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LIMIT THEOREMS FOR CRITICAL FACES ABOVE THE VANISHING

THRESHOLD

ZIFU WEI, TAKASHI OWADA, AND D.YOGESHWARAN

Abstract. We investigate convergence of point processes associated with critical faces for a Čech

filtration built over a homogeneous Poisson point process in the d-dimensional flat torus. The

convergence of our point process is established in terms of the M0-topology, when the connecting

radius of a Čech complex decays to 0, so slowly that critical faces are even less likely to occur

than those in the regime of threshold for homological connectivity. We also obtain a series of limit

theorems for positive and negative critical faces, all of which are considerably analogous to those

for critical faces.

1. Introduction

The main objective of this paper is to study geometric and topological configuration of point

processes associated to the spatial distribution of critical faces. We will introduce necessary notions

informally and outline our results. More rigorous definitions and statements are postponed to

Section 2.

Consider the d-dimensional flat torus Td = R
d/Zd (with a periodic boundary), that is equipped

with the toroidal metric

dist(x, y) = min
z∈Zd

‖x− y + z‖, x, y ∈ T
d,

where ‖ · ‖ denotes the Euclidean norm. Given a finite point set X ⊂ R
d, the distance function

dX : Rd → [0,∞), that will be examined in this paper, is defined by

(1.1) dX (x) = min
y∈X

dist(x, y), x ∈ R
d.

Morse theory informs us that the homology of the sub-level set C(X , r) = {x ∈ R
d : dX (x) ≤ r}

changes at critical levels of the distance function. The distance function is not smooth, but it is of

min-type and so critical levels and critical points can be defined; see [10]. In particular, a critical

point of index k ∈ {1, . . . , d} can be generated by a (k+1)-tuple Y ⊂ X . Such a critical point shall

be denoted by c(Y) and a critical value or level by ρ(Y); see Definition 2.2.

This connection with Morse theory has been exploited to study thresholds for vanishing of ho-

mology of C(Pn, r) (see [4, 5, 8, 6, 3]), where Pn is a homogeneous Poisson point process with

intensity n in T
d. To better understand the behaviour of homology above the vanishing threshold,

we investigate point processes of the corresponding critical levels and points.
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We now introduce some notation to outline our results. Since we are working with the torus, we

do not consider sub-level sets for large levels and hence we focus only on (C(Pn, r))r∈[0,Rn], where

Rn is a sequence of positive numbers tending to 0 slowly enough. Given such Rn, we are interested

in the stochastic features of the following point process induced by critical points and values:

(1.2) ηk,n :=
∑

Y⊂Pn, |Y|=k+1

sk,n(Y,Pn) δ(c(Y), nωdρ(Y)d−an),

where δ(x1,x2) is the Dirac measure at (x1, x2) ∈ T
d × (−∞,∞], and sk,n(Y,Pn) is an indicator

function, requiring that Y forms a critical k-face, such that ρ(Y) ≤ Rn. Furthermore, ωd denotes

volume of the d-dimensional unit ball, and an is a properly defined centering sequence. Closely

related to the above point process is the statistics of total number of critical k-faces with large

critical values. Given u ∈ R, let (rn(u))n≥1 be a sequence of positive numbers defined by

(1.3) rn(u) =
(an + u

nωd

)1/d
, n ≥ 1.

Fixing u = u0 and assuming rn(u0) → 0, rn(u0)/Rn → 0 as n → ∞, we also study the behavior of

the statistics

(1.4) Gk,n :=
∑

Y⊂Pn, |Y|=k+1

sk,n(Y,Pn)1
{

ρ(Y) ≥ rn(u0)
}

,

which counts the number of critical k-faces whose critical values are between rn(u0) and Rn. Note

that Gk,n = ηk,n(T
d × [u0,∞)).

In this paper, we put our focus on the dense regime i.e., nrn(u)
d → ∞. Poisson process approxi-

mation for the process ηk,n in the regime

(1.5) an = log n+ (k − 1) log log n+ const,

as well as Poisson convergence for Gk,n in (1.4), were established in Theorem 6.1 of [7] and Theorem

8.1 of [3], respectively. These results were crucial to describing the behaviour of homology at the

vanishing threshold.

We place ourselves above the Poisson regime (1.5), or equivalently, above the vanishing threshold.

More accurately, we are interested in the asymptotics of Gk,n, in the case that

rn(u) → 0, rn(u) ≫
( log n+ (k − 1) log log n

nωd

)1/d
.

Equivalently, we consider the following centering term (an) in (1.2):

(1.6) an − log n− (k − 1) log log n → ∞, an = o(n), n → ∞.

