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Abstract

Compositional observations arise when measurements are recorded as parts of
a whole, so that only relative information is meaningful and the natural sample
space is the simplex equipped with Aitchison geometry. Despite extensive develop-
ment of compositional methods, a direct analogue of Moran’s I for assessing spatial
autocorrelation in areal compositional data has been lacking. We propose Reyes’s
I, a Moran type statistic defined through the Aitchison inner product and norm,
which is invariant to scale, to permutations of the parts, and to the choice of the ilr
contrast matrix. Under the randomization assumption, we derive an upper bound,
the expected value, and the noncentral second moment, and we describe exact and
Monte Carlo permutation procedures for inference. Through simulations covering
identical, independent, and spatially correlated compositions under multiple covari-
ance structures and neighborhood definitions, we show that Reyes’s I provides stable
behavior, competitive calibration, and improved efficiency relative to a naive alter-
native based on averaging componentwise Moran statistics. We illustrate practical
utility by studying the spatial dependence of a composition measuring COVID-19
severity across Colombian departments during January 2021, documenting signifi-
cant positive autocorrelation early in the month that attenuates over time.

Keywords: Compositional data; Aitchison geometry; spatial autocorrelation; Moran’s I;
permutation test.
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1 Introduction

Compositional data analysis (CoDa) emerges when handling data that represent propor-
tions or components of a whole. Applying traditional multivariate statistical methods to
analyze such data leads to erroneous results due to spurious correlations, as the value of
each component inherently depends on the values of the others. In this context, Aitchi-
son (1982), Barceló-Vidal et al. (2001), Pawlowsky-Glahn and Egozcue (2001), Egozcue
et al. (2003), and Aitchison and J. Egozcue (2005) make substantial contributions by
introducing key concepts such as the sample space (the simplex), Aitchison geometry in
the simplex as a Euclidean space, the principle of working on coordinates, distributions
within the simplex, and linear models involving compositional response or explanatory
variables. When working with the simplex, compositional data are typically treated as
vectors with a constant sum (usually 1). However, Barceló-Vidal et al. (2001) presents
compositions as equivalence classes, lifting the constant-sum constraint. In this work, we
adopt the former approach and apply Aitchison geometry within the simplex. Pawlowsky-
Glahn and Egozcue (2011) and Egozcue and Pawlowsky-Glahn (2020) provide a valuable
overview of the theory and practical applications of CoDa.

CoDa has been extensively applied across various fields, with medicine being one of the
most relevant examples. For instance, Mandal et al. (2015), Lin and Peddada (2020),
Gacesa et al. (2022), and Nearing et al. (2022) utilize CoDa to analyze the gut microbiome.
Additionally, Fernandes et al. (2014) apply CoDa to RNA sequencing analysis, while
Dumuid et al. (2018) and Zhao et al. (2021) use it to investigate lifestyle patterning.
Furthermore, Hernández Medina et al. (2022) and Hédou et al. (2024) incorporate machine
learning and deep learning techniques into their analyses, with the latter specifically
developing methods to identify omics biomarkers.

Compositional spatial data represent another significant source of applications in which
CoDa has gained considerable popularity, primarily focusing on geostatistical data. This
type of data analysis has been analyzed using alternative methods, such as Multinomial
models with Dirichlet priors distributions (Tjelmeland and Lund, 2003; Pirzamanbein
et al., 2018), along with machine learning approaches for spatial interpolation (Nwaila
et al., 2024). Nonetheless, Pawlowsky-Glahn and Egozcue (2016) presents several ad-
vancements in the analysis of geostatistical data, primarily focused on the use of isometric
log-ratio (ilr) coordinates (Egozcue and Pawlowsky-Glahn, 2020).

To the best of our knowledge, however, spatial autocorrelation indicators for composi-
tional data have not been proposed yet, similar to those established by Moran (1950)
for real-valued data (e.g., Yamada, 2024). Such indicator is crucial for both spatial and
compositional literature because, akin to Moran’s I for spatial data, it enables the as-
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sessment of whether neighboring areas exhibit similar values. In this article, we propose
a spatial autocorrelation indicator specifically designed for georeferenced compositional
data, thoroughly examining its properties through both theoretical analysis and empirical
investigation using synthetic data.

Our proposal possesses both practical and statistical utility, as it enables decision-making
grounded in spatial behavior of compositions. For example, it can be very useful when
carrying out model selection tasks. If spatial autocorrelation is absent and the composition
is analyzed as a response variable, a traditional linear model may be sufficient. Conversely,
if spatial autocorrelation is present, it is essential to adjust the model to account for this
relationship.

An alternative to our proposal would be to calculate Moran’s I for each component of the
composition and summarize the resulting values using a preferred summary statistic, such
as the mean. However, we strongly prevent the reader from such an approach, as it fails
to account for the interdependence between the components, which could potentially lead
to misleading results and, consequently, erroneous decision-making. In our simulation
study, we explore this naive alternative and demonstrate how it can be highly harmful
under certain conditions.

The analysis of disease severity distribution is a critical issue that can be effectively ad-
dressed using compositional data, since the vector representing the proportions of patients
in different severity states constitutes a composition. Determining the presence of spatial
autocorrelation in this composition is essential for making informed public health deci-
sions. For instance, if the spatial autocorrelation is positive (i.e., neighboring regions
exhibit similar compositional patterns), it is advisable to implement consistent preven-
tion or intervention measures across neighboring regions, such as lockdowns and travel
restrictions, especially in the case of infectious diseases whose transmission vectors spread
spatially.

