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1 | INTRODUCTION

1.1 | Bayesian linear inverse problem

Consider the following probability model for ¥ which are noisy indirect observations of an unknown function p:
Y =Ku+eW, (1)

where u € Hy, a separable Hilbert space and a known, injective, continuous, linear operator K maps y into another
separable Hilbert space, H;. Here a scalar e represents the level of noise, and W is a random Gaussian process in
H;. See|Knapik et al.[|(2011) for a statistical interpretation of this model. We consider the setting where W is not
necessarily a white noise. This occurs for differential operators (Agapiou et al.,|2013) and econometric problems
(Florens and Simoni,|2016). Also, model (1) can be viewed as a continuous experiment used to study asymptotically
equivalent discrete models (Johnstone and Silverman}|1997;|Schmidt-Hieber,|2014).

We consider ill-posed problems when the solution, even of a noise free problem (with e = 0), does not depend
continuously on observations. This happens, for instance when the eigenvalues of operator K7 K decay to O (Cavalier}
2008). Typically, most methods for solving linear ill-posed inverse problems involve regularising the solution space,
by constraining the set of solutions using some a priori information such as a small norm, sparsity or smoothness,
normally leading to a unique solution in a noise free case. For further details, see|Engl et al.|(1996). Most regularised
solutions can be interpreted as a Bayesian estimator where the regularisation is reflected as the prior information. For
a more detailed discussion of the correspondence between the penalised likelihood and Bayesian approaches, see
Bochkina|(2013).

However, the Bayesian perspective brings more than merely a different characterisation of a familiar numerical
solution. Formulating a statistical inverse problem as one of inference in a Bayesian model has great appeal, notably
for what this brings in terms of coherence, the interpretability of regularisation penalties, the integration of all uncer-
tainties, and the principled way in which the set-up can be elaborated to encompass broader features of the context,

such as measurement error, indirect observation, etc. The Bayesian formulation comes close to the way that most sci-
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entists intuitively regard the inferential task, and in principle allows the free use of subject knowledge in probabilistic
model building (Kaipio et al.,|1999; Rover et al.}[2007; Voutilainen and Kaipio,|2009; Cotter et al.;[2009; /Auranen et al.}
2005| etc). For an interesting philosophical view on inverse problems, falsification, and the role of Bayesian argument,
see|Tarantolal(2006). Various Bayesian methods to solve practical inverse problems have been proposed by |Efendiev
et al. (2010); Cotter et al. (2009); Dashti et al.|(2012), among many others.

1.2 | Posterior consistency and contraction rate

The solution to an inverse problem in the presence of noise is usually analysed by taking the limit of the noise ¢ — 0.
In a Bayesian approach, the solution is a probability measure P(u € - | Y) over a set of functions y which depends
on observations Y, making it a random probability measure over a set of functions. |Ghosal et al.| (2000) proposed
to study contraction rate of the posterior distribution which is defined as the smallest r. = r.(€) such that for every

M — oo,
Py
P(u: |lu=poll 2 Mre]Y) = 0, as € =0, (2

uniformly over the true solution yg in a relevant functional class (e.g. a Sobolev class). Here Py, is the true distribution
of Y data under model (1) with u = po.

In case of the inverse problem under the white noise model, the non-adaptive rate of contraction of the posterior
distribution in a sequence space with Gaussian prior was studied by |Knapik et al.|(2011). More generally, Ray|(2013)
studied general adaptive priors, including wavelets, with suboptimal rates. When the covariance operator of the noise
is not identity, this problem was studied by |Agapiou et al.|(2013) and [Florens and Simoni|(2016), with the particular
types of covariance operators motivated by the respective areas of application. Motivated by inverse problems arising
in PDEs, |Agapiou et al.| (2013) considered a case where the covariance operators do not necessarily commute. In
such a challenging setting, to obtain conditions for the contraction of the posterior distribution, the authors assumed
the unknown function to be continuous, and expressed the smoothness of the unknown function in terms of the
prior covariance operator; their contraction rates were slower than the minimax optimal ones in the case of white
noise (Knapik et al.,2011), although in many cases the exponent in the rate could be arbitrarily close to the optimal
exponent. |[Florens and Simoni|(2016) investigated contraction of the posterior distribution in a challenging case of non-
trivial covariance operators motivated by inverse problems arising in econometrics; to overcome the challenges, the
authors assumed the covariance operator of the noise is trace class and true functions have monotonically decreasing
coefficients in some basis (resulting in a subclass of Sobolev spaces) where they showed that the posterior contracts
at the minimax rate, up to a log factor.

In the adaptive setting, where the posterior distribution adapts to the unknown smoothness of g, a direct prob-
lem in a sequence space with non-decreasing known variances (which is equivalent to an ill-posed inverse problem
with white noise) was considered by |Belitser| (2017), under a restricted bias condition using a sieve prior. |Agapiou
and Mathé (2018) proposed to choose a data-dependent prior mean as a way of making their posterior distribution
adaptive and to contract at the minimax optimal rate; such an approach is common in optimisation but in its current
form may be less intuitive to a Bayesian statistician. Other ways to achieve adaptation are to use an empirical Bayes
and a full Bayesian estimator of, either a prior hyperparameter under a white noise error model with a self-similarity
assumption (Knapik et al.}|[2016), the truncation number under the white noise model (Johannes et al.,|2020), or a
plug-in estimator of the prior scale parameter for direct models under white noise and Hélder spaces (Szabo et al.}

2013), that lead to the posterior contraction rate that achieves the minimax rate, up to a constant. |[Florens and Simoni
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(2016) proposed an estimator of the prior scale parameter in inverse problems with heterogeneous noise, which re-
sulted in a suboptimal rate of contraction. In a different setting, Knapik and Salomond|(2018) showed that adaptive
hierarchical mixture models lead to optimal posterior contraction rates. We emphasize that for inverse problems, only
the approach of Johannes et al.|(2020) leads to the posterior distribution contracting at the optimal rate (under white
noise) without a restriction to a subset of functions.

1.3 | Our contribution

In this paper, we focus on linear inverse problems with Gaussian noise where it is possible to reduce model to
the sequence space using a Riesz basis of Hp so that its image under the forward operator is a basis of H;, for which
there exists a biorthogonal basis. This generalises a standard assumption of reduction to a sequence space where the
covariance operator V of the Gaussian noise W and operator KK are simultaneously diagonalisable. We consider
covariance operators that do not have to belong to the trace class (e.g. white noise or the generalised derivative
of fractional Brownian motion, called fractional noise), nor do we constrain our unknown function of interest to be
continuous or to have monotonically decreasing coefficients in some basis. Motivation for this approach comes from
wavelet-based approaches to inverse problems (Abramovich and Silverman}||1998), that apply to homogeneous oper-
ators K, and representation of fractional noise in terms of biorthogonal wavelet bases (Meyer et al.;,|1999), leading to
a novel approach we refer to as vaguelette-vaguelette that we then generalise to non-wavelet bases. Our first con-
tribution is the derivation of the posterior contraction rate for mildly ill-posed problems under fractional noise using
the vaguelette-vaguelette approach, and identifying nonadaptive priors leading to optimal posterior contraction rate,
in the minimax sense, for the true function belonging to a Sobolev space. The results are derived in a more general
setting.

Our second contribution is to investigate the case where the variances in the sequence space may be unknown,
and how using their plug-in estimator affects the posterior contraction rate. We illustrate this on an example with
repeated observations. We also study the problem of error in operator and identify conditions when the rate of
posterior contraction of p is not affected.

Our third contribution is the study of the empirical Bayes posterior with a plugged-in maximum marginal like-
lihood estimator of the prior scale under an appropriate Gaussian prior, in the sequence space. We show that the
corresponding empirical Bayes posterior distribution contracts at the optimal rate (in the minimax sense), adaptively
over a set of Sobolev classes, under some conditions on prior smoothness. Also, we show that under an additional
self-similarity condition, the maximum marginal likelihood estimator of the prior scale concentrates around its oracle
value.

The paper is organised as follows. In Section [2] we introduce the Bayesian formulation of an inverse problem,
fractional Brownian motion and its generalised derivative, mildly ill-posed inverse problems and problems with error
in operator. In Section [3] we review a wavelet-based formulation of inverse problems. In Section [ we consider
mildly ill-posed inverse problems under fractional noise, formulate the vaguelette-vaguelette approach and study
the posterior contractions rates for the problems discussed in Section[2] We also study properties of an empirical
Bayes posterior distribution for this problem that adapts to unknown smoothness of yg. In SectionE]we formulate
this problem for more general bases that lead to a sequence space representation of (1) with arbitrary sequences of
coefficients of ill-posedness, prior and noise variances, and study the posterior contractions rates for the problems
discussed in Section In Section E]these general results are applied to the case where all sequences (of coefficients of
ill-posedness, prior and noise variances) decay polynomially, which includes mildly ill-posed problems with fractional

noise. We also study properties of an adaptive empirical Bayes posterior distribution in this setting. The effects of the
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choice of the prior parameters and sample size on the posterior contraction rate is illustrated on simulated (synthetic)
data, with both fixed and estimated prior scale, for mildly ill-posed inverse problems (Section . We conclude with a
discussion. The proofs are given in the appendix.

Notation: a, < b, denotes the existence of ¢, C: 0 < ¢ < a,/b, < C < o foralln > 1. Here || - || denotes the
Euclidean vector norm if the argument is a vector, and the L2 norm if the argument is a function. For an operator K :
L% — 12, where L? is viewed as a Hilbert space, define operator K as follows: forany f,g € L%, (K" f,g) = (f,Kg).

2 | BAYESIAN INVERSE PROBLEM WITH HETEROGENEOUS GAUSSIAN NOISE

2.1 | Bayesian inverse problem

Note that model (1) in Hilbert space L2[0, 1] can be viewed as the following model
dY: = (Ku)(t)dt + edW,, t € [0,1], (3)

with Y = (dY;/dt, t € [0,1]) and W = (dW,/dt, t € [0,1]) where the derivatives are generalised, i.e. in both cases
the models can only be used to compute scalar products with appropriate test functions (Knapik et al.;2011). It has
been shown that model (3) is asymptotically equivalent, in Le Cam distance, to a finite dimensional model with growing
sample size n; if the errors are independent then such a finite dimensional model is equivalent to (3) with W; being
Brownian motion and e = n~'/2 (the white noise model), while if the errors are correlated it is equivalent to (3) with W;

-(1-H

being fractional Brownian motion with parameter H and ¢ = n ) for H > 1/4 under an assumption on correlation

errors, for details on the direct problem with K = I see|Schmidt-Hieber{(2014).

We assume that W; is a Gaussian process with covariance operator V : H; — H; such that for any bounded
function £, g € L2[0,1], (Vf,g) = E [ [ f(s)g(t)WsW:dsdt]. If W, is a derivative of a Brownian motion, i.e. {1} is a
white noise model, then vV = I. Note that V, just like the identity element of H;, does not have to be of trace class.

We consider the prior distribution of i to be a centred Gaussian process
H~N(@ON), (4)

with covariance operator A : Hy — Hg belonging to a trace class (trace(A) < o). Here we also consider Hy = L2[0,1].

Then, the posterior distribution of u is given by
-1 -1
1Y ~N ((KTV‘1K + 52/\—1) KTvy, (s‘zKTV‘1K + /\—1) ) .

Similar results were presented in|Agapiou et al.|(2013) and |Florens and Simoni| (2016). The posterior distribution is
proper if trace ((4—:’2KTV’1 K+ AT )_1) < oo,

We assume that the true distribution of Y;, t € [0, 1] is given by model (1) with u = po that we denote by P, ;
sometimes we write £, v if we need to be specific about the covariance operator of the noise. The expectation with
respect to this distribution is denoted by E,.

Our aim is to determine the contraction rate of the posterior distribution of i given Y around the true value pg
as the error ¢ — 0. Next we introduce our motivating example, fractional Brownian motion noise, and mildly ill-posed

inverse problems.
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2.2 | Fractional Brownian motion and fractional noise

In this section we focus on a particular case where W; in (1) is a generalised derivative of fractional Brownian motion

(FBM), which we call fractional noise, defined below.

Definition Let B = (B;):c[o,1] be a centered Gaussian process. B is called a fractional Brownian motion (fBm) with

Hurst exponent H € (0, 1) if it has the following covariance structure:
1
E(B:Be) = 5 ([e2H + s = | = s2¥).

fBm is a self-similar process with stationary increments. When H = 1/2, it coincides with the standard Brownian
motion. Sample paths of fBM are Holder continuous of any order strictly less than H. See|Picard|(2011) for further
details.

Series representations of fBM in various orthonormal bases and spanning frames of L2[0, 1] are available. These
bases can be normalised harmonics sin(x 4 t) and 1—cos(y, nt) with specific frequencies yx 4 and x 1|Dzhaparidze
and van Zanten|(2005) also extended it to the case of multidimensional support, and more involved bases in|Schmidt{
Hieber|(2014) and|Kihn and Linde|(2002). A general series representation is given in|Gilsing and Sottinen|(2003), as
well as other bases such as shifted Legendre polynomials and modified hypergeometric functions. A good introduction
to fractional Brownian motion is given by|Picard|(2011). Efficient simulation of fractional Brownian motion is discussed
in Ndaoud| (2018), who gives a series representation of a fBM with Hurst exponent H in terms of a trigonometric
series, which implies that its generalised derivative (fractional noise) can be decomposed in a series with functions
(1,cos(mkt),sin(mkt), k € N).

Meyer et al. (1999) showed that one-dimensional fractional Brownian motion with Hurst exponent H > 1/4 can
be written as a wavelet series which we discuss in detail in Section [3] alongside a wavelet-based representation of

inverse problem (D).

2.3 | Mildlyill-posed inverse problems

In this paper we focus on mildly ill-posed inverse problems. An inverse problem is called mildly ill-posed if the

eigenvalues {kl?} of operator K7 K, arranged in the decreasing order, decrease polynomially.
Assumption 1 There exist p > 0, C; > 1 such that the eigenvalues (kl.z) satisfy C1‘1 iTP < ki < CiitPforalli=1,2,...

Examples of such inverse problems are, for instance, Volterra operator (Section and Radon operator used in tomog-

raphy. They also arise in econometrics (Florens and Simoni,[2016).

24 | Errorin operator

In this paper we also study the problem when operator K is observed with error, in particular how this affects the
posterior contraction rate of u.|[Hoffmann and Reiss|(2008) studied the inverse problem (1) with white noise (i.e. V = I)

where the operator is observed with errors, namely

K=K+62, (5)
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where Z is the operator white noise, independent of observational noise W and & is the observation error. We will
extend this approach to a model with dependent errors (Section|5.4.3), and in particular to the case of fractional noise
(Section|4.4).

3 | INVERSE PROBLEMS AND FRACTIONAL NOISE VIA WAVELETS

Donohol (1995) proposed two wavelet-based approaches to linear inverse problems with operator K based on an

orthonormal wavelet basis (), called vaguelette-wavelet and wavelet-vaguelette which we introduce below.

3.1 | Wavelets and Riesz basis

A one-dimensional, orthonormal, compactly-supported wavelet basis is given by {¢, y; ./ =0,1,..., k=0,1,...,2/ -
1} with y;  (x) = 2//2y (2 x- k), where ¢ is the scaling function (father wavelet) and y is the wavelet function (mother
wavelet), both having a compact support. To simplify the notation, it is common to denote y_; o = ¢. Wavelets are said
to be of regularity r if they have r continuous derivatives and vanishing moments up to order r, i.e. / x*y(x)dx =0
forall k = 1,2,...,r. We denote an orthonormal wavelet basis on [0, 1]¢ for a fixed d by (wp,v €Y), for a countable
Y. In the one-dimensional setting, with the wavelet and the scaling functions supported on [0,1], v = (J, k) and
Y={(,k):j=0,1,2,...,k=0,1,..., 2/ —1}. See|Vidakovic|(1999) for the compactly supported wavelets and their

statistical applications, including higher dimensional wavelets.

A wavelet approach to inverse problems involves generalisation of an orthonormal basis to a Riesz basis that we
define below.

Definition Sequence of functions (v,) forms a Riesz basis in L2[0, 1] if (v,) spans L2[0, 1] and there exist 0 < A <

B < oo such that for any square summable sequence (¢,),

AZCZSHZCUVDHzSBZCE. (6)

veY veY veY
Typically a Riesz basis is an image of an orthonormal basis under some bounded invertible operator. [Donoho|(1995)

showed that this also applies to what he called weakly invertible operators for a given orthonormal basis. An orthonor-

mal basis is trivially a Riesz basis with A = B = 1 due to Parseval’s identity.

We will also rely on the concept of biorthogonal bases which provides an infinite dimensional generalisation of

the singular value decomposition of matrices.

Definition Given a set of functions (v,),ey Spanning L2[0, 1], a biorthogonal basis (w,)sey to (vu)oey Satisfies

(vo.wy) = 1forallo € Yand (vy,,wy,) =0forall vg # 0z, 01,02 €Y. (7)

For more details on biorthogonal bases, including construction, seeVidakovic|(1999).
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3.2 | Sobolev classes in terms of wavelets

Note that the Sobolev norm can be written equivalently in terms of wavelet coefficients for wavelets with regularity

r>p,

12

SP(A) = {F(0) =D akd(x— k) + ) > bjewjic - llall+| D 2% 116 17| < Ap, )

k j=0 k j=0

(Johnstone and Silverman, [1997). [Cohen et al.| (2000) show the equivalence of the Sobolev norm and the above
sequence norm for biorthogonal compactly supported wavelet bases with regularity r > g.

