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ABSTRACT. A popular approach for modeling and inference in spatial statis-
tics is to represent Gaussian random fields as solutions to stochastic partial
differential equations (SPDEs) of the form LPu = W, where W is Gaussian
white noise, L is a second-order differential operator, and 8 > 0 is a parameter
that determines the smoothness of u. However, this approach has been lim-
ited to the case 23 € N, which excludes several important models and makes
it necessary to keep f fixed during inference.

We propose a new method, the rational SPDE approach, which in spa-
tial dimension d € N is applicable for any 8 > d/4, and thus remedies the
mentioned limitation. The presented scheme combines a finite element dis-
cretization with a rational approximation of the function z—# to approximate
u. For the resulting approximation, an explicit rate of convergence to u in
mean-square sense is derived. Furthermore, we show that our method has the
same computational benefits as in the restricted case 23 € N. Several numeri-
cal experiments and a statistical application are used to illustrate the accuracy
of the method, and to show that it facilitates likelihood-based inference for all
model parameters including 3.

1. INTRODUCTION

One of the main challenges in spatial statistics is to handle large data sets. A
reason for this is that the computational cost for likelihood evaluation and spatial
prediction is in general cubic in the number N of observations of a Gaussian random
field. A tremendous amount of research has been devoted to coping with this
problem and various methods have been suggested (see Heaton et al.| 2018, for a
recent review).
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2 THE RATIONAL SPDE APPROACH FOR GAUSSIAN RANDOM FIELDS

A common approach is to define an approximation wu, of a Gaussian random
field u on a spatial domain D via a basis expansion,

n
up(s) = Zuj ©;(s), seD, (1.1)
j=1
where p;: D — R are fixed basis functions and u = (u1,...,u,)" ~ N(0,Zy)

are stochastic weights. The computational effort can then be reduced by choosing
n < N. However, methods based on such low-rank approximations tend to remove
fine-scale variations of the process. For this reason, methods which instead exploit
sparsity for reducing the computational cost have gained popularity in recent years.
One can construct sparse approximations either of the covariance matrix of the
measurements (Furrer et al., 2006), or of the inverse of the covariance matrix (Datta
et all [2016). Alternatively, one can let the precision matrix 3 1 of the weights
in be sparse, as in the stochastic partial differential equation (SPDE) approach
by [Lindgren et al.| (2011)), where usually n &~ N. To increase the accuracy further,
several combinations of the methods mentioned above have been considered (e.g.,
Sang and Huang), 2012) and multiresolution approximations of the process have
been exploited (Nychka et al., [2015; [Katzfuss, |2017)). However, theoretical error
bounds have not been derived for most of these methods, which necessitates tuning
these approximations for each specific model.

In this work we propose a new class of approximations, whose members we
refer to as rational stochastic partial differential equation approximations or rational
approximations for short. Our approach is similar to some of the above methods
in the sense that an expansion with compactly supported basis functions is
exploited. The main novelty is that neither the covariance matrix 3, nor the
precision matrix 3 1 of the weights u is assumed to be sparse. The covariance
matrix is instead a product 3, = PQ_lPT, where P and Q are sparse matrices
and the sparsity pattern of P is a subset of that of Q. We show that the resulting
approximation facilitates inference and prediction at the same computational cost
as a Markov approximation with ;' = Q, and at a higher accuracy.

For the theoretical framework of our approach, we consider a Gaussian random
field on a bounded domain D C R¢ which can be represented as the solution u to
the SPDE

LPu=W inD, (1.2)

where W is Gaussian white noise on D, and L? is a fractional power of a second-
order differential operator L which determines the covariance structure of u. Our
rational approximations are based on two components: (i) a finite element method
(FEM) with continuous and piecewise polynomial basis functions {¢;}7_;, and
(ii) a rational approximation of the function 2=%. We explain how to perform
these two steps in practice in order to explicitly compute the matrices P and Q.
Furthermore, we derive an upper bound for the strong mean-square error of the
rational approximation. This bound provides an explicit rate of convergence in
terms of the mesh size of the finite element discretization, which facilitates tuning
the approximation without empirical tests for each specific model.

Examples of random fields which can be expressed as solutions to SPDEs of
the form include approximations of Gaussian Matérn fields (Matérn, 1960).
Specifically, if D := R? a zero-mean Gaussian Matérn field can be viewed as a



THE RATIONAL SPDE APPROACH FOR GAUSSIAN RANDOM FIELDS 3

solution u to
(k% — AP (tu) =W, (1.3)

where A denotes the Laplacian (Whittlel |1963)). The constant parameters x, 7 > 0
determine the practical correlation range and the variance of u. The exponent (3
defines the smoothness parameter v of the Matérn covariance function via the
relation 28 = v + d/2 and, thus, the differentiability of the field. For applications,
variance, range and differentiability typically are the most important properties of
a Gaussian field. For this reason, the Matérn model is highly popular in spatial
statistics and has become the standard choice for Gaussian process priors in machine
learning (Rasmussen and Williams| 2006). Since is a special case of we
believe that the outcomes of this work will be of great relevance for many statistical
applications, see also {7]

In contrast to covariance-based models, the SPDE approach additionally has the
advantage that it allows for a number of generalizations of stationary Matérn fields
including (i) non-stationary fields generated by non-stationary differential operators
(e.g., Fuglstad et al., [2015]), (ii) fields on more general domains such as the sphere
(e.g.,|Lindgren et al., 2011), and (iii) non-Gaussian models (e.g., [Wallin and Bolin|,
2015)).

Lindgren et al.| (2011) showed that, if 28 € N, one can construct accurate ap-
proximations of the form for Gaussian Matérn fields on bounded domains
D C R, such that E;l is sparse. To this end, is considered on D and the
differential operator k2 — A is augmented with appropriate boundary conditions.
The resulting SPDE is then solved approximately by means of a FEM. Due to the
implementation in the R-INLA software, this approach has become widely used,
see (Bakka et al.; |2018)) for a comprehensive list of recent applications.

However, the restriction 25 € N implies a significant limitation for the flexibility
of the method. In particular, it is therefore not directly applicable to the impor-
tant special case of exponential covariance (v = 1/2) on R?, where 3 = 3/4. In
addition, restricting the value of 5 complicates estimating the smoothness of the
process from data. In fact, § typically is fixed when the method is used in practice,
since identifying the value of 28 € N with the highest likelihood requires a separate
estimation of all the other parameters in the model for each value of 8. A com-
mon justification for fixing 3 is to argue that it is not practicable to estimate the
smoothness of a random field from data. However, there are certainly applications
for which it is feasible to estimate the smoothness. We provide an example of this
in §7] Furthermore, having the correct smoothness of the model is particularly im-
portant for interpolation, and the fact that the Matérn model allows for estimating
the smoothness from data was the main reason for why |Stein| (1999) recommended
the model.

The rational SPDE approach presented in this work facilitates an estimation
of 8 from data by providing an approximation of u which is computable for all
fractional powers 8 > d/4 (i.e., v > 0), where d € N is the dimension of the
spatial domain D C R¢. It thus enables to include this parameter in likelihood-
based (or Bayesian) parameter estimation for both stationary and non-stationary
models. Although the SPDE approach has been considered in the non-fractional
case also for non-stationary models, Lindgren et al.| (2011) showed convergence of
the approximation only for the stationary model (1.3). Our analysis in closes
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this gap since we consider the general model which covers the non-stationary
case and several other previously proposed generalizations of the Matérn model.

The structure of this article is as follows: We briefly review existing methods for
the SPDE approach in the fractional case in In §3] the rational SPDE approxi-
mation is introduced and a result on its strong convergence is stated. The procedure
of applying the rational SPDE approach to statistical inference is addressed in §4]
§5] contains numerical experiments which illustrate the accuracy of the proposed
method. The identifiability of the parameters in the Matérn SPDE model
is discussed in where we derive necessary and sufficient conditions for equiva-
lence of the induced Gaussian measures. In §7] we present an application to climate
data, where we consider fractional and non-fractional models for both stationary
and non-stationary covariances. We conclude with a discussion in §8] Finally, the
supplementary material contains four appendices providing details about (A) the
finite element discretization, (B) the convergence analysis, (C) a comparison with
the quadrature method by Bolin et al.| (2018a)), and (D) the equivalence of Gaussian
measures. The method developed in this work has been implemented in the R (R
Core Team, 2017) package rSPDE (Bolin) 2019)).

