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The coefficients in a second order parabolic linear stochastic partial dif-
ferential equation (SPDE) are estimated from multiple spatially localised
measurements. Assuming that the spatial resolution tends to zero and the
number of measurements is non-decreasing, the rate of convergence for each
coefficient depends on its differential order and is faster for higher order coef-
ficients. Based on an explicit analysis of the reproducing kernel Hilbert space
of a general stochastic evolution equation, a Gaussian lower bound scheme is
introduced. As a result, minimax optimality of the rates as well as sufficient
and necessary conditions for consistent estimation are established.

1. Introduction. Stochastic partial differential equations (SPDEs) form a flexible class
of models for space-time data. They combine phenomena such as diffusion and transport that
occur naturally in many processes, but also include random forcing terms, which may arise
from microscopic scaling limits or account for model uncertainty. Quantifying the size of
these different effects is an important step in model validation.

Suppose that X = (X(t))0≤t≤T solves the linear parabolic SPDE

(1.1) dX(t) =AϑX(t)dt+ dW (t), 0≤ t≤ T,

on an open, bounded and smooth domain Λ ⊂ Rd with some initial value X0, a space-time
white noise dW and a second order elliptic operator

Aϑ =

p∑
i=1

ϑiAi +A0(1.2)

satisfying zero Dirichlet boundary conditions. The Ai are known differential operators of
differential order ni ∈ {0,1,2} and we aim at recovering the unknown parameter ϑ ∈ Rp. A
prototypical example is

Aϑ = ϑ1∆+ ϑ2(∇ · b) + ϑ3, ϑ ∈ (0,∞)×R×(−∞,0],(1.3)

with diffusivity, transport and reaction coefficients ϑ1, ϑ2, ϑ3 in front of the Laplace opera-
tor ∆ and the divergence operator ∇· such that n1 = 2, n2 = 1, n3 = 0, with a known unit
velocity vector b ∈ Rd. The general form in (1.2) allows for wide range of models affected
by a mixture of different, possibly anisotropic, mechanisms. Equations such as (1.1) are also
called stochastic advection–diffusion equations and often serve as building blocks for more
complex models, with applications in different areas such as neuroscience [57, 50, 60], bi-
ology [2, 1], spatial statistics [53, 41] and data assimilation [42]. For concrete examples of
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(1.2) with a mixture of known and unknown model coefficients from fluid dynamics and
engineering see [29, 45, 11].

While the estimation of a scalar parameter in front of the highest order operator Ai is well
studied in the literature [27, 36, 13, 14, 23], there is little known about estimating the lower or-
der coefficients or the full multivariate parameter ϑ. Relying on discrete space-time observa-
tions X(tk, xj) in case of (1.3) and in dimension d= 1, [9, 25, 54] have analysed power vari-
ations and contrast estimators. For two parameters in front of operators A1 and A2, [44] com-
puted the maximum likelihood estimator from M spectral measurements (⟨X(t), ej⟩)0≤t≤T ,
j = 1, . . . ,M , where the ej are the eigenfunctions of Aϑ and ⟨·, ·⟩ is the inner product on
L2(Λ). This leads as M →∞ to rates of convergence depending on the differential order of
the operators A1, A2, but is restricted to domains and diagonalisable operators with known
ej , independent of ϑ. In particular, in the spectral approach there is no known estimator for
the transport coefficient ϑ2 in (1.3). Estimators for nonlinearities or noise specifications are
studied e.g. by [12, 26, 21, 8].

In contrast, we construct an estimator ϑ̂δ of ϑ on general domains and with arbitrary
possibly anisotropic Aϑ from local measurement processes Xδ,k = (⟨X(t),Kδ,xk

⟩)0≤t≤T ,
XAi

δ,k = (⟨X(t),A∗
iKδ,xk

⟩)0≤t≤T for i = 0, . . . , p and locations x1, . . . , xM ∈ Λ. The Kδ,xk
,

also known as point spread functions in optical systems [6, 7], are compactly supported
functions on subsets of Λ with radius δ > 0 and centred at the xk. They are part of the ob-
servation scheme and describe the physical limitation that point sources X(tk, xj) can only
be measured up to a convolution with the point spread function. Local measurements were
introduced in a recent contribution by [4] to demonstrate that a nonparametric diffusivity can
already be identified at xk from the spatially localised information Xδ,k as δ→ 0 with T > 0
fixed. See [3] for robustness to semilinear perturbations and different noise configurations
besides space-time white noise. For more details on practical aspects of local measurements,
as well as a concrete example from cell biology [2], see Section 5.3 below.

Let us briefly describe our main contributions. Our first result extends the augmented MLE
ϑ̂δ and the CLT of [4] to M =M(δ) measurements and joint asymptotic normality of

(M1/2δ1−ni(ϑ̂δ,i − ϑi))
p
i=1, δ→ 0.

This yields the convergence rates M1/2δ1−ni for ϑi, with the fastest rate for diffusivity terms
with ni = 2 and the slowest rate for reaction terms with ni = 0. We then turn to the problem
of establishing optimality of these rates in case of (1.3). We compute the reproducing kernel
Hilbert space (RKHS) of the Gaussian measures induced by the laws of X and of the local
measurements. From this we derive minimax lower bounds, implying that the rates in the
CLT are indeed optimal, and provide conditions under which consistent estimation is impos-
sible. Combined with our CLT we deduce for general point spread functions Kδ,xk

with non-
intersecting supports that consistent estimation is possible if and only if M1/2δ1−ni →∞.
Since M is at most of order δ−d, reaction terms cannot be estimated when d= 1.

Conceptually, spectral measurements can be obtained approximately from local measure-
ments on a dense grid over the entire domain by a discrete Fourier transform and we recover
the rates of convergence of [27] by taking M of maximal order δ−d.

The information geometry underlying local measurements is complex due to the non-
linear dependence of the solution X on ϑ (cf. (2.1)) and the non-Markovian dynamics of
the processes Xδ,k, XAi

δ,k. This leads to a non-explicit likelihood function, making standard
MLE-based estimation and optimality results for continuously observed diffusion processes
[35] non-applicable in this context. Instead, we introduce a novel lower bound scheme for
Gaussian measures, which exploits that the Hellinger distance of their laws can be related to
properties of their RKHS. This is different from the lower bound approach of [4] for M = 1
and paves the way to rigorous lower bounds for each coefficient and an arbitrary number
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of measurements. One of our key results states that the RKHS of the Gaussian measure
induced by X with Aϑ =∆ consists of all absolutely continuous h ∈ L2([0, T ];L2(Λ)) with
∆h,h′ ∈ L2([0, T ];L2(Λ)) and its squared RKHS norm equals

∥∆h∥2L2([0,T ];L2(Λ)) + ∥h′∥2L2([0,T ];L2(Λ)) + ∥(−∆)1/2h(0)∥2L2(Λ) + ∥(−∆)1/2h(T )∥2L2(Λ).

This surprisingly simple formula generalises the finite-dimensional Ornstein-Uhlenbeck case
[38], and provides a route to obtain the RKHS of local measurements as linear transforma-
tions of X . To the best of our knowledge the RKHS of X has not been stated before in the
literature, and may be of independent interest, e.g. in constructing Bayesian procedures with
Gaussian process priors, cf. [58].

The paper is organised as follows. Section 2 deals with the local measurement scheme, the
construction of our estimator and the CLT. Section 3 addresses the RKHS of X and of the
local measurements, while Section 4 presents the lower bounds for the rates established in
the CLT. Section 5 covers model examples, the boundary case for estimating zero order terms
in d= 2 and some practical aspects. All proofs are deferred to Section 6 and to the Appendix
A.

Basic notation. Throughout the paper, we work on a filtered probability space
(Ω,F , (Ft)0≤t≤T ,P). We write a ≲ b if a ≤ Cb for a universal constant C not depending
on δ, but possibly depending on other quantities such as T and Λ. Unless stated otherwise,
all limits are understood as δ→ 0 with non-decreasing M =M(δ) possibly depending on δ.

The Euclidean inner product and distance of two vectors a, b ∈Rp is denoted by a · b and
|b−a|, Ip×p is the identity matrix in Rp×p. We write ∥ · ∥op for the operator norm of a matrix.
For an open set U ⊂Rd and p≥ 1, Lp(U) is the usual Lp-space with norm ∥·∥Lp(U) and the
inner product on L2(U) is denoted ⟨·, ·⟩L2(U). We write ⟨·, ·⟩ = ⟨·, ·⟩L2(Λ), ∥·∥ = ∥·∥L2(Λ).
Let Hk(U) denote the usual Sobolev spaces and let H1

0 (U) be the completion of the space
of smooth compactly supported functions C∞

c (U) relative to the H1(U)-norm.
We write Di, Dij for partial derivatives. The gradient and Laplace operators are ∇,

∆=
∑d

i=1Dii. The divergence of a d-dimensional vector field v is ∇ · v =∑d
i=1Divi. The

Laplace operator ∆ will be considered with domain H1
0 (Λ) ∩ H2(Λ), while with domain

H2(Rd) it will be denoted by ∆0.
For a Hilbert space H, the space L2([0, T ];H) consists of all measurable functions h :

[0, T ]→H with
∫ T
0 ∥h(t)∥2Hdt <∞. We write ∥T∥HS(H1,H2) for the Hilbert-Schmidt norm

of a linear operator T :H1 →H2 between two Hilbert spaces H1,H2.

2. Joint parameter estimation.

2.1. Setup. Let ϑ ∈Θ⊂Rp be an unknown parameter. For i= 0, . . . , p, suppose that the
operators in (1.2) are of the form Ai =∇ · a(i)∇+∇ · b(i) + c(i) for symmetric a(i) ∈Rd×d,
b(i) ∈ Rd and c(i) ∈ R, where for each i= 1, . . . , p only one of the coefficients a(i), b(i), c(i)

is non-vanishing. For each Ai, the formal adjoint is A∗
i =∇ · a(i)∇−∇ · b(i) + c(i), and its

differential order ni = ord(Ai) ∈ {0,1,2} is the number of non-vanishing derivatives. With
aϑ =

∑p
i=1 ϑia

(i) + a(0), bϑ =
∑p

i=1 ϑib
(i) + b(0) and cϑ =

∑p
i=1 ϑic

(i) + c(0), (1.2) gives

Aϑ =∇ · aϑ∇+∇ · bϑ + cϑ.

We suppose that aϑ is positive definite for all ϑ ∈Θ. Then Aϑ is a strongly elliptic operator
and generates with domain H1

0 (Λ)∩H2(Λ) an analytic semigroup (Sϑ(t))t≥0 on L2(Λ) [46].
Considered with the same domain, the adjoint A∗

ϑ =
∑p

i=1 ϑiA
∗
i +A∗

0 generates the adjoint
semigroup (S∗

ϑ(t))t≥0 [62, Section 2.5.3].
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With an F0-measurable initial value X0 and a cylindrical Wiener process W on L2(Λ)
define a process X = (X(t))0≤t≤T by

X(t) = Sϑ(t)X0 +

∫ t

0
Sϑ(t− t′)dW (t′), 0≤ t≤ T.(2.1)

Due to the low spatial regularity of W this process is understood as a random element
with values in L2(Λ) ⊂ H1 almost surely for a larger Hilbert space H1 with an embed-
ding ι : L2(Λ)→H1 such that

∫ t
0∥ιSϑ(t

′)∥2HS(L2(Λ),H1)
dt′ <∞ [24, Remark 6.6]. Such an

embedding always exists. For example, H1 can be realised as a negative Sobolev space (see
Section 6.2 below). Let H′

1 denote the dual space of H1 with the associated dual pairing
⟨·, ·⟩H1×H′

1
. Let (ek)k≥1 be an orthonormal basis of L2(Λ) and let βk be independent scalar

Brownian motions. Then, realising the Wiener process as W =
∑

k≥1 ekβk, we find for all
z ∈H′

1 ⊂ L2(Λ), 0≤ t≤ T , that (see, e.g. [40, Lemma 2.4.1 and Proposition 2.4.5])

⟨X(t)− Sϑ(t)X0, z⟩H1×H′
1
=
∑
k≥1

∫ t

0
⟨Sϑ(t− t′)ek, z⟩H1×H′

1
dβk(t

′)

=

∫ t

0
⟨S∗

ϑ(t− t′)z, dW (t′)⟩.

According to [4, Proposition 2.1] and [40, Lemma 2.4.2] this allows us to extend the dual
pairings ⟨X(t), z⟩H1×H′

1
to a real-valued Gaussian process (⟨X(t), z⟩)0≤t≤T,z∈L2(Λ) by

⟨X(t), z⟩= ⟨Sϑ(t)X0, z⟩+
∫ t

0
⟨S∗

ϑ(t− t′)z, dW (t′)⟩(2.2)

(the notation ⟨X(t), z⟩ is used for convenience and indicates that the process does not depend
on the embedding space H1). This process solves the SPDE (1.1) in the sense that for all
z ∈H1

0 (Λ)∩H2(Λ) and 0≤ t≤ T

⟨X(t), z⟩= ⟨X0, z⟩+
∫ t

0
⟨X(t′),A∗

ϑz⟩dt′ + ⟨W (t), z⟩,(2.3)

where ⟨W (t), z⟩/∥z∥L2(Λ) is a scalar Brownian motion.

2.2. Local measurements, construction of the estimator. Introduce for z ∈ L2(Rd) the
scale and shift operation

zδ,x(y) = δ−d/2z(δ−1(y− x)), x, y ∈Λ, δ > 0.(2.4)

Suppose that K ∈H2(Rd) is an (unscaled) point spread function with compact support (see
Section 5 for concrete examples). Consider locations x1, . . . , xM ∈ Λ, M ∈N, and a resolu-
tion level δ > 0, which is small enough to ensure that the point spread functions Kδ,xk

are sup-
ported on Λ. Local measurements of X at the locations x1, . . . , xM at resolution δ correspond
to the continuously observed processes Xδ,X

A0

δ ∈ L2([0, T ];RM ), XA
δ ∈ L2([0, T ];Rp×M ),

where for i= 1, . . . , p, k = 1, . . . ,M

(Xδ)k =Xδ,k = (⟨X(t),Kδ,xk
⟩)0≤t≤T ,

(XA0

δ )k =XA0

δ,k = (⟨X(t),A∗
0Kδ,xk

⟩)0≤t≤T ,

(XA
δ )ik =XAi

δ,k = (⟨X(t),A∗
iKδ,xk

⟩)0≤t≤T .
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According to (2.3), every local measurement is an Itô process

(2.5) dXδ,k(t) =

( p∑
i=1

ϑiX
Ai

δ,k(t) +XA0

δ,k(t)

)
dt+ ∥K∥L2(Rd)dWk(t)

with initial values Xδ,k(0) = ⟨X0,Kδ,xk
⟩ and scalar Brownian motions Wk(t) =

⟨W (t),Kδ,xk
⟩/∥K∥L2(Rd).

It should be noted that neither (2.5) nor the system of equations augmented with XA
δ , XA0

δ
are Markov processes, because the time evolution at xk depends on the spatial structure of
the whole process X , and not only of Xδ . This is due to the infinite speed of propagation in
space by Sϑ(t). This also means the processes Xδ,k are not independent, even if the driving
noise processes Wk are, e.g., due to non-overlapping supports of the Kδ,xk

as will be as-
sumed below. Therefore, standard results for estimating the parameters ϑi from continuously
observed diffusion processes by the maximum likelihood estimator (e.g., [35]) do not ap-
ply here. Instead, a general Girsanov theorem for multivariate Itô processes, cf. [39, Section
7.6], yields after ignoring conditional expectations, the initial value and possible correlations
between measurements the modified log-likelihood function

ℓδ(ϑ) = ∥K∥−2
L2(Rd)

M∑
k=1

(∫ T

0

( p∑
i=1

ϑiX
Ai

δ,k(t) +XA0

δ,k(t)

)
dXδ,k(t)

−1

2

∫ T

0

( p∑
i=1

ϑiX
Ai

δ,k(t) +XA0

δ,k(t)

)2)
dt.

Maximising ℓδ(ϑ) with respect to ϑ leads to the estimator

ϑ̂δ = I−1
δ

M∑
k=1

(∫ T

0
XA

δ,k(t)dXδ,k(t)−
∫ T

0
XA

δ,k(t)X
A0

δ,k(t)dt

)
,(2.6)

which we call augmented MLE generalising [2, Section 4.1], with observed Fisher informa-
tion

(2.7) Iδ =
M∑
k=1

∫ T

0
XA

δ,k(t)X
A
δ,k(t)

⊤dt.

2.3. A central limit theorem. We show now that the augmented MLE ϑ̂δ satisfies a CLT
as δ→ 0. Replacing dXδ,k(t) in the definition of the augmented MLE by the right hand side
in (2.5) yields the basic decomposition

ϑ̂δ = ϑ+ ∥K∥L2(Rd)I−1
δ Mδ(2.8)

with the martingale term

Mδ =

M∑
k=1

(∫ T

0
XA

δ,k(t)dWk(t)

)
.(2.9)

If the Brownian motions Wk are independent, then the matrix Iδ corresponds to the quadratic
co-variation process of Mδ and we therefore expect I−1/2

δ Mδ to follow approximately a
multivariate normal distribution. The rate at which the estimation error in (2.8) vanishes
corresponds to the speed at which the components of the observed Fisher information diverge.
Exploiting scaling properties of the underlying semigroup (cf. Lemma 6.1), we will see that
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this depends on its action on the point spread functions Kδ,xk
. We define a diagonal matrix

of scaling coefficients ρδ ∈Rp×p,

(ρδ)ii =M−1/2δni−1,(2.10)

and make the following additional structural assumptions.

ASSUMPTION H.

(i) The functions AiK are linearly independent for all i= 1, . . . , p.
(ii) ni > 1− d/2 for all i= 1, . . . , p.
(iii) The locations xk, k = 1, . . . ,M , belong to a fixed compact set J ⊂ Λ, which is inde-

pendent of δ and M . There exists δ′ > 0 such that supp(Kδ,xk
) ∩ supp(Kδ,xl

) = ∅ for
k ̸= l and all δ ≤ δ′.

(iv) supx∈J
∫ T
0 E[⟨X0, S

∗
ϑ(t)A

∗
iKδ,x⟩2]dt= o(δ2−2ni) for all i= 1, . . . , p.

Assumption H(i) guarantees invertibility of the observed Fisher information, for a proof
see Section A.1.

LEMMA 2.1. Under Assumption H(i), Iδ is P-almost surely invertible.

The support condition in Assumption H(iii) is natural in applications, e.g., in microscopy.
It guarantees ⟨Kδ,xk

,Kδ,xl
⟩= 0 and thus independence of the Brownian motions Wk in (2.5)

as δ → 0. It holds for xk, which are separated by a Euclidean distance of at least Cδ for
a fixed constant C , hence there are at most M = O(δ−d) such locations. The next lemma
shows that Assumption H(iv) on the initial value is satisfied in most relevant situations. For
a proof see again Section A.1.