In this article, we specifically analyze COVID-19 in Colombia, by defining a composition
based on the patient’s place of care (home, hospital, or intensive care unit), as a proxy for
disease severity. Thus, we assess whether spatial autocorrelation exists during the month
of January 2021. Had this analysis been conducted earlier in the pandemic, Colombian
authorities could have made more informed decisions regarding disease control as well as
vaccination.

The structure of the manuscript is organized as follows: Section 2 introduces the analysis
of compositional data. Section 3 describes the fundamental concepts of spatial statistics
for data in R. Section 4 presents a detailed theoretical study of the Reyes’s I, an indicator
specifically designed to quantify spatial autocorrelation in compositional data. Section 5
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applies the proposed indicator to analyze COVID-19 cases in Colombia. Section 6 presents
a comprehensive simulation study to empirically evaluate the properties of the proposed
indicator. Finally, Section 7 discusses the main findings and outlines potential directions
for future research.

2 Compositional Data Analysis

A vector x = (x1, . . . , xD) is said to be a composition if xj > 0, for j = 1, . . . , D, and its
components carry only relative information. In other words, the relevant information is
contained solely in the ratios between the components (Pawlowsky-Glahn and Egozcue,
2011). When subject to a constant sum constraint, the sample space of compositions is
the simplex (Pawlowsky-Glahn et al., 2015):

SD = {(x1, . . . , xD) ∈ (R+)D :
∑D

i=1 xi = k} ,

with k ∈ R a fixed constant. Given this constraint, Euclidean geometry is not suitable for
analysis, as the value of one component necessarily depends on the values of the others,
leading to spurious correlations between components. Therefore, for proper analysis,
Aitchison geometry on the simplex must be used (Pawlowsky-Glahn and Egozcue, 2001).

2.1 Aitchison Geometry

Given x = (x1, . . . , xD) ∈ SD, y = (y1, . . . , yD) ∈ SD, and α ∈ R, here, we follow the
work of Pawlowsky-Glahn et al. (2015) to define key operations for carrying out CoDa,
including perturbation, powering, and the Aitchison inner product.

Perturbation corresponds to the addition of compositions. Formally, the perturbation of
x by y is given by:

x⊕ y = C (x1y1, x2y2, . . . , xDyD) ,

where C(.) is the closure operator

C(x) =

(
k x1∑D
i=1 xi

,
k x2∑D
i=1 xi

, . . . ,
k xD∑D
i=1 xi

)
,

and k ∈ R is fixed constant typically set to 1. Similarly, the inverse operation, analogous
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to subtraction, is defined as:

x⊖ y = C
(
x1

y1
,
x2

y2
, . . . ,

xD

yD

)
.

Additionally, powering refers to raising the parts of a composition to a scalar value. It is
useful for studying changes in the relative importance of the components under different
rescaling conditions. The operation is defined given by:

α⊙ x = C (xα
1 , x

α
2 , . . . , x

α
D) .

On the other hand, in order to work effectively within a metric space, a distance must be
defined, which in turn requires specifying an inner product. For the simplex, the Aitchison
inner product is defined as

⟨x,y⟩a =
1

2D

D∑
i=1

D∑
j=1

ln
xi

xj

ln
yi
yj
. (1)

Therefore, the Aitchison norm is given by

∥x∥a =
√
⟨x,x⟩a =

√√√√ 1

2D

D∑
i=1

D∑
j=1

ln

(
xi

xj

)2

. (2)

It can be shown that the simplex, equipped with the Aitchison inner product and the
powering operation as an external product, forms a vector space (Pawlowsky-Glahn et al.,
2015). Consequently, a composition can be expressed as a linear combination of a basis,
and in particular, an orthonormal basis. This fact enables working with coordinates,
allowing us to compute RD−1 coordinates for a composition in SD, analyze them (typically
using classical methods), and then apply an inverse transformation to map the results back
to SD. The most commonly used coordinates (also known as transformations) in CoDa
are the additive log-ratio (alr), centered log-ratio (clr), and isometric log-ratio (ilr), with
the latter being the only one based on an orthonormal basis. In this work, we use the clr
and ilr coordinates.
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2.2 Centered Log-Ratio Transformation: clr

Given x ∈ SD, the clr coordinates of x are defined as follows (Aitchison, 1982):

clr (x) =

(
ln

x1

gm(x)
, ln

x2

gm(x)
, . . . , ln

xD

gm(x)

)
, (3)

where

gm(x) =

(
D∏
j=1

xj

)1/D

is the geometric mean of x. This transformation is an isometry between RD−1 and SD,
meaning that it preserves distances (Pawlowsky-Glahn et al., 2015). Indeed, for any
x,y ∈ SD, the following holds:

⟨x,y⟩a = ⟨clr (x) , clr (y)⟩ ,

where ⟨·, ·⟩ represents the inner product in R. Moreover, we have ⟨clr (x) ,1D⟩ = 0, where
1D is a row vector of length D with all entries equal to one.

2.3 Isometric Log-Ratio Transformation: ilr

In contrast to clr coordinates, which correspond to an oblique basis of the simplex, ilr
coordinates are associated with an orthonormal basis. Formally, let {e1, e2, . . . ,eD−1} be
an orthonormal basis for SD. The ilr coordinates are defined as follows (Egozcue et al.,
2003):

ilr (x) = clr (x)ΨT = ln (x)ΨT , (4)

where Ψ is a contrast matrix of size D× (D− 1), with the i-th row given by Ψi = clr (ei).
Furthermore, for x,y ∈ SD and α, β ∈ R, the following properties hold (Pawlowsky-Glahn
et al., 2015):

1. ilr (α⊙ x⊕ β ⊙ y) = α ilr (x) + β ilr (y).

