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Gaussian processes (GPs) and Gaussian random fields (GRFs) are essential for modelling
spatially varying stochastic phenomena. Yet, the efficient generation of corresponding real-
isations on high-resolution grids remains challenging, particularly when a large number of
realisations are required. This paper presents two novel contributions. First, we propose a
new methodology based on Dirichlet-Neumann averaging (DNA) to generate GPs and GRFs
with isotropic covariance on regularly spaced grids. The combination of discrete cosine and
sine transforms in the DNA sampling approach allows for rapid evaluations without the
need for modification or padding of the desired covariance function. While this introduces
an error in the covariance, our numerical experiments show that this error is negligible
for most relevant applications, representing a trade-off between efficiency and precision.
We provide explicit error estimates for Matérn covariances. The second contribution links
our new methodology to the stochastic partial differential equation (SPDE) approach for
sampling GRFs. We demonstrate that the concepts developed in our methodology can also
guide the selection of boundary conditions in the SPDE framework. We prove that averaging
specific GRFs sampled via the SPDE approach yields genuinely isotropic realisations without
domain extension, with the error bounds established in the first part remaining valid.
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The generation of realisations of Gaussian Processes (GPs) or Gaussian Random Fields (GRFs)
with a prescribed covariance is a crucial step in many algorithms, e.g., related to spatial statistical
inference [5, 22, 29, 35, 37], Bayesian non-linear inverse problems [10, 31], classification [40]
and uncertainty quantification [9, 33]. In these contexts, GPs and GRFs can both be viewed as
collections of Gaussian random variables u,, indexed by a continuous variable x € D C R? with
d € N. In what follows, we primarily adopt the perspective associated with GRFs, interpreting u
as a random function over the domain of interest D. Moreover, we consider the case of GRFs with
isotropic covariance function. In practical applications, one is typically interested in generating
realisations of a given GRF on a finite-dimensional grid {x; : j = 1,...,n} ¢ D, for n € N. By
definition, any marginal distribution of a GRF, when evaluated at a finite set of n points, is an
n-dimensional multivariate Gaussian with moments determined by the underlying GRF. Thus,
we can re-frame the GRF sampling problem on a grid, as seeking to generate realisations z € R"
of a multivariate Gaussian random variable with covariance matrix C € R™", whose structure is
inherited from the GRF. Generating realisations of such z € R", even for isotropic covariance,
is computationally challenging when n is too large for a direct factorisation of the covariance
matrix C. Although efficient sampling algorithms exist for certain settings, they often become
impractical when both small error margins and good scalability on parallel architectures are
required.

Karhunen-Loéve expansions [34, 24] offer a convenient stochastic parametrisation in terms of
the eigenfunctions of the covariance operator. However, the number of modes required for a
given accuracy depends on the decay of the eigenvalues of the covariance operator. Computation
and storage of these modes can become prohibitively costly for large GRFs or for fields with low
regularity. Similar limitations appear in reduced-basis or low-rank sampling approaches [26, 16,
23].

For isotropic covariance functions, the matrix C € R™" is (block-) Toeplitz and can thus be
embedded in a M x M matrix with M > n, which is (block-) circulant. Circulant matrices in turn,
are diagonalised by a Fast Fourier Transform (FFT). If the FFT frequencies corresponding to
the auxiliary matrix are non-negative, this leads to an efficient algorithm for generating GRF
realisations. This is the underlying idea in Circulant Embedding (CE) methods [42, 13]. The
primary obstacle to computational efficiency for this approach stems from the fact that in order
to achieve non-negativity of the FFT frequencies, the size M of the auxiliary matrix may need to
be substantially larger than n. This results in significant computational and memory overhead as
the embedding size requires fine-tuning via padding. Sufficient conditions for non-negativity of
the FFT frequencies have been established in [41, 18]. The authors in [21] derive explicit lower
bounds on the size of M for Matérn covariance functions.

By modifying the covariance function outside the domain of interest, it may be possible to alter
the spectral density in a way that achieves non-negativity of the FFT frequencies with a smaller
M compared to CE. This idea has been pursued e.g. in [19] and [30]. The authors in [3] have
placed this idea in a framework based on periodic continuations of the covariance function. A
rigorous analysis and explicit lower bounds on M for classical CE and a smooth periodisation of
Matérn covariance functions is carried out in [4]. All of these periodic continuations alter the
covariance function in such a way as to achieve compact support.



The first main result of this paper in Section 2 is a novel methodology for generating GRF
realisations based on a periodisation of the covariance function, that does not rely on compact
support and is positive-definite for any choice of n. Evaluation of the corresponding GRF is
performed by a combination of Discrete Sine and Cosine Transforms. This Dirichlet-Neumann
Averaging (DNA) approach provides a fast and well-scaling method for the generation of GRF
realisations with arbitrary isotropic covariance function. In Proposition 2.2 we show that the
covariance of this GRF is indeed a specific periodisation of the desired covariance with more
favourable characteristics compared to a naive periodisation. Thus, the DNA methodology
facilitates fast evaluations of the GRF, but its practicability depends on the error introduced
by the periodisation. In Proposition 2.5, we provide an explicit error bound for the case of
Matérn covariances. This shows exponential decay of the error with respect to a parameter «,
which plays the role of M in the CE method. In comparison to CE, this framework represents a
trade-off between an additional error in the covariance and the computational speed-up gained
through eliminating the need for padding. In this regard, numerical experiments in Section 3
suggest that the additional error is essentially negligible for most practically relevant parameter
configurations.

Although this method of evaluation is fast, it requires a regularly spaced grid, and the use of the
FFT may limit its scalability in massively parallel settings. For these applications, we establish
a link to the stochastic partial differential equation (SPDE) approach for sampling GRFs with
Matérn covariance introduced in [27]. In that approach, approximations to GRFs with Matérn
covariances are computed by solving a fractional elliptic SPDE on the domain D. The primary
advantage of the SPDE approach is that it leverages the flexible, fast, and scalable Finite-Element
(FE) framework for solving PDEs, enabling efficient and parallel generation of GRFs.

However, aliasing effects introduced by the artificial choice of boundary conditions for the SPDE
pose a significant obstacle [27, 33]. A common remedy to this is to first compute the solution on
a larger domain D > D and then truncate back to the domain of interest D [25, 12, 14]. This is
similar in spirit to padding in CE. Addressing this error can introduce significant computational
overhead, which may offset the benefits of the SPDE framework. The authors in [25] analyse
the maximal covariance error in the case of homogeneous Dirichlet, homogeneous Neumann,
as well as Robin boundary conditions on the entire boundary. They derive upper bounds on
the covariance error for a given extension of the desired domain, in terms of values of the Ma-
térn covariance function itself. They demonstrate that none of the aforementioned boundary
conditions, when considered in isolation, result in isotropic fields.

Thus, the paper’s second main result in Proposition 2.7 establishes a correspondence between
GRFs in the SPDE approach and the periodisation established in Section 2.2. This correspondence
can be leveraged to eliminate the need for oversampling and to generate truly isotropic random
fields. To achieve this, instead of oversampling the SPDE solution on a larger domain, in our DNA
variant of the SPDE approach, several SPDE solutions with Dirichlet and Neumann boundary
conditions are averaged on the original, smaller domain. As a consequence, in massively parallel
environments, where memory constraints are often the bottleneck and where it is essential to
reuse existing data structures and communication patterns, the proposed new procedure has
clearly favourable characteristics compared to oversampling. Moreover, the explicit error bound
of Proposition 2.5 extends also to the SPDE version of the DNA approach. Numerical experiments



in Section 3 indicate that this periodisation error is negligible compared to the discretisation
error from the FE method across a large range of mesh resolutions of the underlying mesh.

The paper is structured as follows. In Section 1, we introduce notation, the problem setting,
and the periodisation framework. We finish with a brief introduction to the SPDE approach. In
Section 2, we construct the new DNA sampling framework and state the main results of the
paper. Section 2.1 concerns the general construction of the new sampling approach and the error
estimates for Matérn covariances, while its connection to the SPDE approach is described in
Section 2.2. Section 3 presents numerical experiments that illustrate the developed theory.