3.3 | Wavelet representation of fractional noise

Meyer et al|(1999) proved that a fractional derivative, or antiderivative Zg.1/2(¢t) = D9 Z(t), of white noise Z (t)
has the same distribution as the generalised derivative of the fBM with the Hurst exponent H = d + 1/2 for d < 1/2,
and the same distribution as the following wavelet random series:

We= 2 (t- k) + ) oozops® (1), 9)

keD veY

with iid z, ~ N(0,1), 0, = C27H=1/2) = (j k). Here z; = S5 yé_d){k_g is a fractional ARIMA(O, d, O) process

(=d)

. are defined by

bounded with high probability, where the coefficients y

(1-x0"=> yUOxk, for x| <1, (10)
k=0

'd)| = O(k7'79) for large k. Here the scaling function ¢£d) and the wavelet function y (9 are

Ny P d ~
constructed from wavelet and scaling functions y and ¢ in terms of their Fourier transform: ¢£d) &) = (:j‘t ) ¢ (&)

with property |y/£

and W(f) = et () where £(£) = [ e (t)dt, so that all of their integer moments vanish (see Meyer et al.
(1999) eq (3.1) for the full set of conditions and Proposition 3 for the statement). This gives a Riesz wavelet basis
(¢£d)(- - m),y/u(d)), with ngd) being dilations and translations of a single function w (¢, which is biorthogonal to
the wavelet Riesz basis (¢z_d) (-—m), %(—d)). Ayache and Taqqu|(2003) showed this under weaker conditions on
wavelets y, including compactly supported Daubechies wavelets of regularity r > 6, as well as alternative wavelet
representations of fractional noise (precise conditions on wavelets y are given by the authors on p. 456). |Abry and
Sellan|(1996) constructed the corresponding filters that allow fast practical implementation of wavelet transform and
its reverse using the cascade algorithm. To simplify the notation, we denote Y = Yy U Y, withv € Yy = {(-1,k), k €
D}, and y/éd) = ¢>z’j)(- - k) forv = (-1,k) € Yg. For compactly supported wavelets, D and Yy are finite, and
Yy ={(,k): j=0,1,... .k €K}, |K;| < C,2}.

3.4 | A wavelet-vaguelette approach

Wavelets transformed by some fixed operator A are called vaguelettes. In this section we describe the wavelet-

vaguelette approach, and in the next we discuss the vaguelette-wavelet approach.
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A wavelet-vaguelette approach applies to operators K such that wavelets y,, are in their image, and involves the
numerical evaluation of K="y, (Donohol[1995). Then, we can write (Kuo) () = Ypey coWo (¢) and hence

Ho(0) = 3" cofiy (K wo) (05 = ) oo (0),

veY veY

with o, = ¢»/B» and normalised vaguelettes v, (t) = (K‘Hpu) (t)B,. Here B, are normalisation factors so that
[|7, ] = 1. This approach is applicable if the normalised vaguelettes 7, (¢t) span L2[0, 1] and form a Riesz basis.

If the noise W can be written as

We= oozowu(t), (11)
veY

for some coefficients o, and iid z, ~ N(0, 1), then the model for the wavelet transform of the observations y, =
(W, Y, under , is given by y, | uo ~ N(upfBo, €202), independently for v € Y.

Therefore, under the above assumptions, using the wavelet-vaguelette approach reduces problem to a se-
quence space model. For fractional noise, as far as we are aware, representation does not hold.

3.5 | Avaguelette-wavelet approach

A vaguelette-wavelet approach works if y is in the image of K7, and the normalised image of these functions under
operator K forms an orthonormal Riesz basis in £2[0, 1] (Donoho}|1995). Formally these assumptions are formulated

as follows.

Definition Given a linear operator K and a wavelet basis (y,),cy assume that there exist scalars B,, v € Y such that
the functions v, = Ky, /B, form a Riesz basis, and there exists a biorthogonal basis (w,),cy for (vy)uey, defined by
@ and (/) respectively. Such functions (v,) are called vaguelettes.

Abramovich and Silverman|(1998) give examples of linear operators that satisfy this condition, such as homogeneous
operators K, where for all tg and s > 0, K[f(s(t—tp))] = sTP(Kf)(s(t—tp))] for some constant p, called an index of an
operator. Examples of homogeneous operators include integration, differentiation (including fractional integration and
differentiation) and other operators such as Radon transform in an appropriate coordinate system (Kolaczykl |1996).
For such operators, the normalising constants are g = CpZ‘P/, and the corresponding vaguelettes are dilations and
translations of a single function but they are not necessarily mutually orthogonal. This property also holds for some
convolution operators (Donoho, |1995).

In this approach, p = Y, ey HoWo, and hence Ku = Y,y poBovo- If (wy) is a biorthogonal basis for (v,), i.e.
/ vow, = 0 for all v € Y, then the sequence space model can be written as

Yo ~ N(uopPo.€202), v eY,

where y, = [ Yw,,and o2 issuchthate?c?2 = Var(y,) = [ V (s, )w, ()W, (s)dsdt. y,'s areindependent if Cov(y,, ypr) =
/ V (s, t)wy (t)w, (s)dsdt = 0 for all o # v’. Note that for fractional noise this approach applies with fractional
wavelets which are not necessarily an image of an orthogonal wavelet basis under K (Section .

This also implies that the normalising coefficients g, represent the level of ill-posedness of operator K. Therefore,

this approach also reduces model to a sequence space model. However, none of these approaches apply to a
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fractional noise.

In the next section we extend these approaches to use representation of fractional noise in terms of vaguelettes
y/(d) (Section and give results on the posterior contraction rates for mildly ill-posed inverse problems, under
fractional noise, using a wavelet approach with y in a Sobolev class, which in turn will rely on general results stated
in Section

4 | POSTERIOR CONTRACTION RATE UNDER FRACTIONAL NOISE

In this section we study the posterior contraction rate of mildly ill-posed inverse problems introduced in Section[2.3]
with fractional noise decomposed in a wavelet series (Section , including the cases of error in operator, un-
known Hurst exponent H and adaptation to unknown smoothness of ug. First, we introduce a new approach, called
vaguelette-vaguelette, to account for the vaguelette type of wavelet used in the decomposition of a fractional noise.

4.1 | Vaguelette-vaguelette approach

Following the series decomposition of fractional noise in terms of biorthogonal wavelets (%(‘“) and (w;“”) with
d = H-1/2(Section , we need to adapt the wavelet-vaguelette approach to the case of wavelet y being replaced
by y/(d), which is a particular kind of vaguelette determined by the covariance operator of noise. We call this a
vaguelette-vaguelette approach. Similarly to the wavelet-vaguelette approach, the vaguelette-vaguelette approach
applies to operators K such that wavelets y/LEd) are in their image, which holds for example if range(K) < range(D~9)

where D=9 is a differentiation/integration operator (Section .

Then, we can write (Ku) (t) = Ypey cuw,fd) (t) with ¢, = (y/é_d), Ku) and hence

ut) = Y coky! (KWD) (ko = 3 o7 (1),

veY veY

with u, = ¢, /k, and normalised vaguelettes
749 ko = K = K D0,

with normalisation factors k, so that

vu(d)H =1.
This approach is applicable if the normalised vaguelettes (Vﬁd)) span L2[0, 1] and form a Riesz basis. Under the
former assumption, any u(t) € L2[0,1] can be decomposed into this vaguelette basis, and the latter assumption

allows us to study the posterior contraction rate of y in terms of its coefficients y,,.

Following the wavelet-vaguelette and vaguelette-wavelet approaches, we call this inverse problem mildly ill-

posed if for some p > 0
Ko = Hqu’(Adu)H =1,0€Yy, andk, = HK’H//é‘”H =270P p= . k) €Yy. (12)

Recall that this holds for homogeneous operators K (Section[3.5).

Then, using the wavelet representation of a fractional noise (Section , the sequence space model for the
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wavelet transform of observations y, = (., Y) under model (1) with a fractional noise is given by
Yo~ N (,uuku,ezcrg) ,0 €Y, independently, (13)

with o, = 2/(H=1/2) for large j and € = n"~", and independently of y_; 4 = (¢3%.Y), k € D. Note that the coefficient

(=d)
A

Hence, the scaling coefficients yp = (y_1 4, k € D) satisfy

Y-1.k is nonzero only if (—k,—k + 1) Nsupp ( ) # @, which implies that D is a finite set since supp (¢gﬁd)) is finite.

yp~N (KD/JD,SZVD) ,

where pp = (u-1x, k € D), Kp = diag (k_1«, kK € D) and the covariance matrix Vp has variances "Ed on the diagonal

and Vp.e.m = Uzd/’f/j,l\’ where afd and p,(,,fd) are defined in terms of the sequence yéid) (see eq ) by

(o] 2 >
—d —d - )y (-d
afd=Z[Y§ )] <o and pp® =033 v
= ¢=0

Note that the support of Daubechies wavelets is of length at most 2r where r is the regularity of the wavelets, hence,
D has at most 2r elements. Recall that Yy = {(-1,k),k € D}.

We consider a prior distribution on p defined in terms of random series y = 3 ,cy to Véd) (t) with g, ~ N(0,A,)
independently for v € Y. We take A, = t272% for the wavelet coefficients v = (j, k) €Yy, for some 7, & > 0. Denote
the prior variances for the scaling coefficients as a diagonal matrix Ap = diag(A_1 «, k € D). In the context of wavelets,
it is common to take a non-informative prior for scaling coefficients, i.e. A_; x = +co, or its proper approximation with
large prior variances. For A_; x = +o0, k € D, we have up | yp ~ N(K' yp,€?K5 VoK), which holds approximately
if A1k, k € D are large but finite. If A, = 7272% forv = (j, k) € Yy and A, is finite for o € Yy , then a priori, with high
probability, u € S forall a’ < a.

For such a prior distribution, the corresponding posterior distribution is

YoKoAp 0-3/10

2

7 2.2 o 2 , independently for v € Yy,
Aok§ + €205 €72Apky + 0f

/‘u'}’u"N(

and for the scaling coefficients, independently of u, | y, for v € Y,,, we have

-1 -1
o | yo ~ N((K[,v[;1 Ko +e'Ap) KEV5'yo. (e72KEV5 Ko +Ap) )

4.2 | Minimax rate of an inverse problem with fractional noise

In this section we derive the minimax rate of convergence, in L2[0, 1] norm, of estimators of x under model (1) given
the true model Py, W; is a generalised derivative of fractional Brownian motion and the inverse problem is mildly ill-
posed, i.e. it satisfies assumption {I2).|Ghosal et al|(2000) proposed to use it as a benchmark for posterior contraction
rates. The minimax rate of convergence is defined in Section[5.3] We assume that the true function yq belongs to a
generalised Sobolev class S? (A) defined by (8) with wavelets y, replaced by vaguelettes V(Ed).

Johnstone and Silverman| (1997) showed that the minimax rate of estimation in L2 norm in the direct problem

with fractional Brownian motion over Sobolev spaces S is n=28(1-H)/(2f+2-2H) '\which is a particular subset of Besov
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spaces studied in that paper (S# = sz). Now we state the minimax rate for a mildly ill-posed inverse problem with
fractional noise.

Proposition 1 The minimax rate of convergence in the mildly ill-posed inverse problem (1) under a fractional noise with

Hurst exponent H € (1/4,1), under condition , over functions from a Sobolev class SP defined by (8) with vaguelettes
_(d)
v, is

28 2B(1-H)
r; = e W = n~ 2B+2p+2-2H (14)

For p = 0 this rate coincides with the rate for the direct problem (Johnstone and Silverman,|1997), and for H = 1/2 it
coincides with the minimax rate under white noise. This result follows from Proposition [IT] where the minimax rate
is defined in a more general setting which applies here since the Sobolev norm (8) can be written equivalently as

po e SP(A) =1F=>"nfy: > 2+ i#PfE <A, (15)
veY u€Y4, i=1

due to the set D being finite, (shown by using the bijective mapping of the set {(j, k), j =0,1,2,...,k=0,1,..., 2 -1}
intoN: (j,k) > 2 +ksuchthat? <i=2 +k <2-2/).

If a posterior contraction rate r in a mildly ill-posed inverse problem, over functions from a Sobolev class with
a fractional noise, matches the rate stated in Proposition [I] up to a constant, i.e. there exist finite C > 0 and ¢
independent of e such that 0 < ¢! < re/ri < C < oo forall e < e, then we will say that the posterior distribution

contracts at the optimal rate in the minimax sense.

4.3 | Posterior contraction rate for fractional noise

Now we study the posterior contraction rate in the setting of Sectiond.TJunder the vaguelette-vaguelette approach for
a mildly ill-posed inverse problem with fractional noise. We consider a centred Gaussian prior on y, with A, = 72724/
for wavelet coefficients v € Yy, and finite A, > 1 for the scaling coefficients v € Y. We derive conditions on this
prior, namely on its parameters T and a, so that the corresponding posterior contraction rate is optimal, in the minimax
sense. First we state results with known B and operator K, extending it to the cases when operator K is observed
with error and when smoothness g is unknown. All the stated results follow from the general results on posterior
concentration rates, which apply to more general Gaussian processes W and operators K (Section[5), with particular

cases considered in Section[é

Proposition 2 Consider the inverse problem (1) under fractional noise with Hurst exponent H € (1/4, 1), with the vaguelette-
vaguelette approach described in Section under condition , for o € SP(A) defined by . We consider a centred
Gaussian prior on p, with A, = 72729J for wavelet coefficients, and finite A, > 1 for the scaling coefficients.

Then, the contraction rate of the posterior distribution of u uniformly over ug € SP (A) is given by

re = p@ (=M (pr1=Hsa) o n=p(1-H)/(p+1=H+a) | pp-a(1=H)/(p+1-H+a) | 11 = min(2(p+1-H+a) B) (1-H) | (p+1-H+a)

Therefore, the vaguelette-vaguelette approach leads to the posterior contraction rate of the same order as if they

were an orthonormal basis. This result follows from Theorems[Z]and
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Corollary 3 In the setting of Proposition assume a > B/2—p -1+ H. Then, for 12 = [n2(1_H)](a—p)/(1—H+ﬁ+p)y the

posterior distribution contracts at the minimax convergence rate uniformly over S8 (A).
Ifa < B/2—p—1+ H, the contraction rate is suboptimal for any choice of .

It is possible to extend this result to derive the posterior contraction rate for wavelet-based estimation in inverse
problems over Besov spaces. However it is known that for some Besov spaces linear estimators are suboptimal,
therefore the considered Bayesian model with a Gaussian prior is not appropriate for a general estimation over Besov
spaces, (see |Agapiou et al.| (2021) for a Bayesian model with Besov prior). Therefore here we restrict ourselves to
Sobolev spaces.

4.4 | Errorin operator

Now we consider the case when the operator K may be observed with error: K = K + 6B, where the operator B has
the standard operator normal distribution, and study its effect on the posterior contraction rate of p. This problem is
discussed in more detail in Section[5.4.3]

Proposition 4 Consider the inverse problem (1) under fractional noise with Hurst exponent H € (1/4,1), with the vaguelette-
vaguelette approach described in Section under condition , for uy € SP(A) defined by . We consider a centred
Gaussian prior on p, with A, = 7272% for wavelet coefficients, and finite A, > 1 for the scaling coefficients. Suppose k,, are
unknown but we observe &, = (R, y?), v € Yy where Yy € Yn € Y ofsize |Yy| = N and K satisfies (5).

Then, the rate of contraction of the posterior distribution of u given y with plugged in (,, v € Yy) is not affected by
the error in operator if

5 o([ n2(1—H)]7p/(2p+272H+2a)
= TE

log(ren )] 112).

In particular, for non-adaptive models (i.e. where B is known), the posterior contraction rate of u is optimal, in the minimax
sense, fora > B/2—p—1+H and 1o = [n?(1=H) (a=B)/(1=H+p+p) jf

5=o (,,—(1—H>p/<p+1—H+ﬁ> “ogn]—uz) .

The proof is a straightforward application of Lemma[14]

4.5 | Empirical Bayes posterior distribution of y

As we have seen in Section for the posterior distribution to contract at the optimal rate of covergence (in the
minimax sense), prior parameters a or T need to be chosen appropriately (Corollary , and their choice depends
on smoothness B of the true function which in practice may be unknown. To adapt to the unknown smoothness
of up, we estimate the scale t of the prior covariance operator. In particular, we consider the maximum marginal
likelihood estimator of T based on the marginal distribution of Y given 7, and study the contraction rate of the posterior
distribution of x4 with this estimator as the plugged in value of 7, which is usually called an empirical Bayes posterior
distribution.
The marginal distribution of data y, for v € Y, given  is

Yo lt~N (O, Kg/\u + 6203), independently for v €Yy,
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and # is the value maximising this marginal likelihood of 7. See Section[6.8]for further details.

Proposition 5 Consider the inverse problem (1) under fractional noise with Hurst exponent H € (1/4,1), with the vaguelette-
vaguelette approach described in Section under condition , for o € SB(A) defined by A We consider a centred
Gaussian prior on p, with A, = 7272% for wavelet coefficients, and finite A, > 1 for the scaling coefficients.

Then, the MMLE of  satisfies, almost surely for small e,

e 2@ B Ap=HB) (1 4+ 0p(1)), ifa+1/2 2B,
< 1o
el/Gl2rp=H+a) (1 1 0p (1)), ifa+1/2<p.

Therefore, the posterior distribution with the plugged in estimator % is consistent. The contraction rate is optimal in the

minimax sense uniformly over S8 (A) for 0 < B < By < oo as long as
a =max(Byp—1/2,By/2—p—1+H). (17)

Note that for o + 1/2 > B, under the assumptions of Proposition the MMLE almost surely coincides with the oracle
value of 7 which is of the same order as the optimal value given in Corollary[3] This implies that the corresponding
posterior distribution of u with the plugged in value of t contracts at the optimal rate, in the minimax sense. This

proposition is a straightforward consequence of Theorem[I7]with y = 1/2 - H.