Under this assumption, the process ηk,n converges to the null measure (i.e., the measure that assigns

zeros to all Borel measurable sets in T
d×(−∞,∞]), and Gk,n converges to a degenerate zero random

variable ([8]). Our main results - Theorems 2.3 and 2.5 below - quantify the rate of convergence
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to the null measure and a zero random variable using appropriate notions. More specifically, we

identify a sequence bk,n := nak−1
n e−an → 0 to show that

(1.7)
(

b−1
k,nP(ηk,n ∈ ·), n ≥ 1

)

and

(1.8)
(

b−1
k,nP(Gk,n ∈ ·), n ≥ 1

)

tend to non-degenerate limits as n → ∞, while identifying the limits themselves explicitly. Up to

a constant (dependent on k), the limit in (1.7) is supported on singletons with a product density

independent of k. The topology underlying the convergence of (1.7) is called M0-topology, a

useful notion for dealing with convergence of probability measures defined on a complete and

separable metric space. In recent times, the notion of M0-topology has been used for the study

of geometrically and/or topologically rare events ([17, 12, 18]), as well as regular variation of

point processes and stochastic processes ([14, 15, 9, 21]). For further analyses, we recall that

critical faces can be divided into positive and negative critical faces (see [3]). Loosely speaking,

positive critical k-faces will create a (nontrivial) k-dimensional cycle in the kth homology group

of C(X , r), while negative critical k-faces terminate a (k − 1)-dimensional cycle. According to

Propositions 4.2 and 5.1 in [3], for each 1 ≤ k ≤ d− 2, the vanishing thresholds for critical k-faces,

positive critical k-faces, and negative critical (k+1)-faces all coincide with one another (with high

probability). Extending this further, we can prove that even when the radius (rn(u))n≥1 satisfies

condition (1.6), the functionals of positive critical k-faces and negative critical (k+1)-faces exhibit

asymptotic results similar to those for critical k-faces; see Corollary 2.6 for more details. The

Poisson convergence results for positive and negative critical faces in the regime (1.5) were used to

understand the vanishing threshold for homology in [3]. Similarly, with the equivalence between

positive (resp. negative) critical faces and birth (resp. death) times in persistence diagrams, our

results can be rephrased in terms of the birth and death times within the interval [rn(u), Rn]. In

other words, we can quantify the distribution of ’noisy barcodes’ in the persistence diagram above

the homological connectivity regime.

As a final remark, we point out that in addition to these studies on the vanishing homology,

together with the related Poisson convergence, there have also been a number of attempts at

deducing other types of limit theorems, including the central limit theorems ([4, 5, 22]) and the

large deviation principle in [13], when the radius (rn(u))n≥1 belongs to the sparse regime (i.e.,

nrn(u)
d → 0) or critical regime (i.e., nrn(u)

d → c ∈ (0,∞)).

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. Section 2 gives a precise setup for the

processes ηk,n andGk,n. After that, the convergence results (1.7) and (1.8) will be formally described

in Theorems 2.3 and 2.5. Corollary 2.6 states the convergence results for positive and negative

critical faces. All the proofs are postponed to Section 3. The main machinery in our proof is given

by Theorems 4.1 and 6.1 of [7]; this will help us to show that under the M0-topology, the process

ηk,n can be approximated by some Poisson point process whose intensity measure tends to the null
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measure as n → ∞. We then rely upon the estimates in [3] to approximate the spatial distributions

of positive and negative critical faces by those of critical faces.

2. Setup and main results

To better understand critical faces, it is important to define a Čech complex, which is one of the

most studied geometric complexes (see [11]).

Definition 2.1. Given a point set X = {x1, . . . , xn} ⊂ T
d and r > 0, the Čech complex Č(X , r) is

defined as follows:

• The 0-simplices are the points in X .

• For each m ≥ 1, {xi0 , . . . , xim} ⊂ X forms an m-simplex if
⋂m

j=0Br(xij ) 6= ∅, where

Br(x) := {y ∈ T
d : dist(x, y) ≤ r} is the closed ball of radius r > 0 centered at x.

Intrinsically, the Čech complex possesses inclusion property Č(X , r) ⊂ Č(X , r′) for all r ≤ r′

and thus induces a Čech filtration
(

Č(X , r)
)

r≥0
. To analyze the homology of a Čech filtration, the

authors in [4] employed an approach based on an extension of classical Morse theory (see [10]) to

the min-type distance function dX in (1.1). Then, for each k ∈ {1, . . . , d}, the change in the kth

homology group of a Čech filtration can be characterized by the Morse critical point with index k

of dX .

Definition 2.2. A point c ∈ R
d is said to be a (Morse) critical point of index k if there exists a

subset Y ⊂ X of k + 1 points such that

• the points in Y are in general position, i.e., Y spans a k-dimensional simplex in R
d, so that

there is a unique (k − 1)-dimensional sphere containing Y.
• dX (c) = dist(c, y) for any y ∈ Y and dX (c) < minz∈X\Y dist(c, z).

• c ∈ σ(X ), where σ(X ) denotes an open geometric k-simplex in R
d spanned by X .

Whenever such Y exists, we say that Y forms a critical k-face (or simplex) for which the critical

point is given by c = c(Y). Moreover, denote by ρ(Y) its critical value, i.e., the radius of a ball

spanned by Y centered at c(Y). The 0-dimensional critical points are X itself and hence are not of

interest to us.