2. ⟨x,y⟩a = ⟨ilr (x) , ilr (y)⟩, i.e., ilr is an isometry between SD and RD−1.

3. ΨΨT = (ID − 1T
D1D), where ID is the identity matrix of size D ×D.
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Lastly, note that the ilr transformation is a function with domain in the simplex and
codomain in RD−1, whose inverse is giben by:

ilr−1 (x∗) = C (exp (x∗Ψ)) ,

with x∗ ∈ RD−1.

3 Spatial Statistics for Real-Valued Data

Let X be a random variable (r.v.) measured across subareas, and let xi represent the
observed value of X in subarea i, for i = 1, . . . , n.

3.1 Spatial Autocorrelation

Spatial autocorrelation exists when the observed values x1, . . . , xn exhibit interdependence
across space (Cliff and Ord, 1981). One of the most commonly used measures to determine
the presence of spatial autocorrelation is Moran’s I (Moran, 1950; Cliff and Ord, 1981;
Anselin, 1995):

I = n

∑n
i=1 ziz̃i

S0

∑n
i=1 z

2
i

, (5)

where zi = xi − x̄, z̃i =
∑n

j=1wijzj is the spatial lag of zi, S0 =
∑n

i=1

∑n
j=1wij, and wij

represents the (i, j) entry of the spatial weight matrix W = [wij].

The moments of I are assessed under various assumptions. In this article, we will adopt
the assumption of randomization. Under this assumption, the population distribution
is not considered. Instead, the observed value of I is regarded as one of the numerous
potential values that could be achieved through all possible permutations of x1, . . . , xn

within the system of regions (Cliff and Ord, 1981).

Equation (5) clearly illustrates that the value of Moran’s index depends on the neigh-
borhood structure, which is represented by the spatial weight matrix W. Depending on
the problem at hand, the researcher can establish the criteria for defining neighborhoods,
typically based on either the distances between the centroids of the subareas or their
contiguity. Among these criteria are the rook and queen methods. In the rook method,
neighboring subareas are defined as those that can be accessed by moving in the same
manner as a rook in chess. In contrast, the queen method considers all subareas reachable
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by moving like a queen to be neighbors. Thus, the entry (i, j) of W is defined as follows:

wij =

{
ci if i is a neighbor of j;
0 otherwise,

where ci > 0. Typically, the matrix W is row-standardized, ensuring that
∑n

j=1wij =

mici = 1, where mi denotes the number of neighbors of i.

4 A Spatial Autocorrelation Indicator for Compositional
Data

Traditional spatial autocorrelation measures, like the Moran’s I, are typically used to an-
alyze geographically dependent real-valued data. However, these measures may not be
suitable for compositional data. In this section, we introduce the Reyes’s I, a compo-
sitional adaptation of Moran’s I, designed to account for the structure of compositional
data using Aitchison geometry. The proposed indicator provides a robust framework for
analyzing spatial dependencies in compositional datasets.

4.1 Definition

Let x1, . . . ,xn ∈ SD be the observed values of the composition across n polygons and
W the spatial weight matrix. Building on Equation (5), the Reyes’s I (compositional
adaptation of Moran’s I) is defined as:

Ia = n
n∑

i=1

⟨zi, z̃i⟩a
S0

∑n
i=1 ||zk||2a

, (6)

where S0 =
∑n

i=1

∑n
j=1wij, and < ·, · >a and ∥ · ∥a correspond to the Aitchison inner

product and norm, respectively. Additionally, zi = xi ⊖ ĝ, for i = 1, . . . , n, with ĝ =

C(ĝ1, . . . , ĝD) and ĝj = (
∏n

i=1 xij)
1/n, for j = 1, . . . , D. Furthermore, Z̃ = W∆Z =

ilr−1(W ilr(Z)) = (z̃T
1 , . . . , z̃

T
n )

T, where z̃i is the spatial lag of zi.

As of now, without loss of generality, we assume that the spatial weights are row-
standardized, meaning that

∑n
j=1wij = 1. Therefore, S0 =

∑n
i=1

∑n
j=1wij = n.
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4.2 Properties

Let x1, . . . ,xn ∈ SD be the observed compositional vectors over n polygons, and let W

denote the spatial weight matrix. The following properties make Ia well defined and
practically useful for measuring compositional spatial autocorrelation. Invariance to the
choice of the ilr contrast matrix ensures that Ia depends only on the Aitchison geometry
of the compositions and not on arbitrary coordinate representations, which is essential
for interpretability and reproducibility. The upper bound controls the magnitude of the
statistic and helps identify extreme values or numerical instabilities. Finally, the first
and second randomization moments provide key ingredients to standardize Ia and to
construct hypothesis tests or approximations to its null distribution, turning a descriptive
autocorrelation measure into an inferential tool that is comparable across datasets, weight
matrices W, and spatial resolutions.

Result 1 Ia can be obtained using the ilr transformation and it is invariant with respect
to the choice of the contrast matrix Ψ.

Proof: Following Section 2.3, we have that:

Ia =
n∑

i=1

⟨zi, z̃i⟩a∑n
i=1 ∥zk∥2a

=
n∑

i=1

⟨ilr (zi) , ilr (z̃i)⟩∑n
i=1 ∥ ilr (zk) ∥2

.

