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Abstract

The Matérn family of covariance functions is currently the most popularly used model in
spatial statistics, geostatistics, and machine learning to specify the correlation between two ge-
ographical locations based on spatial distance. Compared to existing covariance functions, the
Matérn family has more flexibility in data fitting because it allows the control of the field smooth-
ness through a dedicated parameter. Moreover, it generalizes other popular covariance functions.
However, fitting the smoothness parameter is computationally challenging since it complicates
the optimization process. As a result, some practitioners set the smoothness parameter at an
arbitrary value to reduce the optimization convergence time. In the literature, studies have used
various parameterizations of the Matérn covariance function, assuming they are equivalent. This
work aims at studying the effectiveness of different parameterizations under various settings.
We demonstrate the feasibility of inferring all parameters simultaneously and quantifying their
uncertainties on large-scale data using the FraGeoStat parallel software. We also highlight the
importance of the smoothness parameter by analyzing the Fisher information of the statistical
parameters. We show that the various parameterizations have different properties and differ
from several perspectives. In particular, we study the three most popular parameterizations in
terms of parameter estimation accuracy, modeling accuracy and efficiency, prediction efficiency,
uncertainty quantification, and asymptotic properties. We further demonstrate their differing
performances under nugget effects and approximated covariance. Lastly, we give recommenda-

tions for parameterization selection based on our experimental results.
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1 Introduction

The Matérn covariance function has been a longstanding tool for statisticians in spatial data
analysis. Its purpose is to model the correlation between measurements at geospatial locations,
allowing for predictions of unobserved values at new locations within the study region. Originally
proposed by Matérn (1960) and later popularized by Handcock and Stein (1993), the Matérn co-
variance is stationary and isotropic, that is, distance-dependent and invariant under translations
and rotations. It characterizes the spatial correlation between two random variables at locations

s; and s;, separated by a distance h = ||h||, where h =s; —s;:
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where d is the dimension of the spatial field, x > 0 denotes the scale parameter, v > 0 represents
the smoothness parameter, and IC,(-) denotes the modified Bessel function of the second kind
with order v. The Matérn correlation function is independent of the field dimension d, which is
integrated out from the spectral density (||z||? + x2)~®+9/2, In addition, Cor(h; ) is standard-
ized so that Cor(0;60) = 1. To make it a legitimate covariance function, statisticians often scale
Cor(h; @) by a constant factor to account for non-unit variance. The Matérn covariance function
is well-known for its flexibility which includes numerous covariance functions as special cases such
as the exponential (v = 1/2), Whittle (v = 1), and squared-exponential (v = 0o0) covariances. In
the literature, variants of the Matérn covariance have been developed for different purposes and
motivations. There are currently three ubiquitous parameterizations of the Matérn covariance

function in the literature:
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In variant M1, 02, 3, and v are the variance, range, and smoothness parameters, respectively. As
for variant My, a partially functions like an inverse range parameter and primarily affects low-
frequency behaviors (Stein, 1999). Additionally, ¢ is the overall scale parameter that pertains
to the high-frequency behavior of the spatial process. In variant Ms, o2 plays the same role
as in variant My, and p resembles the functionality of [ as the range parameter. The roles
of the parameter v, which controls the decay rate at high frequencies or, correspondingly, the
field smoothness, is immutable in all three variants. Although these variants may seem quite
different, their essence remains unchanged. There are scale or range parameters (which can be
easily transformed from one to another as presented in Table 1) that measure the dependence
range and smoothness parameters that govern the decay rate of the dependence. When h = 0,
the three variants result in Var{Z(s)}, where Z(s) represents a Gaussian random field (GRF)
with locations s, in differing forms. For instance, Var{Z(s)} = 0* + 7% in M; and M3 but has a
much more complicated expression in M, as specified in the links to o2. Moreover, 72 represents
the nugget effect due to the measurement error.

Table 1: Link functions for transformations in the My, Ms, and M3 parameterizations of the Matérn
covariance function.
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Regarding the associated applications, for instance, the correlation form of variant M; was
introduced and applied by Handcock and Stein (1993) to illustrate the idea of kriging in the
Bayesian context. Abdulah et al. (2018b) and Abdulah et al. (2023) have applied variant M; to
model large-scale geospatial data. It is also applied in the commonly used R package for spatial
statistics fields (Nychka et al., 2021) and geoR (Ribeiro and Diggle, 2001) as the Matérn model.
Hong et al. (2021) used variant M; to assess prediction efficiency for large spatial datasets with

approximated covariance functions. Variant My was employed in Stein (1999) to define the



Matérn class, avoiding the problematic spectral density concentration at the origin happening in
My(h; 05) = ¢(ah)’ K, (ah) + 1j—o - 7°. In addition, variant My was also applied by Stein (1999)
and Loh (2005) to study domain asymptotics for Matérn GRFs. Variant M3 was recommended
by Handcock and Wallis (1994) and Stein (1999) for a more independent interpretation of p from
v compared to their counterparts in Ms. Geoga et al. (2020) applied M3 for the log-likelihood
optimization. Geoga et al. (2023) also used M3 to compute the Fisher information matrix.
Furthermore, De Oliveira and Han (2022) studied the Fisher information pattern of v with M.
In addition, M3 is employed in the R package RandomFields (Schlather et al., 2019), another
popularly used spatial statistics package, as one of the Matérn models.

As mentioned above, practitioners seem to use the three parameterizations rather arbitrarily
and interchangeably with the assumption that they are identical. For instance, these variants
can be easily transformed from one to another according to the link functions provided in Ta-
ble 1. Thus, the three parameterizations can characterize the same field if the relationships
provided in Table 1 are applied. In addition, the various parameterizations are redundant in
the maximum likelihood estimation. Indeed, by the invariance property of maximum likelihood
estimators (MLEs), we can transform the MLEs of one parameterization to those of another
without losing optimality. However, the general interchangeability assumption of the three pa-
rameterizations is not quite right because numerous aspects require further consideration. First,
the MLE is also a statistic that may have different statistical properties, such as asymptotic
variance and correlation in various parameterizations for different domains and fields. Second,
the differing parameter space of the three variants results in different shapes of the log-likelihood
function (shown in Figure 1 and in Figure S5 in the Supplementary Material) and, therefore,
in differences in optimization performance. In particular, although the parameterizations M,
and M3 are mathematically similar, shapes of their log-likelihood functions are quite different
near the optimal values (log-likelihood functions of M3 tend to be much flatter). In addition,

the log-likelihood functions parameterized in My are quite different from those of M; and Ms.
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Figure 1: Contour plots of the log-likelihood function of 1600 samples simulated from a strong expo-
nential Gaussian field parameterized in M7, Mo, and M3 with v = 0.5. Contours of the log-likelihood
functions for v = 1 tell a similar story and, thus, are omitted for concision. Contour plots for the
1600 samples simulated from weak and mediums exponential Gaussian fields are shown in Figure S5
in the Supplementary Material. The black dot in each figure represents the MLEs and the blue cross
represents the true parameter values.

Therefore, a possible difference exists in the modeling and prediction efficiency for the three
variants.

In this work, we examine the parameterizations My, My, and Mj from the perspective
of increasing-domain asymptotics and numerical optimization performance with the assessment
tools implemented in EzxaGeoStat, a high-performance parallel software for large-scale spatial
statistics (Abdulah et al., 2018a). Among these benchmark functions, we rely on the Fisher
information matrix to investigate the increasing-domain asymptotics of all parameter estimates,
including the smoothness parameter, mean square prediction error (MSPE) for prediction per-
formance, the mean loss of efficiency (MLOE) and the mean misspecification of the mean square
error (MMOM) criteria for modeling accuracy (Hong et al., 2021) and the total number of op-
timization iterations for modeling speed. Finally, we adopt the tile low-rank (TLR) covariance
matrix approximation method, implemented by Abdulah et al. (2018b), to study the estima-
tion accuracy of the three variants under an approximated covariance. Experiments under TLR
settings are only conducted for M; and M3 because My encounters numerical issues when com-
pressing the covariance matrix in low-rank. All of the experiments are also repeated and jointly

analyzed with nugget effects.



The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents a brief background of the EraGeoStat
software, and Section 3 introduces the embedded benchmarking functions of FxaGeoStat. Next,
Section 4 analyzes the experimental results obtained from the benchmarking functions. Section 5
summarizes and studies the TLR covariance approximation method for the three variants. Lastly,

Section 6 applies the three variants to a Saudi wind speed spatial dataset.

2 Large-Scale Spatial Modeling and Prediction

A significant challenge of handling large-scale spatial data is operating on the large covariance
matrix of size n x n, where n is the number of spatial locations. Computations involving matrices
of large dimensions are usually of considerable complexity and become intractable as n becomes
large. Specifically, evaluating the Gaussian log-likelihood function requires O(n?) memory space
and O(n?) operations. Abdulah et al. (2018a) developed the geostatistical software EraGeoStat
to address this issue. It is a unified multicore high-performance computing software for large-scale
geospatial data modeling and predictions on large-scale systems, including graphical processing
units (GPUs) (Abdulah et al., 2018b). FEzaGeoStat is a powerful tool for researchers working
in geostatistics, providing advanced capabilities for large-scale spatial modeling and simulation
that are not available in traditional software packages. FxaGeoStat adopts a three-layer software
structure that includes a dynamic runtime system library, task-based parallel linear algebra
solvers, and geospatial operations from bottom to top (Abdulah et al., 2023).

Upon its initial release, the developers implemented a stationary GRF data generator on a
unit square based on M;. The data generator randomly selects a specific number of irregularly
distributed locations within the unit square to calculate the distance matrix. Then it generates
synthetic GRFs using the covariance matrix computed by applying M on the distance matrix.
The synthetic data generator adopts parallel computing to split the large covariance matrix,
which might be cumbersome, into smaller tiles and employs a column-wise filling procedure

for each tile. The column-wise filling process operates in parallel on the tiles. In addition,



ExaGeoStat performs all matrix operations in parallel by relying on state-of-the-art parallel
linear algebra libraries to enhance computation efficiency significantly. The EraGeoStat software
also supports several approximation techniques in the covariance matrix, including independent
block approximation (IND), TLR (Abdulah et al., 2018b), and mixed-precision (Abdulah et al.,
2021; Cao et al., 2022). The IND algorithm is based on the covariance approximation method
discussed by Stein (2014), which attempts to decompose the large covariance matrix into blocks
and annihilate off-diagonal blocks up to a prespecified bandwidth of the diagonal blocks. With
TLR approximations, the authors aim to exploit the sparsity of the covariance matrix to reduce
the memory footprint and decrease the execution time. With mixed-precision approximations,
they aim to have more refined reduction techniques for the complexity of handling the covariance

matrix by supporting lower-precision computation on the off-diagonal tiles.

