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Abstract

We developed two new alternatives to signature-based, spatial autoregressive models. In a simulation
study, we found that the new models performed at least as well as existing approaches but presented
shorter computation times. We then used the new models to analyze the premature mortality rate and
the mortality rate for people aged 65 and over.
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1 Introduction

Advances in sensing technology and greater data storage capacities have increased the volume of
continuously recorded data. This change prompted the development of functional data analysis by
Ramsay and Silverman (1997) and the subsequent adaptation of many statistical methods for use with
a functional framework.

Here, we focus on regression models involving a real-valued response variable and functional covariates
observed over a time interval 7. Conventionally, one assumes that the functional covariate X belongs
to L2(T,RP), the space of p-dimensional square-integrable functions on 7, and considers the following
linear model (Ramsay and Silverman, 1997):

_ T %
Y_/TX(t) B(t) dt + e.

This model is typically estimated by approximating X and g* as finite combinations of basis functions,
which thereby reduces the problem to a classical linear regression on the resulting coefficients.

In recent years, signatures have gained popularity in a number of fields, including medicine (Moore
et al., 2019; Morrill et al., 2020; Falcioni et al., 2023), character recognition (Yang et al., 2016; Lai and
Jin, 2019), and finance (Buehler et al., 2020; Adachi and Naritomi, 2021; Inzirillo, 2024).

Although signatures were initially defined by Chen (1957, 1977) for smooth paths and then rediscovered
as part of rough path theory (Lyons, 1998), Fermanian (2022) developed a linear regression model that
used the functional covariates’ signatures rather than the covariates themselves. Fermanian’s (2022)
work highlighted three main advantages of the signature-based approach: signatures (i) do not require
X € L3%(T,RP), (ii) are naturally suited to multivariate functions, and (iii) effectively encode the
geometric properties of X.

In domains in which data naturally involve a spatial dimension (e.g., environmental science), functional
data analysis has led to the development of specific methodologies for spatial functional data. In the
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context of spatial regression, Huang et al. (2018) and Ahmed et al. (2022) developed a functional,
spatial autoregressive model (FSARLM). Assuming that X € £2(7T,R), the FSARLM is defined as

n
Y, = p* Zwiij} —|—/ B(t)*Xl(t) dt + ¢;
i T
j=1

where W, = (wijn)i<ij<n 1S a non-stochastic spatial weight matrix, p* is a spatial autoregressive
parameter in [—1,1], 3(t)* € L%(T,R), and the disturbances ¢; are assumed to be independent,
identically distributed, and independent of {X;(:),i =1,...,n}.

Frévent (2025) developed two signature-based approaches (penalized signature-based spatial regression
(PenSSAR) and a spatial autoregressive model based on signature projections (ProjSSAR)) for use
with functional covariates. PenSSAR is based on ridge penalized regression, and ProjSSAR is based
on a principal component analysis (PCA). The results of a simulation study showed that PenSSAR
performed better than ProjSSAR and the FSARLM. However, the PenSSAR estimation procedure
is iterative and may therefore require a long computation time. Recently, Frévent and Dabo (2024)
developed an autoregressive spatial model for functional covariates in the context of a multivariate
response variable using signatures, which presents the advantage of not using an iterative algorithm
for the estimation.

In this article, we first describe our adaptation of Frévent and Dabo’s (2024) approach for the case
of a univariate response variable (NaivePenSSAR). Furthermore, we have developed a new approach
based on a partial least squares (PLS) projection. To distinguish between the two projection-based
approaches, we refer to the PCA approach as PCA-ProjSSAR and our new PLS strategy as PLS-
ProjSSAR.

The signatures and properties are described in Section 2. In Section 3, we describe our adaptation
of Frévent and Dabo’s (2024) approach for the case of a univariate response variable and our new
PLS-ProjSSAR. In Section 4, we describe a simulation study in which the new models were compared
with the FSARLM (Ahmed et al., 2022), PenSSAR and PCA-ProjSSAR (Frévent, 2025) approaches.
Next, the methods were applied to a real dataset, as described in Section 5. Lastly, we discuss these
various approaches in Section 6.