LEMMA 2.2. Assumption H(ii) implies Assumption H(iv) for any X0 ∈ Lq(Λ), q > 2,
and if cϑ ≤ 0 also for the stationary initial condition X0 =

∫ 0
−∞ Sϑ(−t′)dW (t′).

We establish now the asymptotic behaviour of the observed Fisher information and a CLT
for the augmented MLE as the resolution δ tends to zero. To this extent, consider the positive
operator −∇·aϑ∇ with domain H2(Rd). Its spectral calculus induces for each s ∈R the frac-
tional operator (−∇ · aϑ∇)s, which acts in the Fourier domain as the multiplication operator
with multiplier ξ 7→ (−ξ⊤aϑξ)

s, cf. [37] or [18, Chapter VI.5]. By positive definiteness of aϑ,
this means (−∇ · aϑ∇)sz ∈ L2(Rd) as soon as ξ 7→ |ξ|2sFz(ξ) ∈ L2(Rd) with the Fourier
transform Fz. By usual Fourier calculus [18, Lemma VI.5.4], FDjz = iξjFz. Together with
Assumption H(ii), this means (−∇ · aϑ∇)−1/2A∗

iK ∈ L2(Rd) for all i= 1, . . . , p.

THEOREM 2.3. Under Assumption H the matrix Σϑ ∈Rp×p with entries

(Σϑ)ij = (T/2)⟨(−∇ · aϑ∇)−1/2A∗
iK, (−∇ · aϑ∇)−1/2A∗

jK⟩L2(Rd)

is invertible and ρδIδρδ P→Σϑ as δ→ 0. Moreover, the augmented MLE satisfies the CLT

(ρδIδρδ)1/2ρ−1
δ (ϑ̂δ − ϑ)

d→N (0,∥K∥2L2(Rd)Ip×p), δ→ 0,

or, equivalently,

(M1/2δ1−ni(ϑ̂δ,i − ϑi))
p
i=1

d→N (0,∥K∥2L2(Rd)Σ
−1
ϑ ).
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Theorem 2.3 shows that parameters ϑi of an operator Ai with differential order ni can
be estimated at the rate of convergence M1/2δ1−ni . Consistency requires M1/2δ1−ni →∞.
This excludes reaction terms ϑi in d= 1 with ni = 0 and M =O(δ−1), but in d= 2 a loga-
rithmic rate holds for a restricted class of functions K , see Proposition 5.3. The asymptotic
variances for two parameters ϑi, ϑj are independent if A∗

iK and A∗
jK are orthogonal in the

geometry induced by ∥(−∇ · aϑ∇)−1/2·∥L2(Rd). The theorem generalises [4, Theorem 5.3]
in the parametric case to the anisotropic setting with M measurement locations.

3. The RKHS. In Section 4, we show optimality of the rates of convergence appearing
in Theorem 2.3. A crucial ingredient for these lower bound considerations is a good under-
standing of the reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) of the Gaussian measure induced
by the law of the observations when Aϑ =∆.

We first derive the RKHS of the stochastic convolution (2.1) in a more general setting.
Suppose that A is an (unbounded) negative self-adjoint closed operator on a Hilbert space
(H,∥·∥H) with domain D(A) ⊂ H such that Aej = −λjej for a non-decreasing sequence
(λj)j≥1 of positive real numbers with 0< λ1 ≤ λ2 ≤ · · · and an orthonormal basis (ej)j≥1

of H, and such that A generates a strongly continuous semigroup (S(t))t≥0 on H [18]. With
a cylindrical Wiener process W , consider the stationary stochastic convolution

X(t) =

∫ t

−∞
S(t− t′)dW (t′), t≥ 0.(3.1)

As discussed after (2.1) the process X = (X(t))0≤t≤T is understood as a random element
with values in H⊂H1 almost surely for some larger Hilbert space H1.

In what follows, we use the convention that a RKHS is denoted by the letter H . Moreover,
we add a subscript to indicate the process which is under consideration. For instance, HX de-
notes the RKHS of X considered as a Gaussian random variable taking values in the Hilbert
space L2([0, T ];H1). Since the RKHS of X depends only on its distribution, the RKHS,
as well as its norm, in the next theorem are independent of the embedding space H1 (see,
e.g., Exercise 2.6.5 in [22]). For the proof and some background on the RKHS of a Gaussian
measure see Section 6.2.

THEOREM 3.1. Let (HX ,∥ · ∥X) be the RKHS of the process X in (3.1). Let T ≥ 1. Then

HX = {h ∈ L2([0, T ];H) : h absolutely continuous, Ah,h′ ∈ L2([0, T ];H)}
and for h ∈HX

∥h∥2X = ∥Ah∥2L2([0,T ];H) + ∥h′∥2L2([0,T ];H) + ∥(−A)1/2h(0)∥2H + ∥(−A)1/2h(T )∥2H,
as well as

∥h∥2X ≤ 3∥Ah∥2L2([0,T ];H) + ∥h∥2L2([0,T ];H) + 2∥h′∥2L2([0,T ];H).

Note that h,h′,Ah ∈ L2([0, T ];H) implies that the map t 7→ ⟨Ah(t), h(t)⟩ is absolutely
continuous (cf. the proof of [19, Theorem 5.9.3] and the proof of Theorem 3.1), so that the
norm ∥ · ∥X is indeed well-defined. Theorem 3.1 generalises the result for scalar Ornstein-
Uhlenbeck processes to the infinite dimensional process X , cf. Lemma 6.8 below.

Next, as in (2.3), consider the Gaussian process (⟨X(t), z⟩H)t≥0,z∈H, where the ‘inner
product’ here corresponds to

⟨X(t), z⟩H =

∫ t

−∞
⟨S(t− t′)z, dW (t′)⟩H,
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satisfying (2.3) for z ∈ D(A∗) = D(A) by analogous arguments. We study the RKHS of
(⟨X(t), z⟩H)0≤t≤T for finitely many z. A first proof considers z from the dual space of H1.
In that case, we can realise ⟨X,z⟩H as a linear transformation of X by a bounded linear
map L from L2([0, T ];H1) to L2([0, T ])M , and this allows for relating the RKHS of X and
⟨X,z⟩H using Theorem 3.1. Another proof is presented in Section A.7, which circumvents
this by an approximation argument.

THEOREM 3.2. For K1, . . . ,KM ∈ D(A) and with X in (3.1) consider the process XK

with XK(t) = (⟨X(t),Kk⟩H)Mk=1. Suppose that the Gram matrix G= (⟨Kk,Kl⟩H)1≤k,l≤M

is non-singular, and let GA = (⟨AKk,AKl⟩H)1≤k,l≤M . Let T ≥ 1. Then the RKHS (HXK
,∥ ·

∥XK
) of XK satisfies HXK

=HM , where

H = {h ∈ L2([0, T ]) : h absolutely continuous, h′ ∈ L2([0, T ])}
and for h= (hk)

M
k=1 ∈HXK

∥h∥2XK
≤ (3∥G−1∥2op∥GA∥op + ∥G−1∥op)

M∑
k=1

∥hk∥2L2([0,T ]) + 2∥G−1∥op
M∑
k=1

∥h′k∥2L2([0,T ]).

Theorem 3.2 (and its slight generalisation in (6.16)) can be used to compute the RKHS of
quite general observation schemes. In the specific case A=∆ and local measurements with
Kk =Kδ,xk

we obtain the following.

COROLLARY 3.3. Let (HXδ
,∥ · ∥Xδ

) be the RKHS of Xδ with respect to A = ∆, K ∈
H2(Rd) with ∥K∥L2(Rd) = 1, and points x1, . . . , xM such that supp(Kδ,xk

)⊂ Λ for all k =

1, . . . ,M and supp(Kδ,xk
) ∩ supp(Kδ,xl

) = ∅ for all 1 ≤ k ̸= l ≤ M . Suppose that δ2 ≤
∥∆K∥L2(Rd) and T ≥ 1. Then HXδ

=HM and for h= (hk)
M
k=1 ∈HXδ

∥h∥2Xδ
≤ 4

∥∆K∥2
L2(Rd)

δ4

M∑
k=1

∥hk∥2L2([0,T ]) + 2

M∑
k=1

∥h′k∥2L2([0,T ]).

Similar results hold for the RKHS of (Xδ,X
A
δ ), see Corollary A.4.

4. Optimality. In this section, we show that the rates of convergence M1/2δ1−ni

achieved by the augmented MLE for parameters ϑi with respect to operators Ai of order
ni = ord(Ai) are indeed optimal and cannot be improved in our general setup. The proof
strategy (presented in Section 6.3) relies on a novel lower bound scheme for Gaussian mea-
sures by relating the Hellinger distance of their laws to properties of their RKHS. The Gaus-
sian lower bound is then applied to one-dimensional submodels (Pϑ)ϑ∈Θi

with Aϑ from (1.3)
assuming a sufficiently regular kernel function K and a stationary initial condition.

ASSUMPTION L. Suppose that Pϑ corresponds to the law of the stationary solution X
to the SPDE (1.1) and assume that the following conditions hold:

(i) The kernel function satisfies K =∆2K̃ with K̃ ∈C∞
c (Rd).

(ii) The models are Aϑ = ϑ1∆+ ϑ2(∇ · b) + ϑ3 for ϑ ∈R3, a fixed unit vector b ∈ Rd, and
where ϑ lies in one of the parameter classes

Θ1 = {ϑ= (ϑ1,0,0) : ϑ1 ≥ 1},
Θ2 = {ϑ= (1, ϑ2,0) : ϑ2 ∈ [0,1]},
Θ3 = {ϑ= (1,0, ϑ3) : ϑ3 ≤ 0}.
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(iii) Let x1, . . . , xM be δ-separated points in Λ, that is, |xk − xl| > δ for all 1 ≤ k ̸= l ≤
M . Moreover, suppose that supp(Kδ,xk

) ⊂ Λ for all k = 1, . . . ,M and supp(Kδ,xk
) ∩

supp(Kδ,xl
) = ∅ for all 1≤ k ̸= l≤M .

The parameter classes Θi correspond to the cases of estimating the diffusivity ϑ1, transport
coefficient ϑ2 and reaction coefficient ϑ3 in front of operators Ai with differential orders n1 =
2, n2 = 1, n3 = 0. We start with a non-asymptotic lower bound when only Xδ is observed.

THEOREM 4.1. Grant Assumption L with M ≥ 1, T ≥ 1 and let i ∈ {1,2,3}. Then there
exist constants c1, c2 > 0 depending only on K and an absolute constant c3 > 0 such that the
following assertions hold:

(i) If δni−1/
√
TM < 1 and δ ≤ c1, then

inf
ϑ̂i

sup
ϑ∈Θi

|ϑ−(1,0,0)⊤|≤c2
δni−1
√

TM

Pϑ

(
|ϑ̂i − ϑi| ≥

c2
2

δni−1

√
TM

)
> c3.

(ii) If δni−1/
√
TM ≥ 1 and δ ≤ c1, then

inf
ϑ̂i

sup
ϑ∈Θi

|ϑ−(1,0,0)⊤|≤c2

Pϑ(|ϑ̂i − ϑi| ≥ c2/2)> c3.

In (i) and (ii), the infimum is taken over all real-valued estimators ϑ̂i = ϑ̂i(Xδ).

Several comments are in order for the above result. First, by Markov’s inequality
Theorem 4.1 also implies lower bounds for the squared risk. Second, part (ii) detects set-
tings under which consistent estimation is impossible. For instance, if i= 2, then consistent
estimation is impossible for T = 1 (resp. T bounded) and M = 1, that is, if only a single
spatial measurement is observed in a bounded time interval. A similar conclusion holds in
the case i = 3, in which case consistent estimation is even impossible in a full observation
scheme with M = ⌈cδ−d⌉ locations for d≤ 2 and T bounded. Third, part (i) of Theorem 4.1
shows that the different rates in our CLT are minimax optimal. In particular, it easily implies
an asymptotic minimax lower bound when δ → 0. A first important case is M = 1 and i= 1
in which case Theorem 4.1 also follows from Proposition 5.12 in [4] and gives the rate of
convergence δ. For M = ⌈cδ−d⌉ we get the following.

COROLLARY 4.2. Grant Assumption L with M = ⌈cδ−d⌉, δ → 0 and T ≥ 1, and let
i ∈ {1,2,3}. If ni − 1 + d/2> 0, then

lim inf
δ→0

inf
ϑ̂i

sup
|ϑ−(1,0,0)⊤|≤c1

Pϑ(δ
−ni+1−d/2|ϑ̂i − ϑi| ≥ c2)> 0,

where the infimum is taken over all real-valued estimators ϑ̂i = ϑ̂i(Xδ).

Similar optimality results have been derived in [27] for the case of M spectral measure-
ments. Provided there exists an orthonormal basis of eigenfunctions (ej)∞j=1 of Aϑ indepen-
dent of ϑ (e.g., in the case i= 1 or i= 3), it is possible to estimate ϑi from M spectral mea-
surements (⟨X(t), ej⟩)0≤t≤T,1≤j≤M with rates M−τ or logM if τ = ni/d− 1/d+ 1/2> 0
or τ = 0, respectively. Consistent estimation fails to hold for τ < 0. While [27] obtained
asymptotic efficiency by combining Girsanov’s theorem with LAN techniques, these rates
can also be derived from Lemma A.5 combined with a version of Lemma 6.11. For δ =
cM−1/d the rate in Corollary 4.2 and Theorem 2.3 coincides with M−τ if τ > 0, and τ = 0
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is again a boundary case. Regarding the latter case, we briefly discuss in Section 5 that a
non-negative point spread function achieves the logM -rate when i= 3 and d= 2.

Recall that the augmented MLE ϑ̂δ depends also on the measurements XA
δ . We show next

that including them into the lower bounds does not change the optimal rates of convergence.

THEOREM 4.3. Theorem 4.1 remains valid when the infimum is taken over all real-
valued estimators ϑ̂i = ϑ̂i(Xδ,X

∆
δ ,X∇·b

δ ), provided that K , ∆K and (∇ · b)K are linearly
independent and Assumption L holds for K , ∆K and (∇ · b)K .

5. Applications and extensions.

5.1. Examples. Let us illustrate the main results in two examples.

EXAMPLE 5.1. Suppose Aϑ = ϑ1∆+ ϑ2∇ · b+ c for ϑ1 > 0. This corresponds to (1.2)
with A0 = c, A1 = ∆, A2 = ∇ · b for c ∈ R and a unit vector b ∈ Rd, and with differen-
tial orders n1 = 2, n2 = 1. A typical realisation of the solution X in d = 1 can be seen in
Figure 1(left). For known c, the augmented MLE ϑ̂δ is a consistent estimator of ϑ ∈ R2 by
Theorem 2.3, attaining the optimal rates of convergence M1/2δ−1, M1/2 for the diffusivity
and the transport terms, respectively according to the lower bounds in Theorem 4.1. If we
suppose for simplicity ∥K∥L2(Rd) = 1, then the CLT holds with a diagonal matrix

Σϑ =
T

2ϑ1
diag

(
∥∇K∥2L2(Rd),∥(−∆0)

−1/2(∇ · b)K∥2L2(Rd)

)
,

implying that ϑ̂δ,1 and ϑ̂δ,2 are asymptotically independent.
Figure 1(right) presents root mean squared errors in d= 1 for local measurements obtained

from the data displayed in the left part of the figure with K(x) = exp(−5/(1− x2))1(−1<
x < 1) and the maximal choice of M ≍ δ−1. We see that the optimal rates of convergence,
and even the exact asymptotic variances (blue dashed lines) are approached quickly as δ→ 0.
For comparison, we have included in Figure 1(right) estimation errors for an estimator ϑ̄δ

without the correction factor depending on the lower order ‘nuisance operator’ A0 in (2.6).
We can see that this introduces only a small bias, which is negligible as δ→ 0.

EXAMPLE 5.2. Consider now Aϑ = ϑ1∆+ ϑ2∇ · b+ ϑ3 such that A1, A2 are as in the
last example, but now also A0 = 0, A3 = 1 with n3 = 0. If d≥ 3 and M1/2δ →∞, then the
CLT in Theorem 2.3 applies with optimal rates of convergence as in the last example for ϑδ,1,
ϑδ,2 and with rate M1/2δ for the reaction term ϑ3. Using integration by parts we find

Σϑ =
T

2ϑ1

∥∇K∥2
L2(Rd)

0 −1

0 ∥(−∆0)
−1/2(∇ · b)K∥2

L2(Rd)
0

−1 0 ∥(−∆0)
−1/2K∥2

L2(Rd)

 ,

so we have pairwise asymptotic independence of diffusion and transport estimators, as well
as of transport and reaction estimators. Similar numerical results as in the first example were
obtained, but details are omitted.

5.2. A boundary case: estimation in d = 2. Theorem 2.3 is not valid for d ≤ 2 and re-
action terms ϑi with differential order ni = 0. The singularities of the heat kernel on Rd in
d≤ 2 (cf. the discussion before Theorem 2.3) can be avoided for sufficiently regular K , e.g.,
by assuming K =∆K̃ for some K̃ ∈H4(Rd). In that case, the CLT still holds with the same
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Figure 1: (left) heat map for a typical realisation of X(t, x) corresponding to (1.1) in d= 1
with domain Λ = (0,1) in Example 5.1; (right) log10 log10 plot of the root mean squared
errors for estimating ϑ1 and ϑ2 in Example 5.1.

proof, but consistency towards ϑi is lost, because M1/2δ does not diverge. Nevertheless, we
show now that in d= 2 for non-negative K , a logarithmic rate holds. This is consistent with
results for the MLE from spectral observations in d= 2, cf. [27]. For a proof see SectionA.2.
For simplicity, only a simplified model is considered.

PROPOSITION 5.3. Suppose that d= 2, Aϑ =∆+ϑ for ϑ ∈R, X(0) = 0 and Mδ2 → 1

as δ→ 0. If K ≥ 0 and K ̸= 0, then ϑ̂δ = ϑ+OP(log(δ
−1)−1/2).

5.3. Practical aspects. In this section, we outline a precise situation where local mea-
surements arise, and how the augmented MLE can be applied, even if the additional mea-
surements XAi

δ,k are not available.
Optical measurements of physical or chemical concentrations X(t) at a focal point xk ∈

Λ are obtained as (normalised) counts of certain markers, e.g., photons [17]. According to
classical microscopy [34], diffraction leads to a blurred image of X(t), and the blur pattern
can be described by convolution with a specific point spread function, which can be written
as

Xδ,k(t) = ⟨X(t),Kδ,xk
⟩= (X(t) ∗ K̄δ)(xk), K̄δ(y) = δd/2K(−δ−1y).(5.1)

It is reasonable to assume that the additional measurement noise due to photon counting is
negligible and that measuring happens on faster time scales than the dynamics of X .

