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Abstract

Spatial data are often derived from multiple sources (e.g. satellites, in-situ sensors,
survey samples) with different supports, but associated with the same properties of
a spatial phenomenon of interest. It is common for predictors to also be measured
on different spatial supports than the variables making up the response. Although
there is no standard way to work with spatial data with different supports, a preva-
lent approach used by practitioners has been to use downscaling or interpolation
to project all the variables of analysis towards a common support, and then using
standard spatial models on this common support. The main disadvantage with this
approach is that simple interpolation can introduce biases and, more importantly,
the uncertainty associated with the change of support is not taken into account in
the parameter estimation of the main model of interest. In this article, we pro-
pose a Bayesian spatial latent Gaussian model that can handle data with different
rectilinear supports in the response variable and the predictors. Our approach al-
lows us to handle changes of support more naturally according to the properties of
the spatial stochastic process being used, and to take into account the uncertainty
from the change of support in parameter estimation and prediction. We use spa-
tial stochastic processes as linear combinations of basis functions where Gaussian
Markov random fields define the weights. This process can be projected to differ-
ent supports whilst maintaining the same parameters. Our hierarchical modelling
approach can be described by the following steps: (i) define a latent model where
response variables and predictors are considered as latent stochastic processes with
continuous support, (ii) link the continuous-index set stochastic processes with its
projection to the support of the observed data, (iii) link the projected process with
the observed data. We show the applicability of our approach by simulation studies
and modelling the land suitability of improved grassland in Rhondda Cynon Taf, a
county borough in Wales.

Keywords: Data integration, Gaussian processes, geo-additive models, land suitability,
model-based geostatistics, spatial misalignment.
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1. Introduction

Many research questions in environmental science and public health necessitate the utilisa-
tion of heterogeneous spatial data encompassing different supports. The characteristics of
the support, commonly referred to as spatial sampling units, can vary significantly across
data sources, including variations in size, shape, spacing, and extent (Dungan et al., 2002).
In disease incidence and prevalence modelling, it is common to obtain case data at multiple
levels of aggregation, such as at the individual level, census areas, counties, and districts,
along with predictors observed at both individual and aggregated levels, including satellite
pixels (Wang et al., 2018; Alegana et al., 2016; Lee and Anderson, 2022). In environmental
modelling, there is also a frequent need to combine information from data sources with differ-
ent supports across both the response and predictor variables, with a particular emphasis on
the use of satellite products and synthetic data derived from climate models (Brown et al.,
2022; Pacifici et al., 2019; Ma and Kang, 2020). Integrating different data sources to address
a research question offers the potential to enhance parameter estimation and improve predic-
tion accuracy (Wang et al., 2018; Pacifici et al., 2019; Law et al., 2018; Leopold et al., 2006).
However, to achieve reliable results, it is crucial to employ a data fusion framework that ap-
propriately acknowledges the support of the data and incorporates reasonable assumptions
to mitigate biases and accurately quantify uncertainty (Gotway and Young, 2002; Pacifici
et al., 2019).

The process of projecting observed data to a common support, known as change of support
(COS) in spatial statistics, is essential when integrating heterogeneous data with different
supports. This encompasses two key situations: the change of support problem (COSP),
where the response variable is observed at different supports, and spatial misalignment,
where the support of predictors and responses differ (Gelfand et al., 2001; Gotway and
Young, 2002; Zhu et al., 2003). Both scenarios require addressing the challenge of effectively
utilising the information from different sources and aligning the data appropriately. In this
paper, we adopt the term change of support to encompass both situations, highlighting the
importance of expressing the projection of spatial data to a specific support within a unified
framework for data integration and handling spatial misalignment.

Numerous attempts have been made to address the change of support problem in order to
integrate multiple spatial data sources. The first set of approaches focuses on geostatistical
methods, including point-to-point, block-to-block, point-to-block, and block-to-point Kriging
(Kyriakidis, 2004). These methods involve computing the covariance matrix using Monte
Carlo integration and parameter estimation through variogram fitting. When dealing with
spatial misalignment, predictors are projected to the response support using one of the types
of Kriging and incorporated into regression models (Young et al., 2009).

The second set of approaches utilises Gaussian processes, a widely applied tool in spa-
tial statistics, to tackle the change of support problem. Several strategies exist within this
framework. One common approach is similar to Kriging, where the covariance matrix is com-
puted using Monte Carlo integration (Gelfand et al., 2001). Inference under the Gaussian
process framework typically involves optimising the likelihood function or utilising Bayesian
inference. Another strategy involves incorporating spatial point-level auxiliary variables,
approximating the integral of the Gaussian process over a region by averaging the spatial
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auxiliary variables within that region (Cowles et al., 2009). The objective here is to obtain
the posterior distribution of these auxiliary variables. Additionally, a multivariate approach
can be employed, treating all variables as responses and defining a full covariance matrix
between sources. This approach leverages separable covariances to reduce computational
costs and approximates the covariance structure on aggregated supports using Monte Carlo
integration (Finley et al., 2014). Predictions can be made for all responses or specific ones.
An alternative spectral approach, proposed by Reich et al. (2014), utilises the spectral repre-
sentation of a Gaussian process. The model at aggregated support resembles a linear model
with pseudo-predictors derived from spectral analysis. Finally, a computationally efficient
approach involves utilising stochastic partial differential equations (SPDE) to approximate
the aggregated Gaussian process (Moraga et al., 2017). The representation of the aggre-
gated GP using SPDE has a similar structure as the continuous GP with a custom linear
transformation. With this approximation, the methods for spatial inference and prediction
using SPDE can be applied.

The third set assumes that data arise from processes that are piecewise constant on a
predefined grid. This allows for analytical simplification, where integrals become linear com-
binations of areas. The projection of piecewise processes to other supports is computed as
weighted averages of the latent process values at cells intersecting the area of interest. These
approaches often utilise grids based on the highest observed resolution or custom compu-
tational grids. The main objective is to obtain the posterior distribution of the piecewise
constant process (Taylor et al., 2015, 2018; Bradley et al., 2016).

Although various approaches have been developed to address the change of support prob-
lem using Kriging, Gaussian processes, and piecewise processes, they are not without limi-
tations. Many of these approaches rely on approximating covariance matrices on aggregated
supports using Monte Carlo integration or by averaging spatial random variables. However,
the accuracy of these approximations depends on the number of points used and the sam-
pling algorithms employed, and the discussion of approximation errors is often neglected.
Moreover, these approximations are necessary even in simpler domains like regular and rec-
tilinear grids. Another limitation is the lack of a precise connection between the continuous
and aggregated spatial processes in some approaches. Lastly, most existing approaches are
tailored to specific types of models, which restricts their flexibility in handling more complex
modelling scenarios within a unified framework.

In this article, we propose a Bayesian latent Gaussian spatial model that addresses the
challenge of handling data with different supports in the response variable and predictors.
Our approach offers a more natural and flexible way to handle the change of support prob-
lem, taking into account the properties of the underlying spatial stochastic process. We
incorporate the uncertainty associated with the change of support into parameter estima-
tion and prediction. Our proposed model utilises a spatial stochastic process expressed as a
linear combination of basis functions, where the weights are determined by Gaussian Markov
random fields. Notably, this process allows for accurate projection onto rectilinear supports
while preserving the same set of parameters. The hierarchical nature of our model involves
the following steps: (i) defining a latent model using latent stochastic processes with contin-
uous support that are related to the response variables and predictors, (ii) establishing the
connection between the continuous-index set stochastic processes and their projection onto
the support of the observed data, and (iii) linking the observed data as noisy realisations of
the projected processes. We demonstrate the practical application of our approach in mod-
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elling the land suitability of improved grassland in Rhondda Cynon Taf, a county borough
in Wales. Our prediction of land suitability relies on various predictors, including elevation,
growing degree days, and soil moisture surplus. Notably, these predictors are available at
different resolutions than the land cover data (25m).

The paper is structured as follows. In Section 2, we introduce spatial latent Gaussian
models as a comprehensive framework encompassing common models used in spatial statis-
tics. Section 3 builds upon this foundation and extends the discussion to the properties of
these processes when projected onto aggregated supports. We present our proposed Bayesian
latent Gaussian spatial model with change of support in this section. To demonstrate the
reliability and flexibility of our approach, we conduct simulation studies in Section 4. In
Section 5, we model the land suitability of improved grassland in Rhondda Cynon Taf. Fi-
nally, in Section 6, we discuss the contributions, advantages, disadvantages, limitations, and
potential future directions of our work.

2. Spatial latent Gaussian models

Spatial latent Gaussian models (SLGM) encompass commonly used models for analysing
spatial point-level and area-level data. They can be tailored to specific classical generalised
spatial models depending on the latent stochastic process used to capture spatial variation.
We define a SLGM in Section 2.1 and discuss the limitations concerning their ability to
handle spatial data with different levels of support in Section 2.2.

2.1. Definition

A classical SLGM assumes that the conditional distribution F(·) of a random function Y (l),
for a location l ∈ D ⊂ R2, given a p-dimensional set of covariates x(l) = [x1(l), . . . , xp(l)]

⊺

and the Gaussian random function W (l), can be defined as follows

Y (l) | x(l),W (l) ∼ F(θ(l), τ 2),

g(θ(l)) = η(l) = β0 + x⊺(l)β +W (l), (1)

where g(·) is the link function between the conditional mean θ(l) and the linear predictor
η(l), and τ 2 is an additional parameter. As usual, β0 and β are the intercept and covariate
effects, respectively. For a set of locations L = {s1, . . . , sn}, which can be points, lines or
regions, this implies that the elements of a set of random variables {Y (si) : i = 1, 2, . . . , n}
are conditionally independent given the covariates {x(si)} and the spatial stochastic process
{W (l) : l ∈ D}. This model assumes that the random vector Wl = [W (l1), . . . ,W (ln)]
follows a multivariate Gaussian distribution.