2 The signature concept

Here, we briefly present the signature concept; for a comprehensive description, we refer the reader
to Lyons et al. (2007) and Friz and Victoir (2010). Although signatures were initially developed for
smooth paths, we employ them here in the context of functional data and have adopted standard
notation for clarity.

Definition 1 (Function of bounded variation).
Let X : T — RP. The total variation of X is defined by

k
IXIpy = sup D IX () = X(ta)ll,
(t0ye- otk )ET i=1
where ||.|| denotes the Euclidean norm on RP and T denotes the set of all finite partitions of T. X is

said to be of bounded variation if || X |, < 400.

By C(T,RP), we denote the set of p-dimensional continuous functions of bounded variation on T .

Definition 2 (The signature of X € C(T,RP)).
Let X € C(T,RP). The signature of X is the following sequence

Sig(X)=(1,X',..., X% ...),
where

Xd:/.../ AX (1) ®--- ® dX (tq) € (R?)®.

t1<--<tg
t1yetqd €T



Definition 3 (The signature coefficient (Levin et al., 2013)).
Let A* be the set of multi-indexes with entries in {1,...,p}. Let {e;,;i = 1,...,p} be the canonical
orthonormal basis of RP. For any positive integer d, the space (RP)®? is isomorphic to the free vector
space generated by all the words of length d in A* and (e, ®---®e€iy)(i,,...iea= form a basis of (RP)®d,
Therefore, the signature of X € C(T,RP) can be rewritten as

SZ9<X) =1+ Z Z S(i1,...,id)(X)ei1 K- ® €igs

d=1 (i1,...,ia)
where
Sty in)(X) = // dX (). .. dx)(ts) e R
1 <--<tg
t1ytad€T
is the signature coefficient of order d along (i1, ...,iq) of X.

Thus, the signature of X is valued in T'((RP)) the tensor algebra space defined as
T((RP)) = {(ag, .- ., aq,-..),¥d > 0,aq € (RP)¥}.

Definition 4 (The truncated signature).
Let X € C(T,RP). The truncated signature of X at order D > 1 is defined as

SigP(X) = (1,X%,...,XP).

Definition 5 (The truncated signature coefficient vector).
Let X € C(T,RP). The truncated signature coefficient vector at order D > 1 of X is defined as the
following sequence

SP(X) = | L,Su)(X), ..., Sp)(X), Su(X), S (X), .-, S (X) ]
——

Dterms

and the truncated shifted-signature coefficient vector at order D > 1 of X s defined as

SP(X) = | Suy(X)s -, Sy (X), Sy (X), S1.2)(X)s -+, Sy (X)
N——

Dterms

The truncated shifted-signature coefficient vector of X at order D is then a vector of length
DL _

D
~ p
sp(D) = Zpd = 7}97 1

when p > 2 and 5,(D) = D when p = 1.
Lemma 1. Let U : T — T be a non-decreasing surjection and

Y:T—RP
t— X (U(t)).

Then Sig(X) = Sig(Y) : the signature of X is invariant by time reparameterization.

Lemma 2. Let

Y: T —RP
t— X(t) +a,a #0.

Then Sig(X) = Sig(Y) : the signature of X is invariant by translation.



Lemma 3. It is possible to circumuvent the invariance by translation by adding an observation point
that takes the value 0 at the beginning of X . Furthermore, it is possible to avoid the invariance by time
reparameterization by considering the time-augmented function

X: T — R
T AT
s (X(t) ,t)
instead of X.

Theorem 1 (Proposition 2 from Fermanian (2022)).

Let f : D — R be a continuous function where D C C(T,RP) is a compact subset such that for any
X €D, X(0)=0,.

For X € D, let X be the time-augmented function of X.

Then, for every 6 > 0, there exists D* € N,a* € R, B}, € Rop+1(D%) | such that, for any X € D,

F(X) = a* = (Bp, 877 (X))| < 6,

where (-,-) denotes the Euclidean scalar product on RS»+1(P")

3 Signature-based spatial regression for functional covariates

In the following we denote M, x,(R) the set of real matrices of size a x b, Bs, (D)o the ball composed
by the real vectors of size 5,(D) with a Euclidean norm less than «, 0, the column vector consisting
of p times the value 0 and 1, the column vector consisting of n times the value 1.