2. THE SPDE APPROACH IN THE FRACTIONAL CASE UNTIL NOW

A reason for why the approach by [Lindgren et al.| (2011)) only works for integer
values of 23 is given by |Rozanov| (1977, who showed that a Gaussian random field
on R? is Markov if and only if its spectral density can be written as the reciprocal of
a polynomial, S(k) = (ZW)*d(ZTZO bj|lk||*)~. Since the spectrum of a Gaussian
Matérn field is

1 1
(2m)? (k2 + ||k[[?)27”
the precision matrix Q will therefore not be sparse unless 28 € N. For 28 ¢ N,
Lindgren et al.| (2011]) suggested to compute a Markov approximation by choosing
m = [283] and selecting the coefficients b = (by,...,b,,)" so that the deviation
between the spectral densities [, w(k)(S(k) — S(k))?dk is minimized. For this
measure of deviation, w is some suitable weight function which should be chosen to
get a good approximation of the covariance function. For the method to be useful in
practice, the coefficients b; should be given explicitly in terms of the parameters x
and v. Because of this, [Lindgren et al. (2011) proposed a weight function that
enables an analytical evaluation of the integral,

S(k) = k € RY, (2.1)

e’} m 2

/ {226 - Z bi(z — n2)j] Z7Im=1=0

K2 =0

where # > 0 is a tuning parameter. By differentiating this integral with respect
to the parameters and setting the differentials equal to zero, a system of linear
equations is obtained, which can be solved to find the coefficients b. The resulting
approximation depends strongly on 6, and one could use numerical optimization to
find a good value of 6 for a specific value of 3, or use the choice § = 25— |2/3], which
approximately minimizes the maximal distance between the covariance functions
(Lindgren et al.,|2011). This method was used for the comparison in (Heaton et al.,

2018), and we will use it as a baseline method when analyzing the accuracy of the
rational SPDE approximations in later sections.
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Another Markov approximation based on the spectral density was proposed by
Roininen et al.| (2018). These Markov approximations may be sufficient in certain
applications; however, any approach based on the spectral density or the covariance
function is difficult to generalize to models on more general domains than R, non-
stationary models, or non-Gaussian models. Thus, such methods cannot be used if
the full potential of the SPDE approach should be kept for fractional values of .

There is a rich literature on methods for solving deterministic fractional PDEs
(e.g., Bonito and Pasciak} [2015} |Gavrilyuk et al.| 2004; Jin et al. 2015} Nochetto
et all [2015), and some of the methods that have been proposed could be used to
compute approximations of the solution to the SPDE (1.3)). However, any deter-
ministic problem becomes more sophisticated when randomness is included. Even
methods developed specifically for sampling solutions to SPDEs like (|1.3) may be
difficult to use directly for statistical applications, when likelihood evaluations, spa-
tial predictions or posterior sampling are needed. For instance, it has been unclear
if the sampling approach by Bolin et al.| (2018al), which is based on a quadrature
approximation for an integral representation of the fractional inverse L=7, could
be used for statistical inference. In Appendix [C] we show that it can be viewed
as a (computationally less efficient) version of the rational SPDE approximations
developed in this work. Consequently, the results in §4 on how to use the ratio-
nal SPDE approach for inference apply also to that method. In we compare
the performance of the two methods in practice within the scope of a numerical
experiment.

3. RATIONAL APPROXIMATIONS FOR FRACTIONAL SPDES

In this section we propose an explicit scheme for approximating solutions to a
class of SPDEs including . Specifically, in we introduce the frac-
tional order equation of interest as well as its finite element discretization. In
we propose a non-fractional equation, whose solution after specification of certain
coefficients approximates the random field of interest. For this approximation, we
provide a rigorous error bound in §3.4] Finally, in §3.5| we address the computation
of the coefficients in the rational approximation.

3.1. The fractional order equation. With the objective of allowing for more
general Gaussian random fields than the Matérn class, we consider the fractional
order equation , where D C R? d € {1,2,3}, is an open, bounded, convex
polytope, with closure D, and W is Gaussian white noise in Ly (D). Here and below,
Ly(D) is the Lebesgue space of square-integrable real-valued functions, which is
equipped with the inner product (w,v)r,(p) := [pw(s)v(s)ds. The Sobolev space
of order k € N is denoted by H*(D) := {w € Lo(D) : D"w € Ly(D) V¥ |y| < k} and
H} (D) is the subspace of H*(D) containing functions with vanishing trace.

We assume that the operator L: Z(L) C Lo(D) — Lo(D) is a linear second-order
differential operator in divergence form,

Lu = -V - (HVu) + v, (3.1)

whose domain of definition 2(L) depends on the choice of boundary conditions on
0D. Specifically, we impose homogeneous Dirichlet or Neumann boundary condi-
tions and set V = H}(D) or V. = H!(D), respectively. Furthermore, we let the
functions H and « in satisfy the following assumptions:
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I. H: D — R is symmetric, Lipschitz continuous on the closure D, i.e.,
ACLip > 0:  |Hyj(s) — Hij(s")| < Cuplls =8’ Vs,;s" €D, Vije{l,...,d},
and uniformly positive definite, i.e.,

3Co > 0: %mgﬁTH@EZCMMW V¢ € RY

II. k: D — R is essentially bounded, £ € Lo (D). Furthermore, if Neumann
boundary conditions are imposed, then essinfsep £(s) > ko > 0 holds.

If are satisfied, the differential operator L in (3.1)) induces a symmetric, con-
tinuous and coercive bilinear form ay on V,

ar,: VxV =R, ar(u,v) := (HVu, Vo), (p) + (mzu,v)L2(D), (3.2)

and its domain is given by 2(L) = H?*(D) N V. Furthermore, Weyl’s law (see, e.g.,
Davies| (1995, Thm. 6.3.1) shows that the eigenvalues {\;} en of the elliptic differ-
ential operator L in (3.1), in nondecreasing order, satisfy the spectral asymptotics

A~ j2/4 as j — oo. (3.3)

Thus, existence and uniqueness of the solution u to (1.2) readily follow from
Lemma 2.1 and Proposition 2.3 of Bolin et al| (2018a). We formulate this as a
proposition.

Proposition 3.1. Let L be given by (3.1)) where H and k satisfy the assumptions
above and assume 3 > d/4. Then (1.2)) has a unique solution u in Lo($2; La(D)).

The assumptions [LHIT] on the differential operator L are satisfied, e.g., by the
Matérn operator L = 2 — A, in which case the condition 3 > d/4 on the fractional
exponent in corresponds to a positive smoothness parameter v, i.e., to a non-
degenerate field. Moreover, the equation as considered in our work includes
several previously proposed non-fractional non-stationary models as special cases,
such as the non-stationary Matérn models by |[Lindgren et al| (2011), the models
with locally varying anisotropy by [Fuglstad et al. (2015), and the barrier models by
Bakka et al.|(2019). Thus, Proposition shows existence and uniqueness of the
fractional versions of all these models, which can be treated in practice by using
the results of the following sections.

3.2. The discrete model. In order to discretize the problem, we assume that
Vi, C V is a finite element space with continuous piecewise linear basis functions
{¢; ?gl defined with respect to a triangulation 7, of the domain D indexed by
the mesh width h := maxper, hr, where hy := diam(7T') is the diameter of the
element T € Tj. Furthermore, the family (7;)ne(0,1) of triangulations inducing the
finite-dimensional subspaces (Vi)ne(0,1) of V' is supposed to be quasi-uniform, i.e.,
there exist constants C7, Co > 0 such that pr > C1hy and hy > Coh for all T € Tp,
and h € (0,1). Here, pr > 0 is radius of largest ball inscribed in T’ € Ty,

The discrete operator Ly : V), — V}, is defined in terms of the bilinear form ay,
in via the relation (Ly¢n,Yn)r,(p) = ar(dn,n) which holds for all ¢y, vy €
V.. We then consider the following SPDE on the finite-dimensional state space V;,,

LPu, =W, inD, (3.4)

where W,, is Gaussian white noise in V},, i.e., W), = 2?21 &;ej,n for a basis {ej,h}?il
of V4, which is orthonormal in Ly(D) and &; ~ N(0,1) iid. for j =1,...,np.
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We note that the assumptions[[HIT]from §3.1on the functions H and x combined
with the convexity of D imply that the operator L in is H%(D)-regular, i.e., if
f € La(D), then the weak solution u € V to Lu = f satisfies u € H*(D) NV, see,
e.g., (Grisvard, 2011, Thm. 3.2.1.2) for the case of Dirichlet boundary conditions.
By combining this observation with the spectral asymptotics we see that the
assumptions in Lemmata 3.1 and 3.2 of Bolin et al.| (2018a)) are satisfied (since then,
in their notation, r = s = ¢ = 2 and a = 2/d) and we obtain an error estimate
for the finite element approximation u, = L;'BWh in for all B € (d/4,1).
Furthermore, since their derivation requires only that 8 > d/4, we can formulate
this result for all such values of 8 in the following proposition.

