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Abstract

We consider the normal approximation of Kabanov—Skorohod integrals on a general
Poisson space. Our bounds are for the Wasserstein and the Kolmogorov distance
and involve only difference operators of the integrand of the Kabanov—Skorohod
integral. The proofs rely on the Malliavin—Stein method and, in particular, on
multiple applications of integration by parts formulae. As examples, we study some
linear statistics of point processes that can be constructed by Poisson embeddings
and functionals related to Pareto optimal points of a Poisson process.
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1 Introduction

Let n be a Poisson process on a measurable space (X, X') with a o-finite intensity measure
A, defined on some probability space (€2, F,P). Formally, n is a point process, which is a
random element of the space N of all o-finite measures on X with values in Ny U {oo},
equipped with the smallest o-field A/ making the mappings p — p(B) measurable for each
B € X. The Poisson process 1 is completely independent, that is, n(By),...,n(B,) are
independent for pairwise disjoint By, ..., B, € X, n € N, and n(B) has for each B € X a
Poisson distribution with parameter A\(B), see e.g. [7, [14].

Let G: N x X — R be a measurable function which is square integrable with respect
to P, ® A, where P, := P(n € -) denotes the distribution of 7. In this paper, we study the
Kabanov-Skorohod integral (short: KS-integral) of G defined as a Malliavin operator. If
G is in the domain of the KS-integral and integrable with respect to P, ® A, its KS-integral
is pathwise given by

8(6) = [ Guty = 8. nldo) — [ Gln) M), (L)
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where 0, stands for the Dirac measure at = € X, see e.g. [10, Theorem 6]. In this case, the
Mecke formula immediately yields that Ed(G) = 0. We refer to [10] for an introduction
to stochastic calculus on a general Poisson space.

The pathwise representation (L)) of the KS-integral consists of two terms. The first
term is the sum of the values G,(n — d,) over the points of . Such sums have been
intensively studied. The state of the art of limit theorems for such sums is presented
in [9], based on the idea of stabilisation. The stabilisation property means that the
functional G (n—4¢,) depends only on points of 77 within some finite random distance from
x, with conditions imposed on the distribution of such a distance. As in [9], we use recent
developments of the Malliavin—Stein technique for Poisson processes, first elaborated in
[15] and then extended in [5, 8, [13] 22].

In all above mentioned works, the sums over Poisson processes are centred by sub-
tracting the expectation, which is

E / Gl — 8,) n(dz) = / EG, (1) Mdz).

In contrast, the centring involved in the pathwise construction of the KS-integral in (L.T])
is random. Asshown in [12], KS-integrals naturally appear in the construction of unbiased
estimators derived from Poisson hull operators.

In this paper we derive bounds for the Wasserstein and the Kolmogorov distance
between §(G) and a standard normal random variable. Limit theorems for compensated
stochastic Poisson integrals in the Wasserstein distance have been studied in several papers
by N. Privault, assuming that X is the Euclidean space R¢ with separate treatments of the
cases d = 1 in [20] and d > 2 in [19]. In [20] the integrand is assumed to be adapted and
in [19] it is assumed to be predictable and to have bounded support. In particular, the
stochastic integral coincides in both cases with the KS-integral. Under these assumptions,
the tools, based on derivation operators and Edgeworth-type expansions, have resulted in
bounds involving integrals of the third power of G and differential operators applied to G.
In comparison, our results apply to a general state space, are not restricted to predictable
(or adapted) integrands, and do not assume the support of the integrand to be bounded
in any sense. Furthermore, our bounds are given in terms of difference operators directly
applied to the integrand G, and are derived for both the Wasserstein and the Kolmogorov
distance. However, our bounds contain the integral of the absolute value of G to power
3, which may be larger than the corresponding term in [19]. Our results are used in [12]
to derive quantitative central limit theorems.

Let us compare our proof strategy with the standard approach for the normal approx-
imation of Poisson functionals via the Malliavin—Stein method, which goes back to [15]
and is also employed in [5], 13 8 22]. To this end, we omit all technical assumptions
and definitions (some will be given later). Let F' be a Poisson functional (a measurable
function of 1) and let f be the solution of the associated Stein equation. The identity
0D = —L, where D is the difference operator and L is the Ornstein—Uhlenbeck generator
with its inverse L~!, and integration by parts lead to

EFf(F)=E§(—DL™'F)f(F) = E/(—DxL‘lF)Dxf(F) Adz).

This step comes for the price of the term D,L~'F, which is often difficult to evaluate and
whose treatment is one of the main achievements of [I3]. For the special case F' = §(G)
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the identity d D = —L is not required. Instead, an immediate integration by parts yields
that

EFf(F) = E§(G)[(8(G)) = E / G, D, f(8(G)) A(dz), (1.2)

avoiding the inverse Ornstein—Uhlenbeck generator. We treat the KS-integrals that arise
from the Taylor expansion of D, f(§(G)) also by integration by parts, so that our final
bounds only involve G and its difference operators but no KS-integrals. This is a difference
to [26], where the argument in (IL2]) is used but no further integration by parts.

Even though our proofs differ from previous works, one may wonder whether exist-
ing Malliavin-Stein bounds can be applied to §(G). As they do not involve the inverse
Ornstein-Uhlenbeck generator, the results from [13] seem to be the best ones for the off-
the-shelf use. They require only moments of the first and the second difference operator
of the Poisson functional F', which one might also encounter when evaluating the bounds
from [5l B 15, 22]. In our case, this means that one has to control moments like E[Gi],
E[6(D,G)*| and E[8(D2,G)*] for z,y € X. Since we aim for bounds in terms of G and
its difference operators, one has to remove the KS-integrals. This can be achieved by
fourfold integration by parts, but would lead to normal approximation bounds that are
more involved than in the current paper and include even iterated integrals with roots of
the inner integrals. We expect these results to yield the same rates of convergence as our
approach but under stronger integrability assumptions. Instead, our approach is direct
and leads to much simpler calculations. In particular, it does not require the computation
of expressions involving powers of KS-integrals apart from second moments.

Section 2] presents our main results, which are proved in Sections [l and [B separately
for the Wasserstein and Kolmogorov distances, after recalling necessary results and con-
structions from stochastic calculus on Poisson spaces in Section We conclude with
two examples in Sections [@] and [0 concerning some linear statistics of point processes
constructed via Poisson embeddings and Pareto optimal points.

2 Main results

To state our results we need to introduce some notation. The Wasserstein distance
between the laws of two integrable random variables X and Y is defined by

dw(X,Y) = sup [E[R(X)] - E[R(Y)],

heLip(1)

where Lip(1) denotes the space of all Lipschitz functions h: R — R with a Lipschitz
constant at most one. The Kolmogorov distance between the laws of X and Y is given by

die(X,Y) = sup |P(X < t) — P(Y < #).

teR

Given a function f: N — R and x € X, the function D, f: N — R is defined by

Dof(p) = f(p+0.) — f(u), peN. (2.1)

Then D, is known as the difference operator. Iterating its definition yields, for given
x,z,w € X, the second difference operator ch,z and the third difference operator D?

T,2,W
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which can again be applied to functions f as above. For a function G: N x X — R (which
maps (i, y) to Gy(p)) and z, z,w € X we let D, D7, and D3, act on Gy(-) so that it

makes sense to talk about D,Gy(u), D3 .Gy (1) and D3 G, (1). Throughout the paper,

T,2,W

we write shortly G, for G, (n) and similarly for difference operators.
We shall require the following integrability assumptions:

E/GjA(dy) < 00, (2.2)
B [ (0.6, X(dlzy) < o, (23)
B [ (D26, N(e.p.2)) < . (2.4
E / (D3 .G N (d(w, y, %) < 00, Aae. x. (2.5)

If 22) and (23) hold, it follows from [I3, Proposition 2.3] that the KS-integral 6(G) of
G is defined as a Malliavin operator and satisfies

Vard(G) = E/Gi Adzx) + E/DmGyDme N (d(z,y)). (2.6)
In order to deal with the Kolmogorov distance, we also need to assume that
B [ 10.6,6. 0w y) < . 2.7
IE/ (D.(GL|G.))? N2 (d(, 2)) < oo, (2.8)
2
E / ( / D.(DuGyDy|Gl) )\(dy)) N(d(z, 2)) < oo. (2.9)

The following main result on the normal approximation of §(G) involves only the
integrand G and its first, second and third order difference operators. Throughout the
paper we let N denote a standard normal random variable. Define and denote

7= (E/ (/ Dy(Gg)A(dx))2 A(dy)) 1/2,
Ty = (E / ( / D.(D.G, DG )\Q(d(x,y)))2 A(dz)) 1/2,

T ::E/|Gw\3>\(dx),
Ty =F / (31D2GyDyGaG| + | DGy (DyG)?| + 262D, |
+ (G + DyGa) DGy | (201G, | + |DuGy + Dny|)> A2(d(z, y)),
Ty = E/ (2(|Dyc:z| +1D2,Gu) (ID-((Ga + DyGa) DGy | +2/(Ga + DyGa) DGy )

+1D,G.I (1D (D,C.D:G,)| + 2|DnyDxGy|)) N(d(z, 1, 2)),
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T, = (E / ( / (Gm+Dny)DmGy)\(d:c))2)\(dy)
+E / ( / D.((G, + D,G,)D,G,) A(dm))2A2(d(y,z)))l/2,
1= (E [ 6ixn & [ Dm<Gy|Gy|>Dy<Gx\Gm|>A?(d(x,y»)l/z,
Ty = (E / ( / DxGyDy\GmM(dy))QA(dx)
+& [ 0. [ 06,016 M )01 [ D.6,DIGIN) ) e z>>)1/2,
1= (38 [ (0.6, (DGl +1G.l) Wtz v)
38 [ (D.(D.G,(D,[Gul +16.D)) N(d(w,v.2)
+2E [ (D2,(DGy(D,[Gul + |Gx|>>)2A‘*(d(a:,y,z,w)))l/z.

