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Abstract

The paper overviews and investigates several nonparametric methods of estimating co-
variograms. It provides a unified approach and notation to compare the main approaches
used in applied research. The primary focus is on methods that utilise the actual values
of observations, rather than their ranks. We concentrate on such desirable properties of
covariograms as bias, positive-definiteness and behaviour at large distances. The paper
discusses several theoretical properties and demonstrates some surprising drawbacks of
well-known estimators. Numerical studies provide a comparison of representatives from
different methods using various metrics. The results provide important insight and guid-
ance for practitioners who use estimated covariograms in various applications, including
kriging, monitoring network optimisation, cross-validation, and other related tasks.

Keywords: nonparametric estimation, covariance, semivariogram, covariogram, auto-correlation,
positive-definiteness, spatial, R.

1. Introduction

Estimating covariograms and semivariograms of stochastic processes and random fields is an
important problem in time series and spatial statistics analysis. Most applied statisticians
rely on the classical estimator, as evidenced by its implementation in most R and Python
statistical packages used for the analysis of time series and spatial data, see Appendix A. The
standard estimator has seen routine use in statistical work due to its intuitiveness ( Jenkins
and Watts 1969, p. 174). In fact, the correlation of a times series has been studied as early
as 1905, see Cave-Browne-Cave and Pearson (1905). Issues with the standard estimator
were also known for some time, but its use persisted, see for instance Jenkins and Watts
(1969, p. 185), Яглом (1981, pp. 71-77), and Yaglom (1987, pp. 239-245). The study of
variograms is often contributed to Matheron (1962), however, Cressie (1993, p. 58) refers to
papers as early as 1941 discussing the same idea, albeit under different names. Matheron’s
variograms were originally used in geostatistics but have now seen use in spatial statistics
as a whole, see the references in the following sections. The literature now presents several
alternative approaches that are less known, but are often more robust and accurate estimates
with desirable properties, as will be demonstrated in the paper. To the best of our knowledge,
there are no comprehensive overview publications thoroughly discussing and comparing these
methods. Thus, the initial aim of this paper was to collect and compare all known approaches,
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2 Estimation of Covariograms

however, the literature search revealed that it was an overly ambitious task for a single paper.
Consequently, we restricted the scope of this manuscript to nonparametric estimators based on
actual observations. Other significant areas, such as methods based on ranks and parametric
approaches, are only briefly mentioned.

The paper discusses several different estimators of the covariance function known in the lit-
erature or variations upon well-known estimators. We tried to avoid the discussion of various
technical modifications but rather presented nonequivalent methods or scenarios. Throughout
the paper, we will use the terms covariance, autocovariance, and covariogram interchangeably.

First, when presenting these methods, the main emphasis was on several important proper-
ties of these estimators, including bias and positive-definiteness. The primary concern was
homogeneous and isotropic random fields and stationary time series, see Ma (2007), character-
ised by covariance functions dependent only on distances. Nonetheless, most of the materials
presented are applied or can be extended to the estimation of homogeneous and directional
dependencies. This paper primarily discusses issues important for applications. For proofs
and theoretical results concerning various models of positive-definite functions and theoretical
inference, we recommend, for example, Yadrenko (1983), Ivanov and Leonenko (1989), and
Porcu, Furrer, and Nychka (2021b).

Secondly, simulation studies were conducted for the mentioned methods, wherein their per-
formance was compared using several covariance models with different properties. This in-
cluded Gaussian, Bessel, and Cauchy covariance models, which exhibit short-, cyclic, and
long-range dependencies. When it was possible, in this analysis, we utilised some available
R packages. However, as most non-standard methods were only available in publications
without code, we developed the corresponding R code to illustrate them and compare their
performance. The comparison methods included metrics that compared distances between
the theoretical covariogram, from which random processes were simulated, with the afore-
mentioned nonparametric estimators. Also, a cross-validation approach based on kriging that
utilised the estimated functions was used.

Most theoretical papers primarily focus on the asymptotic properties of estimators. It is
well-known and rigorously proved in the literature that, within a fixed distance range, many
estimators exhibit desirable asymptotic properties. However, the analysis presented in this
paper reveals that if the distance range in the estimated covariogram is more than 10-20%
of the total available distance, the performance of some estimators, including classical ones,
yields unreliable results. This supports the idea presented by Yaglom (1987, p. 237). Also,
it was demonstrated that accurate estimation of covariograms of long-range dependent data
necessitates much longer distances than those typically used for estimation intervals. Con-
sequently, most approaches that reliably handle short-range dependent data are inadequate
for long-range dependent scenarios. Furthermore, this study demonstrates that for cases in-
volving cyclic behaviours of the covariogram, certain foundational principles of well-established
approaches are invalid, potentially leading to unreliable results.

The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 presents two key functions for estimating de-
pendencies in the literature, covariograms and semivariograms. Section 3 overviews some
principles of constructing and properties of the most frequently used classical estimator. Sec-
tions 4 through 9 introduce and analyse the main nonparametric estimation approaches ex-
amined within this study. Section 10 provides a brief overview of alternative approaches for
estimating temporal and spatial dependencies in the literature. Section 11 presents numerical
and simulation studies that compare the considered methods. Finally, the concluding section
offers conclusions and outlines some problems for future research. The references include key
publications that can serve as starting resources for exploring the considered methods. Some
technical proofs and complimentary results are included in the Appendices.

Simulations, numerical computations and plotting in the paper were performed using the
software R (version 4.1.0). The code is freely available in the folder ‘Research materials’ from
the website https://sites.google.com/site/olenkoandriy/.

https://sites.google.com/site/olenkoandriy/
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2. Semivariogram or covariogram?

In spatial statistics, there are two similar functions used in the analysis of the dependency
structure of random fields, the semivariogram, and the covariance function.
The semivariogram characterises the second-moment structure of the increments of the random
field, i.e.

γphq :“ 1
2VarpZpsq ´ Zps ` hqq, s, h P Rd,

whereas the covariance function is a measure of spatial covariance,

Cphq :“ E ppZpsq ´ µqpZps ` hq ´ µqq , where µ :“ EpZpsqq.

There are several reasons why someone may want to use the semivariogram over the covariance
function when performing estimation and analysis. For example, the semivariogram estimator
does not require the mean in its estimation. The mean, if not known, is estimated from the
data, and if the data is spatially correlated, a bias may be present in the standard estimate of
the mean, and thus the estimated covariance function ( Hristopulos 2020, p. 103). Under the
assumption of weak stationarity, a Gaussian random field can be defined entirely by its first
and second moments, i.e. its mean and covariance ( Chilès and Delfiner 2012, p. 17). Under
weak stationarity, the semivariogram and covariance functions are related through

γphq “ Cp0q ´ Cphq. (1)

However, under intrinsic stationarity, this does not hold, unless the semivariogram is bounded
by a finite value ( Chilès and Delfiner 2012, p. 31).
The following sections employ both functions, where it is more convenient or depending on
how they were introduced in the literature, with some bias towards the covariance function to
discuss positive-definiteness.

3. Standard estimators

The estimation of the spatial covariance function generalises the construction for the time
series autocovariance function, aiming to utilise all points s, t P Rd with the separation vector
h P Rd, i.e. s ´ t “ h.

Estimator 1. (standard or classical estimated covariance function) ( Cressie 1993, pp.69-70)
The empirical spatial covariance function is given by:

pCphq :“ 1
|Nphq|

ÿ

Nphq

`

Xptiq ´ X
˘ `

Xptjq ´ X
˘

, ti P Rd, i “ 1, ..., n,

where Nphq denotes all pairs of points pti, tjq whose difference is equal to the vector h,

Nphq :“ tpti, tjq : ti ´ tj “ h, i, j “ 1, . . . , nu ,

and X denote the sample mean X :“ n´1 řn
i“1 Xptiq .

