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Abstract

In this paper, we model the locations of five major banks in mainland France, two

lucrative and three cooperative institutions based on socio-economic considerations.

Locations of banks are collected using web scrapping and constitute a bivariate

spatial point process for which we estimate nonparametrically summary functions

(intensity, Ripley and cross-Ripley’s K functions). This shows that the pattern is

highly inhomogenenous and exhibits a clustering effect especially at small scales, and

thus a significant departure to the bivariate (inhomogeneous) Poisson point process is

pointed out. We also collect socio-economic datasets (at the living area level) from

INSEE and propose a parametric modelling of the intensity function using these

covariates. We propose a group-penalized bivariate composite likelihood method to
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estimate the model parameters, and we establish its asymptotic properties. The

application of the methodology to the banking dataset provides new insights into

the specificity of the cooperative model within the sector, particularly in relation to

the theories of institutional isomorphism.

keywords: cooperative banks; regional development; geo-referenced data; spatial statis-

tics; point pattern analysis; regularization techniques; composite likelihood.

1 Introduction

The spatial distribution of banks is the outcome of a historical process. This pro-

cess reveals that local banks established territorial oligarchies in the early 18th century

[Plessis, 2000], which were later challenged by the formation of large national banks,

such as Crédit Lyonnais in 1895. In addition to these family-owned institutions, coop-

erative banks emerged to offer financial services to individuals who were excluded from

the traditional banking system. These local and retail banks were originally created

to address the credit needs of workers, self-employed individuals, small farmers, and

craftsmen who faced the burden of usury [Gueslin, 1998]. Founded in Europe during the

19th century, cooperative banks were structured around local communities, providing

financial solutions managed by and for their members. Today, cooperative banks play

a significant role in the banking and financial sector in several European countries. In

2020, they accounted for over 30% of the domestic deposit and loan market in Austria,

Finland, France, and the Netherlands [EACB, 2020]. Their funding activities have been

noted for producing idiosyncratic knowledge [Artis and Cornée, 2016]. Furthermore, the

proximity between lenders and borrowers enhances the availability of credit and reduces

default rates [Fisman et al., 2017]. However, as cooperative banking groups increasingly

concentrate and consolidate [Ory and Lemzeri, 2012], the distinctive characteristics of

cooperative banks seem to be diminishing. This trend distances them from their local

communities, which have been essential to their success for many years [Roux, 2019].

The loss of democratic engagement, the rise of universal banking, and the presence of in-

stitutional investors in international financial markets raise the question: Do significant

differences still exist? Currently, competition and new methods of delivering banking

services, particularly digitalization, challenge the importance of a local presence. The

digitalization of banking services and the emergence of online banks are intensifying

competition as consumer behavior evolves, with local physical presence becoming less of

a priority in decision-making. Increased competition and the move toward digital ser-
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vices have led to a rationalization of physical locations. However, does this mean that

the unique spatial characteristics of banks have been eliminated?

As part of a geographical agenda, this article outcomes and examines a mapping of

the spatial distribution of cooperative banks and searches for the reasons underlying this

point pattern. We develop a spatial analysis to identify the possible existence of regional

differentiation between cooperative and non-cooperative banks. Our work raises the fol-

lowing questions: How are lucrative and cooperative banks distributed across mainland

France? To what extent is location still a differentiating factor between cooperative and

non-cooperative banks? What does the new location landscape look like for cooperative

banks? To what extent can current bank locations be explained by socio-economic fac-

tors? Are these economic factors still differentiating factors for cooperative banks? We

aim to investigate whether a spatial differentiation exists between profit-driven banks

and cooperative banks. Analyzing spatial variables offers a relevant research opportunity.

Firstly, there have been few studies capable of spatially representing the geographical

distribution of banks. Secondly, spatialization is one of the essential conditions of the

concept of local banking. Finally, geographical presence is necessary for the production

of idiosyncratic knowledge, which relies on geographical proximity [Artis and Cornée,

2016].

2 Literature review and research questions

Since the establishment of the single European market, the convergence of interest rates

and the introduction of the universal banking model have led to the dismantling of

geographical restrictions in the banking sector. This shift has prompted banks to expand

their networks and standardize their offerings, with centralization reducing the autonomy

of local branches. Consequently, the central argument of this analysis is that these

changes have led banks to shift their strategic focus toward larger markets, thereby

reducing their emphasis on local concerns.

For cooperative banks, the number and location of branches have traditionally been

central to their strategic differentiation. Cooperative banks have their origins in local

communities, arising out of the lack of a conventional banking system in France [Artis,

2013]. This historical context suggests a distinct spatial configuration [Le Corroller,

2019], where the banks’ operations were tailored to the needs and dynamics of their

local environment. Our first hypothesis posits that spatial differentiation may still be

present in the current distribution of bank branches, and it seeks to compare the spatial

patterns of cooperative and for-profit banks. Further hypotheses aim to examine the
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underlying factors that explain this spatial distribution.

Literature on the relationship between the banking system and regional develop-

ment highlights several key issues: Whether local banking systems contribute to local

economic growth; Differences in the spatial configurations of banking networks; The

factors that influence the decision to maintain or withdraw a local banking presence.

The characteristics of local banking markets are important for local economies, espe-

cially in regard to small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs). Geographic distances

between banks and businesses affect access to credit, with small businesses particularly

impacted by such distances. Presbitero et al. [2014] show that most loans are contracted

locally, reinforcing the importance of proximity. Similarly, Liberti and Mian [2008] and

Agarwal and Hauswald [2010] argue that a shorter geographical distance between the

information-gathering agent and the loan officer enhances the collection and utilization

of soft information about potential borrowers. In contrast, Mian [2006] suggests that

greater distances complicate contract renegotiations and reduce the likelihood of suc-

cessful loan recovery.