The model defined by the Equation (1) encompasses various classical spatial models
based on the specific type of l (point or regions) and the properties of the spatial stochastic
process {W (l)}. There are three main cases: i) In the classical generalised geostatistical
model, l represents a point, and {W (l)} is defined as a Gaussian process with zero-mean and
covariance function κ(l, l∗)). ii) In the generalised conditional autoregressive (CAR) spatial
model, l represents a region and {W (l)} is defined as a Gaussian Markov random field
(GMRF) with zero-mean and precision matrix Q. iii) In the geoadditive model, l represents
a point, and {W (l)} is defined using basis functions. Details of common stochastic processes
can be found in Section B.1 of the Supplementary Material (SM).
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2.2. Limitations

Although the framework defined by Equation (1) is attractive and encompasses different
types of spatial models, it has certain requirements. Firstly, it assumes that responses are
observed at the same type of support, such as either point-level or aggregated-level data.
Secondly, both responses and predictors need to be available at the same sampling units
to make inferences. Lastly, predictors should be available for any location within the area
of interest (s ∈ D) to enable spatial prediction at unobserved locations. However, these
assumptions are often challenging to satisfy in real-world applications and are closely tied
to the concept of change of support discussed earlier.

In practice, it is common for practitioners to perform pre-processing steps when using
the models defined in Equation 1. This is because the three assumptions mentioned earlier
are often not met, and existing approaches for dealing with change of support are often
inflexible. These approaches typically involve approximating covariance matrices on aggre-
gated supports using Monte Carlo integration or by averaging spatial random variables. A
common practice is to interpolate the spatial data to a consistent support, which enables
the application of models like (1). However, it can introduce biases in mean predictions and
also affect the accuracy of uncertainty quantification.

Our research on this topic proposes models for continuous spatial variation able to (i)
include data at different support types for the response variable, (ii) include predictors
observed at different spatial sampling units, (iii) perform spatial prediction of the response
variable Y (s) even in cases where the covariates x(s) are not available for all s ∈ D.

3. Spatial latent Gaussian model with change of support

We present a hierarchical SLGM that addresses the challenge of handling spatial data with
different supports in the response variable and predictors. We introduce the concept of
change of support in spatial stochastic processes and discuss the properties of Gaussian
processes (GPs) and linear combinations of basis functions when the support is altered
(Section 3.1). Subsequently, in Section 3.2, we propose a hierarchical SLGM that effectively
handles the change of support by utilising latent spatial processes. Bayesian inference and
spatial prediction of our approach are explained in sections C.2 and C.3 of the SM.

3.1. Change of Support on Stochastic Processes

Let {W (s) : s ∈ D} represent a spatial stochastic process with a continuous index set D
and continuous state space R. When the support is changed, the process is defined over
a different index set, resulting in another process {W (c) : c ⊂ D}, where c represents any
geometry included in D. Specifically, we focus on the case where c represents a region, and
W (c) is defined as a integral over that region:

W (c) =

∫
c

W (s)h(s)ds. (2)

In this equation, the function h(s) serves as a weighting function that determines the im-
portance of each location s within the region c. In practical applications, this function can
take into account factors such as the sampling effort at a specific location. Alternatively,
h(s) can be defined as |c|−1 to obtain an average over c, or as 1 for a total.
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To effectively integrate datasets with different spatial supports through the change of
support, it is necessary to use stochastic processes {W (s)} that allow for efficient and ac-
curate computation of Equation (2). Specifically, when considering a set of points S =
{si : i = 1, . . . , ns} and regions C = {ci : i = 1, . . . , nc}, we need the capability to obtain
the joint density of the associated random vectors Ws = [W (s1),W (s2), . . . ,W (sm)]

⊤ and
Wc = [W (c1),W (c2), . . . ,W (cm)]

⊤. Furthermore, we should be able to establish the con-
nection or association between these random vectors Ws and Wc. In the following section,
we discuss the properties with respect to the change of support for Gaussian processes and
linear combinations of basis functions.

Gaussian Processes

The main property for a GP(µ(s), κ(s, s∗)) is that the random vector Ws for any finite set of
points S = {si : i = 1, . . . , ns} follows a multivariate normal distribution with vector mean
µs = [µ(s1), . . . , µ(sns)] and covariance matrix Σs with elements (Σs)ij = κ(si, sj). When
the support is changed, as presented in Equation (2), the random vector Wc for any finite
set of regions C = {ci : i = 1, . . . , nc} follows also a multivariate normal distribution with
mean µc = [

∫
c1
µ(s)ds, . . . ,

∫
cn
µ(s)ds] and covariance matrix Σc (Gelfand et al., 2001). The

elements of the covariance matrix are defined by (Σc)ij = 1
|ci||cj |

∫
s∈ci

∫
s∗∈cj κ(s − s∗)dsds∗,

where |·| is the area operator.
More generally, considering the set of points and regions A = {s1, . . . , sns , c1, . . . , cnc},

the associated random vector Wa also follows a multivariate normal distribution with µa =

[µ⊺
s ,µ

⊺
c ] and covariance matrix Σa =

[
Σs Σsc

Σ⊺
sc Σc

]
, where (Σsc)ij = 1

|cj |

∫
s∈cj κ(si − s)ds.

Hence, it is possible to derive the joint density function for any set of points and/or regions,
which can be utilised for statistical inference and spatial prediction. However, both depends
of the elements of the covariate matrix, which are commonly approximated using Monte
Carlo integration (see Section C.1.1 of the SM).

Linear Combinations of Spatial Basis Functions

The evaluation of the linear combination of spatial basis functions over any n-dimensional
set of points S can be expressed as Ws = Bsδ where δ is a n-dimensional GMRF and the
row i of Bs is the evaluation of the basis function at point si. Under a change of support,
the continuous process is projected to

W (c) =

q1∑
j=1

q2∑
l=1

δjl

(∫
s∈c

bjl(s)ds

)
= b⊺(c)δ, (3)

where δ is the q-dimensional GMRF and b(c) is a vector containing the integral of the two-
dimensional basis functions bjl(·) over c. Hence, any random vector associated with a set of
regions C can be expressed as Wc = Bcδ where the ith row of Bc is the evaluation of the
basis functions at region ci.

Notice that, under change of support, our process remains similar and we only need
to update the basis functions as integrals over the region of interest while the main latent
process δ does not need any transformation. This provides a close connection between a
subset of the process over any finite set of points S and a set of regions C. Both are simply
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a linear transformation of the latent GMRF δ with different and known design matrices Bs

and Bc respectively.

Integrating basis functions: An important aspect in Equation (3) is that we should
be able to integrate the basis functions over any arbitrary region c. Given that we define
two dimensional basis functions as the product of uni-dimensional basis functions, then the
integral is

∫
s∈c bjl(s)ds =

∫
(s1,s2)∈c b

1
j(s1)b

2
l (s2)ds1ds2. This expression can be reduced for

rectangular regions such as s1 ∈ [L1, U1] and s2 ∈ [L2, U2],
∫
s∈c bjl(s)ds =

∫ U1

L1
b1j(s1)ds1 ×∫ U2

L2
b2l (s2)ds2, as it is only required to compute the integral of the univariate basis functions.

We use basis functions because the integral can be computed efficiently due to:

1. The j-th basis spline Bjk(x) of order k is non-zero from knot tj to tj+k.

2. The integral from knot tj to an arbitrary value x is

∫ x

tj

Bj,k(t)dt =


tj+k − tj

k

s−1∑
i=j

Bi,k+1(x), tj < x ≤ tj+k

tj+k − tj
k

j+k−1∑
i=j

Bi,k+1(x), tj+k < x

for s such that ts−1 < x ≤ ts.

3. The integral can be evaluated from ti to x such that i ≥ j and ti < x ≤ tj+k,

∫ x

ti

Bj,k(t)dt =


tj+k − tj

k

(
s−1∑
r=0

Bj+r,k+1(x)−
i−j−1∑
r=0

Bj+r,k+1(ti)

)
, tj < x ≤ tj+k

tj+k − tj
k

(
j+k−1∑
r=0

Bj+r,k+1(x)−
i−j−1∑
r=0

Bj+r,k+1(ti)

)
, tj+k < x

for s such that ts−1 < x ≤ ts.

These results led to efficient computation of the integral by: i) evaluating it only when
required, according to the local definition of basis splines, and ii) computing the integral
depending only on few basis splines at order k + 1. The proofs of these results are provided
in Section A of SM. Hence, using linear combinations of basis functions we can integrate the
process efficiently and exactly in rectangular geometries. Details of inference and prediction
can be found in Section C.1.2 of SM.

3.2. Spatial Latent Gaussian Model with Change of Support

We propose a model-based approach to integrate spatial data by extending the spatial latent
Gaussian models (SLGM) discussed in Section 2 and leveraging the principles of change of
support as outlined in Section 3.1. We begin by presenting a general framework for SLGM
with change of support. Later, we provide specific models for the Gaussian and Bernoulli
cases and describe key details of Bayesian inference for these models.
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General framework

Our approach is founded on the existence of latent continuous processes that underlie the
fundamental mechanisms of the studied phenomena. It acknowledges that change of support
could also be required under transformations of the latent processes and considers that
measurement error is shaped by the characteristics of the observations, independent of the
latent process. With these fundamental principles in mind, our approach comprises three key
components: the latent Gaussian model, the change of support model, and the observation
model. A directed graph representing our model across the three layers is presented in
Figure 1.

The latent Gaussian model closely resembles a linear geostatistical model, where a latent
response process {η(s)} is expressed as a function of zero-mean latent predictors {Vj(s)}
for j = 1, . . . , p and a zero-mean latent spatial process {W (s)}, capturing additional spatial
variation. This relationship is defined by the equation:

η(s) = β0 + V (s)⊺β +W (s), for s ∈ S, (4)

In this model, β0 serves as an intercept parameter, E [η(s)] = β0, while β represents a vector
of regression coefficients associated with the latent predictors V (s). The latent processes
{η(s)} and {V (s)} are linked to the responses and predictors, respectively, which can be
observed at either point or aggregated levels.

The change of support model elucidates how processes within the latent Gaussian model
can be projected onto different supports. This projection is not always required for the
processes themselves but may be necessary for transformations. We define the change of
support for the processes {W (s)}, {Vj(s)} and {η(s)} under transformations hw(·), hvj(·)
and hη(·) over the geometry c ⊂ S as:

W (c, hw) =

∫
s∈c hw(W (s))ds

|c|
, Vj(c, hvj) =

∫
s∈c hvj(Vj(s))ds

|c|
, η(c, hη) =

∫
s∈c hη(η(s))ds

|c|
.