Proposition 3.2. Suppose that § > d/4 and that L is given by where H
and k satisfy the assumptionsfrom . Let u, up, be the solutions to
and , respectively. Then, there exists a constant C > 0 such that, for suffi-
ciently small h,

[t — wp || Ly (Lo (D)) < CRM2A=d/2:2)

3.3. The rational approximation. Proposition [3.2] shows that the mean-square
error between v and uy, in L2(D) converges to zero as h — 0. It remains to describe
how an approximation of the random field u; with values in the finite-dimensional
state space V}, can be constructed.

For 8 € N one can use, e.g., the iterated finite element method presented in
Appendix |A| to compute uy in directly. In the following, we construct ap-
proximations of uy, if 8 € N is a fractional exponent. For this purpose, we aim at
finding a non-fractional equation

Pypup = PrpWy,  in D, (3.5)

such that uﬁm is a good approximation of uj, and where the operator P; , := p;(Lp)
is defined in terms of a polynomial p; of degree m; € Ny, for j € {¢,r}. Since the
so-defined operators P j, P, j commute, this will lead to a nested SPDE model of
the form

Pnthm = Wh in D,

. (3.6)
uﬁ’m: rhTh,m i D,

which facilitates efficient computations, see §4 and Appendix [A]
Comparing the initial equation ([1.2) with

Puf = PW in D, (3.7)

where P; := p,(L), j € {{,r}, motivates the choice m; —m, ~ § in order to obtain
a similar smoothness of uff = (P71P;)™'W and u = L=°W in ([.2). In practice,
we first choose a degree m € N and then set

my:=m and me :=m+mg, where mg = max{1, [3]}. (3.8)

In this case, the solution uZ of has the same smoothness as the solution v of the
non-fractional equation L%y =W, if § > 1, and as v in Lv = W, if § < 1. Note
that, for fixed h, the degree m controls the accuracy of the approximation uﬁm.
We now turn to the problem of defining the non-fractional operators P, j, and P, 5,
in . In order to compute uy in directly, one would have to apply the dis-
crete fractional inverse L;B to the noise term Wp, on the right-hand side. Therefore,

a first idea would be to approximate the function z=? on the spectrum of L; by
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a rational function 7 and to use 7(Lp)W) as an approximation of uy. This is, in
essence, the approach proposed by [Harizanov et al. (2018) to find optimal solvers
for the problem L’x=f , where L is a sparse symmetric positive definite matrix.
However, the spectra of L and of Lj, as h — 0 (considered as operators on Lz(D))
are unbounded and, thus, it would be necessary to normalize the spectrum of Ly,
for every h, since it is not feasible to construct the rational approximation 7 on an
unbounded interval. We aim at an approximation L,:ﬁ ~ po(Ly) " 'p-(Ly), where
in practice the choice of py and p, can be made independent of Lj and h. Thus,
we pursue another idea.

In contrast to the differential operator L in (3.1)), its inverse L™1: Ly(D) —
Lo (D) is compact and, thus, the spectra of L=! and of L;l are bounded subsets
of the intervals J := [O, /\1_1] and Jp := [)\;:’h, /\I_}L] C J, respectively, where
Al hs Any,,h > 0 are the smallest and the largest eigenvalue of Lj. This motivates
a rational approximation 7 of the function f(x) := 2 on J and to deduce the
non-fractional equation from uﬁm =7(L; " )Wh.

In order to achieve our envisaged choice of different polynomial degrees
myg and m,., we decompose f via f(z) = f(z)z™#, where f(z) := 275, We
approximate f &~ 7 := O on Jp, where q1(2) := 35 e’ and go() := Z;":&l bl
are polynomials of degree m and m + 1, respectively, and use r(x) := #(x)x™* as
an approximation for f. This construction leads (after expanding the fraction with
™) to a rational approximation % of x5,

—1 m m—i
-8 _ 1Y o A s — qai(z™) _ Zizo i 3.9
T fla™) =i(a™ e G (e )ems STy = (3.9)

m

where the polynomials p,(z) := > i ¢;z™ " and pe(z) := Z;ZEI bjz™t™ms=I are
of degree m and m + mg, respectively, i.e., (3.8)) is satisfied.
The operators Py p, Prp in (3.5) are defined accordingly,

m+1 ) m )
Prp=pe(Ln) = > biLy ™ P=pe(Ly) =Y L (3.10)
=0 i=0

Their continuous counterparts in are Py := pe(L) and P, := p,(L). We
note that, for to hold, any choice mo € {0,1,...,m + mg} would have been
permissible for the polynomial degree of go, if m is the degree of ¢;. The reason for
setting mo = m+1 is that this is the maximal choice which is universally applicable
for all values of 8 > d/4.

In the following we refer to ufim in with Py 1, Py defined by as the
rational SPDE approximation of degree m. We emphasize that this approximation
relies (besides the finite element discretization) only on the rational approximation
of the function f . In particular, no information about the operator L except for a
lower bound of the eigenvalues is needed. In the Matérn case, we have L = k% — A
(with certain boundary conditions) and an obvious lower bound of the eigenvalues
is therefore given by 2.

3.4. An error bound for the rational approximation. In this subsection we
justify the approach proposed in §3.21-§3.3] by providing an upper bound for the
strong mean-square error ||u — uf_mnh(g;h(p)). Here u and ufim are the solutions

of (1.2)) and (3.5)) and the rational approximation uﬁm is constructed as described in
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assuming that # = 7, is the Lo-best rational approximation of f(z) = f~™s
on the interval Jy for each h. This means that 7, minimizes the error in the
supremum norm on J, among all rational approximations of the chosen degrees
in numerator and denominator. How such approximations can be computed is
discussed in

The theoretical analysis presented in Appendix [B] results in the following theo-
rem, showing strong convergence of the rational approximation uﬁm to the exact
solution w.

Theorem 3.3. Suppose that 8 > d/4 and that L is given by (3.1) where H and
K satisfy the assumptions from . Let u, uﬁm be the solutions to
and , respectively. Then, there is a constant C > 0, independent of h, m, such
that, for sufficiently small h,

||U _ U’ﬁm”LQ(Q;LQ(D)) < O(hmin{2ﬁ7¢i/2,2} 4 ]lBgthin{ﬂﬁ*l),0}7d/26727r\/|5*mﬂ|m).

Remark 3.4. In order to calibrate the accuracy of the rational approximation

with the finite element error, one can choose m € N such that e~ 27VI8—mslm
h?max{8,1} " The strong rate of mean-square convergence is then min{24 — d/2, 2}.

Remark 3.5. If the functions H and x of the operator L in are smooth,
H ¢ 0*(D)¥*? and k € C>®(D) (as, e.g., in the Matérn case) and if the domain
D has a smooth boundary, the higher-order strong mean-square convergence rate
min{28 — d/2, p + 1} can be proven for a finite element method with continuous
basis functions which are piecewise polynomial of degree at most p € N. Thus, for
B > 1, finite elements with p > 1 may be meaningful.

3.5. Computing the coefficients of the rational approximation. As ex-
plained in 3. the coefficients {¢;}", and {bj};.’j()l needed for defining the op-
erators Py p, Py in are obtained from a rational approximation 7 = 7, of
f(x) = 2#~™# on J. For each h, this approximation can, e.g., be computed with
the second Remez algorithm (Remez, 1934)), which generates the coefficients of the
Loo-best approximation. The error analysis for the resulting approximation uﬁm
in was performed in Despite the theoretical benefit of generating the
L-best approximation, the Remez algorithm is often unstable in computations
and, therefore, we use a different method in our simulations. However, versions of
the Remez scheme were used, e.g., by [Harizanov et al.| (2018).

A simpler and computationally more stable way of choosing the rational approx-
imation is, for instance, the Clenshaw—-Lord Chebyshev-Padé algorithm (Baker and
Graves-Morris, 1996). To further improve the stability of the method, we will rescale
the operator L so that its eigenvalues are bounded from below by one, which for the
Matérn case corresponds to reformulating the SPDE as (Id—x2A)%(Fu) = W
and using L = Id — k~2A, where Id denotes the identity on Ly(D) and 7 := x2°7.