Alessandrini et al. [2009] further emphasizes the significance of local credit markets

for financing small borrowers and fostering local economic development. Reydet [2019]

identifies emerging branch models that blend high digitalization with physical presence,

aiming to sustain a geographical network of locations.

In the Italian context, Papi et al. [2017] explores the geography of banking organi-

zations, focusing on how geographical distances influence the banking sector. The study

identifies three types of distance: (i) operational distance, defined as the distance be-

tween the borrower and the bank branch; (ii) functional distance, which refers to the

distance between the branch and the bank’s headquarters; and (iii) interbank distance,

which denotes the distance between borrowers and competing banks. By applying the

theory of banking centers and peripheries, Papi et al. [2017] demonstrates that these

geographical distances significantly impact lending decisions and interbank competition.

Much of the existing literature supports the argument that smaller banks possess

a comparative advantage in lending to SMEs [Artis and Cornée, 2016]. The presence

of a local bank that prioritizes relationship banking and utilizes soft information has

been shown to positively influence local economic activity. According to Hasan et al.

[2019], the development of local bank branch networks plays a vital role in stimulating

economic activity, particularly in the local labor market. According to this literature,

our second hypothesis appears to examine whether banks are still close to their clients,

distinguishing between households and SMEs.

For a long time, the spatial distribution of banks was guided by local market theory
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[Radecki, 1998], which posits that customers—both businesses and households—primarily

consume banking services based on geographical proximity. In addition to this proximity,

the distribution of banks also follows the logic of customer segmentation. Mutual banks,

such as Crédit Mutuel and Crédit Agricole, have historically focused on meeting the

needs of farmers and small businesses [Artis and Cornée, 2016]. They tend to establish

branches close to their members and customers. In contrast, major banking networks

like BNP Paribas and Société Générale develop urban branches to attract a diverse cus-

tomer base while maintaining regional decision-making centers. Radecki [1998] argues

that the spatial distribution of banks is now driven more by organizational logic from the

supply side rather than by customer behavior on the demand side. This shift implies the

disappearance of local markets and the obsolescence of the local bank model, including

cooperative banks as the archetypal representation of local banks. These changes in

banks’ offerings suggest that the previously distinct spatial distribution among banks

has diminished. In these analyses, the organizational specifics of banks, such as their

cooperative principles and rules, are not treated as significant explanatory variables.

Algeri et al. [2022] investigate the impact of spatial dependence on the technical effi-

ciency of small cooperative banks in Italy. They explore the idea of spatial dependence,

suggesting that banks within a specific geographical region can influence one another.

For cooperative banks, their findings reaffirm that geographical proximity is critical to

bank performance. Our third hypothesis is that supply-side factors are more important

for explaining the spatial distribution of cooperative banks.

3 Methodologies

In our analysis, we focus on the case of France for theoretical and empirical reasons.

First there has been a large and strong cooperative banking sector for two centuries.

Then, the French banking and financial sector is considered to be well-established, offer-

ing comprehensive coverage and stable banking and financial companies, as well as an

effective regulatory system. Finally, there are homogeneous and longitudinal statistical

data produced by the National Statistical Institute.

The French banking system consists of two distinct groups of banks, which differ sig-

nificantly in their historical development, business models, organisational structures, and

scale. The first group, referred to as lucrative banks, includes institutions organised as

joint-stock companies or as branches of foreign credit institutions operating nationwide

branch networks. The second group comprises only cooperative banks, which are struc-

tured by regional clusters and are owned by their members. The six largest French bank-
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ing groups (BNP Paribas, BPCE, Crédit Agricole, Crédit Mutuel, La Banque Postale

and Société Générale) account for 82% of the total balance sheet of the entire French

banking sector and are considered systemic by the regulator [ACPR, 2024]. In the last

quarter of 2018, cooperative banks managed more than €159 billion in demand deposits

from individuals, representing more than 40% of total deposits. Cooperative banks fi-

nance approximately 41% of consumer loans to residents (Web Stat, Banque de France).

Our method is original in terms of the work done.

At the level of the social economy, including cooperatives, works use the combination

of cluster analysis with multiple factor analysis (MFA), e.g. in Italy [Picciotti et al., 2014]

or in France [Artis et al., 2020]. For cooperative banks, spatial distribution structures

the activity and value chain of the cooperative, as well as its governance [Triboulet

et al., 2013]. For example, Triboulet et al. [2013] characterise the location patterns of

agricultural cooperatives in France for 1995 and 2005 in order to better understand the

determinants of their spatial organisation. They use the ESDA tools to construct a very

detailed local typology of the specific location patterns of agricultural cooperatives, and

then analyse the explanatory factors using multinomial logit modelling. Our analysis

consists of two parts:

(a) Non parametric spatial analysis of locations of bank branches (lucrative and co-

operative banks). The objective is to investigate first the inhomogeneous nature

over the French territory of locations of lucrative and cooperative banks and sec-

ond an eventual dependence between locations of two lucrative banks, between

two cooperative ones and between one of each. To achieve these tasks, we col-

lected exact GPS locations of 2 lucrative banks (BNP, Société Générale) and 3

cooperative ones (Banque Populaire, Crédit Agricole, Crédit Mutuel) in mainland

France, as of 01/01/2022. These five banks cover 92% of bank clients in France

(as of 2023). Locations have been obtained using GPS transformations of banks

addresses collected using web scraping. This results in 3,448 lucrative banks and

11,244 cooperative ones.

(b) Modelling of the intensity of each bank branch. The objective is to propose a bi-

variate parametric modelling of the intensity function of lucrative and cooperative

banks in terms of demographic, social and economic factors. We rely on a dataset

collected by INSEE as of 01/01/2022 at the living area spatial resolution (in total

1681 living areas). This dataset, after transformations taking into account the

compositional nature of some covariates [Aitchison, 1982], results in eleven spatial

covariates: three of them, tagged as demographic covariates, describe the popula-
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tion by ages and their recent evolution, four covariates tagged as social covariates

are related to the standard of living, rate of poverty, rate of activity. Finally, four

covariates describe the economical tissue. We also collect the density population

by living area. The objective of this study is to detect factors that positively or

negatively influence the presence/absence of cooperative or lucrative banks.

