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Abstract

A relevant question when analyzing spatial point patterns is that of spatial
randomness. More specifically, before any model can be fit to a point pattern a
first step is to test the data for departures from complete spatial randomness (CSR).
Traditional techniques employ distance or quadrat counts based methods to test
for CSR based on batched data. In this paper, we consider the practical scenario of
testing for CSR when the data are available sequentially (i.e., online). We present a
sequential testing methodology called as PRe-process that is based on e-values and is
a fast, efficient and nonparametric method. Simulation experiments with the truth
departing from CSR in two different scenarios show that the method is effective in
capturing inhomogeneity over time. Two real data illustrations considering lung
cancer cases in the Chorley-Ribble area, England from 1974 - 1983 and locations
of earthquakes in the state of Oklahoma, USA from 2000 - 2011 demonstrate the
utility of the PRe-process in sequential testing of CSR.

Keywords and phrases: Complete spatial randomness; E-values; Point patterns;
Sequential testing

1 Introduction

Given a spatial point pattern, an important question concerns its degree of spatial ran-
domness. Before one can model or perform inference from such data it is imperative to
know the structure of the data. For this, we are interested in testing for spatial ran-
domness. Spatial randomness can be broadly divided in two categories, namely, global
clustering and local clustering. Global clustering corresponds to the presence of clustering
in the overall spatial region of interest, while local clustering is the detection/identification
of clusters in subsets of the spatial domain; this is often termed as spot detection (see,
Song and Kulldorff 2006). Herein, we focus on global clustering.

Methods for analyzing randomness in point patterns were initially based on first-
order properties. These methods used quadrat counts that partition a spatial region
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Ω into K sub-regions and an appropriate test statistic is defined based on K quadrat
counts (e.g., see Mead 1974). A foundation for rigorous statistical testing of CSR was
given in Bartlett (1964) based on spectral analysis of point patterns, which later led
to the development of the K function in Ripley (1976) that was based on distances.
The latter analyzed how spatial point patterns deviated from CSR when using different
inter-point distances. Subsequently, spatial point patterns were analyzed for randomness
in Ripley (1977) and the power of these tests based on different distances was given in
Ripley (1979). Simultaneously, other distance-based methods were developed in Diggle
et al. (1976). For a more detailed discussion of the K function, see Diggle (2013).

Other approaches to address randomness in spatial point patterns have been proposed.
For example, Assuncao (1994) proposed a randomness test based on the angle between
vectors joining each point to its neighbors. Zimmerman (1993) proposed a test based on
the bivariate empirical distribution function of each location’s spatial coordinates. Ward
et al. (2021) considered the problem of testing for spatial randomness on a non-Euclidean
space, specifically, any three dimensional bounded convex shape of which a sphere is a
particular form. Likelihood based tests for spatial clustering have been reviewed in Song
and Kulldorff (2006). A related approach for testing spatial randomness is based on the
notion of scan statistics (Kulldorff 1997). Such methods have been proposed for a variety
of point pattern structures, with the goal being cluster detection as opposed to testing
for global randomness. Discipline specific approaches to detect spatial randomness have
been developed in agriculture (Castellazzi et al. 2007), botany (Holgate 1965), zoology
(Conradt 1998), epidemiology (Kulldorff 1998), physics (Vavrek et al. 2008) and forestry
(Corral-Rivas et al. 2010) among others.

Here we focus on the idea of global clustering and in particular the concept of complete
spatial randomness. For a spatial point process, complete spatial randomness (CSR) is
characterized by two criteria. First, the number of occurrences in any well-defined re-
gion Ω follows a Poisson distribution with mean λ|Ω|. Given n occurrences s1, . . . , sn in a
region Ω, these occurrences form an independent random sample from a uniform distribu-
tion. Thus, CSR is synonymous with a homogeneous Poisson point process. All existing
methods for testing CSR have been developed with a goal of initial assessment/check
to confirm that the available data is not CSR, before proceeding to model it by inhibi-
tion/clustering models. Hence it is assumed that the dataset is available in its entirety.
This is not always the case with spatio-temporal data, where data is available as a func-
tion of time, such as disease spread, environmental occurrences, crime locations, etc. If
one is interested in finding evidence for clustering or inhibition with sequential (i.e., on-
line) data, then classical methods are inappropriate as such testing is not adaptive. For
example, there could be interest in monitoring the pattern of occurrences of a disease
or environmental event over time. One could repeatedly calculate the distance functions
or a corresponding test statistic as new data points become available until “evidence”
is found, but such an approach does not take “data-peeking” into account and can lead
to erroneous conclusions. This is a common problem with any testing strategy based on
p-values and recent work on anytime inference has introduced the idea of e-values, which
are adaptive.