Let X € C(T,RP). We assume that X (0) = 0, and we denote X as its time-augmented function. Next,
Theorem 1 prompted Frévent (2025) to consider the following spatial autoregressive model

n
Y; = p* sz‘j,nyj +a* + (B, SV (X)) + &, (1)
j=1
where the spatial dependency between the n spatial units si,...,s, is described by an n X n non-
stochastic spatial weight matrix W), = (wjjn)i<ij<n that it is common (but not essential) to row-
normalize in practice. The autoregressive parameter p* is in a compact space (typically [—1,1]),
a® € Rand 7. € R%+1(0") The disturbances {g;,7 = 1,...,n} are assumed to be independent and
identically distributed random variables independent of { X;(t),t € T,i = 1,...,n}, such that E(g;) =0
and E(e?) = o%*.

However, estimating this model is complicated by two issues: (i) D* is unknown in practice and (ii)
the size 5,11(D*) of 7. increases exponentially with D* and polynomially with p; hence, the model
is not directly solvable.

As mentioned above, Frévent’s (2025) PenSSAR approach (based on ridge regression) performed better
than her PCA-ProjSSAR approach. As also mentioned above, the estimation of PenSSAR is iterative
and may therefore require a long computation time. In this section, we describe the adaptation
(NaivePenSSAR) of the approach developed by Frévent and Dabo (2024) to the case of a univariate
response variable. We then describe a new approach based on PLS projection.

3.1 A naive signature-based spatial regression (NaivePenSSAR) model
3.1.1 The model

When Y is univariate, the signature-based model developed by Frévent and Dabo (2024) becomes

Y, = p WY, + "1, + &1 Bp- + en, (2)
where Y = (Yi,...,Y,)" € R, €P" = (SP"(X)7T,....SP"(X.)1)T € Moz, (0 (R), o € R,
BhH« € RSp+1(D") and €, = (€1,...,6n)" €R™

Thus, Frévent and Dabo’s (2024) model is equivalent to Model (1).
4



3.1.2 Estimation

The parameters p*, o™, 8. must be estimated. The true truncation order D* is also unknown and
must be selected appropriately. Due to the large size of 5},., Frévent and Dabo (2024) used a penalized
ridge regression similar to the PenSSAR approach developed by Frévent (2025). In contrast to Frévent
(2025), however, Frévent and Dabo’s (2024) estimation algorithm was not iterative and thus usually
required shorter computation times.

We assume that (Hq) : Ja > 0/8). € Bs,,, (D*).a-

Next, for a fixed truncation order D, Model (2) can be rewritten as
Y, = ppWa Yo + apln + &7 8D + en,

and, in a univariate context, the empirical objective function considered by Frévent and Dabo (2024)
becomes

—~ 1 2
Rp(ap,Bp, pp) = —||[Yn = ppWn¥n — apln — £l 8o
for ap €R,Bp € By, (D)0 PD € [-1,1].

This is equivalent to minimizing
5 2 1 D 2 2
Rp(ap,Bp,pp) + Al|Bpl]* = - |Yn — poWnYs — aply, — € Bp||” + M|Bbl|
on R x R*r+1(P) x [-1,1], where the ridge parameter A depends on a.

By denoting

~ B o~ . 1 2
(@p,Bp, pp) = argmin |V = ppWnYs — apl, — €D Bp||” + MBI,
apeE
5D6Rgp+1(0)
pDe[_lvl]

ap, B p have explicit formulas that depend on pp:

<@D(PD>) — (€PTEP +nA) LT (Y — ppWaYa),

Bp(pp)
0 O 0 0
0O X O 0
where € = (1,,£P) and A= | 0
0o ... 0 0 X

Then, Algorithm 1 allows one to compute ap, B p, and pp for a fixed truncation order D and a fixed
regularization parameter A. Consideration of this algorithm prompts two remarks:

Remark 1. In practice, the true truncated order D* is unknown. An estimator of D* can be defined
in several ways (see Fermanian (2022); Frévent and Dabo (2024)). In the following, we optimized D*
on a validation set - as did Frévent (2025).

