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Abstract

This paper introduces a new probabilistic framework for supervised learning in neural systems. It is designed to
model complex, uncertain systems whose random outputs are strongly non-Gaussian given deterministic inputs.
The architecture itself is a random object stochastically generated by a latent anisotropic Gaussian random field
defined on a compact, boundaryless, multiply-connected manifold. The objective is not to propose an alternative
to existing fixed-topology architectures or to outperform current models in specific empirical settings. Rather, the
goal is to establish a novel conceptual and mathematical framework in which neural architectures are realizations
of a geometry-aware, field-driven generative process. In this formulation, both the neural topology and synaptic
weights emerge jointly from a latent random field, integrating structural and topological uncertainty as intrinsic
features of the model. A reduced-order parameterization governs the spatial intensity of an inhomogeneous Pois-
son process on the manifold, from which neuron locations are sampled. Input and output neurons are identified
via extremal evaluations of the latent field, while connectivity is established through geodesic proximity and local
field affinity. Synaptic weights are conditionally sampled from the field realization, inducing stochastic output
responses even for deterministic inputs. To ensure scalability, the architecture is sparsified via percentile-based
diffusion masking, yielding geometry-aware sparse connectivity without ad hoc structural assumptions. Super-
vised learning is formulated as inference on the generative hyperparameters of the latent field, using a negative
log-likelihood loss estimated through Monte Carlo sampling from single-observation-per-input datasets. The pa-
per initiates a mathematical analysis of the model, establishing foundational properties such as well-posedness,
measurability, and a preliminary analysis of the expressive variability of the induced stochastic mappings, which
support its internal coherence and lay the groundwork for a broader theory of geometry-driven stochastic learning.
A numerical illustration on a torus is provided, not to demonstrate predictive superiority over existing models, but
to elucidate how topological, anisotropic, and stochastic field parameters influence the emergent neural architec-
ture and its induced function class.

Keywords: Random neural architectures on manifolds, Latent random fields on manifolds, Supervised learning,
Compact boundaryless multiply-connected manifolds

1. Introduction

(i) Objective of the paper. The objective of this paper is to develop a mathematically rigorous probabilistic frame-
work for supervised learning in neural systems, designed to model complex, uncertain systems whose random
outputs are strongly non-Gaussian given deterministic inputs. The architectures are not fixed but are instead
stochastically generated. These architectures are defined on compact, boundaryless, multiply-connected mani-
folds and are governed by latent Gaussian random fields. The proposed model generates both the neural topology
and synaptic weights as emergent properties of a reduced-order representation of such a latent field.

Neurons are stochastically positioned via a Poisson point process whose spatial intensity is modulated by the
latent field. Input and output neurons are selected from these points based on extremal evaluations of the field,
and connections are established based on geodesic proximity and field affinity. Random weights are then assigned
conditionally on the field realization, inducing a stochastic response even for deterministic inputs.

To enable scalability, a sparsification procedure is introduced that significantly reduces network connectivity
via percentile-thresholded diffusion kernels. Crucially, supervised learning is not framed as direct weight opti-
mization but as the statistical inference of the hyperparameters controlling the generative process. A negative
log-likelihood loss is defined from the conditional density of outputs given inputs, which is estimated via Monte
Carlo sampling over network realizations. This formulation allows training with only a single observation per
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input, reflecting the model’s capacity to internalize structural uncertainty.

(ii) Related work and background. Supervised learning of neural networks has been a foundational paradigm in
modern machine learning, where models are trained to approximate functions by minimizing empirical risk over
labeled datasets [1, 2]. Classical architectures, including multilayer perceptrons (MLPs), convolutional neural
networks (CNNs), and recurrent neural networks (RNNs), have been extensively studied in this context, with well-
established training algorithms such as stochastic gradient descent (SGD) and its variants [3, 4]. More recently,
research has moved beyond fixed architectures toward random and stochastic neural models. These include, ran-
domly initialized networks used as priors in Bayesian inference [5, 6], and, neural networks with random weights,
as universal feature generators, exemplified by random kitchen sinks and extreme learning machines [7, 8]. A
growing body of work explores neural architecture search (NAS), where network structure itself is treated as a
variable to optimize, though often in a deterministic or heuristic fashion [9, 10]. In parallel, theoretical develop-
ments have begun to address the stochastic modeling of network architectures, where randomness is incorporated
not only in weights but also in connectivity patterns, depth, or activation functions [11, 12]. Such approaches
aim to capture richer inductive biases, model uncertainty, or accommodate data with complex latent geometry.
Notably, the randomization of architectures has been used for model averaging, robustness, and in Bayesian deep
learning frameworks [13, 14]. Among the significant advances in geometry-aware learning architectures are Graph
Neural Networks (GNNs), which extend deep learning to non-Euclidean domains such as graphs, manifolds, and
combinatorial complexes. GNNs operate by aggregating and transforming information across nodes and their
neighborhoods, capturing local and global relational structure [15, 16, 17]. Foundational variants include Graph
Convolutional Networks (GCNs) [17], Graph Attention Networks (GATs) [18], and Message Passing Neural Net-
works (MPNNs) [19], which have been further extended to dynamic, heterogeneous, and hierarchical settings
[20, 21]. Additionally, recent studies have drawn connections between GNNs and manifold learning, where graph
Laplacians serve as discrete approximations of differential operators on smooth manifolds [22, 23, 24]. However,
these models typically assume fixed input graphs, with deterministic structure. Unlike approaches that endow
fixed graphs with probabilistic weights or node-level uncertainty, the present work defines a probability distri-
bution over entire neural architectures, including the placement of neurons and their connectivity, as a function
of a continuous latent field defined over a manifold. Efforts to incorporate probabilistic structure into GNNs in-
clude Bayesian GNNs [25, 26] and methods for learning distributions over graph topologies [27]. However, these
approaches remain largely constrained to discrete graph spaces and do not leverage continuous latent processes
or intrinsic geometric priors [28]. In contrast, the proposed model treats the neural architecture as an emergent,
field-driven object, where both topology and weight distribution arise from a latent Gaussian random field on a
compact manifold. This coupling allows the stochastic neural representation to inherit smoothness, anisotropy,
and topological complexity directly from the geometry. While some advances in manifold learning—such as in-
trinsic graph convolution, diffusion models [29], and variational autoencoders on curved spaces—have begun to
address geometric complexity, these typically rely on fixed embeddings or learned kernels rather than stochastic
generative fields.

In parallel, Gaussian process-based surrogate modeling has provided alternative approaches for uncertainty
quantification in physics-informed systems. Related surrogate modeling strategies based on Gaussian processes
have also been developed in computational physics contexts [30, 31, 32]. Gaussian process regression provides
a surrogate modeling technique that enables exploration of posterior distributions [33, 34]. In the deterministic
setting, Physics-Informed Neural Networks PINNs [35, 36] provide a framework for solving dynamical systems
governed by ordinary or partial differential equations. In the probabilistic setting, extending PINNs to nonlinear
stochastic partial differential equations poses significant challenges, and several strategies have been proposed in
the recent literature [37, 38]. Generative PINNs, including those based on variational autoencoders (VAE-PINNs)
or generative adversarial networks (GAN-PINNs) [39, 40], aim to model the full probability distribution of the
solution field.

One of the goals of the proposed model is to represent non-Gaussian output behavior induced by random
mappings, using a small number of neurons (e.g., 20 input, 80 hidden, 100 output) and limited training data
(e.g., 1000 samples). These non-Gaussian features emerge from the structural randomness of the model itself
and are not artificially injected as output noise. The challenge of constructing surrogate models for stochastic
systems in the small-data regime aligns with the probabilistic learning framework on manifolds is proposed in
[41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46].

Classical and generalized Gaussian processes have been defined via kernel constructions, [47, 48, 49, 50, 51]).
The work of Lindgren et al. [52, 53] established a connection between Gaussian fields and Gaussian Markov
random fields (GMRFs) through SPDEs of the form L = (τ0 − ∆)α/2u(x) = W(x), with α = ν + d/2, ν > 0,
on a Euclidean domain x ∈ Rd. This formulation is effective for stationary and isotropic fields and has been
extended to anisotropic and manifold-based settings. When the fractional order α/2 is the integer 1, the SPDE

2



becomes a standard elliptic equation. In such a case, the weak formulation of the corresponding boundary value
problem allows the use of finite element methods for constructing realizations of the Gaussian random field, and
this formulation can be extended to a multiply-connected manifold on which the Gaussian random field lives (see,
for instance, [54]). For fractional powers α ∈ (0, 2), Bonito et al. [55] introduced efficient numerical algorithms
for approximating fractional powers of elliptic operators, although their work focuses on flat domains without
explicit spatial anisotropy or complex geometric constraints. More recent developments adapt SPDE models to
cortical surfaces but still often assume relatively simple topologies and mostly isotropic behavior. Fuglstad et al.
[56, 57] proposed modeling spatial anisotropy in Gaussian processes through local metric tensors and deformation
models. Similarly, Borovitskiy et al. [58] developed intrinsic kernels on manifolds based on heat kernels and
geodesic distances; these approaches typically require kernel construction or metric learning. Recent advances
in geometric machine learning highlight manifold-based probabilistic modeling, including generative diffusion
models [29], manifold VAEs, and intrinsic graph convolutional frameworks [59, 60].

A distinct yet relevant line of research involves generative models of graphs and functions, including Graph-
VAE [61], GraphAF [62], and other deep generative approaches that learn probability distributions over graph
topologies or node features. These models differ significantly from the current work: they typically learn from
observed graphs, use discrete latent representations, and are not grounded in continuous field-based geometry.
Nevertheless, they share the ambition of sampling from a graph distribution rather than optimizing over fixed
structures. Similarly, in the context of Gaussian processes on manifolds, recent works [58, 63] construct intrinsic
kernels via heat kernels or spectral approximations, allowing for manifold-aware inference with GP priors. While
such methods focus on function-space uncertainty, the present model treats architectural uncertainty as primary,
generating both the structure and the mapping as a single stochastic object from a latent field. This distinguishes
the proposed approach from classical GP regression, while complementing its geometric foundations.

(iii) A short survey on the methodology proposed. The construction of the random neural architecture on the
compact, boundaryless, multiply-connected manifold S is performed s follows.

• A real-valued, anisotropic Gaussian random field {U(x), x ∈ S } is constructed on a given compact, bound-
aryless, multiply-connected 2-dimensional manifold immersed in the 3-dimensional Euclidean space R3.
This random field is defined as the solution of a stochastic partial differential equation (SPDE) with a
strongly elliptic operator Lnh that incorporates a family of anisotropic coefficient fields [Knh ] on the S -
manifold, indexed by nh ∈ N; the solution is a second-order, centered, Gaussian real-valued random field
on S . The manifold S is geometrically approximated by a manifold Sh, constructed using the finite
element method. The Gaussian random field on the manifold Sh is obtained by discretizing the weak for-
mulation of the stochastic PDE on Sh. For fixed nh, this centered, second-order, Gaussian, real-valued
random field is parameterized by the anisotropic field [Knh ], which is itself parameterized by two bounded
and positive-valued fields h(1)

nh (x) and h(2)
nh (x) for x ∈ S .

• An inhomogeneous Poisson point process is introduced with an intensity related to the Gaussian field U,
allowing the generation of a set of N points V = {xi, i = 1, . . . ,N} ⊂ Sh, which represent the random
locations of N neurons on Sh.

• A sparsity binary mask is constructed to define the neural graph topology (edge construction), using a self-
tuning diffusion kernel combined with percentile-based sparsification, resulting in a significantly reduced
number of edges ne ≪ N(N − 1). This mask is then applied to a randomly generated dense weight matrix
to obtain a sparse random weight matrix. The random dense matrix is constructed as follows: for each pair
(xi, x j) ∈ V × V, the geodesic distance dg(xi, x j) on Sh is computed. A random field strength difference
∆S i j = S i − S j is introduced, where S i = U(xi). Preliminary (fully connected) random edge weights [W]
are defined by [W]i j = g(dg(xi, x j),∆S i j);σi, σ j, ζs σS , where g : R+ × R → R+ is a prescribed mapping
that depends on the local geometric bandwidths σi, σ j, and a feature similarity scale ζs σS. The parameter
ζs > 0 controls the relative sensitivity of edge weights to differences in neuron feature values S i, normalized
by σS, where σ2

S = N−1 tr[CS] and [CS] is the covariance matrix of the random vector S = (S 1, . . . , S N).
This model encodes adaptive geometric proximity and field-based affinity: edge weights are high when
neurons are geodesically close and have similar field values, and exponentially small otherwise, due to
either spatial separation or field mismatch. Since the fully connected graph contains N(N − 1) edges, which
is computationally prohibitive, sparsification is achieved by applying the binary sparsity mask to the fully
connected weight matrix.

• The hyperparameter of the random neural network on the manifold Sh is denoted by θt ∈ Cθt ⊂ Rnθt ,
where nθt is relatively small. It is written as θt = (θ,β), where θ = (h1, h2, ζs,β

(1)
nh ,β

(2)
nh ). The positive

scalars h1 and h2 are hyperparameters, and β (1)
nh and β (2)

nh are Rnh - valued hyperparameters corresponding to
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low-rank representations of the positive-valued fields {h(1)
nh (x), x ∈ S } and {h(2)

nh (x), x ∈ S }. These fields
are, in addition, assumed to be bounded below by a positive constant. These hyperparameters specify the
anisotropic tensor field {[Knh (x)], x ∈ S }, which governs the construction of the Gaussian random field U.
With hyperparameter vector θ, the field U is denoted by {U(x; θ), x ∈ Sh}. The positive scalar ζs controls
the measure of similarity between field values at neuron locations. The parameter τ0 > 0 is fixed; it shifts
the spectrum of Lnh upward, widening the spectral gap and improving conditioning. The hyperparameter
β ∈ Rnb contains the nb coefficients of a low-rank representation of the bias vector b =

∑nb
j=1 β j h j with

nb ≤ N. A realization of the random neural architecture on the manifold Sh is generated for each given
value of θ. Given the ne edges resulting from the sparsification, the weights are modeled by a non-Gaussian
random sparse matrix [Wsp

θ ], which is constructed using the Gaussian random field U(·; θ) on Sh, evaluated
at the N neuron locations {xi

θ, i = 1, . . . ,N}. For this value of θ, we obtain an N-neuron system with
random weights [Wsp

θ ] and deterministic biases given by the vector b. This system allows us to estimate
the probability density function used in constructing the loss function for a supervised input-output training
dataset, which is used to identify the vector-valued hyperparameter θt.

The two-stage generative process underlying the stochastic neural architecture is summarized in Fig. 1. The first
row describes the geometry-driven construction of the architecture, while the second row details the assignment
of weights and the inference of generative hyperparameters from supervised data.

Latent Gaussian
random field

Poisson process
for neuron sampling

Sparse graph
construction

Random edge weights
conditioned on field

Stochastic neural system
[Wsp

θ ], b
Training: inference

of hyperparameters θt

Figure 1: Two-stage schematic of the proposed generative pipeline. The first row shows the geometric construction of the random neural
architecture from a latent field. The second row describes the construction of weights and the supervised learning of hyperparameters.

(iv) Overview of the learning problem and loss formulation. The learning problem is formulated as the sta-
tistical inference of the generative hyperparameter vector θt = (θ,β), where θ governs the construction of the
stochastic neural architecture and β encodes the neuron biases. Rather than training synaptic weights directly
via gradient-based optimization, as in conventional supervised learning, the proposed framework defines a con-
ditional output probability density function pANN(y | x; θt), which emerges from the random mappings induced by
realizations of the latent field. A single deterministic input x ∈ Rnin gives rise to a Rnout -valued random output Y
through architecture sampling, random weight generation, and forward computation. For the supervised learning,
the training dataset consists of nd points (xi, yi) ∈ Rnin × Rnout . The set {xi, i = 1, . . . , nd} denote nd independent
realizations of an Rnin -valued random variable X with a probability measure PX(dx). For each input xi, there is
a single output yi ∈ Rnout , corresponding to a realization of the random variable Y with values in Rnout . The su-
pervised learning objective is to minimize the empirical negative log-likelihood over observed input–output pairs,
J(θt) = −

∑nd
i=1 log pANN(yi | xi; θt). Since the conditional densities pANN(y | x; θt) are analytically intractable, they

are estimated via Monte Carlo simulation over realizations of neural architectures generated from θt. This allows
learning from datasets in which each input vector is associated with a single realization of the random output
vector, a regime that is poorly suited to standard deterministic neural networks. The details of the sampling strat-
egy, likelihood estimation, and optimization procedure are presented in Section 8. This overview emphasizes the
key conceptual inversion: learning is recast as likelihood-based identification of the generative hyperparameters,
rather than direct optimization of weights on a fixed architecture.

(v) Novelty and contribution. This paper introduces a novel probabilistic framework for supervised learning in
neural systems whose structure is not fixed, but stochastically generated by a latent Gaussian random field defined
on a compact, boundaryless, multiply-connected manifold S . Unlike conventional neural networks with prede-
fined connectivity, the proposed approach models both the topology and the random weights of the neural network
as emergent properties of a hidden random field. Specifically, a Gaussian random field U(·; θ), parameterized by
a hyperparameter vector θ, governs the spatial intensity of a Poisson point process over the manifold S , yielding
the stochastic locations of neural nodes. From these points, a subset of nin input and nout output neurons is selected
based on the extreme values of U(·; θ) evaluated at the Poisson-distributed locations. The connectivity graph is
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then constructed using both spatial proximity and dependence on the realized field. The weights are randomly
generated conditionally on the field, allowing variability in the neural responses for fixed inputs. The training task
consists of estimating the hyperparameters θt from supervised input-output data, using the negative log-likelihood
loss function constructed from conditional Monte Carlo simulations. The originality of the proposed framework
lies in the following:

• It defines neural architectures as realizations from a stochastic generative process on compact, boundaryless,
multiply-connected manifolds, enabling principled modeling of geometric uncertainty and topology.

• Both neuron placements and synaptic weights emerge from a reduced-order latent Gaussian random field
and a Poisson spatial process, without assuming a fixed topology or connectivity.

• The selection of input and output neurons is also stochastic, based on extremal evaluations of the latent field
at Poisson-sampled locations, which further internalizes the structural randomness into the architecture.

• Graph sparsification is not imposed heuristically but arises from percentile-based diffusion masking, mod-
ulated by geodesic distances and field-affinity scores.

• The resulting network defines a stochastic mapping from deterministic inputs to random outputs, capturing
functional uncertainty induced by the latent generative process.

• Supervised learning is formulated as statistical inference of the hyperparameters θt that govern the architec-
ture generator, rather than direct weight optimization on a fixed network.

• A negative log-likelihood loss is minimized using conditional Monte Carlo estimation across architecture
realizations, enabling learning from a dataset for which each input vector is associated with a single realiza-
tion of the random output vector.

We propose a Stochastic Graph Neural Network (GNN) whose architecture is sampled based on hyperparameter
vector θt = (θ,β). Unlike standard GNNs or feedforward neural networks, the graph structure varies across simu-
lations, enabling flexible and adaptive representation learning.

This formulation is particularly advantageous for implementing Physics-Informed Neural Networks (PINNs) with
randomized architectures. Specifically, the latent random field defined on a manifold can serve as the stochastic
germ for constructing the random fields that appear as coefficients in the partial differential equations (PDEs)
governing inhomogeneous physical systems. In this way, the randomized neural network architecture becomes
intrinsically aligned with the mathematical structure of the physical model underlying the inverse statistical prob-
lem to be solved from a target dataset. For example, in the case of complex systems with periodic random mi-
crostructures, a boundaryless manifold proves useful. Conversely, when the physical domain exhibits boundaries,
the model incorporates a manifold with boundary, along with appropriately defined boundary conditions for the
stochastic PDE that generates the latent random field. In this approach, the vector-valued stochastic germ used in
the stochastic PDE of the physics model is also used for the reduced-order latent random field of the ANN, and
consequently, ensures that the neural network architecture is statistically consistent with, and structurally adapted
to, the physical and probabilistic characteristics of the problem.

(vi) Organization of the paper. The paper is structured as follows:

• Section 2 introduces the construction of a parameterized anisotropic Gaussian random field on a compact,
boundaryless, multiply-connected 2D manifold embedded in R3. This includes the formulation of the as-
sociated SPDE, its weak form, finite element discretization, and the reduced-order representation derived
from a spectral decomposition of the discretized covariance.

• Section 3 presents the inhomogeneous Poisson point process used for neuron placement on the manifold. A
rejection-based sampling procedure is described, guided by the latent field intensity.

• Section 4 details the construction of the stochastic neural graph. Input and output neurons are selected
based on field extremality, and edge connectivity is defined using a diffusion kernel modulated by geodesic
distance and field-derived feature similarity. Sparsification is achieved through a percentile-thresholding
strategy.

• Section 5 describes the generation of random edge weights conditioned on the latent field and sparsified
graph topology, yielding realizations of the random sparse weight matrix [Wsp

θ ].
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• Section 6 introduces a low-rank representation for neuron biases to reduce the number of trainable parame-
ters. While this representation is optional, it supports efficient bias modeling in large networks.

• Section 7 presents the forward computation in the Stochastic Graph Neural Network (SGNN), formulated
as a constrained nonlinear system involving random architecture realizations.

• Section 8 defines the supervised learning problem as the identification of the generative hyperparameters θt,
using a Monte Carlo-based negative log-likelihood loss and a constrained optimization scheme.

• Section 9 outlines the validation and testing methodology, including overfitting diagnostics, accuracy eval-
uation, confidence interval estimation, computation of the continuous ranked probability score (CRPS), and
comparison of the conditional probability density functions of random outputs for a given deterministic
input.

• Section 10 is devoted to the mathematical analysis of the SGNN model, focusing on its well-posedness and
statistical properties.

• Section 11 provides a numerical illustration of the proposed model using a random neural architecture
defined on a torus, viewed as a compact, boundaryless, multiply-connected manifold.

• Section 12 concludes with a discussion of the results, limitations, and potential extensions of the proposed
framework.