5 | BAYESIAN INVERSE PROBLEM WITH CORRELATED GAUSSIAN NOISE

Following the setup for the fractional noise and wavelet based approaches to inverse problems discussed in Section[4]

we can generalise this approach to other types of correlated noise and other bases.

5.1 | Assumptions

Recall that in model , u € Ho = L2[0,1], and a linear operator K maps y into another separable Hilbert space,
Hi = L2[0, 1], which are both Hilbert spaces with scalar product (f,g) = f01 f(x)g(x)dx.

Now we generalise the vaguelette-vaguelette assumption to a more general set of biorthogonal bases.
Assumption 2 Assume that there exists a countable set of functions (e1 ,)vey such that

1. functions (e1,,) is a basis of Hy such that there exists a biorthogonal basis (&1 ),
2. functions (eg,) form a Riesz basis of Ho where eq, = koK™ e1, with k, = 1/[|[K ™1, |-

We assume that functions (e;,,) and (&) are also normalised, i.e. |le1,|| = ||é1,]| = 1. Here the set of indices
Y is countable, i.e. it is isomorphic to the set of natural numbers N. This assumption describes all three considered
approaches: wavelet-vaguelette with orthonormal wavelet basis (e1,), vaguelette-wavelet with orthonormal wavelet
basis (eg,,), and the vaguelette-vaguelette approach introduced in Section This assumption holds also when (e1 ;)
form an orthonormal eigenbasis of K7 K which implies that (eq,) form an orthonormal eigenbasis of KK and (x2)

are the corresponding eigenvalues.
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Under this assumption, we can write
H= Zuueo,u, Ku = Zﬂukuehos (18)
o o

where u, = (Ku, é1,)/k,. Note that here y, may not be equal to (u, e ).
Assume that noise W in (1) is such that coefficients &, = (& ,, W) satisfy

& ~ N(0,02) independently foro € Y7,  &p ~ N(0,Vp), (19)

and ¢p is independent of &, for all v € Y; C Y, for a finite set D = Y \ Y, some sequence (o,) and an invertible
covariance matrix Vp. Note that we do not require ),y 03 to be finite. Normality and zero mean of &, v € Y, follow

as long as W is a centred Gaussian process.

Remark Note that this approach is related to the model of |Agapiou et al.|(2013) where given operator K and As-

sumption 2] covariance operator of the noise and the prior covariance operator are assumed to be of the following

type

V(t,s) = Z 0’38130(1‘)61‘0(5) + Z Z VD,v,u’eLu(t)eLu’(S)a Op € RYs Vp € RDXD, (20)
veYT veDv’eD

Aes) = ) Aok (Klero) (0 (Kero) (), Ao > 08+A, € E2(Y), (21)
veY

where Vp is positive definite and D c Y is finite. In the notation of |/Agapiou et al.[{(2013), Co = A, C; = V and A = K.
In Section[élwe compare our posterior contraction rate to the rate given in[Agapiou et al](2013) for mildly ill-posed

inverse problems.

5.2 | Sequence space formulation

Under Assumption[2]and the noise in model (1) satisfying (19), model (1) can be written in terms of y, = (Y, & ,) as
Yo ~ N(kot, €202) independently for v € Y; = Y\ D, independently of yp ~ N(kpup,e?Vp), (22)

where kp = diag(ky,0 € D) and up = (up,v € D).

We also assume that the prior process for u is Gaussian and under decomposition it satisfies
Ho ~ N(0,2,) independently forv € Y. (23)

For the prior distribution of u to be proper, we assume Y,y A, < o0. Denote Ap = diag(A,, v € D).
The corresponding posterior distribution y,, | y, for eacho € Y is

YoKoAp 0’3"0

,
Aok?2 + €202

,LEY] (24)

Ho | yo ~ N
€ 2Xpk2 + 02
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independently, and independently of
-1 -1
up | yo ~N ((KEVE;1 Ko +e*Ap)  KEV5' yo. (e2KEV5 Ko + A ) . (25)

Then, if estimates 3, for v € Y are available, we obtain the estimate of function y: g = ¥,cy flveo,,. Similarly, a
posterior distribution on (u,, v € Y) induces a posterior distribution on function p.

In most of the paper, we consider this sequence model under the assumption that (ep,) and (&;,) are known. In
the case (eg,,) form an orthonormal eigenbasis of KK ,|Koltchinskii and Lounici|(2017) propose a way to estimate the
corresponding eigenvectors of the covariance matrix in the corresponding finite dimensional model which we discuss
in Section

5.3 | Minimax rate of convergence

In this section we define the minimax rate of convergence of estimators of y under model . This rate is usually used
as a benchmark for posterior contraction rates (Ghosal et al.;|]2000). We consider the following smoothness classes
for the true unknown function .

Assumption 3 Assume that pg belongs to a smoothness class Q((a,), A), with A > 0 and a non-decreasing sequence

(av)oey, av 2 1:

Q(av), A) = {f = eoufo: Y abfl < A2} : (26)

veY v

Since Y is isomorphic to N, the sequence (a,) is understood to be non-decreasing for some map Y — N. For example,
a Sobolev class is defined with eq, being the Fourier basis, Y = Z and a; = |i|?, or in terms of wavelets or vaguelettes
as discussed in Section[3.2]

Define the risk of estimator /i of a true function yq in L2 norm over a set of functions Q by

R(A,Q) = sup Ey, |l — pol [°. (27)
HoEQ

Definition r(Q) is the minimax rate of convergence of estimators of z under model (1) overclass Qif 30 < ¢ < C < o
that depend only on Q, K and V such that ¢ < inf, [re (@) 172R (4, Q) < C, where R(g, Q) is defined by .

The minimax rate of convergence of estimating u in L2 norm under model (1) in sequence space under Assump-
tioncan be derived for given sequences (o,), (ky) and (a,), v € Y, using Theorem 3 in |Belitser and Levit (1995)
which is stated in Online supplementary material (Lemma. The finite-dimensional dependent part of the model in
sequence space (22) adds a term of order €2 to the minimax rate as long as its covariance matrix Vp has finite positive
eigenvalues.

Remark If the covariance matrix Vp is such that ||Vp ]|, ||VD‘1 || € (0, 0), then the part of the model with de-
pendent observations yp is stochastically dominated by an iid model with larger variances y, ~ N (kopo,€2||Vo|[?),
v € D, and stochastically dominates an iid model with smaller variances 2| W51 [|=2. Since the set D is finite, in both

cases these terms affect the minimax rate up to an additional Ce?.

The following corollary, for when a fast rate can be obtained, is a straightforward consequence of Lemma[19}



16 Bochkina and Rodrigues

Corollary 6 Under conditions of Lemmawith G, = 0',_,/(;1,

1. if Y ngag < oo then the minimax rate of convergence is r. (Q) = Ce for some C > 0;
veY

2. if Y ngag = log N for large N and Yy is the set of the first N elements of Y (ordered so that sequence (a,) is
veYy

non-decreasing), then the minimax rate of convergence is r2(Q) = Ce?log(1/e).

5.4 | Posterior contraction rates and their optimality

Now we study conditions on the prior distribution so that the corresponding posterior distribution Y contracts to
the true value g at the optimal rate, in the minimax sense.

5.4.1 | Rate of contraction of posterior distribution

Below we present a general result that can be applied for any a,, A,, k, and o, satisfying stated conditions.

Theorem 7 Consider the inverse problem (1) formulated in the sequence space under Assumptionwith noise W satisfying
[19) and prior distribution . Assume that the true function g satisfies Assumption Assume also that min,ecp A, > 1
and ||K;'Vp K| < eo.

Then, for every M — oo,
Pug
P(u: ||lpg—poll =MrelY) = 0, as e — 0,

uniformly over ug in Q((ay), A) where r is given by

2 1/2

2
- _ o,
re=e+ |e? E o2k;2 + A% sup a;2% + E Au+e4max[ 3 ] ,
oaVe 0eYe veYe oeYe | apk5Ap

and Y, = {v € Y : 02«;% > e 2A, }.

The first two terms in the square brackets represent the variance and squared bias respectively, and the remaining
terms, which involve prior parameters A,, represent the bias arising from the prior and the saturation term.

Remark The posterior distribution can contract at rate e if (c2) is such that conditions hold and ¥ ,cv, o2k;? <

C < oo which is the minimax rate (Corollary@, under the appropriate choice of prior parameters (A,).

Remark There is a phenomenon known as saturation (Agapiou and Mathé}|2018) that constrains the posterior con-

It

2
traction rate for an undersmoothing prior. In the above theorem, this is described by the term max, ¢y, [07‘2’) .
apkyAo

will be illustrated in the example below.

Example Motivated by an example in|Agapiou et al.|(2013) with covariance operator of the type ((KKT)™! + M,)~!

where M, is a nonlinear operator, we consider a particular linear case with V = (KKT)?, 2 > 0. Here (e;;) are the



Bochkina and Rodrigues 17

eigenbasis of KK and V, with eigenvalues 2 and o2 = «??, respectively. In this case,
21172

~ |2 ~242a , -2 L4 o r
re = |€ ZKI. +a; +ZA,+5 max 202 ] s
ajk; Ai

i<ig

i<ig i>ig

where j; = max {i: Ki_2(1_a) < e’z)t,-}. In particular, if a = 1, i.e. if V = KK, then the posterior contraction rate
coincides with the rate of the direct problem. This corresponds to the model of the type Y = K(u + eW) where W is
white noise i.e. when the error occurs before operator K is applied.

In the next section we assume that the variances (c?) are unknown, and their plug-in estimator is available.

5.4.2 | Rate of contraction of posterior distribution with unknown variances (c?)

When the (c2) are unknown, their plug-in estimator is used to conduct inference about u. We investigate how this
affects the contraction rate of the posterior distribution of p. Theoremwill be used to address this question.

Suppose we have a plug-in estimator {&3} of the error variances 0'3, v € Y under the model . We consider
the case where 63 are consistent estimators of ag for all v and are independent of Y used to estimate (u,). Plugging
in an estimator can be thought of as having an informative prior distribution on 03 that is a point mass at &3. If ag are
the eigenvalues of V,|Koltchinskii and Lounicil (2017) proposed a way to estimate the eigenfunctions of V which we
apply for a particular form of V under repeated observations in Section[6.5.2]

These assumptions are satisfied, for instance, when variances are estimated from a different study; when the data
is split into two independent parts: one is used to estimate (o,) and the other one to estimate (u,); or when there
are repeated observations with Gaussian error, (hence the sample mean and the sample variance are independent),
convolution operators (Cavalier and Hengartner,|2005) and statistical inference in econometric problems with instru-
ments (Florens and Simoni,2016). Another application is an additive error in the operator (Hoffmann and Reiss,|2008)
that we consider below.

We make the following assumption of consistency of 63 that holds relative to 03.

Assumption 4 Assume that the estimated variances ({&3 }DEyN) for some Yy C Y of size |Yy| = N are independent of

(yv,0 €Y), and there exists a constant cq such that cope, < 1/2 and
P(|5§/a§ —1] < coeo, i = 1,2,...,N) 1, ases — 0and N — co.
Note that the rate e, may depend on N but it does not need to be known.

Theorem 8 Consider the inverse problem () formulated in the sequence space under Assumption[2] with noise W satisfying
and prior distribution with A, = 0 for v ¢ Yy. We assume that minyep Ao > 1and ||K5'VoK5!|| < . Assume
also that the true function pg satisfies AssumptionE]

Suppose that o, are unknown, but we observe (6,, v € Yy) satisfying Assumption[d]

Then, the posterior distribution of u given Y, with plugged in (6,) instead of oy, is such that for every M — oo,

N Pug.v
sup P ({g: |lu—poll = MrelY,V,N}) 5 0, as € - 0,6, — Oand N — oo,

Ho€SP (A)
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where re is given by

2

+ sup a;z,
0eYy &veYe 1

ola,

=€ Z afx;Z + Z A +672 Z a;zxg/\f, +et max 2
o”to

Y, Y
veYN &0¢Ye - 0eYN &0EYe + veYy &vEYe - VEYN &ofYe

where Y, . = {v: 02/[Ak2] > (1 £ coeo) Te72}.

In addition to the terms in the rate with known V in Theoremwhere Y, replaced by either Y .. or Yy, there is an
additional term (third term in the rate above) that arises from the posterior variance. We apply this theorem to the
case of repeated observations in Section where we estimate o, and the power for polynomially decreasing 03
(Section . We also discuss the case where the difference between 2 and o2 are simultaneously bounded for all
beY (Sectionin Online supplementary material).

Next we discuss the problem of error in the forward operator K, that can be reformulated as a problem of unknown

variances.

5.4.3 | Errorin operator

We illustrate this on an example with error in forward operator K, under model () introduced in Section[2.4] Under
the settings of Section[5.1] this problem can be written in the sequence space as (22) with

Ro = ko + 8y, & ~N(0,1) iid for v e Yy,

and independently of y,, for some set Yy such that D c Yy c Y of size | Yy | = N. This model, together with sequence
space model (22}, can be rewritten as

Yo = Yo/Ro = pho + €6,z independently of &, = «; + 6&p, v € Yy, (28)
with &, = opk;! and 62 = o2£;? for known o,. Thus, this problem can be interpreted as a direct problem with
unknown variance, and we can study its effect on the posterior contraction rate using Theorem To apply the
theorem, we need to verify that Assumption[d]holds for model which we do in the following lemma.

Lemma 9 Consider model (28). If for some t > 1, which may depend on e and 8,

Ans =8t +log N2 min k, — o as max(e, ) — 0, (29)
N

then, with probability at least 1 — e*/2,

-3/2
162/62 1] < V2435 (1 —A;V{s) . beYy.

Therefore, Assumptionholds under condition , e.g. with t = 2log N. This condition effectively specifies trunca-

tion N, i.e. the number of components for which it is possible to estimate {«,, v € Yy} consistently.
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5.4.4 | Repeated observations

Now we suppose that we have m independent replicates of the original model (1) with e replaced by ¢, and hence,

under the Assumptions of Section 5.1} we can write the corresponding model as
Yoj~N (Kuyu,egag) ,0EY, Yp;~N (KDyD,sgVD) , J=1,....m, (30)

independently. Consequently, for each v € Y, the sample mean (Y,) and the sample variance (s2) are

1< 2 2
Y, = — Z; Yoj~N (Kuyu,socro/m), (31)
i=

1 - = .2 o?
75 Y, —Y)2~ 22 2
sg(m—1)j:1( o) o) /77—1X'"‘1

independently for all v € Y;. Also, independently from ¥, and s2 for v € Y7,

_ 1 &
Yp = - Z Ypj~ N (KDpD,e(Z)VD/m), (32)
j=1
1 Z - 1
2 = Yp,;-Yp) (Yo, - Yp) ~ Wishartp (m -1, Vp),
D eé(m—D;( bj = Yp) (Yo, = YD) — b D)

where a D-dimensional Wishart distribution of a random positive definite matrix, parameterised by a positive definite
matrix = and shape parameter a > 0, has density 7p(S;a,V) = |§|(a-D-1)/2¢trace(STV)/29-aD[2|y/|-2/2 1 (a/2)
where p is a multivariate Gamma function.

Now we study when simultaneous asymptotic consistency of the following estimator of (02),cy holds for large

m with high probability, given a set Yy suchthat D c Yy C Y, |[Yy| = N and
62 =52I(v €Yy). (33)

Proposition 10 Assume that we have m independent observations of inverse problem (1) that can be formulated in the
sequence space under Assumption with noise W satisfying (19), with repeated observations , with prior distribution
23), and the true function pg satisfying Assumptions

Consider the estimator of (al?) defined by with N satisfying log N = o(m). Then, for every My — oo,

2 Pug.v
P (1 1l = ol = MorepruginlY. (62)) ™5 0, ase =0,

uniformly over o € Q((ay), A), where re 4, is the rate given in Theoremwith €2 = eg/m.
IfalsoYny € Y\Yeand Y, . < Y (the latter holds as long as e — 0and m — o), then Teplugin = re Statedin Theorem
i.e. it is not dffected by the plug-in estimator.

The condition on N, log N = o(m), is required to have simultaneous consistency for N estimators given their precision
m, and the other condition Yy C Y \ Y, ensures the plugin rate of posterior contraction of u coincides with the

contraction rate for known (03).
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In the next section we illustrate how the results of this section apply to mildly ill-posed problems with correlated
Gaussian noise.

6 | MILDLY ILL-POSED INVERSE PROBLEMS WITH HETEROGENEOUS GAUS-
SIAN NOISE

In this section we apply the general results with known and unknown covariance operators of Gaussian noise to mildly

ill-posed inverse problems, under the following assumptions.

6.1 | Assumptions

In this section, we assume that the setting of Section[5.T]applies, leading to the sequence space problem described in
Section[5.2] under mildly ill-posed inverse problems and other sequences decaying polynomially. We set Y = N, taking
an appropriate mapping, such that sequence a; in the definition of the smoothness class Q((a;), A) is non-increasing.

Assumption 5 Assume that (Uiz) satisfy CZ’1 /¥ <07 < Cai” forsomey e Rand C; > 1.
Assumption 6 Assume that (a;) satisfy C;'if < a; < C3iP for some 8 > 0and Cs > 1.

This assumption corresponds to a generalised Sobolev space. If (eg;) is the Fourier basis and C3 = 1, this is the
definition of a standard Sobolev class. If (eg;) are wavelets then this also defines the standard Sobolev class for the
mapping (j, k) to i = 2/ + k and for C3 = 25, given sufficiently regular wavelets.