Recall that Pn is a homogeneous Poisson point process with intensity n in the d-dimensional flat

torus T
d. Let (an)n≥1 be a sequence satisfying (1.6), and (rn(u))n≥1 be defined as in (1.3). As

mentioned in the Introduction, an extra caution is needed when the Čech filtration is defined on

the torus Td. For example, if the radius r is large enough, the intersection of balls on the torus is

not contractible; hence, the Čech complex Č(Pn, r) will not be homotopy equivalent to the union

of balls
⋃

p∈Pn
Br(p) (see the Nerve Lemma in Theorem 10.7 of [1]). Moreover, when r is large, the

notion of a critical point, as well as its critical value, is not always well-defined on the torus. To

overcome this issue, we follow the convention of the previous studies in [3, 6], and focus only on a

“bounded” filtration (Č(Pn, r))r∈[0,Rn], where Rn satisfies

(2.1) Rn → 0,
rn(u)

Rn
→ 0, n → ∞,

for all u ∈ R. Note that (2.1) implies an/(nR
d
n) → 0 as n → ∞.
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Let k ∈ {1, . . . , d−1} be a positive integer. For a (k+1)-point subset Y ⊂ Pn, which is in general

position, we define

(2.2) sk,n(Y,Pn) := 1{Y forms a critical k-face} × 1{ρ(Y) ≤ Rn},

where ρ(Y) is the critical value defined after Definition 2.2. Next, for u ∈ R, we define

gk,n(Y,Pn;u) := sk,n(Y,Pn)1{ρ(Y) ≥ rn(u)}

= 1{Y forms a critical k-face} × 1

{

ρ(Y) ∈ [rn(u), Rn]
}

.
(2.3)

Using (2.2), the point process of our interest can be formally defined as

(2.4) ηk,n :=
∑

Y⊂Pn, |Y|=k+1

sk,n(Y,Pn) δ(c(Y), nωdρ(Y)d−an).

Notice that ωdρ(Y)
d represents the volume of an open ball in R

d with radius ρ(Y) centered at

c(Y). The process (2.4) is viewed as a random element in the space Mp(Y) of point measures on

Y := T
d × (−∞,∞]. Defining

bk,n := nak−1
n e−an , n ≥ 1,

we consider the sequence of probability measures

(2.5)
(

b−1
k,nP(ηk,n ∈ ·), n ≥ 1

)

.

As described in the Introduction, the convergence of (2.5) has to be treated under the M0-topology.

The formal definition of M0-topology is given as follows. First, let B∅,r denote an open ball

of radius r > 0 centered at the null measure ∅ (in terms of the vague metric). Denote by M0 =

M0(Mp(Y)) the space of Borel measures on Mp(Y), the restriction of which to Mp(Y)\B∅,r is finite

for all r > 0. Moreover, define C0 = C0(Mp(Y)) to be the space of continuous and bounded real-

valued functions on Mp(Y) that vanish in the neighborhood of ∅. Given ξn, ξ ∈ M0, we say that ξn

converges to ξ in the M0-topology, denoted as ξn → ξ in M0, if it holds that
∫

Mp(Y)
g(µ)ξn(dµ) →

∫

Mp(Y)
g(µ)ξ(dµ) for all g ∈ C0. One may refer to [14] for more detailed discussion on M0-topology.

Theorem 2.3. Let 1 ≤ k ≤ d− 1. We have, as n → ∞,

(2.6) b−1
k,nP(ηk,n ∈ ·) → λk, in M0,

where

(2.7) λk(·) = Dk

∫

Y

1{δ(c,u) ∈ ·} e−u dcdu,

with Dk being a positive constant defined specifically at (3.1).

Observe that D−1
k λk is a measure independent of k and concentrated on singletons. For technical

reasons, we are forced to skip the case k = d.

Example 2.4. We consider the centering term

(2.8) an = log n+ (k − 1) log log n+ log log log n.

It is then easy to calculate that bk,n ∼ (log log n)−1 as n → ∞, and by Theorem 2.3,

(2.9) (log log n)P(ηk,n ∈ ·) → λk, in M0.
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Note that (an)n≥1 in (2.8) satisfies condition (1.6), but its growth rate is close to the sequence (1.5)
of the Poisson regime (the difference is at most of order O(log log log n)). As a consequence, the
probability distribution of ηk,n decays only logarithmically.

In contrast, if one takes an = 2 log n, then much fewer number of critical k-faces will be counted
by the process (ηk,n)n≥1. It then follows that bk,n ∼ (2 log n)k−1n−1, and

(2 log n)−(k−1)nP(ηk,n ∈ ·) → λk, in M0.

In this case, the probability distribution of ηk,n decays much faster than (2.9).

In parallel, we also study the asymptotics of the sequence (b−1
k,nP◦G

−1
k,n)n≥1, where Gk,n is formally

defined as follows. For a fixed u0 ∈ R,

(2.10) Gk,n := Gk,n(u0) =
∑

Y⊂Pn, |Y|=k+1

gk,n(Y,Pn;u0),

which counts the number of critical points c(Y) ∈ T
d with index k, such that ρ(Y) ∈ [rn(u0), Rn].