1. Preliminaries

We use the following convention for the d-dimensional Fourier transform ¢ : RY — C of a
function ¢ € L'(R?):

o) = / o(x) eV dx.
]Rd

where x - y denotes the Euclidean inner product for any two vectors x,y € R If ¢ is symmetric
about the origin and invariant with respect to rotations, we can represent it in terms of a function
p : R - Rvia o(x) = p(|x|,) for any x € R% In this case, the Fourier transform ¢ can be
expressed in terms of the Hankel transform H,p : R — R of p through 9(y) = (f]{dp)(ﬂ y12),
where

(J{dp)(r) = 2P / p(t) t7* Ju-2p(2rrrt) dt,  for r >0,
R

and J, denotes the Bessel function of order y € R. Regarding computational aspects of Fourier
analysis, the Fast Fourier Transform (FFT) allows for the efficient evaluation of the Discrete
Fourier transform. Similarly, one can use the (type 1) Discrete Cosine Transform (DCT) and the
(type 1) Discrete Sine Transform (DST) to efficiently evaluate the sums

n—1

k k
nkcos<”m ), and Zryksm(ﬂm ), forr]kelR, m=20,....,n—1.
o n—1

The basis functions used in the FFT, DCT and DST satisfy periodic, homogeneous Neumann and
homoegeneous Dirichlet boundary conditions respectively.

Corresponding higher-dimensional transforms are constructed through the tensor product of one-
dimensional transforms. Multiindices p, which may be understood as vectors in the d-dimensional
lattice Z¢, form an essential component of the notation used in this context. For multiindices y =
(U1, -, pa)" € Z¢, we will mainly use the norm | p[ :=max{|y;| : j = 1,...,d} and the Euclidean
norm | p|,. For fixed n € N, we also define the truncated lattices Z¢ := {y € Z? : |y < n},
and N? := {y € N? : ||, < n}. Similar to decomposing Z? into disjoint quadrants, we can
decompose Z? into 2¢ hyperoctants H,, where for a given g € {—1, 1}, we define

={uez: y;>0whengq; =1and y; <0, when q; = —1}. (1.1)



The truncated hyperoctants H,, for n € IN are defined analogously to H;, in (1.1), where we
replace Z? by Z¢. It follows from their construction that

z'= | ) H and zZi= ] H. (1.2)

ge{-1,1}¢ ge{-1,1}¢

where the unions are disjoint.

We denote the space of continuous functions on U, where U C R? is bounded and connected, by
C(U). Further, we denote the space of equivalence classes of square-integrable functions that
agree almost everywhere w.r.t. the Lebesgue measure on R? by L2(U). In the usual abuse of
notation, we treat elements f € L*(U) as functions in the classical sense. The space L*(U) is a
separable Hilbert space and we denote the associated inner product by (-, ) and the induced
norm by | - |rz@). The Sobolev space H'(D) of functions f € L*({U) whose weak partial derivatives
dif,j=1,...,d exist and lie in L*(U) is denoted by H'(U) (see e.g. [15], Chapter 5 for details).

1.1. Problem Setting

We begin by providing a more precise definition of the concepts of isotropic GRFs and the
associated covariance functions, which were outlined in the introductory section. For the given
domain D C RY, a GRF may be understood as a random variable taking values in some function
space on D, say L*(D). That is, a GRF is a measurable map U from a latent probability space
(Q, 2, P) into (L%(D), B), where B denotes a suitable o-algebra on L%(D). Regarding the technical
details of this viewpoint, we refer to the books by Gelfand and Vilenkin [17] or Adler [1] and will
from here on assume that such a construction is possible in our setting. As we are interested in
point-wise evaluations of GRF realisations, we restrict ourselves to GRFs U, for which the push-
forward measure P4 U is supported on C(D) (c.f. Theorem 2.2.1 in [1]). In this case, evaluating a
GRF at any x € D is well-defined and we can represent a GRF by the function

u:DxQ->R, ulx,o0):= [U(a))](x), weQ,xeD.

We will not explicitly state @ when it is convenient to do so and causes no confusion.

Analogously to finite-dimensional, multivariate Gaussian distributions, a GRF is fully character-
ised by its mean function m : D — R and its covariance function cov : D x D — R, which are
defined through

m(x) :=Eu(x,-), and cov(x,y) := Eu(x, )u(y,-).

As mentioned previously, we restrict ourselves to centred GRFs, i.e., GRFs where m = 0. Fur-
thermore, we focus on isotropic covariance functions, which encode translational, as well as
rotational invariance of the covariance function.

Definition 1.1 — Isotropic Covariance Function —

We call the covariance function of a GRF isotropic, if there exists an £ > 0 and p : R — R, such
that
cov(x,y) = p(t’_lllx -y ||2), for all x,y € D. (1.3)



We refer to £ as the correlation length associated to the covariance function.

For an isotropic covariance (1.3) the Fourier transform of the function
o RISR, with ¢(8) == p(e5]), (1.4)

can be expressed via the Hankel transform JH, of p such that ¢({) = ¢¢ [fHdp] (¢1¢1:), L €R%.In
order to distinguish the representations of the covariance function via ¢ and p, we will refer to ¢
as the stationary covariance function and to p as the isotropic covariance function. A widely used

family of covariance functions is given by the Matérn family with smoothness parameter v > 0,
which are defined by

21—V
I'(v)
Here, I’ denotes the Euler Gamma function and K, is the Bessel function of second kind and order

v. For the Matérn covariance kernel, the corresponding Hankel transform is explicitly given by
(see e.g. [21], Equation (2.22)):

p(s) = ——(V2vs) K.(V2vs), s €[0,00). (1.5)

d/a I'(v +4/2)

(J{dp)(s) = CV(ZV)V(ZV + (Zﬂs)z)_(v+d/2), where C, := (47) Ty

(1.6)

The transition from the infinite-dimensional formulation that has been presented thus far, to
a finite-dimensional representation which is typically required in applications, is achieved by
considering evaluations of GRFs on a given grid Ty :={x; € D : j=1,...,N}, N € N. To be
more precise, if we consider the random variable z : Q — RY, whose components are given
by (z(w)); := u(x;,w), for j = 1,...,N, then z is a multivariate Gaussian random variable by
construction. Given that we assume u is centred, it follows that Ez = 0. In this case, the structure
of the covariance matrix C € R¥*N of z is inherited solely from the covariance function of u. For
isotropic covariance functions (1.3) this explicitly reads

(Oke = E(2)i(2)e = Eulxy, ) uxy, -) = P({ﬂ” xe —xl2), k. £=1,...,N. (1.7)

Thus, in the finite-dimensional setting, we consider the problem of efficiently generating real-
isations z € RN of a centred multivariate Gaussian random variable, with covariance matrix
given by C as in (1.7). One common approach for generating such realisations is to find a fac-
torisation C = HHT, for some H € RN*N. The random vector defined through z := H¢, where
& ~ N(0,Iyxy) is a multivariate standard normal random variable, then satisfies

Ez=0 and Ezz' = H(]EffT)HT =C. (1.8)

We assume that for our purposes, N is so large that a simple Cholesky factorisation of C is
not feasible. Accordingly, we seek factorisations that scale significantly better than cubic as N
tends to infinity — ideally linearly with N. To this end, leveraging the interpretation of z as the
evaluation of an underlying GRF with isotropic covariance p is crucial in designing a scalable
algorithm.



In addition to the GRF u being centred and with isotropic covariance function p, we require
assumptions that ensure the series and expressions occurring later in the text to be well-defined.
To this end, we use the following assumptions, which we frame in terms of the stationary
covariance function ¢ as defined in (1.4).

Assumption 1.2. We assume that any occurring stationary covariance function ¢ € L'(R¥)nL2(R¢)
satisfies [p(y)| < A(1 + | y[,) @ for A,e > 0 and all y € R?.

This somewhat technical regularity assumption is satisfied by most covariance functions used
in practice. For instance, recalling (1.4) and (1.6), the Matérn covariance function (1.5) satisfies
Assumption 1.2; for details see Appendix A.1.