~2¢2 — c0 as e — 0. Denote

Assumption 7 Eigenvalues (A;) satisfy A; = t2i~'~2% for some a > 0 and 7. > 0, such that e

= 72
T=17Z.

The latter assumption implies that a priori we assume y € Q ((i""), R) = 8% (R) almost surely, for any a’ < a and

large enough R, for a fixed €.
Assumption 8 ||Vp]|, ||VD" || € (0, 00) and there exist constants Cp 1, Cp2 > 0 independent of e such that
|kBva'ko +e2A5h G | < Con trace (KT V5 Ko +€2A5) ) < Coo.

By Lemma|[27] this assumption ensures that the terms in the posterior contraction rate that correspond to the depen-

dent observations are or order €.

6.2 | Minimax rate of convergence

The minimax rate for model with the considered parameter sequences is stated in the following proposition.
Proposition 11 Consider the inverse problem formulated in the sequence space under Assumption |2| with noise W

following . Assume that Assumptionholds, that matrix Vp has finite positive eigenvalues and that the true function
Ho satisfies Assumptions[3]and[]
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Then, the minimax rate of convergence of estimating y is given by

2p
€ 1+2B+2(p+y) s if)’ >—p— 1/2‘
re == 4e(logle)V/?, ify=-p-1/2.
€, if-p/2-p-1/2<y<-p-1/2.

It follows from Lemma[I9]together with Remark[5.3]

This result implies that for a heterogeneous variance the degree of ill-posedness for changes, in particular
toie. p=p+yifp+y > —1/2. For p +y = 0, the rate coincides with the minimax rate of the direct problem. If
p+y < —1/2, the problem becomes self-regularised, i.e. the rate of convergence e can be achieved (up to a log factor
inthe case p +y = —1/2), provided y + p + 1/2 + /2 > 0. According to|Belitser and Levit|(1995), under this constraint
the minimax rate of any estimator coincides with the minimax rate of a linear estimator. Since we consider Gaussian
errors and Gaussian priors, such constraint is appropriate.

6.3 | Posterior contraction rates

Having found the minimax rates, we can now discuss the contraction rates achieved by the posterior distribution under

the considered Bayesian model. Note these rates also apply when the problem is self-regularised, i.e. p + y < —1/2.

Theorem 12 Consider the inverse problem (1) formulated in the sequence space under Assumptionwith noise W satisfy-
ing (I9) and Assumption[5] with prior distribution (23) under Assumption[7] and the true function ug satisfying Assumptions[3]
and[é] Let Assumption[8]hold.

Then, for every M — co, EyuoP (u: |lu—poll = MrelY) — 0ase — O uniformly over ug in SB(A) where

s __a
(€2772) T2 2lpry) A 16 (€2152) T2 2 7) , ify>-p-1/2,
B
re =) (e?1;%) %" + ellog(e ') |12, ify =-p=1/2,
B
(e2172) T+2a+2(p+y) My €, if-p—=1/2-—a<y<-p-1/2

The assumption of monotonicity of o/[A;x?] = i"*2+2a+2P for large i from Theoremis reflected in the condition
—-p —1/2 — a < y. Recall that parameters p and y are assumed known and given by the problem, as well as the
smoothness parameter 8. Parameters of the prior a and 7, can be chosen in some cases so that the posterior contracts
at the optimal rate given in Proposition

Corollary 13 Let assumptions of Theorem[IZ]hold. The rate of contraction of the posterior given in Theorem[12|matches
the minimax rate of convergence, for the following a and 7, = 71/2;

1. 7 = const € (0,00) and

. 1+2,
a=B, ify>-5%,

a < B, ify:—#,

a LB, if—#—a<y<—#;
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2. for 1. depending on e:

2(f—a)

a>B/2-(1/2+p+y), Te=CeTw2B+2pw) ify > -2,
eB>r > Cel-max(1/2.a/B) [log e ]—0.5 max(1/2.a/B) ify =— 1+22p’
. _ 1+2a+2(p+y)
. > ce™/! %), if-U2 <y <122

Observe that when y > —p — 1/2, the rates obtained are similar to the white noise case, albeit with a different
degree of ill-posedness p = p + y. When p + y < 0, the fastest rate of contraction coincides with the minimax rate of
convergence of the direct problem, i.e. the model self-regularises, and it can achieved when we undersmooth a priori.

Ifa<pB/2-(1/2+p+y)andy > —p —1/2, i.e. if we undersmooth too much a priori, then the minimax rate
cannot be achieved for any 7. When y = 0, this coincides with the findings of (Knapik et al.,|2011). This is known as
saturation (Agapiou and Mathé,[2018). However, in the self-regularising case —p—1/2—a <y < —p—1/2 the optimal
rate can be achieved if the appropriate prior scaling is used.

Remark Note that the case p +y +1/2 > 0, fora given a > /2 - (1/2 + p + y), where a > 0, the value of 7, that
1

leads to the minimax rate is such that the cutoff level . < [e2] T+25+2(p+) is independent of a and is the cutoff level

corresponding to the minimax optimal projection estimator (projecting on the first /. components).

Florens and Simoni|(2016) consider the case of our setup with p +y > 0 and |ug ;| =< i~-1/2_ In|Agapiou et al[(2013),

the rate of contraction in this setting is given only for 8 > a + 1/2 (in our notation) by

BA(p+y+2a+1)
€ 6(1+2a) +1+2p+2y +2[BA(p+y+2a+1)] R VS > O, (34)

(Where ya = B/(a+1/2), €4 = p/(2a + 1), so.a = 1/(2a + 1), Ay = (p+y)/(a + 1/2) + 1, with subscript A referring
to parameters in|/Agapiou et al{(2013)). In particular, the authors’ assumption A4 > 2s 4 is equivalent to assumption
p+y+a+1/2>1inour notation which is stronger than our assumption p + y + a + 1/2 > 0. In fact, under the
latter assumption, it is not possible to achieve the minimax optimal contraction rate for p + y > —1/2 with constant
7¢, which recall is achieved when a = B. Also, the authors refer to the case p + y < 0 as self-regularising, with no
regularisation being necessary which we do not find in case p + y € (—1/2,0); also their rate in this case is not faster
unless 6(1/2+a) =—(1/2+p+y) —0.58 A (p+y +2a + 1) which is possible only if « < -1.5(p+y +1/2) - 1/4 and
B<-21/2+p+y).

Example Consider case V = (KK7)2. For mildly ill-posed inverse problems where «; < i~P, where p > 0, we have
y = —paand p +y = p(1 — a). Take the prior with A; = 72/~2*~" and the parameters as specified in CoroIIary o)
that the posterior contraction rate coincides with the minimax rate. Then, the rate is em, fora € (0,1+0.5/p)
the rate is [¢2]8/(1+26+2p(1-2)) and for a > 1 + 0.5/p the rate is e. Note that the model ¥ = K (u + eW) with white
noise W corresponds to a = 1, where the rate of posterior contraction coincides with the minimax rate of the direct

problem.

6.4 | Contraction rate with plugged-in (o)

In this section, we investigate how a plug-in estimator of (o;) affects the rate of contraction for geometric sequences.
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Proposition 14 Consider the inverse problem formulated in the sequence space under Assumption |2| with noise W
satisfying and Assumption[5|with y < 0. Consider the prior distribution under Assumption[7]and the true function
Ho satisfying Assumptions|[3]and[§] Let Assumption[8]hold.

Suppose that (o) are unknown but their estimators (6;) are available.

1. Assume that estimator (6;) satisfies Assumption(absolute bound).
a. Ifes < C[e7;?] /(@ 25P%0) then the rate of contraction is not affected by using a plug-in estimator of (o;), i.e.
it coincides with the rate given in Theorem[I2] up to a constant.
b. Ifes > C[e?1;?] Y@ 1/ZEP4Y) thon the contraction rate of the posterior distribution is given by

(1+2a+2(p+y)—p) +
e;'e + 64‘['6_460.

_1)0(1+2(p+y)=0} 2 [ -

—2a/(1+2a+2p) —28/(1+2a+2p)
r€;27/ugin =¢? (IOg €5 € _ZTez] + [651 €_2T€2]
2. Assume that estimator (&;) satisfies Assumption[d](relative bound). The contraction rate of the posterior distribution is
given by

2a/(2y+2p+2a+1)

€2 [min(N, i.) ] 2P*2r+D+ [logmin(N, ig) |} 2P+2r+1=0) 4 ¢ Tssz| I(i. < N)

2
replugin
+ min(N, i) % + e*t2 [min(N, ip) 2@+ 2r+20+1-)+

+  1.e 2 max (N’Z“’Z"’zy, I.€—2a—2p—2r) I(ic < N)[log N]¥(@*P+r=0)

with i+ < ic = C [136’2] 1/ (2r+Zp+2atl) If N > Ci, for some positive C > 0, then the rate is the same as if o;’s were

known; if N /i¢ — O then the rate is affected by the plug-in.

In the case the bound is absolute, if the error ¢, of estimating (‘7/2) is small enough, then the rate of estimation of u

is not affected. In the case of relative bound, as long as N > i, the rate of estimation is not affected.

6.5 | Repeated observations
6.5.1 | Posterior contraction rate with plugged in sample variances

Now we assume that we have m repeated observations from model as described in Section and that we plug
in 6? = 51‘2 fori=1,...,N. Then, under AssumptionsE]and Propositionstates that as long as log N = o(m)
and N > C [r2e7?] 1/(2y+2p+2“+1), the posterior rate of contraction is the same as if we used the true values of ‘7/2'
Such N exists if log (rszs’z) = o(m), which is generally a mild constraint.

We have also applied Theoremto the model with repeated observations using additive error (Assumption|10)
however in that setting the plug-in effect can lead to a sub-optimal rate for some 8.

We will discuss the choice of N in this setting in practice using the empirical Bayes approach.

6.5.2 | Estimation of the eigenfunctions of vV

Here we assume that e;; = ¢;, i.e. the eigenfunctions of operator V, and discuss their estimation using repeated
observations. We apply the results of |Koltchinskii and Lounici|(2017) to evaluate the number of eigenfunctions of vV
that are possible to estimate consistently, and hence verify whether the posterior distribution can achieve the optimal

rate in the minimax sense for repeated observations where the eigenfunctions are unknown. Their conditions assume
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that the eigenvalues are decreasing, and rely on trace(V) being finite, so for 0',.2 = % these conditions hold only if
y < —1/2 which is the case we consider here.

Lemma 15 Recall that vV = 32, al.2¢,-¢f and denote the projection matrices by P; = ¢/¢,.T. In the repeated observations
model , denote the sample estimator of the covariance matrix by V and the corresponding projection matrices by P..

Assume that ‘7/2 = i for some y < =1/2. Then, P, are consistent estimators of P, simultaneously for r = 1,..., N with
high probability if N = o (m” <1/2-4r>).

Note that for a fractional Brownian motion with Hurst exponent H,y = 1/2—H € (-1/2,1/4) hence this theorem does
not apply to it (see below for a discussion of the associated known series expansions). In other settings, such as a non-
parametric regression with a finite-dimensional approximation of V it may be possible to estimate the eigenfunctions
for other values of y but this problem is beyond the scope of this paper.
. — . . i 1/(2p+2y+2a+1)
Recall that for the posterior distribution to contract at the optimal rate, we need N > j. = (e’z'rsz) .
Fora > max(B—-1/2,8/2—(1/2+p+y)),p+y+1/2+a >0,y < -1/2and 7 given in CoroIIary the condition of
the lemma holds if
_p1(1/2-41) [ (2p+2y+2B+1)
ms [e7] ,
i.e. under this condition estimators of the first N > /. eigenvectors are consistent and the corresponding posterior

contraction rate is optimal.

6.6 | Estimatedy

Assume that for large i, o; = Ci¥(1 + o(1)). Therefore, we can consider o; = Ci? for all i > iy for some ip > 1.
Suppose y and C are estimated independently of (¥;)7 ,, and that with high probability €/C -1 € [~cmax, cmax] and
Y =¥ € [~Zmax, Zmax] for some cmax, Zmax > 0.

This implies that, with the same high probability, for all i = iy, ..., N,
[62/0? =1 < max|cmaxN?mx — 1,1 - c,}]LXN’ZZmaX] = €eg.

If cmax — 1 and zmax log N — 0 then the upper bound tends to O for all y € R, i.e. Assumption [ holds, as long
as we have an alternative consistent estimator of o; for / < iy or if iy = 1. Such bound holds also for the absolute
bound (Assumption however we found that the conditions for the corresponding plug in posterior distribution to
contract at the optimal rate are stronger, so we do not use it here.

-2 1/ (27 =2zmax] +2p+2a+1) implies that the rate of con-

If cmax and Zmax are known, then choosing N > cmaxC [Tgs
traction of the posterior of u is not affected, with high probability. Now we investigate what the expressions for cmax

and zmax are under repeated observations.

Example In the setting of repeated observations and o2 = Ci? fori > io, we can use € = s%i‘” and for some subset

Iy C {io,io+1,...,N},

272
1 log (s,. /sl.o)
2|In| o log(i/io)

V=



Bochkina and Rodrigues 25

Now we derive confidence intervals for C and y when m is large, and hence the expression for relative bound e,. The

ratio has distribution F(m, m) hence, approximately for large m, log [sl?/(s%)] —2ylog(i/ip) ~ N(0,1/m),

Si
i1in12Y s2
Li/io 2 si

implying that

1
[log(i/ip)1? |

1
y—y~N]|O,
rey 4m|Iy| 2.

iely

This suggests that averaging over a small number of / close to N (or even a single i = N) leads to an estimator with
the smallest variance of order [mlogN|™', e.g. Iy = {N} or Iy = {(N — k) : N} for a small k, for instance k = 5,

provides a more robust estimator.

For the case Iy = {N},

1 log (SIZV/S/'ZO)

2 log(N/ig) ° o)

V=

which asymptotically follows distribution N (y, [4/77(|og(N/io))2]71 ) and hence a (1 - a)100% confidence interval for
yis

lA Zg)2 N Zg)2

" 2vmiog(Nio) " " 2ymlog(N/io) |’
Here z, satisfies 1 — ®(z,) = a, where ®(z) = P(N(0,1) < z).

For large m, the distribution of ms% /a/% =mC/C, x%, can be approximated by N (m,2m), and hence for known
y with probability 1 — a, a (1 — «)100% confidence interval for C is defined by \/m/2($,.20/Ci§Y = 1) € [~Za/2: Zas2]-
Using the above (1 — a)100% confidence interval for y based on gives the following asymptotic (1 — 2a)100%

confidence interval for C when m is large:

2 ’.—2}7—10(/2/[\%'08(N/"0)] 2 I.—2f+la/2/[‘m|08(/\//fo)]
o0 o0
<C<

1+za/2/\/m/2 1 —Za/z/\/m/Z

Note that if iy = 1, then a (1 — a)100% confidence interval for C is w/m/2(s12/C - 1) € [~24/2. Zaj2]-

In particular, this implies that with probability 1-2a, [/C~ 1] < z4,m™"/? [\5 + Iog(io)/log(N/io)] =: cmax and
Zmax = za/z/[\/ﬁlog(N/io)] and hence, for large m, with probability 1 — 2a, the relative upper bound for large m is
approximately 5 = m™"2z,5[2 + V2].

6.7 | Errorin operator
Now we consider the case when the operator K may be observed with error, and study its effect on the posterior
contraction rate for mildly ill-posed inverse problems (see Section for the setup).

Given white noise, Theoremand LemmaE]impIy that for g € SP(A), the posterior distribution of u given data
¥1,...,yn and observed g1, ...,RyN contracts at the optimal rate for a and 7 specified in CoroIIaryif N > i <
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€72/(1+26+2p) and & [log N1'/2NP = o(1) (condition {29)). There exists N satisfying both conditions if
5=o (€2p/(1+2ﬁ+2p) [Iog1/(c-:)]“/2),

for small e. This holds, for instance, if § < e.

Another problem is to determine the rate of contraction of the posterior distribution with noisy &; for given
values of € and & and compare it to the minimax rate for linear estimators in one dimension, [max (e, §)]~28/(2f+2p+1)
(Section 5.2 of [Hoffmann and Reiss| (2008)). For mildly ill-posed problems and white noise, Theorem applied to
model (28) with 7. and « specified below in Corollary[13|gives the squared rate

r2 = €2 [min(N, ip) "2 + [e 2172/ @p+2B+1) o r~4e*[min(N, i) |22P+20+1-B)+ L min(N, i;) "2,
where /. < [6_2]1/(2,”2/3”). Assume that 2p + 2a + 1 — B < 0 which is necessary to obtain the optimal contraction
rate with known K. Taking N = 62/(2p+26+1) satisfies the required condition

SNP[log N1'/? = §'-2P/(2P+26+1) [10g(1/6)]"/? = 0(1), as § — 0,

and leads to the optimal contraction rate r, = [max(8, €) ]2/ (2p+26+1)

We can easily generalise this to correlated noise with o; < i and known y, as it does not affect condition .