To achieve this, we created the first database of geographical coordinates for five banking

networks in France. While this is straightforward for lucrative banks, which have cen-

tralised management of their development across the country, this data does not exist in a

consolidated form for cooperative banks, which manage their development on a regional

basis, as autonomous banks. We then used data produced by the National Statistics

Agency to document the differences between household and business customers, specify

the types of businesses (e.g. SMEs and industry) and identify the sources of income and

social inequality.

The rest of the paper is structured as follows. Section 4 provides first a background

on spatial point processes and investigate non parametric first and second-order inten-

sity functions for the dataset of locations of banks. This section concludes that both

cooperative and lucrative banks are highly inhomogeneously distributed and exhibit

a dependence structure—both within each type and between the two types of banks,

that cannot be explained solely by inhomogeneity. Accordingly, Section 5 investigates a

parametric specification of the intensity functions for the two bank types (using an expo-

nential family model), incorporating three groups of spatial covariates: (i) demographic

characteristics, (ii) indicators of living standards and poverty/activity rates, and (iii)

measures of the local economy. Given, the nature of these covariates and the bivariate

multitype characteristic of the dataset, we propose to estimate the parameters using a

new methodology based on a sparse group lasso penalization of the Poisson likelihood

(a standard composite likelihood method). Section 6 then presents the numerical imple-

mentation of the method on the banks dataset, reports the empirical results, provides

a discussion, and concludes the analysis. Finally, Appendices A–B provide formal jus-

tification for the simplicity of the proposed implementation and establish convergence

results, demonstrating that the method is consistent and reliably selects informative

covariates when the amount of data increases.
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4 Spatial point processes and non parametric considera-

tions

4.1 Background and notation

In this manuscript, we use the convention [{(. . . )}] for the order of brackets. By nature,

the number of banks as well as their locations are unknown before collecting the data.

Therefore, the dataset of locations of banks is viewed as the realization of a bivariate

spatial point process observed on, say W ⊂ R2, representing the mainland French ter-

ritory. Spatial point processes are now well-studied stochastic models and we refer the

interested reader by a theoretical presentation to Møller and Waagepetersen [2003] or

by a more practical one to Baddeley et al. [2015]. In particular, the latter discusses the

implementation of point pattern analysis in R.

Let Xℓ and Xc be the two point processes for lucrative and cooperative banks mod-

elling these data. Their realization are of the form

xℓ = {xi,ℓ, i = 1, . . . , nℓ} and xc = {xi,c, i = 1, . . . , nc}

where xi,ℓ, xi,c ∈ W denote the locations of a lucrative or cooperative bank with to-

tal respectively nℓ = 3, 448 and nc = 11, 244. We let ρℓ and ρc denote the respec-

tive intensity function of each type of bank. This is defined for • = ℓ, c by ρ•(x) =

limdx→0 EN•(B(x,dx))/|dx| where N•(A) is the number of points of type • falling into

A ⊂ R2. Roughly speaking, the intensity function measures the mean local of points per

unit area. The higher the intensity at a location x, the most likely a bank should occur

at x. A point process is said to be inhomogeneous if the intensity function varies across

space.

In addition to the inhomogeneity nature of data, we could be interested in the depen-

dence between two points (banks). To measure a departure to the Poisson point process

which is the standard process modelling points (possibly inhomogeneous) without any

interaction, spatial statistical literature provides many standard summary functions.

Among them, we find the pair correlation or cross-pair correlation function, their inte-

grated versions named as the (inhomogeneous) Ripley’s K function and cross-K function

or the (inhomogeneous) recentered L and cross-L functions (which are simple transfor-

mations of K functions), see Baddeley et al. [2015] for a definition of these quantities.

The interest of these summary functions is that they measure within a distance say

r whether there is a significant departure to the independence case. For example, let

L̃ℓ, L̃c and L̃c,ℓ be the inhomogeneous recentered L-function (and cross-L function) for
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lucrative and cooperative banks. If L̃•(r) > 0 (resp. L̃•(r) < 0), this suggests a signifi-

cant clustering (resp. repulsive) effect, independently of the inhomogeneity, between two

banks of type • within distance r. In the same way, L̃c,ℓ(r) > 0 reflects the fact that,

within distance r, one type of bank influences positively the occurrence of the other one.

4.2 Non parametric estimation of first and second-order characteristics

Figures 1-2 summarize this part and explore first and second-order characteristics of

the bivariate point process. In Figure 1, we compute a kernel density estimation of the

intensity function. We consider adaptive smoothing bandwidths (using a 16x16 spatial

pixel grid for the bandwidth spatial function and a Gaussian kernel) according to the

inverse-square-root rule of Abramson [1982]. Even if three times more cooperative banks

are observed, we clearly notice large differences in terms of spatial distribution between

the two types of banks. Lucrative banks are clearly concentrated in Ile-de-France and

the largest cities (Lille, Lyon, Marseille, Toulouse, Bordeaux) while cooperative banks

aim at covering more territory especially in the Brittany, Alsace-Lorraine and the Région

Centre.

Figure 2 explores second-order properties and represents empirical inhomogeneous

recentered L-functions for each type of bank and cross L-function between the two types

of banks. The solid line represents the estimate for which the preliminary estimation

of the intensity function has been integrated. Envelopes have been constructed under

the inhomogeneous Poisson assumption using the global envelopes testing machinery

proposed by Myllymäki et al. [2017]. We use the extreme rank length criterion and

999 simulations under the null assumption. Red dots correspond to distances where

a significant departure to the Poisson assumption is observed. It is unambiguous to

conclude that first cooperative and lucrative banks exhibit a quite strong clustering

effect, especially at small distances, that is not explained by their inhomogeneity. In the

same way, the cross L-function at small distances shows that two banks different type

tend to occur more likely than under the independent case. This reveals a co-clustering

at small scales.

