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NORMAL APPROXIMATION FOR GIBBS PROCESSES

VIA DISAGREEMENT COUPLINGS

CHRISTIAN HIRSCH, MORITZ OTTO, AND ANNE MARIE SVANE

Abstract. This work improves the existing central limit theorems (CLTs) for geometric functionals of Gibbs
processes in three aspects. First, we derive a CLT for weakly stabilizing functionals, thereby improving
on the previously used assumption of exponential stabilization. Second, we show that this CLT holds
for interaction ranges up to the percolation threshold of the dominating Poisson process. This avoids
imprecise branching bounds from graphical construction. Third, by constructing simultaneous couplings
of several Palm processes for Gibbs functionals, we provide a quantitative CLT in terms of Kolmogorov

bounds for normal approximation. An important conceptual ingredient in these advances is the extension of
disagreement coupling adapted to unbounded windows and to the comparison at multiple spatial locations.

1. Introduction

Because of their ability to encode possibly highly complex interactions, Gibbs point processes are applied in
a broad range of domains such as biology, ecology, materials science and telecommunication networks [1, 29].
However, even for simple models, the use of Gibbs point processes comes at massive computational costs as
the simulation requires elaborate Markov chain Monte Carlo methods [1]. This issue becomes particularly
pressing when devising goodness-of-fit tests on large datasets. Therefore, an attractive approach is to develop
test statistics that are asymptotically normal on large windows. Then, to develop a hypothesis test only
the mean and variance under the null model are needed. This explains the need for central limit theorems
(CLTs) on functionals of Gibbs point processes.

The last decade was marked by vigorous research activities in the asymptotic theory of statistics that
can be written as a sum of certain scores evaluated at the points of a point process with rapidly decaying
correlations. Improving on the methods used in the classical setting of Poisson point processes in [24], CLTs
for Gibbs point processes could be derived in [27, 32] by relying on the graphical construction of Gibbs
processes [11].

However, despite these recent advances, some aspects of the limit theory for Poisson processes could so
far not been transferred to Gibbs point processes:

(1) All of [7, 27, 32] are formulated under the condition of exponential stabilization. This makes it
difficult to apply [27, 32] for delicate topological functionals, such as the persistent Betti numbers.

(2) Both [27, 32] rely on the graphical construction of Gibbs processes from [11], thereby imposing re-
strictive constraints on the interaction range of the Gibbs process for which a (partially quantitative)
CLT can be established.

(3) In [3], disagreement coupling is used to establish a CLT with a Gibbs particle process as input
thus allowing a larger interaction range. However, the investigations are restricted to U-statistics
and do not provide quantitative error bounds for normal approximation. Very recently, [7] derived
a quantitative CLT with optimal convergence rates (up to logarithmic corrections) and for a very
general class of β-mixing point processes. However, the convergence is quantified with respect to the
Wasserstein distance and the methods do not extend easily to the Kolmogorov distance.
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In our work, we will address all of the shortcomings mentioned above. The key tool for achieving the
improvements will be a more refined analysis of the correlation structure of Gibbs processes using disagree-
ment coupling. While this technique was initially suggested for studying the spatial correlation structure of
lattice-Gibbs point processes [31], it has recently been successfully extended to derive Poisson approximation
theorems for continuum Gibbs processes [18]. However, the construction in [18] is not adapted to the setting
of unbounded domains or the coupling at several locations, which are critical for the CLT improvements de-
rived in the present article. Therefore, a major part of our investigation is devoted to making disagreement
coupling more flexible so that it can accommodate the needs from spatial limit theorems. Equipped with
these conceptual advances, we improve the existing CLTs for Gibbs point processes in three aspects.

(1) We extend the CLT for weakly stabilizing functionals from [24] to the setting of Gibbs point processes.
In particular, this yields a CLT for persistent Betti numbers and total edge length of minimal
spanning trees.

(2) We prove a CLT for Gibbs point processes under the condition that the interaction range is smaller
than the critical value of continuum percolation of an associated Poisson point process. This improves
on the restrictive constraints coming from the branching bounds of the graphical construction in [11].
In other words, our work makes normal approximation available for point processes that were out of
reach in [27].

(3) We show how the convergence in Wasserstein distance from [7] can be upgraded to a convergence
in Kolmogorov distance provided stricter conditions are imposed on the point process and the func-
tional. To that end, we introduce simultaneous couplings of several Palm versions for Gibbs processes.

The rest of this manuscript is organized as follows. First, in Section 2, we introduce the model and main
results, Theorems 3 and 4. Then, in Section 3, we discuss examples satisfying the conditions of these results.
We review the definition of disagreement coupling in Section 4 and establish the properties needed for the
proofs of the main results. We prove Theorems 3 and 4 in Sections 5 and 6, respectively. Finally, we provide
a detailed comparison with the existing normal approximation literature in Appendix A and a technical
auxiliary result in Appendix B.

2. Model and main results

The main results of this article, Theorems 3 and 4 below, are CLTs for stabilizing functionals on Gibbs
point processes. First, we discuss in greater detail the considered classes of Gibbs point processes. For a
concise introduction to Gibbs point processes, we refer the reader to [8].

2.1. Conditions on the Gibbs process. Let R
d be Euclidean space equipped with the Borel σ-algebra

Bd. Define Bd0 to be the set of bounded Borel sets. Let N be the space of all locally finite subsets of Rd and
let N denote the smallest σ-algebra on N such that µ 7→ µ(B) := #(µ ∩ B) is measurable for all B ∈ Bd0 ,
where #A denotes the cardinality of a set A. Let N0 ⊆ N denote the subspace of finite subsets and for
B ∈ Bd, let NB ⊆ N denote the locally finite subsets of B. A point process is a measurable map from (Ω,F)
to (N,N ) where (Ω,F ,P) is some probability space.

To define Gibbs point processes, we start from an energy functional E : N0 → (−∞,∞] which satisfies:

⊲ Non-degeneracy: E(∅) = 0.
⊲ Hereditary: For all ψ ∈ N0 and x ∈ R

d, E(ψ) = ∞ implies E(ψ ∪ {x}) = ∞.
⊲ Stability: There is a constant C > 0 with

(1) inf
ψ∈N0

E(ψ) > −C#ψ.

The local energy J : N0 ×N0 → (−∞,∞] is given by

J(ϕ, ψ) := E(ϕ ∪ ψ) − E(ψ),(2)

which encodes the energy increase when adding the point configuration ϕ to ψ. We will assume that J has
finite interaction range. That is, there exists r0 > 0 such that

J(x, ψ) = J(x, ψ ∩Br0(x))
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for all x ∈ R
d and ψ ∈ N0, where

Br0(x) := {y ∈ R
d : |y − x| 6 r0}

denotes the Euclidean ball with radius r0 > 0 centered at x ∈ R
d. We write Br0 := Br0(x). Note that the

assumption of finite interaction range allows us to define J(ϕ, ψ) also for ψ ∈ N.
For B ∈ Bd0 , the partition function ZB : N → (0,∞) is defined by

ZB(ψ) := E[e−J(PB ,ψ)], ψ ∈ N,

where PB denotes a unit intensity Poisson process on B. Condition (1) indeed ensures that ZB(ψ) <∞ and

since J(∅, ψ) = 0 for all ψ ∈ N, we also have that ZB(ψ) > e−|B| > 0.
For B ∈ Bd0 and ψ ∈ N, we now define the finite-volume Gibbs point process X (B,ψ) on B with boundary

conditions ψ as the point process with density

ϕ 7→ ZB(ψ)−1e−J(ϕ,ψ)(3)

with respect to the unit intensity Poisson process on B. This is well-defined since 0 < ZB(ψ) <∞.
The finite-volume Gibbs process is sometimes, e.g. in [18], introduced in terms of the Papangelou condi-

tional intensity (PI) κ : Rd ×N0 → [0,∞) defined by

κ(x, ψ) = e−J(x,ψ).

Then, X (B,ψ) can be characterized as the unique point process satisfying the GNZ equation

E

[

∑

Xi∈X (B,ψ)

f(Xi,X (B,ψ))
]

= E

[

∫

B

f(x,X (B,ψ) ∪ {x})κ(x,X (B,ψ) ∪ ψ)λ(dx)
]

,(4)

for each f : B ×N → [0,∞) that is measurable [12, 23].
Consider the finite volume Gibbs point process X (B,ψ) on B ∈ B0 with boundary conditions ψ ∈ N.

Then, X satisfies the DLR equations: For C ⊆ B and all ϕ ∈ NB\C outside a set of measure 0 with respect
to X (B,ψ) ∩ (B \ C),

P(X (B,ψ) ∩ C ∈ · | X (B,ψ) ∩ (B\C) = ϕ) = P(X (C,ψ ∪ ϕ) ∈ ·).(5)

In words, the conditional distribution of X (B,ψ)∩C given X (B,ψ)∩ (B\C) is again a Gibbs point process,
namely the Gibbs process on C with boundary conditions ψ ∪ (X (B,ψ) ∩ (B\C)).

The GNZ equations can be used to define Gibbs processes in unbounded domains. A point process X is
said to be an infinite-volume Gibbs point process on R

d if

E

[

∑

Xi∈X
f(Xi,X )

]

= E

[

∫

f(x,X ∪ {x})κ(x,X )λ(dx)
]

,(6)

for each measurable f : Rd ×N → [0,∞).
While the finite-volume Gibbs process was explicitly defined in (3), the existence and in particular the

uniqueness of infinite-volume Gibbs processes is generally far from trivial, see e.g. [4, 8]. We therefore make
some further assumptions on κ. For A,B ⊆ R

d, we let A ⊕ B := {x + y | x ∈ A, y ∈ B} and for x ∈ R
d,

we write x+A := {x} ⊕A. Moreover, we define Br(A) = A⊕Br. Then, the Boolean model with intensity
α0 and balls of radius r/2 is defined as Br/2(P ). Let rc = rc(α0) denote the critical threshold of continuum
percolation for a Poisson point process P with intensity α0 > 0. That is, the infimum of all r > 0 such that
Br/2(P ) has an unbounded connected component with positive probability.

Throughout the paper, we will work under the following assumption.

The PI is bounded 0 6 κ 6 α0 and has a finite interaction range r0 < rc(α0).(7)

Then, for any given PI κ, there exists a unique infinite-volume Gibbs point process (see [8, Thm. 5.4] or
Proposition 19 below). We now give two well-known examples of Gibbs point process models satisfying the
assumptions.
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Example 1 (Pairwise interaction processes). In this example, the local energy is given in terms of a non-
negative pair potential v : [0, r0] → [0,∞],

J(x, ψ) := − log(α0) +
∑

y∈ψ∩Br0(x)

v(|x− y|).

The special case Ψ = β1[0,r0] where β > 0 and 1[0,r0] is the indicator for the interval [0, r0] is known as the
Strauss process. If β = ∞, one obtains the hard-sphere model.

Example 2 (Area-interaction process [2]). In this example, we use for α0, r0 > 0 and γ ∈ [0, 1] the potential

J(x, ψ) := − log(α0)+V (x, ψ) log(γ),

where

V (x, ψ) :=
∣

∣

∣
Br0/2(x) \

⋃

y∈ψ∩Br0/2(x)

Br0/2(y)
∣

∣

∣
.

In both examples, the PI κ is translation-invariant, i.e., κ(x, ψ) = κ(x + y, ψ + y) for all x, y ∈ R
d and

ψ ∈ N0.
We finally mention that an infinite-volume Gibbs process also satisfies the DLR equations: It holds for

all ϕ ∈ NBc outside a set of X ∩Bc-measure zero that

(8) P(X ∩B ∈ · | X ∩Bc = ϕ) = P(X (B,ϕ) ∈ ·).
That is, given the boundary conditions X ∩Bc, the distribution of X ∩B is a finite volume Gibbs process.

We conclude by discussing the relation between Gibbs point processes satisfying Assumption (7) and those
appearing in the existing literature [3, 7, 27, 32] on normal approximation for Gibbs processes. Since we do
not need the precise definitions in the rest of the paper, we keep the remarks very brief at the present point.
For the interested reader, we have included a more thorough discussion in Appendix A.

The class of Gibbs processes considered in [7, 27, 32] were first introduced in [27, Section 1.1]. For
finite-range interactions, the entire theory relies on a restrictive interaction-range bound formulated in [27,
Equation (1.4)]. As observed in [3, Remark 3], especially for low dimensions d, Assumption (7) is a substantial
improvement of the bound [27, Equation (1.4)]. In other words, our work makes normal approximation
available for point processes that were out of reach in [7, 27, 32]. Conversely, we note that our paper requires
the interaction range to be finite, whereas [32] also allows some infinite-range Gibbs processes.

The key achievement of [7] is to provide a quantitative CLT for point processes that are not necessarily
of Gibbsian type. The main assumption here is the exponential decay of dependence (EDD). The authors
verify this condition for the Gibbs process from [27]. In Section A, we show that the EDD property also
holds under Assumption (7).

Finally, we mention that a qualitative normal approximation result was obtained in [3] under the assump-
tion (7). However, this only applies in the case of U -statistics with finite stabilization radius.

2.2. Statement of main results and conditions on the functional. The main results of this article are
two CLTs for functionals of Gibbs processes on growing domains, see Theorems 3 and 4. These results are
complementary in the following sense. While Theorem 3 describes a CLT for a general class of translation-
invariant Gibbs functionals without convergence rates, Theorem 4 provides a quantitative CLT for the more
restricted class of Gibbs functionals that can be written as a sum of scores. Therefore, it is natural that
the two results require different sets of conditions. However, loosely speaking, in both cases the conditions
consist of a moment bound and stabilization condition.

We now discuss a CLT for weakly stabilizing functionals as the first main result of our paper. Let
H : N0 → R be a functional. We say that H is translation-invariant if H(ϕ) = H(ϕ + x) for all x ∈ R

d

and ϕ ∈ N0. Writing Qn := [−n/2, n/2]d, n ≥ 1, we consider functionals Hn of locally finite point patterns
ϕ ∈ N of the form

Hn(ϕ) := H(ϕ ∩Qn)
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To prove the CLT for Hn(X ), we need to impose a moment and a stabilization condition. The moment
condition requires that there are constants cM, pM > 0 such that for any n,m ∈ N and z ∈ Z

d,

(9) E
[

|Hn(X ) −Hn(X \Qz,m)|5
]

6 cMm
pM ,

where Qz,m := z +Qm. The stabilization condition requires that, almost surely,

(10) H(X ) −H(X \Ql) := lim
n→∞

(H(X ∩Qwn,mn) −H((X ∩Qwn,mn) \Ql))

exists for all l > 0 and all sequences mn ∈ N and wn ∈ Z
d such that R

d =
⋃

k>1

⋂

n>k Qwn,mn . Note that
the limit is necessarily independent of the sequence Qwn,mn . This is a weak stabilization condition in the
sense that there is no assumption on the rate of convergence in (10).

We show in Section 5.2.1, that the conditions are satisfied if the following deterministic conditions on the
functional hold. The conditions will be stated in terms of the add-one cost operator

(DxH)(ϕ) := H(ϕ ∪ {x}) −H(ϕ)

for x ∈ R
d, ϕ ∈ N0. Then, the moment condition (9) will be satisfied if there are constants cDM , RDM > 0

such that for any finite point pattern ϕ ⊆ R
d,

|DyH(ϕ)| 6 cDM exp
(

cDMϕ(BRDM
)
)

,(11)

see Lemma 32. The stabilization condition (10) is satisfied if for every ϕ ∈ N and any sequence Qwn,mn

with wn ∈ Z, mn ∈ N and
⋃

k≥1

⋂

n≥k Qwn,mn = R
d, the limit

(12) H(ϕ ∪ {0}) −H(ϕ) := lim
n→∞

D0H(ϕ ∩Qwn,zn)

exists, see Lemma 34.
Let N(0, σ2) denote a normal random variable with variance σ2 > 0. Then our first main result is the

following. The proof will follow from Theorem 30 and Lemma 32.

Theorem 3 (CLT for weakly stabilizing functionals on Gibbs processes). Let X be an infinite-volume Gibbs
point process with translation-invariant PI satisfying (7). Let H be a translation-invariant functional on
finite point patterns satisfying conditions (9) and (10). Then,

|Qn|−1
Var(Hn(X )) → σ2,

for some σ2 > 0. Moreover,

|Qn|−1/2(Hn(X ) − E[Hn(X )]) → N(0, σ2).

While [24] gives a CLT for weakly stabilizing functionals on Poisson point processes, most CLTs for more
general point process models in the literature, e.g. [5, 7, 27, 32], only apply to functionals given in terms
of an exponentially stabilizing score function, and [3] even requires finite stabilization range. The weak
stabilization condition (12) closely mimics the one in [24], which is, however, only required to hold almost
surely in [24]. For an almost sure condition in the Gibbs setting, one would have to use (10). Condition (11)
resembles the power growth condition in [5, Equation (1.18)], except that it requires a fixed radius RDM .

A formula for the limiting variance σ2 is given in Theorem 30. Positivity of σ2 is not part of the
statement in Theorem 3. In Corollary 6, we demonstrate in an example how the positivity can be checked.
The argument easily generalizes to a variety of other functionals.

Our second main result is a quantitative normal approximation result in the Kolmogorov distance

dK(X,Y ) := sup
u∈R

|P(X 6 u) − P(Y 6 u)|.

between real-valued random variables X,Y . Concerning the setup for Theorem 4, for n > 1, we consider the
functional

H(ϕ) :=
∑

x∈ϕ∩Q
g(x, ϕ), ϕ ∈ N,(13)

for some measurable score function g : Rd×N → [0,∞). We follow the convention that g(x, ϕ) = g(x, ϕ∪{x})
for every locally finite ϕ ⊆ R

d and x 6∈ ϕ.
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We first impose a bounded moment condition. More precisely, we assume that

sup
x1,...,x5∈Rd

E[g(x1,X ∪ {x1, . . . , x5})6] =: cm <∞,(14)

where we note that the x1, . . . , x5 do not need to be pairwise distinct.
Second, we require that g is exponentially stabilizing in the spirit of [5]. To make this precise, we assume

that there is a stabilization radius R(x, ϕ) having exponentially decaying probabilities. That is, first, for all
locally finite ϕ ⊆ R

d and x ∈ ϕ, we have

g(x, ϕ) = g
(

x, ϕ ∩BR(x,ϕ)(x)
)

.

We also assume that the event {R(x, ϕ) 6 r} is measurable with respect to ϕ ∩ Br(x). Second, we impose
that

− lim sup
r↑∞

sup
x1,...,x5∈Rd

r−1logP(R(x1,X ∪ {x1, . . . , x5}) > r) =: ces > 0.(15)

Theorem 4 (Quantitative normal approximation of Gibbsian score sums). Let X be an infinite-volume
Gibbs point process satisfying (7). Assume that (14), (15) hold. Moreover, we assume that g(x, ϕ) = 0
implies g(x, ϕ′) = 0 for all x ∈ R

d and locally finite ϕ ⊆ ϕ′ ⊆ R
d. We also assume that Q is a bounded Borel

set with |Q| > 1 and |B(log |Q|)2(Q)| 6 2|Q|. Then, H := H(X ) defined at (13) satisfies

dK

(H − E[H ]
√

Var(H)
, N(0, 1)

)

6 cnorm
|Q|(log |Q|)2d
Var(H)3/2

,

where cnorm = cnorm(d, α0, r0, cm, ces).

The bound on the parallel set |B(log |Q|)2(Q)| is a technical condition, which for instance can be checked
for sets of the form Q = aK where K is fixed convex and a > 0 large enough. In particular, this condition
disappears in our Corollary 5. Note that Theorem 4 also applies to finite-volume Gibbs processes since the
PI κ(x, ϕ ∪ ψ)1Q(x) corresponds to the Gibbs process X (Q,ψ). As an application, we state two variations
of Theorem 4 concerning the convergence rate when the observation window Q = Qn increases towards Rd.
For the first version, let X be Gibbs process with PI κ satisfying (7) and let

Hn := Hn(X ) :=
∑

x∈X∩Qn

g(x,X ).

Often in applications, only X ∩Qn can be observed, hence it is more natural to consider

Hn
∩ := Hn

∩(X ) :=
∑

x∈X∩Qn

g(x,X ∩Qn)

and modify the assumptions (14) and (15) by

sup
n∈N

sup
x1,...,x5∈Rd

E[g(x1, (X ∩Qn) ∪ {x1, . . . , x5})6] =: cm <∞,(16)

− sup
n∈N

lim sup
r↑∞

sup
x1,...,x5∈Rd

r−1logP(R(x1, (X ∩Qn) ∪ {x1, . . . , x5}) > r) =: ces > 0.(17)

Corollary 5. Let X be an infinite-volume Gibbs point process satisfying (7). Moreover, we assume that
g(x, ϕ) = 0 implies g(x, ϕ′) = 0 for all x ∈ R

d and locally finite ϕ ⊆ ϕ′ ⊆ R
d.

(a) Assume that (14), (15) hold. If lim infn→∞ |Qn|−1
Var(Hn) > 0, we have for n large enough,

dK

(Hn − E[Hn]
√

Var(Hn)
, N(0, 1)

)

∈ O
( (log |Qn|)2d

√

|Qn|

)

.

(b) Assume that (16), (17) hold. If lim infn→∞ |Qn|−1
Var(Hn

∩) > 0, we have for n large enough,

dK

(Hn
∩ − E[Hn

∩ ]
√

Var(Hn
∩)

, N(0, 1)
)

∈ O
( (log |Qn|)2d

√

|Qn|

)

.
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Similar convergence rates were obtained in [32, Thm. 1.2], but for a smaller class of Gibbs processes. As
mentioned in Section 2.1, very recently a quantitative CLT was derived in [7] under the EDD conditions
in without the need for any monotonicity assumptions on the score function g. However, the convergence
rates are slightly worse and given in terms of the Wasserstein distance, whereas bounds for the Kolmogorov
distance are often easier to interpret. We note that also in other contexts, one frequently encounters the sit-
uation where extending Wasserstein convergence rates to Kolmogorov convergence rates requires substantial
additional work [28]. In the special case of Poisson processes, better convergence rates were obtained in [20].