Furthermore, based on Equation (4):

⟨ilr (zi) , ilr (z̃i)⟩ = ilr (zi) ilr
T (zi)

= clr (zi)Ψ
TΨclrT (zi)

= clr (zi) (ID − 1T
D1D) clr

T (zi)

= clr (zi) clr
T (zi)− clr (zi)1

T
D1D clrT (zi)

= clr (zi) clr
T (zi)

Since clr (zi)1
T
D1D = 0. Additionally, since ∥zk∥2a = ⟨zk, z̃k⟩a, it follows that Ia does not

depend on the contrast matrix. ■

Result 2 An upper bound for |Ia| is

|Ia| ≤
∑n

i=1 ||zi||a||z̃i||a∑n
k=1 ||zk||2a

. (7)
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Proof: By the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality,∣∣ ⟨zi, z̃i⟩a
∣∣ ≤ ||zi||a ||z̃i||a.

Since
∑n

k=1 ||zk||2a ≥ 0, ∣∣ ⟨zi, z̃i⟩a
∣∣∑n

k=1 ||zk||2a
≤ ||zi||a ||z̃i||a∑n

k=1 ||zk||2a
.

On the other hand, by the triangle inequality,
∣∣∑n

i=1 ⟨zi, z̃i⟩a
∣∣ ≤∑n

i=1

∣∣ ⟨zi, z̃i⟩a
∣∣, hence

|Ia| ≤
∑n

i=1

∣∣ ⟨zi, z̃i⟩a
∣∣∑n

k=1 ||zk||2a
≤
∑n

i=1 ||zi||a ||z̃i||a∑n
k=1 ||zk||2a

.

■

Under the randomization assumption, also called the permutation or random labeling
assumption, the observed compositional vectors are treated as fixed, and the only source
of randomness is the random assignment of these vectors to the n polygons, while the
spatial structure encoded by W is held fixed. This assumption is important because it
defines a principled reference distribution for Ia without additional parametric assump-
tions, supports exact or Monte Carlo permutation tests, and provides analytic benchmark
moments used to center and calibrate inference.

Result 3: Under the randomization assumption, the first moment is given by

ER(Ia) = − 1

n− 1
. (8)

Proof: Let ER(||Zi||2a) = 1
n

∑n
k=1 ||zk||2a = m. On the other hand,

ilr(Z̃) = W ilr(Z) =

ilr(z̃1)
...

ilr(z̃n)

 =


∑n

j=1w1j ilr(zj)
...∑n

j=1wnj ilr(zj)

 . (9)

Likewise, by Property 2 in Section 2.3,

〈
Zi, Z̃i

〉
a
=
〈
ilr(Zi), ilr(Z̃i)

〉
=

n∑
j=1

wij ilr(Zi)
⊤ ilr(Zj), (10)

with i ̸= j. Hence, the expected value of
〈
Zi, Z̃i

〉
a

under the randomization assumption

10



is given by

ER

(〈
Zi, Z̃i

〉
a

)
= ER

[〈
ilr(Zi), ilr(Z̃i)

〉]
= ER

[
ER

[〈
ilr(Zi), ilr(Z̃i)

〉
| ilr(Zi)

]]
= ER

[
ER

[
n∑

j=1

wij ilr(Zi)
⊤ ilr(Zj) | ilr(Zi)

]]

= ER

 n∑
j=1

wij ilr (Zi)
⊤ 1

n− 1

n∑
l=1
l ̸=i

ilr (Zl)


= ER

[
n∑

j=1

wij

n− 1
ilr (Zi)

⊤

(
n∑

l=1

ilr (Zl)− ilr (Zi)

)]
.

Since
∑n

l=1 ilr (Zl) = 0, because the compositions Zl, l = 1, . . . , n, are centered, we obtain

ER

[〈
Zi, Z̃i

〉
a

]
= − 1

n− 1

n∑
j=1

wij ER

[
ilr (Zi)

⊤ ilr (Zi)
]

= − 1

n− 1

n∑
j=1

wij ∥Zi∥2a = − m

n− 1
.

Therefore,

ER (Ia) = ER

 n∑
i=1

〈
Zi, Z̃i

〉
a∑n

k=1 ∥Zk∥2a

 =

∑n
i=1 ER

(〈
Zi, Z̃i

〉
a

)
nm

= − 1

n− 1
. (11)

■

Result 4 Under the randomization assumption, the second moment is given by

ER
(
I2a
)
= ER


∑n

i=1

〈
Zi, Z̃i

〉
a∑n

k=1 ∥Zk∥2a

2
 =

ER

[(∑n
i=1

〈
Zi, Z̃i

〉
a

)2]
n2m2

. (12)

Proof: To derive the second moment of the compositional Moran statistic under random-
ization, we work with the distribution induced by permuting the observed compositions
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across the n spatial units while keeping the spatial weights fixed. Under this randomiza-
tion measure, the denominator of Ia is constant, so the problem reduces to computing the
second moment of the numerator.

ER
(
I2a
)
= ER


∑n

i=1

〈
Zi, Z̃i

〉
a∑n

k=1 ∥Zk∥2a

2
 =

ER(S
2)

(nm)2
, S =

n∑
i=1

〈
Zi, Z̃i

〉
a
, m =

1

n

n∑
k=1

∥Zk∥2a .