This estimate pCphq is also called the covariogram and is a method of moments estimator for
the covariance function.

Estimator 2. (standard semivariogram estimator)
The corresponding estimator of the semivariogram proposed by Matheron (1962) is

pγphq :“ 1
2|Nphq|

ÿ

Nphq

pXptiq ´ Xptjqq
2 .
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Often there might not be enough pairs of points whose difference is h, so one may consider
adding some neighbourhood around h, controlled by ε, which can increase the number of pairs
of points for the lag h ( Schabenberger and Gotway 2005, p. 153). A method to select this
neighbourhood, for the isotropic case, will be presented in the next subsection. Computation-
ally, this estimator is not ideal as one must determine which pairs of points have a separation
vector equal to h, which requires searching all possible pairs of points for each h.
For an isotropic covariance function, this estimator is modified by pCpτq that uses points ti

and tj , whose separation vector has the length τ . This is equivalent to finding all points which
fall on a circle of radius τ around each point ti.
Appendix C provides a pseudocode for computing the empirical isotropic covariance function
through the above method. For simplicity, it is assumed that the mean is zero, and the
covariance function is estimated for some lag distance τ . For each distance τ , this algorithm
has a time complexity of OpN2q.

For a sufficiently sampled random field on some bounded domain there are usually a high
number of points which can be considered when computing the empirical covariance function
at short distances, however, if the distance is too small, there may be no pairs of points. For
larger distances, the number of points decreases, as points near the edges of the domain can
contribute only in certain directions. As a result, one must carefully consider the distances
they wish to use when estimating the covariance function.
When the domain size of a random field remains the same but the number of points increases,
which is called infill sampling, the statistical properties of Estimator 2 change. For example,
it is not consistent, see Lahiri (1996). Lahiri, Lee, and Cressie (2002) and Lee and Lahiri
(2002) consider estimators using spatial subsampling to fit a variogram model. The proposed
regions can cover a wide variety of shapes such as spheres, ellipsoids, and star-shaped sets (
Lee and Lahiri 2002, p. 839). Furthermore, Lahiri, Lee, and Cressie (2002, p. 75) state when
infill sampling is present in a region, it leads to strong dependence amongst the observations,
similar to that of long-range dependence. This can cause issues when performing estimation,
such as slower convergence to regression parameters.

Estimator 3. (directional estimated covariance function) A variation of the standard estim-
ator exists, called the directional estimated covariance function, which considers a specific
direction only. In this case, to get enough points along the selected azimuthal angle, a conic
region (called a search cone) is used ( Ma 2019, p. 310). The width of the cone depends on
angle tolerance and bandwidth.

In the case of an isotropic random field, the directional estimated covariance functions should
be similar regardless of the angles. For anisotropy, there should be a difference between some
directions, assuming the anisotropy is strong enough.

3.1. On some properties of standard estimators

Now, let us discuss some desirable properties of covariance function estimators.
A covariance function must be positive-definite, i.e.

Definition 3.1. A function f : Rd ˆ Rd Ñ C is called positive-definite if for any n P N,
t1, . . . , tn P Rd and a1, . . . , an P C, it holds

n
ÿ

i“1

n
ÿ

j“1
cicjfpti, tjq ě 0.

For a weakly stationary random field it is satisfied for fpti, tjq “ Cpti, tjq “ Cpti ´ tjq.

If an estimator is not positive-definite, then the result is not a valid covariance function, just a
function that in some sense is close to a covariance function. In many cases, such estimates can
be problematic, for example, kriging requires a valid covariance function ( Cressie 1993); the
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spectral density estimates based on non-positive-definite functions may take negative values,
among other potential issues.
The following properties of the classical estimator illustrate several potential issues that require
careful consideration when employing it.

(i) The standard estimator does not always produce a positive-definite result, when the
number of pairs of points |Npτq| varies as τ varies, which can be shown by a simple
example, see Appendix B.

(ii) In fact, the classical estimator, is always positive-definite if |Npτq| is the same constant
for all τ, see Appendix D. A well-known variant of this estimator in the one-dimensional
case, which is biased and positive-definite, is

pC˚˚phq :“ 1
N

N´h
ÿ

t“1
pXptq ´ XqpXpt ` hq ´ Xq,

and the associated autocorrelation estimator is

pρphq :“
řN´h

t“1 pXptq ´ XqpXpt ` hq ´ Xq
řN

t“1pXptq ´ Xq2
. (2)

(iii) Similar to other statistics, unbiasedness and consistency are typically desirable properties
of covariance function estimators. There is a substantial theoretical literature on this
topic. However, as will be demonstrated, despite the presence of pointwise convergence of
the estimators for each fixed lag, the classical and many other estimators do not exhibit
uniform convergence and may display undesirable behaviour in instances involving finite
spatial domains or large distances.

Hassani (2009) and Hassani, Leonenko, and Patterson (2012) provide a surprising result
about the one-dimensional autocorrelation estimator, (2), when summing over all lags
h ě 1, when N ě 2,

N´1
ÿ

h“1
pρphq “ ´

1
2 ,

which holds regardless of observed values. This has implications when considering long-
memory, as the sum of the estimates converges to ´1{2, whilst it needs to be divergent
in the long-memory case.

Appendix E proves that a similar property holds for the spatial case too. Namely,

ÿ

hPH

pρphq “ ´1 and
ÿ

hPH

|Nphq|
N

rρphq “ ´1,

where H :“ th : h “ ti ´ tj , i, j “ 1, . . . N, i ‰ ju is the set of all separation
vectors amongst different observation locations, and pρphq and rρphq denote the empirical
correlations that correspond to the standard covariogram estimators with constant and
varying |Nphq|.
The classical empirical covariograms will have more pronounced waves for the estimated
values rρphq as the multiplicative weights are within r0, 1s. These waves, as will be shown
in the simulation results, are artefacts in the estimation process caused by fewer samples
being available to compute the empirical covariance function as the estimation lag in-
creases. Furthermore, analogous identities can be obtained for other commonly used
weighted estimators where the weights depend only on the separation lag (or distance)
between the locations of samples, rather than the sampled values at the locations.

(iv) Furthermore, the classical estimator does not hold the aforementioned relation (1)
between the variogram and covariance function, see Appendix F.
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3.2. Selection scheme for the standard method

When estimating the covariance function, the data one is dealing with, whether it is simulated,
or real, will only be sampled finitely. As a result, the empirical covariance function cannot be
computed at all distances, except when there is a sufficient number of points for each distance
(such as in the case of functional data).

Estimator 4. (bin-type estimators) There exist several variations, even within the standard
method, which specify the sampled values to be used for each particular distance τ (or the
vector h) and choose the extrapolation technique between distinct τi (or hi).

Krajewski and Duffy (1988) provide two schemes to select the distances considered, and the
error region, ∆, when estimating an isotropic covariance function. Adding the error region is
common in practice so a sufficient number of points are included for each distance τ . We will
only consider selection scheme 1 in Krajewski and Duffy (1988), as it is simpler when working
with a square lattice. The error region is constructed around a circle of radius τ , resulting in
a region bounded by two circles with radii τ `∆ and τ ´∆. The scheme is specified as follows

1. τk`1 ´ τk “ constant, k “ 1, . . . , K ´ 1.

2. τ1 :“ 1
n

n
ÿ

i“1
min rdij : j “ 1, . . . , n : j ‰ is, where dij is the distance from point ti to tj .

3. ∆ :“ τ1{2.

4. K is fixed (usually K is between 10 and 15).

This does not allow any control for the number of pairs of points nk for some τk. If there
are insufficient samples used when computing the empirical covariance function, even in the
one-dimensional case, there will be waves present, see Yaglom (1987, p. 239) and Яглом
(1981, p. 74). In Journel and Huijbregts (1978, p. 194), they recommend the number of
pairs for each lag to be at least 30, and the maximum lag to be less than half the maximum
separation lag, which were supported by the simulation studies in Cressie (1988). The choice
of the maximum separation lag will determine how prominent the waves will be.

