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Abstract

This work addresses the problem of simulating Gaussian random fields that are
continuously indexed over a class of metric graphs, termed graphs with Fuclidean
edges, being more general and flexible than linear networks. We introduce three
general algorithms that allow to reconstruct a wide spectrum of random fields having
a covariance function that depends on a specific metric, called resistance metric, and
proposed in recent literature. The algorithms are applied to a synthetic case study
consisting of a street network. They prove to be fast and accurate in that they
reproduce the target covariance function and provide random fields whose finite-
dimensional distributions are approximately Gaussian.
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1 Introduction

Random fields having networks as an index set are ubiquitous across various applications,
such as assessing ecological and environmental impacts in road networks, understanding
the propagation of signals through dendrites, or modeling the flow of rivers, communication
networks and electrical wires. For a recent comprehensive review on this subject, readers
are directed to Baddeley et al. (2021). Several applications involving non-standard networks
are discussed by Porcu et al. (2023).

The statistical analysis of network data poses significant challenges. Utilizing the co-
ordinates of points on the network akin to coordinates in a Fuclidean space where the
network is embedded is conceptually flawed, distorting the proximity among points, and
potentially producing unrealistic forecasts at locations of the network that have not been
observed.

Our paper deals with the simulation of spatial random fields having a (not necessarily
linear) network as an index set. In our pursuit of formulating simulation methodologies,
our aim is to integrate the extensive body of knowledge and practicality offered by linear
networks, while also addressing the challenges posed by more intricate network structures.
Consequently, the findings presented throughout this manuscript retain their validity across
various network architectures, as described below, thereby expanding their score of appli-
cability. This general formulation can prove useful in situations where linear network
structures may not accurately represent the complexity of the spatial domain (Ver Hoef
et al., 2006; Ver Hoef and Peterson, 2010; Baddeley et al., 2021; Porcu et al., 2023).

The problem of simulation on networks is apparently different from that of simulation
of networks. For the latter, there is a massive literature at hand, coming from computer
science, machine learning and applied mathematics. For the former, the literature is sparse
as outlined below.

For a Gaussian random field defined over any network, it is customary to assume that



the covariance function is isotropic (Anderes et al., 2020), that is, the covariance between
any pair of observations located over two different points of the network is solely a function
of the distance between the points. While this concept is intuitive and natural for random
fields defined over Euclidean spaces or manifold, defining distances over networks is tricky.
The recent works of Anderes et al. (2020), Bolin et al. (2024), Filosi et al. (2023) and Porcu
et al. (2023) illustrate the intricacies behind the implementation of the right metrics for a
random field defined over a non-linear network. The problem can be understood by noting
that, essentially, a non-linear network is a (semi) metric space, that is a non-empty set
endowed with a (semi) metric.

This paper challenges the problem of simulation of (approximately) Gaussian random
fields having a metric graph as an index set. Specifically, the type of metric graph considered
in this paper is termed a graph with Fuclidean edges after the tour de force by Anderes
et al. (2020). These graphs allow for a continuously defined random field where points are
defined in both vertices and arcs. This framework proves valuable for analyzing domains
featuring tunnels or bridges, incorporating weighted edges within the graph structure in a
cohesive manner.

Anderes et al. (2020) prove that Gaussian random fields on graphs with Euclidean edges
can be endowed with, either, the geodesic distance — provided some technical constraints
are fulfilled — or the resistance metric, being an extension of the conventional metric used
within the framework of electrical networks (Klein and Randic, 1993). The latter metric
not only provides a physical interpretation but also allows for the establishment of more
flexible correlation structures on the graph, accommodating a broader range of real-world
applications, unlike the more restrictive geodesic distance.

The simulation of random fields over non-linear networks has been challenged to a lim-
ited extent only. Mgller and Rasmussen (2022) propose simulation algorithms on linear

networks that employ operations of large covariance matrices, such as the Cholesky decom-



position, and are challenging from a computational viewpoint when the sample size is large.
Bolin et al. (2024) studied a spectral decomposition for random fields on metric graphs.
This approach depends on the eigenfunctions and eigenvalues of a differential operator, cov-
ering the case of a covariance function analogous to the Matérn model and depending on
geodesic distance. For other families of covariance functions, this approach is challenging,
if not unfeasible. Bolin et al. (2023a) provide sampling techniques to generalized Whittle-
Matérn fields with general smoothness based on finite element approximations and rational
approximations. The method is fast as it uses sparse matrix methods, and it is essentially
linear in complexity for most graphs. It turns to be even faster than sampling using the
stochastic partial differential equation (SPDE) approach in 2D. Bolin et al. (2023b) provide
simulation techniques for Whittle-Matérn fields with exact integer smoothness. Using the
Markov property of the field allows for fast simulation.

Although the approaches provided above offer insightful techniques that are computa-
tionally fast and reliable, we note that they are limited to random fields associated with
specific classes of SPDE. This is not an issue per se. Yet, alternative paths might allow
for exploring simulations of random fields that are not necessarily associated with specific
SPDEs and their Markov approximations.

While the marriage between SPDEs and Gaussian Markov random fields (their discrete
counterpart) is substantially based on the precision matrix (inverse of the covariance ma-
trix), this paper explores different paths. We exploit the connection between resistance
metric with the variogram of certain classes of ad hoc random fields in concert with three
alternative stochastic representations. This leads to three efficient simulation algorithms
inspired by classical geostatistical approaches that have been originally proposed to sim-
ulate isotropic random fields (with respect to Euclidean distance) in R?, for d a positive
integer. Our proposal is rich: we are able to simulate Gaussian random fields from a wealth

of choices of covariance functions depending on the resistance metric.