1.2. Periodisation-Based Sampling

The efficiency of CE and related methods is derived from the application of the Fast Fourier
Transform (FFT). In using the FFT, one implicitly evaluates a periodic continuation of the co-
variance function. By appropriately modifying the covariance function, it is possible to alter
specific aspects of the sampling method. However, essentially all methods that build upon this
idea focus on achieving compact support of the covariance function, see e.g. [19, 30, 3]. Here, we
take a slightly different approach and use a natural periodic continuation, which is implied by the
Poisson Summation formula (PSF) (Theorem VII.2.4 and Corollary in [36]). This approach has the
advantage of providing a periodic continuation that is always positive definite. However, it also
results in a modification of the covariance function inside the domain of interest D. The accuracy
of the method will thus hinge on how closely this modified covariance function matches the
desired covariance function in D.

The PSF states that if ¢ : R? — R satisfies Assumption 1.2, then

D plc+n) =) flp) e (1.9)

nezd uezd

and both series in (1.9) converge absolutely. Informally, the series on the left of (1.9) represents
an infinite sum of copies of the pristine covariance ¢, where each copy is translated by a vector n
of the d-dimensional lattice Z¢. The PSF then provides an explicit Fourier series representation of
the resulting periodic function. We capture this notion of periodisation in the following definition,
which generalises (1.9) slightly, by introducing a scaling parameter a > 1.

Definition 1.3 — Periodisation —

Let ¢ : R? — R satisfy Assumption 1.2 and let a > 1 be a given scaling parameter. We define the
periodisation '™ of ¢ through the Fourier series

‘Pfxn)(é) = afd Z (/’5(0(71[[) o2

uezd

1

wo, (1.10)

We refer to ¢ as positive definite, if § (a~'yt) > 0, for all y € Z°.



It follows from (1.9), that
o) =) (6 +am), §eR™ (1.11)

nezd

Stationary covariance functions are positive definite functions on R by definition. Thus, Boch-
ner’s theorem [6] ensures that any periodisation ¢{™ of a stationary covariance function is also
positive definite in the sense of Definition 1.3. In order to provide motivation for the construction
of a GRF with periodised covariance, it is instructive to first consider the finite-dimensional
case. It should be recalled that the transition to this setting is achieved by the introduction of a
grid Ty C R?. If this grid is uniformly spaced, then the periodicity of the function ¢{ implies
that the associated covariance matrix C{™ as per (1.7), is Toeplitz and can be embedded in a
circulant matrix (see [28] Example 6.47 and Definition 6.48). Given that circulant matrices are
diagonalised by a FFT and that periodisations of covariance matrices are positive definite, this
implies a factorisation of the covariance matrix of the form C” = WAW™, where A is a diagonal
matrix with positive entries on the diagonal, and W € RN*N denotes the d-dimensional Discrete
Fourier Transform (DFT) matrix. By Definition 1.3, the entry A, of A associated to the grid
location p € Z2 is given by A, = p((2a) ' ).

Similarly to (1.8), this factorisation can be used to sample realisations z of a centred multivariate
Gaussian with covariance matrix Cgf). To this end, denote by ¢ a centred, complex-valued Gaussian
random vector and define

z :=WA"E, where E&T =0 and EE&T = 2Dyw. (1.12)

It can be shown (see e.g. [28, Lemma 6.51]) that the real part PRe(z) and the imaginary part Jm(z)
of z are uncorrelated and each has covariance matrix C(™. Note that if the matrix A € RN
is known, then computing z in (1.12) essentially consists in drawing a realisation of ¢ and
computing the matrix-vector product with W, which can be achieved by a FFT with O(N log N)
computational cost. We extend this sampling idea to the infinite-dimensional setting with the
definition of periodised GRFs.

Definition 1.4 — Periodised Random Field —

To each positive definite periodisation (™ of a stationary covariance function ¢, we associate a
periodised random field u™ through

ué”)(x, w) i=a Z E()No(ap e 2 Xy e RY (1.13)

uezd
where the &, i € Z¢ are centred complex-valued Gaussian random vectors, with

£,=&, and EEE =6, foruneZ’. (1.14)

Given Assumption 1.2, absolute convergence of the series for any x € R? is assured by the PSF.
An elementary calculation then shows that ]Eug{”)(x, ) = 0 for all x € R?. In order to see that
the covariance function of the periodised random field is indeed a periodisation of the pristine
covariance, recall from (1.1) and (1.2) that Z¢ may be represented as the disjoint union of the



H,, where q € {—1,1}". Using this fact, along with the specific choice of stochastic coefficients in
(1.14) and rotational symmetry of isotropic covariances, we see that

Eu(x, ) ul(y, ) = a7 ), (EEE)@la p)platn) e i G
wnezd

=a Y, ¥ (BEE,) §la ) e e

gef—1,1}¢ peHy

q1=1
— O(_d Z Z a(a—llu) e—zma’l,u-(x—y)
qef-1,1}¢ peH,

= P (x ~y).
For practical purposes, we consider truncations of the series in (1.13). Although fairly general
truncations are possible in this framework, for ease of exposition we restrict ourselves to trunca-
tions of the form | it | < n, for a given n € IN. We denote the corresponding truncated periodised
random field by u{") and its covariance function by (7). We note that after truncation, identity
(1.11) no longer holds true. In other words, for the truncated lattice Z¢, in general it holds that
G Yezd ©(8 + an) for § € R". This only becomes an equality in the limit as n tends
to infinity. In light of (1.12), any truncated periodised random field u((f,f can be evaluated on a
uniformly spaced grid Ty using a d-dimensional FFT, which provides an efficient way to generate
realisations on a computer.
At this point, it is worth noting how CE fits into this framework. To this end, we replace p in
(1.4) with yp, where y is the indicator function for [—«, @] and consider a periodisation qofx”éE
of pce(8) := (px)(£71]82). Assuming this periodisation to be positive definite for the moment,
gives

0Ru(8) = Y. (px) (N8 +anly) = p(CS]), if 6 €[-a,al. (1.15)

nezd

That is, we recover not just a periodisation, but the desired covariance p itself. The CE method is
equivalent to performing the usual transition to the finite-dimensional setting via truncation of
the series and evaluation on a uniformly spaced grid for (pg{”éE Sampling Gaussian vectors z with
the corresponding circulant covariance matrix is then performed exactly as in (1.12), by using a
FFT. As a consequence of (1.15), this Gaussian vector z will have the desired covariance matrix C,
as long as positive definiteness of ¢cg can be ensured. However, although the periodisation of ¢
is positive definite according to Bochner’s theorem, the periodisation of ¢ need not be positive
definite (barring convexity requirements on p, see [41]). The authors in [21] have shown that
in the Matérn case it is possible to recover positive definiteness of qofféE, provided « is chosen
sufficiently large. This result demonstrates that the required lower bound on « increases with
both v and ?.

Evaluating a periodised random field, associated to either ¢ or (pg’éE using the FFT, always yields
a uniform grid of evaluations in [—a, @]?. As we are only interested in random field evaluations
in D = [0,1]%, this means that any computed evaluation outside D will be discarded. Thus,
large values of « are inherently linked to computational overhead. As « is chosen with respect
to a given domain of interest, this is independent of the specific choice of D. Thus, for large



smoothness v and/or large correlation length ¢, the choice of a, necessary to recover positive
definiteness of (pg”():E for Matérn covariance may prove prohibitively large in practice[21]. In
contrast, periodisations as per Definition 1.3, are always positive definite and so evaluations of
the periodised random field associated to ¢ are always possible — independent of a. In this sense,
the choice of @ provides a trade-off between the accuracy of the sampled vector’s covariance on
the one hand, and the computational cost on the other.