(vii) Important remarks on positioning and intent. The aim of this work is not to propose an alternative to existing
fixed-topology neural architectures or to outperform current models in specific empirical settings. Rather, it is to
explore a new conceptual and mathematical framework in which the neural architecture itself is a random object,
a realization of a geometry-aware, field-driven generative process defined over compact boundaryless manifolds.
This formulation integrates structural uncertainty at the topological level and offers a probabilistically grounded
perspective where connectivity, weights, and node roles emerge jointly from a latent anisotropic field. We view
this not as a refinement of current methods, but as the opening of a distinct research direction, one that invites
reconsideration of the architectural priors, inductive biases, and stochastic mechanisms underpinning learning on
non-Euclidean and manifold-structured domains.

While this approach shares certain high-level concerns with Bayesian machine learning—such as the modeling
of uncertainty and stochastic representation, it departs from the Bayesian deep learning paradigm. In particular,
the proposed framework does not involve prior distributions over neural weights, nor does it rely on posterior
inference within a fixed architecture. Instead, both the architecture and the weight distribution are emergent prop-
erties of a generative process defined by a latent Gaussian random field on a manifold. The resulting randomness
is structural and geometric in nature, rather than epistemic. Learning is therefore recast as the inference of the
hyperparameters governing the generative field, via a likelihood-based formulation, rather than as posterior in-
ference over parameters. This distinction underlines the originality of the framework: it establishes a stochastic
foundation for learning systems in which function, geometry, and topology are jointly governed by an underlying
random field, rather than externally imposed or optimized through conventional learning procedures.

This work also initiates the mathematical analysis of a stochastic neural model whose architecture is gen-
erated by a latent Gaussian random field on a compact manifold. While a complete theoretical characterization
remains open, the results already establish fundamental properties, such as a preliminary analysis of the expressive
variability of the induced stochastic mappings, supporting the model internal coherence and expressive potential.
These initial developments lay the groundwork for a broader mathematical theory of geometry-driven stochastic
learning systems.

Finally, the numerical illustration presented in this work is not intended to demonstrate superior predictive ac-
curacy or to benchmark against existing architectures. Rather, it serves to elucidate how topological, anisotropic,
and latent stochastic parameters influence the emergent neural architecture and its induced function class. These
diagnostics illustrate the operational consequences of the proposed generative model, highlighting how structural
uncertainty and geometric priors shape the expressive behavior of the resulting stochastic neural system.

(viii) Conventions for the variables, vectors, and matrices.
x, η: lower-case Latin or Greek letters are deterministic real variables.
x, η: boldface lower-case Latin or Greek letters are deterministic vectors.
X: upper-case Latin letters are real-valued random variables.
X: boldface upper-case Latin letters are vector-valued random variables.
[x]: lower-case Latin letters between brackets are deterministic matrices.
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[X]: boldface upper-case letters between brackets are matrix-valued random variables.

(ix) Algebraic notations.
N: set of natural numbers including 0.
R: set of real numbers.
Rm: Euclidean vector space of dimension m.
Mm,n, Mm : set of the (m × n), (m × m), real matrices.
M+m, M+0

m : set of the positive-definite, positive, (m × m) real matrices.
[Im]: identity matrix in Mm.
⟨ x, y ⟩: usual Euclidean inner product of x and y.
∥ x ∥: Euclidean norm of x equal to ⟨ x, x ⟩1/2.
∥ [x] ∥F : Frobenius norm of matrix [x].

(x) Convention used for random variables. In this paper, for any finite integer m ≥ 1, the Euclidean space Rm is
equipped with the σ-algebra BRm . If Y is a Rm-valued random variable defined on the probability space (Ω,T ,P),
Y is a mapping ω 7→ Y(ω) from Ω into Rm, measurable from (Ω,T ) into (Rm,BRm ), and Y(ω) is a realization
(sample) of Y for ω ∈ Ω. The probability distribution of Y is the probability measure PY(dy) on the measurable
set (Rm,BRm ) (we will simply say on Rm). The Lebesgue measure on Rm is noted dy and when PY(dy) is written
as pY(y) dy, pY is the probability density function (PDF) on Rm of PY(dy) with respect to dy. We denotes by E the
mathematical expectation operator that is such that E{Y} =

∫
Rm y PY(dy). Random variable Y is a second-order

random variable if E{∥Y∥2} < +∞. The set of all the second-order random variables defined on (Ω,T ,P) with
values in Rm is a Hilbert space denoted as L2(Ω,Rm), equipped with the inner product ⟨Y,Y′⟩Ω = E{⟨Y,Y′⟩}
and the associated norm ∥Y∥Ω= ⟨Y,Y⟩1/2Ω . Finally, a normalized Gaussian random vector V is a vector whose
components are all statistically independent, with each component being Gaussian, centered, and having unit
variance.

2. Modeling of a parameterized anisotropic latent Gaussian random field on a compact, boundaryless,
multiply-connected 2-dimensional manifold immersed in 3D Euclidean space, and its reduced-order
representation-based random generator

The construction of a Gaussian random field on a compact, boundaryless, multiply-connected manifold S
of dimension 2 immersed in the Euclidean space of dimension 3 is based on the Karhunen-Loève expansion of
random fields. However, the explicit construction of such a random field on the manifold S requires not only
truncating the expansion, but also constructing a manageable parametrization of the manifold with a finite (though
large) number of parameters, and defining, over this parameterized representation of the manifold, the mean
function and the covariance operator of the random field. We thus propose an efficient construction based on the
following steps:

• Use the finite element method to construct an approximation Sh of the multiply-connected manifold S ,
using 3-node isoparametric triangles [64]. The parameters consist of all the 3D coordinates of the no finite
element nodes of the mesh. This yields a geometrical approximation Sh of the manifold S and allows the
construction of the finite element basis {φp(x), x ∈ Sh}

no
p=1 for representing any sufficiently smooth function

defined on Sh.

• Define the centered, second-order, Gaussian, real-valued random field U on the manifold S , represented
on Sh using a relatively small number of hyperparameters. For this Gaussian random field U indexed by
S , following the approach in [52, 53], we define a stochastic linear boundary value problem on S , whose
nonhogeneous source term is a Gaussian white generalized random field B indexed by S . The coefficients
of the linear differential operator depend on the location on S and on hyperparameters that control the
anisotropy of the random field. The unique solution of this stochastic problem is the centered generalized
Gaussian random field, represented by a classical centered, second-order, Gaussian, real-valued random
field U indexed by S (see [47]).

• Construct the weak formulation of the stochastic boundary value problem and perform its spatial discretiza-
tion using the finite element model Sh of the manifold S [65]. This yields a finite-dimensional stochastic
representation U(x) =

∑no
p=1 Up φp(x) for x ∈ Sh, which satisfies a linear random matrix equation of the

form (τ0 [g]+[κnh ]) U = B, where U = (U1, . . . ,Uno ) and B is a centered, second-order, Gaussian, Rno -valued
random variable.
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• Express the covariance matrix [CU] of the Rno -valued random variable U, which is the solution of the above
linear random matrix equation.

• To reduce the stochastic dimension of the representation of the random field U, construct a reduced-order
stochastic model of U with dimension m ≪ no, using a classical principal component analysis. This involves
solving the eigenvalue problem for the matrix [CU], retaining the m largest eigenvalues (represented by the
diagonal matrix [λm] ∈ M+m) and their associated eigenvectors (represented by the matrix [Φm] ∈ Mno,m).

• The final representation {Um(x), x ∈ Sh} of the random field U on Sh is given by Um(x) = ⟨ψm(x),H ⟩,
where ψm(x) = [λm]1/2[Φm]T φ(x), φ(x) = (φ1(x), . . . , φno (x)), and H is the normalized Gaussian Rm-valued
random variable with mean E{H} = 0m and covariance matrix E{H ⊗H} = [Im].

2.1. Construction of a parameterized anisotropic latent Gaussian random field and its generator
(i) Geometry. Let x = (x1, x2, x3) denote a point in the Cartesian coordinate system of R3. We consider a smooth,
compact, boundaryless, multiply-connected 2-dimensional manifold S ⊂ R3, oriented by its outward unit normal
n(x) to S , and immersed in the Euclidean space R3.

(ii) Gaussian white generalized random field. Let dσ(x) be the intrinsic surface measure on S . Let {B(x), x ∈ S }
be a real-valued, centered, Gaussian white generalized random field defined on the probability space (Ω,T ,P)
and indexed by S . Its covariance CB is a generalized function [66, 47] such that, for all real-valued continuous
function f on S ,

⟨CB, f ⊗ f ⟩ = ∥ f ∥2L2(S ) , (2.1)

which can, formally, be written as
∫
S

∫
S

CB(x, x′) f (x) f (x′) dσ(x) dσ(x′) =
∫
S

f (x)2 dσ(x).

(iii) Stochastic partial differential equation. Let {U(x), x ∈ S } be the centered real-valued random field defined
on the probability space (Ω,T ,P) and indexed by S , such that

E{U(x)} = 0 , ∀x ∈ S . (2.2)

The random field U on S is constructed as the solution of the stochastic partial differential equation,

(τ0 − ⟨∇, [Knh (x)]∇ ⟩) U(x) = B(x) , ∀x ∈ S . (2.3)

In Eq. (2.3), τ0 > 0 is fixed, and x 7→ [Knh (x)] is a function from S into M+0
3 . Let Lnh be the operator defined by

Lnh = τ0 − ⟨∇, [Knh (x)]∇⟩ , (2.4)

where ∇ denotes the surface gradient acting tangentially to S . At each point x ∈ S , the matrix [Knh (x)], when
projected onto the tangent space TxS , defines a symmetric, positive-definite endomorphism in End(TxS ). In
addition, the construction of the field [Knh ] is carried out in order that, there exit two constants k⋆ and k⋆ with
0 < k⋆ ≤ k⋆ < +∞ such that

k⋆ ∥u∥2 ≤ ⟨ [Knh (x)] u,u ⟩ ≤ k⋆ ∥u∥2 , ∀u ∈ TxS , ∀x ∈ S . (2.5)

These bounds guarantee the uniform ellipticity of the operator Lnh .

Remark 1. We consider a centered random field, as a non-zero mean function would not influence the proposed
hyperparameterized probabilistic model of the random neural architecture, and thus would have no effect on the
supervised learning process used to estimate the optimal hyperparameter value controlling the neural network.

(iv) Anisotropic S -manifold model. Let e1(x), e2(x), e3(x) be a direct local orthonormal basis at the point x ∈ S ,
such that e3(x) = n(x). Consequently, e1(x) and e2(x) belong to the tangent space TxS . Let h(1)

nh (x) and h(2)
nh (x) be

positive real-valued fields on S . We then define the diagonal tensor field [Knh ] by

[Knh (x)] = h(1)
nh

(x) e1(x) ⊗ e1(x) + h(2)
nh

(x) e2(x) ⊗ e2(x) , ∀ x ∈ S , (2.6)

where, for k ∈ {1, 2}, the field h(k)
nh is an nh-finite representation of a real-valued field on S . It can be seen

that [Knh (x)] ∈ M+0
3 . When restricted to the tangent space End(TxS ), it defines a symmetric, positive-definite

endomorphism of TxS , that is, [Knh (x)] |TxS ∈ End(TxS ). As such, it defines an anisotropic Riemannian
metric on S , since the restriction of [Knh (x)] to TxS is positive-definite. Consequently, the differential operator

8



⟨∇, [Knh (x)]∇⟩ becomes intrinsic to the manifold S , that is, invariant under isometries and independent of the
immersion into R3. For k ∈ {1, 2} and for given nh ≥ 1, a low-rank representation of h(k)

nh (x) is introduced and
written as

0 < c(k)
⋆ ≤ h(k)

nh
(x) = hk +

nh∑
j=1

β (k)
j h(k, j)(x) ≤ c(k)⋆ , ∀ x ∈ S , (2.7)

where hk > 0 and 0 < c(k)
⋆ ≤ c(k)⋆, which implies that Eq. (2.5) holds, and where∫

S
h(k, j)(x) h(k, j′)(x) dσ(x) = δ j j′ ,

∫
S

h(k, j)(x) dσ(x) = 0 . (2.8)

For each given hk > 0, the hyperparameters {β (k)
j } j belong to an admissible set Cad,k ensuring that h(k)

nh (x) satisfies
Eq. (2.7) for all x ∈ S . We then have

β (k)
nh
= (β (k)

1 , . . . , β (k)
nh

) ∈ Cad,k ⊂ Rnh , k ∈ {1, 2} . (2.9)

Note that for nh = 0, we have h(k)
nh (x) = hk, a positive constant.

(v) Weak formulation and existence of a unique second-order Gaussian random field. Let H1(S ) ⊂ L2(S ) denote
the Sobolev space of order 1, equipped with the surface measure dσ. The weak formulation of Eq. (2.3) consists
in finding U in L2

P
(Ω,H1(S )), such that, for all u ∈ H1(S ) ,∫

S
τ0 U(x) u(x) dσ(x) +

∫
S
⟨ [Knh (x)]∇U(x) ,∇u(x) ⟩ dσ(x) = B(u) , B(u) =

∫
S
B(x) u(x) dσ(x) . (2.10)

It can be seen (see Eq. (2.1)) that B(u) is a centered, second-order, Gaussian, real-valued random variable such
that E{B(u)2} =

∫
S

u(x)2 dσ(x) < +∞. In Eq. (2.10), the partial derivatives ∂U(x)/∂xi are understood in the
mean-square sense. Under the assumptions on τ0 and the field [Knh ], it can be shown (using, for instance, [65, 47])
that the random field U indexed by S is a centered, second-order, Gaussian, real-valued random field, meaning
that E{U(x)2} < +∞ for all x ∈ S .

(vi) Construction of an approximation by the finite element method. As previously explained, the manifold S
is meshed with 3-node finite elements (triangles) with linear interpolation functions in the isoparametric finite
element framework [64] yielding the geometrical approximation Sh of S . The total number of finite element
nodes is denoted by no. Let {φp, p = 1, . . . , no} be the corresponding finite element basis. Note that this functions
are continuous on Sh. Keeping the same notation for the finite element approximation of U, we have

U(x) =
no∑

p=1

Up φp(x) , ∀ x ∈ Sh . (2.11)

Substituting U defined by Eq. (2.11) into Eq. (2.10) (in which S is replaced by Sh) and taking for u the basis
functions {φp}p, we obtain the Rno -valued stochastic equation,

(τ0 [g] + [κnh ]) U = B , U = (U1, . . . ,Uno ) , B = (B1, . . . , Bno ) , (2.12)

where U and B are a centered, second-order, Gaussian, Rno -valued random variables, and where the matrix [g] ∈
M+no

, the matrix [κnh ] ∈ M+no
, and the Rno -valued random variable B are written, for all p and q in {1, . . . , no}, as

[g]qp =

∫
Sh

φp(x)φq(x) dσ(x) , [κnh ]qp =

∫
Sh

⟨ [Knh (x)]∇φp(x),∇φq(x) ⟩ dσ(x) , Bq =

∫
Sh

B(x)φq(x) dσ(x) .

(2.13)
With the finite element method, [g] and [κnh ] are sparse matrices. The sparse positive-definite symmetric real
matrix τ0 [g] + [κnh ] ∈ M+no

is thus invertible, and the random field U, defined by Eq. (2.8), can be rewritten, for all
x ∈ Sh, as

U(x) = ⟨U,φ(x) ⟩ , U = (τ0 [g] + [κnh ])−1 B , φ(x) = (φ1(x), . . . , φno (x)) ∈ Rno . (2.14)

(vii) Covariance matrix of U. Under the introduced hypotheses, U is a centered, second-order, Rno -valued random
variable, whose covariance matrix [CU] = E{U ⊗ U} ∈ M+no

is invertible. Using Eqs. (2.13) and (2.14) yields

[CU] = (τ0[g] + [κnh ])−1 [g] (τ0[g] + [κnh ])−T . (2.15)
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Note that (τ0[g] + [κnh ])−T = (τ0[g] + [κnh ])−1, and since [g] is invertible, we can write [CU]−1 = (τ0[g] +
[κnh ]) [g]−1 (τ0[g] + [κnh ]). At this stage of the model construction, the two matrices [CU] and [CU]−1 appear
as symmetric, full no × no real matrices, depending on τ0, h1, h2, β (1)

nh , and β (2)
nh .

(viii) Eigenvalue problem, reduced-order representation Um of the random field U, and its generator. Let λ1 ≥

λ2 ≥ . . . ≥ λm > 0 be the m ≤ no largest eigenvalues of [CU], ordered in decreasing order, and let Φ1, . . . ,Φm be
the associated orthonormal eigenvectors. Define [λm] ∈ M+m as the diagonal matrix such that [λm]αβ = λα δαβ, and
let [Φm] = [Φ1 . . .Φm] ∈ Mno,m be the rectangular matrix whose columns are these eigenvectors. Then we have

[CU] [Φm] = [Φm] [λm] , [Φm]T [Φm] = [Im] . (2.16)

For m ≤ no − 1, let Um be the reduced-order representation of the centered random vector U defined by

Um = [Φm] [λm]1/2 H , (2.17)

where H = (H1, . . . ,Hm) is a centered, normalized second-order, Gaussian, Rm-valued random variable, with
independent components,

E{H} = 0m , E{H ⊗H} = [Im] . (2.18)

Note that Um depends on the hyperparameters h1, h2, β (1)
nh , and β (2)

nh (we recall that τ0 is prescribed and is not
considered as a hyperparameter). The model is defined by Eqs. (2.17) and (2.18), where m is considered as a
fixed parameter of the model rather than as a hyperparameter to be identified in the context of supervised learning.
Indeed, fixing m amounts to specifying the model of the Gaussian field. A larger fixed value of m introduces more
statistical fluctuations across different scales in the field, which can help increase the variability of the network
random weights. In summary, the goal is not to construct a ”good” approximation of U, but rather to control the
stochastic model of the Gaussian field, in part through the choice of m. Nevertheless, computing the projection
error is useful, as it quantifies the level of ”filtering” induced by the selected value of m. Once the parameter m is
fixed such that 1 ≤ m ≪ no, the approximation error can then be computed by

errPCA(m) =
E{∥U − Um ∥2}

E{∥U ∥2}
= 1 −

∑m
α=1 λα

tr{[CU]}
, m < no − 1 . (2.19)

Using Eqs. (2.14) and (2.17) yields the reduced-order representation Um of the random field U,

Um(x) = ⟨ψm(x),H ⟩ , ∀ x ∈ Sh , (2.20)

where ψm(x) = (ψm
1 (x), . . . , ψm

m(x)) ∈ Rm is written as

ψm(x) = [λm]1/2[Φm]T φ(x) . (2.21)

Note that since φ ∈ C0(Sh,Rno ), we have ψm ∈ C0(Sh,Rm). Let {ηℓ, ℓ = 1, . . . , nsim} be nsim independent realiza-
tions of H. From Eq. (2.20), the realizations {um,ℓ(x), x ∈ Sh}

nsim
ℓ=1 of {Um(x), x ∈ Sh} are explicitly computed by

um,ℓ(x) = ⟨ψm(x), ηℓ ⟩ , ∀ x ∈ Sh . (2.22)

Finally, considering that m, nh ≥ 0, and τ0 > 0 are fixed independently of θ, the parameterization of the proba-
bilistic model proposed for the random field Um involves the hyperparameters h1, h2, and, if nh > 0, the vectors
β (1)

nh ∈ Cad, 1 and β (2)
nh ∈ Cad, 2, where Cad, k ⊂ Rnh is defined by Eq. (2.9) (see Eq. (8.17)).

2.2. Numerical strategies for computing the reduced-order representation Um
c of the random field Uc

To construct the reduced-order representation Um (defined by Eq. (2.20)) of the random field U, we need to
compute the dominant eigenspace of dimension m of the full covariance matrix [CU] ∈ M+no

(see Eq. (2.16)), which
is defined by Eq. (2.15).

(i) Direct computation. If the m-dimensional dominant eigenspace of the full matrix [CU] can be directly com-
puted, the matrices [Φm] and [λm] used in the reduced-order representation Um(x) (defined by Eq. (2.20)) are
obtained.

(ii) An alternative attempt. If method (a) is too computationally expensive, one may consider computing the
eigenspace associated with the smallest eigenvalues of [CU]−1 = (τ0[g] + [κ])T [g]−1 (τ0[g] + [κ]) and then deduc-
ing the dominant eigenspace of [CU]. Unfortunately, although [g] is a sparse matrix, [g]−1 is a full matrix. Thus
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there is no computational advantage to using this formulation, and alternatives must be considered.

(iii) A scalable alternative that avoids memory limitations. It consists in constructing a random generator of U and
then to use the generated realizations for computing the matrices [Φm] and [λm]. Such a generator of U is based
on the equation U = (τ0 [g] + [κ])−1 B from Eq. (2.12), where B is a centered, second-order, Gaussian random
variable with values in Rno , whose covariance matrix is the sparse matrix [g] ∈ M+no

.

(iii.a) If the Cholesky factorization [g] = [Lg]T [Lg], with [Lg] an upper triangular matrix in Mno , can be computed,
then the random vector B can be written as B = [Lg]T Γ, where Γ is a normalized Gaussian Rno -valued random
variable (E{Γ} = 0no and E{Γ⊗Γ} = [Ino ]). Let {γℓ, ℓ = 1, . . . , nsim} be nsim independent realizations of Γ, grouped
columnwise in the rectangular matrix [γ] ∈ Mno,nsim . Let [u] ∈ Mno,nsim be the rectangular matrix that groups
columnwise the nsim independent realizations {uℓ, ℓ = 1, . . . , nsim} of U, such that uℓ = (τ0 [g] + [κ])−1 [Lg]T γℓ.
Then the matrix [u] is computed by solving the linear system of equations with a sparse matrix,

(τ0 [g] + [κ]) [u] = [Lg]T [γ] . (2.23)

(iii.b) If the Cholesky factorization of [g] is computationally too expensive, a lumped approximation (commonly
used with the finite element method in structural dynamics [67]) can be employed to construct a diagonal approxi-
mation [gdiag] ∈ M+no

of [g] ∈ M+no
, such that [gdiag]i j = δi j

∑no
j′=1[g]i j′ . Therefore, the diagonal entry (i, i) of [gdiag]1/2

is
√

[g]ii. In that case, B = [gdiag]1/2 Γ, and Eq. (2.23) is replaced by

(τ0 [g] + [κ]) [u] = [gdiag]1/2 [γ] . (2.24)

(iii.c) Let û = 1
nsim

∑nsim
ℓ=1 uℓ be the estimate of u = 0no and let [û] ∈ Mno,nsim be the matrix formed by the cen-

tered realizations {uℓ − û , ℓ = 1, . . . , nsim} as columns. Consequently, 1
nsim−1 [û] [û]T is the estimate of [CU]. Let

[Φ̂m] [Ŝ m] [Φ̂m]T = [û] be the truncated singular value decomposition (SVD) of [û] ∈ Mno,nsim , where the m largest
singular values are retained ([68]). The diagonal entries of [Ŝ m] are the singular values Ŝ 1 ≥ . . . ≥ Ŝ m > 0,
in decreasing order. Thus, [Φ̂m] ∈ Mno,m satisfies [Φ̂m]T [Φ̂m] = [Im]. We then define the diagonal matrix
[λ̂m] = 1

nsim−1 [Ŝ m]2. Hence, [Φ̂m] and [λ̂m] are approximations of [Φm] and [λm], respectively, with convergence
as nsim goes to infinity.