3.3. Estimators on the ball

It is difficult to mention numerous generalisations of the classical estimator in the literature.
We only provide an example, although the case of sampled functional data is not considered
here, of the following estimator by Дыховичный (1983) for the cases of functional data with
observation windows that include a ball. It is the continuous equivalent of Estimator 3.

Estimator 5. (classical estimated covariance function for functional data) An estimator of a
covariance function of a zero-mean isotropic random field on an n-ball of radius R centred at
the origin, VRp0q, is given by

pCprq :“ 1
UnpR ´ rq

ż

VR´rp0q

Xpsq

˜

1
ωnprq

ż

Srpsq

Xptqmprq
n pdtq

¸

ds,

where r is the distance lag, Srpsq is a sphere of radius r centred at s, Un and ωn are the volume
of the ball and surface area of the sphere, respectively, and m

prq
n is a Lebesgue measure on the

sphere.

4. Variogram-based estimators

Although we are mainly concerned with covariance function estimation, it is important to
note that in the cases when it is appropriate (see the discussion in (iv) of Section 3), one can
employ the following approach.
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Estimator 6. (variogram-based estimated covariance function)

pCphq “ pCp0q ´ pγphq “ yVarpXq ´ pγphq

where pγphq is a variogram estimator known in the literature.

For example, one can use the popular estimator proposed by Cressie and Hawkins (1980)

2pγphq :“

¨

˝

1
Nphq

Nphq
ÿ

i“1
|Xpti`hq ´ Xptiq|1{2

˛

‚

4
N

p0.457 ` 0.494{Nphqq,

or its robust generalisation in Genton (1998, p. 214).

5. Kernel regression estimators

Below is an estimator similar to that of Nadaraya-Watson kernel regression, proposed by Hall,
Fisher, and Hoffmann (1994) and Hall and Patil (1994).

Estimator 7. (kernel-based estimated covariance function)

pCHptq :“

ÿ

i

ÿ

j

qXijK ppt ´ pti ´ tjqq{bq

ÿ

i

ÿ

j

K ppt ´ pti ´ tjqq{bq
,

where qXij :“ pXptiq ´ XqpXptjq ´ Xq.

One has a choice for the kernel function Kp¨q used, however, it must have the properties of
symmetric probability density, resulting in pCHp´tq “ pCHptq ( Hall and Patil 1994, p. 403).
A method in the paper by Hall and Patil (1994) was proposed to ensure the positive-
definiteness of the estimator pCH , by manipulating its Fourier transform, Fp pCHptqq, which
forces negative values of this Fourier transform to zero before performing a Fourier inversion.
The approach can be utilised in more general settings, where an estimate of the covariance
function is a non-positive-definite function. Namely,

Estimator 8. (kernel-based positive-definite estimated covariance function)

1. Compute pCHptq.

2. Compute Fp pCHptqq.

3. Set pFp pCHptqq “ Fp pCHptqq if Fp pCHptqq ą 0, and pFp pCHptqq “ 0 otherwise, for every
frequency θ.

4. Compute the inverse Fourier transform of pFp pCHptqq and use it as a new estimator rCptq.

A related approach was provided in the paper by Hall, Fisher, and Hoffmann (1994, p. 2118),
which considered forcing the estimated covariance function down to zero linearly starting
at the point T1 ą 0 and ending at T2 ą T1. For example, for Estimator 7, pCHptq, in the
one-dimensional case, it gives:

Estimator 9. (kernel-based truncated estimated covariance function)

1. Compute the empirical covariance function as

pC1ptq :“

$

’

&

’

%

pCHptq, 0 ď t ď T1
pCHpT1qpT2 ´ tqpT2 ´ T1q´1, T1 ă t ď T2

0 t ą T2.

,
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2. Perform a Fourier transform (which is a Fourier-cosine transform due to the real sym-
metric nature of pC1)

Fc
´

pC1ptq
¯

“ 2
ż 8

0
cospθtq pC1ptq dt.

3. Determine pθ “ inf
!

θ ą 0 : Fc
´

pC1ptq
¯

ă 0
)

. Then, set all values of Fc
´

pC1ptq
¯

, when

θ ą pθ, to zero.

4. Perform an inversion to obtain

rCptq :“
ż

pθ

´pθ
p2πq´1Fc

´

pC1ptq
¯

cospθtq dθ.

This method and its resulting estimator will be referred to as Hall’s estimator.
One issue with bringing the tail of the estimator down to zero is it can no longer be used
for long-range dependent random fields (or long-memory processes), as the absolute values of
their covariance functions are non-integrable. This is the same issue as Estimator 20, which
will be introduced later, although this can help to remove the waves mentioned earlier. Also,
the last method discussed in this section, making the estimated function positive-definite, may
fail if pθ is very close to zero.
The kernel-based estimated covariance function has been adapted in the literature for semivari-
ogram estimation. For example, Garćıa-Soidán, Febrero-Bande, and González-Manteiga
(2004) considers a variant to estimate an isotropic semivariogram, Garćıa-Soidán and Me-
nezes (2012) considers it for an indicator variogram estimator, Cuevas, Porcu, and Vallejos
(2013) construct a cross-variogram estimator, and Yu, Mateu, and Porcu (2007) construct a
variable nearest neighbour estimator for the semivariogram.

6. Qn estimators

The papers by Genton (1998) and Ma and Genton (2000) provide a robust estimator for
the variogram and covariance function based on the Qn estimator of Rousseeuw and Croux
(1993). Qn is an estimator of scale, and has a breakdown point of 50%, meaning up to 50% of
observations can be outliers before an incorrect (arbitrarily large) result is given ( Rousseeuw
and Croux 1993, p. 1277). Unfortunately, the covariance version of this estimator only has a
breakdown point of 25%, which is on par with the interquartile range ( Rousseeuw and Croux
1992, p. 78; Ma and Genton 2000; p. 655). Qn is defined as follows:

QnpXq :“ ct|Xi ´ Xj |; i ă jupmq,

where X is a vector of observations pX1, . . . , Xnq1 , c is a constant for consistency, and m “
“``

n
2
˘

` 2
˘

{4
‰

`1, where r¨s denotes the integer part. Thus, it computes the mth-order statistic
of the absolute differences of the observations. For large n, this is approximately the first
quartile, and in the case of a Gaussian distribution, the consistency constant can be selected
as c “ 2.2191 ( Ma and Genton 2000, p. 655). For Qn, the outliers refer to the absolute
pairwise differences, not the observed values in X.
In the variogram case, Genton (1998, pp. 214-216) considers constructing a random field of
differences at the spatial lag h, V phq “ Xpt ` hq ´ Xptq, which has zero mean and variance
2γphq. From this, a sample tV1phq, . . . , V|Nphq|u of V phq which corresponds to the sample
tXpt1q, . . . , XptN qu of X, gives

Q|Nphq| :“ 2.2191t|Viphq ´ Vjphq|upmSq,

where mS “
`

r|Nphq|{2s`1
2

˘

, and finally, 2pγphq “ pQ|Nphq|q
2 ( Genton 1998, pp. 214-216).
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The estimator about to be introduced, and the estimator to follow, are motivated by the
following identity, which assumes finite second-moment (i.e. X, Y P L2) ( Huber 1981, p. 202):

CovpX, Y q “
1

4ab
pVarpaX ` bY q ´ VarpaX ´ bY qq ,

where a, b are arbitrary constants, although they should be chosen on a similar scale to avoid
strange results. In the following two estimators, as we are considering processes with unit
variance, we have a “ b “ 1.

Estimator 10. (quantile-based estimated covariance function) ( Ma and Genton 2000, p. 665)
The Qn estimator for the covariance function is given by

pCQph, Xq :“ 1
4

`

Q2
n´hpX1:pn´hq ` Xph`1q:nq ´ Q2

n´hpX1:pn´hq ´ Xph`1q:nq
˘

,

where the vector X1:pn´hq consists of first n ´ h observations of the vector X and the vector
Xph`1q:n includes last n ´ h observations.