3 Benchmarking Functions

The objective of this study is to evaluate various variants of the Matérn covariance function using

several metrics. In the subsequent subsections, we outline the specific metrics used in this study.

3.1 Maximum Likelihood Estimation

Using the Matérn form M, 6; can be estimated by maximizing the log-likelihood function:
1(6:) =~ loa [S(6)| — 5275(8)'Z ~ 1 log(2m) (1

where Z is a realization of a zero-mean GRF with covariance matrix 3(6,). As presented by
Abdulah et al. (2018b), EFzaGeoStat, the main software platform in this study, applies M; on
the distance matrix to generate 3(6;) in a column-wise block parallel fashion. Analogously, in
this work, we implement the generation function of ¥(6y) and 3(63) by applying the Matérn
covariance functions My and M3 on the distance matrix. The synthetic data generator subse-

quently receives 3(6y) or 3(63) to simulate realizations from the GRFs based on My or M.



Finally, the optimization function in EzaGeoStat maximizes ((03) and [(03) with the embedded
model-based optimization algorithm BOBYQA presented by Powell (2009) to obtain MLEs of
0, and 03, respectively. Using BOBYQA in EraGeoStat avoids explicitly computing the first
derivatives of the log-likelihood function, which can be cumbersome, especially when the sample
size is large. To demonstrate this statement, we compute the first derivative of [(8) based on the

properties of matrix derivatives derived by Petersen et al. (2008) as follows:
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The expression above involves one call of matrix inversion and five calls of matrix multiplication.
Matrix inversion and multiplication have high computational time complexity, which can take

up to O(n?logn) and O(n?) operations, respectively, rendering gradient-based algorithms non-

3%(0)
90,

scalable on large spatial datasets. Moreover, the generation of relies on equations S1-
S10 in the Supplementary Material, which can be slow when involving numerous calls of the

modified Bessel function of the second kind especially in the computation of the derivative

oUO) g frequently unstable during the optimization, leading to

with respect to v. Moreover, 0,

problematic MLEs. Although gradient-based methods can take fewer iterations to converge
given a reasonable starting point, they are overshadowed by the amount of time consumed for
the gradient computation.

In addition, BOBYQA is an iterative local optimization approach subject to bounded con-
straints. The main rationale behind the mechanism of BOBYQA is to approximate a func-
tion F(x),x € R", through a quadratic form @ that satisfies Q(y;) = F(yi),i = 1,...,m,
where y; denotes an interpolation point. Then, each model update is realized by minimizing
the Frobenius norm of the difference between the second-derivative matrices of (), in symbols
IV2Qr+1 — V2Qr|lr. Updating from Qy to Qi1 only requires O(n?) operations if the number of
interpolation points is m = 2n+1 and calculating the change Q1 — Q is limited to O(m?) oper-

ations. Therefore, BOBY QA is more computationally efficient than gradient-based algorithms



consuming at least O(n?) operations, and more scalable on large datasets.

3.2 Fisher Information Matrix

The Fisher information matrix measures the amount of information on unknown parameters es-
timated from an observed sample and provides practical statistical insights into the uncertainty
analysis of MLEs. Mardia and Marshall (1984) demonstrated that the Fisher information matrix
could accurately approximate the covariance matrix of the MLEs even if the sample sizes are
small. Abt and Welch (1998) illustrated that the covariance matrix of the limiting distribution
of the MLEs for Gaussian processes is equal to the limit of the inverse Fisher information matrix,
and it accurately approximates the variability and correlation between MLEs even in singularity
conditions. To calculate the Fisher information matrix, we define a random variable X charac-
terized by the m-dimensional parameter vector @ with density function f(z;@). The associated

Fisher information matrix, I(0)={1;;(0)}; j=1,..m, of X can be computed as follows:

1,0) = - | { w100 iow o)}

Geoga et al. (2020) recalled the asymptotic theory of MLEs, which states that if the smallest
eigenvalue of I(8) tends to infinity as the sample size increases, then I1(0)/2(6 — 8)—N,,(0,L,,),
where 8 is the estimated parameter vector of the MLE. The asymptotic distribution of MLEs
enables calculations of confidence intervals, which provide statistical tools to assess the estimation
accuracy and quantify uncertainty. The Fisher information matrix of a GRF depends entirely on
the covariance matrix and its first-order derivatives with respect to the parameters. Moreover,
in a GRF, the mean p is either assumed to be zero in common practice, as we typically model
the residuals, or is empirically removed from the observations by subtracting the sample mean.
Therefore, a sensible option is to exclude p from the Fisher information matrix. Consequently,

we can express the Fisher information matrix of a Matérn GRF, I(0) = {1,;(0)}; j=123,4 , in the



form of taking the trace of a sequence of matrix multiplications (Mardia and Marshall, 1984):
1 —1 -1
I;(0) = 5tr {Z(6)"'2:3(6)7'%;} (5)

8?5?) denotes the derivative of 3(0) with respect to 0; for i = 1,2, 3, 4.

where X; =

The computation of the Fisher information matrix, involving one call of matrix inversion and
three calls of matrix multiplication, is usually costly when the sample size is large. To reduce
complexity, Geoga et al. (2020) approximated the Fisher information matrix using hierarchical
matrices, allowing for quasi-linear time complexity and memory space. The results from Geoga
et al. (2020) revealed that the proposed hierarchical matrices accelerate the computing process
while maintaining decent accuracy. However, this technique excessively relies on matrix approxi-
mations. Therefore, this work presents a parallel computing technique that computes the Fisher
information precisely and controls the computational complexity.

To compute the Fisher information matrix of Matérn GRFs in parallel, we have to compute
the first-order derivatives of My, My, and M3 so that we can generate ¥J; in the same tile-based
parallel fashion as we generate 3(8) as presented by Abdulah et al. (2018a). Section S1 in the
Supplementary Material contains all the required first-order derivatives associated with My, M,
and Msj. In these equations, ¥(-) = I"'(:)/T'(:) represents the digamma function. In addition,
K/, (x) denotes the derivative of the modified Bessel function of the second kind with respect
to its argument z, and KC,,(z) denotes the first-order derivative taken with respect to its order
v. EzaGeoStat calculates KC,(x) using the GNU scientific library (Gough, 2009) and first-order
derivatives of the modified Bessel function of the second kind with self-implemented functions

based on the following identities:

K, (x) = _;{/Cy_l(x) + Ko@)},

_ (9IC,,(SC) — lim ICu+A(x) _ ’Cu(w)

ICV/ (x) ov A—0 A

The first-order (and even higher-order) derivative of the modified Bessel function of the second



kind with respect to v does have closed-form expressions (Gonzalez-Santander, 2018), and there
are series approximations that attempt to ease their numerical computation (Olver et al., 2010).

However, we have found no existing well-compatible algorithms that perform this task. In Geoga

0K, (z) b

et al. (2023), the authors provided an automatic differentiation method to compute ==

splitting the smoothness parameter v into different categories and using the most efficient differ-
entiation methodology for each. Nonetheless, the proposed software is currently only compatible
with Julia. The lack of computational tools led us to implement a simple finite difference (FD)
approach with an increment of A = 1079, and we choose such a small tolerance because K, (),

in most cases, is a smooth function of its order v:

| n—1 z\i—n
3’%/1/(1‘) lv=n = % > z‘<(2n)z)lcl(x)’ nez, Exact Integer Form (EXACT)
i—o (1 —
3’%(@ - /°° te= " Wsinh(vt)dt, Integral Form (INTG)
1% 0
({QIC@V@N ICV(I){l — 21 —log (6290) }, vV — 00. Asymptotic Form (ASYM)
1% v v

We aim to analyze GRFs on the unit square [0,1]?; thus, distances between observations are
continuous on the interval [0,1]. Then, we attempt to draw comparisons by discretizing the
argument z as (0.01,0.3,0.6,0.9) and obtaining results across a range of values of the smoothness
parameter v based on the four approaches. Figure 2 illustrates the comparison results.

Figure 2 precisely indicates that the finite difference approach is an accurate estimation of

oK, (x)

5,— because the integral form and the exact integer form precisely overlap with the finite

difference approach for all x. The asymptotic approximation converges to the finite difference
approach reasonably rapidly. An additional observation is that asymptotic approximations con-
verge slower when the argument x increases to the actual values. As presented in Figure 2, the
asymptotic approximation curves overlap with the finite difference and integral form curves at
increasingly large values of v.

Algorithm 1 illustrates in detail the task-based parallel implementation of the Fisher in-

formation matrix. We rely on M; to establish a basic algorithm architecture for the other

10
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Algorithm 1 Fisher Information Matrix Algorithm

Input: Set of locations (s) and Matérn parameter vector (6,,)
Output: Fisher information matrix 1(6,,)
Generate the covariance matrix 3(6,,)

POTRF (X(6,,))
for i =1:len(0,,) do

Generate the derivative covariance matrix X;

3, + TRSM (L™, %))
¥, « TRSM (L™7, %)
for j =i :len(6,,) do

Generate the derivative covariance matrix 3J;

Ej +— TRSM (L_l, EJ)
¥, + TRSM (L™, %))
Yiemp — GEMM (Z;, %))

I,](Om) and Iﬂ(em) — % TRACE (Etemp)

> using My, My, or M3
> Cholesky factorization — LL" = X(6,,)

> using My, Mo, or M3

> Triangular solve
> Triangular solve

> using Ml, MQ, or Mg

> Triangular solve
> Triangular solve

> Matrix multiplication

11



parameterizations. The algorithm has two inputs, the set of locations (s) and the Matérn pa-
rameter vector (8,,). The algorithm begins with generating the covariance matrix ¥(6;) using
M in parallel and performs a Cholesky factorization based on the tile-based matrices to obtain
3(60;)"'. To estimate each Fisher matrix element, the parallel generation function fills in the
entries for 3, or 3; with Equations (S1), (S2), and (S3) in the Supplementary Material. Next,
the algorithm computes the full Fisher information matrix using a set of parallel linear algebra
operations as shown by equation (5). We implemented two versions of Algorithm 1 for the other
two parameterizations My and M3, together with their first-order derivative functions (S4)—(S9)
to the existing implementation to compute their associated Fisher information matrices. The
MLEs are obtained using the invariance property and the link functions provided in Table 1.
Myung et al. (2005) illustrated that transformations of the Fisher information matrix are linear

operations based on the Jacobian matrix; thus,
1(0,) = Iy l(01) Tism, (6)

where k,m = 1,2,3 and (Jy_)i; = ‘?)((907;”)); represents the Jacobian matrix for 7,7 = 1,2, 3, 4.
Then, we compute all the Jacobian matrices that enable transformations between M;, Mo,
and M3 (see the Supplementary Material). The reverse transformations can be established by
inverting the relationship presented in (6) and the computed Jacobian matrices.