3. Generation of neurons via an inhomogeneous Poisson process

In this section, the hyperparameter θ = (h1, h2, ζs,β
(1)
nh ,β

(2)
nh ), defined in Section 1-(iii) (where ζs is defined in

Section 5), is fixed.

(i) Principle of the construction. For all x fixed in Sh, let Λ(x; θ) be the variance of the real-valued random
variable Um(x; θ). Taking into account Eqs. (2.18), (2.21), and (2.20), Λ(x; θ) is written as

Λ(x; θ) = ∥ψm(x; θ)∥2 , ψm(x; θ) = [λm(θ)]1/2[Φm(θ)]T φ(x) ∈ Rm . (3.1)

To generate the positions {xi
θ, i = 1, . . . ,N} of N neurons on the manifold Sh, we employ a spatial point process

that adapts to the local variability of the latent Gaussian field {Um(x; θ), x ∈ Sh}. It should be noted that the
variance Λ(x; θ) may vanish at certain points on the manifold Sh, especially when the reduced-order dimension
m is small. In such regions, the intensity function of the inhomogeneous Poisson process becomes zero, and no
neurons will be sampled there. This behavior is consistent with the probabilistic structure of the model, in which
neuron allocation is concentrated in areas of higher uncertainty (i.e., higher local variance). However, if large parts
of Sh exhibit vanishing variance, this may result in under-sampling or complete omission of those regions from
the neural graph. In practice, this effect is mitigated by ensuring that the reduced-order dimension m captures
enough variability of the latent field over S . We thus define an inhomogeneous Poisson point process PΛ on
Sh with intensity Λ(x; θ) dσ(x), where dσ(x) denotes the surface measure on the manifold Sh induced by its
embedding in R3. This means that, for any measurable subset A ⊂ Sh, the random numberNA(θ) of points falling
in A is a Poisson random variable with mean value

E{NA(θ)} =
∫

A
Λ(x; θ) dσ(x) . (3.2)
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Conditional on the event NSh (θ) = N, the locations of the N points are independently and identically distributed
over Sh, with probability density function p(x; θ) with respect to the measure dσ(x), given by

p(x; θ) =
Λ(x; θ)∫

Sh
Λ(y; θ) dσ(y)

, x ∈ Sh . (3.3)

The set of accepted points {xi
θ, i = 1, . . . ,N} ⊂ Sh constitutes the N neurons of the graph,

Vθ = {x1
θ, x

2
θ, . . . , x

N
θ } , xi

θ ∼ PΛ . (3.4)

In practice, the realization of PΛ is approximated numerically by the thinning procedure described below. With this
construction, the higher the local variance Λ(x; θ), the more likely a neuron is placed at x, thus allocating model
capacity where the field is more uncertain or varying. This construction follows standard properties of inhomo-
geneous Poisson point processes, including the conditional i.i.d. distribution of points given their number [69, 70].

(ii) Sampling from an inhomogeneous Poisson process via rejection method. To construct a sample of neurons
according to the inhomogeneous Poisson point process PΛ defined on the manifold Sh, we employ a rejection-
type (approximate thinning) algorithm [71, 72], which is particularly suitable for spatial domains discretized
by finite elements. The method enables efficient simulation of a realization of PΛ by filtering candidate points
sampled from a proposal distribution over Sh based on the target intensity function Λ(x; θ). This process is fully
compatible with the mesh-based representation of Sh described in the geometric framework. First, we generate a
large set of M candidate points {z j, j = 1, . . . , M} ⊂ Sh using a proposal probability measure π(x) dσ(x). A typical
and computationally efficient choice for π(x) is the piecewise uniform distribution over the triangulated mesh of
S , with each triangle contributing proportionally to its surface area. Such sampling can be performed using
barycentric coordinates and local area weighting over each triangular element, following standard techniques in
mesh-based Monte Carlo integration. Then, for each candidate point z j, the normalized intensity value Λ(z j; θ) is
computed using Eq. (3.1), which reflects the local variance of the latent Gaussian field {Um(x; θ), x ∈ Sh} at that
location. To control the thinning acceptance rates, we compute the maximum observed value over the sample,

Λmax(θ) = max
j=1,...,M

Λ(z j; θ) . (3.5)

The value Λmax(θ) is an empirical estimate obtained from the finite set of candidate points, and may overestimate
the true supremum of Λ(x; θ) over Sh; such overestimation can reduce the efficiency of the rejection step by
decreasing the expected number of accepted neurons. Each candidate point z j is then retained (i.e., selected as a
neuron) with probability

p j(θ) =
Λ(z j; θ)
Λmax(θ)

, (3.6)

by drawing an independent Bernoulli random variable B j(θ) ∼ Bernoulli(p j(θ)). The resulting set of accepted
neurons is then given by

Vθ =
{
z j ∈ {z1, . . . , zM} | B j(θ) = 1

}
⊂ Sh . (3.7)

This set approximates a realization of the inhomogeneous Poisson point process PΛ. Note that this thinning
algorithm provides an approximation of the inhomogeneous Poisson process PΛ, which becomes accurate in the
limit of a large number of candidate points M and when the proposal distribution π(x) is close to uniform with
respect to the surface measure dσ(x); exact sampling would require π(x) ∝ 1 and M → +∞. Let NSh (θ) denote
the random variable representing the number of accepted points. This sampling procedure results in a realization
of a point process whose spatial distribution approximates the target inhomogeneous Poisson process PΛ. In
particular, for any region A ⊂ Sh, the expected number of accepted points in A approximates

∫
A Λ(x; θ) dσ(x),

and, conditional on the random number NSh (θ) of accepted points, the accepted locations are approximately i.i.d.
over Sh according to the normalized intensity function p(x; θ) defined in Eq. (3.3). The expected number of
accepted candidate points (i.e., neurons) is then approximated by

E{NSh (θ)} =
M
|Sh|

1
Λmax(θ)

∫
Sh

Λ(x; θ) dσ(x) . (3.8)

This formula holds under the assumption that the proposal distribution π(x) is approximately uniform with respect
to the surface measure dσ(x). Consequently, regions on the manifold where the variance Λ(x; θ) is large, typically
indicating regions of higher uncertainty or variability of the latent field Um(x; θ), receive proportionally more neu-
rons [73]. From a numerical standpoint, this method is straightforward to implement and highly parallelizable.
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(iii) On the relationship between the latent Gaussian random field and the spatial distribution of neurons. It
is important to distinguish between the pointwise variance function x 7→ Λ(x; θ) and any particular realization
x 7→ Um(x; θ) of the associated latent Gaussian random field. While the variance Λ(x; θ) quantifies the local
uncertainty of the field at each point of the manifold, a realization may take high or low values regardless of the
corresponding variance level. In particular, regions where the field vanishes or takes extreme values may still
exhibit either high or vanishing variance, depending on the structure of the reduced-order representation.

(iv) Implementation of random sampling in the algorithm. In the numerical realization of the inhomogeneous Pois-
son process on the discretized manifold Sh, the sampling of neuron locations is performed using four independent
random vectors: Uelem,Ua,Ub, andUpoisson, each with entries that are independent, uniformly distributed ran-
dom variables on [0, 1]. First, we introduce the random vector Uelem with values in [0, 1]M , which is used to
select triangles on the mesh in proportion to their surface areas. The number M of candidate points is gener-
ated by M = pM × nelem, where nelem is the number of finite elements (triangles) in the mesh, and pM is a given
tunable parameter representing the number of points per element (for instance, we can choose pM = 2). Each
entry inUelem determines, through inversion of the cumulative area function, which mesh element is chosen for
candidate point placement. Within each selected triangle, the random vectorsUa andUb, with values in [0, 1]M ,
are employed as barycentric coordinates to generate a point uniformly inside the triangle. If their sum exceeds
one, a reflection is applied to ensure the sample remains within the triangle. This approach results in a set of
M candidate points {z j} that are approximately uniformly distributed over Sh with respect to the surface mea-
sure. Once the intensities Λ(z j; θ) at all candidate points have been computed, a discrete probability distribution
proportional to these intensities is constructed. The final selection of N neurons from the M candidates is then
achieved by drawing N independent samples according to this distribution. The [0, 1]N-valued random variable
Upoisson is mapped via the cumulative distribution function of the normalized intensities, yielding the indices of
the selected neuron locations. This sampling procedure ensures that the empirical distribution of neurons closely
matches the theoretical spatial distribution prescribed by the intensity function of the inhomogeneous Poisson
process, thereby concentrating neurons in regions of higher variance of the latent Gaussian field and accurately
reflecting the probabilistic structure of the model.

4. Neural connectivity graph construction from geometry and latent fields

In Section 3, we introduced the stochastic model for generating N neurons with locations on the manifold
Sh, governed by an inhomogeneous Poisson process whose intensity is modulated by the local variability of the
latent Gaussian field {Um(x; θ), x ∈ S }. The hyperparameter vector θ controls the statistical properties of this
field and is inferred from supervised input–output training data. Consequently, the neurons locations {x1

θ, . . . , x
N
θ }

depend on θ, which is considered fixed throughout this section. For a given value of θ, we consider a realization
{um
θ (x), x ∈ Sh} of the random field {Um(x; θ), x ∈ Sh}. Note that all generated realizations are assumed to be

statistically independent across the different values of θ used by the training algorithm (see Section 8). Using this
value of θ, the generation of the geometric–probabilistic neural topology begins using the realization {um

θ (x), x ∈
Sh}. More precisely, for a fixed realization ωθ ∈ Ω, we denote um

θ (x) = Um(x; θ;ωθ). From the resulting set of
N neurons, subsets of nin input and nout output neurons (independent of θ) are selected based on the lowest and
highest values, respectively, of {um

θ (x j
θ), j = 1, . . . ,N}, evaluated at the Poisson-sampled locations, as previously

explained. The neural connectivity graph is defined by a binary sparsity mask derived by combining spatial
proximity with dependence on the realization {um

θ (x), x ∈ Sh} of the latent random field . This mask is applied to
the fully connected weight matrix to obtain the sparsely connected weights. Synaptic weights are then randomly
assigned, conditional on the latent field realization, introducing variability in neural responses even under fixed
input values. Scalability is achieved through the sparsification mechanism incorporated into the stochastic neural
topology.

4.1. Input and output neuron selection from the latent field for graph topology

For a fixed value of θ, let {um
θ (x), x ∈ Sh} be the given realization of the random field {Um(x; θ), x ∈ Sh}

introduced above, from which the graph construction proceeds. Let {x j
θ, j = 1, . . . ,N} denote the N neurons

stochastically located on the manifold Sh as described in Section 3, and depending on θ. For each neuron located
at x j

θ, the value um
θ (x j

θ) of the realized Gaussian random variable Um(x j; θ) is computed. The subset of nin input
neurons is selected as the nodes corresponding to the nin smallest values among {um

θ (x j
θ), j = 1, . . . ,N}. Let

J in
θ = {i

θ
1 , . . . , i

θ
nin
} ⊂ {1, . . . ,N} be the index set corresponding to the sorted order,

um
θ (xi θ1

θ ) ≤ um
θ (xi θ2

θ ) ≤ . . . ≤ um
θ (x

i θnin
θ ) . (4.1)
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Similarly, the subset of nout output neurons is selected as the nodes corresponding to the nout largest values of
um
θ (x j). Let Jout

θ = {o
θ
1 , . . . , o

θ
nout
} ⊂ {1, . . . ,N} be the index set such that,

um
θ (xo θ1

θ ) ≥ um
θ (xo θ2

θ ) ≥ . . . ≥ um
θ (xo θnout

θ ) . (4.2)

Since N, nin, and nout are given, the indices of the nint internal (hidden) neurons, which depend on θ, are grouped
in J int

θ , and we have

N = nin + nint + nout , J in
θ ∪ J

int
θ ∪ J

out
θ = {1, . . . ,N} , J in

θ ∩ J
int
θ ∩ J

out
θ = ∅. (4.3)

Note that if nin, nout, nint (and thus N) are fixed independently of θ, the index sets J in
θ , J int

θ , and Jout
θ still depend

on θ. This selection strategy induces a functional differentiation of neurons based on the intensity landscape of the
latent field: input neurons lie in low-activation regions (the smallest values of the random latent field), whereas
output neurons lie in high-activation regions (the largest values of the random latent field). This choice introduces
a geometric and probabilistic bias into the architecture, governed by the underlying generative process.

The input and output amplitudes of the random neural network are then represented by the vectors x =
(x1, . . . , xnin ) ∈ Rnin and y = (y1, . . . , ynout ) ∈ Rnout , respectively, whose components correspond to the activation
values of the neurons selected by the process described above.

4.2. Sparsity binary mask construction for neural graph topology
Having generated the vertex set Vθ = {x1

θ, . . . , x
N
θ } from the Poisson process (Section 3) and the preliminary

fully connected weight matrix [wg
θ] (Section 4.2.2-(i)), we construct a set of weighted edges Eθ to obtain a sparse

matrix [wsp
θ ]. This defines the graph Gθ = (Vθ,Eθ), whose topology reflects both spatial geometry and field-

induced connectivity. This topology captures local geometric structure and manifold connectivity and critically
influences subsequent training. In what follows, we briefly review standard methodologies for edge construction
and sparsification, before presenting the approach adopted in this work.

4.2.1. Short survey of edge construction and sparsification methodologies
The preliminary weight matrix [wg

θ] corresponds to a fully connected graph on N nodes, resulting in O(N2)
edges, which is often computationally prohibitive. To obtain a sparser and more tractable representation, several
well-established methods are commonly used:

• k-nearest neighbors (k-NN) graph. For each node xi
θ, retain only the k edges (xi

θ, x
j
θ) with the highest weights

[wθ]i j, corresponding to the k most strongly connected neighbors. This results in a locally adaptive graph
with fixed degree k [74, 75].

• Radius-based graph. Include the edge (xi
θ, x

j
θ) whenever the approximate geodesic distance satisfies d̂g(xi

θ, x
j
θ)

≤ r, where the radius r can be chosen either globally or based on local statistics. This approach induces a
variable node degree while preserving spatial locality [76].

• Spectral sparsification. Construct a sparse graph with weight matrix [wsp
θ ] that preserves the spectral (Lapla-

cian) properties of the original fully connected graph. Techniques such as effective resistance sampling are
often used to approximate the graph spectrum while reducing the edge count to O(N log N) [77].

• Locally scaled diffusion kernel. Following [78], define the approximate node-dependent scales σ̂θ,i as the
geodesic distance between xi

θ and its k-th nearest neighbor, denoted xi,k
θ . These scales reflect local sampling

density. Then define the affinity as [wg
θ]i j = exp(−d̂g(xi

θ, x
j
θ)

2/(σ̂θ,i σ̂θ, j)) and [wg
θ]ii = 0, which adaptively

adjusts the kernel bandwidth according to the density around each node, yielding a smoother and more
robust similarity structure.

In this work, we have selected the locally scaled diffusion kernel method.

4.2.2. Self-tuning diffusion kernel with percentile-based sparsification
We construct a neuron–neuron affinity graph by combining intrinsic geodesic distances computed on the mesh

with a self-tuning diffusion kernel [78], followed by percentile-based thresholding to enforce a desired sparsity
level. While the preliminary affinity weights are defined by Eq.(4.4), the sparsification procedure considers only
geometric information. Specifically, we use a temporary kernel based solely on intrinsic geodesic distances, omit-
ting neuron feature values, which will be introduced in Section 5 for defining the random weights of the neural
architecture. This kernel is used to derive a binary sparsity mask [Msp

θ ] ∈ {0, 1}N×N , which determines the connec-
tivity pattern of the final graph. The original affinity weights from Eq. (4.4) are then assigned to the selected edges.
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(i) Computation of edge weights for constructing the binary sparsity mask. Consider two neurons located at
positions xi

θ and x j
θ on the manifold Sh. We define the geodesic distance dg(xi

θ, x
j
θ) as the length of the shortest

path connecting these two points on Sh. A finite element approximation d̂g(xi
θ, x

j
θ) of this geodesic distance is

given by Eq. (4.7) in Section 4.2.2-(ii). Using this geodesic metric, we construct the preliminary (fully connected)
edge weight matrix [wg

θ], whose entries are defined by

[wg
θ]i j = exp

−dg(xi
θ, x

j
θ)

2

σθ,i σθ, j

 , [wg
θ]ii = 0 . (4.4)

Here, the parameter σθ,i (resp. σθ, j) is local geometric bandwidths, defined by the geodesic distance from neu-
ron location xi

θ (resp. x j
θ) to its k-th nearest neighbor (estimated using Eq. (4.9)). These bandwidths act as local

scaling factors that adaptively normalize distances according to neuron density around each point, ensuring robust-
ness to spatially varying sampling rates. The exponential term encodes adaptive geometric proximity, generalizing
ideas from [23, 79], and ensures that neurons close in geodesic distance and located in denser regions are assigned
stronger weights. Consequently, a pair of neurons will have a large edge weight only if they are spatially proximal,
while distant pairs will have exponentially small weights. As previously explained, since a fully connected graph
is computationally prohibitive for large neuron counts, a sparsification procedure (discussed in the next section) is
applied to obtain a computationally tractable network while preserving the essential geometric and probabilistic
structure of the neuron topology.

Remark 2. In Section 5, we will consider a more general expression than Eq. (4.4) for constructing the random
weight matrix [Wθ] and its sparse approximation [Wsp

θ ] for the random neural architecture. These will be con-
structed using the binary sparsity mask introduced here. This more general formulation of the weights will impose
additional constraints by promoting strong connections between neurons with similar latent field values. For now,
we use the simpler expression in Eq. (4.4) to construct the binary mask matrix that yields the sparse connectivity
pattern of the random neuron system.

(ii) Intrinsic geodesic distances. Recall that the manifold Sh ⊂ R3 denotes the finite-element mesh of S ,
consisting of no nodes (see Section 2.1-(vi)). Denote the coordinates of the p-th finite element node by xp

o =

(xp
o,1, xp

o,2, xp
o,3) ∈ S ⊂ R3 for p ∈ {1, . . . , no}, and define the set of all mesh node coordinates as {xp

o , p = 1, . . . , no}.
Note that the finite element nodes belong to Sh but also to S . We now consider the triangular connectivity of the
mesh (i.e., the list of triangle elements defined over the nodes). Using this connectivity, we construct the adjacency
matrix [A] ∈ Mno , where each entry represents the Euclidean distance between directly connected mesh nodes,

Apq = ∥xp
o − xp

o∥ if (p, q) is an edge of the mesh, and = 0 otherwise . (4.5)

To compute intrinsic geodesic distances between the nodes of the mesh, we first compute the shortest-path
geodesic distances between all pairs of mesh nodes using the adjacency matrix [A].

[Dg]pq = min
ξ ∈Ξpq

∑
(p′, q′) ∈ ξ

Ap′q′ ∀ (p, q) ∈ {1, . . . , no} × {1, . . . , no} , (4.6)

where Ξpq is the set of all paths in the graph induced by the mesh connectivity that connect nodes p and q. This
shortest-path computation can be implemented efficiently using algorithms such as Dijkstra’s or Fast Marching
methods on graphs [80]. Intrinsic geodesic distances accurately reflect manifold-based separation and avoid ar-
tificial shortcuts through Euclidean space. Since the neuron locations {xi

θ, i = 1, . . . ,N} are not located at the
mesh nodes {xp

o , p = 1, . . . , no}, but rather lie in the interior of finite elements, the geodesic distance between two
neurons must be interpolated from the mesh-based distances [Dg]pq. Let {φp(x), p = 1, . . . , no} denote the finite
element basis functions associated with the mesh nodes (see Section 2.1-(vi)). Then, for two arbitrary points x
and y in Sh, an interpolated approximation d̂g(x, y) of their true geodesic distance dg(x, y), is defined by

d̂g(x, y) =
no∑

p=1

no∑
q=1

φp(x) [Dg]pq φq(y) . (4.7)

This bilinear interpolation ensures that d̂g(xp
o , x

q
o) = [Dg]pq at the mesh nodes, is independent of θ, and extends

geodesic distances to all of Sh. Applying Eq. (4.7) to the neuron coordinates {xi
θ, i = 1, . . . ,N} yields the geodesic

distance matrix between neurons,

[D(neu)
g,θ ]i j = d̂g(xi

θ, x
j
θ) =

no∑
p=1

no∑
q=1

φp(xi
θ) [Dg]pq φq(x j

θ) , i, j ∈ {1, . . . ,N} . (4.8)
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(iii) Local bandwidth estimation σ̂θ,i. To obtain locally adaptive scales, for each neuron i ∈ {1, . . . ,N}, we use
the geodesic distances {[D(neu)

g,θ ]i j, j ̸= i} to all other neurons j. These distances are sorted in increasing order:

{[D(neu)
g,θ ]i,(1) < [D(neu)

g,θ ]i,(2) < . . . < [D(neu)
g,θ ]i,(M)}, and the approximate local bandwidth σ̂θ,i is defined as the distance

to the (k + 1)th nearest neighbor,

σ̂θ,i = [D(neu)
g,θ ]i,(k+1) , k = min(

√
N, N − 1) . (4.9)

This choice of k trades off fine-scale local geometry (for small k) and robustness to noise or outliers (for larger k).
This local scale σ̂θ,i adapts to the sampling density of the neuron distribution: it is smaller in dense regions and
larger in sparse regions.