Remark 2. The objective function can be considered to be naive because it ignores the potential
endogeneity issue between W, Y,, and €,,. That is why we called this method “NaivePenSSAR”. However,
Ma et al. (2020) proved that the estimators obtained were consistent, under reasonable assumptions.



Algorithm 1: An algorithm for estimating the NaivePenSSAR for a truncation order D

Data: W,,Y,, &,
Result: ap, b, pp

0 0 o ... 0

0 A 0o ... 0
A=|0o o . .o ;

S

0 0 0 A

R 1 / P -1 2
pp = argmin —||Yo = ppWa Yo — €7 (€°T€P + 1) €87 (Yo — ppWaYa)

;  /* Estimation of pp
pp€l-1,1] T
*/

a ’ ’ -1 ’
(%2) = (5nDTgnD +nA) &EPT(Y, — ppWoY,) /* Estimation of o}, and B} */

3.2 A new approach based on partial least squares regression: PLS-ProjSSAR
3.2.1 The model

Here we consider the projection approach developed by Frévent (2025). In contrast to Frévent’s (2025)
focus on PCA-based projection, we focussed on PLS projection. Model (1) thus becomes

* * * JD* 4
Y, ~ pW, Y, 4+ a1, + ¢P7In T (3)
where Cﬁj*"]’? = ( Ho” e Cn ) and C(I)D Y C}LJ’? IP" are the JP" first PLS scores associated

with Y}, and €2 and ®* DD € RJD*.

3.2.2 Estimation

As the true truncation order D* and the optimal number of PLS scores JP" are unknown, we rewrote
Model (3) for a given truncated order D and a number J2 of PLS scores:

Y, ~ ppW, Y, +apl, + CT?’JnD@*D7JnD + &, (4)
D D
where Cf)’ = (¢n (1D e ,({] )D) nd Cnl D, ceey 7({]” P are the JP first PLS scores associated with

Y, and £, E(e,) = 0, and V(e,,) = 04 1,,.

Next, adopting Huang et al.’s (2021) approach, we neglect the autoregressive term p},W, Y, when
computing these values. The subsequent calculation can then be carried out using Algorithm 2.
We then consider the quasi-log-likelihood associated with Model (4):

~ n n
Lal0h p0, ®p gp) = —5 W (27) = 210 (0B) +1n [Ty — ppWal (5)

1 DJD T
~ 957 (In — ppWn)Yy —aply, — ¢, ‘I>D,J,?} [(In — ppW,)Y,, — apl, — ¢Pn (I)D JD} .
D

For a fixed pp, (5) is maximized in

~ = ’ D / D, __ ’ D
(@p(pp), ®p o (pp) )" = (¢ TP T (1 — pp W) Y,

and

— T

U%)(PD):%[( — 0 Wa) Y =GP (@D, 8], 10) | (T = ppWa)Ya = G2 (Gp, B, 1) ]
where Cn = (1,, Cn )



Algorithm 2: An algorithm for estimating the PLS scores ¢? for a truncation order D and a
number JP of PLS scores
Data: Y, &2, 70

D D
Result: Cf"’" = (L ;J")D)

E;O)D — ¢l yOP _y .
for k=1to JP do

k—1)DT k—1
w®D — g VP Ty

||££Lk—1)DTYn(k—1)H
(D _ ££Lk71)Dw(k)D :

(k—1)DT .(k)D
o _ &n n

p = DT oD
C7(Lk)DT (})D
b Yn(kfl)DTC”(lk)D
q = gk)DTCT(Lk)D )

k)D k—1)D k)D
WP =gl P ®IPT

)

Yn(k)D — Yn(k—l) _ Cy(zk)Dq(MDT :

The concentrated quasi-log-likelihood is then defined as

- n n. o~
lo(pp) = 5 In (27) + 1] — 5 In (6% (pp)) + In|L, — ppWh.

Next, p7, is estimated by pp = arg max zn(pp), and a%)*, ap and @7, are estimated respectively by
pDE[flvl] o

o5 (Pp), a@p(pp) and ®p ;o (pp).