1.3. SPDE-Based Sampling

An alternative sampling approach, which has recently gained a lot of traction, relies on the
observation in [38, 39], that a GRF u(-, w) on R? with Matérn covariance function satisfies

(K2 - A)ﬁu(-, ©w) =W(w), inRY as. (1.16)

Here, A denotes the Laplace operator, W represents L* white noise in the sense of an isonormal
Gaussian process (see [32], Definition 1.1.1), x := 2v£~! and f = ¥/2 + /4. The authors in
[27, 35] propose an approximation to the above SPDE problem on bounded domains D C R?
through the Finite-Element method, where the problem on D is augmented with homogeneous
Neumann boundary conditions. For f = 1, the FE method provides a finite-dimensional ap-
proximation u,(-, w) to the solution of the SPDE (1.16) for almost every w € Q, given a suitable
finite-dimensional representation £ € L(D) of the white noise process W. This approximation
is defined on a mesh of the target domain D with maximum cell diameter h > 0. Its key advantage
in computing uy, is the sparse representation of the factor matrix H in (1.8), enabling the use of
fast, scalable sparse solvers for generating realisations. However, this comes at the cost of an
approximation error, which can be reduced at an algebraic rate by decreasing h [27, 35, 11].

Computing the FE approximation relies on a weak formulation of problem (1.16) that incorporates
boundary conditions on dD. This reduces the computation of u; to projecting onto a finite-
dimensional subspace spanned by selected test functions and solving a linear system within
that subspace. Consequently, understanding the action of W and Lf on these test functions is
necessary. For any finite set of test function {v;}{_, C L*(D) the actions W(v;) are jointly Gaussian,
with expectation and covariance given by

EW(@) =0, and EW(Q@)W(Q,)= (v,v;), fori,j=1,..,n. (1.17)

Defining L := x? — A, the action of the fractional-power operator L? is defined in terms of its
spectral properties. More precisely, given an L*(D)-orthonormal set of eigenfunctions {e;}en of
L, associated to the eigenvalues {1,}en, the action of L? on the domain D(L?) := {v € LAD) :

Zje]N /ﬁﬁ (v, ej>2 < 00} C L*(D), is given by

Ly := Z /‘lf (v,ej)e;, ve D(LP). (1.18)

jEN

A more detailed and rigorous discussion of the weak formulation, the well-posedness and the
regularity of problem (1.16) is available in [11]. For incorporating arbitrary exponents f > 0
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within a FE framework, see [7, 8]. Efficient computation of approximations to W with respect to
a FE basis is addressed in [12].

2. Dirichlet-Neumann Averaging

When evaluating a truncated GRF using a FFT, we implicitly impose periodic boundary conditions
on the random field. Our first aim in this section is to show that in a similar vein, choosing
a specific combination of boundary conditions can be used to provide an efficient sampling
algorithm for isotropic GRFs. To simplify the presentation and avoid the added technical and
notational overhead in general d dimensions, we start by illustrating the idea in one dimension.
We will then generalise it to d > 1 dimensions in Definition 2.1. In Proposition 2.2 we prove that
this general construction indeed transfers the initial idea to arbitrary dimensions. Lastly, we
provide an error estimate for the special case of Matérn covariance in Proposition 2.5.

Consider the open domain D = (0,1) C R on which we want to generate GRF realisations and
allow for an extension D, = (0, @) to control the periodisation, analogously to Section 1.2. For an
expansion satisfying homogeneous Neumann boundary conditions on dD,, a canonical basis is
given by appropriately scaled cosine functions. The analogous statement holds for homogeneous
Dirichlet boundary conditions and sine functions. Following the same periodisation idea as in
Definition 1.4, but under the constraint of these boundary conditions, naturally leads to two
GRFs, u{(x) and u(V defined through

ug’)(x) = &2 (0) + V2a! Z EnN@(2a)'m) cos("™/fa), x €R,

meN
and ux) = V2a 1 Y. £uJP((20) 'm) sin(™/e), x €R,
meN
where £En ~N(0,1) and E&& =6m, mkeN,.

These random fields correspond to a choice of homogeneous Neumann- and Dirichlet boundary
conditions on 9D, respectively. By construction, Eu(” = 0 and Eu{" = 0. Furthermore, using the
definition of the &, rotational symmetry of ¢, and Euler’s formula, we see that for any x,y € R,

Eugo)(x)ug))(y) = @ + E Z a<(20{)_1m) cos(™™ /o) cos(™™ /)

meN
- zq)ofm ‘e 2, 7 (ay”m) [COS(”'”/a(x = ¥)) + cos(™/u(x + )
= é n;Za((Za)—lm) eina‘lm(x—y) + é ’;Za((za)_lm) eiﬂa_IM(x+y)
= o5 (x — ) + 3D(x + y). (2.1)
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An analogous calculation for u{" yields

Eul0oul(y) = o500 — y) — oS00 + y). (2.2)

In both cases, the covariance function of the GRFs can be expressed in terms of a periodisation of
the pristine covariance, with two crucial alterations compared to periodic boundary conditions.
Firstly, the scaling parameter o of the periodisation is twice as large in comparison to the
corresponding periodisation with periodic boundary conditions on the same domain D,,. Secondly,
the presence of terms containing q)g’(?(x + y) results in the loss of isotropy for both covariance
functions. However, this anisotropy is confined to the boundaries and diminishes towards the
centre of the domain roughly as (pg’é)(Zr) > p(2¢7'|r]), where r denotes the distance from the
boundary. This is consistent with the findings in [25] Theorem 3.2, where the authors proved an
analogous upper bound for the covariance error in general dimension d. A key observation from
(2.1-2.2) is that the terms that break the isotropy at the boundary have exactly opposite signs.

Thus, the Dirichlet-Neumann averaged GRF

Uy(x) = % (ug’)(x) + ufxl)(x)), x €R, (2.3)

where u® and 4" are independent, satisfies
Eu,(x)=0 and Eu,(x)u,y)= gog’;)(x -y), xVER,

and hence is again isotropic. In conclusion, the covariance function of the averaged random field
(2.3) is a periodisation of the pristine covariance function with twice the scaling parameter of the
random field with periodic boundary conditions in (1.13).

Analogous to the evaluation of (1.13) using a FFT, the GRFs u{”) and u{" can be evaluated on
a uniformly spaced grid using a DCT and a DST respectively. These transforms directly yield
evaluations on the desired domain D,, in contrast to the FFT, which yields evaluations in (—a, @)
and where consequently half of the resulting vector will be discarded. Moreover, as the DCT and
DST only take real-valued coefficients, the number of floating-point values required is half that
needed in the FFT. Hence, the cost of evaluating the periodised random field (1.13) and that of
the DNA random field in (2.3) are comparable, even when accounting for the fact that the real
and imaginary parts of the FFT provide two independent realisations. At the same time, the fact
that the scaling parameter is doubled, implies that the error is significantly reduced. The extent
to which it is reduced in the case of Matérn covariance is shown in Proposition 2.5 below, as well
as numerically verified in Section 3 for other covariance functions.

The cost comparison with CE is similar. The smallest possible embedding for CE, referred to
as ‘'minimal embedding’ in [13], corresponds to periodic boundary conditions with « = 1. In
practice however, significantly larger values of @ may be required. Although there is no error
through periodisation, the considerably higher computational effort and required fine-tuning
of a in CE (i.e. determining the padding) might still make it worthwhile to accept the trade-off
between error and speed.
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2.1. Generalisation to Higher Dimensions and Error Estimates

As we are ultimately interested in evaluations on D, = (0, «)?, the natural way to generalise the
idea presented in the previous section is to consider a tensor product of the one-dimensional
construction. More specifically, consider a partition of the boundary oD,, = Ule I';«, where

W {x = (x1,....,%3) €0D, : x; € {O,a}}, j=1,..,d.

We define the averaged random field in d dimensions as the sum of all 2¢ combinations of random
fields with homogeneous Neumann and homogeneous Dirichlet boundary conditions on the T';,,
Jj =1,...,d respectively. Making this construction explicit requires some notational machinery,
which we want to develop in the following.

We indicate the use of homogeneous Neumann boundary conditions on a I';, by the index b; = 0
and correspondingly use b; = 1 for homogeneous Dirichlet boundary conditions. A particular
choice of boundary conditions on D, can then be encoded in a vector b € {0,1}". Since the
expansion for Dirichlet boundary conditions does not contain the constant term, we further
introduce the index sets

Jbn = Jpyn X . X Jp,n, where Jo, :=1{0,1,...,n} and J;, :=Jp, \{0}. (2.4)
With this notation at hand, we define the basis functions ez,a : RY > R, as
9 df2 d
0= (2) TLeerm. ue, @9)
]:
where ef,(j)(e) :=cos(ry;0), and e&)(@) :=sin(ry;0), 6€R.