Let E := (0,∞] and M+(E) be the space of Radon measures on E. Define C+
K(E) to be the

collection of non-negative and continuous functions on E with compact support. Given ξn, ξ ∈

M+(E), we say that ξn converges vaguely to ξ, denoted as ξn
v
→ ξ in M+(E), if it holds that

∫

E g(x)ξn(dx) →
∫

E g(x)ξ(dx) for all g ∈ C+
K(E).

Theorem 2.5. Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.3, as n → ∞,

b−1
k,nP(Gk,n ∈ ·)

v
→ Dke

−u0δ1, in M+(E),

where u0 is a fixed real number as at (2.10) and Dk is a positive constant defined at (3.1).

This implies that

b−1
k,nP(Gk,n ≥ 1) → Dke

−u0 .

From the Morse-theoretic analyses on critical faces in [3], a critical k-face either generates a

(nontrivial) k-dimensional cycle in the kth homology group of a Čech filtration or terminates a

(k − 1)-dimensional cycle of the same complex. In the former case, we call such a critical k-face

a positive critical k-face, while the latter one is called a negative critical k-face. For example, a

negative critical 1-face is nothing but an edge in the minimal spanning tree on Pn with weights

being the Euclidean distance. Now, we introduce a series of indicator functions analogous to (2.2)

and (2.3): for a (k + 1)-point subset Y ⊂ Pn, which is in general position,

s+k,n(Y,Pn) := 1{Y forms a positive critical k-face} × 1{ρ(Y) ≤ Rn},

s−k,n(Y,Pn) := 1{Y forms a negative critical k-face} × 1{ρ(Y) ≤ Rn},

and, for u ∈ R,

g±k,n(Y,Pn;u) := s±k,n(Y,Pn)1{ρ(Y) ≥ rn(u)}.

Analogously to (2.4) and (2.10), we define the point processes,

(2.11) η±k,n :=
∑

Y⊂Pn, |Y|=k+1

s±k,n(Y,Pn) δ(c(Y), nωdρ(Y)d−an) ∈ Mp(Y),
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and for a fixed u0 ∈ R,

G±
k,n := G±

k,n(u0) =
∑

Y⊂Pn, |Y|=k+1

g±k,n(Y,Pn;u0).

It was shown in Proposition 4.2 and 5.1 of [3] that if (an) satisfies condition (1.5), then (Gk,n)n≥1,

(G+
k,n)n≥1, and (G−

k+1,n)n≥1 exhibit the same phase transition in terms of the kth homological

connectivity. From this point of view, the results below claim that even under the assumption

(1.6), (G+
k,n)n≥1 and (G−

k+1,n)n≥1 still satisfy the same limit theorem as Theorem 2.5. Moreover,

the processes (η+k,n)n≥1 and (η−k+1,n)n≥1 also satisfy the same limit theorem as Theorem 2.3. For

the latter process, however, we can deduce the corresponding limit result only for the process with

a restricted state space, i.e.,

(2.12) η
(−,r)
k+1,n :=

∑

Y⊂Pn, |Y|=k+2

s−k+1,n(Y,Pn) δnωdρ(Y)d−an ∈ Mp

(

(−∞,∞]
)

,

for which the locational coordinate c(Y) has been removed from (2.11). We conjecture that the

same limit theorem holds even for the process (η−k+1,n)n≥1 as well. However, due to a technical

complication occurring in the application of a series of results in [3], we have decided not to pursue

this direction in the present work.

Corollary 2.6. Recall λk as defined in (2.7).

(i) For 1 ≤ k ≤ d− 1, we have

(2.13) b−1
k,nP(η

+
k,n ∈ ·) → λk, in M0, n → ∞.

(ii) For 1 ≤ k ≤ d− 2, we have

(2.14) b−1
k,nP(η

(−,r)
k+1,n ∈ ·) → λ

(r)
k , in M0, n → ∞,

where λ
(r)
k (·) = Dk

∫

R
1{δu ∈ ·} e−u du, is the restricted version of λk.

(iii) For 1 ≤ k ≤ d− 1, we have

b−1
k,nP(G

+
k,n ∈ ·)

v
→ Dke

−u0δ1, in M+(E), n → ∞.(2.15)

(iv) For 1 ≤ k ≤ d− 2, we have

(2.16) b−1
k,nP(G

−
k+1,n ∈ ·)

v
→ Dke

−u0δ1, in M+(E), n → ∞.

In particular, (2.15) and (2.16) imply that as n → ∞,

b−1
k,nP(G

+
k,n ≥ 1) → Dke

−u0 ,

b−1
k,nP(G

−
k+1,n ≥ 1) → Dke

−u0 .

The proof of the limit theorem for (η+k,n)n≥1 is based on establishing asymptotic equivalence

with (ηk,n)n≥1 by using estimates in [3]. For the case of k = 1, we need estimates from [19].