5 Parametric intensity estimation

We now turn to the main core of this study which is to model ρ• for • = c, ℓ using

covariates observed at the living area level. To make this paper more general, we recode

1 = c and 2 = ℓ respectively for cooperative and lucrative banks (so that we can consider

9



Cooperative banks Lucrative banks
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Adaptive intensity estimates by type of banks

Figure 1: Adaptive intensity estimates obtained from kernel method with standard edge
correction, for cooperative and lucrative banks. Locations of banks (in red) are super-
imposed on the intensity estimate.

higher dimension than bivariate point process).

For computational arguments we consider the following exponential family model for

each function

ρi(x;βi) = d(x) exp
{
β⊤
i zi(x)

}
(1)

where zi(x) = {zj(x)}j=1,...,bi represents the vector of spatial covariates at location

x ∈ W related to cooperative (for i = 1) and lucrative banks (for i = 2). These

covariates are discussed later. The vector βi = {(βi)1, . . . , (βi)bi}⊤ ∈ Rbi represents the

parameter vector of interest for cooperative banks when i = 1 and for lucrative banks

when i = 2. We let (zi)1(x) = 1 for any x, so that (βi)1 represents the intercept term for

the bank of type i. Note that all these covariates are actually piecewise-constant over

space, as they are measured at the living area level. Finally, the covariate d(·) represents

population density at location x, observed at the living-area level. We include d(·) as a

baseline function, as our primary objective is to compare the two types of banks with

respect to socio-economic factors rather than population concentration.

We can also rewrite (1) as a marked point process intensity model

ρ[{(x, i);β}] = d(x)
2∏

j=1

exp
{
δij × β⊤

j zj(x)
}

(2)
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Cooperative Lucrative Cooperative vs Lucrative
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Figure 2: Solid lines represent estimates of L•(r) − r (for • = c, ℓ) and Lc,ℓ(r) − r
[Baddeley et al., 2015]. Envelopes represent 95% global envelopes constructed using
the extreme rank length method [Myllymäki et al., 2017] under the inhomogeneous
Poisson assumption. Red dots indicate distances for which a significant departure to the
independence assumption is observed.

where x ∈ W and i ∈ {1, 2} where δij = 1 when i = j and 0 otherwise.

The covariates we consider for our dataset application are categorized into demo-

graphic, social and economic. Firstly, we select demographic covariates, such as age.

Age is indeed a marker of banking behaviour linked to changes in working life. For

example, people over the age of 65 tend to have more assets or savings than younger

people. Conversely, young people often follow their parents’ lead when opening their first

bank account. The age criterion is also examined to understand the shift from physical

to online banks (Ngau et al., 2023; Tesfom et al., 2011).

(i) demographic covariates. evolution: recent evolution in percentage of the total

population in the living area; prop16.24, prop25.64 and prop65.more: propor-

tion of inhabitants in the living area between 16 and 24 years old, etc. To deal

with these compositional data we consider the additive log ratio transform - alr

[Aitchison, 1982] taking the last variable as the reference one. The transformed

variables are log(prop16.24/prop65.more) and log(prop25.64/prop65.more).

According to previous work, we select social covariates to qualify the income distribution

(poverty and activity) and another to qualify social inequality (median and decile ratio)

by local zone. These two sets of covariates are chosen to explain the segmentation of
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bank clients and document the influence of the demand side.

(ii) social covariates. median, decile.ratio: median, inter-decile ratio of the stan-

dard of living in the living area; activity, non.activity, poverty, non.poverty:

activity and poverty rates in the living area and their complement to 1. Again we

use the alr transform and consider the variables log(activity/non.activity)

and log(poverty/non.poverty).

The third set of covariates, the economic covariates, aims to describe the types of busi-

nesses and forms of employment present in a given area. This information helps banks

understand their customers better. Therefore, we select relevant economic covariates to

help us qualify the area, such as the importance of SMEs and the types of work in the

local economy.

(iii) economic covariates. prop.industry: proportion of positions in industry;

prop.public: proportion of positions in public administration, teaching, health

or social action; prop.trade: proportion of positions in trade, transport or com-

mercial sector; prop.agri: proportion of workers in the farming sector plus pro-

portion of positions in the construction sector 1. These four variables sum to 1

and are thus transformed using the alr transform, which yields the three variables

log(prop.industry/prop.agri), log(prop.public/prop.agri) and

log(prop.trade/prop.agri); the last two covariates are prop.1to9 and

prop10.more: proportion of companies with 9 or less employees, resp. more than

10 employees. These covariates are transformed using the log ratio transform into

the single covariate log(prop.1to9/prop10.more)

Thus we come up with three demographic covariates, four social ones and four eco-

nomic ones, illustrated in Figure 3. To estimate (2), we have therefore for each mark 1

and 2, one intercept parameter and eleven parameters corresponding to spatial covari-

ates. Therefore, βi ∈ Rbi with bi = 12 for i = 1, 2 and so β ∈ Rp with p =
∑

bi = 24. It

is worth mentioning that we consider the same set of covariates for both marks but the

methodology presented hereafter could be reproduced for more general situations.