In order to avoid computing a different rational approximation 7 for each finite
element mesh width h, in practice we compute the approximation # only once on
the interval J, := [, 1], where ¢ € (0,1) should ideally be chosen such that J, C J,
for all considered mesh sizes h. For the numerical experiments later, we will use
§ = 10~G+m)/2 when computing rational approximations of order m, which gives
acceptable results for all values of 3. As an example, the coefficients computed with
the Clenshaw—-Lord Chebyshev-Padé algorithm on J, for the case of exponential
covariance on R? are shown in Table [1]
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m bo Co bl C1 b2 Co bg C3 b4
1 1.69e-2 7.69e-2 8.06e-1 1 2.57e-1
2
3

8.08e-4 5.30e-3 1.98e-1 4.05e-1  1.07 1 14le-1
3.72e-5 3.27e-4 3.03e-2 8.57e-2 6.84e-1 1.00 1.28 1 9.17e-2

TaBLE 1. Coefficients of the rational approximation for 8 = 3/4
(exponential covariance on R?) for m = 1,2, 3, normalized so that
Cm = 1.

4. COMPUTATIONAL ASPECTS OF THE RATIONAL APPROXIMATION

In the non-fractional case, the sparsity of the precision matrix for the weights u
in facilitates fast computation of samples, likelihoods, and other quantities of
interest for statistical inference. The purpose of this section is to show that the
rational SPDE approximation proposed in §3| preserves these good computational
properties.

The representation shows that uﬁ; m can be seen as a Markov random field
Zh,m, transformed by the operator P, ;. Solving this latent model as explained in
Appendix yields an approximation of the form , where X, = PerlPI .
Here Py, P, € R™»*™ correspond to the discrete operators Py j, and P, in ,
respectively. The matrix Q := PZCfng is sparse if the mass matrix C with
respect to the finite element basis {¢; }?il is replaced by the diagonal lumped mass
matrix C~3, see Appendix |Al By defining x ~ N(0,Q™"), we have u = P,x, which
is a transformed Gaussian Markov random field (GMRF). Choosing x as a latent
variable instead of u thus enables us to use all computational methods, which
are available for GMRFs (see Rue and Held, [2005), also for the rational SPDE
approximation.

As an illustration, we consider the following hierarchical model, with a latent
field v which is a rational approximation of ,

yi:U(Si)+5i7 izl,...,N,

4.1
P = P.W in D, (4.1)

where u is observed under i.i.d. Gaussian measurement noise &; ~ N(0,0?). Given
that one can treat this case, one can easily adapt the method to be used for inference
in combination with MCMC or INLA (Rue et al., |2009) for models with more
sophisticated likelihoods.

Defining the matrix A with elements A;; = ¢;(s;) and the vectory = (y1,...,yn
gives us the discretized model

y|x ~ N(AP,x, 0I),
x~N(0,Q™).

In this way, the problem has been reduced to a standard latent GMRF model and
a sparse Cholesky factorization of Q can be used for sampling x from N(0,Q ')
as well as to evaluate its log-density log 7, (x). Samples of u can then be obtained
from samples of x via u = P,x. For evaluating the log-density of u, logm,(u),
the relation log 7, (u) = log 7, (P, 1u) can be exploited. Furthermore, the posterior
distribution of x is given by x|y ~ N(ux|y7 Q;‘;), where py |, = U‘QQ;&P:—ATy

)T

(4.2)
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and Qu, = Q+ U’ZP,TATAPT is a sparse matrix. Thus, simulations from the
distribution of x|y, and evaluations of the corresponding log-density logm,, (x),
can be performed efficiently via a sparse Cholesky factorization of Q Finally,
the marginal data log-likelihood is proportional to

1 1 _ 2
log P, | — 3 log |Qyy| = Nlogo — 2 (;QlyQ iy + 0 [y — APy ) .

We therefore conclude that all computations needed for statistical inference can
be facilitated by sparse Cholesky factorizations of P, and Q

x|y

x|y"

Remark 4.1. From the specific form of the matrices P, and P, addressed in Ap-
pendix [A] we can infer that the number of non-zero elements in Qujy for a rational
SPDE approximation of degree m will be the same as the number of non-zero ele-
ments in Q| for the standard (non-fractional) SPDE approach with § = m+mg.
Thus, also the computational cost will be comparable for these two cases.

Remark 4.2. The matrix Q,, can be ill-conditioned for m > 1 if a FEM approx-
imation with piecewise linear basis functions is used. The numerical stability for
large values of m can likely be improved by increasing the polynomial degree of the
FEM basis functions, see also Remark

5. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS

5.1. The Matérn covariance on R?. As a first test, we investigate the perfor-
mance of the rational SPDE approach for Gaussian Matérn fields, without including
the finite element discretization in space.

The spectral density S of the solution to on R? is given by , whereas the
spectral density for the non-discretized rational SPDE approximation uf in
is

(5.1)

ST b (14 k2K 2) e

m — m—i 2
sR<k>o<H4B< S elL 4 n 2 k) )

We compute the coefficients as described in §3.5] To this end, we apply an im-
plementation of the Clenshaw—Lord Chebyshev-Padé algorithm provided by the
Matlab package Chebfun (Driscoll et al) [2014). By performing a partial fraction
decomposition of , expanding the square, transforming to polar coordinates,
and using the equality

° wJo(wh) 1

/(; (UJ2 + a2)(w2 ¥+ b2> dw = (b2 _ ag) (KO(ah) - KO(bh))7
we are able to compute the corresponding covariance function Cr(h) analytically.
Here, Jj is a Bessel function of the first kind and K is a modified Bessel function
of the second kind. To measure the accuracy of the approximation, we compare
Cr(h) to the true Matérn covariance function C'(h) for different values of v, where
x = /8 is chosen such that the practical correlation range r = v/8v/k equals one
in all cases.

To put the accuracy of the rational approximation in context, the Markov ap-
proximation by |[Lindgren et al.| (2011)) and the quadrature method by Bolin et al.
(2018a)) are also shown. For the quadrature method, K = 12 quadrature nodes
are used, which results in an approximation with the same computational cost as
a rational approximation of degree m = 11, see Appendix [C] Figure [I] shows the
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Lz-error
-error

—Markov - Rational m=1 ---- Rational m=3
——Quadrature Rational m=2 — Rational m=4

FIGURE 1. The Lo- and Lo.-errors of the covariance functions
for different values of v for the different approximation methods.
When v = 1, all methods are exact.

normalized error in the Lo-norm and the error with respect to Lo,-norm for differ-
ent values of v, both with respect to the interval [0, 2] of length twice the practical
correlation range, i.e.,

<f02<0<h> — Cu(h))? dh) i

JZC(h)2dn

and  sup |C(h) — Cy(h)|.

he(o0,2]
Here, C, is the covariance function obtained by the respective approximation
method.

Already for m = 3, the rational approximation performs better than both the
Markov approximation and the quadrature approximation for all values of v. It
also decreases the error for the case of an exponential covariance by several orders
of magnitude.

All methods are exact when v = 1, since this is the non-fractional case. The
Markov and rational methods show errors decreasing to zero as v = 1, whereas the
error of the quadrature method has a singularity at v = 1. The performance of
the quadrature method can be improved (although not the behavior near v = 1)
by increasing the number of quadrature nodes, see Appendix [C} This is reasonable
if the method is needed only for sampling from the model, but implementing this
method for statistical applications, which require kriging or likelihood evaluations,
is not feasible since the computational costs then are comparable to the standard
SPDE approach with g = K.

Finally, it should be noted that the Markov method also is exact at v = 2
(8 = 1.5) since the spectrum of the process then is the reciprocal of a polynomial.
The rational and quadrature methods cannot exploit this fact, since these approxi-
mations are based on the corresponding differential operator instead of the spectral
density. This is the prize that has to be paid in order to formulate a method which
works not only for the stationary Matérn fields but also for non-stationary and
non-Gaussian models.

5.2. Computational cost and the finite element error. From the study in
the previous subsection, we infer that the rational SPDE approach performs well
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Rational SPDE approximation Standard SPDE approach
n m=1 m=2 m=3 =2 =3 8=4
Error  1.849 1.339 1.415 2.259 2.173 2.147

2

T Time 15(32) 18(52) 27(87) 17(2.6) 17(39) 22 (63)

gsz Emor 1720 0.757 0.807 0.953  0.928  0.921
Time 3.1 (8.4) 50 (14) 7.6(25) 3.0(8.2) 58 (13) 7.9 (22)

11z Error L1550 0.526 0.501 0.509 0498  0.494

Time 7.6 (22) 11 (34) 18 (57) 6.3(18) 11 (35) 18 (53)

TABLE 2. Covariance errors (x100) and computing times in sec-
onds (x100) for sampling from the rational SPDE approximation
u (with 8 = 3/4) and, in parentheses, for evaluating log Q|-
These values are also given for the standard SPDE approach with
8 =2,3,4.

for Matérn fields with arbitrary smoothness. However, as for the standard SPDE
approach, we need to discretize the problem in order to be able to use the method
in practice, e.g., for inference. This induces an additional error source, which means
that one should balance the two errors by choosing the degree m of the rational
approximation appropriately with respect to the FEM error. A calibration based
on the theoretical results has been suggested in Remark In this section we
address this issue in practice and investigate the computational cost of the rational
SPDE approximation.