We then proceed to illustrate algorithmic effectiveness through examples built upon
existing popular networks found in R packages, such as the spatstat package (Baddeley
and Turner, 2005). Our simulation routines are compatible with the syntax and structure of
networks within these packages. The codes are accessible in the GitHub repository https:
//github.com/alfredoalegria/FastSimNetworks and the results within the manuscript
are reproducible.

The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 presents preliminaries on graphs with
Euclidean edges and the resistance metric. Section 3 introduces three stochastic repre-
sentations for random fields on the graph, serving as the foundation for the simulation
algorithms described in Section 4. Section 5 illustrates several numerical examples and

offers guidelines for practitioners. Finally, Section 6 concludes the paper with a discussion.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Graphs with Euclidean Edges

The following lines provide a succinct and non-rigorous illustration of graphs with Euclidean
edges. For a formal treatment, the reader is referred to Anderes et al. (2020) and Porcu
et al. (2023). The recent works related to random fields that are continuously defined over

networks are substantially based on the following facts:

1. A non-linear network can be represented through a special graph structure as depicted
below. The graph allows for non-standard topologies that elude the limits of linear

network representations.

2. In turn, the graphs proposed in the recent literature, endowed with a proper (semi)

metric, become (semi) metric spaces.

3. (Semi) metric spaces can be embedded into convenient function spaces where im-
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plementing covariance functions become straightforward thanks to the contributions

from the early 1940ies (Schoenberg, 1938).

The type of topology considered by Anderes et al. (2020) is termed that of a graph with
Euclidean edges, denoted with a triple G = (V, &, {¢, }ees) where the elements are blended

in the following way:

(a) (V,€) has a graph structure, where V is the set of vertices and € contains the edges.
We assume that this graph is simple and connected, i.e., V is finite, the graph has
not repeated edges or edges that join a vertex to itself, and every pair of vertices is

connected by a path.

(b) Each edge e € £ is associated with a unique abstract set, also denoted e, such that

V and all the edge sets are mutually disjoint.

(c¢) Let u and v be vertices connected by e € £. Then, ¢, is a bijective mapping defined

on e U {u,v}, such that ¢, maps e onto an open interval (e¢,€) C R and {u,v} onto

{e,e}.

Throughout, when we write u € G, we are referring to an element that can be either a
vertex or a point within an edge set, i.e., u € VU(J, ¢ €.

Some comments are in order. A linear network is formally defined as the union of linear
segments, denoted as ¢; C R?, i € I, and these segments intersect only at their endpoints.
Apparently, the definition above shows that a linear network is a special case of a graph
with Euclidean edges: the endpoints of the segments constitute the set of vertices, while
each edge e; € £ is defined as the relative interior of the linear segment ¢;. The bijection
©e, corresponds to the inverse of the length-path parameterization of ¢;. However, graphs
with Euclidean edges allow for far more flexibility: they can effectively model, for instance,

bridges or tunnels. To see some examples of graphs with Euclidean edges that are not linear



networks, refer to (Anderes et al., 2020, Figure 3). Insightful graphical representations of
these graphs can also be found in Filosi et al. (2023).

An additional recall to notation will provide an easier exposition throughout. Two
vertices u,v € V are neighbors if there exists an edge in £ connecting them. If u € e € &,
we let u and w represent the vertices that are connected by e, such that u and u correspond,

respectively, to e and €. When u € V, we define u =u = u.

2.2 Random Fields on Graphs

The definition of random fields is broad and entails a wealth of specific cases. Here, random
field stands for a stochastic process having a continuous index set. Specifically, a random
field over G is an uncountable collection Y := {Y(u), u € G} of random variables in the
same probability space. A random field Y is called Gaussian when the finite-dimensional
distributions of (Y (uy),...,Y (u,))", with T denoting the transpose of a vector and n a
positive integer, are multivariate Gaussian, for all uy, ..., u, € G, with a given mean vector
and a covariance matrix, denoted X = (3;);._, throughout, with 3;; = cov (Y (u;), Y (u;))
and cov denoting covariance.

For Gaussian random fields, modeling, inference and prediction are solely determined
by the mean and the covariance function K : G x G — R, which is a positive semidefinite
mapping. The link between the function K and the matrix ¥ is that ¥;; = K (u;,u;), for
u;,u; € G. The function K is called isotropic for the graph G when there exists a pair
(C,d.), with d. a suitable semi metric, such that K(u,v) = C(d.(u,v)), and for a mapping
C: 04 — R, with o4 being the disk of d., that is the image space for the mapping d..

Apparently, once the suitable (semi) metric d. is found, the pair (G, d.) becomes a (semi)
metric space. As for the functions C' such that C'(d.(-,)) is positive semidefinite, we defer

this discussion as we first define the proper metric for the graph used in this paper.



2.3 Endowing the Graph with the Resistance Metric

While the geodesic (aka, shortest-path) distance is a physically natural candidate for a
metric over a graph with Euclidean edges, the works of Anderes et al. (2020) and Porcu
et al. (2023) show that such a choice resents from a collection of drawbacks and structural
limitations when implementing a suitable covariance function based on that metric. Fur-
ther, in a number of cases, some graph topologies are not suitable to the geodesic distance,
because some properties as illustrated above no longer hold. This fact motivated Anderes
et al. (2020) to search for a metric that is methodologically more flexible and computa-
tionally more efficient, the latter meaning the computational burden associated with the
computation of the Laplacian matrix for the graph is alleviated when using such a dis-
tance. A solution is found through a generalization of the classical resistance metric that
is reminiscent to electrical networks (Klein and Randic, 1993).