Consideration of the whole algorithm for the PLS-ProjSSAR (Algorithm 3) prompts two further

remarks.

Remark 3. As with the NaivePenSSAR approach, D* can be selected from a predefined set of possible
values {1,..., D™} in a validation set.

Remark 4. The optimal number of PLS components J” in Model (4) and Algorithm 2 can be selected
in several ways, for example by cross-validation for each considered truncation order D € {1,..., D™}
before selecting the best number j\nﬁ associated with the best truncation order D. Here, we select both
values using the same validation set. We chose the truncation order D and the corresponding optimal
number of PLS components j;? that gave the smallest error on the validation set.

Algorithm 3: An algorithm for estimating the PLS-ProjSSAR model for a truncation order D
and a number of PLS scores .J

D D
Data: W,,Y,, &, Jn
Result: aD,<I>D JD,Z)\D,O'QD
n

D D

Computation of CT?’J" = (C,(ll)D, cee C,(LJ" )D) using Algorithm 2 ;
~ n 1 'D,gP  'D.JPT ./D,JP . _1 ./ D,JPT 2
pp = argmax — —In {f H(In — W)Yo —Cn " (Cn ™ Ko ) T T (I — pp W) Y, }

ppE[-1,1] 2 n

+In|l, — ppWal; /* Estimation of pp */

~ ’ D ’ D ’ D
(@p, 8], ,0)" = ( DT T Py e P T (L W)Y /* Estimation of a}, and ®}, ;b */

1 =N - D ~ 2 N
oph = n H(In — PoWa) Y, —apl, — G ®p sp H ; /* Estimation of o */




3.2.3 Linkage to ProjSSAR and theoretical guaranties

When considering D* = D = 400, Model (1) corresponds exactly to Model (7) from Frévent (2025)
and Equation (5) is the PLS version of Equation (9) from Frévent (2025).

In this case, considering that the Q(lk)D are centered (this can be easily satisfied by subtracting their
average) and that a}, = 0 (which can be obtained by centering Y;,) and by making the same assumptions
as in the PCA-ProjSSAR developed by Frévent (2025), the latter’s Theorems 2.7, 2.8 and 2.9 are valid.

4 The simulation study

In a simulation study with the same design as that described in Frévent (2025), we compare the
performances of NaivePenSSAR and PLS-ProjSSAR with those of the FSARLM (Ahmed et al., 2022),
PCA-ProjSSAR (Frévent, 2025) and PenSSAR (Frévent, 2025).

4.1 Study design

We considered a grid with 60 x 60 locations and to which we randomly allocated n = 200 spatial units.
The data were generated using the following models:

n P
1
Model 1. Y; = p* § wijnYj + " E Xik(tior) + &
j=1 k=1

n p
1
Model 2. Y; = p* Y JwijnYj + = Zip(tion) + e,
=1 Pia
J
where g; ~ N(0,1), X; was generated in 101 equally spaced times of [0,1] (¢1,...,t101) as
Xi(t) = (Xia (), Xip) T, Xip(t) = cigt + fin(t),

where a; , ~ U([—3,3]), fir is a Gaussian process with exponential covariance matrix with length-scale
1, and Z; was generated in t¢1,...,t101 as

. 27t
Zi(t) = (Zin(t), -+, Zip(t) T, Zin(t) = Bigat + 1055 2sin < o3
Z? b

> +10(t — Biga)®,

where 81 ; ~U([0,1]),7 =1,2,3,4.

We sought to predict Y; from the 100 first observations of X; (for Model 1) and the 100 first observations
of Z; (for Model 2).

We used the k-nearest neighbors method (with k& = 4 or 8) to build the spatial weight matrix W,,, and
we considered p = 2,6,10 and p* = 0,0.2,0.4,0.6,0.8.

For each model and each value of k, p and p*, several approaches were compared:

(i) The FSARLM developed by Ahmed et al. (2022), using a cubic B-spline basis with 12 equally
spaced knots to approximate the X; (Z;) from the observed data and a functional PCA (Ramsay
and Silverman, 2005). We considered a maximum number of coefficients such that the cumulative
inertia was below 95% as suggested by Ahmed et al. (2022).