The tile-based Fisher information matrix generation algorithm is adaptive to the parameter

space. Thus, I(0) will be a 3 x 3 or 4 X 4 matrix, depending on the inclusion or exclusion of the

nugget effect.
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3.3 Mean Squared Prediction Error

The given statistical model can predict missing measurements at new spatial locations through
kriging using the posterior distribution of the missing observations based on the following:

Z ¥, =
"~ Nopin(0,5(0)), where 2(0) = | 21 TP
YA o1 Mg

The posterior mean, E(Z|Zy = z,) = X15355 72, can be used for the predictions of Z;, where

Z, and Z, represent the missing and observed values, respectively. The MSPE is:

MSPE — ;i{msm) — Zso)}?, (7)

where Z(sg;) is the predicted value at location sq; and Z(sy;) is the observed value at location so;.
The MSPE directly accounts for the degree of deviation between the predicted and true values, a
frequently used and standard cross-validation-based criterion to measure prediction errors and,

therefore, quantify the prediction performance.

3.4 Data Modeling Accuracy

The concepts of loss of efficiency (LOE) and misspecification of the mean square error (MOM)
were introduced by Stein (1999) to evaluate the impact of approximating the covariance on
prediction error. LOE measures spatial prediction efficiency, while MOM quantifies the dif-
ference in MSPEs between a single prediction value calculated using the exact and approxi-
mated covariance values. Hong et al. (2021) extended these concepts to mean LOE (MLOE)
and mean MOM (MMOM), which average LOE and MOM, respectively, across all locations
with missing values. MLOE and MMOM provide a comprehensive assessment of the over-
all prediction accuracy and modeling error associated with the approximated covariance, and
they are sensitive to inaccurate estimates and misspecified models. MLOE and MMOM are
explicitly defined as MLOE = LY LOE(sy;) and MMOM = L7 MOM(sy;), where

LOE(so;) = Ei{e2(soi)}/Ei{eZ(s0))} — 1 and MOM(sp;) = Eq{e2(soi)}/Ee{e2(s0;)} — 1. Here,
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so; represents the locations of the missing values, e,(sg) denotes the residuals computed using an
approximated covariance, and e;(sg) represents the residuals computed with the true covariance.
MLOE is non-negative since E;{e?(so;)} < Ei{e?(so;)} (Stein, 1999). MMOM is zero if parameter
estimation is perfect; otherwise, it takes positive or negative values (Hong et al., 2021). Finally,
E.{e%(so)} is easy to compute, but evaluating E;{e2(sq)} is challenging.

Two methods were proposed by Stein (1999) for evaluating E;{e(sq)}. The first method
involves estimating it by the conditional distribution of the estimate given the observations, which
can be approximated as E;{e2(sq)} ~ Eqg {eg(z) (s0)|Z = z} = Eo{ej(so)} + {eé(z)<S0> — 69(80)}2.
Here, é(Z) refers to the estimate, and @ represents the true parameter value. The second method
involves a resampling mechanism that repeatedly uses subsamples of Z to estimate @, computes
the prediction error for each subsample, averages these prediction errors, and adds them to
E{e?(so)} to estimate E;{e2(sg)}.

We utilized the covariance-based plug-in method proposed by Hong et al. (2021), which is
based on Stein’s approaches, to calculate both the true mean square prediction error (MSPE),
E{€2(so)}, and the approximated MSPE, E,{e2(s¢)}. To compute these, we employed the
covariance matrix Ko = Cove{Z,Z"}, the covariance vector kg = Covg{Z,Z(s¢)}, and the
scalar variance kop = Varg{Z(sg)}. Specifically, we estimated E;{e3(sq)} as Eg {ez(so)} R~
koo — 2kg K 'ky + kg K 'KoK ks, and estimated E.{e2(so)} as kyy — kK, kg, where 0
is the estimated parameter value. This matrix-based method allows for parallel computation,
making it well-suited for large-scale datasets. We implemented this method in EzaGeoStat,
which automatically considers the implemented covariance functions (M, Mj, and Mj) in
the synthetic data generator and maximum likelihood estimators (MLEs) to construct true and
approximated covariance matrices. The resulting MLOE and MMOM values are computed using

the mloe-mmom command.
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4 Experimental Results

In this section, we conduct a thorough evaluation of the Matérn covariance function’s three
parameterizations: My, My, M3. Our objective is to assess the accuracy of parameter estimation
for each variant, both under exact and TLR approximate representations of the covariance matrix.
Additionally, we evaluate the predictive performance of each covariance function by employing
the MSPE, MLOE, and MMOM criteria. We also investigate the uncertainty quantification
capabilities of each parameterization using the Fisher information matrix. Finally, we present

our observations based on several experiments.

4.1 Experimental Testbed

For the experimentation, we exploited the concept of weak, medium, and strong dependencies
in GRF to discretize the field correlation strength to evaluate the three parametrizations of
the Matérn covariance function. First, we specified the weak, medium, and strong dependence,
using the effective range, which is the spatial lag for the correlation to drop to 5% (Stein, 1999).
The effective range accounts for varying decay rates in the Matérn covariance function. The
covariance function is expected to decrease at an increasingly slower rate as the correlation
strengthens, addressing various scopes of dependence. Simulations in Abdulah et al. (2018b)
revealed that the dependence range of GRFs affects the parameter estimation even in large-scale
problems.

We applied the concept of effective range to determine the parameters in My, My, and Ms.

2 is set to 1, and v is set as 0.5 and 1, respectively, to address rough

To specify the parameters, o
and smooth fields. Then, we computed S by numerically solving the equations, M (h;8;) = 0.05
for h = 0.1,0.3,0.7. With all of the parameters specified in M, we applied the link functions
provided in Table 1 to specify parameters in My and Msj. The nugget effect 72 is set to 0.1.
Table 2 illustrates the parameters that describe identical Matérn GRFs parameterized in My,

My, and Mj. Table 2 reveals that the range and scale parameters (3, p) and « pertain to the
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correlation strength and, therefore, the decay rate of the covariance function. Moreover, 5 and
p are direct measures of the dependence range. Increases in (3, p) can independently strengthen
field correlation. In contrast, a, on the other hand, decreases as correlation strengthens. In
addition, a cannot autonomously govern correlation strength. Decreasing values of ¢ are also

imperative to increase the correlation strength.

4.2 Efficiency Assessment

This section assesses the efficiency of the My, My, and M3 covariance function variants con-
cerning MLEs, the number of iterations to convergence, MLOE and MMOM criteria, and lastly
MSPEs. We employed the synthetic data generator to simulate 300 replicates of GRFs of size
1600 in weak, medium, and strong fields with M;, My, and M3 to explore these measures. The
synthetic data generator uses [{i — 0.5 x unif(—0.4,0.4);}/v/n,{j — 0.5 x unif(—0.4,0.4);}/v/n|
with 4,5 = 1,...,+/n for the random locations, where unif denotes the uniform distribution and n
is the sample size. Efficiency assessments are conducted on irregular grids because the behaviors
of the metrics, such as MSPE, MLOE, MMOM, and MLEs, are similar on regular grids with

dense observations. We used a 40-core Intel Cascade Lake machine with four V100 GPUs.
4.2.1 Parameter Estimation Accuracy

Figure 3 presents the empirical description of the probabilistic distributions for the MLEs. We set
the optimization tolerance to 1075 and the tile size (N B) to be 50 for parallel execution. Tile size
(NB) is tuned for the execution time performance. We adjusted the parameter search space by

scaling the default optimization boundary in ExaGeoStat, (0.01,5), by a constant factor to cover

Table 2: Parameters specification in My, Ms, and M3 for different correlation strengths for v = 0.5
and v = 1, and all with o2 = 1.

Dependence v=20.5 v=1

B p ¢ o B p ¢ o
Weak 0.0330 | 0.0467 | 9.6458 | 30.3030 || 0.0250 | 0.0500 | 800.0000 | 40.0000
Medium 0.1000 | 0.1414 | 3.1831 | 10.0000 || 0.0750 | 0.1500 | 88.8889 | 13.3333
Strong 0.2340 | 0.3309 | 1.3603 | 4.2735 || 0.1750 | 0.3500 | 16.3265 | 5.7143

16



the MLEs adequately. For instance, we used the default boundaries if the true parameter was
less than 2. For true parameter values between 2 and 20, we scaled the boundaries by 10. For the
values within (20, 50) and (50, 500), we scaled the boundaries by 20 and 200, respectively. Lastly,
for values greater than 500, we scaled the boundaries by 1,000. The optimization boundaries
are selected to properly contain the true parameter values and their respective MLEs. Because
BOBYQA is a local optimization algorithm, each step will seek to find a more desirable position
in the search space. As a result, BOBYQA will not end up on the boundaries if the MLEs are
well-contained in the search space. Notice that in practice, we have no prior information on the
true parameter values, but BOBYQA will always get stuck on the upper bounds (lower bounds
can always be set to small values, like 0.01) if the MLEs are jointly or marginally larger than the
upper bounds. Therefore, we recommend redoing the optimization with increased upper bounds
under such circumstances until the MLEs are well-contained in the search space. In addition, we
computed the difference ratios (DRs), |[Mean — True Value|/True Value, and the approximated
effective range (AER), M;(h; él) for h = 0.1,0.3,0.7 and ¢ = 1,2,3. In the Supplementary
Material, parameter estimates on the Whittle Gaussian fields are plotted in Figure S1. The DRs
calibrate differing parameter scales for fair comparisons and refer to the performance of point
estimations. The AER measures the overall accuracy of the mean estimates.

For the non-nugget effect models, Figure 3 (No-Nug) and Table S1 (first and third horizontal
blocks separated by double horizontal lines in the Supplementary Material) demonstrate that
estimates of M3 are the least accurate compared with their counterparts in M; and M,. In
particular, 42 in M3 appears more biased than 62 in M. Also p is more variable and biased than
B. Although parameters in My are on different scales, Table S1 illustrates that (62, p) are more
biased than (¢, &) . The biases of (62, p) are due to flatter shapes of the associated log-likelihood
functions near the maxima (leading the optimization algorithm to stop at non-optimal values) as
shown in Figures 1 and S5 in the Supplementary Material, which a more stringent convergence

condition can resolve (i.e., 107%) at the expense of modeling speed. Table S3 (vertical block
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Figure 3: Boxplots of MLEs on the exponential Gaussian fields (v

models and Nug denotes nugget effect models.

