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Optimal low-rank approximations for linear Gaussian inverse

problems on Hilbert spaces

Part II: posterior mean approximation
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Abstract

In this work, we construct optimal low-rank approximations for the Gaussian posterior distri-
bution in linear Gaussian inverse problems. The parameter space is a separable Hilbert space of
possibly infinite dimension, and the data space is assumed to be finite-dimensional. We consider
various types of approximation families for the posterior. We first consider approximate posteriors
in which the means vary among a class of either structure-preserving or structure-ignoring low-rank
transformations of the data, and in which the posterior covariance is kept fixed. We give necessary
and sufficient conditions for these approximating posteriors to be equivalent to the exact posterior,
for all possible realisations of the data simultaneously. For such approximations, we measure ap-
proximation error with the Kullback–Leibler, Rényi and Amari α-divergences for α ∈ (0, 1), and
with the Hellinger distance, all averaged over the data distribution. With these losses, we find the
optimal approximations and formulate an equivalent condition for their uniqueness, extending the
work in finite dimensions of Spantini et al. (SIAM J. Sci. Comput. 2015). We then consider joint
approximation of the mean and covariance, by also varying the posterior covariance over the low-
rank updates considered in Part I of this work. For the reverse Kullback–Leibler divergence, we
show that the separate optimal approximations of the mean and of the covariance can be combined
to yield an optimal joint approximation of the mean and covariance. In addition, we interpret the
joint approximation with the optimal structure-ignoring approximate mean in terms of an optimal
projector in parameter space.

Keywords: nonparametric linear Bayesian inverse problems, Gaussian measures, low-rank operator
approximation, equivalent measure approximation

MSC codes: 28C20, 47A58, 60G15, 62F15, 62G05

1 Introduction

Linear inverse problems are characterised by a linear map G that encodes the underlying model and the
observation process of the problem at hand. That is, G describes the known relationship between the
unknown parameter x† to be inferred and the data, which is a noisy observation of Gx†. Oftentimes,
the parameter x† is a function, such as a diffusivity field in a partial differential equation. The Bayesian
method for inferring x† involves considering x† as a random variable X with specified distribution and
finding the conditional distribution of X given the data. The prior distribution is the chosen distribution
of X and the posterior distribution is the resulting conditional distribution of X given the data. The
spread of the posterior distribution can then be interpreted as a quantification of uncertainty.

For linear inverse problems, a Gaussian prior is a convenient choice because in this case the posterior
is also Gaussian with explicit expressions for its mean and covariance. We choose a nondegenerate prior
distribution X ∼ N (mpr, Cpr) and assume the data y is obtained via the linear observation model

Y = GX + ζ, ζ ∼ N (0, Cobs), (1)
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where N (0, Cobs) is nondegenerate observation noise with known covariance Cobs and zero mean, and Y

takes values in R
n. For a given realisation y ∈ R

n of Y , the posterior distribution then is N (mpos, Cpos),
where

mpos = mpr + CposG∗C−1
obs(y −Gmpr), Cpos = Cpr − CprG∗(Cobs +GCprG∗)−1GCpr,

see [34, Example 6.23]. The posterior covariance Cpos is independent of y; only the posterior mean mpos

depends on the realisation of the data.
These explicit expressions hold both in the case that X is an element of a finite-dimensional or

infinite-dimensional Hilbert space. In the latter case, however, a computational solution of the problem
requires its discretisation, after which the resulting finite-dimensional Bayesian inverse problem can be
solved numerically.

For such finite-dimensional posterior distributions, various works have studied its approximation,
which can prove beneficial in terms of computation and storage. The update from prior to posterior
distribution is determined by the choice of prior, by the structure (1) of the inverse problem and by
the observed data y. Low dimensionality of this update lies at the core of approximation procedures
considered in [8,9,15,21,22,33,37]. In [15], low-rank approximation for Gaussian linear inverse problems
is considered, while [33] proves optimality for low-rank approximations of posterior mean and covariance.
Low-rank approximation for nonlinear and non-Gaussian problems is studied in [8,9,21,22,37]. The work
of [8] describes an algorithm which exploits the low-rank structure of the prior-to-posterior update for
certain nonlinear problems based on the ideas developed in finite dimensions, but which can also target
infinite-dimensional posteriors. A common feature of these approximations is that they exploit the low-
rank structure of the Bayesian prior-to-posterior update, and not just low-rank structure of the prior or
forward model. Also other approximation methods exist, such as variational methods, e.g. [26].

The optimality of low-rank approximation of the posterior mean in finite-dimensional linear Gaussian
inverse problems is studied in [33]. In [33, Section 4], the approximation error is quantified by consid-
ering a Bayes risk, which averages over the data. A goal-oriented version is constructed in [32]. The
approximation method developed in [22] also targets approximation of the posterior distribution, and
hence the posterior mean, but does so for a specific realisation of y.

Instead of discretising the problem, optimal low-rank approximations can also be studied directly for
the infinite-dimensional posterior. In order to show consistency of the optimal low-rank approximations
constructed for discretised versions of the inverse problem, an optimal low-rank approximation problem
in the infinite-dimensional setting is required. In this work we aim to analyse and provide such optimal
low-rank approximations for the posterior mean directly in the Hilbert space formulation. Furthermore,
using the results of Part I of this paper in [6] on optimal low-rank posterior covariance approximations, we
also identify low-rank joint approximations of the posterior mean and covariance. In this way, we obtain
discretisation independent and dimension independent optimal low-rank posterior approximations.

1.1 Challenges of posterior mean approximation in infinite dimensions

Technical difficulties arise for posterior mean approximation in infinite dimensions. As for posterior

covariance approximations, these are in part due to the fact that the Cameron–Martin space ranC1/2pr

is a proper subspace of H. That is, C1/2pr is not surjective, and neither is Cpr since ranCpr ⊂ ranC1/2pr .

Furthermore, if Cpr and C1/2pr are injective, then we can define the inverses as unbounded operators which
are only defined on a dense subspace, c.f. Lemma A.12(ii). This is in contrast with the finite-dimensional
setting, in which all the operators involved are bounded and defined everywhere.

Even if the posterior covariance is kept fixed, an approximation of the posterior mean can result in
an approximate posterior distribution which need not be equivalent to the exact posterior distribution,
in the sense that the approximate distribution is not absolutely continuous with respect to the exact
posterior distribution. In fact, when the approximate and exact posterior are not equivalent, they are
mutually singular by the Feldman–Hajek theorem. If the approximate posterior is mutually singular with
respect to the exact posterior measure, then the approximate posterior assigns positive probability only
to events that have zero probability under the exact posterior, and events which have positive posterior
probability have zero probability under the approximate measure. The issue of equivalence to the exact
posterior for almost every realisation of the data is also present in the case of joint approximation of the
mean and covariance.

In the finite-dimensional setting of [31, Section 4], the Bayes risk is used to measure the error of the
approximate posterior mean. Since the same Bayes risk is infinite in the infinite-dimensional setting, an
alternative measurement of the error of the approximate posterior mean is required.

2



1.2 Contributions

We formulate two types of low-rank posterior mean approximation: structure-preserving and structure-
ignoring approximations. One type preserves the structure of the prior-to-posterior mean update as a
function of the data, while the other does not. Keeping the exact posterior covariance fixed, the posterior
mean approximations lead to approximate posterior distributions. Not every low-rank posterior mean
updates retains equivalence between the corresponding approximate posterior distribution and the exact
posterior. In fact, direct generalisation to infinite dimensions of the low-rank updates of [33, Section
4] leads to nonequivalent approximations in general. In Proposition 5.5, we characterise, for both the
structure-preserving and structure-ignoring posterior mean approximations, which approximations satisfy
this equivalence property. Here, equivalence holds not only for one realisation of the data y, but for all
realisations in a set of probability 1. This is the first main contribution of the paper.

The second main contribution is to solve the Gaussian measure approximation problems for approx-
imating the posterior mean using the low-rank update classes mentioned in the previous paragraph.
We keep the exact posterior covariance fixed and quantify the accuracy of an approximation using the
Rényi, Amari, Hellinger, and forward and reverse Kullback-Leibler divergences, averaged over the data
distribution. That is, we consider approximations of the mean that are accurate on average, rather
than for a specific realisation of y. These losses are related to the weighted Bayes risk considered in the
finite-dimensional case of [33] and are a natural generalisation to infinite dimensions. The approximation
problems rely on a generalisation of the result on reduced-rank matrix approximation by [31] and [16] to
infinite dimensions, which can be found in [5]. The solutions and the corresponding minimal losses are
identified in Theorems 5.10 and 5.11 and Corollary 5.12. The resulting optimal approximations share
the property with mpos that they lie in ranCpos with probability 1, and hence in ranCpr with probability
1, since ranCpos = ranCpr for Gaussian linear inverse problems, see [34, eq. (6.13a)]. Theorems 5.10
and 5.11 and Corollary 5.12 thus extend the results of [33, Section 4] to an infinite-dimensional setting,
and also give necessary and sufficient conditions for uniqueness of the optimal approximations.

The third main contribution is to consider the family of measure approximation problems where both
the posterior mean and posterior covariance are jointly approximated. We construct approximations of
the posterior which are equivalent to the exact posterior, for all realisations of Y in a set of probability 1.
We measure the error in terms of the reverse Kullback–Leibler divergence, averaged over Y . The reverse

Kullback–Leibler divergence is given by
∫
log(

dµ̃pos

dµpos
) dµ̃pos, where µ̃pos and µpos = N (mpos, Cpos) denote

the approximate posterior and exact posterior respectively. This divergence is important in variational
approximation methods, see e.g. [27, Theorem 5]. In Proposition 6.1, we exploit the Pythagorean struc-
ture of the expression of the Kullback–Leibler divergence between Gaussians. This allows us to show that
the problem of finding an optimal low-rank joint approximation of the mean and covariance can be solved
by combining an optimal solution of the low-rank covariance approximation problem in part I of this
paper—c.f. [5, Theorem 5.19]—with an optimal solution of the low-rank mean approximation problem
given in Theorems 5.10 and 5.11 below. The mean, covariance and joint approximation problems have
the same necessary and sufficient condition for uniqueness of solutions. The optimal joint approximation
result of Proposition 6.1 and its interpretation via optimal projection given in Proposition 7.1 provide a
perspective on low-rank posterior Gaussian measure approximation which combines the insights obtained
in the separate mean and covariance approximation procedures.

As shown in Part I and recalled below in Proposition 3.4, the Bayesian prior-to-posterior update
occurs only on a finite-dimensional subspace of the parameter space. The optimal joint approximation
to the posterior only differs significantly from the prior in a few directions of the parameter space, if
the optimal approximation is accurate. This follows from Proposition 7.1, which shows that the optimal
approximate posterior that results from the structure-ignoring posterior mean approximation can be
obtained as the exact posterior corresponding to a projected version of the Bayesian inverse problem
(1), in which G is precomposed by a low-rank projector in parameter space. Thus, if the low-rank
approximation is accurate, the prior-to-posterior update on the infinite-dimensional parameter space is
essentially done on a low-dimensional subspace of this parameter space.

1.3 Outline

Background concepts and key notation are summarised in Section 1.4. Section 2 presents the linear
Bayesian inverse problem and introduces the approximation families we consider for posterior mean
approximation. In Section 3 we describe the divergences which are used to measure approximation errors.
This section also describes the notion of equivalence of Gaussian measures and expands on the relevant
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operators for the analysis of the Bayesian update. Certain aspects of low-rank posterior covariance
approximation are briefly recalled in Section 4. In this section we also interpret the prior-to-posterior
update in terms of variance reduction. Optimal low-rank posterior mean approximation is considered in
Section 5. Joint posterior mean and covariance approximation is discussed in Section 6, and in Section 7
we interpret the results of the previous section in terms of an optimal projection of the likelihood function
on a low-dimensional subspace in parameter space. We apply our results to deconvolution and to a heat
equation-based inverse problem in Section 8, and conclude in Section 9. Auxiliary results required in the
analysis are summarised in Appendix A. Proofs can be found in Appendix B.

1.4 Notation

To introduce the notation, we let H and K be separable Hilbert spaces, that is, complete inner product
spaces with a countable orthonormal basis (ONB). We denote the linear spaces of linear operators
defined with domain H and codomain K which are bounded, compact and finite-rank by, respectively,
B(H,K), B0(H,K) and B00(H,K). A linear operator is said to have ‘finite rank’ if it is bounded and
its range is finite-dimensional. The set of finite-rank operators which have rank at most r ∈ N is
denoted by B00,r(H,K). The above sets are all endowed with the operator norm ‖·‖ defined by ‖T ‖ :=
sup{‖Th‖ : ‖h‖ ≤ 1}. The trace-class and Hilbert–Schmidt operators are compact operators with
summable and square-summable eigenvalue sequence respectively, and are denoted by L1(H,K) and
L2(H,K) respectively. Their respective norms are denoted by ‖·‖L1(H) and ‖·‖L2(H). Thus, ‖T ‖L1(H)

and ‖T ‖2L2(H) are computed by summing respectively the absolute values and squares of the eigenvalues

of T . If H = K, then we write B(H) instead of B(H,K), and similarly for the other sets above. We have
the inclusion of sets B00,r(H) ⊂ B00(H) ⊂ L1(H) ⊂ L2(H) ⊂ B0(H) ⊂ B(H).

The operator T ∗ ∈ B(K,H) denotes the adjoint of T ∈ B(H,K). By B(H)R we denote the subspace
B(H) which contains all self-adjoint operators. We similarly define the spaces B0(H)R, B00(H)R, L1(H)R
and L2(H)R, and the set B00,r(H)R.

If T ∈ B(H), then we call T ‘nonnegative’ or ‘positive’ if 〈Th, h〉 ≥ 0 or 〈Th, h〉 > 0 for all nonzero
h ∈ H respectively, and write T ≥ 0 and T > 0 respectively. For self-adjoint and nonnegative T , there
exists a self-adjoint and nonnegative square root T 1/2 ∈ B(H)R. If T > 0, then T 1/2 > 0.

For h ∈ H and k ∈ K, the tensor product h⊗k ∈ B00,1(H,K) denotes the rank-1 operator (k⊗h)(z) =
〈h, z〉k, z ∈ H. Any T ∈ B0(H,K) has a singular value decomposition (SVD) T =

∑
i σiki ⊗ hi, where

(σi)i is a nonnegative and nonincreasing sequence converging to zero and (hi)i and (ki)i are orthonormal
sequences in H and K respectively, c.f. Lemma A.3.

For T ∈ B(H), we denote by T † the Moore–Penrose inverse of T , also known as the generalised inverse
and pseudo-inverse of T , c.f. [13, Definition 2.2], [12, Section B.2] or [18, Definition 3.5.7]. It holds that
T † is bounded if and only if ranT is closed, c.f. [13, Proposition 2.4]. If T is injective, then T † = T−1

on ranT .
We also briefly introduce the notion of an unbounded operator T between H and K. Such an operator

need not be defined on all of H, only on a dense subspace domT of H, and is not necessarily bounded.
We write T : H → K or T : domT ⊂ H → K or T : domT → K for such unbounded operators T . Note
that the term ‘unbounded operator’ encompasses the bounded operators as well. Sums and compositions
of unbounded operators are defined as follows. If T : H → K, S : H → K and U : K → Z for some
separable Hilbert space Z, then T + S : domT + S ⊂ H → K with domT + S := domT ∩ domS and
UT : domUT ⊂ H → Z with domUT := T−1(domU).

If T ∈ B(H) is positive and self-adjoint, then the norm ‖·‖T−1 on ranT is defined by ‖h‖T−1 =
‖T−1/2h‖, for h ∈ ranT . Here T−1/2 : ranT 1/2 ⊂ H → H is the unbounded inverse of T 1/2.

Two measures µ and ν are equivalent, i.e. µ ∼ ν, if they are absolutely continuous with respect to
each other. That is µ(A) = 0 implies ν(A) = 0 for every measurable set A, and vice versa. Thus, µ has
density with respect to ν and vice versa. We denote the support of a measure µ by suppµ.

If a random variable X has distribution µ, we write X ∼ µ. We write X ∼ N (m, C) if 〈X,h〉 ∼
N (〈m,h〉, 〈Ch, h〉) for every h ∈ H. In this case, we say that X has a Gaussian distribution on H with
mean m, covariance C, and precision C−1, where m = EX and 〈Ch, k〉 = E〈h,X −m〉〈X −m, k〉 for all
h, k ∈ H.

By ℓ2(I) we denote the space of square-summable sequences on a non-empty interval I ⊂ R. That
is, ℓ2(I) := {(xi)i∈N ⊂ I :

∑
i∈N
|xi|2 <∞}.

A statement that depends on a random variable is said to hold ‘almost surely’, or ‘a.s.’, if it holds
with probability 1 with respect to the distribution of that random variable.

We indicate the replacement of a with b by ‘a← b’.
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2 Low-rank posterior mean approximations

We consider a possibly infinite-dimensional parameter space H, which is assumed to be a separable
Hilbert space. In the Bayesian framework, the unknown parameter X is an H-valued random variable.
We assume that the prior distribution µpr of X satisfies the following.