For this estimator, the autocorrelation function cannot be obtained from the autocovariance
in the usual way, ρphq “ Cphq{Cp0q, as this is not bounded between ´1 and 1. Instead, Ma
and Genton (2000, p. 666) provide the following robust estimate.

Estimator 11. (quantile-based estimated correlation function)

pρQph, Xq :“
Q2

n´hpX1:pn´hq ` Xph`1q:nq ´ Q2
n´hpX1:pn´hq ´ Xph`1q:nq

Q2
n´hpX1:pn´hq ` Xph`1q:nq ` Q2

n´hpX1:pn´hq ´ Xph`1q:nq
.

Unlike other estimators, this estimator is location-free, as it does not depend upon any know-
ledge of the location of the points. For example, the standard estimator, Estimator 1, depends
on the locations between points, whereas this one considers pairwise differences. This estim-
ator has a breakdown point of 25%, which is the highest possible value when considering
autocovariance ( Ma and Genton 2000, p. 665).

6.1. Pn estimator

Another robust estimator was proposed by Tarr, Müller, and Weber (2013), based on the Pn

estimator of pairwise means in Tarr, Müller, and Weber (2012), and is related to U-statistics.

Estimator 12. (pairwise mean-based estimated covariance function)

pCP phq :“ 1
4

`

P 2
n´hpX1:pn´hq ` Xph`1q:nq ´ P 2

n´hpX1:pn´hq ´ Xph`1q:nq
˘

,

where Pn “ c
`

M´1
n p0.75q ´ M´1

n p0.25q
˘

, with c « 1.048 being a correction factor ensuring Pn

is consistent for the standard deviation when the observations are Gaussian. Mnp¨q denotes
the empirical distribution of pairwise means,

Mnptq :“ 2
npn ´ 1q

ÿ

iăj

1
ˆ

Xi ` Xj

2 ď t

˙

, t P R,

and 1p¨q denotes the indicator function.

Pn has a breakdown point of 13.4%, whilst Qn has a breakdown point of 50%, although for
Gaussian asymptotic efficiency, Pn’s is 0.86 whereas Qn’s is 0.82 ( Tarr, Müller, and Weber
2012, p. 193; Tarr, Müller, and Weber 2013).
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7. Tapered estimates

7.1. Edge effect

An important factor to consider when working with stochastic processes, especially as the di-
mension increases, is the edge effect. Let D be some study domain, such as a finite rectangular
lattice Pn :“ t1, . . . , n1u ˆ ¨ ¨ ¨ ˆ t1, . . . , ndu in d-dimensional integer space, Zd. The points on
the boundary of D will have their nearest neighbours lying outside of D, meaning observations
are unavailable at those locations. As d increases, so does the number of boundary points.
For example, for N “ 100 points, a one-dimensional interval has two points, or 2%, on the
edge, but for a square with side lengths 10, there are 36 points on the boundary or 36%. This
number quickly increases as d increases ( Cressie 1993, p. 478).
As a result, the edge effect also introduces bias, so one must be aware of its presence ( Cressie
1993, p. 607). There are many techniques to deal with edge effects in practice, such as treating
a rectangular study region as a torus ( Griffith and Amrhein 1983). In practice, edge effects
can arise in unexpected scenarios, such as when patients receive healthcare outside of a study
area ( Fortney, Rost, and Warren 2000).

7.2. Tapered covariance estimators

To deal with the edge effect several corrections of standard statistical estimators (tapered es-
timators) were proposed. For example, Guyon (1982) suggested to use the following unbiased
estimator

Estimator 13. (tapered unbiased estimated covariance function)

pCN phq :“ 1
CN´|h|

ÿ

t,t`hPPn

XptqXpt ` hq,

where CN´|h| is the cardinality of the set tt : t, t ` h P Pnu and N “
śd

i“1 ni.

However, it was shown that this estimator is not positive-definite and has some other potential
issues. One of the corrections, which properly takes the edge effect into account was proposed
by Dahlhaus and Künsch (1987):

Estimator 14. (tapered estimated covariance function)

pCa
N phq :“

˜

d
ź

i“1
H2,nip0q

¸´1
ÿ

t,t`hPPn

XptqXpt ` hq

˜

d
ź

i“1
appti ´ 1{2q{ni; ρqappti ` hi ´ 1{2q{ni; ρq

¸

.

Here ap¨; ¨q is a taper (window) function with smoothness parameter ρ and u P r0, 1s,

apu; ρq :“

$

’

&

’

%

wp2u{ρq, 0 ď u ă 1
2ρ,

1, 1
2ρ ď u ď 1

2 ,

ap1 ´ u; ρq, 1
2 ă u ď 1,

where wp¨q is a continuous increasing function with wp0q “ 0 and wp1q “ 1. Additionally,

H2,np0q :“
n

ÿ

s“1
apps ´ 1{2q{n; ρq2.

A possible choice for the function wp¨q, as suggested by Dahlhaus and Künsch (1987, p. 878),
is the Tukey window, although one is not limited to this choice.
This estimator is biased, although it becomes asymptotically negligible due to the use of
windowing. As H2,np0q is a constant, a similar idea can be applied as in the standard estimator
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to show the tapered estimator is positive-definite. Additionally, it also can be applied in non-
Gaussian scenarios ( Yao and Brockwell 2006, p. 403).

Much like Hall’s estimator, this incorporates windowing on the standard estimate of the cov-
ariance, under the assumption of a zero-mean process. The incorporation of a taper does not
inhibit this estimator’s ability to consider long-range dependent processes to the same extent
as Hall’s estimator and Estimator 20, which will be introduced soon.

8. Estimates via linear combinations of basis functions

An estimator for the isotropic autocovariance function can be constructed closely matching
an empirical estimator with a linear combination of properly selected basis functions.

The first approach uses the fact that an isotropic function Cphq is positive-definite for all
d ě 1, if and only if ϕphq “ Cph1{2q is completely monotone ( Cressie 1993, p. 86).

Let tB
ppq

1 , . . . , B
ppq

m`p`1u denote m ` p ` 1 B-splines of order p, with m equally spaced knots,
with end knots k0 “ 0 and km “ 1. Also, let tb1, . . . , bm`p`1u denote the B-spline coefficients.

Choi, Li, and Wang (2013, p. 615) provided the following representation for ϕp¨q using the
B-splines:

ϕpxq “

m`p
ÿ

j“1
βjf

pp´1q

j pxq,

with

f
plq
j pxq “

ż 1

0
pm ` 1qtxB

plq
j`1ptqdt,

where βj “ bj`1 ´ bj ě 0 for all j “ 1, . . . , m ` p. The functions f
plq
j are completely monotone

and serve as basis functions.

Therefore, the covariance estimator can be given as

Estimator 15. (linear combination of completely monotone functions)( Choi, Li, and Wang
2013, p. 615)

pCBpτq “

m`p
ÿ

j“1
βjf

pp´1q

j pτ2q.

The coefficients β “ pβ1, . . . , βm`pq1 are estimated using the weighted least squares (WLS)
approach,

β̂WLS “ arg min
βjě0

L
ÿ

i“1
wi

˜

pCpτiq ´

m`p
ÿ

j“1
βjf

pp´1q

j pτ2
i q

¸2

,

where pCp¨q is an estimator of a covariance function, tτ1, . . . , τLu is a set of distance lags, and
tw1, . . . , wLu is a set of weights. The standard estimator, Estimator 1, was used in Choi, Li,
and Wang (2013, p. 617).