Theorem 2.1. Suppose that G: N x X — R satisfies the assumptions [22)), [23), ([2.4)
and ([ZH). Assume also that E§(G)? = 1. Then

If, additionally, 2710), 28) and 29) are satisfied, then

We say that the functional G satisfies the cyclic condition of order two if
D,G,D,G, =0 as. for M-ae (z,y)€X? (2.12)

see [18], where such conditions were used to simplify moment formulae for the KS-integral.
Note that ([Z.I12]) always holds if the functional G is predictable, that is, the carrier space
is equipped with a strict partial order < and Gy(n) depends only on 7 restricted to
{r e X: 2 <y} If (ZI2) holds, then also

D,|G,|D,|G,|=0 and D,G,D,|G,|=0 as. for N-ae (z,y)¢€ X’
since
0 < [Da|Gy| Dy| Gl | = [ Da|Gyl|[ Dy] Gal| < 1DaGyl | Dy|Gal| < |DoGy|| Dy G| = 0.

In view of this, under the cyclic condition, the bounds from Theorem 1] simplify as
follows.



Corollary 2.2. Assume that the cyclic condition ([2I2)) holds, and the assumptions of

Theorem [21] are maintained. Then the bounds 2I0) and (ZII)) hold with Ty = Ty = 0,
and

T, = E/ (262D, G, | +[GaD.G,| (216, | + 1Dy ) ) N (d(x ),

T, = E/2<|DyGZ| n |ch,sz|> (\DZ(GxDxGy)\ n 2|GxDxGy|> N (d(z,y, 7)),

Ty = (E / ( / GmDmGy)\(d:c))zk(dy)JrE / ( / D.(G.D,G,) A(dx))zkz(d(y,z)))l/z,
T, = (E / al A(dx))l/z,

Ty = (SE / (D.G,)*G2 N\ (d(z,y)) + 3E / (D.(D.G|G.])) N (d(, y, 2))

1/2
+ 2K / (Diw(DxGy\Gm\)f)\4(d(x,y,z,w))) .

Remark 2.3. Assuming that G,(n) = f(x) does not depend on 1 and that f € L*()\),
0(G) is the first Wiener—Ito integral I,(f) of f (see e.g. [I4, Chapter 12]). In this case,
Theorem 2.1 yields the classical Stein bounds for the Wasserstein and the Kolmogorov
distance,

aw(h()N) < [ 17@)F M

and

die(L(f),N) < 2(/f(x)4k(dév))l/2,

see e.g. [15], Corollary 3.4] and [I3| Example 1.3].

Remark 2.4. The paper [20] studies normal and Poisson approximation of innovations
of general point processes with Papangelou conditional intensities, which include KS-
integrals on the Poisson space. More precisely, Theorem 3.1 and Corollary 3.2 in [26]
(with 7 = 1 there) provide bounds on the Wasserstein distance between a KS-integral
and a standard normal random variable. In contrast to our main results, the bound in
Theorem 3.1 from [26] contains still KS-integrals as integration by parts is employed only
once. Proceeding there with further integrations by parts might be challenging since one
of the KS-integrals is within an absolute value. The bound on the Wasserstein distance
presented in Theorem 3.1 is evaluated in Corollary 3.2, but the resulting bound might
not always behave as desired for a limit theorem. The first term on the right-hand side
can be bounded from below by

Y

'1—E/G§,>\(da:)

which does not become small if the KS-integral has variance one and the second term in
(26 has a non-vanishing contribution (see Example 6.5 for such a situation). The third
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term contains only a product of two factors, which could be not sufficient if one rescales by
the standard deviation of the KS-integral (see e.g. the situation discussed in Remarks
and under the additional assumptions that w is constant and ¢ is translation invariant
in its first argument).

Remark 2.5. In view of the works [16], 23], we expect that our results can be extended to
the multivariate normal approximation of vectors of KS-integrals for distances based on
smooth test functions and for the so-called d.onvex-distance under suitable assumptions.

3 Preliminaries

In this section we provide some basic properties of the difference operator D and the
KS-integral . First of all, we recall from [10] the definitions of D and & as Malliavin
operators. These definitions are based on n-th order Wiener—It6 integrals I,,, n € N; see
also [14, Chapter 12]. For symmetric functions f € L*(A\") and g € L*(\™) with n,m € N
we have

EL(f)Im(g) = 1{n = m}n!/f(x)g(x) A" (d). (3.1)

We use the convention Iy(c) = ¢ for ¢ € R. Any H € L*(P,)) admits a chaos ezpansion

H= i Lo(hy), (3.2)

where we recall our (somewhat sloppy) convention H = H(n), and where hg = EH and
the h,, n € N, are symmetric elements of L?(A\"). Here and in the following, we mean
by series of Wiener—Ito integrals their L2-limit, whence all identities involving such sums
hold almost surely. Then H is in the domain dom D of the difference operator D (in the
sense of a Malliavin operator) if

Znn!/hn(m,...,xn)wn(d(;pl,...,xn)) < .
n=1
In this case one has

D.,H = Zn[n_l(hn(x, ), Aae xeX,
n=1

see [10, Theorem 3], i.e., the pathwise defined difference operator from (21 can be rep-
resented in terms of the chaos expansion ([3.2)). For H € L*(PP,)) the relations H € dom D
and

E / (D, H)* \(dz) < 0o

are equivalent; see [10, Eq. (48)]. The (pathwise defined) difference operator satisfies the
product rule
D,(HH') = (D, H)(H + D,H') + HD,H', z€X, (3.3)

for measurable H, H': N — R.



Now let G: N x X — R be a measurable function such that G, = G(-,z) € L*(P,) for
A-a.e. . Then there exist measurable functions g,: X"*!' — R, n € Ny, such that

G, = ZIn(gn(:B, ), Aae zeX. (3.4)

One says that G is in the domain dom § of the KS-integral ¢ if

o0

Z(n +1)! /f]n(x)2 A (dx) < o0,

n=0

where g,: X" — R is the symmetrisation of g,. In this case the KS-integral of G is
defined by

8(G) =" Ins1(dn)- (3.5)

We have E§(G) = 0. If G € domdNL (P, ®\), then §(G) is indeed given by the pathwise
formula (II)); see [10, Theorem 6]. If G € L*(P, ® ), which is ([22)), and if ([23) holds,
then G € domd and

E6(G)*=E / G2 \dr) +E / D,G,D,G, N (d(z,y)), (3.6)

see [13, Proposition 2.3] or [10, Theorem 5]. Thus, the assumptions (2.2)) and 23]) on G
in Theorem 2.1 are sufficient to guarantee that G € dom 4.
For H € dom D and G € dom é we have the important integration by parts formula

EHS(G) =E / G,D,H \(dx); (3.7)

see e.g. [10, Theorem 4]. Unfortunately, the assumption H € dom D is often not easy
to check, and the sufficient conditions given above lead to rather strong integrability
assumptions. Instead we shall often use the following two results.

Lemma 3.1. Suppose that G satisfies 2.2) and 23), and let H € L*(P,) be such that
D.H € L*(P,) for \-a.e. z. Then

/ IED, HG,| Mdz) < oo (3.8)

and [B1) holds.

Proof. The proof is essentially that of Lemma 2.3 in [22]. For the convenience of the
reader we provide the main arguments. Since H € L*(P,)), we can represent H as in (3.2).
Similarly, we can write

D.H =Y IL(h,(z,), Mae.
n=0



where the measurable functions i, : X"™!' — R are in the last n coordinates symmetric
and square integrable with respect to A". In fact, it follows from [14], Theorem 18.10] that
we can choose

by (x,x) = (n 4+ 1)hy 41 (2, %).

Combining this with ([8.4]) and (B.1), we obtain

(e}

ED,HG, = Z(n +1)! / P (2, %) gn (2, x) A" (dx)

n=0

for A-a.e. x. The Cauchy-Schwarz inequality (applied twice) yields

/ [ED, HG.| Adz)

oo 172 / « 1/2
< (Z(n+1)!/hn+1(x)2 >\”+1(dx)> <Z(n+1)!/gn(x)2 )\"+1(dx)> .

Since EH? < oo, the first factor on the above right-hand side is finite. By assumption
(23)), the second factor is finite as well; see the proof of [I0, Theorem 5]. Hence (3.8
holds. The remainder of the proof is as in [22]. O

Lemma 3.2. Suppose that G satisfies [2.2) and [2.3), and let H: N — R be a measurable
function satisfying

E|H6(G)| < oc. (3.9)
Then

IEHS(G)| <E / 1D, HG,| Mdx). (3.10)

Proof. If H is bounded, then ([B.I0) follows from Lemma Bl In the general case we set
H, := max{min{H,r}), —r} for r > 0. Then ([BI0) holds with H, instead of H. Hence,
the observation that |D,H,| < |D,H| for x € X (see [14] Exercise 18.4]) yields that

IEH,6(G)| <E / D, HG,| Mdx).

By ([.9) we can conclude the assertion from dominated convergence. 0

We often need the following (basically) well-known commutation rule for the KS-
integral. For the pathwise defined version ([ILT]) this rule follows (under suitable integra-
bility assumptions) by direct calculation.