As a test case, we compute approximations of a Gaussian Matérn field with unit
variance and practical correlation range r» = 0.1 on the unit square in R?. We as-
sume homogeneous Neumann boundary conditions for the Matérn operator k2 — A
in . For the discretization, we use a FEM with a nodal basis of continuous
piecewise linear functions with respect to a mesh induced by a Delaunay triangula-
tion of a regular lattice on the domain, with a total of nj, nodes. We consider three
different meshes with n; = 57%,852,1152, which corresponds to h ~ r/4,7/6,r/8.

In order to measure the accuracy, we compute the covariances between the mid-
point of the domain s, and all other nodes in the lattice {éj ?21 for the Matérn
field and the rational SPDE approximations and calculate the error similarly to the

Lo-error in

5 (. = 8 - 3802\
i ClIs — 8512 ’
where X" = PerlcPZTPI is the covariance matrix of u, see Appendix As a
consequence of imposing boundary conditions, the error of the covariance is larger
close to the boundary of the domain. However, we compare this error to the error
of the non-fractional SPDE approach, which has the same boundary effects. As
measures of the computational cost, we consider the time it takes to sample u and
to evaluate log |Qy/y| for the model with o = 1, when y is a vector of noisy
observations of the latent field at 1000 locations, drawn at random in the domain
(a similar computation time is needed to evaluate piy,).



14 THE RATIONAL SPDE APPROACH FOR GAUSSIAN RANDOM FIELDS

The results for rational SPDE approximations of different degrees for the case
B = 3/4 (exponential covariance) are shown in Table [2| Furthermore, we perform
the same experiment when the standard (non-fractional) SPDE approach is used
for B = 2,3,4. As previously mentioned in Remark the computational cost
of the rational SPDE approximation of degree m should be comparable to the
standard SPDE approach with 3 = m + 1. Table [2] validates this claim. One can
also note that the errors of the rational SPDE approximations are similar to those
of the standard SPDE approach, and that the reduction in error when increasing
from m = 2 to m = 3 is small for all cases, indicating that the error induced by
the rational approximation is small compared to the FEM error, even for a low
degree m. This is also the reason for why, in particular in the pre-asymptotic
region, one can in practice choose the degree m smaller than the value suggested
in Remark which gives m = 6,7,8 for 8 = 3/4 and the three considered finite
element meshes.

6. LIKELIHOOD-BASED INFERENCE OF MATERN PARAMETERS

The computationally efficient evaluation of the likelihood of the rational SPDE
approximation facilitates likelihood-based inference for all parameters of the Matérn
model, including v which until now had to be fixed when using the SPDE approach.
In this section we first discuss the identifiability of the model parameters and then
investigate the accuracy of this approach within the scope of a simulation study.

6.1. Parameter identifiability. A common reason for fixing the smoothness in
Gaussian Matérn models is the result by |Zhang| (2004)) which shows that all three
Matérn parameters cannot be estimated consistently under infill asymptotics. More
precisely, for a fixed smoothness parameter v, one cannot estimate both the variance
of the field, ¢2, and the scale parameter, &, consistently. However, the quantity
¢%k% can be estimated consistently. The derivation of this result relies on the
equivalence of Gaussian measures corresponding to Matérn fields (Zhang) (2004,
Theorem 2). The following theorem provides the analogous result for the Gaussian
measures induced by the class of random fields specified via on a bounded
domain. Its proof can be found in Appendix D]

Theorem 6.1. Let D C R?, d € {1,2,3}, be bounded, open and connected. For
i€ {1,2}, let B; > d/4, ki,7; > 0, and consider the centered Gaussian measure
i = N(0, Qi_l) on Lo (D) with precision operator Q; := 7_1_21%261:, where the operators
L; :=r?— A, i €{1,2}, are augmented with the same homogeneous Neumann or
Dirichlet boundary conditions. Then, py and po are equivalent if and only if 51 = P

and T1 = T2.

Note that, for D := R?, the parameter 7 is related to the variance of the Gaussian
random field via ¢?> = I'(v)(72['(28)(47)%¥?k*)~1. Thus, 772  ¢*k*, which
means that Theorem is in accordance with the result by [Zhang (2004). Since
the Gaussian measures induced by the operators L; = 7(k1 + A)B and Lo =
7(k2 + A)? are equivalent, we will not be able to consistently estimate x under
infill asymptotics. Yet, Theorem [6.1] suggests that it is possible to estimate 7 and 3
consistently. In fact, with Theorem available, it is straightforward to show that
T can be estimated consistently for a fixed v by exploiting the same arguments as
in the proof of (Zhang), 2004, Theorem 3). However, it is beyond the scope of this
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Rational samples

Matérn samples

15

Truth Estimate Coarse mesh Fine mesh
K 10 10.026 (0.5661)  10.966 (1.8060) 10.864 (0.4414)
¢* 1.0 1.0014 (0.0228)  1.1089 (0.6155) 0.9743 (0.0210)
o2 0.1 0.1001 (0.0009) 0.3016 (0.0036) 0.2320 (0.0044)
v 0.5 0.5011 (0.0168)  0.5554 (0.0991) 0.5462 (0.0138)

TABLE 3. Results of the parameter estimation. For each param-
eter estimate, the mean of 100 different estimates is shown, with
the corresponding standard deviation in parentheses.

article to show that both v and 7 can be estimated consistently which would also
extend the results by [Zhang (2004]).

6.2. Simulation study. To numerically investigate the accuracy of likelihood-
based parameter estimation using the rational SPDE approach, we again assume
homogeneous Neumann boundary conditions for the Matérn operator in and
consider the standard latent model from We take the unit square as the
domain of interest, set 02 = 0.1, ¥ = 0.5 and choose x and 7 so that the latent
field has variance ¢? = 1 and practical correlation range r = 0.2. For the FEM,
we take a mesh based on a regular lattice on the domain, extended by twice the
correlation range in each direction to reduce boundary effects, yielding a mesh with
approximately 3500 nodes.

As a first test case, we use simulated data from the discretized model. We
simulate 50 replicates of the latent field, each with corresponding noisy observations
at 1000 measurement locations drawn at random in the domain. This results in a
total of 50000 observations, which we use to estimate the parameters of the model.
We draw initial values for the parameters at random and then numerically optimize
the likelihood of the model with the function fminunc in Matlab. This procedure
is repeated 100 times, each time with a new simulated data set.

As a second test case, we repeat the simulation study, but this time we simulate
the data from a Gaussian Matérn field with an exponential covariance function
instead of from the discretized model. For the estimation, we compute the rational
SPDE approximation for the same finite element mesh as in the first test case. To
investigate the effect of the mesh resolution on the parameter estimates, we also
estimate the parameters using a uniformly refined mesh with twice as many nodes.
The average computation time for evaluating the likelihood is approximately 0.16s
for the coarse mesh and 0.4s for the fine mesh. This computation time is affine
with respect to the number of replicates, and with only one replicate it is 0.09s for
the coarse mesh and 0.2s for the fine mesh.

The results of the parameter estimation can be seen in Table [3] where the true
parameter values are shown together with the mean and standard deviations of
the 100 estimates for each case. Notably, we are able to estimate all parameters
accurately in the first case. For the second case, the finite element discretization
seems to induce a small bias, especially for the nugget estimate (02) that depends
on the resolution of the mesh. The bias in the nugget estimate is not surprising since
the increased nugget compensates for the FEM error. The bias could be decreased



16 THE RATIONAL SPDE APPROACH FOR GAUSSIAN RANDOM FIELDS

Latitude
40 50 60

30

-0.1

-0.2

20

-130 -120 -110 -100 -90 -80 -70 -60

Longitude

FIGURE 2. Average summer precipitation residuals (in cm) for
1979 and the FEM mesh.

by choosing the mesh more carefully, also taking the measurement locations into
account. In practice, however, this bias will not be of great importance, since the
optimal nugget for the discretized model should be used.

It should be noted that there are several other methods for decreasing the com-
putational cost of likelihood-based inference for stationary Matérn models. The
major advantage of the rational SPDE approach is that it is directly applicable
to more complicated non-stationary models, which we will use in the next section
when analyzing real data.