The weak stabilization condition (10) is weaker than the exponential stabilization condition (17) when
the PI is translation-invariant. We briefly explain why. Fix l > 1. For i > 2l, we let

E
(1)
i,l :=

{

max
x∈X∩Qi

max
w∈Zd

max
m∈N

R(x,X ∩Qw,m) 6 i/2
}

denote the event that the stabilization radius of the points in Qi is at most i/2 for any of the windows Qw,m
with w ∈ Z

d and m > 1. We note that for fixed x, the number of different sets of the form Bi/2(x) ∩Qw,m
is finite and of order O(id). Hence, by exponential stabilization and the GNZ formula (6), the probabilities

1 − P(E
(1)
i,l ) decay to 0 exponentially in i. Hence, by the Borel-Cantelli lemma, there exists an almost

surely finite random variable I0 such that E
(1)
i,l occurs for all i > I0. We now argue that this implies

the weak stabilization. Indeed, let mn > 1 and wn ∈ Z
d be such that R

d =
⋃

k>1

⋂

n>kQwn,mn . Then,

g(x,X ∩ Qwn,mn) = g(x,X ∩ (Qwn,mn \ Ql)) holds for every n > 1 and every x ∈ (X \ QI0) ∩ Qwn,mn .
Therefore, whenever n is such that Qwn,mn ⊇ Q2I0 ,

H(X ∩Qwn,mn) −H(X ∩ (Qwn,mn \Ql))
=

∑

x∈X∩Ql

g(x,X ∩BI0(x)) +
∑

x∈X∩(QI0\Ql)

(g(x,X ∩Q2I0) − g(x,X ∩ (Qwn,mn \Ql))).

Noting that the last term stabilizes when n→ ∞ if the stabilization radius R(x,X \Ql) is finite proves the
weak stabilization condition.

To prove Theorems 3 and 4, we extend to Gibbs processes the martingale approach from [24] and the
Palm couplings from [6]. The proofs rely on a precise control of the decay of spatial correlations through
refined forms of disagreement coupling given in Section 4 that are tailored to Theorems 3 and 4.

3. Examples

In this section, we present specific examples for Theorems 3 (persistent Betti numbers; minimal spanning
tree) and 4 (total edge length in Voronoi tessellations and k-nearest neighbor graphs). In all examples, we
consider Gibbs point processes where Assumption (7) holds.

3.1. Example for Theorem 3: Persistent Betti numbers. The persistent Betti numbers are invariants
used in topological data analysis for summarizing the persistence diagram. They are defined for r 6 s,
q = 0, 1, . . . , d− 1 and a finite set ϕ ∈ N by

βr,sq (ϕ) = dim (Im(Hq(Br(ϕ);Z/2Z) → Hq(Bs(ϕ);Z/2Z))) ,

where Hq(·,Z/2Z) denotes the qth homology group with coefficients in Z/2Z. Homology is a fundamental
quantity in algebraic topology. Loosely speaking, the rank of Hq encodes the number of q-dimensional holes
of a topological space, see [10] for a thorough introduction to topological data analysis. The use of persistent
Betti numbers for statistics of point patterns was first suggested in [26] under the name rank functions.

Most existing CLTs for functionals on point processes, e.g. [5, 32], assume the functional is written in terms
of an exponentially stabilizing score function. This is not easily verified for βr,sq . However, some first results
on consistency and asymptotic normality for Betti numbers were given when r = s in [30, 33, 34]. These
results were extended to general r and s in [13, 17]. All asymptotic normality results previously considered
have been restricted to Poisson or Bernoulli point processes. Existing CLTs were derived by observing that
weak stabilization in the sense of [24] holds for persistent Betti numbers. The same observation leads to the
following corollary of Theorem 3.
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Corollary 6. Let X be an infinite-volume Gibbs point process with translation-invariant PI satisfying (7).
Then for all 0 ≤ r ≤ s

|Qn|−1/2(βr,sq (X ∩Qn) − Eβr,sq (X ∩Qn)) → N(0, σ2)

for some σ2 > 0. If κ > 0, then σ2 > 0.

We show the first statement of Corollary 6 below. The proof of the positivity of the limiting variance is
deferred to the end of Section 5.2. The proof relies on the fact that βr,sq can be computed from the Čech
complex via the Nerve Theorem, see [10, Chap. III.2] for details.

Proof. The corollary follows from Theorem 3 if we can show Condition (11) and (12). Condition (12) follows
directly from [13, Lem 5.3]. For Condition (11), recall that k + 1 points in a finite point pattern ϕ form a
k-simplex of filtration value t in the Čech complex if and only if the smallest ball containing the k+ 1 points
has radius t. Thus, adding a point y to a point pattern ϕ changes the k-simplices in the Čech complex with
filtration value less than or equal s only by adding and removing simplices with all k + 1 vertices contained
in a ball of radius 2s around y. By [13, Lem. 2.11], this changes βr,sq by at most the number of added and
removed q- and (q+ 1)-simplices. This number is bounded by the total number of (q+ 1)- and (q+ 2)-tuples
of points in ϕ ∩B2s(y), which is again bounded by

(

ϕ(B2s(y)) + 1
)q+1

+
(

ϕ(B2s(y)) + 1
)q+2

6 2
(

ϕ(B2s(y)) + 1
)q+2

.

This shows Condition (11). �

3.2. Example for Theorem 3: Total edge length in minimal spanning trees. For a finite set ϕ ⊆ R
d,

the minimal spanning tree (MST) is a tree defined on the vertex set ϕ. The edge set of this tree is chosen
such that it minimizes the total edge length. We note that this tree is almost surely unique for any point
process that satisfies (8). We let H(ϕ) denote the total edge length of the MST. For Poisson point processes,
the asymptotic properties of H were considered in [16] and [25, Theorem 2.3]. We discuss this example
because it is one of the prototypical examples where exponential stabilization fails even in the Poisson
setting. Hence, we are not able to rely on Theorem 4. To verify (9) and (10), we proceed as in [16] with
only few modifications. To make the presentation self-contained we give the details below.

Moment bound. For any bounded Borel set A ⊆ R
d and ϕ ∈ N, we have a trivial upper bound

H(ϕ ∩ A) 6 diam(A)ϕ(A).(18)

We bound the positive and negative parts of Hn(X )−Hn(X \Qz,m) separately. For the positive part, we
first note that if X ∩Qn ⊆ Qz,m, then by (18),

Hn(X ) −Hn(X \Qz,m) 6
√
dmX (Qz,m),

and by the stochastic domination (7), the fifth moment of the right-hand side is of order O(m5+5d). Thus,
we may henceforth assume that Kz,m 6 m0(n), where we write

Kz,m := min
{

k > m : X ∩Qz,k 6⊆ Qz,m
}

and

m0(n) := min
{

k > m : Qn ⊆ Qz,k
}

.

Now, we derive an upper bound forHn(X ). For this, we first build a minimal spanning tree on X∩(Qn\Qz,m),
then build a spanning tree on X ∩Qz,m and finally connect the two trees through a point in X ∩Qz,Kz,m to
build a spanning tree on X ∩Qn. Therefore,

Hn(X ) 6 Hn(X \Qz,m) +
√
dKz,mX (Qz,m).(19)

As noted above, the tenth moment of X (Qz,m) is of order O(m10d). Hence, by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,
it suffices to show that the tenth moment of Kz,m grows polynomially in m. To that end, we note that

E[K10
z,m] 6

∑

k>m

k10P(Kz,m = k)(20)

8



Now, by the Poisson-likeness derived in Proposition 42, we have supn>1 supz∈Zd P(Kz,m = k) 6 c1(kd −
md) exp

(

− (kd −md)/c1
)

. Hence, the right-hand side of (20) is of order O(md+10), as asserted.
Finally, we bound the negative part of the difference Hn(X ) −Hn(X \ Qz,m). First, if X ∩ Qn ⊆ Qz,m,

then Hn(X ) −Hn(X \Qz,m) is positive. If X ∩ Qn ⊆ Qn \Qz,m then Hn(X ) = Hn(X \Qz,m). Hence, we
may assume that in the MST on X ∩Qn there are some edges crossing ∂Qz,m. We now bound the length of
the MST on X ∩ (Qn \Qz,m) where as a starting point, we consider the MST on X ∩Qn. Let

Lz,m,n :=
{

edges in the MST of X ∩Qn with exactly one endpoint in X ∩Qz,m
}

.

Then, we get a graph connecting X ∩ (Qn \Qz,m) by removing all edges with at least one endpoint in Qz,m
and connecting all points in X ∩ (Qn \Qz,m) that used to be connected to X ∩Qz,m to any fixed other such

point. The length of any such new connection is bounded by
√
dm plus the length of two edges from Lz,m,n.

Henceforth, we use that there is a deterministic upper bound dmax > 1 for the possible degree of any vertex
in the MST. This yields

Hn(X \Qz,m) −Hn(X ) 6
∑

e∈Lz,m,n

(2Lz,m,n +
√
dm) 6 dmaxX (Qz,m)(2Lz,m,n +

√
dm),(21)

where Lz,m,n := maxe∈Lz,m,n |e| denotes the maximal edge length in Lz,m,n. Hence, as in the case for the

positive part, by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, it suffices to show that E[L10
z,m,n] is at most of polynomial

order in m. To achieve this goal, we note that

E[L10
z,m,n] 6

∑

ℓ>0

(ℓ+ 1)P(L10
z,m,n > ℓ).(22)

Now, under the event {Lz,m,n > ℓ1/10}, there exists an edge e ∈ Lz,m,n of length at least ℓ1/10. Since the
MST is a subset of the Delaunay complex, there is a ball with diameter at least |e| containing e that does
not contain any points of X ∩ Qn in its interior. But again by the Poisson-likeness, the probability of this
event can be bounded by c1(m+ ℓ1/10)d exp(−ℓd/10/c1) for some constant c1 > 0. Therefore, the right-hand
side of (22) is of order O(md), as asserted.

Weak stabilization. To verify the weak stabilization condition, we proceed as in [16, Proposition 3]. To
make this precise, we first need the notion of separating sets. More precisely, for ϕ ∈ N, a separating set of
width δ > 0 for a box Ql is a finite set S ⊆ ϕ∩ (Ql+δ+18r0 \Ql+18r0) such that any line segment from a point
in ∂Ql+18r0 to a point in ∂Ql+δ+18r0 passes within distance 3r0 of some point of S. We note our definition is
scaled by 9r0 compared to the original definition in [16], which uses 1 instead of 9r0 in the definition of the
windows and 1/3 instead of 3r0 for the distance. After appropriate rescaling, the arguments in [16] extend
to our setting. We shall need the following two results from [16], which we restate in our setting.

Proposition 7 (Monotonicity in increasing windows; Proposition 3 of [16]). Let l > 1 and ϕ ∈ N. Assume
that S ⊆ ϕ ∩ (Ql+δ+18r0 \ Ql+18r0) is a separating set of width δ > 2r0 for Ql. Then, for any w,w′ ∈ Z

d,
m,m′ > 1 with Ql+δ+18r0 ⊆ Qw,m ⊆ Qw′,m′ , we have

H(ϕ ∩Qw,m) −H(ϕ ∩ (Qw,m \Ql)) 6 H(ϕ ∩Qw′,m′) −H(ϕ ∩ (Qw′,m′ \Ql)).
The value of Proposition 7 becomes apparent when combined with (19) since the latter shows that almost

surely the sequence H(X ∩Qwn,mn)−H(X ∩ (Qwn,mn \Ql)) remains bounded as n ↑ ∞. Hence, the almost
sure convergence in (10) holds as soon as we can show that almost surely X has a δ-separating set for Ql for
some δ > 0.

To prove this final step, by the Borel-Cantelli lemma, it remains to show that the probability that there
fails to be a δ-separating set decays at exponential speed in δ. To this end, we choose a set of points
φ ⊆ ∂Ql+2r0 such that every point in ∂Ql+2r0 is at distance at most r0 from a point in φ. This is possible
with a cardinality #φ ∈ O(ld−1). Similarly, we choose a subset φ′ with the same property in ∂Ql+δ+2r0 ,
where now #φ′ ∈ O((l + δ)d−1). In particular, if for every line segment between φ and φ′ there is a point
of S within distance 2r0, then for every line segment between ∂Ql+2r0 and ∂Ql+δ+2r0 there is a point of S
within distance 3r0.

9



Finally, the Poisson-likeness from Proposition 42 shows that for fixed P ∈ ∂Ql+2r0 and P ′ ∈ Ql+δ+2r0 ,
the probability P

(

X ∩B2r0([P, P ′]) = ∅
)

decays exponentially in δ, where [P, P ′] denotes the line segment

from P to P ′. Since #φ and #φ′ were of order O(ld−1) and O((l + δ)d−1), a union bound concludes the
proof.

3.3. Example for Theorem 4: Total edge length of Gibbs-Voronoi tessellations. For a locally finite
ϕ ⊆ R

2 we define the Voronoi cell C(x, ϕ) of x ∈ ϕ as the set of all points in R
2 whose Euclidean distance

to x is less than or equal to its distance to all other points of ϕ. The system {C(x, ϕ)}x∈ϕ is called the
Voronoi tessellation. We define g(x, ϕ) as one half of the total boundary length of the cell C(x, ϕ). We use
the convention that g(x, ϕ) = ∞ if the cell C(x, ϕ) is unbounded. Note that this convention is only made
for completeness and does not play any practical role for the functionals considered since by stationarity, all
cells C(x,X ) are bounded with probability 1. Then, the total edge length of the Voronoi tessellation induced
by ϕ with generators in Qn is (up to boundary effects) given by

Hn :=
∑

x∈ϕ∩Qn

g(x, ϕ).

As observed in Section 2.1, Gibbs processes satisfying Assumption (7) are Poisson-like. Hence, one can
proceed as in [27, Section 1 and 5.2] to obtain the bounded moment condition (14) and the exponential
stabilization property (15). Moreover, [32, Theorem 2.3] discusses further conditions under which the variance
lower bound can be verified. For the condition g(x, ϕ∪{y}) 6 g(x, ϕ), we note that C(x, ϕ∪ {y}) ⊆ C(x, ϕ)
are convex subsets of R2. Hence, it follows from Theorem 4 that Hn satisfies a CLT.

This extends [6, Theorem 4.13] to Gibbs processes satisfying (7). We also note that if we are not
interested in rates, then this example follows from [5, Theorem 1.13]. Indeed, we first recall from Corollary
40 that under Assumption (7) the Gibbs process X is EDD. Moreover, as mentioned in [7, Section 1], the
EDD property is stronger than the fast decay of correlation formulated in [5, Equation (1.10)]. Together
with the aforementioned exponential stabilization (also proved in [3]), this implies that the considered score
function and point process form an admissible pair in the sense of [5, Definition 1.7]. Finally, combining
this observation with the aforementioned upper moment bound and lower variance bound, we see that [5,
Theorem 1.13] gives the asymptotic normality without rates.

3.4. Example for Theorem 4: Edge lengths in k-nearest neighbor graph.

3.4.1. Total edge length. We discuss the k-nearest neighbor (kNN) example from [7, Theorem 4.1]. In the
kNN graph on a locally finite set ϕ ⊆ R

d, we put an edge between x, y ∈ ϕ if x is one of the k-nearest
neighbors of y or vice versa. Then, we define g(x, ϕ) as one half of the total length of all kNN edges incident
to x. Again, we use the convention that g(x, ϕ) = ∞ if ϕ contains fewer than k + 1 points. As in Example
3.3, the quantity of interest is then given by

Hn :=
∑

x∈ϕ∩Qn

g(x, ϕ).

As in Example 3.3, the derivation of the bounded moment condition (14) and of the exponential stabilization
property (15) from the Poisson-likeness follows the existing approaches in literature, e.g. [27, Theorem 5.2],
[7, Theorem 4.1]. For examples of Gibbs point processes where the lower bound is satisfied, we refer to [32,
Theorem 2.2]. Finally, we note that by the definition, g(x, ϕ) = 0 can never happen, thereby verifying the
final condition from Theorem 4. Hence, we deduce that Hn satisfies a CLT.

3.4.2. Number of large k-nearest neighbor edges. The extension of the total edge length example from Hn

to Hn
∩ is more delicate, since there is a positive probability that X ∩Qn consists of fewer than k + 1 points.

An example where the condition is satisfied for Hn
∩ is when g(x, ϕ) is the indicator that the distance to the

kth nearest neighbor of x in ϕ is at least some value a > 0.
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4. Disagreement couplings

Disagreement coupling is a technique for constructing Gibbs point processes in bounded windows by
thinning a dominating Poisson process. We present the algorithms we use in Section 4.1. The original
and most important use of disagreement coupling is to control the amount of disagreement between Gibbs
processes with different boundary conditions by relating them to the connected components of an associated
Boolean model. Another important application in the context of normal approximation is to bound the
spatial correlations of the Gibbs process. We show some spatial homogeneity and decorrelation results
in Section 4.2. In Section 4.4, we show how disagreement coupling can be used to construct couplings
between Gibbs processes in bounded domains and the unbounded domain with strong control over their
disagreement. This is a main ingredient in the proof of Theorem 3. For the proof of Theorem 4, we need
couplings between a whole family Gibbs processes obtained by local perturbations of the PI with bounds on
the pairwise disagreement. Such couplings are given in Section 4.4. The result is also be essential for the
proof of Theorem 3, where it allows us to consider couplings in unbounded domains with locally differing
boundary conditions.

The original definition of disagreement coupling in [18] applied to Gibbs processes on standard Borel
spaces, thereby allowing applications to particle processes [3] and Gibbs processes with density with respect to
random connection models [4]. However, since all our applications of disagreement coupling are to processes
on Euclidean space, and to keep the exposition simple, we restrict to the Euclidean case.

4.1. Thinning algorithms. In this section, we review the construction from [18] of the finite-volume Gibbs
process X (Q,ψ) on a bounded domain Q with boundary conditions ψ ∈ NQc as a thinning of a Poisson
process. In Section 4.1.1, we first review the basic version of the algorithm introduced in [18, Sec. 5]. This
is the building block for more refined algorithms in Section 4.1.2. We give a general recipe for constructing
thinning algorithms with more flexible properties generalizing the one suggested in [18, Sec. 6]. Moreover,
we give two examples of such algorithms which are designed to have the properties, we need for the proofs
of Theorems 3 and 4.

Henceforth, we let P∗ be a homogeneous unit-intensity Poisson point process on R
d × [0, α0] and write P

for the projection of P∗ onto the R
d coordinate, which is a Poisson process on R

d with intensity α0. More
generally, we use ϕ∗ to denote elements of NRd×[0,α0] and ϕ denotes its projection to R

d. We let ϕ∗
Q and ϕQ

be the restriction of ϕ∗ and ϕ to Q× [0, α0] and Q, respectively. We refer to the points of ϕ in a connected
component of Br(ϕ) as a cluster.

4.1.1. Standard Poisson embedding. Consider a bounded Borel set Q ⊆ R
d and a set of boundary conditions

ψ ∈ NQc . In this section, we introduce the standard thinning operator TQ,ψ : NQ×[0,α0] → NQ. For
ϕ∗ ∈ NQ×[0,α0], the set TQ,ψ(ϕ∗) is a thinning of ϕ, that is TQ,ψ(ϕ∗) ⊆ ϕ. The (d + 1)st coordinate of ϕ∗

is used to decide whether or not to keep the point in the thinning. The key property of TQ,ψ is that the
thinning TQ,ψ(P∗

Q) ⊆ PQ of the Poisson process P∗
Q has the distribution of the Gibbs process X (Q,ψ). We

call TQ,ψ(P∗) the standard Poisson embedding, since it provides an embedding X (Q,ψ) ⊆ P .
To define TQ,ψ, we need an injective measurable map ι : Q→ R. Such a map is guaranteed to exist since

R
d is a standard Borel space. We sometimes write TQ,ψ,ι to emphasize that TQ,ψ depends on ι. The map ι

defines a total ordering 6ι on Q. We sometimes refer to the map ι itself as an ordering. The main idea to
construct TQ,ψ(ϕ∗) is to go through the points of ϕ in the order 6ι and decide for each whether to keep it
in the thinned process. For x ∈ Q, define

Q(−∞,x) := {y ∈ Q : y <ι x} and Q(x,∞) := {y ∈ Q : y >ι x}.

For x ∈ Q and ψ′ ⊆ (Rd \ (Q(x,∞) ∪ {x})) × R, define the retention threshold

p(x,Q, ψ′) := κ(x, ψ′)
ZQ(x,∞)

(

ψ′ ∪ {x}
)

ZQ(x,∞)
(ψ′)

.(23)

It is shown in [18, Lem. 4.1] that 0 6 p(x,Q, ψ′) 6 α0.
The algorithm for constructing TQ,ψ(ϕ∗) = {x1, x2, . . .} goes as follows:
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• To define the first point x1 := x1(ϕ∗) of TQ,ψ(ϕ∗), we consider the set
{

x ∈ Q : (x, u) ∈ ϕ∗ and u 6 p(x,Q, ψ)
}

for which u is below the retention threshold. We choose x1 to be the smallest element in this set
with respect to the 6ι-order. If there is no such element, then the construction terminates with
TQ,ψ(ϕ∗) = ∅.

• Otherwise, we proceed inductively. Suppose, we have defined the points x1, . . . , xk. This will be
the restriction of TQ,ψ(ϕ∗) to Q(−∞,xk). It remains to define TQ,ψ(ϕ∗) on Q(xk,∞). We define
xk+1 = xk+1(ϕ∗) to be the ι-smallest element of the set

(24)
{

x ∈ Q(xk,∞) : (x, u) ∈ ϕ∗ and u 6 p(x,Q(x,∞), ψ ∪ {x1, . . . , xk})
}

.

• The construction terminates once the set (24) is empty.

We state the key result of [18, Thm. 5.1], namely that the thinned Poisson process TQ,ψ(P∗) has the
distribution of the Gibbs process X (Q,ψ), for later reference.

Proposition 8 (Correctness of the Poisson embedding [18]). Assume that the PI satisfies κ 6 α0. Let
Q ⊆ R

d be bounded Borel and ψ ∈ NQc be finite. Furthermore, let P∗ ⊆ R
d × [0, α0] be a unit-intensity

Poisson point process. Then, TQ,ψ(P∗
Q) ⊆ PQ is distributed as the Gibbs process X (Q,ψ).

Proof. See [18, Thm. 5.1]. �

We remark for later that the standard thinning algorithm has the property that if B ⊆ Q such that
ι(x) < ι(y) for all x ∈ B, y ∈ Q \B, and ξ = TQ,ψ(ϕ∗) ∩B, then

(25) TQ,ψ(ϕ∗) = ξ ∪ TQ\B,ψ∪ξ(ϕ
∗
Q\B).

