46 ± 34
VGPLVM 128.03 142.18 ± 1.92
DTSBN-S 78.39 80.21 ± 0.04
npODE 45.74 45.74
NeuralODE 97.74 87.23 ± 0.02
ODE2VAE 32.19 93.07 ± 0.72
ODE2VAE-KL 30.72 15.99 ± 4.16

FIM-SDE (Zero-shot) 71.86 104.00±111.59
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