Formally, the resistance metric on G is defined as
dg(u,v) = var(Zg(u) — Zg(v)),  w,v €, (1)
where Zg is an auxiliary random field on G, adopting the following form

Zg(u) = Z,(u) + Y Z.(u), uweQ. (2)

ec&

Let us establish a precise definition of the random fields Z,, and Z, involved in (2):

e Firstly, the random field Z, is defined on the vertices vq,...,v, € V. Indeed, we
endow it with a Gaussian structure: (Z,(v1),...,Z,(v,))" ~ N(0,L7"), where L,
described next, is a variation of the Laplacian matrix. Consider the function ¢ :
YV x V — [0,00) such that c(u,v) = 1/dg(u,v) when u and v are neighbors, with
dg(u,v) being the length of the edge joining these points, and c(u,v) = 0 otherwise,

and the function c¢(u) = ) ¢(u,v). Thus, the entries of L can be computed according



to the following structure:

(
1+ c(ug) ifu=v=nup

L(u,v) = c(u) if u="v# ug

\ —c(u,v)  otherwise,
where ug is an arbitrary vertex. The resulting matrix is strictly positive definite as
a consequence of the extra term 1 in an entry of the main diagonal (Anderes et al.,

2020).

Secondly, Z, is extended to the edges by employing a linear interpolation of the form

Zu(u) = (1 = d(u))Zu(u) + d(u) Z,.(w), (3)
where
de(u, u)/de(u,w) if u ¢ V(G)
d(u) =

0 otherwise.
Finally, Z.(u) = Be(@e(u)) for u € e, and Z.(u) = 0 otherwise, with B, standing for
standard independent Brownian bridges, being independent of Z,,, such that B.(e) =

B.(e) =0.

The resistance metric exhibits some interesting properties. As a metric, it adheres to

fundamental criteria: it is non-negative and symmetric, dg(u,v) = 0 if and only if u = v,

and it satisfies the triangular inequality. Moreover, it maintains invariance under certain

operations, such as splitting an edge into two (with the addition of an extra vertex along

that edge’s path) or merging edges at a vertex with two incident edges (effectively removing

that vertex) (Anderes et al., 2020).

2.4 Which Functions C' can be Coupled with the Metric dz?

Anderes et al. (2020) prove that a sufficient condition for a continuous mapping C' : 04, — R

to ensure C(dg(+,-)) to be positive semidefinite on G x G is that C' is the restriction of a
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function v that is completely monotone on the real line. These functions have a long
history that traces back to Schoenberg (1938). They are the Laplace transforms of positive
and finite measures (see, e.g., Theorem 1.4 in Schilling et al., 2012). More specifically,
¥ 1 [0,00) — (0,00) is completely monotone if, and only if, there exists a (unique) finite

measure 4 on [0, 00) such that

U(x) = /OOO e “du(t), = €]0,00). (4)

As a consequence, each completely monotone function ¢ is strictly positive on its do-
main. Notice that the condition ¥(0) = 1 is equivalent to p(oo) = 1, that is u is the

cumulative distribution function of a random variable on [0, co).

3 Useful Stochastic Representations

3.1 First Construction (Spectral Representation)

We study the class of random fields on ¢ defined according to
Y(u) :=+/—2In(V)cos(Zg(u)W + A), u€aQg, (5)

where Zg is the Gaussian random field introduced in (2) and involved in the definition of
the resistance metric. Here, V' ~ Unif(0,1), A ~ Unif(0,27) and W ~ F, with F' standing
for a probability measure on R with no atom at the origin (i.e., W is almost surely different
from 0). We assume that Zg(-), V, A and W are independent.

This construction is inspired by spectral and substitution methods developed in the
geostatistics literature to simulate random fields in Euclidean spaces (Lantuéjoul, 2002;
Allard et al., 2020). The following proposition demonstrates that this approach enables

the generation of isotropic random fields with a broad spectrum of correlation functions.
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Proposition 3.1 The random field introduced in (5) possesses a zero mean. Its covariance
function, denoted by Cy, is isotropic with respect to the resistance metric and is given by

Cy (dn(u, v)) = / exp (—dp(u, 0)?/2) F(dw),  wv € G. (6)

R

Proof 3.1 Note that (5) can be written as
Y(u) = /—2In(V)[ cos(Zg(u)W) cos(A) — sin(Zg(u)W) sin(A)]. (7)

Thus, by considering the fact that E(cos A) = E(sin A) = 0 and that A is independent of V,
W and Zg(+), it becomes evident that the random field has a zero mean. By also accounting
for the fact that E(cos Asin A) = 0, E(cos? A) = E(sin? A) = 1/2 and E(—In(V)) = 1, one
obtains

cov(Y (u),Y (v)) = E[cos (W{Zg(u) — Zg(v)})], u,v € G, (8)

where expectation is taken with respect to W and (Zg(u), Zg(v))". Since (Zg(u)—Zg(v))/\/dr(u,v)

follows a standard Gaussian distribution, (8) can be written as

con(Y (1), Y (v)) = \/% /R [ /R cos (V/g(u, w2 exp (~22/2) dz} Fldo).  (9)

We conclude that the random field Y () is isotropic with respect to the resistance metric,
and the expression (6) is readily obtained by solving the integral within the brackets in (9)
(which is related to the real part of the characteristic function of a normal random variable)
(Gradshteyn and Ryzhik, 2007, formula 3.896.4).

|

Proposition 3.1 shows that the covariance function Cy is a scale mixture of exponential
covariances, therefore it is a completely monotone function. Reciprocally, a straightforward
change of variable in (6) shows that any completely monotone covariance function can be
obtained with the proposed construction. In Table 1, we provide a list of parametric families

of correlation functions on G, for different choices of the spectral measure F'. Some of these
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Table 1: Parametric correlation functions on G in terms of the resistance metric. For each
model Cy, we also provide the associated spectral measure F'. I' is the gamma function,
erf is the Gauss error function, K, is the modified Bessel function of the second kind of

order 7, 7 > 0 is a shape parameter, and a > 0 is a scale parameter.