While an injective measurable map ι : Q → R is guaranteed to exist, it is not so intuitive what such a
map looks like. While usually not strictly necessary, it is often convenient to replace ι by a more familiar
map. Thus, let ι : Q→ R be a measurable map such that

∣

∣ι−1(r)
∣

∣ = 0

for all r ∈ R. We define a partial ordering of Rd by x <ι y if ι(x) < ι(y). If
∣

∣ι−1(r)
∣

∣ = 0 for all r ∈ R, this
almost surely induces a well-defined total ordering of the Poisson process and hence TQ,ψ,ι(P∗) becomes well
defined.

Proposition 9. Assume that ι : Q→ R is a measurable map such that for all r ∈ R,

(26)
∣

∣ι−1(r)
∣

∣ = 0.

Then, TQ,ψ,ι(P∗
Q) is distributed as X (Q,ψ).

The proof is deferred to the appendix. Using Proposition 9, one may order Q e.g. by the distance to the
origin.

4.1.2. Disagreement couplings. The standard Poisson embedding defines a coupling between X (Q,ψ) and P
for any choice of boundary conditions ψ. However, it does not provide much control over how TQ,ψ(P∗) are
related for different choices of ψ. For this reason, a refined thinning algorithm called disagreement coupling
was suggested in [18] . This algorithm makes it possible to control the amount of disagreement between
Gibbs processes with different boundary conditions. However, as we shall need some extra properties of the
algorithms compared to [18], we first give a general recipe for constructing disagreement couplings. We then
give two examples of such algorithms.

To define the algorithm, we need the notion of a stopping set. A stopping set S on a Borel set B ⊆ R
d

assigns to each ϕ ∈ NB a Borel set S(ϕ) ⊆ B. We require that the map (x, ϕ) 7→ 1{x∈S(ϕ)} is measurable.
Moreover, S must have the property that S(ϕ) depends only on ϕ ∩ S(ϕ), i.e. S(ϕ) = S(ϕ ∩ S(ϕ)) for all
ϕ ∈ NB. We write S = S(ϕ) when ϕ is clear from the context. A key property of a stopping set is the
following, see e.g. [21, Thm. A.3]: If S is a stopping set on B and P ′ is a Poisson processes on B, then

(27) conditionally on P ′
S(P′), P ′

B\S(P′) is distributed as a Poisson process on B \ S(P ′).

The disagreement coupling algorithm needs two ingredients:
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• An sequence S∗
0 , S

∗
1 , S

∗
2 , . . . of stopping sets on Q× [0, α0] of the form S∗

n = Sn× [0, α0]. The sequence
should increase towards Q× [0, α0] in the sense that for any ϕ∗ ∈ NQ×[0,α0],

S∗
0(ϕ∗) = ∅ ⊆ S∗

1 (ϕ∗) ⊆ S∗
2 (ϕ∗) ⊆ . . . and

⋃

n

S∗
n(ϕ∗) = Q× [0, α0].

• A family of injective ordering maps ιn := ιϕ
∗

n : Q \ Sn(ϕ∗) → R for n > 0 and ϕ∗ ∈ NQ×[0,α0]

satisfying (26) such that ιϕ
∗

n depends only on ϕ∗ via ϕ∗ ∩ Sn(ϕ∗). Moreover, we require

(28) ιn(x) < ιn(y) for all x ∈ Sn+1 \ Sn, y ∈ Q \ Sn+1.

To ensure measurability, we extend ιn to a map ι̃n : Q×NQ×[0,α0] → R∪{−∞} by setting ι̃ϕ
∗

n (x) =
−∞ if x ∈ Sn(ϕ∗). We then require that ι̃n : Q×NQ×[0,α0] → R ∪ {−∞}, is measurable.

Let ψ ∈ NQc be the boundary conditions. The disagreement coupling thinning operator T dc

Q,ψ : NQ×[0,α0] →
NQ constructs the thinning of a point pattern ϕ∗ inductively in n by constructing the thinned point pattern
ξn := ξn(ϕ∗) on the set Sn \ Sn−1 as follows:

1. First, apply the standard thinning algorithm TQ,ψ,ι0 on Q and set χ1 := χ1(ϕ∗) := TQ,ψ,ι1(ϕ∗). Let
ξ1 := χ1 ∩ S1.

2. Assume inductively that we have constructed ξi on Si \ Si−1 for i 6 n. The thinning of ϕ∗ on Sn
is ξ1 ∪ . . . ∪ ξn. We next construct the thinning on Sn+1 \ Sn. For this, we add ξ1 ∪ . . . ∪ ξn to
the boundary conditions ψ and apply the standard thinning operator on Q \ Sn with ordering ιn to
obtain χn+1 := χn+1(ϕ∗) := TQ\Sn,ψ∪ξ1∪...∪ξn,ιn(ϕ∗). We set ξn+1 := χn+1 ∩ (Sn+1 \ Sn).

3. Finally, we define T dc

Q,ψ(ϕ∗) :=
⋃

n>1 ξn.

Note that the algorithm corresponds to applying the standard thinning operator, but with the fixed ordering
replaced by an ordering ι̃ that depends on ϕ∗, where ι̃ equals ιϕ

∗
n on Sn+1(ϕ∗) \ Sn(ϕ∗).

To illustrate this abstract framework, we now present a specific example, where we want to construct
a disagreement coupling such that changing the boundary conditions ψ locally in a set B ⊆ Qc does not
change the Gibbs process too much. Before discussing all technical details, we first describe the general
intuition. Loosely speaking, the stopping sets work their way through all the connected components of
Br0/2(ϕ) that intersect Br0/2(B). Afterwards, they proceed through the remaining components of Br0/2(ϕ)
one at a time(note that each component C of Br0/2(ϕ) is enlarged to Br0/2(C) when defining the stopping
sets). Now, we turn to the precise construction.

Example 10. [Cluster-based disagreement coupling]
Define S1 := Br0(B). This is a deterministic set consisting of all points within distance r0 from B. Choose

an ordering map ι0 : Q→ [0, 1) such that ι0(x) < ι0(y) whenever x ∈ S1 and Q \ S1. Suppose Sn is defined.
If Br0(ϕ ∩ Sn) \ Sn 6= ∅, we take Sn+1 := Sn ∪ Br0(ϕ ∩ Sn). Otherwise, let Sn+1 = Sn ∪ Q(−∞,x) where x
is the ι0-smallest point in (Q \ Sn) ∩ ϕ. If no such point exists, we set Sn+1 = Q. To define the ordering
ιn : Q \ Sn → [0, 1), we let

ιn = 1
2 ι01{Br0(ϕ ∩ Sn) \ Sn} + (12 ι0 + 1

2 )1{Q \ (Sn ∪Br0(ϕ ∩ Sn))},
which satisfies (28).

Note that The order in which the components not intersecting Br0/2(B) are visited is determined by the
ι0-smallest point in the cluster.

The advantage of this construction is that whenever Br0(ϕ∩Sn) = Sn, so that we jump to a new cluster,
it means that (ϕ ∩ Sn) ∪ (ψ ∩B) has distance more than r0 from Q \ Sn. Hence, the retention probabilities
(23) used in the remainder of the algorithm are not influenced by (ϕ∩Sn)∪ (ψ∩B). Therefore, the decision
about the thinning of each cluster does not affect the thinning of the following clusters. Moreover, the
boundary points in B, ψ ∩ B, can only influence the thinning of clusters corresponding to components of
Br0/2(ϕ) that intersect Br0/2(B). Changing ψ ∩B, the Gibbs processes agree on all other clusters

The following proposition shows that T dc

Q,ψ(P∗
Q) is indeed a Gibbs process. Note that if the maps ιn are

not injective, but satisfy (26), then T dc

Q,ψ(P∗
Q) is still well defined almost surely.
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Proposition 11 (Correctness of disagreement coupling). Suppose the PI is bounded by α0. Let Q ⊆ R
d be

a bounded Borel set and let ψ ∈ NQc . Furthermore, let P∗
Q ⊆ Q × [0, α0] be a unit-intensity Poisson point

process. Then, T dc

Q,ψ(P∗
Q) has the distribution of the Gibbs process X (Q,ψ). This also holds if the maps ιn

are not injective, but satisfy (26).

The proof is similar to that of [18, Thm. 6.3], except that in [18], S∗
n+1 was determined by P∗

S∗
n
, while we

only require S∗
n+1 to be a stopping set. This only changes the argument in (30) below.

Proof. We start by showing that ξ1 ∪ · · · ∪ ξn ∪ χn+1 ∼ X (Q,ψ) by induction in n, where ∼ means that
the point processes have the same distribution. For n = 0, χ1 = TQ,ψ,ι0(P∗

Q) ∼ X (Q,ψ) by Proposition

8. Assume for induction that it has been shown that ξ1 ∪ · · · ∪ ξn−1 ∪ χn ∼ X (Q,ψ). Taking a bounded
nonnegative function f : NQ → [0,∞), we must show

(29) E[f(ξ1 ∪ · · · ∪ ξn ∪ χn+1)] = E[f(X (Q,ψ))].

Let ι′n−1 be the restriction of ιn−1 to Q \ Sn. Note that by (28), both the maps ιn, ι
′
n−1 : Q \ Sn → R and

ξ1, . . . , ξn are completely determined by P∗
S∗
n
. Thus, conditionally on P∗

S∗
n
,

χn+1 = TQ\Sn,ψ∩ξ1∪···∪ξn,ιn(P∗
Q\S∗

n
) ∼ X (Q \ Sn, ψ ∪ ξ1 ∪ · · · ∪ ξn) ∼ TQ\Sn,ψ∪ξ1∪···∪ξn,ι′n−1

(P∗
Q\S∗

n
)

by definition of χn+1, the property (27) of the stopping set Sn, and Proposition 8. Therefore,

E[f(ξ1 ∪ · · · ∪ ξn ∪ χn+1)] = E[E[f(ξ1 ∪ · · · ∪ ξn ∪ TQ\Sn,ψ∪ξ1∪···∪ξn,ι′n−1
(P∗

Q\S∗
n
))|P∗

S∗
n
]].

Moreover, given P∗
S∗
n
, (28) and (25) implies

(30) ξn ∪ TQ\Sn,ψ∪ξ1∪···∪ξn,ι′n−1
(P∗

Q\S∗
n
) = χn(P∗

Q\S∗
n−1

).

Hence, by the induction assumption,

E[f(ξ1 ∪ · · · ∪ ξn ∪ χn+1)] = E
[

E[f(ξ1 ∪ · · · ∪ ξn−1 ∪ χn)|P∗
S∗
n
]
]

= E[f(X (Q,ψ))].

This shows (29).
To complete the proof, take again a bounded nonnegative function f : NQ → [0,∞). Since P∗

Q is almost

surely finite, there is almost surely a random N > 1 such that T dc
Q,ψ(ϕ∗) := ξ1 ∪· · · ∪ ξn ∪χn+1 for all n > N .

Dominated convergence shows that

E[f(T dc

Q,ψ(P∗
Q))] = E

[

f(
⋃

n>1

ξn)
]

= lim
n→∞

E[f(ξ1 ∪ · · · ∪ ξn ∪ χn+1)] = E[f(X (Q,ψ))],

which proves the theorem. �

The algorithm in Example 10 suffices for most purposes in this paper. However, it has the disadvantage
that Sn+1 \ Sn can be very large, thereby causing issues for deriving the total variation bounds needed for
the later arguments, see Theorem 25. Therefore, we now discuss a refinement where Sn+1 \ Sn contains at
most one point from ϕ and

∣

∣Sn+1 \ Sn
∣

∣ 6
∣

∣Br0
∣

∣.

This is achieved by an algorithm T rad

Q,B,ψ that we refer to as radial coupling. We note that the construction
of this radial coupling below is rather involved. However, for most applications later, we shall not need the
precise specification of the algorithm, but only its main properties. Therefore, we now state them here for
easy reference.

Proposition 12. Suppose the PI is bounded by α0. Let Q ⊆ R
d be bounded Borel and B ⊆ Qc. Furthermore,

let P∗ be a unit-intensity Poisson point process on R
d × [0, α0]. Then, the radial coupling has the property

that if ψ, ψ′ ∈ NQc are locally finite sets differing only on B, then T rad

Q,B,ψ(P∗
Q) and T rad

Q,B,ψ′(P∗
Q) differ only

on the components of Br0/2(PQ) intersecting Br0/2(B). Moreover, each Sn+1 \Sn contains at most one point

from P , and
∣

∣Sn+1 \ Sn
∣

∣ 6
∣

∣Br0
∣

∣.
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Example 13 (Radial coupling). The idea of this algorithm is similar to the one given in Example 10 to go
through the clusters of Br0/2(ϕ) one at a time, but the description is more involved. We start again from
a domain Q, boundary conditions ψ ∈ NQc , and a set B ⊆ Qc where we want to be able to change the
boundary conditions ψ ∩ B. We choose a fixed ordering ι : Q → [0, 1) satisfying (26) and a deterministic
locally finite set D ⊆ Q with the coverage property that Q ⊆ Br0(D). We also fix a total ordering � on D.

The stopping steps Si,j of the algorithm are indexed by a pair of lexicographically ordered integers (i, j),
i = 1, . . . , I, j = 1, . . . , Ni, where I := I(ϕ∗) and Ni := Ni(ϕ

∗). The stopping set Si,j is given at the
beginning of step (i, j) of the algorithm. In this step, we define three auxiliary subsets of Q that depend on
ϕ∗, namely,

(1) vi,j+1 ∈ D ∪ ϕ, a point from which we start (i, j)th step;
(2) Vi,j+1 := (Q \ Si,j) ∩Br0(vi,j+1), a set used for defining ιi,j ;
(3) Zi,j+1 = Si,j+1 \ Si,j ⊆ Vi,j+1, which is used to define the stopping set Si,j+1.

Here and in the following, we use the convention (i, Ni + 1) = (i+ 1, 1) and (i, 0) = (i− 1, Ni).
We initialize the algorithm by S1,1 = ∅. For step (i, j), suppose Si,j has been defined.

(1) We first choose vi,j+1 either as a point in ϕ∩Si,j if Br0(ϕ∩Si,j)∩(Q\Si,j) 6= ∅ or, if Br0(ϕ∩Si,j) ⊆
Si,j , as a point in D. In the latter case, we let j = Ni and hence (i, j + 1) equals (i + 1, 1). The
precise algorithm for choosing vi,j+1 is quite involved, and will be given later.

(2) Having chosen vi,j+1, we set Vi,j+1 := Br0(vi,j+1) ∩ (Q \ Si,j). Define the ordering

ιi,j = 1
2 ι1Vi,j+1 + (12 ι+ 1

2 )1Q\(Si,j∪Vi,j+1).

Note that the set Vi,j+1, and hence also the map ιi,j , is completely determined by ϕ ∩ Si,j .
(3) Now, Zi,j+1 is defined as Zi,j+1 := Vi,j+1 if ϕ ∩ Vi,j+1 = ∅, and otherwise

Zi,j+1 :=
{

x ∈ Vi,j+1 : ιi,j(x) 6 inf ιi,j(ϕ ∩ Vi,j+1)
}

.

Finally, set Si,j+1 := Si,j ∪ Zi,j+1. Then, ιi,j satisfies (28).

The algorithm terminates as soon as Si,j = Q for some i > 1, j > 1. We will see below, that this happens
after finitely many steps.

The regions Zi,j form a partition of Q and satisfy Zi,j ⊆ Vi,j ⊆ Vi :=
⋃Ni

j=1 Vi,j . Moreover, the construction

is such that for each i, Vi ∩ ϕ is either empty or a cluster of Br0/2(ϕ). Thus, the algorithm is exploring one
cluster at a time just like the one in Example 10. Moreover, each Zi,j is constructed to contain at most one
point from ϕ, which we call

xi,j := ϕ ∩ Zi,j .
Note that xi,j may be the empty set. Thus, each cluster is explored (at most) one point at a time. Figure 1
illustrates how the algorithm proceeds.

W
c
i,1

Zi,1vi,1

W
c
i,2

Zi,2vi,2

Figure 1. Illustration of two steps in the exploration algorithm. The solid balls represent Br0/2(ϕ), the blue region

is the already explored region Si,j , and the green region is the currently explored region Zi,j . In the left figure,
a new cluster is explored from a point vi,1 ∈ D (red square). In the right figure, the exploration is continued by
using a point from ϕ as vi,2 (red square).

We now give the precise construction of the points vi,j . In the first step, we let v1,1 be the �-smallest
point in D such that Br0(v1,1)∩Q∩Br0(B) 6= ∅ if such a point exists and otherwise just the smallest point
in D such that Br0(v1,1) ∩Q 6= ∅.
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Next, we explain how to construct vi,j+1 from Si,j . Let

ki,j+1 := inf{k ∈ {1, . . . , j} : (Q \ Si,j) ∩Br0(xi,k) 6= ∅}
be the first index k where Br0(xi,k) is not contained in Si,j (with the convention Br0(∅) = ∅). If ki,j+1 <∞,
we define vi,j+1 := xi,ki,j+1 . Otherwise, if ki,j+1 = ∞, we set Ni := j. In this case, vi,j+1 = vi+1,1. If (Q \
Si,j)∩Br0(B) 6= ∅, we define vi+1,1 as the �-smallest element ofD such thatBr0(vi+1,1)∩(Q\Si,j)∩Br0(B) 6=
∅. Else, if Br0(B) ⊆ Si,j , define vi+1,1 as the smallest element of D such that Br0(vi+1,1) ∩ (Q \ Si,j) 6= ∅).
This construction ensures that we move through the components of Br0/2(ϕ) one at a time, starting with
those intersecting Br0/2(B) so that ψ ∩B affect the thinning only on those components.

To see that the algorithm terminates after a finite number of steps (by which we mean that
∑

i6I Ni <∞),
note that all vi,1 are pairwise distinct points in D. Since D is finite, I < ∞. Moreover, each Ni is finite,
since it is bounded by two times the number of points in the corresponding cluster.

Consider the case when ι is an arbitrary injective ordering and D := δZd, where δ > 0 is sufficiently
small so that Q2δ ⊆ Br0 and hence Br0(D) = R

d. Let ι∞(x) = sup16i6d |xi| for x = (x1, . . . , xd). We order
x, y ∈ D by declaring x < y if ι∞(x) < ι∞(y) or ι∞(x) = ι∞(y) and x is lexicographically smaller than y.
We call the resulting thinning algorithm the radial coupling and denote the corresponding thinning operator
by T rad

Q,B,ψ. When B = Qc, we may simply write T rad
Q,ψ. The order in which the algorithm visits the clusters

of Br0/2(ϕ) is given by the smallest point in D within distance r0 from a point in the cluster.

4.2. Homogeneity and decorrelation via disagreement coupling. The fact that the radial coupling
works on the clusters of the Boolean model Br0/2(P ) allows us to relate the Gibbs process to the percolation
properties of the Boolean model. Since we assume r0 < rc(α0), we already know that the connected compo-
nents of Br0/2(P ) are almost surely all finite. Moreover, we shall heavily rely on the following fundamental

result from continuum percolation known as the sharp phase transition. For Borel sets A,B ⊆ R
d, we let

{A! B} denote the event that there exists a connected component of the Boolean model Br0/2(P ) inter-
secting both Br0/2(A) and Br0/2(B). Then, for r < rc(α0), the connection probabilities P(A ! B) decays
exponentially fast in the distance between A and B.

Proposition 14 (Sharp phase transition, [9]). Let r0 < rc(α0). Then, there are constants cSPT,1, c2 > 0
such that

P
(

o! ∂Bs
)

< cSPT,1 exp(−cSPT,2s).

Proof. See e.g. [9, Theorem 1.4]. �

Proposition 12 immediately has the following corollary, where dist(A,B) = inf{|x − y| | x ∈ A, y ∈ B}
denotes the distance between two Borel sets A,B ⊆ R

d.

Corollary 15 (Disagreement probabilities). Let A ⊆ Q ⊆ R
d be bounded Borel sets, B ⊆ Qc and ψ ∈ NQc .

Then,

sup
ψ′∈NQc

ψ∩Bc=ψ′∩Bc

P
(

T rad

Q,B,ψ(P∗
Q) ∩A 6= T rad

Q,B,ψ′(P∗
Q) ∩ A

)

6 P(A! B) 6 cSPT,1
∣

∣Br0(A)
∣

∣ exp(−cSPT,2dist(A,B)).

Proof. It follows from Proposition 12 that T rad

Q,B,ψ(P∗
Q) and T rad

Q,B,ψ′(P∗
Q) agree on A when Br0/2(B) is not

connected to Br0/2(A). Moreover,

(31) P(A! B) 6 E

[

∑

x∈P∩Br0(A)

1{x!B}
]

6

∫

Br0 (A)

P(x! Bdist(A,B)(x))dx.

�

For the rest of this section, we highlight how the relation between Gibbs processes and the associated
Boolean model provided by disagreement coupling can be used to establish homogeneity and decorrelation
of Gibbs point processes satisfying (7). The homogeneity and decorrelation are captured through the total
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variation distance and the α-mixing coefficient, respectively. Thus, we define the total variation distance
between two random variables X,Y with values in a common measurable space S by

dTV(X,Y ) := sup
f : S→[0,1]

∣

∣E[f(X)] − E[f(Y )]
∣

∣,(32)

where the supremum is taken over all measurable functions f : S → [0, 1] . Moreover, we define the α-mixing
coefficient of two σ-algebras A and B by

α(A,B) := sup
A∈A,B∈B

∣

∣P(A ∩B) − P(A)P(B)
∣

∣.

Corollary 16 (Exponential decay of the total variation distance). Suppose that the PI satisfies condition
(7). For any bounded Borel sets A ⊆ Q ⊆ R

d and B ⊆ Qc, it holds that

sup
ψ,ψ′∈NQc

ψ∩Bc=ψ′∩Bc

dTV
(

X (Q,ψ) ∩A,X (Q,ψ′) ∩ A
)

6 cSPT,1
∣

∣Br0(A)
∣

∣e−cSPT,2dist(A,B).