The idea behind anytime inference is simple and easily explained in terms of betting,
where the e-value is a payoff for betting against the null hypothesis. The strength of
e-values is that they not only allow for data-peeking but also allow testing over multiple
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point patterns. For a recent review on e-values see Grünwald et al. (2020) and Shafer
(2021). Our proposal for testing CSR is focused on the anytime approach of PRe-processes
suggested by Dixit and Martin (2024). The strong theoretical properties and ease of
computation of the PRe-process make it an attractive option. Our proposed anytime
test for CSR is general in the sense that departure from the null can be tested in various
directions, like a monotone decreasing pattern, a clustered process, a multivariate point
pattern, or a point pattern on sphere. This is possible as the idea of the PRe-process
rests on modeling the data as a mixture density and we model a flexible mixture density
on the spatial point pattern.

We structure our paper as follows. Section 2 focuses on a motivating example of cancer
locations where adaptive testing of CSR is beneficial followed by a formal definition of
our testing problem. In Section 3, we set up our test for CSR explaining the predictive
recursion algorithm and aspects of anytime inference. To illustrate the efficiency of the
PRe-process we implement our methodology on three different simulation scenarios in
Section 4 that exhibit the expected behavior of our test. We revisit the illustration
of cancer locations in Section 5 and also showcase an application on the locations of
earthquakes in the state of Oklahoma, USA. Finally Section 6 provides a concluding
discussion.

2 Motivation

Before we set up our testing problem, we consider a spatial point pattern data where
a sequential test of randomness could be of interest. With this motivation we formally
state the hypotheses and our model for the alternate hypothesis of inhomogeneity.

2.1 Illustration

Consider the chorley dataset from the spatstat package in R (Baddeley and Turner
2005). The dataset consists of the precise locations of patients diagnosed with cancer of
the larynx and lung in the Chorley and South Ribble Health Authority of Lancashire in
England between 1974 and 1983. Figure 1 shows a plot of these point pattern. These
data were first analyzed in Diggle (1990) with a model for an inhomogeneous Poisson
process where clustering is observed with respect to a prespecified point (in this case, a
disused industrial incinerator). Data were further investigated in the spatial literature
by Diggle and Rowlingson (1994) and Baddeley et al. (2005). This data set comprises 58
larynx cancer cases and 978 lung cancer cases.

In the analyses mentioned above, the objective was to find evidence for an increase
in larynx cancer cases in the vicinity of the incinerator, with the cases of lung cancer
representing the susceptible population. There is a clear need to find spatial dependence
in the occurrence of these cases. In our context, suppose that we observe occurrences of
these cancer cases over time. Our interest might be to discover any evidence for clustering
as early as possible, to quickly assess any common geographical feature contributing to
the cause. To keep things simple, we focus on one type of cancer at a time. Hence, given
the point pattern of, say, the lung cancer cases, we are interested in testing the hypothesis
of a uniform random spread across the given geographical region versus an inhomogeneous
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(a) (b)

Figure 1: Plot of the domicile locations of (a) 58 larynx cancer cases and (b) 978 lung
cancer cases in the Chorley and South Ribble Health Authority of Lancashire in England
between 1974 and 1983.

spread. An adaptive test will update the test statistic as new cases appear and report
clustering when a predetermined threshold is crossed.

