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Abstract

Despite the increasing importance of stochastic processes on lin-
ear networks and graphs, current literature on multivariate (vector-
valued) Gaussian random fields on metric graphs is elusive. This paper
challenges several aspects related to the construction of proper matrix-
valued kernels structures. We start by considering matrix-valued met-
rics that can be composed with scalar- or matrix-valued functions to
implement valid kernels associated with vector-valued Gaussian fields.
We then provide conditions for certain classes of matrix-valued func-
tions to be composed with the univariate resistance metric and ensure
positive semidefiniteness. Special attention is then devoted to Eu-
clidean trees, where a substantial effort is required given the absence
of literature related to multivariate kernels depending on the ℓ1 met-
ric. Hence, we provide a foundational contribution to certain classes of
matrix-valued positive semidefinite functions depending on the ℓ1 met-
ric. This fact is then used to characterise kernels on Euclidean trees
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with a finite number of leaves. Amongst those, we provide classes of
matrix-valued covariance functions that are compactly supported.

1 Introduction

1.1 Context: Random Fields on Networks
Networks analysis has become ubiquitous in several branches of theoretical
and applied sciences, including mathematics, statistics, machine learning, ar-
tificial intelligence, with applications connected to the data planet. Networks
can be used, either, to represent connections between random variables, or to
provide a topological structure where a given process (called a random field)
is observed. Our paper deals with the second situation, under the condition
that the observed process is a vector-valued Gaussian random field that is
second-order isotropic in the sense that the matrix-valued covariance kernel
depends on distance between the points in the network.

Random fields can be continuously [Anderes et al., 2020] or discretely
indexed over a network; for the second case, the common nomenclature is
that of point processes on networks [Moradi and Mateu, 2020, Baddeley et al.,
2021, Rakshit et al., 2017]. For both cases, defining a random field over a
network is a challenging task.

The electrical engineering and machine learning communities have been
very active on the subject of networks, and the reader is referred to Ortega
et al. [2018] and Chami et al. [2022] for a comprehensive review.

For this manuscript, the network defines a topological structure represent-
ing the domain of definition of a given random field. This fact is exploited
by Anderes et al. [2020]: endowing the network with a metric provides a
metric space that is then (quasi) embeddable over Hilbert spaces. This is
the crux of the argument that allows to build isotropic covariance functions
over networks, where isotropy is understood with respect to two alternative
metrics (the geodesic and the resistance metrics). A relevant remark is that
networks endowed with metrics can be suitably represented through metric
graphs. This approach is adopted by Bolin and Lindgren [2011], Anderes
et al. [2020] and Bolin et al. [2022]. We shall make use of this fact subse-
quently. Scalar random fields that evolve temporally over graphs have been
challenged by Porcu et al. [2023], Filosi et al. [2023] and Tang and Zimmer-
man [2020].
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The way a metric graph can be specified is certainly not unique. Anderes
et al. [2020] work over graphs with Euclidean edges — called generalised
networks in Porcu et al. [2023] — which extend linear networks to non-
linear edges. Further, the random field defined over such structures can
have realisations over any point over the edges, and not only in the nodes.
Roughly, these are graphs where each edge is associated with an abstract set
in bijective correspondence with a segment of the real line. This provides
each edge with a Cartesian coordinate system to measure distances between
any two points on that edge.

The fact that linear networks are overly limited to provide a suitable
topological structure to random fields is well understood in the machine
learning literature [Alsheikh et al., 2014, Hamilton et al., 2017, Borovitskiy
et al., 2022], as well as in spatial statistics [Cressie et al., 2006, Ver Hoef
et al., 2006, Peterson et al., 2013, 2007, Montembeault et al., 2012, Xiao
et al., 2017, Perry and Wolfe, 2013, Deng et al., 2014, Baddeley et al., 2017].

1.2 Challenge
Our paper is unique according to the state of the art. The literature on
vector-valued random fields on (linear or generalised) networks is elusive.
This is not surprising: kernels on metric graphs are a very recent subject,
and so far the main efforts have been focused to the case of scalar-valued
random fields.

A subset of the graphs used in this paper is represented by the so-called
Euclidean trees with a given number of leaves, which are substantially lin-
ear networks. For such a case, since a linear network is embedded into the
two-dimensional Euclidean space, any matrix-valued covariance functions de-
pending on the ℓ1 norm (the so-called Manhattan distance) can be used as a
covariance function for a vector-valued field on a linear network. The reader
is referred to Zastavnyi [2000] for relevant results in terms of isometric em-
beddings. Unfortunately, there are two problems related to this fact:

1. To the knowledge of the authors, there are no models for matrix-valued
covariances depending on the ℓ1 distance;

2. Such constructions are no longer valid for the case of generalised net-
works.

Another relevant aspect is related to what we term cross metrics in the paper.
To illustrate the principle, consider two random fields — call them Z1 and
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Z2. Since the network does not necessarily represent a geographic space,
there is no reason to believe that the distance between Z1(u) and Z2(v), for
two different points u, v on the network, should be the same as the distance
between Z1(u) and Z1(v) for instance. We take this aspect into account and
devote attention to matrix-valued metrics.

1.3 Our Constructions: Road Map
Our constructions are based on the following steps. We provide here a concise
description. Careful notation and terminology are established in Section 2.
The Road Map

1. The purpose of the work is to construct a p-variate Gaussian random
field, denoted Z := {Z(u) = (Z1(u), . . . , Zp(u))⊤, u ∈ G} throughout
and defined over a metric graph, G, with a given matrix-valued covari-
ance function that is isotropic, that is it depends on the distance be-
tween the points of the graph. Hence, the topological space G, endowed
with a proper matrix-valued (semi) metric D : G × G → [0,+∞)p×p,
becomes a (semi) metric space (G,D).

2. Such a (semi) metric space can be (quasi) embedded on a suitable
Hilbert space, which in turns allows to resort classical machinery for
covariance functions on metric spaces [Schoenberg, 1942].

3. Hence, a substantial part of the job is to build the multivariate metric
D.

4. We then take advantage of isometric embedding arguments as in An-
deres et al. [2020] to claim that, for a certain class of continuous map-
pings ψ : [0,+∞) → (0,+∞), the element-wise composition

K(u, v) := ψ (D(u, v)) , u, v ∈ G, (1)

provides a valid matrix-valued covariance function.

5. We then generalise this construction by considering a matrix-valued
class of continuous mappings Ψ : [0,+∞)p×p → [0,+∞)p×p having
elements Ψij, such that the element-wise composition

K(u, v) := Ψ (D(u, v)) = [Ψij(Dij(u, v))]pi,j=1 , u, v ∈ G, (2)

is a valid matrix-valued covariance function.
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In turn, the construction of the multivariate metric D requires a collection
of steps, which entails several technical challenges:

(a) Following the construction in Anderes et al. [2020], the vector-valued
random field Z is defined as the sum of two random fields, ZV and
ZE, where the subscripts V and E stand, respectively, for the sets
containing vertices and the edges associated with the metric graph, G.
Both random fields are continuously indexed over the graph;

(b) The random field ZV at any point of an edge, e ∈ E, is constructed
through interpolation of the random field defined at the extremes of
each edge (which are obviously vertices in V );

(c) The multivariate metric is then checked for desiderata. Specifically, that
the marginal metrics (those in the diagonal of D) respect the ingenious
univariate condition provided by Anderes et al. [2020]. Further, the
cross-elements in D are required to be homogeneous, in the sense that
Dij = Di′j′ for i ̸= j and i′ ̸= j′, for Dij a generic element of D.

For a subclass termed Euclidean trees, we provide multivariate kernels with
compact support depending on the so-called Manhattan distance.

The structure of the paper is the following. Section 2 provides the nec-
essary background and notation. Results are provided in Sections 3 and 4.
Section 5 concludes the paper. As proofs are rather technical and lengthy,
they are deferred to Appendix A. Further, Appendix B contains a worked
example that show some relevant property of the proposed construction.

Finally, to guide the reader into the structure of the results of this manuscript,
we provide a road-map in Figure 1.

2 Mathematical Background

2.1 Notation handout
Throughout, p is an integer greater than 1 (the case p = 1 has been treated by
Anderes et al. [2020]). Bold lowercase letters denote (deterministic) vectors
(e.g. δ). Bold uppercase letters denote (deterministic) matrices (e.g. A).
Bold uppercase italic letters denote random vectors (e.g. Z). A⊤, δ⊤ and Z⊤

are the transposes of A, δ and Z, while A− stands for the Moore-Penrose
inverse of A. Non-bold letters represent scalar (real-valued) quantities or
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LA.5 P8

T3.2P2

P3
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P10 T3.3 T3.4 T3.5 T3.6

P4

P11 P12

P9 C1

Figure 1: Road-map of the main results in this manuscript. L, P, T and
C stand for Lemma, Proposition, Theorem and Corollary, respectively. The
suffix indicates that the result is stated in Appendix A. The missing results
have either no direct connection with the above results (L4.1, P6) or are
essential for many others (LA.1).

non-numerical objects (sets, graphs, vertices, edges, or points). The (i, j)-th
entry of A is denoted Aij, while the i-th components of δ and Z are δi and
Zi, respectively. The all-ones vector of size n, all-ones matrix of size n × n,
and identity matrix of size n×n are denoted as 1n, 1n×n and In, respectively.
Finally, we define Jn := diag [0, 0, . . . , 0, 1]⊤ (n×n diagonal matrix with only
one non-zero entry).

Continuity, differentiation, integration and scalar- or matrix-valued func-
tions (except power functions) involving matrices are understood as being
performed element-wise. Concerning the power functions, A2 is A multi-
plied by itself,

√
A = A1/2 is the principal square root of A, and A−1 is

the inverse of A in the matrix sense. Products (e.g. AB or Aδ) and Kro-
necker products (e.g. A ⊗ B) are also understood in the matrix sense, not
as element-wise operations.

2.2 Gaussian random fields on graphs with Euclidean
edges

The paper deals with a vector-valued Gaussian random field Z defined on a
metric graph as exposed below. We assume a random field with zero-mean
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vector and with a matrix-valued covariance matrix K : G × G → Rp×p that is
isotropic in the sense there exists a pair (Ψ,D), with Ψ : [0,+∞)p×p → Rp×p

and D : G × G → [0,+∞)p×p, both continuous, such that Equation (2) is
satisfied. We work with a specific class of metric graphs, termed graphs
with Euclidean edges as being proposed by Anderes et al. [2020] to generalise
linear networks. The main idea underlying this construction is to associate
every edge of the graph to a segment of the real line. As a consequence, it is
possible to consider both the vertices and the points over the edges as actual
points of the graph, where distances can be computed and random fields
can be defined. As this is natural on linear networks as well, we stress that
graphs with Euclidean edges do not have any restriction on the topology, i.e.
the edges’ lengths are free to vary and so are the connections between the
vertices. Here we rephrase their original definition.
Definition 2.1 (Graph with Euclidean edges). The type of topology consid-
ered by Anderes et al. [2020] (to which the reader is referred for additional
details and motivation) is called graph with Euclidean edges, denoted with
a triple G = (V,E, {φe}e∈E) throughout, where the elements are blended in
the following way:

(a) (V,E) has a graph structure, i.e. V is the set of vertices and E ⊂
V ×V accounts for the edges. We assume that this graph is simple and
connected, i.e. V is finite, the graph has not repeated edges or edges
that join a vertex to itself and every pair of vertices is connected by a
path.

(b) Each edge e ∈ E is provided with a length ℓ(e) > 0 and a weight
w(e) := 1/ℓ(e); furthermore, it is associated with a unique abstract
set, also denoted e, such that V and all the edge sets are mutually
disjoint.

(c) Let v1 and v2 be vertices connected by e ∈ E. Then, φe is a continuous
and bijective mapping defined on e∪{v1, v2}, such that φe maps e onto
an open interval (0, ℓ(e)) ⊂ R and {v1, v2} onto {0, ℓ(e)}.