The resolution δ is specific to the measurement device and determines how far focal points
can be apart to distinguish them [34, Definition 2.5]. The point spread function depends
inversely on δ, and is often approximated by a normal density with standard deviation δ
[6]. This phenomenon is the source for the large number of statistical works on Gaussian
deconvolution. In applications, both the point spread function and the resolution δ are usually
known, and can even be engineered to meet desired specifications [7]. Note that multiplicative
constants such as the scaling of Kδ,xk

cancel out in the augmented MLE and therefore play
no role for parameter estimation.

If we have (time discrete) local measurements (5.1) at our disposal, then exchanging dif-
ferentiation and convolution gives

XAi

δ,k = (X(t) ∗A∗
i K̄δ)(xk) =A∗

i (X(t) ∗ K̄δ)(xk).

This can be approximated by finite differences. For example, if Ai =∆ and xk−1 = xk− δei,
xk+1 = xk+δei are ‘neighbours’ of xk in the i-th coordinate with the unit vector ei, separated
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by a distance δ, then XAi

δ,k(t) can be approximated by δ−2(Xδ,k+1(t)−2Xδ,k(t)+Xδ,k−1(t)).
Using suitable Riemann sum approximations for Lebesgue and stochastic integrals, we thus
obtain a discretised version of the augmented MLE ϑ̂δ .

While a full analysis of such discretisation schemes is beyond the scope of this paper, we
shortly report on a recent case study for cell motility, using the augmented MLE for real
and simulated data [2, Sections 5 and 6]. There, the first component of a coupled stochastic
activator-inhibitor system (X1,X2) follows a semi-linear SPDE with diffusity ϑ, reaction
function f and noise level σ > 0,

dX1(t) = (ϑ∆X1(t) + f(X1(t),X2(t)))dt+ σdW (t).

The equation models the change in actine concentration along the cell cortex during cell
repolarisation. In [43], on a time grid of up to 256 seconds M = 100 measurements for 18
different cells, expected to have about the same diffusivities, were used to fit parameters in
the deterministic PDE with σ = 0. In [2], the same data were taken as local measurements
from X1(t), and ϑ was estimated by the discretised augmented MLE as discussed above,
providing a biologically reasonable magnitude for ϑ, which can be used to distinguish the
mechanisms contributing to diffusion. The resolution δ was found as an upper bound on the
spatial mesh size. The estimates are stable across the cell populations as opposed to [43],
which averaged the different estimates across cells to reduce ‘noise’, and obtained in this
way a much inflated average diffusivity.

6. Proofs.

6.1. Proof of the central limit theorem.

6.1.1. Preliminaries. We write Λδ,x = {δ−1(y − x) : y ∈ Λ}, Λ0,x = Rd and introduce
with domains H1

0 (Λδ,x)∩H2(Λδ,x) the operators

Aϑ,δ,x =∇ · aϑ∇+ δ∇ · bϑ + δ2cϑ, Ãϑ,δ,x =∇ · aϑ∇.(6.1)

They generate the analytic semigroups (Sϑ,δ,x(t))t≥0 and (S̃ϑ,δ,x(t))t≥0 on L2(Λδ,x). Sim-
ilarly, the adjoint operators A∗

ϑ,δ,x and Ã∗
ϑ,δ,x generate with the same domains the adjoint

semigroups (S∗
ϑ,δ,x(t))t≥0 and (S̃∗

ϑ,δ,x(t))t≥0. When aϑ is the identity matrix, then we also
write ∆δ,x = Ãϑ,δ,x and et∆δ,x = S̃ϑ,δ,x(t). Moreover, et∆0 and et∇·aϑ∇ are semigroups on
L2(Rd) generated by ∆0 and ∇ · aϑ∇, respectively, with domain H2(Rd). We often use im-
plicitly that z ∈ L2(Λδ,x) extends to an element of L2(Rd) by setting z(y) = 0 outside of
Λδ,x. The Ai and their formal adjoints A∗

i are considered as differential operators on suffi-
ciently weakly differentiable functions without boundary conditions.

6.1.2. The rescaled semigroup. In this section we collect some results on the semigroup
operators Sϑ(t) and their actions on localised functions zδ,x(·) = δ−d/2z(δ−1(· − x)).

By a standard-PDE result (see, e.g., [31, Example III.6.11] or [48, equation (5.1)]), the
operator Aϑ,δ,x and the generated semigroup are diagonalizable [18, Example 2.1 in Section
II.2]. This yields the useful representations

Aϑ,δ,x = Uϑ,δ,x(Ãϑ,δ,x + δ2c̃ϑ)U
−1
ϑ,δ,x, Sϑ,δ,x(t) = etδ

2c̃ϑUϑ,δ,xS̃ϑ,δ,x(t)U
−1
ϑ,δ,x(6.2)

with the multiplication operators Uϑ,δ,xz(y) = exp(−(a−1
ϑ bϑ) · (δy + x)/2)z(y) and with

c̃ϑ = cϑ − 1
4bϑ · (a−1

ϑ bϑ). Observe the following scaling properties.

LEMMA 6.1. Let δ′ ≥ δ ≥ 0, x ∈Λ, i= 1, . . . , p.



OPTIMAL PARAMETER ESTIMATION FOR LINEAR SPDES 13

(i) If z ∈H1
0 (Λδ,x)∩H2(Λδ,x), then A∗

i zδ,x = δ−ni(A∗
i z)δ,x, A∗

ϑzδ,x = δ−2(A∗
ϑ,δ,xz)δ,x.

(ii) If z ∈ L2(Λδ,x), t≥ 0, then S∗
ϑ(t)zδ,x = (S∗

ϑ,δ,x(tδ
−2)z)δ,x.

PROOF. Part (i) is clear, part (ii) follows analogously to [4, Lemma 3.1].

The semigroup on the bounded domain Λδ,x is after zooming in as δ→ 0 intuitively close
to the semigroup on Rd. The next result makes this precise, uniformly in x ∈ J .

LEMMA 6.2. Under Assumption H(iii) the following holds:

(i) There exists C > 0 such that if z ∈ Cc(Rd) is supported in
⋂

x∈J Λδ,x for some δ ≥ 0,
then for all t≥ 0

sup
x∈J

∣∣(S∗
ϑ,δ,x(t)z)(y)

∣∣≤Cec̃ϑtδ
2

(et∇·aϑ∇|z|)(y), y ∈Rd .

(ii) If z ∈ L2(Rd), then as δ→ 0 for all t > 0

sup
x∈J

∥S∗
ϑ,δ,x(t)(z|Λδ,x

)− et∇·aϑ∇z ∥L2(Rd) → 0.

PROOF. (i). By (6.2) and noting that the function y 7→ exp(−(a−1
ϑ bϑ) · (δy + x)/2) is

uniformly upper and lower bounded on
⋂

x∈J Λδ,x, we get

sup
x∈J

∣∣(S∗
ϑ,δ,x(t)z)(y)

∣∣≲ etδ
2c̃ϑ(S̃ϑ,δ,x(t)|z|)(y), y ∈Rd .

It is therefore enough to prove the claim with respect to S̃ϑ,δ,x and with |z| instead of z. By
the classical Feynman-Kac formulas (cf. [30, Chapter 4.4], the anisotropic case is an easy
generalisation, which can also be obtained by a change of variables leading to a diagonal
diffusivity matrix aϑ, which corresponds to d scalar heat equations) we have with a process
Yt = y+a

1/2
ϑ W̃t and a d-dimensional Brownian motion W̃ , all defined on another probability

space with expectation and probability operators Ẽy , P̃y , that (et∇·aϑ∇z)(y) = Ẽy[z(Yt)] and
S̃ϑ,δ,x(t)z(y) = Ẽy [z(Yt)1 (t < τδ,x)] with the stopping times τδ,x := inf{t≥ 0 : Yt /∈ Λδ,x}.
The claim follows now from

sup
x∈J

(S̃ϑ,δ,x(t)|z|)(y)≤ Ẽy[|z(Yt)|] = (et∇·aϑ∇|z|)(y).

(ii). By an approximation argument it is enough to consider z ∈Cc(Λ̄) and 0< δ ≤ δ′ such
that z is supported in Λδ′,x, hence z|Λδ,x

= z for all such δ. Compactness of J according to
Assumption H(iii) guarantees for sufficiently small δ the existence of a ball with centre 0
and radius ρδ−1 for some ρ > 0, contained in

⋂
x∈J Λδ,x. With this and the representation

formulas in (i), combined with the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have for all y ∈Rd

sup
x∈J

|(S̃ϑ,δ,x(t)z)(y)− (et∇·aϑ∇z)(y)|2 = sup
x∈J

|Ẽy [z(Yt)1(τδ,x ≤ t)] |2

≤ sup
x∈J

Ẽy[z
2(Yt)]P̃y(τδ,x ≤ t)≤ (et∇·aϑ∇z2)(y)P̃y( max

0≤s≤t
|Ys| ≥ ρδ−1)

≤ (et∇·aϑ∇z2)(y)P̃y( max
0≤s≤t

|W̃s| ≥ ρ̃δ−1)≲ (et∇·aϑ∇z2)(y)(δt1/2e−δ−2t−1

)→ 0

as δ → 0 for another constant ρ̃, concluding by [30, equation (2.8.4)]. Since
∥et∇·aϑ∇z2∥L1(Rd) ≤ ∥z∥2

L2(Rd)
, dominated convergence proves the claim when bϑ = 0,

cϑ = 0. The general case is then an easy consequence of the last display and (6.2).
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We require frequently quantitative statements on the decay of the action of the semigroup
operators S∗

ϑ,δ,x(t) as t→∞ when applied to functions of a certain smoothness and integra-
bility. This is well-known for an analytic semigroup, but is shown here to hold true for all δ
and uniformly in x ∈ J .

LEMMA 6.3. Let 0 ≤ δ ≤ 1, t > 0, x ∈ J and 1 < p ≤∞. Moreover, let z ∈ Lp(Λδ,x)
if 1 < p < ∞ and z ∈ C(Λδ,x) with z = 0 on ∂Λδ,x if p = ∞. Then it holds with implied
constants not depending on x:

∥A∗
ϑ,δ,xS

∗
ϑ,δ,x(t)z∥Lp(Λδ,x) ≲ t−1∥z∥Lp(Λδ,x).

PROOF. Apply first the scaling in Lemma 6.1 in reverse order such that with 1< p≤∞
∥A∗

ϑ,δ,xS
∗
ϑ,δ,x(t)z∥Lp(Λδ,x) = δd(1/2−1/p)+2 ∥A∗

ϑS
∗
ϑ(tδ

2)zδ,x ∥Lp(Λ).

If p < ∞, by the semigroup property for analytic semigroups in [5, Theorem V.2.1.3], the
Lp(Λ)-norm is up to a constant upper bounded by (tδ2)−1∥zδ,x∥Lp(Λ), and the claim follows.
The same proof applies to p=∞, noting that A∗

ϑ generates an analytic semigroup on {u ∈
C(Λ), u= 0 on ∂Λ}, cf. [47, Theorem 7.3.7].

The proof for the next result relies on the Bessel-potential spaces Hs,p
0 (Λδ,x), 1< p<∞,

s ∈ R, defined for δ > 0 as the domains of the fractional Dirichlet-Laplacian (−∆δ,x)
s/2 on

Λδ,x with norms ∥·∥Hs,p(Λδ,x) = ∥(−∆δ,x)
s/2·∥Lp(Λδ,x), see [16] for details and also Section

6.2 below. Since aϑ is positive definite, the norms ∥·∥Hs,p(Λδ,x) are equivalently generated by
the fractional powers of −Ãϑ,δ,x [62, Theorem 16.15].

LEMMA 6.4. Let 0 < δ ≤ 1, t > 0, 1 < p ≤ 2 and grant Assumption H(iii). Let z ∈
Hs

0(Rd), s ≥ 0, be compactly supported in
⋂

x∈J Λδ,x, suppose that Vδ,x : Lp(Λδ,x) →
H−s,p

0 (Λδ,x) are bounded linear operators with ∥Vδ,xz∥H−s,p(Λδ,x) ≤ Vop∥z∥Lp(Λδ,x) for some
Vop independent of δ, x. Then for 1< p≤ 2 and γ = (1/p− 1/2)d/2 there exists a constant
C > 0, depending on p and s such that

sup
x∈J

∥S∗
ϑ,δ,x(t)Vδ,xz ∥L2(Λδ,x) ≤Cec̃ϑtδ

2

sup
x∈J

(
∥Vδ,xz∥L2(Λδ,x) ∧ (Vopt

−s/2−γ∥z∥Lp(Λδ,x))
)
.

If s= 0, then this holds also for p= 1.

PROOF. Set u = Vδ,xz, v = Uϑ,δ,xu. The Uϑ,δ,x are bounded operators on L2(Λδ,x) uni-
formly in δ ≥ 0 and x ∈ J and thus by (6.2)

∥S∗
ϑ,δ,x(t)u∥L2(Λδ,x) ≲ ec̃ϑtδ

2 ∥S̃ϑ,δ,x(t)v ∥L2(Λδ,x).(6.3)

Let first s = 0 such that H−s,p
0 (Rd) = Lp(Rd). Ellipticity and symmetry of aϑ show

∥et∇·aϑ∇|v|∥L2(Rd) ≤ ∥etC′∆0 |v|∥L2(Rd) for a constant C ′ > 0 (use either [51] or argue that
the semigroup et∇·aϑ∇ on acts on L2(Rd) as a multiplication operator in the Fourier domain
according to [18, Section VI.5], which can be upper bounded by the identity operator). Ap-
proximating u by continuous and compactly supported functions, we thus find from Lemma
6.2(i) and hypercontractivity of the heat kernel on Rd uniformly in x ∈ J
∥S∗

ϑ,δ,x(t)u∥L2(Λδ,x) ≲ ec̃ϑtδ
2 ∥eC′t∆0 |v| ∥L2(Rd) ≲ ec̃ϑtδ

2

t−γ∥u∥Lp(Rd) ≲ ec̃ϑtδ
2

t−γ∥z∥Lp(Rd).

This yields the result for s = 0. These inequalities hold also for p = 1, thus proving the
supplement of the statement. For s > 0 and p > 1 note first that by [3, Proposition 17(i)] we
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have ∥(−tÃϑ,δ,x)
s/2S̃ϑ,δ,x(t)z∥L2(Λδ,x) ≲ ∥z∥L2(Λδ,x). Inserting this and then the last display

with u replaced by (−Ãϑ,δ,x)
−s/2v into (6.3) we get

∥S∗
ϑ,δ,x(t)u∥L2(Λδ,x) ≲ ec̃ϑtδ

2 ∥(−Ãϑ,δ,x)
s/2S̃ϑ,δ,x(t)(−Ãϑ,δ,x)

−s/2v ∥L2(Λδ,x)

≲ ec̃ϑtδ
2

t−s/2 ∥S̃ϑ,δ,x(t/2)(−Ãϑ,δ,x)
−s/2v ∥L2(Λδ,x) ≲ ec̃ϑtδ

2

t−s/2−γ ∥v ∥H−s,p(Λδ,x),

uniformly in x ∈ J . Note that the Uϑ,δ,x also induce a family of multiplication operators
on Hs,p

0 (Rd) for s≥ 0 with operator norms uniformly bounded in x ∈ J , cf. [55, Theorem
2.8.2]. By duality and restriction this transfers to Hs,p

0 (Λδ,x) for general s according to [55,
Theorem 3.3.2]. Hence,

∥S∗
ϑ,δ,x(t)u∥L2(Λδ,x) ≲ ec̃ϑtδ

2

t−s/2−γ ∥u∥H−s,p(Λδ,x) ≲ ec̃ϑtδ
2

t−s/2−γVop∥z∥Lp(Λδ,x).

6.1.3. Covariance structure of multiple local measurements.

LEMMA 6.5. (i) If X0 = 0, then the Gaussian process from (2.2) has mean zero and
covariance function

Cov(⟨X(t), z⟩, ⟨X(t′), z′⟩) =
∫ t∧t′

0
⟨S∗

ϑ(t− s)z,S∗
ϑ(t

′ − s)z′⟩ds.

(ii) If X0 is the stationary initial condition from Lemma 2.2, then the Gaussian process from
(2.2) has mean zero and covariance function

Cov(⟨X(t), z⟩, ⟨X(t′), z′⟩) =
∫ ∞

0
⟨S∗

ϑ((t− t′) + s)z,S∗
ϑ(s)z

′⟩ds, t≥ t′.

PROOF. Part (i) follows from (2.2) and Itô’s isometry [15, Proposition 4.28]. For part (ii)
we conclude in the same way from noting that the stationary solution given by ⟨X(t), z⟩=∫ t
−∞⟨S∗

ϑ(t− s)z, dW (s)⟩ has mean zero.

Introduce for i, j = 1, . . . , p

Ψϑ(A
∗
iK,A∗

jK) =
1

2
⟨(−∇ · aϑ∇)−1/2A∗

iK, (−∇ · aϑ∇)−1/2A∗
jK⟩L2(Rd),

which is well-defined under Assumption H. by the discussion before Theorem 2.3.

LEMMA 6.6. Grant Assumption H and let X0 = 0. We have as δ→ 0

δ−2+ni+nj (MT )−1
M∑
k=1

∫ T

0
E
[
⟨X(t),A∗

iKδ,xk
⟩⟨X(t),A∗

jKδ,xk
⟩
]
dt→Ψϑ(A

∗
iK,A∗

jK).

PROOF. Fix i, j with ni + nj > 2 − d. Then, applying Lemma 6.5(i), the scaling from
Lemma 6.1 and changing variables give

δ−2+ni+nj (MT )−1
M∑
k=1

∫ T

0
E
[
⟨X(t),A∗

iKδ,xk
⟩⟨X(t),A∗

jKδ,xk
⟩
]
dt=

∫ ∞

0
fδ(t

′)dt′

with

fδ(t
′) = (MT )−1

M∑
k=1

⟨S∗
ϑ,δ,xk

(t′)A∗
iK,S∗

ϑ,δ,xk
(t′)A∗

jK⟩L2(Λδ,xk
)

∫ T

0
1{0≤t′≤tδ−2}dt.
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Consider now the differential operators Vδ,xk
= A∗

i . If Dm is a composition of m partial
differential operators, then Theorem 1.43 of [62] yields that Dm is a bounded linear oper-
ator from Lp(Λ) to H−m,p

0 (Λ), implying ∥DmKδ,xk
∥H−m,p(Λ) ≲ δ−m ∥Kδ,xk

∥Lp(Λ). Since
(DmK)δ,xk

= δmDmKδ,xk
, changing variables gives ∥DmK ∥H−m,p(Λδ,xk

) ≲ ∥K ∥Lp(Λδ,xk
).