As mentioned earlier, some estimators suffer from oscillations, meaning the estimator for
the isotropic autocovariance function can become unpredictable as the distance lag changes,
particularly depending on how many points are separated by a distance τ . To address this
issue, either a reasonably short range of τ is selected, or the set of weights is chosen based
on the number of available points when computing the empirical autocovariance function.
For example, Choi, Li, and Wang (2013, p. 617) recommended the following weights: wi “

|Npτiq|{p1 ´ pCpτiqq2. Furthermore, one is not limited to the choice of the standard estimator
of the autocovariance function when selecting the weights and the fitting process.
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An isotropic covariance function in Rn has the following form, see Yadrenko (1983), and
Ivanov and Leonenko (1989),

Cpτq “

ż 8

0
Λnpkτq dF pkq,

where F p¨q is a cumulative distribution function,

Λnpkτq “ 2
n´2

2 Γ
´n

2

¯ J n´2
2

pkτq

pkτq
n´2

2

and Jνp¨q denotes the Bessel function of the first kind of the order ν.

Li (2023, p. 12) considered an approximation of F p¨q by a step function, with jump points
at ki, resulting in the following nonparametric estimator of the isotropic covariance function.

Estimator 16. (linear combination of isotropic basis functions)

pCpτq :“
m
ÿ

i“1
wiΛnpkiτq,

where Λnp¨q is acting as a basis function and twiu are weights.

The locations of the jumps tkiu are determined in an ad hoc manner, although some methods
exist such as selecting them to be roots of the Bessel function of the first kind ( Li 2023, p. 13).
The above estimator is related to the semivariogram estimator in Shapiro and Botha (1991),
although considered for the autocovariance case instead. The method in Shapiro and Botha
(1991) has some limitations, such as the number of jumps having no upper limit, or how to
nonparametrically estimate the nugget, sill, and range ( Cherry 1994, p. 25).
Wang and Ghosh (2023) considered the next estimator using a different class of basis functions.

Estimator 17. (linear combination of Bernstein polynomials) For any dimension d ě 1, a
linear combination of the basis functions

Ai,mpτq “

m
ź

j“i

ˆ

1 `
τ2

j

˙´1
, 1 ď i ď m, i, m P N,

provides a valid empirical isotropic covariance function

pCmpτq :“
m
ÿ

i“1
wiAi,mpτq.

9. Correction of established methods

When established or new methods for estimating covariograms lack the required properties,
such as positive-definiteness, several general transformation strategies can be employed to
achieve them. Two popular approaches are discussed in this section.

9.1. Shrunken covariance

Numerous papers estimate a covariance matrix and subsequently transform the estimate into
a positive-definite matrix if it is not inherently so. As the sample covariogram can be derived
from the estimated covariance matrix, and conversely, the estimated covariance matrix can be
constructed from the sample covariogram, these transformation methods are also applicable
to covariograms.
One of the popular transformations, shrinking, was introduced in Devlin, Gnanadesikan, and
Kettenring (1975).



Austrian Journal of Statistics 13

Estimator 18. (linear shrinking) A p ˆ p pseudo-correlation matrix R is shrunk towards the
p-dimensional identity matrix Ip, as

rR :“ λR ` p1 ´ λqIp,

where λ P r0, 1s is the largest value, which makes rR positive-definite.

An alternative to linear shrinking is

Estimator 19. (nonlinear shrinking) Each off-diagonal element r of R is replaced by r̃
through the following transformation procedure

r̃ :“

$

’

&

’

%

f 1́
pfprq ` ∆q, if r ă ´f 1́

p∆q,

0, if |r| ď f 1́
p∆q,

f 1́
pfprq ´ ∆q, if r ą f 1́

p∆q,

where ∆ is a small positive constant (such as 0.05) and f : R Ñ r´1, 1s is a monotone
increasing continuous function. This process is repeated until a positive-definite matrix is
given.

Two popular choices for f are tanhpxq and 2
π arctanpxq ( Rousseeuw and Molenberghs 1993).

Shrinking does not consider the entire correlation structure of the matrix, although it is easy to
apply practically, as both linear and nonlinear shrinking operate on each correlation separately.

9.2. Kernel correction

One can use the following modification of the approach presented in Яглом (1981, eq. (1.76))
for the case of d “ 1 to correct the estimate pCphq.

Estimator 20. (kernel-corrected estimated covariance function)

pCpaqphq “ aphq pCphq,

where ap¨q is a kernel function approaching to 0, when h increases.

We will now extend some of the comments in the discussion in Яглом (1981, eq. (1.76)) which
are also relevant to the spatial case.
As mentioned earlier, covariance function estimators suffer from waves as the number of
samples used to estimate the covariance function decreases. Estimator 20 introduces a ker-
nel function to remove such waves, by gradually bringing down the estimator to zero. A
common choice of aphq is a function that vanishes after a certain distance, for example, ap-
proximately 0.1 of the observation period in the case of time series. When working under
the assumption of short-range dependence, such choices are acceptable, but in the case of
long-range dependence, this may not be an appropriate estimator. Applying the vanished es-
timator to a long-range dependent process results in a short-short-range dependent covariance
function, which does not accurately reflect the process’ dependencies. A possible strategy is to
increase the support (range) of aphq with the observation area or the number of observations.
One can choose aphq as a positive-definite kernel to keep the estimator positive-definite, given
pCphq is a positive-definite estimator. However, it restricts the class of eligible functions one
can use. Genton (2002) provides a list of some valid kernels, see Table 1, where τ “ ||h||

and θ ą 0 in all cases. These kernels are not only positive-definite but also isotropic, meaning
they can also be applied to the estimators of isotropic covariance functions.

10. Other estimators

In this paper, our primary focus has been on the estimation of Pearson-type correlations,
which are based on the actual values of observations. We assumed that one realisation of
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Name Equation Validity

Circular apτ ; θq “

#

2
π arccospτ{θq ´ 2

π
τ
θ

b

1 ´
`

τ
θ

˘2
, for τ ă θ

0, otherwise
R2

Spherical apτ ; θq “

#

1 ´ 3
2

τ
θ ` 1

2
`

θ
τ

˘3
, for τ ă θ

0, otherwise
R3

Rational Quadratic apτ ; θq “ 1 ´ τ2

τ2`θ
Rd

Exponential apτ ; θq “ expp´τ{θq Rd

Gaussian apτ ; θq “ expp´τ2{θq Rd

Wave apτ ; θq “ θ
τ sinpτ{θq R3

Table 1: List of isotropic positive-definite kernels

the stationary spatial process is available and mainly considered nonparametric estimators
given their significance in addressing numerous spatial issues. Even parametric estimators
are frequently derived by fitting a parametric covariance function family to a nonparametric
empirical covariance function.
Several alternative or closely related nonparametric approaches exist, though beyond the scope
of this discussion due to space constraints and will be only briefly mentioned.
Firstly, there are methods based not on actual values but on the signs or ranks of the data.
For additional information, one can refer to Dürre, Vogel, and Fried (2015) and Sang, Dang,
and Sang (2016), and the comprehensive citations included within. Sang, Dang, and Sang
(2016) argues that Pearson-type estimates perform poorly when dealing with heavy-tailed or
asymmetric distributions, as well as being impacted greatly by outliers. There were also several
modifications of the approach considered in Section 6. The majority of these modifications
were based on the methods utilising a robust scale measure as proposed in the highly cited
publication Gnanadesikan and Kettenring (1972).
There also exist several approaches that used weighted, affine equivariant estimators in com-
bination with M-estimators, see, for example, the publications Dürre, Vogel, and Fried (2015),
Tyler (1987), and Lumley and Heagerty (1999) and the discussions in them. It is worth men-
tioning that, similar to the discussion in Appendix E, most of these models satisfy certain
summability constraints that may impact their performance.
An overview of nonparametric Bayesian approaches can be found in Kidd and Katzfuss
(2022), which has an emphasis on methods which have nice properties computationally, namely
parallelisation and scalability. A nonparametric Bayesian approach was also considered in
Porcu, Bissiri, Tagle, Soza, and Quintana (2021a), where they studied the estimation of

isotropic covariance functions for random fields on the sphere.
Finally, there are other options that use variogram- or spectrum-based ideas, for example,
Huang, Hsing, and Cressie (2011) used spline polynomials to estimate the isotropic spectral
density, and then it was employed to compute the variogram. Such methods that produce
negative-definite variogram estimates can be easily adapted to the covariance case.