Lemma 3.3. Suppose that G satisfies (22), 23) and 2Z4). Then §(G) € dom D and
D,G € domd for A-a.e. x as well as

D.6(G) =G, +6D,G) a.s., \-a.e. x€X. (3.11)
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Proof. We have already noticed at (3.6]) that (Z2) and (23] imply G € dom §. Next we
show that §(G) € dom D. Assumptions (2.2) and (2.3)) ensure that G, € dom D for A-a.e.
x. Representing G as in (3.4]) and using [10, Theorem 3] twice, we can write

[e.9]

D2.Go =3 (n+2)(n+ Dl(guiale,y,2,), Nae. (y,2) € X2

n=0

By the L?-convergence of the right-hand side and (B.1]), we obtain

E / (D2.G.,)* N¥(d(z. . 2))

=Y (n+ 20+ 1)l //gn+2(g;,y,z,x)2 N (dx) X (d(z, y, 2)

=Y (n+2)(n+1)(n+2)! /gn+2(x)2 A" (dx).

n=0
By assumption (Z4]) this is finite, which is equivalent to

o0

n(n — 1)n! /gn(x)2 A" (dx) < oo.

n=2

In view of (33) and the inequalities

[ anx i) < [ g7 320

(a consequence of Jensen’s inequality), this yields that §(G) € dom D.
Let G’ be another measurable function satisfying (2.2) and (2.3). It follows from (B.6])
and the polarisation identity that

Ed(G)o(G') = E/GmG; Adzx) + E/DmGyDyG; N (d(z,y)). (3.12)
The integration by parts formula ([B.7)) yields that
Ed(G)6(G') = E/G;Dxé(G) A(dz).

Assumptions ([23)) and (2.4) show that D,G € domé for A-almost all x and that §(D.G)
belongs to L*(P ® ) (see ([B.6) and the discussion before it). Therefore, we obtain from
Fubini’s theorem and integration by parts that

E / D,G,D,G" \(dy) Ndz) = & / G 8(D,G) \dx),

where we could apply Fubini’s theorem on the left-hand side due to (2.3]) and on the
right-hand side by the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality and the square integrability of G" and
d(D.G). Inserting these two results into (B12]) yields

E / G D,5(G) Ndz) =E / G G, \dz) +E / G 5(D,G) A(dz).

Since the class of functions G’ with the required properties is dense in L?(P, ® \) (see e.g.
the proof of [I0, Theorem 5]), we conclude the asserted formula (B.I1). O
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4 Proof for the Wasserstein distance in Theorem 2.1]

Our proof is similar to the proofs of Theorems 1.1 and 1.2 in [I3] and relies on the ideas
already present in [I5]. The first step is to recall Stein’s method. Let C; o be the set of
all twice continuously differentiable functions g: R — R whose first derivative is bounded
in absolute value by 1 and the second derivative by 2. Then we have for an integrable
random variable X that

dw(X,N) < sup [E[¢'(X) — Xg(X)]].

g€Ci2

Let the function G satisfy the assumptions of Theorem 2] and write X := d(G). By
the definition of the KS-integral we can write X = X () as a measurable function of 7.
Let g € C; 2. Then we have for A-a.e. € X and a.s. that

Dag(X) = g(X(n+06z)) — 9(X(n)) = g(X + D X) — g(X). (4.1)
Since g is Lipschitz (by the boundedness of its first derivative) and X € dom D by
Lemma B3] it follows that |D,g(X)| < |D,X|, so that Dg(X) (considered as a function
on N x X)) is square integrable with respect to P, ® A. Since, moreover, it is clear that

g(X) is square integrable, we have in particular that g(X) € dom D. The integration by
parts formula (3.7 yields that

EXg(X)=E / G, D,g(X) Ndz). (4.2)

Since G € L*(P, ® A\) and X € dom D, we obtain from the Lipschitz continuity of g and
the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality that

IE/ |G D.g(X)| Mdzx) < E/ |G| | DX | Ndx) < oo. (4.3)
We have that
X+D2X 1
D,g(X)=g(X+ D, X)—g(X) = / g'(t)dt = DxX/ J (X +sD,X)ds.
0

X

Our assumptions on G allow to apply the commutation rule (311 to D, X, yielding a.s.
and for A\-a.e. x that

1
G.D,g9(X) = GID:EX/ §(X +sD,X)ds
0
1
:/ G.(G, +6(D,G))g' (X +sD,X)ds

:/ 2 X—i—sDde+/ G.3(D,G)g (X + D, X) ds
=: x) + Sy(x).
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In view of |¢'| < 1, BII), 22) and (43), we can note that

IE//()l |G.0(D,G)g' (X + sD,X)|ds \(dz) < IE/ |G| (| DX + |Gs|) Mdz) < oc(>4 \

We obtain
Ely/(X) — Xg(X)]| < \E@(X) (1- [e2xa - [ D.Gpc. v(d(:c,y»)'
+ ‘E / (¢/(X)G2 — Sy(2)) A(dx)

+|Eg/(X /DGDGA2xy /&
=: Uy + Uy + Us.

Since E§(G)? = 1, Jensen’s inequality and (B.6) yield that
U, < E‘l . /GgA(dx) —/DxGyDny )\2(d(x,y))‘

< <Var / GiA(dx))l/z + <Var / D,G,D,G, A2(d(x,y)))l/2.

It follows from the Poincaré inequality (see [14] Section 18.3]) that

var [t <k [ ([ Dy<G§>A<dx>)2A<dy> -

and

ar / D,G,D,G, N(d(z,y)) < E / < / D.(D,G,D,G,) AQ(d(:v,y))fA(dZ) = T3,

whence
Uy <Ti+T5. (4.5)

We now turn to U;. We note first that, by |¢'| < 1 and (2.2),

// G2lg'(X) — ¢'(X 4 sD, X)| ds Mdz) <

Because of

1
J(X+sD,X)—¢g'(X)= sDxX/ §"(X +stD,X)dt =: D, XH(s,z) (4.6)
0
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for x € X and s € [0, 1], we have that

U, = E//O G2(g (X + sD,X) — ¢ (X)) ds \(dz)

1
_|E / / G2D, X H(s, ) ds \(dz)
0

IN

E / /0 ' G2GH (s x) ds A(di)

+ 'E / /0 1 G268(D,G)H (s, z) ds Mdz)|, (4.7)

where we have used the commutation rule ([BIT]) in the last step. To justify the linearity
of the integration we can assume without loss of generality that

Ts :E/|G$\3)\(dx) < 00

and use that |¢”| < 2. The latter inequality yields that |H (s, z)| < 2s and

1 1
‘E// G2G,H(s,z)ds \dx)| < E// |G |?|H (s, 2)| ds A(dz) < Ts.
0 0

To treat the term (1) we first use |6(D,G)| < |D,X|+|G.| for z € X (see (B11))), (0]
and the preceding integrability properties to conclude that

E / /0 ' G218(D,C) H (s, 2)| ds M(dx)
gE//(]l|Gx|3|H(s,x)|ds)\(da:)+E//01Gi|DxXH(s,a:)|ds)\(d:r)

:E//O |Gx\3|H(8,x)|ds)\(dx)—|—E//0 G2lg/(X) — g/(X + 5D, X)| ds A(dz) <(oo.)
4.8

Therefore, we obtain from Fubini’s theorem that
1
Uy <Tj5+ // |[EG26(D,G)H (s, )| ds \(dx).
0

The expectation on the above right-hand side can be bounded with Lemma applied
to H := G2H(s,r) and with D,G instead of G (justified by [23)), (24), and (£F)). This

gives
vo< Tt [ [ EID.GID, (@2 (. ) [ ds Nt )
ST+ E [ 1D.G,(1D,(G2)] + 26 ¥ (d(a.y).
where we used (B3), |D,H(s,z) + H(s,z)| <2s, and |D,H(s,z)| < 4s.
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Now we turn to the term U,. Define R, = 01 §(X +sD,X)ds, © € X. By the
integrability property (44 and Fubini’s theorem,

E / So(2) M(dz) = / ES(D,G)G, R, \(dx).

By Lemma Bl whose assumptions are satisfied for A-a.e. by (Z2)-(24) and |¢'| < 1,
and the product rule ([B3)),

E/Sg(l’) Adx) = //IEDxGyDy(GxRx))\(dy) A(dx)
= //(EDmGyDmeRm +ED,G, (G, + D,G,)D,R,) A(dy) \(dz),
so that

Uy < / ‘EDmeDxGy /0 (¢'(X + 5D, X) — ¢'(X)) ds| N*(d(z,y))

I / ‘prgy(ax i Dme)Dy(/Olg/(X +5D,X) ds) ‘ N (d(z,y))

=: U2,1 + U272.

Here, the expectations exist for A\%-a.e. (x,y) because of |¢'| < 1, 2) and [Z3). In view
of the definition of T we can assume without loss of generality that

E / 1Dy G DGy N2(d(, ) < 0. (4.9)
The commutation rule ([B.I1]) leads to

1 1
Us, = / ‘EDmeDxGmeX / / sq"(X + stD,X) ds dt| \(d(z,y))
0 0

1 1
< / 'EDnyDmGny / / sg"(X + stD,X) dsdt‘)\z(d(x,y))
0 0

N (d(z,y)).

The following computation as well as ([23]) and (Z4]) allow us to apply Lemma B2l to the
second term on the right-hand side. From the commutation rule (3.I1]), the boundedness

of ¢’ and ¢”, ([£9) and (2.3]) we obtain

1 1
/E‘DmeDwad(DmG)/ / s¢"(X + stD, X ) dsdt
o Jo

1 1
4 / ‘EDmeDgEGyd(DmG) / / sg"(X + stD,X) ds dt
0 0

N (d(z,y))

< /E\DnyDxGnyMz(d(x,y))
1 1

—l—/E DnyDxGnyX/ / sg"(X + stD,X) dsdt‘)@(d(m,y))
o Jo

< / E|D,GyD,G, G| N (d(z,y))

+ / E|D,G.D.G, /0 1(g'(X + D, X) — ¢'(X)) ds| \(d(z,y)) < o
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Thus, we derive from Lemma 3.2 and |¢”| < 2 that

Uy < IE/ |D,G.D,G,G.| N(d(x,y))

1 1
- / / E'DxGZDZ(DnyDmGy / / sg"(X + stD,X) dsdt)‘)\(dz) N (d(z,y))
0 0
<E [ 1D,6.0.6,G.| ¥(dla.y)
+ E/ |D,G.|(|D.(DyG.D,Gy)| + 2|DyG.D,Gy|) N(d(z,y, 2)),

where we used ([B3)) in the last step. Similarly as in ([@1]), we derive

1
D, ( / (X + sD, X) ds)
0
1
_ /0 (¢/(X + 5D, X + DX + sD2 X) — ¢/(X + 5D, X)) ds

1 1
— /0 /0 (DyX + sD2 ,X)g"(X 4 sD, X + t(DyX + sD2 X)) dtds
1

= /0 (DyX + D2  X)R(s,x,y)ds (4.10)

for z,y € X with
1
R(s,z,y) := /0 9" (X 4+ sD, X +t(Dy,X 4 sD? X)) dt.