This notation emphasises that the change of support under a transformation is distinct from
the transformation of the change of support, i.e., W (c, hw) ̸= hw(W (c)). The choice of the
transformation h(·) depends on the relationship between the models proposed at the point
and aggregated levels.

The observation model defines the distribution or data generation mechanism for observ-
able variables (responses or predictors) at any location (point or geometry). This model
incorporates the change of support processes and additional parameters. Specifically, let yki
represent the observed response value at location l

[y]
ki for the i-th sampling unit of the k-th

source of information, where k = 1, . . . , K and i = 1, . . . , nk. The associated random vari-
able follows: Yk(l

[y]
ki ) ∼ F(η(l

[y]
ki , hη),αk), where αk denotes additional parameters specific to

the source of information k, required to define the data generation mechanism F (·, ·). These
parameters can account for measurement errors or mean biases across different data sources.
Notice that when observations are at point level, then η(l

[y]
ki , hη) = hη(η(l

[y]
ki )).

In a similar fashion, for observed predictor values at location l
[x]
ji for the i-th sampling unit

of the j-th predictor, with j = 1, . . . , p and i = 1, . . . ,mj, the random variable associated

with these observed predictors follows: Xj(l
[x]
ji ) ∼ F(η(l

[x]
ji , hη),νj), where νj also represent

additional parameters, primarily aimed at defining the variability of the measurement error
in the predictors.
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x1

x2

V1(l
[x]
1 )

η(s)

V3(l
[x]
3 )

V2(l
[x]
2 )

W (s)

V3(s)

V2(s)

V1(s)

x3

y1

η(l
[y]
2 )

η(l
[y]
1 )

y2

(I) Latent Gaussian model

(II) Change of support model

(III) Observation model

Figure 1: A spatial latent Gaussian model with a change of support, involving three ob-
served predictors (xi) and two response datasets (yj). {η(s)} represents the latent dependent
stochastic process, while {Vi(s)} are latent predictors, and {W (s)} is a latent process ac-

counting for unexplained spatial variability. {Vi(l[x]i )} depicts the latent predictors projected

to the supports of the observed predictors, while {η(l[y]j )} shows the projection of the latent
dependent process to the supports of the observed responses.

We have refrained from imposing specific distributions or data generation mechanisms, as
these depend on the particular random variables and point-level models. In the following sec-
tions, we will provide specific details when dealing with Gaussian and Bernoulli-distributed
response random variables.

Gaussian case

In the Gaussian case, both the responses and predictors are assumed to follow a normal
distribution. The latent Gaussian model for the process {η(s)} remains consistent with
Equation 4. We employ this model with the rationale that the latent process {η(s)} is
directly linked to the response of interest {Y (s)} in such a way that, in the absence of
measurement error, Y (s) = η(s). Consequently, the aggregated model for any location
c ⊂ s could be simply defined as Y (c) = |c|−1 ∫

s∈c η(s)ds. Because that change of support is
required directly on the latent process (i.e. an identity transformation), the support model

9



with respect to an arbitrary region c ⊂ S comprehend the following:

W (c) = |c|−1

∫
s∈c

W (s)ds,

Vj(c) = |c|−1

∫
s∈c

Vj(s)ds, for j = 1, . . . , p,

η(c) = β0 + V ⊺(c)β1 +W (c). (5)

Notice that, using spatially weighted spline functions, the integrals of the processes are
reduced to the linear combinations of the integral with respect to the basis functions as
presented in Section 3.1.

To define the observation model, it is important to note that {η(s)} and {η(c)} repre-
sent the process of interest at the point and aggregated levels without measurement error.
Therefore, the response variables at the point and aggregated levels are simply a noisy ver-
sion of the latent process {η(s)}. The extent of measurement error depends on the scale of
the sampling units and the measurement instruments associated with the sources of infor-
mation. Thus, we assume that the characteristics of measurement errors are independent
among different sources. Hence, considering l

[y]
ki as the location (point or geometry) of the

i-th sampling unit in the k-th source of information for the response variable, the response
model accounting for measurement error can be written as:

Yk(l
[y]
ki ) = bk + η(l

[y]
ki ) + εk(l

[y]
ki ), for k = 1, . . . , K and i = 1, . . . , nk,

where bk and εk(l
[y]
ki ) ∼ N(0, τ 2k (l

[y]
ki )) are the intercept and error term of the k-th source

of information, respectively. To ensure identifiability of the model, we set bk to zero for
the most reliable data source, and the remaining bk terms are interpreted as mean biases
relative to the reliable data source. The error term is assumed to be zero-mean and normally
distributed with a variance function τ 2k (l). If the sampling units for a source of information
are of the same size, then the variance function can be defined as a constant (i.e., τ 2k (l) = τ 2k ).
However, if the sampling units are irregular in size, the variance function can be defined in
terms of the size of the sampling units (e.g., τ 2k (l) = τ 2k log(|l|)).

Likewise, considering l
[x]
ji as the location of the i-th sampling unit for the j-th predictor,

the predictor model accounting for measurement error can be expressed as:

Xj(l
[x]
ki ) = αj + Vj(l

[x]
ji ) + ξj(l

[x]
ji ), for j = 1, . . . , p and i = 1, . . . ,mj, (6)

where αj and ξj(l
[x]
ji ) ∼ N(0, ψ2

j (l
[x]
ji )) represent the intercept and error term of the j-th

predictor, respectively. The variance function ψ2
j (l) of the error term can also be defined

with respect to the observed sampling units, as explained above.

Bernoulli case

Our approach can be used for modelling binary outcomes with spatial structure under a
change of support. We initially describe the underlying relationship between the point and
aggregate level models without measurement error before presenting the complete model.

Let {Y (s) : s ∈ S} represent a spatial process obtained by binarising the continuous
latent process {η(s)} with respect to an unknown threshold γ, as follows:

Y (s) =

{
1, η(s) > γ,
0, η(s) ≤ γ.
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Here, {η(s)} is the latent process defined in Equation (4). Under his model, the probability of
success at location s is given by Φ((β0−γ)/

√
V [η(s)]), where Φ(·) represents the cumulative

distribution function of a standard normal distribution. This model is not identifiable due
to two reasons: (i) an increase in the threshold γ can be offset by an increase in the intercept
β0, and (ii) a multiplicative factor in W (s) can be compensated by a multiplicative factor
in γ, β0, and β. An identifiable model can be achieved by fixing a specific value for γ or β0,
and setting a constant variance for either W (s) or ε(s). To define properly our point-level
model, we set γ = 0 and V [W (s)] = 1. It is worth noting that defining the threshold as
γ = 0 is equivalent to excluding β0 from the latent process {η(s)} and using a threshold of
−β0.

Since the latent process {η(s)} is inherently linked to the response binary process {Y (s)},
it is natural to the define the aggregated spatial binary process {Y (c) : c ⊂ S} in terms
of the aggregated latent process {η(c) : c ⊂ S}. This definition is as follows: Y (c) ={

1, η(c) > γ,
0, η(c) ≤ γ.

Here, the binarisation of both point and aggregated levels depends on the

same threshold γ. Consequently, the probability of success at location c is determined by
Φ((β0−γ)/

√
V [η(c)]). Because the aggregated model is derived from the point-level model,

the assumptions are propagated. This results in both γ = 0, and a fixed value for V [W (c)]
due to V [W (s)] = 1.

We use the previous mapping between the point-level and aggregated-level models to
formulate the SLGM with a change of support for binary data. First, the latent Gaussian
model is the same as in the general case (Equation 4), with the restriction that V [W (s)] = 1.
Second, the change of support model is the same as in the Gaussian case (Equation 5) with
fixed variance for W (c) due to V [W (s)] = 1.

To define the observation model, consider l
[y]
ki as the location (point or geometry) of the

i-th sampling unit in the k-th source of information for the response variable. The response
model can be expressed as:

Yk(l
[y]
ki ) =

{
1, Zk(l

[y]
ki ) > 0,

0, Zk(l
[y]
ki ) ≤ 0.

for k = 1, . . . , K and i = 1, . . . , nk,

Zk(l
[y]
ki ) = bk + η(l

[y]
ki ) + εk(l

[y]
ki ),

where {Zk(·)} is an auxiliary process, for the k-th source, that allows us to introduce bias-
related parameters bk and error terms εk(·) to account for measurement error. The inclusion
of the additional intercept term bk is equivalent to reducing the binarising threshold to γ−bk.
Both approaches can handle varying the likelihood of success among sources. Similar to the
Gaussian case, bk is set to zero to the most reliable source of information. The error term
εk(l

[y]
ki ) ∼ N(0, τ 2k (l

[y]
ki )) for the k-th source is assumed to be zero-mean normally distributed

with a variance function τ 2k (l), which may depend on the measure of geometry l. Finally,
the predictor model that accounts for measurement error is defined as in Equation (6).

4. Simulation Study

We performed both one-dimensional (Section D.1, SM) and two-dimensional (Section 4.1)
simulation studies that involve various configurations of sampling units. Additionally, a
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simulation study for multiple binary data and aggregated predictors is presented in Section
4.2.

In Section D.1 and 4.1, we explore scenarios where data is observed in the following ways:
regular grids, characterised by uniform sampling unit sizes and regular spacing across the
entire area of interest; irregular grids, where sampling unit sizes vary, and spacing is non-
uniform but coverage remains complete; sparse sampling units, featuring varying sampling
unit sizes and sparse spatial distributions; and overlapping sampling units, where unit sizes
differ, overlap, and coverage is incomplete. Our aim is to underscore the importance of
properly considering spatial data support, showcase the adaptability of our approach to
diverse scenarios, and account for measurement errors.

In Section 4.2, we simulate binary data with two sources of information and predictors,
where all the sources have different spatial supports. We demonstrate that Bayesian inference
and prediction are feasible using the methodology described above.