From this we find ∥Vδ,xk
K∥H−ni,p(Λδ,x) ≤ ∥K∥Lp(Λδ,xk

), ∥Vδ,xk
K∥L2(Λδ,xk

) ≲ ∥K∥Hni (Rd),
and Lemma 6.4 shows for 0≤ t′ ≤ Tδ−2, ε > 0 and all sufficiently small δ > 0

(6.4) sup
x∈J

∥S∗
ϑ,δ,x(t

′)A∗
iK∥L2(Λδ,x) ≲ 1∧ (t′)−ni/2−d/4+ε.

By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality we get |fδ(t′)|≲ 1∧ (t′)−ni/2−nj/2−d/2+2ε. In particular,
taking ε so small that ni + nj > 2− d− 4ε yields supδ>0 |fδ| ∈ L1([0,∞)). Lemma 6.2(ii),
Lemma 6.1(ii) and continuity of the L2-scalar product show now pointwise for all t′ > 0 that
fδ(t

′)→⟨e2t′∇·aϑ∇A∗
iK,A∗

jK⟩L2(Rd). Conclude by the dominated convergence theorem and∫∞
0 ⟨e2t′∇·aϑ∇A∗

iK,A∗
jK⟩L2(Rd)dt

′ =Ψϑ(A
∗
iK,A∗

jK).

LEMMA 6.7. Grant Assumption H and let X0 = 0. If ni + nj > 2− d for i, j = 1, . . . , p,
then supx∈J Var(

∫ T
0 ⟨X(t),A∗

iKδ,x⟩⟨X(t),A∗
jKδ,x⟩dt) = o(δ4−2ni−2nj ).

PROOF. Applying the scaling from Lemma 6.1 and using Wicks theorem [28, Theorem
1.28] we have for x ∈ J

δ2ni+2nj Var
(∫ T

0
⟨X(t),A∗

iKδ,x⟩⟨X(t),A∗
jKδ,x⟩dt

)
=Var

(∫ T

0
⟨X(t), (A∗

iK)δ,x⟩⟨X(t), (A∗
jK)δ,x⟩dt

)
= V1 + V2

with V1 = Vδ,x(A
∗
iK,A∗

iK,A∗
jK,A∗

jK), V2 = Vδ,x(A
∗
iK,A∗

jK,A∗
jK,A∗

iK), and where for
v, v′, z, z′ ∈ L2(Λδ,x)

Vδ,x(v, v
′, z, z′) =

∫ T

0

∫ T

0
E[⟨X(t), vδ,x⟩⟨X(t′), v′δ,x⟩]E[⟨X(t), zδ,x⟩⟨X(t′), z′δ,x⟩]dt′dt.

We only upper bound V1, the arguments for V2 are similar. Set fi,j(s, s
′) = ⟨S∗

ϑ,δ,x(s +

s′)A∗
iK,S∗

ϑ,δ,x(s
′)A∗

jK⟩L2(Λδ,x). Using Lemma 6.5(i) and the scaling in Lemma 6.1 we have

V1 = 2δ6
∫ T

0

∫ tδ−2

0

(∫ tδ−2−s

0
fi,i(s, s

′)ds′
)(∫ tδ−2−s

0
fj,j(s, s

′′)ds′′
)
dsdt,

cf. [4, Proof of Proposition A.9]. From (6.4) and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality we infer

sup
x∈J

|fi,i(s, s′)fj,j(s, s′′)|≲(1∧ s−(ni+nj)/2−d/2+2ε)(1∧ s′−ni/2−d/4+ε)(1∧ s′′−nj/2−d/4+ε)

for ε > 0, which gives

sup
x∈J

|V1|≲ δ6
∫ Tδ−2

0
(1∧ s−ni/2−nj/2−d/2+2ε)ds

∫ Tδ−2

0
(1∧ s′−ni/2−d/4+ε)ds′

·
∫ Tδ−2

0
(1∧ s′′−nj/2−d/4+ε)ds′′

≲ δ6(1∨ δni+nj+d−2−4ε)(1∨ δni+d/2−2−2ε)(1∨ δnj+d/2−2−2ε).

Without loss of generality let ni ≤ nj . For ε small enough, we can ensure δni+nj+d−2−4ε ≤ 1,
as ni+nj > 2−d. In d≤ 2 only the pairs (ni, nj) ∈ {(0,0), (0,1)} are excluded, and in every
case the claimed bound holds. The same applies to d≥ 3 for all pairs (ni, nj).
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6.1.4. Proof of Theorem 2.3.

PROOF. We begin with the observed Fisher information. Suppose first X0 = 0. Under
Assumption H we find that ni + nj > 2− d for all i, j = 1, . . . , p in all dimensions d≥ 1. It
follows from Lemmas 6.6 and 6.7 that

(ρδIδρδ)ij = δ−2+ni+njM−1
M∑
k=1

∫ T

0
⟨X(t),A∗

iKδ,xk
⟩⟨X(t),A∗

jKδ,xk
⟩dt

= TΨϑ(A
∗
iK,A∗

jK) + oP(1) = (Σϑ)ij + oP(1).

This yields for X0 = 0 the wanted convergence ρδIδρδ P→ Σϑ. In order to extend this to
the general X0 from Assumption H, let X̄ be defined as X , but starting in X̄(0) = 0
such that for v ∈ L2(Λ), ⟨X(t), v⟩ = ⟨X̄(t), v⟩ + ⟨Sϑ(t)X0, v⟩. If Īδ is the observed
Fisher information corresponding to X̄ , then by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, with vi =

supk δ
2ni−2

∫ T
0 ⟨X0, S

∗
ϑ(t)A

∗
iKδ,xk

⟩2dt,

|(ρδIδρδ)ij − (ρδĪδρδ)ij |≲ (ρδĪδρδ)1/2ii v
1/2
j + (ρδĪδρδ)1/2jj v

1/2
i + v

1/2
i v

1/2
j .

By the first part, (ρδĪδρδ)ii is bounded in probability and Assumption H(iv) gives vi = oP(1)
for all i. From this obtain again the convergence of the observed Fisher information. Regard-
ing the invertibility of Σϑ, let λ ∈Rp such that

0 =

p∑
i,j=1

λiλj(Σϑ)ij = TΨϑ

( p∑
i=1

λiA
∗
iK,

p∑
i=1

λiA
∗
iK
)
.

By the definition of Ψϑ this implies et∇·aϑ∇(
∑p

i=1 λiA
∗
iK) = 0 for all t ≥ 0 and thus∑p

i=1 λiA
∗
iK = 0. Since the functions A∗

iK are linearly independent by Assumption H(i),
conclude that Σϑ is invertible.

We proceed next to the proof of the CLT. The augmented MLE and the statement of the
limit theorem remain unchanged when K is multiplied by a scalar factor. We can therefore
assume without loss of generality that ∥K∥L2(Rd) = 1. By the basic error decomposition (2.8)
and because Σϑ is invertible, this means

(ρδIδρδ)1/2ρ−1
δ (ϑ̂δ − ϑ) = (ρδIδρδ)−1/2Σ

1/2
ϑ (Σ

−1/2
ϑ ρδMδ).(6.5)

Note that Mδ =Mδ(T ) corresponds to a p-dimensional continuous and square integrable
martingale (Mδ(t))0≤t≤T with respect to the filtration (Ft)0≤t≤T evaluated at t= T . In view
of Assumption H(iii) let δ ≤ δ′ such that for s, t≥ 0 and k, k′ with the Kronecker delta δk,k′

E[Wk(s)Wk′(t)] = (s∧ t)⟨Kδ,xk
,Kδ,xk′ ⟩= (s∧ t)δk,k′ .

This means that the Brownian motions Wk and Wk′ are independent for k ̸= k′ and thus their
quadratic co-variation process at t is [Wk,Wk′ ]t = tδk,k′ . From this infer that the quadratic
co-variation process of the martingale (Mδ(t))0≤t≤T at t= T for δ ≤ δ′ is equal to

[Mδ]T =

M∑
k,k′=1

∫ T

0
XA

δ,k(t)X
A
δ,k′(t)⊤d[Wk,Wk′ ]t = Iδ.

Theorem A.1 now implies Σ
−1/2
ϑ ρδMδ

d→N (0, Ip×p). Conclude in (6.5) by ρδIδρδ P→ Σϑ

and Slutsky’s lemma.
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6.2. RKHS computations. The proofs of the RKHS results from Section 3 are achieved
by basic operations on RKHS, in particular under linear transformation (see, e.g., [38, Chap-
ter 4] or [59, Chapter 12]).

Recall the stationary process X in (3.1) and that Aej =−λjej with eigenvalues 0< λ1 ≤
λ2 ≤ · · · and an orthonormal basis (ej)j≥1 of H. The cylindrical Wiener process can be
realised as W =

∑
j≥1 ejβj for independent scalar Brownian motions βj and we obtain

X(t) =
∑
j≥1

∫ t

−∞
e−λj(t−t′)dβj(t

′)ej =
∑
j≥1

Yj(t)ej ,(6.6)

with independent stationary Ornstein-Uhlenbeck processes Yj satisfying

dYj(t) =−λjYj(t)dt+ dβj(t).

For a sequence (µj) of non-decreasing, positive real numbers, take H1 to be the closure of
H under the norm

∥z∥2H1
=
∑
j≥1

1

µ2
j

⟨z, ej⟩2H,

such that H is continuously embedded in H1. If for 0≤ t≤ T∫ t

−∞
∥S(t′)∥2HS(H,H1)

dt′ =
∑
j≥1

∫ t

−∞
∥S(t′)ej∥2H1

dt′ =
∑
j≥1

1

µ2
j

∫ t

−∞
e−2λjt′dt′ <∞,(6.7)

then we conclude by [15, Theorem 5.2] that the law of X induces a Gaussian measure on
the Hilbert space L2([0, T ];H1). A first universal choice is given by µj = j for all j ≥ 1.
Moreover, if A is a second order elliptic differential operator, then Weyl’s law [52, Lemma
2.3] says that the λj are positive real numbers of the order j2/d, meaning that the choice
µj = λ

s/2
j is possible whenever s ≥ 0 and s + 1 > d/2. In this case, H1 corresponds to a

Sobolev space of negative order −s induced by the eigensequence (λj , ej)j≥1.
Let us introduce some background on the RKHS of a centred Gaussian random variable

Z , defined on a separable Hilbert space Z . Its covariance operator CZ is necessarily positive
self-adjoint and trace-class. This means, by the spectral theorem, there exist strictly positive
eigenvalues (σ2

j )j≥1 and an associated orthonormal system of eigenvectors (uj)j≥1 such that
CZ =

∑
j≥1 σ

2
j (uj ⊗ uj). Associate with Z (or rather with the induced centred Gaussian

measure) the so-called kernel or RKHS (HZ ,∥ · ∥Z), where

HZ = {h ∈Z : ∥h∥Z <∞}, ∥h∥2Z =
∑
j≥1

⟨uj , h⟩2Z
σ2
j

(6.8)

(see, e.g., [38, Example 4.2] and also [38, Chapters 4.1 and 4.3] and [22, Chapter 3.6] for
other characterizations of the RKHS of a Gaussian measure or process). Alternatively, we
have HZ =C

1/2
Z Z and ∥h∥Z = ∥C−1/2

Z h∥Z for h ∈HZ . A useful tool to compute the RKHS
is the fact that the RKHS behaves well under linear transformation. More precisely, if L :
Z → Z ′ is a bounded linear operator between Hilbert spaces, then the image L(Z) is a
centred Gaussian random variable with RKHS L(HZ) and norm ∥h∥L(Z) = inf{∥f∥Z : f ∈
L−1h} (see Proposition 4.1 in [38] and also Chapter 3.6 in [22]).

6.2.1. RKHS of an Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process. We start by computing the RKHS
(HYj

,∥·∥Yj
) of the processes Yj . We show that the RKHS is equal to the set H from

Theorem 3.2, and therefore independent of j, while the corresponding norm depends on λj .
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LEMMA 6.8. For every j ≥ 1 we have HYj
=H and

∥h∥2Yj
= λ2

j∥h∥2L2([0,T ]) + λj(h
2(T ) + h2(0)) + ∥h′∥2L2([0,T ]).(6.9)

PROOF. By Example 4.4 in [38], a scalar Brownian motion (β(t))0≤t≤T starting in
zero has RKHS Hβ = {h : h(0) = 0, h absolutely continuous, h,h′ ∈ L2([0, T ])} with norm
∥h∥2β =

∫ T
0 (h′(t))2 dt. Moreover, the Brownian motion (β̄(t))0≤t≤T with β̄(t) =X0 + β(t),

where X0 is a standard Gaussian random variable independent of (β(t))0≤t≤T has RKHS

Hβ̄ = {α+ h : α ∈R, h ∈Hβ}=H, ∥h∥2β̄ =

∫ T

0
(h′(t))2 dt+ h2(0),

as can be seen from Proposition 4.1 in [38] or Example 12.28 in [59]. To compute the RKHS
of Yj we now proceed similarly as in Example 4.8 in [38]. Define the bounded linear map L :

L2([0, e2λjT −1])→ L2([0, T ]), (Lf)(t) = (2λj)
−1/2e−λjtf(e2λjt−1). Then we have Lβ̄ =

Yj in distribution and L is bijective with inverse L−1h(s) =
√

2λj(s+ 1)h((2λj)
−1 log(s+

1)), 0 ≤ s ≤ e2λjT − 1. By Proposition 4.1 in [38] (see also the discussion after (6.8)), we
conclude that HYj

= L(Hβ̄) = L(H) =H with

∥h∥2Yj
= ∥L−1h∥2β̄ =

∫ e2λjT−1

0

( d

ds

√
2λj(s+ 1)h

( 1

2λj
log(s+ 1)

))2
ds+ 2λjh

2(0)

=

∫ T

0
(λjh(t) + h′(t))2 dt+ 2λjh

2(0)

= λ2
j

∫ T

0
h2(t)dt+ λj(h

2(T ) + h2(0)) +

∫ T

0
(h′(t))2 dt.

6.2.2. RKHS of the SPDE. We compute next the RKHS of the process X . Let us start
with the following series representation, which is independent of H1.

LEMMA 6.9. The RKHS (HX ,∥ · ∥X) of the process X in (3.1) satisfies

HX =
{
h=

∑
j≥1

hjej : hj ∈H,∥h∥X <∞
}

and ∥h∥2X =
∑
j≥1

∥hj∥2Yj
.

Note that h ∈ L2([0, T ];H) if and only if h =
∑

j≥1 hjej with hj ∈ L2([0, T ]) and∑
j≥1 ∥hj∥2L2([0,T ]) < ∞. In this case we have hj = ⟨h, ej⟩ for all j ≥ 1. Moreover, since

the λj are bounded from below by a positive constant, we conclude that HX is indeed a
subspace of L2([0, T ];H).

PROOF OF LEMMA 6.9. Choose µj = j for all j ≥ 1. Then X =
∑

j≥1 j
−1Yj ẽj with or-

thonormal basis ẽj = jej of H1 and the covariance operator CX of X is given by

CX : L2([0, T ];H1)→ L2([0, T ];H1),
∑
j≥1

fj ẽj 7→
∑
j≥1

j−2(CYj
fj)ẽj .

with CYj
: L2([0, T ]) → L2([0, T ]) being the covariance operator of Yj . Hence, using the

definition of the RKHS given after (6.8), the RKHS of X consists of all elements of the form

h=C
1/2
X f =

∑
j≥1

j−1(C
1/2
Yj

fj)ẽj =
∑
j≥1

(C
1/2
Yj

fj)ej
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with f =
∑

j≥1 fj ẽj ∈ L2([0, T ];H1) and we have

∥h∥2X = ∥C−1/2
X h∥2L2([0,T ];H1)

= ∥f∥2L2([0,T ];H1)
=

∫ T

0
∥f(t)∥2H1

dt=
∑
j≥1

∥fj∥2L2([0,T ]) <∞.

Using Lemma 6.8, we can write h=
∑

j≥1 hjej with hj =C
1/2
Yj

fj ∈H and

∥hj∥2Yj
= ∥C−1/2

Yj
hj∥2L2([0,T ]) = ∥fj∥2L2([0,T ]).

Inserting this above, the claim follows.

PROOF OF THEOREM 3.1. We first show

HX =
{
h=

∑
j≥1

hjej : hj ∈H,
∑
j≥1

(λ2
j∥hj∥2L2([0,T ]) + ∥h′j∥2L2([0,T ]))<∞

}
,(6.10)

meaning that the middle term in the squared RKHS norm ∥ · ∥2Yj
can be dropped. By the

calculus rules for Sobolev functions (cf. [20, Theorem 4.4]), we have

∀s,u ∈ [0, T ] : h2j (s)− h2j (u) = 2

∫ s

u
h′j(t)hj(t)dt.

Fix j ≥ 1 for the moment and choose t0 ∈ [0, T ] such that h2j (t0) = T−1∥hj∥2L2([0,T ]). Then

λj(h
2
j (T ) + h2j (0)) = 2

(∫ 0

t0

+

∫ T

t0

)
h′j(t)hj(t)dt+ 2λj∥hj∥2L2([0,T ])

≤ 2λj∥h′j∥L2([0,T ])∥hj∥L2([0,T ]) + 2λj∥hj∥2L2([0,T ])

≤ 2λ2
j∥hj∥2L2([0,T ]) + ∥h′j∥2L2([0,T ]) + ∥hj∥2L2([0,T ]),

where we also used the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, the fact that T ≥ 1, and the inequality
2ab≤ a2 + b2, a, b ∈R. Summing over j ≥ 1, we get∑

j≥1

λj(h
2
j (T ) + h2j (0))≤

∑
j≥1

(2λ2
j∥hj∥2L2([0,T ]) + ∥h′j∥2L2([0,T ]) + ∥hj∥2L2([0,T ])),(6.11)

from which (6.10) follows, taking into account the discussion after Lemma 6.9.
Let us now write

H̃X = {h ∈ L2([0, T ];H) :Ah,h′ ∈ L2([0, T ];H)}
and

∥h∥2
H̃X

= ∥Ah∥2L2([0,T ];H) + ∥h′∥2L2([0,T ];H) + ⟨−Ah(0), h(0)⟩H + ⟨−Ah(T ), h(T )⟩H.

