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Abstract. We propose a novel approach for sequential optimal experimental design (sOED) for Bayesian
inverse problems involving expensive models with large-dimensional unknown parameters. The focus of this
work is on designs that maximize the expected information gain (EIG) from prior to posterior, which is a
computationally challenging task in the non-Gaussian setting. This challenge is amplified in sOED, as the
incremental expected information gain (iEIG) must be approximated multiple times in distinct stages, with both
prior and posterior distributions often being intractable. To address this, we derive a derivative-based upper
bound for the iEIG, which not only guides design placement but also enables the construction of projectors onto
likelihood-informed subspaces, facilitating parameter dimension reduction. By combining this approach with
conditional measure transport maps for the sequence of posteriors, we develop a unified framework for sOED,
together with amortized inference, scalable to high- and infinite-dimensional problems. Numerical experiments
for two inverse problems governed by partial differential equations (PDEs) demonstrate the effectiveness of
designs that maximize our proposed upper bound.
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1. Introduction. We consider the sequential design of a finite number of experiments for
Bayesian inverse problems. In sequential optimal experimental design (sOED), experimental
conditions are chosen in distinct stages (indexed by k ∈ N) and guided by the inference results
conditioned on data observed from previous experiments. This design setting naturally arises
in a range of applications—including medical imaging, subsurface exploration, assessment of
environmental hazards, and more—where practitioners need to dynamically adjust experimen-
tal conditions, such as sensor locations, based on feedback from previous estimations. In such
settings, sOED’s advantage over standard batch experimental design is its ability to further
reduce the estimation uncertainty by adaptively tailoring experimental conditions towards the
unknown ground truth. However, sOED tends to be more computationally challenging than
batch OED due to the presence of a feedback loop that requires the state of knowledge about
the model parameters to be iteratively updated after each experiment is conducted.

To set up the problem, let m ∈ Rnm denote the unknown model parameters we seek to
estimate, ek ∈ Ek ⊂ Rne denote the stage-k experimental conditions, and yk ∈ Yk ⊂ Rny

denote the corresponding data collected during the k-th experiment. In addition, we denote
the sequence of experimental conditions and the corresponding observed data in the previous
k − 1 experiments by Hk−1 = [e∗1,y

∗
1, . . . , e

∗
k−1,y

∗
k−1] (with H0 = ∅). At stage-k, we represent

the posterior density of the Bayesian inverse problem based on all previous experiments Hk−1

by π(m |Hk−1). This way, after conducting the k-th experiment, the posterior density can be
recursively updated as

(1.1) π(m | ek,yk,Hk−1) =
L(yk |m, ek,Hk−1)π(m |Hk−1)

π(yk | ek,Hk−1)
,

where π(yk | ek,Hk−1) is the (typically unknown) stage-k evidence at design ek, and the pre-
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vious posterior density π(m |Hk−1) becomes the stage-k prior. Before collecting any data, we
initialize the first stage with a prior distribution, setting π(m |H0) = π(m). This initial stage
prior is often chosen to have an analytically tractable form, such as a Gaussian distribution
π(m) ∼ N (m0, C0). The stage-k likelihood, L(yk |m, ek,Hk−1), depends on the model and
measurement process that relate the parameters and design to the noisy observed data. As an
example, we consider an additive Gaussian noise model,

(1.2) yk(ek) = G(ek,m) + ηk(ek),

where G : Ek × Rnm → Yk is the forward map, and ηk ∼ N (0,Γη(ek)) is the Gaussian noise.
Under these assumptions, the stage-k likelihood is independent of previous experiments, i. e.,

(1.3) L(yk |m, ek,Hk−1) = L(yk |m, ek) ∝ exp

(
−1

2
∥G(ek,m)− yk(ek)∥

2
Γη(ek)

−1

)
.

Of particular interest are problems where the forward map is nonlinear and costly to evaluate,
such as when it is defined implicitly through a partial differential equation (PDE). In these
settings, m typically represents a discretized functional input to the PDE, making it high-
dimensional. For simplicity, we assume constant dimensions for the design and observed data
spaces across all experimental stages, and that both the forward map G and noise model remain
the same, although these assumptions are not essential to our approach.

There are various sOED formulations, including [34, 51, 27], which involve some degree of
“lookahead”, taking future experiments into account when choosing the optimal design at each
experimental stage. We focus on applications without a hard limit on the experimental budget,
where a greedy or myopic approach to sOED is particularly effective. To this end, we consider
the design of multiple experiments, where the conditions at each experimental stage are chosen
to maximize the incremental expected information gain (iEIG),

Ψk(ek) = Eyk |ek,Hk−1
[DKL(π(· | ek,yk,Hk−1)∥π(· |Hk−1))](1.4)

where

DKL(π(· | ek,yk,Hk−1)∥π(· |Hk−1)) :=

∫
log

(
π(m | ek,yk,Hk−1)

π(m |Hk−1)

)
π(m | ek,yk,Hk−1) dm

is the Kullback–Leibler (KL) divergence of the posterior from the prior.
The optimal design e∗k that maximizes (1.4) typically lacks an analytical form, and thus

must be approximated numerically. This presents a combination of challenges, as the iEIG does
not have a closed-form expression outside specific cases, e.g., those involving linear parameter-
to-observable maps, Gaussian priors, and additive Gaussian noise. The primary challenge arises
in approximating nested expectations with respect to the densities

π(m | ek,yk,Hk−1) and π(yk | ek,Hk−1) in (1.4), and accessing the ratio π(m|ek,yk,Hk−1)
π(m|Hk−1)

in

the KL divergence calculation. In the first stage, with a tractable prior π(m |H0) := π(m)
that can be directly sampled, the EIG is commonly approximated using a nested Monte
Carlo estimator, or a Laplace approximation of the intractable posterior [4, 33, 54]. How-
ever, approximating the incremental EIGs at subsequent stages (k > 1) becomes increasingly
complicated, as drawing samples from the intractable prior distribution π(m |Hk−1) in later
stages is a known challenge—often requiring specifically designed Markov-chain-based samplers
[18, 28, 42]. Moreover, the dimensionality of the parameters will further aggravate the com-
plexity of sampling [11, 44, 48]. We propose a likelihood-informed, measure-transport-based
approach to sequentially approximate optimal designs, which is computationally feasible and
scalable with dimension, while simultaneously characterizing the posterior distribution of the
inverse problem.

1.1. Related work. The most common approach for estimating the expected information
gain involves the use of nested Monte Carlo estimators [50, 33]. In this approach, the EIG is
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reformulated as an expectation of the difference between the log-likelihood and log-evidence.
Estimating the EIG requires an outer Monte Carlo estimator for the expectation, along with an
inner nested Monte Carlo loop to estimate the intractable evidence for each outer Monte Carlo
sample. While the nested Monte Carlo estimator is asymptotically unbiased, its convergence
is slower than that of standard Monte Carlo, and obtaining sufficiently accurate estimators
can be computationally expensive. Recently, measure transport approaches to batch optimal
experimental design have been explored in [7, 39, 24]. These approaches can generally be viewed
as two-step estimation approaches, combining measure-transport-based density estimation with
a Monte Carlo estimator of the expectation.

Our previous work [37] also uses transport maps for sOED, but is limited to problems
with low- to moderate-dimensional parameters. A few other sOED approaches are outlined
in the review articles [32, 49]. Many of these approaches are formulated for low-dimensional
parameters and involve sequentially transforming samples between experimental stages using
ratio function estimation or sequential Monte Carlo methods [25, 36]. In contrast, we focus on
problems where the unknown parameter m corresponds to a finite-dimensional discretization
of a functional input of the forward map, which typically results in high dimension.

In the context of OED for large- or infinite-dimensional problems, common approaches
typically involve some combination of Gaussian approximations to the posterior [54], the use
of derivative-informed neural networks [55], or approaches that exploit the presence of low-
dimensional structures [6, 39]. The aforementioned works all focus on batch OED, though a
combination of these approaches has also been used in sOED. Specifically, [29] employs Gaussian
approximations to the posterior, constructed efficiently using dimension-reduced neural network
surrogates, for the sequential selection of optimal observation times in Bayesian inverse problems
involving dynamical systems. In contrast, our primary focus is on the optimal selection of sensor
locations, which requires a different formulation of the sOED problem.

1.2. Our approach and contributions. We propose a novel approach to sequential
optimal experimental design by maximizing a sharp bound on the incremental expected in-
formation gain. This bound, originally derived for estimating the intrinsic dimensionality of
Bayesian inverse problems [40], is extended here as a fast-to-evaluate surrogate to simplify the
computationally demanding objective functions of sOED. A key component of constructing this
bound in the sequential setting is the use of measure transport, which can be implemented using
any suitable method. In this work, we utilize tensor-train methods to efficiently construct these
transport maps. In particular, we leverage the likelihood-informed parameter dimension reduc-
tion offered by the same upper bound used in sOED to make our transport maps scalable to
large- or infinite-dimensional parameters. Another highlight of our framework is the integration
of conditional transport maps—an extension of standard measure transport—into the sOED
process to facilitate amortized inference. This enables the construction of transport maps prior
to data collection at each experimental stage, allowing for direct posterior inference in real time
once data are available. In addition, we introduce a restart strategy to further improve the
approximation accuracy of measure transport maps in this sequential setting. Finally, through
numerical examples, we evaluate the effectiveness of our designs, comparing them to nested
Monte Carlo estimators and assessing the performance of designs maximizing our proposed
upper bound against those based on Gaussian approximations.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In section 2, we summarize relevant back-
ground material on likelihood-informed parameter dimension reduction, density approxima-
tion via triangular measure transport, and functional tensor trains. In subsection 3.1, we
derive an upper bound on the incremental expected information gain and discuss how this
bound can be used in conjunction with measure transport to guide the sequential design of
experiments. In subsection 3.2, we discuss how to combine conditional transport maps with
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likelihood-informed parameter dimension reduction at each experimental stage to enable scal-
able amortized inference in the sOED procedure. In subsection 3.3, we improve transport map
accuracy by incorporating a restart strategy, leading to our final sOED algorithm, which we
use for numerical comparisons in subsection 4.1 and subsection 4.2.