F(dw) Cy

dd..({a}) Cy
(2a) 1|y <qdw Cy
(ra) (1 4+ w?/a?)"tdw Cy
a(mw)~Hw? = a®) 7L adu Cy
(2P wj<a + 1212 = (£)*) Laclwi<2a) % Cy
a”|w|*" ! exp(—aw?)dw/T'(7) Cy
(al'(1/4)) V2 exp(—w?/(4a*))dw Cy

aw™? exp(—a®/(4w?))/(24/T)dw Cy

families (entries 1, 6 and 8) have been reported in Anderes et al. (2020). The last seven
entries have been established by using formulae 4.2.16, 4.2.25, 4.2.26, 4.4.15, 4.5.3, 4.5.23

and 4.5.28 of Erdélyi (1954) to calculate (6).

Concerning the random field distributions, one has the following result.

Proposition 3.2 The random field defined in (5) has a standard Gaussian univariate dis-
tribution. Furthermore, its bivariate distributions are isotropic with respect to the resistance
metric. They can be written as mixtures of bivariate Gaussian distributions and have an
isofactorial representation with the Hermite polynomials as the factors: for u,v € G,u # v,

the probability density function of (Y (u),Y (v)) can be expanded as
GunW,¥) = 9W)9(W) > _Elp(u,v)"] Hy()H,(y), v,y €R, (10)
v=0

where p(u,v) := cos(WZy/dg(u,v)), Z is a standard Gaussian random variable indepen-

dent of W, H, s the normalized Hermite polynomial of degree v and g is the standard

12



Gaussian probability density function.

Proof 3.2 We follow Matheron (1982) to determine the Fourier transforms of the univari-
ate and bivariate distributions of Y (+). Owing to the Boxz-Muller method (Box and Muller,

1958), one can rewrite (7) as
Y(u) =Y cos(Zg(u)W) + Yasin(Zg(w)W), weG,

where Y7 and Yy are standard Gaussian random variables that are independent and inde-
pendent of W and Zg(-). Accordingly, the distribution of Y (u) (with w € G) conditioned
to W and Zg(+) has the following Fourier transform, where i stands for the imaginary unit

and X\ for a real value:

2

E [eiAY(u) ‘ W, Zg()] = exp |:—— (COSZ(ZQ(U)W) + Sin2(ZQ(U)W))
(11)

which does not depend on W or Zg(-). It is deduced that the non-conditional distribution
of Y(u) is standard Gaussian, as its Fourier transform is the same as the last expression
in (11). As for the bivariate distributions, the distribution of (Y (u),Y (v)) (with u,v € G)
conditionally on W and Zg(-) has the following Fourier transform, where X and n stand
for real values:

A2+ n?
2

E [ Y0 | 1, Z5()] = exp (— — oy cos(Zg(u)W — Zg<v>w>) Cuveg,

where Z = (Zg(u) — Zg(v))/\/dr(u,v) follows a standard Gaussian distribution and is

independent of W. Hence, the non-conditional Fourier transform is
XY () +inY (v) A 4
E [e W] =E |exp | — 5 Ancos(WZy/dg(u,v))
1 A2+ n? 22
= — / / exp (— T _ A1 cos(wz\/dR(u,v))> e 2dz F(dw), wu,veqg,
V2 Jr Jr 2

with the double integral being convergent insofar as the first exponential in the integrand is

upper bounded by 1.
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It is seen that the Fourier transform depends on uw and v only through their mutual
distance dgr(u,v), which establishes that the bivariate distributions of Y (-) are isotropic
with respect to the resistance metric, and that it is a scale mixture of bivariate Gaussian
Fourier transforms. Given that W is almost surely different from 0, the joint probability

density function of (Y (u),Y (v)) exists if u # v and can be written as:

.y, y €R,

1 ( y* = 2p(u, v)yy’ + y“)
exp [ —

gu,v(yv y) =E 2WW 2(1 — p(u,v)Q)

with p(u,v) := cos(WZ+\/dgr(u,v)). The proof concludes by noting that the bivariate Gaus-

sian distributions have an isofactorial representation with the Hermaite polynomials as the
factors (see Lancaster (1957) or Chilés and Delfiner (2012, p. 412)), which leads to the an-
nounced expansion (10); the convergence of this expansion is guaranteed because p(u,v) be-
longs to the open interval (—1,1) almost surely (Matheron, 1976). Using formulae 1.320.5,

1.820.7 and 3.896.4 of Gradshteyn and Ryzhik (2007), one has:

v—1
, wE [Eniﬂ ,.@!(VV_L,{)! exp <(V72K)2M2/2dR(u7v)>} if v is odd
E [p(u,v)"] =

v 51 v! v—2k)2W2dg (u,v . .
21/(1//'2)!2 + Q%E [Zé:o n'(u—ln)' exp <( 2r) 3 2 )ﬂ if v 1s even,
so that a sufficient condition for (10) to be expressed analytically is that the moment gen-

erating function of W? is defined on R and known (e.g., with the first entry of Table 1).

3.2 Second Construction (Poisson Dilution Model)

Consider the class of random fields on G given by

Y(u) =) e)f(Zg(u)—2), ueg, (12)
rzeX
where f is real-valued square-integrable function on R, X is a stationary Poisson point

process in R with intensity § = 1 independent of Zg(-), {e(z) : z € R} are mutually

independent weights, such that P(e(x) = 1) = P(e(x) = —1) = 1/2 for each x € R, and are



independent of X and Zg(-). Let ¢y be the transitive covariogram of f, defined as

s (h) = /Rf(x ) f(x)de, heER. (13)

This construction adapts the dilution method from classical geostatistics (Lantuéjoul,
2002). The following proposition demonstrates that this approach facilitates the genera-
tion of isotropic random fields and establishes the range of correlation functions achievable

through this method.