4.1. Two dimensional

Considering a set of sampling units c = {c1, c2, . . . , cn} for any of the four configurations
described above, the corresponding observations are treated as realisations of the process
{W (s)} over the sampling units ci with an additional measurement error εi:

Yi =

∫
s∈ci

W (s)ds+ εi, εi ∼ N(0, σ2
i ). (7)

We assume that the variance of the measurement error is constant (σ2
i = σ2) when the

sampling units have the same size (regular grids). However, it becomes inversely proportional
to the area (σ2

i = σ2/ |ci|) when they do not (irregular grids, sparse sampling units, and
overlapping sampling units). It is worth noting that under this assumption, the measurement
error is also influenced by the sampling units.

We define the latent process W (s) using a linear combination of basis functions, as
explained in Section 3.1.2. When sampling units are arranged in a regular grid, we compare
two models: a naive model (M1) that uses the centroids of the regions c∗i to model the data
(Yi = W (c∗i ) + εi) and a support model (M2) that considers the spatial sampling units, as
shown in Equation 7. On the other hand, when dealing with irregular grids, sparse sampling
units, and overlapping sampling units, we compare three models: the naive model (M1)
as explained above, a heteroscedastic model (M2) that accounts for the dependence of
measurement error on unit sizes, and a support and heteroscedastic model (M3) that
simultaneously considers spatial support and measurement error heteroscedasticity.

Bayesian inference is carried out through Gibbs sampling. In all of our experiments,
we generated 10,000 MCMC samples, removed the first 2,000 samples, and retained every
1 out of 5 samples. Subsequently, the continuous latent process is predicted using the
MCMC samples and the basis functions associated with the sampling units. The models are
compared by analysing the characteristics of the predicted mean function, the uncertainty
associated with the prediction, and their posterior probability of overpredicting the true
process at m locations within the study area, defined as:

p(sj) = Pr (W (sj) > w(sj) | y) , for j = 1, . . . ,m. (8)
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Regular grid

For this experiment, we define the latent process W (s) using 400 basis functions of degree 2
and a GMRF of order 1 with a scale parameter of κ = 0.09. Similar to the 1-dimensional case,
the support model (M2) outperforms the naive model (M1). Specifically, when examining
the predicted mean of M1, it becomes evident that this model tends to underestimate the
peaks and overestimate the valleys, resulting in more rapid changes (Figure 2, panels B1-B2).
When analysing the posterior probability of overprediction, we observe that M1 exhibits more
frequent values close to 1 and 0, indicating a tendency for overprediction and underprediction
respectively (Figure 2-C1). Conversely, the support model demonstrates a higher frequency
of probabilities of overprediction close to 0.5 (Figure 2-C2). This behaviour is also linked to
the fact that the uncertainty tends to be underestimated for locations near the centroids of
the sampling units in the naive model.

Figure 2: Comparison between the naive model (M1) and the support model (M2) when
data is observed in a regular grid. Panel A1 displays the process of interest, while panel
A2 shows the observed data. Panels B1-B2 present the predicted mean, and panels C1-C2
feature histograms of the posterior probability of overpredicting the underlying process.

Irregular grid, sparse sampling units and overlapping sampling units

For the irregular grid and sparse sampling units experiments, the latent process W (s) was
defined with 400 basis functions, while 225 basis functions were used for the experiments
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with overlapping sampling units. In all three experiments, GMRFs of order 1 with a scale
parameter of κ = 0.09 were employed.

For all three experiments, we consistently observed that both the naive model (M1) and
the heteroscedastic model (M2) tend to underestimate the mean function near peaks and
overestimate it around valleys, a behaviour reminiscent of what was observed in regular grids
(Figure 11, 12, 13 in SM; panels B1-B2). Conversely, the support and heteroscedastic model
(M3) consistently yields predicted means closer to the true process values for both peaks
and valleys (Figure 11, 12, 13 in SM; panels B3). As a result, the predicted mean range for
the support and heteroscedastic model (M3) is generally wider compared to that of M1 and
M2. This underestimation and overestimation tendency observed in M1 and M2 is reflected
in the posterior probability of overprediction, which shows high-frequency values close to 0
and 1 (Figure 11, 12, 13 in SM; panels C1-C2). In contrast, the support and heteroscedastic
model (M3) exhibits significantly lower levels of overprediction and underprediction when
compared to M1 and M2 (Figure 11, 12, 13 in SM; panel C3).

A noteworthy attribute of the support and heteroscedastic model (M3) is its proficiency
in modelling data acquired under various sampling unit configurations. It captures essential
properties of the underlying process and provides a suitable uncertainty quantification, even
with sparse and overlapping sampling units. This underscores the effectiveness of the model
in predicting the continuous latent process when data are observed on aggregated units.

4.2. Multiple binary data and aggregated predictors

In this section, we present a more realistic scenario involving binary response data observed
by two instruments, where the second includes a bias. Predictors are observed at two different
aggregated resolutions. The objective is to recover the parameters of the system and perform
predictions of the latent processes.

Panels (A) and (B) in Figure 3 depict the latent processes V1(s) and V2(s) along with
observations at regular sampling units with lengths of 5.71 and 2.22, respectively. Panel (C)
presents the latent process η(s) = 0.7V1(s)− 0.6V1(s) +W (s), with noisy values having unit
lengths of 4 and 2.86, respectively. It is important to note that the second source includes
a bias of 0.3. Finally, Panel (D) shows the binary observations from the two sources at
resolutions 4 and 2.86, respectively. These observations are simply a binarisation around 0
of the noisy values shown in Panel (C).

We conducted Bayesian inference with the aggregated predictors and binary aggregated
outcomes for the change of support model, as outlined in Section 3.2.3, using the Gibbs
sampling algorithm explained in Section C.2.2. The algorithm was executed with 10,000
iterations, discarding the initial 2,000 iterations and retaining every 10th iteration. In Panels
(A), (B), and (D) of Figure 3, the predictive samples of the latent processes are shown as
grey solid lines.

For the first predictor (Panel A), the predictive samples effectively capture the pattern
of the latent process, and the uncertainty bounds appropriately cover the latent process.
Regarding the second predictor (Panel B), the predictive samples also capture the patterns
of the latent process, exhibit a realistic uncertainty, and show a small mean bias. This bias
is being accounted for by the intercept parameter α2. The key results are observed in Panel
(D), where the predictive samples of the latent process η(s) accurately capture its patterns.
Importantly, these predictions from binary aggregated outcomes and aggregated predictors
do not exhibit the problems of approaches that disregard the support discussed in previous
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sections. Additionally, the mean bias in the latent predictor V2(s) does not introduce bias
in the prediction of the main process of interest η(s), as it is effectively compensated by the
intercept parameter in the response variable.

Figure 3: Scenario with two predictors and two binary data sources. Panels (A-B) depict
latent processes with observed values at aggregated supports. Panel (C) illustrates the latent
process η(s) with noisy change of support, and Panel (D) presents binary responses. Gray
solid lines in all panels represent posterior predictive samples of the latent processes.
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5. Land suitability modelling in Rhondda Cynon Taf

Land suitability refers to the appropriateness of a piece of land for a specific use or pur-
pose (Jafari and Zaredar, 2010). This concept is crucial in land use planning, resource
management, and environmental conservation. While land suitability itself is not directly
observable, it can be inferred through the examination of climatic, internal soil and external
soil characteristics (Wang, 1994). In this section, we employ land cover data and predictors
at various resolutions to predict land suitability for improved grassland in Rhondda Cynon
Taf, a county borough in Wales. The resulting predictions can be used for further analysis,
as demonstrated, for example, in Brown et al. (2022), where land suitability surfaces are
used as input to generate future scenarios in the British land use system.

5.1. Data description

The data employed in our land suitability modelling is depicted in Figure 4. In Panel
(A), we showcase the land cover data extracted from the 2017 UK land cover map at a
25m resolution, comprising 884, 196 cells for our selected study area (Morton et al., 2020).
This dataset is provided by the UK Centre for Ecology and Hydrology (UKCEH) and
can be accessed at https://www.ceh.ac.uk/data/ukceh-land-cover-maps. Moving to
Panel (B), we present elevation data at a 25m resolution comprising 884, 642 cells, sup-
plied by Copernicus and available at https://spacedata.copernicus.eu/collections/

copernicus-digital-elevation-model. It is important to note that, despite both datasets
having a resolution of 25m, their support does not align.

Panels (C-D) in Figure 4 depict growing degree days (GDD) and soil moisture surplus
(SMS) at 1km resolution comprising 549 cells. These variables play a significant role in
determining land suitability and are available as annual means for a period of 20 years (1991-
2011) describing the general characteristics of the land. While air temperature variables
(maximum, minimum, and mean) and soil moisture deficit (SMD) are also available, the
former ones exhibit high correlation with growing degree days (ρ > 0.95), and the latter is
zero constant across the extent of Rhondda Cynon Taf; consequently, they were not included
in our analysis. For detailed information on the computation of growing degree days refer
to Robinson et al. (2017, 2023a). Soil moisture was computed using the method outlined
by Cosby et al. (1984), incorporating evapotranspiration, precipitation, and available water
content (Robinson et al., 2023b; FAO/IIASA/ISRIC/ISS-CAS/JRC, 2012).

5.2. Modelling with change of support

Consider LC(c
[y]
i ) as the land class of interest at cell i = 1, . . . , n, and Xj(c

[x]
jk ) as predictor

j = 1, . . . , p at cell k of the data source j (c
[x]
jk ). The observation model defines land cover

as a binarisation of a latent process {Z(c[y]i )} which depends on a spatial process {η(c[y]i )}
and an error term ε(c

[y]
i ) ∼ N(0, τ 2), and it defines the predictors Xj(c

[x]
jk ) in terms of latent
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Figure 4: Environmental variables of Rhondda Cynon Taf: (A-B) Land cover and elevation
at 25m, and (C-D) Growing degree days (GDD) and soil moisture surplus (SMS) at 1km.

processes {Vj(c[x]jk )} and an error term ξj(c
[x]
jk ) ∼ N(0, ψ2

j ).