(ii) The PenSSAR developed by Frévent (2025), with a maximum truncation order such that there
were at most 10% signature coefficients.

(iii) The PCA-ProjSSAR developed by Frévent (2025), with a maximum truncation order to give
at most 10* signature coefficients, a PCA on the standardized truncated signature coefficient
vectors, and a maximum number of coefficients such that the cumulative inertia was below 95%.

(iv) The NaivePenSSAR approach, with at most 10* signature coefficients.

(v) The PLS-ProjSSAR approach, with at most 10* signature coefficients.
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Figure 1: RMSEs for Model 1 on the test set with the FSARLM, PenSSAR, PCA-ProjSSAR,
NaivePenSSAR and PLS-ProjSSAR methods, using ordinary validation (OV) and spatial validation
(SV), and with k = 4.

To this end, 200 datasets were generated. Each was split into a training set, a validation set, and a test
set such that the optimal number of coefficients (for the FSARLM), the optimal truncation order (for
PenSSAR and NaivePenSSAR), and the optimal number of coefficients associated with the optimal
truncation order (for PCA-ProjSSAR and PLS-ProjSSAR) was selected in the validation set on the
basis of the root mean squared error (RMSE) criterion. The level of performance of each approach
was evaluated on the test set, using the RMSE. To generate the training, validation and test sets, we
considered ordinary validation and spatial validation. For the latter, we applied a K-means algorithm
(with K = 6) to the coordinates of the data; two clusters were selected at random to be the validation
and test sets.

It should be noted that for the signature-based approaches, we avoided invariance by applying the
strategy described in Lemma 3.

4.2 The results of the simulation study

The results for & = 4 are presented in Figures 1 and 2, and the results for K = 8 are presented in
Appendix A (Figures 6 and 7).

The signature-based approaches performed at least as well as the FSARLM; this was particularly this
case for Model 2, in which the signature-based approaches presented much lower RMSEs. These results
are in line with those reported by Frévent (2025).

The NaivePenSSAR and PLS-ProjSSAR’s levels of performance were very similar to that of PenSSAR.
With both models, these three approaches almost always gave the best results. However, NaivePenSSAR
and especially PLS-ProjSSAR presented much shorter computation times (Table 1), which should
facilitate the application of these two methods.

5 Application to a real dataset

We analyzed data on the premature mortality rate (per 1000 people) and the mortality rate (per 1000
people aged 65 and over) in the 94 administrative counties (départements) of mainland France in 2024
(provided by the Institut National de la Statistique et des Etudes Economiques (Paris, France)). The



p*=0.2 p*=0.4 p*=0.6 p*=0.8

7.5~

=d

5.0

4

2.

w

PRLVIRRLE WL WIS WAL T %H'% 1
i e o e e T %%;

E FsARLM ES PenssAR ES PCA-ProjsSAR ES NaivePenSSAR [ES PLS-ProjSSAR

Figure 2: RMSEs for Model 2 on the test set with the FSARLM, PenSSAR, PCA-ProjSSAR,
NaivePenSSAR and PLS-ProjSSAR methods, using ordinary validation (OV) and spatial validation
(SV), and with k = 4.

Table 1: The median [interquartile range| computation time (in seconds) for the FSARLM, PenSSAR,
PCA-ProjSSAR, NaivePenSSAR and PLS-ProjSSAR methods in the simulation study.