Henceforth, we shall assume the existence of a total order relation on the
set of vertices V and that every edge is represented through the ordered pair
(v1, v2), where v1 < v2. By abuse of notation, we write u ∈ G to denote a
point on the graph: it can be either a vertex or a point on an edge. Each
point u ∈ G will be identified with the triple (u, u, δ), where: u < u are the
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Figure 2: Left: a graph with Euclidean edges, where the bijections φe1 and
φe2 have been highlighted. Right: a Euclidean tree with 5 leaves where the
role of u, u and δe3(u) have been stressed. Adaptation of Filosi et al. [2023,
Figure 1].

endpoints of the edge e containing u and δ ∈ [0, 1] is the relative distance
of u from u; formally: δ = δ(u) := w(e)φe(u). Notice that, whenever u is
a vertex, it is always possible to write u = (u, u, δ) for δ ∈ {0, 1}, though
the choice of u and u may not be unique. Finally, we use the notation e(u),
where e : G → E, to denote the edge that contains u. If u ∈ V , then e(u)
is any of the edges that have an endpoint in u. It is in order to note that
our definition slightly deviates from the original one in Anderes et al. [2020]:
we do not require any distance consistency property, as we do not use the
geodesic metric.

A graph with Euclidean edges is called an Euclidean tree if it has a tree
structure, i.e. given any two points u1, u2 ∈ G, there is exactly one path
that connects u1 to u2. A vertex of a Euclidean tree is called a leaf if it
is connected to only one other vertex. Figure 2 aims to clarify the notions
introduced so far.

8



2.3 Classes of matrices used in the paper
An n × n real matrix A is said to be positive semidefinite if and only if
c⊤Ac ≥ 0 for all c ∈ Rn, and conditionally negative semidefinite if and only
if c⊤Ac ≤ 0 for all c ∈ Rn such that 1n

⊤c = 0.
An n×n matrix L is called quasi-Laplacian if and only if it is symmetric,

positive semidefinite, and has exactly one null eigenvalue, with corresponding
eigenvector 1n. A quasi-Laplacian matrix L is called Laplacian if and only
if it has non-positive off-diagonal entries. Notice that Laplacian matrices
arise naturally from weighted graphs: there is a bijection between the set of
(positively) weighted, simple and undirected graphs and the set of Laplacian
matrices [Devriendt, 2022, Subsection 2.1]. Henceforth, we will consider the
Laplacian matrix of a given graph with Euclidean edges, with entries defined
as Devriendt [2022, Equation (1)]:

Lij =


∑
v∈V

w((v, vi)) if i = j

−w((vi, vj)) if i ̸= j,
(3)

with w((vi, vj)) the weight of the edge joining vertices vi and vj if these
vertices are connected, 0 otherwise.

Quasi-Laplacian matrices have been introduced as a generalisation of
Laplacian matrices, as they will often appear in this manuscript. Their in-
terpretation is slightly blurred, since, thinking about the bijection between
Laplacian matrices and weighted graphs, it seems natural to interpret quasi-
Laplacian matrices as Laplacian matrices of graphs with possibly negative
weights. Nevertheless, as one may expect, quasi-Laplacian matrices share
several properties of Laplacian matrices formally stated below.

Proposition 1. Let L be a quasi-Laplacian matrix partitioned as follows:

L =
[

A B
B⊤ C

]
, (4)

where A and C are square matrices. Then the following statements hold.

1. B ̸= 0.

2. A and C are strictly positive definite.
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3. Both L/C := A − BC−1B⊤ and L/A := C − B⊤A−1B are quasi-
Laplacian matrices, i.e. , the set of quasi-Laplacian matrices is closed
under the Schur complement operation.

4. L− is a quasi-Laplacian matrix.

2.4 Metrics used in the paper
The work by Anderes et al. [2020] shows that there is no unique way to define
a metric over a graph with Euclidean edges. While the geodesic distance is
physically intuitive, Anderes et al. [2020] prove that it has very limited use
in terms of available covariance functions. Further, when considering the
geodesic distance not all graphs with Euclidean edges become permissible
[Anderes et al., 2020], and a collection of technical restrictions is required.
Alternatively, one can use the resistance metric, being a generalisation of
the electric distance used for electric circuits [Klein and Randic, 1993]. To
provide a description of the resistance metric, some further background is
needed. Let X be a set and Z : X → R a square-integrable random field.
The variogram of Z is defined via

γZ : X ×X → R
(x1, x2) 7→ γZ(x1, x2) := Var (Z(x1) − Z(x2)) .

Clearly, a variogram is always symmetric and non-negative valued. In ad-
dition, it is conditionally negative semidefinite, i.e. it satisfies [Chilès and
Delfiner, 2012]

n∑
i,j=1

cicjγ(xi, xj) ≤ 0 (5)

whenever ∑n
i=1 ci = 0, for any x1, . . . , xn ∈ X.

Anderes et al. [2020] define the resistance metric, denoting dR throughout,
as the variogram of a random field Z on the graph with Euclidean edges G,
that is constructed ad hoc in order to be as much as possibly parenthetical to
a Brownian bridge on the graph. Technicalities are deferred to their paper.

The concept of variogram can be generalised to the case of a zero-mean
square-integrable vector-valued random field Z on a non-empty setX, through
the following lines. The pseudo-variogram of Z is defined through the iden-
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tity

ΓZ : X ×X → [0,+∞)p×p

(x1, x2) 7→ ΓZ(x1, x2) :=
[
Var (Zi(x1) − Zj(x2))

]p

i,j=1
. (6)

Straightforward calculations allow to rewrite the above as

ΓZ(x1, x2) = (diagVarZ(x1)) 1p
⊤+1p (diagVarZ(x2))⊤−2Cov (Z(x1),Z(x2)) ,

(7)
where VarZ(x1) is the p× p collocated variance-covariance matrix of Z(x1),
diagVarZ(x1) is the p× 1 vector containing the main diagonal of VarZ(x1)
and Cov (Z(x1),Z(x2)) := E

(
Z(x1)Z(x2)⊤

)
. The pseudo-variogram satis-

fies the following properties [Dörr and Schlather, 2023]:
• for any x1, x2 ∈ X,

ΓZ(x1, x2) = ΓZ(x2, x1)⊤; (8)

• for any x ∈ X, the diagonal entries of ΓZ(x, x) are zero;

• ΓZ is 1p-conditionally negative semidefinite, i.e. for all n ∈ N+,
x1, . . . , xn ∈ X and c1, . . . , cn ∈ Rp such that 1p

⊤∑n
i=1 ci = 0, it

holds
n∑

i,j=1
c⊤

i ΓZ(xi, xj)cj ≤ 0. (9)

In the following, we define the multivariate distance D : X × X →
[0,+∞)p×p via D(x1, x2) := ΓL(x1, x2). It is in order to notice that at
this point the matrix-valued distance D is not symmetric, i.e. in general
Dij(x1, x2) ̸= Dji(x1, x2). This may pave the way for new asymmetric met-
rics.

2.5 Classes of functions and Schoenberg characterisa-
tions

This section follows closely Zastavnyi [2023]. A function k : X × X → R is
positive semidefinite if, for all n ∈ {1, 2, . . .}, x1, . . . , xn ∈ X and c1, . . . , cn ∈
R, one has

n∑
i,j=1

cicjk(xi, xj) ≥ 0. (10)
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In addition, k is a strictly positive definite function if it is positive semidefinite
and

n∑
i,j=1

cicjk(xi, xj) = 0 =⇒ c1 = · · · = cn = 0. (11)

The extension to the matrix-valued case reads as follows. A matrix-valued
function K : X ×X → Rp×p is positive semidefinite if, for all n ∈ {1, 2, . . .},
c1, . . . , cn ∈ Rp and x1, . . . , xn ∈ X, it holds:

n∑
i,j=1

c⊤
i K(xi, xj)cj ≥ 0. (12)

In addition, K is strictly positive definite if it is positive semidefinite and the
condition

n∑
i,j=1

c⊤
i K(xi, xj)cj = 0 (13)

implies that there exists a pair i ̸= j such that xi = xj or c1 = · · · = cn =
0. A relevant result for our developments is coming from Proposition 1 in
Zastavnyi [2023], which is formally stated for a neater exposition.
Proposition 2. Let K : X×X → Rp×p. Then, the following are equivalent:

• K is positive semidefinite;

• for all n ∈ {1, 2, . . .} and for all x1, . . . , xn ∈ X, the np × np block
matrix C := [Cij]np

i,j=1 := [K(xi, xj)]ni,j=1 is positive semidefinite, i.e. ,
c⊤Cc ≥ 0 for any c ∈ Rnp.

A function ψ : [0,+∞) → [0,+∞) is called completely monotone if it is
continuous on [0,+∞), infinitely differentiable on (0,+∞) and for each i ∈ N
it holds

(−1)i ψ(i)(x) ≥ 0,
where ψ(i) denotes the ith derivative of ψ and ψ(0) := ψ. A function ψ :
[0,+∞) → [0,+∞) is completely monotone if and only if it is the Laplace
transform of a (unique) finite Borel measure µ on [0,+∞), i.e.

ψ(x) =
∫ +∞

0
exp(−tx)µ(dt), x ∈ [0,+∞). (14)

A function g : [0,+∞) → [0,+∞) is called a Bernstein function if g in in-
finitely differentiable on [0,+∞) and g(1) is a completely monotone function.

Our expository material is now completed by reporting Theorem 5 of
Zastavnyi [2023].
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Theorem 2.2. Let ψ : [0,+∞) → (0,+∞) be a non-constant completely
monotone function, g : [0,+∞) → [0,+∞) be a Bernstein function and let
ΓZ : X × X → [0,+∞)p×p, for a non-empty set X. If, for all x1, x2 ∈ X,
Γ⊤

Z(x1, x2) = ΓZ(x2, x1) and ΓZ is 1p-conditionally negative semidefinite,
then, for all ξ > 0,

(x1, x2) 7→ ψ
(
ξ g (ΓZ(x1, x2)

)
, x1, x2 ∈ X,

where ψ and g are applied element-wise, is a positive semidefinite function
on X.

3 General Results
The following notation will ease the exposition throughout:

• n is the number of vertices of the graph G (cardinality of V ),

• L is the Laplacian matrix of G as per Equation (3),

• Σ := L− is the Moore-Penrose inverse of L,

• Λ and W are the eigenvalues and eigenvectors matrices of Σ, i.e. Σ =
WΛW⊤,

• for two matrices A,B of the same size and for a positive integer p, we
define

Mp (A,B) := Mp

(
A
B

)
:= Ip⊗A+(1p×p−Ip)⊗B =


A B . . . B
B A . . . B
... ... . . . ...
B B . . . A

 .
(15)

The construction provided in this section extends, to the matrix-valued
case, that in Anderes et al. [2020]. Specifically, we shall consider a vector-
valued random field, Z, that is obtained through the identity

Z(u) := ZV (u) + ZE(u), u ∈ G. (16)

In turn, the random fields ZV and ZE obeys to different construction prin-
ciples. Specifically, ZV is a multivariate Gaussian random vector on the
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vertices and is linearly interpolated on the edges, whilst ZE is zero on the
vertices and adds some variability on the edges. We note that Anderes et al.
[2020] consider this construction for the case p = 1 and this entails the use
of a specific class of variograms that are then used to build the resistance
metric, dR. It is not surprising that our construction will rely on the pseudo-
variogram ΓZ for the generalisation to the p-variate setting with p > 1.
While these constructions are mathematically involved, a simple description
is provided here, with technicalities and proofs deferred to Appendix A.

3.1 Construction for the Vertices
This section provides a construction for the random field ZV as per the
identity (16). While the search for metrics is probably unlimited in terms of
alternatives, our spectrum is suitably restricted by providing two desiderata,
denoted D throughout.