(iv) Self-tuning diffusion kernel. Using the locally adaptive scales {σ̂θ,i, i = 1, . . . ,N} defined in Eq. (4.9), we
construct a symmetric affinity matrix [wg

θ] ∈ MN (corresponding to the estimation of Eq. (4.4)), whose entries
encode both proximity and local density adaptation. The self-tuning diffusion kernel is defined as

[wg
θ]i j = exp

− [D(neu)
g,θ ]2

i j

σ̂θ,i σ̂θ, j

 , [wg
θ]ii = 0 , i, j ∈ {1, . . . ,N} . (4.10)

This kernel follows the approach proposed in [78], where each node adapts its own local bandwidth based on its
neighborhood density. The resulting graph affinity is stronger between neurons that are both close in geodesic
distance and embedded in dense regions (i.e., when σ̂θ,i σ̂θ, j is small), and weaker for pairs in sparser regions.
This self-tuning property eliminates the need to manually specify a global scale and ensures that both local and
global geometric features are faithfully encoded in the resulting weighted graph.

(v) Percentile-based sparsification. To control the sparsity of the graph, we introduce a global percentile threshold
parameter τprc ∈ [0, 100]. Let aθprc denote the τprcth percentile of the upper-triangular (off-diagonal) entries of the
symmetric matrix [wg

θ],
aθprc = prctile

(
{[wg

θ]i j : 1 ≤ i < j ≤ N}, τprc

)
. (4.11)

Here, prctile(z, τprc) denotes the value below which a fraction τprc/100 of the elements in the setZ = {[wg
θ]i j :

1 ≤ i < j ≤ N} fall. We define a binary sparsity edge-mask [Msp
θ ] ∈ {0, 1}N×N that encodes the sparsity pattern

induced by the thresholded self-tuning kernel [wg
θ] as follows,

[Msp
θ ]i j = 1 if [wg

θ]i j ≥ aθprc and i ̸= j , and = 0 otherwise . (4.12)

The final sparse, undirected neural affinity matrix is denoted by [wsp
θ ] ∈ MN , which corresponds to the sparse

field-informed weights matrix as the Hadamard (elementwise) product,

[wsp
θ ]i j = [Msp

θ ]i j [wg
θ]i j , (4.13)

where [wg
θ] is defined by Eq. (4.10). This construction guarantees that sparsity is determined purely from geometry

(via [wg
θ]). In addition, this procedure preserves only the top (100 − τprc)% strongest affinities, thereby enforcing

global control over graph density. For instance, the choice such as τprc = 75% (i.e., keeping the top 25% of edge
weights) yields a favorable trade-off between computational efficiency and preservation of the manifold’s local
geometry. The number of undirected edges in the sparse graph is then given by

| Eθ |=
1
2

N∑
i=1

N∑
j=1
j̸=i

[Msp
θ ]i j . (4.14)

(vi) Connectivity validation of the random graph. For each fixed θ, once the construction of the binary sparsity
edge-mask [Msp

θ ], defined by Eq. (4.12), is achieved, a test is applied to ensure that [Msp
θ ] is a symmetric, zero-

diagonal adjacency matrix corresponding to an undirected simple graph in which all nodes are connected through
at least one path—meaning the graph is connected and contains no isolated nodes or disconnected components.

5. Random weight construction for sparsified connectivity in the geometric-probabilistic neural graph
given the hyperparameter

(i) Random weight construction. As previously explained, the supervised input-output training data is used to
identify the hyperparameter θ via a random sparse weight matrix that depends on θ. Let the real-valued random
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field {Um(x; θ), x ∈ Sh} be the Gaussian random field, indexed by the manifold Sh, as defined by Eq. (2.20).
Following Eq. (4.10), let S θ

j be the Gaussian real-valued random variable defined by

S θ
j = Um(x j

θ; θ) , j ∈ {1, . . . ,N} , (5.1)

where {x j
θ, j = 1, . . . ,N} is defined by Eq. (3.4). Let σ2

Sθ = N−1 tr[CSθ ], where [CSθ ] is the covariance matrix of the
RN-valued random variable Sθ = (S θ,1, . . . , S θ,N). We define the random matrix [Wθ] with values in MN , which
combines both deterministic geometric and random field-based similarities,

[Wθ]i j = [wg
θ]i j exp

− (∆S θ
i j)

2

2ζ2
s σ

2
Sθ

 , [Wθ]ii = 0 , (5.2)

where [wg
θ]i j is defined by Eq. (4.10) and ∆S θ

i j = S θ
i − S θ

j , with the following interpretations:

• The random difference ∆S θ,i j is defined as ∆S θ,i j = S θ,i − S θ, j, where S θ,i and S θ, j are the values of the
random field Um(· ; θ) neurons i and j, as defined in Eq. (5.1).

• The parameter ζs > 0 controls the relative sensitivity of the random edge weights to differences ∆S θ,i j

normalized by σSθ . This normalization ensures that the influence of dissimilarity is invariant to changes
in the field scale. Larger values of ζs result in weaker penalization of normalized field differences, while
smaller values enforce stricter similarity for strong connections.

As previously explained, the first exponential term in Eq. (5.2) encodes adaptive geometric proximity, and ensures
that neurons closer in geodesic distance and located in denser regions are assigned stronger weights. The second
exponential term imposes additional constraints by promoting strong connections between neurons with similar
latent field values. To enforce sparsity while preserving the most significant connections, we apply the binary
mask matrix [Msp

θ ] ∈ MN , defined in Eq. (4.12). The final sparse random matrix is then given by the Hadamard
(elementwise) product,

[Wsp
θ ]i j = [Msp

θ ]i j [Wθ]i j , i, j ∈ {1, . . . ,N} . (5.3)

The resulting sparse random matrix [Wsp
θ ] with values in MN , encodes the geometry- and field-informed stochastic

connectivity of the neural graph at hyperparameter value θ.

Remark 3. It should be noted that the weights [Wθ]i j defined by Eq. (5.2) are positive-valued random variables.
Note that, even with positive weights and real biases, a feedforward ANN with nonlinear activations functions
(such as ReLU, sigmoid, etc.), can still act as a universal approximator (see, for instance, [81]). However, we
do not consider a classical feedforward ANN but a parameter-conditionned stochastic Graph Neural Network
(stochastic GNN).

(ii) Generation of independent realizations of the random weight matrix [Wsp
θ ]. For a fixed value of θ, nsim inde-

pendent realizations {[wsp,ℓ
θ ], ℓ = 1, . . . , nsim} of [Wsp

θ ] can be generated using nsim independent realizations sθ,ℓi of
the Gaussian random variable S θ

i , such that

sθ,ℓi = Um(x j
θ; θ;ωℓ) , ωℓ ∈ Ω , (5.4)

where {Um(x ; θ;ωℓ), x ∈ Sh} is the realization ωℓ of the random field {Um(x ; θ), x ∈ Sh} defined by Eq. (2.20)
with Eq. (2.21), which are rewritten as

Um(x; θ;ωℓ) = ⟨ψm(x; θ), ηℓ) ⟩ , ∀ x ∈ Sh , (5.5)

where {ηℓ = H(ωℓ), ℓ = 1, . . . , nsim} are nsim independent realizations of the normalized Gaussian Rm-valued
random variable, and where

ψm(x; θ) = [λm(θ)]1/2[Φm(θ)]T φ(x) . (5.6)

(iii) Final definition of hyperparameter θ. We can now define the hyperparameter θ and it admissible set Cθ,

θ = (h1 , h2 , ζs,β
(1)
nh
,β (2)

nh
) ∈ Cθ ⊂ R3+2nh , Cθ = {h1 > 0 , h2 > 0 , ζs > 0 ,β (1)

nh
∈ Cad,1 ,β

(2)
nh
∈ Cad,2} , (5.7)

where for k ∈ {1, 2}, the admissible set Cad,k ⊂ Rnh is defined (see Eq. (2.7)) by

Cad,k = {β
(k)
nh
∈ Rnh , 0 < c(k)

⋆ ≤ h(k)
nh

(x) = hk +

nh∑
j=1

β (k)
j h(k, j)(x) ≤ c(k)⋆ , ∀ x ∈ S } . (5.8)
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6. Low-rank representation of neuron biases in large neural networks

When constructing the probabilistic model of the neural network, the bias vector of the neurons may also be
modeled. Unlike the weight parameters are random, the bias vector acts only as an offset and does not exhibit any
localized or spatially structured behavior. For a large number N of neurons, the bias vector b ∈ RN can be reduced
in dimensionality by expressing it as

b =
nb∑
j=1

β jh j , nb ≪ N , (6.1)

using nb algebraically independent vectors {h j}
nb
j=1 in RN , where {β j}

nb
j=1 are hyperparameters. However, in many

applications, no low-rank reduction is applied. There are several strategies to construct the basis vectors {h j} j,
either by using a predefined basis, typically fixed, orthonormal, and not learned, or by learning the basis during
training. Nevertheless, these classical aspects are not the focus of this work, and we refer the reader, for instance,
to [82, 83, 84, 85, 86, 87] for further details.

7. Implementation of the Stochastic Graph Neural Network

For each value of the hyperparameter vector θ, a realization of the random neural architecture is generated,
as explained at the beginning of Section 4, yielding a new configuration of the network connectivity and weights.
This allows the model to explore a diverse set over possible neural architectures.

(i) Computation of neural activations in the general graph neural network. For θ fixed in Cθ (see Eq.(5.7)),
the general neural network that we constructed in Sections 3 to 6 consists of N neurons, labeled from 1 to N,
interconnected by a directed graph. For each given θ, this network does not follow a layered or feedforward
architecture. Instead, it is characterized by the following components.

• As explained in Section 4.1, a subsetJ in
θ = {i

θ
1 , . . . , i

θ
nin
} of nin input neurons and a subsetJout

θ = {o
θ
1 , . . . , o

θ
nout
}

of nout output neurons are selected. These subsets depend on θ and satisfy J in
θ ∩ J

out
θ = ∅.

• The binary connectivity matrix [Msp
θ ] ∈ {0, 1}N×N , defined in Eq. (4.12), where [Msp

θ ]i j = 1 indicates a
directed connection from neuron j to neuron i.

• The MN-valued random weight matrix [Wθ], defined by Eq. (5.2), encodes full connectivity among all N
neurons, with entries given by positive-valued random variables. A total of nsim independent realizations
{[wℓ

θ], ℓ = 1, . . . , nsim} are generated, as described in Section 5-(ii). From Eqs. (4.10) and (5.2), each [wℓ
θ] ∈

MN is symmetric, with zero diagonal [wℓ
θ]ii = 0, and strictly positive off-diagonals 0 < [wℓ

θ]i j < 1 for i ̸= j.

• The sparse random weights matrix [Wsp
θ ], associated with the binary connectivity matrix, is defined as

[Wsp
θ ]i j = [Msp

θ ]i j [Wθ]i j. The nsim independent realizations {[wsp, ℓ
θ ], ℓ = 1, . . . , nsim} are then computed by

[wsp, ℓ
θ ]i j = [Msp

θ ]i j [wℓ
θ]i j.

• The deterministic bias vector b =
∑nb

j=1 β jh j, defined by Eq. (6.1)), provides a low-rank representation of
the bias, where β = (β1, . . . , βnb ) is a hyperparameter vector. However, in many applications, nb is simply
taken to be N, thus foregoing dimensionality reduction.

• An activation function f : R→]− 1, 1[, applied element-wise, is chosen as f (x) = tanh(x) whose derivative
at origin is 1. Note that f (x) = x/(1 + |x|) could also be used. However, f (x) = max(0, x) is not suitable
in the present formulation, as the gradient is computed numerically using central finite differences. More
importantly, we require the range of f to be a bounded set, see paragraph (iv)).

Using the notations introduced at the end of Section 4.1 for the input-output amplitudes, for fixed θ ∈ Cθ, given
an input vector x = (x1, . . . , xin) ∈ Rnin applied at the neurons indexed by J in

θ , and a given realization [wsp, ℓ
θ ] of

the sparse weight matrix [Wsp
θ ], we aim to compute the corresponding realization yℓ(θt | x) ∈ Rnout of the ran-

dom output vector Y(θt | x) at the neurons indexed by Jout
θ . This output consists of the activation values at the

output neurons, after the influence of the input has propagated through the network. Unlike in feedforward neu-
ral networks, this propagation is defined implicitly due to the recurrent and potentially cyclic structure of the graph.

(ii) Random neural network equation. The notation z = f (ξ), where z and ξ belong to RN , means that zi = f (ξi) for
i = 1, . . . ,N, that is, the function f is applied element-wise. Let Aθt = (Aθt ,1, . . . , Aθt ,N) denote the full RN-valued
random activation vector of all neurons. Let aℓθt

= (aℓθt ,1
, . . . , aℓθt ,N

) ∈ RN represent any realization of Aθt . This
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random activation vector collects all the individual neuron activations and depends on the input x (not explicitly
shown), which must be a realization of the probability measure PX(dx)). Each component Aθt ,i represents the
random activation of neuron i, for i = 1, . . . ,N. The random activations must satisfy the following constrained
random equation,

Aθt = f ( [Wsp
θ ] Aθt + b ) , (7.1)

subject to the constraint induced by the prescribed input value x ∈ Rnin applied to the deterministic input neurons.
It should be noted that the random solution Aθt of Eq. (7.1) effectively depends on θt = (θ,β), because the vector
b in the equation depends on β (see Eq. (6.1)).

(iii) Reformulation for solving the random neural network equation. We partition the RN-valued random vector
Aθt into two disjoint random vectors: an Rn̂-valued random vector Âθt and the deterministic input x ∈ Rnin , which
is independent of θt, such that n̂ + nin = N, and

Âθt = [Ôθ] Aθt , x = [O in
θ ] Aθt , (7.2)

where [Ôθ] ∈ Mn̂,N and [O in
θ ] ∈ Mnin,N are binary matrices (containing only 0 and 1) that depend on θ, and where

the indices corresponding to the components of Âθt and x form a complementary partition of the indices of Aθt .
Each column of [Ôθ] and [O in

θ ] exactly contains one 1 (and the rest of the entries is 0). This partition is constructed
using the set Ĵθ of the n̂ = N − nin free (non-input) neurons, defined by Ĵθ = {1, . . . ,N} \J in

θ = { j
θ
1 , . . . , j θn̂ },

where the set J in
θ is defined in Section 4.1. Since the matrix [Pθ] ∈ MN , defined by [Pθ] Aθt = (Âθt , x) =

([Ôθ] Aθt , [O
in
θ ] Aθt ) ∈ RN , is a permutation matrix, it follows that [Pθ] is orthogonal, that is, [Pθ]T [Pθ] = [IN].

Consequently, we have [Pθ]T = [ [Ôθ]T [O in
θ ]T ] and Aθt = [Pθ]T (Âθt , x), which proves that

Aθt = [Ôθ]T Âθt + [O in
θ ]T x . (7.3)

Using Eqs. (7.2) and (7.3), the constrained Eq. (7.1) leads us to the following random neural network equation,

Âθt = f̂( [Ŵθ] Âθt + b̂θt ) , (7.4)

where f̂ is defined analogously to f, but acting on Rn̂, [Ŵθ] is the random matrix with values in Mn̂, and b̂θt is an
Rn̂-valued random variable defined as,

[Ŵθ] = [Ôθ] [Wsp
θ ] [Ôθ]T , b̂θt = [Ôθ] [Wsp

θ ] [O in
θ ]T x + b̂θ , b̂θ = [ĥθ]β , [ĥθ] = [Ôθ] [h] , (7.5)

where the hyperparameter β ∈ Rnb (a vector-valued component of θt) and [h] ∈ MN, nb are defined in Eq. (6.1),
which expresses the low-rank representation b = [h]β. The random output Y(θt | x) of the random neural network
is the Rnout -valued random variable given by

Y(θt | x) = [O out
θ ] Âθt , [O out

θ ] ∈ Mnout,n̂ , (7.6)

where each column of the θ-dependent deterministic matrix [Oout
θ ] exactly contains one 1 (and other entries are 0).

(iv) Existence, uniqueness, and numerical solution. Each realization ℓ of Eq. (7.4) can be written as

âℓθt
= f̂( [ŵℓ

θ] âℓθt
+ b̂ℓ

θt
) . (7.7)

The nonlinear system defined by Eq. (7.7) is solved using a fixed-point iteration algorithm with under-relaxation
to ensure convergence. An alternative approach could be the Newton–Raphson method, which would require
computation of the Jacobian. This system can be reformulated as the fixed-point problem

â = F(â) , F : Rn̂ → Rn̂ . (7.8)

Here, the indices ℓ and θt have been suppressed in âℓθt
and F, and we define

F(â) = f̂ ( [ŵℓ
θ] â + b̂ℓ

θt
) , â ∈ Rn̂ . (7.9)

It is easy to verify that the matrix [ŵℓ
θ] ∈ Mn̂ is symmetric, has zero diagonal entries ([ŵℓ

θ]ii = 0), and strictly posi-
tive off-diagonal entries (0 < [ŵℓ

θ]i j < 1 for i ̸= j). The analysis of Eqs. (7.4) and (7.5) shows that the parameter
nb must satisfy nb ≤ n̂ = N − nin.
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(iv-1) Existence of at least one solution. LetD = [−1, 1]n̂ ⊂ Rn̂. For any â ∈ Rn̂, each component of F(â) lies in the
open interval ] − 1, 1[⊂ [−1, 1], so F defines a continuous map F : D → D. Since D is nonempty, compact, and
convex, the Brouwer fixed-point theorem [88] guarantees the existence of at least one âℓθt

∈ D with F(âℓθt
) = âℓθt

.

(iv-2) Fixed-point iteration (under-relaxation) for constructing a solution. Although uniqueness does not generally
hold, a scalable iterative scheme can be used. Given an initial guess â(0) ∈ Rn̂ and a relaxation parameter α ∈]0, 1],
iterate for i = 0, 1, 2, . . . ,

â(i+1) = (1 − α) â(i) + αF(â(i)) , (7.10)

and stop then when ∥â(i+1) − â(i)∥ < ε for a prescribed tolerance ε > 0. Upon convergence, set âℓθ ≈ â(i+1),
form âℓθ = (âℓθ,1, . . . , â

ℓ
θ,n̂), and extract the output yℓ(θt | x) via Eqs. (7.6) and (7.7). In practice, for a relatively

small number of neurons (typically a few hundred), numerical experiments indicate that the fixed-point iteration
is efficient in terms of computational cost. This observation is limited to the specific test cases and computational
setup considered, and should not be generalized to larger network sizes or different hardware configurations.

8. Training the vector valued hyperparameter from Network Supervision

Using the low-rank representation of the bias vector, which involves the hyperparameter β ∈ Rnb with nb ≪ N
(see Section 6), the total hyperparameter θt and its admissible set are defined as

θt = (θ,β) ∈ Cθt = Cθ × Rnb , (8.1)

where θ and Cθ are defined in Eq. (5.7).

(i) Fixing a realization of the random germs generating the Gaussian latent random field and the inhomogeneous
Poisson process. As we explained in Section 1, training the neural network consists of estimating an optimal value
of the hyperparameter θt = (θ,β) by minimizing the cost function J(θt), defined as the negative log-likelihood
function and evaluated on the input-outputs of the training dataset. For the optimization problem, based on the
projected gradient descent with Adam updates and trial-based initialization, to be well-posed, we draw a single
realization of each of the random vectors H (see Eq. (2.20)) and Uelem, Ua, Ub, and Upoisson before starting
the optimization algorithm. Thus, these realizations are not modified during optimization and are independent
of θ (and also of β). This does not mean that the architecture of the neural network is deterministic; it remains
random and changes for each value of θ. Indeed, when θ is modified, the spectrum of the covariance matrix of
Um changes, due to changes of h1, h2, β (1)

nh , and β (2)
nh within θ (see Eq. (3.1)), and the Poisson process is also

modified, which implies a change in the location of the N neurons. Moreover, Section 4 shows that the location of
the inputs-outputs on the one hand, and the binary sparsity mask [Msp

θ ] defined by Eq. (4.12) and the edge weight
matrix [wg

θ] defined by Eq. (4.10), on the other part, both depend on θ. However, as we explained in Section 5-(ii),
for each value of θ (and in particular of ζs), we generate nsim realizations {ηℓ, ℓ = 1, . . . , nsim} of H. This allows
the realizations sθ,ℓi of S θ

i (see Eqs. (5.4) and (5.5)) to be generated, and thus the realizations of the random matrix
[Wsp

θ ] (see Eqs. (5.2) and (5.3)) can be deduced. These realizations are used to estimate the conditional probability
density function that appears in the loss function.

(ii) Definition of the cost function. In the random neural architecture with random weights and deterministic
bias, that we have proposed, the model output is an Rnout -valued random variable Y(θt |x) depending on a given
Rnout -valued input x and the hyperparameter θt. For a fixed hyperparameter value θt ∈ Cθt and a given input x,
the random network produces nsim independent realizations {yℓ(θt |x), ℓ = 1, . . . , nsim} of Y(θt |x). Given a training
dataset {(xi, yi), i = 1, . . . , nd}, the goal is to estimate the optimal hyperparameter θt by fitting the probability
distribution of the model outputs Y(θt | xi) to the observed outputs yi. A statistical efficient and widely used cost
function in this setting is the negative log-likelihood (NLL), defined as,

J(θt) = −
nd∑
i=1

log pANN(yi | xi; θt) , θt ∈ Cθt , (8.2)

where y 7→ pANN(y | x; θt) denotes the conditional probability density function of Y(θt | x). Since the network
random output Y(θt | x) is only available through sampling, its conditional probability density function can be
approximated using Gaussian Kernel Density Estimation (GKDE) [89, 90, 91] as

pANN(y | x; θt) =
1

nsim

nsim∑
ℓ=1

1

(
√

2π sSB) nout σy,1(θt |x) × . . . × σy,nout (θt |x)
exp

(
−

1
2 s2

SB

nout∑
k=1

(yk − yℓk(θt |x)
σy,k(θt |x)

)2)
, (8.3)
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where sSB = (4/(nsim (2 + nout)))1/(4+nout) and where σy,k(θt |x) is the empirical standard deviation estimated from
{yℓ(θt |x), ℓ = 1, . . . , nsim}. Evaluating the kernel involves computing exponential functions, which can be compu-
tationally intensive. Nevertheless, GKDE remains an accurate and widely used method in practice. Several tech-
niques have been developed to reduce its computational cost; see, for example, [92, 93] for standard references
on kernel density estimation theory and practice, and [94, 95, 96, 97] for acceleration methods and computational
considerations. These acceleration methods preserve the statistical robustness of GKDE while significantly im-
proving its computational efficiency. One such approximation involves approximating Eq. (8.3) using the product
of marginals, that is, the product of univariate KDEs for each component, with each marginal using its own opti-
mal 1D Silverman bandwidth.