With this, the basic building blocks are in place and we are able to define the averaged random
field in d dimensions.

Definition 2.1 — Dirichlet-Neumann Averaged Gaussian Random Field —
Let the independent GRFs %, : D, x Q — R be defined through

W, (x,0) = Y. Lo (2a)p) e (x), befo,1}, (2.6)

Hej bn

with &, ~ N(O, 1), such that E&,&, = 8, for all y,n € NZ. Then, we refer to

Uoa(x, ) =277 ) (x0), (2.7)

befo,1}4
as the Dirichlet-Neumann Averaged Gaussian Random Field (DNA GRF).

We are now in a position to verify that the DNA GRF is indeed isotropic and the scale parameter
a of the associated periodisation is two times larger than for a naive periodisation.
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Proposition 2.2
The DNA GRF u,,, in d dimensions satisfies

Eugn(x,-) =0, and Eug,(x, Jugn(y, )= wéﬁ?n(x —y), forallx,yce€ RY.

Proof. Throughout the proof, we will denote A, := @ ((20()_1 ;1) for « > 1, p € Z%. The fact that
Eug,(x,-) = 0 for all x € R follows immediately from linearity of expectation and the properties
of the stochastic coefficients &,.

For any choice of boundary conditions encoded in b € {0, 1}, again due to the properties of the
stochastic coefficients, the covariance function of ¥, is given by

d d
2 AP oo
E“Z,n(x, ) uz,n(y’ ) = <;> Z )'a,,u He;(};])(a lxj) efllj-])(a 1yj)' (28)

d =
esg, J=1

Now, standard trigonometric identities imply that for any 7;,7, € R and r € {0, 1},

r r 1 r
o (el (@) = - (" (r1 =) + (-0 (r1 + 7)), k€N

Using this identity, the covariance function can for any b € {0, 1} be rewritten as

d

Eulr;,n(x’ ) ug,n()” ) = aid Z /10(,;1 H I:e/(l(l)) (ail(xj - y]))

,uef]‘,in j=1
+ (—1)bf'el(2)(a_1(xj + yj))].

A straight-forward induction on d, shows that for any real sequences («;)jew, () jen and d € N

it holds that ] ]
> I e+ E02B) =2 T ] (2.9)
befo,1}¢ j=1 j=1

b

a,n’

As a consequence of (2.9) and the independence of the u, ,, the covariance (2.8) of the averaged

random field u,, from (2.7) reduces to

E it n(x, ) tgn(y,”) = 27¢ Z E uz’n(x, ) uz’n(y, )

befo,1}¢
d
= (2a)™ Z Aoy Z cos (”Of_l Z qipi(x; — )’j)>-
peNd qe{-1,1¢ J=1
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where we have used the definitions of Jg’n and ef,(j)_) and the trigonometric identity

d d
| | cos(d;) =274 Z cos ( Z ¢9;), foranydeR%
j=1 i=1

qe{-1,1}¢

Recalling (1.2) we can finally see

d
Ettgn(Otan(y) = 2a) ™ Y > Agycos (mx Zuj(xj )

qe{-1,1}¢ p€Hgn

= (2a)™ Z Aaycos (ma 'y (x - y)) (2.10)
HEZ]

= o) Y Ay € HE (2.11)
Hezg

= (pgort)n(x - y)s

where we have utilised the rotational symmetry of ¢ from (2.10) to (2.11).

[]

We have previously argued that the DNA sampling approach provides an efficient way to generate
GREF realisations. However, unlike CE, the method produces a covariance that is not exactly the
desired covariance, but a periodisation of it. Therefore, the accuracy and applicability of this
method depend on the error committed.

We investigate the maximal point-wise error

loS, = @l := max |¢52,(8) — (8)] (2.12)
Se[-1,1)¢

between the covariance function (pm ™) () of the averaged random field as per Proposition 2.2 and
the desired, isotropic covariance ¢(J) = (F 16, ) The covariance error (2.12) naturally splits
into a component related to the truncation of the corresponding random field and a component

due to periodisation,

lo — 05l < 1o — 052 + [ 052 — 052, o

To derive explicit rates of convergence with respect to a and n, we consider in the following the
special class of Matérn covariances with correlation length £ > 0 and smoothness parameter v > 0,
as introduced in (1.5). We first turn our attention to the error contribution due to periodisation
of the desired covariance.

Lemma 2.3. Assume that v > 1/2 and that « > 1 is chosen such that 2ax > max{3/2,d + v — 3/2}.
Then,
I(d+v+1/-)
(mc)nd ’

where 0 < & :=T(d +v + 1/2)_d+vlfl/2 < 1,and C; := d2¢?~1el*x,

lo— ol <Cr e M((a e (213)

15



Proof. Since p is monotonically decreasing away from the origin, we can bound

(O =@ = Y. p(£'15+2anl,)

neZa\{0}

< Y o6 +2anl)
nezZa\{0}

< Y (' (2alnle-1)),
nez4\{o}

where in the last bound we have used that |§ + p]e > | — 1 for any § € [-1,1]¢ and

1 € Z4. Absolute convergence of the above series is assured by the PSF, so we can rearrange the
summation over Z% \ {0} in terms of ‘shells’ of i € Z? with a given co-norm, that is,

Z p(t’_1(205||77||0o — 1)) = i Z p(€'(2am - 1)).

neZ4N{0} m=1 pez4\{0},
17 ]co=m

Using the bound [{ € Z* : | yt] = m}| < 2d(2m)*"" and inserting the definition of the Matérn
covariance (1.5) with k := V2//;, we arrive at

05(8) — p(8) < d2 i m~p (£ (2am — 1))

m=1
v o0

21‘_1‘?:/; ,; m*! (k(2am — 1))V K, (x(2am —1)). (2.14)

=d

The assumption 2ak > 3/2 ensures that the smallest argument to K, is larger than 1/2 . This implies
that Lemma 2 from [4] is applicable, which states that

221/711"(1/) e_t
Jer

K,(t)<e forv>o0andt >

NS

Inserting this into (2.14) yields

(pgn)((s) . (p(5) < d2d+2v—1el+x(aK)v—1/2 Z md+v—3/ze—2m<m.

o
m=1

Finally, the assumption 2ax > d + v — 3/2 assures that we can apply Lemma A.2 in the Appendix
with f =d + v —3/2 < 2ax = y. This results in the desired bound.

]
Lemma 2.3 provides a non-asymptotic upper bound for the periodisation error, assuming « is

sufficiently large to satisfy the lemma’s conditions. This assumption is typically no stricter than
a > 1. Lemma 2.3 shows that the periodisation error decays asymptotically as O(a"~ /2 2%%%),
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that is, exponentially in . We now turn to the second error component, the truncation error
from the averaged random field series.

Lemma 2.4. The covariance function qo(”) of the DNA GRF (2.7) satisfies

2a,n

19520 = 037l < C ()™ n 7™,

2a,n —

where C, := dCV(ZK)dn_(2V+d)<1 + %) and C, is the constant in (1.6).
Proof. As per (2.11), the covariance of the truncated random field is given by

o0.(8) = (20) Y. p((2a) p)e™ #, 5 e RY

HeZg
Comparing this with the definition of the periodised covariance (1.10), we see that
| Phen@® = 0@ | =| 3, #(@a) p)e™ < 3 p((2a) ' p),
uezi\zd pezi\z4d

where we have used Bochner’s theorem to guarantee positivity of @((20{)_1 /1).

Next, define

- —(v+d/2)
f :]0,00) > R, x > Cx? (1+ x? )
o’xc?