(h) @3, Ms, medium correlation

(i) 65, M, strong correlation

= 0.5) using 300 replicates. Red
lines represent the sample means; blue lines denote the true values. No-Nug denotes non-nugget effect

on the left separated by double vertical lines) also reveals that M3 provides undesirable AERs

compared with M; and Mo, reflecting its less ideal overall estimation efficiency. M provides

more refined AERs than M but performs poorly on point estimations of (é, V) in many cases.

Furthermore, (é, @) exhibits considerably higher volatility than (62, A, p), which can be observed
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through their large interquartile ranges (IQRs) shown in Figures 3d-3f and S1d-S1f.

For the nugget effect models, the nugget effect significantly influences the estimates, but the
effect varies in terms of M;, My, and Mj3. From the experiments, the influence of the nugget
effect is more crucial on M; and M. Figure 3 (Nug) and Tables S1 (second and fourth horizontal
blocks separated by double horizontal lines in the Supplementary Material), S3 (vertical block
on the right separated by double vertical lines in the Supplementary Material) demonstrate that
the nugget effect models of M; and M, both suffer from biased point estimates for (52, 3 , gg, &),
and undesirable AERs. In addition, (62, B,gzg) also becomes more variable in the presence of
the nugget effect for M; and M,. In contrast, parameter estimates in M3 maintain more
robustness. In the nugget effect models, 62 is less biased and less variable. p is less biased and
about equally variable under the nugget effect. Impact of the nugget effect on # is similar across
all parameterizations; 7 in all parameterizations tends to be more variable and biased under the
nugget effect.

Figure 4 confirms the conclusion of the nugget effect proposed by Stein (1999), stating that
72 should be easier to estimate in a smooth process. Figure 4 also indicates that the IQRs of
72 decrease from an exponential Gaussian field to a Whittle Gaussian field. In addition, within
the same field, the IQRs decline as the field correlation strengthens. The decrease in IQRs
implies that 72 has a lower uncertainty and, therefore, more information in a smooth process,
agreeing with the decreasing L7 /7% along with increasing v calculated on p. 186-187 in work
by Stein (1999). Moreover, the estimations of 72 are less accurate in My compared with M,
and M3, which tends to have more significant deviations between the sample means and the
true value. Lastly, IQRs decrease for (gg, &, D) but increase for (62, B, p) as the field strengthens,
indicating opposite behaviors of their uncertainties. Therefore, the estimation is more challenging
for (62, 3, p) but easier for (¢, &, 7)) when the observations are correlated. Such differing behaviors
of the estimates are due to variations in the data efficiency of their estimations, which we detail

in Section 4.3.1 through their Fisher information.
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Figure 4: Boxplots of MLEs for the nugget effect 72 on the exponential Gaussian fields (v = 0.5) (left
three subfigures) and Whittle Gaussian fields (v = 1) (right three subfigures) using 300 replicates. Red
lines represent the sample means; blue lines denote the true parameter values.

The MLOE, which is small (i.e., < 1073), does not differ among the three parameterizations
for all the non-nugget effect models, indicating qualified prediction efficiency for all three pa-
rameterizations. Nugget effects increase the MLOE for all three parameterizations, incurring
prediction efficiency loss, and they are comparable around 5 x 1072, We also calculated the
MMOM criteria to scrutinize the modeling accuracy of M, My, and Mj3. Figure 5 presents
boxplots of MMOM obtained from the 300 replicates. For each replicate, we randomly single out
320 locations (20%) as missing values to calculate E;{e?(sq;)} and E.{e?(sp;)},i = 1,...,320.
The MMOM on the Whittle Gaussian fields displays similar patterns. Hence, we only provide
the MMOM on the exponential Gaussian fields.

Figures 5 indicate that the MMOM of M5 has numerous outliers and the largest IQRs across
all field strengths, signifying frequent appearances of biased estimates. This result agrees with
the high volatility issue of 6, presented in Figures 3d-3f. Large variability of the MMOM can
potentially diminish the reliability of the MSPE as a measure of prediction performance because
the approximated MSPE is likely to differ from the true MSPE. Therefore, cross-validation
approaches based on mean squared errors may fail to capture the actual performance of 6, in
practice. Nugget effects influence MMOMs, and the effects are more critical on M,. First, nugget

effects generally increase the IQRs of MMOMSs, increasing the possibility for the approximated
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blocks. Red lines represent the expected MMOM value when true parameter values are used.

MSPE to deviate from the true MSPE. Wider IQRs of MMOMs can be ascribed to the higher
volatility of 6 in the presence of nugget effects, as presented in Figure 3. Second, the MMOMs
of My with nugget effects are more inclined to significant IQR increases and are more likely to be
nonzero, implying that the approximated MSPE can frequently overestimate or underestimate the
true prediction error. In contrast, MMOMs of M; and M3 are zero-centered with milder IQRs’
increases for all field strengths, indicating more stable estimates and a reliable approximated
MSPE. Consequently, modeling M, with nugget effects is more likely to result in misspecified

models, especially for weak and strong fields.
4.2.2 Prediction

In this part of the experiment, we calculate the MSPESs to quantify the prediction performance
of My, My, and M3 under various scenarios. We visualize empirical distributions of the MSPEs
of the 300 replicates in Figures 6 and S2 in the Supplementary Material.

Figures 6 and S2 demonstrate that the prediction performance is stable and comparable for
My, My, and M3 for all settings. The MSPEs have approximately identical distributions with
relatively narrow IQRs and few outliers. Complicated parameterizations, such as My and Ms,

do not produce improved prediction errors. However, as mentioned above, the MSPE of M, is
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Figure 6: Boxplots of the MSPEs using 300 replicates for non-nugget effect models (72 = 0) and nugget
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correlations, separated by vertical lines in each sub-figure, on the exponential Gaussian fields (v = 0.5).

not as representative of the prediction performance as the MSPEs of M; and Mj. Although
the three parameterizations have varying behaviors of the MMOM, identical MSPE values are
possible because the MSPE is only a superficial measure. Hong et al. (2021) demonstrated similar
results. In addition, within the same field, there is a downward trend of the MSPE regarding the
field strength. In different fields, the MSPE decreases as the spatial process becomes smoother
(exponential to Whittle Gaussian field). These results are consistent with the property of the
MSPE of best linear unbiased predictor (BLUP) reported in Zimmerman and Cressie (1992),
which stated that the BLUP is the most efficient (lowest MSPE) when the spatial correlation
is strong. Nugget effects increase prediction errors due to the addition of noise in the spatial
process.

The estimation accuracy of (02, ¢) does not affect the MSPE. In Section 3.3, spatial pre-
dictions are calculated as 15X, 22, which can be rewritten as 212532_21@, where ¥ = 623 in
M and M5 or £ = ¢X in M. Nonetheless, variations of their values do crucially influence
the MSPE. For instance, if the rest of the parameters are fixed, increases in o2 or ¢ yield a
larger MSPE. In contrast, neither variations of « nor its estimation accuracy can have significant

effects on the MSPE, which has been accounted for by Stein (1999), stating that high-frequency
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parameters primarily affect spatial interpolations. As for the range parameters, the MSPE is
more sensitive to § than p. It takes a sharper increase in p for the field parameterized in M3 to
attain the same strength as in M;. In other words, the same amount of MSPE variation requires
a more dramatic change in p than 5. A higher sensitivity of g should always hold except for
extremely rough fields where v < 0.25. The 0.25 bound comes from the link function between /3

and p provided in Table 1, p = 2v'/24.
4.2.3 Evaluating Convergence Rate

We visualized the number of iterations the optimization algorithm requires to converge and found
the optimal values of the underlying parameters with a given tolerance. We henceforth refer to
the number of iterations to converge as the convergent iterations for concision. Moreover, we
only display the convergent iterations on the exponential Gaussian field because they exhibit the
same patterns on the Whittle Gaussian field.

Figures 7 and S3, in the Supplementary Material, indicate that M, has the most significant
convergent iterations. This low convergence rate can be anticipated from its ample parame-
ter search space. Nevertheless, the large parameter space is inevitable for decent convergence
of (qg,&). According to the theory of asymptotic normality, we have for some settings that
é ~ N(800,596200) and & ~ N (40,27.5) as calculated in Table S6. It is possible to accelerate
the modeling process by reducing the search space at the risk of losing optimal values because
the variances of 0, are quite extraordinary. The other crucial factor that contributes to the
slow convergence of M, is its high parameter correlation (Cox and Reid, 1987), indicated by the
parameter asymptotics in Section 4.3.1. The evidence of parameter correlation-induced slow con-
vergence is that sharp decreases in the search space for (qg, &) do not lead to improved convergence
rates. The convergence rate of M; is superior in non-nugget effect models on the exponential
Gaussian fields and identical to M3 on the Whittle Gaussian fields. Nonetheless, the convergence

rate for M7 becomes more variable and exceeds that of M3 with nugget effects, which is further

evidence of the vulnerability of M; to nugget effects. Nugget effect models significantly decrease
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Figure 7: Boxplots of the convergent iterations obtained using the 300 replicates for non-nugget effect
models (72 = 0) and nugget effect models (72 = 0.1) under weak (first block), medium (second block),

and strong (third block) correlations, separated by vertical lines in each sub-figure, on the exponential
Gaussian fields (v = 0.5).

the convergence rate because there is one additional parameter 72 to estimate.

4.3 Increasing-Domain Asymptotics

We aim to investigate the asymptotic distributions of 6. According to the asymptotic normality
theory, we anticipate these estimates to follow a Gaussian distribution, with the covariance
matrix being closely approximated by the inverse of the Fisher information matrix once the
sample size n surpasses a certain threshold. Moreover, the off-diagonal elements of the inverse
Fisher information matrix indicate the explicit correlation between estimates. In their research,
Stein (1999) examined the Fisher information of 6, with sample sizes of 40 and 80 on both regular
and irregular grids with various spacing factors.

The current experiment follows a similar procedure, but the contrast between regular and
irregular grids is less noticeable due to the high density of observations (n = 1600). Irregular
grids tend to create clusters of observations that provide more informative insights into the roles
of (v, B, p) in governing the spatial process’ local behaviors (Stein, 1999). On the other hand,
regular grids provide more information on «, consistent with the results in Stein (1999). Following

Stein (1999), I, is fixed as n/(2¢*), where I5 denotes the corresponding diagonal element of the
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Fisher information matrix. Similarly, I,z is also fixed across grid types and field smoothness
at n/(20). We observe that the Fisher information patterns do not vary with smoothness
and nugget effects. Therefore, we provide Fisher information visualizations for the exponential
Gaussian field on an irregular grid without nugget effects using 1600 samples. We use a spacing
factor § that varies from (0.02,0.05,0.1,0.2,0.5,1), multiplied by the two coordinates to obtain
grids with different spacings. Moreover, we evaluate the uncertainty quantification’s quality using
the true asymptotic variance (TAV) and calculate the difference ratio (DRV) with respect to the

sample variance (SV): DR = |SV — TAV|/TAV.
4.3.1 Asymptotic Variances and Correlations

This part of the experiment extends the asymptotic studies by Stein (1999) to a larger sample
size in a two-dimensional field. Moreover, we also included M; and M3 for the same analysis.
We only used the first replicate for the analysis because the simulations reveal that the variations
of I(@) are minimal for various replicates.