Proposition 3.3 The random field defined in (12) has a zero mean and is isotropic with

respect to the resistance metric. Its covariance function, denoted as Cy, is given by

Cy (dgr(u,v)) = \/%_7? /wa <\/dR(u,v)z> exp(—22/2)dz. (14)
Proof 3.3 The random field clearly possesses a zero mean, insofar as E(e(x)) = 0 for any
x € X and €(x) is independent of Zg and X. Let Ij, = [cx, dx] denote a sequence of closed
intervals in R, such that Iy, C Ixiy and Ugenly, = R. The length of Iy is denoted by |Ij]|.
We first analyze (12), by restricting our attention to X N I,. We proceed to calculate the

covariance function of the random field

Yi(u):= > e)f(Zg(u)—x), uweGkeN

ZGXﬂIk

By conditioning on the number and location of points of the Poisson process and utilizing

the independence of the weights, we obtain

con(Yal(u), Yi(v) — E(Zexp(_”’“')”‘“’"i f(Zg(U)—x)f(Zg(v)—w)dx>

p— n! |[kz| I,
5 (32 ORI /Zg(”)‘c‘“f<x+z<u> Z5(0) f(x)da
o n! k| J 25 (0)—a

Zg(v)—ck
~ E ( / f (@ + Zg(w) — Zg(v)) f(x)dx) .

Zg(v)—dg

As k approaches infinity, the result expands to R; therefore, we obtain

Ur(0) if u=w
cov(Y(u),Y (v)) =

E [¢f< dR(u,v)Zﬂ otherwise,

15



Table 2: Parametric correlation functions on G in terms of the resistance metric, for different
choices of the dilution function f : R — R. For each model, a > 0 is a scale parameter.
f(t) Cy
a1 y<as0 Cy(dg) = erf <a\/§TR> — 2_26Xp(_g/2)/\/d?)\/@
exp(—a’t?)(2/m)V*V/a  Cy(dr) = (1 +a*dg)"/?

Ko(alt|)v2a/m Cy(dr) = exp(a®dr/2)(1 — erf(a\/dr/2))

where Z := (Zg(u) — Zg(v))/+/dr(u,v), which follows a standard Gaussian distribution.

In Table 2, we provide a list of parametric families of correlation functions on G, for
different choices of the function f. The entries of the table have been established by using
formulae 3.321.2, 3.321.3, 3.321.4, 3.322.1 and 6.511.13 of Gradshteyn and Ryzhik (2007)

and formulae 2.19, 7.27 and 7.28 of Chiles and Delfiner (2012).

Remark 3.1 Unlike the conventional Euclidean case, this construction does not offer cor-
relation functions with a compact support. Essentially, we take an additional expectation
with respect to a Gaussian probability function, which prevents the occurrence of compactly

supported models.

3.3 Third Construction (Dilution of a Random Germ)

Consider the class of random fields on G given by

Y(u) = ; u€edg, (15)

where € is a random weight such that P(e = 1) = P(e = —1) = 1/2, X is a random variable
with a probability density function w that is positive on R, f is real-valued square-integrable
function on R, and (Zg(-), €, X) are mutually independent. Let s be the transitive covar-

iogram of f, as per (13).
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Proposition 3.4 The random field defined in (15) has a zero mean, is isotropic with

respect to the resistance metric, and its covariance function, denoted as Cy, is given by

(14).

Proof 3.4 The zero mean of Y (u) for all uw € G stems from the zero mean of € and the

fact that € is independent of X and Zg(-). As for the covariance, one has:
cony (.Y () = [ 1 (Ztu) = 2) £ (Zot0) ~ ) o)
=5 ( [ o+ Z0) - Zo(0) flo)o)
R

Vi(0) fu=v
E [@Df( dR(u,v)Z)] otherwise,

where Z = (Zg(u) — Zg(v))/\/dr(u,v) follows a standard Gaussian distribution.
|

Remark 3.2 The class of covariance functions attainable with this construction is the
same as the class obtained by the Poisson dilution model. With this version, however, we
anticipate a simplified algorithm, as it no longer necessitates simulating a Poisson point
process, which may involve aggregating many points and render its implementation less

efficient.

4 Simulation Algorithms

We exploit the stochastic representations of the previous section to propose specialized

simulation algorithms.

4.1 Simulation of Zg

The auxiliary random field Zg is a key mathematical ingredient in the three constructions

presented in the previous section. We employ the following steps to simulate this field:
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Step 1. We first simulate Zg on the vertices of the graph vy,...,v,. It consists
of simulating a Gaussian random vector Zg with zero mean and covariance matrix
L~ (the inverse of the Laplacian matrix). This step is performed by employing the
Cholesky factorization of the covariance matrix, L= = QTQ. The simulated values

are obtained in the following way
-
(280, Z50) =97 2,

where Z; is an n-dimensional vector with uncorrelated standard Gaussian random

variables.

Step 2. We extend the simulation on the vertices to locations on the whole graph.

This is performed through linear interpolation (see Equation (3)).