D1: The construction (16) needs to provide a pseudo-variogram ΓZ for which
the diagonal entries should obey to the variogram construction as in
Anderes et al. [2020].

D2: The multivariate random field ZV on V should enjoy a homogeneous
conditional independence structure. More precisely, we set the block-
precision matrix Θ of ZV to have the following structure:

Θ = Mp

(
Q

−αIn

)
, (17)

where α is a positive real value and Q is a suitable n × n matrix that
will be defined next. This means that, for i ̸= j and v1 ̸= v2, ZV,i(v1)
and ZV,j(v2) are conditionally independent given everything else.
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Define the n× n matrices:

Q := 1
2

(
L + α(p− 2)In +

√
L2 − 2α(p− 2)L + α2p2In

)
(18)

= 1
2W

(
Λ− + α(p− 2)In +

√
(Λ−)2 − 2α(p− 2)Λ− + α2p2In

)
W⊤,

(19)

X := 1
α(p− 1) (ΣQ − In) (20)

= 1
2α(p− 1)W

(
α(p− 2)Λ +

√
In − Jn − 2α(p− 2)Λ + α2p2Λ2 − In − Jn

)
W⊤.

(21)

Notice that in Equations (19) and (21) the principal square root coincides
with the element-wise square root, being its arguments diagonal matrices.
These equations have been established from Equations (18) and (20) by using
the fact that W is an orthogonal matrix and that ΛΛ− = In − Jn insofar as
the first p− 1 diagonal entries of Λ are positive and the last diagonal entry
is zero. In addition, we define the two positive constants

k1 := p− 1
αnp2 k2 := p2 − p+ 1

αnp2(p− 1) ,

and the n× n matrices

Σ̃ := Σ + k11n×n X̃ := X + k21n×n.

Although these definitions may appear peculiar, they are the only solution to
the desiderata D previously stated and are crucial to define the random field
ZV . We start with the vertices, where ZV is assumed a zero-mean p-variate
Gaussian random vector ZV

∣∣∣
V

: V → Rp having covariance matrix-valued
function

Cov (ZV (v1),ZV (v2)) := Mp

(
Σ̃[v1, v2]
X̃[v1, v2]

)
∈ Rp×p. (22)

Checking the positive semidefiniteness of (22) relies on a result of independent
interest which implies that both Θ and Θ− are positive semidefinite matrices.
We state this formally below.

Proposition 3. The matrix Θ defined in Equation (17) and its Moore-
Penrose inverse Θ− are quasi-Laplacian.
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Proposition 4. The function defined in (22) is positive semidefinite.

Once ZV is defined over the vertices, the corresponding values over the
edges are attained through a sheer linear interpolation. Namely, for u =
(u, u, δ(u)) ∈ G, we set

ZV (u) := (1 − δ(u))ZV (u) + δ(u)ZV (u). (23)

3.2 Construction for the Edges
We define ZE as a p-variate zero-mean Gaussian random field independent
of ZV whose covariance matrix-valued function is:

Cov (ZE(u1),ZE(u2)) := 1 (e1 = e2) ℓ(e1) (δ1 ∧ δ2 − δ1δ2) Mp

(
1
β

)
∈ [0,+∞)p×p,

(24)
for ei := e(ui), δi := δ(ui), i ∈ {1, 2} and where β ∈ [0, 1] is a fixed parameter.
Notice that ZE

∣∣∣
e1

is independent from ZE

∣∣∣
e2

whenever e1 ̸= e2, in addition
ℓ(e1) (δ1 ∧ δ2 − δ1δ2) is the covariance function of a standard Brownian bridge
on [0, ℓ(e1)], whilst Mp (1, β) is positive semidefinite for β ∈ [0, 1]. This
ensures that (24) is positive semidefinite, as the element-wise product of
positive semidefinite functions is itself positive semidefinite.

3.3 Compendium
The following result comes directly from the above definitions.

Proposition 5. Let KZV
, KZE

be the covariance mappings associated re-
spectively with the random fields ZV and ZE. Then, it is true that

KZV
(u1, u2) = Mp

(
δ⊤

1,V Σ̃δ2,V

δ⊤
1,V X̃δ2,V

)
∈ Rp×p, (25)

for ui = (ui, ui, δi) ∈ G (i ∈ {1, 2}), and where δi,V is the n-dimensional
vector whose entries are

δi,V :=


1 − δi if v = ui

δi if v = ui

0 otherwise
, v ∈ V. (26)
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Further, it is true that

KZE
(u1, u2) = Mp

(
1 (e1 = e2) ℓ(e1) (δ1 ∧ δ2 − δ1δ2)
β1 (e1 = e2) ℓ(e1) (δ1 ∧ δ2 − δ1δ2)

)
.

As a direct implication of Proposition 5 in concert with the fact that ZV

and ZE are independent, we obtain the following.

Corollary 1. It is true that

KZ(u1, u2) = KZV
(u1, u2) + KZE

(u1, u2)

= Mp

(
δ⊤

1,V Σ̃δ2,V + 1 (e1 = e2) ℓ(e1) (δ1 ∧ δ2 − δ1δ2)
δ⊤

1,V X̃δ2,V + β1 (e1 = e2) ℓ(e1) (δ1 ∧ δ2 − δ1δ2)

)
. (27)

We are now able to derive the matrix-valued metric associated with the
random field Z in (16). To do so, we let D : G × G → [0,+∞)p×p be the
pseudo-variogram of Z, i.e.

D(u1, u2) := ΓZ(u1, u2) = [Var (Zi(u1) − Zj(u2))]pi,j=1 . (28)

A straightforward application of Equation (7) in concert with tedious calcu-
lations provides the following fact.

Proposition 6. It is true that

D(u1,u2) = Mp

(
(δ1,V − δ2,V )⊤ Σ̃ (δ1,V − δ2,V )

δ⊤
1,V Σ̃δ1,V + δ⊤

2,V Σ̃δ2,V − 2δ⊤
1,V X̃δ2,V

)

+ Mp

(
ℓ(e1)δ1(1 − δ1) + ℓ(e2)δ2(1 − δ2) − 21 (e1 = e2) ℓ(e1) (δ1 ∧ δ2 − δ1δ2)
ℓ(e1)δ1(1 − δ1) + ℓ(e2)δ2(1 − δ2) − 2β1 (e1 = e2) ℓ(e1) (δ1 ∧ δ2 − δ1δ2)

)
,

(29)

for u1, u2 ∈ G, with notation as in Proposition 5.

Notice that the former line coincides with the contribution of the random
field ZV , whilst the latter is the contribution of ZE.

We describe below some properties of the metric D provided through our
construction.

Proposition 7. The matrix-valued expression (28) satisfies properties sim-
ilar to the (real-valued) quasi-metrics, i.e. it satisfies:
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1. Dij(u1, u2) ≥ 0;

2. Dij(u1, u2) = 0 ⇐⇒ u1 = u2 and i = j;

3. D(u1, u2) = D(u1, u2)⊤ = D(u2, u1) = D(u2, u1)⊤ for any u1, u2 ∈ G;

4. The mapping (u1, u2) 7→ D(u1, u0)A+A⊤D(u0, u2)−D(u1, u2)−A⊤D(u0, u0)A
is positive semidefinite for any u0 ∈ G and any p × p matrix A such
that A⊤1p = 1p;

5. The matrices D(u1, u2)−D(u0, u0) and 2D(u1, u0)+2D(u2, u0)−D(u1, u2)−
3D(u0, u0) are symmetric and positive semidefinite for any u0, u1, u2 ∈
G.

Note the resemblance between the fourth property in Proposition 7 and
the second statement in Zastavnyi [2023, Proposition 4].

Proposition 8. Let G be a graph with Euclidean edges and let D : G × G →
[0,+∞)p×p as defined in (28) and having elements Dij, i, j = 1, . . . , p. Then,
the following properties hold:

1. for all i ∈ {1, . . . , p}, the distance Dii coincides with the resistance
distance defined by Anderes et al. [2020], i.e. Dii(u1, u2) = dR(u1, u2);

2. the distance D is matrix-homogeneous, i.e. for every i ̸= j and i′ ̸= j′,
we have Dij(u1, u2) = Di′j′(u1, u2) and Dii(u1, u2) = Di′i′(u1, u2).

Albeit counter-intuitive, the distance within the same variable is not al-
ways less than the same distance among variables. In formulae, Dii(u1, u2) ̸≤
Dij(u1, u2), in general. Appendix B shows this fact through a worked exam-
ple.

The following result illustrates some asymptotic properties of the pro-
posed metric.

Proposition 9. Let G be a graph with Euclidean edges and let Q and X
as defined in Equations (18)-(21). Then, the asymptotic results indicated in
Table 1 hold.

Theorem 3.1. Let G be a graph with Euclidean edges and D : G × G →
[0,+∞)p×p the distance defined at (28). In addition, let ψ : [0,+∞) →
(0,+∞) be a non-constant completely monotone function and g : [0,+∞) →
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Table 1: Asymptotic results with respect to p and α. In the 4th row, 0 < τ ≤
λn−1, with λn−1 being the smallest positive eigenvalue of Σ, while in the last
row, τ ≥ λ1. In the last column, the results involving dR(u1, u2) hold only for
β → 1 (the other result holds for every β ∈ [0, 1]). Emilio, per essere formali
qui dovremmo modificare le prime due righe della colonna Q e metterci il
limite: sei d’accordo o lasciamo cos̀ı?

p α Q X Dij(u1, u2) for i ̸= j

+∞ fixed α(p− 1)In Σ dR(u1, u2)
fixed +∞ α(p− 1)In Σ dR(u1, u2)
fixed 0+ L − 1

αn(p−1)1n×n
2

αnp

+∞ 1
pτ

In

τ
Σ − τIn dR(u1, u2) + 2τδ⊤

1,V δ2,V

+∞ 1
pτ

L + 1
nτ

1n×n − τ
n
1n×n dR(u1, u2) + 2τ

n
+ 2δ⊤

1,V Xδ2,V

[0,+∞) a Bernstein function. Then, for every ξ > 0, the mapping K defined
as

(u1, u2) 7→ K(u1, u2) = ψ (ξ g (D(u1, u2))) , (30)
where ψ and g are applied element-wise, is a valid covariance function. If,
in addition, ψ(0) = 1, then (30) is a valid correlation function.

One of the main drawbacks of this construction is that the distance is
homogeneous (see Proposition 8). Consequently, not only do the resulting
matrix-valued covariance function (30) assigns the same marginal covari-
ance for all the variables, i.e. ψ(ξg(Dii(u1, u2))) = ψ(ξg(dR(u1, u2))) for
any u1, u2 ∈ G and any i ∈ {1, . . . , p}, but also the cross-covariance be-
tween two different variables is independent from the variables themselves,
i.e. ψ(ξ g(Dij(u1, u2))) does not depend on i, j as long as i ̸= j. Such a re-
striction can be easily circumvented. Let [ρij]pi,j=1 be a collocated correlation
matrix, e.g., ρii = 1 and −1 ≤ ρij ≤ 1 when i ̸= j, and the matrix being
symmetric and positive semidefinite. Let σ = (σ1, . . . , σp)⊤ with σi > 0
for i = 1, . . . , p. Let K be the mapping in (30) and define the mapping
K̃ : G × G → Rp×p with entries

K̃ij(u1, u2) := σiσjρijKij(u1, u2), i, j = 1, . . . , p, u1, u2 ∈ G.
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Then, by straight application of the Schur product theorem, one gets that K̃
is a positive semidefinite matrix-valued function. However, all the marginal
covariances (diagonal entries of K̃) are proportional, and the same happens
for all the cross-covariances (off-diagonal entries of K̃), which is still restric-
tive. The results following throughout allow to circumvent such a limitation.