Proof. We realize X (Q,ψ) and X (Q,ψ′) by disagreement couplings T rad

Q,B,ψ(P∗
Q) and T rad

Q,B,ψ′(P∗
Q), respec-

tively. Since

dTV
(

(X (Q,ψ)) ∩ A,X (Q,ψ′) ∩A
)

6 P
(

T rad

Q,B,ψ(P∗
Q) ∩ A 6= T rad

Q,B,ψ′(P∗
Q) ∩A

)

,

the results follow from Corollary 15. �

From Corollary 16, we can derive useful homogeneity and decorrelation bounds. We note that [3, The-
orem 2] also establishes a decorrelation property via disagreement coupling, where in their case the spatial
dependence is measured via the k-point correlation functions. However, we need α-mixing for our further
arguments, which is why we include the short proof of Proposition 17 below. We also establish a form of
local homogeneity in the sense that for large windows, the local distribution in a neighborhood of any space
point does not depend too much on the position of the point in the window.

Proposition 17 (Spatial decorrelation and local homogeneity). (i) Let s > 0 and A ⊆ Qn be Borel.
Then

α
(

σ
(

X (Qn,∅) ∩ A
)

, σ
(

X (Qn,∅) \Bs(A)
))

6 cSPT,1
∣

∣Br0(A)
∣

∣e−cSPT,2s,

(ii) Let the PI be translation-invariant. Then

sup
x0∈Qn−2

√
n

dTV
(

(X (Qn,∅) − x0) ∩Q√
n,X (Qn,∅) ∩Q√

n

)

6 2cSPT,1 exp(−2cSPT,2
√
n).

Proof. We start with the proof of (i). Let X ′ := X (Qn,∅) ∩ A, X ′′ := X (Qn,∅) \ Bs(A) and Y :=
X (Bs(A),X ′′) ∩ A. We note that for any measurable sets of configurations B1, B2, we have

P(X ′ ∈ B1,X ′′ ∈ B2) = E
[

P(X ′ ∈ B1 | X ′′)1{X ′′ ∈ B2}
]

= P(Y ∈ B1)P(X ′′ ∈ B2) + E

[

(

P(X ′ ∈ B1 | X ′′) − P(Y ∈ B1)
)

1{X ′′ ∈ B2}
]

6 P(Y ∈ B1)P(X ′′ ∈ B2) + sup
ψ∈NQn\Bs(A)

dTV(X (Bs(A),X ′′) ∩ A,X (Bs(A), ψ) ∩ A).

Noting that Y and X ′ have the same distribution, we conclude the proof of part (i) by applying Corollary
16 with Q = Bs(A) and B = Qn \Bs(A).

For the proof of (ii), note that Q2
√
n ⊆ Qn − x0 for every x0 ∈ Qn−2

√
n. Therefore,

dTV
(

(X (Qn,∅) − x0) ∩Q√
n,X (Qn,∅) ∩Q√

n

)

6 2 sup
ψ∈NQc

2
√

n

dTV
(

X (Q2
√
n, ψ) ∩Q√

n,X (Q2
√
n,∅) ∩Q√

n

)

,

where we used that by stationarity, the distribution of (X (Qn,∅)− x0) ∩Q2
√
n is X (Q2

√
n, ψ), when condi-

tioned on (X (Qn,∅) − x0) ∩Qc
2
√
n

= ψ. Hence, the claim follows from Corollary 16. �
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4.3. Radial coupling for infinite-volume Gibbs processes. So far, we have only considered disagree-
ment coupling for Gibbs processes in bounded domains. In this section, we extend disagreement coupling
to the infinite-volume Gibbs process. That is, we show that the radial coupling extends to unbounded do-
mains, constructing the infinite-volume Gibbs process as a thinning of P∗. This construction yields explicit
couplings between Gibbs processes in bounded and unbounded domains via thinning of a common Poisson
process allowing us to quantify the disagreement between these processes. This improves on [18], where
such couplings were only obtained qualitatively via weak convergence. The results allow us to show mixing,
and hence ergodicity, of the infinite-volume Gibbs process, which is crucial for the proof of Theorem 3. For
completeness, we also include proof that the infinite-volume Gibbs process is unique, although we remark
that this result is not new, having appeared in e.g. [8], see also [3] for a proof using disagreement coupling.

The main result of this section, provided by Propositions 18 and 19 below, establishes that the radial
thinning on Qn converges almost surely to the infinite-volume Gibbs process when n ↑ ∞.

Proposition 18 (Convergence of radial couplings). Assume that the PI satisfies (7). Let U ⊆ R
d and

ψ ∈ NUc be locally finite. Then, as n ↑ ∞, the embeddings T rad

Qn∩U,ψ(P∗
Qn

) converge almost surely to a
limiting process on U

T∞
U,ψ(P∗

U ) :=
⋃

n0>1

⋂

n>n0

T rad

Qn∩U,ψ(P∗
Qn∩U )(33)

such that for all bounded Borel sets A ⊆ R
d and n > 1,

P
(

T∞
U,ψ(P∗

U ) ∩A = T rad

Qm∩U,ψ(P∗
Qm∩U ) ∩ A for all m > n

)

6 P(A 6! Qcn−4r0).

If κ is translation-invariant, the process T∞(P∗) := T∞
Rd,∅(P∗) is a stationary and mixing limiting process.

Moreover, T∞
U,ψ(P∗

U ) + x has the same distribution as T∞
U+x,ψ+x(P∗

U+x) for all x ∈ R
d.

We stress that, although T∞(P∗) is stationary when κ is translation-invariant, the radial thinning is not
translation-covariant in the sense that T∞(P∗ + (x, 0)) is generally not the same as T∞(P∗) + x.

Proposition 19 (Uniqueness of infinite-volume Gibbs process). Assume that the PI satisfies (7). The
process T∞(P∗) is the distributionally unique infinite-volume Gibbs process with PI κ.

The rest of this section is devoted to proving Propositions 18 and 19. The key ingredient is the following
almost-sure consistency property of the disagreement coupling in increasing domains.

Lemma 20 (Consistency of the radial thinning). Let A ⊆ R
d be bounded, U ⊆ R

d and ψ ∈ NUc be locally
finite. Then, almost surely on the event {A 6! Qcn−4r0}, we have for all m > n

(34) T rad

Qn∩U,ψ(P∗
Qn

) ∩A = T rad

Qm∩U,ψ(P∗
Qm

) ∩A.
Proof. Let V1, . . . , VK be the regions considered in the radial coupling algorithm on Qm and assume that
V1, . . . , Vk are the ones that start from a point vi,1 /∈ Qn−2r0 . Then, Sk,Nk

= V1 ∪ · · · ∪ Vk is obtained
as the union of Br0(D ∩ Qcn−2r0) ∩ (Qm ∩ U) and all Br0/2(Cl) ∩ (Qm ∩ U), l = 1, . . . , L, where Cl is a
component of Br0/2(PQm∩U ) such that Br0/2(Cl) contains a point in D∩Qcn−2r0 . Similarly, the disagreement

coupling algorithm on Qn first considers the Ṽ1, . . . , Ṽk̃ that start from a point ṽi,1 /∈ Qn−2r0 . Then,

S̃k̃,Nk̃
= Ṽ1 ∪ · · · ∪ Ṽk̃ is obtained as the union of Br0(D ∩Qcn−2r0) ∩ (Qn ∩ U) and all Br0/2(C̃l̃) ∩ (Qn ∩ U)

where C̃l̃ is a component of Br0/2(PQn∩U ) such that Br0/2(C̃l̃), l̃ = 1, . . . , L̃, contains a point in D ∩Qcn−2r0 .

We claim that (Qm∩U)\Sk,Nk
= (Qn∩U)\S̃k̃,Nk̃

, and hence the disagreement coupling algorithm proceeds

the same from steps k and k̃, respectively. On the event {A 6! Qcn−4r0}, A ⊆ Qm \ Sk,Nk
= Qn \ S̃k̃,Nk̃

and

hence (34) follows.

To see that (Qm ∩ U) \ Sk,Nk
= (Qn ∩ U) \ S̃k̃,Nk̃

, it is enough to show

(35) Br0(D ∩Qcn−2r0) ∪
⋃

l

Br0/2(Cl) = Br0(D ∩Qcn−2r0) ∪
⋃

l̃

Br0/2(C̃l̃),
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since Qcm ⊆ Qcn ⊆ Br0(D ∩ Qcn−2r0) by the choice of D. Any component C̃l̃ is contained in one of the
components Cl, which shows one inclusion. Next, consider any component Cl containing a point in D∩Qcn−2r0
within distance r0/2. Then, Cl∩Qn must be contained in a union of some of the components in Br0/2(PQn∩U )

that either contain a point in D ∩ Qcn−2r0 within distance r0/2 themselves or has distance at most r0/2 to
∂Qn. In the latter case, it also contain a point in D∩Qcn−2r0 within distance r0/2, as well as some sets of the
form Br0/2(x) with x ∈ PU∩Qm\Qn

. Sets of the latter form must satisfy Br0(x) ⊆ Qcn−2r0 ⊆ Br0(D∩Qcn−2r0)

by the choice of δ in the definition of D. In total, this shows that Br0/2(Cl) is contained in the right hand
side of (35). �

For the rest of this section, we say that a measurable function f : N → [0, 1] is local if there exists s > 0
such that f(ϕ) = f(ϕ ∩Qs) holds for all ϕ ∈ N. We call Qs a locality region of f .

Proof of Proposition 18. Since r0 < rc is sub-critical, the almost-sure convergence in (33) follows from
Lemma 20.

For the rest of this proof, we write X := T∞(P∗). To prove that X is stationary, we must show E[f(X +
x)] = E[f(X )] for every x ∈ R

d and local f : N → [0, 1]. Since f is local and (33) holds, this is equivalent
to limn↑∞

(

E[f(X (Qn,∅) + x)] − E[f(X (Qn,∅))]
)

= 0. Now, let x ∈ Qn−2
√
n, where n is so large such that√

n > s, where Qs is the locality region of f . Then,

|E[f(X (Qn,∅) + x)] − E[f(X (Qn,∅))]| 6 dTV((X (Qn,∅) + x) ∩Q√
n,X (Qn,∅) ∩Q√

n),

which goes to 0 by part (ii) of Proposition 17, i.e., the spatial homogeneity.
The claim T∞

U,ψ(P∗
U ) + x ∼ T∞

U+x,ψ+x(P∗
U+x) is shown similarly using the straightforward generalization

of part (ii) of Proposition 17 to Gibbs processes with boundary conditions.
It remains to show that X (∞) is mixing, i.e.,

lim
|x|↑∞

E[f(X + x)g(X )] = E[f(X )]E[g(X )]

for every x ∈ R
d and local f, g : N → [0, 1]. Let A ⊆ R

d be a fixed bounded Borel set containing the locality
regions of f and g. Then, setting n(x) = |x|2, Lemma 20 gives that

E
∣

∣[f(X + x)g(X ) − f(X (Qn(x),∅) + x)g(X (Qn(x),∅))]
∣

∣ 6 2P(A ∪ (A+ x) ! ∂Qn(x)−4r0).

for all sufficiently large |x|. As before, since P is sub-critical, the right-hand side tends to 0 as |x| ↑ ∞. Now,
we need to show that

lim
|x|↑∞

(

E
[

f(X (Qn(x),∅) + x)g(X (Qn(x),∅))
]

− E
[

f(X (Qn(x),∅))
]

E
[

g(X (Qn(x),∅))
]

)

= 0.

Invoking Proposition 17 (i), i.e., the spatial decorrelation, concludes the proof of the mixing property. �

We now show the uniqueness result asserted in Proposition 19.

Proof of Proposition 19. We must show that X := T∞(P∗) satisfies the GNZ equations (6) for any f :
R
d ×N → [0, 1] with support in Qs ×N and such that f(x, ϕ) = f(x, ϕ ∩ Qs) for some s > 0. The point

process T rad
Qn,∅

(P∗
Qn

) is a Gibbs point process X (Qn,∅) on Qn with PI κ and hence it satisfies the GNZ

equations (4) for f . Taking limits, we see that also X (∞) satisfies the GNZ equations (6) for f and hence
is an infinite-volume Gibbs point process with PI κ.

Now, let A ⊆ R
d be a bounded Borel set and let X ′ be any infinite-volume Gibbs point processes

with PI κ. Then, to sample X ′ in A, one may first generate a sample ψ from X ′ in Qcn with Qn ⊇ A
and then draw a sample from X ′ ∩ Qn under the boundary condition ψ. By the DLR equations (8), the
conditional distribution of X ′ ∩ Qn given ψ can be represented as T rad

Qn,ψ
(P∗

Qn
). Hence, it suffices to show

that limn↑∞ supψ,ψ′∈NQc
n
P(En(ψ, ψ′)) = 0, where

En(ψ, ψ′) :=
{

T rad

Qn,ψ(P∗
Qn

) ∩ A 6= T rad

Qn,ψ′(P∗
Qn

) ∩ A
}

.

Hence, we conclude by using Corollary 15. �
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Remark 21. While the order on D, and hence the order in which we thin the components of Br0/2(P ), goes
from the outside towards the origin, the proof of Lemma 20 shows that the radial thinning construction
of T∞(P∗) can actually be performed by moving from the origin and outwards by considering a growing
sequence of windows Q1, Q2, . . . After the thinning of Qn, we keep the thinning we had on components of
Br0/2(P ) that do not contain a point in D ∩ Qcn−2r0 within distance r0/2. On Qn+1, we only need to run
the radial thinning until all components containing a point in D ∩ Qcn−2r0 within distance r0/2 have been
considered, since the remaining components will not change. We continue this process for increasing n.

We mention the following corollary, which is immediate from the proof of Lemma 20.

Corollary 22 (Boundary conditions for radial thinning). Let U ⊆ R
d be Borel and ψ, ψ′ ⊆ U c be locally

finite with Qn ∩ ψ = Qn ∩ ψ′. Then, almost surely on the event {A 6! Qcn−4r0},
T∞
U,ψ(P∗) ∩ A = T∞

U,ψ′(P∗) ∩A.
The following proposition, a version of the DLR-equations in unbounded domains, is used in the proof of

Theorem 3.

Proposition 23 (DLR-equations in unbounded domains). Let U ⊆ R
d be Borel. Let X = T∞(P∗) be an

infinite-volume Gibbs process on R
d and let X ′ = (X ∩U c)∪T∞

U,X∩Uc(P̃∗
U ), where P̃∗ is an independent copy

of P∗. Then, X ′ is again an infinite-volume Gibbs process on R
d.

Proof. Let Xn = T rad
Q4n,∅

(P∗
Q4n

). Then, by Proposition 18,

P(X ∩Q2n 6= Xn ∩Q2n) 6 P(Q2n ! Q4n).

Moreover, by Corollary 22,

P(T∞
U,Xn∩Uc(P̃∗

U ) ∩Qn 6= T∞
U,X∩Uc(P̃∗

U ) ∩Qn) 6 P(Qn ! Q2n−2r0) + P(Q2n ! Q4n).

Finally,

P

(

T∞
U,Xn∩Uc(P̃∗

U ) ∩Qn 6= T rad

U∩Q4n,Xn∩Uc(P̃∗
U∩Q4n

) ∩Qn
)

6 P(Qn ! Q4n−2r0).

By the DLR-equations (5), X ′
n = (Xn ∩ U c) ∪ T rad

U∩Q4n,Xn∩Uc(P̃∗
U∩Q4n

) has the distribution of the Gibbs

process X (Q4n,∅). If f : N → [0, 1] is a bounded local function with locality region A, the above shows
that limn→∞ f(X ′

n) = f(X ′). Moreover, Proposition 18 implies that X ′
n ∩A converges to X ∩A in the total

variation distance. Hence, dominated convergence yields

E[f(X ′)] = lim
n→∞

E[f(X ′
n)] = E[f(X )],

which finishes the proof. �

4.4. Disagreement coupling for perturbed PIs. The goal of this section is to control the disagreement
probabilities for Gibbs processes with PIs that differ locally. More precisely, let Q ⊆ R

d be Borel, ψ, ψ′ ⊆ Qc

be locally finite, and κ, κ′ be PIs satisfying the assumption (7). Assume that κ and k′ are small perturbations
of each other, i.e., there is a (usually large) set P ⊆ Q such that for all x ∈ P and µ ∈ N,

(36) κ(x, µ) = κ′(x, µ).

In the following, let X (Q,ψ) and X ′(Q,ψ′) be Gibbs processes with PI κ and κ′ and boundary conditions
ψ, ψ′ ∈ NQc , respectively. Throughout this section, we use a ”prime” to denote quantities associated with
κ′. We know already from Section 4.2 that the total variation distance between these processes on a set
A ⊆ P is small.

Corollary 24 (Total variation distance for different PIs). Suppose that κ, κ′ are PIs satisfying condition (7).
Assume that A ⊆ P ⊆ Q and κ, κ′ satisfy (36). Let ψ, ψ′ ∈ NQc and B ⊆ Qc such that ψ ∩ Bc = ψ′ ∩ Bc.
Then,

(37) dTV(X (Q,ψ) ∩ A 6= X ′(Q,ψ′) ∩A) 6 P(A! B ∪ (Q \ P )).
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Proof. First, consider any realizations X (Q,ψ) \ P = ξ and X ′(Q,ψ′) \ P = ξ′. Extend this over Q′ by
using disagreement couplings T rad

P,B∪(Q\P ),ξ∪ψ(P∗
Q) and T rad

P,B∪(Q\P ),ξ′∪ψ′(P∗
Q), which have the distributions

of X (Q,ψ) ∩ P and X ′(Q,ψ′) ∩ P by the DLR-equation (5). Then,

(38) P(T rad

P,B∪(Q\P ),ξ∪ψ(P∗
Q) ∩ A 6= T rad

P,B∪(Q\P ),ξ′∪ψ′(P∗
Q) ∩ A) 6 P

(

A! B ∪ (Q \ P )
)

.

Hence, (37) follows from Corollary 15 since �

However, in the proof of Theorem 4, we will have a whole family of PIs and we would like to be able
to simultaneously construct the corresponding Gibbs processes and still have control over all the pairwise
disagreement probabilities rather than just the total variation distance. In particular, the set P may depend
on which pair we compare, so the strategy for constructing the Gibbs processes in the proof of Corollary
24 does not work. Moreover, in proof of Theorem 3, we need to control how local changes in boundary
conditions affect the radial thinning in unbounded domains. The theorem below, which is the main result
of this section, allows us to control the disagreement probabilities in these settings. We remark that neither
the theorem nor its proof provides precise information about how the difference between the Gibbs processes
is related to the components of Br0/2.

Theorem 25 (Disagreement probabilities for differing PIs). There is a constant cDP > 0 with the following
property. Let Q ⊆ R

d be bounded Borel and ι : Q → [0, 1) be injective. Suppose that κ, κ′ are PIs satisfying
condition (7) and ψ, ψ′ ∈ NQc and ψ ∩Bc = ψ′ ∩Bc for some B ⊆ Qc. Assume that s > 0 and A ⊆ P ⊆ Q
are such that dist(A, (Qm \ P ) ∪B) > 3s and κ, κ′ satisfy (36). Then,

P
(

T rad

Q,ψ(P∗
Q) ∩ A 6= T

′
rad

Q,ψ′(P∗
Q) ∩ A

)

6 cDP

∣

∣B2s(A)
∣

∣e−cSPT,2s.(39)

As a corollary, we obtain the analogous statement for Gibbs processes in unbounded domains.

Corollary 26. There are cDPP, c
′
DPP

> 0 such that the following holds. Let U ⊆ R
d, A ⊆ P ⊆ U and B ⊆ U c

such that A,B, and U \ P are bounded. Let ψ, ψ′ ∈ NUc be such that ψ ∩ Bc = ψ′ ∩ Bc. Suppose that the
PIs κ, κ′ satisfy (7) and (36). Let s = dist(A, (U \ P ) ∪B). Then,

(40) P(T∞
U,ψ(P∗

U ) ∩ A 6= T∞,′
U,ψ′(P∗

U ) ∩ A) 6 cDPP|B2s/3(A)| exp(−cSPTs).
Moreover, for all n > 1,

P(T∞
U,ψ(P∗

U ) \Qn 6= T∞,′
U,ψ′(P∗

U ) \Qn) 6 c′DPP exp(−cSPTn).

Before giving the proof of Theorem 25, we mention the following result, which will be a corollary of
Lemma 28 below. While not sufficient for the proof of our main theorems, we think the result is of independent
interest. It shows that we do not need to use disagreement coupling to bound the disagreement probabilities
(38). In fact, the standard Poisson embedding has a similar property, at least if the ordering ι is such that
ι(x) < ι(y) whenever x ∈ A and y ∈ Q \ A (we will, however, not be able to make such a choice of ι in the
proof of our main theorems). This is somewhat surprising, since the standard Poisson embedding was not
designed to control the pairwise disagreement.

Corollary 27 (Disagreement probabilities for standard Poisson embedding). Suppose that κ, κ′ are PIs
satisfying condition (7). Assume that A ⊆ P ⊆ Q are such that κ, κ′ satisfy (36). Let ι : Q → [0, 1) be an
injective map such that ι(x) < ι(y) whenever x ∈ A and y ∈ Q \ A. Let ψ, ψ′ ∈ NQc and B ⊆ Qc such that
ψ ∩Bc = ψ′ ∩Bc. Then,

P
(

TQ,ψ(P∗
Q) ∩A 6= TQ,ψ′(P∗

Q) ∩ A
)

6 α0(2 + α0|A|)|A|P
(

A! B ∪ (Q \ P )
)

.

The key to proving Theorem 25 and Corollary 27 is the following lemma which considers the standard
Poisson embedding. In the lemma, we only need to choose the ordering ι locally, which makes the lemma
applicable in the proofs of our main theorems.

Lemma 28 (Disagreement probability of first point). Let A ⊆ P ⊆ Q be bounded Borel, ψ, ψ′ ⊆ Qc be
locally finite, and ι : Q → [0, 1) be injective such that ι(x) < ι(y) whenever x ∈ A and y ∈ Q \ A. Suppose
that κ, κ′ are PIs satisfying (7) and (36). Then,

P(inf ι(TQ,ψ(P∗
Q) ∩A) 6= inf ι(T

′
Q,ψ′(P∗

Q) ∩ A)) 6 (2 + α0|A|) dTV(X (Q,ψ) ∩ A,X ′(Q,ψ′) ∩ A),
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where infι is denotes the smallest point with respect to the ordering 6ι.