LC(c
[y]
i ) =

{
1, Z(c

[y]
i ) > 0,

0, Z(c
[y]
i ) ≤ 0.

for i = 1, . . . , n,

Z(c
[y]
i ) = η(c

[y]
i ) + ε(c

[y]
i ),

Xj(c
[x]
jk ) = αj + Vj(c

[x]
jk ) + ξj(c

[x]
jk ), for j = 1, . . . , p and k = 1, . . . ,mj.

Note that η(c
[y]
i ) and Vj(c

[x]
jk ) capture that main spatial patterns presented in land cover

LC(c
[y]
i ) and the predictor Xj(c

[x]
jk ), respectively. These processes are related to continuous
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processes in the change of support model such as

η(c
[y]
i ) =

∫
s∈c[y]i

η(s)ds, W (c
[y]
i ) =

∫
s∈c[y]i

W (s)ds, Vj(c
[x]
jk ) =

∫
s∈c[x]jk

Vj(s)ds.

The relationship between the continuous latent processes of interest is defined in the
latent model. Considering LS(s) as the land suitability at location s, then we define η(s) =
β0 + LS(s) +W (s) and LS(s) = V ⊺(s)β1. This implies that land suitability depends on
the observed predictors through V (s) and influences land cover through η(s). In this model,
one of our primary interests is to predict the latent continuous process that defines land cover
{Z(s)}. However, more importantly, we aim to predict the latent land suitability {LS(s)}
at different supports while considering the associated uncertainty.

5.3. Results

Urban areas were masked out to avoid assuming that land suitability determined by the
current urban status. This decision aligns with our objective to characterize land suitability
based on climatic, internal soil, and external soil characteristics, aiming to capture the
variability that influences land suitability beyond the presence of urban development. We
did not include elevation as it was strongly correlated with GDD. The results described
below are based on the model of Section 5.2 including GDD and SMS as predictors.

Inference

Figure 16 of SM illustrates the inference of the latent processes in the model. It can be
observed that the mean of the latent process {δv1} captures the patterns observed in growing
degree days (Figure 4-C), while the mean of {δv2} captures the patterns observed in soil
moisture (Figure 4-D). The additional spatial variation not explained by either of the latent
predictors is captured by {δw}. On the bottom panels, we can also observe the uncertainty
associated with these latent processes, with similar patterns for the uncertainty of GDD and
SMS. The 95% estimated credible interval for the intercept is (−0.784,−0.647), related to
the global proportion of observed cells with improved grassland. The latent predictor with
respect to growing degree days has a positive effect (CI: 0.881, 1.04) in defining the chance
of a cell being improved grassland, while the latent predictor related to soil moisture surplus
has also a positive effect (CI: 0.12, 0.274).

Prediction

Our model can provide predictions at different resolutions, considering the properties asso-
ciated with changes in support. The prediction of the latent land cover at 100m, 500m, and
1km can be observed in Figure 5. All predictions capture the main patterns observed in the
distribution of improved grassland (Figure 4-A). Particularly, it can be seen that north and
west areas have lower levels of improved grassland, and uncertainty is higher in those areas.
High levels of latent land cover are predicted even in areas where urban zones are present
because we could easily mask out the urban cells and remove their influence. This task is not
trivial if land-cover data is aggregated. Additionally, the standard deviation of predictions
becomes smaller as we reduce the resolution of the process.
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Figure 5: Prediction of latent (continuous) land cover at 100m, 500m and 1km of resolution.

Although our model can predict the latent land cover, our primary goal is to predict land
suitability, interpreted as the variability explained by intrinsic variables. Figure 6 displays
the mean and standard deviation of land suitability predictions for improved grassland at
100m, 500m, and 1km resolutions. We observe high levels of suitability in southern areas
and low levels are evident in the western regions. Moderately low levels of suitability are
found in the north-east. The uncertainty is higher in southern and western areas at different
resolutions. Predictions at different resolutions are compatible due to the properties of our
approach. These resulting surfaces at the desired resolution can be utilized to predict future
scenarios or model land use systems, as demonstrated in Brown et al. (2022).

6. Discussion

We developed an extension of SLGM that can accommodate different spatial rectilinear sup-
ports for both response and predictor data sources. Our approach consists of three main
components: the latent Gaussian model defining system relationships at a continuous level,
the change of support model projecting latent processes to other supports, and the observa-
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Figure 6: Prediction of land suitability at 100m, 500m and 1km of resolution.

tion model describing data generation mechanisms while acknowledging possible mean biases
between data sources and heteroscedasticity in measurement errors.

In this framework, employing a spatial process with a closed form to efficiently handle
projection to other supports is crucial. We proposed the use of a linear combination of
Gaussian Markov random fields (GMRF) and basis splines, ensuring that the projection to
other supports depends only on the GMRF and the integral of basis splines over geometries of
interest. This approach provides computational advantages, as the projection does not need
approximations on rectilinear grids. The transparent relationship between the continuous
process and the aggregated process is facilitated through the defined GMRF. The model
is computationally efficient, leveraging the sparse properties of GMRFs and basis splines,
enabling inference and prediction with change of support for large datasets.

Through data simulation, we assessed the efficacy of our model in one and two-dimensional
spaces, considering regular grids, irregular grids, sparse sampling units, and overlapping sam-
pling units. Consistently, we observed that models neglecting the support introduce biases
in mean and uncertainty quantification and are more prone to over and underprediction.
Conversely, our model captures the main trends of the underlying processes, providing re-
liable estimates of uncertainty and exhibiting low levels of over and underprediction. We
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further evaluated the adequacy of our model on a more complex simulated dataset with
binary outcomes, different supports for two data sources, and predictors observed at varying
resolutions. Our model not only provided predictions about the latent processes but also
recovered patterns in the latent response process with reliable uncertainty quantification.

Furthermore, we demonstrated the applicability of our approach in modeling land cover
at a 25m resolution in Rhondda Cynon Taf (Wales), utilizing elevation (25m), growing degree
days (1km), and soil moisture surplus (1km). Our model predicted spatial latent processes
behind these variables and provided predictions of latent land cover and land suitability
for improved grassland at various resolutions (100m, 250m, and 1km) along with associated
uncertainties. Our results improved upon previous analyses conducted at a 1km resolution,
addressing differences in support and computational challenges.

Future avenues involve approximating the change of support onto irregular geometries
using a quadtree representation or efficient Monte Carlo integration. Additionally, we aim to
extend this work to spatial point processes, and model jointly with aggregated count data.
This requires establishing an appropriate relationship between aggregated and continuous
processes in under transformations of latent processes. Efficient sampling algorithms for the
full model are also required due to the presence of several latent processes, which can be
achieved by marginalizing some of the latent processes.
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Supplementary Material
In this supplementary material, we delve into theoretical insights and proofs regarding the
integral of basis splines in Section A. We then explore common spatial stochastic processes
utilized in spatial latent Gaussian models (SLGM) in Section B. Additionally, we discuss the
theory of SLGM with change of support in Section C, covering Bayesian inference and spatial
prediction. Further details on simulation studies are provided in Section D. The MCMC
algorithm chains for our case study are showcased in Section E. Lastly, spatial prediction of
the latent processes for land suitability is presented in Section F.

A. Basis splines

A.1. Introduction

Definition 1. Let ξ := (ξ)l+1
1 be a strictly increasing break sequence, and ν := (ν)l2 represent

homogeneous conditions. Then, Π< k, ξ,ν is defined as the space of piecewise k-th order
polynomial functions.

A function belonging to the space Π<k,ξ,ν is characterized by k-order polynomials from

ξi to ξi+1 and satisfies homogeneous conditions, specifically p
(j−1)
i (ξi) = p

(j−1)
i+1 (ξi) for j =

1, . . . , νi and i = 2, . . . , l. As an example, when k = 4 and νi
l
2 = 3, this space is associated

with natural cubic splines.
Basis splines or B-splines, defined over a non-decreasing sequence of knots t, serve as

efficient basis functions for the space of piecewise polynomial functions Π<k,ξ,ν (de Boor,
2001). The knots t are determined by ξ and ν in such a way that ξi occurs k − νi times in
t. Note that in the case of natural cubic splines, the breaks ξi occur only once in t.

Definition 2. Considering a non-decreasing sequence of knots t, the j-th basis spline of
order k is defined as

Bj,k(x) = (tj+k − tj)[tj, . . . , tj+k](· − x)k−1
+ , x ∈ R,

which is equal to

Bj,k(x) = [tj+1, . . . , tj+k](· − x)k−1
+ − [tj, . . . , tj+k−1](· − x)k−1

+ .

The operator [tj, . . . , tj+k]g represents the k-th divided difference of the function g, which
is defined as the leading coefficient of the k+1 order polynomial function that agrees with g
at knots tj, . . . , tj+k. Additionally, (·−x)+ = max (· − x), 0 represents the truncated function
of (· − x) at x. While the above definition is useful for proving properties of basis splines,
for implementation, it is better to use the following representation.

Theorem 1. Let t be a non-decreasing sequence. The basis splines of order 1 are given by

Bj1(x) =

{
1, if tj ≤ x < tj+1;
0, otherwise.

Additionally, the basis splines of order k > 1 can be recursively expressed as

Bjk(x) = ωjk(x)Bj,k−1(x) + (1− ωj+1,k(x))Bj+1,k−1(x),

where ωjk(x) = (x− tj)/(tj+k−1 − tj).
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The basis spline of order one is directly derived from Definition 2, and the recursive
relationship is established by applying the properties of the k-th divided difference (de Boor,
2001).

Definition 3. A spline function of order k belonging to the space Π<k,ξ,ν and corresponding
knot sequence t is defined as a linear combination of basis splines,

f(x) =
∑
j

αjBjk(x), αj ∈ R,

where Bjk(x) is build with respect to the knot sequence t.

Out interest in to use spline functions to represent latent processes using stochastic
weights {αj}. In the following sections, we analyse the differentiation and integration of
basis splines and spline functions.

A.2. Differentiation

Theorem 2. Let Bjk(x) be a basis spline of order k starting at knot tj. Then, the derivative
can be expressed with respect to the basis splines of order k − 1 as follows:

DBjk(x) = (k − 1)

(
Bj,k−1(x)

tj+k−1 − tj
− Bj+1,k−1(x)

tj+k − tj+1

)
.