Figures 8 and 9 illustrate that the MLEs of M, distinguish themselves from those of M; and
M3, which have a high resemblance. Instead of taking up a continuously decreasing trend, such
as (62, B , P, &), the TAV of QAS decreases first and then takes an upward trend on weak and medium
fields, as presented in Figure 8d. Such upward-turning behavior results from strengthening the
positive correlations of (¢, @) in & (Figure 9d), which also appeared in the work by Stein (1999).
In addition, such behavior of qu is not explicit on the strong field due to a weaker correlation of
(qg, &), as depicted in Figures 9d. Moreover, & exhibits opposite behavior to (B ,p) in terms of
the correlation with 7 displayed in Figures 9c, 9f, and 9i.

The TAVs of (ngﬁ, &) are also opposite to (52, B, p) concerning field strengths, which agrees
with the patterns of their IQRs shown in Figure 3. Diagonal elements of the Fisher information
matrix for all these parameters at 6 = 1 are presented in Table 3 to address the differences

together with the asymptotic correlations of the MLEs shown in Figure 9.

Second, all parameters in My are positively correlated. However, in M; and M3, the vari-
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already obvious.
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Figure 9: True Asymptotic Correlations between MLEs of M;, Ms, and M3 under weak (red, circle),
medium (green, triangle), and strong (blue, square) exponential Gaussian fields.

ance and range parameters are positively correlated (Figures 9a and 9g), but the range and

smoothness parameters are negatively correlated (Figures 9c¢ and 9i). In addition, their variance

and smoothness parameters are close to being orthogonal (Figures 9b and 9h). Although M;
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and M3 display many similarities, some differences exist. A weaker negative correlation of (p, 7)
and a stronger positive correlation of (62, p) than their counterparts in M; are displayed in
Figures 9c, 9i, 9g, and 9a. A stronger correlation of (B , D) is somewhat intuitive because 5 can
be viewed as an aggregation of (p,v), which in principle, should be more correlated with v. In
Ms, such a correlation is diminished by taking ©'/? out of the range parameter. There is no
simple reason for a weaker correlation of (52, B), but one possibility is that B contains 7, which
is independent of 2.

The TAVs of ¥ rise in § for all three parameterizations shown in Figures 8c, 8f, and 8i,
which is consistent with the results from Stein (1999) because tightly spaced clusters are more
informative for 7. In addition, the TAVs of ¥ decrease when field correlation strengthens for all
three parameterizations for various reasons. The decreases for M; and M5 result from increase
of I, shown in Table 3 and also ©’s decreasing correlation with B and p shown in Figures 9c
and 9i. However, for © in M, the decrease of its TAV is due to its decreasing correlations with
(¢, &) (Figures 9¢ and 9f) because I, decreases, as listed in Table 3. Decreasing TAVs of & in 0
agrees with the results from Stein (1999)’s experiment, which was explained by its relevance to
low-frequency behaviors. Therefore, a sparse grid is more informative of &. The upward-turning
behavior of the TAVs of & in the work by Stein (1999) do not appear in the current studies because
the asymptotic correlations of (¢, @) and (&, ) are lower on irregular grids. Large TAVs of (3, p)
at a small § can be attributed to the failure to recognize the dependence range with observations
squeezed into a small region and therefore, large uncertainties on the parameter estimates. The
dependence range becomes easier to pinpoint as the study region expands. The TAV reductions
of 62 in § are not intrinsic but rather due to 6?’s interactions with (B, p) because 1,2 is fixed at
800 despite of varying § and field correlation strengths. In addition, (62, 7) are nearly orthogonal
as shown in Figures 9b and 9h. In particular, TAV of 62 decreases in increasing § primarily
because of its decreasing correlation with (B ,p) (Figures 9a and 9g). Furthermore, TAVs of 42

increase as field correlation strengthens, which can be ascribed to the rising correlations with
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Table 3: Fisher information for € for M;, My, and M3 on the exponential Gaussian fields (v = 0.5)
at 0 = 1.

Dependence range/correlation strength (Mp) | I,z I5 I,

B = 0.033 (weak) 800.0 | 474155.5 | 2653.6
£ =0.1 (medium) 800.0 | 71786.2 | 10694.5
B = 0.234 (strong) 800.0 | 14146.3 | 21987.3

| Dependence range/correlation strength (M) | I, | I, | I, |

¢ = 9.6458, a = 30.3030 (weak) 8.6 0.3 74835.8
¢ = 3.1831, a = 10.0000 (medium) 79.0 0.4 71747.9
¢ = 1.3603, a = 4.2735 (strong) 432.3 0.6 71265.5
Dependence range/correlation strength (My) | 1,2 I, I

p = 0.0467 (weak) 800.0 | 236782.6 | 956.3
p = 0.1414 (medium) 800.0 | 35917.6 | 6118.6
p = 0.3309 (strong) 800.0 | 7080.5 | 14784.9

(8, 0).

As previously mentioned, Table 3 demonstrates that increase in field strength incurs tangible
loss on I and I,. The correlation between range and variance parameters also increases in M;
and M3 (Figure 9a and 9g). Consequently, TAVs of (B, p) tend to increase as field correlation
strengthens. In contrast, I, increases as field correlation strengthens. gg also is less correlated
with (&, 7) (Figures 9d and 9e). Therefore, ¢ exhibits opposite TAV behaviors compared with
(3, p) as indicated in Figure 8. In addition, I, is only slightly increased and therefore, the TAV

reductions originate from @'’s decreasing correlations with (¢, ?) (Figures 9d and 9f).
4.3.2 Quality of Uncertainty Quantification

This section calculates the SV, TAV, and DRV values to measure the quality of uncertainty
quantification with TAV at finite samples, n = 1600. The computed results are summarized in
Table S6 in the Supplementary Material. We have also repeated the experiment with different n
and recorded the results in Tables S7, S8, and S9 to address the concerns of increasing n because
when n is large enough, the variances should converge in theory regardless of parameterizations.
We have shown that differences in matches of SV and TAV consistently persist as in n = 1600

with various values of n. Therefore, the comparisons drawn in this subsection are representative.
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For the non-nugget effect models, Table S6 reveals that the DRs of 7 in My are the most
significant in all settings, indicating apparent discrepancies between SV and TAV. Such dis-
crepancies can be attributed to the strong parameter correlations (almost linear) of (QAS, v) as
illustrated in Figure 9e. High parameter correlations critically affect MLEs, causing mathemati-
cal complexities and errors in their interpretations (Willmot, 1988). Difficulties will also arise in
numerical optimizations, causing slow convergence or even divergence (Cox and Reid, 1987) and
non-identifiability (Li and Vu, 2013). Consequently, the uncertainty for 2 in My is not properly
approximated by the TAVs at finite samples.

In contrast, DRVs for 2 in M; and M3 are small because (62, 7) are nearly independent, as
depicted in Figures 9b and 9h. The strong correlation also affects @, where the DRVs appear
large in numerous settings. In addition, the DRs for (62, B, p) are notably larger when the
variance and range estimates have almost linear dependence at medium and strong correlations.
Although this disturbance is veiled by the inappropriate convergence tolerance for M3, the same
issue arises when a lower tolerance is applied. Large DRs of & are more likely to result from
low Fisher information and, therefore, are challenging to estimate because & does not display
linear dependence with other parameters like (3, ).Furthermore, significant DRVs for (62, p)
confirm their high-tolerance induced bias shown in Figure 3. Overall, M; achieves the best
match between SVs and TAVs in the non-nugget effect models.

In addition, the TAV of 62 and © are comparable in both M; and M5 but the TAVs of B
are obviously smaller than those of p in most cases. An appropriate explanation of the smaller
TAVs of 3 can also be drawn from the link function, 8 = 2v/2p, provided in Table 1. If we
assume v as known and apply the invariance property of MLEs, we have B = 20Y2p. Then,
Var(p) = 4vVar(J3). In principle, Var(p) is expected to exceed Var(8) except on extremely rough
fields (i.e., ¥ < 0.25). The situation appears on the weak exponential Gaussian field but not on
the others, as shown in Table S6.

Nugget effects increase the TAVs and result in considerable DRs for él, 92, which is consistent
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with the heavier effects of 72 on M, and M, discussed in Section 4.2.1. In numerous settings,
TAVs of ﬁ can exceed those of p. DRVs of 0, are relatively contained. Moreover, the nugget
effects are more critical on strongly high-frequency relevant parameters. For instance, TAVs
predominantly scale by ten times or more for (7, gg) However, TAV increases are moderate on
the rest, primarily scaling by 4 to 5 times at maximum. The TAVs for B tend to scale larger than
those for p, again indicating the susceptibility of M, to the nugget effects compared with Ms.
Furthermore, Table S5 in the Supplementary Material indicates that M3 offers the most stable
DRVs for 72, whereas M; and M, display critical deviations in some cases. Therefore, TAVs of
ég approximate the uncertainties more efficiently at finite samples in the nugget effect models.
The TAVs of 72 follow the same pattern as the IQRs shown in Figure 4. The TAV of 72 reduces
as the field correlation and smoothness increase and drops to the lowest on a strong-correlated
smooth field. It is difficult to draw conclusions on the asymptotic distributions of the MLEs

because 1600 samples might not be sufficient for the MLEs to reach normality. The number of

samples required for asymptotic normality requires further explorations.

5 Tile Low-Rank Approximation

The direct maximization of the log-likelihood function (4) is usually time-consuming and com-
putationally inefficient. Abdulah et al. (2018b) implemented a tile-based parallel TLR approx-
imation method for the MLE operation to compress off-diagonal tiles up to a pre-specified ac-
curacy. First, the TLR decomposes the large covariance matrix into tiles of a given tile size,
3(0) = {D(0), ;}, and maintains the diagonal tiles D(6),; in dense forms. Singular value de-
composition is performed on the individual off-diagonal tiles so that only a certain number of
eigenvalues and eigenvectors can be preserved to reach the specified accuracy measured by the
Frobenius norm, [|[D(8);; — D(8),||r < e. The low-rank tile D(8), ; occupies less memory space
during computation, accelerating matrix operations. Abdulah et al. (2018b) demonstrated that

the TLR method could significantly reduce modeling time while maintaining decent estimation
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Figure 10: Boxplots of the MMOM using TLR approximation with 300 replicates for the non-nugget
effect models (72 = 0) and nugget effect models (72 = 0.1) under weak (first block), medium (second
block), and strong (third block) field correlations, separated by vertical lines in each sub-figure, on the

exponential Gaussian fields (v = 0.5). Red lines denote the expected MMOM value when the true
covariance is applied.

accuracy. Furthermore, Hong et al. (2021) argued that TLR outperforms the Gaussian predictive
process proposed by Banerjee et al. (2008) and the composite likelihood method developed by
Vecchia (1988) and Curriero and Lele (1999).