Proof. In the following, we write p(x, ψ) := p(x,Q, ψ).

q(x) := P
(

TQ,ψ(P∗
Q) ∩Q(−∞,x) = ∅

)

= P

(

Ui > p(Xi, ψ) for all (Xi, Ui) ∈ P∗
Q(−∞,x)

)

,

denote the probability that all points of P∗
Q before x are rejected in the thinning. Similarly, we define q′(x)

and q∨(x) by replacing p(Xi, ψ) by p′(Xi, ψ
′) and p(Xi, ψ) ∨ p′(Xi, ψ

′), respectively. By construction of the
Poisson embedding, and the multivariate Mecke equation [19, Theorem 4.4], we obtain that the probability
that the first points of TQ,ψ(P∗

Q) and T ′
Q,ψ′(P∗

Q) disagree on A is given by

P
(

inf ι
(

TQ,ψ(P∗
Q) ∩ A

)

6= inf ι
(

T ′
Q,ψ′(P∗

Q) ∩ A
))

=

∫

A

|p(x, ψ) − p′(x, ψ′)|q∨(x) dx

6

∫

A

|p(x, ψ) − p′(x, ψ′)|q(x) dx

6

∫

A

|p(x, ψ)q(x) − p′(x, ψ′)q′(x)| dx +

∫

A

p′(x, ψ′)|q′(x) − q(x)| dx.(41)

Hence, since P(infι(TQ,ψ(P∗
Q) ∩ A) ∈ B) =

∫

A∩B p(x, ψ)q(x)dx, the definition of total variation distance
yields,
∫

A

|p(x, ψ)q(x) − p′(x, ψ′)q′(x)| dx 6 2 sup
B∈Bd

∣

∣P
(

inf ι
(

TQ,ψ(P∗
Q) ∩ A

)

∈ B
)

− P
(

inf ι
(

T ′
Q,ψ′(P∗

Q) ∩ A
)

∈ B
)
∣

∣

6 2dTV
(

TQ,ψ(P∗
Q) ∩A, T ′

Q,ψ′(P∗
Q) ∩ A

)

,

where the first inequality can be seen by letting

B :=

{

{x ∈ A : p(x, ψ)q(x) > p′(x, ψ′)q′(x)}, if P(infι TQ,ψ(P∗
Q) ∈ A) > P

(

infι T
′
Q,ψ′(P∗

Q) ∈ A
)

,

{x ∈ A : p(x, ψ)q(x) < p′(x, ψ′)q′(x)}, if P(infι TQ,ψ(P∗
Q) ∈ A) < P

(

infι T
′
Q,ψ′(P∗

Q) ∈ A
)

.

To bound the second integral in (41), we use that p′(x, ψ′) 6 α0 and obtain
∫

A

p′(x, ψ′)|q′(x) − q(x)| dx 6 α0|A| sup
B∈Bd

∣

∣P
(

TQ,ψ(P∗
Q) ∩ A ∩B = ∅

)

− P
(

T ′
Q,ψ′(P∗

Q) ∩ A ∩B = ∅
)∣

∣

6 α0|A|dTV
(

TQ,ψ(P∗
Q) ∩ A, T ′

Q,ψ′(P∗
Q) ∩ A

)

,

which finishes the proof. �

Before proving Theorem 25, we give the proof of Corollary 27, which is a slightly simpler version of the
proof of Theorem 25.

Proof of Corollary 27. Let y1, . . . , yK be the points in PA and let zi = {yi} ∩ TQ,ψ(P∗
Q) and z′i = {yi} ∩

T ′
Q,ψ′(P∗

Q), i = 1, . . . ,K denote the thinning of these points. Then,

P
(

TQ,ψ(P∗) ∩A 6= TQ,ψ′(P∗) ∩ A
)

=
∑

k>1

P
(

zi = z′i, i < k, zk 6= z′k, k 6 K
)

=
∑

k>1

E
[

1{zi = z′i, i < k}E
[

1{zk 6= z′k, k 6 K} | P∗
Q(−∞,yk−1)

]]

.(42)

In the following, we write Sk := Q(−∞,yk) and S∗
k := Q(−∞,yk) × [0, α0]. Note that by construction of the

standard Poisson embedding,

TQ,ψ(P∗
Q) \ Sk−1 = TQ\Sk−1,{z1,...,zk−1}∪ψ(P∗

Q\Sk−1
),

and the similar statement holds for T ′
Q,ψ′(P∗

Q). Moreover, since S∗
k−1 is a stopping set, conditionally on

P∗
Sk−1

, P∗
Q\Sk−1

has the distribution of a Poisson process on Q∗ \ S∗
k−1. Thus, we are in the situation of

Lemma 28 with Q replaced by Q\Sk−1 and A replaced by A\Sk−1. Therefore, we may bound the conditional
expectation in (42) by

(2 + α0|A|)E
[

dTV
(

X (Q \ Sk−1, {z1, . . . , zk−1} ∪ ψ) ∩A,X ′(Q \ Sk−1, {z′1, . . . , z′k−1} ∪ ψ′) ∩ A
)

| P∗
Sk−1

]

.
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Moreover, on the event {zi = z′i, i < k}, the boundary conditions differ only on B, so the total variation
distance is bounded by P(A \ Sk−1 ! B ∪ Q \ (P ∪ Sk−1)) by Corollary 24. Since the number of terms in
(42) is K = P (A), we obtain the bound on (42)

(2 + α0|A|)P
(

A! B ∪ (Q \ P )
)

E[P (A)] = (2 + α0|A|)α0|A|P
(

A! B ∪ (Q \ P )
)

.

�

Proof of Theorem 25. Throughout this proof, we let X := T rad

Q,ψ(P∗
Q) and X ′ := T

′
rad

Q,ψ′(P∗
Q). The idea is to

bound the disagreement probability of X ∩ A and X ′ ∩ A by considering disagreement on the components
of Br0/2(P ) that intersect A. More precisely, let Vi be as in Example 13. Let Vi1 , Vi2 , . . . , ViM denote the
subsequence of the sets Vi such that the starting point vi,1 ∈ D is contained in Bs(A). We introduce the
events

Es := {A! Bs(A)c}c, Ẽs := {Bs(A) ! B2s(A)c}c, Ēs := Es ∩ Ẽs.
Then, on the event Es, X and X ′ agree on A if they agree on all the Vim . Moreover, on the event Ẽs, all
Vim are contained in B2s(A). From (31), we have

P(Ecs)=P(A! Bs(A)c)6 c1
∣

∣Br0(A)
∣

∣e−cSPT,2s, P(Ẽcs)=P(Bs(A) ! B2s(A)c)6 c1
∣

∣Bs+r0(A)
∣

∣e−cSPT,2s.

Thus, it is enough to work under the events Es and Ẽs.
Recall the definitions of Vi,j and ξi,j from Example 13 and let Xi := X ∩ Vi, X ′

i := X ′ ∩ Vi and Xi,j :=
ξi,1 ∪ · · · ∪ ξi,j , X ′

i,j := ξ′i,1 ∪ · · · ∪ ξ′i,j for j 6 Ni. Then,

P(Ēs,X ∩ A 6= X ′ ∩ A)

=
∑

m>1

P
(

Ẽs, (Xi1 , . . . ,Xim−1) = (X ′
i1 , . . . ,X ′

im−1
),Xim 6= X ′

im ,M > m}
)

=
∑

m>1

E

[

1{(Xi1 , . . . ,Xim−1) = (X ′
i1 , . . . ,X ′

im−1
),M > m}P

(

Ẽs,Xim 6= X ′
im | P∗

Sim−1,Nim−1

)

]

.

We note here that S∗
im−1,Nim−1

is again a stopping set and the event {M > m} is measurable with respect

to P∗
Sim−1,Nim−1

.

We now claim that

P
(

Ẽs,Xim 6= X ′
im | P∗

Sim−1,Nim−1

)

6 c1e
−cSPT,2sE

[

∑

j6Nim

|Vim,j |1{Vim,j ⊆ B2s(A)}
]

,(43)

for some c1 > 0. We first explain how to conclude the proof of the Proposition from (43). Afterwards, we
establish (43).

From (43), we get

P
(

Ēs,X ∩ A 6= X ′ ∩ A
)

6 c1e
−cSPT,2sE

[

∑

m6M

∑

j6Nim

|Vim,j |1{Vim,j ⊆ B2s(A)}
]

.(44)

Next, we bound the double sum in (44) by
∑

m6M

∑

j6Nim

∣

∣Vim ,j
∣

∣

1{Vim,j ⊆ B2s(A)} 6
∑

m6M

∑

j6Nim

∣

∣Vim,j
∣

∣

1{PVim,j
= ∅, Vim,j ⊆ B2s(A)}

+
∑

m6M

∑

j6Nim

∣

∣Vim,j
∣

∣

1{PVim,j
6= ∅, Vim,j ⊆ B2s(A)}.(45)

Note that if PVim,j
= ∅, then Vim,j = Zim,j . Since the Zim,j are disjoint and contained in B2s(A), the

expected value of the first term on the right hand side of (45) is bounded by
∣

∣B2s(A)
∣

∣. For the expected
value of the second term on the right hand side of (45), note that every point in P can only be contained
in one of the sets Zim,j ⊆ Vim,j . Thus the number of terms in the sum is bounded by P(B2s(A)). By
Proposition 12, |Vim,j | 6 |Br0 |. Hence, we conclude that the second term on the right hand side of (45) is
bounded by

|Br0 |E[P (B2s(A))] = |Br0 |α0

∣

∣B2s(A)
∣

∣.
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These estimates show that for some constant c2 > 0, (44) is bounded by

c1(1 + α0

∣

∣Br0
∣

∣)
∣

∣B2s(A)
∣

∣e−cSPT,2s 6 c2
∣

∣B2s(A)
∣

∣e−cSPT,2s.

It remains to prove (43). To that end, note that given P∗
Sim−1,Nim−1

, the processes Xim and X ′
im

are

restrictions of Gibbs processes on Q \ Sim−1,Nim−1 with boundary condition ψ and ψ′, respectively, to Vim
(since Br0(P ∩ Sim−1,Nim−1)∩Q ⊆ Sim−1,Nim−1). Hence, it is enough to consider the case im = 1. Here, we
obtain the bound on (43)

P

(

{V1 ⊆ B2s(A)} ∩
{

X ∩
⋃

j6N1

V1,j 6= X ′ ∩
⋃

j6N1

V1,j

})

6
∑

j>1

P(X1,j−1 = X ′
1,j−1, ξ1,j 6= ξ′1,j , N1 > j, V1,j ⊆ B2s(A))

= E
[

∑

j6N1

1{X1,j−1 = X ′
1,j−1, V1,j ⊆ B2s(A)}P(ξ1,j 6= ξ′1,j | PS1,j−1)

]

,(46)

where {X1,0 = X ′
1,0} is interpreted as trivially satisfied. Here, we have used that both the set V1,j and the

event {N1 > j} are measurable with respect to PS1,j−1
. Since S∗

1,j−1 is a stopping set, conditionally on

P∗
S∗
1,j−1

, we have that ξ1,j is the restriction of a Gibbs process

X̃1,j := TQ\S1,j−1,X1,j−1∪ψ(P∗
Q\S1,j−1

)

and analogously for ξ′1,j . Recalling that ξ1,j is infι1,j (P ∩ V1,j) ∩ X̃1,j (with inf(∅) interpreted as ∅), the

event {ξ1,j 6= ξ′1,j} is contained in the event {infι1,j (X̃1,j ∩ V1,j) 6= infι1,j (X̃ ′
1,j ∩ V1,j)}. Thus, we may apply

Lemma 28 with Q replaced by Q\S1,j−1 and A replaced by V1,j . Since |V1,j | 6
∣

∣Br0
∣

∣, Lemma 28 shows that
the conditional probability in (46) is bounded by

c3dTV
(

X (Q \ S1,j−1,X1,j−1 ∪ ψ) ∩ V1,j ,X ′(Q \ S1,j−1,X ′
1,j−1 ∪ ψ′) ∩ V1,j

)

,(47)

where c3 := 2 + α0

∣

∣Br0
∣

∣. Using here that ψ, ψ′ ⊆ Qc ⊆ P c and that we are on the event {X1,j−1 = X ′
1,j−1},

Corollary 24 with A replaced by V1,j and Q replaced by Q \ S1,j−1 gives the bound P(V1,j ! (Q \ P ) ∪B)
on the total variation distance in (47), which is again bounded by c1

∣

∣Br0(V1,j)
∣

∣e−cSPT,2s, by the argument in
(31) using that s 6 dist(B2s(A), P c) by assumption. Letting c4 := c3c1, we use this finding in (46) to obtain
the asserted bound in (43)

(48) P

(

Es,X ∩ V1 6= X ′ ∩ V1
)

6 c4e
−cSPT,2sE

[

∑

j>1

|V1,j |1{N1 > j, V1,j ⊆ B2s(A)}
]

.

�

Proof of Corollary 26. We may assume that A,B,U \ P ⊆ Qm for some m. From Proposition 18, we have
a c1 > 0 such that

P(T∞
U,ψ(P∗

U ) ∩ A 6= T rad

Qm+m′∩U,ψ(P∗
Qm+m′∩U ) ∩ A) 6 P(Qm ! Qcm+m′−2r0)

6 2c1|Qm+r0 | exp(−cSPT(m+m′)).

A similar statement holds for T∞,′
U,ψ′(P∗

U ). By Theorem 25,

P
(

T∞
Qm+m′∩U,ψ(P∗

Qm+m′∩U ) ∩A 6= T∞,′
Qm+m′∩U,ψ′(P∗

Qm+m′∩U ) ∩ A
)

6 cDP|B2s/3(A)| exp(−cSPTs).
Letting m′ → ∞, we obtain (40).

Still assuming B,U \ P ⊆ Qm, take n > m, and A = Qn+1 \Qn. Then s > n−m and (40) shows that
there must be a c2 > 0 such that

P(T∞
U,ψ(P∗

U ) ∩ (Qn+1 \Qn) 6= T∞,′
U,ψ′(P∗

U ) ∩ (Qn+1 \Qn)) 6 c2 exp(−cSPTn).

Summing these probabilities, we find that

P(T∞
U,ψ(P∗

U ) \Qn 6= T∞,′
U,ψ′(P∗

U ) \Qn) 6 c3 exp(−cSPTn),
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which shows the claim. �

5. Proof of Theorem 3 – CLT under weak stabilization

In this section, we prove Theorem 3, i.e., the CLT for Gibbsian functionals under weak stabilization.
The main idea is to extend the martingale approach that was developed for Poisson point processes in [24,
Theorem 3.1]. A martingale is obtained by conditioning on the point process in an increasing sequence of
windows. The centered functional can then be expressed as a sum of martingale differences. Thus, general
CLT results apply, if these differences can be controlled. Since the martingale differences are essentially
obtained by locally changing the boundary conditions, they can be handled using the disagreement coupling
results from Section 4.

The rest of the section is organized as follows. First, in Section 5.1, we establish a CLT under a general
moment and stabilization condition. Second, in Section 5.2, we prove the main CLT for Gibbs processes
under general conditions. In Section 5.2.1, we discuss when these conditions are satisfied. Finally, in Section
5.2.2, we demonstrate how to show variance positivity in the setting of Betti numbers, thereby completing
the proof of Corollary 6.

5.1. CLT under general conditions. In the following, we let (an) be a sequence such that limn→∞ an =
∞. Let Yan , n ≥ 1, denote a sequence of point processes on R

d. Later in this section, we always consider the
specific choices an = n +

√
n and Yan = X . However, since it causes no additional work, we formulate the

proofs in the general setting. For instance, in other applications, one might want to take Yan = X (Qan , ψn).
For n > 1, we consider functionals Hn(ϕ) defined for any ϕ ∈ N. In the present subsection, we do not
require translation-invariance of Hn and allow Hn to depend on n.

Let Zan be the set of lattice points z ∈ Z
d such that Qz,1 intersects the window Qan . Then, Qan ⊆

⋃

z∈Zan
Qz,1. Order Zan lexicographically as z1, . . . , zkn . Let F0,n be the trivial σ-algebra and Fkn,n =

σ(Yan). Moreover, define

Fi,n := σ

(

Yan ∩
⋃

z∈Zd,z�zi

Qz,1

)

for 0 < i < kn, where � denotes lexicographical ordering on Z
d.

The key observation in the martingale approach is that

Hn(Yan) − E[Hn(Yan)] =
∑

i6kn

∆i,n,

where

∆i,n := ∆zi,n := E[Hn(Yan)|Fi,n] − E[Hn(Yan)|Fi−1,n].

For each n, the E[Hn(Yan)|Fi,n] define a martingale with respect to Fi,n. By orthogonality of martingale
differences, the variance is given by

(49) Var(H(Yan) − E[H(Yan)]) =
∑

16i6kn

E[∆2
i,n].

We impose the following two conditions:

(i) supn>1,z∈Zan
E[∆4

z,n] <∞.

(ii) There exists a stationary ergodic point process Y such that for every z ∈ Z
d, there is a random

variable ∆z = ∆z(Y) such that ∆z,n → ∆z in probability (and hence in L2 due to (i)). The limit
is shift invariant meaning that for any z0 ∈ Z

d, ∆z+z0(Y + z0) = ∆z(Y). The convergence must be
uniform in the sense that

(50) lim
n→∞

sup
z∈Zan−ρ(an)

‖∆z − ∆z,n‖L2 = 0,

where ρ : (0,∞) → R is a function with ρ(x) ∈ o(x) and limx→∞ ρ(x) = ∞.

The proposition below and its proof is an adaption of [24, Thm. 3.1] to general point processes.
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Proposition 29 (CLT for general functionals). Let (an) be a sequence with limn→∞ an = ∞ and Yan a
sequence of point processes on R

d. Under Conditions (i) and (ii),

(51) a−dn Var(Hn(Yan)) → σ2 > 0,

where σ2 = E[∆2
0], and

a−d/2n (Hn(Yan) − E[Hn(Yan)]) → N(0, σ2)

in distribution.

Proof. Since limn→∞ adn/kn = 1, Proposition 29 follows from the martingale CLT of [22] if the following
three conditions are satisfied:

1. supn>1 k
−1
n E

[

maxi6kn ∆2
i,n

]

<∞;

2. k
−1/2
n maxi6kn |∆i,n| → 0 in probability; and

3. k−1
n

∑

i6kn
∆2
i,n → σ2 in L1.

In particular, (51) follows from (49) and 3. The first two conditions follow from Condition (i) exactly as in
[24, proof of Thm. 3.1]. To make our presentation self-contained, we briefly reproduce the argument.

1. Condition (i) implies

sup
n>1

k−1
n E

[

max
i

∆2
i,n

]

6 sup
n
k−1
n

∑

i6kn

E[∆2
i,n] <∞.

2. This follows from Markov’s inequality and (i) because

P
(

k−1/2
n max

i6kn
|∆i,n| > ε

)

6
∑

i6kn

P
(

k−1/2
n |∆i,n| > ε

)

6 kn
maxi6kn E[∆4

i,n]

k2nε
2

,

which tends to 0 as n→ ∞.
3. We start by noting that ∆z is in L2, since ∆z,n converges to ∆z in probability, and (i) implies

uniform integrability.
By Assumption (ii), ∆z(Y)z∈Zd forms a multidimensional ergodic sequence, meaning that the sum

|Zan−ρ(an)|−1
∑

z∈Zan−ρ(an)

∆2
z
L1

−−→ σ2,

see [14, Thm. 10.12]. Moreover, since |Zan−ρ(an)| = adn + o(adn) = kn + o(kn) and ∆z ∈ L2,

(k−1
n − |Zan−ρ(an)|−1)

∑

z∈Zan−ρ(an)

∆2
z
L1

−−→ 0, and k−1
n

∑

z∈Zan\Zan−ρ(an)

∆2
z
L1

−−→ 0.

It remains to show that

k−1
n

∑

z∈Zan

|∆2
z − ∆2

z,n|
L1

−−→ 0.

For this, note that

E
[

|∆2
z − ∆2

z,n|
]

6 E
[

(∆z + ∆z,n)2
]1/2

E
[

(∆z − ∆z,n)2
]1/2

.

The first term is uniformly bounded by (i) and the fact that ∆z ∈ L2. From Assumption (ii) we
have that

k−1
n

∑

z∈Zan−ρ(an)

E
[

(∆z − ∆z,n)2
]

→ 0

as n→ 0. Finally,

k−1
n

∑

z∈Zan\Zan−ρ(an)

E
[

(∆z − ∆z,n)2
]

→ 0,

again by (i) and the fact that ∆z ∈ L2. This shows 3.

�
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5.2. A CLT for translation-invariant functionals of Gibbs point processes. We now return to Gibbs
point processes. The present subsection is devoted to connecting the conditions (i) and (ii) stated in the
general CLT in Proposition 29 with the conditions (9) and (10) from Section 2 in the Gibbs setting. We
consider a functional Hn of the form

(52) Hn(ϕ) = H(ϕ ∩Qn)

where ϕ ∈ N and H is a translation-invariant functional on N0.
Throughout this section we let X = T∞(P∗) denote the infinite-volume Gibbs process on R

d. We define
sets

Vz =
⋃

w�z
Qw,1, Uz =

⋃

w≻z
Qw,1,

where � refers to the lexicographic ordering on Z
d, and define Vz,n := Vz ∩ Qn and Uz,n := Uz ∩ Qn.

Qz

Vz Uz

Figure 2. Illustration of the sets Uz and Lz.

We refer the reader to Figure 2 for an illustration
of these sets.

We aim at proving the following CLT under the
conditions (i) and (10). This will be the most
general version of the CLT. We discuss further
in which situations the conditions are satisfied in
Subsection 5.2.1. In the following, let z ∈ Z

d and
let z− denote the point in Z

d that comes just be-
fore z in the lexicographic order.

Theorem 30 (CLT for translation-invariant func-
tionals). Let X be an infinite-volume Gibbs point
process on R

d with translation-invariant PI satis-
fying (7). Let H be a translation-invariant func-
tional of finite point patterns such that (10) holds.
Let Hn be as in (52). Suppose,

(53) sup
n>1,zi∈Zn+

√
n

E[(E[Hn(X )|Fi,n] − E[Hn(X )|Fi−1,n])4] <∞.

Then, the limit
∆0 = lim

n→∞

(

E[Hn(X )|X ∩ V0] − E[Hn(X )|X ∩ V0− ]
)

exists in L2. Let σ2 := E[∆2
0]. Then, |Qn|−1

Var(Hn(X )) → σ2 and

|Qn|−1/2 (Hn(X ) − E[Hn(X )]) → N(0, σ2).