Assumption 2.1. We assume µpr is a nondegenerate and centered Gaussian measure on H.
Hence, X is distributed according to X ∼ µpr = N (0, Cpr), where the prior covariance Cpr is a self-

adjoint operator. The data constitutes a finite amount of noisy observations of linear functions of X .
That is, there exists an n ∈ N, a linear and continuous map G ∈ B(H,Rn) known as the ‘forward model’,
and a multivariate normal random variable ζ on R

n such that the model (1) is satisfied. Here, n, G, and
the noise covariance Cobs are all assumed to be known. We assume that Cobs is invertible, so that ζ has
a probability density on R

n. We also assume that ζ and X are statistically independent. In practice,
only one realisation y ∈ R

n of Y is observed, and the Bayesian inverse problem amounts to finding the
distribution of X |Y = y on H. This is called the posterior distribution and is indicated by µpos(y).

We have thus specified the distribution of the random variable (X,Y ) by prescribing the marginal
distribution ofX , i.e. the prior distribution, and by prescribing the distribution of Y |X = x for any x ∈ H
via (1). The latter distribution admits a probability density function on R

n, known as the ‘likelihood’,

which is proportional to y 7→ exp (− 1
2‖C

−1/2
obs (Gx − y)‖2). As a function of x, the negative log-likelihood

has a Hessian H given by

H = G∗C−1
obsG ∈ B00,n(H)R. (2)

We have H = (C−1/2
obs G)∗(C−1/2

obs G) and hence H is self-adjoint and nonnegative. Furthermore, by

Lemma A.6 and the invertibility of C−1/2
obs , rank (H) = rank

(
(C−1/2

obs G)∗
)
= rank

(
C−1/2
obs G

)
= rank (G).

With the chosen distributions of X and Y |X , we have also specified the distributions of Y and
X |Y = y, i.e. the data distribution and the posterior distribution. They are both Gaussian: Y ∼
N (0, Cobs +GCprG∗) and X |Y = y ∼ N (mpos, Cpos), where by [34, Example 6.23],

mpos = mpos(y) = CposG∗C−1
obsy ∈ ranCpos, (3a)

Cpos = Cpr − CprG∗(Cobs +GCprG∗)−1GCpr, (3b)

C−1
pos = C−1

pr +G∗C−1
obsG = C−1

pr +H. (3c)

The posterior mean depends on y and lies in ranCpos, by (3a). The posterior covariance is independent
of y, as (3b) shows.

Equation (3c) requires some interpretation. Since µpr is nondegenerate by Assumption 2.1, suppµpr =
H, c.f. [3, Definition 3.6.2] and Cpr is positive, hence injective, c.f. Lemmas A.2 and A.12. Therefore, we

can invert Cpr on its range ranCpr. Also C1/2pr is injective, and hence ranC1/2pr is dense inH, see Lemmas A.4
and A.5. For a fixed y, the measures µpr and µpos(y) are equivalent, see [34, Theorem 6.31]. Thus, by

the Feldman–Hajek theorem, which is recalled in Theorem 3.2, also ranC1/2pos is dense in H. We conclude

that also Cpos and C1/2pos are injective, and C−1
pos is a densely-defined operator with dom C−1

pos = ranCpos.
Equation (3c) now states that dom C−1

pos = dom C−1
pr +H . Since H = G∗C−1

obsG ∈ B(H), c.f. (2), is defined
on all of H, this shows dom C−1

pos = domC−1
pr . Hence, ranCpos = ranCpr, and this subspace forms the

domain of definition of (3c).

In infinite dimensions, C−1
pr : ranCpr → H and C−1/2

pr : ranC1/2pr → H are unbounded operators,

i.e. discontinuous linear functions. We have the range inclusion ranCpr ⊂ ranC1/2pr . Furthermore,

the ranges ranC1/2pr and ranCpr take a central role in the Bayesian inverse problem. They are called
the ‘Cameron–Martin space’ and ‘pre-Cameron–Martin space’ of the prior respectively, and are both
proper subspaces of H. These spaces are endowed with the Cameron–Martin norm ‖·‖C−1

pr
defined by

‖h‖C−1
pr

= ‖C−1/2
pr h‖. Since the Cameron–Martin space characterises a Gaussian measure, equivalence

between Gaussian measures depends on their Cameron–Martin spaces. Furthermore, as discussed in the
previous paragraph, these spaces are also involved in the update equations (3). For both reasons, the
analysis of posterior approximations will therefore make use of these spaces.

In this work we mostly focus on the approximation of the posterior mean in (3a). We shall construct
approximations m̃pos(y) of the exact posterior mean mpos(y), such that the resulting approximate poste-
rior N (m̃pos(y), Cpos) and the exact posterior N (mpos(y), Cpos) are equivalent. This equivalence should
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not only hold for one fixed y, but for every possible realisation y of Y in a set of probability 1 with
respect to the distribution of Y , so that equivalence is guaranteed prior to observing the data.

For approximations of the posterior mean, we observe from (3a) that the posterior mean is the result
of applying an operator to the data y. This motivates the following classes of operators:

M
(1)
r :={(Cpr −B)G∗C−1

obs : B ∈ B00,r(H), N ((Cpr −B)G∗C−1
obsY, Cpos) ∼ µpos(Y ) a.s.}, (4a)

M
(2)
r :={A ∈ B00,r(Rn,H) : N (AY, Cpos) ∼ µpos(Y ) a.s.}. (4b)

In this way, we ensure that by approximating the posterior mean by Ay for A ∈M
(i)
r , the equivalence

with µpos(y) is maintained for all y in a set of probability 1 with respect to the distribution of Y . We
stress that A is constructed before a specific realisation y of Y is observed. The structure-preserving
class in (4a) takes into account properties of the posterior mean and covariance that are implied by (3a)-
(3b). In contrast, the structure-ignoring class in (4b) ignores these properties and only requires that
the posterior mean is a linear transformation of the data and that the resulting approximate posterior
approximation is equivalent to the exact posterior. We note that the rank-r update −B of Cpr in (4a) is
not required to be self-adjoint. However, as we shall see in Section 5, the posterior mean approximations
of the form (4a) which are optimal, in the sense specified in Section 5, do in fact correspond to self-adjoint
updates −B.

By (3a), it follows that there exists r0 ≤ n such that mpos ∈ M
(1)
r ∩M

(2)
r for all r ≥ r0. Indeed,

if r ≥ rank (G∗) = rank (G), then (Cpr − B)G∗C−1
obs ∈ B00,r(Rn,H) for every B ∈ B00,r(H)R. Thus,

M
(1)
r ⊂M

(2)
r for r ≥ rank (G). Since CprG∗(Cobs+GCprG∗)−1GCpr has rank at most rank (G), (3a)-(3b)

show mpos ∈M
(1)
r ⊂M

(2)
r for r ≥ rank (G).

Because the rank of A and B in (4a) and (4b) are restricted and may be much smaller than n, we

refer to Ay for A ∈M
(i)
r , i = 1, 2, as a ‘low-rank’ approximation of mpos(y). If dimH <∞, then M

(i)
r

coincides with the approximation classes considered in [33, Section 4].

3 Equivalent Gaussian measures and Bayesian inference

We quantify posterior approximation errors using various divergences. Let ν2 be a target measure on
H and ν1 an approximation of ν2 satisfying ν1 ∼ ν2. We use the ρ-Rényi divergence, the forward KL
divergence, the Amari α-divergence for α ∈ (0, 1) and the Hellinger distance, defined respectively by,

DKL(ν2‖ν1) :=
∫

H

log
dν2
dν1

dν2,

DRen,ρ(ν2‖ν1) := −
1

ρ(1− ρ)
log

∫

H

(
dν2
dν1

)ρ

dν1,

DAm,α(ν2‖ν1) :=
−1

α(1 − α)

(∫

H

(
dν2
dν1

)α

dν1 − 1

)
,

DH(ν2, ν1)
2 :=

∫

H

(
1−

√
dν2
dν1

)2

dν1 = 2− 2

∫

H

√
dν2
dν1

dν1.

We refer to DKL(ν1‖ν2) as the ‘reverse KL divergence’. We do not distinguish between forward Rényi
divergences DRen,ρ(ν2‖ν1) and reverse Rényi divergences DRen,ρ(ν1‖ν2), because of the ‘skew symmetry’
of the Rényi divergence: DRen,ρ(ν1‖ν2) = DRen,1−ρ(ν2‖ν1), c.f. [36, Proposition 2].

Remark 3.1 (Hellinger and Amari divergences). We note that

DAm,α(ν2‖ν1) =
−1

α(1− α)
(exp(−α(1− α)DRen,α(ν2‖ν1))− 1) (5)

DH(ν2, ν1)
2 =2(1− exp(−DRen,1/2(ν2‖ν1))), (6)

where (6) follows by [23, eqs. (134)–(135)]. It is then straightforward to show, c.f. [6, Remarks 3.10 and
3.11] that minimising the Amari-α divergence over ν1 is equivalent to minimising the α-Rényi divergence
over ν1. Furthermore, minimising the Hellinger distance over ν1 is equivalent to minimising the 1

2 -Rényi
divergence over ν1. The divergence DRen, 1

2
is also known as the Bhattacharyya distance, and is a metric.
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If a divergence between Gaussian measures ν1 and ν2 requires access to the density
dν2
dν1

, then ν1 and ν2
must be equivalent. This is shown by the Feldman–Hajek theorem below. The Feldman–Hajek theorem
also characterises which Gaussian measures are equivalent in terms of their means and covariance. For
statistical inference, it is often important that the posterior has density with respect to the prior. This
further motivates the need to construct approximate posterior measures that are equivalent to µpos and
µpr.

Theorem 3.2 (Feldman–Hajek). Let H be a Hilbert space and µ = N (m1, C1) and ν = N (m2, C2) be
Gaussian measures on H. Then µ and ν are either singular or equivalent, and µ and ν are equivalent if
and only if the following conditions hold:

(i) ranC1/21 = ranC1/22 ,

(ii) m1 −m2 ∈ ranC1/21 , and

(iii) (C−1/2
1 C1/22 )(C−1/2

1 C1/22 )∗ − I ∈ L2(H).
For a proof, see e.g. [3, Corollary 6.4.11] or [12, Theorem 2.25]. For injective covariances C1 and C2

such that items (i) and (iii) in Theorem 3.2 hold, we define

R(C2‖C1) := C−1/2
1 C1/22 (C−1/2

1 C1/22 )∗ − I. (7)

Note that two Gaussian measures N (m, C1) and N (m, C2) are equal if R(C2‖C1) = 0. On the other hand,
if these measures are mutually singular, then R(C2‖C1) does not have a square-summable eigenvalue
sequence. If the eigenvalues are square-summable, then a faster decay implies the Gaussian measures
are more similar. Hence, R(·‖·) describes the amount of similarity between Gaussian measures with the
same means.

If ν1 and ν2 are Gaussian measures, then the above divergences can be expressed explicitly in terms
of the means and covariances of ν1 and ν2 using R(·‖·) defined in (7). These formulations rely on
a generalisation of the determinant to infinite-dimensional Hilbert spaces. For A ∈ L1(H), the so-
called ‘Fredholm determinant’ det(I + A) can be defined, and if only A ∈ L2(H), then the notion
of ‘Hilbert–Carleman determinant’ det2(I + A) can be used. The Fredholm and Hilbert–Carleman
determinants are defined on respectively trace-class and Hilbert–Schmidt perturbations of the identity.
In finite dimensions, every operator is a trace-class and Hilbert–Schmidt perturbation of the identity,
and hence these generalised determinants are defined everywhere in this case. In fact, the Fredholm
determinant agrees with the standard determinant in this case. We refer to [29, Theorem 3.2, Theorem
6.2] or [30, Lemma 3.3, Theorem 9.2] for details.

The following result holds when H is a separable Hilbert space of finite or infinite dimension. The
proof is a direct application of [23, Theorems 14 and 15].

Theorem 3.3. [6, Theorem 3.8] Let m1,m2 ∈ H and C1, C2 ∈ L2(H)R be positive. If N (m1, C1) ∼
N (m2, C2), then

DKL(N (m2, C2)‖N (m1, C1)) :=
1

2

∥∥∥C−1/2
1 (m2 −m1)

∥∥∥
2

− 1

2
log det

2
(I +R(C2‖C1)), (8a)

DRen,ρ(N (m2, C2)‖N (m1, C1)) :=
1

2

∥∥∥
(
ρI + (1− ρ)(I +R(C2‖C1))

)−1/2C−1/2
1 (m2 −m1)

∥∥∥
2

+
log det

[(
I +R(C2‖C1)

)ρ−1(
ρI + (1− ρ)(I +R(C2‖C1))

)]

2ρ(1− ρ)
.

(8b)

Furthermore,

lim
ρ→1

DRen,ρ(N (m2, C2)‖N (m1, C1)) = DKL(N (m2, C2)‖N (m1, C1)),

lim
ρ→0

DRen,ρ(N (m2, C2)‖N (m1, C1)) = DKL(N (m1, C1)‖N (m2, C2)).

The prior and posterior distributions in (1) are equivalent, for every realisation y in a set of probability
1, c.f. [34, Theorem 6.23]. The HessianH defined in (2) has rank n, hence the posterior precision is a finite-
rank update of the prior by (3c). Using the operators R(Cpr‖Cpos) and R(Cpos‖Cpr) and Theorem 3.2,

we can obtain the following relations between the prior-preconditioned Hessian C1/2pr HC1/2pr in (9a), the
posterior-preconditioned Hessian in (9b), and the ‘pencil’ defined by the prior and the posterior covariance
in (9c). Recall the notation v ⊗ w for u,w ∈ H from Section 1.4.
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Proposition 3.4. [6, Proposition 3.7] There exists a nondecreasing sequence (λi)i ∈ ℓ2((−1, 0]) con-

sisting of exactly rank (H) nonzero elements and ONBs (wi)i and (vi)i of H such that wi, vi ∈ ranC1/2pr

and vi =
√
1 + λiC−1/2

pos C1/2pr wi for every i ∈ N, and

R(Cpos‖Cpr) =
∑

i

λiwi ⊗ wi,

C1/2pr HC1/2pr = (C−1/2
pos C1/2pr )∗(C−1/2

pos C1/2pr )− I =
∑

i

−λi

1 + λi
wi ⊗ wi, (9a)

C1/2posHC1/2pos = I − (C−1/2
pr C1/2pos )

∗(C−1/2
pr C1/2pos ) =

∑

i

(−λi)vi ⊗ vi, (9b)

C1/2posC−1/2
pr wi = (1 + λi)C−1/2

pos C1/2pr wi, ∀i ∈ N. (9c)

Remark 3.5. We note that the eigenvalues ( −λi

1+λi
)i of (9a) relate to the eigenvalues (δ2i )i of [33, eq. (2.8)]

via the transformation λi = η(δ2i ), δ
2
i = η(λi) with η(x) = −x

1+x for x ∈ (−1,∞).

From Proposition 3.4, the following interpretation of the eigenpairs (λi, wi)i of Proposition 3.4 follows.
The proof can be found in Appendix B.1.

Proposition 3.6. Let (λi, wi)i be as in Proposition 3.4. It holds that

VarX∼µpos
(〈X, C−1/2

pr wi〉)
VarX∼µpr

(〈X, C−1/2
pr wi〉)

= 1 + λi =
1

1 + −λi

1+λi

, ∀i ∈ N, (10)

and for any subspace Vr ⊂ ranC1/2pr of dimension r ∈ N,

min
z∈(C

−1/2
pr Vr)⊥\{0}

VarX∼µpos
(〈X, z〉)

VarX∼µpr
(〈X, z〉) = inf

z∈(V ⊥
r ∩ran C

1/2
pr )\{0}

VarX∼µpos
(〈X, C−1/2

pr z〉)
VarX∼µpr

(〈X, C−1/2
pr z〉)

≤ 1 + λr+1, (11)

with equality for Vr = span (w1, . . . , wr).

Note that while the ratios in (10) and (11) depend on the posterior distribution, they only do so via
the posterior covariance. Thus they are independent of the realisation of the data y, and only depend
on the inverse problem via the choice of prior and the model structure (1).

The significance of (10) is that the posterior variance along the span of C−1/2
pr wi is smaller than the

prior variance along the same subspace by a factor of (1 + −λi

1+λi
)−1, for i ∈ N. This was observed in the

finite-dimensional case in [33, eq. (3.4)]. Thus, Proposition 3.4 implies that finite-dimensional data can
only inform finitely many directions in parameter space, in the sense that posterior variance is reduced

relative to prior variance only over a finite-dimensional subspace. The directions (C−1/2
pr wi)i≤rank(H)

are orthogonal with respect to the Cpr-weighted inner product 〈h1, h2〉Cpr
:= 〈Cprh1, h2〉, and not the

unweighted inner product of H.
The equation (11) can be interpreted as follows. Given an r-dimensional subspace Vr ⊂ ranC1/2pr , the

minimum in (11) describes the maximal relative variance reduction that occurs among the directions of

H orthogonal to C−1/2
pr Vr . The inequality in (11) implies this maximal relative variance reduction is by

at least a factor of 1 + λr+1. If Vr = span (w1, . . . , wr), then this maximal relative variance reduction
is by exactly a factor of 1 + λr+1. This shows that the largest relative variance reduction, among all

directions in H orthogonal to (C−1/2
pr Vr)

⊥, is as small as possible for the choice Vr = span (w1, . . . , wr),
and hence the linearly-independent directions in

Wr := span
(
C−1/2
pr w1, . . . , C−1/2

pr wr

)
(12)

are subject to the largest relative variance reduction possible. Since C1/2pr is injective, we thus conclude
the following: among all r-dimensional subspaces of H, it is the r-dimensional subspace Wr that contains
those r linearly-independent directions in which the relative variance reduction is largest. This generalises
the conclusion of [33, Section 3.1] to infinite dimensions.