11. Simulation studies

This section will demonstrate some of the considered properties and empirically compare the
estimators via realisations of Gaussian random fields with different covariance functions. For
the sake of simplicity and visualisations, we only present results for two-dimensional cases,
but the corresponding one-dimensional results were also obtained.
For illustration, we will consider the three isotropic covariance functions, namely

• Gaussian: Cpτ ; σq “ expp´τ2{σ2q, where σ ą 0,
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• Bessel: Cpτ ; νq “ 2ντ´νΓpν ` 1qJνpτq, where ν ě pd ´ 2q{2 ,

• Cauchy: Cpτ ; γq “ p1 ` τ2q´γ , where γ ą 0.

They are positive-definite in all dimensions d.
For each covariance function, a single spatial realisation will be used, as it can be deemed
more realistic in many applications. To obtain reliably estimated values, these realisations
have been generated either in a large observation window or a dense sampling grid. The
analysis can also be extended to the methods which use multiple realisations (often modelled
as independent realisations of random fields with the same statistical properties), for example,
see Ivanov and Leonenko (1989, Section 4.5).
For the convenience of the readers, we reiterate the previous notations for the estimators to
be discussed in this section:

• C˚, the standard estimator, Estimator 1 with the normalising factor varying with lags,

• C˚˚, the standard estimator, Estimator 1 with the constant normalising factor and the
total number of sampled locations N,

• Cpaq, corrected version of C˚˚, using the correction method of Estimator 20,

• rC, Hall’s estimator, Estimator 9 ,

• pCQ, the quantile-based estimator, Estimator 10,

• pCa
N , the tapered estimator, Estimator 14,

• pCB, the splines estimator, Estimator 15. In this case C˚ was used as the estimated
covariance function during the fitting process with m “ 2 and p “ 3.

As the spatial case is the focus of this paper, we will briefly demonstrate only one example from
the one-dimensional case that highlights the worsening of waves with increasing estimation
lag. Let d “ 1 and consider a Gaussian process with the Gaussian covariance and with
σ “ 1. Realisations of the process were simulated on the grid t0, 0.02, 0.04, . . . , 40u and used
to estimate its covariance function. It is clear from Figure 1a that all methods estimate the
variance of the process well, all around 1, with the lowest being pCa

N (the grey line) with a
value of 0.89, and the highest being C˚, C˚˚, and Cpaq at 0.99. The truncation points for Hall’s
estimator were chosen as T1 “ 1.5, T2 “ 2, and the kernel was the Gaussian kernel, which
Cpaq also used. For larger distances, as Hall’s estimator brings down the estimate linearly, it
removes waves, as one may expect, although other estimators still possess these waves. The
waves of estimator Cpaq have small amplitude due to the introduction of a multiplicative kernel
transformation. When the estimation range increases, the amplitudes of the waves become
more significant as seen in Figure 1b. From this, one can conclude that most estimators suffer
from the issue with waves, except Hall’s estimator, Cpaq, and pCB. It is also worth noting the
waves occur in similar locations.
In practice, estimating over long distances is not advisable. For example, for the one-
dimensional case the range of 10-20% of the total observation range N is recommended
( Yaglom 1987, p. 237). In Figure 1b, 25% of N was used, whereas Figure 1a considers only
12.8%. Another reason why one should avoid high lag values when estimating the covariance
function when using estimator C˚, the averaging interval, N ´ h, becomes smaller ( Yaglom
1987, p. 237). One may also want to avoid high lag values as the sum of the estimated values
of C˚˚ is always constant, see the discussion in (iii) from Section 3.1.
Now, we compare the performance of the considered estimators of the three mentioned iso-
tropic covariance functions using simulated realisations in R2. For a fixed τ0 P R, which
represents the maximum estimation lag, we use the following five metrics:
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Figure 1: Waves worsening in autocovariance estimators

• the area between the theoretical covariance function and an estimated covariance func-
tion, i.e.

A
´

Cpτq, pCpτq

¯

“

ż τ0

0
|Cpτq ´ pCpτq| dτ,

• the maximum vertical distance between the theoretical covariance function and the es-
timated covariance function,

D
´

Cpτq, pCpτq

¯

“ max
τPr0,τ0s

|Cpτq ´ pCpτq|,

• the mean-square prediction error (MSPE) is considered by taking the differences between
the actual values and those computed by kriging. There are two versions, one using the
theoretical and estimated covariance function, and one just the estimated covariance
function, called MSPE gstat and MSPE, respectively.

• the MSPE gstat, requires using both the theoretical and estimated covariance functions,
whose steps are outlined below.

(1) Generate a Gaussian random field X on r´15, 15s2 using a grid covering this square
with a 0.1 step in both the x and y directions.

(2) Estimate the covariance functions using the generated values from the subregion
r´10, 10s2.

(3) Estimate the parameter of the theoretical covariance model by using nonlinear least
squares. For Gaussian covariance, this is σ, for Bessel, ν, and for Cauchy, γ.

(4) Sample 50 locations ts1, . . . , ts50 outside the subregion r´10, 10s2.
(5) Perform kriging on the set of sample locations using the observations from the

subregion r´10, 10s2 and obtain pXS .
(6) Compute

MSPEg “
1
50

50
ÿ

i“1

´

Xptsiq ´ pXSptsiq

¯2
.

To implement the MSPE gstat, the R package gstat ( Pebesma 2004; Gräler, Pebesma,
and Heuvelink 2016) was used. As gstat does not support the Bessel and Cauchy cov-
ariance functions, the corresponding package functions were modified.
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• the MSPE, which is the second version of the MSPE metric, uses only the estimated
covariance function pC. For this metric, one uses steps (1), (2) and (4) as above and then
proceeds as follows.

(5) For the M different points tj , construct a pM ` 1q ˆ pM ` 1q matrix with the
estimated covariances

Γ “

»

—

—

—

—

—

–

pCp∥t1 ´ t1∥q pCp∥t1 ´ t2∥q . . . pCp∥t1 ´ tM ∥q 1
pCp∥t2 ´ t1∥q pCp∥t2 ´ t2∥q . . . pCp∥t2 ´ tM ∥q 1

...
...

. . .
... 1

pCp∥tM ´ t1∥q pCp∥tM ´ t2∥q . . . pCp∥tM ´ tM ∥q 1
1 1 . . . 1 0

fi

ffi

ffi

ffi

ffi

ffi

fl

.

To speed computations, we considered the M “ 512 closest locations to each tsi.
There may not always be 512 different closest locations available, so the largest
possible M was used in such cases.
It is worth noting that not all distances between some data locations equate to
a sample distance lag, so interpolation can be done to estimate the covariance
function at a specific distance. For example, in the simulation studies, the mean
covariance value of points within a small neighbourhood can be taken for lags which
do not have an empirical covariance value.

(6) For each randomly sampled location, tsi, compute the distances between it and the
M closest sample locations tj from the above step.

(7) Construct the column vector c “ p pCp∥tsi ´ t1∥q, pCp∥tsi ´ t2∥q, . . . , pCp∥tsi ´ tM ∥ , 1q1.

(8) Compute pXptsiq “

´

pΓ`cq´pM`1q

¯1

pXpt1q, . . . XptM qq1, where Γ` is the Moore-

Penrose inverse, and the notation a´j is the vector a with the jth element removed.
The Moore-Penrose inverse was chosen as in some cases, due to a computational
issue, the matrix Γ may be singular.