2.2 Testing problem

The second part of the definition of complete spatial randomness (CSR) states that given
n occurrences s1, . . . , sn in a region Ω ⊂ R2, they form an independent random sample
from a uniform distribution, implying homogeneity of the Poisson process. Thus, given
n points, we can construct our test for CSR based on the intensity function λ(s) of a
Poisson process. In this case, the null hypothesis is defined as

H0 : λ(s) ∝ Unif(Ω), s ∈ Ω ⊂ R2.

To test for the inhomogeneity of the process, the alternative hypothesis should represent
a robust class away from homogeneity. For example, an analyst could be interested in
finding patterns of inhibition, clustering, or a non-decreasing (increasing) intensity with
time. The goal is then to consider an alternative model that would be able to capture
the likelihood of any of these scenarios. Let P1 be the alternative family.

Mixture models have been suggested in the spatial literature (e.g., Taddy and Kottas
2012) as flexible models for such a scenario. To remove the influence of the range of the
domain, we can assume the standardised locations to lie on (0, 1)2. The alternate model
P1 can then be defined as a family M of bivariate beta mixture density m(s), such that

m(s) =

∫
U
Beta(s | u)P (du), (1)

where, Beta(s | u) corresponds to a bivariate beta kernel density with u = (α1, β1, α2, β2)
representing the shape parameters and P (·) as the mixing distribution on U, where U =
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(0, 1)2. We can now present the test of hypothesis as

H0 : λ(s) ∝ Unif(Ω∗) vs. H1 : λ(s) ∝ m(s), s ∈ Ω∗ ⊂ (0, 1)2. (2)

Given the construction above, the question is how do we fit such a nonparametric mixture
m and execute the test? Nonparametric or semiparametric mixture densities have been
proposed as a model for the intensity function λ(s) in point processes (see, Ishwaran
and James 2004; Kottas and Sansó 2007; Lo and Weng 1989; Taddy and Kottas 2012).
These approaches consider mixture modeling via DP mixtures or convolution of kernels
with gamma processes. More recently, Dixit and Martin (2023a) suggested a quasi-Bayes
approach to fitting a mixture density m(·) to the intensity function of a marked point
pattern. The approach is the so-called predictive recursion algorithm (PR) proposed in
Newton et al. (1998), which is a fast, recursive algorithm for the estimation of a mixing
distribution in a general mixture density m(·) as

m(s) =

∫
U
k(s | u)P (du), (3)

where k(· | u) is a known kernel density and P is the unknown mixing distribution.
The particular choice of the beta kernel in (1) is not necessary for our procedure.

In fact, since the PR algorithm can accommodate any known kernel density, the fit in
the alternative model can be improved for a particular pattern. For example, one could
be interested in finding a monotone pattern in the occurrences and this could be nicely
represented by a scaled uniform mixture (see Williamson 1956) with the kernel density
as k(x | u) = (1/u)1[0,u](x). The improvement here is in terms of the fit of the model
and in turn can also improve the efficiency of our test. We explain what we mean by
efficiency in Section 3.2. If the alternative can be constructed with better knowledge of
the suspected pattern then the test would be able to find evidence earlier (in terms of
sample size). The beta construction we consider here is motivated by the notion that
such a general mixture would be able to capture any pattern over the specified domain.
We next define the PR algorithm and explain its implementation.

3 Test for CSR

3.1 Prediction Recursion

Suppose we have observations X1, . . . , Xn from a mixture density m⋆ as defined in (3).
Fitting m⋆ requires that we estimate the underlying mixing distribution P ⋆. The PR
algorithm is a nonparametric recursive algorithm that updates the estimate for P ⋆ as
each data point Xi is observed. The ith step of this is given by

Pi(du) = (1− wi)Pi−1(du) + wi
k(Xi | u)Pi−1(du)∫
U k(Xi | v)Pi−1(dv)

, u ∈ U, i ≥ 1, (4)

where P0 is the initial guess and {0 ≤ wi ≤ 1 | i = 1, . . . , n} is a user-defined weight
sequence. In the final observation n, we obtain the estimate Pn of the mixing distribution
P ⋆. Consequently, the mixture density estimate mn can be obtained by substituting Pn in
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place of P ⋆ in (3). The weight sequence wi should satisfy
∑n

i=1wi =∞ and
∑n

i=1w
2
i <∞

for Pn to converge. The user-defined initial guess P0 may be dominated by any measure
that is then carried forward to Pn. For almost sure consistency ofmn and weak consistency
of Pn, see Martin and Tokdar (2009), Tokdar et al. (2009) and Dixit and Martin (2023b).