(iii) Optimization problem. The estimation of an optimal value θ opt
t = (θ opt,β opt) of the hyperparameter θt = (θ,β)

is obtained by solving the optimization problem,

θ opt
t = arg min

θt∈Cθt

J(θt) , (8.4)

where J(θt) is defined in Eq. (8.2) and the admissible set Cθt in Eq. (5.7). This nonconvex optimization problem
cannot be solved directly using projected gradient descent, as the optimal point generally corresponds to a local
minimum that depends on the initial conditions. Consequently, hybrid optimization strategies are necessary, such
as multi-start gradient methods, basin-hopping algorithms, or Bayesian optimization. In this work, we adopt a
projected gradient descent scheme with Adam updates and trial-based initialization [98, 99]. The main steps of
the proposed algorithm are as follows:

Step 1: Definition of a grid-based admissible set for the hyperparameters h1, h2, and ζs. To prepare the trial-based
method for global optimization, we introduce the first three components of θ, namely θtrial = (h1, h2, ζs), and define
its admissible set Ctrial as

Ctrial = {θtrial ∈ [c1, d1] × [c2, d2] × [c3, d3] ⊂ R3 | 0 < ci < di < +∞ , i = 1, 2, 3} . (8.5)

The constants ci and di are prescribed. We then define a grid Cgrid ⊂ Ctrial consisting of ngrid nodes θ j
trial = (h j

1, h
j
2, ζ

j
s )

for j = 1, . . . , ngrid.

Step 2: Trial-based method for global optimization, used to initialize local optimization with projected gradient
descent and Adam updates. In this trial-based step, we set nh = 0, so that β (1)

nh and β (2)
nh are not involved. Therefore,

this step estimates an optimal value θ opt
trial for the trial hyperparameter θtrial = (h1, h2, ζs). For each point θ j

trial ∈ Cgrid,
we estimate a corresponding value β j ∈ Rnb , as detailed below. The trial-based global optimization problem then
consists of solving the discrete minimization problem,

θ opt
trial = arg min

θtrial∈Cgrid

J(θtrial) , θ opt
trial = (h opt

1,trial , h
opt
2,trial , ζ

opt
s,trial) . (8.6)

The value of β corresponding to the optimal value θ opt
trial is denoted by β opt

trial.

Estimation of β j for θ j ∈ Cgrid. Let {xi, i = 1, . . . , nd} denote the set of input vectors from the training dataset.
For notational simplicity, we write θ j instead of θ j

trial. For each i ∈ {1, . . . , nd}, we consider the random nonlinear
neural equation (see Eqs. (7.4) and (7.5)),

Âi, j = f̂( [Ŵ j] Âi, j + [Ŵin, j] xi + b̂ j) , θ j ∈ Cgrid , j ∈ {1, . . . , ngrid} , (8.7)

where [Ŵ j] = [Ôθ j ] [Wsp
θ j ] [Ôθ j ]T , [Ŵin, j] = [Ôθ j ] [Wsp

θ j ] [Oin
θ j ]T , and b̂ j = [Ôθ j ] [h]β j. For each i and j, we first

solve Eq. (8.7) for Âi, j by temporarily setting b̂ j = 0n̂ and computing nsim independent realizations {[wsp,ℓ
θ j ], ℓ =

1, . . . , nsim} of the random matrix [Wsp
θ j ]. This yields nsim independent realizations {âi, j,ℓ

⋆ , ℓ = 1, . . . , nsim} of the
random vector Âi, j, such that

âi, j,ℓ
⋆ = f̂( [ŵ j,ℓ] âi, j,ℓ

⋆ + [ŵin, j,ℓ] xi) . (8.8)

Since the vector b̂ j ∈ Rn̂, computed from Eq. (8.10), can be expressed as b̂ j = [ĥθ j ]β j where [ĥθ j ] = [Ôθ j ] [h], we
now seek the vector β j ∈ Rnb for each j ∈ {1, . . . , ngrid} such that the equation

âi, j,ℓ
⋆ = f̂( [ŵ j,ℓ] âi, j,ℓ

⋆ + [ŵin, j,ℓ] xi + [ĥθ j ]β j) , (8.9)
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is satisfied as accurately as possible. We thus formulate the following least-squares inverse problem,

β j = arg min
β ∈Rnb

nd∑
i=1

nsim∑
ℓ=1

∥ âi, j,ℓ
⋆ − f̂(zi, j,ℓ + [ĥθ j ]β) ∥2 , (8.10)

where zi, j,ℓ = [ŵ j,ℓ] âi, j,ℓ
⋆ + [ŵin, j,ℓ] xi. This optimization problem can be efficiently solved using a gradient-based

optimizer, such as L-BFGS. Let j opt be the index such that θ opt
trial = θ

j opt
. Then

β opt
trial = β

j opt
. (8.11)

Step 3: Local optimization using projected gradient descent with Adam updates and trial-based initialization.
For the local optimization, h1, h2 and ζs are set to the values h opt

1,trial, h opt
2,trial, and ζ opt

s,trial, respectively, as defined in
Eq. (8.6). Consequently,

θt = (h opt
1,trial, h

opt
2,trial, ζ

opt
s,trial,β

(1)
nh
,β (2)

nh
,β) . (8.12)

In this step, the first three components of θt are fixed, and the initialization θ0 of θt for the projected gradient
descent algorithm with Adam updates for solving the optimization problem defined by Eq. (8.4) is

θ0 = (h opt
1,trial, h

opt
2,trial, ζ

opt
s,trial, 0nh , 0nh ,β

opt
trial) . (8.13)

In practice, the gradient of the cost function J (defined in Eq. (8.2)) with respect to θt is computed only with
respect to the free hyperparameters β (1)

nh ,β
(2)
nh ,β. Differentiability is thus necessary. Examination of Eqs. (7.4) to

(7.6) shows that, for nh ≥ 1, the only source of non-differentiability lies in the matrix-valued functions [Ôθ], [Oin
θ ],

and [Oout
θ ], which are not differentiable with respect to β (1)

nh and β (2)
nh , due to their dependence on neuron selection

(see Section 10.4). To ensure differentiability, in Step 3 we fix the input-output neuron selection to match that
obtained at the optimal trial-based value, i.e., θ0. This means that, to solve the nonlinear random neural network
equation defined by Eqs. (7.4) to (7.6), we treat the matrices [Ôθ0 ], [Oin

θ0
], and [Oout

θ0
] as constants dependent on

θ0 but independent of θt. However, all other quantities of the random neural network, such as the latent Gaussian
field, the Poisson field, neuron locations on the manifold, connectivity structure, sparse random weight matrix,
and biases, remain dependent on θt. As previously explained, we apply projected gradient descent using the Adam
optimizer, which maintains exponentially decaying averages of first- and second-order moments of the gradients.
The parameters β adam

1 , β adam
2 , and εadam are set to 0.9, 0.998, and 10−8, respectively, in accordance with [98]. At each

iteration, the algorithm evaluates the loss function J(θt) and estimates its gradient via central finite differences.
Adam updates are applied, followed by a projection step to enforce the constraints defined by Cθt (see paragraph
(iv) below). The procedure continues until convergence, monitored via stabilization of both the cost function and
parameter updates. All iterates and their corresponding loss values are stored for post-processing and diagnostic
purposes. When the optimize reaches θt = θ

opt
t , the cost function attains its minimal value among the explored

domain. We define the optimal negative log-likelihood as

NLL opt
ANN = −

nd∑
i=1

log pANN(yi | xi; θ opt
t ) , θ opt

t ∈ Cθt . (8.14)

Recording the convergence and stabilization criteria. The iteration algorithm of the projected gradient descent
with Adam updates, starting from θ0 defined by Eq. (8.13), generates a sequence {θ (n)

t }n≥1 for the hyperparameter
θt, where n denotes the iteration number. To analyze the convergence of the iteration algorithm at each iteration n
of the optimization loop, we introduce the loss function,

n 7→ NLLANN(n) = J(θ (n)
t ) , θ (n)

t ∈ Cθt . (8.15)

where J is defined by Eq. (8.2), and is such that NLL opt
ANN = J(θ opt

t ). During the iteration loop, it is also important
to monitor the stability of the parameters θt. To this end, we introduce the normalized maximum change in
the sequence {θ (n)

t }n≥1 over a sliding window of the most recent iterations. This monitoring is also used as a
convergence criterion. At iteration n, consider the most recent nwind vectors, θ (n−nwind+1)

t , θ (n−nwind+2)
t , . . . , θ (n)

t . The
normalized maximum change function is then defined as,

n 7→ ∆max(n) =
maxk∈K ∥ θ

(k+1)
t − θ (k)

t ∥

max(1, ∥ θ (n)
t ∥)

, n > nwind , K = {n − nwind + 1, . . . , n − 1} . (8.16)

(iv) Specification of the constraints applied to h1, h2, β (1)
nh , and β (2)

nh when nh > 0, used in Step 3. For k ∈ {1, 2}, the
admissible set for the coefficient vector is Cad,k as defined in Eq. (5.8). The hyperparameters h1 > 0 and h2 > 0
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are thus fixed to the values h⋆1 = h opt
1,trial and h⋆2 = h opt

2,trial. After each unconstrained update, we project β (k)
nh onto an

inner approximation of Cad,k that guarantees the constraints in Eq. (5.8). In practice, we take this inner set to be
the hypercube [−Bk, Bk]nh :

Ĉad,k = [−Bk, Bk]nh ⊆ Cad,k , (8.17)

where Bk > 0 is chosen as

Bk = min
x ∈S

max(0 ,min(h⋆k − c(k)
⋆ , c(k)⋆ − h⋆k ))∑nh

j=1 |h
(k, j)(x) |

. (8.18)

If the denominator vanishes at some x, that point imposes no constraint and can be ignored in the minimum. In
the extreme case c(k)

⋆ = 0 and c(k)⋆ = +∞, Eq. (8.18) reduces to

Bk = min
x ∈S

h⋆k∑nh
j=1 |h

(k, j)(x) |
. (8.19)

With this choice, any β (k)
nh ∈ [−Bk, Bk]nh satisfies the inequalities in Eq. (5.8) for all x ∈ S .

(v) Numerical noise and stability of hyperparameter optimization. During the optimization of hyperparameters via
gradient descent, small fluctuations in the computed loss function were systematically observed, despite smooth
and stable convergence of the hyperparameters. Such fluctuations originate primarily from numerical noise inher-
ent in floating-point arithmetic, amplified significantly by evaluations of nonlinear activation function, particularly
for f (z) = tanh(z), and to a lesser extend for f (z) = z/(1 + |z|)) in their saturation regions. The parallel imple-
mentation on multiple CPU cores and the utilization of GPUs exacerbate these variations due to differences in the
order of floating-point arithmetic operations across computational threads or GPU kernels. Such non-deterministic
ordering introduces hardware-dependent stochastic perturbations that manifest as numerical noise. Remarkably,
even though the instantaneous loss values exhibit small fluctuations, the hyperparameters themselves converge
smoothly. This stability arises because the hyperparameter update rule, based on gradient computations obtained
via central finite differences, inherently averages out these independent numerical perturbations. The central dif-
ference approximation, symmetric by construction, effectively reduces noise in the gradient estimate, ensuring
unbiasedness of gradient computations on average, provided hyperparameter updates are sufficiently incremental.
It should be emphasized that this explanation relies upon the assumptions that the numerical noise is unbiased,
independent across iterations, and small relative to the scale of hyperparameter updates. Under these conditions,
gradient-based hyperparameter optimization acts implicitly as a denoising mechanism, resulting in robust conver-
gence despite observed fluctuations in the loss function.

9. Procedure for testing and validating the neural network with random neuronal architecture

9.1. Estimation of NLLANN from the random ANN on the test dataset
Let {(xi

test, y
i
test), i = 1, . . . , ntest} be the test dataset. For the optimal value θ opt

t estimated in Section 8, we evaluate
the NLL, denoted by NLLtest

ANN, as

NLLtest
ANN = −

ntest∑
i=1

log pANN(yi
test | x

i
test ; θ opt

t ) , (9.1)

where the conditional density function pANN is defined by Eq. (8.3) for the optimal random neural network applied
to the test dataset.

9.2. Criterion Cro for assessing overfitting in random neural networks
Traditional statistical learning theory connects overfitting to a trade-off between model complexity and data

availability. In classical models, overfitting typically occurs when a model captures spurious fluctuations or
”noise” in the training data, leading to poor generalization. However, in the present framework, the situation
is fundamentally different. The randomness is not observational noise, but rather an inherent structural feature of
the model, resulting from the stochastic generation of network configurations. Consequently, overfitting must be
interpreted through a new perspective: not as fitting noise, but as selecting hyperparameters that induce overly spe-
cialized, improbable network structures. The optimal negative log-likelihood, NLL opt

ANN, computed using Eq. (8.14)
on the training dataset of size nd, and the negative log-likelihood, NLLtest

ANN, computed on an independent test dataset
of size ntest using Eq. (9.1), provide fundamental insights into the predictive performance and potential overfitting
of the random neural network. Given the high complexity of the stochastic neural architecture generated by hy-
perparameter θ in θt = (θ,β), each configuration can approximate complex functions (see Section 10), resulting
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in a potentially significant discrepancy between training and testing performance due to over-specialized random
architectures. To quantify this form of overfitting, distinct from classical parameter-driven overfitting, we refine
the criterion Cro as follows:

Cro =
1

|NLLtest
ANN|
×

∣∣∣∣∣ntest

nd
NLL opt

ANN − NLLtest
ANN

∣∣∣∣∣ . (9.2)

This criterion measures the relative discrepancy between the scaled training and test negative log-likelihood values.
Because the random network has no intrinsic regularization and exhibits architectural flexibility, Cro serves as a
statistical test to evaluate whether the hyperparameter selection θ opt

t leads to over-specialized random architectures.
Under the assumption that the training and test datasets are composed of independent and identically distributed
samples (as is the case here), and with a sufficiently large test set (for instance, ntest = nd/5), the criterion Cro
provides robust insight into generalization. A value Cro ≪ 1 indicates no significant overfitting: the network
generalizes well beyond the training data. In contrast, a large value of Cro reveals overfitting due to the selection
of hyperparameters that induce random network realizations overly tailored to the training set.

9.3. Criteria for testing the accuracy

We propose testing the accuracy of the random ANN model by comparing the confidence intervals with
those estimated using the training dataset, for a given probability level pc. Let Y(θ opt

t | x) be the Rnout -valued
random output of the random ANN model for a given input x ∈ Rnin . For each k ∈ {1, . . . , nout}, let CIANN

k (x) de-
note the pc-confidence interval of the k-th component Yk(θ opt

t | x), estimated from nsim independent realizations
{yℓk(θ opt

t | x), ℓ = 1, . . . , nsim}. Let CItrain
k (x) denote the pc-confidence interval estimated using the training dataset

{(xi, yi), i = 1, . . . , nd}.

(i) Estimation of the pc-confidence interval CIANN
k (x). Let y(1)

k (x) ≤ . . . ≤ y(nsim)
k (x) be the sorted realization

{yℓk(θ opt
t | x), ℓ = 1, . . . , nsim}. The symmetric pc-confidence interval CIANN

k (x) around the median is given by

CIANN
k (x) = [αANN

k (x) , β ANN
k (x)] , (9.3)

where αANN
k = y( jmin)

k (x) with jmin = max(1, ⌈nsim(1 − pc)/2⌉) and β ANN
k = y( jmax)

k (x) with jmax = min(nsim, ⌊nsim(1 +
pc)/2⌋). This corresponds to the empirical quantile method using simulated samples from the random ANN model.
For constructing the criteria Cra in paragraph (iii) below, we introduce the vectors αANN(x) = (αANN

1 (x), . . . , αANN
nout

(x)) ∈
Rnout and β ANN(x) = (β ANN

1 (x), . . . , β ANN
nout

(x)) ∈ Rnout .

(ii) Estimation of the pc-confidence interval CItrain
k (x). The conditional probability density function ptrain

k (yk | x) of
the real-valued random k-th output component, for a given input x ∈ Rnin , is estimated using GKDE based on the
training dataset {(xi, yi), i = 1, . . . , nd}. Let F train

k (yk | x) =
∫ yk

−∞
ptrain

k (z | x) dz be the cumulative distribution function.
Therefore, the symmetric pc-confidence interval CItrain

k (x) around the median is given by

CItrain
k (x) = [αtrain

k (x) , β train
k (x)] , (9.4)

where αtrain
k (x) = (F train

k )−1((1 − pc)/2| x) and β train
k (x) = (F train

k )−1((1 + pc)/2| x), where (F train
k )−1 is the inverse

(quantile) function of the cumulative distribution function F train
k . Similarly to (i) above, we introduce the vectors

αtrain(x) = (αtrain
1 (x), . . . , αtrain

nout
(x)) ∈ Rnout and β train(x) = (β train

1 (x), . . . , β train
nout

(x)) ∈ Rnout .

(iii) Criteria Crα and Crβ. The criterion is based on the relative norm error on the lower and upper bounds of the
pc-confidence intervals for the random ANN model and the training dataset, evaluated over the test dataset. For
the lower bound, the criterion Crα is defined by

Crα =
1

ntest

ntest∑
i=1

Crα(xi
test) , Crα(x) = 2

∥αANN(x) − αtrain(x)∥
∥αANN(x) + αtrain(x)

, (9.5)

and for the upper bound, the criterion Crβ is defined by

Crβ =
1

ntest

ntest∑
i=1

Crβ(xi
test) , Crβ(x) = 2

∥β ANN(x) − β train(x)∥
∥β ANN(x) + β train(x)

. (9.6)
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9.4. Continuous Ranked Probability Score (CRPS)
The Continuous Ranked Probability Score (CRPS) [100, 101, 102] is a strictly proper scoring rule that quanti-

fies the accuracy of a predictive cumulative distribution function (CDF) by comparing it to an observed outcome.
Unlike the NLL criterion, which evaluates the pointwise likelihood, the CRPS captures the entire shape of the
predictive distribution, making it particularly effective for assessing non-Gaussian outputs. It complements the
NLL and confidence interval-based criteria by measuring how well the full predictive distribution aligns with the
observed data. For a given input x ∈ Rnin and a selected output component k ∈ {1, . . . , nout}, let Yk(θ opt

t | x) be the
k-th component of the random output of the ANN model and let FANN

k (· | x) be its cumulative distribution function
(CDF). Given an observed value yobs

k ∈ R, the CRPS is defined by

CRPSANN
k (x) =

∫ +∞

−∞

(
FANN

k (z | x) − 1]−∞,yobs
k ](z)

)2
dz , (9.7)

where 1]−∞,y] denotes the Heaviside function, equal to 1 is z ≤ y and 0 otherwise. Since FANN
k is not available in

closed form but can be sampled via nsim independent realizations {yℓk(θ opt
t | x)}nsim

ℓ=1 , we use the standard Monte Carlo
approximation

CRPSANN
k (x) ≈

1
nsim

nsim∑
ℓ=1

∣∣∣yℓk − yobs
k

∣∣∣ − 1
2n2

sim

nsim∑
ℓ=1

nsim∑
ℓ′=1

|yℓk − yℓ
′

k | , (9.8)

where yℓk = yℓk(θ opt
t | x) and yobs

k is the k-th component of the observed output yobs for the given input x. Let
{(xi

test, y
i
test)}

ntest
i=1 be the test dataset. For each test input xi

test, let yi,obs
k = (yi

test)k be the observed k-th component. Then,
the average CRPS over the test dataset is defined as

CRPSANN
test =

1
ntestnout

ntest∑
i=1

nout∑
k=1

CRPSANN
k (xi

test) . (9.9)

The scalar value CRPSANN
test provides a global measure of the distributional accuracy of the random ANN model on

the test dataset. Since CRPSANN
test has no absolute reference scale, it must be interpreted relatively by comparing it to

the CRPS of a nonparametric cumulative distribution function F train
k (· | x), estimated from the training dataset, and

then denoted as CRPStrain
test . To quantify this comparison, we introduce the reference cumulative distribution function

F train
k (· | x) defined in Section 9.3-(ii), and compute the criterion

CrCRPS =
1

ntestnout

ntest∑
i=1

nout∑
k=1

2

∣∣∣CRPSANN
k (xi

test) − CRPStrain
k (xi

test)
∣∣∣

CRPSANN
k (xi

test) + CRPStrain
k (xi

test)
, (9.10)

which evaluates the relative discrepancy between the CRPS computed from the random ANN model and that
obtained from the GKDE-based baseline. It should be emphasized that in Eq. (9.7), the cumulative distribution
function FANN

k (z | x) is not estimated using GKDE, but corresponds to the empirical distribution derived from sim-
ulated realizations of the random ANN model for a fixed value of θ opt

t . This justifies the use of the closed-form
estimation in Eq. (9.8). In contrast, the cumulative distribution function F train

k (· | x) used in Eq. (9.10) corresponds
to an unknown conditional distribution inferred from observed data and is therefore estimated via GKDE based
on the training dataset. This methodological asymmetry arises from the structural difference between the two
distributions: the random ANN model defines an explicit generative mechanism for Yk(θ opt

t | x), allowing for direct
simulation and empirical estimation, whereas the data-driven distribution ptrain

k must be approximated nonparamet-
rically due to the absence of a generative model. It is important to emphasize that a small difference between the
global scores CRPSANN

test and CRPStrain
test does not imply a small value of the relative discrepancy criterion CRPSANN

test . The
latter evaluates local divergences at each test sample and output component, independently of possible cancella-
tions at the global scale. Thus, a relatively large value of CRPSANN

test indicates the presence of pointwise prediction
inconsistencies, even if the global distributional accuracy of the random ANN model appears satisfactory.