3.4 Generalisations
An interesting generalisation is provided below.

Theorem 3.2. Let θ ∈ (0, 1]. Let F : [0,+∞) → Rp×p be a Borel measure
such that, for any fixed ξ ≥ 0, the matrix F(dξ) is symmetric and positive
semidefinite. Let D as in Equation (28) and let Ψ(·) : [0,+∞) → Rp×p be a
continuous mapping determined through

Ψ(D) :=
[ ∫ +∞

0
exp(−ξDθ

ij)Fij(dξ)
]p

i,j=1
, (31)

where Fij(d·) and Dij are the (i, j)-th entries of F(d·) and D, respectively.
Then, Ψ is the covariance function of a Gaussian random field Z constructed
according to the addition principle (16).

As a first application of this result, we adapt a construction that has
been originally provided by Porcu et al. [2018] in Euclidean spaces and work-
ing with the classical Euclidean norm. The Shkarofsky-Gneiting family of
functions SGα,β,ν(·) is defined on [0,+∞) through

SGα,β,ν(t) =
(

1 + t

β

)−ν/2 Kν

(
1√
α

√
β + t

)
Kν

(√
β
α

) , t ≥ 0, (32)

where Kν stands for the modified Bessel function of the second kind. Ar-
guments therein show that SG is the Laplace transform of a positive and
bounded function. The family is very interesting as it admits the special
limit cases

SGα,0,−ν(t) = Mα,ν(t) := 21−ν

Γ(ν)

(
t

α

)ν/2
Kν

√ t

α

 , t ≥ 0,
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for α, ν > 0, and

SG0,β,ν(t) = Cβ,ν(t) :=
(

1 + t

β

)−ν

, t ≥ 0,

for β, ν > 0, where Mα,ν(t) = 21+ν

Γ(−ν)

( √
t√
α

)−ν
K−ν

( √
t√
α

)
, α > 0, ν > 0 and

where Cα,a,ν(t) =
(
1 + ta

α

)−ν
, α > 0, ν > 0. We consider the case p = 2 and

define the bivariate Shkarofsky-Gneiting mapping SG2 : [0,+∞)2×2 → R2×2

through

SG2(D) =

 σ2
1 SGα1,β1,ν1(Dθ

11) σ1σ2ρ SGα12,β12,ν12(Dθ
12)

σ1σ2ρ SGα12,β12,ν12(Dθ
12) σ2

2 SGα2,β2,ν2(Dθ
22)

 , (33)

where θ ∈ (0, 1], (σ1, σ2, α1, α2, α12, β1, β2, β12) ∈ (0,+∞)8 and (ρ, ν1, ν2, ν12) ∈
R4. The following result is a straightforward combination of Theorem 3.2
with the arguments in Theorem 1 of Porcu et al. [2018], so that the proof is
omitted.

Theorem 3.3. Let SG2 be the matrix-valued function defined by Equation
(33). If either

A. Parsimonious SG2: α12 = 1
2

α1α2
(α1+α2) , β12 = 1

2(β1+β2), ν12 = 1
2 (ν1 + ν2),

and

|ρ| ≤

√√√√A(α1, β1, ν1)A(α2, β2, ν2)
A2(α12, β12, ν12)

,

with A(·, ·, ·) defined as

A(α, β, ν) = 2ν−1 (αβ)ν/2

Kν

(√
β
α

) ,

or

B. Full SG2: α12 <
1
2

α1α2
(α1+α2) , β12 >

1
2(β1 + β2), ν12 ̸= 1

2 (ν1 + ν2), and

|ρ| ≤

√√√√A(α1, β1, ν1)A(α2, β2, ν2)
A2(α12, β12, ν12)

B
( 1
α1

+ 1
α2

− 1
2α12

, β1 + β2 − 2β12, ν1 + ν2 − 2ν12

)
,
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with B defined as

B(α, β, ν) =

(
ν −

√
αβ + ν2

)
2β

ν

exp
(
αβ + ν(−ν −

√
αβ + ν2)

−ν +
√
αβ + ν2

)
,

then SG2 is positive semidefinite on any graph with Euclidean edges.

As a second application to a full multivariate setting (p ≥ 2), consider
the mappings Mp, Cp and SGp defined on [0,+∞)p×p by

Mp(D) =
[
σij Mαij ,νij

(
Dθ

ij

) ]p

i,j=1
, (34)

Cp(D) =
[
σij Cαij ,ν

(
Dθ

ij

) ]p

i,j=1
, (35)

SGp(D) =
[
σij SGαij ,βij ,ν

(
Dθ

ij

) ]p

i,j=1
, (36)

with [σij]pi,j=1, [νij]pi,j=1, [αij]pi,j=1 and [βij]pi,j=1 being real symmetric matrices,
ν a real number and θ ∈ (0, 1]. Then the following statement holds.

Theorem 3.4. Let Mp defined by Equation (34). If either

A. [νij]pi,j=1 and
[
νijαij

]p
i,j=1

are conditionally negative semidefinite and
[

σijν
νij
ij exp(−νij)

Γ(νij)

]p

i,j=1
is positive semidefinite or

B. there exists β > 0 such that [νij]pi,j=1 and [α−1
ij − βνij]pi,j=1 are condition-

ally negative semidefinite and
[
σij(βαij)−νij exp(−νij)

]p
i,j=1

is positive
semidefinite,

then Mp is positive semidefinite on any graph with Euclidean edges.

Theorem 3.5. Let Cp defined by Equation (35) with ν > 0. If [βij]pi,j=1 is
conditionally negative semidefinite and

[
σijβ

ν
ij

]p
i,j=1

is positive semidefinite,
then Cp is positive semidefinite on any graph with Euclidean edges.

Theorem 3.6. Let SGp defined by Equation (36). If [α−1
ij ]pi,j=1 and [βij]pi,j=1

are conditionally negative semidefinite and
[
σij(αijβij)ν/2/Kν

(√
αij

βij

) ]p
i,j=1

is positive semidefinite, then SGp is positive semidefinite on any graph with
Euclidean edges.
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4 Euclidean Trees
Euclidean trees with a number m of leaves can be embedded on the m′-
dimensional Euclidean space with m′ := ⌈m/2⌉ [Anderes et al., 2020] en-
dowed with the ℓ1 distance: for a positive integer m′ and two points x, y ∈
Rm′ , the ℓ1 or Manhattan-city block distance dM can be defined as dM(x, y) =∑m′

k=1 |xk −yk|. According to this embedding, for every m′ ≥ 2, every matrix-
valued covariance function depending on dM can be used as an isotropic
covariance function for a Euclidean tree The surprising fact is that, to the
best of our knowledge, the literature has no models of multivariate covari-
ance functions depending on such a metric. There is a fact that is even more
surprising. Call Φp

m the class of continuous mappings K : [0,+∞) → Rp×p

such that the composition K(dM(·, ·)) is positive semidefinite on a Euclidean
tree with m leaves. A characterisation of this class is missing in the literature
and we provide it below.

Proposition 10. Let m, p be two positive integers. Let m′ := ⌈m/2⌉. Let
K : [0,+∞) → Rp×p be continuous with K(0) = 1p×p. Then, K belongs to
the class Φp

m if and only if

K(t) =
∫ +∞

0
ωm′(rt) F(dr), t ≥ 0, (37)

where F is a bounded symmetric matrix-valued measure such that F(dr) is
positive semidefinite for all r > 0, and where

ωm′(t) = Γ(m′/2)√
πΓ((m′ − 1)/2)

∫ +∞

1
Ωm′(

√
vt)v−m′/2(v − 1)(m′−3)/2dv, (38)

with Ωm′ being the characteristic function of a random vector that is uni-
formly distributed over the unit sphere Sm′−1 embedded in Rm′.

Some comments are in order. For p = 1, the result has been proved by
Cambanis et al. [1983]. The following strict inclusion relations hold:

Φp
1 ⊃ Φp

2 ⊃ · · · ⊃
⋂
m

Φp
m =: Φp

∞.

A convergence argument from Schoenberg [1942] applies mutatis mutandis
to assert (no proof needed) that K ∈ Φp

∞ if and only if

K(t) =
∫ +∞

0
exp(−rt)F(dr), t ≥ 0, (39)
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with F as in Proposition 10. Closed-form expressions for the inner kernel
ωm′ have been available thanks to Gneiting [1998]. In particular, we have

ω2(t) = − 2
π

si(t) and ω3(t) = 1
2

sin t
t

+ cos t+ t si(t)
, t ≥ 0,

where si denotes the sine integral function.
There exists a wealth of multivariate covariance models that depend on

the Euclidean distance, denoted ∥·∥m, in Rm. Call Ψp
m the class of continuous

mappings H : [0,+∞) → Rp×p with H(0) = 1p×p and H(∥·∥m) being positive
semidefinite in Rm. The following result proves something extremely useful
even for the scalar-case, that apparently was overlooked by Anderes et al.
[2020].
Proposition 11. Let m, p be positive integers. Let m′ := ⌈m/2⌉. Let H be
a member of the class Ψp

2m′−1. Let the mapping K be defined through

K(t) = I(m′−1)H(t), t ≥ 0, (40)

where I(m′−1) is the (m′ − 1) iterated application of the operator I, defined as

(If)(t) :=
∫+∞

t f(u)du∫+∞
0 f(u)du

.

Then, K belongs to the class Φp
m.

Propositions 10 and 11 provide a recipe to build new members of the class
Φp

m. We start by univariate models, as described in Table 2, where we use
the shortcuts Ψm and Φm for Ψ1

m and Φ1
m, respectively.

We can now use Proposition 11 in concert with Table 2 and the following
Lemma, for which a proof is not provided as it follows the same path as
Theorem 3.2.
Lemma 4.1. Let m, p be positive integers and ϕ : [0,+∞) → R be a member
of the class Φm. Let F be a matrix-valued measure as in Proposition 10.
Then, the scale mixture

K(t) =
∫ +∞

0
ϕ(rt) F(dr), t ≥ 0, (41)

provides an element of the class Φp
m.
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Parameter restriction Member of Ψ2m′−1 Member of Φm

ν ≥ m′ ψν(t) = (1 − t)ν
+ ϕν(t) = (1 − t)ν+m′−1

+

ν ≥ m′ + 1 ψν(t) = (1 − t)ν
+ (1 + νt) ϕν(t) = 1

m′ (1 − t)ν+m′−1
+ (m′ + νt)

Table 2: Elements of the class Ψ2m′−1 and corresponding element of the
class Φm after iterative application of the operator I as defined through
Proposition 11. The first column provides the parametric restriction ensuring
the corresponding element in the second column to be in Ψ2m′−1.

Using the arguments in Theorem 1 of Daley et al. [2015] in concert with
Lemma 4.1, one can prove that the multivariate model K(t) = [Kij(t)]pi,j=1
with

Kij(t) = σiσijρijϕνij

(
t

bij

)
, t ≥ 0,

is a member of the class Φp
m provided the constraints in Theorem 1 of Daley

et al. [2015] hold. Here, ϕν can be any of the entries in Table 2.
We finish this section by providing a direct construction that is based on

the kernel ωm as being defined through Equation (38).

Proposition 12. Let m, p be positive integers. Let m′ := ⌈m/2⌉. Let
[ρij]pi,j=1, [bij]pi,j=1 and [νij]pi,j=1 be real symmetric matrices such that bij > 0
and νij > 2m′ − 1 for i, j = 1, . . . , p. For r > 0, define A(r) with entries

Aij(r) =
ρijΓ(νij

2 )
Γ(νij

2 −m′ + 1
2)Γ(m′ − 1

2)
(
1 − b2

ijr
2
) νij

2 −m′− 1
2

+
, i, j = 1, . . . , p.

(42)
Then, the mapping K : [0,+∞) → Rp×p with entries

Kij(x) = ρij

b2m′−1
ij

ωνij

(
x

bij

)
, x ≥ 0, i, j = 1, . . . , p, (43)

belongs to Φp
m provided the matrix A(r) as defined in (42) is positive semidef-

inite for any r > 0.