For the mixture m in (1) that we consider here, the known kernel density is a joint
beta density and the mixing distribution is defined over all the shape parameters of the
beta kernel. The ith step of the algorithm requires computing a normalizing constant, i.e.,∫
U k(Xi | v)Pi−1(dv). This is easily achieved by the PRticle filter algorithm suggested
in Dixit and Martin (2023a), that employs an adaptive sampling approach to calculate
the normalizing constant, thus enabling estimation of a multivariate mixing distribution.
Given the restrictions on the weight sequence, one can choose wi = 1/(i + 1)γ with
γ ∈ [2/3, 1) as suggested in Martin and Tokdar (2009). A more important question
in our context is restricting the support of the mixture to a geographical region. As
mentioned in (2), we normalize the observations to lie on the unit square (0, 1)2, but the
now-normalized geographical region may only be a small subset of this rectangle. We
leverage the recursive mechanism of the PR algorithm to introduce this restriction.

Suppose Ω∗ ⊂ (0, 1)2 is the normalized geographical region of interest. It is not hard
to generate a uniform random point pattern on Ω∗ (see rpoispp in Baddeley and Turner
2005). With a reasonably large point pattern we run the PR algorithm with the beta
kernel, the aforementioned weight sequence and P0 as a uniform distribution over U.
Given the consistency results of the PR estimate mn in Dixit and Martin (2023b), we
expect the PR estimate mn to converge to the closest possible mixture of the form (1)
on Ω∗. The idea here is that the PR algorithm learns through the data points about the
spatial surface. With Pn and mn, we can now fit the mixture density in (1) to the actual
dataset of interest, but now with P0 = Pn obtained from the simulated point pattern.
With this background on the PR algorithm we now present our hypothesis test based on
a PRe-process.

3.2 Anytime Inference

Here, we define our PRe-process that can be used to adaptively test the hypotheses at
each data point. The PRe-process EPR

n from Dixit and Martin (2024), is given by

Epr
n =

m̂pr(sn)

UnifΩ∗(sn)
, n ≥ 1, (5)

where m̂pr(sn) is the PR-based marginal likelihood under the alternative and can be
calculated as

m̂pr(sn) =
n∏

i=1

mi−1(s
i),

with mi−1(s
i) being the PR mixture estimate of m(s) based on the first (i − 1) obser-

vations and calculated at the ith data point. This expression approximates the marginal
likelihood of a Bayesian Dirichlet mixture where a Dirichlet prior is assigned to the mix-
ing distribution P . For additional details, see Martin and Tokdar (2011). The anytime
validity and efficiency aspect of the test can now be explained.

The PRe-process in (5) is an e-process, which is based on the idea of test martingales.
The foundations of this go as far back as the 18th century, where martingales were coined
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in the context of betting. The idea has been brought back recently (Grünwald et al. 2020;
Ramdas et al. 2023; Shafer 2021; Vovk and Wang 2021). These general strategies were
first constructed for a simple testing scenario based on constructing e-variables. An e-
variable E is simply a non-negative function of the observed data, such that EP0(E) ≤ 1
with respect to a null probability distribution P0. The value that this e-variable takes is
called the e-value, and the latter is sometimes interchangeably used to denote the former.
With a traditional threshold of α, a test that rejects P0 iff E ≥ 1/α controls the type 1
error at level of significance α1 (see Proposition 1 in Grünwald et al. 2020). This is good
for one realization of the dataset, but how does this lead to e-processes? An e-process
En for a family of distributions P is defined as a non-negative process that is bounded
above by a test martingale, i.e., there exists a test martingale family T P

n for all P ∈ P
such that,

En ≤ T P
n for all P ∈P, (6)