Proof. Consider the expanded version of Definition 2 for basis splines and apply the deriva-
tive to both terms:

DBjk(x) = [tj+1, . . . , tj+k]D(· − x)k−1
+ − [tj, . . . , tj+k−1]D(· − x)k−1

+

= −(k − 1)[tj+1, . . . , tj+k](· − x)k−2
+ + (k − 1)[tj, . . . , tj+k−1](· − x)k−2

+ .

Notice that, using Definition 2, we can express the k − 1 divided difference as basis splines
of order k − 1, i.e., [tj+1, . . . , tj+k](· − x)k−2

+ = Bj+1,k−1(x)/(tj + k − tj+1) and similarly for
[tj, . . . , tj+k−1](· − x)k−2

+ = Bj,k−1(x)/(tj+k−1 − tj).

Corollary 1. Let f(x) be a spline function of order k and corresponding knot sequence t
with coefficients αj ̸= 0 when r ≤ j ≤ s, then the derivative of f(x) is

D

(
s∑

j=r

αjBjk(x)

)
=

s+1∑
j=r

(k − 1)

(
αj − αj−1

tj+k−1 − tj

)
Bj,k−1(x).

Proof.

D

(
s∑

j=r

αjBjk(x)

)
=

s∑
j=r

αjDBjk(x)

=
s∑

j=r

αj(k − 1)

(
Bj,k−1(x)

tj+k−1 − tj
− Bj+1,k−1(x)

tj+k − tj+1

)
(by Theorem 2)

=
s∑

j=r

αj(k − 1)

(
Bj,k−1(x)

tj+k−1 − tj

)
−

s+1∑
j=r+1

αj−1(k − 1)

(
Bj,k−1(x)

tj+k−1 − tj

)

=
s+1∑
j=r

(k − 1)

(
αj − αj−1

tj+k−1 − tj

)
Bj,k−1(x).

The last equality holds because αr−1 = 0 and αs+1 = 0.
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A.3. Integration

Theorem 3. Let Bjk(t) be a basis spline of order k starting at knot tj. Then, the integral∫ x

tj
Bj,k(t)dt for tj ≤ x ≤ tj+k can be expressed with respect to the basis splines of order k+1

as follows: ∫ x

tj

Bj,k(t)dt =
tj+k − tj

k

s−1∑
i=j

Bi,k+1(x),

where s : ts−1 < x < ts.

Proof. Given that the basis spline Bjk(x) is non-zero from tj to tj+k, then we can evaluate
the integral from tj to an arbitrary value tj ≤ x ≤ tj+k. Using Theorem 2 to the basis
function Bj,k+1(x), we obtain that

DBj,k+1(x) = k

(
Bj,k(x)

tj+k − tj
− Bj+1,k(x)

tj+k+1 − tj+1

)
,∫ x

tj

DBj,k+1(t)dt =
k

tj+k − tj

∫ x

tj

Bj,k(t)dt−
k

tj+k+1 − tj+1

∫ x

tj

Bj+1,k(t)dt,

k

tj+k − tj

∫ x

tj

Bj,k(t)dt = Bj,k+1(x) +
k

tj+k+1 − tj+1

∫ x

tj+1

Bj+1,k(t)dt,∫ x

tj

Bj,k(t)dt =
tj+k − tj

k
Bj,k+1(x) +

tj+k − tj
tj+k+1 − tj+1

∫ x

tj+1

Bj+1,k(t)dt.

Replacing
∫ x

tj+1
Bj+1,k(t)dt using the above equivalence, then∫ x

tj

Bj,k(t)dt =
tj+k − tj

k
Bj,k+1(x)+

tj+k − tj
tj+k+1 − tj+1

(
tj+k+1 − tj+1

k
Bj+1,k+1(x) +

tj+k+1 − tj+1

tj+k+2 − tj+2

∫ x

tj+2

Bj+2,k(t)dt

)
,

=
tj+k − tj

k
Bj,k+1(x) +

tj+k − tj
k

Bj+1,k+1(x) +
tj+k − tj

tj+k+2 − tj+2

∫ x

tj+2

Bj+2,k(t)dt,

=
tj+k − tj

k

∞∑
i=j

Bi,k+1(x) =
tj+k − tj

k

s−1∑
i=j

Bi,k+1(x).

For s such as ts−1 < x ≤ ts. The previous result holds because Bi,k+1(x) = 0 for i ≥ s.

Corollary 2. Let Bjk(t) be a basis spline of order k starting at knot tj. Then, the integral∫ x

ti
Bj,k(t)dt for j ≤ i and ti < x ≤ tj+k can be expressed with respect to the basis splines of

order k + 1 as follows:∫ x

ti

Bj,k(t)dt =
tj+k − tj

k

(
s−1∑
r=0

Bj+r,k+1(x)−
i−j−1∑
r=0

Bj+r,k+1(ti)

)
,

where s : ts−1 < x < ts.
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Proof. This result holds by separating the integral in two parts∫ x

ti

Bj,k(t)dt =

∫ x

tj

Bj,k(t)dt−
∫ ti

tj

Bj,k(t)dt

and applying Theorem 3 for both sides.

Corollary 3. Let f(x) be a spline function of order k and corresponding knot sequence t
with coefficients αj ̸= 0 when r ≤ j ≤ n, then the integral of f(x) is∫ x

tr

(
n∑

i=r

αiBik(t)

)
dt =

s−1∑
i=r

(
i∑

j=r

αj(tj+k − tj)/k

)
Bi,k+1(x),

where s : ts−1 < x < ts.

Proof. Noticing that all basis splines Bik(t) for i > s, where s : ts−1 < x < ts, are zero in
the interval [tr, x], then∫ x

tr

(
n∑

i=r

αiBik(t)

)
dt =

∫ x

tr

(
s−1∑
i=r

αiBik(t)

)
dt

=
s−1∑
i=r

αi

∫ x

tr

Bik(t)dt

=
s−1∑
i=r

αi

∫ x

ti

Bik(t)dt

=
s−1∑
i=r

αi
ti+k − ti

k

s−1∑
j=i

Bj,k+1(x) (Using Theorem 3)

=
s−1∑
i=r

s−1∑
j=i

(
αi(ti+k − ti)

k

)
Bj,k+1(x)

=
s−1∑
j=r

j∑
i=r

(
αi(ti+k − ti)

k

)
Bj,k+1(x)

=
s−1∑
j=r

(
j∑

i=r

αi(ti+k − ti)

k

)
Bj,k+1(x)

=
s−1∑
i=r

(
i∑

j=r

αj(tj+k − tj)/k

)
Bi,k+1(x).

B. Spatial latent Gaussian models

B.1. Spatial Stochastic Processes

Spatial stochastic processes are essential for the definition of SLGMs. In this section, we
provide more information about Gaussian processes, Gaussian Markov random fields, and
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linear transformations of basis functions which are essential stochastic processes for spatial
modelling.

Gaussian Processes

A spatial Gaussian process (GP) is a stochastic process {W (s) : s ∈ D ⊂ R2} with a
continuous index set. It is characterised by the property that any finite subset of random
variables follows a multivariate Gaussian distribution (Rasmussen and Williams, 2005; Diggle
and Ribeiro, 2007). The process GP(µ(s), κ(s, s∗)) is defined by a mean function µ(s) and a
covariance function, also known as a kernel function, denoted as Cov [W (s),W (s∗)] = κ(s, s∗)
for any pair of locations s, s∗ ∈ D. Gaussian processes are widely utilised for modelling
spatial data due to their ability to model dependencies using kernel functions, facilitate
statistical inference (both classical and Bayesian), and provide predictions with uncertainty
quantification which is crucial for decision-making.

Gaussian Markov Random Fields

A spatial Gaussian Markov random field (GMRF) is a stochastic process {W (c) : c ∈ C} with
a discrete index set C = {c1, . . . , cn} where each ci represents a non-overlapping region. Let
the connectivity of the index set C be defined by the undirected graph G = (V , E) with nodes
V and edges E = {{i, j}; i, j ∈ V}. Then, the random vector Wc = [W (c1), . . . ,W (cn)]

⊺

follows a multivariate Gaussian distribution with mean µ and precision matrix Q > 0 such
as

Qij ̸= 0 ⇐⇒ {i, j} ∈ E for all i ̸= j. (9)

In cases where Q is a semidefinite matrix with rank (n − k), the process is known as an
intrinsic Gaussian Markov random field (IGMRF) with density

f(x) = (2π)−(n−k)/2 |Q∗|1/2 exp
(
−1

2
(x− µ)⊺Q(x− µ)

)
, (10)

where |·|∗ denotes the generalised determinant (Rue and Held, 2005). The precision matrix
can usually be decomposed as the product of a scalar precision parameter κ and a structure
matrix P .

Gaussian Markov random fields are used because they capture the spatial structure based
on the connectivity of the index elements, resulting in a sparse precision matrix Q. This
sparsity leads to lower computational costs compared to Gaussian processes. The applica-
bility of GMRF is limited to discrete index sets. However, they can also be used to represent
Gaussian processes through their connection with stochastic partial differential equations
(Lindgren et al., 2011).

Linear Combinations of Spatial Basis Functions

Another type of continuous-index spatial stochastic process {W (s) : s ∈ D ⊂ R2} can be ob-
tained as a linear combination of q spatial basis functions bi(s) such as W (s) =

∑q
i=1 δibi(s).

Where δi, for i = 1, . . . , q, are the weights associated to the basis functions. In particular, we
focus on the case where the basis functions bi(s) are locally defined and the spatial structure

28



is introduced by defining {δi} as a GMRF with a two-dimensional regular grid as an index
set. More specifically, consider the regular grid with q1 and q2 knots corresponding to basis
splines {B1

jk(·) : j = 1, . . . , q1} and {B2
lk(·) : l = 1, . . . , q2} of order k for the first and second

coordinates, respectively. Then, the spatial process can be written as

W (s) =

q1∑
j=1

q2∑
l=1

δjlB
1
jk(s1)B

2
lk(s2) = b⊺(s)δ, (11)

where δ is a q-dimensional GMRF and b(s) is a vector containing the two-dimensional
basis functions bjl(s) = B1

jk(s1)B
2
lk(s2) expressed as the tensor product of two sets of one-

dimensional basis splines of order k. The advantage of using locally defined basis functions
and GMRF is that {W (s)} has also sparse properties leading to lower computational costs.