By the RKHS computations in Lemma 6.9 it remains to check that HX = H̃X and ∥h∥X =
∥h∥H̃X

for all h ∈HX . First, let h=
∑

j≥1 hjej ∈HX . Then h is absolutely continuous with

h′ =
∑
j≥1

h′jej ∈ L2([0, T ];H), Ah=−
∑
j≥1

λjhjej ∈ L2([0, T ];H).(6.12)

Hence, h ∈ H̃X and therefore HX ⊆ H̃X . To see the second claim in (6.12), set h(m) =∑m
j=1 hjej and g(m) =−∑m

j=1 λjhjej for m≥ 1. Then, h(m)(t) and g(m)(t) are in H for all
t ∈ [0, T ] and we have Ah(m) = g(m) because (λj , ej)j≥1 is an eigensequence of −A. More-
over h(m)(t)→ h(t) and Ah(m)(t) = g(m)(t)→ g(t) =

∑
j≥1 λjhj(t)ej for a.e. t. Since A

is closed, we conclude that Ah(t) = g(t) for a.e. t.
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Next, let h ∈ H̃X . Then we can write h=
∑

j≥1 hjej with hj = ⟨h, ej⟩ ∈ L2([0, T ]). Using
also [40, Proposition A.22], the hj are absolutely continuous with h′j = ⟨h, ej⟩′ = ⟨h′, ej⟩ ∈
L2([0, T ]). Hence, hj ∈H for all j ≥ 1. Moreover, the relations in (6.12) continue to hold,
as can be seen from the identities ⟨Ah(t), ej⟩= λjhj(t) and ⟨h′, ej⟩= h′j , and we have

∥Ah∥2L2([0,T ];H) =
∑
j≥1

λ2
j∥hj∥2L2([0,T ]), ∥h′∥2L2([0,T ];H) =

∑
j≥1

∥h′j∥2L2([0,T ]).(6.13)

Hence, h ∈ HX and therefore also H̃X ⊆ HX . We conclude that H̃X = HX and that the
norms coincide, where the latter follows from (6.13) and (6.12). Moreover, inserting

⟨−Ah(0), h(0)⟩H + ⟨−Ah(T ), h(T )⟩H
≤ 2∥Ah∥2L2([0,T ];H) + ∥h′∥2L2([0,T ];H) + ∥h∥2L2([0,T ];H),

the upper RKHS norm bound follows, as can be seen from (6.11), (6.12) and (6.13).

6.2.3. RKHS of multiple measurements. In this section we deduce Theorem 3.2 from
Theorem 3.1. This requires the K1, . . . ,KM to lie in the dual space H′

1. When A=∆ this is
a Sobolev space of order s > d/2− 1 (see the beginning of Section 6.2). In Section A.7, we
give a second more technical proof based on an approximation argument, which provides the
claim under the weaker assumption K1, . . . ,KM ∈D(A).

FIRST PROOF OF THEOREM 3.2. For a non-decreasing sequence (µj) of positive real
numbers, take

Vµ = {f ∈H : ∥f∥2Vµ
=
∑
j≥1

µ2
j ⟨f, ej⟩2H <∞},

and take H1 = V ′
µ to be the closure of H under the norm

∥z∥2V ′
µ
=
∑
j≥1

1

µ2
j

⟨z, ej⟩2H.

Then, Vµ is continuously embedded in H and (Vµ,H, V ′
µ) forms a Gelfand triple, i.e., H is

identified with its dual and thus H is also continuously embedded in V ′
µ. Moreover, we can

extend ⟨f, g⟩ = ⟨f, g⟩H to pairs f ∈ Vµ and g ∈ V ′
µ and we have the (generalised) Cauchy-

Schwarz inequality

|⟨f, g⟩| ≤ ∥f∥Vµ
∥g∥V ′

µ
.(6.14)

We choose the sequence (µj) such that (6.7) holds, meaning that X can be considered as a
Gaussian random variable in L2([0, T ];V ′

µ). For K1, . . . ,KM ∈ Vµ, consider the linear map

L : L2([0, T ];V ′
µ)→ L2([0, T ])M , Lf(t) = (⟨Kk, f(t)⟩)Mk=1, t ∈ [0, T ].

Then, LX =XK in distribution. Using (6.14), it is easy to see that L is a bounded operator
with norm bounded by (

∑M
k=1∥Kk∥2Vµ

)1/2:

M∑
k=1

∫ T

0
⟨Kk, f(t)⟩2dt≤

( M∑
k=1

∥Kk∥2Vµ

)
∥f∥2L2([0,T ];V ′

µ)
.

Next, we show that L(HX) =HM . First, for (hk)Mk=1 ∈HM , the function

f =

M∑
k,l=1

G−1
k,lKkhl ∈HX satisfies Lf = (hk)

M
k=1.(6.15)
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Hence HM ⊆ L(HX). To see the reverse inclusion, let f ∈ HX . Set (hk)Mk=1 = Lf such
that hk(t) = ⟨Kk, f(t)⟩. By the definition of HX and properties of the Bochner inte-
gral (see, e.g., [40, Proposition A.22]), the hk are absolutely continuous with derivatives
h′k(t) = ⟨Kk, f

′(t)⟩, and we have∫ T

0
(h′k(t))

2dt≤ ∥Kk∥2H
∫ T

0
∥f ′(t)∥2Hdt= ∥Kk∥2H∥f ′∥2L2([0,T ];H) <∞.

We get hk ∈H for all k = 1, . . . ,M . Hence, L(HX) ⊆HM and therefore L(HX) =HM .
It remains to prove the bound for the norm. Using (6.15), the behavior of the RKHS under
linear transformation (see [38, Proposition 4.1]) and Theorem 3.1, we have

∥(hk)Mk=1∥2XK
≤ ∥

M∑
k,l=1

G−1
k,lKkhl∥2X ≤ 3∥

M∑
k,l=1

G−1
k,lAKkhl∥2L2([0,T ];H)

+ ∥
M∑

k,l=1

G−1
k,lKkhl∥2L2([0,T ];H) + 2∥

M∑
k,l=1

G−1
k,lKkh

′
l∥2L2([0,T ];H).

Using the definition of GA, the last display becomes

∥(hk)Mk=1∥2XK
≤ 3

∫ T

0

M∑
k,l=1

(G−1GAG
−1)klhk(t)hl(t)dt+

∫ T

0

M∑
k,l=1

(G−1)klhk(t)hl(t)dt

+ 2

∫ T

0

M∑
k,l=1

(G−1)klh
′
k(t)h

′
l(t)dt,(6.16)

and the claim follows from standard results for the operator norm of symmetric matrices.

PROOF OF COROLLARY 3.3. Since the Laplace operator ∆ is negative and self-adjoint,
the stochastic convolution (3.1) is just the weak solution in (2.1) and H = L2(Λ). If
(Kk)

M
k=1 = (Kδ,xk

)Mk=1 with ∥K∥L2(Rd) = 1, then K1, . . . ,KM have disjoint supports and
satisfy the assumptions of Theorem 3.2 with G = IM×M and G∆ being a diagonal ma-
trix with (G∆)kk = ∥∆Kδ,xk

∥2
L2(Rd)

. By construction and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,
we have ∥Kδ,xk

∥ = 1 and ∥∆Kδ,xk
∥ ≤ δ−2∥∆K∥L2(Rd). From Theorem 3.2, we obtain the

RKHS HXK
=HM of XK with the claimed upper bound on its norm, where we also used

that δ2 ≤ ∥∆K∥L2(Rd) by assumption.

6.3. Proof of the lower bounds. In this section, we give the main steps of the proof of
Theorem 4.1, which follows a Gaussian route. First, we combine a classical Gaussian lower
bound (based on two hypotheses) with arguments from the Feldman-Hajek theorem to for-
mulate a lower bound scheme that is expressed in terms of covariance operators and RKHS
norms. Second, we invoke the RKHS computations from Section 3 to further reduce our
analysis to L2-distances of the involved (cross-)covariance kernels and their first and second
derivatives. Finally, we use semigroup perturbation arguments to compute these distances in
the setting of Assumption L. The proofs of three key lemmas are deferred to the appendix.

6.3.1. Gaussian minimax lower bounds. Let (Pϑ)ϑ∈Θ be a family of probability mea-
sures defined on the same measurable space with a parameter set Θ⊆Rp. For ϑ0, ϑ1 ∈Θ, the
(squared) Hellinger distance between Pϑ0 and Pϑ1 is defined by H2(Pϑ0 ,Pϑ1) =

∫
(
√
Pϑ0 −√

Pϑ1)2 (see, e.g. [56, Definition 2.3]). Moreover, if ϑ0, ϑ1 ∈Θ satisfy

H2(Pϑ0 ,Pϑ1)≤ 1,(6.17)
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then we have the lower bound

inf
ϑ̂

max
ϑ∈{ϑ0,ϑ1}

Pϑ

(
|ϑ̂− ϑ| ≥ |ϑ0 − ϑ1|

2

)
≥ 1

4

2−
√
3

4
=: c3,(6.18)

where the infimum is taken over all Rp-valued estimators ϑ̂ and | · | denotes the Euclidean
norm. For a proof of this lower bound, see [56, Theorem 2.2(ii)].

Next, let Pϑ0 and Pϑ1 be two Gaussian measures defined on a separable Hilbert space Z
with expectation zero and positive self-adjoint trace-class covariance operators Cϑ0 and Cϑ1 ,
respectively. By the spectral theorem, there exist strictly positive eigenvalues (σ2

j )j≥1 and an
associated orthonormal system of eigenvectors (uj)j≥1 such that Cϑ0 =

∑
j≥1 σ

2
j (uj ⊗ uj).

Given the Gaussian measure Pϑ0 , we can associate the RKHS (Hϑ0 ,∥ · ∥Hϑ0 ) of Pϑ0 given
by Hϑ0 = {h ∈ Z : ∥h∥Hϑ0 < ∞} and ∥h∥2Hϑ0

=
∑

j≥1 σ
−2
j ⟨uj , h⟩2Z (cf. the beginning of

Section 6.2). Combining (6.17) with the RKHS machinery, we get the following lower bound.

LEMMA 6.10. In the above Gaussian setting, suppose that (uj)j≥1 is an orthonormal
basis of Z and that ∑

j≥1

σ−2
j ∥(Cϑ1 −Cϑ0)uj∥2Hϑ0

≤ 1/2.(6.19)

Then the lower bound in (6.18) holds, that is

inf
ϑ̂

max
ϑ∈{ϑ0,ϑ1}

Pϑ

(
|ϑ̂− ϑ| ≥ |ϑ0 − ϑ1|

2

)
≥ c3.

Lemma 6.10 is a consequence of the proof of the Feldman-Hajek theorem [15, Theorem
2.25] in combination with basic properties of the Hellinger distance and the minimax risk. A
proof is given in Section A.3.

6.3.2. Proof of Theorem 4.1. Our goal is to apply Lemma 6.10 and Corollary 3.3 to
the Gaussian process Xδ under Assumption L. We assume without loss of generality that
∥K∥L2(Rd) = 1. We choose ϑ0 = (1,0,0) and ϑ1 ∈ Θ1 ∪ Θ2 ∪ Θ3, meaning that the null
model is Aϑ0 =∆ and the alternatives are Aϑ1 = ϑ1

1∆+ ϑ1
2(∇ · b) + ϑ1

3 for ϑ1 ∈ R3, where
ϑ1 lies in one of the parameter classes Θ1, Θ2 or Θ3. For ϑ ∈ {ϑ0, ϑ1}, let Pϑ,δ be the law
of Xδ on Z = L2([0, T ])M , let Cϑ,δ be its covariance operator, and let (Hϑ,δ,∥·∥Hϑ,δ

) be the
associated RKHS. For (fk)Mk=1 ∈ L2([0, T ])M , we have Cϑ,δ(fk)

M
k=1 = (

∑M
l=1Cϑ,δ,k,lfl)

M
k=1

with (cross-)covariance operators defined by

Cϑ,δ,k,l : L
2([0, T ])→ L2([0, T ]),

Cϑ,δ,k,lfl(t) = Eϑ[⟨Xδ,l, fl⟩L2([0,T ])Xδ,k(t)], 0≤ t≤ T

(see also Section A.4 for more details). By stationarity of Xδ under Assumption L

Cϑ,δ,k,lfl(t) =

∫ t

0
cϑ,δ,k,l(t− t′)fl(t

′)dt′ +

∫ T

t
cϑ,δ,l,k(t

′ − t)fl(t
′)dt′, 0≤ t≤ T

with covariance kernels cϑ,δ,k,l(t) = Eϑ[Xδ,k(t)Xδ,l(0)], 0 ≤ t ≤ T . Following the notation
of Section 6.3.1, let (σ2

j )j≥1 be the strictly positive eigenvalues of Cϑ0,δ and let (uj)j≥1 with
uj = (uj,k)

m
k=1 ∈ L2([0, T ])M be a corresponding orthonormal system of eigenvectors. By

Corollary 3.3, we have Hϑ0,δ = HM as sets. Since HM is dense in L2([0, T ])M , (uj)j≥1

forms an orthonormal basis of L2([0, T ])M . This means that the first assumption of Lemma
6.10 is satisfied. To verify the second assumption in (6.19), we will use the bound for the
RKHS norm in Corollary 3.3.
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LEMMA 6.11. In the above setting, we have
∞∑
j=1

σ−2
j ∥(Cϑ0,δ −Cϑ1,δ)uj∥2Hϑ0,δ

≤ cT

M∑
k,l=1

(∥∆K∥4
L2(Rd)

δ8
∥cϑ0,δ,k,l − cϑ1,δ,k,l∥2L2([0,T ]) + ∥c′′ϑ0,δ,k,l − c′′ϑ1,δ,k,l∥2L2([0,T ])

)
for all δ2 ≤ ∥∆K∥L2(Rd) and all T ≥ 1, where c > 0 is an absolute constant.

The proof of Lemma 6.11 can be found in Section A.4. Moreover, combining Lemma
6.5(ii) with perturbation arguments for semigroups, we prove the following upper bound in
Section A.5.

LEMMA 6.12. In the above setting let ϑ1 = (ϑ1, ϑ2, ϑ3) ∈ Θ1 ∪Θ2 ∪Θ3 with M ≥ 1.
Then there exists a constant c > 0, depending only on K such that

M∑
k,l=1

(
δ−8∥cϑ0,δ,k,l − cϑ1,δ,k,l∥2L2([0,T ]) + ∥c′′ϑ0,δ,k,l − c′′ϑ1,δ,k,l∥2L2([0,T ])

)
≤ cM(δ−2(1− ϑ1)

2 + ϑ2
2 + δ2ϑ2

3).

Choosing consecutively

ϑ1 = (ϑ1,0,0) ∈Θ1, ϑ1 = 1+ c2
δ√
TM

,

ϑ1 = (1, ϑ2,0) ∈Θ2, ϑ2 = c2
1√
TM

,

ϑ1 = (1,0, ϑ3) ∈Θ3, ϑ3 = c2min
(
1,

δ−1

√
TM

)
,

Theorem 4.1 follow from Lemma 6.10 in combination with Lemmas 6.11 and 6.12.

APPENDIX A: ADDITIONAL PROOFS

A.1. Additional proofs from Section 2. The proof of invertibility of the observed Fisher
information is classical when the solution process is a multivariate Ornstein-Uhlenbeck pro-
cess [32], but requires a different proof for the Itô processes XA

δ,k.

PROOF OF LEMMA 2.1. It is enough to show that the first summand with k = 1 in the
definition of the observed Fisher information is P-almost surely positive definite. By a density
argument we can assume without loss of generality that K ∈ C∞

c (Rd). Define a symmetric
matrix β ∈Rp×p, βij = ⟨A∗

iKδ,x1
,A∗

jKδ,x1
⟩ and suppose for λ ∈Rp that

0 =

p∑
i,j=1

λiλjβij = ∥
p∑

i=1

λiA
∗
iKδ,x1

∥2.

By linear independence this yields λ= 0, and so β is invertible. It follows that

dXA
δ,1(t) = (⟨X(t),A∗

ϑA
∗
iKδ,x1

⟩)pi=1dt+ β1/2dW̄ (t)
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with a p-dimensional Brownian motion W̄ (t) = β−1/2(⟨W (t),A∗
iKδ,x1

⟩)pi=1. Then Y =

β−1/2XA
δ,1 satisfies dY (t) = α(t)dt+ dW̄ (t) for some p-dimensional Gaussian process α.

Invertibility of
∫ T
0 XA

δ,1(t)X
A
δ,1(t)

⊤dt is equivalent to the invertibility of
∫ T
0 Y (t)Y (t)⊤dt.

Applying first the innovation theorem, cf. [39, Theorem 7.18], componentwise and then the
Girsanov theorem for multivariate diffusions, this is further equivalent to the P-almost sure
invertibility of

∫ T
0 W̄ (t)W̄ (t)⊤dt. The result is now obtained from noting that the determi-

nant of the p×p dimensional random matrix (W̄ (t1), . . . , W̄ (tp)) is P-almost surely not zero
for any pairwise different time points t1, . . . , tp, because W̄ has independent increments.

PROOF OF LEMMA 2.2. It is enough to prove the claim for A∗
i ∈ {1,Dj ,Djk} with

ni ∈ {0,1,2}. Let ui = δ−ni(vi)δ,x for vi = A∗
iK . Suppose first X0 ∈ Lp(Λ). The scaling

in Lemma 6.1, the Hölder inequality and Lemma 6.4 applied to δ = 1, s = 0, yield for
1/p+ 1/q = 1

sup
x∈J

⟨X0, S
∗
ϑ(t)ui⟩2 ≲ ∥Sϑ(t)X0∥2Lp(Λ) sup

x∈J
∥ui∥2Lq(Λ) ≲ δd(1−2/p)−2ni∥X0∥2Lp(Λ),

The same Lemmas applied to s= ni also show for ε, ε′ > 0

sup
x∈J

∫ T

ε′
⟨X0, S

∗
ϑ(t)ui⟩2dt≤ ∥X0∥2 sup

x∈J

∫ T

ε′
∥S∗

ϑ(t)ui∥2dt

≲ δ−2ni sup
x∈J

∫ T

ε′
∥S∗

ϑ,δ,x(tδ
−2)vi∥2L2(Λδ,x)

dt≲ δ−2ni

∫ T

ε′
(tδ−2)−ni−d/2+εdt.

Assumption H(ii) implies 1 − nk − d/2 < 0, and so the last line is of order
O((ε′)1−ni−d/2+εδd−2ε). After splitting up the integral we conclude

sup
x∈J

∫ T

0
⟨X0, S

∗
ϑ(t)ui⟩2dt≲ ε′δd(1−2/p)−2ni + (ε′)1−ni−d/2+εδd−2ε.

Choosing ε′ = δ
2ni+2d/p−2ε

ni+d/2−ε yields the order O(δh(p)−ε′′) with the function h(p) = d(1 −
2/p) + 2(ni + d/p)/(ni + d/2)− 2ni for any ε′′ > 0. We get h(2) = 2− 2ni and h′(p)> 0.
From this obtain the claim when X0 ∈ Lp(Λ).