(9) Compute the MSPE metric

MSPE “
1
50

50
ÿ

i“1

´

Xptsiq ´ pXptsiq

¯2
.

• the spectral norm of a symmetric matrix constructed from the difference between the
true covariance function and the empirical covariance function, Dpτq “ Cpτq ´ pCpτq for
all lags t0, τ1, . . . , τN u used in the estimation process. The matrix D is given by

D “

»

—

—

—

—

—

–

Dp0q Dpτ1q ¨ ¨ ¨ DpτN´1q DpτN q

Dpτ1q Dp0q ¨ ¨ ¨ DpτN´2q DpτN´1q
...

...
. . .

...
...

DpτN´1q DpτN´2q ¨ ¨ ¨ Dp0q Dpτ1q

DpτN q DpτN´1q ¨ ¨ ¨ Dpτ1q Dp0q

fi

ffi

ffi

ffi

ffi

ffi

fl

.

For the two-dimensional case, the spectral norm of the matrix D equals its largest
singular value. In the following text, this metric’s name will be shortened to SN.

We computed metrics for 20 realisations of 2D random fields, the average and the average
rank of the metrics. The rank was computed for each metric per realisation, resulting in the
ranks from 1 to 7 per realisation, where a lower rank indicates better performance.
First, we considered the isotropic Gaussian covariance case, with σ “ 1. The truncation points
for Hall’s estimator were T1 “ 1.5, T2 “ 2, and the kernel was the Gaussian kernel, which
was also chosen for Cpaq. The estimated Gaussian covariance on the interval r0, 19.9s (i.e.
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τ0 “ 19.9) was used for all metrics. The same interval was used for the other covariance
model cases too.
Hall’s estimator performed the best across area, distance, and SN, whilst the second-best
estimator varied across these. For area and SN, Cpaq was the second best estimator, and for
distance, it was C˚˚, which is reflected partially in the average rank Table 2b. The large
areas of pCQ and C˚ can be seen, especially at the end of the estimation range (see Figure 2a).
These estimators suffered from waves, although Hall’s, Cpaq, and pCB reduced the significance
of the waves due to their properties. In this case, Cpaq had the lowest MSPE. The MSPE gstat
values were quite close, except for pCB. The ranks in Table 2b show that Hall’s estimator had
the lowest average rank for area, distance, and SN, whilst pCQ had the highest average rank
for those three. For MSPE, C˚˚ performs poorly, as do Hall’s estimator and pCa

N .

Method
Metric Area Distance SN MSPE MSPE gstat

C˚ 0.9984164 0.1868498 5.125285 3.810552 0.4981920
C˚˚ 0.4078536 0.0714691 3.186527 27.400889 0.4765476
Cpaq 0.1410914 0.1183420 2.671193 2.045802 0.4719200

rC 0.0689988 0.0481300 1.199598 10.457498 0.4640216
pCQ 1.2938920 0.2064251 11.070654 9.062758 0.4952457
pCa

N 0.2839754 0.0793276 3.172531 9.695051 0.4607385
pCB 0.1748706 0.0864897 2.928384 2.587638 0.6607006

(a) Sampled average errors for various estimators of isotropic Gaussian covariogram

Method
Metric’s Rank Area Distance SN MSPE MSPE gstat

C˚ 6.05 6.25 5.90 4.35 3.00
C˚˚ 4.95 2.80 3.70 4.10 3.40
Cpaq 2.50 4.50 3.25 2.85 4.85

rC 1.15 1.35 1.30 3.30 3.35
pCQ 6.95 6.70 6.85 4.25 6.35
pCa

N 3.90 3.05 4.00 4.80 2.80
pCB 2.50 3.35 3.00 4.35 4.25

(b) Average performance rank for various estimators of isotropic Gaussian covariogram

Table 2: Average performance of the estimators for the isotropic Gaussian case

For simulations from the model with the Bessel covariance function, the parameter ν “ 0
was selected, which is valid for the considered case d “ 2. The kernel for Hall’s estimator
was Gaussian, whilst the wave kernel was chosen for Cpaq. The truncation points T1 and T2
for Hall’s estimator were beyond the used estimation range, making the truncation of the
estimator unnecessary.
Hall’s estimator performed the most poorly in this case. It is clear from Figure 2b that
Hall’s estimator may suffer if there is an early sample spectral frequency with a corresponding
negative value. C˚˚ had the lowest error for area and SN, Cpaq for distance, pCB for MSPE,
and for MSPE gstat, all were similar with the exception of pCB (see Table 3a). pCB having the
lowest MSPE was quite surprising, given it did not follow the shape of the true covariance
function, and had the second largest area. Despite Cpaq and C˚˚ having the lowest errors, it
is visually clear that neither followed the true function as nice as C˚ or pCQ did. C˚˚ and pCB

were going to zero, whilst Cpaq decayed to zero due to the use of a kernel function, and C˚

and pCQ roughly followed the true function, despite having a wide prediction range. If ranks
are considered (see Table 3b), C˚˚ was still the best for area and SN, whilst Cpaq for distance,
pCa

N for MSPE, as discussed above. This is surprising given they did not follow the shape of
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(b) Isotropic Bessel covariance case
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(c) Isotropic Cauchy covariance case

Figure 2: Upper and lower bounds for each estimator for 20 realisations

the function nicely.
Finally, for the Cauchy covariance function case, γ “ 0.2 was selected. For Hall’s estimator
and Cpaq, the rational quadratic kernel was chosen, and the truncation points were once again
beyond the estimation range, making truncation unnecessary.
In this case, for lower values of τ , the estimators performed well, but as the estimation range
increased, the estimators performed worse, which can be seen in Figure 2c. In terms of error,
Hall’s estimator performed the best for area and SN, whilst pCB for distance, C˚ for MSPE,
and for MSPE gstat, pCQ was the best, and all others were similar. If we considered the
average rank instead (see Table 4b), it is clear that pCB had the lowest average rank for area
and distance, and Hall’s for SN, but it had the worst MSPE rank, and pCQ had the best MSPE
gstat rank. Unlike Hall’s estimator, pCB did not flare out after τ “ 10, and instead, the
minimum and maximum values of the band approached one another. As a result, pCB can be
seen as a more stable estimator when dealing with noncyclic nonnegative covariance functions.

12. Discussion and conclusion

Several nonparametric methods for estimating spatial covariance functions were reviewed,
studied, and compared based on unified principles. The main focus was on the case of a
single realisation and the methods utilising the actual values of observations. Some surprising
drawbacks of several well-known estimators were identified. Numerical studies compared the
accuracy of the considered estimators using various metrics and three theoretical covariogram
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Method
Metric Area Distance SN MSPE MSPE gstat

C˚ 2.489791 0.3507251 15.61262 125.475762 0.0056134
C˚˚ 2.098724 0.2503224 12.70419 6.760378 0.0084915
Cpaq 2.109226 0.2496318 12.78919 106.180658 0.0086290

rC 7.513908 1.0682663 82.24297 75.854967 0.0764184
pCQ 2.748823 0.3275784 18.99515 443.374390 0.0049442
pCa

N 2.492002 0.2714209 16.79564 2.626784 0.0140113
pCB 3.486087 0.5350350 29.29765 1.950848 0.1618823

(a) Sampled average errors for various estimators of isotropic Bessel covariogram

Method
Metric’s Rank Area Distance SN MSPE MSPE gstat

C˚ 3.20 4.00 2.80 5.20 1.875
C˚˚ 1.90 2.20 1.75 3.95 3.200
Cpaq 2.40 2.10 2.25 4.00 3.800

rC 7.00 7.00 7.00 5.35 6.100
pCQ 4.15 3.85 4.35 5.30 1.225
pCa

N 3.75 3.00 4.00 1.95 4.900
pCB 5.60 5.85 5.85 2.25 6.900

(b) Average performance rank for various estimators of isotropic Bessel covariogram