C. Spatial latent Gaussian model with change of support

C.1. Change of Support on Stochastic Processes

Gaussian Processes

Inference: Using the properties of a GP for change of support, we can express the likeli-
hood function for observations with sampling units as points and/or regions to estimate the
parameters θ defined in the mean function µ(s) and the covariance function κ(s, s∗). How-
ever, it is important to acknowledge that in the most commonly used models, the elements
of the covariance matrix cannot be obtained analytically. Therefore, approximation meth-
ods, with Monte Carlo integration being the most common, are employed to estimate these
quantities at each iteration of the algorithm to obtain the estimates or to obtain samples
from the posterior distribution.

Prediction: Let us consider a setting where we desire predictions at new points and/or
regions A∗ = {s∗1, . . . , s∗ms

, c∗1, . . . , c
∗
mc
}. Predictions at these new locations, given a set of

observations at points and/or regions (Wa∗ | Wa = w), follow a multivariate normal distri-
bution with mean vector and covariance matrix

µa∗|a = µa∗ +Σ⊺
a∗aΣ

−1
a (w − µa),

Σa∗|a = Σa∗ −Σ⊺
aa∗Σ

−1
a Σaa∗ .

The covariance matrices Σa and Σa∗ are defined as usual, while the cross-covariance matrix
is defined as

Σaa∗ =

[
Σss∗ Σsc∗

Σcs∗ Σcc∗

]
, (12)

which depends of the covariance under change of support. Therefore, the predictive distri-
bution at any set of points and/or regions can be derived. However, as in the inference case,
approximation methods are required to compute the mean and covariance of the predictive
distribution with Monte Carlo integration being the most common.
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Linear Combinations of Spatial Basis Functions

Inference: Consider a set of point-level yC and region-level yS observations coming from
the following random vectors YS | WS ∼ N (WS , σ

2
SI) and YC | WC ∼ N (WC, σ

2
CI). Due to

the connection of WS and WC through δ, the conditional joint density of Y = [Y ⊺
S ,Y

⊺
C ]

⊺ is
also a normal distribution N (W ,D) with mean and covariance

W =

[
BC
BS

]
δ, D = BlockDiagonal(σ2

SI, σ
2
CI). (13)

Given that δ is also normally distributed, the likelihood associated with the point-level and
region-level observations is N (0,B⊺Q−1B), where each row of the design matrix B⊺ =
[B⊺

S ,B
⊺
C ]

⊺ is related to the basis functions evaluated at point-level or region-level. Inference
is feasible using maximum likelihood or Bayesian inference.

Prediction: Assuming that we can only observe WS and WC through YS ∼ N (WS , σ
2
SI)

and YC ∼ N (WC, σ
2
CI), respectively, then the predictive distribution at new locations and

regions W ∗ given the realizations at point-level yS and aggregated-level yC is

π (W ∗
S ,W

∗
C | yS ,yC) =

∫
π (δ | yS ,yC) π (W

∗
S ,W

∗
C | δ) dδ.

The second term inside the integral is defined by

W ∗ =

[
B∗

C
B∗

S

]
δ, (14)

while the first term is the posterior distribution of δ, which is a normal distribution with
covariance matrix and mean as follows

Σδ/ys =

(
B⊺

SBS

σ2
S

+
B⊺

CBC

σ2
C

+ κP

)−1

,

µδ/ys = Σδ/ys

(
B⊺

SyS

σ2
S

+
B⊺

CyC

σ2
C

)
.

We obtain realisations of the prediction by sampling from the posterior of δ and later applying
the corresponding linear transformation with Equation 14.

C.2. Bayesian inference and prediction

We introduce the matrix formulation of the spatial latent Gaussian model for binary out-
comes under a change of support and subsequently, elucidate a Gibbs sampling scheme to
draw samples from the posterior distribution.

Model

Consider L
[y]
k as the set of sampling units for the response variable in the k−th data source

for k = 1, . . . , K, and L
[x]
j , for j = 1, . . . , p, as the predictor set. The matrix form of the
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model for binary outcomes under a change of support can expressed as follows:

Yk = I(Zk > 0), for k = 1, . . . , K,

Zk = bk1nk
+ β01nk

+

p∑
j=1

βjBj(L
[y]
k )δvj +Bw(L

[y]
k )δw + εk,

Xj = αj1mj
+Bj(L

[x]
j )δvj + ξj, for j = 1, . . . , p.

Here Yk, Zk and εk are random vectors of response variables, auxiliary variables and error
terms corresponding to the observations yk for the k-th source. Similarly Xj and ξj are
the random vectors of predictor variables and error terms corresponding to the observed
predictor values xj. Bj(L

[y]
k ), Bj(L

[x]
j ) andBw(L

[y]
k ) are basis functions evaluated at specified

location sets, which are associated to the latent processes δvj ∼ GMRF(0, κvjPvj) and δw ∼
GMRF(0, κwPw). The error terms are assumed to be normally distributed with diagonal
covariance matrices such as εk ∼ N (0, σ2

yk
Dyk) and ξj ∼ N (0, σ2

xj
Dxj

). Notice that the

auxiliary variables can also be written asZk =
[
1 Ak Vk

]
β∗+Bw(L

[y]
k )δw+εk, whereAk

is a design matrix of dummy variables k, and Vk is the design matrix of latent predictors for
the locations of the k-th source, and β∗ = [β0, b1, . . . , bK−1, β1, . . . , βp]

⊺ the set of coefficient
parameters.

The Bayesian model is fully specified by imposing a normal prior distribution for β∗,
N (0,Σβ). An inverse-gamma prior distribution for the error variances, such as σ2

yk
∼

IG(ayk , byk) and σ2
xj

∼ IG(axj
, bxj

). Finally, the scale parameters of the GMRFs are
κvj ∼ G(avj , bvj). We do not impose a prior distribution on κw because it needs to be
fixed as explained in Section 3.2.3.

Inference

The posterior distribution of the specified model in the previous section is proportional to:

K∏
k=1

π (yk | zk)
K∏
k=1

π
(
zk | {δvj}, δw,β∗, σ2

yk

) p∏
j=1

π
(
xj | δvj , αj, σ

2
xj

) p∏
j=1

π
(
δvj | κvj

)
π (δw) π (β

∗) π ({αj}) π
(
{σ2

yk
}
)
π
(
{σ2

xj
}
)
π
(
{κvj}

)
.

We can sample from the posterior distribution using Gibbs sampling taking advantage of
conjugacy on the conditional posterior distributions. The posterior conditional distributions
are presented in Section E of the supplementary material.

For instance, the conditional posterior for the latent random vectors Zk is a truncated
multivariate normal distribution:

π (zk | ·) ∝ π (yk | zk) π
(
zk | {δvj}, δw,β∗, σ2

yk

)
(truncated normal)

=

(
nk∏
i=1

1
yki
(zki≥0)1

1−yki
(zki<0)

)
N (V ∗

k β
∗ +Bw(L

[y]
k )δw, σ

2
yk
Dyk).

On the other hand, the conditional posterior distributions for the latent GMRFs δw and
δvj are multivariate normals. For the former, the posterior uses data available from the K
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response data sources:

π (δw | ·) ∝
K∏
k=1

π
(
zk | {δvj}, δw,β∗) π (δw) (normal)

Σδw|· =

(
K∑
k=1

σ−2
yk
Bw(L

[y]
k )⊺D−1

yk
Bw(L

[y]
k ) + κwPw

)−1

,

µδw|· = Σδw|·

(
K∑
k=1

σ−2
yk
Bw(L

[y]
k )⊺D−1

yk
(zk − V ∗

k β
∗)

)
.

The conditional posterior of δw uses information from the K response data sources but also
from the j-th predictor:

π
(
δvj | ·

)
∝

K∏
k=1

π
(
zk | {δvj}, δw,β∗, σ2

yk

)
π
(
xj | δvj , αj, σ

2
xj

)
π
(
δvj | κvj

)
(normal)

Σδvj |· =

(
K∑
k=1

β2
jBj(L

[y]
k )⊺D−1

yk
Bj(L

[y]
k )

σ2
yk

+
Bj(L

[x]
j )⊺D−1

xj
Bj(L

[x]
j )

σ2
xj

+ κvjPvj

)−1

,

µδvj |· = Σδvj |·

(
K∑
k=1

σ−2
yk
βjBj(L

[y]
k )⊺D−1

yk

(
zk − bk1− β01−

∑
q ̸=j

βqBq(L
[y]
k )δvq −Bw(L

[y]
k )δw

)
+

σ−2
xj
Bj(L

[x]
j )⊺D−1

xj
(xj − αj1)

)
.

The conditional posterior for the regression coefficients β is obtained as follows:

π (β∗ | ·) ∝
K∏
k=1

π
(
zk | {δvj}, δw,β∗, σ2

yk

)
π (β∗) (normal)

Σβ|· =

(
K∑
k=1

σ−2
yk
V ∗⊺

k D−1
yk
V ∗

k +Σ−1
β

)−1

,

µβ|· = Σβ|·

(
K∑
k=1

σ−2
yk
V ∗⊺

k D−1
yk
(zk −Bw(L

[y]
k )δw)

)
.

Similarly, the conditional posterior distribution for the intercept coefficients of the predictors
are:

π (αj | ·) ∝ π
(
xj | δvj , αj, σ

2
xj

)
π (αj) (normal)

σ2
αj |· =

(
σ−2
xj
1⊺D−1

xj
1+ σ−2

αj

)−1

,

µαj |· = σ2
αj |·

(
σ−2
xj
1⊺D−1

xj
(xj −Bj(l

[x]
j )δvj)

)
.