Step 3. Finally, at each edge e, we add an independent Brownian bridge B, i.e., a
Gaussian random field having a linear semi-variogram with slope 1/2 and conditioned
to B(e) = B(e) = 0. To this end, we discretize [e, €] into a set of points e = g5 <
€1 < ...<c¢eg,—1 < ek, =€ and use a sequential approach that takes advantage of
the Markov property of the Brownian bridge (Chiles and Delfiner, 2012, p. 492): for
each k € [1, K. — 1], BS(e;,) is a Gaussian random variable with mean equal to the
ordinary kriging prediction from the leftmost and rightmost adjacent values B (g_1)
and B?(e), and variance equal to the corresponding ordinary kriging variance. This

yields

1 E_2€k+€k—1 é—Sk_l (E_2€k+5k—1)2
Z5(uy) = B2 (ex) = | = B2 (k- —
e (uk) e (Ek) 2 + 2(@ — 5k—1) :| e (616 1)+§k\/ A 4(6 — gk—l) )

with & a standard Gaussian random variable independent of &, ..., &1, and {u; =

o (er) :k=1,..., K, — 1} is a set of points discretizing e.

Remark 4.1 Let us highlight some remarks on this methodology.
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1. ng 1s a Gaussian random field with zero mean and variogram given by the resistance
metric, as per (1). Accordingly, it is an extension to the graph endowed with the
resistance metric of the Brownian motion (Wiener-Lévy process) on Euclidean spaces

endowed with the Euclidean distance.

2. In real applications, the number of vertices is typically less than a few hundreds (e.g.,
n = 119 and n = 643 for Fastbourne and Medellin traffic accident data, respectively,
see Moradi and Mateu, 2020), so the Cholesky approach is computationally tractable.
Furthermore, although multiple independent copies of this auxiliary random field must
be simulated (as described in the algorithms below), the Cholesky decomposition of L™!
is performed only once. This is because the graph’s structure, and consequently the

matriz L™, remains constant throughout.

3. For each edge e, Zg can be simulated with efficiency on a dense grid (i.e., K. may
be very large). As a consequence, the methods introduced below will provide efficient
algorithms for simulating Gaussian random fields on a large number of points on

graphs.

4.2 Algorithm 1 (Spectral Method)

The first algorithm is based on the construction (5). As shown in Proposition 3.1, this
approach allows us to obtain random fields with completely monotone correlation struc-
tures. However, these random fields are clearly non-Gaussian, although their univariate
distributions are standard Gaussian for any u € G (Proposition 3.2). In order to obtain
an approximately Gaussian random field, we consider an additive combination of several
independent copies of (5), as detailed in Algorithm 1, based on the central limit theorem

(Lantuéjoul, 2002).
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Algorithm 1 Spectral simulation. The simulated random variables W7y, ..., Wy,

Vi,...,Vu, and Ay, ..., Ay are mutually independent and independent of Z(l), e ZéM)

Require: A large integer M
Require: A spectral measure F
Require: M independent copies Z () Sy ZéM) of the auxiliary random field ZgS simulated
on a fine grid {u, : p=1,..., P} discretizing G
1: Simulate Wy, ... , Wy ~ F
2: Simulate Vi, ..., Vi ~ Unif(0, 1)
3: Simulate Ay, ..., Ay ~ Unif(0, 27)
4: for p=1to P do
5: Calculate Y5 (u,) = S0 %(Vm) cos <WmZém) (up) + Am>

6: end for

4.3 Algorithm 2 (Poisson Dilution)

The second algorithm is based on the construction (12). As shown in Proposition 3.3, this
approach allows us to obtain random fields with a variety of correlation structures. Once
selected the dilution function f, a direct application of (12) requires defining a sufficiently
large interval I to simulate the Poisson point process X N I, which yields Algorithm 2
below.

Because [ is bounded, Algorithm 2 is approximate, i.e., it does not exactly reproduce
the target covariance structure, unless the dilution function f is compactly supported, as in
the first entry of Table 2. In the same manner as for the spectral simulation, a central limit
approximation is required to obtain a random field whose finite-dimensional distributions

are close to multivariate normal.
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Algorithm 2 Poisson dilution. The simulated random variables (N, z1,...,xn,€1,...,€x)
are mutually independent and independent of Zg

Require: A bounded interval I C R

Require: A dilution function f

Require: An auxiliary random field Z3 simulated on a fine grid {u, : p = 1,..., P}

discretizing G
1: Simulate N ~ Poisson(|/])
2: if N > 0 then
3: Simulate @1, ..., zy ~ Unif(])
4: Simulate €y, ..., ey ~ Rademacher

5: for p=1to P do

6: Calculate Ys(up) = Zivzo €n f(Zé(up) — Tn)
7: end for
8: else

9: Deliver Y¥(u,) =0 forp=1,...,P

10: end if

21



4.4 Algorithm 3 (Dilution of a Random Germ)

Algorithm 3 is a direct application of the third proposal in Section 3.3, combined with a
central limit approximation to get a random field with finite-dimensional distributions close
to multivariate normal. In practice, the importance sampling density w should be chosen
in such a way that x has a high probability to be in, or close to, the target simulation

domain, and a low probability to be far from this domain.

Algorithm 3 Dilution of a random germ. The simulated random variables
(1, ..., Tpn, €1, - .., €y) are mutually independent and independent of Zg(;l), o ZéM)

Require: An importance sampling density w supported in R
Require: A dilution function f
Require: A large integer M
Require: M independent copies Z, (1), e ZéM) of the auxiliary random field Zg simulated
on a fine grid {u, : p=1,..., P} discretizing G
1: Simulate xzq,..., 2y ~ @
2: Simulate €y, ..., €y ~ Rademacher
3: forp=1to P do
4: Calculate Y5 (u,) = M \/ﬁf(zg(up) — Tp)

5. end for

5 Numerical Example

5.1 Implementation Parameters

We apply our algorithms to the network of the University of Chicago neighborhood (see
Baddeley et al., 2021), which consists of 338 vertices and 503 edges.
For Algorithm 1, we consider the first entry of Table 1 (an exponential correlation

function), whereas for Algorithms 2 and 3, we consider the second entry of Table 2 (a
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Cauchy correlation function). The scale parameter a is set to 0.2 and M is set to 1000 for
the central limit approximation. In Algorithm 2, we use the interval I = [—50, 50], while
Algorithm 3 is implemented with a standard Cauchy importance sampling density, favoring
the occurrence of a wide range of values, attributed to its heavy tails.