Recalling the Hankel transform (1.6) of the Matérn covariance function, we see that this definition
is motivated by the fact that f(|p|,) = @((20{)_1 /1). Together with the observation that f is
monotonously decreasing and ||, > | t ] for all u € Z¢, we can thus write

Y o) = Y fllulk) < ) (k) = i D, f(m).

pezdNzd peziNza ueziNzd m=n+1 ye7?,
I leo=m

where we have arranged the summation over Z? \ Z¢ in terms of ‘shells’, analogously to the
Proof of Lemma 2.4. Using the bound ‘{,u €Z% : |l = m}} < 2d(2m)?~! and again the fact that
f is monotonously decreasing, we can employ a simple integral test, which yields

(o8]

i > fm)y<d2?|(n+ DT f(n+ 1)+ / x1 f(x) dx|. (2.15)

m=n+1 ‘uezd,

n+1
|t loo=m

For the first term we can immediately invoke the definition of the function f and see

2v+d
(n+ D" f(n+1)<Cr™? <%> n~ (120, (2.16)
s
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Similarly, for the second term we get

(o] o0

2v+d -d 2v+d
/xd—lf(x) dx < CVK_d (%) /x—(1+2V) dx < CVK (%) n—2v.
T

2v T

n+1 n+1

Combining this with (2.15) and (2.16) finally gives the desired bound.
Il

The upper bound in Lemma 2.4 grows with a. Counteracting this requires scaling the size n of
the truncation accordingly. However, in the large-scale applications we consider, this does not
pose a restriction. As with Lemma 2.3, Lemma 2.4 provides an explicit non-asymptotic upper
bound. In Proposition 2.5 below, we combine these results to derive an asymptotic upper bound
on the total covariance error, which represents the central result of this section. The proposition
demonstrates that by increasing the value of the scaling parameter a and scaling the value of
n appropriately, it is possible to achieve arbitrarily small values of the covariance error. This
theoretical justification will be underpinned by numerical experiments presented in Section 3,
where it will be shown that even for moderate n and the smallest value of &, namely a = 1, errors
are achieved which are negligible for many practical purposes.

Proposition 2.5

Assume that v > 1/2. Then there exists a constant C > 0 independent ofn € N and o > 1, as well as
values ny € N and ay > 1, such that

2a,n

|| (p(ﬂ) — ¢l < C<a2v+dn72v n av71/26729Ka>,

foralln > ny and a > ay.

Proof. From the fact that lim,_,., [(d+v+1/2)a~ @~/ = 0, we can infer the existence of a constant
a; independent of a and a real number a; > 1, such that I'(d + v + 1/2)(ax )~ *® < a;(ax )", for
all @ > a,. Choosing a, = max{a,, a,}, where a, > 1 is chosen so as to satisfy the assumption of
Lemma 2.3, that is, 2a,x > max{3/2,d + v — 3/2}, ensures the existence of ¢; > 0, such that

lo — (ﬂ)||oo<c o 2o 20xa
Y~ P2 1

The subsequent choice of C = max{c,, C,}, together with the statement of Lemma 2.4 then implies
the proposition.

[]

Remark 2.6. The construction of the DNA GRF in Definition 2.1 assumes that the domain D
is a d-dimensional hypercube and a fast evaluation using DSTs and DCTs entails a uniform
mesh. However, for applications where these prerequisites are not met, the target domain can be
embedded in a hypercube and the evaluations can be performed on a uniform mesh. Evaluations
at other, non-uniformly spaced points within the (embedded) target domain can then be obtained
by interpolation from the uniformly-spaced values on the hypercube. For more details see [20,
35].
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2.2. Connection to SPDE-Based Sampling

The previous section described a sampling framework that efficiently generates GRF realisations
for moderate to large random fields. However, the use of DSTs and DCTs remains a limitation due
to their necessity for regularly spaced grids and their inherent challenges in massively parallel
settings. In this regard, the SPDE approach as described in Section 1.3, leverages the sparsity and
mature solution techniques within the FE framework in order to achieve a scalable sampling
algorithm. However, as with periodisation-based approaches, restricting a random field to a
bounded domain and imposing boundary conditions introduces aliasing effects, which are a
major obstacle to efficiency.

In [27] the authors show that the covariance function of a GRF with homogeneous Neumann
boundary conditions, sampled using the SPDE approach can be represented in terms of a cosine-
series ([27], Theorem 1). The authors refer to this covariance function as a folded covariance.
Using a similar framework, the authors in [25] derive explicit error estimates for such folded
covariances in terms of different boundary conditions on the entire boundary. Both analyses prove
that GRFs sampled with the SPDE approach using either homogeneous Neumann or Dirichlet
boundary conditions exhibit a loss of isotropy that is stronger the closer one is to the boundary.
The suggested remedy is to compute the solution on an extended domain and then truncate it back
to the desired domain. This approach, however, gives rise to challenges pertaining to memory,
implementation and scalability, which were previously alluded to in the introduction. Translating
the ideas of Section 2 to the SPDE approach, we propose replacing the extension of the domain
by an averaging of several solutions on the initial domain. This yields genuinely isotropic GRFs
and addresses the issues with using oversampling in the SPDE approach mentioned above.

Informally, Proposition 2.7 below states that in the limit n — oo each of the GRFs u,, in (2.6)
solves a particular, scaled SPDE on the hypercube D, = (0, a)? with the choice of the boundary
conditions encoded in the index vector b € {0, 1}¢, as defined in Section 2.1. Therefore, in analogy
to (2.7), solutions to these SPDEs can be averaged to define a Dirichlet-Neumann averaged GRF
for the SPDE approach. The DNA GRF has a periodised covariance function and satisfies the
explicit periodisation error bound in Lemma 2.3. Thus, Proposition 2.7 implies that the SPDE
approach of [27] and the DCT/DST-based approach from Section 2.1 can essentially be viewed as
two different means of discretising the same, infinite-dimensional GRF.

Throughout this section we will use the same notation as in Section 2.1 to encode boundary
conditions on 90D, = szl I';, in a vector b € {0, 1}%. We are interested in weak solutions to the
stochastic boundary value problem (BVP)

(K2 — A)ﬁu = \/ax_v W inD, as.
bjosu+(1-b)u=0 onT;,, j=1,...,d, (2.17a)

where  =v/2+d/s,k = J2v¢™" and C, from (1.6). We define #, in an analogous manner to 1%,
from (2.6), except that we substitute the summation over the truncated lattice ZZ with a series
over the entire lattice Z?. As the terms containing the sine-expansion don’t involve the constant
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function, we further introduce the index sets J,, replacing the J;,,, from (2.4) via
Jp :=0p, x...xTp,, where Jp:=NU{0} and 7, :=N.

With this notation at hand, we can state the definition of u? more precisely as

W (x,0) =Y ENP(@a) " p) e (x), befo, 1}, (2.18)

HETy

with the stochastic coefficients £, as before and basis functions e , from (2.5).

Proposition 2.7

Let ¢ be a stationary Matérn covariance function with parametersv > 1/2 and £ > 0, and consider
the cased € {1,2,3}. Then, for anyb € {0, 1}%, the GRF ub as in (2.18) is a solution to the stochastic
BVP (2.17).

Proof. Recall the definition L = k? — A from Section 1.3. We consider the weak formulation of
the SPDE (1.16) given by

LPu,v) = \/_K “W(), forallvelL*D,) as.

similar to [8, 11, 27]. The assumptions on the parameters v, £ and d along with our choice of
domain D, ensure existence of a solution, as well as sufficient regularity of the domain of L*,
in the sense that Lf can be extended to a bounded operator L? : H'(D,) — L*(D,) according to
Lemma 2.1 in [8], in combination with Lemma 2(ii) and Remark 4 in [11].