Recall from Section 1.4 the definition of the weighted inner product ‖·‖Cpr
. The sequence (C−1/2

pr wi)i

forms an ONB of (H, ‖·‖Cpr
). Indeed, 〈C−1/2

pr wi, C−1/2
pr wj〉Cpr

= 〈wi, wi〉 = δij and if 〈h, C−1/2
pr wi〉Cpr

= 0

8



for all i, then C1/2pr h = 0 and hence h = 0 by injectivity of Cpr. Let

W−r := span
(
C−1/2
pr wi, i > r

)
, (13)

where the closure is taken with respect to the H-norm. Since 〈C−1/2
pr wi, C−1/2

pr wj〉Cpr
= 0 for all i ≤ r < j,

it holds by linearity that 〈h, k〉Cpr
= 0 for all h ∈ Wr and k ∈ span

(
C−1/2
pr wj , j > r

)
. If h ∈ Wr and if

(kn)n ⊂ span
(
C−1/2
pr wj , j > r

)
is a sequence converging to some k ∈ W−r , then 〈h, k〉Cpr

= 〈Cprh, k〉 =
limn〈Cprh, kn〉 = limn〈h, kn〉Cpr

= 0. Hence, in the ‖·‖Cpr
-norm we have the orthogonal decomposition

H = Wr ⊕W−r into the subspace of maximal relative variance reduction Wr in (12) and W−r. Thus,
the direct sum H = Wr +W−r holds, but this decomposition is not orthogonal in general in the H-inner
product.

If, for some r < rank (H), there exists an r-dimensional subspace Wr given by (12) such that
the variance reduction on the complement of this subspace is sufficiently small, then the subspace

span
(
C1/2pr w1, . . . , C1/2pr wr

)
= Cpr(Wr) is also called the ‘likelihood-informed subspace’ in literature, see

e.g. [9–11].

4 Optimal approximation of the covariance

This section discusses low-rank posterior covariance approximation, using [6, Theorem 4.19]. This ap-
proximation serves as a basis for the joint mean and covariance approximation discussed in Section 6.

We aim to approximate the posterior distribution by approximating the posterior covariance and
keeping the posterior mean fixed. The reverse KL divergence between such approximate posterior dis-
tributions and the exact posterior is used as a loss function on the set of approximate covariances. This
set of candidates for covariance approximation is chosen as

Cr := {Cpr −KK∗ > 0 : K ∈ B(Rr,H), ranK ⊂ ranCpr} , r ∈ N. (14)

Since Cpr −KK∗ ∈ Cr is positive and self-adjoint, it is an injective covariance operator. Furthermore,
it is shown in [6, Lemma 4.6] that for every C ∈ Cr it holds that N (mpos(y), C) is equivalent to the
exact posterior. Since Cpos does not depend on y, this equivalence holds for all y simultaneously. This
equivalence holds because of the range condition ranK ⊂ ranCpr. Furthermore, the assumption K ∈
B(Rr,H) implies the rank restriction rank (K) ≤ r. Thus, for r small compared to n, Cpr −KK∗ can
be interpreted as a low-rank update of Cpr. Therefore, the class Cr provides an extension to infinite
dimensions of the finite-dimensional updates considered in [33].

The low-rank posterior covariance problem is thus as follows.

Problem 4.1 (Rank-r nonpositive covariance updates). Find Coptr ∈ Cr such that for all data y in a set
of probability 1,

DKL (N (mpos(y), C)‖N (mpos(y), Cpos)) = min{DKL (N (mpos(y), C)‖N (mpos(y), Cpos)) : C ∈ Cr}.

The KL divergences in Problem 4.1 are finite, because for C ∈ Cr the equivalence N (mpos(y), C) ∼
µpos(y) holds for all y in a set of probability 1 by construction of Cr, as discussed after (14).

The solution to Problem 4.1 now follows directly from [6, Lemma 4.2(iii)] and from [6, Theorem 4.19]
applied with f(x)← fKL(

−x
1+x ) , where

fKL : (−1,∞)→ R≥0, fKL(x) =
1

2
(x− log(1 + x)). (15)

Theorem 4.2. Let r ≤ n and let (λi)i ∈ ℓ2((−1, 0]) and (wi)i ⊂ ranC1/2pr be as given in Proposition 3.4.
Define

Coptr := Cpr −
r∑

i=1

−λi(C1/2pr wi)⊗ (C1/2pr wi). (16)

Then Coptr solves Problem 4.1, dom(Coptr )−1 = ranCpr and (Coptr )−1 = Cpr−
∑r

i=1(C
−1/2
pr wi)⊗ (C−1/2

pr wi).
Furthermore, the associated minimal loss is

∑
i>r fKL(λi), where fKL is defined in (15). The solution

Coptr is unique if and only if the following holds: λr+1 = 0 or λr < λr+1.
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Note that the results of [6, Theorem 4.19 and Corollary 4.21] are more general. It implies that Coptr is
not only the optimal low-rank approximation of Cpos for the reverse KL divergence, but simultaneously
also for all divergences in a more general class of divergences, including the forward KL divergence, the
Hellinger distance, the Rényi divergences and the Amari α-divergences for α ∈ (0, 1).

Remark 4.3. (Interpretation of Coptr ) Because CprG∗(Cobs + GCprG∗)−1/2 ∈ B00,n(Rn,H) maps into
ranCpr, it holds that Cpos ∈ Cn by (3b) and the definition of Cn in (14). Thus, Coptn = Cpos. Taking

r ← n in Theorem 4.2, we then see that Cpos = Cpr−
∑n

i=1(−λi)(C1/2pr wi)⊗ (C1/2pr wi). Let r ≤ n be fixed.

For j ≤ r, we have that Coptr C−1/2
pr wj = C1/2pr wj + λjC1/2pr wj = CposC−1/2

pr wj . With Wr as defined in (12),

we thus see that Coptr = Cpos on Wr . Furthermore, for j > r, we have Coptr C−1/2
pr wj = CprC−1/2

pr wj . It

then holds that Coptr = Cpr on the dense subspace span
(
C−1/2
pr wj , j > r

)
of W−r defined in (13). Since

Coptr and Cpr are both continuous, it then holds that Coptr = Cpr on W−r.

5 Optimal approximation of the mean

In this section, we discuss an optimal low-rank approximation procedure for the posterior meanmpos(y) =
CposG∗C−1

obsy, see (3a). Given the data y, the approximations considered are of the form Ay, where
A ∈ M (i) for i = 1 is a structure-preserving update and for i = 2 is a structure-ignoring update;
see (4a) and (4b) respectively. Unless otherwise specified, the proofs of the results below are given in
Appendix B.2.

We shall assess the approximation quality of an approximate posterior mean by averaging the mean-
dependent term for the Rényi divergence and the forward and reverse KL divergence over all possible
realisations y of Y . By averaging over Y , the optimal operator A will be data-independent, i.e. will
not depend on a specific realisation y of Y . While averaging over Y implies that the resulting posterior
mean approximations are not optimal in general for a specific realisation y of Y , this approach has the
benefit that A can be constructed before observing the data. This leads to an offline-online approach to
posterior mean approximation: the preliminary ‘offline’ stage computes one operator, which can then can
be applied in the subsequent ‘online’ stage to any realisation of the data. This is in analogy to the finite-
dimensional case studied in [33, Section 4.1] and its generalisation to certain nonlinear forward models
and to losses with respect to the average Amari α-divergences as studied in [22, Section 5]. Furthermore,
averaging over Y enables us to exploit recent work on reduced-rank operator approximation [5].

Recall that we use the observation model Y = GX + ζ for ζ ∼ N (0, Cobs) for G ∈ B(H,Rn) and
positive Cobs ∈ B(Rn)R, and that our prior model is X ∼ N (0, Cpr), with X and ζ independent. These
assumptions imply that the marginal distribution of Y is Y ∼ N (0, Cy), where

Cy := GCprG∗ + Cobs ∈ B(Rn). (17)

Since R(C‖C) = 0 for any positive C ∈ L1(H)R, by Theorem 3.3, the Rényi divergences and forward
and reverse KL divergence of approximating N (mpos, C) by N (m, C) for anym ∈ H satisfyingm−mpos ∈
ranC1/2 is given by, for any ρ ∈ (0, 1),

‖m−mpos‖2C−1 = DKL(N (mpos, C)‖N (m, C)) = DRen,ρ(N (mpos, C)‖N (m, C))
= DKL(N (m, C)‖N (mpos, C)).

(18)

We choose C to be Cpos, so that the optimal low-rank posterior mean then is given by the solution to
the following problem. Note that the term inside the expectation on the left hand side corresponds to the
mean-dependent term in (8a), and has the interpretation that it penalises errors in the approximation
of the posterior mean more in those directions in which the posterior covariance is small.

Problem 5.1. Let r ≤ n and i ∈ {1, 2}. Find A
opt,(i)
r ∈M

(i)
r such that

E

[
‖Aopt,(i)

r Y −mpos(Y )‖2
C−1
pos

]
= min

{
E

[
‖AY −mpos(Y )‖2

C−1
pos

]
: A ∈M

(i)
r

}
.

We only consider the case r ≤ n since the same problem for r > n has the trivial solution A
opt,(i)
r =

CposG∗C−1
obs for i = 1, 2.
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Remark 5.2 (Comparison with Bayes risk). The Bayes risk R(A) := E

[
‖AY −X‖2C−1

pos

]
for A ∈ M

(i)
r ,

i = 1, 2, considered in [33, Section 4.1] is not well-defined, since the event {X ∈ domC−1/2
pos } occurs with

probability 0. However, one can show that R(A) = E

[
‖AY −mpos(Y )‖2C−1

pos

]
+ dimH if dimH < ∞.

Thus, not only does the approximation error (18) used in Problem 5.1 have a natural interpretation as
the mean-dependent term of the Rényi, Amari, forward and reverse KL divergences, it also captures the
relevant contribution to the Bayes risk which involves the approximation.

In our derivation of the optimal A
opt,(i)
r , we shall make use of specific non-self adjoint square roots

Spos ∈ L2(H) and Sy ∈ B(Rn) of the covariances Cpos and Cy respectively. Since n <∞, C−1
obs is bounded

and self-adjoint and we can decompose C−1
obs = C−1/2

obs (C−1/2
obs )∗ by Lemma A.11. Therefore, by (9a) in

Proposition 3.4,

(C1/2pr G∗C−1/2
obs )(C1/2pr G∗C−1/2

obs )∗ = C1/2pr HC1/2pr =

n∑

i=1

−λi

1 + λi
wi ⊗ wi, (19)

with (wi)i and (λi)i as in Proposition 3.4. By Lemma A.3, we may apply the SVD to C1/2pr G∗C−1/2
obs , and

the singular values are then determined by (19). That is, there exists an orthonormal sequence (ϕi)i in
R

n such that

C1/2pr G∗C−1/2
obs =

n∑

i=1

√
−λi

1 + λi
wi ⊗ ϕi. (20)

Using that λi = 0 for all i > n by Proposition 3.4, we now define,

Spos = C1/2pr

(
I +

∑

i∈N

−λi

1 + λi
wi ⊗ wi

)−1/2

= C1/2pr

(
I +

n∑

i=1

−λi

1 + λi
wi ⊗ wi

)−1/2

,

Sy = C1/2obs

(
I +

n∑

i=1

−λi

1 + λi
ϕi ⊗ ϕi

)1/2

.

(21)

Note that
∑m

i=1(1+
−λi

1+λi
)wi⊗wi does not converge in B(H) as m→∞, when H is infinite-dimensional.

Indeed, if
∑m

i=1(1+
−λi

1+λi
)wi⊗wi converges, then

∑m
i=1(1+

−λi

1+λi
)wi⊗wi−

∑n
i=1

−λi

1+λi
wi⊗wi is a sequence

of finite rank operators converging to the identity. Since the identity in B(H) is not compact when H is
infinite-dimensional, the series

∑m
i=1(1 +

−λi

1+λi
)wi ⊗ wi does not converge as m→∞. However, there is

pointwise convergence: for h ∈ H, we may compute,

(
I +

∑

i

−λi

1 + λi
wi ⊗ wi

)
h =

∑

i

(
1 +

−λi

1 + λi

)
〈h,wi〉wi =

∑

i

1

1 + λi
〈h,wi〉wi.

Similarly, a direct computation shows that for h ∈ H and x ∈ R
n,

(
I +

∑

i

−λi

1 + λi
wi ⊗ wi

)−1/2

h =
∑

i

(1 + λi)
1/2〈h,wi〉wi, (22a)

(
I +

∑

i

−λi

1 + λi
ϕi ⊗ ϕi

)1/2

x =
∑

i

(1 + λi)
−1/2〈x, ϕi〉ϕi. (22b)

We first note that Spos, Sy are indeed square roots, and that they have well-defined inverses.

Lemma 5.3. Let Spos and Sy be as in (21). It holds that

(i) Cpos = SposS
∗
pos and Cy = SyS

∗
y and S−1

pos : ranC1/2pr → H and S−1
y ∈ B(Rn) exist,

(ii) ‖h‖2
C−1
pos

= ‖S−1
posh‖2 for all h ∈ ranC1/2pr = ranC1/2pos ,

(iii) Spos(ran C1/2pr ) = ranCpr = ranCpos.
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Item (ii) can be used to evaluate the norms in Problem 5.1 by replacing C−1/2
pos by S−1

pos.
Let us define,

M̃
(1)
r := {(S−1

posCpr − B̃)G∗C−1
obs : B̃ ∈ B00,r(H)},

M̃
(2)
r := B00,r(Rn,H).

(23)

We now consider the following problem.

Problem 5.4. Let r ≤ n and i ∈ {1, 2}. Find Ã
opt,(i)
r ∈ M̃

(i)
r such that

E

[∥∥∥Ãopt,(i)
r Y − S−1

posmpos(Y )
∥∥∥
2
]
= min

{
E

[∥∥∥ÃY − S−1
posmpos(Y )

∥∥∥
2
]
: Ã ∈ M̃

(i)
r

}
.

It is shown in items (iii) and (iv) of the following result that Problem 5.4 is a reformulation of
Problem 5.1. Using Theorem 3.2, item (i) of the following result also provides an explicit description of

the approximation classes M
(i)
r of (4) in terms of the ranges of the operators A and B, while item (ii)

relates these classes to the classes M̃
(i)
r from (23).

Proposition 5.5. Let r ≤ n and i = 1, 2. Let Spos be as defined in (21), let M
(i)
r be as in (4) and let

M̃
(i)
r be as in (23). Then,

(i) M
(i)
r can equivalently be described by

M
(1)
r ={(Cpr −B)G∗C−1

obs : B ∈ B00,r(H), B(kerG⊥) ⊂ ranC1/2pr }, (24a)

M
(2)
r ={A ∈ B00,r(Rn,H) : ranA ⊂ ranC1/2pr }, (24b)

(ii) M̃
(i)
r = S−1

posM
(i)
r ,

(iii) SposÃ
opt,(i)
r solves Problem 5.1 if and only if Ã

opt,(i)
r solves Problem 5.4.

(iv) A
opt,(i)
r solves Problem 5.1 if and only if S−1

posA
opt,(i)
r solves Problem 5.4.

The following lemma shows that the mean square error terms in Problem 5.4 can be computed by
evaluating a Hilbert–Schmidt norm of an operator involving the non-self adjoint square root (20) of the
prior-preconditioned Hessian (19).

Lemma 5.6. It holds that

E

[∥∥∥ÃY − S−1
posmpos(Y )

∥∥∥
2
]
=
∥∥∥ÃSy − C1/2pr G∗C−1/2

obs

∥∥∥
2

L2(H)
, Ã ∈ B(Rn,H). (25)

In order to solve Problem 5.4, we use a result on reduced-rank operator approximation in L2(H) norm,
proven in [5]. It is a generalised version of the Eckhart–Young theorem. Recall that compact operators,
in particular Hilbert–Schmidt operators and finite-rank operators, have an SVD, c.f. Lemma A.3. Also
recall the definition of the Moore–Penrose inverse C† of C ∈ B(H) from Section 1.4. If C has closed
range, then C† is bounded, c.f. [13, Proposition 2.4]. The following is an application of [5, Theorem 3.2]
to the case where the operators B and C occurring in the theorem have closed range. Note that when
T = I and S = I, we recover the Eckhart–Young theorem.