9.5. Validation using the comparison of conditional probability density functions
As a complement to the criteria based on pc-confidence intervals for all points of the test dataset, and since the

ouuputs are not Gaussian, for a selected input xi
test ∈ Rnin chosen in the test dataset and for a selected k-th compo-

nent output chosen among all the output components, we compare the graph of the conditional probability density
function y 7→ pANN

k (y | xi
test ; θ opt

t ) with y 7→ ptrain
k (y | xi

test). The density pANN
k (· | xi

test ; θ opt
t ) on R is the conditional proba-

bility density function of the k-th component Yk(θ opt
t | x

i
test) of the random output, estimated from nsim independent

realizations {yℓk(θ opt
t | x

i
test), ℓ = 1, . . . , nsim} generated with the random ANN for θt = θ

opt
t . The density ptrain

k (· | xi
test)

on R is the conditional probability density function of the k-th component of the random output, estimated using
GKDE based on the training dataset {(xi, yi), i = 1, . . . , nd}.
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10. Mathematical analysis of the proposed random neural network

The present section introduces the first mathematical elements that characterize the proposed stochastic neural
model from a theoretical perspective. The emphasis is not on deriving exhaustive results or closed-form theorems
but on establishing foundational properties that substantiate the internal coherence, expressive capacity, and well-
posedness of the architecture as a probabilistic function generator. In particular, we identify and prove structural
properties related to the existence and uniqueness of the latent field, the measurability of the random architec-
ture generator, and the statistical consistency of the induced stochastic mappings. These results already support
a preliminary characterization, in a nonparametric sense, of the expressive variability and functional diversity of
the model. Several deeper questions, such as the full characterization of the induced function class, identifiabil-
ity of the generative hyperparameters, and convergence properties of the supervised learning estimator, remain
open. These are mathematically subtle and require further development. Nevertheless, the analysis presented
here provides a rigorous starting point for formalizing the proposed model as a geometric and stochastic learning
framework grounded in applied mathematics.

10.1. Expressive stochastic capacity of the random neural network model
We consider the supervised learning of an unknown random mapping

x 7→ F(x) : Rnin → L2
P(Ω,Rnout ) ,

defined on the probability space (Ω,T ,P), for which only a finite training dataset {(xi, yi)}nd
i=1 is available, where

each yi = F(xi;ωi) is a realization associated with ωi ∈ Ω. The random mapping F itself is not known and cannot
be queried outside of the given training dataset. In Sections 2 to 7, we have constructed a family of random neural
network surrogates defined by random mappings{

x 7→ FANN(x; θt) : Rnin → L2
P(Ω,Rnout ) , θt = (θ,β) ∈ Cθt ⊂ Rnθt

}
,

structured via latent random fields on a compact, boundaryless, multiply-connected manifold. Our goal is to de-
fine a notion of expressive stochastic capacity for this model class that is independent of any specific F and that
characterizes the expressive capacity of the architecture class.

To this end, we define the expressive stochastic capacity of the model class {FANN(· ; θt) : θt ∈ Cθt } as the density of
this set in the Hilbert space,

H = L2
PX

(Rnin ; L2
P(Ω,Rnout )) ,

where PX is the probability measure of the random input X. Vector space H is the Hilbert space of measurable
functions on Rnin with values in L2

P
(Ω,Rnout ), square integrable with respect to PX. Therefore, the model class is

said to possess expressive stochastic capacity if, for every target mapping F ∈ H and every ε > 0, there exists a
parameter vector θ opt ∈ Cθt such that∫

Rnin

E
{
∥FANN(x; θ opt

t ) − F(x) ∥2
}

PX(dx) < ε2.

This capacity condition characterizes the approximation power of the model class independently of any specific
training dataset or optimization method. In practice, the expressive stochastic capacity of the model could be
ensured by constructing FANN(x; θt) via a chaos expansion of the form FANN(x; θt) =

∑+∞
k=1 ak(x ; θt) ξk, where {ξk}k is

a Hilbert basis in L2
P

(Ω), and where the coefficient functions ak(· ; θt) with values in Rnout are drawn from a class
of expressive stochastic function generators. Under suitable conditions, the resulting model class forms a dense
subset of H, thereby exhibiting strong representational capacity of the random neural network architecture.

Basing a proof on such a chaos expansion seems difficult, and since there are three main ingredients in the pro-
posed random neural network model which, by composition, give FANN(·; θt), we propose to prove separately the
following four properties:

• The expressive stochastic approximation of centered, second-order, Gaussian, real-valued random fields
indexed by S , and differentiability of the associated SPDE solutions with respect to the hyperparameter
vector.

• The expressive stochastic encoding of the probability measure of the random weight matrix.

• The differentiability of the solution of the constrained random neural network equation.

Each of the following three sections addresses these three points.
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10.2. Expressive stochastic approximation of centered second-order Gaussian real-valued random fields indexed
by S and differentiability of the associated SPDE solutions with respect to the hyperparameter vector

We consider the smooth, compact, oriented, boundaryless 2-dimensional Riemannian manifold S defined in
Section 2.1-(i). Let L2

0(S ) denote the Hilbert space of square-integrable functions with zero mean on S ,

L2
0(S ) =

{
f ∈ L2(S )

∣∣∣∣∣ ∫
S

f (x) dσ(x) = 0
}
. (10.1)

Let HS be the set of self-adjoint, positive-definite, Hilbert-Schmidt operators on L2
0(S ), corresponding to covari-

ance operators of centered, second-order, Gaussian, real-valued random fields indexed by S . For each integer
nh ≥ 1, we consider the stochastic partial differential equation defined by Eq. (2.3),

Lnh Unh (x) = B(x) , x ∈ S , (10.2)

where Lnh = τ0 − ⟨∇, [Knh (x)]∇⟩, with τ0 > 0, B the Gaussian white generalized random field defined in Sec-
tion 2.1-(ii), and {[Knh (x), x ∈ S } the symmetric positive-definite tensor field on TxS , defined in Sections 2.1-
(iii)-(iv) and such that, for k ∈ {1, 2}, the functions {h(k, j), j = 1, . . . , nh} are orthonormal in L2

0(S ), and hk > 0.
Therefore, the covariance operator of random field Unh can be written as CUnh

= (L−1
nh

)2.

Proposition 1 (Expressive stochastic representation of the Gaussian latent field model within the diagonal model).
For each k ∈ {1, 2}, let {h(k, j)} j≥ 1 be a Hilbert basis of L2

0(S ) and let β (k)
nh ∈ Cad,k be such that Eq. (2.7) and

thus Eq. (2.5) hold. Hence, the diagonal tensor fields [Knh ] = diag(h(1)
nh , h

(2)
nh ) are uniformly elliptic on S . Let

[K⋆] = diag(h(1)
⋆ , h

(2)
⋆ ) be any uniformly elliptic diagonal tensor field on S with h(k)

⋆ belonging to the L∞(S )-
closure of span{h(k, j)} j≥1, and let C⋆ ∈ HS denote the covariance operator of the SPDE solution associated with
[K⋆]. Then there exist two sequences of parameter vectors {β (1)

nh }nh and {β (2)
nh }nh (defining [Knh ] via Eqs. (2.6) and

(2.7)) such that the corresponding covariance operators {CUnh
}nh ⊂ HS satisfy

lim
nh→∞
∥C⋆ −CUnh

∥HS
= 0. (10.3)

In particular, the model class generated by diagonal tensor fields of the form (2.6) with (2.7) is dense in HS within
the diagonal subclass.

Proof. Since S is compact and without boundary, τ0 > 0, and [Knh ] and [K⋆] are symmetric and uniformly
positive-definite, the operators Lnh = τ0 − ⟨∇, [Knh (x)]∇⟩ and L⋆ = τ0 − ⟨∇, [K⋆(x)]∇⟩ are strongly elliptic,
self-adjoint, and coercive [65]. It follows that L−1

nh
and L−1

⋆ are compact, self-adjoint, and Hilbert-Schmidt on
L2

0(S ) [66], due to the compact embedding H1(S ) into L2(S ) [103]. Denote the covariances by CUnh
= (L−1

nh
)2

and C⋆ = (L−1
⋆ )2. By assumption, for k ∈ {1, 2} there exist truncated expansions h(k)

nh ∈ span{h(k, j)} j≥1 such that
h(k)

nh → h(k)
⋆ in L∞(S ) while preserving the uniform ellipticity bounds (this is enforced by β (k)

nh ∈ Cad,k). Hence
[Knh ]→ [K⋆] in L∞(S ). Consider the bilinear forms

anh (u, v) = τ0

∫
S

u v dσ +
∫

S
⟨[Knh ]∇u ,∇v⟩ dσ , a⋆(u, v) = τ0

∫
S

u v dσ +
∫

S
⟨[K⋆]∇u ,∇v⟩ dσ .

Uniform ellipticity and L∞-convergence of coefficients yield

|anh (u, v) − a⋆(u, v)| ≤ ∥[Knh ] − [K⋆]∥L∞ ∥∇u∥L2 ∥∇v∥L2 .

Standard form-perturbation estimates imply the norm-resolvent convergence [104], hence

∥L−1
nh
− L−1

⋆ ∥L(L2
0,L

2
0) −→ 0.

Finally, write (L−1
nh

)2 − (L−1
⋆ )2 = (L−1

nh
−L−1

⋆ )L−1
nh
+L−1

⋆ (L−1
nh
−L−1

⋆ ). Since the product of a bounded operator with
a Hilbert–Schmidt operator is Hilbert–Schmidt, we get

∥CUnh
−C⋆ ∥HS

≤ ∥L−1
nh
− L−1

⋆ ∥
(
∥L−1

nh
∥HS
+ ∥L−1

⋆ ∥HS

)
−→ 0.

This proves (10.3) within the diagonal subclass and completes the proof.

Differentiability of the associated SPDE solutions with respect to parameters. The differentiability of the random
field Unh with respect to the parameters (h1, h2, β

(1)
1 , . . . , β(1)

nh , β
(2)
1 , . . . , β(2)

nh ) (see Eqs. (2.7)) is guaranteed by the
inverse mapping theorem in Banach spaces, due to the smooth dependence of the elliptic operator Lnh on these
parameters. Indeed, standard elliptic PDE theory ensures that L−1

nh
is differentiable in the operator norm provided

that uniform ellipticity constraints for h(k)(x) are strictly maintained. Consequently, the differentiability of Unh

directly follows.
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10.3. Expressive stochastic encoding of the probability measure of the random weight matrix
As explained in Section 8-(iii), the training of the hyperparameter θt is performed using the projected gradient

descent with Adam updates and trial-based initialization, which yields a convergent sequence {θ (n)
t }n≥1 for hyper-

parameter θt, and thus induces a corresponding sequence {θ (n)}n≥1 for θ. For each fixed θ (n), the sparse random
matrix of the weights is given by [Wsp

θ (n) ]i j = [Msp
θ (n) ]i j [Wθ (n) ]i j as defined in Eq. (5.3), where [Msp

θ (n) ] is specified in
Eq. (4.12), and [Wθ (n) ] from Eq. (5.2), is rewritten component-wise as [Wθ (n) ]i j = [wg

θ (n) ]i j F (n)
i j , where [F (n)] is a

random symmetric (N × N) real matrix with entries defined by

F (n)
i j = exp

− (∆S θ (n)

i j )2

2(ζ(n)
s )2 σ2

Sθ (n)

 , F (n)
i j = F (n)

ji , F (n)
i j ∈ ]0, 1] a.s. . (10.4)

In Eq. (10.4), ζ(n)
s denotes the component of θ (n) corresponding to ζs in θ. Note that it is sufficient to prove the

expressive stochastic encoding of the probability measure of the random weight matrix [Wθ (n) ]. This is because, in
the limit case of sparsity, that is, when the global percentile threshold parameter τprc, defined in Section 4.2.2-(v),
is set to 0, we have [Wsp

θ (n) ] = [Wθ (n) ]. Let [F] be any symmetric second-order random matrix of size (N × N) with
entries in ] 0, 1] a.s., such that for each (i, j), Fi j ∈ L2

P
(Ω, σ(Ξi j)) where σ(Ξi j) is the σ-algebra generated by Ξi j.

Then, we have to demonstrate that the stochastic model defined by Eq. (10.4) constitutes an expressive stochastic
encoding of the probability measure of [F]. For notational simplicity, we rewrite ∆S θ (n)

i j as Y (n)
i j .

Proposition 2 (Expressive stochastic encoding of the probability measure of the random matrix weights). Let
Y (n)

i j = Um(xi
θ (n) ; θ (n)) −Um(x j

θ (n) ; θ (n)) be the centered, second-order, Gaussian, real-valued random variable (see

Section 5-(i)) and let σ(n)
i j be its standard deviation. Therefore, the real-valued random variable Ξi j = Y (n)

i j /σ
(n)
i j is

centered, second-order, Gaussian, with unit variance, E{Ξ2
i j} = 1, and the collection {Ξi j}

N
i, j=1 are jointly depen-

dent. For each (i, j), the normalized Hermite polynomials {Hα(Ξi j)}α≥0 form a complete orthonormal system of
L2
P

(Ω, σ(Ξi j)). Let b(n)
i j and a(n)

i j be positive scalars such that

b(n)
i j = a(n)

i j / (ζ(n)
s )2 > 0 , a(n)

i j = (σ(n)
i j )2 / (2σ2

Sθ (n)
) > 0 . (10.5)

LetHα(ξ) denote the normalized Hermite polynomials on R. Then each random variable F(n)
i j defined by Eq. (10.4),

is written as F(n)
i j = exp(−b(n)

i j Ξ
2
i j), and admits the polynomial chaos expansion,

F (n)
i j =

∞∑
α=0

f (n)
i j, α Hα(Ξi j) , (10.6)

where the coefficients are explicitly given by

f (n)
i j , α =

√
(2α)!
α!

(−b (n)
i j )α

(1 + 2b (n)
i j )α+1/2

. (10.7)

If the sequence b (n)
i j > 0 is such that the set of coefficient sequences { f (n)

i j,α}α∈N indexed by n ∈ N is dense in ℓ2(N),
i.e.,

∀c = {cα}α∈N ∈ ℓ2(N) , ∀ε > 0 , ∃ n ∈ N such that
∞∑
α=0

( f (n)
i j , α − cα)2 < ε2 , (10.8)

then the stochastic model defined by Eq. (10.4) constitutes an expressive stochastic encoding of the probability law
within the entrywise subclass {[F] : Fi j ∈ L2

P
(Ω, σ(Ξi j)) , ∀i, j}. In particular, the sequence {[F(n)]}n≥1, generated

by the stochastic model, is such that

∃ {nq}q≥1 strictly increasing such that lim
q→+∞

E{ ∥ [F(nq)] − [F] ∥2F} = 0 . (10.9)

Proof. The proof is developed in three steps.

Step 1. Let b (n)
i j and Ξi j defined in the Proposition. Then, Eq. (10.4) can be rewritten as

F (n)
i j = exp

(
−b(n)

i j Ξ
2
i j

)
. (10.10)
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Step 2. For α ∈ N, letHα(ξ) be the normalized Hermite polynomials on R, defined by the orthonormality relation,

E{Hα(Ξi j)Hβ(Ξi j)} =
∫

R
Hα(ξ)Hβ(ξ)

1
√

2π
exp

(
−ξ2/2

)
dξ = δαβ , H0(ξ) = 1 .

Since Ξi j is standard Gaussian, and F(n)
i j ∈ L2

P
(Ω, σ(Ξi j)), the Hermite chaos expansion of F(n)

i j is given (see for

instance [105, 106, 107]), by Eq. (10.6) where the coefficients, calculated by f (n)
i j, α = E{F (n)

i j Hα(Ξi j)}, are given by

Eq. (10.7). Since 0 < F (n)
i j ≤ 1 a.s. by (10.4)–(10.10), we have

E{ ∥ [F (n)] ∥2F } =
N∑

i=1

N∑
j=1

E{(F (n)
i j )2} < +∞ , (10.11)

which shows that [F (n)] is a second-order random matrix. The random matrix [F (n)] admits the matrix-valued
chaos expansion,

[F (n)] =
∞∑
α=0

[ f (n)
α ] ◦ [Hα] , (10.12)

where ◦ denotes the Hadamard (entrywise) product, [ f (n)
α ] ∈ MN has entries [ f (n)

α ]i j = f (n)
i j , α, and [Hα] is the ran-

dom matrix with entries [Hα]i j = Hα(Ξi j). Due to Eq. (10.11), the series defined by Eq. (10.12) converges in
L2
P

(Ω,MN).

Step 3. If the family of sequences { f (n)
i j , α}n∈N is dense in ℓ2(N), then any square-summable sequence of Hermite

coefficients can be approximated arbitrarily well, which implies,

∀Fi j ∈ L2
P(Ω, σ(Ξi j)), ∃ n such that ∥F(n)

i j − Fi j∥L2
P
< ε .

Therefore, since for each (i, j) the chaos basis {Hα(Ξi j)}α≥0 spans L2
P

(Ω, σ(Ξi j)) and the coefficient family is dense
by (10.8), there exists a strictly increasing subsequence {nq}q such that [F(nq)] converges in L2

P
to any target [F]

with Fi j ∈ L2
P

(Ω, σ(Ξi j)) and entries in ] 0 , 1] a.s., which proves (10.9).

Remark 4. Constructive choice of the sequence b(n)
i j supporting expressive stochastic capability. In this remark, we

clarify a constructive choice of the sequence {b(n)
i j }n∈N that supports the expressive stochastic capability condition

of Proposition 2. The objective is to provide an explicit rule ensuring that the coefficient sequences { f (n)
i j , α}α∈N,

defined by Eq. (10.7), belong to the Hilbert space ℓ2(N) and exhibit fast tail decay. For sufficiently large n, a
suitable constructive choice for the sequence b(n)

i j is

b(n)
i j ∼ γ n−r , r > 0 , 0 < γ < +∞ . (10.13)

With this explicit definition, the Hermite chaos expansion coefficients from Eq. (10.7) become

f (n)
i j , α ∼

1
√
γ

√
(2α)!
α!

(−1)α

nrα (1/γ + 2/nr)α+1/2 , (10.14)

Each sequence { f (n)
i j , α}α∈N is clearly square-summable, hence belongs to ℓ2(N). The factorial growth in the numer-

ator is dominated by the exponential-type decay in the denominator as α → ∞ (for fixed n), which guarantees
convergence of

∑
α≥0| f

(n)
i j , α|

2. Moreover, as n varies, the family {{ f (n)
i j , α}α∈N}n∈N is nontrivial and provides a flexible

range of coefficient profiles (not confined to a single fixed finite-dimensional subspace), which is sufficient for
the entrywise L2-approximation scheme used in Proposition 2. In summary, the choice b(n)

i j = γ n−r supplies a
deterministic, explicit rule yielding square-summable Hermite coefficients with fast tail decay and parameter con-
tinuity, thereby supporting the expressive stochastic encoding employed in Proposition 2. .

Remark 5. Behavior of the hyperparameter ζ(n)
s . We examine a particular asymptotic behavior of a(n)

i j based on the

Gaussian structure of the random vector U(n) = (U(n)
1 , . . . ,U(n)

N ), where U(n)
j = Um(x j

θ (n) ; θ (n)). Let [C(n)
U ] denote its

covariance matrix. Since U(n) is centered, we have (σ(n)
i j )2 = Var(U(n)

i − U(n)
j ) = [C(n)

U ]ii + [C(n)
U ] j j − 2 [C(n)

U ]i j, and
therefore,

a(n)
i j =

1
2σ2

Sθ (n)

[C(n)
U ]ii + [C(n)

U ] j j − 2 [C(n)
U ]i j .
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If [C(n)
U ]ii → C∞ > and [C(n)

U ]i j → C∞ for all i ̸= j as n → +∞, then a(n)
i j → 0 as n → +∞. This condition means

that the covariance matrix [C(n)
U ] tends toward the rank-one matrix C∞ 1⊗1, where all entries converge to the same

positive constant. Equivalently, the differences U(n)
i −U(n)

j converge to zero in L2
P

, indicating a perfectly correlated
limit. If such a condition holds, then

(σ(n)
i j )2 → 0 ⇒ a(n)

i j → 0 as n→ +∞ . (10.15)

Thus, assuming that a(n)
i j ∼ n−p as n → +∞ with p > r, we obtain (ζ(n)

s )2 ∼ γ−1 nr−p → 0 as n → +∞,

which implies that ζ(n)
s should be a decreasing function of n. This shows that, in the asymptotic regime where

the covariance matrix [C(n)
U ] degenerates to a constant rank-one structure, the condition for expressive stochastic

capability (i.e., the decay of b(n)
i j ) leads naturally to a vanishing ζ(n)

s . The practically observed convergence behavior

of the optimization algorithm is consistent with a decreasing sequence ζ(n)
s .

10.4. Differentiability of the solution of the constrained random neural network equation
As explained in Step 3 of Section 8-(iii), the use of the local optimization based on projected gradient descent

requires the differentiability of the solution of the constrained random nonlinear neural network equation. Here, we
investigate the differentiability, with respect to the parameter vector θ, of the random vector Âθ, defined implicitly
by Eqs. (7.4) to (7.6), as the solution of the nonlinear random equation,

Âθ = f̂( [Ŵθ] Âθ + b̂θ) ,

where f̂ is the element-wise hyperbolic tangent function, f̂(z) = tanh(z). As stated in Step 3 of Section 8-(iii), we
treat the matrices [Ôθ0 ], [Oin

θ0
], and [Oout

θ0
] as fixed (that is, independent of θt), where θ0 is defined in Eq. (8.13).

Therefore, we have,

[Ŵθ] = [Ôθ0 ] [Wsp
θ ] [Ôθ0 ]T , b̂θ = [Ôθ0 ] [Wsp

θ ] [O in
θ0

]T x + b̂θ , b̂θ = [ĥθ0 ]β , [ĥθ0 ] = [Ôθ0 ] [h] .

Let us introduce the implicit function,

g(Âθ, θ) = Âθ − f̂( [Ŵθ] Âθ + b̂θ) ,

which defines the dependence of Âθ on θ through the condition g(Âθ, θ) = 0. Since f̂ = tanh is infinitely differen-
tiable, the differentiability of Âθ depends entirely on the invertibility of the Jacobian matrix of g with respect to
Âθ. The Jacobian [Jg] ∈ Mn̂ is given by

[Jg] =
∂g
∂Âθ

= [In̂] − [D f̂] [Ŵθ] ,

where [D f̂] is the diagonal matrix containing the derivatives of f̂, defined by

[D f̂]ii = 1 − tanh2(( [Ŵθ] Âθ + b̂θ)i), i = 1, . . . , n̂ .