By assumptions (Z2)-(Z5) we can use the commutation rule ([BIT]) twice to obtain that
D% ,X = Dy(D,6(G)) = D,(G, + 6(D,G)) = DG, + D,G, + 6(D3 ,G)
a.s. and for M-a.e. (z,y), while D, X = G, + §(D,G) a.s. and for M\-a.e. y. Therefore,
([EI0) equals
1
(G +8(D,6) + S(D.Gy + DG+ 812, G Rls. ) ds
0

For s € [0, 1] one has

}(Gy +6(D,G) + s(D,Gy + D,G, + 5(Dg,yG)))R(s, x, y)‘
= [(DyX + sD} , X)R(s,z,y)|
(4.11)

1
/O (DyX +sD2 X)g"(X 4 sD, X + t(Dy, X + sD2 X)) dt‘

=|g'(X +sD, X + DX +sD2 X) — ¢(X +sD,X)| <2,

whence

/01(5(DyG) +58(D2 G))R(s,x,y) ds

1
<2+ ‘ / (Gy + 8(DaGy + DyGo)) R(s, 2, y) ds
0
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Since |R(s,z,y)| < 2,

1
/ (G, + $(DuGy + DyGa))R(s,,) ds| < 2Gy| + | DGy + DyGal.
0

Because of the assumption Ty < oo, this yields

/ ‘EDmGy(GerDny) /0 Gyt S(DLGy + DyG)R(s, 2. y) ds| A2(d(z, )

S/H%%@ﬁDﬁMM%HW£wDﬁwVMmm<w
Together with (2:2) and (Z3]), we deduce from ([EII) that
1
E / DG, (G, + D,G,)(6(D,G) + s6(D2 ,G))R(s, z,y)| ds
0

< E|D,Gy(Gy + DyGa)|(2 + 2|Gy| + |DuGy + DyGal) < 00 (4.12)

for A\%-a.e. (z,y). Hence, we have shown that
Uy < IE/ (G + DyGa) DGy |G| + |D.Gy + DyGil) A2(d(. )
/ /}E (G, + D,G,)D,G,é(D, G+SD2 G)R(s,z,y)‘ N (d(z,y)) ds.

By Lemma B.2] which can be applied due to (£I2]), the second term on the right-hand
side can be further bounded by

1
/ / [E(D,G. + sD2 ,G.)D. (G + DyGa)DaGyR(s, 7, 9))| N (d(z,y, 2)) ds
0
< 2E/(|DyGZ\ + D2, G.)(|1D:((Go + DyG2)D.Gy) | + 2|(Gy + DyGo) DGy )
x X (d(,y, 2))-
Combining the previous bounds, we see that

U, + Uy <E / G* Ada) + E / (21D,G, Dy GaGal + |DuG, (D, G| +2G2|D,G,)

+|(Gy + DyG,)D,G,|(2|Gy| + | DG, + D,G,)
+1D,G. DG, G, ) N*(d(z,y))

+B [ 21Dl + D2, G.)(D-((Ga + D,G) D.G,)| + 21(Ga + D,GDAG )

+ |D,G.|(|D.(DyG.D,G,)| + 2|DyGo D, Gy|) X (d(z,y, 2))
=15+ T, + T,

which together with (4.3]) completes the proof.
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5 Proof for the Kolmogorov distance in Theorem 2.1

We prepare the proof of the second part of Theorem .11 by two lemmas. Since we consider
iterated KS-integrals in the following, we indicate the integration variable as a subscript,
i.e., write §, to denote the KS-integral with respect to x.

Lemma 5.1. Let h: N x X2 — R be measurable and such that

E / W, y)? N2 (d(z,y)) + E / (D.h(z,y))? X (d(z, . 2))
+ IE/(D;wh(x,y))2 MN(d(z,y, z,w)) < oo. (5.1)

(i) Then, 6,(0,(h(x,y))) is well defined and
E[6.(8,(h(x.)))?] < 3E / Bz, y)? N(d(z,y)) + 3E / (D.h(z,y))* ¥(d(x. . 2))
+ QE/ (D12U7zh(:)3,y))2)\4(d(z,y,z,w)).

(i) If H € L*(Py) is such that D, H € L*(Py) for A-a.e. x, D3 H € L*(P,) for \*-a.c.
(z,y) and

/|D2 Hh(z,y)| N(d(z,y)) < oo, (5.2)

then
E [ D2, Hb(a,y) Mo ) = E[8.(8,(h(z. ) H].

Proof. First, let us assume that all KS-integrals are well defined. By applying iteratively
[13 Corollary 2.4] and (BI1]), we have

E[6.(6,(h(x y>>>}
<E/5 (2.)) dx>+E/<Dzay<h< 0))2 X (d(x, 2))
SE/éy(h(:c,y)) )\(d:c)+2E/h( 22N +2E/6y (Duh(z,y))? N2 (d(, 2))

<E [ o9 X(dle,0) + B [ (Dbl )* ¥(d(o.y.2) + 2B [ hla, 2 X(de.2)
+2E / (D.h(z,y))* N (d(x,y, 2)) + 2 / (D2 .h(z,y))* X(d(z, y, 2, w))

— 3E / h(z,y)> N(d(x, y)) + 3E / (D.h(z,y))" N (d(z,y,2))
+9E / (D2h(z, )’ N'(d(x,y, 2z w).

Since, by (B.0]), the right-hand side is finite, all involved KS-integrals are well defined by
[13, Proposition 2.3].
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Because of (5.2]) and Fubini’s theorem, we have

J = /D2 Hh(zx,y) N(d(z,y)) //ED2 Hh(x,y) Mdy) A(dz).

For A\-a.e. x our assumptions imply D, H € L*(P,), D3 H € L*(PP,) for \-a.e. y as well as

IE/h(:E,y)2 A(dy) < oo and IE/(Dzh(x,y))2 N (d(y, 2)) < oo.
Thus, it follows from Lemma [3.1] that
J = /EDxHéy(h(x,y)))\(dx).

Since H € L*(P,), D, H € L*(P,) for M\-a.e. z and combining (5.1)) and [13, Corollary 2.4]
as in the proof of part (i) yields

E/éy(h(x,y))z AMdr) < 0o and E/(Dzay(h(x,y)))W(d(x, z)) < oo,
a further application of Lemma [3.1] leads to

which concludes the proof of part (ii). O

For a € R, let f, be a solution of the Stein equation
fi(u) —ufy(u) = H{u<a} — P(a), ueR, (5.3)

where @ is the distribution function of the standard normal distribution. Note that f,
is continuously differentiable on R\ {a}. Thus, we use the convention that f!(a) is the
left-sided limit of f! in a. For the following lemma we refer the reader to 4, Lemma 2.2
and Lemma 2.3].

Lemma 5.2. For each a € R there exists a unique bounded solution f, of (B3). This
function satisfies:

(i) u— uf,(u) is non-decreasing;
(i) |ufa(u)] <1 for allu € R;
(iil) [f(u)| <1 for allu € R.

Now we are ready for the proof for the Kolmogorov distance. It combines the approach
for the Wasserstein distance with arguments from [§], which refined ideas previously used
in [5] and [22]. Indeed, for the normal approximation of Poisson functionals in Kolmogorov
distance the Malliavin-Stein method was first used in [22]. One of the terms in the bound
was removed in [5] and two more in [§]. The innovation of [§], which was inspired by the
proof of Theorem 2.2 in [24] and which we also employ in the following, is to exploit the
monotonicity of u — uf,(u) and v — 1{u < a}.
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Proof for the Kolmogorov distance in Theorem [21. Throughout the proof we can assume
without loss of generality that Ty, T5,Ts, 17, T3, Ty < oo. Let a € R, and let f, be the
solution of (5.3) from Lemmal[5.2l For X := §(G) we have f,(X) € dom D (since |f/| <1
and X € dom D), whence the integration by parts rule (8.7) yields similarly as in (Z.2))
that

B[7,(X) - X ()] = E[£,00) = [ GuD.£(X) M),

Together with
D, X
mnw%amX+mX%¢wm=A f1(X + 5) ds,

we obtain
E[f/(X) - Xf.(X)] = Ef;(X)<1 - /GxDxX A(da:))
—E//Dm (X +5) — £1(X)) ds Gy A(da)
=1, — I,

where the decomposition into I; and I, is allowed due to |f/| < 1 and ([@3]). The commu-

tation rule ([B.I1]) yields
/ X)(l - / G2 \(dz) — / Gmé(DxG))\(d:c)).

From Fubini’s theorem, which is applicable because of | f/| < 1 and (£3]), and Lemma [B.1]
it follows that

Eﬂa)/@&manww=/memmum%xw>
_ / / ED,G,D, (f1(X)G.) Ady) A(dz).