Lemma 16 Consider the inverse problem (1) formulated in the sequence space under Assumptionwith noise W satisfying
and Assumption[5with known y < 0, and the true function g satisfying Assumptions[3land[g] Let Assumption|[8]hold.
Assume that operator K is observed with error , and prior distribution satisfies Assumption |Z with A; = 0O for
i> N.
Then, for o € SP(A), 7e and a specified in Corollarywith 2p +2a + 1 — B < 0, the posterior contraction rate of u
given (y1, y2,...) and (;?,-),.’i1 with N satisfying is given by

re = e[min(N, is) [ /2P + [log min(N, ig) 1031 (V24p+r=0) . g2B/(2B+(1+2p421)+) | [min(N, ig)] 7P,

where i, = [e72]1/(@P+(2p+2r+1)+) Therateis not affected by the error in the operator if § = o (62”/(2/3”2“2””*) [log 1/(6)]’1/2)
for small e. Moreover, if N = §=2/(26+2p+2r+1)+)  then

re = [max(e, §) 128/ B+@p+2r+1)4) [10g(1 /max(e, 5)) |05 (1/2+p+r=0)

The proof is a straightforward extension of the above argument to the case y # 0 and is omitted.

6.8 | Empirical Bayes posterior distribution of u

As we have seen in Section the posterior distribution of i contracts at the optimal rate (in the minimax sense)
for a particular set of the prior parameters a and 7 (Corollary . In this section we study the contraction rate of
the posterior distribution of x4 with a plugged in estimator of the prior scale 7 that does not rely on knowing 8, true
smoothness of ug.

Consider the prior Gaussian distribution with A; = tAg;, with empirical Bayes posterior of u using the maximum



Bochkina and Rodrigues 27

of marginal likelihood estimator of 7 (MMLE) and fixed Ag;:

2
Yi
2

—— tlog(kPAg ol te 2+ 1) |, (36)
k2T + €207 gk 0,0 )

% = argmax T) = argmin
gmaxp(y | 1) gDO;

wherep(y | 7) = fp(y | W) dP (u | 7) is the marginal density of y = (y1, y2,...) with respect to measure [T72, N (O, 620'/-2).
Recall that 7, = 7'/2,
The following assumption is necessary to show convergence of % in probability (but not for optimality of the

posterior).

Assumption 9 For g € SP(A), assume that for any B’ > B there exists No > 1 and co > O such that for any N > No,
N-2E-B) g N 2 26 5 g,

Now we prove that the posterior distribution of y with plugged in value of ¢ defined by contracts at the
optimal rate adaptively, uniformly over ug € S8 (A) with 0 < B < By < oo, in the minimax sense, under some

conditions on prior smoothness a.

Theorem 17 Consider the inverse problem (I) formulated in the sequence space under Assumption[2with noise W satisfy-
ing and Assumption with prior distribution under Assumptionwith T = 2, and the true function g satisfying
Assumptions[3|and[8] Assume that 1/2+ B +p+y >0,and1/2+a +p+y > 0.

1. If po # O, then there exist T, and 7. such that P(t, < tc < T¢) — 1as e — 0. The posterior distribution of u with
plugged in %, is consistent.

2. Ifpp#0and a > max(B —0.5,8/2—1/2 - p —y), then the posterior contraction rate with plugged in . is optimal in
the minimax sense.

3. Ifpo #0, a > B — 0.5 and Assumption[9holds, then
a. 7. and 7, are of the same order,
b. t./tX — 1in probability as e — 0 where 7} = argmaxq,»o Eyo log p(y | ) < [€2]2(a=F)/(1+26+2p+2y),

4. Finally, if uo = 0, then £, = Op (¢) and the plug-in contraction rate is r, = €2.

We show in the proof that for o # 0,

1
Tj > e Urarpy) | (37)
—4(a=p)/(1+2p+2y+2B) (1 1 if 1/2 >
€ +o , ITa+ 2 p,
2 < (1+0p(1)) 122p (38)

e 0+pr+a) (1 4 0p (1)), ifa+1/2<p

Corollary 18 Under the conditions of Theorem the posterior distribution of p with the plugged in estimator % is con-
sistent. The contraction rate is optimal in the minimax sense adaptively over SP (A) for0 < B < By < o as long as

a >max(By—1/2,Bp/2-1/2-p—-y),anda > (—-p—y —1/2),. (39)
The theorem states that if the prior smoothness parameter « is chosen large enough, then using the MMLE ¢

allows us to achieve the optimal rate of contraction. If p + y = 0 and o € H? (A), the results coincide with those of

Szabo et al.|[(2013). We have weakened the condition for convergence of % in probability and show that it converges
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to the “oracle” value of .. The additional condition o > /2 —1/2— p —y arises only if p + y < 0 and comes from the
saturation term.

Now we consider the case of repeated observations where a/? are estimated, and we discuss the choice of N in
an adaptive setting, where we plug in the MMLE #. Recall that the rate is not affected by the plugged in estimator
(62) if log(N) = o(m) and N > i, (see Proposition.

Remark For a mildly ill-posed inverse problem with geometric sequence (‘7,'2) satisfying Assumption for the re-
peated observations and estimated crl?, the rate of contraction of the posterior distribution of y with the plugged
in (&l?),."i1 is not affected if log(1/¢) = o(m), which is generally a mild constraint. In particular, we can choose
N=>C [fse’z] 1/(1+2p+2y+2a) for some constant C > 0, which leads to a consistent posterior distribution due to the
lower bound on 7. given by (with high probability), and for ug satisfying AssumptionE]the posterior contraction
rate is optimal.

7 | SIMULATION

7.1 | Simulation set up

We illustrate the theoretical results obtained in Section[6]on indirect observations from model (I) corrupted by the
Volterra operator (Halmos,|1974) with dependent Gaussian noise and conjugate prior . Here H; = H, = L2[0,1].
The Volterra operator, K : L2[0,1] — L2[0,1] is defined by

X 1
Ku(x) ::‘/0 u(s)ds, and K7 pu(x) ::/ u(s)ds.

X

The eigenvalues of KK and the orthonormal eigenbasis for the range of K are

2 172
Ki = [(i— l) ﬂz} , and ¢;(x) := V2sin ((i— %)nx) for every i €N,

where «; < i™P with p = 1. The corresponding orthonormal eigenbasis of K7 K is e; (x) = V2 cos ((/ - %) ﬂx).
N
We will estimate the following approximation of g (x): p(’)" (x) := X, po,iei (x), where N is the truncation parameter
i

and is large to ensure good approximation: N > max (50, e‘2/<'+2P>). We consider a particular function with yg; :=
i~3/2 sin(i) which belongs to S# with 8 = 1 (this can be shown using Dirichlet’s test, see e.g. Voxman and Goetschel
(1981)).

We consider Gaussian noise W with truncated covariance operator VN = Z,’L cr,.2¢,-¢,.T and o; = /7. Realisations
of the data are simulated as follows: ¥; ~ N (ug,ix;,€%c?), independently for i =1,..., N.

We consider a centered Gaussian prior distribution with A; = 162 i~172% and different values of a and 7, including
the MMLE %.

The corresponding posterior distribution is

VY ~ N X Yikidiej  <n €’o7Aiel
AMIY ~ N > :
A,—Kiz + e:zcri2 - A,-Kiz + e:zcri2

i

The (truncated) true function y(’)" (x), along with its noisy realisations Y (x) for two different noise levels are shown
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FIGURE 1 Graph of the truncated true function 4} (x) (left). Noisy data ¥ (x) with e = 10~2 (centre), e = 10~
(right), with the same indirectly observed noiseless function Yy (x) = (Ky(’)v)(x) (red line); N = 2000 and y = 0.5.

in Figure We can see that with the noise level € = 1072, the observed function Y is very noisy compared to the
signal Yp = Kug: the range of observations is approximately [-44, 43] whereas the range of the signal is [0,0.67]. For
a smaller noise level e = 107%, the range of observations is [0.2,0.8] which is comparable to the range of Yo.

A key property we want to study here is the variability of the posterior distribution around the true value of the
function and posterior coverage, i.e. the posterior probability that the true function lies in the support of the posterior.
A common way to investigate the posterior support in Bayesian nonparametric models is to plot a large number of
draws from the posterior distribution, where the “centre” of the support is displayed using the posterior mean. We
plot 100 draws as plotting a larger number in the considered examples does not much change the posterior support.
Our main interest is to see how the coverage of the true function by the posterior distribution and its contraction is
affected by the choice of prior smoothness a, both for a fixed prior scale T (non-adaptive case) and for the empirical
Bayes %, as well as by the variance parameters ¢ and y.

7.2 | Non-adaptive posterior distribution of u

Firstly we study how posterior variability and the coverage of the true function varies with prior smoothness o as
we fix prior scale T = 1. In this section we also fix e = 1072, y = 0.5, N = 2000, 7 = 1 and consider how different
values of a priori smoothness a affect behaviour of the posterior distribution. We consider the following values of
a = (0.5,0.75,1,2,3,5). Draws from the posterior distributions of u™ (x) corresponding to these values of a are given
in Figure[2] for the same realization of Y (x). Individual draws from the corresponding posterior distribution with a
priori smoothness a are plotted in Figurein the appendix.

For a < B =1, the variability of the posterior is large so that the true function lies inside the credible band. For
larger values of a, posterior variability around the posterior mean is much smaller, but the bias of the posterior mean
increases, so the true function does not lie inside the credible band. The value of a« (among the considered values) that
gives the posterior with the smallest uncertainty while containing the true function appears to be 1, which is equal to
B (the smoothness of pg(x)), as predicted by theory (Corollary[L3]with constant 7).

7.3 | Empirical Bayes posterior distribution of y

In this section we fix @ > B and apply the Empirical Bayes estimator of 7. defined by , to check if the corresponding
empirical Bayes posterior provides reasonable coverage of the true function, and how it is affected by the noise level
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FIGURE 2 Plots of p(’)" (x) (black line) along with the posterior mean (red line), and 100 draws from the posterior
(blue dashes) for a = (0.5,0.75, 1,2, 3, 5) respectively, with e = 1072, y = 0.5 and N = 2000 in all cases.
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€ and different values of y.

In Figures[3]and [ we can see that with decreasing noise level e the posterior distribution contracts to the mean,
with much smaller bias than for a fixed 7 - the behaviour predicted by the theory. Interestingly, for larger a (o = 5 in
Figure E) the bias decreases to O slower than for smaller a (@ = 1 in Figure however the variability of the posterior
decreases faster.

FIGURE 3 100 draws from EB posterior with uY (black line), ¢ = 107* (left), ¢ = 1076 (middle) and ¢ = 1078 (right),
a=1,y=05.

FIGURE 4 100 draws from EB posterior with /Y (black line), e = 107 (left), e = 1076 (middle) and e = 1078 (right),
a=5y=05.

Boxplots of values of # over 100 simulations for different values of a and different values of y are given in Fig-
ure[d]in the appendix. In each case, the sampling distribution of # concentrates, and the values appear to increase
exponentially as functions of a. This can be explained by our theory. For self-similar functions and a > g - 1/2, ¢ is
close to the oracle value ™ (Theorem which increases exponentially in a (Corollary . The values of ¢ do not
vary much for the considered different values of y but they do vary with a, as expected (Corollary.

We also plotted values of prior variances A; with plugged in £ for different values of a and y (Figure [7|in the
appendix. Note that the eigenvalues do not much differ for the considered values of y, as the only effect is through %.

~20-1 gre the same at some index i (around i = 50). This

For each y, the values of % are such that the values of A; = %/
is expected due to A, corresponding to the optimal cutoff /. being independent of a.

Therefore, the empirical Bayes posterior adapts well to the unknown function and contracts to the true value of



32 Bochkina and Rodrigues

the function as the noise level e vanishes as stated by theory (Theorem . Choosing a larger than 8 and using the
Empirical Bayes estimate of 7 does lead to the contraction of the posterior distribution of x and good coverage of ug.
This holds for various values of y, including the case of an ill-posed inverse problem (p + y > 0), a partially regularised
model (p + y = 0) and a case where the contraction rate is € (p + y < —1/2). The value of y does not have a strong
effect on the posterior concentration and on the behaviour of the £ and the prior eigenvalues A;.

8 | DISCUSSION

We have considered the inverse problem with Gaussian errors in Hilbert spaces where the covariance operator is not
constant but is decomposable in a biorthogonal basis which is an image of a Riesz basis, and both bases span the
corresponding Hilbert spaces. We showed that this leads to a sequence space formulation of the inverse problem,
and studied its posterior contraction rate, in particular its optimality in the minimax sense, possibly under the error in
the forward operator and in the covariance operator. We focused on mildly ill-posed inverse problems with fractional
noise, where we also studied optimality of adaptive empirical Bayes posterior distribution. We also identified a setting
where the posterior distribution can contract at a faster rate, effectively leading to self-regularisation of the inverse
problem, which was also discussed inlJohannes et al.|(2020).

We extend the general theorem to study the effect of using a plug-in estimator of the variances in sequence space
on the posterior contraction rate. We discuss in which cases the rate of contraction of the posterior distribution is
not affected whether the covariance operator is known exactly or observed with error. We consider two types of
consistency of the estimator: in terms of the absolute bound on the difference between estimated and true values,
and in terms of a relative bound. We study its effect on mildly ill-posed inverse problems, and consider in detail the
case of repeated observations. We find that the relative consistency conditions leads to weaker effects of the plug-in
on the posterior contraction rate. We have also applied these results to study an error in operator, e.g. when the
eigenfunctions are known but the eigenvalues are estimated, for a fractional noise.

We consider in detail a particular case of the covariance operator whose coefficients in sequence space decrease
to 0 at a polynomial rate and illustrate it on the case where the noise is fractional Brownian motion using fractional
wavelets as the bases. We also derive minimax rates of convergence of estimators of the unknown signal under
this model, and show the choice of the prior parameters that leads to this contraction rate of the posterior. We
studied the empirical Bayes approach that leads to the corresponding posterior contracting at the optimal rate, under
some assumptions on prior smoothness. An alternative approach to adapt in inverse problems uniformly over S# (A)
for a range of B is a sieve prior proposed by Johannes et al|(2020). Our simulation results confirm the theoretical

conclusions.

One can argue that it is not realistic to assume the knowledge of the covariance operator, and it needs to be
estimated in practice. We discuss when estimating of (discretised) eigenfunctions is possible (y < —1/2) for repeated
observations, and when the number of estimated eigenfunctions is sufficient to achieve the optimal posterior con-
traction rate of p.

Another interesting question is estimating the Hurst exponent for fractional noise. While it is possible to estimate
H, similarly to estimating y, using asymptotic expression for coefficients for large indices, fractional wavelets that are
used to decompose fractional noise depend on H. Therefore, studying the posterior contraction rate with estimated
H and using biorthogonal bases that depend on H is a challenging question.

An open question for future research is a joint Bayesian model of the signal and the variance function when

the latter is unknown, and its asymptotic behaviour, and the behaviour of the full Bayesian model when the scale
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parameter is estimated.
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A | MINIMAX RATE IN SEQUENCE SPACE

Lemma 19 [Theorem 3 (Belitser and Levit| |1995)] Consider the problem Y; = 6; + e€5;&;, where & ~ N(0,1) iid for i =
1,2,...,6; 20and e > 0issmall,and 6 € © = {(f;)2, : ¥; a,.zf,.2 < A2},
Define c, to be the solution of the equation €? ¥, 52a;(1 - ca;)+ = cA? and N = N¢(©) = max{i : a; < c;'}. If
i=1

condition

[NSE

24 2
a6 (1 - ceaj)

loge™ =0o(1), € >0, (40)

8

;67 (1 - ccaj)+)?

holds, then the minimax rate of convergence of an estimator of 6 in L2 norm over ©, r(©), satisfies

N
r2() = 522&,?(1 —cea;(1+0(1))) ase — 0.

i=1
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B | ASYMPTOTIC EQUIVALENCE

Following|Brown and Low|(1996), we show that the considered model (1) with f = Ku is equivalent, in Le Cam sense,
to a discrete nonparametric regression model

Yi~fo+ &, i=1...n, xi=iln, EM =(&,...,&) ~N(O,XI) (41)

for f,, and X;, approximating f(x;) and V (x;, x,), respectively where discretisation operator Dy, is Dy, = |x; —

Xi-1 |71 IlXi—LXiJ’ i.e.
fx,- = (f, DX,')? Zir= ! <DX," VD, ).

For instance, for the white noise model with V = I, regular design x; — x;_1 = 1/n, £ = I. This scheme is typically
used in discretisation in inverse problems (Johnstone and Silverman, 1990).

We consider f € © c L2[0, 1] such that for the considered discretisation operator Dy,

1 n
lim supn/0 (f(x) —Z(f, D) I(x € [xi1,x1)% = 0. (42)
i=1

n—oo fe®

This condition is the same as condition (4.5) in|Brown and Low|(1996) and is a condition for uniform smoothness of
functions in © which holds e.g. for functions in a Holder smoothness class H* (M) with @ > 1/2 or with Sobolev
smoothness 8 > 1/2. Following the same argument as in Remark 4.6 in|Brown and Low|(1996), where this condition
is violated, i.e for functions with a, 8 € (0, 1/2], there is still equivalence for some risk functions, such as with loss
| —FI2

Theorem 20 Consider model (1) with f = Ku € © such that condition holds. Then, model (1) is asymptotically

equivalent, in Le Cam sense, to the model with regular fixed design (x;) uniformly over f e © and V € V if

n
lim sup ! "((nI[xi_1,x,»]> nVI[x,_1,xr]> — (Dy;, VDx, ))

n—eo sy ir=1

o

Consider pg € SB (M), function fy = Kug € SB*P(M). Then, according to Theorem model (1) is equivalent
to discretised model under assumptions (1) and {5) 8 + p > 1/2, and eigenvectors of V are uniformly bounded and
y <-1/2.

However, the challenge is usually to find the limiting operator V given matrix X, so in this sense this result is trivial.

Proof of Theorem[20]

We generally follow the steps in the proof of Theorem 4.1 in|Brown and Low|(1996), with their Theorem 3.1 being
in the heart of the proof.