7. APPLICATION

In this section we illustrate for the example of a climate reanalysis data set how
the rational SPDE approach can be used for spatial modeling.

Climate reanalysis data is generated by combining a climate model with ob-
servations in order to obtain a description of the recent climate. We use reanal-
ysis data generated with the Experimental Climate Prediction Center Regional
Spectral Model (ECPC-RSM) which was originally prepared for the North Amer-
ican Regional Climate Change Assessment Program (NARCCAP) by means of
NCEP/DOE Reanalysis (Mearns et al. 2014} 2009). As variable we consider av-
erage summer precipitation over the conterminous U.S. for a 26 year period from
1979 to 2004. The average value for each grid cell and year is computed as the
average of the corresponding daily values for the days in June, July, and August.
In order to obtain data which can be modelled by a Gaussian distribution, we follow
|Genton and Kleiber| (2015) and transform the data by taking the cube root. We
then subtract the mean over the 26 years from each grid cell so that we can assume
that the data has zero mean and focus on the correlation structure of the residuals.
The resulting residuals for the year 1979 are shown in Figure [2]

The 4112 observed residuals for each year are modeled as independent realiza-
tions of a zero-mean Gaussian random field with a nugget effect. That is, the
measurement Y;; at spatial location s; for year j is modeled as Y;; = u;(s;) + €5,
where ¢;; ~ N(0,0?) are independent, and {u;(s)}; are independent realizations
of a zero-mean Gaussian random field u(s). The analysis of |Genton and Kleiber|
revealed that an exponential covariance model is suitable for a subset of this
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FIGURE 3. Nine basis functions modeling the parameters for the
non-stationary models.

data set. Because of this, a natural first choice is to use a stationary Matérn model
(1.3)), either with 5 = 0.75 (exponential covariance) or with a general § which we
estimate from the data. However, since we have data for a larger spatial region than
|Genton and Kleiber]| (2015)), one would suspect that a non-stationary model for u(s)
might be needed. The standard non-stationary model for the SPDE approach, as
first suggested by [Lindgren et al.| (2011]) and used in many applications since then,
is

(F&(S)z — A)’B (r(s)u(s)) =W(s), seD, (7.1)

where 8 = 1 is fixed. Until now, it has not been possible to use the model
with fractional smoothness. Therefore, our main question is now: What is more
important for this data—the fractional smoothness § or the non-stationary param-
eters? We thus consider four different SPDE models for u(s). Two of them are
non-fractional models, where 5 = 1 is fixed, and for the other two (fractional) mod-
els, we estimate the fractional order § jointly with the other parameters from the
data. For both cases, we consider stationary Matérn and non-stationary models,
where the latter are formulated via with

2 2
log K(s) = Ko + Katla(s) + > > KE F(31) ¥(32),
i,j=1k=1

and the same model is used for 7(s). Here, ¢} (5) := sin(jn3), ¥(3) := cos(jns),
1a(s) is the altitude at location s, and s = (81, 32) denotes the spatial coordinate
after rescaling so that the observational domain is mapped to the unit square.
Thus, log x(s) and log 7(s) are modelled by the altitude covariate and 16 additional
Fourier basis functions to capture large-scale trends in the parameters. The altitude
covariate and the eight Fourier basis functions {w’f(gl)wf(gg) :j.k,0=1,2} are
shown in Figure [3]

We discretize each model with respect to the finite element mesh shown in Fig-
ure [2] assuming homogeneous Neumann boundary conditions. The mesh has 5021
nodes and was computed using R-INLA (Lindgren and Rue, [2015). For the frac-
tional models, we set m = 1 in the rational approximation and, for each model, the
model parameters are estimated by numerical optimization of the log-likelihood as
described in §4

The log-likelihood values for the four models can be seen in Table[dl The param-
eter estimates for the stationary non-fractional (8 = v = 1) model are k = 0.67,
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Fractional model £ =1 model
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FIGURE 4. Estimated marginal standard deviations (top row) and
contours of 0.7 correlation of the correlation function for selected
locations (bottom row), for the fractional (left column) and g =1
(right column) models.

Log-likelihood RMSE CRPS LS Time

Stationary 8 =1 219773 4.206 2.295 177.2 0.125
Stationary fractional 220255 4.167 2.274 178.2 0.412
Non-stationary 8 =1 225969 4.194 2.266 182.1 0.121
Non-stationary fractional 226095 4.170  2.254 182.4 0.416

TABLE 4. Model-dependent results for (i) the log-likelihood, (ii)
the pseudo cross-validation scores (RMSE, CRPS, LS, each x100)
averaged over ten replicates, and (iii) the computational time for
one evaluation of the likelihood averaged over 100 computations.

7 = 544, and ¢ = 0.014, which implies a standard deviation ¢ = 0.077 and a
practical range p = 4.21. The estimates for the fractional model are £ = 0.20,
7 =10.58, 0 = 0.012, and 8 = 0.72, corresponding to ¢ = 0.081, p = 9.21, and a
smoothness parameter v = 0.44. We note that the fractional model has a longer
correlation range. This is likely to be caused by the non-fractional model under-
estimating the range p in order to compensate for the wrong local behavior of the
covariance function induced by the smoothness parameter v = 1.

Figure shows the estimated marginal standard deviation ¢(s) for the two non-
stationary models (computed using the estimates of the parameters for k(s) and
7(s)) and 0.7 contours of the correlation function for selected locations in the do-
main. The estimate of 5 for the non-stationary fractional model is 0.723. Also for
the non-stationary models, we observe a slightly longer practical correlation range
p(s) for the fractional model.

To investigate the predictive accuracy of the models, a pseudo cross-validation
study is performed. We choose 10% of the spatial observation locations at random,
and use the corresponding observations for each year to predict the values at the
remaining locations. The accuracy of the four models is measured by the root mean
square error (RMSE), the average continuous ranked probability score (CRPS),
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and the average log-score (LS). This procedure is repeated ten times, where in
each iteration new locations are chosen at random to base the predictions on. The
average scores for the ten iterations are shown in Table @] Recall that low RMSE
and CRPS values resp. high LS values correspond to good scores.

We observe that the predictive performance of the non-stationary non-fractional
(8 = 1) model is similar to the stationary fractional model in terms of CRPS,
and actually worse in terms of RMSE. This clearly indicates that the data should
be analyzed by a fractional model. Although the non-stationary fractional model
has a better performance in terms of CRPS and LS than the stationary fractional
model, the difference is quite small given that the non-stationary model has 38 pa-
rameters, compared to 4 for the stationary model. Thus, the fractional smoothness
seems to be the most important aspect for this data. The fact that the rational
SPDE approach allows us to make these comparisons and to verify the smoothness
parameter, for stationary and non-stationary models, is one of its most important
features.

8. DiscussioN

We have introduced the rational SPDE approach providing a new type of com-
putationally efficient approximations for a class of Gaussian random fields. These
are based on an extension of the SPDE approach by [Lindgren et al.| (2011) to mod-
els with general second-order differential operators of arbitrary order g > d/4 For
these approximations, explicit rates of strong convergence have been derived and
we have shown how to calibrate the degree of the rational approximation with the
mesh size of the FEM to achieve these rates. The results can also be combined
with the results in (Bolin et al.,|2018b)) to obtain explicit rates of weak convergence
(convergence of functionals of the random field).

Our approach can, e.g., be used to approximate stationary Matérn fields with
general smoothness, and it is also directly applicable to more complicated non-
stationary models, where the covariance function may be unknown. A general
fractional order of the differential operator opens up for new applications of the
SPDE approach, such as to Gaussian fields with exponential covariances on R2.
For the Matérn model and its extensions, it furthermore facilitates likelihood-based
(or Bayesian) inference of all model parameters. The specific structure of the ap-
proximation then in turn enables a combination with INLA or MCMC in situations
where the Gaussian model is a part of a more complicated non-Gaussian hierarchical
model.

We have illustrated the rational SPDE approach for stationary and non-stationary
Matérn models. A topic for future research is to apply the approach to other ran-
dom field models in statistics which are difficult to approximate by GMRFs, such
as to models with long-range dependence (Lilly et al.,[2017) based on the fractional
Brownian motion. Another topic for future research is to modify the fractional
SPDE approach by replacing the FEM basis by a multiresolution basis and to com-
pare this approach to other multiresolution approaches such as (Katzfuss, [2017)).
Finally, it is also of interest to extend the method to non-Gaussian versions of
the SPDE-based Matérn models (Wallin and Bolin, [2015), since the Markov ap-
proximation considered by Wallin and Bolin| (2015)) is only computable under the
restrictive requirement 3 € N.
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APPENDIX A. ITERATED FINITE ELEMENT METHOD

The rational approximation ufzm of the solution u to introduced in
is defined in terms of the discrete operators Pyj = p¢(Lp) and P, = pq(Lp)
via . Since the differential operator L in is of second order, their con-
tinuous counterparts P, = p,(L) and P, = p,(L) in are differential operators
of order 2(m + mg) and 2m, respectively. Using a standard Galerkin approach
for solving would therefore require finite element basis functions {¢;} in the
Sobolev space H™*4 (D), which are difficult to construct in more than one space
dimension. This can be avoided by using a modified version of the iterated Hilbert
space approximation method by [Lindgren et al.| (2011, and in this section we give
the details of this procedure.