The use of Lemma Bl is justified by f!(X)G, € L*(P,) for A-a.e. z and D,(f(X)G,) €
L*(P,) for A-a.e. (z,y), which are consequences of |f/| < 1, (22) and ([Z3), as well as

23) and (2.4). From (B.3]) we derive
Dy (Fo(X)Ge) = fu(X)DyG + Dy fo(X)(Go + Dy Gr).

a

Combining this with |f/| < 1, (23) and (2.1), we see that
[ [ EID.G,D, (123062 | M) )
< [ B|f0D.G,D, G X)) + [ EIDf(X)D,GY(G + D,G)| ¥l )

< IE/ |D.G, D, G| N(d(z,y)) +2E/(\DmGny\ + |D,G,D,G,|) N*(d(z,y)) < co.
(5.4)
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By Fubini’s theorem, this makes it possible to rewrite I as
L =EfOO(1 - [ @A)~ [ D,G.D.G, N d(w.v)
-E / D, f1(X) (G, + D,G) DGy N (d(z,y)) =: L1 — I,

It follows, as in the proof for the Wasserstein distance, that
[T < Ty + T
As shown in (5.4)), we can apply Fubini’s theorem to I; 5, so that
Ia= / ED, f/(X) / (G, + DyG)D.Gy Ad) A(dy).
The boundedness of f, implies that |f;(X)| < 1 and |D, f;(X)| < 2 for A\-a.e. y, while
y — [(G. + D,G,)D,G, \(dx) satisfies [2.2) and ([23) because of Ty < oco. Thus,
Lemma [3.T] shows that
Lo=E f;(X)ay( / (G, + D,G.)D.G, A(dm)).

Together with |f!| <1 and Jensen’s inequality, we obtain that

12l < B3, ( / (G + D,G,) DGy A(d)) |
1/2

2
< (an( / (G, +Dny)DmGy)\(d:c)) )
It follows from [I3, Corollary 2.4] that
2
Es, ( / (Gy + D,G) D, G,y )\(d:):))
2
<E / < / (G, + D, G) .G, A(daz)) Ady)
2
+IE/ (/DZ((Gx+Dny)DxGy) )\(d:):)) N(d(y, 2)) = Tg.
In the sequel, we focus on I5. By (5.3)), the inner integral in I equals
Dy X
/ (X + 800X +5) = Xfu(X) + 1{X +5 <a} ~ 1{X <a}) ds.
0

Since u — uf,(u) is non-decreasing (see Lemma (1)) and u — 1{u < a} is non-
increasing, we derive by considering the cases D, X > 0 and D, X < 0 separately that

/0sz ((X +8)fa(X +5) — Xfa(X)) ds

< DIX<(X + Do X)fu(X + D, X) — X fa(X))
= DmXDm(Xfa(X))
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and

‘/DIX (14X + 5 <a) ~ 1{X < a}) ds| < ~D,X (1{X + D.X <a} ~1{X <a})

— _D,XD,1{X < a}.
Combining these estimates with (BI1]) leads to

|| < E/DxXDx (X fa(X) — 1{X < a})|G,| A(dz)
_ E/Dx(Xfa(X) C X < a})Ga|Gu| AMdz)

+ E/é(DmG)Dm (Xfa(X) - 1{X < a})\Gm\ Adz) =: Iy1 + Iys.
The decomposition into two integrals on the right-hand side is allowed as can be seen
from the following argument. From Lemma (ii) we know that
lufo(u) — 1{u<a}| <2 foral wueR. (5.5)
Together with (Z2), we see that

E/ | D (X fo(X) — 1{X < a})G,|G,| Adz) < 4E/G§ Adz) < oo.

It follows from (B.3]), the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, [13| Corollary 2.4] and (2.2)—(24)
that

IE/ 18(DaG) D, (X fu(X) — 1{X < a})|G.| Ada) < 4IE/ 16(D,G) G| M)

< 4(1@7 / 5(DxG)2>\(dx)>l/2 (Eﬁ / G2 A(dx))m

< 4(1@7 / (D.G,)> X (d(x,y)) + E / (D2.G,)? Ag(d(x,y,z)))l/z (E / Gi)\(d:c))l/z < oo.

Thus, the integrals o, and I, 5 are well defined and finite. Moreover, we can interchange
expectation and integration in Iy ; and Iy by Fubini’s theorem.
We deduce from (5.5) for Z := X f,(X) — 1{X < a} that

1Z| <2, |DyZ| <4 for Mae x and |D: Z| <8 for N-ae (z,y). (5.6)

Note that E [ G3 A(dz) < oo since Ty < oo. Together with (2.8), we see that X 3 z —
G, |G| satisfies the integrability conditions ([2:2)) and (23] and that G|G| € dom §. Thus,
Lemma B with G replaced by G|G| implies

Ly = E(X fo(X) — 1{X < a})d(G|G)).

Since D, (X fo(X)—1{X < a})|G,| € L*(P,) for Ml-a.e. z and D, (D, (X f,(X)-1{X <
a})|G,|) € L*(P,) for A-a.e. (z,y), Lemma Bl and the product rule [33) yield

Iy =E / DG, D2 (X fo(X) — 1{X < a})(Dy |Gl + |Cal) No(d(, )

4B [ D.GDL(XL(X) = 1X £ a}) Dy|Gu| ¥(d(r.0))
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The decomposition of I, into two integrals is justified since it follows from (5.5)), (2.3)

and (27) that
B [ 10.6,02, (X100 = 1{X < a)(DyIGul + |G W)
(5.7)
<S8 [ ID.G,Gul + (D.G,)* N(d(a.)) < o0
and
E [ 1D.6,D.(Xu(X) - 1{X < a}) D,/ G| ¥(d(z. )
(5.8)
<18 [(D.6, ¥(d(a.y) < .
Note that h(z,y) = D,G,(D,|G.| + |G4|) satisfies (G.I) because of Ty < oo, so that

0,(0,(h(z,y))) is well defined by Lemma [5.11 (i). Together with (5.6 and (57) it follows
from Lemma .11 (ii) that

B [ D.G,D2,(X£(X) = 1{X < a})(D,|G] + |G]) ¥z, )
—E(X£(X) — 1{X < a})8.(6,(DGy(D,|Gal + |Ga])):
Because of Ty < oo we see that
IE/ (/DxGyDy|Gx\>\(dy))2)\(d:c) <
and recall (Z9), whence X > 2 — [ D,G,D,|G,|\(dy) satisfies the integrability as-

sumptions ([Z2)) and (23]) and belongs to domd. By (5.6), (58), Fubini’s theorem and
Lemma [3.1],

B [ D.G,D(X/(X) ~ 10X < a}) D,IG Xz, )
- / ED, (X fo(X) — 1{X < a}) / DGy D, |Gl Ady) A(der)
_E(X/,(X) — 1{X < a})éx(/DxGyDy|Gx| Ady)).
We have shown that

Ly = E(X fo(X) = H{X < a})8,(3,(DuGy(Dy|Ga| +1Gal))
FE(Xfu(X) - 1{X < a})5x</DxGyDy|Gx| Ady)).

Now (B5.5]) and Jensen’s inequality yield that

(21| < 2E|3(G|G)] < 2//ES(GGI)?
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and that

1/2
o] < 2(% (6,(D.C,(D, |G| + \Gmm)?)

2\ 1/2
+2<E5$( / DmGyDy|Gx\>\(dy)) ) .
By (@), we have
BS(GIGIY = E [ GIA@) +E [ Da(GI6,)D,(GalGul) X)) = T2
and

5. [ D.6,D,1G.1 )
< E/ (/DmGyDy\Gm\A(dy))2)\(dx)

+E / Dw< / D.G,D,|G.)| A(dy))Dz( / D,G,D,|G,| )\(dy)) A2(d(z, 2))
=T;.
From Lemma [5.]] (i), whose assumptions are satisfied due to Ty < oo, it follows that
ES,(8,(D.G,(Dy|G.| +[Gal)))’
<IE [ (DG, (DGl + G N d(o. )

+3E/ (D.(DuG, (D, |Gal + G )))* Nl y, )
+ 28 [ (D2, (D.Gy(D,]Gul +1Gu))) N(d(a,: 2, w) = T2

which completes the proof.

6 Poisson embedding

In this section we consider a Poisson process n on X := R¢ x R, , whose intensity measure
A is the product of the Lebesgue measure Ay on R? and the Lebesgue measure A\, on R,.
We fix a measurable mapping ¢: R? x N — [0, 00], where the value oo is allowed for

technical convenience. Then

£im / 1{s € Y1{z < o(s.1— Semy)} 0(d(5,2) (6.1)

is a point process on R?. (At this stage it might not be locally finite.) Let u: R? — R be

a measurable function, and define G: N x X — R by

Gloay (1) == u(s){z < (s, 1)}, (1, (s5,2)) € N x X
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Under suitable integrability assumptions we then have

5(C) = / u(s)1{z < (5,1 — ey} 0(d(s,2)) — / u(s)1{x < p(s,m)} Md(s, o),

that is,

8(6) = [uls)¢(ds) ~ [ uto)etsun) ds.

This can be interpreted as integral of u with respect to the compensated point process &.
To make the dependence on u more visible, we abuse our notation and write §(u) := §(G),
whenever this integral is defined pathwise.

Under certain assumptions, it can be expected that the standardised (u) is getting
close to a normal distribution. To establish an asymptotic scenario, we take a Borel set
B C R4 with \y(B) < oo and define the function up: R? — R by ug(s) := 1{s € B}u(s).
Then §(up) is the KS-integral of the function Gg: N x X — R, defined by Gg(u, s, ) :=
ug(s)1{x < @(s,u)}. We are interested in the normal approximation of d(ug) for B of
growing volume.