From the non parametric analysis produced in Section 4.2, the bivariate point process

is highly inhomogeneous and cannot be modelled by a bivariate inhomogeneous Pois-

son point process. These comments lead us to consider a composite likelihood method

to estimate βℓ and βc as we do not intend to fully model the bivariate point process

1The notation prop.agri is justified by the fact that the proportion of positions in the construction
sector is negligible compared to the proportion of workers in the farming sector
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Figure 3: Spatial representation of covariates described in Section 4 in mainland France.
The spatial resolution is the living area (1681 living areas).
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making an eventual use of maximum likelihood estimation unfeasible. Univariate com-

posite likelihoods for intensity estimation has a long history [Waagepetersen and Guan,

2009, Coeurjolly and Lavancier, 2019, Choiruddin et al., 2021]. The simplest method

is to use the Poisson likelihood which remains efficient even if the underlying process

is not the Poisson model (which is the current situation here). Recent developments

include regularized techniques [Choiruddin et al., 2018, 2024] which can be applied in

high-dimensional context (using a Lasso-type regularization) or with strongly correlated

covariates (using a ridge penalty for instance). A contribution of the present paper is to

investigate multivariate regularized estimation.

A separate exploratory analysis on the covariates has shown first that all of them

seem to bring some information in the explanation of the presence/absence of a bank

in a given living area and second that several covariates are highly correlated. Also, it

could make sense to impose a condition on a whole set of parameters and in particular

on covariates belonging to the same group, for example by imposing that the estimates

for one group are shrunk to zero while keeping the possibility to select or not a feature

using a Lasso type penalty. Such a penalty is called multivariate sparse group Lasso in

the literature for generalized linear models (GLMs) [Li et al., 2015, Liang et al., 2022].

In the current application we consider three groups of important features: covariates

(i), (ii), (iii) for lucrative and cooperative banks, so in total six groups. As a consequence,

we propose to estimate β = (β⊤
c ,β

⊤
ℓ )⊤ = (β⊤

1 ,β
⊤
2 )⊤ as the maximum of Q(β), viewed as

a penalized version of log-Poisson likelihood of the bivariate point process X = (Xc,Xℓ).

The composite likelihood denoted by ℓ(β) is given by

ℓ(β) =
2∑

i=1

∑
x∈Xi

log ρi(x;βi) −
∫
W

ρi(x;βi)dx


=
∑
y∈Y

log ρ(y;β) −
∫
W×M

ρ(y;β)dy (3)

where Y = {(X, i)j , j = 1, . . . } represents the marked point process of all banks with

type i = 1, 2, where M = {1, 2} and where we abuse notation by denoting by dy the

Lebesgue measure times the counting one. Then, the normalized and regularized version

Q(β) are given by

Q(β) = µ−1 ℓ(β) −
G∑

g=1

λg∥βg∥ −
p∑

l=1

λl|βl|. (4)
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In the definition of Q, we normalize ℓ(β) by µ = E{N(W × M)} =
∫
W×M ρ(y;β⋆)dy

where β⋆ stands for the true parameter vector. The quantity µ plays the role of the

sample size in this marked point process framework. Normalizing the likelihood by the

sample size is also the convention considered by Friedman et al. [2010] for GLMs. The

notation G stands for the number of groups (G = 6 in our application). In addition βg

is the vector of parameter corresponding to covariates of group g. For instance, β1 =

{(βc)j , j = 2, . . . , 4}, β2 = {(βℓ)j , j = 2, . . . , 4}, . . . , β6 = {(βℓ)j , j = 9, . . . , 12}. The

parameters λg and λl are non-negative real numbers called regularization parameters.

In (4), the first penalty term tends to shrink all covariates belonging to the same group

while the second one corresponds to the more standard adaptive Lasso penalty. We

agree that from a practical point of view µ is unknown but it is worth pointing out that

maximizing Q is equivalent to maximizing µQ with λg, λl replaced by new parameters

λ̌g = µλg and λ̌l = µλl.

Since the intensity function ρ has an exponential form with baseline function d(·),
then by exploiting the fact that all covariates are observed at the living area level (remind

that the number of living areas is denoted by J), we have the following proposition.

Proposition 1. Maximizing ℓ(β) is equivalent to maximizing the log-likelihood of two

independent Poisson regressions with length J , with the canonical log link and with offset

term (log νj)j=1,...,J where νj is the total number of inhabitants in the jth living area.

Therefore, the maximization of Q results in the maximization of a sparse group Lasso

bivariate Poisson regression.

A consequence of Proposition 1 is that we can follow Friedman et al. [2010] and Liang

et al. [2022], which implement various (adaptive) regularized versions of GLMs with ex-

ponential family models using coordinate descent algorithm. Finally, our asymptotic

result, namely Theorem 1, presented in Appendix B shows that the estimate β̂ max-

imizing Q(β) is, on the one hand, consistent when the average number of points µ

increases and, on the other hand, satisfies an oracle property [e.g. Fan and Li, 2001],

that is P(β̂l = 0) → 1 for any l such that βl = 0. In other words, the procedure correctly

identifies the covariates which are non informative.

6 Results and discussion

We model the distribution of lucrative and cooperative banks in the mainland France

with respect to two intercept terms one for each type of bank, and twelve (transformed)

spatial covariates consisting of demographic, social, and economic factors.
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For the tuning of regularization parameters λg and λl, we extend a strategy devel-

oped by Zou and Zhang [2009], Zhang et al. [2010] and in particular used by Choirud-

din et al. [2018] in the adaptive lasso case, combined with the default implementa-

tion of the sparse group lasso by Liang et al. [2022]. We let λg = (1 − α)λ/∥β̂g

no∥
and λl = αλ/|(β̂no)l| where β̂no is a preliminary estimate of β, obtained without any

regularization term. As recommended by Liang et al. [2022], we let α = 0.05. The

last parameter λ is obtained by minimizing the BIC criterion [see Choiruddin et al.,

2018]. We randomly divide data into two sets (training set and validation set) with

length n/3 and 2n/3. The training dataset is used to tune the parameter λ and

to define the set of informative variables, i.e. the variables for which the estimated

parameters are non zero. This step allows us to avoid 5 covariates for the second

step represented by dots centered at 0 in Figure 4: evolution for cooperative and

lucrative banks, log(activity/non.activity), log(prop.industry/prop.agri) and

log(prop1to9/prop.10toMore), for lucrative banks. The lack of evidence for the vari-

able evolution confirms the findings of previous studies, which suggest that the spa-

tialization of banks is no longer demand-driven. Similarly, the distinction between agri-

cultural and industrial workers is no longer relevant, given the decline in the number of

agricultural workers in France.