Sufficient conditions ensuring A(r) to be positive semidefinite for every
fixed r ≥ 0 are provided by Emery and Porcu [2023, Proposition 1]. The
kernel (43) is especially flexible as it can be used to generate new families of
multivariate kernels by using the scale mixture approaches highlighted above.
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Figure 3: Marginal and cross covariance functions in terms of the resistance
metric, over a tree with m = 4 leaves, measured from a reference location
(black circle).

Figure 4: Realisation of a positively correlated bivariate random field on a
tree with m = 4 leaves, with a covariance function of Askey type.

We conclude this section with an illustration to the bivariate setting (p =
2) for a Euclidean tree with m = 4 leaves. The entries of the covariance
function are given by K11(dR(u, v)) = (1 − dR(u, v)/4)3

+, K22(dR(u, v)) =
(1−dR(u, v))3

+, and K12(dR(u, v)) = 0.6×(1−dR(u, v)/2.5)3
+, for all u, v ∈ G.

Here, the collocated correlation coefficient between the two random field
components is 0.6.

Figure 3 displays the decay of this covariance function in terms of the
resistance metric measured from a reference location. It is evident that the
first component of the random field has a larger correlation range, as reflected
in the left panel: high (low) values of this variable tend to be surrounded
by a wider extent of high (low) values. Figure 4 shows a realisation of a
bivariate Gaussian random field over 750 sites on the tree. The Cholesky
decomposition of the covariance matrix was used to perform this simulation.
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5 Conclusions
This paper has shown the intricacies related to the construction to multi-
variate kernels over generalised frameworks that are represented through a
broad class of metric graphs. One might argue that other classes of metric
graphs are preferable in certain situations. However, to our knowledge, the
only alternative has been proposed by Bolin et al. [2022] and coupled with
the substantially different approach of stochastic partial differential equa-
tions. It is extremely challenging to attempt for a comparison between these
approaches. One important advantage provided by Bolin et al. [2022] for
scalar-valued random fields is that an example of a once mean-square differ-
entiable random field is provided. Yet, this is limited to a specific example,
while the approach by Anderes et al. [2020] — hence, our approach — al-
lows to embrace a wealth of examples. Being the first contribution related
to vector-valued random fields on metric graphs, this paper does not have a
competitor to compare with.

A next intuitive step to this research is represented by vector-valued
space-time random fields. The machinery provided in this paper allows for a
fairly general building block to start with. Space-time models might also be
the building blocks to nonstationary models for networks.

The impact of this research is apparent. The works by Baddeley et al.
[2017] and Moradi and Mateu [2020] are a clear indication of the impor-
tance of this work to modelling point processes over networks. There is a
fervent activity related to vector-valued processes in the machine learning
community, with the reader referred to Borovitskiy et al. [2022] for details.
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A Technical Results and Proofs
This part of the Appendix contains proofs and technical results. To help the
reader, Figure 1 provides the road-map of the main results of this manuscript.

Lemma A.1. Let A,B,C,D be n×n matrices and let p ∈ {1, 2, . . .}. Then

Mp

(
A
B

)
Mp

(
C
D

)
= Mp

(
AC + (p− 1)BD

AD + BC + (p− 2)BD

)
. (44)

Proof of Lemma A.1. By the standard properties of the Kronecker product,

(Ip ⊗ A + (1p×p − Ip) ⊗ B) (Ip ⊗ C + (1p×p − Ip) ⊗ D) =
= (Ip ⊗ A)(Ip ⊗ C) + (Ip ⊗ A) ((1p×p − Ip) ⊗ D)

+ ((1p×p − Ip) ⊗ B) (Ip ⊗ C) + ((1p×p − Ip) ⊗ B) ((1p×p − Ip) ⊗ D)
= (IpIp) ⊗ (AC) + (Ip(1p×p − Ip)) ⊗ (AD)

+ ((1p×p − Ip)Ip) ⊗ (BC) + ((1p×p − Ip)(1p×p − Ip)) ⊗ (BD)
= Ip ⊗ (AC) + (1p×p − Ip) ⊗ (AD + BC) + (p1p×p − 2 · 1p×p + Ip) ⊗ (BD)
= Ip ⊗ (AC) + (1p×p − Ip) ⊗ (AD + BC)

+
(
(p− 2)(1p×p − Ip) + (p− 1)Ip

)
⊗ (BD)

= Ip ⊗ (AC + (p− 1)BD) + (1p×p − Ip) ⊗ (AD + BC + (p− 2)BD).

Proof of Proposition 1. Throughout this proof, we assume that L ∈ Rn×n,
A ∈ Rn1×n1 and C ∈ Rn2×n2 , with n1, n2 > 0 and n = n1 + n2.

1. Assume B = 0. Then n − 1 = rank(L) = rank(A) + rank(C). But
since L1n = 0, it follows that A1n1 = 0 and C1n2 = 0. This implies
that rank(A) ≤ n1 − 1 and rank(C) ≤ n2 − 1. Contradiction.

2. We will show only that C strictly positive definite, as the proof for
the other case relies on the same argument. Since C is a principal
submatrix of L, it is positive semidefinite. As a consequence, it is
sufficient to show that it is invertible. Assume, by contradiction, that
C is singular. This is equivalent to assume that ∃y ̸= 0 such that
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Cy = 0. Since L is positive semidefinite we have, for each x ∈ Rn1

and for each γ ∈ R:

0 ≤
[
x
γy

]⊤ [ A B
B⊤ C

] [
x
γy

]
= x⊤Ax + x⊤B(γy) + (γy)⊤B⊤x + (γy)⊤C(γy) = x⊤Ax + 2γx⊤By.

If x⊤By ̸= 0, we can find a suitable γ that contradicts the previous
inequality. Hence x⊤By = 0 and therefore, being x arbitrary, By = 0.
Consider now the vector z := (0, ..., 0,y⊤)⊤: we have Lz = 0, but
clearly z does not lie in the null space of L, which is {λ1n : λ ∈ R}.
Contradiction.

3. Clearly L/C is symmetric. Furthermore, the Guttman rank addi-
tivity formula [Zhang, 2005, Equation 0.9.2] states that rank(L) =
rank(C)+rank(L/C). Here we have rank(L) = n−1 and rank(C) = n2,
as a consequence rank(L/C) = n1 −1. Furthermore, from Zhang [2005,
Theorem 1.12], being C strictly positive definite and L positive semidef-
inite, we have that L/C is positive semidefinite as well. The last thing
that is left to be shown is that the null eigenvector of L/C is 1n1 . Since
1n is the null eigenvector of L, we get[

A B
]

1n = 0 and
[
B⊤ C

]
1n = 0,

videlicet A1n1 + B1n2 = 0 and B⊤1n1 + C1n2 = 0. Using these rela-
tions, the following chain of equivalences concludes the proof:

(A − BC−1B⊤)1n1 = 0 ⇐⇒ A1n1 = BC−1B⊤1n1

⇐⇒ −B1n2 = BC−1(−C1n2) ⇐⇒ −B1n2 = −B1n2 .

4. Consider the eigendecomposition of L:

L = W
[
∆ 0
0 0

]
W⊤, (45)

with ∆ a (n − 1) × (n − 1) diagonal matrix with positive diagonal
entries. Since W is an orthogonal matrix, we have

L− =
(

W
[
∆ 0
0 0

]
W⊤

)−

= (W⊤)−
[
∆ 0
0 0

]−

W− = W
[
∆−1 0
0 0

]
W⊤.

(46)

34



Therefore L− is symmetric, is positive semidefinite and with exactly
one null eigenvalue, corresponding to the same null-space eigenvector
of L.

Lemma A.2. Let L be an n × n quasi-Laplacian matrix and Σ = L−. Let
Σ =: WΛW⊤ be the eigendecomposition of Σ, with Λ = diag

([
λ1, . . . , λn

])
and λ1 ≥ · · · ≥ λn−1 > λn = 0. Let Q be defined as in Subsection 3.1. Then,
the eigenvalues λn(Q) < λ1(Q) ≤ · · · ≤ λn−1(Q) of Q are:

λi(Q) =


1
2

(
λ−1

i +
√
λ−2

i − 2α(p− 2)λ−1
i + α2p2 + α(p− 2)

)
i ̸= n

α(p− 1) i = n.

In particular the smallest eigenvalue of Q, λn(Q), is strictly positive, thus Q
is strictly positive definite. In addition, Q1n = α(p− 1)1n.
Proof of Lemma A.2. Recall the eigendecomposition of matrix Q given in
Equation (19): it is clear that the eigenvalues of Q are the elements on the
diagonal of the matrix

1
2

(
Λ− +

√
(Λ−)2 − 2α(p− 2)Λ− + α2p2In + α(p− 2)In

)
,

which are {f(λ−) : λ ∈ {λ1, . . . , λn}}, where λ1, . . . , λn are the diagonal en-
tries of Λ (positive, except for λn that is null) and

f(λ−) := 1
2

(
λ− +

√
(λ−)2 − 2α(p− 2)λ− + α2p2 + α(p− 2)

)
.

Here, we recall that, for a scalar λ ∈ R, λ− := λ−1 if λ ̸= 0 and λ− := 0 if
λ = 0. It is straightforward to show that λ− 7→ f(λ−) is a strictly increasing
function on λ− ≥ 0. As a consequence, since λ 7→ λ− is strictly decreasing on
λ > 0, λ 7→ f(λ−) is strictly decreasing on λ > 0. Therefore, λ1 ≥ · · · ≥ λn−1
are mapped in λ1(Q) = f(λ−1

1 ) ≤ · · · ≤ λn−1(Q) = f(λ−1
n−1). For the case

λn = 0, we have λn(Q) = f(λ−
n ) = f(0) = 1

2 (αp+ α(p− 2)) = α(p − 1). In
addition, since λn = 0 < λ1(Q), we have α(p− 1) = λn(Q) < λ1(Q).
Finally, to show that Q1n = α(p − 1)1n, it is sufficient to notice from the
eigendecomposition of Q given in Equation (19) that 1n, being (proportional
to) the last column of W, is an eigenvector of Q. And by the above result it is
clear that the corresponding eigenvalue is λn(Q) = α(p− 1). This concludes
the proof.
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Lemma A.3. Let L be an n×n quasi-Laplacian matrix, Σ = L− and α > 0.
Furthermore, let Q and X as defined in Subsection 3.1. Then the following
holds:

1. Σ, L, Q and X commute;

2. ΣL = LΣ = In − 1
n
1n×n;

3. Q2 − α2(p− 1)In − QL − α(p− 2)Q + α(p− 2)L = 0;

4. ΣQ2 − α2(p− 1)Σ − Q − α(p− 2)ΣQ + α(p− 2)In + α
n
1n×n = 0.

Proof of Lemma A.3. 1. It is sufficient to notice that all the matrices
share the same eigenvector matrix W, i.e. for any A,B ∈ {Σ,L,Q,X},
there are two diagonal matrices ΛA,ΛB such that A = WΛAW⊤ and
B = WΛBW⊤. Therefore

AB = WΛAW⊤WΛBW⊤ = WΛAΛBW⊤ = WΛBΛAW⊤

= WΛBW⊤WΛAW⊤ = BA.

2. By exploiting the diagonalisations Σ = WΛW⊤ (Lemma A.2) and
L = WΛ−W⊤ (Eqs. (45) and (46)), we get:

ΣL = WΛΛ−W⊤ = W(In − Jn)W⊤ = In − WJnW⊤.

Given that L is a quasi-Laplacian matrix, its eigenvector matrix W
can be written as

W =
[
U c1n

]
,

where U ∈ Rn×(n−1) and nc2 = 1. Therefore

WJnW⊤ =
[
U c1n

] [0(n−1)×(n−1) 0(n−1)×1
01×(n−1) 1

] [
U⊤

c1n
⊤

]
= 1
n

1n1n
⊤,

(47)

and this concludes the proof.