Remark 6.1. Assume that d = 1 and that ¢ is predictable, that is, (t, 1) = @(t, ),
where g, is the restriction of 4 € N to (—o0,t) x R;. Then, under suitable integrability
assumptions (satisfied under our assumptions below) (£([0,]) — fot ¢(s,m)ds) 1~ 1S a mar-
tingale with respect to the filtration (o(n_coqxr. ))i>0; see e.g. [I1]. Therefore, (¢(Z,))i0
is a stochastic intensity of & (on Ry) with respect to this filtration. Take B = [0,7] for
some 7' > 0 and write ur := upg. Then (8(ur))rso is a martingale. Theorem 3.1 from [25]
provides a quantitative central limit theorem in the Wasserstein distance for § (ur). Below
we derive a similar result using our tools, not only for the Wasserstein but also for the
Kolmogorov distance. It should be noted that predictability and martingale properties
are of no relevance for our approach. All what matters is that §(up) is a KS-integral with
respect to the Poisson process 7.

Before stating some assumptions on ¢, we introduce some useful terminology. A map-
ping Z from N to the Borel sets of X is called graph-measurable if (u,s,xz) — 1{(s,z) €
Z(p)} is a measurable mapping. Given such a mapping, we define a whole family of Z;,
t € R?, of such mappings by setting

Zy(p) = Z(Op) + 1,

where Oy := [1{(r —t,z) € -} pu(d(r, 2)) is the shift of y by ¢ in the first coordinate, and
A+t:={(s+t,z):(s,x) € A} for any A C R? x R,.
We assume that there exists a graph-measurable Z such that

ot 4+ 1) = ot (n+ 1) zw), (L) €ERPX N XN, 4/(X) <3 (6.2)

Here, we denote by v, the restriction of a measure v to a Borel set A of X. Next, we
assume that there exists a measurable mapping Y : N — R, such that

ot p+ ) <Y (Ou), (8 p,p") € RTx N x N, p/(X) < 3. (6.3)
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We let Y;(n) = Y () for t € R As in the rest of the paper we write Z;, Y; and ¢,
instead of Z;(n), Y;(n) and ¢,(n) for t € R%. Finally, we need the following integrability
assumptions:

/ (BEA(Zo N Z)*) " ds < o0, (6.4)
/ / P((s,z) € Zy)"*ds dx < oo, (6.5)

/ / / P((s,x) € Zy, (0,5) € Z,)*3 ds dx dy < oo, (6.6)
Ry JR, JRA
EY, < . (6.7)

It follows from Fubini’s theorem, Holder’s inequality and (63) that EA(Z)* < cc.
Assumptions ([G.3]) and (G7) justify that d(upg) is defined pathwise if u is bounded.
Moreover, we will see below that our assumptions imply that ([2.2]) and (2.3]) hold. There-
fore, G is in the domain of the KS-integral.
Next we illustrate (6.2) and (6.4)—(6.6]) with a simple example. Further examples will
be discussed later in the section.

Example 6.2. Assume that d = 1. A simple (deterministic) choice of the sets Z; is
Zy = [t —h,t) x C, where h > 0 and C' C R, is a bounded Borel set. If we assume that

o(t, 1) = p(t, ug,) for all (¢, ), then ([6.2) holds, while (6.4])—(6.0) are trivially true. To
discuss another, less trivial, choice we fix another Borel set C' C R, with 0 < A (C") < oo

and n € N. For p € N and ¢ € R let T} (u) denote the n-th point of pu(- x C”) strictly
before t € R. Define Z;(u) := [T} (1), t) x C. Then Z,(n) = Z(0:p) + t, and we have

Zi(p+ 1) = Zi((p+ 1) zo) and Zy(p+ 1) C Zo(p),  (tpo i) € Re x N X N. (6.8)

Assuming again that p(t, n) = @(t, pz,), we easily obtain (62). It is straightforward to
check that (6.4)—(6.6) hold.

For the normal approximation of d(up) we have the following result.

Theorem 6.3. Let p: R? x N — [0, 00] be measurable, and let Z be a graph measurable
mapping from N to the Borel sets of X. Assume that (6.2)-(6.1) are satisfied. Letu: RS —
R be measurable and bounded, and let B C R? be a Borel set with \gy(B) < oo. Finally,
assume that 0% = Var(d(ug)) > 0. Then there exists a constant ¢ > 0, not depending on
B, such that

max {dw (05'6(ug), N),di (05 6(up), N) } < cXa(B) 205 4 cha(B)og®. (6.9)

Proof. We apply Theorem [2.1] with Gg/op in place of G. For notational simplicity we
omit the subscript B of Gp. We need to bound the terms T; for ¢ € {1,...,9}. The
assumptions of Theorem 2] are checked at the end of the proof. For simplicity, assume
that |u| is bounded by 1. The value of a constant ¢ might change from line to line. We
often write D, , instead of Dy, ;).

The term T} := o}, T; satisfies

Ty < E/ s ds < cAg(B),
B
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where the second inequality follows from assumptions (6.3 and (6.7)). Here and later we
often use that 6,n and 7 have the same distribution for each s € R?, whence Y, has the
same distribution for all s € R? and the same holds for A(Z,).

We deduce from ([6.2) that, for (s,z) € X, (t,y) ¢ Zs and v € N with v(X) < 2,

Ha < psm+v+uy)}t = Hr < o((n+v +04y)z.)}
=z < p((n+v)z)} = Ho < pu(n+v)},

whence the first three difference operators of 1{z < ¢,} vanish if one of the additional
points is outside of Z;. From (6.3]) we see that 1{zx < .} and its first three difference
operators become zero if x > Y,. In the following, these observations are frequently used
to bound difference operators in terms of indicator functions.

First we consider T;. Writing the square of the inner integral as a double integral, we
have

1= b7 <B [ 1sr € BID1 < 0} 1Dyt < o} dls. o toyir,2)
By the discussed behaviour of the difference operators,
T < CE/ 1{s.r € BYL{(ty) € Ze N Z}1{z < Yo 2 < V)| d(s, 2., y1, 2)
_ CE/B2 MZ. 0 Z)Y.Y,d(s,r)
<o [ (BNZ A2 P w0 ) do ),

where we have used Holder’s inequality. By (6.7), EY? = EY,? = EY® < oo. Moreover,

EA(Z, N1 Z,)* = EA(Z(6:m) + 5) O (Z(0,m) + 7))’
— EA((Z(6,-m) + 5 — 1) (1 Z(n))"

Therefore,

Y3 d(s, r)

T < /1{5 e R r € BHEN(Z(6:) + 5) 1 Z(n))°)
— eM(B) / (EX(Z, 1 Z0)*) " ds < exu(B),
R4
where we have used assumption (6.4) (and the monotonicity of L,-norms). Hence, T} <

cha(B)Y%05%, as required by (69).
For the term 75, we have

2
T = odT2 < IE/ (/ 1s,t € BYDro(Doal{y < o} Diylie < o)) d(s,x,t,y)) d(r, ).

The inner integrand does only contribute if (s,x) € Z;, (t,y) € Zs, and (r,z) € Z, or
(r,z) € Zs. Since the last two cases are symmetric, T; can be bounded by

cE/ (/ 1{t € B}1{(r,2) € Z;, (s, x) € Zy, (t,y) € Zs} d(s,x,t,y))2d(r, z).
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By Fubini’s theorem,
Ty < CE/ 1{t,t' € B}NZ, N Z)1{(s,x) € Zy, (t,y) € Zs, (s',2") € Zp,(t',y) € Zy}
X d(s,x,t,y, s o't y)
c/ 1{t,t' € BYENZ N Z0)*) P P((s, ) € Z, (t,y) € Z,)"/*
x P((s',2') € Zu,(t',y)) € ZH)YV3d(s,z,t,y, s, 2,1, y).
By definition of Z; and Z, and the distributional invariance of n,

P((s,x) € Zy, (t,y) € Zs) =P((s — t,x) € Z(0m), (t — s,y) € Z(6sn))
=P((s—t,z) € Z(n),(t — s,y) € Z(0s-m)).

Changing variables yields that
T, < cb? /B 2 (EXN(Z, 0 Zy)) V2 d(t, 1),
where
b= /P((s,x) € Z(n), (=s,y) € Z(0n))" d(s, z,y).
Since

P((s,x) € Z(n), (=s,y) € Z(0:n)) = P((s,7) € Zo,(0,y) € Z,),

we obtain from assumption (6.0 that b < co. Hence,
T, < c / (EN(Z, 0 Z0)*) P d(t,¢) = / (EN(Zo_y N Zo)*) " d(t,1) < eAa(B),
B2 B2

where we have used assumption (G.4)).
Each of the summands in the term 7} := 0T} includes the factor D, ,1{y < ¢}, so
that

T, SCE/I{t € B}1{(s,z) € Z}1{y < Yi}d(s,z,t,y —CE/ N Zy) Yy dt
B
¢ / (BA(Z)%) 2 (BY2) 2 dt = c(BEA(Z0)?) /2 (BY2) Y/ Aa(B).
B
For T} := o%T5, we have

< cE/l{r € BY{(s,7) € Z}1{(t,y) € Z}1{z < Y.} d(s, 2.1, 9,7 2),

where in the second term of T5 we renamed x as y and vice versa. This leads to the upper
bound

7; < cB [ 1(r € BYL{(ty) € ZINZ)Y, dit.y.n
c/ 1{r € B}P((t,y) € Z,)'3(EA(Z)%) " (BY3) " d(t, y, r)

—o(BAZ)") ) [ B((t.9) € 20 dtp)M(B)
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We can rewrite T§ := o315 as sum of T¢ ; and T§ , with

T, < CE/ (/1{t € BM{y < Y}1{(s,2) € Zt}d(s,x)) d(t,y)
<cE [1{t e B}y < V2P dty) = & [ Yz d
<c / (BY?) > (BA(Z)%)*° dt = c(BYE)'" (EA(Z0)*)**Aa(B)

and

T, < CE/ (/1{t € BY{y < Vi) 1{(s.2) € Z}1{(r,2) € Z. U Zt}d(s,x)) d(t,y. 7, 2)
_ cIE/ 1t € BY1{y < Vil 1{(s,7) € Z}1{(r,2) € Z. U Z}
x 1{(s',2") € Z}1{(r,2) € Zg U Z; } d(s, 2,8, 2" t,y, 7, 2)
= CE/ 1{t € B}Y;1{(s,2),(s',2") € ZIN(Z, U Z,) N (Zy U Z})) d(s, 2,5, 2, t)
<c / 1{t € B}P((s,2) € Z)*P((s',2') € Z)"*(BY;)"*
X ((E)\(ZS)4)1/4 + (EX(Z,)Y) 1/4) d(s,x, s, 2',t)

2
= 2¢(EY{) Y (EA(Zo)*) ! ( / P((s,z) € Zo)"*d(s, x)) Ai(B).
For T} := o}, T?, the first term can be bounded as T}, while the second term is bounded
by
cE/l{t € BY{(s,z) € Z}1{y < Yi} (s, t,1), (6.10)

which we treated above in order to control T7.