In this section, we evaluate the performance of the TLR approximation on the previously
generated datasets from the three parameterizations under sparse covariance settings. We set
the tile size to 400 and the accuracy level to 10~7. Therefore, the covariance matrix was divided
into 16 tiles, each containing 400? entries. We applied the TLR approximation to the 12 off-
diagonal tiles while keeping the diagonal tiles dense. As reported in Section 4.2.1, the measures
MSPE and MLOE are insensitive to the parameterizations. Hence, we only present the DRs
between the sample means and true values, the AER, and MMOM on the exponential Gaussian
fields (similar results were observed on Whittle Gaussian fields). Overall, the TLR method
resembles the results produced by the exact method. In addition, M, is slightly more accurate
than M3 for the non-nugget effect models in terms of point estimations (Table S2, Supplementary
Material) and AERs (Table S4, Supplementary Material) but is more vulnerable to the nugget

effects. The MMOMs also reflect the same situation: the MMOMs are mostly comparable for the

32



non-nugget effect models, whereas the MMOMSs of M; tend to deviate more from zero compared
with MMOMs of M3 in the nugget effect models shown in Figure 10, indicating that using M,
in TLR settings is more prone to model specification errors.

Another crucial difference in parameterizations is that applying Ms in TLR settings is quite
challenging. The problem is that ¢ and a cannot land at small values in the search space because
they will then characterize fields of significantly strong correlations, for which the resulting
covariance matrix has a high possibility of being numerically singular if a loose accuracy level is
applied to the off-diagonal blocks. Indeed, we encountered this problem when the accuracy level
was 1075, 1077, and 107°.

The results from Abdulah et al. (2018b) demonstrated that a low accuracy level increases the
modeling time and diminishes the purpose of the complexity reduction. Numerical singularity is
not a critical issue for M; and M3 because small range parameter values typically characterize
weakly correlated fields. Although numerical singularity is not a significant concern, using the
nugget effect models in TLR settings is preferred. Noise added to the diagonals can improve
the matrix condition number and, thus, better avoid numerical singularity, enabling even looser

accuracy conditions and further accelerating the modeling process.

6 Application to Saudi Wind Speed Data

In this section, we apply My, My, and M3 to Saudi Arabia wind speed residual data from
Huang et al. (2022) visualized in Figure 11, containing 3,173 observations across the entire
country on January 1st, 2013. The locations are rescaled within [0,1]? to match the previous
experiment settings. In addition, we randomly split the data into 10 sets of training and testing
data, accounting for 80% (2,538) and 20% (635) of the entire dataset. Then, we measured the
convergent iterations and asymptotic variance (AV) estimated from the testing data and MSPE
on the training data. The tuning parameters are the same as in the simulation studies. The

numbers in Tables 4 to 6 indicate the means computed across all 10 testing and training sets. The
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Table 4: Comparisons of convergent iterations of the MLEs for M1, My, and M3 using Saudi wind
speed residual data under exact covariance estimation with and without nugget effects.

Model/parameterization M, Mo M
Non-nugget 187.4 (64.5) 314.7 (85.2) 189.7 (99.9)
Nugget 308.0 (168.2) | 545.1 (224.1) | 296.3 (101.0)

Table 5: Comparisons of the MSPE for M1, M5, and M3 using Saudi wind speed residual data under
an exact covariance estimation with and without nugget effects.

Model /parameterization M,y Mo M
Non-nugget 0.1115 (0.0166) | 0.1089 (0.0142) | 0.1076 (0.0156)
Nugget 0.1121 (0.0163) | 0.1118 (0.0166) | 0.1107 (0.0156)

numbers in parentheses indicate their associated standard deviations. Tables 4 to 6 demonstrate

that many of the conclusions from numerical simulations remain true in practice. First, we

il

Speed_Residual

garsee
£

Figure 11: Saudi wind speed residual data on January 1st, 2013, at 3,173 locations.

Table 6: Comparisons of AVs for My, Ms, and M3 using Saudi wind speed residual data under an
exact covariance estimation with and without nugget effects.

N

My o? 6] v T

0.1040 (0.1450) | 0.0546 (0.0873) | 0.000258 (0.0000215) 0

M, o a v T2

0.00649 (0.00221) | 5.7512 (0.9247) | 0.000281 (0.0000222) 0

M o? ) v 72

0.5272 (0.7103) 0.5897 (0.8085) | 0.000249 (0.0000233) 0

My o? B v 72
0.1671 (0.3272) 0.0413 (0.0892) 0.00423 (0.00157) 0.000123 (0.0000326)

Mo ) Q v T2
3.3101 (5.6246) 11.1619 (2.2612) 0.00557 (0.00157) 0.000119 (0.0000346)

M o’ ) v T2
0.0683 (0.1209) 0.0304 (0.0647) 0.00478 (0.00154) 0.000127 (0.0000440)
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observe that My requires the most convergent iterations for both non-nugget and nugget effect
models. In addition, M; is the most efficient for the non-nugget effect models but becomes
volatile and gets outperformed by M3 in the presence of nugget effects. Further, (62, p) in
M3 encounter inaccuracy issues in the non-nugget model, as the AVs significantly deviate from
those of their counterparts in M; with the nugget effect. The nugget effect 72 and its AV are
consistently estimated to be around 0.03 and 0.00012 across all parameterizations. Therefore,
the overall nugget effect is limited. Hence, the AVs of (62, p) should be similar in both scenarios
like those of (62, 3) in M.

Second, & in both scenarios and (5 in the nugget effect model display much more significant
AVs than the other estimates. Third, MSPE barely changes across differing parameterizations
and increases under the exposure of nugget effects. In addition, the nugget effect, even mini-
mally, significantly affects ((/3, ») but has limited influences on the uncertainties of (62, B, p, &)
in comparison. Last, the AV of B is slightly more significant but roughly identical to that of p
in the nugget effect model because 7 is estimated to be around 0.3, which is a rough field with

some minor nugget effects.

7 Discussion

In this study, we conducted a comprehensive comparison of the three most widely used param-
eterizations of the Matérn covariance function. We utilized both simulated and real data to
investigate various aspects such as modeling efficiency and accuracy, the behavior of maximum
likelihood estimators, and other crucial factors. Our analysis was made possible by utilizing the
high-performance computing software, FraGeoStat, which allowed us to perform matrix opera-
tions in parallel and generate large-scale spatial data efficiently. We also employed benchmarking
functions such as MMOM and the Fisher information matrix, which are sensitive to different pa-
rameterizations and can aid in selecting the optimal parameterization.

In summary, M, is preferable over My and M3 in modeling speed. Further, M, also provides
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decent and stable estimation accuracy in non-nugget effect models, offering lower uncertainty
than My and avoiding the high-tolerance inaccuracy issues occurring in Mjs. However, in the
presence of nugget effects, M; and M, are more disturbed than M3 with biased estimates
and apparent deviations between TAVs and SVs. Moreover, the resistance of M3 to the nugget
effects also holds in TLR approximations. The TAV of MLEs for M, is highly likely to be the
lowest in non-nugget effect models, allowing for more informative confidence intervals. Prediction
efficiency and the MSPE of the three parameterizations are comparable, but the MSPEs of M,
and M3 are the most trustworthy of the three. Moreover, M; and M3 offer better parameter
orthogonality than Ms; therefore, TAVs of I are closer to the SVs. Furthermore, parameters
for M; and M3 have more statistical-intuitive interpretations, in which % 4+ 7?=Var{Z(s)} and
g and p are direct measures of the dependence range. In addition, the TLR method can be
applied to M; and M3, whereas M often runs into numerical singularity issues. Lastly, per
the small variances of MLEs for M; and M3, it would be relatively safe to use a smaller search
space in optimization, further enhancing modeling speed. However, such action is hazardous
for My, whose MLEs might take a large range of values and vary dramatically. Due to the
above reasoning, we recommend M, for the non-nugget effect model and Mj for the nugget
effect model. If there is an absolute preference, the link functions presented in Table 1 and the
Jacobian transformations of I(8) provided in the Supplementary Material can enable flexible
transitions between any of them. As for the Bayesian context, we believe similar issues as in
the frequentist context will likely arise due to the likelihood part unless very strong priors are
imposed. As for the Bayesian context, we believe that similar issues as in the frequentist context
will likely arise due to the likelihood part unless very strong priors are imposed. A further
analysis of the Matérn parametrizations in the Bayesian context is worth exploring but beyond

the scope of the current paper.
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S1. Derivatives of the Three Matérn Variants
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Equations S7-S9 are derived from De Oliveira and Han (2022). The rest of the equations are

computed in a similar manner.

S2. Jacobians of Transformations

To transform from M; to My, we have
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Lastly, for transformations between M; and M3, we can compute
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S3. Additional Simulation Results

Due to length limitations, we provide results used in Section 4, 5, and 6. Numbers highlighted

in red denote large values to take notice.