Let now X0 =
∫ 0
−∞ Sϑ(−t′)dW (t′) and cϑ ≤ 0. By Itô’s isometry, the δ-scaling and

changing variables we get

E[⟨X0, S
∗
ϑ(t)ui⟩2] =

∫ ∞

0
∥S∗

ϑ(t
′ + t)ui∥2dt′ = δ2−2ni

∫ ∞

0
∥S∗

ϑ,δ,x(t
′ + tδ−2)vi∥2L2(Λδ,x)

dt′.

By Lemma 6.4 and c̃ϑ ≤ 0 the integral is uniformly bounded in x ∈ J and 0 ≤ t ≤ T and
converges to zero by dominated convergence, because the integrand does so as δ → 0. From
this obtain the claim in the stationary case.

THEOREM A.1. Let Mδ = (Mδ(t))t≥0 be a family of continuous p-dimensional square
integrable martingales with respect to the filtered probability space (Ω,F , (Ft),P), with
Mδ(0) = 0 and with quadratic covariation processes ([Mδ]t)t≥0. If T > 0 is such that

[Mδ]T
P→ Ip×p, δ→ 0,

then we have the convergence in distribution

Mδ(T )
d→N (0, Ip×p), δ→ 0.
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PROOF. For x ∈Rp the process Yδ(t) = x⊤Mδ(t)x defines a one dimensional continuous
martingale with respect to (Ft) with Yδ(0) = 0 and with quadratic variation

[Yδ]T
P→ x⊤x, δ→ 0.

An application of the Dambis-Dubins-Schwarz theorem ([30, Theorem 3.4.6]) shows Yδ(t) =
wδ([Yδ]t) with scalar Brownian motions (wδ(t))t≥0, which are possibly defined on an ex-
tension of the underlying probability space. From the last display Slutsky’s lemma implies
the joint weak convergence (wδ, [Yδ]T )

d→ (w0, x
⊤x) on the product Borel sigma algebra of

C([0,∞))×R, where C([0,∞)) is endowed with the uniform topology on compact subsets
of [0,∞), and where w0 is another scalar Brownian motion. The continuous mapping theo-
rem with respect to (f, t) 7→ ϕ(f, t) = f(t) yields then the result, noting that w0(x

⊤x) has
distribution N (0, x⊤x).

A.2. Proof of Proposition 5.3.

PROOF. Note first that Aϑ = ∆+ ϑ corresponds to A1 = 1, A0 = ∆ and with observed
Fisher information Iδ =

∑M
k=1

∫ T
0 ⟨X(t),Kδ,xk

⟩2dt. In particular, Assumptions H(i), (iii) and
(iv) hold.

As in the proof of Theorem 2.3, we can suppose that ∥K∥L2(Rd) = 1. Recall from the
basic decomposition (2.8), ϑ̂δ = ϑ+ I−1

δ Mδ and from the proof of Theorem 2.3 that Mδ =
Mδ(T ) for a square integrable martingale (Mδ(t))0≤t≤T , whose quadratic variation at t= T
coincides with Iδ . We show below

log(δ−1)−1Iδ =OP(1), (log(δ−1)−1Iδ)−1 =OP(1).(A.1)

A well-known result about tail properties of square integrable martingales (e.g., [61, 3.8])
therefore implies Mδ = OP(log(δ

−1)1/2), and we conclude from the basic decomposition
that ϑ̂δ = ϑ+OP(log(δ

−1)−1/2) as claimed.
For (A.1) it is enough to show that Iδ/E[Iδ] P→ 1 and log(δ−1)E[Iδ] ≍ 1, which in turn

holds if for some c,C > 0, independent of δ,

(A.2) c≤ log(δ−1)−1E[Iδ]≤C, log(δ−1)−2Var(Iδ) = o(1).

As in the proofs of Lemmas 6.6, 6.7 and using their notation we compute

E[Iδ]≤Mδ2
∫ T

0

∫ tδ−2

0
sup
x∈J

∥S∗
ϑ,δ,x(t

′)K∥2L2(Λδ,x)
dt′dt,

Var(Iδ)≲M2 sup
x∈J

Var

(∫ T

0
⟨X(t),Kδ,x⟩2dt

)

=M2 sup
x∈J

4δ6
∫ T

0

∫ tδ−2

0

(∫ tδ−2−s

0
f1,1(s, s

′)ds′

)2

dsdt.

By the supplement in Lemma 6.4 we find in d= 2 that

sup
x∈J

∥S∗
ϑ,δ,x(t)K∥L2(Λδ,x) ≲ 1∧ t−1/2, t≥ 0, δ ≥ 0.(A.3)

Plugging this into the last display and using Mδ2 ≲ 1 provides us with

E[Iδ]≲
∫ T

0

∫ tδ−2

0
(1∧ s−1)dsdt≲

∫ T

0
log(tδ−2)dt≲ log(δ−1),

Var(Iδ)≲M2δ6

(∫ Tδ−2

0
(1∧ (t′)−1)dt′

)(∫ Tδ−2

0
(1∧ t−1/2)dt

)2

≲ log(δ−1).
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We are thus left with showing E[Iδ] ≳ log(δ−1). First, note that ∥S∗
ϑ,δ,x(t)K∥L2(R2) ≥

e−T |ϑ|∥S̃ϑ,δ,x(t)K∥L2(R2) and decompose

∥S̃ϑ,δ,x(t)K∥2L2(R2) = ⟨S̃ϑ,δ,x(t)K, S̃ϑ,δ,x(t)K⟩L2(R2)

= ∥et∆0K∥2L2(R2) + ⟨et∆0K + S̃ϑ,δ,x(t)K, S̃ϑ,δ,x(t)K − et∆0K⟩L2(R2).

Recalling K ≥ 0, the inner product here is uniformly in x ∈ J up to a universal constant
upper bounded by

⟨et∆0K, (et∆0K2)1/2⟩L2(R2)(δt
1/2e−δ−2t−1

)1/2 ≤ ∥et∆0K∥L2(R2)∥et∆0K2∥L1(R2)δt
1/2,

concluding by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and supx≥0 xe
−x ≲ 1 in the last inequality.

Since ∥et∆0K2∥L1(R2) = ∥K∥2L2(R2) and using (A.3), it thus follows for some C > 0 that

∥S̃ϑ,δ,x(t)K∥2L2(R2) ≥ ∥et∆0K∥2L2(R2) −C(1∧ t−1/2)δt1/2.

Hence, using Mδ2 ≳ 1,

E[Iδ] ≥
∫ δ−1

0
∥et∆0K∥2L2(R2)dt−

∫ δ−1

0
Cδdt=

∫ δ−1

0
∥et∆0K∥2L2(R2)dt−C.

Suppose without loss of generality that the support of K is contained in the unit
ball B1(0). Writing et∆0K = qt ∗ K as convolution with the heat kernel qt(x) =
(4πt)−1 exp(−|x|2/(4t)) we have

∥et∆0K∥2L2(R2) =

∫
R2

(∫
B1(0)

qt(y− x)K(x)dx

)2

dy.

The heat kernel qt(x) is decreasing as |x| →∞. Hence, for x ∈B1(0), we bound qt(y−x)≥
qt(y+ y/|y|) for any y ∈R2 \{0}. Plugging this into the preceding display yields by K ≥ 0

∥et∆0K∥2L2(R2) ≥
∫
R2

(∫
B1(0)

qt(y+ y/|y|)K(x)dx

)2

dy

= ∥K∥2L1(R2)

∫
R2

qt(y+ y/|y|)2dy ≳ t−1.

In all, we conclude that E[Iδ] ≳ C ′ ∫ δ−1

0 t−1dt− C for C ′ > 0, implying the wanted lower
bound in (A.2).

A.3. Proof of Lemma 6.10. By definition, we have∑
j≥1

σ−2
j ∥(Cϑ1 −Cϑ0)uj∥2Hϑ0

=
∑
j,k≥1

σ−2
j σ−2

k ⟨uj , (Cϑ1 −Cϑ0)uk⟩2Z .

Combining this with (6.19) and the fact that (uj)j≥1 is an orthonormal basis of Z , the infinite
matrix (⟨uj , (Cϑ1 −Cϑ0)uk⟩Z/(σjσk))∞j,k=1 defines an Hilbert-Schmidt operator S on Z . Let
(vj , µj)j≥1 be an eigensequence of S with (vj)j≥1 being an orthonormal basis of Z . Since
∥S∥2HS(Z) ≤ 1/2 by (6.19), we have τj := µj + 1 ∈ [1 − 2−1/2,1 + 2−1/2] for all j ≥ 1.
Now, let {ξj}j≥1 be a sequence of independent standard Gaussian random variables. Then
the series ∑

j≥1

ξjC
1/2
ϑ0 vj and

∑
j≥1

√
τjξjC

1/2
ϑ0 vj
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converge a.s. and their laws coincide with those of Pϑ0 and Pϑ1 , respectively (see, e.g., [15,
Proof of Theorem 2.25] or [33, Pages 166-167]). By standard properties of the Hellinger
distance (see, e.g., Equation (A.4) in [49]), we have

H2
(⊗

j≥1

N (0,1),
⊗
j≥1

N (0, τj)
)
≤
∑
j≥1

H2(N (0,1),N (0, τj))

≤ 2
∑
j≥1

(τj − 1)2 = 2∥S∥2HS(Z) ≤ 1.(A.4)

Moreover, defining Qϑ0 =
⊗

j≥1N (0,1), Qϑ1 =
⊗

j≥1N (0, τj) and the measurable map

T : R∞ →Z by T ({αj}) =
∑

j≥1αjC
1/2
ϑ0 vj if the limit exists and T ({αj}) = 0 otherwise,

the image measures satisfy Qϑ0 ◦ T −1 = Pϑ0 and Qϑ1
◦ T −1 = Pϑ1

. Finally, by the transfor-
mation formula, the minimax risk in (6.18) can be written as inf ϑ̂maxϑ∈{ϑ0,ϑ1}Qϑ(|ϑ̂ ◦ T −
ϑ| ≥ |ϑ0 − ϑ1|/2), where the infimum is taken over all measurable functions from Z to Rp.
Allowing for general estimators depending on the whole coefficent vector in R∞, the claim
follows from (A.4) and (6.18) applied to the product measures Qϑ0 and Qϑ1 .

A.4. Proof of Lemma 6.11. Let us recall some simple facts on the space Z =
L2([0, T ])M and a bounded linear operator I : Z → Z . First, Z is a Hilbert space
equipped with the inner product ⟨(fk)Mk=1, (gk)

M
k=1⟩ =

∑M
j=1⟨fj , gj⟩L2([0,T ]). Second, I can

be represented by linear operators Ik,l : L
2([0, T ]) → L2([0, T ]) such that I(fk)

M
k=1 =

(
∑M

l=1 Ik,lfl)
M
k=1. Finally, I is a Hilbert-Schmidt operator if and only if all Ijk are Hilbert-

Schmidt operators and we have

∥I∥2HS(Z) =

M∑
k,l=1

∥Ik,l∥2HS(L2([0,T ])),

where ∥·∥HS(L2([0,T ])) denotes the Hilbert-Schmidt norm on L2([0, T ]). Recall also that
(σ2

j )j≥1 are the strictly positive eigenvalues of Cϑ0,δ and that (uj)j≥1 with uj = (uj,k)
m
k=1 ∈

Z is a corresponding orthonormal basis of eigenvectors. We first prove a more general version
of Lemma 6.11.

LEMMA A.2. Grant Assumption L. Consider an integral operator I = (Ik,l)
M
k,l=1 :Z →

Z , Ik,lf(t) =
∫ t
0 κk,l(t− t′)f(t′)dt′+

∫ T
t κl,k(t

′− t)f(t′)dt′ with square integrable and twice
continuously differentiable functions κk,l satisfying κk,l(0) = κl,k(0) and κ′k,l(0) =−κ′l,k(0)
for all 1≤ k, l≤M . Then we have

∞∑
j=1

σ−2
j ∥Iuj∥2Hϑ0,δ

≤
M∑

k,l=1

(
240T

∥∆K∥4
L2(Rd)

δ8
∥κk,l∥2L2([0,T ]) + 200T∥κ′′k,l∥2L2([0,T ])

)
for all δ2 ≤ ∥∆K∥L2(Rd) and all T ≥ 1.

PROOF OF LEMMA A.2. We divide the proof into the cases of single and multiple mea-
surements.

Case M = 1. If M = 1, then we consider an integral operator I : L2([0, T ])→ L2([0, T ]),
If(t) =

∫ T
0 κ(|t− t′|)f(t′)dt′ with some square integrable and twice continuously differen-

tiable function κ satisfying κ′(0) = 0. Define the operators

I ′f(t) =

∫ T

0
sign(t− t′)κ′(|t− t′|)f(t′)dt′,
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I ′′f(t) =

∫ T

0
κ′′(|t− t′|)f(t′)dt′.

We show first

(If)′(t) = I ′f(t), (If)′′(t) = I ′′f(t).(A.5)

Indeed, after splitting up the integral defining If(t) it follows from the chain rule that

(If)′(t) =

(∫ t

0
κ(t− t′)f(t′)dt′ +

∫ T

t
κ(t′ − t)f(t′)dt′

)′

= κ(0)f(t) +

∫ t

0
κ′(t− t′)f(t′)dt′ − κ(0)f(t)−

∫ T

t
κ′(t′ − t)f(t′)dt′,

(If)′′(t) = κ′(0)f(t) +

∫ t

0
κ′′(t− t′)f(t′)dt′ + κ′(0)f(t) +

∫ T

t
κ′′(t′ − t)f(t′)dt′,

from which (A.5) follows by inserting the assumption κ′(0) = 0. Thus, Corollary 3.3 (applied
with M = 1) and (A.5) yield for all j ≥ 1

∥Iuj∥2Hϑ0,δ
≤ 4δ−4∥∆K∥2L2(Rd)∥Iuj∥2L2([0,T ]) + 2∥(Iuj)′∥2L2([0,T ])

= 4δ−4∥∆K∥2L2(Rd)∥Iuj∥2L2([0,T ]) + 2∥I ′uj∥2L2([0,T ])

for all δ2 ≤ ∥∆K∥L2(Rd) and all T ≥ 1. By construction, I is symmetric, while I ′ is anti-
symmetric, implying that ⟨Iuj , uj′⟩2L2([0,T ]) = ⟨uj , Iuj′⟩2L2([0,T ]) and ⟨I ′uj , uj′⟩2L2([0,T ]) =

⟨uj , I ′uj′⟩2L2([0,T ]) for all j, j′ ≥ 1. Combining this with Parseval’s identity, we get

∥Iuj∥2Hϑ0,δ
≤

∞∑
j′=1

(
4δ−4∥∆K∥2L2(Rd)⟨uj , Iuj′⟩2L2([0,T ]) + 2⟨uj , I ′uj′⟩2L2([0,T ])

)
.

Multiplying the right-hand side with σ−2
j and summing over j ≥ 1 yields

∞∑
j′=1

(
4δ−4∥∆K∥2L2(Rd)∥Iuj′∥2Hϑ0,δ

+ 2∥I ′uj′∥2Hϑ0,δ

)
,

as can be seen from (6.8). Applying again Corollary 3.3 and the definition of the Hilbert-
Schmidt norm, we arrive at

∞∑
j=1

σ−2
j ∥Iuj∥2Hϑ0,δ

≤ 16
∥∆K∥4

L2(Rd)

δ8
∥I∥2HS(L2([0,T ]))

+ 16
∥∆K∥2

L2(Rd)

δ4
∥I ′∥2HS(L2([0,T ])) + 4∥I ′′∥2HS(L2([0,T ]))

for all δ2 ≤ ∥∆K∥L2(Rd) and all T ≥ 1. Inserting

∥I∥2HS(L2([0,T ])) =

∫ T

0

∫ T

0
κ2(|t− t′|)dtdt′ ≤ 2T∥κ∥2L2([0,T ]),

∥I ′∥2HS(L2([0,T ])) ≤ 2T∥κ′∥2L2([0,T ]), ∥I ′′∥2HS(L2([0,T ])) ≤ 2T∥κ′′∥2L2([0,T ]),(A.6)



30

we get
∞∑
j

σ−2
j ∥Iuj∥2Hϑ0,δ

≤ 32T
∥∆K∥4

L2(Rd)

δ8
∥κ∥2L2([0,T ])

+ 32T
∥∆K∥2

L2(Rd)

δ4
∥κ′∥2L2([0,T ]) + 8T∥κ′′∥2L2([0,T ])(A.7)

for all δ2 ≤ ∥∆K∥L2(Rd) and all T ≥ 1. The claim now follows from an interpolation in-
equality (see, e.g., [10]). To get precise constants with respect to T , we give a self-contained
argument. By partial integration and the fact that κ′(0) = 0, we have∫ T

0
(κ′(t))2 dt=−

∫ T

0
κ′′(t)κ(t)dt+ κ′(T )κ(T ).

Let t0 ∈ [0, T ] such that κ(t0) = T−1
∫ T
0 κ(t)dt. Then, by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

we have

κ2(T ) = 2

∫ T

t0

κ′(t)κ(t)dt+
(
T−1

∫ T

0
κ(t)dt

)2
≤ 2∥κ∥L2([0,T ])∥κ′∥L2([0,T ]) + T−1∥κ∥2L2([0,T ])

and similarly

(κ′(T ))2 = (κ′(T ))2 − (κ′(0))2

=

∫ T

0
2κ′′(t)κ′(t)dt≤ 2∥κ′∥L2([0,T ])∥κ′′∥L2([0,T ]).

Combining these estimates, using also the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, the fact that T ≥ 1 and
the inequality 2ab≤ εa2 + ε−1b2, ε > 0, a, b ∈R consecutively with ε ∈ {1/4,1/

√
2,1}, we

get

∥κ′∥2L2([0,T ]) ≤ ∥κ∥L2([0,T ])∥κ′′∥L2([0,T ])

+ 2
√

∥κ∥L2([0,T ])∥κ′′∥L2([0,T ])∥κ′∥L2([0,T ])

+
√
2
√

∥κ′∥L2([0,T ])∥κ′′∥L2([0,T ])∥κ∥L2([0,T ])

≤ ∥κ∥L2([0,T ])∥κ′′∥L2([0,T ])

+ 4∥κ∥L2([0,T ])∥κ′′∥L2([0,T ]) + ∥κ′∥2L2([0,T ])/4

+ ∥κ′∥L2([0,T ])∥κ∥L2([0,T ])/2 + ∥κ∥L2([0,T ])∥κ′′∥L2([0,T ])

≤ 6∥κ∥L2([0,T ])∥κ′′∥L2([0,T ]) + ∥κ′∥2L2([0,T ])/2 + ∥κ∥2L2([0,T ])/4

and thus

∥κ′∥2L2([0,T ]) ≤ 12∥κ∥L2([0,T ])∥κ′′∥L2([0,T ]) + ∥κ∥2L2([0,T ])/2.