2. Background. Here we summarize data-dependent and data-free likelihood-informed
subspaces, which are used for parameter reduction and to formulate an upper bound on the
incremental EIG. We also review transport-based posterior estimation and its tensor train
construction, which are elements of our sOED method.

2.1. Likelihood-informed subspaces. The efficiency of sOED algorithms crucially re-
lies on the ability to efficiently characterize generally intractable posterior densities π(m | y) ∝
L(y |m)π(m) for large-dimensional parameters m ∈ Rnm . Sampling from posterior distribu-
tions of high-dimensional parameters presents significant computational challenges. To address
this, efficient sampling strategies often take advantage of low-dimensional structures that may
be present in the parameter-data interaction. These can be due to, e. g., the smoothing proper-
ties of the prior distribution and the forward model, as well as the typically incomplete, noisy
nature of data. As a result, the data usually informs only a low-dimensional subspace of the
parameter space, relative to the prior. A key step in various efficient, dimension-independent
samplers [5, 10, 18, 19, 21] is identifying the directions in the posterior that show the greatest
variation from the prior. These directions could be obtained in various ways, but we use the
likelihood-informed subspace (LIS) methods outlined in [20, 22, 40, 56].

LIS methods seek to identify a subspace Mr ⊂ Rnm of dimension r ≪ nm that contains
the effective support of the likelihood L(y |m). Let Pr and P⊥ denote orthogonal projection
operators onto the space Mr and its orthogonal complement M⊥, respectively. Once the
likelihood-informed subspace is identified, the parameter m can be decomposed as m = mr +
m⊥, with mr = Prm and m⊥ = P⊥m. Following this decomposition, the full-dimensional
likelihood function is approximated by L(y |m) ≈

∫
L(y |mr + m⊥′

)π(m⊥′ |mr) dm⊥′
=:

L̃(y |mr), which has support onMr. This results in an approximation to the full-dimensional
posterior:

(2.1) π(m | y) ≈ π̃(m | y;Pr) ∝ L̃(y |mr)π(mr)︸ ︷︷ ︸
π̃(mr |y)

π(m⊥ |mr),

where, with a slight abuse of notation, π(mr) =
∫
P⊥

π(mr +m⊥′
) dm⊥′

is the marginal prior

and π(m⊥ |mr) = π(mr+m⊥)
π(mr) is the conditional prior. Note that π̃(mr | y) is also the marginal

posterior density of the reduced parameters. This decomposition facilitates an efficient two-
step sampling algorithm: one can draw samples from the lower-dimensional marginal posterior
density (e. g., using Markov chain Monte Carlo), followed by independent samples drawn from
the conditional prior density π(m⊥ |mr). With slight modification using either the pseudo-
marginal principle or importance sampling, exact samples can also be obtained from the full
posterior, see [20, 21, 56] for details.

Accurately identifying the LIS Mr is key for these algorithms and there are several vari-
ations. Here, we outline a data-dependent approach and a data-free approach, both of which
utilize derivative information of the likelihood function. Without loss of generality, we assume
that the parameters are transformed so that the associated prior distribution is a standard
multivariate Gaussian, π(m) = N (0, Inm), see [19, 42] for examples of linear transformations
and [20] for nonlinear transformations.
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Data-dependent LIS [20]. Given some measured data, y ∈ Y, the data-dependent LIS is
defined as the subspace spanned by the first r leading eigenvectors of the Gram matrix,

(2.2) HG(y) =

∫
∇m logL(y |m)∇m logL(y |m)⊤π(m | y) dm.

Denoting the eigenvalues of HG(y) as {λi(HG(y))}nm
i=1 with λ1 ≥ λ2 ≥ . . . ≥ λnm

, the ap-
proximation to the posterior resulting from a restriction to this data-dependent subspace (with
corresponding projection operator PG

r ) satisfies [20, Theorem 2.4]

(2.3) DH(π(· | y), π̃(· | y;PG
r )) ≤

√
κ

2

( nm∑
k=r+1

λk(HG(y))

)1/2

,

where DH(·, ·) is the Hellinger distance and κ is the subspace Poincaré constant of the prior,
which is bounded under mild conditions (see [20, Assumption 2.1, Proposition 2.2] for details).

Data-free LIS [22, 40]. In contrast to the data-dependent LIS, the data-free LIS can be
constructed before observing any data. This approach allows for the identification of direc-
tions in which the posterior distribution varies the most from the prior for the average data
realization. Denoting the Fisher information matrix of the likelihood as

(2.4) I(m) =

∫ (
∇m logL(y |m)∇m logL(y |m)⊤

)
L(y |m) dy,

the data-free LIS is defined through the dominant r-dimensional eigenspace of the matrix

(2.5) HI =

∫
I(m)π(m) dm.

Similar to the data-dependent approach, the expected error (over the data distribution) in ap-
proximating the full-dimensional posterior density with (2.1) restricted to the subspace spanned
by the leading eigenvectors of HI (with corresponding projection operator PI

r) can be bounded.
Error bounds in the form of (2.3) are given in [16, 22]. With a standard multivariate Gaussian
prior, the error bound can be further sharpened [40, Theorem 9] as:

(2.6) Ey

[
DKL(π(· | y)∥π̃(· | y;PI

r))
]
≤ 1

2

nm∑
k=r+1

log (1 + λk(HI)) .

To apply these approaches, one needs to numerically approximate the matrices HG and HI ,
which typically involves Monte Carlo approximations to the expectation. As analyzed in [20],
the data-dependent approach provides more accurate approximations to the informed subspace
given a fixed instance of measured data. However, it can be computationally challenging due to
the calculation of the expectations over the typically inaccessible posterior distributions. The
data-free approach avoids this challenge and is advantageous when solving multiple Bayesian
inverse problems with varying observed data. Furthermore, the average Fisher information
matrix HI in (2.6) immediately provides a sharp bound on the expected information gain,
which offers a fast surrogate to guide our sOED. Specifically, using (2.6) with r = 0 bounds the
EIG as

(2.7) Ey [DKL(π(· | y)∥π(·))] ≤
1

2
log det (Inm

+HI) .

2.2. Knothe–Rosenblatt rearrangement. Although the LIS methods can reduce the
dimensionality of the parameters, the question of how to efficiently characterize and sample
from the dimension-reduced posterior remains. Measure transport, see [3, 26, 43] for instance,
offers a versatile solution to this, with applications widely found in Bayesian inference, rare
event estimation, and optimal experimental design. Measure transport constructs an invertible
transformation F : Rn → Rn between a tractable reference measure ν with density ρ (e. g., a
multivariate Gaussian) and the intractable target measure µ with density π (e. g., a posterior
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density). If Rn ∋ z = F(x) ∼ ρ for any Rn ∋ x ∼ π then F is said to push forward the target
density π to the reference density ρ (likewise, pull back ρ to π). The pushforward and pullback
operators are defined, respectively, as

F♯ π(z) =
(
π ◦ F−1

)
(z)|∇F−1(z)| = ρ(z)(2.8)

F ♯ ρ(x) = (ρ ◦ F) (x)|∇F(x)| = π(x),(2.9)

where ∇F denotes the Jacobian of F . In our setting, we assume both the reference and target
measures are absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure.

For multi-dimensional random variables, there may exist infinitely many measure transport
maps F satisfying (2.8) and (2.9) and various numerical methods for building them, including
normalizing flows [38, 47], neural differential equations [9, 45], and more. Our sOED approach
is flexible to utilize various measure transport maps. In this work, we employ the Knothe-
Rosenblatt (KR) rearrangement:

(2.10) z =


z1
z2
...
zn

 = F(x) =


Fx1

(x1)
Fx2 |x1

(x1:2)
...

Fxn |x1:n−1
(x)

 ,

where x1:k = [x1, . . . , xk]
⊤. Each component of the KR map, Fxk |x1:k−1

(x1:k−1, xk), is mono-
tone in the last input parameter xk. Given a sample from the reference density, z ∼ ρ, a
sample from the target density, x ∼ π, can be obtained via the inverse map T := F−1. The
triangular structure of the KR map enables application of T via sequential inversion of univari-
ate functions. Additionally, the components of the KR map are defined through the marginal
conditionals of the target density. Thus, the k-th component of F immediately grants access
to the conditional target density π(xk | x1:k−1). This feature makes the KR map particularly
valuable for Bayesian inference and, as we will detail in section 3, for sOED.