Theorem 5.7. [5, Theorem 3.2, Remark 3.5] Let H1,H2,H3,H4 be Hilbert spaces and let T ∈
B(H3,H4), S ∈ B(H1,H2) both have closed range and let M ∈ L2(H1,H4). Suppose PranTMPkerS⊥

has nonincreasing singular value sequence (σi)i ∈ ℓ2([0,∞)). Then, for each rank-r truncated SVD
(Pran TMPkerS⊥)r of Pran TMPkerS⊥ ,

N̂ := T †(Pran TMPkerS⊥)rS
†, (26)

is a solution to the problem,

min{‖M − TNS‖L2(H1,H4), N ∈ B00,r(H2,H3)}, (27)

such that

N = PkerT⊥NPranS . (28)

Furthermore, (26) is the only solution of (27) satisfying (28) if and only if the following holds: σr+1 = 0
or σr > σr+1.
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Remark 5.8 (Uniqueness and minimality). Even when the uniqueness condition of Theorem 5.7 holds,
there are in general infinitely many solutions to (27). For example, if ranS⊥ 6= {0}, then one can modify
N on ranS⊥ without changing the operator TNS. The condition (28) ensures that a unique solution of
(27) can be obtained. Furthermore, (28) also has a natural interpretation as giving minimal solutions of
(27). Indeed, any N ∈ L2(H2,H3) satisfies

N = PkerT⊥NPranS + Pker TNPranS + PkerT⊥NPranS⊥ + PkerTNPranS⊥ .

By orthogonality of kerT and kerT⊥ and of ranS and ranS⊥, this implies that N ∈ L2(H2,H3) satisfies
(28) if and only if the terms PkerTNPranS , PkerT⊥NPranS⊥ , PkerTNPranS⊥ are all zero. Taking the
L2(H2,H3) norm,

‖N‖2L2(H2,H3)
= ‖PkerT⊥NPranS‖2L2(H2,H3)

+ ‖PkerTNPran S‖2L2(H2,H3)

+ ‖PkerT⊥NPranS⊥‖2L2(H2,H3)
+ ‖PkerTNPranS⊥‖2L2(H2,H3)

,

which shows that ‖N‖2L2(H2,H3)
≥ ‖PkerT⊥NPran S‖2L2(H1,H4)

, with equality if and only if (28) holds.

Thus, (28) can be interpreted as a minimality condition on N . To see that the equality in the display
above holds, note that 〈PkerTCh, Pker T⊥Ch〉 = 0 and 〈Pran SC

∗k, PranS⊥C∗k〉 = 0 for any h ∈ H2, k ∈
H3 and C ∈ B(H2,H3). Thus, in L2(H2,H3), the operators PkerTC and PkerT⊥C are orthogonal, and the
operators Pran SC

∗ and Pran S⊥C∗ are orthogonal. By the fact that 〈A,B〉L2(H2,H3) = 〈B∗, A∗〉L2(H3,H2)

for any A,B ∈ L2(H2,H3), we see that CPran S and CPran S⊥ are orthogonal for any C ∈ L2(H2,H3).
Therefore, the cross terms in the above expansion of ‖N‖2L2(H2,H3)

all vanish.

Remark 5.9 (Equivalent uniqueness statement). An equivalent formulation of the uniqueness statement
of Theorem 5.7 is as follows: TN1S = TN2S for any two solutions N1 and N2 of (27) if and only if
either σr+1 = 0 or σr > σr+1. To see this, we need to show that the solution of (27) which also satisfies
(28) is unique if and only if TN1S = TN2S for any two solutions N1 and N2 of (27). For the forward
implication, assume that there exists a unique solution of (27) satisfying (28). Suppose that N1 and
N2 are solutions of (27). Since TPkerT⊥NiPranSS = TNiS for i = 1, 2, also PkerT⊥NiPranS solves
(27). Now, Pker T⊥NiPran S satisfies (28). Therefore, PkerT⊥N1PranS = PkerT⊥N2Pran S by hypothesis,
which implies TN1S = TN2S. Conversely, assume that TN1S = TN2S for any two solutions N1 and
N2 of (27). Suppose that N1 and N2 are solutions of (27) satisfying (28). Since N1 and N2 solve (27),
we have by hypothesis TN1S = TN2S. Applying to both sides of the equation T † from the left and
S† from the right, and using T †T = PkerT⊥ and SS† = Pran S , c.f. [13, eqs. (2.12)-(2.13)], we obtain
PkerT⊥N1PranS = PkerT⊥N2Pran S . Because N1 and N2 satisfy (28), this implies N1 = N2.

With Theorem 5.7 and Lemma 5.3(iii), we can now identify solutions of Problem 5.1, by solving

Problem 5.4 for Ãopt,(i) ∈ M̃ opt,(i) and setting Aopt,(i) = SposÃ
opt,(i). We first consider the low-rank

posterior mean approximation problem for the structure-ignoring approximation class M
(2)
r given in

(24b), compute the corresponding minimal loss, and show that the solution Aopt,(2) not only satisfies

ranAopt,(2) ⊂ ranC1/2pr , but also ranAopt,(2) ⊂ ranCpr = ranCpos. The latter condition is also satisfied
by the exact posterior mean, CposG∗C−1

obs ⊂ ranCpos.
Theorem 5.10. Fix r ≤ n. Let (λi, wi)i be as in Proposition 3.4 and (ϕi)

n
i=1 be as in (20). Then a

solution of Problem 5.1 for i = 2 is given by A
opt,(2)
r = C1/2pr (

∑r
i=1

√
−λi(1 + λi)wi ⊗ ϕi)C−1/2

obs ∈M
(2)
r .

Furthermore, ranA
opt,(2)
r ⊂ ranCpos, the corresponding loss is

∑
i>r

−λi

1+λi
, and the solution A

opt,(2)
r is

unique if and only if the following holds: λr+1 = 0 or λr < λr+1.

Next, we solve Problem 5.1 for the structure-preserving approximation class M
(1)
r , and show that

the solutions in fact satisfy ranAopt,(1) ⊂ ranCpr = ranCpos.
Theorem 5.11. Fix r ≤ n. Let (λi)i be as in Proposition 3.4 and Coptr be an optimal rank-r ap-
proximation of Cpos from (16) in Theorem 4.2. Then a solution of Problem 5.1 for i = 1 is given

by A
opt,(1)
r = Coptr G∗C−1

obs ∈ M
(1)
r . Furthermore, ranA

opt,(1)
r ⊂ ranCpos, the corresponding loss is

∑
i>r

(
−λi

1+λi

)3
and the solution A

opt,(1)
r is unique if and only if the following holds: λr+1 = 0 or

λr < λr+1.

By (16), Coptr = Cpr −
∑

i>r −λi(Cprwi) ⊗ (Cprwi). We thus see that the optimal operator A
opt,(1)
r

in Theorem 5.11 is of the form (Cpr − B)G∗C−1
obs, where B satisfies the conditions in (24a) and is also

self-adjoint.
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Theorem 5.10 and Theorem 5.11 generalise the results of [33, Theorem 4.1 and Theorem 4.2] to
an infinite-dimensional setting, and add a uniqueness statement. We note that in both considered

approximation classes M
(i)
r , i ∈ {1, 2}, the optimal operator A

opt,(i)
r maps into ranCpos, just like the

exact operator CposG∗C−1
obs in (3a).

By (18), the optimal posterior mean approximations given in Theorem 5.10 and Theorem 5.11 corre-
spond to optimal approximations of the posterior distribution with respect to the average forward and
reverse KL divergence and average Rényi divergences, when the posterior covariance is kept fixed. By
Remark 3.1, this also holds for the average Amari α-divergences DAm,α(·‖·) and the average Hellinger
distance DH(·, ·). The uniqueness of the optimal posterior mean approximations and the associated min-
imal losses can also be obtained from Theorems 5.10 and 5.11. For i = 1, 2, these associated losses can be
computed directly by (18), (5)-(6), and Theorems 5.10 and 5.11, which is summarised in Corollary 5.12.

Corollary 5.12. Let r ≤ n, i = 1, 2 and define γ(1) = 3 and γ(2) = 1. Let (λj)j be as in Proposition 3.4

and let A
opt,(i)
r be given by Theorem 5.11 for i = 1 and by Theorem 5.10 for i = 2. Then, for α ∈ (0, 1),

min{E [DAm,α(µpos‖N (AY, Cpos))] : A ∈M
(i)
r } = min{E [DAm,α(N (AY, Cpos)‖µpos)] : A ∈M

(i)
r }

= E

[
DAm,α(N (Aopt,(i)

r Y, Cpos)‖µpos)
]

=
−1

α(1− α)


exp


−α(1− α)

∑

j>r

( −λj

1 + λj

)γ(i)

− 1


 ,

and

min{E [DH(µpos,N (AY, Cpos))] : A ∈M
(i)
r } = E

[
DH(µpos,N (Aopt,(i)

r Y, Cpos))
]

=

√√√√√2


1− exp


−

∑

j>r

( −λj

1 + λj

)γ(i)



.

The minimiser Aopt,i
r is unique if and only if the following holds: λr+1 = 0 or λr < λr+1.

Similarly to [33, Section 4.1], a comparison between the minimal losses of Theorem 5.10 and The-
orem 5.11 gives us insight as to which approximation procedure is preferable in a specific setting. As
the theorems show, the decay of the eigenvalues (λi)i of R(Cpos‖Cpr) governs this choice. The loss of the
optimal approximation in Theorem 5.10 and in Theorem 5.11 is

∑
i>r(

−λi

1+λi
) and

∑
i>r(

−λi

1+λi
)3 respec-

tively. If −λi

1+λi
≤ 1 or equivalently −λi ≤ 1

2 for every i > r, then we have
∑

i>r(
−λi

1+λi
) ≥ ∑i>r(

−λi

1+λi
)3.

Since the sequence (λi)i ⊂ (−1, 0] increases to zero by Proposition 3.4, and since (λi)i have the interpre-
tation of variance reduction by the discussion after Proposition 3.6, it follows that if there exists some

r < n such that the relative variance reduction along C−1/2
pr wi is smaller than 1

2 for i > r, then the loss∑
i>r(

−λi

1+λi
)3 that arises from exploiting the structure (3a) of the posterior mean is smaller than the loss

that ignores this structure. In other words, one can achieve on average a smaller loss in the posterior
mean approximation that exploits the structure (3a) of the posterior mean, if the ratio of the posterior

variance to the prior variance along C−1/2
pr wi decays below the threshold of 1

2 for sufficiently large i. If
for example λi > − 1

2 for every i ∈ N, then this decay does not occur, and one can obtain a smaller loss
by ignoring the structure.

In the following, we interpret the optimal low-rank poserior mean approximations in terms of projec-
tions of the prior and the posterior means.

Lemma 5.13. Let r ≤ n and Aopt,(i) for i = 1, 2 be defined in Theorems 5.10 and 5.11 and denote by
mpr = 0 the prior mean. Let H = Wr + W−r be the direct sum of Wr and W−r defined in (12) and
(13). Let PWr and PW−r be the orthogonal projectors onto Wr and W−r respectively. Then for every
realisation y of Y , we have

PWrA
opt,(1)
r y = PWrmpos(y),

PWrA
opt,(2)
r y = PWrmpos(y),

PW−rA
opt,(1)
r y = PW−rCprG∗C−1

obsy,

PW−rA
opt,(2)
r y = PW−rmpr.

From Lemma 5.13 we see that PWrA
opt,(1)
r y = PWrA

opt,(2)
r y, but PW−rA

opt,(1)
r y and PW−rA

opt,(2)
r y

differ in general.
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6 Optimal joint approximation of the mean and covariance

In Section 4, we considered the optimal rank-r approximation of the posterior covariance given the same
mean, while in Section 5 we considered the optimal rank-r approximation of the posterior mean given
the same posterior covariance. In this section, we consider jointly approximating the posterior mean and
covariance in the reverse KL divergence defined in Section 3. Approximation in reverse KL divergence
is important in the context of variational inference, c.f. [27, Theorem 5]. We leave the solution of the
optimal joint approximation of the mean and covariance for the forward KL divergence for future work.

Let y ∈ R
n be an arbitrary data vector and mpos(y) be as in (3a). Let m̃pos(y) be an approximation

of mpos(y) and C̃pos be an approximation of Cpos such that N (m̃pos(y), C̃pos) ∼ µpos, and let m ∈ H be
arbitrary. Then, by (8a),

DKL(N (m̃pos(y), C̃pos)‖µpos) =
1

2

∥∥∥C−1/2
pos (m̃pos(y)−mpos(y))

∥∥∥
2

− 1

2
log det

2

(
I +R(C̃pos‖Cpos)

)

=
1

2

∥∥∥C−1/2
pos (m̃pos(y)−mpos(y))

∥∥∥
2

+DKL(N (m, C̃pos)‖N (m, Cpos))
= DKL(N (m̃pos(y), Cpos)‖N (mpos(y), Cpos))
+DKL(N (m, C̃pos)‖N (m, Cpos)),

which constitutes a Pythagorean-like identity for the Kullback–Leibler divergence between two Gaussians.
The identity above is reasonable, since the Kullback–Leibler divergence is a Bregman divergence, which
are known to satisfy generalised Pythagorean theorems. See e.g. [1, Section 1.6] or [24] for the information
geometry perspective on Pythagorean identities and [22, Theorem 2.1] for a Pythagorean theorem in the
context of dimension reduction for Bayesian inverse problems.

In our context, the Pythagorean identity above implies that, in order to solve the joint approximation
problem, it suffices to solve the posterior mean approximation problem and the posterior covariance
approximation problems separately. Let r ∈ N. Suppose we search for m̃pos(y) of the form Ay for A in

one of the approximation classes M
(i)
r defined in (4), and that we search for C̃pos of the form Cpr−KK∗

from Cr defined in (14). Then for i = 1, 2 and any m ∈ H,

min
{
E [DKL(N (AY, Cpr −KK∗)‖N (mpos(Y ), Cpos))] : A ∈M

(i)
r , Cpr −KK∗ ∈ Cr

}

=min
{
E [DKL(N (AY, Cpos)‖N (mpos(Y ), Cpos))] : A ∈M

(i)
r

}

+min {DKL(N (m, Cpr −KK∗)‖N (m, Cpos)) : Cpr −KK∗ ∈ Cr} .

The two minimisation problems can then be solved using Theorem 4.2 and either Theorem 5.10 or
Theorem 5.11:

Proposition 6.1. Let r ≤ n, i = 1, 2, and (λj)j be as in Proposition 3.4. Let Coptr be as in Theorem 4.2

and A
opt,(i)
r be as in either Theorems 5.10 and 5.11. Then,

min
{
E [DKL(N (AY, Cpr −KK∗)‖N (mpos(Y ), Cpos))] : A ∈M

(i)
r , Cpr −KK∗ ∈ Cr

}

= E

[
DKL(N (Aopt,(i)

r , Coptr )‖N (mpos(Y ), Cpos))
]
,

=
∑

j>r

fKL

( −λj

1 + λj

)
+

( −λj

1 + λj

)γ(i)

,

where γ(1) = 3 by Theorem 5.11, γ(2) = 1 by Theorem 5.10, and where fKL is defined in (15). Further-

more, (A
opt,(i)
r , Coptr ) is the unique minimiser if and only if the following holds: λr+1 = 0 or λr < λr+1.

7 Characterisation through optimal projection

Let P ∈ B(H) be a projector of rank at most r, i.e P 2 = P and rank (P ) ≤ r. Then GP ∈ B00,r(H) and
we consider the Bayesian inverse problem

Y = GPX + ζ, ζ ∼ N (0, Cobs), (29)
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where again X ∼ µpr = N (0, Cpr). This problem only differs from Section 2 in the replacement of
the forward map G by GP . As before, we denote by y an arbitrary realisation of Y . Let µP,pos(y) ∼
N (mP,pos(y), CP,pos) be the posterior distribution corresponding to (29) and µpr = N (0, Cpr). Because
GP is continuous, it follows from [34, Theorem 6.31] that µP,pos(y) ∼ µpr ∼ µpos(y), where µpos(y) is
the posterior distribution of the full observation model (1). For the chosen value of r and i = 1, 2, let

µ̂
(i)
pos(y) = N (m̂

(i)
pos(y), Coptr ) denote the on average optimal posterior approximation of µpos(y) obtained

in Section 6. Thus, Coptr is given by Theorem 4.2 and m̂
(i)
pos(y) = A

opt,(i)
r y is given by Theorem 5.11

for i = 1 and Theorem 5.10 for i = 2. Proposition 6.1 implies that E [DKL(µP,pos(Y )‖µpos(Y ))] ≥
E [DKL(µ̂pos(Y )‖µpos(Y ))]. For i = 2, we show that this lower bound is attained, that is, there exists a
suitable choice of P such that for every realisation y we have µP,pos(y) = µ̂pos(y). The proof is given in
Appendix B.3.

Proposition 7.1. Let r ≤ n and (λi, wi)i be as in Proposition 3.4. With P ∈ B(H) defined by P :=∑r
i=1(C

1/2
pr wi)⊗(C−1/2

pr wi), it holds that P is a projector of rank at most r, and that the Bayesian inverse
problem (29) for the given projector P and for an arbitrary realisation y of Y has posterior distribution

N (A
opt,(2)
r y, Coptr ), where Coptr is a solution of Problem 4.1 as given by (16), and A

opt,(2)
r is a solution to

Problem 5.1 for i = 2.

In the finite-dimensional setting, it is shown in [33, Corollary 3.2] that the posterior covariance
corresponding to the model (29) agrees with the solution of Problem 4.1. Proposition 7.1 generalises
this to infinite dimensions and adds an analogous statement for the posterior mean of model (29): the
exact posterior mean of the projected problem (29) with P as in Proposition 7.1 is equal to the optimal
low-rank structure-ignoring posterior mean approximation given by Theorem 5.10.

From the analogue of (3a) with G replaced by GP we immediately see that the posterior mean is a

linear transformation of the data y by an operator of rank at most r. Since A
opt,(1)
r given in Theorem 5.11

does not in general have rank at most r, it follows that Aopt,(1)y cannot be obtained as the posterior
mean of model (29) for any P ∈ B00,r(H).