The action of Lf on its domain in (1.18) is determined by the spectral properties of the underlying
operator L. We observe that for any b € {0, 1}, the {ez’a}ﬂegb are eigenfunctions of L. This can be
seen from the fact that for any x € R,

d

[L ez’a] (x) = K2ez’a(x) + ( Z (Jra_lyk)2>ezﬂ(x)

k=1
= (1K + w2 ul}) e, (x)

b
=1 ey (%)

Moreover, the eigenvalues 7, are closely related to the Fourier transform (1.6) of the stationary
Matérn covariance function ¢ via

nd =+ e plp) ™ = Ok p((2a) ), (2.19)

where C, is defined in (1.5). In order to incorporate the boundary conditions (2.17a), we project
onto the subspace spanned by those eigenfunctions corresponding to the fixed b € {0, 1}¢ of the
BVP (2.17) (c.f. Section 2.2 in [25] and Example 2.2 in [8]). As a consequence, Proposition 2.7
reduces to the claim that u satisfies

(Pdb(, w), ez’a) = \/EVK_VW(eZ)a)(a)) forallpeJ, as. (2.20)
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Inserting u into the left-hand side of (2.20) for a fixed @ € Q and using orthonormality of the

ezﬂ, as well as (2.19) yields

(Pl (-, ), ez,a) = Z ’75,[1 (W (, w), e;’ﬂ) (eﬁ,a, efw) = ryﬁa (Wb (., w), ez,a). (2.21)
v€dy

Further, the inner product occurring in above equation is given by

W o)) = Y E@)(PC™) (¢ el = E(0) ([F2a)™) ™. (2.22)

Y€l
Combining (2.21) and (2.22), equation (2.20) becomes

&(w) = W(ez)a)(a)), for all y € J,, a.s. (2.23)

Finally, as the ez,a are orthonormal, the Gaussian random variables 5;” = W(ez’a) are uncorrelated
and each follow a standard normal distribution according to (1.17), which implies (2.23) and thus
concludes the proof.

]

Due to Proposition 2.7, the framework developed in Section 2.1 can be readily applied to solutions
to the SPDE (2.17), as demonstrated in the following Corollary.

Corollary 2.8. Let ¢ be a stationary Matérn covariance function with parameters v > 1/2, £ > 0
and d € {1, 2, 3}. Define the DNA GRF u, by

U (x, ) =277 Z u’o’l(x, ®), X€D, weQ, (2.24)
befo,1}4

where for each b € {0, 1} the ul; are solutions to the corresponding BVP (2.17). Then, u, is
isotropic and its covariance function is given by q)g;). If in addition 2ax > 3/2 holds, then q)g’é)
satisfies the error bound (2.13) from Lemma 2.3.

A notable advantage of the DNA approach is that the covariance of the DNA GRF (2.24) is
genuinely isotropic for any value of . The covariance function is given by <p§;?. In contrast, using
a single set of boundary conditions on an oversampling domain D > D the GRFs produced by
the SPDE approach are never truly isotropic, even for large amounts of oversampling. It can only
be shown that the error decays roughly at the same rate as the Matérn covariance function with
the oversampling size [25, Theorem 3.2]. Moreover, under very mild assumptions, Lemma 2.3
provides an explicit upper bound on the covariance error for the resulting GRF, irrespective of
the method used for the subsequent discretisation of the BVP (2.17).

Remark 2.9. A key consideration for sampling based on the SPDE approach is that minor
discrepancies in the covariance function of the continuous problem are inconsequential, as they
are dominated by the inevitable errors due to discretising the SPDE. These discretisation errors
can be shown (both theoretically and in practice) to decay at most algebraically, with a rate
limited by the smoothness of the GRF [35, 11], in contrast to the exponential decay with respect
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to the parameter o of the DNA periodisation error in Lemma 2.3. This aligns well with the other
advantages of DNA sampling, which offers isotropic GRFs and natural parallelisation of the
simulation. We will explore this aspect further in the numerical experiments below.

3. Numerical Experiments

The first central result in Section 2 is the construction of the periodisation-based sampling
framework. Figure 1 illustrates the three kinds of periodisation introduced in Section 2: (i) the
naive periodisation @™ from (1.3), attained by evaluating (1.4) and discarding half the computed
realisation; (ii) the periodisation (pg’;) for the DNA GRF (2.1) as per Proposition 2.2; and (iii) the

periodisation (pf,’f%E as in (1.15), implied by the sampling procedure of CE.

As discussed in Section 1.2, sampling with the exact covariance on the target domain using
CE is possible only if the corresponding periodisation, qogféE, is positive-definite, in the sense
of Definition 1.3. For Matérn covariances, this requirement can be met through expanding the
computational domain—referred to as ‘padding’ [21]. Within the periodisation framework of
Section 1.2, this expansion corresponds to increasing a.

In the one-dimensional case, Figure 2 illustrates the factor r by which the FFT input length
in CE exceeds that for a single one of the 2¢ = 2 DSTs/DCTs used in DNA sampling with the
same parameters. Although obtaining two realisations from the real and imaginary parts of
the CE evaluation makes the effort comparable for fields with low regularity (characterised by
small v and short correlation lengths ¢), the effort remains sensitive to these parameters and
increases sharply as either v or £ grows. Values of v higher than those in Figure 2 did not provide a
positive-definite periodisation with a factor of less than 7 = 256 for the given correlation lengths.

1.5-

ot i & th

O 1.0- ST 5 smoothness
c 6 - v=1.0
© — o{" 3 v=15
- = 1.

(V]
8 o05- ——— M £ 4+ —e— v=2.0
) a 3 —v—.—/ v
© 0.0 S < S 21 - v=3
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distance 6 correlation length £

Figure 1: Three periodisations of the Matérn cov-  Figure 2: Overhead for Matérn covariance with

ariance function ¢ with parameters v = smoothness v on D = (0, 1) with n = 1500
2 and ¢ = 2/5, corresponding to the grid points. Minimal embedding determ-
sampling algorithms discussed in Sec- ined via bisection; missing values indicate
tion 2. The scaling parameter is a = 1. padding exceeding 256.

A key idea in the DNA sampling framework is that modifying the basis functions of a periodised
field (1.4) corresponds to altering the boundary conditions prescribed to realisations of the
associated GRF. Figure 3 presents heat-maps of empirical covariance matrices for periodic and
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homogeneous Dirichlet/Neumann boundary conditions. For the one-dimensional case, the core
observation in Section 2 is that the analytically derived covariance functions for homogeneous
Dirichlet and homogeneous Neumann boundary conditions in (2.2) and (2.1) contain anisotropic
terms that precisely cancel each other out. This effect is illustrated in Figure 4, which shows the
empirical marginal variances for the 1D fields.
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Figure 3: Heatmaps of target (top left) and empir-  Figure 4: Empirical marginal variances for a GRF

ical covariances for Matérn fields (v = 2, with Matérn covariance function with
£ = 0.15) with N = 5 - 10° realisations. v = 2.0 and ¢ = 0.15, estimated using
Clockwise from top right: homogeneous N = 5-10° realisations. Values corres-
Neumann, homogeneous Dirichlet, peri- pond to diagonals of the empirical covari-
odic boundary conditions. ance matrices in Figure 3.

In two dimensions, generating a realisation of the DNA GRF requires averaging 2¢ = 4 realisations,
each imposed with a different boundary condition. As illustrated in Figure 5, this construction
yields a constant marginal variance across the domain, aligning with the expected behaviour of
isotropic fields. The figure also shows how the four GRFs with different boundary conditions,
which evidently have non-uniform marginal variances, interact to produce a constant marginal

variance.
( . " - ' ' ' . )
- » < Ed
RN N / -
4 -

—
-
-

= N W

Figure 5: Empirical marginal variances for the 2¢ = 4 combinations of boundary conditions used for DNA
sampling, along with the resulting empirical marginal variance of the DNA GRF. Parameters for
the Matérn covariance: v = 1.5, £ = 0.2; estimated from N = 10* realisations on a 150 x 150 grid.
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In several places throughout the paper, it was noted that the errors due to periodisation in the
DNA approach are in general negligible in practice. Table 1 provides estimates of the maximal
covariance error, as defined in (2.12), for five different covariance functions in the case d = 1.
Among these functions are the Gaussian covariance function, ¢g, and the Cauchy covariance

2
function, ¢c, which for any § € R are defined through ¢g(5) = e 5 and oc(8) = (1+£25%)7 . The
required Fourier transforms are given by 9(s) = 2mfe2" """ and §c(s) = mwte 2"l respectively.
The truncation parameter n in (2.1) controls the highest frequencies occurring in a periodised

t ‘ v=05 v=2 v=38 Gaussian Cauchy

0.025 | 1.77e-2 1.33e-2 1.30e-2  1.24e-2 1.30e-2
0.05 | 1.53e-2 1.16e-2 1.13e-2  1.11e-2 1.36e-2
0.1 1.39e-2 1.08e-2 9.3e-3 9.8e-3 1.83e-2
0.2 1.31e-2 8.3e-3  8.9e-3 8.3e-3 5.63e-2

Table 1: Monte-Carlo estimates of the maximal covariance error as defined in (2.12) based on N = 1.6 - 10°
realisations on a grid with n = 1500 points.
random field. Consequently, as Lemma 2.4 suggests, for a fixed n, the truncation error tends
to dominate for fields with low regularity, e.g. small correlation lengths ¢ or low values of v in
the Matérn case. The periodisation error, on the other hand, behaves in the opposite way: as
Lemma 2.3 indicates, high regularity, for example manifested in higher values of v and particularly
? lead to a greater periodisation error, which then becomes the primary error contribution. This
balance is visible in Table 1, reflecting how truncation and periodisation errors trade off under
different parameter values. As the error in Table 1 decreases with increasing correlation length ¢
for the Matérn and Gaussian covariances, one can infer that the discretisation error still dominates
in these cases. Only for the highly regular realisations associated with the Cauchy covariance, the
error increases with ¢, indicating that here, the periodisation error dominates. The overall error
in Table 1 is in the low single-digit percentages, which seems acceptable for most applications.