3. From the definition (18) of Q, one has:

2Q − L − α(p− 2)In =
√

L2 − 2α(p− 2)L + α2p2In.
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Now, taking the square of both sides (recall that Q and L commute):

4Q2 + L2 + α2(p− 2)2In − 4QL − 4α(p− 2)Q + 2α(p− 2)L
= L2 − 2α(p− 2)L + α2p2In.

By grouping the common terms and dividing everything by 4 we get
the desired result.

4. To show the second assertion, it is sufficient to multiply the first equa-
tion by Σ = L−:

ΣQ2 − α2(p− 1)Σ − Q(ΣL) − α(p− 2)ΣQ + α(p− 2)(ΣL) = 0

ΣQ2 − α2(p− 1)Σ − Q + 1
n
λn(Q)1n×n − α(p− 2)ΣQ + α(p− 2)In

− α(p− 2)
n

1n×n = 0,

where we have used ΣL = In− 1
n
1n×n and Q1n = λn(Q)1n = α(p−1)1n

(Lemma A.2).

Lemma A.4. Let X,Y ∈ Rn×n be symmetric matrices. For i ∈ {1, . . . , n},
let λi(X) and λi(Y) denote the ith eigenvalues of X and Y, respectively. Let
c ∈ R such that λi(X) ≥ c and λi(Y) ≥ −c for all i ∈ {1, . . . , n}. Then
X + Y is positive semidefinite.
Proof of Lemma A.4. Let X = W1∆1W⊤

1 and Y = W2∆2W⊤
2 be the eigen-

decompositions of X and Y and let v ∈ Rn. In the following lines, we have
defined a := W⊤

1 v and b := W⊤
2 v.

v⊤(X + Y)v = v⊤W1∆1W⊤
1 v + vW2∆2W⊤

2 v = a⊤∆1a + b⊤∆2b

=
n∑

i=1
λi(X)a2

i +
n∑

i=1
λi(Y)b2

i ≥ c
n∑

i=1
a2

i − c
n∑

i=1
b2

i

= c(a⊤a − b⊤b) = c(v⊤v − v⊤v) = 0.

Videlicet, X + Y is positive semidefinite.
Lemma A.5. Let L an n × n Laplacian matrix, let Σ := L− its Moore-
Penrose inverse and let α > 0. Let Θ, Q, X, k1, k2, Σ̃ and X̃ as described
in Subsection 3.1. Finally let:

K̃ := Mp

(
Σ̃
X̃

)
. (48)
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Then K̃ = Θ−.

Proof of Lemma A.5. In order to show that K̃ = Θ−, by definition of the
Moore-Penrose inverse, we need to prove

1. ΘK̃ and K̃Θ are symmetric,

2. ΘK̃Θ = Θ,

3. K̃ΘK̃ = K̃.

To show symmetry, recall from Lemma A.3 that all the matrices Q, αIn,Σ,X,1n×n

commute. As a consequence, ∀A,B,C,D ∈ {Q, αIn,Σ,X,1n×n}, it holds
(Lemma A.1):

Mp

(
A
B

)
Mp

(
C
D

)
= Mp

(
AC + (p− 1)BD

AD + BC + (p− 2)BD

)

= Mp

(
CA + (p− 1)DB

DA + CB + (p− 2)DB

)
= Mp

(
C
D

)
Mp

(
A
B

)
.

In addition, Mp (A,B)⊤ = Mp

(
A⊤,B⊤

)
= Mp (A,B), as A,B are sym-

metric. Therefore,

(
ΘK̃

)⊤
= K̃⊤Θ⊤ = Mp

(
Σ + k11n×n

X + k21n×n

)⊤

Mp

(
Q

−αIn

)⊤

= Mp

(
Σ⊤ + k11n×n

⊤

X⊤ + k21n×n
⊤

)
Mp

(
Q⊤

−αIn

)

= Mp

(
Σ
X

)
Mp

(
Q

−αIn

)
+ Mp

(
k11n×n

k21n×n

)
Mp

(
Q

−αIn

)

= Mp

(
Q

−αIn

)
Mp

(
Σ
X

)
+ Mp

(
Q

−αIn

)
Mp

(
k11n×n

k21n×n

)

= Mp

(
Q

−αIn

)
Mp

(
Σ + k11n×n

X + k21n×n

)
= ΘK̃.

The same arguments show that
(
K̃Θ

)⊤
= K̃Θ. To prove the other two rela-

tions, we start with following equalities. In the next lines, we used Lemmas
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A.1, A.2 and A.3.

ΘK = Mp

(
Q

−αIn

)
Mp

(
Σ
X

)
= Mp

(
QΣ − α(p− 1)X

QX − αΣ − α(p− 2)X

)

= Mp

(
QΣ − α(p− 1) 1

−α(p−1)(In − ΣQ)
1

−α(p−1)(Q − ΣQ2) − αΣ − α(p− 2)X

)
= Mp

(
In

− 1
n(p−1)1n×n

)

ΘKΘ = Mp

(
In

− 1
n(p−1)1n×n

)
Mp

(
Q

−αIn

)

= Mp

(
Q + α(p− 1) 1

n(p−1)1n×n

−αIn − 1
n(p−1)Q1n×n + α(p− 2) 1

n(p−1)1n×n

)

= Mp

(
Q + α

n
1n×n

−αIn − α
n(p−1)1n×n

)

ΘMp

(
k11n×n

k21n×n

)
= Mp

(
k1Q1n×n − α(p− 1)k21n×n

k2Q1n×n − αk11n×n − αk2(p− 2)1n×n

)

= Mp

(
−α(p− 1)(k2 − k1)1n×n

−α(k1 − k2)1n×n

)

ΘMp

(
k11n×n

k21n×n

)
Θ = Mp

(
−α(p− 1)(k2 − k1)1n×n

−α(k1 − k2)1n×n

)
Mp

(
Q

−αIn

)

= Mp

(
−α(p− 1)(k2 − k1)Q1n×n + α2(p− 1)(k1 − k2)1n×n

α2(p− 1)(k2 − k1)1n×n − α(k1 − k2)Q1n×n + α2(p− 2)(k1 − k2)1n×n

)

= Mp

(
α2p(p− 1)(k1 − k2)1n×n

−α2p(k1 − k2)1n×n

)

As a consequence:

ΘK̃Θ = Θ

(
K + Mp

(
k11n×n

k21n×n

))
Θ

= Mp

(
Q + α

n
1n×n

−αIn − α
n(p−1)1n×n

)
+ Mp

(
α2p(p− 1)(k1 − k2)1n×n

−α2p(k1 − k2)1n×n

)

= Mp

(
Q + α

n
1n×n + α2p(p− 1)(k1 − k2)1n×n

−αIn − α
n(p−1)1n×n − α2p(k1 − k2)1n×n

)
= Mp

(
Q

−αIn

)
= Θ.
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Similarly we prove that K̃ΘK̃ = K̃:

KΘK = Mp

(
Σ
X

)
Mp

(
In

− 1
n(p−1)1n×n

)
= Mp

(
Σ − 1

n
X1n×n

− 1
n(p−1)Σ1n×n + X − p−2

n(p−2)X1n×n

)

= Mp

(
Σ + 1

αn(p−1)1n×n

X + p−2
αn(p−1)2 1n×n

)

Mp

(
k11n×n

k21n×n

)
ΘK = KΘMp

(
k11n×n

k21n×n

)

= Mp

(
k11n×n

k21n×n

)
Mp

(
In

− 1
n(p−1)1n×n

)

= Mp

(
k11n×n − 1

n
k21n×n1n×n

− k1
n(p−1)1n×n1n×n + k21n×n − k2(p−2)

n(p−1) 1n×n1n×n

)

= Mp

(
(k1 − k2)1n×n

− 1
p−1(k1 − k2)1n×n

)

Mp

(
k11n×n

k21n×n

)
ΘMp

(
k11n×n

k21n×n

)
= Mp

(
k11n×n

k21n×n

)
Mp

(
−α(p− 1)(k2 − k1)1n×n

−α(k1 − k2)1n×n

)

= Mp

(
−α(p− 1)k1(k2 − k1)n1n×n − (p− 1)αk2(k1 − k2)n1n×n(

− αk1(k1 − k2)n− α(p− 1)k2(k2 − k1)n− α(p− 2)k2(k1 − k2)n
)
1n×n

)

= Mp

(
αn(p− 1)(k1 − k2)21n×n

−αn(k1 − k2)21n×n

)

Therefore,

K̃ΘK̃ = KΘK + 2 Mp

(
k11n×n

k21n×n

)
ΘK + Mp

(
k11n×n

k21n×n

)
ΘMp

(
k11n×n

k21n×n

)
= K̃.

Proof of Proposition 3. We first show that Θ is quasi-Laplacian. To this end,
we need to show that Θ is symmetric, positive semidefinite, Θ1np = 0, and
Θ has only one null eigenvalue.

1. Since Q and αIn are symmetric and Θ := Mp (Q,−αIn), Θ is sym-
metric.

2. First recall that Θ = Ip ⊗ (Q +αIn) + 1p×p ⊗ (−αIn): we aim to apply
Lemma A.4 to the matrix Θ with X := Ip ⊗ (Q + αIn) and Y :=
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1p×p ⊗ (−αIn). In the following, we write λ(A) to denote the vector
of eigenvalues of A. In addition, the inequalities apply to all elements:
we write λ(A) ≥ c as a shortcut of ∀i ∈ {1, . . . , n} , λi(A) ≥ c, for an
n× n matrix A.

λ(X) = λ(Ip ⊗ (Q + αIn)) = λ(Ip) ⊗ λ(Q + αIn) = 1p ⊗ (λ(Q) + α)
≥ λn(Q) + α = α(p− 1) + α = αp

λ(Y) = λ(1p×p ⊗ (−αIn)) =


p
0
...
0

⊗


−α

...
−α

 ≥ −αp.

Therefore Θ is positive semidefinite.

3. To show Θ1np = 0, given the special structure of Θ, it is sufficient to
show that [

Q −αIn . . . −αIn

]
1np = 0,

i.e. Q1n = α(p− 1)1n, which has already been proved in Lemma A.2.

4. We now need to show that Θ has no other null eigenvalues, i.e. the
only solution to

Q −αIn . . . −αIn

−αIn Q . . . −αIn
... ... . . . ...

−αIn −αIn . . . Q



v1
v2
...
vn

 =


0
0
...
0

 (49)

is (up to a multiplicative constant) v1 = · · · = vn = 1n. By reading
Equation (49) by blocks, we get the following: ∀i ∈ {1, . . . , n}

Qvi − α
∑
k ̸=i

vk = 0.

Taking now the difference for i = i and i = j, we get

(Q + αIn)(vi − vj) = 0

and, since Q + αIn is strictly positive definite directly by Lemma A.2,
we obtain that vi = vj =: v for all i, j. The problem thus becomes

(Q − α(p− 1)In)v = 0.
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To conclude it is sufficient to notice that the eigenvalues of Q − α(p−
1)In are λi(Q) − α(p − 1) and, by Lemma A.2, all the eigenvalues are
not less than α(p − 1) and exactly one achieve such a value. As a
consequence, the kernel of Q−α(p−1)In has dimension one and, since
we already know that (Q − α(p − 1)In)1n = 0, the only possibility is
v = 1n.

That Θ− is also a quasi-Laplacian matrix comes from Lemma A.5 and the
closure of the set of quasi-Laplacian matrices under Moore-Penrose inversion
(Proposition 1).

Proof of Proposition 4. It is sufficient to apply Proposition 2 with X := V .
We show that the np×np matrix [K(vi, vj)]np

i,j=1 is positive semidefinite. First,
notice that [K(vi, vj)]np

i,j=1 = Mp

(
Σ̃, X̃

)
= K̃. Since K̃ ∈ Rnp×np is positive

semidefinite (see Lemma A.5 and Proposition 3), each matrix C as defined
in Proposition 2, being a principal submatrix of K̃, is positive semidefinite
as well. This proves the Proposition.