From this we can deduce convergence of (G+
k,n)n≥1 via the continuous mapping theorem. We then

compare (G+
k,n)n≥1 with (G−

k+1,n)n≥1 again using estimates in [3]. Finally, by using the results for

(G−
k+1,n)n≥1 at many choices of u0’s, we can prove the limit theorem for (η

(−,r)
k+1,n)n≥1.
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3. Proofs

For the proof of Theorem 2.3, we need to recall that the Kantorovich-Rubinstein distance between

the laws of point processes η1 and η2 on Y is defined as

dKR
(

L(η1),L(η2)
)

:= sup
h

∣

∣E[h(η1)]− E[h(η2)]
∣

∣,

where L(ηi) denotes a probability law of ηi, and the supremum is taken over all 1-Lipschitz functions

h : Mp(Y) → R, with respect to the total variation distance on Mp(Y). Recall also that the total

variation distance between two measures µ1 and µ2 on Y is defined as

dTV(µ1, µ2) := sup
A⊂Y

∣

∣µ1(A)− µ2(A)
∣

∣.

In the previous section, we defined the notion of a critical point c(Y), as well as its critical value

ρ(Y), only when Y forms a critical face; see Definition 2.2. In this section, however, one needs to

extend these concepts, even when Y may not form a critical face. Specifically, let Y = {y1, . . . , yk+1}

be a subset of Pn, which is in general position (Y does not necessarily form a critical k-face). Let

E(Y) :=
{

z ∈ T
d : ‖z − y1‖ = · · · = ‖z − yk+1‖

}

be the collection of equidistant points from Y. Since Y is in general position, E(Y) forms a (d−k)-

dimensional affine plane, so that there exists a unique point c(Y) ∈ E(Y) such that ‖c(Y)− y1‖ =

infz∈E(Y) ‖z − y1‖. Moreover, we define ρ(Y) := ‖c(Y) − y1‖.

Before commencing the proof of Theorem 2.3, we define a finite and positive constant

(3.1) Dk :=
(k!)d−k+1

(k + 1)!dωk
d

(

d

k

)

Ωd

ΩkΩd−k

∫

(Sk−1)k+1

hk(θ)Vsimp(θ)
d−k+1 dθ,

where Ωj =
∏j

i=1 ωi (ωi is volume of the i-dimensional unit ball), Sk−1 is the (k − 1)-dimensional

unit sphere, and hk(θ) := 1{c(θ) ∈ σ(θ)} (recall that σ(θ) is an open geometric k-simplex in R
d

spanned by θ). Further, Vsimp(θ) represents the volume of σ(θ).

Throughout this section, denote by C∗ a generic positive constant, which is independent of n but

may vary between and within the lines.

3.1. Proof of Theorem 2.3.

Proof. The proof exploits the ideas in Theorem 4.1 of [7]. Recall that C+
K(Y) is the collection of

non-negative and continuous functions on Y with compact support. Given H1,H2 ∈ C+
K(Y) and

ε1, ε2 > 0, define FH1,H2,ε1,ε2 : Mp(Y) → [0, 1] by

(3.2) FH1,H2,ε1,ε2(ξ) = (1− e−(ξ(H1)−ǫ1)+)(1 − e−(ξ(H2)−ǫ2)+),

where (a)+ = a if a ≥ 0 and 0 otherwise, and ξ(Hℓ) =
∫

Y
Hℓ(x)ξ(dx) for ℓ = 1, 2. Denote

λk,n(·) := b−1
k,nP(ηk,n ∈ ·) and recall the definition of λk at (2.7). According to Theorem A.2 in [15],

(2.6) immediately follows if one can show that

λk,n(FH1,H2,ε1,ε2) → λk(FH1,H2,ε1,ε2), as n → ∞,

for all H1,H2 ∈ C+
K(Y) and ε1, ε2 > 0.
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Fix H1,H2 and ε1, ε2 henceforth and write F = FH1,H2,ε1,ε2 . Let ζk,n be a Poisson point pro-

cess on Y with intensity measure bk,nDke
−u dcdu for c ∈ T

d, u ∈ R. Then, writing λk,n(F ) =

b−1
k,nE

[

F (ηk,n)
]

, it suffices to demonstrate that as n → ∞,

(3.3) b−1
k,n

∣

∣E
[

F (ηk,n)
]

− E
[

F (ζk,n)
]
∣

∣ → 0,

(3.4) b−1
k,nE

[

F (ζk,n)
]

→ λk(F ).

We begin with proving (3.3). Since Hℓ has compact support on Y, one can find u0 ∈ R such that

supp(H1)
⋃

supp(H2) ⊂ Y0 := T
d × [u0,∞],

where supp(Hℓ) denotes the support of Hℓ. Thus, we may assume without loss of generality that
ηk,n is a point process with state space restricted to Y0, i.e.,

(3.5) ηk,n =
∑

Y⊂Pn, |Y|=k+1

gk,n(Y,Pn;u0)δ(c(Y), nωdρ(Y)d−an) ∈ Mp(Y0).