Tensor-train-based construction. We employ the density approximation strategy presented
in [15, 17, 23, 53], particularly the squared tensor train construction of [15], to numerically
implement KR maps. Consider a target density π = p

Z , where p is the unnormalized density that
can be evaluated and Z is the commonly unknown normalizing constant. We first approximate
the square root of the unnormalized density, p, using a functional tensor train,

(2.11)
√
p(x) ≈ F1(x1) · · ·Fi(xi) · · ·Fn(xn) =: f̂ ,

where each Fi(xi) ∈ RRi−1×Ri is a matrix-valued univariable function, with R0 = Rn = 1.
The elements of each matrix-valued function, [Fi(xi)]k,j are represented as a linear combina-
tion of Mi basis functions. Such tensor train approximations can be constructed efficiently
using alternating-direction cross interpolation methods; see [30, 46] for details. Here we employ
a functional extension of the rank-adaptive alternating minimal energy scheme as described
in [15, Appendix B] to build tensor trains. Denoting M=maxi Mi and r=maxi Ri, it requires
O(nMR2) density evaluations to construct such approximations. Given the tensor train ap-

proximation f̂ , the approximation to the normalized target density is defined as

(2.12) π̂(x) =
p̂(x)

ξ
, p̂(x) = f̂(x)2 + τρ(x), ξ =

∫
p̂(x) dx,

where ρ(x) =
∏n

i=1 ρi(xi) is a product-form reference density such that supx
p(x)
ρ(x) < ∞ and

τ > 0 is a constant. The “defensive” term τρ is added to ensure that the tensor train surrogate π̂
can define importance sampling estimators satisfying the central limit theorem. As shown in [15,
Theorem 1], choosing tensor ranks Ri to bound the approximation error by some threshold ε,

i.e., ∥f̂−√p∥ < ε, and using a constant τ < ε ensures that the Hellinger error of the approximate
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posterior is bounded such that DH(π, π̂) ≤ 2ε√
Z
. This, in turn, bounds errors in expectations

computed over the approximate posterior.
Leveraging the separable structure of tensor trains, the marginal densities

(2.13) π̂x1:k
(x1:k) =

∫
Xk+1:n

π̂(x) dxk+1:n, k = 1, . . . , n− 1,

of the approximation π̂ can be computed dimension-by-dimension with O(nMR3) floating point
operations. This naturally leads to a KR map, S(x), with components

Fx1(x1) =

∫ x1

−∞
π̂x1(x

′
1) dx

′
1

Fxk |x1:k−1
(xk) =

∫ xk

−∞
π̂xk |x1:k−1

dx′
k =

∫ xk

−∞

π̂x1:k
(x1:k−1, x

′
k)

π̂x1:k−1
(x1:k−1)

dx′
k,

which defines a coupling of π̂ with the standard uniform density ρunif on the n-dimensional
unit hypercube [0, 1]n, i. e., F♯ π̂ = ρunif. Additionally, the product-form reference density ρ
admits a diagonal KR rearrangement, R = [R1(z1), . . . ,Rn(zn)]

⊤ with components Ri(zi) =∫ zi
−∞ ρi(z

′
i) dz

′
i, such that R♯ ρ = ρunif. Thus, the composite map T = F−1 ◦ R defines a

triangular map satisfying T♯ ρ = π̂. We refer the readers to [15] for technical details.

Deep approximation. For target densities that are highly concentrated within a small sub-
domain or exhibit highly nonlinear correlation structures, constructing sufficiently accurate ten-
sor train surrogates may require very large tensor ranks and a large number of basis functions.
Since the number of unnormalized density evaluations required is O(nMR2), the efficiency of
the algorithm is highly dependent on the maximum rank R and the number of basis functions
M , particularly for problems where evaluating the target density involves solving a PDE. The
deep approximation approach developed in [15] addresses this challenge by building a composite
map, T L = Q1 ◦ Q2 · · · ◦ QL, where each layer Qℓ is easier to construct. Such a composition is
constructed recursively, guiding by a sequence of bridging densities, {πℓ}Lℓ=1 with πL = π, that
increasingly capture the complexity of the target. At layer ℓ, given the previous composition
T ℓ−1 = Q1 ◦Q2 · · · ◦Qℓ−1 such that (T ℓ−1)♯ρ ≈ πℓ−1, the pullback density of the next bridging
density under T ℓ−1 yields an approximation

(T ℓ−1)♯ πℓ ≈ πℓ ◦ T ℓ−1

πℓ−1 ◦ T ℓ−1
ρ,

which is the perturbation of the reference density ρ by the ratio πℓ◦T ℓ−1

πℓ−1◦T ℓ−1 . This way, for

appropriately chosen bridging densities, the pullback density (T ℓ−1)♯ πℓ is easier to approximate
than the target density itself in tensor train format, and can be represented to sufficient accuracy
with lower tensor ranks. We then build the intermediate map Qℓ to couple the reference density
with the pullback density, (Qℓ)♯ ρ ≈ (T ℓ−1)♯ πℓ and enrich the composition as T ℓ = T ℓ−1 ◦Qℓ.
We refer the readers to [15] for further details and stability analysis.

3. Fast Bayesian sOED and scalable amortized inference. In this section, we first
extend the upper bound in (2.7) to bound the iEIG, which in turn we use to guide our sequential
design. In addition to sOED, this bound naturally reduces parameter dimensions for the chosen
experiment condition. We will integrate the resulting parameter reduction with a conditional
KR map to offer scalable amortized inference so that posterior parameter estimation can be
issued in real time for any newly observed data. We will also discuss a restart procedure to
improve the approximation accuracy of our sequential design-inference procedure.

3.1. sOED via an iEIG bound. At the k-th experimental stage, sOED aims to maximize
the iEIG (1.4) between the stage-k prior—that is the previous posterior π(m |Hk−1)—and
the stage-k posterior π(m | ek,yk,Hk−1). Let T k−1 : Rnm→Rnm denote a measure transport
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between π(m |Hk−1) and the standard Gaussian ρ such that (T k−1)♯ π(z |Hk−1) = ρ(z). Since
the KL divergence is invariant to invertible transforms, the iEIG can be rewritten as

Ψk(ek) = Eyk |ek,Hk−1
[DKL(π(· | ek,yk,Hk−1)∥π(· |Hk−1))]

= Eyk |ek,Hk−1
[DKL((T k−1)♯ π(· | ek,yk,Hk−1)∥(T k−1)♯ π(· |Hk−1))](3.1)

= Eyk |ek,Hk−1
[DKL(q

k(· | ek,yk)∥ρ(·))],
where, using the definition of the pullback operator (2.9), as well as the definitions of T k−1 and
π(m | ek,yk,Hk−1) in (1.1), the stage-k posterior in the transformed coordinates is

qk(w | ek,yk) = (T k−1)♯ π(w | ek,yk,Hk−1) =
ρ(w)

π(T k−1(w) |Hk−1)
π(T k−1(w) | ek,yk,Hk−1)

∝ L(yk | T k−1(w), ek) ρ(w).(3.2)

This implies that qk(w | ek,yk) can be viewed as the posterior density arising from solving
the Bayesian inverse problem with a likelihood function L(yk | T k−1(w), ek) and a standard
multivariate Gaussian prior. Withm = T k−1(w), the Fisher information matrix I(ek, T k−1,w)
for the transformed parameters can be expressed as

I(ek, T k−1,w) =

∫ (
∇w logL(yk | T k−1(w), ek)∇w logL(yk | T k−1(w), ek)

⊤)L(y |m, ek) dy

= ∇T k−1(w)
⊤I(ek,m)∇T k−1(w)(3.3)

where I(ek,m) =
∫
∇m logL(yk |m, ek)∇m logL(yk |m, ek)

⊤L(y |m, ek) dy is the original
Fisher information for experimental condition ek. Thus, we can apply the bound (2.7) to the
transformed posterior qk(w | ek,yk) to bound the iEIG as

(3.4) Ψk(ek) ≤ ΨUB
k (ek) :=

1

2
log det

(
Inm +HI(ek, T k−1)

)
,

where HI(ek, T k−1) =
∫
I(ek, T k−1,w) ρ(w) dw.

For a range of likelihood functions, the Fisher information matrix I(ek,m) can be directly
evaluated. However, the stage-k average information matrix HI(ek, T k−1) typically needs to
be estimated numerically using Monte Carlo. Using our example of additive Gaussian noise
where the likelihood satisfies (1.3), the stage-k average information matrix takes the form

HI(ek, T k−1) =

∫
∇T k−1(w)

⊤∇G(ek,m)⊤Γη(ek)
−1∇G(ek,m)∇T k−1(w)ρ(w) dw,(3.5)

where m = T k−1(w). Its Monte Carlo integration thus takes the form
(3.6)

HI(ek, T k−1) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

∇T k−1(w(i))
⊤
∇G(ek,m(i))⊤Γη(ek)

−1∇G(ek,m(i))∇T k−1(w(i)),

where w(i) ∼ ρ and m(i) = T k−1(w(i)) for i = 1, . . . , N . The Jacobians of the forward map
∇G(ek,m(i)) at any design ek and parameter m(i) can be computed efficiently using adjoint-
based methods. At any given design and sample parameter, constructing the Jacobian explicitly
requires one full (potentially nonlinear) PDE solve and ny linear adjoint solves. However, for
Jacobians with fast singular value decays, the number of adjoint solves can be potentially
reduced using iterative and/or randomized methods.

The upper bound (3.4) serves as a guide for approximating sequentially optimal designs.
We propose choosing a design that maximizes the upper bound on the approximated iEIG,

(3.7) e∗k ∈ Argmax
ek

Ψ
UB

k (ek) := Argmax
ek

1

2
log det

(
Inm +HI(ek, T k−1)

)
.

For general designs, this noisy objective function can be maximized using methods such as
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stochastic gradient ascent. For this paper, we focus on OED problems where the design consists
of selecting an experimental condition from a candidate set Ek = {E1, . . . ,Ene

} with cardinality
ne. In this context, it is convenient to redefine the forward map G : Rnm → Rneny as a map
from the unknown parameters to the observables on all the candidate designs, i. e.,

(3.8) G(m) = [G(E1,m);G(E2,m); . . . ;G(Ene ,m)]⊤,

with G(Ej ,m) ∈ Rny for all j = 1, . . . , ne. The observables corresponding to any design
ek ∈ Ek can be obtained using a row selection matrix W(ek). Specifically, let ek = Ej , then
W(ek) = une

j ⊗ Iny
where une

j ∈ {0, 1}1×ne is a row vector corresponding to the j-th canonical
basis, i.e., its only non-zero entry is the j-th element, Iny

is the ny-dimensional identity matrix,
and ⊗ is the Kronecker product. With this notation, it is clear that G(ek,m) = W(ek)G(m)
at any design ek and its Jacobian is ∇G(ek,m) = W(ek)∇G(m), where ∇G(m) ∈ Rneny×nm .
The average information matrix in (3.6) then takes the form

(3.9) HI(ek, T k−1) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

J (T k−1,w(i))⊤W(ek)
⊤Γη(ek)

−1
W(ek)J (T k−1,w(i)).

where J (T k−1,w) := ∇G(m)∇T k−1(w) with m = T k−1(w) is the Jacobian with respect to
the transformed parameter w.