We can decompose Tg := o T§ into two terms Tg ; and T§ ,, where T ; can be bounded
as Tg,. Since the product of two difference operators in Tg, is bounded by the sum of
the squared difference operators, Tg , can be controlled as T ,.

Note that Ty := 0Ty can be written as a sum of three terms Tg |, Ty », Ty 5, where Ty,
is an integral with respect to i points for i € {1,2,3}. The term Ty, can be bounded by

GI0), while
T, < cE/l{t € BY1{y < Y}1{(s,2) € Z}1{(r,2) € Z, U Z} d(s,x.,t,y,7, )
< CE/W € BYY1{(s,7) € ZYZ.) + MZ)) d(s, 2,1)
<c / 1{t € B}(EY?) ' *P((s,2) € Z)"* ((EX(Z)*)"* + (BA(2,)?)"%) d(s, z, t)

< 2c(BY) P (EA(Z0)%) / P((s,z) € Zo)*d(s, z)Na(B).
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For Tg 3 we deduce the bound

Tys < cE/l{t € BI1{y <Y }1((s,2) € Z)1{(s',2), (r,2) € Z,U Z; } d(s, 2, t,y,r, 2,8, 2")
< cE/l{t € BIVA((5,2) € Z)(MZ) + A\(Z)2d(s, . 1),

which can be treated similarly as in the computation for Ty, but with the power 4.
Finally, we check the assumptions of Theorem 21l The expression in ([2.2]) can be

treated as T3, while (23)), (27) and (2.8) can be bounded as Tj. Similarly, we can verify

([24), (Z3) and [Z3) by using the computations for Ty ,, Ty 5 and Tg ,, respectively. O

Remark 6.4. Theorem can be used to establish central limit theorems. Consider,
for instance, the setting of Remark Two possible choices of Z; are provided in

Example 6.2l Since ¢ is assumed to be predictable in Remark [6.1] the cyclic condition
(2.12) is satisfied and (2.6]) simplifies to

02 = Var(8(ur)) = /0 w(t) B (t, ) dt.

It is natural to assume that ¢% > ¢T' for some ¢ > 0 and all sufficiently large 7. If,
additionally, the assumptions of Theorem are satisfied, then ([6.9) shows that

max {dw (07'6(ur), N), dx (07'6(ur), N)} < T2

for some ¢ > 0 and all sufficiently large T. It does not seem to be possible to derive
the Wasserstein part of this bound from [25, Theorem 3.1]; see also [0, Remark 3.8].
The reason is that the third term on the right-hand side of [25, (3.9)] does not have the
appropriate order.

Ezample 6.5. Let h: R — R, be a measurable function satisfying [ (h(s)+h(s)?) ds < oco.
Define Z := {(s,z) e RY x R, : x < h(s)} and Z; := Z + t, t € RY. We interpret Z and
Z; as constant mappings on N and check that (6.4])-(G.0) are satisfied. For (6.4]) we note
that

[Azan Zyds = [ 1y < by <t -9 dte.v. )
- [ <ho.y <)t - | ( 1= h(s)}dsfdy.

Since h is square integrable, we have [ 1{y < h(s)}ds < cy~? for some ¢ > 0, so that the
above integral is finite. Relation (€3] follows at once from the integrability of h, while

the left-hand side of (6.0) is bounded by [ h(s)?ds.
Assume now that the function ¢ satisfies

ot u) = o(t,nz,), (t,u) € R x N.

Then (6.2) holds. Assumptions (6.3)) and (6.7) depend on the choice of ¢. They are
satisfied, for instance, if (¢, ) is a polynomial or exponential function of u(Z;).
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Assume that w and Eg(-,77) have a lower bound ¢ > 0 and that ¢(s,-) is for all
s € R? either increasing or decreasing when adding a point. Then Theorem yields a
(quantitative) central limit theorem for \y(B) — oo. To this end, we need to find a lower
bound for ¢%, given by (Z0). In our case the first term on the right-hand side of (Z.6)
equals

B [ 1{s € Bu(sP1{o < pls.nz)} dls.o)
and has the lower bound
c? /1{5 € BYEyp(s,nz,)ds > AX\g(B).

The second term is given by

Efl{s,t € Bu(s)u(t)DyyH{z < ¢(s,n)}Ds . Hy < p(t,n)} d(s,x,t,y).

By the monotonicity assumption on ¢ and u > ¢, this is non-negative.

Example 6.6. For a point configuration p € N and w € X the Voronoi cell of w is given
by
V(w,p):=4{veX: ||lw—ov|] <|w —0v| for all w’ € u},

i.e., V(w, ) is the set of all points in X such that no point of y is closer than w. The cells
(V(w, pt))we, have disjoint interiors and form a tessellation of X, the so-called Voronoi
tessellation, which is an often studied model from stochastic geometry (see e.g. [21], Section
10.2]). From the Poisson—Voronoi tessellation (i.e., the Voronoi tessellation with respect
to 1) we construct the point process

§ = / 1{s € }1{V((s,2),n) N (R? x {0}) # &} n(d(s, x)). (6.11)

This point process has the following geometric interpretation. We take all cells of the
Poisson—Voronoi tessellation that intersect R? x {0}, which one can think of as the lowest
layer of the Poisson—Voronoi tessellation, and the first coordinates of their nuclei are the
points of £&. The points of ¢ build the projection of a one-sided version of the Markov
path considered in [1].

First we check that £ can be represented as in (G1)). For s € R%, x;, 25, € R, with
r1 < x9 and p € N we have

V((s,21), 1) V(R x {0}) D V((s,22), ) N (R x {0}). (6.12)

If V((s,0), p) is bounded, which is for IP,-a.e. p the case, there exists a unique zo € Ry
such that V((s,x0), ) N (R? x {0}) is exactly a single point. This allows us to rewrite &
as

£=/IB€}Hx§¢@n—%@Hm&&@)

with
(s, 1) = sup{z € Ry : V((s,2), u) N (R? x {0}) # &},
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For s € R? and 1 € N let

R(s, i) = sup{||(s,0) = v[| : v € V((s,0), )},

which is the maximal distance from (s,0) to a point of its Voronoi cell. Note that
V((s,0), ) is completely determined by the points of p in B((s,0),2R(s, i), the closed
ball in X with radius 2R(s, i) around (s,0). Indeed, the centres of all neighbouring cells
to the Voronoi cell of (s,0) are within this ball and all other points of 1 outside are
too far away to affect the cell. If we consider V((s,z), ) N (R? x {0}) as a function of
z, for increasing = the sets V((s,x), ) N (R? x {0}) are not increasing (see (GI2)) and
(V((5,0), 1) N (RE x {0})) \ (V((s,2), 1) N (RE x {0})) is divided among the neighbour-
ing cells of V((s,0), ). This implies that V((s,x), ) N (R x {0}) is also completely
determined by the points in B(s,2R((s,0), 1)). Hence, we can conclude that

©(s, 1) = ©(S, B ((5,0) 2R(s.)))-

Since this identity is still valid if we restrict p to a larger set on the right-hand side and
R is non-increasing with respect to the point configuration, we obtain

(s, o+ 1) = (s, (1 + 1) B((s,0) 2R u41))) = €5, (10 + 1) B(5,0),2R(5,1)) )

for all 4/ € N with 1/(X) < 3, which is (62) with Z; = B((s,0),2R(s, u)). Since for each
point of V((s,0), 1) N (R? x {0}), there exists a point of y different from (s,0) which is
at most 2R(s, u) away, we obtain

(s, 4+ p') < (s, 1) < 2R(s, ),
which is (€3]).

Note that for any s € R? one can partition X into finitely many cones Ci, ..., C,, with
apex (s,0) such that
ma inf —(s5,0)|| > R(s,
emax inf lly— (s, 0)l = R(s, p)
for all p € N (see e.g. [I7, Subsection 6.3]). Hence, there exist constants C,c¢ > 0 such
that
P(R(s,n) > u) < Cexp(—cu®™)

for all w > 0 and s € R% Using this exponential decay it is easy to verify (6.4)—(6.1).
Relations (6.0) and (6.1) are obvious. To see (6.4]), we can use the bound

A(B((0,0),2R(0,1)) N B((s,0),2R(s,n)))"
< 1{2R(0,7) > [s[l/2}A(B((0,0),2R(0,7)))"
+1{2R(s,m) > |Isll/2}A(B((s,0), 2R(s,m)))".

For (6.6) we can bound P((s,z) € B((0,0),2R(0,7)), (0,y) € B((s,0),2R(s,n))) by the
Cauchy—-Schwarz inequality and then bound the resulting integral. This yields that the
conclusions of Theorem hold for the point process ¢ from (G.IT]).