where EP (Tn|Fn−1) = Tn−1 adapted to a filtration Fn and T0 = 1. Such an e-process
En gives an e-value EN for any stopping time N . Validity of an e-process is when (6)
is satisfied. This gives the control of type I error at any stopping time N , owing to the
Ville’s inequality (e.g., Shafer and Vovk 2019, Sec. 9.1) and a nice explanation of how
it comes into play is given in Section 2.5 of Ramdas et al. (2023). Dixit and Martin
(2024) constructed a PRe-process for a general testing problem of candidate models P0

versus P1. This construction is based on modeling the alternative as a mixture density
via the PR algorithm. They show that the PRe-process is in fact a valid e-process (see
Theorem 1 and Corollary 1 in Dixit and Martin (2024)). Since the result is independent
of the kernel density k(· | u) in the PR mixture, this results holds under the CSR testing
scenario.

However, what should be the expected behavior of the e-process under the alternative?
Similar to a traditional testing scenario, we expect the e-value to be large under the
alternative and more importantly grow with n, if the alternative hypothesis is true. The
efficiency of an e-process is hence explained in terms of its “growth rate” under the
alternative (see for instance, Ramdas et al. 2023). Dixit and Martin (2024) show that the
general PRe-process is asymptotically growth optimal under the alternative hypothesis,
under some suitable regularity conditions. In our spatial context, we consider asymptotics
to be of the infill type (e.g., see Stein 1999). We establish the growth rate optimality
for the specific PRe-process below, for these conditions. The conditions under which the
growth rate optimality is obtained are split into two parts. One concerns the consistency
of the PR estimate mn and the other the features of the null hypothesis. The latter
assumes a bound on the ratio of the true density and the maximum likelihood estimate
under the null, i.e.,

lim inf
n→∞

n−1 log{m⋆(Xn)/m̂0(X
n)} ≥ κ⋆(P0), with P ⋆-probability 1. (7)

Let us consider the conditions for the consistency of the PR estimate mn when defined
for the general mixture model in (3). Suppose that m⋆(s) denotes the true probability
density, which need not be a mixture. Also let mp(s) be the ‘best projection’ of the
true m⋆ in our mixture family M , where we define the best projection in terms of the

1For some intuition, see that 1/E is a conservative p-value.
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Kulback-Leibler divergence, i.e.,

K(m⋆,mp) = inf
m∈M

K(m⋆,m). (8)

The conditions required for the consistency of mn are given below.

Condition 1. U is compact and u 7→ k(x | u) is continuous for almost all x.

Condition 2. The PR weight sequence wi satisfies

∞∑
i=1

wi =∞ and
∞∑
i=1

w2
i <∞. (9)

Condition 3. The kernel density k(x | u) satisfies

sup
u1,u2∈U

∫ {k(x | u1)

k(x | u2)

}2

m⋆(x) dx <∞ (10)

Condition 4. The Kullback–Leibler projection mp in (8) satisfies∫ {
log

m⋆(x)

mp(x)

}2

m⋆(x) dx <∞. (11)

We explain that these are satisfied for our particular mixture construction in (1).
Condition 1 can be satisfied by choosing a sufficiently large but compact support U for
the beta parameters α1, α2, β1, β2. Condition 2 is satisfied by the choice of our weight
sequence wi = 1/(i+1)γ with γ ∈ [2/3, 1) ∀ i. Condition 3 is satisfied for the beta kernel
k(s | u) = Beta(s | u) as the ratio [k(x | u1)/k(x | u2)] is bounded for all u1, u2 ∈ U,
where U is compact. Finally for condition 4 to be satisfied, we need logm⋆(x)/mP (x)
to be bounded, which means that the mixture family we choose is adequate in covering
all the support for m⋆. Since m⋆ will be defined on a compact domain (geographical
region), the mixture family (1) we choose can adequately cover all support. Thus, we
have consistency of the PR estimate mn. We present the steps for implementing this test
for CSR in Algorithm 1 given in the Appendix.

4 Simulation study

To illustrate the performance of the PRe-process testing strategy we conduct three simu-
lation studies. We first show that the PRe-process in (5) will in fact decrease towards zero
if the true point process is indeed a homogeneous Poisson point process. In the other two
simulation studies we choose the truth to have two different kinds of inhomogeneities.
The first inhomogeneous process we consider is the Matern process, which is a simple
Neyman-Scott process, and the second as a point process with a monotonically decreas-
ing intensity function. Without loss of generality, all point processes are standardized to
lie on a (0, 1)2 rectangle. For all experiments, we generate 100 datasets from the truth.