We also take advantage of conjugacy for the error variance parameters σ2
yk
, σ2

xj
, and

the scale parameters κvj . For the response error variances σ2
yk
, the conditionals are inverse-
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gamma distributions:

π
(
σ2
yk

| ·
)
∝ π

(
zk | {δvj}, δw,β∗, σ2

yk

)
π
(
σ2
yk

)
(inverse gamma)

a∗yk = ayk + nk/2,

b∗yk = byk +
1

2

(
zk − V ∗

k β
∗ −Bw(L

[y]
k )δw

)⊺
D−1

yk

(
zk − V ∗

k β
∗ −Bw(L

[y]
k )δw

)
,

and similarly for the predictor error variances σ2
xj
,

π
(
σ2
xj

| ·
)
∝ π

(
xj | δvj , αj, σ

2
xj

)
π
(
σ2
xj

)
(inverse gamma)

a∗xj
= axj

+mj/2,

b∗xj
= bxj

+
1

2

(
xj − αj1−Bj(L

[x]
j )δvj

)⊺
D−1

xj

(
xj − αj1−Bj(L

[x]
j )δvj

)
.

Finally, the conditional posteriors for the scale parameters κj are gamma distributed:

π
(
κvj | ·

)
∝ π

(
δvj | κvj

)
π
(
κvj
)

(gamma)

a∗ = a+
1

2
rank(Pvj),

b∗ = b+
1

2
δ⊺
vj
Pvjδvj .

C.3. Spatial prediction

Our main interest for spatial prediction is to infer the latent process {η(s)} at new locations
L∗ (point or geometries). Denoting the associated random vector as η(L∗) with values ηL∗ ,
the posterior predictive distribution is:

π (ηL∗ | {yk}, {xj}) =
∫
π
(
ηL∗ ,β, {δvj}, δw | {yk}, {xj}

)
dβd{δvj}dδw,

=

∫
π
(
β, {δvj}, δw | {yk}, {xj}

)
π
(
ηL∗ | β, {δvj}, δw

)
dβd{δvj}dδw.

Where the first term on the right-hand side is the marginal posterior distribution for β, {δvj}
and δw, while the second term is simply a deterministic relationship: ηL∗ = β01+

∑p
j=1 βjBj(L

∗)δvj+
Bw(L

∗)δw. Samples from the predictive distribution are obtained by taking the samples for
β, {δvj} and δw from the posterior and using it to generate samples for ηL∗ with the deter-
ministic expression provided above.

D. Simulation studies

D.1. One dimensional

In the one-dimensional experiments, we used the same scenarios and models explained in
Section 4.1. We observe results consistent with the two-dimensional case, with some findings
that are more pronounced in 2D due to the larger spatial coverage and increased fluctuations
of the simulated latent process. The key findings are summarised in the following sections.
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Regular grid

For this experiment, we define W (s) using 100 basis functions of degree 2 and a GMRF of
order 1 with a scale parameter of κ = 1. The primary differences observed between the naive
model and the support model are described based on the behaviour of the predicted mean,
the uncertainty quantification, and their tendency to either overpredict or underpredict the
true underlying process.

• Predicted mean: In the naive model (M1), the predicted mean exhibits abrupt changes
and tends to overfit the data because it assumes that observations are associated with
the centroids of the sampling units (Figure 7-A1). In contrast, the support model (M2)
yields a more gradual change in the predicted mean, as it aims to find a function whose
integral over the sampling units closely matches the observed data.

• Uncertainty quantification: The naive model (M1) tends to underestimate uncertainty,
particularly near the sampling unit centroids (Figure 7-A1). In contrast, the support
model (M2) provides more accurate uncertainty estimates, effectively encompassing
the true underlying process (Figure 7-A2). These differences stem from the approach
of the support model for finding functions whose integrals closely match the data.

• Over and under prediction: The naive model (M1) exhibits more frequent values where
the probability of overprediction is close to 1 and close to 0 (indicating underpredic-
tion), as seen in Figure 7-B1. In contrast, the support model (M2) features a higher
frequency of predictions around the value of 0.5 (Figure 7-B2). This suggests that the
support model provides more accurate predictions of the underlying true process.
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Figure 7: Comparison between the naive model (M1) and the support model (M2) when
data is observed in a regular grid. Panels A1 and A2 show the predictive MCMC samples
for the underlying latent process {W (s)}, while panels B1 and B2 show histograms of the
posterior probability of overpredicting the underlying process (p = Pr (W (s) > w(s) | y)).

Irregular grid, sparse sampling units and overlapping sampling units

For the irregular grid experiment, the latent process W (s) was defined with 50 basis func-
tions, while 100 basis functions were used for the experiments with sparse and overlapping
sampling units. In all three experiments, GMRFs of order 1 with a scale parameter of κ = 1
were employed. The differences between the models observed in Figures 9, 10, and 8 are
described below.

Predicted mean: In the experiment with irregular grids, the naive model (M1) exhibits
overfitting similar to the previous experiment with regular grids. It is significantly biased by
certain observations due to the lack of accounting for measurement error heteroscedasticity
(e.g. for s ≈ 20 in Figure 9-A1). The heteroscedastic model (M2) performs better by con-
sidering observation importance based on support size. In the case of sparse sampling units,
both the naive model (M1) and the heteroscedastic model (M2) exhibit abrupt changes in
the predicted mean, especially evident in sparse locations like s ∈ [−50, 0] in Figure 10,
panels A1-A2. In an attempt to fit the data, these models react strongly to the absence of
surrounding information. For overlapping sampling units, the predicted mean of the naive
model (M1) and the heteroscedastic model (M2) does not overfit when units are close, but
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in mixed sparse and overlapping regions, they exhibit abrupt changes and overfitting (e.g.
for around s ≈ 50 in Figure 8, panels A1-A2). Across all three experiments, the support and
heteroscedastic model (M3) outperform the naive model (M1) and the heterocedastic model
(M2). It yields smoother variation of the predicted mean, avoids overfitting, remains unaf-
fected by high-error observations, and accurately captures primary trends of the underlying
true process.

Uncertainty quantification: In the case of irregular grids, the naive model (M1) tends to
overestimate uncertainty because it attempts to increase the variability to capture complex
data generation mechanisms. In contrast, the heteroscedastic model (M2) underestimates
uncertainty near the sampling unit centroids for sample units of larger size (e.g., s ≈ 35 in
Figure 9-A2). For sparse sampling units, both the naive model (M1) and the heteroscedastic
model (M2) tend to underestimate uncertainty for locations near the centroids and locations
with sparse data (e.g. s ≈ −50 in Figure 10, panels A1-A2). In the case of overlapping
sampling units, both the naive model (M1) and the heteroscedastic model (M2) tend to
underestimate uncertainty for locations near the centroids. For all three experiments, the
support and heteroscedastic model (M3) consistently quantifies uncertainty effectively with-
out underestimating it for locations close to the centroids, as observed in M1 and M2, or
overestimating it. M3 provides a more accurate quantification of uncertainty, effectively
enveloping the underlying true process.

Over and under prediction: In all the conducted experiments, we observed a higher
proportion of posterior probabilities close to 1 or 0 for the naive model (M1) and the het-
eroscedastic model (M2), as shown in panels B1-B3 of Figures 9, 10, and 8. In contrast, the
support and heteroscedastic model (M3) consistently exhibits lower levels of overprediction
and underprediction when compared to models M1 and M2, with more frequent probabil-
ities centred around 0.5. This suggests that M3 provides more accurate predictions of the
underlying true process.
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Figure 8: Comparison between the naive model (M1), the heterocedastic model (M2),
and the support and heteroscedastic model (M3) when data is observed in overlapping
regions. Panels A1-A3 show the predictive MCMC samples for the underlying latent process
{W (s)}, while panels B1-B3 show histograms of the posterior probability of overpredicting
the underlying process (p = Pr (W (s) > w(s) | y)).
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Figure 9: Comparison between the naive model (M1), the heterocedastic model (M2),
and the support and heteroscedastic model (M3) when data is observed in a irregular
grid. Panels A1-A3 show the predictive MCMC samples for the underlying latent process
{W (s)}, while panels B1-B3 show histograms of the posterior probability of overpredicting
the underlying process (p = Pr (W (s) > w(s) | y)).
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Figure 10: Comparison between the naive model (M1), the heterocedastic model (M2),
and the support and heteroscedastic model (M3) when data is observed in sparse
regions. Panels A1-A3 show the predictive MCMC samples for the underlying latent process
{W (s)}, while panels B1-B3 show histograms of the posterior probability of overpredicting
the underlying process (p = Pr (W (s) > w(s) | y)).
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D.2. Two dimensional

Figure 11: Comparison between the naive model (M1), the heterocedastic model (M2),
and the support and heteroscedastic model (M3) when data is observed in a irregular
grid. Panel A1 displays the continuous realization of the process of interest, while panel
A2 shows the observed data. Panels B1-B3 present the predicted mean of the models and
panels C1-C3 feature histograms of the posterior probability of overpredicting the underlying
process (p = Pr (W (s) > w(s) | y)).
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Figure 12: Comparison between the naive model (M1), the heterocedastic model (M2),
and the support and heteroscedastic model (M3) when data is observed in a sparse
regions. Panel A1 displays the continuous realization of the process of interest, while panel
A2 shows the observed data. Panels B1-B3 present the predicted mean of the models and
panels C1-C3 feature histograms of the posterior probability of overpredicting the underlying
process (p = Pr (W (s) > w(s) | y)).
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Figure 13: Comparison between the naive model (M1), the heterocedastic model (M2),
and the support and heteroscedastic model (M3) when data is observed in a over-
lapping regions. Panel A1 displays the continuous realization of the process of interest,
while panel A2 shows the observed data. Panels B1-B3 present the predicted mean of the
models and panels C1-C3 feature histograms of the posterior probability of overpredicting
the underlying process (p = Pr (W (s) > w(s) | y)).
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E. MCMC chains

Figure 14: MCMC of the latent fields of land suitability modelling in Rhondda Cynon Taf
corresponding to 5 randoms cells for each stochastic process.
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Figure 15: MCMC of the auxiliary process Z of land suitability modelling in Rhondda Cynon
Taf corresponding to 12 randoms sampling units.
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F. Land suitability modelling in Rhondda Cynon Taf

Figure 16: Predicted mean and standard deviation of the latent processes for growing degree
days (δv1), soil moisture surplus (δv1), and the residual spatial variation (δw).
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