Proof of Proposition 7. 1. The proof of this point is straightforward, as
the pseudo variogram only takes non-negative values.

2. The condition u1 = u2 and i = j is sufficient to have Dij(u1, u2) = 0 due
to the fact that the diagonal entries of ΓZ(u1, u1) are zero. Let us show
that it is also necessary. From the definition of the pseudo-variogram
as per Equation (6), Dij(u1, u2) = 0 if and only if Zi(u1) = Zj(u2).
Since Z = ZV + ZE with ZV and ZE being mutually independent, a
necessary condition is that ZV,i(u1) = ZV,j(u2). Given the correlation
structure (22) at the vertices, the variance-covariance matrix K̃ of ZV

∣∣∣
V

is quasi-Laplacian (Lemma A.5 and Proposition 3) and thus it has only
one null eigenvalue associated with the vector 1np. That is, the only
non-trivial linear combination of ZV

∣∣∣
V

having a zero variance is, up
to a constant factor, 1np

⊤ZV

∣∣∣
V

. Therefore, ZV,i(u1) = ZV,j(u2) for
u1, u2 ∈ V only if i = j and u1 = u2. Given the linear interpolation on
the edges (Equation (23)), the same holds true for any two points u1
and u2 belonging to G.

3. The claim stems from Equations (8) and (29).
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4. Let u0, u1, . . . , un ∈ G and c1, . . . , cn ∈ Rp. Let c0 = −A∑n
i=1 ci, where

A is a p × p matrix such that A⊤1p = 1p. Then, from Equation (9),
one has:

0 ≥
n∑

i,j=0
c⊤

i ΓZ(ui, uj)cj

=
n∑

i,j=1
c⊤

i ΓZ(ui, uj)cj +
n∑

i=1
c⊤

i ΓZ(ui, u0)c0 +
n∑

j=1
c⊤

0 ΓZ(u0, uj)cj + c⊤
0 ΓZ(u0, u0)c0

=
n∑

i,j=1
c⊤

i

[
ΓZ(ui, uj) − ΓZ(ui, u0)A − A⊤ΓZ(u0, uj) + A⊤ΓZ(u0, u0)A

]
cj,

i.e. , the mapping (u, v) 7→ −[ΓZ(u, v) −ΓZ(u, u0)A − A⊤ΓZ(u0, v) +
A⊤ΓZ(u0, u0)A] is positive semidefinite (Equation 12).

5. Taking c1 = . . . = cn := c and A= Ip, one gets

0 ≥ c⊤
n∑

i,j=1
[ΓZ(ui, uj) − ΓZ(ui, u0) − ΓZ(u0, uj) + ΓZ(u0, u0)] c.

Accounting for the fact that ΓZ = Γ⊤
Z and ΓZ(u0, u0) = ΓZ(u1, u1) =

ΓZ(u2, u2), one obtains, for n = 1 and u0 = u2:

0 ≥ c⊤ [ΓZ(u0, u0) − ΓZ(u1, u2)] c,

and for n = 2:

0 ≥ c⊤ [ΓZ(u1, u2) + 3ΓZ(u0, u0) − 2ΓZ(u1, u0) − 2ΓZ(u2, u0)] c,

i.e. , ΓZ(u1, u2)−ΓZ(u0, u0) and 2ΓZ(u1, u0)+2ΓZ(u2, u0)−ΓZ(u1, u2)−
3ΓZ(u0, u0) are positive semidefinite matrices.

Proof of Proposition 8. 1. We split the computation of the distances (the
one proposed here, D, and the one defined by Anderes et al. [2020],
dR) in two: the contribution (i.e. the variogram) of the ZV process
and the one of ZE, denoted via the superscripts V and E respectively.
We show that DV

ii (u1, u2) = dV
R(u1, u2) and DE

ii (u1, u2) = dE
R(u1, u2).

The latter comes straightforwardly by comparing the diagonal entries
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of Equation (24), i.e. 1 (e1 = e2) ℓ(e1) (δ1 ∧ δ2 − δ1δ2), with the kernel
Re in Anderes et al. [2020, Equation 15].
Thus, let us show that DV

ii (u1, u2) = dV
R(u1, u2). Let u1, u2 ∈ G and kV,ii

be the i-th diagonal entry of KZV
. Then, on account of Proposition 5:

DV
ii (u1, u2) = kV,ii(u1, u1) + kV,ii(u2, u2) − 2kV,ii(u1, u2)

= δ⊤
1,V Σ̃δ1,V + δ⊤

2,V Σ̃δ2,V − 2δ⊤
1,V Σ̃δ2,V

= (δ1,V − δ2,V )⊤ (Σ + k11n×n) (δ1,V − δ2,V )
= (δ1,V − δ2,V )⊤ Σ (δ1,V − δ2,V ) + k1 (δ1,V − δ2,V )⊤ 1n×n (δ1,V − δ2,V )
= (δ1,V − δ2,V )⊤ Σ (δ1,V − δ2,V ) ,

where in the last step we have used δ⊤
1,V 1n = δ⊤

2,V 1n = 1 owing to
Equation (26).
It is left to show that this quantity coincides with the resistance coun-
terpart of Anderes et al. [2020]. They define their covariance matrix,
here denoted by ΣA, as the (proper) inverse of a modified Laplacian
matrix L, where a one has been added on an arbitrary diagonal entry.
In formulae: ΣA := (L + eje

⊤
j )−1, where ej is the jth vector of the

canonical basis of Rn. It follows directly from Anderes et al. [2020,
Equation 13] that dV

R = (δ1,V − δ2,V )⊤ ΣA (δ1,V − δ2,V ).
Let us show that, for a given quasi-Laplacian matrix L and for any
x ∈ Rn such that 1n

⊤x ̸= 0, it holds:

(δ1,V − δ2,V )⊤
(
L + xx⊤

)−
(δ1,V − δ2,V ) = (δ1,V − δ2,V )⊤ L− (δ1,V − δ2,V ) .

(50)
In order to express the Moore-Penrose inverse of the rank-1 update
L + xx⊤, we exploit Theorem 1 of Meyer [1973] with A := L and
c := d := x. Firstly, let us show that the hypotheses of the theorem
are satisfied: we have to prove that x ̸∈ R(L), where R denotes the
range or column space. R(L) is perpendicular to the kernel of L, that
is (recall that L is a quasi-Laplacian matrix) ker(L) = {h1n : h ∈ R}.
Now, x ∈ R(L) ⇐⇒ x ⊥ ker(L) ⇐⇒ 1n

⊤x = 0, yet 1n
⊤x ̸= 0

by hypothesis. Therefore x ̸∈ R(L), i.e. we can apply the above-
mentioned theorem. In the following computations, we have adopted
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the notation used by Meyer [1973, Section 2], i.e. :

k := L−x h := x⊤L−

u :=
(
In − LL−

)
x = 1

n
1n×nx v := x⊤

(
In − L−L

)
= 1
n
x⊤1n×n

β := 1 + x⊤L−x.

In addition, we have ∥u∥2 = ∥v∥2 = u⊤u = 1
n2 1n

⊤(1n
⊤x)(1n

⊤x)1n =
1
n
(1n

⊤x)2 ̸= 0. Let us finally apply Equation (3.1) of Meyer [1973]:
(
L + xx⊤

)−
= L− − ku− − v−h + βv−u−

= L− − ku⊤

∥u∥2 − v⊤h

∥v∥2 + β
v⊤u⊤

∥v∥2 ∥u∥2

= L− − L−x1n
⊤

1n
⊤x

− 1nx
⊤L−

1n
⊤x

+
(
1 + x⊤L−x

) 1n×n(
1n

⊤x
)2 .

To show (50), it is now sufficient to prove that

(δ1,V − δ2,V )⊤

(1 + x⊤L−x
) 1n×n(

1n
⊤x
)2 − L−x1n

⊤

1n
⊤x

− 1nx
⊤L−

1n
⊤x

 (δ1,V − δ2,V ) = 0.

It is possible to see this by noticing that 1n
⊤ (δ1,V − δ2,V ) = 1n

⊤δ1,V −
1n

⊤δ2,V = 1 − 1 = 0 and similarly (δ1,V − δ2,V )⊤ 1n = 0, therefore each
term of the above equation equals 0.
As a consequence,

dV
R(u1, u2) = (δ1,V − δ2,V )⊤ ΣA (δ1,V − δ2,V )

= (δ1,V − δ2,V )⊤
(
L + eje

⊤
j

)−
(δ1,V − δ2,V )

= (δ1,V − δ2,V )⊤ L− (δ1,V − δ2,V ) = DV
ii (u1, u2).

2. The proof of this point is straightforward from Equation (29): notice
that Dij(u1, u2), for i ̸= j, is the off-diagonal element of D(u1, u2),
whilst Dii(u1, u2) is the main diagonal one.

45



Proof of Proposition 9. We prove each row of the table, in turn. In the fol-
lowing computations, ∼a stands for “asymptotically equivalent to”.

1. Fix α > 0 and let p → +∞. Considering Equations (19) and (21), we
have:

Λ− + α(p− 2)In +
√

(Λ−)2 − 2α(p− 2)Λ− + α2p2In (51)
∼a α(p− 2)In + αpIn = 2α(p− 1)In

α(p− 2)Λ +
√

In − Jn − 2α(p− 2)Λ + α2p2Λ2 − In − Jn (52)
∼a α(p− 2)Λ + αpΛ = 2α(p− 1)Λ.

As a consequence, Q ∼a α(p−1)In and X → Σ. Furthermore, k1, k2 →
0 and thus Σ̃, X̃ → Σ as p → +∞. From this last relation, we obtain
that the process ZV satisfies Cor (ZV,i, ZV,j) → 1 for all i, j ∈ {1, . . . , p}.
Throughout the whole proof, the expression for the distance changes
only via the first line of Equation (29), reported below for an neat
exposition.

δ⊤
1,V Σ̃δ1,V + δ⊤

2,V Σ̃δ2,V − 2δ⊤
1,V X̃δ2,V (53)

= δ⊤
1,V Σδ1,V + δ⊤

2,V Σδ2,V − 2δ⊤
1,V Xδ2,V + 2k1 − 2k2.

In this case,
(53) → (δ1,V − δ2,V )⊤ Σ̃ (δ1,V − δ2,V )

If we add the hypothesis β → 1, Cor (ZE,i, ZE,j) → 1 as well. This
implies that all the p × p entries of D(u1, u2) converge to the same
term, that is dR(u1, u2).

2. Fix p ≥ 2 and let α → +∞. The same asymptotic properties (51) and
(52) hold (notice that p and α always appear with the same exponent
in each monomial). Therefore, the same reasoning applies.

3. Fix p ≥ 2 and let α → 0+. From Equation (18), it is patent that
Q → 1

2(L +
√

L2) = L; whilst from Equation (21), we have:

X = 1
2(p− 1)W

(
(p− 2)Λ + 1

α

√
In − Jn − 2α(p− 2)Λ + α2p2Λ − 1

α
In − 1

α
Jn

)
W⊤.

Consider the diagonal matrix in the big brackets: it is possible to ex-
pand the square root term by means of the Taylor expansion

√
a− b · α + c · α2 =
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√
a− b

2
√

a
α+ o(α) as α → 0+: the ith element on the main diagonal of√

In − Jn − 2α(p− 2)Λ + α2p2Λ is therefore:
√

1 − 2(p− 2)λi

2
√

1
α + o(α) = 1 − (p− 2)λi α + o(α) if i ̸= n

0 if i = n.