Using again the inequality 2ab≤ a2 + b2, a, b ∈R, we conclude that

32T
∥∆K∥2

L2(Rd)

δ4
∥κ′∥2L2([0,T ])

≤ 192T
∥∆K∥4

L2(Rd)

δ8
∥κ∥2L2([0,T ]) + 192T∥κ′′∥2L2([0,T ]) + 16T

∥∆K∥2
L2(Rd)

δ4
∥κ∥2L2([0,T ])
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≤ 208T
∥∆K∥4

L2(Rd)

δ8
∥κ∥2L2([0,T ]) + 192T∥κ′′∥2L2([0,T ])

where we used the inequality δ2 ≤ ∥∆K∥L2(Rd) in the last step. Inserting this into (A.7), the
claim follows.

Case M > 1. We now extend the result to the general case M > 1. Define the operators
I ′ = (I ′k,l)

M
k,l=1 and I ′′ = (I ′′k,l)

M
k,l=1 by

I ′k,lf(t) =

∫ t

0
κ′k,l(t− t′)f(t′)dt′ −

∫ T

t
κ′l,k(t

′ − t)f(t′)dt′,

I ′′k,lf(t) =

∫ t

0
κ′′k,l(t− t′)f(t′)dt′ +

∫ T

t
κ′′l,k(t

′ − t)f(t′)dt′.

Using that κk,l(0) = κl,k(0) and κ′k,l(0) =−κ′l,k(0), we have

(Ik,lfl)
′(t) = I ′k,lfl(t), (Ik,lfl)

′′(t) = I ′′k,lfl(t),

as can be seen by proceeding similarly as in the case M = 1. Hence, we get

(I(fk)
M
k=1)

′ = I ′(fk)
M
k=1 and (I(fk)

M
k=1)

′′ = I ′′(fk)
M
k=1.

Thus, Corollary 3.3 again yields for all j ≥ 1

∥I(uj,k)Mk=1∥2Hϑ0,δ
≤ 4δ−4∥∆K∥2L2(Rd)∥I(uj,k)Mk=1∥2L2([0,T ])M + 2∥I ′(uj,k)Mk=1∥2L2([0,T ])M .

Next, by construction, we have (Ik,l)
∗ = Il,k and (I ′k,l)

∗ =−I ′l,k, implying that I is symmet-
ric, while I ′ is anti-symmetric. Combining this with Parseval’s identity, we get

∥I(uj,k)Mk=1∥2Hϑ0,δ
≤ 4δ−4∥∆K∥2L2(Rd)

∞∑
j′=1

⟨(uj,k)Mk=1, I(uj′,k)
M
k=1⟩2L2([0,T ])M

+ 2

∞∑
j′=1

⟨(uj,k)Mk=1, I
′(uj′,k)

M
k=1⟩2L2([0,T ])M .

Multiplying this with σ−2
j and summing over j yields

∞∑
j=1

σ−2
j ∥I(uj,k)Mk=1∥2Hϑ0,δ

≤
∞∑

j′=1

(
4δ−4∥∆K∥2L2(Rd)∥I(uj′,k)Mk=1∥2Hϑ0,δ

+ 2∥I ′(uj′,k)Mk=1∥2Hϑ0,δ

)
.

Applying again Theorem 3.2, we arrive at
∞∑
j=1

σ−2
j ∥I(uj,k)Mk=1∥2Hϑ0,δ

≤ 16
∥∆K∥4

L2(Rd)

δ8
∥I∥2HS(L2([0,T ])M )

+ 16
∥∆K∥2

L2(Rd)

δ4
∥I ′∥2HS(L2([0,T ])M ) + 4∥I ′′∥2HS(L2([0,T ])M ).

Inserting

∥I(j)∥2HS(L2([0,T ])M ) =

M∑
k,l=1

∥I(j)k,l ∥2HS(L2([0,T ])), j = 0,1,2,
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with

∥I(j)k,k∥2HS(L2([0,T ])) =

∫ T

0

∫ T

0
(κ

(j)
k,k(|t− t′|))2dtdt′ ≤ 2T∥κ(j)k,k∥2L2([0,T ])

for all k = 1, . . . ,M and

∥I(j)k,l ∥2HS(L2([0,T ])) + ∥I(j)l,k ∥2HS(L2([0,T ]))

=

∫ T

0

∫ t

0
(κ

(j)
k,l (t− t′))2 dt′dt+

∫ T

0

∫ T

t
(κ

(j)
l,k (t

′ − t))2 dt′dt

+

∫ T

0

∫ t

0
(κ

(j)
l,k (t− t′))2 dt′dt+

∫ T

0

∫ T

t
(κ

(j)
k,l (t

′ − t))2 dt′dt

=

∫ T

0

∫ T

0
(κ

(j)
k,l (|t− t′|))2 dt′dt+

∫ T

0

∫ T

0
(κ

(j)
l,k (|t′ − t|))2 dt′dt

≤ 2T∥κ(j)k,l∥2L2([0,T ]) + 2T∥κ(j)l,k∥2L2([0,T ])

for all 1 ≤ k ̸= l ≤ M (here, we used I
(0)
l,k = Il,k, I(1)l,k = I ′l,k and I

(2)
l,k = I ′′l,k and similar

notation for the derivatives of κ), we arrive at
∞∑
j=1

∥Iuj∥2Hϑ0,δ

σ2
j

≤ 32T
∥∆K∥4

L2(Rd)

δ8

M∑
k,l=1

∥κk,l∥2L2([0,T ])

+ 32T
∥∆K∥2

L2(Rd)

δ4

M∑
k,l=1

∥κ′k,l∥2L2([0,T ]) + 8T

M∑
k,l=1

∥κ′′k,l∥2L2([0,T ])

for all δ2 ≤ ∥∆K∥L2(Rd) and all T ≥ 1. The claim now follows as in the case M = 1 by an
interpolation argument.

PROOF OF LEMMA 6.11. We apply Lemma A.2 to I = Cϑ0,δ − Cϑ1,δ : Z → Z . This
means that I = (Ik,l)

M
k,l=1 with Ik,lf(t) =

∫ t
0 κk,l(t

′ − t)f(t′)dt′ +
∫ T
t κl,k(t − t′)f(t′)dt′

for the integral kernels κk,l(t) = cϑ0,δ,k,l(t)− cϑ1,δ,k,l(t), 0≤ t≤ T , with

cϑ,δ,k,l(t) = Eϑ[Xδ,k(t)Xδ,l(0)] =

∫ ∞

0
⟨S∗

ϑ(t+ t′)Kδ,xk
, S∗

ϑ(t
′)Kδ,xl

⟩dt′,(A.8)

where the last equality follows from Lemma 6.5(ii). From (A.8), we immediately infer
κk,l(0) = κl,k(0). The first two derivatives of the cross-covariance integral kernels for
ϑ ∈ {ϑ0, ϑ1} are

c′ϑ,δ,k,l(t) =

∫ ∞

0
⟨A∗

ϑS
∗
ϑ(t+ t′)Kδ,xk

, S∗
ϑ(t

′)Kδ,xl
⟩dt′,(A.9)

c′′ϑ,δ,k,l(t) =

∫ ∞

0
⟨(A∗

ϑ)
2S∗

ϑ(t+ t′)Kδ,xk
, S∗

ϑ(t
′)Kδ,xl

⟩dt′.(A.10)

We note that

c′ϑ,δ,k,l(0) + c′ϑ,δ,l,k(0)

=

∫ ∞

0
(d/dt′)⟨S∗

ϑ(t
′)Kδ,xk

, S∗
ϑ(t

′)Kδ,xl
⟩dt′ =−⟨Kδ,xk

,Kδ,xl
⟩

is independent of ϑ, and hence, κ′k,l(0) + κ′l,k(0) = 0.
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A.5. Proof of Lemma 6.12. It is sufficient to upper bound the L2-norms of the κk,l.
Indeed, the proof below for this remains valid if Kδ,xk

is replaced by δ−4(A2
ϑ,δ,xk

K)δ,xk
and

so it yields also the wanted bound on the L2-norm of κ′′k,l, cf. (A.10). As in (6.2) we have

S∗
ϑ0(t) = et∆, S∗

ϑ1(t) = U−1
ϑ1 etϑ1∆Uϑ1etc̃ϑ1

with Uϑ1(x) = e−(2ϑ1)−1ϑ2b·x and c̃ϑ1 = ϑ3− (4ϑ1)
−1ϑ2

2 ≤ 0. From Lemma 6.1, we also have

Sϑ0,δ,xk
(t) = et∆δ,xk , S∗

ϑ1,δ,xk
(t) = U−1

ϑ1,δ,xk
etϑ1∆δ,xkUϑ1,δ,xk

etδ
2c̃ϑ1

with Uϑ1,δ,xk
(x) = Uϑ1(xk + δx). Note that

etϑ1∆ = Uϑ1(xk)
−1etϑ1∆Uϑ1(xk).

To get started, let 1≤ k, l≤M and decompose κk,l =
∑6

j=1 κ
(j)
k,l with

κ
(1)
k,l (t) =

∫ ∞

0
⟨(e(t+t′)∆ − e(t+t′)ϑ1∆)Kδ,xk

, et
′∆Kδ,xl

⟩dt′,

κ
(2)
k,l (t) =

∫ ∞

0
⟨e(t+t′)ϑ1∆Kδ,xk

, (et
′∆ − et

′ϑ1∆)Kδ,xl
⟩dt′,

κ
(3)
k,l (t) =

∫ ∞

0
⟨Uϑ1(xk)

−1e(t+t′)ϑ1∆(Uϑ1(xk)−Uϑ1ec̃ϑ1 (t+t′))Kδ,xk
, et

′ϑ1∆Kδ,xl
⟩dt′,

κ
(4)
k,l (t) =

∫ ∞

0
⟨(Uϑ1(xk)

−1 −U−1
ϑ1 )Uϑ1S∗

ϑ1(t+ t′)Kδ,xk
, et

′ϑ1∆Kδ,xl
⟩dt′,

κ
(5)
k,l (t) =

∫ ∞

0
⟨S∗

ϑ1(t+ t′)Kδ,xk
,Uϑ1(xk)

−1et
′ϑ1∆(Uϑ1(xk)−Uϑ1ec̃ϑ1 t′)Kδ,xl

⟩dt′,

κ
(6)
k,l (t) =

∫ ∞

0
⟨S∗

ϑ1(t+ t′)Kδ,xk
, (Uϑ1(xk)

−1 −U−1
ϑ1 )et

′ϑ1∆Uϑ1ec̃ϑ1 t′Kδ,xl
⟩dt′.

We only show
∑

1≤k,l≤M∥κ(j)k,l∥2L2([0,T ]) ≤ cδ8M(δ−2(1− ϑ1)
2 + ϑ2

2 + δ2ϑ2
3) for j = 1,3,4.

The proof that the same bound holds for j = 2,5,6 follows from similar arguments and
is therefore skipped. Diagonal (i.e., k = l) and off-diagonal (i.e., k ̸= l) terms are treated
separately. Set Kk,l =K(·+ δ−1(xk − xl)).

Case j = 1. The scaling in Lemma 6.1 and changing variables yield

κ
(1)
k,l (tδ

2) = δ2
∫ ∞

0
⟨(e(t+t′)∆δ,xk − e(t+t′)ϑ1∆δ,xk )K,et

′∆δ,xkKk,l⟩L2(Λδ,xk
)dt

′

= δ2⟨
∫ ∞

0
(e(t+2t′)∆δ,xk − e(tϑ1+(t′(1+ϑ1))∆δ,xk )dt′K,Kk,l⟩L2(Λδ,xk

)

=
δ2

2
⟨(et∆δ,xk − 2(1 + ϑ1)

−1etϑ1∆δ,xk )(−∆δ,xk
)−1K,Kk,l⟩L2(Λδ,xk

)

=
δ2

2
⟨(et∆δ,xk − etϑ1∆δ,xk )(−∆δ,xk

)−1K,Kk,l⟩L2(Λδ,xk
)

− δ2(1− ϑ1)

2(1 + ϑ1)
⟨etϑ1∆δ,xk (−∆δ,xk

)−1K,Kk,l⟩L2(Λδ,xk
).

With

etϑ1∆δ,xk − et∆δ,xk = (1− ϑ1)

∫ t

0
es(ϑ1−1)∆δ,xkdset∆δ,xk (−∆δ,xk

),
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as follows from the variation of parameters formula, see [18, p. 162], the identity et∆δ,xk =
e(t/2)∆δ,xk e(t/2)∆δ,xk and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we get∣∣∣⟨(et∆δ,xk − etϑ1∆δ,xk )(−∆δ,xk

)−1K,Kk,l⟩L2(Λδ,xk
)

∣∣∣
= |1− ϑ1|

∣∣∣∣∫ t

0
⟨es(ϑ1−1)∆δ,xk e(t/2)∆δ,xkK,e(t/2)∆δ,xkKk,l⟩L2(Λδ,xk

)ds

∣∣∣∣(A.11)

≲ |1− ϑ1|t∥e(t/2)∆δ,xkK∥L2(Λδ,xk
)∥e(t/2)∆δ,xkKk,l∥L2(Λδ,xk

).

In the same way, and using K =∆2K̃ ,∣∣∣⟨etϑ1∆δ,xk (−∆δ,xk
)−1K,Kk,l⟩L2(Λδ,xk

)

∣∣∣(A.12)

≤ ∥e(t/2)ϑ1∆δ,xk∆K̃∥L2(Λδ,xk
)∥e(t/2)ϑ1∆δ,xkKk,l∥L2(Λδ,xk

).

Lemma 6.4 therefore gives κ
(1)
k,l (tδ

2)≲ δ2|1− ϑ1|(1 ∧ t−1−d/2+ε) for any ε > 0. Changing
variables one more time and recalling that ϑ1 ≥ 1 already proves for the sum of diagonal
terms that

∑
1≤k≤M∥κ(1)k,k∥2L2([0,T ]) ≲ δ6(1− ϑ1)

2M , and the implied constant depends only
on K .

With respect to the off-diagonal terms, by exploring the different supports of K and K(·+
δ−1(xk − xl)), we can obtain a second bound for κ(1)k,l . First, Lemma 6.3 gives

sup
y∈suppK

∣∣∣(et∆δ,xk∆2K̃k,l)(y)
∣∣∣≤ ∥et∆δ,xk∆2K̃k,l∥L∞(Λδ,xk

)

≲ ∥∆2K̃k,l∥L∞(Rd) ∧ (t−2∥K̃k,l∥L∞(Rd))≲ 1∧ t−2,(A.13)

while on the other hand Lemma 6.2(i) shows

sup
y∈suppK

|(et∆δ,xkKk,l)(y)|≲ sup
y∈suppK

|(et∆0 |Kk,l|)(y)|

= sup
y∈suppK

∫
Rd

(4πt)−d/2 exp(−|x− y|2/(4t))|Kk,l(x)|dx

≤ (4πt)−d/2e−c′
|xk−xl|

2

δ2t ∥K∥L1(Rd) ≲ t−d/2e−c′
|xk−xl|

2

δ2t ,(A.14)

for some c′ > 0. By applying the Hölder inequality and using the results from the last two
displays we thus obtain for (A.11) the upper bound

(ϑ1 − 1)t∥K∥L1(R) sup
0≤s≤t,y∈suppK

|(e(t+s(ϑ1−1))∆δ,xkKk,l)(y)|1/2+1/2

≲ (ϑ1 − 1) sup
y∈suppK

|(et∆0 |Kk,l|)(y)|1/2 ≲ (ϑ1 − 1)t−d/4e−(c′/2)
|xk−xl|

2

δ2t .

The same upper bound (up to the factor ϑ1 − 1 and with c′ instead of c′/2) holds in (A.12).
Hence, together with the bound κ

(1)
k,l (tδ

2) ≲ δ2(ϑ1 − 1)t−(1+d/2−εd/4)(1−ε)−1

) from above
(for sufficiently small ε) we get

|κ(1)k,l (tδ
2)|≲ δ2(ϑ1 − 1)min

(
t−(1+d/2−εd/4)(1−ε)−1

, t−d/4e−(c′/2)
|xk−xl|

2

δ2t

)
≤ δ2(ϑ1 − 1)t−1−d/2e−ε′

|xk−xl|
2

δ2t(A.15)
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for ε′ = c′ε/2, where we have used the inequality min(a, b) ≤ a1−εbε valid for a, b ≥ 0.
Applying the bound ∫ ∞

0
t−p−1e−a/tdt= a−p

∫ ∞

0
t−p−1e−1/tdt≲ a−p

to p= 1+ d > 0 and a= 2ε′δ−2|xk − xl|2 this means∫ T

0
κ
(1)
k,l (t)

2dt≲ δ6(1− ϑ1)
2

∫ ∞

0
t−2−de−2ε′

|xk−xl|
2

δ2t dt

≲ δ6(1− ϑ1)
2 δ2+2d

|xk − xl|2+2d
.(A.16)

Recalling that the xk are δ-separated we obtain from Lemma A.3 below that∑
1≤k ̸=l≤M

∥κ(1)k,l ∥2L2([0,T ]) ≲ δ6(1− ϑ1)
2

M∑
k=1

M∑
l=1,l ̸=k

δ2+2d

|xk − xl|2+2d
≲ δ6(1− ϑ1)

2M.

Together with the bounds for the diagonal terms this yields in all
∑

1≤k,l≤M∥κ(1)k,l ∥2L2([0,T ]) ≤
cδ6M(1− ϑ1)

2 for a constant c depending only on K .

Case j = 3. We begin again with the scaling from Lemma 6.1 and changing variables such
that with the multiplication operators Vt,t′,δ(x) = 1− ec̃ϑ1δ2(t+t′)−(2ϑ1)−1ϑ2δb·x

κ
(3)
k,l (tδ

2) = δ2
∫ ∞

0
⟨e(t+t′)ϑ1∆δ,xkVt,t′,δK,et

′ϑ1∆δ,xkKk,l⟩L2(Λδ,xk
)dt

′

= δ2
∫ ∞

0
⟨e(t/2+t′)ϑ1∆δ,xkVt,t′,δK,e(t/2+t′)ϑ1∆δ,xkKk,l⟩L2(Λδ,xk

)dt
′.(A.17)

Since K is compactly supported and c̃ϑ1 ≤ 0, Vt,t′,δ can be extended to smooth multiplication
operators with operator norms bounded by vt,t′,δ =−c̃ϑ1δ2(t+ t′) + (2ϑ1)

−1δϑ2. Recalling
K =∆2K̃ , Lemma 6.4 gives for any ε > 0

|κ(3)k,l (tδ
2)| ≤ δ2

∫ ∞

0
∥e(t/2+t′)ϑ1∆δ,xkVt,t′,δK∥L2(Λδ,xk

)∥e(t/2+t′)ϑ1∆δ,xkKk,l∥L2(Λδ,xk
)dt

′

≤ δ2
∫ ∞

0
vt,t′,δ(1∧ (t+ t′)−4−d/2+ε)dt′ ≲ δ3(−c̃ϑ1δ+ (2ϑ1)

−1ϑ2)(1∧ t−1−d/2)

≤ δ3(δ|ϑ3|+ ϑ2)(1∧ t−1−d/2),

(A.18)

recalling in the last line that ϑ1 ≥ 1 and ϑ2 ≤ 1. Changing variables therefore proves for the
sum of diagonal terms

∑
1≤k≤M∥κ(3)k,k∥2L2([0,T ]) ≲ δ8(δ|ϑ3|+ ϑ2)

2M .
With respect to the off-diagonal terms we have

κ
(3)
k,l (tδ

2) = δ2
∫ ∞

0
⟨Vt,t′,δK,e(t+2t′)ϑ1∆δ,xkKk,l⟩L2(Λδ,xk

)dt
′.