In the above fixed candidate design case, at each stage k, we can pre-compute the Jacobian

J (T k−1,w(i)) at a set ofN samplesw(i) ∼ ρ. Then, the upper bound Ψ
UB

k (ek) can be evaluated
at each candidate design ek ∈ Ek by extracting the relevant rows of J using the selection matrix

W(ek), without additional PDE and adjoint solves. Maximizing Ψ
UB

k then involves choosing a
candidate design e∗ that results in the largest value. As a by-product, the eigendecomposition of
the average information matrix at the optimal design, HI(e

∗, T k−1), naturally results in a basis
of the data-free LIS, as detailed in subsection 2.1. The procedure is outlined in Algorithm 3.1.
In later sections, we use the resulting LIS to construct scalable conditional measure transport,
enabling amortized inference and providing the required transport map T k−1 for finding optimal
designs in the new stage.

Algorithm 3.1 Optimization of the iEIG upper bound (3.7), as well as construction of the
data-free LIS basis, U, at the optimal design e∗. Inputs are a transport map T , a forward map
G, the noise covariance Γη, truncation tolerance ϵI , and a Monte Carlo sample size N .

1: function iEIGUB(T ,G,Γη, ϵI , N)
2: Draw samples w(i) ∼ ρ and compute J (T ,w(i)) for i = 1, . . . , N
3: e∗ ← Argmaxe∈E

1
2 log det(Inm

+HI(e, T )), where HI(e, T ) is given in (3.9)

4: Compute eigendecomposition HI(e
∗, T ) = UΛU⊤

5: Set U = U(:, 1 : r), with r chosen to ensure 1
2

∑nm

i=r+1 log(1 + λi(HI(e
∗, T ))) ≤ ϵI

6: return e∗,U

3.2. Scalable amortized inference. The goal of amortized inference is the construction
of a conditional map, Skm|y : R

ny × Rnm → Rnm , which approximately couples the stage-k
posterior to some reference density for any observed data. Importantly, such a conditional map
can be built while experiments are conducted, prior to data collection. Once the experiment is
complete and the data is collected, this map enables rapid online approximation of the posterior
π(m |Hk). Here we choose a standard Gaussian reference density so that the conditional map
Skm|y can also be used to construct the iEIG bound in the next experimental stage. We combine
the data-free LIS and tensor trains to construct the conditional map recursively.
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Conditional map. At the start, we assume that an initial (non-conditional) measure trans-
port T 0 : Rnm → Rnm is given to couple the prior distribution π(m) with a standard multivari-
ate Gaussian, ρ(w). If the prior is a multivariate Gaussian, π(m) = N (m0, C0), then we have

a linear map T 0(·) = m0 + C1/20 (·). At stage k, suppose we have a measure transport T k−1—
which can be either the previous conditional map or other forms of transport maps—satisfying
(T k−1)♯ ρ(m) = π̂(m |Hk−1) ≈ π(m |Hk−1), where π̂ is the pushforward density that approx-
imates the target π. Once the experimental condition e∗k is chosen as in Algorithm 3.1, we
build the conditional map under the deep approximation framework of [15] (cf. subsection 2.2)
as follows.
1. Define a product-form joint reference density ρ(zy, zm) = ρ(zy)ρ(zm) and a joint precon-

dition map, Sk−1
y,m = [zy, T k−1(zm)]⊤, such that (Sk−1)♯ ρ(y,m) = ρ(y) π̂(m |Hk−1).

2. Pull back the stage-k joint density for the data and parameter random variables,

(3.10) π(yk,m | e∗k,Hk−1) = L(yk |m, e∗k)π(m |Hk−1),

under the preconditioning map, Sk−1
y,m , which yields

(Sk−1
y,m )♯ π(wy,wm | e∗k,Hk−1) =

L(wy | T k−1(wm), e∗k)π(T k−1(wm) |Hk−1)

ρ(wy) π̂(T k−1(wm) |Hk−1)
ρ(wy,wm)

≈ L(wy | T k−1(wm), e∗k) ρ(wm) =: qky,m(wy,wm).(3.11)

3. Approximate the joint density qky,m(wy,wm) using the squared tensor train as in subsec-
tion 2.2 with sufficiently large tensor train ranks to obtain a lower-triangular incremental
joint map

(3.12) Qk
y,m(zy, zm) =

[
Qk

y(zy)

Qk
m|y(zy, zm)

]
=

[
wy

wm

]
,

that approximately pushes forward the reference density ρ(zy, zm) to qky,m(wy,wm).

4. The composite map, Sky,m = Sk−1
y,m ◦ Qk

y,m, which also takes a lower triangular form of

Sky,m(zy, zm) =

[
Qk

y(zy)

(T k−1 ◦ Qk
m|y)(zy, zm)

]
=

[
yk

m

]
,

approximates the joint density π(yk,m | e∗k,Hk−1). The resulting conditional map

(3.13) Skm|y(yk, zm) =
(
T k−1 ◦ Qk

m|y

) (
(Qk

y)
−1(yk), zm

)
,

approximately pushes forward the reference density ρ(zm) to the conditional marginal
density π(m | yk, e

∗
k,Hk−1), which is the posterior, for any data yk observed at stage k.

Given the observed data yk, we define T k(zm) := Skm|y(yk, zm), which serves as an input
to Algorithm 3.1 for finding optimal experimental conditions for the next stage. This approach
enables the design of an algorithm that shifts the majority of the computational workload to the
offline phase. While experiments are conducted, the new joint distribution can be sequentially
approximated as described above.

A straightforward approach to constructing Qk
y,m in the above procedure is to use the deep

approximation approach in subsection 2.2. However, as mentioned previously, the number of
unnormalized density evaluations required by this method scales linearly with the combined
dimension of the data and parameters and quadratically with the tensor train ranks, which may
increase with the total dimension. Therefore, we propose to combine the dimension reduction
offered by LIS with DIRT to build a dimension-robust measure transport.

Subspace accelerated conditional map. Let Uk be the rk-dimensional matrix corresponding
to the leading eigenvectors of the average Fisher information matrix Hk(e

∗
k, T k−1) (see Algo-

rithm 3.1) containing the basis for the data-free LIS. The range of Uk corresponds to directions
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in which the transformed parameterswm are most informed by the likelihood L(wy | T k−1(wm), e∗k),
relative to the reference ρ. We decompose the parameter wm = wrk

m +w⊥k
m into its likelihood-

informed components (wrk
m ) and uninformed components (w⊥k

m ). Following (2.1), the joint
density qky,m(wy,wm) can then be approximated as

qky,m(wy,wm) ≈ q̃ky,m(wy,wm;Pk) = L̃(wy | T k−1(wrk
m ), e∗k) ρ(w

rk
m )︸ ︷︷ ︸

q̃ky,m(wy,w
rk
m )

ρ(w⊥k
m |wrk

m ).
(3.14)

The dimension rk for sufficiently accurate approximation of the ratio density qky,m is chosen
based on the upper bound on the expected value of the KL divergence (2.6). Given a tolerance
ϵI , we choose rk to be the smallest integer r such that

(3.15)
1

2

nm∑
j=r+1

log
(
1 + λj

(
HI(e

∗
k, T k−1)

))
≤ ϵI .

Once the data-free LIS is determined, let w̃k
m = U⊤

k wm ∈ Rrk be the coefficient associ-
ated with the LIS basis. Then one can approximate the reduced-dimensional joint density,
q̃ky,m(wy,w

rk
m ) ≡ q̃ky,m(wy, w̃

k
m), to build a smaller KR map Q̃k

y,m : Rny+rk → Rny+rk ,

Q̃k
y,m(zy, z

k
m) = [Q̃k

y(zy), Q̃k
m|y(zy, z

k
m)]⊤, zkm ∈ Rrk

such that

(3.16) (Q̃k
y,m)♯ ρ(wy, w̃

k
m) ≈ q̃ky,m(wy, w̃

k
m).

Embedding the map Q̃k
y,m into a linear map defined using Uk, we obtain the incremental map

on the full space

Qk
y,m(zy, zm) =

[
Q̃k

y(zy)

Qk
m|y(zy, zm)

]
,(3.17)

where Qk
m|y(zy, zm) = UkQ̃k

m|y(zy,U
⊤
k zm) + (Inm

−UkU
⊤
k )zm.

3.3. Overall algorithm with restart. The method described so far can be effective
for sOED problems with a small number of experimental stages. However, several practical
challenges arise when dealing with problems involving a large number of experiments. One
such challenge is the incremental accumulation of error due to the recursive approximation,
which can make it computationally expensive to maintain a sufficiently small approximation
error across the experimental stages. This challenge is compounded by the use of conditional
transport maps, as they can only probabilistically guarantee sufficiently accurate approximation
to the posterior [16, Appendix A.2]. Additionally, relying solely on the data-free LIS approach
may lead to an overestimation of the number of important directions. The continuous addition
of layers to the composite map approximating the posterior increases the computational cost
of sampling and of evaluating the Jacobian ∇T k at each experimental stage.