Accordingly, ζk,n can be viewed as a Poisson point process with mean measure

(Leb⊗ τk,n)(dc,du) := bk,nDke
−u
1{u ≥ u0}dcdu, c ∈ T

d, u ∈ R.

Since 0 ≤ F ≤ 1, it is elementary to see that
∣

∣F (µ1)− F (µ2)
∣

∣ ≤ 2dTV(µ1, µ2), µ1, µ2 ∈ Mp(Y0).

This implies that F is 2-Lipschitz, and hence,
∣

∣E
[

F (ηk,n)
]

− E
[

F (ζk,n)
]
∣

∣ ≤ 2dKR
(

L(ηk,n),L(ζk,n)
)

.

Now, (3.3) will follow if we can prove that

(3.6) b−1
k,ndKR

(

L(ηk,n),L(ζk,n)
)

→ 0, as n → ∞.

By virtue of Theorem 4.1 in [7] (see also equ. (6.5) therein), it suffices to show that as n → ∞,

(3.7) b−1
k,ndTV

(

E[ηk,n(·)], Leb⊗ τk,n
)

→ 0,

(3.8) b−1
k,n

{

Var(ηk,n(Y0))− E[ηk,n(Y0)]
}

→ 0,

and

b−1
k,nn

2(k+1)

(

(k + 1)!
)2

∫

(Td)k+1

∫

(Td)k+1

1

{

B(x) ∩ B(z) 6= ∅
}

× E
[

gk,n(x,Pn + δx;u0)
]

E
[

gk,n(z,Pn + δz;u0)
]

dzdx → 0,

(3.9)

where B(x) denotes an open ball in R
d with radius ρ(x) centered at c(x). We now prove these

equations in that order.

Proof of (3.7): According to Lemma 2.4 in [8],

(3.10) 1{Y forms a critical k-face} = hk(Y)1
{

B(Y) ∩ Pn = ∅
}

,

where hk(Y) = 1{c(Y) ∈ σ(Y)}. Substituting (3.10) into (2.3) with u = u0, one can write

gk,n(Y,Pn;u0) = hk(Y)1
{

B(Y) ∩ Pn = ∅
}

× 1

{

ρ(Y) ∈ [rn(u0), Rn]
}

.(3.11)
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Appealing to the multivariate Mecke formula for Poisson point processes (see, e.g., Chapter 4 in
[16]) and using (3.11), we have, for every A ⊂ Y0,

E[ηk,n(A)] =
nk+1

(k + 1)!

∫

(Td)k+1

1

{

(c(x), nωdρ(x)
d − an) ∈ A

}

E
[

gk,n(x,Pn + δx;u0)
]

dx

=
nk+1

(k + 1)!

∫

(Td)k+1

1

{

(c(x), nωdρ(x)
d − an) ∈ A

}

hk(x)1{ρ(x) ≤ Rn}e
−nωdρ(x)

d
dx.

(3.12)

By a change of variable based on the Blaschke-Petkantschin-type formula provided in Lemma C.1
of [3],

E[ηk,n(A)] =
Dbp

(k + 1)!

∫

(Sk−1)k+1

hk(θ)Vsimp(θ)
d−k+1 dθ

× nk+1

∫

Td

∫ Rn

0
1

{

(c, nωdρ
d − an) ∈ A

}

ρdk−1e−nωdρ
d
dρdc,

(3.13)

where

Dbp = (k!)d−k+1

(

d

k

)

Ωd

ΩkΩd−k
.

Performing the change of variable by u = nωdρ
d − an,

nk+1

∫

Td

∫ Rn

0
1

{

(c, nωdρ
d − an) ∈ A

}

ρdk−1e−nωdρ
d
dρdc

=
bk,n

dωk
d

∫

A
1

{

u ∈ (−an, nωdR
d
n − an)

}

(

1 +
u

an

)k−1
e−u dcdu.

It thus follows that

(3.14) E[ηk,n(A)] = Dkbk,n

∫

A
1

{

u ∈ (−an, nωdR
d
n − an)

}

(

1 +
u

an

)k−1
e−u dcdu,

where Dk is defined in (3.1).
Since

(Leb⊗ τk,n)(A) = bk,nDk

∫

A
e−u dcdu,

we have, as n → ∞,

b−1
k,ndTV

(

E[ηk,n(·)], Leb⊗ τk,n
)

= b−1
k,n sup

A⊂Y0

∣

∣E[ηk,n(A)] − (Leb⊗ τk,n)(A)
∣

∣

≤ Dk

∫ ∞

u0

∣

∣

∣

(

1 +
u

an

)k−1
− 1

∣

∣

∣
e−u du

+Dk

∫ ∞

u0

1

{

u /∈ (−an, nωdR
d
n − an)

}

e−u du → 0.

The last convergence follows from the dominated convergence theorem and the assumption that
an/(nR

d
n) → 0, n → ∞.