To exhibit the anytime aspect of the methodology, we assume that the data are
received in batches over time and the PRe-value is calculated at regular intervals. For
calculation of the numerator in the PRe-process, we use the PRticle filter approach given
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Figure 2: (a) Single dataset from a homogeneous Poisson process with λ = 10 (b) Plot
of logEpr

n vs n for 100 datasets generated from this process.

in Dixit and Martin (2023a). This is displayed in Algorithm 2 in the Appendix. Under
this, U is initialized with particles of size t = 10000 such that each shape parameter in
u = (α1, β1, α2, β2) is generated from a Unif(0.2, 10). The likelihood in the numerator of
(5) is obtained as a result of the recursive calculations of PR. Given its anytime property,
recall that each calculation of the PRe-value takes into account the previous calculation
and simply updates that based on the new data available.

Example 1. First, consider the true point process as completely spatially random. We
generate 100 datasets from a homogeneous Poisson process on a (0, 10)2 window with
intensity λ = 10 and standardize the locations to lie on (0, 1)2. Such a dataset contains
approximately 1000 datapoints. A plot of one such dataset is given in Figure 2(a). For
each dataset, the PRe-value is calculated at steps of 100 with the view that the points
are available in batches. A plot of logEpr

n vs n is given in Figure 2(b). Clearly all logEpr
n

values are below the rejection threshold of log 1/α with α = 0.05 and the PRe-value
decreases towards zero, indicating no evidence for the alternative.

Example 2. In the second experiment, we generate observations from a Matern process
with κ = 50, scale = 0.1 and µ = 20 in the window (0, 1)2. The generation happens in two
steps – first the parent points are generated from a homogeneous Poisson point process on
(0, 1)2 with intensity κ, then with these points as centers of discs with radius equal to scale,
each parent point is replaced by a homogeneous Poisson process with intensity µ. The
resulting pattern for one dataset is given in Figure 3(a). Such a dataset has approximately
1000 observations. As per the simulation characteristics described previously, we generate
100 such datasets and calculate the PRe-value at steps of 100. We show a plot of logEpr

n

vs n for all 100 datasets in Figure 3(b). In terms of frequentist rejection, the rejection
criteria here is that if logEpr

n > log(1/α), we reject the null hypothesis. This can be
interpreted as evidence found against the null and happens very early on (n < 100) in
the data sequence for all datasets. This aligns with the results obtained from running a
Ktest (based on the K-function) on the same data. In the anytime inference framework,
it is possible to achieve perfect power as the sample size increases. This is due to the
growth property of the e-processes that allows for accumulated evidence. To further
emphasize the anytime aspect of the testing strategy, we conduct a side experiment.
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Figure 3: (a) Single dataset from Matern(κ = 50, scale = 0.1, µ = 20) (b) Plot of logEpr
n

vs n for 100 datasets generated from a Matern(κ = 50, scale = 0.1, µ = 20) process.

We generate the first 300 observations from the aforementioned Matern process and the
next 800 observations as uniformly distributed over the (0, 1)2 domain. We calculate
the PRe-value as before at steps of 100. Under this, one can see that the trend of the
PRe-value changes around the n = 300 mark, indicating change in evidence as shown in
Figure 4. This is an important result and only possible in an anytime testing scenario. In
other words, the PRe-process is able to change course when the pattern strays away from
clustering. This warrants further investigation and in fact Shin et al. (2023) construct
an anytime e-detector based on the e-process in Wasserman et al. (2020) that is able to
detect a change-point in data. Since this is out of the scope of the current topic we refer
to this later in the discussion section.