To address these issues, we incorporate a “restart” step into the conditional map construc-
tion. Specifically, every ℓ steps—after collecting data from previous experiments but before
designing the experimental conditions for the next stage—we discard the previous conditional
map Sℓm|y and rebuild a map T ℓ from scratch by targeting the stage-ℓ posterior directly. This
process produces a more accurate approximation of the current posterior. To ensure scalability,
the approximation begins by constructing the data-dependent LIS, followed by the reduced-
dimensional posterior approximation. Specifically, we define an importance sampling estimator
using the previous conditional map Sℓm|y to compute the Gram matrix (2.2) for building a
data-dependent LIS. This procedure is summarized in Algorithm 3.2.

In each restart, the procedure for constructing the transport map with the data-dependent
LIS closely follows the subspace acceleration approach described in the previous subsection. The
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Algorithm 3.2 Construction of the data-dependent LIS (V) for a posterior π(m | y) ∝
p(m | y) = L(y |m)ρ(m). Inputs are a transport map Sm|y such that (Sm|y)♯ ρ(m) =
π̂(m | y) ≈ π(m | y), a truncation tolerance ϵG, and a sample sizes N .

1: function DDLIS(Sm|y, ϵG, N)

2: Draw sample z(i) ∼ ρ and evaluate m(i) = Sm|y(z
(i)) for i = 1, . . . , N

3: Compute the Gram matrix using self-normalized importance sampling

HG = 1∑
i=1 Wi

∑N
i=1 Wi∇ logL(y |m(i))⊤∇ logL(y |m(i)), Wi =

p(m(i)|y)
π̂(m(i)|y)

4: Compute eigendecomposition HG = VΛV⊤

5: Set V = V(:, 1 : r), with r chosen using (2.3) to ensure
√
κ
2

√∑nm

k=r+1 λk(HG)) ≤ ϵG
6: return V

key differences are that the LIS dimension is determined by the data-dependent bound (2.3)
and a non-conditional transport map is built by directly approximating the fixed posterior.
Assuming the stage ℓ requires a restart—i. e., an accurate approximation to the stage ℓ − 1
posterior is needed—the transport map using the restart is outlined as follows. Let Vℓ−1 ∈
Rnm×rℓ−1 denote a basis of the data-dependent LIS for the current posterior π(m |Hℓ−1),
computed using Algorithm 3.2. The parameter m can be decomposed as m = mrℓ−1 +m⊥ℓ−1 .
Let m̃ℓ−1 ∈ Rrℓ−1 be the coefficients of the reduced parametermrℓ−1 associated withVℓ−1. One

can first construct a lower-dimensional map T̃ ℓ−1 : Rrℓ−1 → Rrℓ−1 satisfying (T̃ ℓ−1)♯ ρ(m̃
ℓ−1) ≈

π̃(Vℓ−1m̃
ℓ−1 |Hℓ−1), with the reduced-dimensional posterior π̃(· |Hℓ−1) defined in (2.1). Then,

embedding the smaller map T̃ ℓ−1 into a linear map as in subsection 3.2, we obtain the full-
dimensional transport map

(3.18) T ℓ−1(z) = Vℓ−1T̃ ℓ−1(V⊤
ℓ−1z) +

(
Inm
−Vℓ−1V

⊤
ℓ−1

)
z, z ∈ Rnm ,

which approximately couples ρ = N (0, Inm) and π(m |Hℓ−1). The new map T ℓ−1 can then
be used in Algorithm 3.1 for finding new optimal designs and building the data-free LIS for
the amortized inference in the new experimental stage. The final algorithm we use for our
numerical experiments is presented in Algorithm 3.3.

Algorithm 3.3 Greedy sOED with restart. Inputs are the number of experimental stages K,
error tolerances ϵG and ϵI , a forward map G(e,m), an observation noise model η ∼ N (0,Γη),
and a sample size N . Without loss of generality, we set the initial prior ρ ∼ N (0, Inm).

1: Initialize T 0 = I
2: for k=1, . . . , K do
3: if k > 1 then
4: Get new data yk−1 and define T k−1(·) = Sk−1

m|y(yk−1, ·) for posterior estimation

5: if restart then
6: Vk−1 ← DDLIS(Sk−1

m|y, ϵG, N)

7: Build the reduced map T̃k−1 such that (T̃k−1)♯ ρ(m̃
k−1) ≈ π̃(Vk−1m̃

k−1 |Hk−1)
8: Build the full-dimensional map T k−1(·) as in (3.18) for posterior estimation

9: e∗k,Uk ← iEIGUB(T k−1,G,Γη, ϵI , N)
10: Define the joint preconditioning map Sk−1

y,m = [zy, T k−1(zm)]⊤

11: Build the incremental joint map Qk
y,m as in (3.12)

12: Define Sky,m = Sk−1
y,m ◦ Qk

y,m and extract the new conditional map Skm|y as in (3.13)

The additional computational effort of the restart step is justified by the improved accuracy
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κtrue u(κtrue)

Fig. 1. The “true” diffusivity field used to synthesize data (left) and the corresponding pressure field u
(right). The ny = 121 candidate locations for the design problem are visualized as black dots in the right figure.

of posterior approximations. This, in turn, can enhance the stability of the approximations
and potentially lower the tensor ranks in subsequent experimental stages. Furthermore, the
computational cost of constructing transport maps using tensor train decompositions can be
significantly reduced by utilizing surrogate models for the forward map. These surrogates can
be built using neural networks or, as demonstrated in our numerical experiments, through
proper orthogonal decomposition and the discrete empirical interpolation method [8].

4. Numerical results. Here we demonstrate the effectiveness of designs that maximize
our proposed upper bound for two model problems.

4.1. Problem 1: Optimal sensor selection for diffusivity field estimation. We
first consider an inverse problem governed by an elliptic PDE defined in Ω = [0, 1]2 with left,
right, top and bottom boundaries denoted as ΓL,ΓR,ΓT ,ΓB , respectively:

−∇ · (κ(m)∇u) = 0 in Ω,

κ(m)∇u · n = 0 on ΓT ∪ ΓB ,

u = 1 + y/2 on ΓL,

u = − sin(2πy)− 1 on ΓR.

This PDE is commonly used to model the flow of a fluid through a porous medium. The inverse
problem we consider is the inference of the log-diffusivity field m = log(κ) given measurements
of the pressure u at a finite set of locations in Ω. We assume m follows a Gaussian prior,
m ∼ N (0, Cpr) with Cpr obtained via the covariance kernel exp(− 1

2ℓ2 ∥x− z∥2), and ℓ = 1√
50
.

For the sequential design problem, we fix ny = 121 equally-spaced candidate locations for
measuring the pressure u and assume the measurement at each candidate location is corrupted
by independent mean-zero Gaussian noise with standard deviation 0.2. In each experiment,
we choose one location from this set that maximizes the incremental EIG bound (1.4). The
true diffusivity field used to synthesize the data at each experimental stage, as well as the
corresponding PDE solution u and the candidate sensor locations are visualized in Figure 1.

After finite element discretization with second-order Lagrange elements on a triangular
mesh of size h = 1

32 in each coordinate direction, the unknown log-diffusivity field is character-
ized by a vector of nodal coefficients m ∈ Rnm with nm = 4225. The forward solves as well as
the adjoint-based construction of the Jacobians needed for the upper bound on the iEIG (3.1)
are performed in FastFins [14].

Optimal designs and comparisons. We use eight design stages, each selecting an op-
timal location for measuring u using algorithm Algorithm 3.3 with N = 100 samples and
truncation tolerances of ϵG = 0.01, ϵI = 0.02, and transport maps constructed using the
deep-transport package [13]. To speed up the computation of the tensor train density ap-
proximations, we build a reduced-order model (ROM) restricted to the data-free LIS at all the
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candidate sensor locations. Specifically, we use the discrete empirical interpolation approach
combined with proper orthogonal decomposition as in [8], with samples drawn from the LIS to
create the snapshots. The LIS at all the candidate designs that satisfies (2.6) with a more con-
servative tolerance of 0.01 has dimension 71, and solving the resulting ROM is approximately
40 times faster than solving the full model. The computational cost of choosing the optimal
designs and approximating the posteriors, along with the approximation errors, is presented
in Table 1.

Direct comparisons between our approach and existing methods in the sOED literature
are not straightforward. To evaluate the effectiveness and accuracy of our approach, we adapt
two widely used batch OED methods to the sequential setting. Specifically, we compare our
method against a nested Monte Carlo estimator of the iEIG (as detailed in Appendix A), which
is computationally expensive but serves as the gold standard for nonlinear Bayesian inverse
problems. Additionally, we compare against a method based on Gaussian approximations
proposed in [54] (detailed in Appendix B), which is more efficient but may be inaccurate for
highly non-Gaussian posteriors.

We begin by assessing the quality of the upper bound. At each experimental stage k, we
evaluate the upper bound (3.4) and a nested Monte Carlo estimator of the iEIG at each candi-
date location, which serves as the reference. . The reference nested Monte Carlo approximation
(using N = 10 000 samples) to the incremental EIG and the upper bound at the first four ex-
perimental stages is visualized in the top two rows of Figure 2. From the figure, we observe
that using 100 samples appears sufficient to capture the variation in the expected information
gain. For this example, the upper bound appears quite sharp and the contours of the iEIG
align closely. Most importantly, the optimal designs, beyond the first stage, agree between the
two methods. In the first stage, while the nested Monte Carlo estimator of the EIG identifies
a maximum at a different location than the upper bound, the region around this maximum
appears relatively flat, suggesting that many designs may perform equally well.

In Figure 2, we further evaluate the effectiveness of using the upper bound to select sequen-
tial optimal designs. Specifically, at each stage k, we fix the stage-k prior to be the posterior
derived from the previously chosen optimal designs and corresponding data. We then evaluate
the iEIG using nested Monte Carlo with 10 000 samples for the design that maximizes the upper
bound on the iEIG, as well as for 50 randomly selected designs. The designs that maximize the
upper bound outperform the randomly selected designs almost all the time. As more sensors
are selected, the performance gap naturally decreases and is expected to shrink further with
additional experiments as information accumulates.