& v=1 By=1 Gv=1 & v=1 By=1 Gv=1 & v=1 By=1 Gv=1
o
N » 8 2 < ° 2
3 8
- S w0
d ©Q
: T H N ° 2 -+ o ° 0 —
~ : | 0 — : : - ; o . = |
1 I 8 < Q : ! : : 3
j | S : . s H ; _ ; < . |
H H . H H o . H
- | © : 0 . ! —— I I : i
3 % E < 5 ) g | 3= E w1 i S| 3= E
] + | < : o - I TN 3 - L
i i i - - : 9| L i j - © ; i :
@ e | | ~ ' : ; | i e : |
2 - | =B 4= b ] % ; Y ; g ! Y il
. ; - ; . > ] - | ]
8L ] ] - ! = 5 - ~ 5
° - 1 RN ) R ' - | == %
: e | aEme| T - - - -
= ° T ; - - .
° ] : o
g — s E ° 3 E
No-Nug Nug No-Nug Nug No-Nug Nug No-Nug Nug No-Nug Nug No-Nug Nug No-Nug Nug No-Nug Nug No-Nug Nug
A A . A
(a) 61, My, weak correlation. (b) 61, M, medium correlation. (c) 61, My, strong correlation.
o awzl av=1 Gv=1 %\):1 av=1 Gv=1 %\):1 av=1 Gv=1
8
8 3 Sk N S 8 c g
« :
s - i 8 - -
8 i ; < —+
< | 0 € @ | w0
g 3 o= h o 1 -
o ;
[=} o H _
g ° sl + T . % E o

BREE

- : | ; i S
e : . i o ; ; - =
g 81 o= E g1 i |7 gl - B
g | = - - B |
- i 3 w0 . | - 3 :
g i i g 5] — i o
g ol | T 2B i ST e “ i
L " 4 ' . : i : R f
o | . | . :
o] L = ol = L | . E o -], e
No-Nug Nug No-Nug Nug No-Nug Nug No-Nug Nug No-Nug Nug No-Nug Nug No-Nug Nug No-Nug Nug No-Nug Nug
(d) 62, Ma, weak correlation. (e) 02, My, medium correlation. (f) 02, My, strong correlation.
A2 A o A2 A s A2 A N
o v=1 pv=1 V=1 o v=1 pv=1 V=1 6 v=1 pv=1 V=1
2 © 8 : o - < ° o
N 3 N : < N
< 3 -
- = 9 X ;
- < = . ' =] :
i - 0 - ° H 0 —
S o © - ' @ ol — ; - | ° _ = ]
- g — L - < | |
© ; © o | —
. o

1.0
0.15

0.04

=E.%T . g | [EE =8 ] =

-

A |
M= i o NN S
3 i % 1 i i s = - % g
- ~ — . - : 0 - 0
S ; i e c ~ c
° . | : : 8 ’ 5 i B -
g 3 R I==1— i 4
g — — |3 E ° 3 3
No-Nug Nug No-Nug Nug No-Nug Nug No-Nug Nug No-Nug Nug No-Nug Nug No-Nug Nug No-Nug Nug No-Nug Nug
(g) 03, M3, weak correlation. (h) 65, M3, medium correlation. (i) 63, M3, strong correlation.

Figure S1: Boxplots of the MLEs of the Whittle Gaussian fields. Red lines represent the sample means
and the blue lines denote the true values. No-Nug denotes the non-nugget effect models and Nug denotes
the nugget effect models.



MSPE,v=1,1°=0 MSPE,v=1,12=0.1

0.8
0.8

0.6
0.6

o 8 -

i

0.4
0.4

[

I
1

0.0
0.0

Mi M, Mg My M, Mg My M, M My M, Mg My M, Mg My M, M,

Figure S2: Boxplots of the MSPEs with and without nugget effects under weak (first block), medium
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Figure S3: Boxplots of the convergent iterations with and without nugget effects under weak (first
block), medium (second block), and strong (third block) correlations, separated by vertical lines in each
sub-figure, on the Whittle fields with 300 replicates.



Table S1: Difference ratios between means and true values for M1, My, M3 with and without nugget

effects using 300 replicates.

Model o? I5) v [} @ v o? P v

Weak-exp (h = 0.1) 0.00532 | 0.0208 | 0.00975 || 0.1972 | 0.000222 | 0.00350 || 0.0259 | 0.1090 | 0.00678
Medium-exp (h = 0.3) 0.0263 | 0.0416 | 0.00528 || 0.1031 | 0.0217 | 0.00478 | 0.0696 | 0.1016 | 0.00403
Strong-exp (h = 0.7) 0.0584 | 0.0691 | 0.00597 | 0.0248 | 0.0122 0.0979 0.1796 | 0.2123 | 0.00341
Weak-exp-nugget (h = 0.1) 0.00535 | 0.00252 | 0.0996 1.2609 | 0.0717 0.1497 || 0.00736 | 0.0114 | 0.1121
Medium-exp-nugget (h = 0.3) 0.1360 | 0.4672 0.0444 0.9388 | 0.0218 | 0.000744 || 0.0289 | 0.0412 | 0.0748
Strong-exp-nugget (h = 0.7) 0.2435 | 0.5356 0.0152 0.0163 | 0.0343 0.0538 0.0995 | 0.1744 | 0.0415
Weak-Whittle (h = 0.1) 0.00773 | 0.0236 | 0.00431 || 0.0407 | 0.0787 0.0635 0.0199 | 0.0268 | 0.00154
Medium-Whittle (h = 0.3) 0.0618 | 0.0377 | 0.0000581 || 0.0825 | 0.00593 | 0.0108 0.2093 | 0.1097 | 0.00499
Strong-Whittle (h = 0.7) 0.2050 | 0.0954 | 0.000337 | 0.0521 | 0.0306 | 0.000416 || 0.1449 | 0.0591 | 0.00102
Weak-Whittle-nugget (h = 0.1) 0.0356 | 0.0826 0.0542 0.4538 | 0.0616 0.0698 0.0267 | 0.0178 | 0.0235
Medium-Whittle-nugget (h = 0.3) | 0.1556 | 0.2403 | 0.00990 || 0.1546 | 0.0883 0.0664 0.0460 | 0.0415 | 0.0363
Strong-Whittle-nugget (h = 0.7) 0.3191 | 0.3234 | 0.00199 | 0.2795 | 0.1159 0.0896 0.1728 | 0.1257 | 0.0192

Table S2: Difference ratios between means and true values for M; and Mg with and without nugget
effects under TLR approximated covariance using 300 replicates.

2

2

Model o 15} v o P v

Weak-exp (h = 0.1) 0.00553 | 0.0217 | 0.00975 || 0.0144 | 0.0842 | 0.00994
Medium-exp (h = 0.3) 0.0265 | 0.0402 | 0.00579 || 0.0933 | 0.1399 | 0.00394
Strong-exp (h = 0.7) 0.0537 | 0.0598 | 0.00713 || 0.1823 | 0.2071 | 0.00438
Weak-exp-nugget (h = 0.1) 0.0127 | 0.0159 | 0.0851 || 0.00621 | 0.0117 | 0.1088
Medium-exp-nugget (h = 0.3) 0.1439 | 0.4254 | 0.0397 || 0.0326 | 0.0467 | 0.0728
Strong-exp-nugget (h = 0.7) 0.2340 | 0.5420 | 0.0191 | 0.0968 | 0.1622 | 0.0473
Weak-Whittle (h = 0.1) 0.00627 | 0.0222 | 0.00295 || 0.00600 | 0.00991 | 0.00344
Medium-Whittle (h = 0.3) 0.0444 | 0.0239 | 0.00341 || 0.1175 | 0.0598 | 0.00161
Strong-Whittle (h = 0.7) 0.2216 | 0.0750 | 0.0116 0.1572 | 0.0488 | 0.0129
Weak-Whittle-nugget (h = 0.1) | 0.0439 | 0.1045 | 0.0719 || 0.0278 | 0.0178 | 0.0264
Medium-Whittle-nugget (h =0.3) | 0.1610 | 0.2406 | 0.00750 || 0.0566 | 0.0533 | 0.0300
Strong-Whittle-nugget (h = 0.7) 0.3603 | 0.0488 | 0.00459 || 0.1492 | 0.1109 | 0.0238

Table S3: Approximated effective range (AER) using the sample means of Mj, My, and M3 with
nugget and without nugget effects using 300 replicates.

Model/AER My (h;0,) | My(h;0,) | Ms(h; 8s) || Model/AER Mi(h;0,) | My(h;05) | Ms(h; 65)
Weak-exp (h = 0.1) 0.0523 0.0572 0.0668 Weak-exp-nugget (h = 0.1) 0.0552 0.0531 0.0491
Medium-exp (h = 0.3) 0.0580 0.0499 0.0702 Medium-exp-nugget (h = 0.3) 0.1542 0.1055 0.0568
Strong-exp (h = 0.7) 0.0650 0.0537 0.0999 Strong-exp-nugget (h = 0.7) 0.1802 0.0614 0.0858
Weak-Whittle (h = 0.1) 0.0543 0.1119 0.0559 Weak-Whittle-nugget (h = 0.1) 0.0627 0.1605 0.0549
Medium-Whittle (h = 0.3) 0.0604 0.0585 0.0859 Medium-Whittle-nugget (h = 0.3) 0.1160 0.1253 0.0597
Strong-Whittle (h = 0.7) 0.0820 0.0444 0.0697 Strong-Whittle-nugget (h = 0.7) 0.1555 0.0864 0.0868




Table S4: Approximated effective range (AER) using the sample means of M; and M3 with nugget

and without nugget effects under TLR approximated covariance using 300 replicates.

Model/AER My (h;61) | Ms(h;05) | Model/AER My (h; 61) | Ms(h;03)
Weak-exp (h = 0.1) 0.0524 0.0620 Weak-exp-nugget (h = 0.1) 0.0568 0.0491
Medium-exp (h = 0.3) 0.0578 0.0786 | Medium-exp-nugget (h = 0.3) 0.1456 0.0579
Strong-exp (h = 0.7) 0.0632 0.0991 | Strong-exp-nugget (h = 0.7) 0.1809 0.0832
Weak-Whittle (h = 0.1) 0.0541 0.0519 Weak-Whittle-nugget (h = 0.1) 0.0657 0.0550
Medium-Whittle (2 = 0.3) | 0.0569 0.0682 | Medium-Whittle-nugget (5 = 0.3) | 0.1162 0.0628
Strong-Whittle (h = 0.7) 0.0795 0.0680 | Strong-Whittle-nugget (h = 0.7) 0.1851 0.0815

Table S5: Asymptotic normality of 72 of M1, My, and M3 on exponential and Whittle Gaussian fields
using 300 replicates.

Variance/field | Mj-weak-exp | Mj-medium-exp | M;-strong-exp | M;-weak-Whittle | M;-medium-Whittle | M;-strong-Whittle
SV 0.00944 0.00269 0.000801 0.00352 0.000237 0.0000410

AV 0.0486 0.00280 0.000569 0.00247 0.000140 0.0000418

DR 0.8058 0.0429 0.4077 0.4251 0.6929 0.0195
Variance/field | My-weak-exp | Mo-medium-exp | Ma-strong-exp | My-weak-Whittle | My-medium-Whittle | My-strong-Whittle
SV 0.00501 0.00273 0.000676 0.00218 0.000451 0.000128

AV 0.0486 0.00280 0.000569 0.00247 0.000140 0.0000418

DR 0.8969 0.0250 0.1880 0.1174 2.2214 2.0622
Variance/field | Mz-weak-exp | Mz-medium-exp | M3-strong-exp | Msz-weak-Whittle | Mz-medium-Whittle | M3-strong-Whittle
SV 0.00999 0.00259 0.000749 0.00289 0.000183 0.0000335

AV 0.0486 0.00280 0.000569 0.00247 0.000140 0.0000418

DR 0.7865 0.0750 0.3163 0.1700 0.3071 0.1986




Table S6: SV, TAV, and DRVs, of él, ég, and 65 on the exponential and Whittle Gaussian fields with
and without nugget effects using 300 replicates with sample size n = 1600.