(13)

Let zi = ilr(Zi) ∈ RD−1. With row standardized weights wij satisfying wii = 0 and∑n
j=1wij = 1, define

Ai =
〈
Zi, Z̃i

〉
a
=

n∑
j=1
j ̸=i

wij z
⊤
i zj, S =

n∑
i=1

Ai, S2 =
n∑

i=1

A2
i +

n∑
i=1
i̸=j

n∑
j=1

AiAj. (14)

Introduce the empirical second moment matrix and the associated scalars

M2 =
1

n

n∑
l=1

zlz
⊤
l , m = tr(M2), m4 =

1

n

n∑
l=1

(
z⊤
l zl

)2
. (15)

Under randomization over locations, for distinct indices i ̸= j and i ̸= j ̸= k,

ER

[(
z⊤
i zj

)2]
=

n tr(M2
2)−m4

n− 1
, ER

[(
z⊤
i zj

) (
z⊤
i zk

)]
=

2m4 − n tr(M2
2)

(n− 1)(n− 2)
. (16)

Let ci =
∑n

j=1w
2
ij. Using (16) in the expansion of A2

i gives

ER(A
2
i ) =

n tr(M2
2)−m4

n− 1
ci +

2m4 − n tr(M2
2)

(n− 1)(n− 2)
(1− ci). (17)

For i ̸= j, let cij =
∑n

k=1wikwjk. Separating the terms in AiAj according to whether they
involve distinct indices or a shared index yields the compact form

ER(AiAj) =
2n tr(M2

2) + nm2 − 6m4

(n− 1)(n− 2)(n− 3)
(1−cij−wji)+

2m4 − n tr(M2
2)

(n− 1)(n− 2)
cij, i ̸= j. (18)
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Combining (13), (14), (17), and (18) yields

ER
(
I2a
)
=

1

n2m2


n∑

i=1

ER(A
2
i ) +

n∑
i=1
i̸=j

n∑
j=1

ER(AiAj)

 , (19)

where ER(A
2
i ) and ER(AiAj) are given in (17) and (18), respectively, and m is defined in

(15). ■

4.3 Distribution of Ia under the randomization assumption

The distribution of Ia can be computed exactly by enumerating all permutations of the
observed compositional vectors across the n spatial units and evaluating Ia for each re-
labeling, which yields the full randomization distribution under the null hypothesis of
spatial randomness. For moderate or large n, exhaustive enumeration is infeasible, and
the same distribution can be accurately approximated by randomly sampling a large num-
ber of permutations and computing Ia for each draw. This Monte Carlo approximation
provides an estimate of the randomization distribution and of derived quantities such as
moments and critical values.

4.4 Exact distribution of Ia

To obtain the exact distribution of Ia under the randomization assumption for a region
with n subareas, the following stjpeg are required:

1. Enumerate all n! permutations of the observed values across the n subareas.

2. Compute Ia for each permutation.

3. Using the resulting values, compute the desired quantities, such as the expectation,
variance, probabilities, and related summaries.

Computing the exact distribution requires evaluating all n! permutations, which becomes
computationally prohibitive even for moderate sample sizes. For example, n = 9 already
requires 9! = 362,880 evaluations, while n = 20 requires more than 2.4× 1018. Therefore,
a computationally efficient approximation, such as the Monte Carlo method, is essential.
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4.5 Approximate distribution of Ia

Approximating the distribution using the Monte Carlo method follows the same logic
as the exact approach. However, instead of evaluating all n! permutations, we draw a
random sample of permutations and proceed as follows:

1. Select n∗ permutations from the set of all n! possible permutations of the observed
values across the n subareas.

2. Compute Ia for each of the n∗ selected permutations.

3. Using these values, compute the required quantities, such as the expectation, vari-
ance, probabilities, and related summaries.

4.6 Illustration: p values

Let π be a permutation of {1, . . . , n}, and define the permuted sample by xπ(i), with
the same weight matrix W. The randomization distribution of Ia is the collection {I(π)a }
obtained by evaluating the statistic on each relabeling. This distribution provides a direct
basis for inference under the null hypothesis of spatial randomness, including permutation
based p values and critical values.

For the exact distribution, a one sided p value for positive spatial autocorrelation is

p+R =
1

n!

∑
π

I
(
I(π)a ≥ Iobs

a

)
,

where I(·) denotes the indicator function. Analogously, a one sided p value for negative
autocorrelation is obtained by replacing ≥ with ≤. A two sided p value can be computed
from the randomization distribution using |I(π)a |, or by doubling the smaller one sided
p value, truncated at 1. Critical values at level α are obtained from the corresponding
empirical quantiles of {I(π)a }.

For the Monte Carlo approximation, let B = n∗ and let π1, . . . , πB be independent random
permutations. A Monte Carlo estimator of the one sided p value for positive autocorrela-
tion is

p̂+R =
1

B

B∑
b=1

I
(
I(πb)
a ≥ Iobs

a

)
,

with analogous definitions for p̂−R and for the two sided case. Its Monte Carlo uncer-
tainty can be summarized by the binomial standard error

√
p̂(1− p̂)/B, which makes the
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dependence on B explicit.

5 Spatial correlation for a composition related to the
severity of Covid 19 infection in Colombia during
January 2021

Since late 2019, in Wuhan, China, the first cases of pneumonia caused by the SARS CoV
2 virus were reported. It was also established that transmission occurs from person to
person and that the rate of spread is high Li et al. (2020). The epidemic of the disease
caused by this virus, COVID 19, rapidly expanded across continents, and in March 2020
it was declared a pandemic by the World Health Organization (Organization, 2020). In
Colombia, the first case was confirmed on March 6, 2020, and by the end of 2021 more
than five million cases had been confirmed (de Salud, 2021).

COVID 19 has a highly heterogeneous clinical course, ranging from asymptomatic infec-
tion to severe disease requiring care in an intensive care unit (ICU), and it can also result
in death. At the beginning of the pandemic, rapid spread and the absence of population
immunity placed substantial pressure on health systems, particularly on ICUs. For this
reason, it is relevant to analyze the spatial correlation of the composition of active cases
by care setting. If spatial correlation exists and is positive, it supports considering similar
actions for a given area and its neighbors. It also suggests potential transmission patterns
linked to population mobility, or similarities in population composition, health systems,
or baseline health status.