Write K =∆K̄ for some compactly supported K̄ and note that

Vt,t′,δK = Vt,t′,δ∆K̄ =∆(Vt,t′,δK̄)− (∆Vt,t′,δ)K̄ − 2∇Vt,t′,δ · ∇K̄.

Similar to (A.13) we find from Lemma 6.3

sup
y∈supp K̄

∣∣(∆et∆δ,xkKk,l)(y)
∣∣≲ ∥∆Kk,l∥L∞(Rd) ∧ (t−3∥K̃k,l∥L∞(Rd))≲ 1∧ t−3.
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Together with the Hölder inequality and (A.14) this provides us for sufficiently small ε > 0
with

δ2
∣∣∣∣∫ ∞

0
⟨∆(Vt,t′,δK̄), e(t+2t′)ϑ1∆δ,xkKk,l⟩L2(Λδ,xk

)dt
′
∣∣∣∣

= δ2
∣∣∣∣∫ ∞

0
⟨Vt,t′,δK̄,∆e(t+2t′)ϑ1∆δ,xkKk,l⟩L2(Λδ,xk

)dt
′
∣∣∣∣

≲ δ2
∫ ∞

0
vt,t′,δ∥K̄∥L1(Rd) sup

y∈suppK

∣∣∣(∆e(t+2t′)ϑ1∆δ,xkKk,l)(y)
∣∣∣dt′

≲ δ2
∫ ∞

0
vt,t′,δ(1∧ (t+ 2t′))−3(1−ε) sup

y∈suppK

∣∣∣(e(t+2t′)ϑ1∆δ,xk∆Kk,l)(y)
∣∣∣ε dt′

≲ δ3(δ|ϑ3|+ ϑ2)e
−εc′

|xk−xl|
2

δ2t

∫ ∞

0
(1∧ (t′)−1−εd/2)dt′ ≲ δ3(δ|ϑ3|+ ϑ2)e

−εc′
|xk−xl|

2

δ2t .

Next, using ϑ2 ≤ 1, we have ∥∆Vt,t′,δ∥L∞(Λδ,xk
) + ∥|∇Vt,t′,δ|∥L∞(Λδ,xk

) ≲ δϑ2, and so anal-
ogously to the computations in the last display

δ2
∣∣∣∣∫ ∞

0
⟨(∆Vt,t′,δ)K̄ + 2∇Vt,t′,δ · ∇K̄, e(t+2t′)ϑ1∆δ,xkKk,l⟩L2(Λδ,xk

)dt
′
∣∣∣∣

≲ δ3ϑ2

∫ ∞

0
(∥K̄∥L1(Rd) + ∥|∇K̄|∥L1(Rd)) sup

y∈suppK

∣∣∣(e(t+2t′)ϑ1∆δ,xkKk,l)(y)
∣∣∣dt′

≲ δ3ϑ2e
−εc′

|xk−xl|
2

δ2t .

In all, this means |κ(3)k,l (tδ
2)|≲ δ3(δ|ϑ3|+ϑ2)e

−εc′
|xk−xl|

2

δ2t . Arguing as for (A.15) and (A.16),

as well as using (A.18) we conclude that |κ(3)k,l (tδ
2)| ≲ δ3(δ|ϑ3|+ ϑ2)t

−1/2−d/2e−ε′
|xk−xl|

2

δ2t

for some ε′ > 0 and ∫ T

0
κ
(3)
k,l (t)

2dt≲
δ8+2d(δ|ϑ3|+ ϑ2)

2

|xk − xl|2d
.

We thus get for diagonal and off-diagonal terms that
∑

1≤k,l≤M∥κ(3)k,l ∥2L2([0,T ]) ≤ cδ8(δ|ϑ3|+
ϑ2)

2M for a constant c depending only on K .

Case j = 4. As in the previous cases we have

κ
(4)
k,l (tδ

2) = δ2
∫ ∞

0
⟨(e−δ(ϑ2/ϑ1)b·x − 1)S∗

ϑ1,δ,xk
(t+ t′)K,et

′ϑ1∆δ,xkKk,l⟩L2(Λδ,xk
)dt

′.

Using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, Lemma 6.2(i) and Lemma 6.4 with K =∆2K̃ we get
for any ε > 0, and recalling that ϑ1 ≥ 1,

⟨(e−δ(ϑ2/ϑ1)b·x − 1)S∗
ϑ1,δ,xk

(t+ t′)K,et
′ϑ1∆δ,xkKk,l⟩L2(Λδ,xk

)

≲ δϑ2(1∧ (t+ t′)−2−d/4+ε)∥|x|et′ϑ1∆0 |Kk,l|∥L2(Rd).(A.19)

Note that Kk,l ∈C1
c (Rd) such that |Kk,l| ∈H1,∞(Rd) and ∇|Kk,l| ∈ L∞(Rd) with compact

support. Using now [4, Lemma A.2(ii)] to the extent that

x(et
′ϑ1∆0 |Kk,l|)(x) = (et

′ϑ1∆0(−2t′ϑ1∇|Kk,l|+ x|Kk,l|))(x),(A.20)
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we find that the L2(Rd)-norm in (A.19) is uniformly bounded in t′ > 0. Hence, |κ(4)k,l (tδ
2)|≲

δ3ϑ2(1 ∧ t−1/2−d/4−ε) and changing variables shows for the sum of diagonal terms∑
1≤k≤M∥κ(4)k,k∥2L2([0,T ]) ≲ δ8ϑ2

2M . Regarding the off-diagonal terms we have similarly for

some K̄ ∈ L∞(Rd) having compact support∣∣∣⟨(e−δ(ϑ2/ϑ1)b·x − 1)S∗
ϑ1,δ,xk

(t+ t′)K,et
′ϑ1∆δ,xkKk,l⟩L2(Λδ,xk

)

∣∣∣
=
∣∣∣⟨K,Sϑ1,δ,xk

(t+ t′)(e−δ(ϑ2/ϑ1)b·x − 1)et
′ϑ1∆δ,xkKk,l⟩L2(Λδ,xk

)

∣∣∣
≲ δϑ2∥K∥L1(Rd) sup

y∈suppK

∣∣∣(e(t+t′)ϑ1∆0 |x|et′ϑ1∆0 |Kk,l|
)
(y)
∣∣∣

≲ δϑ2(1∨ t′) sup
y∈suppK

∣∣∣(e(t+2t′)ϑ1∆0 |K̄k,l|
)
(y)
∣∣∣

≲ δϑ2(1∨ t′)t−d/2e−c′
|xk−xl|

2

δ2t ,

using (A.14). Arguing as for (A.15) and (A.16) we then find from combining the last display

with (A.19) that |κ(4)k,l (tδ
2)|≲ δ3ϑ2t

−1/2−d/4−ε′e−ε′
|xk−xl|

2

δ2t for some ε′ > 0 and∫ T

0
κ
(4)
k,l (t)

2dt≲
δ8+d+4ε′ϑ2

2

|xk − xl|4ε′+d
,

and so in all, for diagonal and off-diagonal terms,
∑

1≤k,l≤M∥κ(4)k,l ∥2L2([0,T ]) ≤ cδ8ϑ2
2M for a

constant c depending only on K .

LEMMA A.3. Let x1, . . . , xM be δ-separated points in Rd, and let p > d. Then we have

M∑
k=2

1

|x1 − xk|p
≤Cδ−p,

where C is a constant depending only on d and p.

PROOF. Since x1, . . . , xM are δ-separated, the Euclidean balls B(xk, δ/2) = {y ∈ Rd :
|y − xk| ≤ δ/2} around the xk of radius δ/2 are disjoint. Moreover, for y ∈B(xk, δ/2) and
k > 1, we have

|y− x1| ≤ |y− xk|+ |xk − x1| ≤
δ

2
+ |xk − x1| ≤

3

2
|xk − x1|,

implying that

1

|xk − x1|
≤ 3

2

1

|y− x1|
.

We conclude that
M∑
k=2

1

|x1 − xk|p
=

M∑
k=2

1

vol(B(xk, δ/2))

∫
B(xk,δ/2)

1

|x1 − xk|p
dy

≤ (3/2)p

(δ/2)d vol(B(0,1))

M∑
k=2

∫
B(xk,δ/2)

1

|y− x1|p
dy
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≤ (3/2)p

(δ/2)d vol(B(0,1))

∫
B(x1,δ/2)c

1

|y− x1|p
dy

=
(3/2)p

(δ/2)d vol(B(0,1))

∫
B(0,δ/2)c

1

|y|pdy.

Changing to polar coordinates, we arrive at
M∑
k=2

1

|x1 − xk|p
≤ d(3/2)p

(δ/2)d

∫ ∞

δ/2

1

tp
td−1dt=

d(3/2)p

(δ/2)p

∫ ∞

1
sd−p−1ds.

Since p > d, the latter integral is finite, and the claim follows.

A.6. Proof of Theorem 4.3. Argue as in the proof of Theorem 4.1, using slight modifi-
cations of Lemmas 6.11 and 6.12. The key additional ingredient is an appropriate extension
of Corollary 3.3. For this, let A1, . . . ,Ap be as in Section 2.1. We assume that

(A∗
iK)pi=1 are linearly independent in L2(Λ).(A.21)

Define

H =
(〈 A∗

iK

∥A∗
iK∥L2(Λ)

,
A∗

jK

∥A∗
jK∥L2(Λ)

〉)p
i,j=1

,

and let λmin = λmin(H) be the smallest eigenvalue of H . By (A.21), H is non-singular,
meaning that λmin(H)> 0. Finally, let

v =

p∑
i=1

∥∆A∗
iK∥2L2(Λ)

∥A∗
iK∥2L2(Λ)

.

COROLLARY A.4. Let (HXδ
,∥ · ∥Xδ

) be the RKHS of the measurements Xδ with dif-
ferential operator Aϑ = ∆, where Xδ(t) = (⟨X(t),K1k⟩, . . . , ⟨X(t),Kpk⟩)Mk=1 and Kik =
A∗

iKδ,xk
/∥A∗

iKδ,xk
∥L2(Λ). Then we have HXδ

= (Hp)M and

∥((hip)pi=1)
M
k=1∥2Xδ

≤ 4vp

δ4λ2
min

M∑
k=1

p∑
i=1

∥hik∥2L2([0,T ]) +
2

λ2
min

M∑
k=1

p∑
i=1

∥h′ik∥2L2([0,T ])

for all ((hip)
p
i=1)

M
k=1 ∈ (Hp)M , δ2 ≤√

v and T ≥ 1.

PROOF OF COROLLARY A.4. First, let M = 1. Additionally to H , define

H∆ =
(〈 ∆A∗

iK

∥A∗
iK∥L2(Λ)

,
∆A∗

jK

∥A∗
jK∥L2(Λ)

〉)p
i,j=1

.

By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have ∥H∆∥op ≤ v. Moreover, we have G =H and
G∆ = δ−4H∆. Inserting these bounds into Theorem 3.2, we obtain that

∥(hi)pi=1∥2XK
≤
( 3v

δ4λ2
min

+
1

λmin

) p∑
i=1

∥hi∥2L2([0,T ]) +
2

λmin

p∑
i=1

∥h′i∥2L2([0,T ]).

Next, let M > 1. Then G and G∆ are block-diagonal with M equal p× p-blocks all of the
above form and we get

∥((hi)pi=1)
M
k=1∥2XK

≤ 4v

δ4λ2
min

p∑
i=1

M∑
k=1

∥hik∥2L2([0,T ]) +
2

λ2
min

p∑
i=1

M∑
k=1

∥h′ik∥2L2([0,T ]),

where we also used that λmin ∈ (0,1] and δ2 ≤√
v.
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A.7. Second proof of Theorem 3.2. In this Appendix, we prove Theorem 3.2 under
the weaker assumption K1, . . . ,KM ∈ D(A). This is achieved by an additional approxi-
mation argument. Let Xm(t) =

∑
j≤m Yj(t)ej , 0 ≤ t ≤ T , be the projection of X(t) onto

Vm = span{e1, . . . , em}, and taking values in L2([0, T ];Vm). We start with the following
consequence of Lemma 6.8.

LEMMA A.5. For every m≥ 1, the RKHS (HXm
,∥ · ∥Xm

) of Xm satisfies

HXm
=
{
h=

m∑
j=1

hjej : hj ∈H,1≤ j ≤m
}

and ∥h∥2Xm
=

m∑
j=1

∥hj∥2Yj
.

Moreover, we have ∥h∥Xm
= ∥h∥X with the latter norm defined in Theorem 3.1.

PROOF. Since L2([0, T ];Vm) is isomorphic to L2([0, T ])m, it suffices to compute the
RKHS of the coefficient vector Y = (Y1, . . . , Ym). Using that Y1, . . . , Ym are independent
stationary Ornstein-Uhlenbeck processes, the vector Y is a Gaussian process in L2([0, T ])m

with expectation zero and covariance operator
⊕m

j=1CYj
with CYj

: L2([0, T ])→ L2([0, T ])
being the covariance operator of Yj . Combining this with (6.8) and Lemma 6.8, we conclude
that the RKHS of Y is equal to Hm with norm

∑m
j=1∥hj∥2Yj

. Translating this back to Xm,
the first claim follows. The second one follows from (λj , ej)

∞
j=1 being an eigensystem of

−A.

PROOF OF THEOREM 3.2. The first step will be to compute the RKHS (HXK,m
,∥ ·

∥XK,m
) of XK,m = (⟨Xm,Kk⟩H)Mk=1. To this end define the bounded linear map

L : L2([0, T ];Vm)→ L2([0, T ])M , f 7→ (⟨f,Kk⟩H)Mk=1.

Combining the fact that LXm = XK,m in distribution with Proposition 4.1 in [38] and
Lemma A.5, we obtain that HXK,m

= L({h : h =
∑m

j=1 hjej : hj ∈ H}). This implies
HXK,m

⊆HM . To see the reverse inclusion, let Pm be the orthogonal projection of L2(Λ)

onto Vm = span{e1, . . . , em}, and let Gm = (⟨PmKk, PmKl⟩H)Mk,l=1. Since (ej)j≥1 is an
orthonormal basis of H, Gm tends (e.g., in operator norm) to G as m → ∞. Since G is
non-singular, we deduce that Gm is non-singular for all m large enough (which we assume
from now on). Hence, for (hk)Mk=1 ∈HM , we have that

f =

M∑
k,l=1

(Gm)−1
k,lPmKkhl ∈HXm

satisfies Lf = (hk)
M
k=1,(A.22)

where we also used that PmKk ∈ Vm for all 1≤ k ≤M . Hence, HM ⊆HXK,m
and therefore

HXK,m
= HM . Moreover, combining (A.22) with Proposition 4.1 in [38] and the fact that

APm = PmA, we get from Lemma A.5

∥(hk)Mk=1∥2XK,m
≤ ∥

M∑
k,l=1

(Gm)−1
k,lPmKkhl∥2X

≤ 3∥Pm

M∑
k,l=1

(Gm)−1
k,lAKkhl∥2L2([0,T ];H) + ∥Pm

M∑
k,l=1

(Gm)−1
k,lKkhl∥2L2([0,T ];H)

+ 2∥Pm

M∑
k,l=1

(Gm)−1
k,lKkh

′
l∥2L2([0,T ];H).
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Letting m go to infinity, in which case (Gm)−1 converges to G−1, and so by definition of
GA, the last display becomes

limsup
m→∞

∥(hk)Mk=1∥2XK,m

≤ 3

∫ T

0

M∑
k,l=1

(G−1GAG
−1)klhk(t)hl(t)dt+

∫ T

0

M∑
k,l=1

(G−1)klhk(t)hl(t)dt

+ 2

∫ T

0

M∑
k,l=1

(G−1)klh
′
k(t)h

′
l(t)dt.

Using standard results for the operator norm of symmetric matrices yields thus for
limsupm→∞∥(hk)Mk=1∥2XK,m

the upper bound claimed in the statement of the theorem to
hold for ∥h∥2XK

.
Next, we use the above results to compute the RKHS of XK = (⟨X,Kk⟩H)Mk=1. First, let

us argue that the RKHS of a single measurement ⟨X,Kk⟩H (as a set) equals H . Combining
Girsanov’s theorem for the Itô process ⟨X,Kk⟩H in (2.3) with Feldman-Hajek’s theorem, the
RKHS of ⟨X,Kk⟩H starting in zero is Hβ . Adding an independent Gaussian random variable
with variance greater zero, we obtain that in the stationary case ⟨X,Kk⟩H has RKHS H =Hβ̄

(see also the proof of Lemma 6.8). Now, consider the case M > 1. By Proposition 4.1 in [38],
each coordinate projection maps the RKHS of XK to the RKHS of a single measurement,
thus to H by the first step. Hence, we have HXK

⊆ HM . It remains to show the reverse
inclusion HM =HXK,m

⊆HXK
. To see this, note that

⟨Xm,Kk⟩H =

m∑
j=1

⟨Kk, ej⟩HYj and ⟨X,Kk⟩H =

∞∑
j=1

⟨Kk, ej⟩HYj ,

so that XK =XK,m + (XK −XK,m) can be written as a sum of two independent processes
taking values in the Hilbert space L2([0, T ])M . Letting CK and CK,m be the covariance op-
erators of XK and XK,m, respectively, this implies that CK =CK,m+ C̃ with C̃ self-adjoint
and positive. Combining this with the characterisation of the RKHS norm in Proposition 2.6.8
of [22], we get ∥(hk)Mk=1∥2XK

≤ ∥(hk)Mk=1∥2XK,m
and HXK,m

⊆HXK
for all m ≥ 1. Finally,

inserting the upper bound on ∥(hk)Mk=1∥2XK,m
derived above, the proof is complete.
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