Proof of (3.8): By a simple calculation,

E
[

ηk,n(Y0)
2
]

= E

[(

∑

Y⊂Pn, |Y|=k+1

gk,n(Y,Pn;u0)
)2]
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=
k+1
∑

ℓ=0

E

[

∑

Y⊂Pn,
|Y|=k+1

∑

Y ′⊂Pn,
|Y ′|=k+1

gk,n(Y,Pn;u0)gk,n(Y
′,Pn;u0)1{|Y ∩ Y ′| = ℓ}

]

=:
k+1
∑

ℓ=0

Iℓ,n.

One can compute Iℓ,n explicitly using Palm theory for Poisson processes; see Section 8 in [3]. We
will now use some of the bounds therein. Since Ik+1,n = E[ηk,n(Y0)], it follows that

Var(ηk,n(Y0))− E[ηk,n(Y0)] =

k
∑

ℓ=1

Iℓ,n + (I0,n − I2k+1,n).

Now, for the proof of (3.8), one needs to show that for every ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , k},

(3.15) b−1
k,nIℓ,n → 0, n → ∞,

and

(3.16) b−1
k,n(I0,n − I2k+1,n) → 0, n → ∞.

For the upper bound of (3.15), we use equ. (8.15) in [3], while replacing Λ := nωdr
d
n(u0) therein

with an + u0; this yields that for every ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , k},

b−1
k,nIℓ,n ≤ C∗b−1

k,nn(an + u0)
k−1e−(an+u0)

{

εk+2−ℓ
ℓ (an + u0)

k+1−ℓ

+
(δℓ
εℓ

)d−k
(

δℓ(an + u0)
)k−ℓ+1

+ (an + u0)
k+1−ℓe−C1δℓ(an+u0)

}

,
(3.17)

where C1 ∈ (0,∞) is some constant and

(3.18) εℓ := (an + u0)
1

2(k+2−ℓ)
−1

; δℓ :=
k + 2− ℓ

C1
·
log(an + u0)

an + u0
.

Substituting (3.18) into (3.17), we obtain that

b−1
k,nIℓ,n ≤ C∗

{

a−1/2
n + C∗(log an)

d−ℓ+1a
− d−k

2(k+2−ℓ)
n + a−1

n

}

→ 0, n → ∞.

For the proof of (3.16), we use equ. (8.17) in [3] and replace Λ := nωdr
d
n(u0) therein with an + u0,

to obtain that

b−1
k,n(I0,n − I2k+1,n) ≤ C∗b−1

k,nn(an + u0)
k−1e−(an+u0)

×
{

εd+2
0 (an + u0)

k+1 + (an + u0)
k+1e−C1ε0(an+u0)

}

,

where ε0 := (an + u0)
−(k+2)/(d+2). It is then easy to show that

b−1
k,n(I0,n − I2k+1,n) ≤ C∗

{

a−1
n + ak+1

n e−C1a
(d−k)/(d+2)
n

}

→ 0, as n → ∞.

Proof of (3.9): First fix x ∈ (Td)k+1. For any z ∈ (Td)k+1 with B(x) ∩ B(z) 6= ∅, we have
‖c(x) − c(z)‖ ≤ ρ(x) + ρ(z) ≤ 2Rn. Thus,

1

{

B(x) ∩ B(z) 6= ∅
}

≤ 1

{

c(z) ∈ B2Rn(c(x))
}

.
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Applying this inequality, while proceeding as in (3.12) and (3.13),

b−1
k,nn

k+1

(k + 1)!

∫

(Td)k+1

1

{

B(x) ∩ B(z) 6= ∅
}

E[gk,n(z,Pn + δz;u0)] dz

≤
b−1
k,nn

k+1

(k + 1)!

∫

(Td)k+1

1

{

c(z) ∈ B2Rn(c(x))
}

hk(z)1
{

ρ(z) ∈ [rn(u0), Rn]
}

e−nωdρ(z)
d
dz

=
b−1
k,nn

k+1

(k + 1)!
Dbp

∫

(Sk−1)k+1

hk(θ)Vsimp(θ)
d−k+1 dθ

∫

B2Rn (c(x))
dc

∫ Rn

rn(u0)
ρdk−1e−nωdρ

d
dρ

= b−1
k,n(2Rn)

dωdE[ηk,n(Y0)],

where the last equality is due to (3.13) with A = Y0. Because of (3.7), the last term above is further
bounded by C∗b−1

k,nR
d
n(Leb ⊗ τk,n)(Y0) = C∗Rd

n. Referring the obtained bound back to (3.9), one

can eventually bound (3.9) by

C∗Rd
n

nk+1

(k + 1)!

∫

(Td)k+1

E[gk,n(x,Pn + δx;u0)] dx = C∗Rd
nE[ηk,n(Y0)] = o(Rd

n) → 0, n → ∞,

as desired.