For the continuous model , given f € ©, define a piece-wise constant function 7, (x) = Dy, f(x). Equation (2.2)
and Theorem 3.1 in|Brown and Low|(1996) together with condition imply that Le Cam’s distance between the
models (1) with function £ and (1) with function £, tends to 0 as n — co.

For the continuous model dY; = f,(t)dt + edW,, sufficient statistics for unknown £, are S; = n/):i1 Yidt, i =
1,....n. ES; = f,(x;) and Cov(Si, Sr) = n{I[x,_, x1-VI[x,_q.x,1) = €2(8%;, V8%, ) for some ¢ € (xp_1, xi).

Since S; are sufficient statistics for £, in model , Le Cam distance between these two models over such 7, is O

(Lemma 3.2 and Theorem 3.1 in|Brown and Low|(1996)) which proves the theorem.
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FIGURE 5 Asingle draw from the posterior of u™ (x) for a = (0.5,0.75, 1,2, 3, 5) respectively, with ¢ = 1072 and
N = 2000 in all cases; uY (x) - black line.

C | ADDITIONAL SIMULATION PLOTS

We continue to investigate performance of the Bayesian model on simulated data, in the set up in Sectionm

C.1 | Non-adaptive posterior

Here we focus on the case of fixed prior smoothness a, set ¢ = 1 and plot a single draw from the corresponding

posterior distribution for each o (Figure .
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C.2 | Empirical Bayes posterior

Here we study how the concentration of the empirical Bayes posterior is affected by different values of y.

We generate data sets with several values of noise parameter y: y = -2 (leads to rate of convergence ¢), y = -1
(corresponds to p + y = 0 and hence the rate of convergence of a direct problem), y = 0.5 (corresponds to the rate of

convergence of an ill-posed problem with 5 = p + y = 1.5).

We start with y = 0.5. Level of ill-posedness is g = p + y = 1.5. This case is discussed in the paper.

For y = —1, the level of ill-posedness is 5 = p + y = 0, corresponding to the rate of convergence of direct problem.
Conditions of Theorem [I7] are satisfied for @ > (Bg — 1)/2. For y = -2, the rate of contraction is e. Conditions of
Theoremare satisfied for @ > max((Bg+1)/2,3/2).] Draws from the EB posterior fory = -1 andy = -2 witha =5
are given in Figure[8] We can see that the value of y does not have a strong effect on the posterior concentration and

on the behaviour of the ¢ and the eigenvalues A; = /722~ See discussion in Section
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FIGURE 6 Boxplots of # over 100 draws for e = 10~'%/2 and various values of a; y = 0.5 (left), y = —1 (middle)
and y = -2 (right).
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FIGURE 7 Values of vA; with 7. = V%, e = 107'3/2; y = 0.5 (left), y = —1 (middle) and y = -2 (right) (single draw).
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FIGURE 8 100 draws from EB posterior (blue), a = 5and e = 10783 = 3. 1077; y = -1 (left) and y = -2 (right).
Black - truth.

D | PROOF OF THE MAIN THEOREM ON CONTRACTION OF POSTERIOR
DISTRIBUTION

Proof of Theorem[7]
If we show that E, E(]|u — pol |§ | Y) < Cr? for some C e (0, 1c0) independent of e then, by Markov'’s inequality,
forany M — oo,

P(llu = pollz2 = Mre | Y) < M72rZ%E([lu - poll3 | Y) <CM™2 -0

hence r¢ is the rate of contraction of the posterior distribution.

We assumed that we can write y = Y ,cy pveo,, Where {eg,, } is a Riesz basis. Since it is not an orthogonal basis,
we cannot use Parseval’s identity, however we can use the Riesz basis property to obtain

A (i = o)? < |l =poll* < B Y (i = o),

veY veY

and therefore we have both lower and upper bound on the L2 norm of u—pq in terms of the corresponding €2 sequence

norm in basis {eg }.

Therefore, it is sufficient to study
DE| (o —ko0)? 1 Y] = 3 [Var(o 1Y) + (Eluol | Y1 - po0)?]
o 0

Forv € D, Lemmaimplies that under the conditions of the theorem, the expected value of the sum over D with

respect to the true distribution of the data is bounded by Ce2.

Mapping Y; to N, we write the sum over Y indexed equivalently by N. Taking the expected value with respect



40 Bochkina and Rodrigues

to the true distribution of the data and using the explicit form of the posterior distribution

2
YikiA; oA
Eyo [Var(ui | Y)] +E [E-Y—-Z]: _nkidi o b Gt
4o Var (i | V)1 + By | (ELi] 1 Y]~ o) pwe e ] I
15 N B ? o2);
[Aix? +€2 2]2 " Hoi Aik? + e20? 20ik2 + o?
o2 .| e 2
= + Ho; 1
‘2/11( +D' " Aik? + €2

as the first term is less than the third one.

Recall that o2/[;«?] is an increasing sequence. Denote Y, = {i : 0?/[A;x?] > e 2}. Then,

S = vas ZO’K +ZA,,

i2Ye i€Ye
and
2
s 8 P/ T lofa
Y il 3%
- oi 20/.2 0, 2/1 + €2
-1
_ 2, i i
< lluollhe Zpo, +||yo||QZpo,,
i¢Ye i€Ye
2 -112
< |uoll3 |e* max +Csupa;?
QT e KI.Z/\,' ieYe !

where pg, = 'UOI 28/ |ﬂ0||2 and ||#0||2 ¥ u2a%. The lower bound can be proved by taking uo such that fig; = 1
for one of the / ¢ Ye and fip; = 0 otherwise to get the first term; to get the second term, denote ic = arg supjey,

a:
!

(which can be infinite) and set fo; = 1 for i = i and jag; = 0 for i # ic and i € Y.

Hence,

2—1

S, = luoll3, |e* max
H sP i€Ye KA

Combining these results together, we obtain

2,1
o‘a-
Epo E(I 14 —,uo||2 lY) = &2 Z O'I-ZKI-_Z + Ai+et max L+ sup ai_z.
s i~ i#Ye | i Aj i€Ye
Hence, setting r. such that
0'22‘1 2
—2 2 -2 2 i 2| _
Euo B = poll* |Y) = rg e +e O'K 24 A; + €* max 5 +supa;“| =0(1)
iy, i€Y, i#Ye K/' /‘i i€Ye
€ €
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as € — 0 ensures that for every M — oo,

EwoP ({1 s [In—poll = Mre|Y}) < M2 2By E(|lu—pol? | Y) >0 ase — 0.

Consider the inverse problem (1) formulated in the sequence space under Assumptionwith noise W satisfying
Assumption[I9] with prior distribution {23). Assume that the true function g satisfies Assumption[3] Assume also
that minyep A, > 1and [|[K5'VpKp!|| < co.

Lemma 21 For the inverse problem formulated in the sequence space under Assumption |2| with noise W satisfying
Assumption[Z9] with prior distribution (23),

Fuo 2, ELo ~Ho0)? | yb] < €2lluool 2 | (KEV5' Ko +€2A5) ' A + 2¢trace (KL V5 Ko + €2A5) ™).
veD

Therefore, for ug € Q((a,), A), this term is bounded by Ce? with C = 2Cpo + A? Cp.1, as long as there exist constants
Cp,1, Cp > Oindependent of € such that

|&Zv5 Ko+ 2Ag)IAG | < Cou trace (KT V5 Ko +€2A5) ") < Coy. (43)
Proof of Lemmal[2Z1] The bias of the posterior mean is (omitting indices p in K, V and A for simplicity)

(KTVT'K+ A TKTV (Ko + eV 2851 = o

E(uolyp) — pow

[(KTVTK+ AN TKTVIIK = Ipo +e(KTVTK + @A) T KTv v 2¢,

—2(KTVTK+ A Y A g+ e(KTVTIK + 2N KT vy 2,
hence, for ¢ép ~ N (0, I|p)),

(KTVTK + 2N KTV [Kpo + €V 2Ep ] = o

Eyo IE (1o D) — oo I?
2
- & ”(KTV—1 K +e2A1)" /\_1,uoH

+€2trace ((KTV“ K+e2A Y KTy IkT(KTV 'K + 62/\‘1)“)

IA

o 2 1I(KTVK +€2A) A" || + etrace ((KTv-1 K + €A )-1) .

Remark Conditions hold if minyep A» > 1 and ||K5' VoK' || < Ckvk < oo, with Cp;y = Ckvk and Cpy =
ID| Ckvk-

Proof of Remark[Dl Conditions {43) hold if ||A7'|| < 1and ||K5'VoKp' || < Ckvk < oo which imply

(KLVp Ko + 2 AgH) T AL < 11KV Kp) 7T < iy
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and
trace ((KLV5'Kp +€2A5) ") = trace (K5 VoG (1 +€2A5 Kp' VoK) ™) < trace (K VoKp') < D] Crvk.

Lemma 22 Under assumptions of Proposition[2] conditions of Lemma[21] hold for the scaling coefficients of fractional

noise.

Proof of Lemma[22] Recall that for fractional noise under the compactly supported wavelets, set D is finite, and co-

(=d)

variance matrix Vp has variances o2, on the diagonal and Vpyx m = o-zdp|k—m

| where
(s 2 al
_d —d _ -d —d
SEDY [ré )] <o and o =07 >y )V§+\r3| s
£=0 ¢=0

Condition implies that all diagonal elements of Kp are non-zero and finite, and under the assumptions of the
proposition, all diagonal elements of Ap are > 1 and finite. Therefore,

trace ((K;VEKD + 62/\51)‘1) < trace ((KE,1 VDK51) <trace(Vp) < |D|a§ < oo,
and
I(KLVS Kp +e2ASH AL < 11K VoK' I < trace ((KB' VDK51) < 0.

Therefore, conditions hold.

E | PROOFS FOR PLUGIN ESTIMATORS

E.1 | General case with absolute bound

We use an isomorphism Y — N and index sequences by / € N.

Assumption 10 Assume that the estimated eigenvalues ( {6{.2 }) of operator V are independent of Y, and there exists a
constant cg such that

P(|67 - 02| < coes, i =1,2,...) > 1as €5 — 0.

This type of assumption is useful if for estimating g, it is important to consider the full sequence /i = 1,2, ... without
truncation. We included this case for completeness, as we find that in all cases we consider the relative error yields
better results.

If 5; — 0, an estimator of o2 can be truncated at some small value é2: 62 = max(é,,67), i =1,2,.... If the
error rate cpes is known, we can use €, = cgey.

Plugging-in the estimator of crl.z, the posterior distribution of y; becomes

<2

YiKkiAi 57 Ai
7

i

Y82 ~N i=1,2,..., independently.
P |1 Y.57) /\,‘K,.z + €25 E_ZA/KI-Z+5".2 P Y
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In particular, Theoremimplies that when o; > ¢; > 0 for all /, then using a consistent plug-in estimator (i.e.
when plugged in values are frl? = a/? + 0(1)), the effect on the contraction rates of the posterior distribution is a larger
constant on the definition of the summation set. When sequence (o;) decreases to O as i increases then the error of
estimation of V can affect the rate, with the effect depending on the speed of decay of (o;).

We investigate how the contraction rates are affected as e, — 0 when é, = cpe,.

Theorem 23 Consider the inverse problem [Z) formulated in the sequence space under Assumption[2with noise W satisfy-
ing Assumption|[I9] with prior distribution (23). Assume that the true function ug satisfies Assumption[3] Assume also that
Minyep Ay > 1and ||K;'VpK5! || < eo.

Consider an estimator of {a,?} satisfying assumption , and use a plugin estimator &,.2 = max(co€q, &/.2).

Then, for every M — oo,
) THoV
P({/J ||)u_/-10||ZMfeplug[nleo-i}> — ase—0

uniformly over pio in Q((a;), A) where re 4 is given by

r€;27/ugin =é o-izki_2 + 62606‘7 Z Ki_z (44)
iele (2)Uls (2) i€els (2)nIe (1/3)
+ Z /\,‘ + Z /\,‘
iele(2/3) iels (2)NIoe (1/3)
2 2
4 0-1'2 i f )
+€* max{ max , max +  max a;
iel (1) | aik?A; | Tieloe (1) | K2A; iele (1) NIge (1)
where
Ie(a) = {i: o] [[Aik?] > ae ™%}, Io(a) = {i: 0} < acoeq}, Ioc(a) = {i: coe/[Aik]] > ae72}. (45)

In particular, if I5(2/3) C Ic(2) then the rate consists of the same terms as the contraction rate for the known V, with

slightly larger constant in I, in some terms:

o2j P 2
f + max_a; 2. (46)
ieIe (1)

2 _ 2 2 -2 L4
Teplugin = € Z o K S+ Z Aj + € max 2y
l' !

il (2) i€l (2) iele ()

Note that set I, (a) corresponds to the values ‘7/'2 that are not estimated well. Sets I (a) and I (a) represent
2

the observations that contributes strongly to estimation of u, where o7 are estimated well and not well, respectively.
In the simpler version [4é), the first term is the leading part of the posterior variance, the second term corresponds to
the bias caused by the prior, and the last term is the bias that comes from the true function. The third term represents
saturation and is discussed in detail in/Agapiou and Mathé|(2018). Note that this rate is similar to the rate of the case
where a,? are known except the value of a in the sets I (a) here is not always a = 1 as it was in Theorem In the
rate with all terms {@4), each of these terms consists of two parts: where the variance is estimated well and where it
is not.
Proof of Theorem[?_'ﬁ] The proof is following the lines of the proof of TheoremE]

Define Q, = {|6,.2 - al.zl < co€s, I = 1,2,...}. Under assumption , P(Qs) — 1as e, — 0. Then, on Qg,
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52 <

I

2

< of + coeq and

5% = max(6?, a5) > max(c? - co€o, ac)-
Consider the case a, = cge,. Then,
EpovP (Il = pollz 2 Mre | Y, V) < EuvP (Il = pollz 2 Mre | Y, V)I(Qo) + Pug v (o)
and the latter term goes to O by assumption . For the former term, Markov's inequality implies:
Pl = pollz = Mre | Y. V) < M72r22E([lu—pol 3 | Y. V).
Using the Riesz basis assumption, as in the proof of Theoremm we have that

(= pol® 1Y.V) = D EL—po)? | V.V]= 3 [Var(us | Y.V) + (Elwi | Y.V - poi)|

Taking expected value with respect to the true distribution of Y (under the assumption that it is independent of

(6/)) and using the explicit form of the posterior distribution, we have on Q,

i

_ _ € 02K2A2 5 €252 2 ~2/11
Euo [Var(ui | Y, V)] +Eyg [(Elpil | Y, V] - Hoi)? 7

[/1 K +e2 ,.2]2 /1,-/(,.2 + €257 ‘2/\,K + 02
2
2}l2 2 2 [af + co€s | A; 2 [‘7/2 + o€ ]
< + -
[Aik? + €2 max(c? - coeo, Co€s) |2 €72Aik? + [0? + coes | o 2ik?[e? + [0 + coes ]
Denote I (a) = {i : 6?/[Aix?] > ae™?} and I, (a) = {i : 07 < acoeo }. Define also ig(a) = min{i : o?/[Aix?] >

ae~2}. Note that if 02/ [/\'K ] increases then I, (a) = {i > ic(a)}. And if o; decreases then we can write I, (a) = {i >

i (a)} where iy (a) = max{i : 0' < acpeg }. Note that I, (a1) C I (az) and Iy (a1) C Iy (ay) if a1 > ay. Then,

2/‘22 2

51 :Z[.Z -

Aik? + €2 max(a,. — Co€q» COEs) |2

2/‘22 2

2 2,2 -2,.-2 2.2 2
< € E or /K7 +e € E Akior + E .
e R [Aik? + €20 ,.2/2]2

iele (1) i€le (1)NIs (2) ieIc (1)NIs(2)

The first and the last terms are the same as in the case of no plug-in, up to a constant in the indices. In the polynomial

case, the second term is

e;2le? i4a=22002 ¢ o=2086=2 [max (o (1), i) | 4012042

i>max(ie (1).i5)

_ - 5 1/(2 dg—1—
02 4 2)1/(2p+2a+1),€°_/( y)]] 4a—1-2p+2y

[max[(r €
If (12672)1/(2p+2@) 5 ¢1/(2") then the upper bound is

6;2,[;16—2(T€2€—2)—(4a+1+2p—2y)/(2;5+2a+1) = 6202 (1272)" (2a-2y)/(2p+2a+1) _ — 2(T2€—2)(1+2p)/(2/3+20(+1)
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which tends to 0 if e2[2a+61] < 72(1+2p=47)

If (12672)1/(2p+20) < ¢!/ 1) then the upper bound is

- —2_(~4a—1-2p+2y)/(2 —2_(—4a-1-2p-2y)/ (2
eczfrﬁe 26((7 a=1-2p+2y)/(2y) :T;te zeg a=1-2p-2y)/(2y)

which tends to 0 if tie~2eS** 72— o(1). It holds if (r2672)/(20+20) < (ghe~2)1/(4a+1+20) = o(1)e)/ 1.

The next term is

s, < 3e2Aicoes 1.562/\,'0',,2
, < _ 2% Zi%0%0 R S
2 2 2 22
el (2) A,K,. + 3e“coes iein(2) A,K,. +1.5¢ of
< A + 3ezcoeg Z K[’Z +1.562 Z UI.ZK,’Z

i€ls (2) &iclse(1/3) iely (2) &ielye(1/3) iely (2) &iele (2/3)
+ Z Aj.
iels (2) &iele (2/3)

where Ipe(a) = {i : coes/[Aik?] > ae™2}.