Additionally, we compare our approach with an extension of the method based on Gaussian
approximations proposed in [54]. Specifically, in this approach, the expected value of the KL
divergence is approximated via a Monte Carlo average, where both the stage-k posterior in the
numerator and the stage-k prior in the denominator are replaced with Gaussian approximations.
For further details, see Appendix B. A visualization of the incremental EIG obtained using this
method for the first four stages is shown in Figure 2. For the first three stages, the optimal
designs agree with those obtained using our approach, likely due to the posterior being well-
approximated by a Gaussian. However, starting at the fourth design, the approaches begin
to diverge. This divergence is further illustrated in Figure 2, where we evaluated the KL-
divergence between the stage-k posterior and prior at both sets of designs. The KL divergence
between the posterior π(m |Hk) and prior π(m) given a history vector Hk is approximated
using importance sampling as

(4.1) DKL(π(· |Hk)∥π(·)) ≈
1

N

N∑
i=1

wi log

[
π̂(m(i) |Hk)

π(m(i)

]
,
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ΦUB

ΦMC

ΦL

Fig. 2. The upper bound on the incremental EIG for stages k = 1, 2, 3, 4 (top row, from left to right) com-
pared with a nested Monte Carlo estimator (middle row) and a linearization-based estimator (bottom row). The
upper bound was computed using Algorithm 3.1 with N = 100 samples to approximate Hk

I at each stage. The
nested Monte Carlo estimates were computed using N = 10 000 samples from the joint L(yk |m) π̂(m |Hk−1).

Fig. 3. On the left, a comparison of the iEIG for stages 1−8 using the designs maximizing the iEIG upper
bound (pink diamonds) as well as 50 randomly chosen designs (black dots). The incremental EIG is computed
using nested Monte Carlo as described in Appendix A. On the right, a comparison of the KL-divergence between
the stage-k posterior and prior at designs maximizing the upper bound (pink diamonds) and those maximizing
the estimate of the EIG based on Gaussian approximations (blue squares).

where π̂(m |Hk) ≈ π(m |Hk) and is obtained using a subspace-accelerated KR-rearrangement
as described in subsection 3.3. The sample parameters m(i) ∼ π̂(m |Hk) for i = 1, . . . , N with
N = 2000. In this example, the KL-divergence for the first three designs is identical up to
numerical error introduced by the sample-based Monte Carlo approximation. However, after
the third design, a gap emerges between the two approaches. These results suggest that a
hybrid approach may be effective for certain problems — using the Gaussian-based method for
the initial stages while the posterior is close to the Gaussian prior, and switching to a transport-
map-based approach once the posterior begins to deviate significantly from the prior. Further
exploration of this approach is reserved for future work.
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Table 1
The dimensions of the data-free and data-dependent LISs for each stage (top and bottom rows of column

2, respectively), as well as the Hellinger distance between the true and approximate stage-k posterior (column
3) and the effective sample size per sample (ESS/N , column 4). The last column lists the total number of ROM
solves required to approximate the posterior in each stage.

k # LIS DH ESS/N # ROMs

1
15

0.127 0.788 108,500
28

2
14

0.211 0.523 111,631
31

3
13

0.176 0.752 210,552
35

4
16

0.253 0.362 244,807
40

5
12

0.274 0.133 426,157
42

6
13

0.231 0.662 443,021
43

7
15

0.249 0.606 744,992
44

8
15

0.266 0.542 762,755
45

4.2. Problem 2: Light source and pressure sensor placement for photoacoustic
imaging. Here, we consider a design problem in photoacoustic imaging (PAI) with simplified
physics. PAI is a hybrid medical imaging modality that aims to combine the high contrast
of optical imaging with the high spatial resolution of ultrasound via the photoacoustic effect.
In the PAI problem, laser-induced ultrasound waves are observed along the boundary of the
tissue sample and used to reconstruct spatially varying optical properties of the tissue, such
as absorption and scattering coefficients. A detailed overview of the physical problem and the
applications of PAI can be found in [12, 31, 41]. Here, we focus only on the details relevant for
our example, and highlight the simplifications we make. While various unknown parameters
could be estimated in the PAI problem, we focus on inferring the absorption coefficient µa

(m−1), which is related to the observed data via solution of two coupled PDEs.
The first PDE represents the optical component of the PAI problem, relating tissue absorp-

tion µa to the initial pressure p0 (Pa). Accurate modeling of light transport in tissues can be
achieved using Monte Carlo simulations or radiative transfer equations (RTEs), though both are
computationally intensive. In highly scattering media, a common simplification is to apply the
diffusion approximation to the RTEs [52]. For a two-dimensional domain Ω = [0, 5]×[0, 3] ⊂ R2,
given an illumination source S on the boundary Γ and an absorption µa the initial pressure p0
is related to the light fluence ϕ, which satisfies the PDE

µaϕ−∇ · (κ(µa)∇ϕ) = 0 for x ∈ Ω

1

π
ϕ+

1

2
κ(µa)∇ϕ · n = S for x on Γ,

p0 = Γµaϕ for x ∈ Ω.

(4.2)

The diffusion coefficient κ(µa) =
1

2(µa+µ′
s)

(m) depends on µa as well as the reduced scattering

coefficient, µ′
s (m

−1). Here, we fix the reduced scattering coefficient to µ′
s ≡ 20 cm−1. The initial

pressure p0 is proportional to the absorbed optical energy density µaϕ through the Grüneisen
parameter Γ, which is typically spatially-dependent and unknown in practice. For our model
example, we fix Γ ≡ 1. While Γ and µ′

s could also be treated as inference parameters, doing so
would significantly increase the computational cost. Moreover, simultaneous reconstruction of
all three parameters (µa, Γ, µ

′
s) poses theoretical challenges [2]. An alternative approach is to
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treat Γ and µ′
s as unknown nuisance parameters and formulate an uncertainty-aware likelihood,

which could be achieved by marginalizing them out using the Bayesian approximation error
approach [35].

The second PDE is used to represent the acoustic component of the PAI problem. Given
the initial pressure p0, the pressure p is obtained by solving the acoustic wave equation:

1

c2
ptt −∆p = 0 in Ω× (0, T ]

p(t = 0) = p0 in Ω

pt(t = 0) = 0 in Ω

∇p · n− 1

c
pt = 0 on Γ× (0, T ],

(4.3)

where the sound speed c is assumed to take a constant value of 1510m
s for the simulation.

To ensure the absorption coefficient is nonnegative and to sufficiently capture tissue het-
erogeneity, we set µa(m) = exp(m) and assume a priori that m ∼ N (m0, Cpr) with m0 ≡ −4
and Cpr obtained via the covariance kernel exp(− 1

2ℓ2 ∥x− z∥2), with ℓ = 1√
5
. Three sample

absorption coefficients from this prior, as well as the corresponding light fluence and initial
pressure, are shown in Figure 4.

In each experimental stage, the design involves selecting the location of the light source,
which enters through the boundary condition for the optical PDE (4.2), as well as the location
of a single sensor where the pressure wave is measured. The sample can be illuminated from
the top or bottom using a light source defined as

(4.4) S(e1) =

{
3 exp

[
− 1

2
(x−2.5)2

25

]
if y = e1,

0 else,

with e1 ∈ E1 := {0, 3}. The pressure p is measured at a sensor located on the top or bottom
boundary at five equally spaced observation times, starting from an initial time τ0, i. e., at
τi = τ0 + dτ (i− 1) for i = 1, . . . , 5. We assume each measurement is corrupted with mean zero
noise with standard deviation ση = 0.1. For simulations, we fix s = 50 candidate locations
for sensor placement (visualized in Figure 4) and enumerate them with an index e2 ∈ E2 :=
{1, . . . , 50}. With this setup, the sOED objective is to select a sequence of two-dimensional
designs e = [e1, e2] ∈ E1 × E2, specifying both the laser location and the location of the
pressure-reading sensor. The effect of the light illumination location on the light fluence and
initial pressure is visualized in Figure 4 for different absorption coefficients.

After employing a finite element discretization with first-order Lagrange elements on a tri-
angular mesh of size h = 1

16 in each direction, the resulting discretized parameter m ∈ R3969

corresponds to the nodal coefficients of the log absorption coefficient. Thus the discretized
forward map, G maps from the coefficient vector to the observations arising from both illumi-
nation choices at all the candidate locations, i. e., G : R3936 → R500. The optical PDE is solved
using the FastFins package, in which the observation operator defined by the acoustic wave
equation is constructed using FEniCS [1].

Optimal designs. In this example, we compute optimal sensor placements and illumina-
tion locations for five experimental stages. To examine how the unknown parameter influences
sequential designs, we selected optimal designs for two different absorption coefficients. The
“true” absorption coefficients used to synthesize the data are visualized in Figure 4. For this
problem, the Fisher information matrix varies significantly with the parameters, thus a larger
number of samples was required to achieve a sufficiently accurate approximation of the average
Fisher information matrix and the upper bound (3.4). For our experiments, we used N = 500
samples with truncation tolerances ϵG = 0.01, ϵI = 0.02. As in the first example, to speed up
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µa ϕ(e, µa) p0(e, µa)

Ω

Ω

Ω

Ω

Ω

Ω

Fig. 4. Two sample absorption coefficients from the prior (left), the corresponding light fluence ϕ solv-
ing (4.2) (middle) with light source on the top and bottom, respectively, and the initial pressure p0 (right).