Table 3: Average performance of the estimators for the isotropic Bessel case

Method
Metric Area Distance SN MSPE MSPE gstat

C˚ 7.486252 0.6165021 70.18825 2.582530 7.051711
C˚˚ 7.191006 0.4875699 72.18749 3.678911 6.974136
Cpaq 7.187045 0.4864138 72.23088 5.487214 6.970320

rC 5.671946 0.5083464 36.96571 786.580629 7.069838
pCQ 8.393729 0.6678209 91.26490 10.102567 5.850791
pCa

N 7.212647 0.4913294 73.58152 17.153026 7.003175
pCB 6.280143 0.3943084 61.03689 5.872001 6.990817

(a) Sampled average errors for various estimators of isotropic Cauchy covariogram

Method
Metric’s Rank Area Distance SN MSPE MSPE gstat

C˚ 4.80 5.65 3.70 3.50 4.3
C˚˚ 4.35 3.60 4.40 3.20 4.2
Cpaq 3.95 3.65 4.75 3.25 4.0

rC 2.25 3.55 1.10 6.95 4.2
pCQ 6.40 6.30 6.80 3.70 2.6
pCa

N 4.35 3.80 5.10 3.25 4.4
pCB 1.90 1.45 2.15 4.15 4.3

(b) Sampled average errors for various estimators of isotropic Cauchy covariogram

Table 4: Average performance of the estimators for the isotropic Cauchy case

models. When dealing with random fields whose covariance functions are not oscillating and
decay sufficiently fast, such as the Gaussian covariance, estimators like Hall’s estimator and
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Cpaq outperform other estimators. However, in the case of cyclic or long-range dependence, the
vanishing estimators often fail to capture the behaviour of the theoretical covariogram model.
In such instances, other estimators, such as C˚ in the Bessel case, may be better suited, even
if they have some constant summability properties. The results are useful for understanding
the limitations and proper usage of covariograms in various applications, including kriging,
monitoring network optimisation, and cross-validation.
Future work includes an overview and comparative studies of other estimation methods for
covariograms, as well as similar studies for estimation methods of spectral densities. Other
potential extensions could involve analogous investigations of estimates of dependency and
the spectrum of multivariate and spherical spatial data, as well as spatio-temporal data.
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A. R and Python packages with estimators of covariance functions

R packages: stats, RandomFields, spatcov, fields, TSA, astsa, forecast, Stat2Data
Python packages: NumpPy, statsmodels, pandas
Many of these packages simply use wrapper functions for the acf function. It is important to
note that this list is not exhaustive.

B. Non-positive-definiteness of classical estimator

Consider the points s1 “ p1, 0q, s2 “ p2, 0q and s3 “ p3, 0q, with values Xps1q “ Xps3q “ 1,
Xps2q “ 0, and coefficients a1 “ i, a2 “ 1, and a3 “ ´i. We will have three pairs of
points for the distance τ “ 0, tps1, s1q, ps2, s2q, ps3, s3qu, at τ “ 1 there are four pairs,
tps1, s2q, ps2, s1q, ps2, s3q, ps3, s2qu, and for τ “ 2 there are two pairs of points, tps1, s3q, ps3, s1qu.
Expanding the sum, we obtain a contradiction with the positive-definite condition:

3
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3
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j“1
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1
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C. Pseudocode for computing isotropic covariance function

Data: N sample values of a random field X, desired distance τ
sum Ð 0;
Npτq Ð H;
for Each coordinate ti in X do

for Each coordinate tj in X do
if ∥ti ´ tj∥ “ τ then

Append pti, tjq to Npτq;
end

end
end
for Each pair pti, tjq in Npτq do

sum Ð sum `XptiqXptjq;
end
return psum{|Npτq|q
Result: An estimated isotropic covariance function for X at a desired radius τ

D. Positive-definiteness of classical estimator with constant Nphq

Without loss of generality, assume that X is a zero-mean random field. Let K “ trsku denote
the set of observations, and let us set Xpsq “ 0 if s R K. As in the covariance function
estimator, we use only the values of X over the set K, this assumption does not change the
estimate but proves to be useful to avoid considering different subcases. For I “ tsi, i “

1, . . . , nu, consider a set SK,I “ trsk ´ si, rsk P K, si P Iu, and let a1, . . . , an P C be arbitrary
constants. Then, for Npsi ´ sjq “ N, where N is constant, we obtain

n
ÿ

i,j“1
ai

pCpsi ´ sjqaj “

n
ÿ

i,j“1
ai

¨

˝

1
|Npsi ´ sjq|

ÿ

kPNpsi´sjq

XprskqXprsk ` psi ´ sjqq

˛

‚aj

“
1
N

n
ÿ

i,j“1
ai

¨

˝

ÿ

sPSK,I

Xps ` siqXps ` sjq

˛

‚aj “
1
N

ÿ

sPSK,I

n
ÿ

i,j“1
aiXps ` siqXps ` sjqaj

“
1
N

ÿ

sPSK,I

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

n
ÿ

i“1
aiXps ` siq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

2

ě 0.

E. Summability identity for classical spatial covariogram estimator

By Definition (1), the standard estimate of spatial autocorrelation function is

pρphq “

ř

ti,tjPNphqpXptiq ´ XqpXptjq ´ Xq{Nphq
řN

i“1pXptiq ´ Xq2{N
,

Assume that Nphq ” N. Then,

ÿ

hPH

pρphq “
ÿ

hPH

ř

ti,tjPNphqpXptiq ´ XqpXptjq ´ Xq
řN

i“1pXptiq ´ Xq2

“

ř

hPH

ř

ti,tjPNphqpXptiq ´ XqpXptjq ´ Xq
´

řN
i“1pXptiq ´ Xq

¯2
´

řN
i“1

řN
j“1
j‰i

pXptiq ´ XqpXptjq ´ Xq
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“

ř

hPH

ř

ti,tjPNphqpXptiq ´ XqpXptjq ´ Xq

´
ř

hPH

ř

ti,tjPNphqpXptiq ´ XqpXptjq ´ Xq
“ ´1.

Note, that a similar identity also holds for the case of nonconstant Nphq. Namely, from the
above identity, it follows that

´1 “
ÿ

hPH

pρphq “

ř

hPH
pC˚˚phq

yVarpXq
“

ř

hPH
1
N

ř

ti,tjPNphqpXptiq ´ XqpXptjq ´ Xq

1
N

řN
i“1pXptiq ´ Xq2

“
ÿ

hPH

|Nphq|
N

1
|Nphq|

ř

ti,tjPNphqpXptiq ´ XqpXptjq ´ Xq

1
N

řN
i“1pXptiq ´ Xq2

“
ÿ

hPH

|Nphq|
N

rρphq,

where rρphq “ pCphq{ pCp0q. Thus, the weighted sum of rρphq maintains a constant value regard-
less of the observations Xptiq, and that the weights |Nphq|{N depend only the locations of
the observations, not the values at the observations.

F. Relation between classical covariogram and semivariogam estimators

The relation pγphq “ pCp0q ´ pCphq does not hold for the classical estimators as follows from

pγphq “
1

2|Nphq|
ÿ

Nphq

pXptiq ´ Xptjqq
2

“
1

2|Nphq|
ÿ

Nphq

`

pXptiq ´ Xq ´ pXptjq ´ Xq
˘2

“
1

2|Nphq|
ÿ

iPNphq

2pXptiq ´ Xq2 ´
1

2|Nphq|
ÿ

Nphq

2pXptiq ´ XqpXptjq ´ Xq

“
1

|Nphq|
ÿ

iPNphq

pXptiq ´ Xq2 ´ pCphq.

As the estimate pCp0q “ N´1 řN
i“1pXptiq ´ Xq2 incorporates all spatial locations, not only

those separated by a vector h, the relation pγphq “ pCp0q ´ pCphq is not valid in general, except
the case when h “ 0.
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