Information on active COVID 19 cases was obtained from the official website of the
Instituto Nacional de Salud (de Salud, 2021). The data are available as one file per day
and include variables such as notification date, notification location, including department
and municipality, care setting, type of exposure, symptom onset date, diagnosis date,
diagnostic test type, active or recovered status, and recovery date, among others.

For each day in January 2021 and for each department, we defined the composition
Xij = C(X1ij, X2ij, X3ij), where X1ij is the number of active patients managed at home
in department i on day j, X2ij is the number of active patients hospitalized in department
i on day j, and X3ij is the number of active patients in an intensive care unit (ICU) in
department i on day j, with j ∈ {1, 2, 3, 5, . . . , 31}, since data for January 4 were not
available.

All computations were carried out in R (R Core Team, 2023). Zeros were replaced using
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the Bayesian Multiplicative replacement method of Fernández et al. (2011), implemented
in the zCompositions package (Palarea-Albaladejo and Martín-Fernández, 2015). Inner
products and norms were computed using the compositions package (van den Boogaart
et al., 2023). The proposed indicator in (6) and the Monte Carlo approximation of its dis-
tribution in Section 4.3 were implemented using custom functions. All code to reproduce
our results is publicly available on GitHub.

Overall, across departments and throughout the study period, most active cases were
managed at home, with a few exceptions, including Caquetá, Cesar, Guajira, Sucre, Pu-
tumayo, and Vichada, which also reported the lowest numbers of confirmed cases. The
composition varied over the month. For example, the proportion of individuals requiring
specialized care, hospitalization or ICU care, was higher at the beginning of the month.
The proportion of active cases admitted to an ICU was low across days and departments.
On some days, in the least populated departments, there were no active ICU patients. We
also observed zeros in Vaupés for the home component and zeros for the ICU component
in several departments during the month (Figure 1).

In addition, Figure 2 shows that the spatial distribution of the composition changes over
the study period. Early in the month, neighboring depatments display similar values, and
this pattern evolves as time progresses.

5.1 Computation of Buitragos’s I

Neighborhoods were defined using the queen criterion, so that two departments were
considered neighbors if they shared a boundary (Figure 3). The corresponding spatial
weight matrix was row standardized. Using this matrix, we computed the Reyes’s I,
ija, as defined in Equation 6, for each day j ∈ {1, 2, 3, 5, . . . , 31}. We approximated its
randomization distribution using the Monte Carlo method described in Section 4.3 and
estimated the tail probability Pr(Ia > ija) as follows:

1. Generate 100,000 spatial permutations of the observed compositions across depart-
ments.

2. Compute the Reyes’s I for each permutation.

3. Estimate p̂ = Pr(Ia > ija) as the proportion of permutations for which the statistic
exceeds the observed value.

Figure 4 shows that Reyes’s I decreases as the month progresses. On most days we
observed positive spatial autocorrelation for the composition under study. This autocor-
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Figure 1: Observed composition by department for selected dates.

relation was statistically significant during the first seven days, reaching its maximum on
January 6 (i6a = 0.2071, p̂ = 0.0028), whereas the smallest positive value was observed on
January 28 (i28a = 0.0023, p̂ = 0.3335). The last three days of the month showed negative
spatial autocorrelation, although none of these values were statistically significant.

These results suggest that, at the beginning of January 2021, neighboring departments
tended to exhibit similar compositions of active cases across home care, hospitalization,
and ICU care. In practice, this pattern is consistent with spatial clustering in the severity
related distribution of active cases, which may reflect short range transmission dynamics,
coordinated health care seeking behavior across adjacent departments, or shared features
such as demographic structure, clinical risk profiles, and health system capacity. The
progressive decline in Reyes’s I indicates that this spatial structuring weakened over the
month, implying increasing heterogeneity across neighboring departments in how active
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Figure 2: Observed compositions by department for selected dates.

cases were managed. The emergence of negative values near the end of the month, al-
though not statistically significant, points in the direction of local contrasts rather than
clustering, where neighboring departments differ more than expected under spatial ran-
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Figure 3: Map of neighborhoods.

domness. From an applied perspective, positive and significant autocorrelation supports
the use of spatially informed planning and coordination, since interventions, capacity
monitoring, and resource allocation in one department are likely to be relevant for its
neighbors, whereas weaker or absent autocorrelation suggests that responses may need to
be tailored more locally as spatial coupling diminishes.

6 Simulation study

This section presents an extensive simulation study to assess the behavior of Reyes’s I

under different scenarios and to compare it with an alternative measure based on the
classical Moran’s I. Reyes’s I was computed using Equation 6, and its randomization
distribution was approximated via the Monte Carlo method described in Section 4.3
using n∗ = 10,000 permutations. We defined the alternative indicator as the average of
the Moran’s I values computed for each component,

Im =
1

D

D∑
j=1

Ij, (20)

where Ij denotes Moran’s I for component j = 1, . . . , D. Its distribution was also
approximated via Monte Carlo as follows:

1. For a total of n subareas, draw n∗ = 10,000 permutations.
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Figure 4: Reyes’s I (ija) and p values p̂ = Pr(Ia > ija).