If Wr := span
(
C−1/2
pr wi, i ≤ r

)
is as in (12), then the likelihood-informed subspace ranP = Cpr(Wr)

defined at the end of Section 3 is a one-to-one transformation of Wr. Recall from Proposition 3.6 and the
discussion following it that Wr is the r-dimensional subspace which reduces the prior variance the most
in relative terms, among all r-dimensional subspaces of H. By Remark 4.3 and Lemma 5.13, it holds

that Coptr = Cpos on Wr and PWrA
opt,(2)
r y = PWrmpos(y) for every realisation y of Y , where PWr denotes

the orthogonal projector onto Wr. Furthermore, Coptr = Cpr on W−r and PW−rA
opt,(2)
r y = PW−rmpr,

where PW−r denotes the orthogonal projector onto the subspace W−r defined in (13) and mpr = 0 is the
prior mean. Thus, the optimal joint approximation with structure-ignoring approximate mean yields the
exact posterior measure for the projected inverse problem in which the data is only used to inform Wr.

8 Examples

In this section we consider two examples of linear Gaussian inverse problems. In both examples,
(H, 〈·, ·〉) = L2([0, 1]) ≃ L2((0, 1)). We identify the operators in the formulation of Section 2. We

also describe the prior-preconditioned Hessian C1/2pr G∗C−1
obsGC

1/2
pr and its square root C1/2pr G∗C−1/2

obs in
(20). The eigendecomposition of the prior-preconditioned Hessian can be used in the construction of
the optimal projector in Section 7, and the SVD of (20) can be used to form the optimal posterior

mean approximations. If ( −λi

1+λi
, wi) is an eigenpair of C1/2pr G∗C−1

obsGC
1/2
pr , then ( −λi

1+λi
, C−1/2

obs GC1/2pr wi) is

an eigenpair of C−1/2
obs GCprG∗C−1/2

obs , c.f. Lemma A.8, so that the (ϕi)i occurring in Theorem 5.10 can be
computed using the eigenpairs of the prior-preconditioned Hessian. Alternatively, they can be obtained
by forming (20).

Example 8.1 (Deconvolution). Let H = L2([0, 1]) with κ : [0, 1]2 → R be square integrable. We
consider the convolution of functions in L2([0, 1]) with kernel κ, and hence define the convolution operator
Tκ ∈ B(H) by, for almost every t ∈ [0, 1],

(Tκh)(t) =

∫ 1

0

κ(t, s)h(s) ds, h ∈ H.

Note that Tκ is continuous by the integrability assumption on κ. We consider the inverse problem in
which the unknown parameter x† ∈ L2([0, 1]) is convoluted by Tκ ∈ B(H), and the goal is to recover
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x†. We take the Bayesian perspective and put a centered Gaussian prior µpr on H. We specify the prior
covariance below. The parameter is now denoted by X ∼ µpr.

We assume the data y is obtained by observing weighted averages of TκX on the n intervals in
[0, 1] separated by t1 < · · · < tn+1, that are corrupted with standard Gaussian noise. That is, yi =∫ ti+1

ti
(TκX)(s)γ(s) ds + ζi = 〈TκX, 1[ti,ti+1]γ〉 + ζi for some known weighting function γ ∈ H and for

ζi ∼ N (0, 1).
Let O ∈ B(H,Rn) be defined by Oh = (〈h, 1[ti,ti+1]γ〉)ni=1. Defining G := OTκ, we can write the

deconvolution problem in the formulation (1), with Cobs = I.
We construct the prior distribution µpr ofX by using the Karhunen–Loéve expansionX :=

∑∞
i=1 ciξiei.

Here, c ∈ ℓ2((0,∞)), (ei)i forms an ONB of H, and (ξi)i is a sequence of independent N (0, 1)-distributed
random variables. Then µpr = N (0, Cpr) with injective covariance Cpr =

∑
i c

2
i ei ⊗ ei ∈ L1(H).

To compute the Hessian H = G∗C−1
obsG = G∗G, we compute G∗ ∈ B(Rn,H) by observing that

G∗ = T ∗
κO∗ and

T ∗
κk =

∫ 1

0

κ(t, ·)k(t) dt, k ∈ H, O∗z =

n∑

i=1

1[ti,ti+1]γzi, z ∈ R
n.

Hence G∗z =
∑n

i=1 zi
∫
κ(t, ·)1[ti,ti+1](t)γ(t) dt. In this way, we can formulate the deconvolution problem

as a linear Gaussian inverse problem with observation model (1), and compute the Hessian H defined in
(2) by Hh = G∗Gh =

∑n
i=1〈Tκh, 1[ti,ti+1]γ〉

∫
κ(t, ·)1[ti,ti+1](t)γ(t) dt.

Let us now assume that κ is bounded, symmetric and satisfies
∫
κ(s, t)h(s)h(t) ≥ 0 for all h ∈

H. Hence, Tκ is self-adjoint and nonnegative. Then by Mercer’s theorem, [19, Theorem 3.a.1], we
have κ(s, t) =

∑∞
i=1 bifi(s)fi(t), where the series converges absolutely and uniformly for almost every

(t, s). Here, (bi)i is a nonnegative sequence converging to zero and (fi)i an orthonormal basis of H
consisting of bounded functions. Furthermore, we may write Tκ =

∑
i bifi ⊗ fi. For simplicity, we

assume that the eigenvectors (ei)i of the prior covariance and the eigenfunctions (fi)i of the kernel are
the same. One can verify that, with ak,j := 〈fk, 1[tj,tj+1]γ〉, we have 〈Tκh, 1[ti,ti+1]γ〉 =

∑
j bjaj,i〈fj , h〉

and
∫
κ(t, ·)1[ti,ti+1](t)γ(t) dt =

∑
k bkak,ifk. Thus, C1/2pr G∗C−1/2

obs z =
∑n

i=1

∑
j zibjcjaj,ifj for z ∈ R

n.
Furthermore, G∗G =

∑
i,j,k bjbkaj,iak,ifk ⊗ fj and hence the prior-preconditioned Hessian now takes

the form C1/2pr HC1/2pr =
∑

i,j,k bjcjbkckaj,iak,ifk ⊗ fj =
∑

j,k dk,jfk ⊗ fj , where the coefficients dk,j =

bjcjbkck
∑n

i=1 aj,iak,i and orthonormal sequence (fj)j are explicitly known and depend on the choice of
prior via (ci)i, on the kernel via (fk)i and (bi)i, and on the observation model via γ.

Example 8.2 (Inferring the initial condition of the heat equation). Let u denote the solution of the
heat equation on the one-dimensional spatial domain (0, 1) with boundary {0, 1} and time domain [0, T ].
Thus, the temperature field (x, t) 7→ u(x, t) on (0, 1)× [0, T ] solves,

∂tu− ∂xxu = 0, in (0, 1)× (0, T ),

u(·, 0) = x†, on (0, 1),

u(0, ·) = u(1, ·) = 0, on (0, T ],

where the true initial condition x† is unknown and where we impose a homogenous Dirichlet spatial
boundary condition. We assume that the data consists of a noisy observation of u at the observation
coordinates (xi, ti)

n
i=1 ⊂ (0, 1) × (0, T ], where we assume i.i.d. standard Gaussian noise. The aim is

to reconstruct the initial condition x† from the data y. This problem is similar to [34, Example 3.5]
and [15, Section 4.2], but in this example we do not observe the temperature field over the entire
spatial domain at finitely many times. Instead, we observe the temperature only at finitely many space-
time points (xi, ti)

n
i=1. Furthermore, [15, Section 4.2] considers periodic boundary conditions instead

of Dirichlet boundary conditions. We take the Bayesian perspective by considering x† as an H-valued
random variable X with centered Gaussian distribution µpr. Below, we choose an explicit form of the
prior covariance Cpr as a negative power of the Laplacian.

To write this problem in the formulation of Section 2, we define H := L2((0, 1)). Let us denote
by H1((0, 1)) the Sobolev space of square-integrable functions h on (0, 1) that have a square-integrable
weak derivative ∂xh, which is a Hilbert space with the inner product 〈h1, h2〉1 := 〈h1, h2〉+ 〈∂xh1, ∂xh2〉,
h1, h2 ∈ H1((0, 1)). By [14, Theorem 5.6.5], we have the continuous embedding H1((0, 1)) ⊂ C([0, 1]),
where C([0, 1]) denotes the space of continuous functions on [0, 1] with the supremum norm. Hence, for
any h ∈ H1((0, 1)) and x ∈ [0, 1], we have |h(x)| ≤ ‖h‖C([0,1]) ≤ c‖h‖1 for some c > 0, so that pointwise
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evaluation is well-defined, linear and continuous on H1((0, 1)). Thus, H1((0, 1)) is a reproducing kernel
Hilbert space. We denote the Riesz representatives of the pointwise evaluation functionals, or ‘features’,
by {φ(x) ∈ H1((0, 1)), x ∈ [0, 1]}. Hence, h(x) = 〈h, φ(x)〉1 for all x ∈ [0, 1] and h ∈ H1((0, 1)). For our
choice of spatial domain (0, 1), we have the following explicit form for the features, by [35, Corollary 2]:

φ(x)(x′) =
cosh(x− 1) cosh(x′)

sinh(1)
, 0 ≤ x′ ≤ x ≤ 1,

φ(x)(x′) =
cosh(x′ − 1) cosh(x)

sinh(1)
, 0 ≤ x ≤ x′ ≤ 1.

We also define H1
0 ((0, 1)) := {h ∈ H1((0, 1)) : h(0) = 0 = h(1)}, the space of functions h ∈ H1((0, 1))

which vanish on the boundary {0, 1}.
We use certain properties of ∆ := ∂xx, the one-dimensional Laplacian. We describe these briefly,

and refer to [20, Section 5.3] for a comprehensive treatment of these properties and their relation to
the heat equation. By [4, Theorem 8.22], we can write ∆h = −∑i ai〈h, ei〉ei for h ∈ dom∆ = {h ∈
L2((0, 1)) :

∑
i a

2
i 〈h, ei〉2 < ∞}, where limi ai =∞ and (ei)i is an ONB on H. In fact, by the example

on [4, p. 232], we have ai = i2π2 and ei(x) =
√
2 sin(iπx) for our choices of spatial domain (0, 1) and

boundary conditions. Now, one can define the self-adjoint operator exp(t∆) ∈ B0(H) by exp(t∆) =∑
i exp(−tai)ei ⊗ ei. It holds that ker exp(t∆) = {0} and ran exp(t∆) = H. The diagonalisation of the

Laplacian is compatible with H1
0 ((0, 1)) in the sense that H1

0 ((0, 1)) = {h ∈ H :
∑

i ai〈h, ei〉2 < ∞}
and 〈h, k〉1 =

∑
i(1 + ai)〈h, ei〉〈ei, k〉 for h, k ∈ H1

0 ((0, 1)). Since for any t ∈ (0, T ] and h ∈ H, we
have 〈exp(t∆)h, ei〉 = exp(−ait)〈h, ei〉, it follows that

∑
i ai〈exp(t∆)h, ei〉2 ≤ C(t)

∑
i〈h, ei〉2 for some

C(t) > 0, so that exp(t∆)h ∈ H1
0((0, 1)). Therefore, the map h 7→ exp(∆t)h, H → H1

0 ((0, 1)) is linear
and continuous for t ∈ (0, T ]. Furthermore, exp(∆t) ∈ B(H1

0 ((0, 1))) for each t ∈ [0, T ], and exp(∆t) is
a self-adjoint element of B(H1

0 ((0, 1))), because

〈exp(t∆)h, k〉1 =
∑

i

(1 + ai)〈exp(t∆)h, ei〉〈ei, k〉 =
∑

i

(1 + ai) exp(−tai)〈h, ei〉〈ei, k〉,

is symmetric in h, k ∈ H1
0 ((0, 1)).

By [4, Theorem 10.1], the solution u of the heat equation above lies in C((0, T ];H1
0 ((0, 1))), and in fact

u(·, t) has infinitely many continuous derivatives for each t ∈ (0, T ]. By [25, Section 4.1], the solution can
be written as t 7→ exp(t∆)x†. Let us define the linear map gi : H → R by gi(h) = (exp(ti∆)h)(xi) for each
i. Since gi is the composition of the linear and continuous maps u 7→ u(·, ti), C((0, T ];H1

0 ((0, 1))) →
H1

0 ((0, 1)) and f 7→ f(xi), H1
0 ((0, 1)) → R, it follows that gi is linear and continuous. Then, with

G ∈ B(H,Rn) defined by Gh := (gih)
n
i=1, and with ζ ∼ N (0, Cobs) where Cobs = I, this inverse problem

is of the form (1).
For the prior µpr on H, we take N (0, Cpr) with Cpr = (−∆)−s for some s > 1

2 . Thus, Cpr =∑
i a

−s
i ei ⊗ ei, which is injective and satisfies dom Cpr = H. Furthermore, Cpr ∈ L1(H), since

∑
i a

−s
i =

π−2s
∑

i i
−2s <∞.

Next, we compute G∗, H and C1/2pr HC1/2pr . Since 〈exp(t∆)h, k〉1 = 〈h, exp(t∆)k〉1 for h, k ∈ H1
0 ((0, 1))

as shown above, we have for z ∈ R and h ∈ H1
0 ((0, 1)),

〈z, gi(h)〉R = z(exp(ti∆)h)(xi) = z〈exp(ti∆)h, φ(xi)〉1 = z〈h, exp(ti∆)φ(xi)〉1
= z〈h, exp(ti∆)φ(xi)〉+ z〈∂xh, ∂x exp(ti∆)φ(xi)〉
= z〈h, exp(ti∆)φ(xi)−∆exp(ti∆)φ(xi)〉,

(30)

where we use consecutively the definition of the inner product on R, the definition of gi, the definition of
φ(xi), the fact that exp(t∆) is self-adjoint on H1

0 ((0, 1)), the definition of the H1((0, 1)) inner product
and integration by parts. Hence,

g∗i z = z (exp(ti∆)(φ(xi))−∆exp(ti∆)(φ(xi))) , z ∈ R,

G∗z =

n∑

i=1

g∗i (zi) =

n∑

i=1

zi (exp(ti∆)(φ(xi))−∆exp(ti∆)(φ(xi))) , z ∈ R
n,

Hh = G∗Gh =

n∑

i=1

(exp(ti∆)h) (xi)

(
exp(ti∆)(φ(xi))−∆exp(ti∆)(φ(xi))

)
h ∈ H.
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The term exp(ti∆)(φ(xi)) is the solution of the heat equation in which the initial condition is given by

the feature φ(xi) ∈ H. We have exp(ti∆)ej = exp(−ajti)ej . Thus, with bi,j := a
−s/2
j exp(−tiaj), we can

write HC1/2pr h =
∑n

i=1

∑
j bi,j〈ej , h〉ej(xi) (exp(ti∆)(φ(xi))−∆exp(ti∆)(φ(xi))). By (30), it holds for

z ∈ R and h ∈ H1
0 ((0, 1)),

z〈h, exp(ti∆)φ(xi)−∆exp(ti∆)φ(xi)〉 = z(exp(ti∆)h)(xi).

Now, ek(x) =
√
2 sin (kπx) for each k, so that ek ∈ H1

0 ((0, 1)). Substituting z ← 1 and h ← ek in the
previous display, we obtain,

〈ek, exp(ti∆)φ(xi)−∆exp(ti∆)φ(xi)〉 = (exp(ti∆)ek)(xi) = exp(−tiak)ek(xi).

It follows that

C1/2pr G∗C−1/2
obs z = C1/2pr

n∑

i=1

zi
∑

k

〈exp(ti∆)(φ(xi))−∆exp(ti∆)(φ(xi)), ek〉ek

= C1/2pr

n∑

i=1

zi
∑

k

exp (−tiak)ek(xi)ek

=

n∑

i=1

∑

k

zia
−s/2
k exp(−tiak)ek(xi)ek, z ∈ R

n,

where in the first step we use Cobs = I, the expression of G∗ above, and an expansion of exp(ti∆)(φ(xi))−
∆exp(ti∆)(φ(xi)) in the ONB (ek)k. Furthermore,

C1/2pr HC1/2pr h =
n∑

i=1

∑

j,k

bi,jbi,k〈ej , h〉ej(xi)ek(xi)ek =
∑

j,k

dj,kek ⊗ ej ,

where dj,k =
∑n

i=1 bi,jbi,kej(xi)ek(xi) =
∑n

i=1 a
−s/2
j exp(−tiaj)a−s/2

k exp(−tiak)ej(xi)ek(xi). The co-

efficients (dj,k)j,k are explicitly available, since ai = i2π2, ei(x) =
√
2 sin(iπx) and the observation

coordinates (xi, ti)
n
i=1 are all known.

9 Conclusion

This work considers low-rank approximations to linear Gaussian inverse problems on possibly infinite-
dimensional separable Hilbert spaces. Numerical approximations for such problems transform them into
finite-dimensional inverse problems, and optimal low-rank approximations in finite dimensions have been
constructed in [33]. In order to show that numerical methods give optimal posterior approximations
which are consistent with the infinite-dimensional formulation, one needs to formulate and find such
optimal approximations on the infinite-dimensional space directly. To the best of our knowledge, the
formulation and solution of these optimal approximation problems on infinite-dimensional spaces has not
been addressed in the literature.