For the second step, we perform a bivariate Poisson regression on the validation

dataset. We estimate the standard errors of the remaining 24-5=19 covariates using

the covariance estimator developped by Coeurjolly and Guan [2014] and construct 90%

asymptotic confidence intervals (assuming a Gaussian distribution) for all parameters.

Demographic covariates facilitate analysis of potential differences based on household

demand. The results indicate minimal differentiation overall. Both types of banks

exhibit similar trends across all variables. Population trends do not reveal significant

differences. The proportion of the working population relative to the senior population

negatively affects both types of banks, with a stronger effect observed for cooperative

banks. Additionally, the proportion of young people within the senior population is

more positively associated with cooperative banks. Social covariates were selected to

refine the income- and distribution-based analysis of demand. Both cooperative and

for-profit banks exhibit positive responses to variables associated with median income

and poverty levels. Cooperative banks demonstrate a stronger positive relationship

with poverty. In terms of income inequality, cooperative banks are more influenced

by this variable, while profit-making banks remain relatively neutral. With respect to

the relationship between activity and non-activity, profit-making banks display limited
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evolution

log(prop16.24/prop65.more)

log(prop25.64/prop65.more)

median

decile.ratio

log(activity/non.activity)

log(poverty/non.poverty)

log(prop.industry/prop.agri)

log(prop.public/prop.agri)

log(prop.trade/prop.agri)

log(prop.1to9/prop.10toMore)

−1 0 1

Cooperative Lucrative

Figure 4: Dots represent point estimates of parameters for each variable and each type
of bank. Segments correspond to 90% (asymptotic) confidence intervals. Dots centered
at 0 mean that the related covariate is not selected by the sparse group lasso procedure.
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sensitivity, whereas cooperative banks exhibit positive sensitivity. Finally, economic

covariates reveal more significant differences. The proportion of employees in industry

versus agriculture is not a differentiating factor. While this is important for cooperative

banks, the decline of agriculture in the French economy may explain why this variable has

little influence. The proportion of SMEs distinguishes between the two networks: it has

a fairly neutral influence on profit-making banks, but a negative influence on cooperative

banks. The two types of bank have opposite effects on the final two variables. Profit-

making banks are positively influenced by the presence of employees in the trade sector,

while cooperative banks are negatively influenced. The latter are positively influenced

by employees in the public sector.

These results demonstrate that, in line with our hypotheses, the spatialization of

two types of banks can still be explained by customer segmentation on the demand side.

Demographic distribution is no longer relevant, but the distribution of household income,

the composition of the productive fabric, and job distribution remain informative and

are sources of differentiation. However, these results do not corroborate our hypotheses

regarding the supply side, in contrast to the demand side findings. The introduction

of new parameters has instead solidified our understanding of how the spatialization of

these two types of banks differs beyond what our supply-side hypotheses predicted.

We end this section with Figure 5 which represents the fitted intensities for coop-

erative and lucrative banks. This figure confirms our main hypothesis of different spa-

tialization between the two types of bank. Integrating parametric dimensions enables

us to link this differentiation to elements of demand in relation to income distribution,

employment characteristics, and the local productive fabric.

7 Conclusion

The following discussion addresses the gaps that have been identified in the extant liter-

ature, specifically with regard to the intersection between the literature on the evolution

of the banking sector and that on banking geography. The present study has been

undertaken to examine the question of whether, by studying the spatialization of coop-

erative and profit-making banks, it is still possible to observe differences and test their

origins. The expansion of digital commercial offerings by banking institutions does not

appear to have resulted in a significant alteration of their spatialization. The search

for proximity, materialised by the presence of branches, remains essential for resolving

information asymmetries and producing idiosyncratic knowledge. The present contri-

butions are twofold, in that they are both theoretical and methodological in nature.
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Figure 5: Parametric intensity estimate for each type of bank. Model corresponds to (4).
Parameters are estimated using the sparse group lasso procedure. Red dots correspond
to locations of cooperative or lucrative banks.

The demonstration is made of the persistence of differentiated spatialization between

these two types of banks, which is explained by variables characterising the clienteles

of these types of banks. For the first time, we propose a comparative spatial analy-

sis based on unpublished data constructed during this research. It was not possible to

corroborate the hypothesis that organisational changes (supply logic) had an influence

on the spatialization of banks. This remains an area of research that requires further

consolidation.

A Proof of Proposition 1

Proof. Decompose the observation domain W = ∪J
j=1Aj where Aj is the jth living area

with volume |Aj |. The baseline density function d and all covariates are constant over

Aj and we let dj = d(x), z1(x) = z1,j and z2(x) = z2,j for any x ∈ Aj . Note that

νj = dj |Aj |. With these notation, we simply observe that the likelihood ℓ(β) can be
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rewritten as

ℓ(β) =
2∑

i=1

J∑
j=1

 ∑
x∈Xi∩Aj

β⊤
i zi(x) −

∫
Aj

d(x) exp
{
β⊤
i zi(x)

}
dx


=

2∑
i=1

J∑
j=1

 ∑
x∈Xi∩Aj

β⊤
i zi,j −

∫
Aj

dj exp
(
β⊤
i zi,j

)
=

2∑
i=1

J∑
j=1

{
Ni,jβ

⊤
i zi,j − νj exp(β⊤

i zi,j)
}

=

2∑
i=1

J∑
j=1

[
Ni,j log

{
νj exp(β⊤

i zi,j)
}
− νj exp(β⊤

i zi,j)
]
−

2∑
i=1

J∑
j=1

Ni,j log νj . (5)

Up to a term independent of β, the first double sum of (5) precisely corresponds to the

likelihood of two independent Poisson regressions with the canonical link and with offset

term (log νj)j=1,...,J .