2. Compute Im for each permutation.

3. Use the resulting values to compute the required summaries.

We considered three settings: identical compositions across subareas, independent com-
positions across subareas, and spatially correlated compositions. For each setting, we
simulated square lattices of size n × n, with n ∈ {3, 5, 7, 10}, and compositions with
D ∈ {3, 5, 7} components. For each case, we constructed the spatial weight matrix using
both the queen and rook criteria.

6.1 Case 1: Identical compositions across all subareas

In this setting, the common composition was generated from a logistic normal distri-
bution on the simplex with mean C(1, . . . , 1) and three covariance structures: identity,
exchangeable, and Wishart generated, with a Toeplitz scale matrix. For each of the 1000

replications and each covariance structure, we computed the proposed indicator and the
upper bound in Equation 4.2. As expected, since all lattice values are identical, the
proposed indicator equals the upper bound in every simulation, attaining the maximum
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spatial autocorrelation.

6.2 Case 2: Independent compositional data

In this case, values were again simulated independently for each subarea from a logistic
normal distribution on the simplex, under the three covariance structures described above,
identity, exchangeable, and Wishart generated. For each of the 10,000 replications, we
computed the proposed indicator Ia, the alternative indicator Im, and the processing time
required to compute each indicator together with its Monte Carlo approximation of the
randomization distribution. We also estimated the tail probability that each indicator
exceeds its observed value. For the proposed indicator, we used

P̂r(Ia > Iobs) =
m

n∗ , (21)

where m is the number of Monte Carlo permutations for which Ia exceeds the observed
value Iobs. The same calculation was used for Im.

Overall, the two indicators yield similar values, and their agreement increases with grid
size. As the number of components increases, the scatter concentrates around the line
y = x and the variability of both indicators decreases, with Im consistently more variable
than Ia. Across covariance structures, the identity matrix yields the smallest variability,
whereas the Wishart based covariance yields the largest. Results under the queen and
rook neighborhood criteria are broadly similar (Figure 5).

Taken together, these simulations indicate that, under independence across subareas,
Reyes’s I and the componentwise average Im yield similar values, with agreement im-
proving as grid size increases, while Im remains more variable, consistent with the fact
that averaging marginal Moran statistics can propagate component level noise relative to
a single compositional measure defined in Aitchison geometry. As the number of compo-
nents grows, both indicators become less variable and concentrate more tightly around
the line y = x, and results are broadly insensitive to whether queen or rook neighborhoods
are used.

To assess inferential calibration, we approximated the probability of rejecting the null
hypothesis of no spatial autocorrelation when it is true as the proportion of simulations
with P̂r(Ia > Iobs) < 0.05. These estimated Type I error rates are generally close to
0.05, with no clear pattern across grid sizes or numbers of components. Under the queen
criterion, Ia is closer to the nominal level than Im when the covariance is identity and
(D, grid size) equals (3, 9), (3, 25), (3, 100), (5, 25), (7, 25), (7, 49), or (7, 100) (Figure 6).
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Figure 5: Reyes’s I versus the alternative indicator Im under three covariance structures (Iden-
tity, Exchangeable, Wishart), comparing spatial weights based on queen and rook contiguity.

Under the rook criterion, Ia is closer to 0.05 than Im when the covariance is identity
and (D, grid size) equals (3, 49), (5, 9), (5, 100), (7, 49), or (7, 100), when the covariance
is exchangeable and (D, grid size) equals (3, 9), (3, 49), (5, 9), (5, 25), (7, 25), or (7, 100),
and when the covariance is Wishart based and (D, grid size) equals (3, 49), (5, 100), (7, 9),
(7, 25), or (7, 100) (Figure 6).

Regarding processing time, runtimes increase with grid size and with the number of
components for both indicators. For D = 3, Ia is faster than Im except on 10 × 10
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Figure 6: Grid size versus type I error probability, by indicator and covariance structure (Identity,
Exchangeable, Wishart), comparing spatial weights based on queen and rook contiguity.

grids, whereas for D ∈ {5, 7}, Ia is faster on 3× 3 and 5× 5 grids. Processing times are
broadly similar across covariance structures (Figure 7), suggesting that the main drivers
of computational cost are lattice size, dimension, and the Monte Carlo procedure rather
than the specific covariance specification.
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Figure 7: Processing times for the proposed indicator versus the alternative indicator under
three covariance structures (Identity, Exchangeable, Wishart), comparing spatial weights based
on queen and rook contiguity.

6.3 Case 3: Spatially correlated compositional data

In this case, we simulated spatially correlated data in RD−1 using a multivariate spatial
autoregressive model,

Y∗ = (I− ρW)−1E∗, (22)

with ρ ∈ {0.5, 0.7, 0.9}, as follows:
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1. Generate E∗ = (ϵ∗1, . . . , ϵ
∗
n)⊤ ∈ Rn×(D−1), where the vectors ϵ∗i ∈ RD−1 are indepen-

dent and satisfy ϵ∗i ∼ N(0D−1,Σ), with Σ given by one of the following covariance
structures:

• Identity.

• Exchangeable, Σii = 1 and Σij = ρ1, with −1/(D − 2) ≤ ρ1 ≤ 1 to ensure
positive definiteness.

• Wishart generated, with a Toeplitz scale matrix.

2. Compute Y∗ using Equation 22.

3. Apply ilr−1 rowwise to map the resulting values from RD−1 to SD.

For each combination of ρ and covariance structure, we generated 1000 replications. In
each replication, we computed the proposed indicator Ia, the alternative indicator Im,
and the processing time required to compute each indicator together with its Monte
Carlo approximation of the randomization distribution. As in Case 2, we also estimated
the tail probability that each indicator exceeds its observed value using Equation 6.2.