In this work, we have provided the formulation and solution of the low-rank posterior mean ap-
proximation problem directly in the infinite-dimensional formulation. Both structure-preserving and
structure-ignoring approximations are considered, which respectively respect and ignore the structure
of the prior-to-posterior mean update, c.f. Theorem 5.11 and Theorem 5.10 respectively. To quantify
the posterior mean approximation quality, we have considered various loss classes. These loss classes
consist of divergences between the exact Gaussian posterior and the approximate Gaussian posterior
given by an approximate posterior mean and the exact posterior covariance, after averaging over the
data distribution. The chosen divergences are the Hellinger distance and the Renyi, Amari, and forward
and reverse KL divergences. These loss classes form a natural extension to the Bayes risk used in finite
dimensions in [33], since these same classes were used to assess optimality for low-rank approximations
to the posterior covariance in Part I of this work, see [6].

The optimal low-rank posterior mean approximations satisfy the property that the resulting poste-
rior distributions are equivalent to the exact posterior distribution, for any realisation of the data. The
optimality of these low-rank posterior mean approximations holds for all of the structure-preserving and
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structure-ignoring posterior mean approximations which satisfy this equivalence property. Such approx-
imations have been explicitly characterised in terms of range conditions on certain low-rank operators,
as shown in Proposition 5.5.

We have also provided a solution to the problem of finding optimal low-rank joint approximations of
the posterior mean and covariance with respect to the average reverse KL divergence, using the results of
[6]. This joint problem is solved by using the optimal approximations for mean and covariance separately,
as shown in Proposition 6.1. If the structure-ignoring posterior mean approximation is considered, we
have shown in Proposition 7.1 that the solution to the joint approximation problem can equivalently
be found by computing the exact posterior distribution of a linear Gaussian inverse problem with a
projected forward model. This projected forward model involves a projection onto a low-dimensional
subspace of the parameter space. This subspace is a one-to-one transformation of the subspace which
contains the directions for which the ratio of posterior variance and prior variance is smallest, among all
subspaces of the same dimension. The range of this projector was already studied in finite dimensions
and is also known as the ‘likelihood-informed subspace’.

By solving the joint low-rank approximation problems and finding the corresponding optimal projec-
tion in parameter space, we have provided a perspective for the low-rank approximation problem that
encompasses both mean and covariance simultaneously. Furthermore, since it is derived on the infinite-
dimensional parameter space, we have shown that the optimal posterior approximation procedure is
inherently discretisation independent and dimension independent.
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A Auxiliary results

In this section we collect some auxiliary results on Hilbert spaces and bounded operators, unbounded
operators and Gaussian measures.

A.1 Hilbert spaces and bounded operators

Lemma A.1 ( [6, Lemma A.1]). Let H be a separable Hilbert space and D ⊂ H be a dense subspace and
(ei)

m
i=1 be an orthonormal sequence in D for m ∈ N. Then there exists a countable sequence (di)i ⊂ D

such that (di)i is an ONB of H and di = ei for i ≤ m.

Lemma A.2 ( [6, Lemma A.4]). Let H be a Hilbert space and A ∈ B(H). Then A > 0 if and only if
A ≥ 0 and A is injective.

Lemma A.3 ( [18, Theorem 4.3.1]). Let H,K be Hilbert spaces, and A ∈ B(H,K) be compact. Then A

is diagonalisable, that is, there exists an ONB (hi)i of H and an orthonormal sequence (ki)i of K and a
nonnegative and nonincreasing sequence (σi)i such that A =

∑
i σiki ⊗ hi.

Lemma A.4 ( [7, Proposition VI.1.8]). Let H, K be Hilbert spaces and A ∈ B(H,K). Then kerA =
ranA∗⊥ and kerA⊥ = ranA∗.

Lemma A.5 ( [6, Lemma A.7]). Let H and K be Hilbert spaces and A ∈ B(H,K). Then kerAA∗ =
kerA∗.

Lemma A.6 ( [6, Lemma A.8]). Let H, K be Hilbert spaces and A ∈ B00(H,K). Then ranAA∗ = ranA.

Lemma A.7 ( [6, Lemma A.9]). Let H be a Hilbert space, (ei)i an orthonormal sequence, (δi)i ∈ ℓ2(R)
and T := I +

∑
i δiei ⊗ ei. The following holds.

(i) T is invertible in B(H) if and only if δi 6= −1 for all i.
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(ii) T ≥ 0 if and only if δi ≥ −1 for all i.

(iii) T > 0 if and only if δi > −1 for all i.

In cases (i) and (iii) above, the inverse of T is I −∑i
δi

1+δi
ei ⊗ ei.

Lemma A.8. Let H,K be separable Hilbert spaces and A ∈ B(H,K). Suppose AA∗ =
∑

i δiei ⊗ ei for
(ei)i an ONB of K and (δi)i ⊂ [0,∞) a nonincreasing sequence converging to 0. Then (δi, A

∗ei) is an
eigenpair of A∗A.

Proof. This follows from A∗AA∗ei = δiA
∗ei.

Lemma A.9. Let H be a Hilbert space and A ∈ B0(H). Then h 7→ 〈Ah, h〉 is weakly continuous on H.
Proof. Suppose that (hn)n ⊂ H is weakly convergent with limit h ∈ H, i.e. 〈hn, k〉 → 〈h, k〉 for all
k ∈ H as n → ∞. In particular, 〈Ah, h − hn〉 → 0. Since the sequence (〈hn, k〉)n is bounded for
each k ∈ H, the principle of uniform boundedness, c.f. [7, Theorem III.14.3], implies that (hn)n is
a bounded sequence. By [28, Theorem VI.11], (Ahn)n converges in norm to Ah since A is compact.
Thus, |〈A(h − hn), hn〉| ≤ ‖A(h − hn)‖ supn‖hn‖ → 0. We conclude that |〈Ah, h〉 − 〈Ahn, hn〉| ≤
|〈A(h− hn), hn〉|+ |〈Ah, h− hn〉| → 0.

A.2 Unbounded operators

Definition A.10 ( [7, Definition X.1.5]). Let H,K be separable Hilbert spaces and A : H → K be a
densely defined linear operator on H. Then we define

domA∗ := {k ∈ K : h 7→ 〈Ah, k〉 is a bounded linear functional on domA}.

As domA ⊂ H is dense, if k ∈ K, there exists by the Riesz representation theorem some f ∈ H such
that 〈Ah, k〉 = 〈h, f〉 for all h ∈ H. We define A∗ : domA∗ → H by setting A∗k = f .

Lemma A.11 ( [6, Lemma A.19]). Let H be a separable Hilbert space. If A,B : H → H are densely
defined, then

(i) (AB)∗ ⊃ B∗A∗,

(ii) If B∗A∗ is bounded, then (AB)∗ = B∗A∗.

Lemma A.12 ( [6, Lemma A.24]). Let H be a separable Hilbert space and C1, C2 ∈ L1(H)R be nonnega-

tive. If ranC1/21 ⊂ H densely, then the following hold.

(i) C1 > 0 and C1/21 > 0.

(ii) C−1/2
1 : ranC1/21 → H and C−1

1 : ranC1 → H are bijective and self-adjoint operators that are
unbounded if dimH is unbounded.

Lemma A.13 ( [6, Lemma A.25]). Let H be a Hilbert space and C1, C2 ∈ B(H) be injective. Then

ranC1/21 = ranC1/22 if and only if C−1/2
2 C1/21 is a well-defined invertible operator in B(H).

A.3 Gaussian Measures on Hilbert spaces

Lemma A.14. Let H be a separable Hilbert space and µ = N (m, C) be a Gaussian measure on H. If
X ∼ µ and C = SS∗ for S ∈ L2(H), then E‖X‖2 = ‖S∗‖2L2(H) = ‖S‖2L2(H).

Proof. Let (ei)i be an ONB of H and X =
∑

i〈X, ei〉ei. Then by Tonelli’s theorem, the definition of
the covariance operator, the hypothesis that C = SS∗, and the invariance of the Hilbert–Schmidt norm
under adjoints,

E‖X‖2 = E

∑

i

|〈X, ei〉|2 =
∑

i

E|〈X, ei〉|2 =
∑

i

〈Cei, ei〉 =
∑

i

‖S∗ei‖2 = ‖S∗‖2L2(H) = ‖S‖2L2(H).

Lemma A.15. If H1,H2 are separable Hilbert spaces, X ∼ µ = N (m, C) is a Gaussian distribution on
H1 and A ∈ B(H1,H2), then the distribution of AX is N (Am,ACA∗).
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B Proofs of results

B.1 Proofs of Section 3

Proposition 3.6. Let (λi, wi)i be as in Proposition 3.4. It holds that

VarX∼µpos
(〈X, C−1/2

pr wi〉)
VarX∼µpr

(〈X, C−1/2
pr wi〉)

= 1 + λi =
1

1 + −λi

1+λi

, ∀i ∈ N, (10)

and for any subspace Vr ⊂ ranC1/2pr of dimension r ∈ N,

min
z∈(C

−1/2
pr Vr)⊥\{0}

VarX∼µpos
(〈X, z〉)

VarX∼µpr
(〈X, z〉) = inf

z∈(V ⊥
r ∩ran C

1/2
pr )\{0}

VarX∼µpos
(〈X, C−1/2

pr z〉)
VarX∼µpr

(〈X, C−1/2
pr z〉)

≤ 1 + λr+1, (11)

with equality for Vr = span (w1, . . . , wr).

Proof. Applying C1/2pos to both sides of the equation (9c) implies CposC−1/2
pr wi = (1 + λi)C1/2pr wi = (1 +

λi)Cpr(C−1/2
pr wi). Taking the inner product of both sides of the last equation with C−1/2

pr wi, we obtain the

equality 〈CposC−1/2
pr wi, C−1/2

pr wi〉 = (1+λi)〈CprC−1/2
pr wi, C−1/2

pr wi〉. By Lemma A.15, VarX∼µpos
(〈X, z〉) =

〈Cposz, z〉 and VarX∼µpr
(〈X, z〉) = 〈Cprz, z〉 for any z ∈ H. Thus we obtain (10). We now prove the final

statement. It holds that ranC1/2pr = ranC1/2pos by Theorem 3.2(i). Then, by definition of the domain of

compositions of unbounded operators, dom C1/2posC−1/2
pr = domC−1/2

pr = ranC1/2pr . Furthermore, C−1/2
pr C1/2pos

is a well-defined bounded operator on H by Lemma A.13, and hence so is (C−1/2
pr C1/2pos )∗. We now apply

C−1/2
pr C1/2pos to both sides of (9c) and obtain

C−1/2
pr C1/2posC1/2posC−1/2

pr wi = (1 + λi)wi.

By Lemma A.11(i), (C−1/2
pr C1/2pos )∗ ∈ B(H) satisfies (C−1/2

pr C1/2pos )∗wi = C1/2posC−1/2
pr wi. The above display

thus shows I − C−1/2
pr C1/2pos (C−1/2

pr C1/2pos )∗ =
∑

i−λiwi ⊗ wi. This is a nonnegative and compact operator,

since (−λi)i ∈ ℓ2([0, 1)). Applying [18, eq. (4.13)] to this operator, we get for any Vr ⊂ ranC1/2pr of
dimension r,

1 + max
z∈V ⊥

r \{0}

〈−C−1/2
pr C1/2pos (C−1/2

pr C1/2pos )∗z, z〉
‖z‖2 = max

z∈V ⊥
r \{0}

〈I − C−1/2
pr C1/2pos (C−1/2

pr C1/2pos )∗z, z〉
‖z‖2 ≥ −λr+1,

with equality for Vr = span (w1, . . . , wr). Using maxx−f(x) = −minx f(x) for any real-valued f ,

min
z∈V ⊥

r \{0}

〈C−1/2
pr C1/2pos (C−1/2

pr C1/2pos )∗z, z〉
‖z‖2 ≤ 1 + λr+1,

with equality for Vr = span (w1, . . . , wr). Next, we show that, for Vr ⊂ ranC1/2pr of dimension r,

min
z∈V ⊥

r \{0}

〈C−1/2
pr C1/2pos (C−1/2

pr C1/2pos )∗z, z〉
‖z‖2 = inf

z∈(V ⊥
r ∩ranC

1/2
pr )\{0}

VarX∼µpos
(〈X, C−1/2

pr z〉)
VarX∼µpr

(〈X, C−1/2
pr z〉)

. (31)

Let v1, . . . , vr be any basis of Vr. By Lemma A.1, we may extend this to a sequence (vi)i ⊂ ranC1/2pr

which forms an ONB of H. Thus, (vi)i>r ⊂ V ⊥
r ∩ ranC1/2pr is an ONB of V ⊥

r . This shows that

V ⊥
r ∩ ranC1/2pr is dense in V ⊥

r . Since C−1/2
pr C1/2pos (C−1/2

pr C1/2pos )∗ is continuous, it follows that the map

z 7→ ‖z‖−2〈C−1/2
pr C1/2pos (C−1/2

pr C1/2pos )∗z, z〉 is continuous. Thus,

min
z∈V ⊥

r \{0}

〈C−1/2
pr C1/2pos (C−1/2

pr C1/2pos )∗z, z〉
‖z‖2 = inf

z∈(V ⊥
r ∩ranC

1/2
pr )\{0}

〈C−1/2
pr C1/2pos (C−1/2

pr C1/2pos )∗z, z〉
‖z‖2 .

Now, (C−1/2
pr C1/2pos )∗z = C1/2posC−1/2

pr z for z ∈ ranC1/2pr by Lemma A.11(i). Hence, for z ∈ ranC1/2pr we have

〈C−1/2
pr C1/2pos (C−1/2

pr C1/2pos )∗z, z〉 = 〈CposC−1/2
pr z, C−1/2

pr z〉 = VarX∼µpos
(〈X, C−1/2

pr z〉) using Lemma A.15. The
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equation (31) now follows, because ‖z‖2 = VarX∼µpr
(〈X, C−1/2

pr z〉) for z ∈ ranC1/2pr by Lemma A.15. We
note that the infimum in (31) is equal to

inf
z∈H: C

1/2
pr z∈V ⊥

r \{0}

VarX∼µpos
(〈X, z〉)

VarX∼µpr
(〈X, z〉) = inf

z∈(C
−1/2
pr Vr)⊥\{0}

VarX∼µpos
(〈X, z〉)

VarX∼µpr
(〈X, z〉)

= inf
z∈(C

−1/2
pr Vr)⊥,‖z‖=1

VarX∼µpos
(〈X, z〉)

VarX∼µpr
(〈X, z〉) ,

where in the final step we use that the ratio
VarX∼µpos (〈X,z〉)

VarX∼µpr (〈X,z〉) is invariant under scaling of X . It remains to

show that the final infimum above is attained. Since {z ∈ H : ‖z‖ ≤ 1} is weakly compact by [7, Theorem

V.4.2], the closed subspace (C−1/2
pr Vr)

⊥ ∩ {z ∈ H : ‖z‖ = 1} of {z ∈ H : ‖z‖ ≤ 1} is also weakly
compact. Furthermore, VarX∼µpos

(〈X, z〉) = 〈Cposz, z〉 by Lemma A.15, which is weakly continuous in

z by Lemma A.9. Similarly, VarX∼µpr
(〈X, z〉) is weakly continuous. Thus the ratio

VarX∼µpos (〈X,z〉)

VarX∼µpr (〈X,z〉) is

weakly continuous on the weakly compact set (C−1/2
pr Vr)

⊤∩{z ∈ H : ‖z‖ = 1}. It follows that the infima
above are attained, proving (11).

B.2 Proofs of Section 5

Lemma 5.3. Let Spos and Sy be as in (21). It holds that

(i) Cpos = SposS
∗
pos and Cy = SyS

∗
y and S−1

pos : ranC1/2pr → H and S−1
y ∈ B(Rn) exist,

(ii) ‖h‖2
C−1
pos

= ‖S−1
posh‖2 for all h ∈ ranC1/2pr = ranC1/2pos ,

(iii) Spos(ran C1/2pr ) = ranCpr = ranCpos.

Proof of Lemma 5.3. We recall that λi = 0 for i > n by Proposition 3.4. Since C1/2obs has a bounded
inverse, Lemma A.11 and (20) imply

C−1/2
obs G∗CprGC−1/2

obs = (C1/2pr G∗C−1/2
obs )∗(C1/2pr G∗C−1/2

obs ) =

n∑

i=1

−λi

1 + λi
ϕi ⊗ ϕi.

Therefore, using the definitions of Sy and Cy in (21) and (17), we have

Cy = Cobs +G∗CprG = C1/2obs (I + C
−1/2
obs G∗CprGC−1/2

obs )C1/2obs = SyS
∗
y .