B Asymptotic result

We slightly extend the setting of Section 5. Assume we observe a multivariate point

process X = (X1, . . . ,XM ) with length M (the application to the banks dataset corre-

sponds to the case M = 2) defined in Rd and observed in a bounded domain W ⊂ Rd.

Unambiguously, we can also consider Y the point process ∪Xi, marked with the random

discrete mark in M = {1, . . . ,M}. We assume that the intensity of Y has the para-

metric form given by (1)-(2) where d(·) is some baseline function, βi, zi(x) ∈ Rbi are

respectively the parameter of interest and the vector of spatial covariates which can be

either piecewise constant or more general.

We let β = (β⊤
1 , . . . ,β

⊤
M )⊤ and p =

∑M
i=1 bi denote the full parameter vector and

its length. For, I ⊆ {1, . . . , p}, we let βI = (βl)l∈I . Let I0 = {l : βl = 0}, i0 = #I0,

I1 = {l : βl ̸= 0} and i1 = #I1. We also assume some extra information allowing us to

group covariates zl for l = 1, . . . , p. Consider the partition {1, . . . , p} = ∪G
g=1Gg where Gg

are disjoint sets with cardinality γg. We use the notation βg = βGg
= (βl)l∈Gg and finally

we let Γ0 = {g : Gg ∩ I1 = ∅} and Γ1 = {1, . . . , G} \ Γ0; Γ0 represents the sets of groups

for which all coefficients are inactive, ie equal to 0. We estimate β⋆, the true parameter

vector with the sparse group lasso procedure given by (3)-(4). The parameters λg for

g = 1, . . . , G and λl for l = 1, . . . , p are non negative regularization parameters and we

allow them to be stochastic.
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Our framework, stated by (C.1), means that the average number of points increases

with some index, say n. This setting includes the standard infill and increasing domain

asymptotic frameworks, see Coeurjolly et al. [2025] for a detailed discussion. In the rest

of this section, W , µ, β, β⋆, β̂, ℓ(β), Q(β), p, i0, i1, γg, ℓ depend on n. We avoid the

notational dependence on n to ease the reading. Our asymptotic results depend on the

following conditions:

(C.1) µ → ∞ as n → ∞.

(C.2) p4/µ → 0 as n → ∞ and

sup
x∈Rd

|d(x)| < ∞, sup
n≥1

sup
l=1,...,p

sup
x∈Rd

|zl(x)| < ∞,∫
W×M

∫
W×M

ρ(y;β)ρ(y′;β)[g(y, y′) − 1]dydy′ = O(µ)

inf
n≥1

inf
ϕ∈Rp

µ−1ϕ⊤{−ℓ(2)(β⋆)}ϕ > 0

M∑
i=1

∫
W

∥z(x)∥qρ{(x, i);β}dx = OP(pq/2µ)

for q = 1, 3 and for any β ∈ Rp such that ∥β − β⋆∥ = OP(
√
p/µ).

(C.3) As n → ∞

(
max
l∈I1

λl

)√
i1µ

p
= oP(1) and

(
max
g∈Γ1

λg

)√√√√(∑g∈Γ1
γg

)
µ

p
= oP(1).

(C.4) As n → ∞ (
1

inf l∈I0 λl

) √
p2

µ
= oP(1).

Condition (C.2) is very specific to the composite likelihood ℓ(β). This condition is an

extension of the one considered by Coeurjolly et al. [2025] for univariate Poisson like-

lihood. It allows us to prove Lemma 1 establishing the consistency of ℓ(1)(β⋆). Finally,

Conditions (C.3)-(C.4) are specific to the sparse group lasso penalty introduced in this

paper and provide the necessary compromise to be considered, in order to ensure first,

the consistency of β̂ and second, an oracle type property.
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Lemma 1. Under (C.1)-(C.2), the following statements hold.

(i) For any β ∈ Rp such that ∥β − β⋆∥ = OP(
√
p/µ)

∥ℓ(1)(β⋆)∥ = OP(
√
pµ) and

∂ℓ

∂βl
(β) = OP(p

√
µ). (6)

(ii) For any k ∈ Rp (with ∥k∥ ≤ K < ∞) and t ∈ (0, 1),

µ−1 k⊤{−ℓ(2)(β⋆)}k ≥ α and µ−1k⊤
{
ℓ(2)(β⋆ + tk

√
p/µ) − ℓ(2)(β⋆)

}
k = oP(1).

(7)

Proof. (i) Using the marked point process formalism, the score function of the composite

likelihood writes

ℓ(1)(β) =
∑

y=(x,i)∈Y

z(x) −
M∑
i=1

∫
W

z(x)ρ{(x, i);β}dx

By Campbell theorem [Møller and Waagepetersen, 2003], E
{
ℓ(1)(β⋆

}
= 0 and

Var
{
ℓ(1)(β⋆)

}
=

∫
W×M

z(x)z(x)⊤ρ(y,β⋆)dy

+

∫
W×M

∫
W×M

ρ(y;β⋆)ρ(y′;β⋆)[g(y, y′) − 1]dydy′.

By (C.1)-(C.2), we have that ∥Var
{
ℓ(1)(β⋆)

}
∥ = O(pµ) since in particular ∥z(x)∥2 =

O(p) for any x ∈ Rd. We deduce that ∥ℓ(1)(β⋆)∥ = OP(∥Var
{
ℓ(1)(β⋆)

}
∥1/2) = OP(

√
pµ).