Since ¢ is non-increasing with respect to additional points, one can argue as in the
previous example to see that there is a lower bound for the variance of order A\,4(B) if
u > ¢ for some ¢y > 0. This yields a (quantitative) central limit theorem as A\;(B) — oo.
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7 Functionals generated by a partial order

In this section we return to the setting of a general o-finite measure space (X, X, A). In
many situations, the functional G, can be written as G, (u) = f(z)H, (1), where f € L*()\)
and the functional H,(u) is measurable in both arguments, takes values in {0, 1} and can
be decomposed as

H, (1) = [ [ Ha(6,)- (7.1)

yeu

Write shortly H,(y) instead of H,(d,), and denote H,(y) := 1 — H,(y). A generic way
to construct such functionals is to consider a strict partial order < on X and to set
H,(y) == 1—1{y < z}. The set of points € n such that H,(n) = 1 is called the set
of Pareto optimal points with respect to the chosen partial order, i.e., x € 7 is Pareto
optimal if there exists no y € n such that y < x. For = ¢ 1, we have H,(n) = 1 if = is
Pareto optimal in 7 + 0. If (G) can be defined pathwise as in ([I.I]), then it equals the
sum of the values of f over Pareto optimal points centred by the integral of f over the set
of x such that H,(n) = 1. As shown in [12], such examples naturally arise in statistical
applications.
It is easy to see by induction that

D7 2 Gap) = (=1)" f () Hy () Hﬁx(zi)' (7.2)
In particular, B
D.Ga(p) = — f(2) Hy (1) Ho(2). (7.3)

By construction, H,(n) = 1 and H,(x) = 1 yield that H,(n) = 1, which can be expressed
as

H(n)Hy(n)Hy(x) = Hy(n)H,(z), (7.4)

so that
G.D,G, = f(x)D,G,. (7.5)

The asymmetry property of the strict partial order implies that H,(y)H,(z) = 0 for
all x,y € X. Hence, the functional G satisfies the cyclic condition (2I2]). Thus, the
second term on the right-hand side of (Z.0]) vanishes. If ([Z2]) and (23] are satisfied, it
follows from [I3, Proposition 2.3] that the KS-integral 6(G) of G is well defined and

E8(G)? = E / F () Ho () Mdz). (7.6)

In addition, property (Z1I) leads to a considerable simplification of the terms arising
in the bounds in Corollary Write H, as a shorthand for H,(n), denote

haly) = / F@)H,(2) Adz), i=0,1,2,

and

Ry) = / (@) [T, () A(d).
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Proposition 7.1. Assume that G,(u) = f(x)H, (1), where f € L*(\) and the functional
H is determined by ([T1]) from a strict partial order on X. Then the terms Ty and Ty
defined before Theorem [2.1] vanish and the other terms satisfy

1= ([ 1P S R A A3<d<x,y,z>>)l/2,
7, = [ 1) PEH, A(da),

702 [ ha(w)lf)| + 3h0) 7)) EH, Ady),

1, <8 [ PGB A(d:),

1= ([ (om0 + hat)28, A(dm)m,
([1r@rsm )",

Ty = (l/nf(y)2L3+-3ho(y)4—2ho@02]he(yﬂEfﬁ/A(dy))l/é

T

Suppose Var §(G) > 0 and that [22)-(2Z3) are satisfied. Then

d( (@) )< Ty +E+H+E
Y\ \/Var 6(G) ~ Varé(G) Var 5(G)3‘

If, additionally, 7)) -R9) are satisfied, then
%( (@) N)§ﬂ+%+%ﬂ+n)

/Vard(G)’ Var 6(G)

Proof. The expression for T} follows from G? = f(z)G, for z € X and (Z.3), while T}
results from the definition of G,. Now consider the further terms, appearing in Corol-
lary We rely on (7.2]) with m = 2,3, (T3]), and (73] in the subsequent calculations.
First,

7, [ (26150 ()
@ () H T () (2H, + H, T () ) M(d(2, )

< / (2 (2?1 (9)] + 31 (@) £ ()2 EH, T, (x) N(d(x. 1)),

which yields the expression for 7 in view of the definitions of the functions hy and h.
Next,

Ty—E / 21 (2)f (9) (=) (LT (y) + H.T.(y)TL. ()
x (HyH,(x)H,(z) + 2H,H,(z)) X*(d(z,y, 2))
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=B [ 2170 £ ) (1 4+ ) ) (L (2) 4 2) N0, 2)
<8 / £ )T H ) N dl.3.2)
=8 [ 17(0) ) BRI (2) X¥(d(z.y.2).

where we used the fact that H,(y)H,(z) = 0 for all y and z as well as (T.4]). This yields
the sought bound for 7%, taking into account that H,(y)H,(z) < H,(y)H.(x). Next,
Ts = (T6,1 -+ T6,2)1/2, where

T =& [ ([ 1)) 8,1, (0) M) Ndy)
= [ torEn,( [ 1)@ Mdn) M) = [ 1)) EH, Ndy)
and
Tioi=E [ ([ 105 HH,@H,() M) ¥(dy,2)
— [ FOPER () ¥, 2).

Hence, the expression for Ty follows. The expression for T5 follows directly from the
definition of G,. Finally, Ty = (3Ty 1 + 312 + 2T973)1/2, where

Tyy = / F ()2 (9) BH,TT () \2(d(x, ),

Ty —/f (u)?EH, T, ()T, (2) X(d(z,y, ),
Tys = / F (@) £ () 2B H, T, (o), (=), (1) Xo(d(, y, 2, w)).
Thus,
B 1/2
( [ 752 [3+ 3ha(0) + 2halo) B T 0) A?(d@:,y))) |

which yields the formula for 7y. The bounds for the normal approximation follow from
Corollary 2.2 and the normalisation by /Vard(G). O

Ezample 7.2. Let X be the unit cube [0, 1]? with the Lebesgue measure A. For z,y € X,
write y < x if x # y and all components of y are not greater than the corresponding
components of z. Let G,(u) = H,(u), with H,(u) given by (Z1)) and H,(y) := 1{y < x}.

Let 7; be the Poisson process on X of intensity tA. Then G,(n;) = 1 means that none
of the points y € n, satisfies y < x, that is, none of the points from 7, is smaller than x in
the coordinatewise order. In this case, x is said to be a Pareto optimal point in 7; + ¢,.
Then §(G) equals the difference between the number of Pareto optimal points in 7, and
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the volume of the complement of the set of points x € X such that y < = for at least one

ASN/E
For = (v1,...,74) € X, denote |z| := 21 ---24. Then EH,(n,) = e I, and (Z3)
yields that the variance of §(G) is

ol = t/e‘t|z| A(dz).

It is shown in [2] that the right-hand side is of order log?~' ¢ for large t. Note that the
above formula gives also the expected number of Pareto optimal points.

Quantitative limit theorems for the number of Pareto optimal points centred by sub-
tracting the mean and scaled by the standard deviation were obtained in [3]. Below we
derive a variant of such result for the KS-integral, which involves a different stochastic
centring.

Since G(n) = f(x)H.(n) with the function f identically equal one and the measure A
is finite, the integrability conditions (Z2)—(ZH), and (ZT)—(23) are satisfied. The terms
arising in Proposition [L.I] can be calculated as follows. First,

T2 = 8 / E[H, () B,y ()] |2 A y] X(d(x, 9))

_ t3/e—t(w+|y—|mAy|)|x/\y| N (d(z,y)),

where x Ay denotes the coordinatewise minimum of z,y € [0, 1]¢. Fix a (possibly empty)
set 1 C {1,...,d}, let J := I, and denote by 2! and z’ the subvectors of x € [0, 1]¢
formed by coordinates from I and J. It suffices to restrict the integration domain to the
set where x Ay = (2!, y7) and let T, 12 ; be the corresponding integral. Let m denote the
cardinality of I. If m = 0, then

T, = t3/e_tw\y\1{y < o} A2 (d(z,y)) = 2% / e~ 22 N(dx) < 27 - 2_‘103/3.

Here and in what follows we use the inequality se™® < 1 with s = t|y|, which yields that

1ti/|yli‘16‘t'y Ady) St/(tlyle‘ty'/i)i‘le‘t'y/iA(dy) <i'oy, i€N

The same calculation applies if m = d. Ilf m € {1,...,d — 1}, then

T12,I _ t3/ et\x1||y(1‘|x]| |yJ| (/ 6_t‘y1|‘yJ‘1{:L'I < yl} dyI>
[071}11 [071}m
X (/ e_t‘xIHx”l{yJ <27} d:)sJ) Md(z!, y7)).
[O’I]dfm

It can be shown by a small adaptation of the proof of [3, Lemma 3.1], that

3/ el {y < 2} dx < CeslWl/a [1 + }10g(5|y|)‘m_l}a y €[0,1]™,
[071}m
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for any a > 1 and a constant C' that depends on m and a. Let a € (1,2). Then, with
s = t|y’|, we have

eI <y O IV 1 oy oD
071 m
By applying the same argument to the integral over [0, 1]9~™, we have that

T2, < C% / e~ t31(2/a=1) [1 + }1og(t|z|)}m‘1} [1 + \1og(t|z|)\d‘m‘1} Ad2).

This is of the order (9(logd_1 t) by considering all summands separately and following the
proof of [3, Lemma 3.2]. .

In this setting, h;(y) = t|y| for all ¢ and h(y) = t|y|. Further terms can be calculated
as follows:

T3 = t/e_m Adz) = o2,
T, < 5t2 / lyle ¥ \(dy) < 2003/2,
Ts < 83 / ly[Pe ¥ A(dy) < 216075,
and the terms involved in the bound on the Kolmogorov distance are
30,12 —tly| 1/2 2 2 \1/2
To = ([ £+ tlyhe™™ Mdy)) < (2708, + 2560%,)2,
1/2
T; = (t/e‘tw )\(d:c)) = oy,
1/2
T, = ( / [362 + 3ly|t> + 2Jy 21 [yle W )\(dy)) < (1202, + 8107, + 51202,,) /2.
Noticing that o2 = Var §(G) behaves like log? " t, we obtain from Proposition [[1] that

max (dW(o—;la(G), N), dy (0718(G), N)) = O,
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