Because Sy is a rank-n operator on R
n, it has a bounded inverse. Next, I+

∑
i

−λi

1+λi
wi⊗wi is boundedly

invertible by Lemma A.7(i) since −λi

1+λi
6= −1 for all i, hence ranSpos = ranC1/2pr . Because Spos is an

injective operator, this shows that the inverse of Spos : H → ranC1/2pr exists. Furthermore, I+
∑

i
−λi

1+λi
wi⊗

wi maps ranC1/2pr onto itself, since (wi)i ⊂ ranC1/2pr by Proposition 3.4. Hence also (I+
∑

i
−λi

1+λi
wi⊗wi)

−1

maps ranC1/2pr onto itself. Recalling that ranCpr = ranCpos by the discussion after (3c), it follows that

ranSposS
∗
pos = ranC1/2pr (I +

∑
i

−λi

1+λi
wi ⊗ wi)

−1C1/2pr = ranCpr = ranCpos. By (3c) and (19), it holds on
ranCpos,

C−1
pos = C−1

pr +H = C−1/2
pr (I + C1/2pr HC1/2pr )C−1/2

pr = C−1/2
pr

(
I +

n∑

i=1

−λi

1 + λi
wi ⊗ wi

)
C−1/2
pr = (SposS

∗
pos)

−1.

This shows that Cpos = SposS
∗
pos, which proves item (i). Item (ii) now immediately follows from [12, Corol-

lary B.3] and the equality ranSpos = ranC1/2pr = ranC1/2pos . For item (iii), we note that by (22a) we have for

h ∈ ranC1/2pr ,
(
I +

∑n
i=1

−λi

1+λi
wi ⊗ wi

)−1/2

h =
∑

i(1 +λi)
1/2〈h,wi〉wi = h−∑n

i=1〈h,wi〉wi +
∑n

i=1(1 +

λi)
1/2〈h,wi〉wi ∈ ranC1/2pr as a sum of elements of ranC1/2pr , because (wi)i ⊂ ranC1/2pr by Proposition 3.4.

Furthermore, if k ∈ ranC1/2pr , then h :=
∑

i(1 + λi)
−1/2〈k, wi〉wi satisfies h = k −∑n

i=1〈k, wi〉wi +
∑n

i=1(1 + λi)
−1/2〈k, wi〉wi ∈ ranC1/2pr . By (22a), we have

(
I +

∑n
i=1

−λi

1+λi
wi ⊗ wi

)−1/2

h =
∑

i(1 +
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λi)
1/2〈h,wi〉wi =

∑
i〈k, wi〉wi = k. We conclude that

(
I +

∑n
i=1

−λi

1+λi
wi ⊗ wi

)−1/2

maps ranC1/2pr onto

ranC1/2pr , so that

Spos(ranC1/2pr ) = C1/2pr

(
I +

n∑

i=1

−λi

1 + λi
wi ⊗ wi

)−1/2

(ranC1/2pr ) = C1/2pr (ranC1/2pr ) = ranCpr = ranCpos.

Proposition 5.5. Let r ≤ n and i = 1, 2. Let Spos be as defined in (21), let M
(i)
r be as in (4) and let

M̃
(i)
r be as in (23). Then,

(i) M
(i)
r can equivalently be described by

M
(1)
r ={(Cpr −B)G∗C−1

obs : B ∈ B00,r(H), B(kerG⊥) ⊂ ranC1/2pr }, (24a)

M
(2)
r ={A ∈ B00,r(Rn,H) : ranA ⊂ ranC1/2pr }, (24b)

(ii) M̃
(i)
r = S−1

posM
(i)
r ,

(iii) SposÃ
opt,(i)
r solves Problem 5.1 if and only if Ã

opt,(i)
r solves Problem 5.4.

(iv) A
opt,(i)
r solves Problem 5.1 if and only if S−1

posA
opt,(i)
r solves Problem 5.4.

Proof. (i) Note that by (3a), mpos(Y ) ∈ ranCpos ⊂ ranC1/2pos with probability 1. We first show the reverse

inclusions. Suppose that A ∈ B(Rn,H) satisfies ranA ⊂ ranC1/2pr = ranC1/2pos . Becausempos(Y ) ∈ ranC1/2pos

with probability 1, it follows that AY −mpos(Y ) ∈ ranC1/2pos with probability 1. Hence, by Theorem 3.2,
it holds that N (mpos(Y ), Cpos) ∼ N (AY, Cpos) with probability 1. This implies the reverse inclusion for

i = 2. To see that it also implies the reverse inclusion for i = 1, we show that ranA ⊂ ranC1/2pr holds

true if A ∈ M
(1)
r , that is, if A = (Cpr − B)G∗C−1

obs for some B ∈ B00,r(H) with B(kerG⊥) ⊂ ranC1/2pr .
Since G has finite rank, its range is closed. Thus, ranBG∗ = B(ranG∗) = B(ranG∗) = B(kerG⊥) by

Lemma A.4. Therefore, ranBG∗C−1
obs ⊂ ranBG∗ ⊂ ranC1/2pr . With ranCpr ⊂ ranC1/2pr it follows that

ranA = ran (Cpr −B)G∗C−1
obs ⊂ ranC1/2pr .

We show the forward inclusions next. Suppose that A ∈M
(i)
r for i = 1 or i = 2. By Theorem 3.2(ii),

AY −mpos(Y ) ∈ ranC1/2pos with probability 1. Since mpos(Y ) ∈ ranC1/2pos with probability 1 by (3a), this

implies AY ∈ ranC1/2pos with probability 1. Now fix i = 2. By Lemma A.15, AY is a Gaussian measure
with covariance ACyA∗, where Cy is the covariance of Y . By [3, Theorem 2.4.7] or [17, Proposition 4.45],
the Cameron–Martin space of a Gaussian measure is contained in every measurable linear subspace

of full measure. Thus, since AY ∈ ranC1/2pos with probability 1, the Cameron–Martin space of AY ,

which is ran (ACyA∗)1/2, is contained in ranC1/2pos = ranC1/2pr . Because A has finite rank, ACyA∗ has
finite rank and therefore ranACyA∗ = ran (ACyA∗)1/2, by Lemma A.6 applied to A ← (ACyA∗)1/2.

Furthermore, by Lemma A.6 applied to A← AC1/2y and invertibility of Cy, we have ranA = ranACy1/2 =

ranAC1/2y (AC1/2y )∗ = ranACyA∗. As a consequence, ranA = ran (ACyA∗)1/2 ⊂ ranC1/2pr . This shows the
forward inclusion for i = 2. Finally, let i = 1. Thus, A = (Cpr − B)G∗C−1

obs for some B ∈ B00,r(H).
Since we just showed that AY ∈ ranC1/2pos with probability 1, and since ranCpr ⊂ ranC1/2pr = ranC1/2pos , it

follows that BG∗C−1
obsY ∈ ranC1/2pos with probability 1. By replacing A with BG∗C−1

obs in the argument for

the case where i = 2, we obtain ranBG∗C−1
obs ⊂ ranC1/2pr . Since ranG∗ is finite-dimensional, it is closed.

Using that Cobs is invertible, this implies B(kerG⊥) = B(ranG∗) ⊂ ranC1/2pr by Lemma A.4. This shows
the forward inclusion for i = 1.

(ii) By Lemma 5.3(i), Spos is injective and ranSpos = ranC1/2pr = ranC1/2pos . Thus, rank
(
SposÃ

)
=

rank
(
Ã
)
and ranSposÃ ⊂ ranC1/2pos for every Ã ∈ B00,r(Rn,H). By (24b), SposM̃

(2)
r = {A ∈ B00,r(Rn,H) :

ranA ⊂ ranC1/2pr } = M
(2)
r . This shows the result for i = 2. For i = 1, first let A ∈ M

(1)
r . By

(24a), this implies A = (Cpr − B)G∗C−1
obs for some B ∈ B00,r(H) with B(kerG⊥) ⊂ ranC1/2pr . Let

B̃ := S−1
posBPkerG⊥ , where PkerG⊥ denotes the orthogonal projector onto kerG⊥. Then B̃ is well-

defined, because ranBPkerG⊥ = B(kerG⊥) ⊂ ranC1/2pr = domS−1
pos by Lemma 5.3(i). Furthermore,

24



rank
(
B̃
)
≤ rank (B) ≤ r and SposB̃ = BPkerG⊥ . Hence SposB̃G∗ = BG∗ by Lemma A.4, showing

A = Spos(S
−1
posCpr − B̃)G∗C−1

obs. Thus, A ∈ SposM̃
(1)
r . For the reverse inclusion, let A ∈ SposM̃

(1)
r .

That is, let A = Spos(S
−1
posCpr − B̃)G∗C−1

obs for some B̃ ∈ B00,r(H). Then A = (Cpr − B)G∗C−1
obs, where

B := SposB̃ satisfies rank (B) = rank
(
B̃
)
≤ r and B(kerG⊥) ⊂ ranB ⊂ ranSpos = ranC1/2pos = ranC1/2pr .

By (24a), this shows that A ∈M
(1)
r .

(iii) For i = 1, 2, we note that Ã1, Ã2 ∈ M̃
(i)
r satisfy

E

∥∥∥Ã1Y − S−1
posmpos(Y )

∥∥∥
2

≤ E

∥∥∥Ã2Y − S−1
posmpos(Y )

∥∥∥
2

,

if and only if

E

∥∥∥S−1
pos(SposÃ1Y −mpos(Y ))

∥∥∥
2

≤ E

∥∥∥S−1
pos(SposÃ2Y −mpos(Y ))

∥∥∥
2

.

By Lemma 5.3(ii) and item (ii) above, this shows that Ã1 solves Problem 5.4 if and only if SposÃ1 solves
Problem 5.1.

(iv) This follows immediately from items (ii) and (iii).

Lemma 5.6. It holds that

E

[∥∥∥ÃY − S−1
posmpos(Y )

∥∥∥
2
]
=
∥∥∥ÃSy − C1/2pr G∗C−1/2

obs

∥∥∥
2

L2(H)
, Ã ∈ B(Rn,H). (25)

Proof of Lemma 5.6. Let Ã ∈ B(Rn,H). Recall from Lemma 5.3 that Cpos = SposS
∗
pos and from (3a) that

mpos(y) = CposG∗C−1
obsy for y ∈ R

n. Thus if we let Z := Ã− S∗
posG

∗C−1
obs, then ÃY − S−1

posmpos(Y ) = ZY .
By Lemma A.15, the covariance of ZY is ZCyZ∗. Then, by applying Lemma A.14 with X ← ZY ,
C ← ZCyZ∗, and S ← ZSy,

E

∥∥∥ÃY − S−1
posmpos(Y )

∥∥∥
2

= ‖ZSy‖2L2(H) = ‖ÃSy − S∗
posG

∗C−1
obsSy‖2L2(H).

Thus, to show (25) it remains to show C1/2pr G∗C−1/2
obs = S∗

posG
∗C−1

obsSy. By (21),

S∗
posG

∗C−1
obsSy =

(
I +

n∑

i=1

−λi

1 + λi
wi ⊗ wi

)−1/2

C1/2pr G∗C−1/2
obs

(
I +

n∑

i=1

−λi

1 + λi
ϕi ⊗ ϕi

)1/2

.

Fix an arbitrary x ∈ R
n. Then,

S∗
posG

∗C−1
obsSyx =

(
I +

∑

i

−λi

1 + λi
wi ⊗ wi

)−1/2( n∑

i=1

√
−λi

1 + λi
wi ⊗ ϕi

)
∑

i

(1 + λi)
−1/2〈x, ϕi〉ϕi

=

(
I +

∑

i

−λi

1 + λi
wi ⊗ wi

)−1/2 n∑

i=1

√
−λi

(1 + λi)2
〈x, ϕi〉wi

=
n∑

i=1

√
−λi

1 + λi
〈x, ϕi〉wi

=

(
n∑

i=1

√
−λi

1 + λi
wi ⊗ ϕi

)
x = C1/2pr G∗C−1/2

obs x,

where we use (20) and (22b) in the first equation, (22a) in the third equation and (20) in the last
equation.

Theorem 5.10. Fix r ≤ n. Let (λi, wi)i be as in Proposition 3.4 and (ϕi)
n
i=1 be as in (20). Then a

solution of Problem 5.1 for i = 2 is given by A
opt,(2)
r = C1/2pr (

∑r
i=1

√
−λi(1 + λi)wi ⊗ ϕi)C−1/2

obs ∈M
(2)
r .

Furthermore, ranA
opt,(2)
r ⊂ ranCpos, the corresponding loss is

∑
i>r

−λi

1+λi
, and the solution A

opt,(2)
r is

unique if and only if the following holds: λr+1 = 0 or λr < λr+1.
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Proof of Theorem 5.10. In order to solve Problem 5.1, it suffices by Lemma 5.6 and (23) to first find

Ãopt,(2) that solves the rank-constrained operator approximation problem

min

{∥∥∥ÃSy − C1/2pr G∗C−1/2
pos

∥∥∥
2

L2(H)
: Ã ∈ M̃

(2)
r = B00,r(Rr,H)

}
, (32)

and then set A
opt,(2)
r := SposÃ

opt,(2)
r using Proposition 5.5(iii). Note that I† = I, that S†

y = S−1
y by

Lemma 5.3(i), and that (C1/2pr G∗C−1/2
pos )r :=

∑r
i=1

√
−λi

1+λi
wi⊗ϕi is a rank-r truncated SVD of C1/2pr G∗C−1/2

pos

by (20). Since I ∈ B(H) and Sy ∈ B(Rn) have closed range and since C1/2pr G∗C−1/2
pos has finite rank, hence

is Hilbert–Schmidt, we may apply Theorem 5.7 with Hi ← R
n for i ∈ {1, 2}, Hi ← H for i ∈ {3, 4},

T ← I, S ← Sy, M ← C1/2pr G∗C−1/2
pos to find

Ãopt,(2)
r =

(
r∑

i=1

√
−λi

1 + λi
wi ⊗ ϕi

)
S−1
y .

Since (wi)i ⊂ ranC1/2pr by Proposition 3.4, it follows by Lemma 5.3(iii) that ranA
opt,(2)
r = ranSposÃ

opt,(2)
r ⊂

span (Sposwi, i ≤ r) ⊂ ranCpr = ranCpos. Thus,

Aopt,(2)
r = SposÃ

opt,(2)
r = Spos

(
r∑

i=1

√
−λi

1 + λi
wi ⊗ ϕi

)
S−1
y

= C1/2pr

(
I +

n∑

i=1

−λi

1 + λi
wi ⊗ wi

)−1/2 r∑

i=1

√
−λi

1 + λi
wi ⊗ ϕi

(
I +

n∑

i=1

−λi

I + λi
ϕi ⊗ ϕi

)−1/2

C−1/2
obs

= C1/2pr

(
r∑

i=1

√
−λi(1 + λi)wi ⊗ ϕi

)
C−1/2
obs ,

where we used (21) in the third equation and (22) in the last equation. Using (20), the definition of the

Hilbert–Schmidt norm and the definition of Ã
opt,(2)
r , we can compute the corresponding minimal loss:

∥∥∥Ãopt,(2)
r Sy − C1/2pr G∗C−1/2

pos

∥∥∥
2

L2(H)
=

∥∥∥∥∥

r∑

i=1

√
−λi

1 + λi
wi ⊗ ϕi −

n∑

i=1

√
−λi

1 + λi
wi ⊗ ϕi

∥∥∥∥∥

2

L2(H)

=
∑

i>r

−λi

1 + λi
.

Finally, by Proposition 5.5(iii)-(iv) and Lemma 5.6 it holds that Problem 5.1 has a unique solution if
and only if (32) has a unique solution. With the above choices of M , T and S it holds that PkerT⊥ =
I and PranS = I, and Theorem 5.7 and (20) imply that (32) has a unique solution if and only if
−λr+1(1+ λr+1)

−1 = 0 or −λr(1 +λr)
−1 > −λr+1(1+ λr+1)

−1. Since (λi)i ⊂ (−1, 0] is a nonincreasing
sequence by Proposition 3.4 and x 7→ −x(1 + x)−1 is decreasing on (−1,∞), the latter condition holds
if and only if λr+1 = 0 or λr < λr+1. This concludes the proof of uniqueness.

Theorem 5.11. Fix r ≤ n. Let (λi)i be as in Proposition 3.4 and Coptr be an optimal rank-r ap-
proximation of Cpos from (16) in Theorem 4.2. Then a solution of Problem 5.1 for i = 1 is given

by A
opt,(1)
r = Coptr G∗C−1

obs ∈ M
(1)
r . Furthermore, ranA

opt,(1)
r ⊂ ranCpos, the corresponding loss is

∑
i>r

(
−λi

1+λi

)3
and the solution A

opt,(1)
r is unique if and only if the following holds: λr+1 = 0 or

λr < λr+1.