Example 3. For the third simulation experiment we consider an inhomogeneous Poisson
process that has the intensity function λ(s1, s2) as a truncated joint exponential distri-
bution, i.e.,

λ(s1, s2) = λ0
γ1γ2

(1− exp (−γ1))(1− exp (−γ2))
exp (−γ1s1) exp (−γ2s2), 0 < s1, s2 < 1

(12)
with λ0 = 1000 and consider two cases for (γ1, γ2), i.e.,(2, 4) and (10, 10). The exponential
function helps to define an intensity that is monotone in one or both dimensions. The
two cases help to exhibit the change in the PRe-process when the monotonicity of the
intensity increases. The plots of the intensity function for one data set from each of the
two cases are given in Figure 5.

We repeat the construction of the PRe-process in the same way as before and a plot
of logEpr

n vs n is given in Figure 6 for each of the two cases. A frequentist interpretation
would reject the null hypothesis of CSR for all n as all logEpr

n values are above the
threshold of log(1/α) for α = 0.05. Also, as we go from Case 1 to Case 2, we see that the
slope of the growth is higher for Case 2 which is consistent with the fact that Case 2 has
stronger inhomogeneity than Case 1. Further, since the true intensity function is known
in this case, we calculate the theoretical growth rate and overlay this on both plots. The
simulated PRe-processes adhere to this expected growth.
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Figure 4: Plot of logEpr
n vs n for a single dataset, where the initial 300 observations are

from a Matern process while the latter 800 are uniformly distributed.
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Figure 5: (a) Single dataset from a joint truncated exponential distribution (12) with
(a)(γ1, γ2) = (2, 4) on (0, 1)2 and (b) (γ1, γ2) = (10, 10) on (0, 1)2.
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Figure 6: Plot of logEpr
n vs n for 100 datasets generated from a a joint truncated ex-

ponential distribution for two cases as in Figure 5. Both plots are overlaid with the
respective theoretical growth rate (blue).

5 Data Illustration

Given the theoretical and empirical evidence we have, we now conduct an investigation of
the spatial pattern of two real datasets. One is the motivating dataset of lung cancer cases
in the Chorley-Ribble area given in Section 2.1 and the other is the pattern of earthquakes
in Oklahoma. To test for spatial randomness, we standardize the observations to lie on
a rectangular window of (0, 1)2. Since the region of interest is only a subset of the
rectangular window, we need to ensure this restricted support in our calculations. For
the mixture density, we first generate a homogeneous pattern over the standardized region
and run a trial of the PR algorithm with U initialized as particles of size t = 10000 such
that each shape parameter in u = (α1, β1, α2, β2) is generated from a Unif(0.2, 10). This
gives us a first fit of a mixture density, as described at the end of Section 3.1. With Pn

and mn, we construct the numerator of the PRe-process. For the denominator of the
PRe-process we need to fit a uniform distribution on a subset of the (0, 1)2 space. Hence,
the expression of UnifΩ∗(sn) can be calculated as 1/(area of subset).

Illustration 1. Let us first consider the Chorley-Ribble dataset as described in Section
2.1. The goal here is to find evidence for clustering in the point pattern of lung cancer
cases over time. One caveat here is that the dataset does not give the time stamp of when
the cases were observed, but is available as a batch. This gives us an opportunity to use
the strength of the PRe-process, over different orderings of the data. For this exercise,
we generate 100 permutations of the lung cancer cases indicating different ordering of
occurrence and run the PRe-process setup over each of these permutations. The idea is
to see how the PRe-process would change as the ordering of the datapoints change. Figure
7(a) gives a plot of logEpr

n vs case number for these 200 permutations. We can see that
the varying pattern results into a varying PRe-process, however with the same underlying
trend. For another interpretation, we calculate an empirical rejection probability with
α = 0.05, i.e. the proportion of permutations for which the threshold of log(1/0.05) is
crossed. A plot of this is given in Figure 7(b). The message here is clear. When the
point pattern does not cluster with initial observations, evidence for inhomogeneity is
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Figure 7: (a) Plot of logEpr
n vs case number for 100 permutations of the domicile loca-

tions of 978 lung cancer cases in the Chorley-Ribble area between 1974-1983. (b) Plot
of proportion of permutations for which the threshold of log(1/0.05) is crossed at case
numbers n = 2, 4, . . . , 978.

not found early, but in some permutations it is achieved as early as at n = 200. This
showcases the adaptive testability of the PRe-process.