Recall from §3.2)that Vj, C V is a finite element space with continuous piecewise
linear basis functions {¢; ;‘il defined with respect to a regular triangulation 7j of
the domain D with mesh width h := maxre7;, diam(T).

For computing the finite element approximation, we start by factorizing the
polynomials ¢; and g5 in the rational approximation 7 of f (r) = 2%~™# in terms
of their roots,

m—+1 m+1

q(x) = Zcﬂii =Cm H(m —ry) and  go(w) = Z bjl“j = b1 H (v — sz)-
i=1 i=1 j=1 j=l1

We use these expressions to reformulate (3.9) as

Cm H:r;l (1 —ryx)

bm+1$m371 H;n:Jrll(]. — 7"21%) ’

08 = fleh) e =

where, again, we have expanded the fraction with x™. This representation shows
that we can equivalently define the rational SPDE approximation uﬁm as the so-

lution to with Py j, P, j, redefined as Py, = bm+1Lzﬁb”71 H;n:ll (Id, — rojLp)
and P,.j, = ¢ [[12, (Id, — 71;Lp), where Id;, denotes the identity on V.

We use the formulation of as a system outlined in (3.6): First we solve
Py nxnm = Wy and we then compute ufim = P, pTp,m. To this end, we define the

functions x € La(; V) for k € {1,...,m + mg} iteratively by

bmy1(Idp — ro1 Lp)w1 = Wh,
(Idp — roxLn) Tk = Th—1, k=2,....m+1,
Lpxy = xp—1, k=m+2,...,m+mg, ifmg>2,

noting that zpi1m; = Tnm-

By recalling the bilinear form ay from and expanding z = Z;ﬁl T Qi
with respect to the finite element basis, we find that the stochastic weights x; =
(Tg1,- - ,xknh)T satisfy

g

lej b1 (25, i) Lo(D) — 21 aL(95, i) = W i) Lo (D)

j=1
nh 2
Zxkj (05, 0i) LoDy — 20 aL (@), @i)) = Zxkq,j (05, 0i) LoDy 2<k <m+1,
j=1 j=1
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nh Mh
Do wkian(es ) =Y w15 (95,0 Lam), k=m+2,...,m+mg,
j=1 j=1

where each of these equations hold for i = 1,...,n;. Recall from §3.2] that W),

is white noise in V}. This entails the distribution ((ngpi)LQ(D))zl ~ N(0,C),
where C is the mass matrix with elements Ci; = (¢;,¢i)r,(p) and, therefore,
Xp ~ N(O’PZiCPZ;) for every k € {1,...,m + mg}. Here, the matrix P, is
defined by

bt 1C Ly, k=1,... m+1,
Py =

bmi1C (CTL) " Ly, k=m+2,..,m+mg,

where Ly, := Hle (I — 7"2]‘071]—.1), with identity matrix I € R™»*"» and the entries
of L are given by

Lij = aL(SOjv SO'L) = (HV(,D], V@i)Lg(’D) + (KQQOJH wi)Lg('D) 5 Zv] = 1a ceey Np,y
cf. (3.1)—(3.2)). In particular, the weights x of xj, ,, have distribution
x ~ N (0, P;lcP;T) . where  Pyi=Ppim,. (A1)

Note also that for the Matérn case, i.e., L = k2 — A, we have L = k2C + G, where
G is the stiffness matrix with elements Gy; = (V;, Vi) 1, (D)

To calculate the final approximation u}im = P, hTh,m, we apply a similar itera-
tive procedure. Let uq, ..., u,, be defined by

ur = ¢ (Idp — r11Lp)Th,m,

up = (Idp — riglp)ug—1, k=2,...,m.
Then uff . = ([T (Id — r1;Lp))Thm = um and the weights uy of ug can be
obtained from the weights of xj, ,,, via u; = P, x, where

k
P,y =cpu [[(@T-ruC'L).
i=1

By (A.1), the distribution of the weights u of the final rational approximation uhR7 m
is thus given by

u~N (o,PT.PglcP;TP,T) . where P,i=P,,.

To obtain sparse matrices P, and P, we approximate the mass matrix C by a
diagonal matrix C with diagonal elements C;; = E?ﬁ 1 Cij. The effect of this “mass
lumping” was motivated theoretically by Lindgren et al.[(2011), and was empirically

shown to be small by Bolin and Lindgren| (2013]).

APPENDIX B. CONVERGENCE ANALYSIS

In this section we give the details of the convergence result stated in Theorem [3.3}
As mentioned in we choose 7 = 7, as the L.,-best rational approximation of
f (r) = 2%~™# on the interval J;, for each h. We furthermore assume that the
operator L in is normalized such that A; > 1 and, thus, J, C J C [0, 1].

Recall that Propositionprovides a bound for ||u —un||1,(Q;1,(p))- Therefore,
it remains is to estimate the strong error between uﬁm and wup induced by the
rational approximation of f(z) = 2. To this end, recall the construction of the
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rational approximation ufim from : We first decomposed f as f(z) = f(z)a™#,
where f(x) = 2#~™s_ and then used a rational approximation 7 = % of f on the
interval Jp = [A;37h,A£}L] with ¢1 € P™(Jy) and g2 € P™F1(J,) to define the
approximation r(x) := 7#(x)z™# of f. Here, P™(J;) denotes the set of polynomials
q: Jn — R of degree deg(q) = m. In the following, we assume that # = 7, is the
best rational approximation of f of this form, i.e.,

I1f = Frlleen) = inf{”f— ey :p=2, ¢ e P"(Jrn), ¢2 € Pm+1(r]h)}7

T g2

where [[gllc(s) = sup,e s [9(2)].
For the analysis, we treat the two cases 8 € (0,1) and 8 > 1 separately. If 8 > 1,

then 3 := B — mg € [0,1). Thus, if 7, denotes the best rational approximation of f
on the interval [0, 1], we find (Stahll, |2003, Theorem 1)

1f = Falloen) < P |[f(@) = #u(2)] < CemmVim,
xe|0,

where the constant €' > 0 is continuous in B and independent of h and the degree m.
Since z™# <1 for all z € Jj, we obtain for rp,(z) := 7 (z)x™# the same bound,

If =rallecn) < suwp |f (@) = #p ()] < Ce2TVE™, (B.1)
zedp

If g (AO, 1), then B e (=1,0) and we let 7 be the best approximation of
f(z) := 2Pl on [0,1]. A rational approximation of f on the different interval
Jh := [M.hs An,,.n] is then given by Ry (%) := )\Lﬁlh?()\;:,hi) with error

sup /(@) = Ru(@)| < Aply sup [f() = ()| < AL e vIom,

Nh,
TEJ) z€[0,1]

where the constant C' > 0 depends only on |B| On J, = [)‘;:,h’ )\1_,11] the function

Rp(z~1) is an approximation of f(z) = 2% = f(z~!) and

1 = inllecn < sup |f@) = Bula™)| < sup |F(@) = Fa(@)] < OAplpe VI,
z€Jp zeJp

Finally, we use again the estimate z™# < 1 on Jj to derive
17 = rallown < I1F = tlleen) < OAL e VIom, (B2)

Proposition [3.2]and the estimates (B.1)~(B.2) yield Theorem[3.3| which is proven
below.

Proof of Theorem[3.3. By Proposition it suffices to bound Eljuj, — uﬁmH%Q(D).
To this end, let W), = Z;ﬁl &je;n be a Karhunen-Loéve expansion of Wy, where
{ej,h}?il are Lo(D)-orthonormal eigenvectors of Ly, corresponding to the eigenval-
ues {A;n}7; and & ~ N(0,1) i.id..