For the proof, we make the following constructions. Define

ηz := T∞(P∗) ∩ Vz, X ′
z = ηz ∪ T∞,z

Uz,ηz
(P̃∗

Uz
),

where P̃∗ is an independent copy of P∗ and T∞,z denotes the radial coupling centered at z, i.e. T∞,z(ϕ) =
T∞(ϕ− z) + z. Then X ′

z ∼ X by Proposition 23. Note that

E[Hn(X )|ηz− ] = E[Hn(X ′
z−)|ηz− ] = E[Hn(X ′

z−)|ηz ].
Thus, we can write the martingale differences as

∆z,n = E[Hn(X ′
z) | ηz ] − E[Hn(X ′

z−) | ηz− ] = E[Hn(X ′
z) −Hn(X ′

z−) | ηz].
Note that X ′

z and X ′
z− both equal ηz− on Vz− . They are extended from ηz and ηz− on Uz and Uz− , respectively.

Lemma 31 below will allow us to control the disagreement this causes in regions far from z.

Lemma 31. Suppose that the PI satisfies (7). There exists a random variable Nz > 1 with P(Nz > n) 6

c′
DPP

exp(−cSPTn) such that almost surely

X ′
z ∩ (Uz \Qz,Nz) = X ′

z− ∩ (Uz− \Qz,Nz).
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Proof. It is enough to consider the case z = 0. Note that T∞
U0,η0

(P∗
U0

) = T∞,′
U0− ,η0−

(P∗
U0

), where the thinning

operator T∞,′ makes use of the PI

κ′(x, µ) =

{

κ(x, µ ∪ (η0 \ η0−)), x ∈ U0,

0, x ∈ Q0,1.

By Corollary 26,

P
(

T∞
U0− ,η0−

(P∗
U0−

) \Qn 6= T∞,′
U0− ,η0−

(P∗
U0

) \Qn
)

6 c′DPP exp(−cSPTn).

Letting N be the minimal n such that T∞
U0− ,η0−

(P∗
U0−

) \Qn 6= T∞,′
U0− ,η0−

(P∗
U0

) \Qn shows the claim. �

Proof of Theorem 30. We show Condition (i) and (ii) of Proposition 29 with an = n +
√
n, Yan = X and

ρ(an) = 2
√
n. Assumption (53) immediately implies (i). It remains to show (ii). Fix z ∈ Z

d. By Lemma 31,
there is a.s. an Nz such that X ′

z \Qz,Nz = X ′
z− \Qz,Nz . Hence,

H(X ′
z) −H(X ′

z−) := lim
n→∞

Hn(X ′
z) −Hn(X ′

z−)

= lim
n→∞

Hn(X ′
z) −Hn(X ′

z \Qz,Nz) −Hn(X ′
z−) +Hn(X ′

z− \Qz,Nz)

exists almost surely by (10). Note that

E[E[H(X ′
z) −H(X ′

z−)|ηz ]4] 6M := sup
n>1,z∈Zd∩Qn

E[∆4
z,n]

by the conditional Fatou’s Lemma.
We now show that

E[Hn(X ′
z) −Hn(X ′

z−) | ηz ] → E[H(X ′
z) −H(X ′

z−) | ηz ] =: ∆z in L2.

First, note that (10) implies that for any z ∈ Z
d, l > 1, and ε > 0, there exists a random variable R(z, l, ε)

such that whenever Qz,R(z,l,ε) ⊆ Qw,m,

|(H(X ) −H(X \Qz,l)) − (H(X ∩Qw,m) −H(X ∩Qw,m \Qz,l))| < ε.

Indeed, otherwise, for z = 0, there would be a wn ∈ Z
d,mn ∈ N with Qn ⊆ Qwn,mn for any n ∈ N, such that

|(H(X ) −H(X \Qz,l)) − (H(X ∩Qwn,mn) −H(X ∩Qwn,mn \Qz,l))| > ε.

Since
⋃

k>1

⋂

n>k Qwn,mn = R
d, this contradicts (10). The claim follows for any other z by stationarity.)

Clearly, the distribution of R(z, l, ε) is independent of z.
Let ε > 0 be given and fix z ∈ Z

d. For l, n ∈ N, we define events

Ez,l := {X ′
z \Qz,l = X ′

z− \Qz,l}, Fz,l,n := {R(z, l, ε) 6
√
n− l − 1}

Choose l such that P(Nz > l) < ε where Nz is the random variable from Lemma 31. Then P(Ez,l) > 1 − ε.
Moreover, let n > l be such that P(Fz,n,l) > 1 − ε. Then, for all m > n, the conditional Jensen inequality
and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality yield

‖E[Hm(X ′
z) −Hm(X ′

z−) | ηz] − E[H(X ′
z) −H(X ′

z−) | ηz ]‖2L2

6 ‖1Ez,l∩Fz,l,n∩Fz−,l,n
((Hm(X ′

z) −Hm(X ′
z−)) − (H(X ′

z) −H(X ′
z−)))‖2L2

+ 4E[∆4
z,m + ∆4

z]
1/2(P(Ecz,l) + P(F cz,l,n) + P(F cz−,l,n))1/2

6 4‖1Fz,n,l
(Hm(X ′

z) −Hm(X ′
z \Qz,l) −H(X ′

z) +H(X ′
z \Qz,l))‖2L2

+ 4‖1Fz−,n,l
(Hm(X ′

z−) −Hm(X ′
z− \Qz,l) −H(X ′

z−) +H(X ′
z− \Qz,l))‖2L2 + 4

√
6M1/2ε1/2

6 8ε2 + 4
√

6M1/2ε1/2

Since the distributions of Nz and R(z, ε, l) are independent of z, the bound is uniform for all z ∈ Qm−√
m.

Since ε was arbitrary, this shows (50). The fact that ∆z+z0(X + z0) = ∆z(X ) follows immediately by
construction, and X was stationary and ergodic by Proposition 18. �

28



5.2.1. More on the conditions of Theorem 30. In this section, we give some conditions under which the
assumptions (10) and (53) in Proposition 30 are satisfied. The first lemma together with Theorem 30
implies Theorem 3.

Lemma 32 (Moment condition). Let X be an infinite-volume Gibbs point process with translation-invariant
PI satisfying (7). Consider a translation-invariant functional H and let Hn be defined as in (52). Then, (9)
implies (53).

Proof of Lemma 32. First consider the case zi−1 = zi−. Write z = zi for simplicity. We may write

(54) Hn(X ′
z) −Hn(X ′

z−) =
∑

m>1

1Az,m(Hn(X ′
z) −Hn(X ′

z−)),

where Az,m is the event {⌈Nz⌉ = m} with Nz as in Lemma 31.Then, on the event Az,m, we have that
X ′
z \Qz,m = X ′

z− \Qz,m and hence

1Az,m(Hn(X ′
z) −Hn(X ′

z−)) = 1Az,m

(

(Hn(X ′
z) −Hn(X ′

z \Qz,m)) − (Hn(X ′
z−) −Hn(X ′

z− \Qz,m))
)

.

By (54) and the conditional Jensen inequality, it is enough to show that

(55) sup
n,z

E

[(

∑

m≥1

1Az,m(Hn(X ′
z) −Hn(X ′

z \Qz,m))
)4]

<∞.

We compute

E

[(

∑

m≥1

1Az,m(Hn(X ′
z) −Hn(X ′

z \Qz,m))
)4]

= E

[

∑

m≥1

1Az,m

(

Hn(X ′
z) −Hn(X ′

z \Qz,m)
)4
]

6
∑

m≥1

P(Az,m)1/5E
[

(Hn(X ′
z) −Hn(X ′

z \Qz,m))5
]4/5

6
∑

m≥1

c′ exp(−c2(m− 1)/5)cMm
pM ,

which is finite. Here, we used that the Az,m are disjoint, the Hölder inequality, the exponential tails of Nz
from Lemma 31, and (9).

For the case zi−1 6= zi−, we note that this implies that zi is at the boundary of Qan . Hence, Vzi \ Vzi−1

is the union of Qzi,1 and a subset of Qcan Define Bn to be the event that Qn 6!Qcan−2−4r0 in P̃ . We now

construct X ′′
zi = T∞

Uzi
,ηzi

(P̃∗
Uzi

) and X ′′
zi−1

= T∞
Uzi−1

,ηzi−1
(P̃∗

Uzi−1
) using radial thinning centered at the origin

(rather than at zi). Then,

∆i,n = E
[

Hn(X ′′
zi) −Hn(X ′′

zi−1
)|ηzi

]

.

On Bn, X ′′
zi ∩Qn = X ′′

zi−1
∩Qn by Lemma 20. Hence, by the conditional Jensen and Hölder inequalities,

E
[

∆4
i,n

]

6 E
[

1Bc
n
(Hn(X ′′

zi) −Hn(X ′′
zi−1

))4
]

6 P(Bcn)1/5
(

E
[

(Hn(X ′′
zi) −Hn(X ′′

zi−1
))5

])4/5

6 24P(Bcn)1/5
(

E
[

Hn(X ′′
zi)

5
]4/5

+ E
[

Hn(X ′′
zi−1

)5
])4/5

.

Applying (9) with Qz,m = Qn, we have

E
[

Hn(X ′′
zi)

5
]

6 cMn
pM .

Hence, there are constants c1, c2 > 0 such that

E
[

∆4
i,n

]

6 C1n
p exp(−C2

√
n),

which is bounded in n, thereby concluding the proof. �

The following proposition gives a deterministic criterion for (9) to be satisfied.
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Lemma 33. Let X be an infinite-volume Gibbs point process with translation-invariant PI satisfying (7).
Consider a translation-invariant functional H and let Hn be defined as in (52). Then, the condition (11)
implies (9).

Proof. Note that

E
[(

Hn(X ) −Hn(X \Qz,m)
)5]

6 cE
[(

∑

x∈X∩Qz,m

exp(cX (BR(x)))
)5]

6 cE
[(

∑

x∈P∩Qz,m

exp(cP (BR(x)))
)5]

.(56)

The first inequality is obtained by adding points in Qn ∩ X ∩ Qz,m to Qn ∩ X \ Qz,m one at a time and
repeatedly use (11). For the second inequality, we realize X as a thinning X = T∞(P ).

Multiplying out
(
∑

x∈P∩Qz,m
exp(cP (BR(x)))

)5
, we get that (56) is a finite linear combination of terms

of the form

E

[

∑

(x1,...,xk)∈(PQz,m )k6=

k
∏

i=1

exp
(

sicP
(

BR(xi)
))

]

6

∫

Qk
m

αk0Ex1,...,xk

[

exp
(

5cP
(

⋃

i

BR(xi)
))]

dx1 . . . dxk

6 C′m5d,

where k 6 5, s1 + · · · + sk = 5 and C′ > 0 is a constant independent of m. Here, (ϕ)k6= denotes the set
of k-tuples of pairwise distinct points in the point pattern ϕ ∈ N and Ex1,...,xk

denotes Palm expectation.
Inserting this in (56) proves the claim. �

The following proposition gives a deterministic criterion for H that ensures that (10) holds.

Lemma 34. Condition (12) implies (10).

Proof. Let l be given. For n sufficiently large, Ql ⊆ Qwn,mn and hence ϕ ∩ Qwn,mn is obtained from
ϕ ∩Qwn,mn \Ql by adding the points of ϕ ∩Ql = {x1, . . . , xk} one add a time. Thus,

H(ϕ ∩Qwn,mn) −H(ϕ ∩ (Qwn,mn \Ql))

=

k
∑

i=1

(H((ϕ ∩ (Qwn,mn \Ql)) ∪ {x1, . . . , xi}) −H((ϕ ∩ (Qwn,mn \Ql)) ∪ {x1, . . . , xi−1}).

For each term, the limit exists by the assumption (12) and translation invariance of H . �

5.2.2. Variance positivity. We now complete the proof of Corollary 6 by showing the positivity of the limiting
variance.

Proof of variance positivity in Corollary 6. In the proofs of Theorem 29 and 30, instead of using unit cubes,
we could have used cubes of the form az + Qa for z ∈ Z and any a > 0. In the following we choose
a > 2s + 2(s ∨ r0). Defining Uz,a, ηz,a and X ′

z,a analogously to Uz, ηz and X ′
z, the limiting variance is

σ2 = a−dE∆2
0,a, where ∆0,a is the L2-limit of

E[Hn(X ′
0,a) −Hn(X ′

0−,a) | η0,a].

Thus, it is enough to show lim infn E[E[Hn(X ′
0,a) −Hn(X ′

0−,a) | η0,a]2] > 0.

For the proof, we construct an auxiliary process X ′′
0,a = η0−,a∪T∞

U0,a,η0−,a
(P̃U0,a). Note that X ′′

0,a depends

only on X via η0−,a and X ′′
0,a ∩Qa = ∅. For a point process Y, we define disjoint events

E1 = {Y ∩Qa = ∅}
E2 = {Y ∩ (Qa \Qa−2(r0∨s)) = ∅, βr,sq (Y ∩Qa−2(r0∨s)) = 1}.
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Both events have positive probabilities when Y is a Poisson process, see [13, Example 1.8]. Then,

E

[

E
[

Hn(X ′
0,a) −Hn(X ′

0−,a) | η0,a
]2
]

> E

[

E
[

(Hn(X ′
0,a) −Hn(X ′

0−,a))(1{X ′
0,a ∈ E1} + 1{X ′

0,a ∈ E2}) | η0,a
]2
]

= E

[

E
[

(Hn(X ′
0,a \Qa) −Hn(X ′

0−,a))1{X ′
0,a ∈ E1}

+ (Hn(X ′
0,a \Qa) −Hn(X ′

0−,a) + 1)1{X ′
0,a ∈ E2} | η0,a

]2
]

= E

[

E
[

Hn(X ′′
0,a) −Hn(X ′

0−,a) | η0,a
]2
1{X ′

0,a ∈ E1}

+ E
[

Hn(X ′′
0,a) −Hn(X ′

0,a) + 1 | η0,a
]2
1{X ′

0,a ∈ E2}
]

.

Here, we used disjointness of E1 and E2, measurability of 1{X ′
0,a ∈ E1} and 1{X ′

0,a ∈ E2} with respect

to η0,a, and the fact that on E1 and E2, X ′
0,a agrees with X ′′

0,a on R
d and R

d \ Qa, respectively. Using the
conditional Jensen inequality and the fact that both X ′′

0,a and X ′
0−,a depend on η0,a only via η0−,a, we obtain

the lower bound

E

[

E
[

Hn(X ′′
0,a) −Hn(X ′

0−,a) | η0−,a
]2
E
[

1{X ′
0,a ∈ E1} | η0−,a

]

+ E
[

Hn(X ′′
0,a) −Hn(X ′

0−,a) + 1 | η0−,a
]2
E
[

1{X ′
0,a ∈ E2} | η0−,a

]

]

> E

[

max
{

E
[

Hn(X ′′
0,a) −Hn(X ′

0−,a) | η0−,a
]2
,
(

E
[

Hn(X ′′
0,a) −Hn(X ′

0−,a) | η0−,a
]

+ 1
)2}

× min
i=1,2

P(X ′
0,a ∈ Ei | η0−,a)

]

> 1
4E

[

min
i=1,2

P(X ′
0,a ∈ Ei | η0−,a)

]

,

where the inequality a1b1 + a2b2 ≥ (a1 ∨ a2) · (b1 ∧ b2) for a1, a2, b1, b2 ≥ 0 was used to obtain the second
inequality, and the third inequality used that x2 ∨ (x+ 1)2 > 1/4 for all x ∈ R.

For P(X ′
0,a ∈ E1 | η0−,a), we have the deterministic lower bound

P(X ′
0,a ∈ E1 | η0−,a) > P(P̃ ∈ E1 | η0−,a) = P(P̃ ∩Qa = ∅).

It thus remains to bound P(X ′
0,a ∈ E2). We have

P(X ′
0,a ∈ E2)

= P(X ′
0,a ∩ (Qa \Qa−2(r0∨s)) = ∅)P(βr,sq (X0,a ∩Qa−2(r0∨s)) = 1 | X0,a ∩ (Qa \Qa−2(r0∨s)) = ∅)

> P(P̃ ∩ (Qa \Qa−2(r0∨s)) = ∅)P(βr,sq (X (Qa−2(r0∨s),∅)) = 1),

where the last inequality used the DLR equations (5). The probability P(βr,sq (X (Qa−2(r0∨s),∅)) = 1) is
non-zero because the corresponding probability for a Poisson process P(βr,sq (P ∩Qa−2(r0∨s)) = 1) is positive
and X (Qa−2(r0∨s),∅) has a positive density with respect to P ∩Qa−2(r0∨s) by the assumption κ > 0. �

6. Proof of Theorem 4 – normal approximation for Gibbsian score sums

Before elaborating on the technical details of the proof of Theorem 4, we first give a broad overview of the
main idea. We consider the general framework for a random measure Ξ on R

d. In the proof of Theorem 4,
this will be applied to the random measure

Ξ := Ξ[X ] :=
∑

x∈X∩Q
g(x,X ) δx,(57)

noting that |Ξ| := Ξ(Rd) = H(X ) is the score sum defined at (13).
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The concept of Palm theory is of central importance for our approach. We recall that a collection of
random measures {Ξx}x∈Rd is a Palm version of Ξ if it satisfies

E

[

∫

Rd

f(x,Ξ) Ξ(dx)
]

=

∫

Rd

E[f(x,Ξx)] Λ(dx)(58)

for all non-negative measurable f , where Λ := E[Ξ] denotes the intensity measure. Moreover, we set σ2 :=
Var(|Ξ|) := Var(Ξ(Rd)). For an introduction to Palm theory and in particular for the definition of Palm
processes with respect to random measures, we refer to [15, Section 6].

Assume that Ξ and its Palm version {Ξx}x∈Rd are defined on the same probability space and let

Yx := |Ξx| − |Ξ|, ∆x :=
Yx
σ

=
|Ξx| − |Ξ|

σ
, x ∈ R

d.(59)

The proof of Theorem 4 relies on the following theorem from [6], which follows by an application of Stein’s
method.

Theorem 35 (Theorem 3.1 in [6]). Let Ξ, {Ξx}x∈Rd, {Yx}x∈Rd, and {∆x}x∈Rd be as in (59). Then,

dK

( |Ξ| − E|Ξ|
σ

,N(0, 1)
)

6 2E1 + 5.5E2 + 5E3 + 10E4 + 7E5

where

E1 :=
1

σ2
E

∣

∣

∣

∫

Rd

(Yx 1{|Yx| 6 σ} − E
[

Yx 1{|Yx| 6 σ}
]

) Λ(dx)
∣

∣

∣
,

E2 :=
1

σ3

∫

Rd

E
[

Y 2
x 1{|Yx| 6 σ}

]

Λ(dx),

E3 :=
1

σ2

∫

Rd

E
[

|Yx|1{|Yx| > σ}
]

Λ(dx),

E4 :=
1

σ2

∫ 1

−1

∫

Rd

∫

Rd

Cov
(

φx(t), φy(t)
)

Λ(dx) Λ(dy) dt,

E5 :=
1

σ

(

∫ 1

−1

∫

Rd

∫

Rd

|t|Cov
(

φx(t), φy(t)
)

Λ(dx) Λ(dy) dt
)1/2

,

where to simplify the notation, we write

φx(t) =

{

1{1 > ∆x > t > 0}, t > 0,

1{−1 6 ∆x < t < 0}, t < 0.

Typically, the most delicate expressions are the terms E1, E4, and E5. This is because, loosely speaking,
those terms encode a bound on the deviation of the difference Yx when averaged over space. In contrast, the
terms E2, E3 only involve moment bounds at individual space points.

To prove of Theorem 4, we will specify the processes Ξ and {Ξx}x∈Rd in Theorem 35 and show that the
terms E1, . . . , E5 can be bounded by the right-hand side asserted in Theorem 4. We write {XΞ

x }x∈Q for a
Palm version of X with respect to Ξ in Q. That is, for all measurable f : X ×N → [0,∞),

E

∫

Q

f(x,X ) Ξ(dx) =

∫

Q

Ef(x,XΞ
x ) Λ(dx).(60)

We note that assumption (14) ensures the σ-finiteness of Λ, and thereby the existence of a Palm version

{XΞ
x }x∈Q, see [14]. Taking f(x,X ) = f̃(x,Ξ[X ]) in (60) shows that {Ξ[XΞ

x ]}x∈Q is a Palm version {Ξx}x∈Q
of Ξ satisfying (58). Lemma 36 below shows that the reduced Palm process of X with respect to Ξ at some
point x ∈ Q is a Gibbs process. This property is used in the proof of Theorem 4 to justify that we can
construct a coupling of Ξ and its Palm version via disagreement coupling.

Lemma 36. For a.a. x ∈ Q, the reduced process X !,Ξ
x := XΞ

x \ {x} is a Gibbs process with PI κx given by

κx(y, ω) := κ(y, ω ∪ {x})
g(x, ω ∪ {x, y})

g(x, ω ∪ {x})
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where 0/0 := 0.

Note that for ‖y− x‖ > R(x, ω), we have that κx(y, ω) = κ(y, ω). This will be the case in our application
of Lemma 36 in the proof of Theorem 4.

Proof. We must verify (6) for X !,Ξ
x . Let f : Rd×N → [0,∞) be measurable. We note that the Palm versions

are only defined uniquely up to a Lebesgue measure zero set of points x ∈ Q. Therefore, it suffices to show
that for all measurable h : Rd → [0,∞),

∫

Q

h(x)E
[

∑

Yi∈X !,Ξ
x

f(Yi,X !,Ξ
x )

]

Λ(dx) =

∫

Q

h(x)

∫

E

[

f(y,X !,Ξ
x ∪ {y})κx(y,X !,Ξ

x )
]

dy Λ(dx).(61)

Here, the right-hand side is, by the definitions of X !,Ξ
x in (60) and of κx(y, ω), given by

E

[

∫

Q

h(x)

∫

Q

f(y, (X \ {x}) ∪ {y})κx(y,X \ {x}) dyΞ(dx)
]

= E

[

∑

Xi∈X
h(Xi)

∫

Q

f(y, (X \ {Xi}) ∪ {y})κ(y,X )g(Xi,X ∪ {y}) dy
]

.

We use Fubini’s theorem and apply (6) to the integral over y to get

E

[

∑

Xi 6=Xj∈X
h(Xi)f(Xj ,X \ {Xi})g(Xi,X )

]

= E

[

∫

Q

h(x)
∑

Xj∈X\{x}
f(y,X \ {x}) Ξ(dx)

]

.