As a consequence, we have:

(p− 2)Λ + 1
α

√
In − Jn − 2α(p− 2)Λ + α2p2Λ − 1

α
In − 1

α
Jn

∼a (p− 2)Λ + 1
α

(In − Jn) − (p− 2)Λ − 1
α

In − 1
α

Jn

= − 2
α

Jn,

that is:

X ∼ 1
2(p− 1)W

(
− 2
α

Jn

)
W⊤ = − 1

α(p− 1)
1
n

1n×n,

where in the last step we have used from the proof of Lemma A.3 that
WJnW⊤ = 1

n
1n×n (Equation (47)). In this case

(53) ∼a δ⊤
1,V Σδ1,V + δ⊤

2,V Σδ2,V − 2δ⊤
1,V

(
− 1
αn(p− 1)1n×n

)
δ2,V − 2 1

αnp(p− 1)

= δ⊤
1,V Σδ1,V + δ⊤

2,V Σδ2,V + 2
αnp

.

Clearly, the contribution of the process ZE in Equation (29) and the
above term δ⊤

1,V Σδ1,V + δ⊤
2,V Σδ2,V do not depend on α. As a conse-

quence, Dij(u1, u2) ∼a
2

αnp
for i ̸= j as α → 0+.

4. Let α → 0+ and p → +∞ such that αpτ → 1 with 0 < τ ≤ λn−1 being
fixed. Then, from Equations (19) and (46), one has Q → In

τ
. Likewise,

from Equation (21), it comes X → Σ − τIn. The computation of the
distances Dij(u1, u2) is straightforward: following the same reasoning
of the previous derivation, we have

(53) = δ⊤
1,V Σδ1,V + δ⊤

2,V Σδ2,V − 2δ⊤
1,V (Σ − τIn) δ2,V − 2 1

αnp(p− 1)
→ (δ1,V − δ2,V )⊤ Σ (δ1,V − δ2,V ) + 2τδ⊤

1,V δ2,V .
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The first addendum, together with the contribution of the process ZE

(if β → 1), gives the distance dR(u1, u2).

5. Let α → 0+ and p → +∞, with αpτ → 1 with τ ≥ λ1 fixed. Equation
(19) gives

Q → W diag [λ−1
1 , . . . , λ−1

n−1,
1
τ

]⊤W⊤ = W
(
Λ− + 1

τ
Jn

)
W⊤ = L + 1

nτ
1n×n.

Therefore, from Equation (20):

X = pτ

p− 1

(
Σ
(

L + 1
nτ

1n×n.
)

− In

)
→ −τ

n
1n×n, as p → +∞.

Hence,

(53) → δ⊤
1,V Σδ1,V + δ⊤

2,V Σδ2,V − 2δ⊤
1,V

(
−τ

n
1n×n

)
δ2,V − 2 1

αnp(p− 1)

→ δ⊤
1,V Σδ1,V + δ⊤

2,V Σδ2,V + 2τ
n
.

The result for the distance Dij(u1, u2) is obtained from the last equation
by adding and subtracting 2δ⊤

1,V Xδ2,V and by using the fact that β → 1.

Proof of Theorem 3.1. The result stems from Theorem 2.2 and the fact that
the pseudo-variogram D satisfies D⊤(u1, u2) = D(u2, u1) and is 1p-conditionally
negative semidefinite.

Proof of Theorem 3.2. The result stems from Theorem 3.1 with ψ(t) = exp(−t)
and g(t) = tθ and the fact that the set of positive semidefinite matrix-valued
functions is closed under sums, point-wise limits and element-wise products
with symmetric positive semidefinite matrices.

Proof of Theorem 3.4. From Emery et al. [2022, Equations (28)-(30) and
Theorem 3], Mp has a representation of the form (31) with dFij(ξ) =
Rij(ξ)dξ, where [Rij(ξ)]pi,j=1 is positive semidefinite under the stated condi-
tions (A) or (B). The theorem thus results from the application of Theorem
3.2.
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Proof of Theorem 3.5. Using formula 3.381.4 of Gradshteyn and Ryzhik [2007],
one can write

Cp(D) =
σijβ

ν
ij

Γ(ν)

∫ +∞

0
ξν−1 exp(−βijξ) exp(−ξDθ

ij)dξ
p

i,j=1

.

The conditional negative semidefiniteness of [βij]pi,j=1 implies that
[

ξν−1

Γ(ν) exp(−βijξ)
]p

i,j=1
is positive semidefinite for any ξ ≥ 0 [Reams, 1999, Lemma 2.5]. The theo-
rem results from the application of the Schur product theorem and Theorem
3.2.

Proof of Theorem 3.6. One can write [Porcu et al., 2018]

SGp(D) =
σij2ν−1(αijβij)ν/2

Kν

(√
βij

αij

) ∫ +∞

0
ξν−1 exp

(
− 1

4αijξ
− βijξ

)
exp(−ξDθ

ij)dξ
p

i,j=1

.

The fact that [α−1
ij ]pi,j=1 and [βij]pi,j=1 are conditionally negative semidefinite

implies that [
exp

(
− 1

4αijξ
− βijξ

) ]p
i,j=1

is positive semidefinite for any ξ ≥ 0. The theorem results from the applica-
tion of the Schur product theorem and Theorem 3.2.

Proof of Proposition 10. We start with the case p = 1 and observe that, by
Bochner’s theorem [Bochner, 1955], a continuous mapping C : Rm′ → R is
positive semidefinite if and only if

C(x) =
∫
Rm′

exp(ix⊤ω)G(dω), x ∈ Rm′
,

for G being a non-decreasing and bounded measure in Rm. Here, i denotes
the unit complex number. Using the above representation, Cambanis et al.
[1983] show that a mapping K : [0,+∞) → R belongs to the class Φ1

m if
and only if Equation (37) holds for p = 1 and for F being non-decreasing
and bounded. In particular, choosing a Dirac measure for F , one finds that
t 7→ ωm′(rt) belongs to Φ1

m for any r ≥ 0, that is, ωm′(rdM(·, ·)) is positive
semidefinite on Rm′ .

We now address the general case with p ≥ 1. First, consider a matrix-
valued mapping K belonging to the class Φp

m. We invoke the extension of
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Bochner’s theorem to the p-variate case [Cramer, 1940], for which a contin-
uous mapping C : Rm′ → Rp×p is positive semidefinite if and only if

C(x) =
∫
Rm′

exp(ix⊤ω)G(dω), x ∈ Rm′
,

for G a bounded complex Hermitian matrix-valued measure. Hence, the same
calculations as much as in Cambanis et al. [1983] show that the representation
(37) holds for a bounded symmetric real matrix-valued measure F (that F
is bounded stems from the fact that K(0) is finite). To finish this part of
the proof we need to show that dF(r) is positive semidefinite for any r ≥ 0,
which happens if and only if the mapping

Hc(r) := c⊤F(dr)c, r ∈ [0,+∞),

is non-negative for any arbitrary c ∈ Rp. To this end, consider a p-variate
random field Z in Rm′ with isotropic covariance K, and define Zc := c⊤Z,
which is a univariate random field with isotropic covariance Kc = c⊤Kc.
Hence, Kc obeys to the representation provided by Cambanis et al. [1983],
with a measure Fc such that

Fc = c⊤Fc.

This proves the sufficiency part of the theorem by noting that Fc is non-
decreasing.

Reciprocally, assume that the representation (37) holds with a bounded
symmetric matrix-valued measure F such that dF(r) is positive semidefinite
for any r ≥ 0. Being positive semidefinite on Rm′ for any r ≥ 0, ωm′(rdM(·, ·))
is the covariance function of a univariate Gaussian random field Zr on Rm′ .
Accordingly, the matrix-valued mapping ωm′(rdM(·, ·))1p×p belongs to Φp

m as
the covariance function of Zr1p, and so do the mappings ωm′(rdM(·, ·))dF(r)
and K(dM(·, ·)) owing to the fact that the set of positive semidefinite func-
tions is closed under sums, element-wise products, and pointwise limits.

Proof of Proposition 11. We provide a proof by direct construction. Let m′

be a positive integer. Arguments in Theorem 2.1 of Gneiting [1998] provide
the identity

ωm′(t) = κm′I(m′−1)Ω2m′−1(t), t ≥ 0, (54)
for κm′ a strictly positive constant. Hence, the proof comes from the integral
representation (37) in concert with a straight use of Fubini’s theorem.
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Proof of Proposition 12. The results comes from a straight application of
Proposition 2 in Emery and Porcu [2023] in concert with Lemma 4.1, Propo-
sition 11 and Fubini’s theorem.
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v2

v1 v3

1 1

Figure 5: An example of graph for which the distance D11(v1, v3) ̸≤
D12(v1, v3), for p ≥ 3 and α wisely chosen.

B A Worked Example
Here we provide a simple example of the multivariate distance properties.
Example. Let p ≥ 3 and α > 0. Consider the graph depicted in Figure 5
with V := {v1, v2, v3} and whose Laplacian matrix L and Σ = L− are

L =

 1 −1 0
−1 2 −1
0 −1 1

 , Σ = 1
9

 5 −1 −4
−1 2 −1
−4 −1 5

 .
In addition, the eigendecomposition Σ = WΛW⊤ is

W =


− 1√

2
1√
6

1√
3

0 − 2√
6

1√
3

1√
2

1√
6

1√
3

 , Λ =

1
1
3

0

 .
Let us consider the distance between v1 and v3 for the same variable and for
different variables, i.e. D11(v1, v3) and D12(v1, v3). Since both v1 and v3 are
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vertices, the contribution of ZE is null, therefore, by Equation (29), we have:

D11(v1, v3) = (δ1,V − δ3,V )⊤ Σ̃ (δ1,V − δ3,V )

= [1, 0,−1] Σ̃

 1
0

−1


= Σ̃11 + Σ̃33 − 2Σ̃13

= Σ11 + Σ33 − 2Σ13 = 2,
D12(v1, v3) = δ⊤

1,V Σ̃δ1,V + δ⊤
3,V Σ̃δ3,V − 2δ⊤

1,V X̃δ3,V

= Σ̃11 + Σ̃33 − 2X̃13

= Σ11 + Σ33 + 2k1 − 2X13 − 2k2

= 10
9 − 2 · 1

3αp(p− 1) − 2X13.

Now it is possible to compute X13 by means of Equation (20):

X13 = 1
2α(p− 1)W1⋆

(
α(p− 2)Λ +

√
In − Jn − 2α(p− 2)Λ + α2p2Λ2 − In − Jn

)
W⊤

⋆3

= 1
2α(p− 1)

3∑
i=1

W1iW3i

(
α(p− 2)Λ +

√
In − Jn − 2α(p− 2)Λ + α2p2Λ2 − In − Jn

)
ii

= 1
2α(p− 1)

− 1
2

(
α(p− 2) · 1 +

√
1 − 2α(p− 2) · 1 + α2p2 · 12 − 1

)

+ 1
6

α(p− 2) · 1
3 +

√
1 − 2α(p− 2) · 1

3 + α2p2 · 1
32 − 1


+ 1

3

(
α(p− 2) · 0 +

√
0 − 2α(p− 2) · 0 + α2p2 · 02 − 2

)
= 1

2α(p− 1)

− 1
2
√

1 − 2α(p− 2) + α2p2

+ 1
6

√
1 − 2

3α(p− 2) + α2p2

9 − 4
9α(p− 2) − 1

3

.
With p = 3, the maximum discrepancy d(α) := D11(v1, v3) − D12(v1, v3) is
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reached at α⋆ = 1.32092. In such a case, X13 = −0.48598 and thus:

D12(v1, v3) = 10
9 −2· 1

18 · 1.32092−2·(−0.48598) = 1.99896 < 2 = D11(v1, v3),

that is, d(α⋆) = 0.00103. Notice that for α := α̂ = 0.97222 and for α → +∞,
we achieve d(α̂) = 0, and for 0 < α < α̂ we have d(α) < 0. One can obtain
larger values for d(α) by taking α := 1

p
and letting p → +∞. In this setting,

we have X13 → −1
3 and d(α) → 2

9 .
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