By construction and owing to boundedness and invertibility of Lj, we have
for uf,m in that ufim = P&}Phhwh = rh(L,:l)Wh and we estimate

T h

2

R 2 _ 2 (=B -1 -8 —14|2
Efun — uh,m||L2(D) =K E 1§j (/\j,h - Th(/\j,h)> < nn 1£%§Lh|)‘j7h - Th(Aj,h)| .
J:
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By (B.1) and , we can bound the last term by

2
mas o —rhmlz < (sup 170) — @)l a2y

MNh,
zeJp

By (Strang and Fix, 2008, Theorem 6.1) we have \,,, p S An,, S ni/ ¢ for sufficiently
small h € (0,1), where the last bound follows from the Weyl asymptotic (3.3]).
Finally, n, < h™? by quasi-uniformity of the triangulation 7;,. Thus, we conclude

E|lup — uhm”Lz(D < p—4max{(1-8),0}—d *47f\/m,
which combined with Proposition proves Theorem 0

APPENDIX C. A COMPARISON TO THE QUADRATURE APPROACH

Bolin et al.| (2018a)) proposed another method which can be applied to simu-
late the solution u to (1.2) numerically. The approach therein is to express the
discretized equation (3.4) as LfL,LLBJuh = Wy, where 8 = 8 — |3] € [0,1). Since
L,Lf Juh = f can be solved by using non-fractional methods, the focus was on the
fractional case 8 € (0,1) when constructing the approximative solution. From the
Dunford-Taylor calculus (Yosidaj (1995 §IX.11) one has in this case the following
representation of the discrete inverse,

sin(rf) /Oo AP (ATdy + Ly) "t d

L’ =
h T o

Bonito and Pasciak (2015) introduced a quadrature approximation Qg . of this

integral after a change of variables A = e2¥ and based on an equidistant grid for
y with step size k > 0, i.e.,

2k 5 &
Qo= D) S~ o (14, 4 L) where y, = k.

0
j=—K-
Exponential convergence of order O( ™ /( Qk)) of the operator Qh i to the discrete

fractional inverse L;B was proven for K~ := [W—‘ and KT := [ﬁ—‘

By calibrating the number of quadrature nodes with the number of basis func-
tions in the FEM, an explicit rate of convergence for the strong error of the ap-
proximation ugk = Qi «Wh was derived (Bolin et al., 2018a, Theorem 2.10). Mo-
tivated by the é,symptétic convergence of the method, it was suggested to choose
k< —4[3%?(@ in order to balance the errors induced by the quadrature and by a
FEM of mesh size h (Bolin et al., |2018a, Table 1). This corresponds to a total

number of K = K~ + KT +1 > iﬁzélllihgj quadrature nodes. The analogous result

for the degree m of the approximation uﬁm is given in Remark suggesting the

lower bound m > ﬂlzn((l@(;y i.e., K = 4pm asymptotically.

Furthermore, if we let ¢; := €?% and

Kt
_ 2k sin 7T,B _
Pgh = H ¢ A (Idn + ¢j L) , Pgh = Z Hc A (Idy, + ¢;Ly) ,
j=—K~ —K— j#i
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we find that the quadrature-based approximation u,?  can equivalently be defined
as the solution to the non-fractional SPDE

Ppu?, =P3W, inD. (C.1)

Remark C.1. A comparison of with illustrates that u,cik can be seen as
a rational approximation of degree K~ + KT, where the specific choice of the co-
efficients is implied by the quadrature. In combination with the remark above that
K = 4p8m quadrature nodes are needed to balance the errors, this shows that the

computational cost for achieving a given accuracy with the rational approximation
from is lower than with the quadrature method, since 8 > d/4.

APPENDIX D. PARAMETER IDENTIFIABILITY

This section contains the proof of Theorem For the proof, we will use the
Feldman—Hajek theorem which we restate here from (Da Prato and Zabczykl 2014,
Theorem 2.25) for convenience.

Theorem D.1 (Felman-Hajek). Two Gaussian measures g1 = N(mq,C1) and
pa = N(ma,C2) on a Hilbert space H are either singular or equivalent. They are
equivalent if and only if the following three conditions are satisfied:
I Im(C}’?) = m(C,/%) == E,
II. mi —mo € E,
III. the operator T := (Cf1/2C21/2) (Cf1/2C5/2)* — I is Hilbert-Schmidt in E,
where x denotes the H-adjoint operator, and I the identity on H.

Proof of Theorem[6.] Since the two Gaussian measures have the same mean, we
only have to verify conditions [[] and [[IT] of Theorem

We first prove that condition [[]can hold only if 8; = 82. To this end, we use the
equivalence of condition || with the existence of two constants ¢/, ¢’ > 0 such that

(v,Clv)Lz(D) S C/('U,CQ'U)LZ('D) and ('U,CQ'U)LZ('D) S c”(v,Clv)Lz(D), (Dl)
see, e.g., (Stuart], 2010, Lemma 6.15), where in our case

Ci=0Q ' =77 2(k? - A% ie{1,2).

K2

Let )\jA, j € N, denote the positive eigenvalues (in nondecreasing order, counting
multiplicity) of the Dirichlet or Neumann Laplacian —A: Z(A) — Ly(D), where
the type of homogeneous boundary conditions is the same as for L1 and L,. By
Weyl’s law 7 there exist constants ¢, C' > 0 such that

e <A <0 VieN

Furthermore, we let {e;};en denote a system of eigenfunctions corresponding to
{)\J-A}j ¢n Which is orthonormal in Ly (D).
Now assume that 8 > (31 and let jo € N be sufficiently large such that k% <

C’jg/d. Then, we have

(I<62 +>\A)252 262 _ . . :
; JA > = j4B=B)/d i e N, j > jo.
(s + 30 @O

For any N € N, we can thus choose j. = j«(N) € N sufficiently large such that

(€j.,C1€5. ) Lo(p) = 71 (K5 + A5) 2P > N7y 2 (k3 + AR) 7% = Nej., Cae;. ) 1y(m),
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in contradiction with the first relation in (D.1), and w;, g2 are not equivalent if
1 # B2. Furthermore, conditionis satisfied if 81 = B2 = B > d/4, since then, for
all v € Ly(D),

(v,C1v) L, (D) 27'1 (KT + >\A (Uaej)QLg(D)
jeN

<7 72 (mln{l /11,%272} 2[32 (k5 +)\A (v7ej)%2(p)
JEN

=7 D22 max{l K1 48 ’8} (v,C2v) L, (D),

and, similarly, (v,Cav)r,p) < 75 278 max{l,n;wn%ﬁ}(v,clv)h(p). Thus,
and condition [[] of Theorem [D.1] hold.

Assuming that 8; = S = 8 > d/4, it remains now to show that condition m
of Theorem is satisfied if and only if 7y = 75. To this end, we first note that

the operator T := C1_1/2(32C1_1/2 — I has eigenfunctions {e;}jen and eigenvalues
712752(H%+Af)25(H§+AJ»A)_2’3 -1, jeN.
Therefore, T is Hilbert-Schmidt in E if and only if
_ _ 2
(s (A AP (R34 M) T — 1) < o0 (D.2)
jEN
Since z — (1 + :v)l/(w) is monotonically increasing in > 0, again by the Weyl

asymptotic, for any €9 > 0, we can find an index jy € N such that

2
:—2+1§ (1+2)®D  VieN, j>jo. (D.3)
J

Assume that 71 # 75 and without loss of generality let 71 > 75. Then pick g9 > 0
such that 7775 % > 1+ 2¢0, and jo € N such that (D.3)) holds. These choices give

2 2 (’{%Jr/\jA

8
TiTy x| =TT c(k5/AF +1)7H > (14 2e0)(14+60) " > 1,
K5+ A

for all j € N with j > jo. Thus, the series in (D.2) is unbounded,

D (W AP (07 = 1)" 2 3 (14 220) (1 e0) !~ 1)
JjeN J=jo
- Z 60 + 60 -2 = OQ.

J>Jjo

We conclude that condition [[IT] of Theorem is not satisfied if 7 # 7.

Finally, let 81 = B2 = 8, 1 = 72 and assume without loss of generality that
ko > K1 (if K1 = Ko, is evident). By the mean value theorem, applied for the
function x — x2P, for every j € N, there exists Kj € (K1, k2) such that

(K3 + A% — (k] + A% = 28(F3 + AP)*P 71 (k3 — k7).
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Hence, we can bound the series in (D.2)) as follows,
2 2
K24 ALY (2 1 AB)28 R2 4 A8)26-1
S (USSP —asis ey (SN
jeN (k3 + A7) jen (K3 + A7)

<4B%(R3 — kD)7 Y (R +AD) T <48 (RE — k1)) < oo
JEN JjEN

Here, ZjeN §~*44 converges, since 4/d > 1 for d € {1,2,3}. This proves equivalence
of the Gaussian measures if 51 = 52 and 71 = T». O
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