This makes [D f̂] a strictly positive diagonal matrix, with entries satisfying 0 < [D f̂]ii ≤ 1 for all i. Hence, the
Jacobian [Jg] is invertible if and only if the spectral radius satisfies

ρ( [D f̂] [Ŵθ] ) < 1 .

This condition ensures local uniqueness and differentiability via the implicit function theorem. Given the structure
of [Ŵθ] (symmetric, with zero diagonal and strictly positive off-diagonal entries), this spectral condition is typi-
cally satisfied under mild assumptions on the parameter bounds. By invoking the implicit function theorem, we
conclude that Âθ is locally differentiable with respect to θ. Moreover, the theorem provides the explicit expression
for the derivative,

∂Âθ

∂θ
= −[Jg]−1 ∂g

∂θ
,

∂g
∂θ
= −[D f̂]

(
∂[Ŵθ]
∂θ

Âθ +
∂b̂θ
∂θ

)
.

Since both [Ŵθ] and b̂θ are differentiable with respect to θ, it follows that Âθ is smoothly differentiable with
respect to θ.

Remark 6. Probabilistic interpretation and existence of solutions. Since Âθ is a random vector, the differentia-
bility with respect to θ described above holds in an almost-sure sense. Consequently, the derivatives obtained
via the implicit function theorem are themselves random variables, allowing for the study of statistical quantities.
The differentiability analysis relies on the existence of at least one solution, which is guaranteed by the Brouwer
fixed-point theorem, as discussed in Section 7-(iv-1).
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11. Numerical Illustration: Random neural architecture on a torus as a compact, boundaryless, multiply-
connected manifold

This numerical illustration is not intended to demonstrate superior predictive accuracy over existing models,
but to illustrate the expressive flexibility and stochastic behavior induced by the latent generative architecture. The
examples are selected to show how topological and anisotropic parameters affect the distributional properties of
the outputs, consistent with the model goal to internalize structural uncertainty rather than minimize empirical
error.

11.1. Definition of a torus as the compact, boundaryless, multiply-connected 2D manifold S immersed in R3

Let S ⊂ R3 be a torus parameterized by x(u, v) = (x1(u, v), x2(u, v), x3(u, v)), with

x1(u, v) = (R + r cos v) cos u ,
x2(u, v) = (R + r cos v) sin u ,
x3(u, v) = r sin v ,

for u and v in [0, 2π], where the major radius is R = 2 and the minor radius is r = 0.7. The surface S is
meshed using the finite element method, as explained in Section 2.1-(v), with 80 subdivisions along the major
circle and 24 subdivisions along the minor circle. This results in a regular grid with no = 1920 nodes and
nelem = 3840 triangular elements with three nodes each, forming a structured mesh Sh that approximates the
compact, boundaryless, multiply-connected manifold S , as shown in Fig. 2.

Figure 2: Structured mesh Sh approximating the compact, boundaryless, multiply-connected manifold S (hidden-line removed).

11.2. Construction of the functions h(k, j) on S

Two models for the Hilbert basis in L2(S ) are considered: a non-smooth differentiable model and a smooth
differentiable ones. It should be noted that from the standpoint of mathematical analysis, it is sufficient that the
functions x 7→ h(1)

nh (x) and x 7→ h(2)
nh (x) used in Eq. (2.6) satisfy Eq. (2.7) (which will be the case for the non-smooth

differentiable functions described below). Therefore, the smooth differentiable model is not strictly necessary. For
the numerical illustration presented here, we adopt the non-smooth differentiable model. Nonetheless, we briefly
compare the results obtained with those obtained using the smooth differentiable model. These two models are
defined below. Let {xi

o, i = 1, . . . , no} denote the set of nodes of the triangulated finite element mesh Sh of S ,
where each node xi

o corresponds to the parameter values (ui, vi), with ui, vi ∈ [0, 2π] such that xi
o = x(ui, vi).

For the construction of random neural architectures on S , the discretization of the functions {x 7→ h(k, j)(x), k =
1, 2; j = 1, . . . , nh} (introduced in Section 2.1-(iv)) at the mesh nodes {xi

o, i = 1, . . . , no} of Sh, is represented by
the matrices [h1] and [h2] in Mno,nh . These matrices must satisfy the following properties related to Eq. (2.8), for
k ∈ {1, 2},

[hk]T [hk] = [Inh ] ,
1
no

no∑
i=1

[hk]i j = 0 , j = 1, . . . , nh . (11.1)

(i) Non-smooth differentiable case. The procedure is as follows: Generate two random matrices with independent
standard normal entries. Construct a projection that removes the mean from each column, ensuring each column
is mean-free. Apply this projection to the matrices, and orthonormalize the resulting mean-free columns using an
economy-size QR decomposition. This produces two independent sets of orthonormal, mean-free vectors satisfy-
ing Eq. (11.1).
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(ii) Smooth differentiable case. For the smooth differentiable case, we construct these bases using trigonomet-
ric products, leveraging the natural periodicity inherent to the torus parameterization. Specifically, for integers
mtor, ntor ≥ 1, we define the set of functions

ϕ(ℓ)
mtor,ntor (u, v) =


c cos(mtor u) cos(ntor v), ℓ = 1,
c sin(mtor u) cos(ntor v), ℓ = 2,
c cos(mtor u) sin(ntor v), ℓ = 3,
c sin(mtor u) sin(ntor v), ℓ = 4,

where the constant c is chosen to satisfy the normalization condition where
∫ 2π

0

∫ 2π
0 |ϕ

(ℓ)
mtor,ntor (u, v)|2du dv = 1,

yielding c = 1/
√
π. For each node i, we evaluate these functions at (ui, vi) to build columns of the matrices. The

number nh fixes the number of basis functions, and the pairs (mtor, ntor) are systematically incremented, along with
the index ℓ, until nh columns are assembled. To remove the mean (enforce zero average) for each basis function
over the mesh nodes, each column is centered by subtracting its empirical mean,

∀ j ∈ {1, . . . , nh}, [h1]:, j ← [h1]:, j −
1
no

no∑
i=1

[h1]i j .

The same procedure is applied for [h2], but starting with a different ordering or phase (i.e., beginning with
sin(mtor u) cos(ntor v)). For k ∈ {1, 2}, to ensure orthonormality of the columns with respect to the discrete in-
ner product over the mesh nodes, we apply an economy-size QR decomposition, [hk] = [Qk] [Rk], and retain only
the factor [Qk]. Thus, Eq. (11.1) is satisfied.

11.3. Values of the fixed parameters for the latent Gaussian random field indexed by the manifold S

The value of τ0, used in Eq. (2.3), is set to 1. For training the random neural network, the number nsim of
independent realizations {ηℓ, ℓ = 1, . . . , nsim} of the Rm-valued random variable H defined by Eqs. (2.17) and
(2.18), is set to 100. The value of m, defined in Section 2.1-(viii), is fixed to 100. To illustrate the covariance
eigenvalue problem associated with the random field Um, we consider the following value of the hyperparameter
θ, as defined in Eq. (5.7), with h1 = 0.087, h2 = 0.058, ζs = 0.0668, and β(1)

nh = β
(2)
nh = 0 (which corresponds

to nh = 0). Fig. 3a shows the graph α 7→ λα on a log10 scale, representing the eigenvalues of the covariance
matrix [CU] defined by Eq. (2.15), while Fig. 3b shows the graph m 7→ errPCA(m) defined by Eq. (2.19). Regarding
the value of m and the error function induced by the truncation, we refer the reader to the analysis presented in
Section 2.1-(viii). In fact, choosing m = 100 is not an approximation in the context of the proposed random neural
architecture; rather, it is a construction that enables control over statistical fluctuations in the latent random field.
The choice of m must also be correlated with the number N of neurons. For N = 200, which is the configuration
we detail in this application, the choice m = 100 is appropriate. We conducted a parametric study and observed
that the performance of supervised learning degrades when m ≪ 100, but remains stable for m > 100.
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(a) Eigenvalues of matrix [CU] on a log10 scale.
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(b) Graph m 7→ errPCA(m) defined by Eq. (2.19).

Figure 3: Covariance eigenvalues and truncated error of the reduced-order representation Um of random field U.

11.4. Parameter values for the generation of the random neural architecture and illustration of a realization
The number N of neurons stochastically located on the manifold Sh is set to 200. These random locations re-

sult from sampling the inhomogeneous Poisson process introduced in Section 3, where the number M of candidate
points is set to M = 2nelem = 7680. The number nin of input neurons and nout of output neurons, whose random
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locations are selected as explained in Section 4.1, based on the extreme values of the latent gaussian random field,
are set to nin = 20 and nout = 100. Thus, the total number N = 200 neurons is decomposed in 20 input neurons,
100 output neurons, and 80 hidden neurons. The sparsity binary mask for the random neural graph topology is
constructed as explained in Section 4.2, where the percentile threshold parameter τprc is set to 75%, which means
that only 25% of inter-neurons connections are retained. Since the total number of possible connections (exclud-
ing self-connections) is 39 800, the number of retained unique connections is 4975. For each given value of the
hyperparameter θ, the random weights for the sparsified connectivity in the geometric-probabilistic neural graph
are constructed as explained in Section 5.

To graphically illustrate a given realization of the random neural architecture, we consider the following value
of the hyperparameter θ, defined by Eq. (5.7), with h1 = 0.087, h2 = 0.058, ζs = 0.0668, and β(1)

nh = β
(2)
nh = 0

(which corresponds to nh = 0). Fig. 4a shows one realization of the anisotropic latent Gaussian random field
{Um(x), x ∈ Sh}, while Fig. 4b displays the corresponding realization of random neuron locations on Sh, super-
imposed on the field realization. Figs. 5a and 5b show the realization of the random sparse connectivity and its
corresponding density map on the manifold Sh, associated with the realization of the latent random field Um and
the corresponding realization of random neuron locations on Sh, as shown in Fig. 4. The sparse connectivity cor-
responds to the realization of the random edge-mask matrix defined by Eq. (4.12), but drawn along the geodesics
defined by Eq. (4.8), which are used to construct the random edge-mask matrix (see Eqs. (4.10) to (4.13). It
should be noted that the geodesic paths between neurons shown in Fig. 5a are not perfectly represented due to the
triangulation of the manifold and the fact that the neurons do not coincide with the mesh nodes of the surface Sh.
This is simply an artifact, but the generation of the connectivities is fully correct.

(a) Realization of the anisotropic latent random field Um. (b) Realization of the random neuron locations on Sh.

Figure 4: Realization of the latent random field Um and the corresponding realization of the random neuron locations on the manifold Sh,
superimposed on the field.

(a) Realization of the random sparse connectivity. (b) Realization of the sparse connectivity density map.

Figure 5: Realization of the random sparse connectivity and its corresponding density map on the manifold Sh, associated with the realization
of the latent random field Um and the corresponding realization of random neuron locations on Sh, as shown in Fig. 4.
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11.5. Training the vector-valued hyperparameter from network supervision

(i) Defining the training and test datasets. The supervised learning is conducted as described in Section 8.
The training dataset {(xi, yi), i = 1, . . . , nd} consists of nd = 3000 samples in R20 × R100, while the test dataset
{(xi

test, y
i
test), i = 1, . . . , ntest} consists of ntest = 600 samples. For a given input x in R20, the probabilistic model

defines the random output Y|X = x as an R100-valued random variable that is highly non-Gaussian. Both datasets
are generated from the same complex probabilistic model using non linear mappings and polynomial chaos ex-
pansions. These datasets can be obtained upon request to the author. Note that, as previously explained, for both
datasets the only available information consists, for each xi (or xi

test), of a single realization yi (or yi
test) of the ran-

dom vector Y|X = xi (or Y|X = xi
test). This constitutes an additional difficulty for training the neural network model.

(ii) Additional details on model and algorithm choices. The dimension of the vector β is chosen as nb = n̂ =
N − nin = 200 − 20 = 180. The fixed-point iteration defined in Eq. (7.10) is used to solve the random nonlinear
neural network equation, with a relaxation parameter α = 0.5 and a tolerance ε = 0.01. Convergence was con-
sistently achieved within a few dozen iterations. We also testes smaller values of ε, which increased the number
of iterations but did not significantly affect the final optimized value θ opt

t of the hyperparameter θt. In all cases,
the number of iterations remainded below 500. In cases nh ≥ 1, we use the smooth differentiable model of the
functions h(k, j) on S , as defined in Section 11.2-(ii).

(iii) Solving the trial-based global optimization problem. The trial-based global optimization is carried out as
described in Step 2 of Section 8-(iii). We recall that, for this step, the hyperparameter is θtrial = (h1, h2, ζs), with
nh = 0. A computational pre-analysis was conducted on the grid Ctrial = [0.02 , 0.10]3, defined in Eq. (8.5), in order
to identify a region where a finer grid is to be used. This refined domain is Ctrial = [0.065 , 0.120]×[0.034 , 0.094]×
[0.040 , 0.107]. The finer grid Cgrid ⊂ Ctrial consists of 63 = 216 nodes, denoted θ j

trial, with ngrid = 216. Note that
each grid node in Cgrid satisfies the positivity constraints h1 > 0, h2 > 0, and ζs > 0 (see Eq. (5.7)), so θtrial
automatically satisfies all required constraints. The optimal value θ opt

trial obtained for θtrial is

θ opt
trial = (h opt

1,trial = 0.087 , h opt
2,trial = 0.058 , ζ opt

s,trial = 0.0668) . (11.2)

Fig. 6a shows the loss function j 7→ J(θ j
trial) for j = 1, . . . , ngrid, where J(θ j

trial) is computed using Eqs. (8.2)
with (8.3). For ζs = ζ

opt
s,trial, Fig. 6b shows the graph of the function (h1, h2) 7→ J(h1, h2, ζ

opt
s,trial) over the domain

[0.076 , 0.098] × [0.046 , 0.07], which is centered at the optimal point (h opt
1,trial, h

opt
2,trial). It can be observed that the

function is smooth in (h1, h2) in a neighborhood of the optimal solution. Fig. 7 displays the graph of the function
k 7→ β opt

trial,k for k ∈ {1, . . . , nb}, with nb = n̂ = N − nin = 180.
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(a) Loss function j 7→ J(θ j
trial).
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(b) Restricted loss function (h1, h2) 7→ J(h1, h2, ζ
opt
s,trial).

Figure 6: Trial-based global optimization: realization of the latent random field Um and the corresponding realization of the random neuron
locations on the manifold Sh, superimposed on the field.
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Figure 7: Trial-based global optimization: graph of the function k 7→ β
opt
trial,k for k ∈ {1, . . . , nb}.

(iv) Solving the local optimization problem using the projected gradient descent with Adam updates and trial-
based initialization. The local optimization is performed as described in Step 3 of Section 8-(iii). The hyperpa-
rameters h1, h2, and ζs are set to h opt

1,trial, h opt
2,trial, and ζ opt

s,trial, respectively. We recall that, for this step:
- when nh = 0, the updated hyperparameter is β ∈ R180;
- when nh ≥ 1, the updated hyperparameter vector is (β (1)

nh ,β
(2)
nh ,β) ∈ R2nh+180, subject to the constraints in

Eqs. (8.17)-(8.18), with c(k)
⋆ = 10−12 and c(k)⋆ = +∞, and handled as explained in Section 8-(iv).

The optimal value θ opt
trial, defined in Eq. (11.2), is used to construct, the initial value θ0, as defined in Eq. (8.13), for

the projected gradient descent algorithm with Adam updates. The step size for the Adam algorithm is set to 0.001
for each component of β (1)

nh and β (2)
nh , and to 0.01 for β. As explained, the gradient of the function θt 7→ J(θt) is

computed using a central difference approximation, with a relative directional step size of 10−6 for the numerical
gradient.

- For the case nh = 0, Fig. 8a shows the graph of the loss function n 7→ NLLANN(n), defined in Eq. (8.15), and
Fig. 8b shows the graph of the normalized maximum change function n 7→ ∆max(n), defined in Eq. (8.16) with
nwind = 3, both as functions of the iteration number n of the projected gradient descent with Adam updates. The
final iteration is denoted by n opt, and its value can be identified in the figure. Fig. 9a shows the graphs of the
components n 7→ βk(n) for k = 1, . . . , nb = 180, representing the evolution of the hyperparameter vector β ∈ R180

over the iterations. Fig. 9b shows the graph of k 7→ β opt
k , representing the components of the optimal value

β opt ∈ R180 at iteration n = 25.
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(a) Graph of n 7→ NLLANN(n) in log10 scale.
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(b) Graph of n 7→ ∆max(n).

Figure 8: Local optimization for the case nh = 0: (a) loss function n 7→ NLLANN(n) defined in Eq. (8.15); (b) normalized maximum change
function n 7→ ∆max(n) defined in Eq. (8.16) with nwind = 3, as functions of the iteration number n of the projected gradient descent with Adam
updates.
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(a) Graphs of n 7→ βk(n) for k = 1, . . . , nb = 180.
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(b) Graph of k 7→ β
opt
k at iteration n = 25.

Figure 9: Local optimization for the case nh = 0: (a) graphs of the components n 7→ βk(n) for k = 1, . . . , nb = 180 of the hyperparameter
β ∈ R180, as functions of the iteration number n of the projected gradient descent with Adam updates; (b) graph of k 7→ β

opt
k , the components

of the optimal value β opt ∈ R180 at iteration n = 25.

- For the case nh = 10, Fig. 10a shows the graph of the loss function n 7→ NLLANN(n), defined in Eq. (8.15),
and Fig. 10b shows the graph of the normalized maximum change function n 7→ ∆max(n), defined in Eq. (8.16)
with nwind = 3. Both are shown as functions of the iteration number n of the projected gradient descent with
Adam updates. Fig. 11a shows the graphs of the components n 7→ βk(n) for k = 1, . . . , nb = 180, representing
the evolution of the hyperparameter vector β ∈ R180 over the iterations. Fig. 11b shows the graph of k 7→ β opt

k ,
representing the components of the optimal value β opt ∈ R180 at iteration n = 100. Figs. 12a (k = 1) and 12b
(k = 2) show the graphs of the nh = 10 components n 7→ β(k)

j (n) for j = 1, . . . , nh = 10 of the hyperparameter

β(k)
nh ∈ R10 as functions of the iteration number n of the projected gradient descent with Adam updates.
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(a) Graph of n 7→ NLLANN(n) in log10 scale.
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(b) Graph of n 7→ ∆max(n).

Figure 10: Local optimization for the case nh = 10: (a) loss function n 7→ NLLANN(n) defined in Eq. (8.15); (b) normalized maximum change
function n 7→ ∆max(n) defined in Eq. (8.16) with nwind = 3, as functions of the iteration number n of the projected gradient descent with Adam
updates.
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(a) Graphs of n 7→ βk(n) for k = 1, . . . , nb = 180.
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(b) Graph of k 7→ β
opt
k at iteration n = 25.

Figure 11: Local optimization for the case nh = 10: (a) graphs of the components n 7→ βk(n) for k = 1, . . . , nb = 180 of the hyperparameter
β ∈ R180, as functions of the iteration number n of the projected gradient descent with Adam updates; (b) graph of k 7→ β

opt
k , the components

of the optimal value β opt ∈ R180 at iteration n = 25.
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(a) Graphs of n 7→ β(1)
j (n) for j = 1, . . . , 10.
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(b) Graphs of n 7→ β(1)
j (n) for j = 1, . . . , 10.

Figure 12: Local optimization for the case nh = 10: For k ∈ {1, 2}, graphs of the components n 7→ β(k)
j (n) for j = 1, . . . , nh of the hyperparameter

β (k)
nh ∈ Rnh , as functions of the iteration number n of the projected gradient descent with Adam updates.

For the two cases, nh = 0 and nh = 10, the values of all the criteria defined in Section 9 are given in Table 1,
in the rows corresponding to N = 200, nd = 3000, and ntest = 600.

11.6. Training results, quantitative evaluation of the trained random network, and sensitivity analysis

The quantitative evaluation of the trained random network is based on the five criteria detailed in Section 9.

(i) Quantitative evaluation of the baseline configuration and sensitivity analysis with respect to the training dataset
and the number of hyperparameters. In this paragraph, we consider the case detailed in Sections 11.1 to 11.5,
which corresponds to N = 200, nd = 3000, ntest = 600, and, nh = 0 and 10. We present the training results and
the corresponding quantitative evaluation for this configuration. Additionally, we analyze how these results vary
as functions of the number of training samples nd and the hyperparameter dimension nh, which controls the latent
Gaussian random field. For the three configurations presented below, the optimal value θ opt

trial = (h opt
1,trial, h

opt
2,trial, ζ

opt
s,trial),

obtained by solving the trial-based global optimization problem defined by Eq. (8.6), is provided in Table 1 for
each configuration.