As an illustration, Figure 1 shows realizations over 100,600 locations (200 per edge)

obtained by each algorithm.

5.2 Execution Times

We assess the numerical complexity of the algorithms with respect to the number of target
points over the network. Since this network contains 503 edges, we consider 503 x 2F
points over G, with k = 5,6, ..., 10, i.e., 2¥ represents the number of points considered for
discretizing each edge. In this experiment, we used an Apple M1 Pro chip (10-core CPU)
with 16GB of memory. The results (Table 3) indicate that Algorithms 1 and 3 exhibit
comparable execution times. The execution times of Algorithm 2 are greater because the
interval I = [—50, 50|, which is necessary for a good coverage, implies the generation of a
Poisson process with a large number N of points (the expectated value of N is || = 100).
Therefore, constructing the random field is computationally more demanding than in the

other proposed algorithms.

5.3 Correlation Structure Reproduction

To investigate the reproduction of the target spatial dependency structure, for each algo-
rithm, we construct 200 realizations at a set of locations discretizing the graph (2 points
per edge, i.e., 1006 points in total), with the same random field models and parameters
as in the previous subsections, and compute their empirical semi-variograms. It is seen
(Figure 2) that, on average, the theoretical semi-variogram is reproduced without any bias,

a conclusion that is confirmed by statistical testing (Table 4) (Emery, 2008).
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Figure 1: Realizations of random fields in a neighborhood of the University of Chicago,
obtained from the three proposed algorithms, considering 200 equispaced points on each
of the 503 edges (totaling 100,600 locations). For Algorithm 1, we consider an exponential
correlation function, whereas for Algorithms 2 and 3, we consider a Cauchy correlation
function. In each realization, the scale parameter is @ = 0.2 and the central limit approxi-

mation is implemented with M = 1000.
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Table 3: Computing times (in seconds) to simulate a random field, as a function of the
number of target points over the network, for each algorithm, with M = 1000 in the central

limit approximation.

Number of target points

16,096 32,192 64,384 128,768 257,536 515,072

Algorithm 1 1.837 2.762 5.431 10.61 21.49 48.86
Algorithm 2 29.75  66.36  134.8 274.1 604.1 1263

Algorithm 3 1.408 2.396  4.431 8.701 17.91 42.49
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Figure 2: Experimental (green lines) and theoretical (black lines) semi-variograms for 200
realizations of a random field simulated on 2 points per edge (1006 points in total), as
a function of the resistance metric. The red points are the average of the experimental

semi-variograms. From left to right, we consider Algorithms 1 to 3, respectively.
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Absolute value of T-statistics

Lag 10 Lag 50 Lag 100 Lag 150 Lag 200 Lag 250

Algorithm 1 0.661  0.010 0.533 0.899 0.232 0.249
Algorithm 2 1.602  0.627 1.052 0.342 0.619 0.625

Algorithm 3 0.991 1.131 1.426 0.147 0.275 0.461

Table 4: Student test on experimental semi-variograms at five lag distances (dg(u,v) =
10, 50, 100, 150, 200 and 250), for 200 realizations of the simulated random field. The
critical value at a 0.05 level of significance is 1.972. The null hypothesis that the average
experimental semi-variogram matches the theoretical semi-variogram is accepted in all the

cases.

The same conclusions prevail when looking at the semi-madograms of the simulated
random fields (Figure 3 and Table 5): on average over the 200 realizations, the experimental
semi-madograms match the expected model and no bias is perceptible. Recall that, for a
Gaussian random field, the semi-madogram ~; is proportional to the square root of the

semi-variogram 7, (Emery, 2005):

e [Cy(0)=Cy
m=4l= =\
T e

with v1 (dgr(u,v)) = 3E[| Y (u) — Y (v) |] and 72 (dg(u, v)) = E[ (Y (u) — Y(v))z} for u,v €
g.

In passing, the fact that the semi-madogram is well reproduced indicate that the bivari-
ate distributions of the simulated random fields are (close to) bigaussian, i.e., the central

limit approximation is accurate.

5.4 Assessment of Central Limit Approximation

To end the case study, we explore the accuracy of the multivariate normal approximation

in terms of the number M of independent copies in the central limit approximation. Both
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Figure 3: Experimental (green lines) and theoretical (black lines) semi-madograms for 200
realizations of a random field simulated on 2 points per edge (1006 points in total), as
a function of the resistance metric. The red points are the average of the experimental

semi-madograms. From left to right, we consider Algorithms 1 to 3, respectively.

Table 5: Student test on experimental semi-madograms at five lag distances (dg(u,v) =
10, 50, 100, 150, 200 and 250), for 200 realizations of the simulated random field. The
critical value at a 0.05 level of significance is 1.972. The null hypothesis that the average
experimental semi-madogram matches the theoretical semi-madogram is accepted in all the

cases.