µ1
a

Ω

Ω

µ2
a

τi

τi

τi

τi

e1 (sensor number)

Fig. 5. The two “true” absorption coefficients used to synthesize data (left column). The black dots in
the left column indicate the 50 candidate locations for sensor placement. The corresponding observed pressure
wave at all the candidate locations and all observation times (τi, i = 1, . . . , 5) is visualized in the right column,
with the data in the top and bottom rows corresponding to illumination at the top and bottom boundaries,
respectively.

computation of the tensor train surrogates, we build a reduced order model restricted to the
data-free likelihood-informed basis at all candidate designs using the discrete empirical inter-
polation method. In this case, 109 basis vectors are sufficient using a tolerance of 0.01 and
solving the ROM is approximately 130 times faster than the coupled PDEs.

In Figure 7, for both absorption coefficients, we visualize the optimal laser and sensor
locations for experimental stages 1-5, as well as the posterior mean corresponding to the data
collected from these synthetic experiments. Our results indicate that, for our setup, it is optimal
to illuminate and collect data at the same boundary. Additionally, the sequential designs appear
to be highly dependent on the true parameter. For the first“true” absorption coefficient µ1

a,
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Fig. 6. A comparison of the iEIG for stages 1 − 5 using the designs maximizing the iEIG upper bound
(pink diamonds) as well as 50 randomly chosen designs at each stage. The left figure corresponds to “true”
absorption coeffient µ1

a, and the right to “true” absorption coefficient µ2
a.

Fig. 7. The posterior means for data collected at the optimal sensor locations (black dots) using the optimal
illumination locations (red line) for experimental stages 1, 3, 5 for both of the absorption coefficients µ1

a (top
row) and µ2

a (bottom row) used to synthesize the data Figure 4.

where the main inclusion is located close to the top boundary, most of the optimal designs
align on the top boundary. In contrast, for the second example µ2

a, where the inclusion is
near the bottom boundary, illuminations from the bottom are preferred after the initial few
experiments. To further assess the effectiveness of our upper bound, we evaluate a nested
Monte Carlo estimate of the iEIG at the optimal designs and compare it to the iEIG at 50
randomly chosen designs. As shown in Figure 6, our designs consistently outperform these
randomly chosen designs, suggesting that the bound provides a reliable guide for optimality.
In the figure, designs with an approximated iEIG of 0 correspond to configurations where the
sensor is placed on the opposite boundary from the laser. The computational cost of choosing
the optimal designs and approximating the posteriors, along with the approximation errors, is
presented in Table 2.

Appendix A. Comparison method I — Nested Monte Carlo. To evaluate the
performance of our upper bound on the iEIG, we compare it with a nested Monte Carlo esti-
mator. Note that for our likelihood model, using Bayes’ law, we have π(m | ek,yk,Hk−1) =
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Table 2
The dimensions of data-free and data-dependent LISs (2nd column), the Hellinger error of the surrogate

posterior (3rd column), ESS per sample (4th column) and the number of ROM solves for approximating the
posterior (5th column) in each stage. The left table corresponds to µ1

a and the right table to µ2
a.

k # LIS DH ESS/N # ROMs

1
9

0.152 0.845 282,875
17

2
14

0.161 0.808 577,933
20

3
13

0.169 0.755 661,044
26

4
9

0.394 0.153 712,473
46

5
19

0.318 0.333 1,182,650
46

k # LIS DH ESS/N # ROMs

1
9

0.023 0.996 245,737
10

2
9

0.135 0.693 339,605
25

3
16

0.139 0.843 699,670
33

4
17

0.285 0.341 802,001
39

5
17

0.233 0.533 1,426,682
43

L(yk |m,ek)π(m|Hk−1)
π(yk |ek,Hk−1)

, and the incremental EIG can be written as follows:

Ψk(ek) = Eyk |ek,Hk−1
[DKL(π(· | ek,yk,Hk−1)∥π(· |Hk−1))]

=

∫ ∫
log

(
π(m | ek,yk,Hk−1)

π(m |Hk−1)

)
π(m | ek,yk,Hk−1) dmπ(yk|ek,Hk−1) dyk

=

∫ ∫
log

(
L(yk |m, ek)

π(yk | ek,Hk−1)

)
L(yk |m, ek)π(m |Hk−1) dm dyk.

(A.1)

Following [33], Ψk(ek) can be approximated at any design ek ∈ E via the following double-loop
or nested Monte Carlo estimator

(A.2) Ψk(ek) ≈ ΨNMC
k (ek) =

1

Nout

Nout∑
i=1

(
log(L(y(i)

k |m
(i), ek))− log(π̂(y

(i)
k | ek,Hk−1)

)
,

where m(i) are drawn from the prior π(m |Hk−1) and y
(i)
k are drawn from the likelihood

L(yk |m(i), ek). Since the evidence π(yk | ek,Hk−1) typically does not have a closed-form
expression, we estimate it using an inner Monte Carlo estimator:

(A.3) π(y
(i)
k | ek,Hk−1) ≈ π̂(y

(i)
k | ek,Hk−1) =

1

Nin

Nin∑
j=1

L(y(i)
k |m

(i,j), ek),

where m(i,j) ∼ π(m |Hk−1).
To accelerate the nested Monte Carlo estimator, we also use transport maps, combined with

importance sampling, to draw samples from π(m |Hk−1). Simulating data from the likelihood
and evaluating its density involves the forward map, and thus computing the inner and outer
loops for each candidate design ek would require O(NinNoutny) evaluations of the costly forward
map, which can be prohibitively expensive. We mitigate the computational cost by reusing the
posterior samples in two ways. First, we fix a sample set {m(i)}Nout

i=1 and reuse it for each
design ek. We additionally set Nin = Nout and reuse these samples when approximating the
evidence (A.3). Sample reuse contributes to the bias of the nested Monte Carlo estimator,
however, as stated in [33], this effect is rather small.

Appendix B. Comparison method II — Estimating iEIG using local Gaussian
approximations. We further evaluate our approach against an extension of the methods out-
lined in [54]. In particular, we extend the prior sample point approximation method described
in section 4.4 of [54] to estimate the iEIG using successive Gauss-Newton approximations to
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the posterior. Employing a Monte Carlo approximation to the iEIG, we have

(B.1) Ψk(ek) ≈ ΨG
k (ek) =

1

N

N∑
i=1

DKL(π
G(· | y(i)

k , ek,Hk−1)∥πG(· |Hk−1)),

where πG(m | yk, ek,Hk−1) and πG(m |Hk−1) denote Gaussian approximations to the candi-

date stage-k posterior and stage-k prior, respectively. The data samples y
(i)
k for i = 1, . . . , N

are obtained by drawing a sample m(i) from the Gaussian approximation to the prior, and
synthesizing the noisy data using the accurate forward map, G.

In particular, given a fixed history of observed data and experimental conditions Hk−1,
denote the corresponding maximum-a-posteriori (MAP) estimator as mMAP

k−1 . Under our as-
sumption of i.i.d. Gaussian noise η ∼ N (0, σ2

ηI), the Gauss-Newton approximation to the
stage-k prior is,

πG(m |Hk−1) ∼ N
(
mMAP

k−1 , Ck−1(mMAP)
)
,

Ck−1(mMAP) =

(
C−1
k−2 +

1

σ2
η

∇G(mMAP
k−1 )⊤∇G(mMAP

k−1 )

)−1

.

In each experimental stage, a Gaussian approximation needs to be constructed for every set

of sample data y
(i)
k . The standard Gauss-Newton approximation centers the Gaussian around

the MAP estimator. However, this requires solving at least N optimization problems in each
experimental stage (depending on the approach used). To avoid this, we use the approach

outlined in [54, section 4.4]. In this setting, the KL divergence between πG(· | y(i)
k , ek,Hk−1)

and πG(· |Hk−1) can be estimated as

(B.2) DKL(π
G(· | y(i)

k , ek,Hk−1)∥πG(· |Hk−1)) =

1

2

ki∑
j=1

(
log
(
1 + λj(H(i)

D (ek))
)
−

λj(H(i)
D (ek))

1 + λj(H(i)
D (ek))

)
+ ∥m(i) −mMAP

k−1 ∥C−1
k−1

where λj(H(i)
D (ek)) are the nonzero eigenvalues of the matrix

H(i)
D (ek) =

1

σ2
η

∇G(ek,m(i)) Ck−1∇G(ek,m(i))⊤.

Thus, since the last term in (B.2) is independent of the current design ek, the optimal design
at stage k can be obtained by solving the optimization problem

(B.3) e∗k ∈ Argmax
ek

1

2N

N∑
i=1

ki∑
j=1

(
log
(
1 + λj(H(i)

D (ek))
)
−

λj(H(i)
D (ek))

1 + λj(H(i)
D (ek))

)
.

REFERENCES

[1] M. Alnæs, J. Blechta, J. Hake, A. Johansson, B. Kehlet, A. Logg, C. Richardson, J. Ring, M. E. Rognes,
and G. N. Wells. The FEniCS project version 1.5. Archive of numerical software, 3(100), 2015.

[2] G. Bal and K. Ren. Multi-source quantitative photoacoustic tomography in a diffusive regime. Inverse
Problems, 27(7):075003, 2011.

[3] R. Baptista, Y. Marzouk, and O. Zahm. On the representation and learning of monotone triangular
transport maps. Foundations of Computational Mathematics, pages 1–46, 2023.

[4] J. Beck, B. Mansour Dia, L. Espath, and R. Tempone. Multilevel double loop Monte Carlo and stochastic
collocation methods with importance sampling for Bayesian optimal experimental design. Interna-
tional Journal for Numerical Methods in Engineering, 121(15):3482–3503, 2020.

[5] M. Brennan, D. Bigoni, O. Zahm, A. Spantini, and Y. Marzouk. Greedy inference with structure-exploiting
lazy maps. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 33:8330–8342, 2020.