It follows from the definition (60) of X !,Ξ
x that the above coincides with the left-hand side in (61). �

The proof of Theorem 4 is based on the following coupling construction. Let

r := 4s := 4 max{r0, cs log |Q|} with cs := 120 max(c−1
SPT,2, c

−1
es ),

where cSPT,2 > 0 is the constant from Corollary 16 and ces > 0 is introduced in (15). Here, the choice of
the prefactor 120 guarantees that r and s are large enough such that the bounds asserted in Lemma 37 and
Lemma 38 hold. Let X̃ be a Gibbs process with PI κ and let X̃Ξ

x , x ∈ Q, be independent reduced Palm
processes of X with respect to Ξ at x, which is possible by the existence of uncountable product measures,
see [14, Corollary 6.18]. We specify Q+ := B2r(Q), Ψ := X̃ ∩ (Q+)c, Ψx = X̃Ξ

x ∩ ((Q+)c ∪ Bs(x)) and
κ′x(z, ϕ) := κx(z, ϕBs(x)c ∪ (Ψx ∩Bs(x)))1{z ∈ Bs(x)c}, with κx from Lemma 36. Hence, when conditioned

on Ψ and {Ψx}x∈Q, we can carry out the disagreement coupling of X̃ and X̃Ξ
x , i.e.,

X := T rad

Q+,(Q+)c,Ψ(P∗
Q+) ∪ Ψ, XΞ

x :=

{

T rad,x
Q+,(Q+)c,Ψx∩(Q+)c(P∗

Q+) ∪ Ψx if R(x, X̃Ξ
x ) 6 s,

X̃Ξ
x ∪ Ψx if R(x, X̃Ξ

x ) > s,
(62)

where T rad,x denotes radial thinning with respect to κ′x. It is important to note that despite the more
complicated definition, the process XΞ

x has also the correct distribution as a Palm process. This is because
of the DLR equation, which is applied by first conditioning on Ψx, and then sampling the remaining Gibbs
process with one of the two options depending on the value R(x, X̃Ξ

x ). Also note that while in the random
measure Ξ we only sum over points in Q, the dependence through the score functions means that Ξ also
depends on the configuration of X outside Q. Therefore, we use the enlarged window Q+ = B2r(Q) in the
disagreement couplings in (62).

Given Ψx, it follows from Proposition 11 that T rad,x
Q+,(Q+)c,Ψx∩(Q+)c(P∗

Q+) is a Gibbs process on Q+

with PI κ′x and boundary condition Ψx. On the other hand, XΞ
x ∩ Q+ conditioned on Ψx is by (8) also a

Gibbs process on Q+ with PI κ′x and boundary condition Ψx. Since the distribution of a Gibbs process is
unique on compact domains, we conclude that conditionally on Ψx,

T rad,x
Q+,(Q+)c,Ψx∩(Q+)c(P∗

Q+)
d
= X̃Ξ

x ∩Q+x,
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and similarly T rad

Q+,(Q+)c,Ψ(P∗
Q+)

d
= X̃ ∩ Q+ conditionally on Ψ. Therefore, XΞ

x
d
= X̃Ξ

x and similarly X d
= X̃

by the DLR-equations (8). In particular, {XΞ
x }x∈Q is a Palm version of X with respect to Ξ on Q. It follows

that {Ξ[XΞ
x ]}x∈Q is a Palm version of Ξ on Q.

The moment bound provided by the following lemma will be used in the proof of Theorem 4.

Lemma 37 (Moment bound for Yx). Let Q ⊂ R
d be a bounded Borel set. Assume that the PI κ satisfies

(7) and that (14) and (15) hold. For x ∈ Q let Ξ := Ξ[X ] and Ξx := Ξ[XΞ
x ], where X and XΞ

x are given at
(62). For m 6 4 there is some q0 = q0(d, α0, r0, ces, cSPT,2) > 0 such that for |Q| > q0 we have

∫

Q

E[|Yx|m] Λ(dx) 6 cY|Q|sdm,

where cY = cY(d, α0, r0,m, cm) > 0.

Lemma 38 (Covariance bound). Let Q ⊂ R
d be a bounded Borel set. Assume that the PI κ satisfies (7)

and that (14) and (15) hold. Let p > 0 and F : N → [0,∞) be measurable. Furthermore, assume that there
is some q0 = q0(d, α0, r0, ces, cSPT,2, p) > 0 such that F (ϕ) 6 |Q|p#ϕ for |Q| > q0 and ϕ ∈ N. For those Q
we have

∫∫

Q2∩{|x−y|>4r}
Cov(Fx, Fy) Λ2(dx, dy) 6 |Q|−1,

where Fx := F (Xx,r) with Xx,r := Xx ∩Br(x) for any measurable F : N → [0,∞).

Remark 39. The bound in Lemma 38 is not at all sharp but sufficient for our purposes. As the proof reveals,
Lemma 38 also holds if Fx or Fy is replaced by F (X ∩ Br(x)) or F (X ∩ Br(y)), respectively. In this case,
the first step of the proof (where Fz is truncated) can be avoided.

From Lemma 37 we can now directly conclude that

σ3(E2 + E3) 6

∫

Q

E[Y 2
x ] Λ(dx) 6 cY|Q|s2d.

For the remaining error terms, we will apply Lemma 37 and Lemma 38 to deduce that

E1 6 cE1s
2dσ−3|Q|, E4 6 cE4s

2dσ−3|Q|, E5 6 cE5s
2dσ−3|Q|(63)

for some constants cEi = cEi(d, α0, cm) > 0, i = 1, 4, 5. This implies the assertion of Theorem 4 with the
constant cnorm := c2ds (cY + cE1 + cE4 + cE5).

We now proceed with the proofs of the two lemmas and thereafter establish the bounds in (63).

Proof of Lemma 37. Set Ξ> := Ξ − Ξ6, Ξ>x := Ξx − Ξ6
x and X∆XΞ

x := (X \ XΞ
x ) ∪ (XΞ

x \ X ), where

Ξ6
x :=

∑

y∈XΞ
x ∩Q

g(y,XΞ
x )1{R(y,XΞ

x ) 6 s}δy, Ξ6 :=
∑

y∈X∩Q
g(y,X )1{R(y,X ) 6 s}δy.(64)

Furthermore, we also put Ξx,r := Ξ6
x

(

Br(x)
)

. We decompose Yx as
(

|Ξ>x | − |Ξ>|
)

+
(

Ξ6
x (Br(x)) − Ξ6(Br(x))

)

+
(

Ξ6
x (Br(x)c) − Ξ6(Br(x)c)

)

1{X∆XΞ
x 6⊆ B3s(x)}.

From the Hölder inequality applied to both the expectation and the integral with respect to Λ, we get
∫

Q

E[|Yx|m] Λ(dx) 6
∑

(i1,...,i6):
i1+···+i6=m

[

(

∫

Q

E[Ξ6
x

(

Br(x)
)m

] Λ(dx)
)

i1
m
(

∫

Q

E[Ξ6
(

Br(x)
)m

] Λ(dx)
)

i2
m

×
(

∫

Q

E[|Ξ>x |m] Λ(dx)
)

i3
m
(

∫

Q

E[|Ξ>|m] Λ(dx)
)

i4
m

×
(

∫

Q

E[|Ξx|m1{X∆XΞ
x 6⊆ B3s(x)}] Λ(dx)

)

i5
m

×
(

∫

Q

E[|Ξ|m1{X∆XΞ
x 6⊆ B3s(x)}] Λ(dx)

)

i6
m

]

.(65)
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We now bound the six integrals on the right-hand side in (65) separately. For the first integral, we obtain
by an expansion of the mth power and iteratively applying (6),

∫

Q

E
[

Ξ6
x

(

Br(x)
)m]

Λ(dx)

6

∫

Q

E

[(

∑

Xj∈XΞ
x ∩Br(x)

g(Xj ,XΞ
x )

)m]

Λ(dx)

= E

[

∑

Xi∈X∩Q
g(Xi,X )

(

∑

Xj∈X∩Br(Xi)

g(Xj,X )
)m]

=

∫

Q

m
∑

k=0

∑

(i1,...,ik+1):
i1+···+ik+1=m

E

[

κ(x,X ) g(x,X ∪ {x})ik+1+1
∑

(X1,...,Xk)∈(X∩Br(x))k6=

k
∏

j=1

g(Xj,X ∪ {x})ij
]

dx

=

∫

Q

m
∑

k=0

∑

(i1,...,ik+1):
i1+···+ik+1=m

∫

Br(x)k
E

[

κ({x,w},X ) g(x,X ∪ {x,w})ik+1+1
k
∏

j=1

g(wj ,X ∪ {x,w})ij
]

dw dx,(66)

where κ({x,w},X ) := κ(x,X )κ(w1,X ∪{x}) · · ·κ(wk,X ∪{x,w1, . . . , wk−1}) for w = (w1, . . . , wk) ∈ (Rd)k.
Using the moment condition (14), we find that the above is bounded by

|Q|
∑

k6m

∑

(i1,...,ik+1):
i1+···+ik+1=m

αk+1
0 sup

x∈Qk+1

E[g(x1,X ∪ {x})k+1]|Br(x)|k 6 c1|Q|rdm

for some constant c1 = c1(d, α0,m, cm). The same bound can be established for the second integral on the
right-hand side in (65).

For the third integral in (65), we find analogously to above that
∫

Q

E

[∣

∣

∣

∑

Xj∈XΞ
x

g(Xj ,XΞ
x )1{R(Xj,XΞ

x ) > s}
∣

∣

∣

m]

Λ(dx)

6

∫

Q

m
∑

k=0

∑

(i1,...,ik+1):
i1+···+ik+1=m

{

∫

Qk

E

[

κ({x,w},X ) g(x,X ∪ {x,w})ik+1+1

×
k
∏

j=1

g(wj ,X ∪ {x,w})ij1{R(wj,X ∪ {x,w}) > s}
]

dw dx
}

6

m
∑

k=0

∑

(i1,...,ik+1):
i1+···+ik+1=m

{

αk+1
0 |Q|k+1

× sup
x∈Qk+1

E
[

g(xk+1,X ∪ {x})ik+1+1
k
∏

j=1

g(xj ,X ∪ {x})ij1{R(xj ,X ∪ x) > s}
]

}

.

Here, we bound every indicator in the expectation except for the one with j = 1 by 1. Then, we apply the
Hölder inequality with m+ 2 factors (counted with multiplicities). This gives by (14) and (15) the bound

∑

k6m

∑

(i1,...,ik+1):
i1+···+ik+1=m

αk+1
0 |Q|k+1 sup

x∈Qk+1

P(R(x1,X ∪ {x}) > s)
1

m+2 sup
x∈Qk+1

E[g(x1,X ∪ {x})m+2]
m+1
m+2

6 |Q|m+1e−
cess

2(m+2) ,(67)

where the last inequality holds for |Q| large enough. The integral of E[|Ξ>|m] in (65) can be bounded
similarly.
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For the fifth integral in (65), we find from the Hölder inequality the bound

(

∫

Q

E

[

|Ξx|m+1
]

Λ(dx)
)

m
m+1

(

∫

Q

P
(

X∆XΞ
x 6⊆ B3s(x)

)

Λ(dx)
)

1
m+1

.(68)

Now, it follows from the bounded moments condition (14) analogously to the bounds of the terms in (66) that
the first integral is bounded by c2|Q|m+2 for some c2 = c2(α0,m, cm) > 0, whereas we bound the probability
in the second integral by

P(R(x,XΞ
x ) > s) + P

(

X∆XΞ
x 6⊆ B3s(x), R(x,XΞ

x ) 6 s
)

.(69)

By definition of XΞ
x , the Λ-integral of the first probability is given by

E

[

∑

x∈Q
1{R(x,X ) > s}g(x,X )

]

=

∫

Q

E[κ(x,X )1{R(x,X ∪ {x}) > s}g(x,X )] dx

6 α0

∫

Q

P(R(x,X ∪ {x}) > s)1/2E[g(x,X ∪ {x})2]1/2 dx

6 e−cess/4,(70)

where the last inequality holds for |Q| large enough and we have used (7) and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality
in the last line. To treat the second probability in (69), we apply Theorem 25. To that end, we note that
for R(x,XΞ

x ) 6 s we have by the stopping property of R that conditioned on Ψx,0 := Ψx ∩Bs(x),

κ′x(y, ϕ) = κx(y, ϕ) = κ(y, ϕ), y ∈ Q \B2s(x).

Hence, κ and κ′x satisfy assumption (7) and we obtain from Theorem 25 with B := Bs(x) and A = P :=
Q \B3s(x) that

P
(

X∆XΞ
x 6⊆ B3s(x), R(x,XΞ

x ) 6 s
)

6 cDP|Q| exp(−cSPT,2s/3),(71)

where cDP and cSPT,2 are the constants from Theorem 25. The sixth integral in (65) is treated analogously. �

Proof of Lemma 38. For z ∈ {x, y} we set Rz := R(z,Xz) and write

F̃z := F (Xz ∩Br(z))1{Rz 6 s}.

Then,

Cov(Fx, Fy) = Cov(F̃x, F̃y) + Cov(F̃x, Fy1{Ry > s}) + Cov(Fx1{Rx > s}, Fy)(72)

As the steps for the second and the third covariance are similar, we only discuss the second in detail. Here,
using that F is nonnegative, the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality gives the upper bound

E[F 2
x ]1/2E[F 2

y 1{Ry > s}]1/2.(73)

An upper bound for the negative covariance can be derived similarly. By Jensen’s inequality and (7), the
Λ2-integral of (73) is bounded by

Λ(Q)
(

∫∫

E[F 2
x ]E[F 2

y 1{Ry > s}]Λ2(dx, dy)
)

1
2

6 Λ(Q)
(

E

[

∑

x∈X
F (X ∩Br(x))2g(x,X )

]

E

[

∑

y∈X
F (X ∩Br(y))2g(y,X )1{R(y,X ) > s}

])
1
2

.
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We set Nz,r := #((X ∪ {z}) ∩ Br(z)) for z ∈ {x, y}, qy := P(R(y,X ∪ {y}) > s) and find from the GNZ
equation (6), Hölder’s inequality and (15) that the above is for |Q| > q0 bounded by

6 α0|Q|2pΛ(Q)
(

∫∫

E[N2
x,rg(x,X ∪ {x})]E[N2

y,rg(y,X ∪ {y})1{R(y,X ∪ {y}) > s}] dxdy)
)

1
2

6 α0|Q|2pΛ(Q)
(

∫∫

E[N4
x,r]

1
2E[g(x,X ∪ {x})2]

1
2E[N4

y,r]
1
4E[g(y,X ∪ {y})4]

1
4
√
qy dxdy)

)
1
2

6 α0|Q|2pΛ(Q)2 sup
y∈Q

E[g(y,X ∪ {y})4]1/4 sup
y∈Q

E[N4
y,r]

3/8q1/4y .(74)

Here we use (14) and that supy∈Q E[N4
y,r] 6 c1r

4d and thus find that the above is bounded by c2r
3d/2|Q|2(p+1)q

1/4
y ,

where c1 > 0 and c2 > 0 only depend on α0 and cm.
For the first covariance on the right-hand side in (72), we first work conditioned on Ψx and Ψy Then, again,

we want to apply Theorem 25 with A := B2s(z) and P = B2r(x), B = Bs(x) for z = y and P = B2r(y),
B = Bs(y) for z = x. Setting Ψz,0 := Ψz ∩Bs(z), we consider the PI

κ1,z(w,ϕ) := κ(w,ϕBs(z)c ∪ Ψz)1{w ∈ Q+ \Bs(z)},
and the interpolation PI

κ′1(w,ϕ) :=











κ(w,ϕBs(x)c ∪ Ψx,0) w ∈ B2r(x) \Bs(x),

κ(w,ϕBs(y)c ∪ Ψy,0) w ∈ B2r(y) \Bs(y),

0 otherwise.

Then, as before conditioned on Ψx and Ψy, we note that on the event {R(z,Ψz,0) 6 s}, the process XΞ
z is a

Gibbs process on Q+ \Bs(z) with PI κ1,z(w,ϕ) and boundary conditions Ψz,0. Hence, when defining

X ′ := T
′
1rad

Q+,(Q+)c,Ψx,0∪Ψy,0
(P∗

Q+) ∪ Ψx,0 ∪ Ψy,0,

where κ′1 is used in the definition of T
′
1rad, Theorem 25 gives for Sz := {XΞ

z ∩B2s(z) = X ′ ∩B2s(z)} that

P(Scz) 6 cDP|B4s|e−cSPT,2s.(75)

Similarly as before, we bound the first covariance on the right-hand side in (72) by

Cov(F̃x1Sx , F̃y1Sy ) + Cov(F̃x1Sc
x
, F̃y1Sy ) + Cov(F̃x, F̃y1Sc

y
).

Here, we use (75) to bound the last two covariances similarly to (74). Setting F̃ ′
x := F̃ (X ′

x,r) where X ′
x,r :=

X ′ ∩Br(x), the first covariance is further decomposed into

Cov(F̃ ′
x, F̃

′
y) − Cov(F̃ ′

x1Sx , F̃
′
y1Sc

y
) − Cov(F̃ ′

x1Sc
x
, F̃ ′

y1Sy ) − Cov(F̃ ′
x1Sc

x
, F̃ ′

y1Sc
y
).(76)

Note that the computations for the last three covariances are similar to the ones carried out above. Hence,
we only consider the first covariance in detail. It is given by

E
[

Cov(F̃ ′
x, F̃

′
y | Ψx,Ψy)

]

+ Cov
(

E
[

F̃ ′
x | Ψx,Ψy

]

,E
[

F̃ ′
y | Ψx,Ψy

])

.(77)

To bound the first term, we first note that by the tower property of conditional expectation,

Cov(F̃ ′
x, F̃

′
y | Ψx,Ψy) = E

[

F̃ ′
y

(

E
[

F̃ ′
x | Ψx,X ′

y,r

]

− E[F̃ ′
x | Ψx,Ψy]

)

| Ψx,Ψy

]

.

To bound the difference of the expectations in the round brackets, we apply Corollary 16 with A := Br(x)

and the Gibbs process X ′. Using here that F̃ (X ′
x,r) 6 |Q|p#(X ′

x,r) 6 |Q|pP (Br(x)) almost surely, we obtain
∣

∣E
[

F̃ ′
x | Ψx,X ′

y,r

]

− E[F̃ ′
x | Ψx,Ψy]

∣

∣

6 |Q|pE
[

P (Br(x))dTV
(

L(X ′
x,r| Ψx,X ′

y,r),L(X ′
x,r| Ψx,Ψy)

)]

6 |Q|pcSPT,1|Br+r0(x)|e−2cSPT,2sE[P (Br(x))] 6 c3cSPT,1e
−cSPT,2sr2d|Q|p.
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In particular, Cov(F̃ ′
x, F̃

′
y | Ψx,Ψy) 6 c4cSPT,1e

−cSPT,2sr3d|Q|2p for some c3 = c3(α0, r0, d) > 0 and c4 =
c4(α0, r0, d) > 0. We split the second term from (77) into

Cov
(

E
[

F̃ ′
x | Ψx

]

,E
[

F̃ ′
y | Ψy

])

+ Cov
(

E
[

F̃ ′
x | Ψx,Ψy

]

− E
[

F̃ ′
x | Ψx

]

,E
[

F̃ ′
y | Ψy

])

+ Cov
(

E
[

F̃ ′
x | Ψx,Ψy

]

,E
[

F̃ ′
y | Ψx,Ψy

]

− E
[

F̃ ′
y | Ψy

])

.(78)

Due to the independence of Ψx and Ψy, the first covariance vanishes. The second and the third covariances

can be treated very similarly, so we only consider the second one. Here, we use that F̃ (X ′
x,r) 6 |Q|p#(X ′

x,r) 6
|Q|pP (Br(x)) and obtain the bound

E
[(

E
[

F̃ ′
x | Ψx,Ψy

]

− E
[

F̃ ′
x | Ψx

])2]1/2
E
[

(F̃ ′
y)2

]1/2

6 |Q|2pE
[

P (Br(x))2dTV
(

L(X ′
x,r | Ψx,Ψy),L(X ′

x,r | Ψx)
)]1/2

E[P (Br(x))2]1/2.

By Corollary 16, the total variation distance is bounded by cSPT,1|Br+r0(x)|e−2cSPT,2s uniformly in Ψy.
Therefore, we obtain the bound c5cSPT,1|Q|2pr4de−2cSPT,2s for some c5 = c5(α0, r0). �

Proof of Theorem 4. It remains to establish the bounds from (63).

E1. First, we have that

σ4E2
1 6 E

[(

∫

Q

(Yx 1{|Yx| 6 σ} − E
[

Yx 1{|Yx| 6 σ}
]

) Λ(dx)
)2]

=

∫∫

Q2

Cov(Yx1{|Yx| 6 σ}, Yy1{|Yy| 6 σ}) Λ(dx)Λ(dy).(79)

It suffices to show that the right-hand side is bounded by cYσ
−2|Q|2r4d. We write Y 6

x := Yx1{|Yx| 6 σ}
and Y >x := Yx1{|Yx| > σ}, x ∈ R

d, and reformulate the covariance in (79) by

Cov(Yx, Yy) − Cov(Y 6
x , Y

>
y ) − Cov(Y >x , Yy).(80)

The second and third covariances can be treated similarly. Hence, we only discuss the integral over the first
and the second covariance. Here, we use the Hölder inequality to bound the covariance in the second integral
by

Cov(Y 6
x , Y

>
y ) 6 E[|Y 6

x − EY 6
x |4]1/4E

[(

(|Y >y − EY >y |)1/3
)4]3/4

6 E[(|Y 6
x | + |EY 6

x |)4]1/4E
[(

|Y >y |1/3 + |EY >y |1/3
)4]3/4

.

Now, we evaluate the fourth powers under the expectations and apply Jensen’s inequality with the convex
mappings z 7→ z4 and z 7→ z4/3 to each of the resulting terms. This yields the bound

(16E[|Y 6
x |4])1/4(16E[|Y >y |4/3])3/4 6 16E[Y 4

x ]1/4E[|Y >y |4/3]3/4

6 16E[Y 4
x ]1/4E[Y 4

y ]1/4P(Y 4
y > σ4)1/2.

Hence, bounding the last probability by Markov’s inequality, we find from Lemma 37 and from Jensen’s
inequality applied to the normalized Λ-integrals, that the integral over the second covariance in (80) is
bounded by

16σ−2

∫∫

Q2

E[Y 4
x ]1/4E[Y 4

y ]3/4 Λ(dx)Λ(dy) 6 16Λ(Q)σ−2

∫

Q

E[Y 4
x ] Λ(dx) 6 16α0cYσ

−2|Q|2s4d.