Table 1: Optimal value θ opt
trial obtained by solving the trial-based global optimization problem for N = 200

nd ntest h opt
1,trial h opt

2,trial ζ opt
s,trial

1000 200 0.0957 0.0642 0.0726
3000 600 0.0870 0.0580 0.0668
10000 2000 0.0870 0.0580 0.0668
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All values of the evaluation criteria are summarized in Table 2, in which the values of J(θ opt
trial) (defined by

Eq. (8.6)) and NLL opt
ANN (defined by (8.14)) are divided by nd, and NLLtest

ANN (defined by (9.1)) is divided by ntest.
A detailed discussion of these results is provided in Section 12. The last evaluation criterion concerns, for a

Table 2: Evaluation criteria of the baseline configuration and sensitivity analysis for N = 200

Eqs. (8.6) (8.14) (8.16) (9.1) (9.2) (9.5) (9.6) (9.9) (9.9) (9.10)
nd ntest nh J(θ opt

trial) NLL
opt
ANN ∆max(n opt) NLLtest

ANN Cro Crα Crβ CRPStrain
test CRPSANN

test CrCRPS

1000 200 TRIAL - 77.0 - - 84.2 0.085 0.203 0.117 0.504 0.504 0.223
PGD 0 - 71.9 0.039 91.6 0.214 0.205 0.112 0.504 0.499 0.259
PGD 10 - 81.8 0.015 75.2 0.088 0.192 0.108 0.504 0.498 0.223
PGD 30 - 79.5 0.021 85.5 0.069 0.192 0.112 0.504 0.499 0.214

3000 600 TRIAL - 79.2 - - 80.3 0.014 0.205 0.128 0.489 0.495 0.243
PGD 0 - 71.4 0.031 79.5 0.102 0.198 0.127 0.489 0.497 0.239
PGD 10 - 76.0 0.014 78.2 0.028 0.199 0.120 0.488 0.495 0.194
PGD 30 - 87.5 0.013 79.8 0.096 0.211 0.120 0.488 0.482 0.220

10000 2000 TRIAL - 76.0 - - 78.7 0.033 0.205 0.228 0.136 0.485 0.245
PGD 0 - 60.3 0.019 63.4 0.050 0.227 0.131 0.485 0.480 0.207
PGD 10 - 69.4 0.025 72.9 0.040 0.228 0.128 0.485 0.485 0.217
PGD 30 - 71.9 0.017 67.8 0.060 0.213 0.128 0.485 0.489 0.197

given sample from the test dataset, the comparison of conditional probability density functions and the associated
conditional confidence intervals. For consistency, we consider the configuration detailed in Sections 11.1 to 11.5,
corresponding to N = 200, nd = 3000, ntest = 600, and nh = 10. For a selected sample input x6

test ∈ R20 from the test
dataset, and for the k-th component of the real-valued random output Yk, selected for k = 5, 26, and 90, Figs. 13a to
13c show the graphs of the conditional probability density functions y 7→ pANN

k (y | x6
test ; θ opt

t ) and y 7→ ptrain
k (y | x6

test),
which are estimated as explained in Section 9.5. Table 3 presents, for k = 5, 26, and 90, a comparison of the condi-
tional confidence intervals CIANN

k (x6
test) = [αANN

k (x6
test) , β

ANN
k (x6

test)] and CItrain
k (x6

test) = [αtrain
k (x6

test) , β
train
k (x6

test)], computed
using Eqs. (9.3) and (9.4).
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(a) Conditional pdf for k = 5.
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(b) Conditional pdf for k = 26.
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(c) Conditional pdf for k = 90.

Figure 13: For k ∈ {5, 26, 90}, conditional probability density functions y 7→ pANN
k (y | x6

test ; θ opt
t ) (thick black line) and y 7→ ptrain

k (y | x6
test) (thin

black line), given the sample input x6
test ∈ R20 in the test dataset, for N = 200, nd = 3000, ntest = 600, and nh = 10.

Table 3: For k = 5, 26, and 90, conditional confidence intervals CIANN
k (x6

test) and CItrain
k (x6

test) for given the sample input x6
test ∈ R20, for

N = 200, nd = 3000, ntest = 600, and nh = 0

k CItrain
k (x6

test) CIANN
k (x6

test)

5 [0.62 , 1.23] [0.58 , 1.24]
26 [0.43 , 0.57] [0.43 , 0.66]
90 [0.52 , 0.76] [0.44 , 0.83]

(ii) Sensitivity analysis. The sensitivity analysis is conducted with respect to the configuration corresponding to
the first case presented in Table 2, for which N = 200, nd = 1000, ntest = 200. This configuration, labeled ”Ref”, is
reproduced in Table 4 and serves as the reference for comparison. Four sensitivity analysis cases are considered:

• SA1 - Finite element mesh size: using 160 subdivisions along the major circle and 48 along the minor circle
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(instead of 80 and 24), yielding a regular grid with no = 7680 nodes and nelem = 15 360 triangular elements
(each with three nodes), forming a structured mesh Sh.

• SA2 - Percentile threshold parameter: setting τprc = 5% instead of 75%, which means that 95% of inter-
neurons connections are retained.

• SA3 - Smooth differentiable functions h(k, j) on S , as defined in Section 11.2-(ii), used instead of the non-
smooth differentiable case defined in Section 11.2-(i) when nh ≥ 1.

• SA4 - Number of neurons: using N = 400 instead of 200.

The parameters associated with these configurations and their corresponding results are summarized in Table 4.

Table 4: Sensitivity analysis with respect to a baseline configuration for N = 200

Case N nd ntest τprc h opt
1,trial h opt

2,trial ζ opt
s,trial nh J(θ opt

trial) NLL
opt
ANN NLLtest

ANN CrCRPS

Ref 200 1000 200 75 TRIAL 0.0957 0.0642 0.0726 - 77.0 - 84.2 0.223
PGD 10 - 81.8 75.2 0.223

SA1 200 1000 200 75 TRIAL 0.0978 0.0650 0.0740 - 81.4 - 88.2 0.231
PGD 10 - 80.9 89.4 0.206

SA2 200 1000 200 5 TRIAL 0.0617 0.0760 0.0760 - 72.4 - 89.2 0.227
SA3 200 1000 200 75 TRIAL 0.0957 0.0642 0.0726 - 77.0 - 84.2 0.223

PGD 0 - 72.0 90.9 0.263
PGD 10 - 79.9 78.6 0.191
PGD 30 - 87.6 86.3 0.208

SA4 400 1000 200 75 TRIAL 0.0674 0.0963 0.0668 - 84.1 - 84.8 0.242
PGD 0 - 84.0 86.1 0.254
PGD 10 - 72.5 72.8 0.214

12. Discussions based on the obtained results

In this section, we analyze the numerical results from Section 11, focusing on the best-performing configura-
tion: N = 200 neurons, nd = 3000 training samples, ntest = 600 test samples, and nh = 10, for which the CRPS
criterion attains a minimum value of 0.194.

(i) Neuron placement induced by the latent field.. As shown in Fig. 4b, the neuron locations are concentrated in
regions where the latent Gaussian field exhibits high local variability. This outcome is a direct consequence of the
inhomogeneous Poisson process, whose intensity is defined by the variance map Λ(x; θ). Areas of low variance,
such as the black zones of the torus surface, receive no neural allocation, not because field values are small, but due
to minimal uncertainty. This allocation strategy reflects an intrinsic adaptation of the architecture to the epistemic
structure of the latent field, concentrating representational capacity in regions of high uncertainty where functional
variability is most pronounced.

(ii) Optimization convergence and sensitivity to hyperparameters.. Figure 8 confirms smooth convergence of the
loss NLLANN(n) and the normalized maximum parameter change ∆max(n) when nh = 0 (183 hyperparameters).
For nh = 10 (203 hyperparameters), Fig. 10a shows mild fluctuations in the loss function, attributed to the hy-
perparameters β(1)

nh and β(2)
nh , which govern the anisotropic diffusivity of the latent field and therefore modulate

the directional structure of the emergent architecture. Despite this sensitivity (see also the discussion provided in
Section 8-(v)) Fig. 10b confirms convergence via monotonic decay of ∆max(n). The results validate the effective-
ness of the projected Adam-based gradient descent scheme, even in the presence of non-convex parameter-field
coupling.

(iii) CRPS-based distributional accuracy.. Table 2 shows that the CRPS score CRPSANN
test from the random ANN

model closely matches the nonparametric reference CRPStrain
test , with only marginal absolute differences. This prox-

imity indicates that the learned model faithfully reproduces the conditional output distributions. The relative
discrepancy measure CrCRPS, though not negligible, is modest (minimum 0.194) and reflects localized deviations
rather than systematic errors. These discrepancies likely stem from spatially varying variance or multimodal be-
havior in the conditional outputs—features that are difficult to capture perfectly across the entire test domain.
Importantly, the absolute magnitude of these deviations remains small, and their localized nature suggests that the
model does not suffer from systematic miscalibration.
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(iv) Generalization and overfitting analysis. The overfitting analysis is based on the normalized comparison of
negative log-likelihoods (NLL) computed on the training and test datasets through the criterion Cro. For the best
model, the obtained normalized values are NLLtest

ANN/ntest = 78.2, NLL opt
ANN/nd = 76.0, and Cro = 0.028. The criterion

Cro quantifies the normalized discrepancy between the training and test likelihoods after correcting for dataset
size. The value Cro = 0.028 ≪ 1 indicates a relatively small deviation between train and test losses, suggesting
an absence of significant overfitting. Importantly, the low value of Cro is particularly significant given the non-
Gaussian nature and high-dimensionality of the output space (here, nout = 100), where overfitting is typically
more likely due to the curse of dimensionality. This effect is mitigated in our model by the geometric constraint
imposed on neuron placement and connectivity, which guides capacity toward regions of functional complexity
and suppresses overparameterization. Classical neural network models tend to overfit when data are sparse relative
to the number of parameters or when outputs are not Gaussian. The present random ANN framework, relying on
a generative latent geometry and a limited number of neurons, seems to maintain generalization capability even
in these conditions. The overfitting analysis supports the statistical soundness of the random ANN model in high
dimensions. Despite the relatively small network size, the model generalizes well, demonstrating its robustness
for learning non-Gaussian conditional distributions with high output dimension.

(v) Confidence interval accuracy for non-Gaussian output random systems in high dimensions. Let us give a brief
positioning related to the confidence interval accuracy. In the context of modeling conditional random variables
Y | x with strongly non-Gaussian distributions using neural networks with random weights, the accurate estima-
tion of pc-confidence intervals CIANN

k (x) = [αANN
k (x) , β ANN

k (x)] for each component Yk | x remains a challenging task.
When employing state-of-the-art methodologies such as Bayesian neural networks with approximate inference
[13, 108], Monte Carlo dropout [14], or deep ensembles [109], empirical coverage errors for nominal pc = 95%
intervals typically range between 5% and 15%. Quantile regression networks [110] often exhibit higher miscover-
age rates in the 10% − 20% range due to quantile crossing and data sparsity. More expressive conditional density
estimators such as normalizing flows [111], multimodal neural processes [112], or neural conditional probabil-
ity models based on operator learning [113] can reduce this error below 10% when adequately trained on large
datasets. Recently, likelihood-ratio-based confidence intervals have been proposed to construct asymmetric, data-
adaptive intervals with theoretical guarantees [114]. In contrast, neural architectures with purely random weights
(e.g., Extreme Learning Machines or random feature models) tend to yield significantly less reliable confidence
intervals, with typical errors exceeding 20% unless complemented with Bayesian output layers, bootstrap aggre-
gation, or conformal prediction techniques [115, 116].

In relatively higher-dimensional settings, such as our illustrative example with input dimension nin = 20 and
output dimension nout = 100, the complexity of modeling the non-Gaussian conditional distribution Y | x increases
considerably.

To estimate per-component confidence intervals reliably in such regimes, a significantly larger number of
hidden neurons is required. Based on random feature approximation theory [7, 117], quantile resolution require-
ments, and multimodal density complexity, we estimate that a random-weight single hidden layer neural network
would require between 5 000 and 15 000 hidden units to accurately resolve 95% confidence intervals for all nout
components. This scaling is consistent with theoretical bounds on random feature-based kernel approximations
[118], recent asymptotic results on random-feature models in high-dimensional regimes [119, 120], and the need
to represent high-entropy conditional output distributions with adequate resolution [121]. The neuron count may
be reduced when structural assumptions (that is, conditional independence, low-rank covariance in Y|x) or com-
pressive priors are exploited.

In this work, we have presented a random neural network architecture structured by latent random fields
defined on compact, boundaryless, and multiply-connected manifolds, as introduced in the supervised learning
framework. Using only N = 200 neurons with 25% connectivity, trained on a dataset of nd = 1 000 input-output
pairs and evaluated on a test set of 200 points, we assessed the quality of the predicted confidence intervals CIANN

k (x)
by separately evaluating the errors on the lower bounds αANN

k (x) and the upper bounds β ANN
k (x). We obtained an

empirical average miscoverage error of 20% on the lower bounds and 11% on the upper bounds, computed across
all output components and test samples. These values represent average absolute deviations from the nominal 95%
coverage rate and reflect pointwise empirical coverage performance. This performance, achieved with significantly
reduced network complexity, suggests that the geometric structure and stochastic flexibility introduced by the
latent random field framework compensate for the lower neuron count. These results indicate that complex, high-
dimensional, non-Gaussian conditional distributions can be effectively learned and quantified even with relatively
compact random architectures, provided that structural priors are suitably exploited.

(vi) Probabilistic validation using CRPS. As with the confidence interval analysis, we begin by providing a brief
positioning of the CRPS criterion in the context of probabilistic model validation.
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The Continuous Ranked Probability Score (CRPS) is widely recognized as a strictly proper scoring rule for
validating probabilistic predictions, particularly in non-Gaussian and high-dimensional contexts [102, 100]. It
quantifies the discrepancy between a predicted cumulative distribution function (CDF) and the empirical step
function associated with an observed outcome by integrating the squared difference across the real line. In con-
trast to pointwise metrics such as the negative log-likelihood (NLL), CRPS captures the full shape of the predictive
distribution, making it sensitive to both bias and dispersion. It is robust to heavy tails, supports diagnostic insight in
multimodal settings, and has been successfully applied in various domains, including weather forecasting [101],
Bayesian deep learning [109], and operator learning [122]. For univariate predictions on normalized or mod-
erately scaled variables, well-calibrated probabilistic models typically yield CRPS values between 0.1 and 0.5,
with smaller values indicating better probabilistic fit. For instance, in high-dimensional regression problems with
non-Gaussian targets, modern approaches such as deep ensembles [109], quantile flows [110], or diffusion-based
conditional models [112] report CRPS values ranging from 0.2 to 0.5, depending on task complexity, data avail-
ability, and output dimensionality. In such regimes, relative CRPS comparisons tend to be more informative than
absolute values, especially when evaluating models of differing architectural complexity or inference paradigms.

The accuracy of the random ANN surrogate was assessed using the CRPS score CRPSANN
test , and compared with

CRPStrain
test , computed using a nonparametric Gaussian Kernel Density Estimation (GKDE) reference model based

on the training dataset. For a random ANN with N = 200 neurons, nd = 1000 training samples, ntest = 200 test
samples, and nh = 30, we obtained CRPSANN

test = 0.499 and CRPStrain
test = 0.504, with a relative discrepancy, computed

using Eq. (9.10), given by CrCRPS = 0.214 (for the best model, we obtain CrCRPS = 0.194).
The CRPS values are remarkably close in absolute terms, differing by only 0.005. This numerical proximity

demonstrates that the predictive distribution generated by the random ANN is statistically nearly equivalent to the
nonparametric GKDE benchmark, which serves as a biased but smooth reference estimator, despite the model’s
structural simplicity and compactness. Although the normalized criterion CrCRPS appears moderate at 21.4% (and
19.4.4% for the best model), it is primarily a consequence of normalization by small CRPS values, which magnifies
even small absolute differences. As such, CrCRPS should be interpreted with care: its value reflects relative sensitivity
rather than a substantial discrepancy in forecast skill.

That the random ANN achieves this level of accuracy using only 200 neurons and 25% connectivity under-
scores the expressive power of the model, particularly when its architecture is informed by latent geometric priors.
This result supports the hypothesis that structured randomness can act as an effective inductive bias, enabling
accurate distributional modeling even in high-dimensional, non-Gaussian settings with limited training data.

These findings reinforce the conclusions drawn from the NLL and confidence interval analyses. The pro-
posed random ANN architecture, despite the absence of variational inference layers or deep hierarchical com-
ponents, provides a robust and statistically valid surrogate model for uncertainty quantification. Its CRPS-based
performance confirms its capacity to learn and represent complex conditional distributions with a level of fidelity
comparable to nonparametric methods, while remaining computationally efficient and architecturally compact.

(vi) Efficiency and comparative evaluation. The results obtained for the random neural architecture structured
by latent random fields on compact boundaryless multiply-connected manifolds are evaluated with respect to
established probabilistic performance criteria and the state of the art in high-dimensional non-Gaussian modeling.
Using the results of the best model, the following points summarize the key findings:

Global distributional accuracy. The model yields a CRPS score of CRPSANN
test = 0.495 on the test dataset, which

is remarkably close to the nonparametric reference value CRPStrain
test = 0.488 derived from the empirical distribution

of the training data. This proximity confirms that the random neural architecture accurately captures the global
structure of the conditional output distribution, despite its strong non-Gaussianity.

Local distributional discrepancy. The relative discrepancy criterion yields a value of CrCRPS = 0.194, indicating
moderate pointwise deviations between the model-based and reference CRPS values. This is expected given the
strong variability of the output distribution in high dimension (nout = 100), and the fact that the benchmark is
constructed via kernel density estimation, which tends to produce locally smoother estimates. Importantly, the
global match in CRPS shows that the model’s deviations are not systematically biased but arise from localized
fluctuations, which are natural in such settings.

Modeling efficiency. The model uses only 200 neurons with 25% connectivity (i.e., sparse architecture), yet
successfully maintains predictive fidelity across ntest = 600 test samples after training on nd = 3000, thereby
accurately modeling a 100-dimensional non-Gaussian output variable. This represents a highly efficient use of
computational and statistical resources. The architectural regularization introduced by the latent manifold structure
plays a key role in enabling generalization in such a high-dimensional stochastic setting. Note that this efficiency
also holds for only 1000 training samples.

(vii) Sensitivity to architectural and geometric design choices. Based on the criteria CrCRPS, the sensitivity analysis
leads to the following observations.
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• Refining the manifold mesh improves the results, as expected, but does not lead to a significant change in
performance.

• Increasing the connectivity between neurons does not yield further improvements. This suggests that a
network with 25% connectivity is sufficiently expressive to capture the non-Gaussian random mapping.

• Using smooth differentiable functions for h(k, j) enhances performance, reducing the criterion CrCRPS from
0.223 to 0.191.

• Increasing the number of hidden neurons does not improve the results in the present setting, indicating that
this network size is adequate for the task.

13. Conclusions

Before summarizing the main contributions, we clarify the epistemological intent of this work. Rather than
proposing a refinement of existing neural architectures or attempting to replace standard models through perfor-
mance gains, this paper introduces a distinct paradigm in which the architecture of the neural system is itself a
stochastic object, a realization of a generative process governed by latent anisotropic fields defined over compact,
boundaryless, multiply-connected manifolds. In this framework, neurons, their connectivity, and synaptic weights
emerge jointly from a spatially structured random field, incorporating topological and geometric uncertainty as
intrinsic components of the model. This shift reframes supervised learning as inference over a generative pro-
cess that produces random function approximators, rather than optimization within a fixed architectural space.
It opens a principled new axis of investigation, conceptually distinct from mainstream approaches rooted in de-
terministic network designs and parametric weight fitting. This work introduced a new class of geometrically
structured random neural networks defined on compact, boundaryless, multiply-connected manifolds, driven by
latent anisotropic Gaussian fields and inhomogeneous Poisson point processes. The proposed architecture is not
fixed but stochastically generated, yielding both neuron placements and synaptic weights as emergent properties
of a latent spatial process. Supervised learning is recast as the inference of generative hyperparameters, rather
than optimization over fixed weights, enabling a principled treatment of architectural uncertainty. This work also
initiates a mathematical analysis of a stochastic neural model whose architecture is generated by a latent Gaussian
random field on a compact manifold. While a complete theoretical characterization remains open, the results al-
ready establish fundamental properties, such as a form of of expressive stochastic capability, supporting the model
internal coherence and expressive potential. These initial developments lay the groundwork for a broader mathe-
matical theory of geometry-driven stochastic learning systems. The presented numerical experiments do not aim
to benchmark predictive accuracy or compare against existing architectures. Instead, we provide diagnostic illus-
trations that elucidate how topological, anisotropic, and latent stochastic parameters influence the emergent neural
architecture and its induced function class. These numerical experiments validated the expressivity and efficiency
of the model in a challenging test case involving 100-dimensional outputs with strong non-Gaussian features. The
model demonstrates strong performance under severe resource constraints (e.g., 200 neurons, 25% connectivity),
achieving CRPS scores on par (in the considered setting) with those typically reported for significantly larger ar-
chitectures, such as Bayesian deep ensembles, deep Gaussian processes, or process models with input-dependent
noise. Moreover, the model maintained high-quality empirical coverage of confidence intervals and exhibited min-
imal overfitting, highlighting its ability to generalize from limited data in high-dimensional output spaces. The
CRPS-based comparisons and overfitting diagnostics support the conclusion that geometric priors, introduced via
latent manifold fields, act as powerful inductive biases. They allow the model to concentrate its representational
capacity on informative regions of the input manifold, avoiding the overparameterization that often affects conven-
tional neural approaches. Furthermore, the model supports a statistically coherent treatment of output uncertainty
without resorting to variational inference, dropout sampling, or deep ensembling. While promising, several ways
improvement remain. First, the training algorithm could be further optimized. Second, scaling the method to
higher-dimensional manifolds or more complex output structures (e.g., tensor-valued responses, sequential data)
will require algorithmic and computational refinement. Future directions include embedding this geometry-driven
framework within deep hierarchical compositions, or coupling it with learned activation dynamics via neural
ODEs or latent diffusion processes. Such hybrid models may combine the generalization ability of structured
randomness with the representational depth of modern architectures. Finally, hybridizing this latent-geometric
approach with learned activation dynamics or deep hierarchical structures may yield architectures that combine
statistical robustness with greater modeling depth. It is worth noting that the proposed model differs fundamen-
tally from traditional Bayesian neural networks or GP-based methods, which define uncertainty in parameter or
function space under fixed architectures. In contrast, our approach places a prior on the architecture itself, which
in turn induces a distribution over functions through geometric variability, essentially a function level prior shaped
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by manifold structure. This may complement recent developments in function-space inference by offering an
alternative, geometry-centered route to model uncertainty. In summary, this work establishes a probabilistic foun-
dation for tractable and geometry-aware uncertainty quantification in neural systems, with interpretable inductive
structure and scalable simulation algorithms. The integration of random topology, latent-field-driven weights, and
manifold-based geometry offers a novel path toward statistically principled learning in data-scarce, geometrically
structured domains.

This work also opens a new research direction in the development of Physics-Informed Neural Networks
(PINNs) with randomized neural architectures that are statistically consistent with the structure of inhomogeneous
physical systems. By leveraging latent random fields on manifolds as stochastic germs for generating PDE coef-
ficients, the network architecture becomes naturally adapted to both the geometry and boundary conditions of the
problem domain. This formulation establishes a principled framework for aligning the architecture of PINNs with
the physical and probabilistic properties of the target system, laying the groundwork for ongoing developments in
inverse modeling, uncertainty quantification, and data-driven discovery in complex stochastic media.
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