Overall, under both neighborhood criteria we typically observe Ia < Im. As the number of
components decreases, the two indicators become closer on average, but their variability
increases, with the largest dispersion occurring on small lattices, especially for n = 9 and
ρ = 0.7. In several configurations, again mainly at ρ = 0.7, Ia shows markedly lower
variability than Im, suggesting that Ia responds more homogeneously to moderate spatial
dependence. These qualitative patterns are stable across covariance structures, and the
identity covariance generally yields the smallest dispersion.

To assess evidence against the null hypothesis of no spatial autocorrelation under this
data generating mechanism, we computed the empirical rejection rate, defined as the
proportion of replications with P̂r(Ia > Iobs) < 0.05, and analogously for Im. These
rejection rates are typically close to 1 for both indicators, indicating high power in most
settings, and they do not exhibit a clear monotone pattern in D or grid size. Under
queen contiguity, Im often yields smaller rejection rates than Ia when the covariance is
identity or exchangeable, while under the Wishart generated covariance the behavior is
more heterogeneous, although rejection rates remain mostly above 0.8 and are frequently
larger for Ia, with occasional reversals when D = 3.

Under rook contiguity, departures from rejection rates near 1 are more frequent for both
indicators, although Ia still tends to be larger. The smallest rejection rates occur primarily
on the smallest lattices, and the deviation from 1 becomes more pronounced as ρ decreases,
consistent with weaker spatial signal. Under the Wishart generated covariance, Ia can be
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Figure 8: Reyes’s I versus the alternative indicator Im under spatial dependence for three co-
variance structures (Identity, Exchangeable, Wishart), comparing spatial weights based on queen
and rook contiguity.

smaller than Im in some small sample configurations, including n = 9 with D = 5 across
values of ρ, and also for ρ = 0.9 with D = 3.

Regarding processing time, runtimes increase with grid size and with the number of
components, as in Case 2. For larger lattices, computing Ia is generally faster than
computing Im, and differences across covariance structures are modest, indicating that
computational cost is driven mainly by lattice size, dimension, and the Monte Carlo
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Figure 9: Grid size versus empirical rejection rate, by indicator and covariance structure (Iden-
tity, Exchangeable, Wishart), comparing spatial weights based on queen and rook contiguity.

procedure.

Discussion

In this study we introduce a new measure of spatial autocorrelation tailored to areal
compositional data. The proposed indicator is built from the Aitchison norm and inner
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Figure 10: Processing times for the proposed indicator versus the alternative indicator under
spatial dependence for three covariance structures (Identity, Exchangeable, Wishart), comparing
spatial weights based on queen and rook contiguity.

product, which are the natural geometric objects on the simplex, the sample space of
compositions. This choice ensures mathematical coherence with the data structure while
preserving key properties required for compositional analysis, including scale invariance
and invariance to permutations of the parts. In addition, the indicator is invariant to
the choice of contrast matrix in the ilr transformation, which strengthens robustness and
facilitates implementation.
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Regarding theoretical properties, we established an upper bound, the randomization ex-
pected value, and the noncentral second moment under the randomization assumption.
The expected value coincides with that of the classical Moran index for real valued data,
providing a clear link between the proposed indicator and standard spatial autocorrelation
theory. Although the noncentral second moment is not identical to that of the conven-
tional Moran statistic, its form is consistent with previously known results for Moran,
and it yields a useful characterization of the variability of the proposed indicator under
the null.

The simulation study, across three data generating scenarios, is broadly consistent with
these theoretical results. When all subareas share the same composition, the proposed
indicator Ia attains the theoretical bound exactly, confirming its behavior in an extreme
configuration. Under independence across subareas, Ia and the alternative Im produce
similar values and their agreement increases with grid size, but Ia is typically less vari-
able, especially as the number of components grows, and it tends to track the nominal
significance level more closely. When data are generated with explicit spatial autocorre-
lation, both indicators consistently detect dependence, with rejection probabilities close
to 1 in most configurations, but Ia often exhibits more homogeneous sampling behavior
and reduced sensitivity to changes in the covariance structure, suggesting greater stability
under complex dependence. From a computational perspective, runtimes increase with
both grid size and compositional dimension for the two procedures, yet Ia is generally
more efficient on larger lattices, which is particularly relevant when permutation based
inference requires many repetitions.

Taken together, these findings indicate that, while differences between Ia and Im are not
uniformly large, the proposed indicator offers systematic advantages in stability, control of
the nominal level, and computational efficiency. These features make Ia a competitive and
methodologically appropriate option for assessing spatial autocorrelation in compositional
settings.

The application to COVID-19 infection severity in Colombia during January 2021 illus-
trates practical relevance. The results show positive and significant spatial autocorrelation
early in the month, followed by a gradual attenuation to nonsignificance toward the end
of the period. This pattern reflects a changing spatial structure in the pandemic and
highlights the ability of the indicator to capture temporal variation in spatial dependence
for compositional outcomes such as home care, hospitalization, and ICU. The fact that
Ia can be applied directly to such compositions, while respecting the geometry of the
simplex, supports its use in epidemiological and public health analyses.

Several directions remain for future work. First, it would be valuable to study the indi-
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cator under alternative distributions on the simplex beyond the logistic normal, to assess
whether the similarities observed with Im are driven by the normality assumption adopted
here. Second, further exploration across a wider range of spatial dependence parameters
within SAR type mechanisms would extend and refine the results of the third simulation
scenario. Finally, evaluating performance under spatial models beyond SAR would help
establish robustness and applicability in settings with more complex spatial dynamics.
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