The GRFs for the covariances presented in Table 1 were generated with @ = 1, thus without
requiring any padding or domain extension. Even for slowly decaying covariance functions like
the Cauchy covariance, this setup yielded relatively low error. In contrast, for the CE method, it
was not possible to achieve a positive-definite embedding for the v = 8, Gaussian, and Cauchy
covariance functions, despite allowing for a domain extension of up to 1024 times the original size,
with the same parameter settings. This highlights a substantial advantage of the DNA sampling
approach in handling such covariances efficiently.

In Figure 6, we compare the maximal covariance error along a diagonal of the target domain,
D = [0,1]?% for the SPDE sampling approach with domain extension and the DNA sampling
approach. This comparison is performed for various values of @, which correspond to different
domain extension sizes. As expected, increasing the size of the domain extension reduces the
error for both approaches. However, the absolute error magnitude is significantly lower with the
averaging approach.

In the SPDE approach, the total covariance error naturally separates into two components: one
from the FE discretisation and another from the intrinsic covariance error. Figure 6 suggests that,
when comparing the two methods, the averaging approach allows the discretisation error to
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Figure 6: Monte-Carlo estimates of the maximal covariance error along the diagonal of the target domain
D =(0,1)?, based on N = 2 - 10° realisations. Parameters for the SPDE are v = 1.0 and £ = 0.25.
We compare the DNA sampling approach from Section 2 with the classical SPDE approach with
homogeneous Neumann boundary conditions on the entire boundary under varying domain
extensions. Error bars correspond to one empirical standard deviation of the error, estimated
using cross-validation with 40 batches of 5 - 10* samples each.

dominate across a wider range of mesh widths. Consequently, refining the mesh in the averaging
approach leads to further error reduction and thus higher accuracy. For the classical approach
with domain extension, a common heuristic recommends extending the domain by roughly one
to two correlation lengths (see, e.g., [25, 27, 33]). In Figure 6, we see that for the considered
example, with £ = /s and v = 1, following this heuristic would mean that refining the mesh to a
width smaller than h = 1/16 or h = 1/32 respectively, would no longer decrease the error, as the
covariance error then dominates.

The reduced error in the DNA sampling approach comes with an increased computational cost,
though this overhead is in general manageable. Excluding the (negligible) averaging and setup
costs for boundary conditions, a single evaluation of the DNA GRF in two dimensions is four
times as expensive as using the standard SPDE approach with the same domain extension.

Although the error in the DNA GRF decreases with domain extension, the improvements are less
pronounced than in the oversampling approach and they are dominated by the discretisation
error across most tested mesh widths. This suggests that, for many practical purposes, it may be
advantageous to avoid increasing the domain size altogether. Doing so simplifies implementation
and lowers computational costs for comparable error.

While the extension of the DNA approach to SPDE-based sampling in Proposition 2.7 assumes
that the domain D is a hypercube (c.f. Remark 2.6), it is interesting to explore whether locally
averaging GRFs with Dirichlet and Neumann boundary conditions extends to more general
domains. Figure 7 demonstrates this idea for two non-cuboid domains. For the unit disc in
Figure 7a, which has no corners, only two GRFs with homogeneous Neumann and Dirichlet
boundary conditions were averaged, instead of the usual 2¢ = 4 GRFs. The resulting averaged
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Figure 7: Marginal variance of GRFs with Matérn covariance (v = 1, £ = 0.2) for different boundary
conditions (BCs), computed via the SPDE approach (10° realizations). Top rows: homogeneous
Dirichlet and Neumann BCs; bottom: averaged GRFs.

GRF shows constant marginal variance, indicating isotropic covariance, in contrast to the clearly
anisotropic covariances for homogeneous Neumann/Dirichlet conditions. A similar effect appears
in the convex regions of the more general domain in Figure 7b, but at least the basic DNA
approach seems to break down in non-convex corners.

Our experiments indicate that averaging homogeneous Dirichlet and Neumann boundary condi-
tions can yield isotropic covariance in cases where symmetry or local convexity may play a role.
This observation has potential implications for GRF generation on manifolds, such as spheres,
where boundary effects remain an open problem. Notably, using two boundary conditions reduces
computational cost compared to the 2¢ required for the averaged GRF.
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A. Auxiliary Results

Lemma A.1. Let ¢ be a stationary covariance function from the Matérn family with correlation
length ¢ > 0 and smoothness parameter v > 0, as defined in (1.5). Then ¢ satisfies Assumption 1.2
with

A=C ot 22 and e =2v.

Proof. The integrability assumption in 1.2 is satisfied as per the boundedness and exponential
decay of ¢, proven e.g. in [4], Lemma 2. In proving the decay property, we note that according to
(1.6) for any & € R?, the Fourier transform @ of the stationary Matérn covariance function can be

rewritten as L
p(6)=C (1 + 47r21<72||5||§) / , where C :=x7C,

and k, f > 0 are as defined in Section 1.3. We claim that h(§) < Afor all § € R?, where we define

h as the ratio 7))
h(d) := .
O = oty @

For § = 0, we have h(0) = C < A. Next, in the case that 0 < | § ], < 1, we have h(§) < C2¢+% = A.
Finally, if |5 |, > 1, then

C2d+2V C2d+2v
+4m2kc2)% T (1 + 4mic2)%

O < o1 sezea

which concludes the proof.

LemmaA.2.Let S,y e Rwith0 < f<yand 0 <9 :=T(2+ )/ < 1. Then

Z mPe ™ < e_3Y<1 +T(2+p) y_(”ﬂ)).

m=1

Proof. The sole maximum of the positive and continuous function g : [0,00) — R, with
x > xPe7r* is attained at Xy, = #/y. The assumption f < y then assures that x,,x < 1 and
consequently, g is monotonously decreasing on [1, c0). In this case, a simple integral test estimate
gives

m=1 m=2

Z mPe™ = eV + Z mbe™ < eV + / the™ dr. (A1)
1
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Continuing with the second term, we see that

o0

/ e dt =y~ (P / tle dt =y P T + B,y), (A.2)
Y

1

where I' denotes the upper incomplete Gamma function. The case f = 0 is straight-forward, so we
assume f > 0 in the following. Now, making the change of variables t — t?, where p := (1+ )7},
we see thatT'(1 + f,y) = p fy 1, €’ dt, and therefore Theorem 1 and its Corollary from [2] imply
that in the present case,

T(1+B.y) < pT(1+ ) [1 - (1 - e“”)w} , (A3)

for any 0 < ¢ < min { 1, F(l + l/p)_p } Inserting (A.3) into (A.2), as well as using the fact that
(1-x)>1—xyforxe[0,1] and y > 1, yields

[s]

/ e dt <y P T2+ fe . (A4)

1

We note that for § > 0, the largest value for ¢ (i.e. quickest decay) we can choose is 3 =
T2+ B)™/+). As § < 1, we have e < e and applying this bound, as well as the bound (A.4)
to (A.1) yields the desired statement.

]
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