It remains to bound the integral over the first covariance in (80), which we split by
∫

Q2

1{|x− y| 6 4r}Cov(Yx, Yy) Λ(dx)Λ(dy) +

∫

Q

∫

Q\B4r(y)

Cov(Yx, Yy) Λ(dx)Λ(dy).(81)
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Here, the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality gives Cov(Yx, Yy) 6
√

E[Y 2
x ]
√

E[Y 2
y ] 6 E[Y 2

x ] + E[Y 2
y ]. Hence, we can

bound the first integral in (81) using Lemma 37 by

2|B4r(y)|
∫

Q

E[Y 2
x ] Λ(dx) 6 2κd16dcY|Q|s3d.

To deal with the second integral in (81), we set Ξ6
x,r := Ξ6

x

(

Br(x)
)

, and split Yx as

Yx = Y >,∗x + Y 6,in
x + Y 6,out

x :=
(

|Ξ>x | − |Ξ>|
)

+
(

Ξ6
x,r − Ξ6

(

Br(x)
)

+
(

Ξ6
x

(

Br(x)c
)

− Ξ6
(

Br(x)c
)

)

1{X∆XΞ
x 6⊆ B3s(x)},

and bound the second integral in (81) by
∫

Q2

(

Cov(Y >,∗x , Y >,∗y ) + 2Cov(Y >,∗x , Y 6,in
y ) + 2Cov(Y >,∗x , Y 6,out

y ) + Cov(Y 6,out
x , Y 6,out

y )

+ 2Cov(Y 6,out
x , Y 6,in

y )

)

Λ(dx)Λ(dy) +

∫

Q

∫

Q\B4r(y)

Cov(Y 6,in
x , Y 6,in

y ) Λ(dx)Λ(dy).(82)

Now, the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality together with the bounds (67), (68) and (71) in the proof of Lemma
37 give that the first integral is bounded by cY|Q|s4d. For the covariance in the second integral, we rely on
the decomposition

Cov(Y 6,in
x , Y 6,in

y ) = Cov
(

Ξ6
x,r,Ξ

6
y,r

)

− Cov
(

Ξ6
x,r,Ξ

6
(

Br(y)
))

− Cov
(

Ξ6
(

Br(x)
)

,Ξ6
y,r

)

+ Cov
(

Ξ6
(

Br(x)
)

,Ξ6
(

Br(y)
))

.

Since the arguments for the other terms work analogously, we only consider the first term on the right-hand
side. As a first step, we let M := |Q|10 and write

Ξ6
x,r =

∑

w∈Xx

1{w ∈ Br(x)}g(w,Xx)1{R(w,Xx) 6 s, g(w,Xx) 6M}

+
∑

w∈Xx

1{w ∈ Br(x)}g(w,Xx)1{R(w,Xx) 6 s, g(w,Xx) > M} =: Ξ6M
x,r + Ξ>Mx,r .

This gives

Cov
(

Ξ6
x,r,Ξ

6
y,r

)

= Cov
(

Ξ6M
x,r ,Ξ

6M
y,r ) + Cov

(

Ξ6M
x,r ,Ξ

>M
y,r ) + Cov

(

Ξ>Mx,r ,Ξy,r).(83)

The Λ2-integral of the first covariance is by Lemma 38 and Remark 39 bounded by |Q|−1 for |Q| large
enough. The integrated second covariance term is by the Jensen inequality bounded by

∫

Q2

√

Var(Ξ6M
x,r )Var(Ξ>My,r )Λ2(dx, dy) 6 Λ(Q)

√

∫

Q

E
[(

Ξ6M
x,r

)2]
Λ(dx)

∫

Q

E

[

(

Ξ>My,r
)2
]

Λ(dy).(84)

Here we find by a similar computation as in (66) that the first integral is bounded by c1|Q|r2d for some
c1 = c1(d, α0, cm). For the second integral, we obtain similarly to (66) the bound

∫

Q

E

[

(

Ξ>My,r
)2
]

Λ(dy)

6 |Q|
2

∑

k=0

∑

(i1,...,ik+1):
i1+···+ik+1=2

{

αk+1
0 |Br(y)|k

× sup
x∈Qk+1

E

[

g(xk+1,X ∪ {x})ik+1

k
∏

j=1

g(xj ,X ∪ {x})ij1{g(xj,X ∪ {x}) > M}
]}

.

Here, we apply the Hölder inequality and the Markov inequality to the expectations above and obtain
from (14) that the second integral from (84) is bounded by c2r

2d|Q|−3 for some c2 = c2(d, α0, cm). The

39



same bound can be established for the third covariance on the right-hand side in (83). Therefore, for some
c3 = c3(d, α0, cm),

∫

Q

∫

Q\B4r(y)

Cov(Y 6,in
x , Y 6,in

y ) Λ(dx)Λ(dy) 6 c3r
2d.

Since r = 4s and σ2 = Var(Ξ) 6 E[Ξ2] 6 c4|Q| for some c4 = c4(α0, cm), this shows the first bond in (63).

E4. We perform the outer integration in E4 only from 0 to 1. The remaining integral from −1 to 0 is
bounded analogously. We deal separately with the cases |x − y| 6 4r and |x − y| > 4r. First, consider the
case |x− y| 6 4r. By the bound Cov(φx(t), φy(t)) 6 E[φx(t)], (14) and Lemma 37,

σ−2

∫ 1

0

∫

Q

∫

B4r(x)

Cov
(

φx(t), φy(t)) Λ(dy) Λ(dx)dt 6 σ−2

∫ 1

0

∫

Q

Λ(B4r(x))E[φx(t)]Λ(dx)dt

6 cm(4r)dκdσ
−3

∫

Q

E[|Yx|] Λ(dx) 6 c5r
2dσ−3|Q|

for some c5 = c5(d, α0, cm) > 0.
Finally, we consider the case |x − y| > 4r. Writing Ux := {Y >,∗x = Y 6,out

x = 0}, we decompose the
covariance Cov(φx(t), φy(t)) as

Cov(φx(t)1{U cx}, φy(t)) + Cov(φx(t)1{Ux}, φy(t)1{U cy}) + Cov(φx(t)1{Ux}, φy(t)1{Uy}).(85)

Using that

Cov(φx(t)1{U cx}, φy(t)) 6 P(U cx) 6 E

[

∑

y∈XΞ
x

1{R(y,XΞ
x ) > s or X∆XΞ

x 6⊆ B3s(x)}
]

6 E

[

∑

y∈XΞ
x

1{R(y,XΞ
x ) > s}

]

+ E

[

∑

y∈XΞ
x

1{X∆XΞ
x 6⊆ B3s(x)}

]

,

we find analogously to the bounds of the third and fifth term in (65) with g ≡ 1 that
∫ 1

0

∫

Q

∫

Q\B4r(y)

|Cov(φx(t)1{U cn}, φy(t))|Λ(dx)Λ(dy)dt 6 c6|Q|s2d.

for some constant c6 = c6(d, α0, cm) > 0. A similar estimate holds for the second covariance term. Finally,
we use that on Ux it holds that ∆x = ∆6

x := (|Ξ6
x | − |Ξ6|)/σ, and hence

φx(t) = φ6x (t) =

{

1{1 > ∆6
x > t > 0} t > 0,

1{−1 6 ∆6
x < t < 0} t < 0,

and decompose the third covariance as

Cov(φ6x (t), φ6y (t)) − Cov(φ6x (t)1{U cx}, φ6y (t)1{Uy}) − Cov(φ6x (t), φ6y (t)1{U cy}).

Here, the first term is by Lemma 38 with p = 0 for |Q| large enough bounded by |Q|−1. Note that this result
indeed applies since (|Ξ6

x | − |Ξ6|)/σ is a function of Xx ∩ Br(x). The second and the third covariances are
bounded similarly to the first and second covariances in (85). This gives the bound on E4 that was asserted
in (63).

E5. The steps are very similar to the arguments for E4. We deal separately with the cases |x− y| 6 4r and
|x− y| > 4r. First, consider the case where |x− y| 6 4r. Then,

∣

∣

∣

∫ 1

0

tCov(φx(t), φy(t))dt
∣

∣

∣
6

∫ 1

0

tE[φx(t)]dt 6 0.5σ−2
E[Y 2

x ].

Therefore, by Lemma 37,

σ2

∫ 1

0

∫

Q

∫

B4r(x)

tCov(φx(t), φy(t)) Λ(dy) Λ(dx)dt 6
1

2

∫

Q

Λ(B4r(x))E[Y 2
x ]Λ(dx) 6 c7|Q|s3d

for some c7 = c7(d, α0, cm), and an analogous calculation holds for t ∈ [−1, 0].
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Hence, it remains to consider the case where |x − y| > 4r. We use the same bound for Cov(φx(t), φy(t))
as in the case E4. Since σ2 6 c4|Q|, the asserted bound on E5 follows. �

Appendix A. Relation to Gibbs processes obtained from perfect simulation

There is a substantial literature available [7, 27, 32] on limit theorems for a class of Gibbs point processes,
usually denoted Ψ∗ and satisfying the additional condition [27, (3.7)], obtained from a perfect simulation
technique originally suggested in [11]. A precise definition of Ψ∗ is given in [27]. Whenever we speak of the
class Ψ∗ below, it is implicitly assumed that [27, (3.7)] holds. As observed in Section 2.1, for finite-range
Gibbs processes, our Assumption (7) is more general than the class Ψ∗.

The key achievement of [7] is to provide a quantitative CLT with respect to the Wasserstein distance
for point processes that are not necessarily of Gibbsian type. The main assumption here is the exponential
decay of dependence (EDD). In [7, Section 3.1], it is explained that the Gibbs point processes in Ψ∗ are
EDD. Although not stated explicitly, this means that the condition [27, Equation (1.4)] is also assumed. In
Corollary 40 below, we show using disagreement couplings that also the Gibbs processes satisfying Assump-
tion (7) satisfy the EDD, meaning that the results of [7] also apply in this case. To make this precise, for
disjoint bounded Borel sets A,B ⊆ R

d we define the β-mixing coefficient

βA,B(X ) := dTV
(

XA∪B,XA ∪ X ′
B

)

,

where X ′
B is an independent copy of XB. Then, the EDD says that there exists a constant θ0 > 0 with the

following property. Whenever, A,B ⊆ R
d are disjoint bounded Borel sets with dist(A,B) > θ0 log(diam(A)∨

diam(B) ∨ θ0), then

βA,B(X ) 6 θ0(diam(A) ∨ diam(B) ∨ 1)θ0e−dist(A,B)/θ0 .

Corollary 40 (Assumption (7) implies EDD). Let κ be a PI satisfying Assumption (7). Then, the associated
infinite-volume Gibbs process X satisfies the EDD.

Proof. Let X 1 and X 2 be two independent copies of X . Let ψi = X i ∩ A for i = 1, 2. Define X̃ i :=
ψi ∪ T∞

Ac,ψi
(P∗), where P∗ is independent of X 1 and X 2. Then X̃i ∼ X by Proposition 23 and X̃ 2 is

independent of X̃ 1
A = X 1

A. Hence

dTV(XA∪B,XA ∪ X ′
B) = dTV(X̃ 1

A∪B,X 1
A ∪ X̃ 2

B) 6 P(X̃ 1
B 6= X̃ 2

B).

By Corollary 26 (with the roles of A and B switched),

P
(

X̃ 1 ∩B 6= X̃ 2 ∩B | ψ1, ψ2) 6 cDPP|B2dist(A,B)/3(B)| exp(−cSPTdist(A,B)).

This is enough to show the claim since |Bs(B)| 6 c1(2s + diam(B))d 6 c2(sd ∨ diam(B)d) for suitable
c1, c2 > 0. This follows because diam(Bs(B)) 6 diam(B) + 2s. Using that |Bs(B)| 6 |B1(o)|diam(Bs(B))d

concludes the proof. �

As mentioned above, for finite-range interactions, the class of Gibbs processes satisfying Assumption (7)
is larger than Ψ∗. Conversely, our paper requires the interaction range to be finite, whereas Ψ∗ also allows
some infinite-range Gibbs processes. Currently, the exploration algorithm in the proof of Theorem 25 heavily
relies on this finiteness property. Therefore, while an extension of our arguments to infinite ranges does not
seem to be completely inaccessible, it would make the arguments dramatically more complicated so that we
leave it for future work. Taking this into account, it is interesting to discuss to what extent our techniques
can be extended to infinite-range Gibbs processes in Ψ∗. In particular, we consider the key Theorem 25.

Loosely speaking, the idea of the perfect simulation algorithm is that to construct a Gibbs point process
in a Borel set B ⊆ R

d, it is only necessary to know a its ancestor clan AB ⊆ R
d ×R. Since the definition of

the ancestor clan would require us to repeat the entire construction of the perfect simulation scheme, we refer
the reader to [32] for details. However, we shall only use the following property: We denote by diam(AB) the
diameter of the projection of AB ⊆ R

d×R to the R
d component. Then, with high probability, the diameter

diam(AB) is not much larger than that of the set B. More precisely, [27, Equation (3.6)] shows that for all
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Gibbs processes in Ψ∗ satisfying the crucial assumption [27, Equation (3.7)] there exists some cPS > 0 such
that for all r > 1, we have

P
(

diam(AB) > r + diam(B)
)

6 cPS(|B| ∨ 1) exp(−r/cPS).(86)

Equipped with this information, we have the following version of Theorem 25.

Corollary 41. Consider two PIs κ, κ′ from the class Ψ∗. Let A ⊆ P ⊆ Q ⊆ R
d be bounded Borel sets and

ψ, ψ′ ∈ NQc that differ only on B ⊆ Qc. Suppose κ and κ′ satisfy (36). Let X (Q,ψ) and X ′(Q,ψ′) be the
Gibbs processes obtained from the perfect simulation technique using κ and κ′, respectively. Then,

P
(

X (Q,ψ) ∩A 6= X ′(Q,ψ′) ∩ A
)

6 C|Br0(A)| exp(−dist(A,B ∪ (Q \ P ))/C).

Proof of Corollary 15 for perfect-simulation processes. When coupling X (Q,ψ)∩A and X (Q,ψ′)∩A through
the perfect simulation, we see that these two processes differ only if the ancestor clan AA hits the set
(B ∪ (Q \ P )) × R

d. Hence, the coupling characterization of the total variation distance gives that

P
(

X (Q,ψ) ∩ A 6= X ′(Q,ψ′) ∩ A
)

6 P
(

AA ∩ (B ∪ (Q \ P )) × R
d 6= ∅

)

6 P
(

diam(AA) > diam(A) + dist(A,B ∪ (Q \ P )
)

.

Now, for any fixed r0 > 0, we have |A| ∨ 1 6 c1|Br0(A)| for some c1 > 0. Hence, an application of (86)
concludes the proof. �

The results of [27, 32] also required the Gibbs process to be Poisson-like. That is, (i) X is stochastically
dominated by a homogeneous Poisson point process, and (ii) there exists cPL, r1 > 0 such that for all r > r1
and ϕ ∈ NBr(x)c , it holds that

P(XBr(x) = ∅ | XBr(x)c = ϕ) 6 e−cPLr
d

.

We show below that a Gibbs point process X satisfying Assumption 7 is Poisson-like.

Proposition 42 (Assumption (7) implies Poisson-likeness). Consider a PI κ bounded by α0 and having
infy∈Rd κ(y,∅) > 0. Then, the associated infinite-volume Gibbs process X is Poisson-like.

Proof. Part (i) follows immediately from Proposition 19, so we concentrate on part (ii).
We follow the idea of [27, Lemma 3.3] and start by choosing r1 > r0. Then, for some p > 0

sup
ψ∈NBr1 (x)c

P(XBr1(x)
= ∅ | XBr1(x)

c = ψ) 6 1 − P(P(Br1(x)) = 1)

E
[

α
P(Br1 (x))
0

]

∫

Br1−r0(x)

κ(y,∅)dy 6 p < 1,

where we used ZBr1 (x)
(ψ) 6 E[α

P(Br1 (x))
0 ]. For r > r1, it is possible to place Ω(rd) disjoint balls of radius r1

inside Br(x). Call them Br1(y1), . . . , Br1(yk(r)). Define events F = {XBr(x)c = ϕ} and Fi = {XBr1(y1)
= ∅}.

Then, by the DLR-equations (8),

P(XBr(x) = ∅ | XBr(x)c = ϕ) 6 P

(

⋂

i

Fi | F
)

6
∏

i

P

(

Fi|F ∪
⋃

j<i

Fj

)

6 pk(r).

The result follows because k(r) is Ω(rd). �

Appendix B. Proof of Proposition 9

Proof. [Proof of Proposition 9] We define a partial ordering 6ι of Rd by x <ι y if ι(x) < ι(y) or x = y. If
λ(ι−1(r)) = 0 for all r ∈ R, then almost surely, ι induces a total ordering on the points of Pd. Moreover, the
window Q(x,∞) = {y ∈ Q | i(x) < i(y)} is again a measurable set. In fact, letting µ ∈ N be locally finite,
(x, µ) 7→ µ∩Q(x,∞) is measurable and hence the thinning probabilities p(x, ψ) are measurable maps. Thus,
using ι for the standard Poisson embedding is well-defined.

We may assume ι(Q) ⊆ (0, 1]. For each n = 1, 2, . . ., we construct an injective measurable map ιn : Q→ R

which provides almost the same ordering as ι. Let ι̃ : Q → (0, 1] be any injective measurable map. For
x ∈ Q, there is a unique m ∈ {0, . . . , 2n−1} such that x ∈ ι−1(m2−n+1 − 2−n,m2−n+1 + 2−n], and we define
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ιn(x) = m+ φ(x) ∈ (m,m+ 1]. Letting Am = ι−1(m2−n+1 − 2−n,m2−n+1 + 2−n], we have that x <ιn y if
either x ∈ Am1 and y ∈ Am2 with m1 < m2, or x, y ∈ Am, and ι̃(x) < ι̃(y).

For each n, the ordering induced by ιn may be used in the Poisson embedding to obtain Xn(Q,ψ) :=
TQ,ψ,ιn(PQ), which we know has the correct distribution X (Q,ψ). We must show three things:

(i) Xn(Q,ψ) converges almost surely to a point process X∞(Q,ψ).
(ii) The limit X∞(Q,ψ) is the same point process TQ,ψ,ι(PQ) we would get if we had used the ordering

ι.
(iii) The limit X∞(Q,ψ) again has the correct distribution X (Q,ψ).

Let Q(−∞,x) = {y ∈ Q | i(y) < i(x)}, Qn(x,∞) = {y ∈ Q | ιn(y) > ιn(x)}, and Qn(−∞,x) = {y ∈ Q | ιn(y) <

ιn(x)}. We claim that for any fixed x ∈ Q,

(87) lim
n→∞

|Q(x,∞)∆Q
n
(x,∞)| = 0, lim

n→∞
|Q(−∞,x)∆Q

n
(−∞,x)| = 0.

Note first that Q(x,∞)∆Q
n
(x,∞) = Q(−∞,x)∆Q

n
(−∞,x). Suppose i(x) ∈ (mn,x2−n+1 − 2−n,mn,x2−n+1 + 2−n].

Then,

Q(x,∞) \Qn(x,∞) ⊆ ι−1(i(x),mn,x2−n+1 + 2−n]

Qn(x,∞) \Q(x,∞) ⊆ ι−1(mn,x2−n+1 − 2−n, i(x)].

In total,

Qn(x,∞)∆Q(x,∞) ⊆ ι−1((mn,x2−n+1 − 2−n,mn,x2−n+1 + 2−n]).(88)

The claim now follows because the sets

ι−1((mn,x2−n+1 − 2−n,mn,x2−n+1 + 2−n])

decrease towards ι−1(ι(x)), which has Lebesgue measure zero by assumption. The claim forQ(−∞,x)∆Q
n
(−∞,x)

is shown similarly.
Now fix (x, ψ) with ψ ∈ NQ(−∞,x)

. By (88), there is an n0 such that also ψ ∈ NQn
(−∞,x)

for n > n0. For

such n, we have

pn(x, ψ) := κ(x, ψ)
E[e−J(µ∩Q

n
(x,∞),ψ+δx)]

E[e
−J(µ∩Qn

(x,∞)
,ψ)

]
→ κ(x, ψ)

E[e−J(µ∩Q(x,∞),ψ+δx)]

E[e−J(µ∩Q(x,∞),ψ)]
= p(x, ψ)

as n→ ∞. Indeed, looking at the denominator first, we have

E

[

e−J(µ∩Q
n
(x,∞),ψ)

]

= E

[

e−J(µ∩Q(x,∞),ψ)
]

+ E

[

e−J(µ∩Q
n
(x,∞),ψ)1µ∩(Q(x,∞)∆Q

n
(x,∞)

) 6=∅

]

− E

[

e−J(µ∩Q(x,∞),ψ)1µ∩(Q(x,∞)∆Q
n
(x,∞)

) 6=∅

]

.

The middle term goes to zero by an application of the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, since the stability

assumption ensures that E[e−2J(µ∩Qn
(x,∞),ψ)] <∞ and from (87) we have that

P (µ ∩ (Q(x,∞)∆Q
n
(x,∞)) 6= ∅) = 1 − e−|Q(x,∞)∆Q

n
(x,∞)|,

which goes to zero when n → ∞. The last term goes to zero by the same reasoning. The numerator is
treated similarly.

We now show (i). For almost all ω, ι and ιn will define the same ordering of PdQ(ω) whenever n > N(ω)

according to (88). Moreover, since the thinning probabilities converge pointwise, for almost all ω there is an
N ′(ω) > N(ω) such that the thinned process does not change whenever n > N ′(ω). We define X∞(Q,ψ)
to be this limiting point process and note that it is a.s. the same as one would have obtained by using the
ordering ι for the thinning, which also shows (ii).

It remains to show (iii), that X∞(Q,ψ) has the correct Gibbs distribution. For this, let f : NQ → R be
a bounded measurable function. Then

|E[f(Xn(Q,ψ))] − E[f(X∞(Q,ψ))]| 6 2|f |∞P (Xn(Q,ψ) 6= X∞(Q,ψ)).
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The right hand side goes to 0 and the left hand side is constant since all Xn(Q,ψ) have the same distribution
X (Q,ψ), so it follows that also X∞(Q,ψ) must have the same distribution. �
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