[6] L. Cao, R. Baptista, J. Chen, F. Li, O. Ghattas, J. T. Oden, and Y. Marzouk. Bayesian model cali-

21



bration for block copolymer self-assembly: Likelihood-free inference and expected information gain
computation via measure transport. Bulletin of the American Physical Society.

[7] L. Cao, J. Chen, M. Brennan, T. O’Leary-Roseberry, Y. Marzouk, and O. Ghattas. Lazydino: Fast,
scalable, and efficiently amortized Bayesian inversion via structure-exploiting and surrogate-driven
measure transport. arXiv preprint arXiv:2411.12726, 2024.

[8] S. Chaturantabut and D. C. Sorensen. Nonlinear model reduction via discrete empirical interpolation.
SIAM Journal on Scientific Computing, 32(5):2737–2764, 2010.

[9] R. T. Chen, Y. Rubanova, J. Bettencourt, and D. K. Duvenaud. Neural ordinary differential equations.
Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 31, 2018.

[10] P. G. Constantine, C. Kent, and T. Bui-Thanh. Accelerating Markov chain Monte Carlo with active
subspaces. SIAM Journal on Scientific Computing, 38(5):A2779–A2805, 2016.

[11] S. Cotter, G. Roberts, A. Stuart, and D. White. MCMC methods for functions: Modifying old algorithms
to make them faster. Statistical Science, 28(3):424–446, 2013.

[12] B. Cox, J. G. Laufer, S. R. Arridge, and P. C. Beard. Quantitative spectroscopic photoacoustic imaging:
a review. Journal of biomedical optics, 17(6):061202–061202, 2012.

[13] T. Cui. Deep Transport. https://github.com/DeepTransport/deep-tensor.
[14] T. Cui. Fast forward and inverse problems solver (fastfins). https://github.com/fastfins/fastfins.m.
[15] T. Cui and S. Dolgov. Deep composition of tensor-trains using squared inverse rosenblatt transports.

Foundations of Computational Mathematics, 22(6):1863–1922, 2022.
[16] T. Cui, S. Dolgov, and O. Zahm. Scalable conditional deep inverse Rosenblatt transports using tensor

trains and gradient-based dimension reduction. Journal of Computational Physics, 485:112103, 2023.
[17] T. Cui, S. Dolgov, and O. Zahm. Self-reinforced polynomial approximation methods for concentrated

probability densities. arXiv preprint arXiv:2303.02554, 2023.
[18] T. Cui, K. J. Law, and Y. M. Marzouk. Dimension-independent likelihood-informed MCMC. Journal of

Computational Physics, 304:109–137, 2016.
[19] T. Cui, J. Martin, Y. M. Marzouk, A. Solonen, and A. Spantini. Likelihood-informed dimension reduction

for nonlinear inverse problems. Inverse Problems, 30(11):114015, 2014.
[20] T. Cui and X. T. Tong. A unified performance analysis of likelihood-informed subspace methods. Bernoulli,

28(4):2788 – 2815, 2022.
[21] T. Cui, X. T. Tong, and O. Zahm. Prior normalization for certified likelihood-informed subspace detection

of Bayesian inverse problems. Inverse Problems, 38(12):124002, 2022.
[22] T. Cui and O. Zahm. Data-free likelihood-informed dimension reduction of Bayesian inverse problems.

Inverse Problems, 37(4):045009, 2021.
[23] S. Dolgov, K. Anaya-Izquierdo, C. Fox, and R. Scheichl. Approximation and sampling of multivariate

probability distributions in the tensor train decomposition. Stat. Comput., 30:603–625, 2020.
[24] J. Dong, C. Jacobsen, M. Khalloufi, M. Akram, W. Liu, K. Duraisamy, and X. Huan. Variational Bayesian

optimal experimental design with normalizing flows. Comput. Methods Appl. Mech. Eng., 433:117457,
2025.

[25] C. C. Drovandi, J. M. McGree, and A. N. Pettitt. Sequential Monte Carlo for Bayesian sequentially
designed experiments for discrete data. Comput. Stat. Data Anal., 57(1):320–335, 2013.

[26] T. A. El Moselhy and Y. M. Marzouk. Bayesian inference with optimal maps. Journal of Computational
Physics, 231(23):7815–7850, 2012.

[27] A. Foster, D. R. Ivanova, I. Malik, and T. Rainforth. Deep adaptive design: Amortizing sequential Bayesian
experimental design. In Int. conf. on machine learning, pages 3384–3395. PMLR, 2021.

[28] M. Girolami and B. Calderhead. Riemann manifold Langevin and Hamiltonian Monte Carlo methods.
Journal of the Royal Statistical Society Series B: Statistical Methodology, 73(2):123–214, 2011.

[29] J. Go and P. Chen. Sequential infinite-dimensional Bayesian optimal experimental design with derivative-
informed latent attention neural operator. arXiv preprint arXiv:2409.09141, 2024.

[30] A. Gorodetsky, S. Karaman, and Y. Marzouk. A continuous analogue of the tensor-train decomposition.
Computer Methods in Aapplied Mechanics and Engineering, 347:59–84, 2019.
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[38] J. Kruse, G. Detommaso, U. Köthe, and R. Scheichl. HINT: Hierarchical invertible neural transport
for density estimation and Bayesian inference. In Proceedings of the AAAI Conference on Artificial
Intelligence, volume 35, pages 8191–8199, 2021.

[39] F. Li, R. Baptista, and Y. Marzouk. Expected information gain estimation via density approximations:
Sample allocation and dimension reduction. arXiv preprint arXiv:2411.08390, 2024.

[40] M. T. Li, T. Cui, F. Li, Y. Marzouk, and O. Zahm. Sharp detection of low-dimensional structure in prob-
ability measures via dimensional logarithmic Sobolev inequalities. arXiv preprint arXiv:2406.13036,
2024.

[41] C. Lutzweiler and D. Razansky. Optoacoustic imaging and tomography: reconstruction approaches and
outstanding challenges in image performance and quantification. Sensors, 13(6):7345–7384, 2013.

[42] J. Martin, L. C. Wilcox, C. Burstedde, and O. Ghattas. A stochastic Newton MCMC method for large-
scale statistical inverse problems with application to seismic inversion. SIAM Journal on Scientific
Computing, 34(3):A1460–A1487, 2012.

[43] Y. Marzouk, T. Moselhy, M. Parno, and A. Spantini. Sampling via measure transport: An introduction.
Handbook of uncertainty quantification, 1:2, 2016.

[44] J. C. Mattingly, N. S. Pillai, and A. Stuart. Diffusion limits of the random walk Metropolis algorithm in
high dimensions. The Annals of Applied Probability, 22(3):881–930, 2012.

[45] D. Onken, S. W. Fung, X. Li, and L. Ruthotto. Ot-flow: Fast and accurate continuous normalizing flows
via optimal transport. In Proceedings of the AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence, volume 35,
pages 9223–9232, 2021.

[46] I. Oseledets and E. Tyrtyshnikov. TT-cross approximation for multidimensional arrays. Linear Algebra
and its Applications, 432(1):70–88, 2010.

[47] G. Papamakarios, E. Nalisnick, D. J. Rezende, S. Mohamed, and B. Lakshminarayanan. Normalizing flows
for probabilistic modeling and inference. J. Mach. Learn. Res., 22(1):2617–2680, 2021.

[48] G. O. Roberts and J. S. Rosenthal. Optimal scaling for various Metropolis-Hastings algorithms. Statistical
science, 16(4):351–367, 2001.

[49] E. G. Ryan, C. C. Drovandi, J. M. McGree, and A. N. Pettitt. A review of modern computational
algorithms for Bayesian optimal design. International Statistical Review, 84(1):128–154, 2016.

[50] K. J. Ryan. Estimating expected information gains for experimental designs with application to the random
fatigue-limit model. Journal of Computational and Graphical Statistics, 12(3):585–603, 2003.

[51] W. Shen and X. Huan. Bayesian sequential optimal experimental design for nonlinear models using policy
gradient reinforcement learning. Comput. Methods Appl. Mech. Eng., 416:116304, 2023.

[52] T. Tarvainen and B. Cox. Quantitative photoacoustic tomography: modeling and inverse problems. Journal
of Biomedical Optics, 29(S1):S11509–S11509, 2024.

[53] J. Westermann and J. Zech. Measure transport via polynomial density surrogates. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2311.04172, 2023.

[54] K. Wu, P. Chen, and O. Ghattas. A fast and scalable computational framework for large-scale high-
dimensional Bayesian optimal experimental design. SIAM/ASA Journal on Uncertainty Quantifica-
tion, 11(1):235–261, 2023.

[55] K. Wu, T. O’Leary-Roseberry, P. Chen, and O. Ghattas. Large-scale Bayesian optimal experimental design
with derivative-informed projected neural network. J. Sci. Comput., 95(1):30, 2023.

[56] O. Zahm, T. Cui, K. Law, A. Spantini, and Y. Marzouk. Certified dimension reduction in nonlinear
Bayesian inverse problems. Mathematics of Computation, 91(336):1789–1835, 2022.

23


	Introduction
	Related work
	Our approach and contributions

	Background
	Likelihood-informed subspaces
	Knothe–Rosenblatt rearrangement

	Fast Bayesian sOED and scalable amortized inference
	sOED via an iEIG bound
	Scalable amortized inference
	Overall algorithm with restart

	Numerical results
	Problem 1: Optimal sensor selection for diffusivity field estimation
	Problem 2: Light source and pressure sensor placement for photoacoustic imaging

	Appendix A. Comparison method I — Nested Monte Carlo
	Appendix B. Comparison method II — Estimating iEIG using local Gaussian approximations
	References