Absolute value of T-statistics

Lag 10 Lag 50 Lag 100 Lag 150 Lag 200 Lag 250

Algorithm 1 0.757  0.316 0.570 0.866 0.193 0.319
Algorithm 2 1.030  0.819 1.307 0.336 0.781 0.831

Algorithm 3 0.130  0.474 0.932 0.552 0.747 0.033
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r
L+

Figure 4: (Left) The dashed red square shows the zone of the University of Chicago neigh-
borhood employed in our experiment. (Right) Locations within this zone targeted for

simulation.

analytical and numerical approaches have been developed in the literature to this end.
However, the former (e.g., Lantuéjoul, 1994) are impracticable in our context, due to the
difficulty in deriving an analytical expression of the finite-dimensional distributions of the
simulated random fields, or a Berry-Esseen bound of the error between the true and simu-
lated distributions. Here, we opt for a numerical validation based on statistical testing and
inspired from Arroyo and Emery (2020), as detailed hereinafter.

Given n locations on the graph, we study the distribution of a linear combination of
the values simulated at these locations. To simplify the analysis, let us consider a subset of
the University of Chicago neighborhood. We consider two scenarios: n = 2 (red triangles
in Figure 4) and n = 5 (blue squares in Figure 4) fixed locations. Thus, in each scenario,
we consider the zero-mean linear combination A\ Y (uy) + - -+ + A\, Y (u,,), where the weights
A1, ..., Ay are simulated from a uniform distribution on [—10, 10]. These weights are fixed
across this experiment, therefore one can calculate the variance of the linear combination
once the covariance function of Y'(+) is known.

To assess multivariate normality, we proceed as follows. We simulate 100 independent
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linear combinations, as detailed above, and use the Shapiro-Wilk goodness-of-fit test, with
a certain significance level a € (0,1), to check the normal assumption. By repeating this
procedure 100 times, we can calculate the proportion of rejections and compare this value
with the nominal level a. Figure 5 shows this comparison for several values of «, and
considering each algorithm with M = 50, 100 and 500. We also report a 90% confidence
interval for the observed proportions of rejected tests, which is constructed by taking into
account that, for each «, the number of rejections follows a binomial distribution with size
100 and success probability a.

Both algorithms 1 and 2 offer robust Gaussian approximations even with M = 50, as the
proportion of rejections almost always lies in-between the 90% confidence bounds derived
from the binomial distribution. Conversely, Algorithm 3 requires raising M to achieve a
more accurate performance, as the linear combinations with n = 5 appear to significantly
deviate from normality. This experiment reveals that, for the network under consideration,
M of the order of a few hundreds is sufficient to achieve a good multivariate-Gaussian
approximation across all algorithms.

This kind of goodness-of-fit testing is deemed useful to determine a suitable value for M,
especially for Algorithms 2 and 3 where the quality of the multivariate-Gaussian approx-
imation may strongly depend on the support of the dilution function and on the network
geometry; in contrast, for Algorithm 1, the univariate distribution of the simulated random
field is always Gaussian (Proposition 3.2), thus multivariate normality can be reached more

easily.

6 Discussion and Conclusions

The algorithms presented in this study allows the simulation of Gaussian random fields
on graphs with Euclidean edges, being isotropic with respect to the resistance metric. In

developing these algorithms, we have introduced interesting stochastic representations that
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Figure 5: Probability-probability plots showing the proportion of rejected Shapiro-Wilk

tests on linear combinations of simulated observations versus the nominal significance level

of the test. We consider, from top to bottom, M = 50, 100 and 500.

In each panel,

the black solid line is the identity line, whereas the dashed black lines represent the 90%

confidence bounds on the observed proportions of rejections.
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offer an alternative path to embeddings in Hilbert spaces for obtaining valid classes of
covariance functions on these complex domains.

In particular, Algorithm 1, which allows us to simulate random fields with completely
monotone covariance functions, represents a graph-like version of classical spectral algo-
rithms from geostatistics that have been applied in past literature to simulate random fields
indexed by either Euclidean (Shinozuka, 1971; Mantoglou and Wilson, 1982) or spherical
(Alegria et al., 2020) coordinates. Algorithms 2 and 3, which adapt the dilution princi-
ple detailed in Matérn (1986) and Lantuéjoul (2002), allow us to achieve a wide range of
covariance functions; however, Algorithm 2 is approximate, unless the dilution function is
compactly supported, whereas Algorithm 3, which employs an importance sampling strat-
egy, reproduces the target covariance structure exactly irrespective of the dilution function
under consideration. Note that the latter algorithm can be adapted to random fields defined
in Euclidean domains as an alternative to the Poisson dilution method when the dilution
function is not compactly supported, avoiding biases in the reproduction of the covariance
structure due to the restriction of the Poisson process to a bounded interval.

We demonstrated that the proposed algorithms reproduce the target correlation struc-
tures. For all of them, the numerical complexity is, up to a fixed computational cost,
proportional to the number of locations targeted for simulation on the graph, which en-
sures their applicability to large-scale problems. For instance, with standard computer
resources, Algorithms 1 and 3 generate realizations across half a million points on the
graph in about 45 seconds, whereas classical one-size-fits-all algorithms, such as the se-
quential Gaussian and Cholesky decomposition algorithms (Chiles and Delfiner, 2012), are
out of reach. The simulation of an auxiliary random field related to the resistance metric
limits the speed slightly. However, the algorithms remain notably fast compared to existing
alternatives. Statistical testing indicates that combining a few hundred independent copies

yields satisfactory Gaussian approximations.
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The proposed stochastic representations also hold promise for developing covariance
novel models and simulation algorithms in future investigations, particularly when ad-
dressing vector-valued random fields, for which the covariance function is matrix-valued,
and spatio-temporal random fields.

Our findings also provide valuable insights for simulating point pattern data on net-
works, specifically focusing on log-Gaussian Cox processes, where the logarithm of the
intensity function is governed by a Gaussian random field (Cox, 1955); see Baddeley et al.
(2021) for an inventory of potential applications in the social sciences, life sciences, physical

sciences and engineering.
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