Model 1
p=2 p=2©6 p=10
FSARLM 0.53 ]0.46, 0.60] 1.15 [1.10, 1.33] 2.32 [2.25, 2.39]
PenSSAR 1857.08 [1361.96,2687.22] 58.84 [38.14, 86.47] 4.61 [3.82, 6.35]
PCA-ProjSSAR 10.02 [8.84, 11.74] 7.16 [6.41, 8.01] 4.49 [4.17, 4.86]
NaivePenSSAR 1465.95 [1246.10,1819.63| 73.56 [53.48, 91.95] 5.18 [4.62, 6.35]
PLS-ProjSSAR 22.56 [20.01,25.55] 9.57 [8.02, 11.58] 10.79 [8.80, 13.10]
Model 2
p=2 p=6 p=10
FSARLM 0.80 [0.66, 0.91] 1.75 [1.64, 1.99] 3.20 [3.09, 3.34]
PenSSAR 30171.64 [17964.63, 49477.27] 80.65 [49.89, 142.81] 11.18 [8.33, 16.16]
PCA-ProjSSAR 8.20 [6.88, 9.70] 5.89 [5.39, 6.44] 3.73 [3.48, 4.02]
NaivePenSSAR 1537.43 [1237.53, 1936.07] 68.24 [48.81, 84.95] 5.12 [4.46, 5.92]
PLS-ProjSSAR 22.25 [19.01, 26.16] 9.28 [7.71, 10.83] 5.67 [5.09, 6.11]
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Figure 3: Spatial distribution of the mean unemployment rate over the period 1982-2024 in each of the
94 départements in mainland France (left panel), and the changes in the départements’ unemployment
rates over the same period (right panel).

objective was to predict these mortality rates from the unemployment rates in each quarter over the
period 1982-2024 (Figures 3 and 4).

We use the FSARLM, PenSSAR, PCA-ProjSSAR, NaivePenSSAR and PLS-ProjSSAR methods, considering
spatial weight matrices based on the k-nearest neighbors (with k£ =4 or 8).

We also considered ordinary validation and spatial validation by applying a K-means algorithm (with

K = 6) to the coordinates of the data. To covering all the possibilities for spatial validation, we
repeated the procedure on 30 different train/validation/test sets.

With both datasets, the signature approaches present competitive performances compared with the
FSARLM, especially when using an ordinary validation (Figure 5). PLS-ProjSSAR performed similarly

to PenSSAR but presenting much shorter computation times (Table 2).

Table 2: The median [interquartile range| computation time (in seconds) for the FSARLM, PenSSAR,
PCA-ProjSSAR, NaivePenSSAR and PLS-ProjSSAR in the prediction of the premature mortality rate
and the mortality rate for people aged 65 and over in 2024.

Premature mortality rate Mortality rate for people aged 65 and over

FSARLM 0.61 [0.57, 0.73] 0.63 [0.58, 0.64]
PenSSAR 139585.44 [114924.69, 172469.80| 411207.98 [277403.83, 503575.54]
PCA-ProjSSAR 2.18 [1.92, 3.09] 2.09 [1.79, 2.93]
NaivePenSSAR 736.08 [714.32, 787.09] 1103.73 [773.60, 1304.68|
PLS-ProjSSAR 6.48 [5.73, 7.17] 9.30 [6.59,10.91]

6 Discussion

Here, we developed two new alternatives to signature-based, spatial autoregressive models (Frévent,
2025). The first (NaivePenSSAR) is an adaptation of the approach developed by Frévent and Dabo
(2024) and was applied to the case of a univariate response variable. The second (PLS-ProjSSAR)
considered signature projections through the application of a PLS algorithm.

The results of our simulation study showed that the signature-based models performed better than a
conventional model that does not use signatures (Ahmed et al., 2022). Furthermore, the new models
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had a level of performance that was similar to that of the signature-based PenSSAR approach (Frévent,
2025). However, the new models presented much shorter computation times; this should facilitate
their application. The same conclusion was drawn from application of the new models (especially
PLS-ProjSSAR) to the premature mortality rate and the mortality rate for people aged 65 and over.

In the present work, we focused on functional covariates. However, it should be borne in mind that
both functional and non-functional covariates can be integrated into our models. Furthermore, both
of the new methods can be adapted for use with other spatial models, such as spatial error models.

Lastly, it should be noted that just as NaivePenSSAR is the univariate version of the model developed
by Frévent and Dabo (2024), PLS-ProjSSAR could also be adapted for use with a multivariate response
variable; we intend to address this aspect in the future.
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A Supplementary materials for the simulation study (k = 8)

Figure 6 and 7 show the RMSEs computed for the test set, using ordinary validation (OV) and spatial
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