Proof of Theorem 5.11. In order to solve Problem 5.1, it suffices by Lemma 5.6 and (23) to first find

Ã
opt,(1)
r that solves the rank-constrained operator approximation problem

min

{∥∥∥ÃSy − C1/2pr G∗C−1/2
pos

∥∥∥
2

L2(H)
: Ã ∈ M̃

(1)
r

}
, (33)

and then set A
opt,(1)
r := SposÃ

opt,(1)
r using Proposition 5.5(iii). Recall that by definition (23), Ã ∈ M̃

(1)
r

if and only if Ã = (S−1
posCpr − B̃)G∗C−1

obs for some B̃ ∈ B00,r(H). Notice that for such Ã,

ÃSy − C1/2pr G∗C−1/2
obs = S−1

posCprG∗C−1
obsSy − C1/2pr G∗C−1/2

obs − B̃G∗C−1
obsSy.
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The above rank-r operator approximation problem can therefore be solved by solving the following rank-r
operator approximation problem:

min

{∥∥∥S−1
posCprG∗C−1

obsSy − C1/2pr G∗C−1/2
obs − B̃G∗C−1

obsSy

∥∥∥
L2(H)

: B̃ ∈ B00,r(H)
}
, (34)

and Ã solves (33) if and only if Ã = (S−1
posCpr − B̃)G∗C−1

obs for some B̃ solving (34). Since I ∈ B(H)
and G∗C−1

obsSy have closed range and since S−1
posCprG∗C−1

obsSy −C1/2pr G∗C−1/2
obs has finite rank and therefore

is Hilbert–Schmidt, we may apply Theorem 5.7 with H1 ← R
n and Hj ← H for j ∈ {2, 3, 4}, T ← I,

S ← G∗C−1
obsSy and M ← S−1

posCprG∗C−1
obsSy − C1/2pr G∗C−1/2

obs to find a solution B̃opt to the approximation

problem (34). For the given choices of T and S, we have that T † = I, while for the finite-rank operator
S we have from (20) and (21) that

S = C−1/2
pr

(
C1/2pr G∗C−1/2

obs

)
C−1/2
obs Sy = C−1/2

pr

(
n∑

i=1

√
−λi

1 + λi
wi ⊗ ϕi

)(
I +

n∑

i=1

−λi

1 + λi
ϕi ⊗ ϕi

)1/2

,

where wi is the eigenvector corresponding to the eigenvalue λi given by Proposition 3.4 and ϕi is the
right singular vector corresponding to λi in (20). By [13, Theorem 2.8], the Moore–Penrose inverse of
∑n

i=1

√
−λi

1+λi
wi ⊗ ϕi is given by

∑n
i=1

√
1+λi

−λi
ϕi ⊗ wi. Furthermore, the Moore–Penrose inverse of a

composition of bounded operators is the composition in reverse order of the Moore–Penrose inverses of

these operators, e.g. [18, eq. (3.23)]. Since C−1/2
pr and I +

∑n
i=1

−λi

1+λi
ϕi ⊗ ϕi are boundedly invertible by

Lemma A.7, it thus holds that the bounded operator

(
I +

n∑

i=1

−λi

1 + λi
ϕi ⊗ ϕi

)−1/2( n∑

i=1

√
1 + λi

−λi
ϕi ⊗ wi

)
C1/2pr ,

has Moore–Penrose inverse equal to S. Because [2, Theorem 9.2(f)] implies that (S†)† = S for any
bounded operator S, the operator in the display above is equal to S†. Furthermore, by [13, eq. (2.12)],
PkerS⊥ = S†S, showing that PkerS⊥ =

∑n
i=1 ϕi ⊗ ϕi. Next, we compute for the given choice of M ,

M = S−1
posC1/2pr

(
C1/2pr G∗C−1/2

obs

)
C−1/2
obs Sy − C1/2pr G∗C−1/2

obs

=

(
I +

n∑

i=1

−λi

1 + λi
wi ⊗ wi

)1/2( n∑

i=1

√
−λi

1 + λi
wi ⊗ ϕi

)(
I +

n∑

i=1

−λi

1 + λi
ϕi ⊗ ϕi

)1/2

−
n∑

i=1

√
−λi

1 + λi
wi ⊗ ϕi

=

n∑

i=1

(√
−λi

(1 + λi)3
−
√
−λi

1 + λi

)
wi ⊗ ϕi, (35)

where in the second equation we use (20) and (21), and in the last equation we use (22). Hence,
MPkerS⊥ = M and Theorem 5.7 yields, with (M)r a rank-r truncated SVD of M ,

B̃opt = T †(M)rS
† =

(
r∑

i=1

(√
−λi

(1 + λi)3
−
√
−λi

1 + λi

)
wi ⊗ ϕi

)
S†

=

(
r∑

i=1

(√
−λi

(1 + λi)2
−
√
−λi

)
wi ⊗ ϕi

)(
n∑

i=1

√
1 + λi

−λi
ϕi ⊗ wi

)
C1/2pr

=

(
r∑

i=1

(√
1

1 + λi
−
√
1 + λi

)
wi ⊗ wi

)
C1/2pr ,

where the third equation follows from the formula for S† above, (22b), and direct computation. It follows
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by (21), (22a) and direct computation, that

SposB̃
opt = C1/2pr

(
I +

∑

i∈N

−λi

1 + λi
wi ⊗ wi

)−1/2( r∑

i=1

(√
1

1 + λi
−
√
1 + λi

)
wi ⊗ wi

)
C1/2pr

= C1/2pr

(
r∑

i=1

(1− (1 + λi))wi ⊗ wi

)
C1/2pr

=

r∑

i=1

(−λi)C1/2pr wi ⊗ C1/2pr wi.

Recall that Ãopt and B̃opt are related by Ãopt = (S−1
posCpr − B̃opt)G∗C−1

obs. Note that the expression for

SposB̃
opt above coincides with the second term on the right-hand side of (16) in Theorem 4.2. Thus,

Aopt,(1)
r = SposÃ

opt,(1)
r = Spos(S

−1
posCpr − B̃opt)G∗C−1

obs = (Cpr − SposB̃
opt)G∗C−1

obs = Coptr G∗C−1
obs.

Since (wi)i ⊂ ranC1/2pr by Proposition 3.4, we note that ranA
opt,(1)
r ⊂ ranCoptr ⊂ span

(
C1/2pr wi, i ≤ n

)
⊂

ranCpr = ranCpos. Next, we compute the corresponding loss. By (16) and (20),

C−1/2
pr Coptr G∗C−1/2

obs =

(
I −

r∑

i=1

(−λi)wi ⊗ wi

)
C1/2pr G∗C−1/2

obs

=

(
I −

r∑

i=1

(−λi)wi ⊗ wi

)
n∑

i=1

√
−λi

1 + λi
wi ⊗ ϕi.

Together with (21), the preceding equation implies that

S−1
posA

opt,(1)
r Sy =

n∑

i=1

√
−λi

(1 + λi)3
wi ⊗ ϕi −

r∑

i=1

√
−λi

1 + λi

3

wi ⊗ ϕi.

We prove the equation above as follows. Fix an arbitrary x ∈ R
n. Then

S−1
posA

opt,(1)
r Syx =

(
I +

n∑

i=1

−λi

1 + λi
wi ⊗ wi

)1/2

C−1/2
pr Coptr G∗C−1/2

obs

(
I +

n∑

i=1

−λi

1 + λi
ϕi ⊗ ϕi

)1/2

x

=

(
I +

n∑

i=1

−λi

1 + λi
wi ⊗ wi

)1/2

C−1/2
pr Coptr G∗C−1/2

obs

n∑

i=1

1√
1 + λi

〈x, ϕi〉ϕi

=

(
I +

n∑

i=1

−λi

1 + λi
wi ⊗ wi

)1/2(
I −

r∑

i=1

(−λi)wi ⊗ wi

)
n∑

i=1

√
−λi

(1 + λi)2
〈x, ϕi〉wi

=

(
I +

n∑

i=1

−λi

1 + λi
wi ⊗ wi

)1/2( n∑

i=1

√
−λi

(1 + λi)2
〈x, ϕi〉wi −

r∑

i=1

√
(−λi)3

(1 + λi)2
〈x, ϕi〉wi

)
,

where the first equation follows from (21), the second equation from (22b), and the third and fourth

equations follow from the equation for C−1/2
pr Coptr G∗C−1/2

obs above and direct computations. Now the ana-

logue of (22b) with ϕi ← wi and x← w for arbitary w ∈ H yields the desired equation for S−1
posA

opt,(1)
r Sy.

Since
√

−λi

(1+λi)3
=
√

−λi

1+λi

(
1 + −λi

1+λi

)
,

Ãopt,(1)
r Sy = S−1

posA
opt,(1)
r Sy =

∑

i>r

√
−λi

1 + λi

3

wi ⊗ ϕi +

n∑

i=1

√
−λi

1 + λi
wi ⊗ ϕi

=
∑

i>r

√
−λi

1 + λi

3

wi ⊗ ϕi + C1/2pr G∗C−1/2
obs ,
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where the last equation follows from (20). We conclude, by definition of the Hilbert–Schmidt norm,

∥∥∥Ãopt,(1)
r Sy − C1/2pr G∗C−1/2

obs

∥∥∥
2

L2(H)
=
∑

i>r

√
−λi

1 + λi

6

.

Finally, by Proposition 5.5(iii)-(iv) and Lemma 5.6 it holds that Problem 5.1 has a unique solution if

and only if (33) has a unique solution. As described above, Ã solves (33) if and only if Ã = (S−1
posCpr −

B̃)G∗C−1
obs for some B̃ solving (34). Thus, (33) has a unique solution if and only if any two solutions B̃1

and B̃2 of (34) satisfy B̃1G
∗C−1

obsSy = B̃2G
∗C−1

obsSy. By Remark 5.9 with the above choices of M , T and

S, any two solutions B̃1 and B̃2 of (34) satisfy B̃1G
∗C−1

obsSy = B̃2G
∗C−1

obsSy if and only if σr+1 = 0 or

σr > σr+1, where σi :=
√
−λi(1 + λi)−3−

√
−λi(1 + λi)−1 =

√
−λ3

i (1 + λi)−3 is the i-th singular value
of MPkerS⊥ = M . In turn, this holds if and only if λr+1 = 0 or λr < λr+1, because (λi)i ⊂ (−1, 0] is
a nonincreasing sequence by Proposition 3.4 and x 7→

√
−x(1 + x)−1

3
is decreasing on (−1,∞). This

concludes the proof of uniqueness.

Lemma 5.13. Let r ≤ n and Aopt,(i) for i = 1, 2 be defined in Theorems 5.10 and 5.11 and denote by
mpr = 0 the prior mean. Let H = Wr + W−r be the direct sum of Wr and W−r defined in (12) and
(13). Let PWr and PW−r be the orthogonal projectors onto Wr and W−r respectively. Then for every
realisation y of Y , we have

PWrA
opt,(1)
r y = PWrmpos(y),

PWrA
opt,(2)
r y = PWrmpos(y),

PW−rA
opt,(1)
r y = PW−rCprG∗C−1

obsy,

PW−rA
opt,(2)
r y = PW−rmpr.

Proof of Lemma 5.13. For any realisation y of Y , it holds that mpos(y) ∈ M(1)
n ∩M(2)

n , as discussed at

the end of Section 2. Hence A
opt,(i)
n y = mpos(y) for i = 1, 2. Applying Theorem 5.10 with r ← n, we see

that

mpos(y) = Aopt,(2)
n y = C1/2pr

( n∑

i=1

√
−λi(1 + λi)wi ⊗ ϕi

)
C−1/2
obs y.

For fixed r ≤ n, it follows that for any j ≤ r,

〈Aopt,(2)
r y, C−1/2

pr wj〉 =
r∑

i=1

√
−λi(1 + λi)〈C1/2pr wi, C−1/2

pr wj〉〈ϕi, C−1/2
obs y〉

=
n∑

i=1

√
−λi(1 + λi)〈C1/2pr wi, C−1/2

pr wj〉〈ϕi, C−1/2
obs y〉

= 〈mpos(y), C−1/2
pr wj〉.

Furthermore, 〈Aopt,(2)
r y, C−1/2

pr wj〉 = 0 = 〈mpr, C−1/2
pr wj〉 for j > r, since mpr = 0. Hence, 〈Aopt,(2)

r y, h〉 =
〈mpos(y), h〉 for all h ∈ Wr and 〈Aopt,(2)

r y, h〉 = 〈mpr, h〉 for all h ∈ span
(
C−1/2
pr wj , j > r

)
, which is

dense in W−r. Thus, we have that PWrA
opt,(2)
r y = PWrmpos(y), and also that PW−rA

opt,(2)
r y = PW−rmpr

by continuity of h 7→ 〈k, h〉 for any k ∈ H.
Next, we note that Coptn = Cpos by Remark 4.3. It follows from Theorem 5.11 with r← n,

mpos(y) = Aopt,(1)
n y = Coptn G∗C−1

obsy = CposG∗C−1
obsy.

Hence, for j ≤ r,

〈Aopt,(1)
r y, C−1/2

pr wj〉 = 〈Coptr G∗C−1
obsy, C−1/2

pr wj〉 = 〈G∗C−1
obsy, Coptr C−1/2

pr wj〉
= 〈G∗C−1

obsy, CposC−1/2
pr wj〉 = 〈CposG∗C−1

obsy, C−1/2
pr wj〉 = 〈mpos(y), C−1/2

pr wj〉,

where we use consecutively the definition of A
opt,(1)
r of Theorem 5.11, the self-adjoint property of Cposr ,

the fact that Coptr C−1/2
pr wj = CposC−1/2

pr wj for j ≤ r by Remark 4.3, the self-adjoint property of Cpos,
and the above expression of mpos(y). Using that Coptr C−1/2

pr wj = CprC−1/2
pr wj for j > r by Remark 4.3, a

similar computation for j > r shows that 〈Aopt,(1)
r y, C−1/2

pr wj〉 = 〈CprG∗C−1
obsy, C

−1/2
pr wj〉.
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B.3 Proofs of Section 7

Proposition 7.1. Let r ≤ n and (λi, wi)i be as in Proposition 3.4. With P ∈ B(H) defined by P :=∑r
i=1(C

1/2
pr wi)⊗(C−1/2

pr wi), it holds that P is a projector of rank at most r, and that the Bayesian inverse
problem (29) for the given projector P and for an arbitrary realisation y of Y has posterior distribution

N (A
opt,(2)
r y, Coptr ), where Coptr is a solution of Problem 4.1 as given by (16), and A

opt,(2)
r is a solution to

Problem 5.1 for i = 2.

Proof. Since PC1/2pr wi = C1/2pr wi for i ≤ r and ranP = span
(
C1/2pr wi, i ≤ r

)
, it holds that P 2 = P , so

that P is indeed a projector of rank at most r. Let (Ãry, C̃r) denote the posterior mean and covariance for

the model (29) with the given P . We first show that Coptr = C̃r by showing that C̃−1
r = (Coptr )−1. We then

use this to show that Ãr = A
opt,(2)
r . Since P =

∑r
i=1(C

1/2
pr wi)⊗ (C−1/2

pr wi) = C1/2pr
∑r

i=1 wi ⊗ (C−1/2
pr wi),

we have P ∗ =
(∑r

i=1(C
−1/2
pr wi)⊗ wi

)
C1/2pr . Let ϕi be the right eigenvector corresponding to (λi, wi) in

(20). Using (20) and the orthonormality of (wi)i, it follows that

P ∗G∗C−1/2
obs =

(
r∑

i=1

(C−1/2
pr wi)⊗ wi

)
C1/2pr G∗C−1/2

obs

=

(
r∑

i=1

(C−1/2
pr wi)⊗ wi

)(
∑

i

√
−λi

1 + λi
wi ⊗ ϕi

)

=
r∑

i=1

√
−λi

1 + λi
(C−1/2

pr wi)⊗ ϕi. (36)

Recall that H defined in (2) is the Hessian of the negative log-likehood of (1). Analogously, let H̃ denote
the Hessian of the negative log-likelihood of (29) with the given P . That is, upon replacement of G with

GP in (2), we obtain H̃ . Hence, orthonormality of (ϕi)i implies

H̃ = (GP )∗C−1
obsGP = P ∗G∗C−1

obsGP

=

(
r∑

i=1

√
−λi

1 + λi
(C−1/2

pr wi)⊗ ϕi)

)(
r∑

i=1

√
−λi

1 + λi
ϕi ⊗ (C−1/2

pr wi)

)

=

r∑

i=1

−λi

1 + λi
(C−1/2

pr wi)⊗ (C−1/2
pr wi).

The analogue of the update (3c) applied to the model (29) with the given P , that is, (3c) with G replaced

by GP , then implies ran C̃r = ranCpr and C̃−1
r = C−1

pr + H̃ . By Theorem 4.2, ranCoptr = ranCpr. Hence

ran C̃r = ranCoptr . By the above expression of H̃ and the expression of (Coptr )−1 in Theorem 4.2,

C̃−1
r = C−1

pr + H̃ = C−1
pr +

r∑

i=1

−λi

1 + λi
(C−1/2

pr wi)⊗ (C−1/2
pr wi) = (Coptr )−1.

Taking inverses shows that C̃r = Coptr . The analogue of (3a) applied to model (29) with the given P , i.e.

with G replaced by GP , shows Ãr = C̃r(GP )∗C−1
obs = Coptr P ∗G∗C−1

obs. By (16) and (36),

Ãr =

(
Cpr −

r∑

i=1

−λi(C1/2pr wi)⊗ (C1/2pr wi)

)
P ∗G∗C−1

obs

= C1/2pr

(
I −

r∑

i=1

−λiwi ⊗ wi

)
C1/2pr P ∗G∗C−1

obs

= C1/2pr

(
I −

r∑

i=1

−λiwi ⊗ wi

)(
r∑

i=1

√
−λi

1 + λi
wi ⊗ ϕi

)
C−1/2
obs .

Since (I −∑r
i=1−λiwi ⊗ wi)h =

∑r
i=1(1 + λi)〈h,wi〉wi by the fact that h =

∑
i〈wi, h〉wi, we obtain

Ãr = C1/2pr

r∑

i=1

√
−λi(1 + λi)wi ⊗ ϕiC−1/2

obs = Aopt,(2)
r ,

where the last equality follows from Theorem 5.10.
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