Weak-exp &2 [3’ 1% (jg Q& 1% &2 p 1%
SV 0.00401 | 0.0000307 | 0.00402 47.3421 19.3994 | 0.00314 || 0.0520 | 0.00338 | 0.00435
TAV 0.00371 | 0.0000259 | 0.00362 36.2830 21.8370 | 0.00362 || 0.00372 | 0.0000245 | 0.00362
DRV 0.0809 0.1853 0.1105 0.3048 0.1116 | 0.1326 | 12.9785 | 136.9592 | 0.2017
Medium-exp &2 I} 1 [0) & 1 62 D 1
SV 0.0320 | 0.000683 | 0.00116 24777 6.7213 | 0.00162 | 0.1152 | 0.00485 | 0.00119
TAV 0.0244 | 0.000489 | 0.00111 1.0686 4.8899 | 0.00111 || 0.0244 | 0.000799 | 0.00111
DRV 0.3115 0.3967 0.0450 1.3186 0.3746 | 0.4596 3.7213 5.0701 0.0721
Strong-exp 62 B 7 o & 7 62 p 17
SV 0.1170 0.00889 | 0.000741 0.3577 4.5617 | 0.0206 0.2805 0.0474 | 0.000749
TAV 0.0959 0.00718 | 0.000734 0.1240 2.3935 | 0.000734 || 0.0959 0.0133 | 0.000734
DRV 0.2200 0.2382 0.00954 1.8847 0.9059 | 27.0654 | 1.9249 2.5639 0.0204
Weak-Whittle o Ié] 1% ) & 1% o p 1%
SV 0.00574 | 0.00000989 | 0.00995 | 508914.0000 | 49.4198 | 0.0191 0.0474 | 0.000176 | 0.0115
TAV 0.00503 | 0.00000842 | 0.00921 | 596200.0000 | 21.5630 | 0.00921 || 0.00503 | 0.0000141 | 0.00921
DRV 0.1412 0.1746 0.0803 0.1464 1.2919 1.0738 8.4235 11.4823 0.2486
Medium-Whittle 52 B D ) & D 52 p D
SV 0.0759 | 0.000188 | 0.00230 2361.0720 7.3414 | 0.00748 | 0.3802 | 0.00239 | 0.00256
TAV 0.0334 | 0.000114 | 0.00208 1450.4000 3.6176 | 0.00209 | 0.0334 | 0.000359 | 0.00209
DRV 1.2725 0.6491 0.1058 0.6279 1.0294 | 2.5789 || 10.3832 | 5.6574 0.2249
Strong-Whittle 52 B D ) & D 52 b D
SV 0.2341 0.00232 0.00129 34.0935 1.8841 | 0.00134 || 0.2253 | 0.00809 | 0.00128
TAV 0.1234 0.00143 0.00119 26.5530 1.5280 | 0.00120 || 0.1234 | 0.00522 | 0.00120
DRV 0.8971 0.6224 0.0840 0.2839 0.2330 | 0.1167 0.8258 0.5498 0.0667
Weak-exp-nugget &2 [3’ 1 (jg Q& 1% 52 p 1
SV 0.0119 | 0.0000453 | 0.0371 136.9030 20.7309 | 0.00622 || 0.0135 | 0.0000321 | 0.0544
TAV 0.0545 | 0.000103 0.0906 600.5700 87.2620 | 0.0906 0.0545 | 0.0000299 | 0.0905
DRV 0.7720 0.7624 0.5905 0.9456 0.9076 | 0.9313 0.7523 0.0736 0.3989
Medium-exp-nugget &2 I} 1 [0) & 1 62 D 1
SV 0.2055 0.0358 0.0301 67.8228 18.1832 | 0.0218 0.0366 | 0.00161 0.0288
TAV 0.0297 0.00118 0.0205 11.7100 11.7930 | 0.0205 0.0297 | 0.00113 0.0205
DRV 5.9192 29.3389 0.4683 4.7919 0.5419 | 0.0634 0.2323 0.4248 0.4049
Strong-exp-nugget &2 B D o & D &2 p 17
SV 0.2152 0.0669 0.0176 0.7974 3.1759 | 0.00879 || 0.1367 0.0349 0.0181
TAV 0.1012 0.0135 0.0132 1.1710 4.5005 | 0.0132 0.1012 0.0193 0.0132
DRV 1.1265 4.1778 0.3333 0.3190 0.2943 | 0.3341 0.3508 0.8083 0.3712
Weak-Whittle-nugget 62 I} 1 o & 1 o p 1
SV 0.00860 | 0.0000234 | 0.0639 | 1329457.0000 | 56.3423 | 0.0428 || 0.00869 | 0.0000197 | 0.0867
TAV 0.00968 | 0.0000320 | 0.1150 | 6051400.0000 | 81.8330 | 0.1150 || 0.00968 | 0.0000184 | 0.1150
DRV 0.1116 0.2688 0.4443 0.7803 0.3115 | 0.6278 0.1023 0.0707 0.2461
Medium-Whittle-nugget | 62 B b ) & b 52 p b
SV 0.3004 0.00551 0.0583 8696.0090 10.2706 | 0.0363 0.0599 | 0.00124 0.0551
TAV 0.0367 | 0.000364 0.0384 18556.0000 | 11.5170 | 0.0384 0.0367 | 0.000683 | 0.0384
DRV 7.1853 14.1374 0.5182 0.5314 0.1082 | 0.0547 0.6322 0.8155 0.4349
Strong-Whittle-nugget o B 1% g?) & 1 52 p 1%
SV 0.3983 0.0197 0.0391 57.6320 2.4925 | 0.0184 0.2466 0.0183 0.0406
TAV 0.1377 0.00413 0.0352 441.2300 4.4028 | 0.0352 0.1377 0.0106 0.0352
DRV 1.8925 3.7699 0.1108 0.8694 0.4339 | 0.4773 0.7908 0.7264 0.1534
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Figure S4: Boxplots of the MLEs of the exponential Gaussian fields on a regular grid. Red lines
represent the sample means and the blue lines denote the true values. No-Nug denotes the non-nugget
effect models and Nug denotes the nugget effect models.

Figure S4 demonstrates consistent behaviors of the parameter estimates from regular expo-

nential Gaussian fields for My, My, and M3 as in Figures 3 and S1.
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Figure S5: Contour plots of the log-likelihood function of 1600 samples simulated from weak and medium
exponential Gaussian fields parameterized in M7, My, and M3 with v = 0.5. For the same reason as
in Figure 1, the contours for v = 1 are omitted. The black dot in each figure represents the MLEs and
the blue cross represents the true parameter values.

Table S7: SV, TAV, and DRV, of 81, 85, and 63 on the exponential without nugget effects using 300
replicates with sample size n = 3600, 6400.

=

Strong-exp/N = 3600 | 42 B 17 1) & 1 &2 p 17
SV 0.0869 | 0.00615 | 0.000296 || 0.1771 | 3.3644 | 0.00906 || 0.2143 | 0.00338 | 0.000298
TAV 0.0936 | 0.00623 | 0.000295 || 0.0581 | 2.0770 | 0.000295 || 0.0936 | 0.0269 | 0.000295
DRV 0.0708 | 0.0125 | 0.00259 || 2.0482 | 0.6198 | 29.7119 || 1.2900 | 1.2543 0.0102
Strong-exp/N = 6400 52 I} 1% 10) & 1% o D 1%
SV 0.0867 | 0.00585 | 0.000145 || 0.0879 | 2.4586 | 0.00906 || 0.4566 | 0.0553 | 0.000147
TAV 0.0927 | 0.00582 | 0.000157 || 0.0345 | 1.9420 | 0.000295 || 0.0927 | 0.0113 | 0.000157
DRV 0.0647 | 0.0052 0.0828 1.5478 | 0.2660 | 37.6624 || 3.9256 | 3.8938 0.0637
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Table S8 SV, TAV, and DRVs, of 61, 65, and 65 on the exponential with nugget effects using 300
replicates with sample size n = 3600, 6400.

~ ~

Medium-exp-Nug/N = 3600 | &2 B % 1) & % &2 p 17

SV 0.1289 | 0.0106 | 0.00845 || 8.7519 | 12.2605 | 0.00911 || 0.0295 | 0.00132 | 0.00815
TAV 0.0258 | 0.000771 | 0.00712 || 4.6490 | 7.7132 | 0.00712 || 0.0258 | 0.000954 | 0.00712
DRV 3.9961 | 12.7483 | 0.1868 || 0.8825 | 0.5895 | 0.2794 | 0.1434 | 0.3836 0.1447
Medium-exp-Nug/N = 6400 | 52 B P ) é P 62 P D

SV 0.1852 | 0.00651 | 0.00359 || 3.2313 | 10.5353 | 0.00514 || 0.0288 | 0.000906 | 0.00298
TAV 0.0247 | 0.000605 | 0.00352 || 2.5350 | 6.0526 | 0.00352 || 0.0247 | 0.000850 | 0.00352
DRV 6.4939 | 9.7568 0.0199 || 0.2747 | 0.7406 | 0.4602 | 0.1659 | 0.0659 0.1534

Table S9: Asymptotic normality of #? of My, Mz, and M3 on exponential using 300 replicates with
N = 3600, 6400.

Variance/field, N = 3600 | M;-medium-exp | Ma-medium-exp | Ms-medium-exp
SV 0.000783 0.00106 0.000734
TAV 0.000560 0.000560 0.000560
DR 0.3982 0.8928 0.3107
Variance/field, N = 6400 | M;-medium-exp | Mo-medium-exp | Mz-medium-exp
SV 0.000188 0.000399 0.000247
TAV 0.000185 0.000185 0.000185
DR 0.0162 1.1568 0.3351

11



	Introduction
	Large-Scale Spatial Modeling and Prediction
	Benchmarking Functions
	Maximum Likelihood Estimation
	Fisher Information Matrix
	Mean Squared Prediction Error
	Data Modeling Accuracy

	Experimental Results
	Experimental Testbed
	Efficiency Assessment
	Parameter Estimation Accuracy 
	Prediction
	Evaluating Convergence Rate

	Increasing-Domain Asymptotics
	Asymptotic Variances and Correlations 
	 Quality of Uncertainty Quantification


	Tile Low-Rank Approximation
	Application to Saudi Wind Speed Data
	Discussion
	Acknowledgement