Illustration 2. The state of Oklahoma has had the most number of induced earthquakes
in the United States 2. These are suspected to be a result of fracking (extraction of oil and
gas from rock formations) or wastewater disposal. The year-wise locations of earthquakes
in Oklahoma accompanied by their magnitude are provided by the Oklahoma Geological
Survey 3. With this motivation, we investigate the locations of earthquakes in Oklahoma
from the year 2000 to 2011 to find evidence of clustering over time. There were a total
of 2871 earthquakes in our dataset as shown in Figure 8(a). We consider all earthquakes
with a magnitude over 3.0, resulting in a total of 141 earthquakes (after removing an
outlier in the pan-handle). The frequency of earthquakes increases dramatically from
2009, with the cumulative earthquakes in 2008 being 13 and that in 2011 being 141. Here
the PRe-value is updated as new locations of earthquakes are observed, and we display
the trend of logEpr

n in two ways. First, we plot logEpr
n vs case number in Figure 8(b),

and second we plot logEpr
n vs year in Figure 8(c). By frequentist rejection, the null

hypothesis of CSR is rejected from the year 2002 onwards for α = 0.05. The growth in
logEpr

n is slower at first but increases sharply from case number 40. In the year-wise plot
(Figure 8(c)) a sharp increase can be seen at year 2009 consistent with the USGS findings
4, and is indicative of larger number of earthquakes contributing to the clustering pattern
from that year.

2https://www.usgs.gov/news/national-news-release/century-induced-earthquakes-oklahoma
3https://www.ou.edu/ogs/research/earthquakes/catalogs
4https://www.usgs.gov/faqs/oklahoma-has-had-a-surge-earthquakes-2009-are-they-due-fracking

13



(a)

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140

0
20

40
60

80
10

0
12

0

case number

lo
g(

ev
al

ue
)

(b)

2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010

0
20

40
60

80
10

0
12

0

years

lo
g(

ev
al

ue
)

(c)

Figure 8: (a) Locations of all earthquakes (irrespective of magnitude) in Oklahoma from
2000 to 2011, with those in 2000 - 2009 (blue), 2010 (red) and 2011 (yellow), (b) Plot of
logEpr

n vs index of occurrence (c) Plot of logEpr
n vs (year).
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6 Discussion

Methodology in anytime inference is a relatively new and evolving area in the statisti-
cal literature. In this paper, we introduce this concept to the spatial statistics domain,
addressing the problem of testing for complete spatial randomness (CSR). While the
problem of testing for CSR has been widely studied, our proposed approach is novel, par-
ticularly in its ability to handle online data streams. This is notable because traditional
methods for testing CSR assume that all data points are available at once, whereas
our approach is uniquely suited for real-time data, which is increasingly common in
spatio-temporal applications such as environmental monitoring, epidemiology, and urban
planning.

To construct our testing framework, we proposed the use of a beta mixture model to
characterize the alternative hypothesis. As discussed in the main text, this choice is not
the only possible formulation and more importantly not a limitation of the method. As the
mixture density is modeled using the predictive recursion (PR) algorithm, which offers
considerable flexibility, any well-behaved kernel can be incorporated into the mixture
model. This adaptability allows for modifications to the PReprocess to accommodate
different kernels, potentially improving the efficiency and robustness of the test. Our
primary objective was to develop a general and practical online testing approach for CSR
that can be applied to any point pattern. Through our experiments, we demonstrate that
our method is both valid and efficient for diverse point processes like the Matérn process,
a monotone inhomogeneous Poisson point process, and two real-world data applications.

Furthermore, our experiments hint at a natural connection between our sequential
testing framework and change-point detection. Specifically, we suggest that our approach
can be extended to e-detectors (Shin et al. 2023), an online mechanism for detecting
change-points, in spatial patterns. This extension is particularly relevant in the spatio-
temporal context, where practitioners are not only interested in identifying clustering
patterns but also in pinpointing the exact time or index points at which spatial structures
undergo significant changes. Working on this aspect further would require additional
theoretical developments, which we consider a promising direction for future research.
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