Combining these terms, we obtain

S1+S < 2¢? Z 0'?/(;2 + 3626060- Z K/TZ
iele (2)UI5(2) i€ly (2) &ielse(1/3)
+ Z A+ Z Aj
i€l (2/3) i€ly(2) &ielge(1/3)

The remaining term is

, 2
S = Il Y, | S el
3 = 0 i
Hollss i/‘o,, KI.Z/\,'+€2[0'I.2+C()€U]
2
L [[0? + coesli™® o
< olfgpe® >0 || ol DL m
iele (1) Ulge (1) i i€l (1)NIge (1)
2
[02 + coes i P
< ||,u0||2ﬁ e*  max % +C max i
S iele (1) Ulpe (1) K22 i€le (1)NIse (1)
where /jg‘,‘ = /1(2)!,-"2/3/||/10||§ﬁ and ||.UO||§‘; = Zi.ué,'izﬁ~
We can rewrite the first term as follows:
512 512 2
[6/.2 + coes |iP 20/.2/ B 2¢coeqi P
~_ max —————| =max{ max 3 , max | ———
iele (1) Ulge(1) KEA; iele() | K7A; ielge (1) KA
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Combining these results together, we obtain that on Q,,

CEuE(]u —mol? 1Y, V) <é? Z U,'ZKI'—Z +€2coes Z K,‘Z
iele (2)Uls (2) iels (2)NIge(1/3)
+ Z /1,' + Z /1,'
iele (2/3) i€ls (2)NIse(1/3)
2._512 212
4 0'/-/ B Egl B —2p
+€" max{ max 2 , max 2 +  max i
iele (1) | K7 A;j ielge (1) | KjA i€le (1)NIge (1)

and hence this can be taken as r2, up to a constant. This bound is uniform in ug € S#(A), and proves the rate stated

in the theorem.
Note that

Ic(a1) NIs(a) ={i: af/[A,-Kiz] >ae 2y n{i: af < a2C0€q }

C {i: coeo/[Nik?] = a1/ aze 2} = Ioe(a1/ay),
which also implies that I,¢(a1/a2) € I (a1) U I5(a2), and hence

I5(2) N I5e(1/3) € I (2/3) N I5(2). and I (2) N 156 (1/3) C I (2) N I5(2/3).

If I, (2/3) C I.(2) then I, (2) N I, (2/3) = I.(2) and I (2) U I (2/3) = @, and the contraction rate can be written
as
o2i P

2
’2 + max %
K[/\,' iele (1)

CERE(I-pol P 1Y, V) <e? ) olc2+ 31 A+ max
jeL (2) il (2) iele (1)

which is almost the upper bound in the case V is known, except the summation in the first two sums is over I (2)
rather than I, (1). Here the sum of 6200€gl<l._2 over I, (2) N I;c(1/3) is bounded by the sum of €2A; (up to a constant).

The theorem is proved.

Proof of Theorem

The proof is following the lines of the proof of Theorem Define Q, = {|ér,.2/crl.2 -1 < co€s, I =1,2,...,N}.
Under assumption (I0), P(Q,) — 1 as e, — 0. Then, on Qg,

Eyo,VP(H/‘ —Holl2 2 Mre | Y, \7) < Eyo,VP(H/‘ —poll2 2 Mre Y, V)I(QU) + PyO,V(Qa)
and the latter term goes to O by Assumption For the former term, Markov's inequality implies:

P(llu—polla = Mre | Y, V) < M72rZ2E(||u - poll3 | Y, V).
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Using the Riesz basis property, we have that
E(l—pol 1V.V) = > LG —po)? | Y. V1= Y [Var(ui [ Y. V) + (Eli | Y. V1= pop)?] .

Taking expected value with respect to the true distribution of Y (under the assumption that it is independent of (6;))

and using the explicit form of the posterior distribution, we have on Q,,

e202k?)\? €262 2 82,
Euo [Var(pj | Y, V)] +Euy [(Elpi| | Y. V] - po)?] = Kt 2 i . ;
o Var(u | Y-+ By [l Y. V) =400?) = g i | s | + e
620.21(.2/\,.2 +/12 620'i2(1 + co€g) 2 al.z/l,-(1 + co€q)
[Aix? + €202(1 - cpeq) 12 o Aik? + €202 (1 + coeg) e 2Aik? + o2 (1 + coes)

Denote i; (a) = max{i : o?/[Aix?] < ae~2} and recall that we assume coe < 1/2. Then, similarly to the proof of
Theorem[7]

2
oA (1 + coeg) ~
So= Z i “6220'[2K/-2+(1+6060-) Z A

. 2 2 -
7 €722ik? + 62(1 + coes)

i< i<ig+ ig+<i<N
where i¢y = i (1/(1 + coes)), and
2.2 2:-12
e“0f (1 + coes) ori
S, =  sup Z,u(z)i - = A2 [e*(1+ coes)? max = +Cig(2/3) (N > iey) | .
poeSP (A) < k22; + €202 (1 + coes) i<min(N.e+) | K22;
The first term is
22,22
€“0 KA
_ 2 2 -2 -2 -2 -2 2,2
S; = e ’2(;_’ 72 <€ Z ofk;“+e (1~ coes) Z o KA
jen LAk T e%0; ¢0€o i<min(N.je_) e <I<N

A

&2 Z crizl(i_2 +(1- coea)_1 Z A

i<min(N,ig—) fe—<i<N

where ic_ = i (1/(1 = coes)) and for i > ic_, 0;722A; < (1 - coes)€?. Note that the last term is similar to the second
term in S;. We also have the truncation bias term

Sy = sup Z“g,i = N728,
HoeSP (A) isN

Noting that i~ > /¢ + and combining the terms proves the theorem.

E.2 | Errorin operator

Proof of Lemmal[9)]



48 Bochkina and Rodrigues

Using the definitions of gzj and c"rj?, we have
2 <21 _ 1p-2 -2 s—3/2 -3/2
lo?; =671 = 1k -7 < ‘65|§j|l<j K
and
Y a - .-3/2 1)2
|02/67 =11 = [&72k2 = 1| < V261¢;1%; / Kj/
Provided that § < C;" minj<y «j, on Q; = {|¢;] < Cp} with probability > 2¢(C,),
&1/ (kj + 8£)%% < V2C, [ (kj — 6Cp)3/2.

This holds simultaneously for j = 1,...,Non Q = UjN:1Qj with P(Q) > 1 - N(1 - 2®(C,)). For instance, if C, =

V2logn +2log N,then P(Q) =1-1/n(1+ o(1)).
Ifalso 6 < A™' C;1 minjsN Kj for some A > 1, then, on Q,
|02;/67 = 1] < V2(1 - A7) *126C, [k < V247 /(1 - A2,

The lemma is proved. ]

F | PROOFS FOR GEOMETRIC SPECTRA

Proof of Proposition

We prove the first part, for absolute bound. The expression for the rate for the relative bound follows easily from
Theorem[8]

Use Theorem [23|to derive the rate with k; < i™?, o; < i, A; = t2i~2**1, First we investigate the sets

I(a) = {i:c?/[Ak?]>ae2}={i:i> (arie?)V/(2Pr2asl)y
I;(a) = {i: aiz < acoeq} = {i: i > (acoes)/ )},
Ipe(a) = {i: coeo/[/\,-K,?] >ac 2y ={i:i> [2136_2651/00]1/(2"*2‘”1)}.

Denote

i(a) = (a,l_€2€—2)1/(2ﬁ+2a+1)’

ix(a) = (acoes)V @),

ive(a) = [atle e /co]!/ (2Pt
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Then, the squared contraction rate given by Theorem@is

relz,/ug,'n =62 %P +€2L70€(7 2P
i<max(ie(2),ic(2)) i>ig (2) &i<ige(1/3)
+ Z 7272 4 72721
i>ig (2/3) i>max(ic (2),ice (1/3))

cizi’ﬁ

2 512
4 , max Ea! + max ™28
K2A; | igice(1) | K2 i>max(ie (1).ize (1))

+€’ max 4 max
i<ig (1)

=< &2 max(i (2),io (2) PP+ + €2 o6 (ige (1/3) %P = ig (2)%P1) |1 (ige (1/3) > io (2))
+72 [/ (2/3)]7%% + 12 [max(iy (2), ige (1/3)) |72

e ma { e (1) 2725170+ €2 (75 (1)] 222551700 [ma(ie (1), e (1) ]2

= 2 max((2T€2€*2)(2ﬁ+1)+/(25+20{+1)’ (eg)(25+1)+/(27))

+€2€‘y ([135‘2551 ](2p+1)/(2p+2a+1) _ [(SU)(ZpH)/(Zy) ])+

+T€2 (T€2€—2)—2a/(2ﬁ+2a+1) + T€2 [max( [T€2€—2€;1 ] 1/(2p+2a+1) , (60) 1/(2y) ) ]—20{

+e? max {[(Tge—Z)l/(2ﬁ+2cx+1) ]2(25+2a+1—ﬂ)+’ 5(2, [[arfe’ze; /60]1/(2p+20+1)](2p+2a+1—ﬁ)+}

T [max((t2e72)1/(2P+2041) [126-2¢-111/(2p+2a41)) =26,

First consider the case i (1) < iy(1), i.e. if e, < (72e72)2/(2P+2x+1) Below we consider a = 1 and omit this

argument. In particular, this implies that j; < iye < is. Then,

re2 ugin =< 22PN B) | 202,72 2a](@pv2a+) | (2 (g 1201 20) 4 [(22g=1] 2B/ (2p+2a+1)
+e* max {(1-626—2>2(2ﬁ+2a+1—ﬁ)+/(25+2a+1)’6(25 [r2e2¢;! ](2p+2a+1—ﬂ)+/(2p+20{+1)}

< Ez(Tsze—z)(25+1)+/(25+2a+1) + Tez(Tszefz)fza/(zmzaﬂ) i (Teze’z)*zﬂ/(zﬁﬂaﬂ)

+e* (12672)2 2P+ 20+1-f) | (2p+2ar+1)

< (12)@PH1)+/(2p+2a+1) (g2)1=(2p+1)+/(2p+2a41) 4 (12¢-2)=2B/(2p+2a+1)

+e* (12672) 22120 41-p)+ ] (2p+2a+1)

This coincides with the rate of contraction of u when (o;) are known.
Now we consider large e, i.e. ig (1) > is(1).

Observe, ie > iy implies

I;NI={itiy <i<ig}
InL={iti<iy, i<ic}=1I,

InI,={itie<i<iz}=0

Thus,

€2 Z A?K?O‘;z =0

ielgnle
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Z U/ZK/_Z —e? Z 2(p+r) o e2/§_1+2(/’+}'))+(|0g’-o_)|l{1+2(p+y)20}

ielenis i<(ieNig)

— . 142
e2coes Z /<,-2=62<:oe(7 Z /2p=ezcoegle P

ielyNie g <i<ig

DiAj=ad i < g2i

iele ie<i
Specifically,

. 006 2 -2 4 28

e"max | max |————|, max 42

ielenly K /1,. ielenly A
:s4rg4max €2 max [Cgi2(1+2a+2p—/3) , max [i2(1+2a+2(p+y)—ﬂ)”,

ielenIs iels
where

_ . _ - 2(1+2a+2p— 2(1+2a+2p—
5415453, max [cglz(nzwzp p)] _ 541 462 [c?,/e( +2a+2p-B) v:a( +2a+2p—f)

i€lenly
_ 2.-28 4_—4:2(142a+2(p+y)—-pB)
= Cgle Ve T Iy )
and
e*r.* max /2(‘+2“+2(p+Y)_ﬂ)] = et v et g R
iels

Consequently, we obtain the following rates using Theorem@

2 _ 2;(0+2(p+r))+ - \{1+2(p+y)=0 2 A+2p | 2.-2a | 2B

Teplugin = € o (log ig)W1+2(P=0} | 200 i 2P 4 £2/72% 4 |

_ _4.2(1+2a+2
n [€4T€4V€ T 4; ( +20+2(p+y)-B)
Note, using the definition of /e,
2p+1 2p+1+2 — .
szcosa/g”+ = e2cpes jopriTee 2"’ = e2cpeq (672 52 h 52" = 00152/62"’.
&2 (2(r+P)+1) i2p+1 2 2p+1 2.2«

=¢? Co€oly < €"co€qlg =coT;lg
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Therefore,

2 _ 2 - \I{1+2(p+y)=0 2:-2a , ;2B 4_ -4, 4_-4:.2(1+2a+2(p+y)-B)
Tepiugin = € (108 i5) (142(p+1)=0} 220 | ;=20 | [e Vet tis
= e2(loge;")!1+2(p+1)=0}

112 (e e 2q2] 20/ (14242p) | [=1=2,21-26/(1+2+2p)

+ (e T;4VG4T; [

1+2a+2(p+y) -
4 4 Y

For the second part, the terms are essentially the same as in the main theorem, with additional term which behaves
asa) —2a —2p -2y > O: Toe 2N292P-2 b) 20 —2p— 2y = 0: 1o6 2 log(N — i), €) —2a — 2p — 2y < O: 1o~ 2i; 227272

Putting it together, we have

ree 2 max(N 20722 72072072 (i < N)[log N1 (@+P+r=0)

G | VAGUELETTE-VAGUELETTE

Proof of Corollary[2]
Recall that for fractional noise, € = n~('"=*) and 62 = C2/(2H=1) (1 + o(1) for large j. Prior variance is A, = 7272%
For the vaguelette-vaguelette approach, assumptions on the scaling coefficients of Theorems(and hold due to
Lemma
Therefore, applying Theoremfor operator K with kj, = 27Pi  for yuy € SP(A) = Q((ap), A) in one dimension
with o = (j, k) and a, = 2/8, the rate of contraction of the posterior distribution is,

172
e o= e+|e? Z P 2+1-2H) | qup 9 %B Z 2277 Q2a+1) | 4 nax [2j(2p+1—2H*/3+2a+1)]2 .
veYy veYy veY, o<Yo
where
Yo ={veYr: 028,25 e 2N} = {(j, k) : 2@PH1-2H+2041) o 200-H)y LG ky s > __a=H logy ny = {(j, k) : j > Jy}
ore (p+1-H+a)
where Jy = w(::i:)w) log, n.
Therefore,
172
re = |n20-H) Z 2 (2p+2-2H) 4 gup 2-%B Z 0272 4 772p~401-H) max [zj(2p+1—2H—p+2a+1)]2
Y= >y 57y J<IH

12
~20=H) 9 (2p+2-2H) | 9=20uB | rp=2ady | =2 p=4(1-H) ZJH(2p+2—2H—ﬂ+2a)+]2}

= paQ=H)/(pr1=H+a) | =B(1=H)/(p1=H+a) | o p=a(1=H)[(p+1-H+a) | =1 [n—Zmin(p+1—H+a,0.5ﬁ)(1—H)/(p+1—H+a) )
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For 7 = const > 0 independent of n, the rate is

H | PROOFS, REPEATED OBSERVATIONS

This proposition is a general tool for identifying the rate e..

n" min(B.a) (1-H)/(p+1-H+a) + n—min(2(p+1—H+a),ﬂ)(1—H)/(p+1—H+or).

Proposition 24 Assume probability model , and consider the truncated estimator of (crf) i>1 defined by . Fix cg €

R*, and define
My = My (e5) = Ai/]r;k{a? < co€g, Vi > M},
Then, YM > M, and e, such that coes/co < 1/2,
P(162 - 02| < coeq, Vi 2 1) 2 1—2Me™(m=1)(0c/c0)2/6

. N . P log M
In particular, P(162 - 02| < coeo, i =1,...,M) — 1if me2 — oo and mgis?,

Proof of Proposition[24]

We use the following lemma from|Laurent and Massart (2000).

Lemma 25 Let (Y;,...,Yp) be ii.d Gaussian variables, with mean 0 and variance 1. Let a, ...,

set

D
|2]oo = sup la;|, and |a|2:Z

i=

Let Z = Z,.[i 1 a,-(Yl.2 —1). Then, the following inequalities hold for any positive x:

P(Z = 2|alaVx +2|alex) < e

P(Z < =2|alaVx) <e™*
Consequently, setting D = m — 1, and a; = 1 for all /, implies

Z=3m"(v2-1), and
P(Z 2 2lalaVx +2|aleox) = P(Z 2 2Vm = 14/x +2x) < e
P(Z < -2]alpvx) = P(Z < -2Vm = 1y/x) < e™*

— 0asm — oo,

(47)

ap be non-negative. We
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Furthermore, for some C > 0,

2Vm-1Vx+2x=C = x=-Yg=1 4 Ym-1r2C

— x = @C I [(m—1)[m—-1+2C] (48)
2Vm-1Vx=C :»ﬁ:z\/%
ct (49)

= X=3mn

Hence, for a fixed /,

A2 2 —1 A —
P(l67 - 67| = coeo) = P(5167 — (m=1) = M5l coeq)
/ !
+P(I5H67 ~ (m = 1) <~ coeo),

=P(Z > ”";21 co€s) + P(Z < —”:_21 Co€o)-

Note,

P(|67 - 0?| < coeo, i=1,....M) =1-PFie{l,....M}: |62 - 02| > coe5)

>1-3M P(162 - 02| > coeo)

Using Equations (48) and {49), Lemma[25]implies

<

!

P67 ~0f| 2 coes) < TN, (€717 +e727),
1

where, fori=1,..., M,

xip =T+ 2y - m (14203 (50)
! !

mel (0%)2, (51)

o
i

X2.,i =

Note that for x >0, 1+ x — V1 +2x > 0 and

2 x2

X
> ) (52)
T+x+Vit2x 2(1+x)

T+x—-V1+2x =

Now, we show that x1; < xp:

m-1coeeg m-1 (m-=1) Co€x m-1 co€s .o
— + - 142— < ——
2 ¢? 2 2 o2 4 ("iZ)
— y22-y-1++T+2y > 0
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Denoting g(y) = y2/2 -y — 1 ++/1 + 2y, we have

g(0) =0, and

’ _ _ 1 2 —
g'(y) =y 1+W>04=>y>1 or y<1 and 2y“(3/2-y)>0

which does hold. Hence, g(y) > 0, for all y > 0, and therefore x1; < xy;.