For the second part of (6), using again Campbell Theorem, (C.2) and Taylor expansion

we have for some β̃ = β + t(β⋆ − β) for t ∈ (0, 1)∣∣∣∣E{ ∂ℓ

∂βl
(β)

}∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∫
W×M

|zl(x) {ρ(y;β) − ρ(y;β⋆)}|dy

≤ κ

∫
W×M

∥z(x)∥ ∥β − β⋆∥ρ(y; β̃)dy

= OP(p
√
µ).

Using the same tools, we can check that Var
{

∂ℓ
∂βl

(β)
}

= O(µ) whereby we deduce the

result.

(ii) The first part directly ensues from the last assumption of (C.2). The sensitivity
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matrix at β writes

−ℓ(2)(β) =
M∑
i=1

∫
W

z(x)z(x)⊤ρ{(x, i);β}dx

Let ∆(k) be the second part term of (7). Using a Taylor expansion and (C.2) we have,

by denoting β̃ = β + stk
√

p/µ for s ∈ (0, 1)

∥∆(k)∥ ≤ µ−1
M∑
i=1

∫
W

∥z(x)∥2 ∥stk
√

p/µ∥ ∥z(x)∥ ρ{(x, i), β̃}dx

≤ K
√
pµ

M∑
i=1

∫
W

∥z(x)∥3ρ{(x, i), β̃}dx

= OP

(√
p4

µ

)
= oP(1).

Theorem 1. Let β̂ = argmaxβ Q(β). Assume that the conditions (C.1)-(C.4) hold,

then (i) β̂ − β⋆ = OP(
√
p/µ) and (ii) P(β̂I0 = 0) → 1 as n → ∞.

Proof. (i) Let k ∈ Rp and ∆(k) = Q(β⋆ +
√

p/µ) − Q(β⋆). The consistency result is

proved if one proves that for given ε > 0, there exists K such that for n large enough

P{sup∥k∥=K ∆(k)} ≤ ε. Decompose ∆(k) = T1 + T2 + T3 with

T1 = µ−1
{
ℓ(β⋆ +

√
p/µk) − ℓ(β⋆)

}
T2 =

G∑
g=1

λg
(
∥βg,⋆∥ − ∥βg,⋆ +

√
p/µkg∥

)
T3 =

p∑
l=1

λl

(
|β⋆

l | − |β⋆
l +

√
p/µ kl|

)
where we use the notation k = (kl)l∈{1,...,p} and kg = (kl)l∈Gg . From Lemma 1, there

exists α > 0 (independent of k and n) such that

T1 =
1

µ

√
p

µ
k⊤ℓ(1)(β⋆) − α

2

p

µ
∥k∥2 + R1
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for n large enough, with R1 = oP(p/µ). Regarding the term T3, we have

T3 ≤
∑
l∈I1

λl

(
|β⋆

l | − |β⋆
l +

√
p/µ kl|

)
≤
(

max
l∈I1

λl

)√
p

µ

∑
l∈I1

|kl|

≤
(

max
l∈I1

λl

)√
p

µ

√
i1 ∥k∥.

Finally, for the term T2 we proceed similarly to derive (for n large enough)

T2 ≤
∑
g∈Γ1

λg
(
∥βg∥ − ∥βg,⋆ +

√
p/µkg∥

)
≤ 4

(
max
g∈Γ1

λg

)√
p

µ

∑
g∈Γ1

∥kg∥

≤ 4

(
max
g∈Γ1

λg

)√
p

µ

∑
g∈Γ1

γg

1/2

∥k∥.

Thus for n large enough

Q(k) ≤ 1

µ

√
p

µ
k⊤ℓ(1)(β⋆)k − α

2

p

µ
∥k∥2 + ω

with

ω = R1 + 4K

(
max
g∈Γ1

λg

)√√√√(∑g∈Γ1
γg

)
p

µ
+ K

(
max
l∈I1

λl

)√
i1p

µ

whereby we deduce that for n large enough

P

{
sup

∥k∥=K
∆(k)

}
≤ P

(
L ≥ α

2
K
√
pµ
)

where L = ∥ℓ(1)(β⋆)∥ + µ
√

µ
pω. By condition (C.3), ω = oP(p/µ). This and (6) show

that L = OP(
√
pµ) which ends the proof since we can choose K large enough.

(ii) Following (i), the pioneering work by Fan and Li [2001] and the more recent work

by Coeurjolly et al. [2025] (for point process intensity estimation), the result is proved

if one proves that for any β ∈ Rp such that ∥βI1 − β⋆
I1∥ = OP(

√
p/µ), we have for any
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l ∈ I0, κ > 0 and ε = κ
√

p/µ

∂Q

∂βl
(β) < 0 for 0 < βl < ε and

∂Q

∂βl
(β) > 0 for − ε < βl < 0.

We consider the first statement as the other one follows along similar lines. Let γ :

{1, . . . , p} → {1, . . . , G} be the function given by γ(l) =
∑G

g=1 g1(l ∈ Gg). We have

∂Q

∂βl
(β) =

1

µ

∂ℓ

∂βl
(β) − λl sign(βl) −

G∑
g=1

λg βl
∥βg∥

1(l ∈ Gg)

=
1

µ

∂ℓ

∂βl
(β) − λl sign(βl) − λγ(l) βl

∥βγ(l)∥

≥ 1

µ

∂ℓ

∂βl
(β) −m(β)

where m(β) = inf l∈I0

(
λl + λγ(l) βl

∥βγ(l)∥

)
. The lower-bound of m(β), uniform in β, is

inf l∈I0 λl. Thus, we have

P

{
∂Q

∂βl
(β) < 0

}
≥ P

{
∂ℓ

∂βl
(β) ≤ µ inf

l∈I0
λl

}
.

From Lemma 1 and in particular (6), the result follows if (inf l∈I0 λl)
√
µ/p2 → ∞, which

ensues from condition (C.4).
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