Thus,

$ 2 M M - min xq;

Z (167 - 02| > coes) < IM (e +e72i) < M (27%1i) < 2Me 1M

=

< 2Me(m=1)(coea/C2)? /6
since
. m-—1|coes Cco€o -1 (coe(,/Cg)2 -1 P
min P = = 142 c
ot T 2 [ c, 1+ coca/Ca ~ (coes/C2)

using inequality and small e, (eg such that coes/Cp < 1/2).

For i > M, to have
P(|6? - 02| < coeq, i > M) = P(0? < coeo, i > M) =1,

we need M > My = infy {o? < coeq, Vi > M}

Note, the parameters of interest are m, e, and M. Thus,

—L’g” (coec/Cp)2+log M -0 (m—

e N (coes/C2)% —log M — oo

However, since

(m -

1
)(coe‘,/cz)2 logM > Cme2 —log M

for some C > 0, it suffices to show

log M log M
Cme —logM = Cme? (1—&2)—>oo = ms?,—)oo, and ng 0.
megs mes

O

Proof of Proposition The relative bound holds with |6I?/ci2—1 | < 2x/m+m with probability > 1-2e7*

(Laurent and Massart}|2000). Hence, simultaneously for i = 1, ..., N, this upper bound holds with probability at least
Ne™*. Taking x = 2log N implies that with probability at least 1 — 2/N, |62/c? - 1| < 4m™" log N + v2m=Tlog N for
alli =1...,N, and this upper bound tends to O if log N = o(m). According to Theorem the rate of contraction of
the posterior distribution is not affected if N > i, .. This proves the proposition. ]
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Proof of Lemmal[Z3]
We use notation of [Koltchinskii and Lounici| (2017). Our aim is to verify their Theorem 3 for r = 1,..., N with
t = tolog N to obtain a simultaneous upper bound on ||P, — £, ||2 for r < N with probability at least 1 — e~ in terms
of characteristics of Z = V, and to find conditions when this bound tends to 0. Recall that =~ = ¥, a,?¢,-¢,,7 and

Pr = ¢r¢rr
For o; < i withy < -1/2,

[IZ]lo = sup o? =02 € (0,0)

i=1,2,..,

and hence

traceY
r(z) = =y =1
[1Z]e0 ;‘

Hence, r(X) = o(m) for y < —1/2 for any N. Note that for y € [-1/2,0], traceX = co.
The rth spectral gap is

gr=0l-cly =1 =(+1/N]Zr[1=-27]2r7, r=1,...N,

and g, = min(g,, g-—1) = g- for r > 2and g, = g1, hence g, = g,. Here m,, the multiplicity of o/, is 1.

Using Theorem 3 of |Koltchinskii and Lounici|(2017), for y < —1/2 we obtain

4
EllP-PIR < % max([r(2)/m12, [r(2)/m]*) + r (%) /m

r

rYm 2+ 1/m.

N

Using this bound and Markov’s inequality, we can derive

P(IPr—PrlI5 > &) < "E|IP, - Pr|I3

and hence the probability of such events simultaneously forall r =1,..., N is

IN

N N
PUIP =Plls>2 r=1,...,N) D PUIP -Pl3>e) <& > EIP - Al
r=1 r=1

IA

Cye_1 N'=m24+ N/m.

The first term in the upper bound tends to 0 if N = o (m”“/z“‘”), and the second term goes to 0 if N = o (m).
Therefore, it is possible to estimate P, simultaneously for r = 1,..., N with high probability if y < —1/2 and
N=o (m1/<1/2—4y)). O

Proof of Corollary[3]
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Ifr = r,z, < n2(@+pP) assuming that 1 — 2H + 2p + 2a > 0, the posterior contraction rate

— . = —1— — — —2p—. — — . _ _ =2
2H-2 Z [2p+1-2H Z 2172 | 2(1-H) 4 Z IR 2pba | H1) b s R-2H-Pr2p20) =26
i<ioe ies<i<n ie_<i<n I<le+
< 20-H) [220-H) | (p+1-H)[(1=Heratp) | 122 2(1-H) |-/ (1=H+asp) | (22 42(1-H) |-/ (1-Hrarrp)
1) = [2,2(1-H) 1201 -H-05Bpra) o /(1-Hrarkp) . [(2,2(1-H) |-B/(1-Hea+p)

< 13[T,2]n2(1—H)J—a/(1—H+a+p) + [Tgn2(1—H)]—min(Z,ﬂ/(1—H+a+p)) + [T,2]n2(1—H)J—p/(1—H+a+p).

Hence, for 8 < 2(1 — H + a + p), the 7, minimising this expression is 72 = [n2(1=H)](@=f)/(1-H+f+P) and the squared

posterior contraction rate is [n2(1=H) |=B/(1=H+B+P) \which coincides with the minimax rate.

I | PROOFS, EMPIRICAL BAYES APPROACH

Proof of Theorem[T7]

Recall that we consider an inverse problem with heterogeneous variance that can be written in the sequence
space as

Yilui ~ N(K,-y,-,ezcriz), and p; ~ N(0, A;), independently , (53)

where k; = i™P, A; = ti”'72%, o; = j¥, with noise level ¢ — 0, 7 = 72.
Using the substitution v!+2%s = ¢~27 similarly to|Szabd et al.|(2013), the log likelihood for v (e.g. with respect to

[132, N(0,€%c?)) under the considered model can be written as

1 00 6_2 Y/_ZO.I_—2"1+2a5

) =-3 D Tlog(1 +v'+2asj=1-2as)

P j1+2as 4 yl+2as ’

where as = a + p + y, which coincides with the likelihood in the direct white noise case considered by |Szabo et al.
(2013) with a; instead of a, e 2 instead of n and X,? = Y,.Z/a,?.

In particular, the derivative map studied in|Szabo et al.|(2013) can be written as

1+ 2as . ) i v2a5i1+2a5 XZ - i VZ(XS
2 [,'1+2as + V1+2as]2 i j1+2as 4 1+2as

M(v) = —€'(v) =

i=1 i=1
_ 14+2a5 [ -2
where EM(v) = =572 [¢7“h(v) = Cqa,v] where
o0 i1+2as Vzas’]g,,'

hv) = Z [/1+2as 4 yi+2as |2’

i=1
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with ’73,,‘ = Kizlu%,i/o-iz and

o —1

v
Casyv = Z (ijv)1+2as £ 1°

i=1

By Lemma A.1 in|Szabo et al.(2013), Cq, < Ca = [ (1 + x*2%)2dx for all v > 0, and if v — o0, Cay — Ca.

If yo € HP(A) then o = X;noe; € HPs(A) with B; = B+ p+y. Hence, aslongas Bs = B+ p+y > 0and
as = a + p +y > 0, the statement and the proof of Theorem 2.1|Szab¢ et al.|(2013) applies with a5 and B, instead of
a and .

In the considered paper, we study o € S#(A), so we adapt the proof of Theorem 2.1 of [Szab¢ et al.| (2013) to
this case. The change of the functional space only affects the expression of h(v) which is stated in Proposition[24]

We need to modify the proof of Theorem 2.2 slightly for the considered inverse problem with heterogeneous
noise and for o € S (A) which we do in Proposition

For positive constants / < L, define

v =sup{v>0:e2h(v) >/},

v=sup{v>0: e 2h(v) > L}.

This implies that for v > v, A(v) < le?,and v > v, h(v) < Lée2.

Proposition 26 Let the assumptions (53) hold, and assume 1 + 2a; > 0. Then, for g € SP,and v > 1,

—(1+285) 1/2 >
hw) < ol 2 1" o forase1/2zpe
v 20+as) - for qg +1/2 < B,

L ePluolZy 1
which imply v > (———=-)20+as) and

72|l |2

1
sy Teap; oras +1/2 >
S 6_2‘“1 Hz ) 1 9 f s / —ﬁSa (54)
0 1
———L)aas, foras +1/2 < B,

<l

If also Assumption@holds then h(v) > cov™'"%Ps and hence v > [Le2]~V/(1425s),

Note that for a5 + 1/2 > Bs,

[62]71/(1+265) <

~ Z

<V < [e2]710+285)

i.e. v and v are of the same order.
Using Proposition@instead of the corresponding upper bounds on A(v) and on v in the proof of Theorem 2.1
in|Szabd et al.|(2013), we obtain that Pu(v<v<v)—>lase—0.

Now we show that ¥ converges in probability.
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Proposition 27 Let the assumptions hold, and assume a + p+y +1/2 > 0. Then, for uo € SP satisfying Assumption@
and a + 0.5 > B, and € small enough,

v/v* — 1in probability

where v* = argmax, E£€(v) =< [e2]71/(1+26s)

Now we study the posterior risk.
Proposition 28 Consider model (53), with parametrisation v'+2% = ¢~27 and 1 + 2a5 > 0 where a5 = a + p + y. Assume
Ho € SP(A).

If po # O, then, for any v € [v, V],

EwE ) | 0?1 Y] S 121720300/ 285152(6 ) 1 (1 ) 0547470 (55)
i=1
+[62]Zmin(p,1+2a5)/(2a5+2) ||/10||2,@-
s

As € — 0, the upper bound tends to 0, hence the posterior distribution is consistent.
In particular, ifa +1/2 > Band a > B/2-1/2 - (p +y), then

Euo D E| (i =100 1 ¥.9] S [6 |22/ P (T2r1200) 4 € [In(1/€) ] 105120, (56)
i=1

i.e. the posterior distribution contracts at the optimal rate, in a minimax sense.
If o = O, then By 572 E [ (i — pon)® | Y. 9] S €2

Proof of Proposition[26]
Denote i, := max{i : i < v}. Then, for 1 + 2a5 > 0 (or equivalently y > -1/2 — (p + a)),

1+2as ; ;
v , fori<iy,
i1+2a5 +v1+2a5 =

j1*2as  forj > j,.

Hence,
5 0 i1+2as VZors ) i1+2a; v2a5 i1+2a5 v2as 2
V) = Z [/17+2as 4 yi+2as |2 0. = Z [vi+2as]2 104 * Z [i1+2a5 |2 10
i=1 i<iy i>iy
= y~2-2as Z I-1+2a(sl-—2p—2y'ugi + y2as Z j~1-2as i—2p—2yygi.
i<iy ity

Using uo € SP(A), we have

h(v) < v-2-2as Z i1+2(as—ps)yg’_i2p +y2as Z i‘1‘2("‘s+ﬁs)p§fi2/3
i<iy i>iy

—2-2a5+2 .5— 2 —(1+2, 2
S e [ [ e 2 [

—2-2 2 0.5— 2
v a0 | 2,
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where i, = v for v > 1. There exists uo € SP(A) such that the equality holds, up to a constant, similarly to the proof
of Theorem 1.

Note, when a5 + 0.5 < Bs and v > 1, h(v) < v=272% ||I~lo||§,3~ When a; + 0.5 = B, both terms are of the same

order. Hence, forv > 1,

—(1+285) f 1/2 >
) SNl {2z
v20+as) - for ag +1/2 < Bs.

Consequently, for as + 1/2 > Bsand v > 1,

-2 2
&2luol

1
I <e?h(v) < ||yo||§ﬁe_2v"(1+2ﬂ5) = v<( ) (T+26s)

Doing the same for a5 + 1/2 < 5 implies,

—2 1
__ (&) T+%s for as + 0.5 > Bs,
v ~

—2 1
(&) 20+as) - for as +0.5 < fs.

If also Assumption|2|ho|ds, then forv > 1and 1 + 2a5 — 23 >0,

h(v) > Cov-2—2a5,-‘1+2a572/35 = v 1-2Bs

If 1+ 2a5 < 285 then
h(v) = v272 Z j1+2as ’7(2)’[ = y2-2a5 Z [1+2as-2Bs iZﬂsqtz),i

i<iy i<iy

> y2-2as I.J+2as—2/35 co > cov_1_2ﬁs.
Since forv > v, h(v) < Le? and h(v) = v~ =255, we have
Le® > h(y) <y 7%
which implies v > [Le?]~1/(1+2s), O

Proof of Proposition[27]
For ug € SP satisfying Assumption@ by Proposition with probability tending to 1,

[Le2]1/(+265) <

~ Z

<9 <V < (e72) V(+2Bs)

hence, applying the argument in the proof of the similar result in Section 4.4 of|Szabo et al.(2013), we have sup,», M (v)-

EM (v)| — 0in probability as e — 0 which implies that |E¢’(v)|,-;| — 0 in probability. For v € [v,v] and e — 0,

EMW)=-Ef ()= (1/2+as) [e’zh(v) —ca; (1+0(1))]
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where ¢4, = /5”(1,2("’5+1 + 1)~2dx. Since h(v) is a continuous monotonically decreasing function of v, there exists
a unique solution to £¢’(v) = 0 denoted by v* and hence ¥ — v* in probability. Since v* = argmax, E£(v) solves
h(v)—cq, (1+0(1)), we have v < v* < v for sufficiently small £ and large L, hence v* < [¢2]~"/(1+255)  The proposition

is proved. O
Proof of Proposition[28]
For pg # 0, from Proposition v — o0 as e — 0. It is easy to see that with v!*+2%s = ¢=2¢,
1+2a. 1+2a.
v Yi v 2.2 2
HilYi ~ N iv2a ;" viv2as 5 jivzas © Ki i ).
Consequently, similarly to the proof of Theorem 1, using the parametrisation v'*2%s = ¢=2¢, we have
0 —2.2.22 2
€ “ofkiA cr A oA
2 PP 0/ i
E Z[E[(#i—#o/') |Y]:Z +
Ho o - [6*2/1,1(’.2 + 0'1.2]2 [e2A; K + 02] 5*2/1,-/9.2 + al.z
2+4 i2+4as 2
-y v 2j2las—a) Mo
- [V1+2a5 + ,'1+2a5]2 [v1+2a5 + ,'1+2a5]2
!
1+2as
v 62,-2(01;—(7)‘

4
VHZas + ,'1+2a,

The series above that are independent of ug can be bounded as follows:

o0 1+2as
Z v e2j2as—a) _ 2 Z J1H200.54p4y) | 214205 Z 12
yl+2as 4 j1+2as

i=1 i<iy i>iy

€2i3(0»5+p+y)+ [ln(iv)]1(0,5+p+y=0) 4 e2y1+2as i;za
= €22054p40)+ [In(j,) [T O5+p+r=0)
where iy :=max{i:i <v},v>1Tand 1+ 2as > 0.

Similarly, forv > 1,

) 2 +has
Z 62,-2((15—01) = €2 Z j2las—a) | 62 Z I-—2(1+a(s+a)v2+4a5
L [v1+2a5 + ,'1+2a5]2

i=1 i<iy i>iy
= g2 2(l+as—ﬂ’)+
= e [v'2 v|n(v)I2<%+a57a)=o]
+e v2(2+as a)

Thus, for v € [v, V], these two terms are bounded by

y2+as yl+2as

2 -2 2 2,.-2 2
Z[ yivzas 4 jeaas 2 €Ki 0 T UTaag e © K0 i
5 €2 [32(7+p+y)+ [|n<m]I(0.5+p+y:0)
S [62]1—2(0.5+p+y)+/[2 min(B,0.5+a)+2(0.5+p+y) ] [In(1 /6)]1(0.5+p+y:0) (57)

using the upper bound on v given by (54).
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The final term

2+4ag 2
! Hoi
- [v1+2"5 + /'1+2as]2

will be bounded by splitting the summation indices into groups / < v and i > v.

Forv >v > 1andug € SP(A),

2+das 2 2+das 2
Y Y

- % < - %
Z [v1+2as + /1+2as]2 ~ Z [v1+2as + /1+2as]2

i>y i>y

DB S vl .

>y

A

Also,
Z j2H4as /"é,i B Z i2*4°‘5#§,,'
1S [V1+2as + ,'1+2as]2 ~ 2 [!1+2a5 + ,‘1+2a5]2
—2(1+2a) 2+4as—2p 2B, 2
S v ) ) s 2By 2
1<i<vy
< ,-2(142a5)+(2+4as-2B) + 2
S [T
Hence,
) I'2+4a‘/,lg-
I A -28 —2(142a5)+(2+4as—2B) + 2
L mE S [Py kol 2,
i=1
S [1e22/ Py (2] 09200/ 11 4 20 - B < 0)| 1ol 2,
5 [62]2min(ﬂ,1+2as)/(2as+2)||y0||§ﬁ

using the lower bound on v in Proposition[2¢]
Hence, forany v € [v,v],

)

Eyo Z E [(y/ —HOi)2 | Y] < [62]1—2(0.5+p+y)+/[2 min(B,0.5+a)+2(0.5+p+y)] [ln(1/€)]1(0.5+p+y=0)

i=1

+[62]Zmin(ﬁ,1+2as)/(2a5+2) ||.U0| Iéﬂ )

If B < a+0.5,then

Eso Z E [(M _yol,)z | Y] < [62]1—2(0.5+p+y)+/[2/3+1+2(p+y)] [In(1/€)]I(O.5+p+y=0)
i=1

+[6212min(ﬁ,1+2a5)/(2a5+2) | Illolléﬁ-

If 1+ 2as < B, the last term has suboptimal rate. Hence the optimal rate is achieved under additional condition
1+ 2as > B.
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If yo =0, then ¥ = Op (1) and the final sum is O, and hence, using (57),

Euo -2 1 .9] 5 2

i=1
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