We will proceed to show (3.4). Notice that one may express ζk,n =
∑Nk,n

i=1 δ(Ci,Ui), where Nk,n is

a Poisson random variable with mean bk,nDke
−u0 and (Ci, Ui) are i.i.d. random vectors on Y with

density e−(u−u0)
1{u ≥ u0}dcdu. Besides, Nk,n can be taken to be independent of (Ci, Ui). With

this construction now available, we have

b−1
k,nE[F (ζk,n)] = b−1

k,nE

[

2
∏

ℓ=1

(

1− e
−
(∑Nk,n

i=1 Hℓ(Ci,Ui)−εℓ

)

+

)]

= b−1
k,nE

[

2
∏

ℓ=1

(

1− e−(Hℓ(C1,U1)−εℓ)+
)

1{Nk,n = 1}
]

+ b−1
k,nE

[

2
∏

ℓ=1

(

1− e
−
(∑Nk,n

i=1 Hℓ(Ci,Ui)−εℓ

)

+

)

1{Nk,n ≥ 2}
]

=: An +Bn.

By an elementary calculation,

Bn ≤ b−1
k,nP(Nk,n ≥ 2) ≤ C∗bk,n → 0, n → ∞.

By the independence of Nk,n and (C1, U1),

An = b−1
k,nE

[

2
∏

ℓ=1

(

1− e−(Hℓ(C1,U1)−εℓ)+
)]

P(Nk,n = 1)

= Dke
−u0 · e−bk,nDke

−u0

∫

Y

2
∏

ℓ=1

(

1− e−(Hℓ(c,u)−εℓ)+
)

e−(u−u0)
1{u ≥ u0}dcdu

→ Dk

∫

Y

2
∏

ℓ=1

(

1− e−(Hℓ(c,u)−εℓ)+
)

e−u dcdu = λk(F ),

as required. �
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3.2. Proof of Theorem 2.5.

Proof. By restricting the state space from Y to Y0 = T
d× [u0,∞], we can establish M0-convergence

analogous to Theorem 2.3. Namely, as n → ∞,

b−1
k,nP(ηk,n ∈ ·) → λk, in M0.

Here, ηk,n is defined as in (3.5) due to the restriction of the state space, while the limiting measure
is written as

λk(·) = Dk

∫

Y0

1{δ(c,u) ∈ ·}e−u dcdu.

Define a continuous map V : Mp(Y0) → N := {0, 1, 2, . . . } by V (ξ) = ξ(Y0), where Mp(Y0) is
equipped with vague topology, and N is equipped with the discrete topology. It then follows from

Theorem 2.5 in [14] that

λk,n ◦ V −1 → λk ◦ V
−1, in M0(Mp(N)), n → ∞;

equivalently,

(3.19) b−1
k,nP(Gk,n ∈ ·) → Dke

−u0δ1, in M0(Mp(N)), n → ∞.

For every x > 0, the indicator 1[x,∞)(·) : N → {0, 1} is bounded and continuous with respect to

the discrete topology. Moreover, it vanishes in the neighborhood of 0 (i.e., the origin of N). In
conclusion, 1[x,∞)(·) ∈ C0, and thus, (3.19) implies that for every x > 0,

b−1
k,nP(Gk,n ≥ x) → Dke

−u0δ1([x,∞)), n → ∞.

Now, Lemma 6.1 in [20] concludes the desired vague convergence in Theorem 2.5. �

3.3. Proof of Corollary 2.6.

Proof of (2.13). Part I : 2 ≤ k ≤ d− 1.
It suffices to show that as n → ∞,

b−1
k,n

∣

∣E
[

F (ηk,n)
]

− E
[

F (η+k,n)
]
∣

∣ → 0,

where F is defined at (3.2) (subscripts are all omitted). Since
⋃2

ℓ=1 supp(Hℓ) ⊂ Y0 = T
d × [u0,∞]

for some u0 ∈ R, we can reformulate η±k,n as

(3.20) η±k,n =
∑

Y⊂Pn, |Y|=k+1

g±k,n(Y,Pn;u0)δ(c(Y), nωdρ(Y)d−an) ∈ Mp(Y0).

As 0 ≤ F ≤ 1, we have that

b−1
k,n

∣

∣E
[

F (ηk,n)
]

− E
[

F (η+k,n)
]
∣

∣ ≤ b−1
k,nP(ηk,n 6= η+k,n).

By definition, ηk,n = η+k,n + η−k,n; hence, ηk,n 6= η+k,n implies that G−
k,n = η−k,n(Y0) ≥ 1. Now, by

Markov’s inequality,

b−1
k,nP(ηk,n 6= η+k,n) ≤ b−1

k,nP(G
−
k,n ≥ 1) ≤ b−1

k,nE[G
−
k,n].

By the proof of Proposition 5.1 in [3] (see the equation at page 744, line 3 therein),

(3.21) b−1
k,nE[G

−
k,n] ≤ C∗b−1

k,nn(an + u0)
k−2e−(an+u0) ≤ C∗a−1

n → 0, as n → ∞,

for which we have replaced “Λ” in [3] with an + u0. This completes the proof of Part I.



14 ZIFU WEI, TAKASHI OWADA, AND D.YOGESHWARAN

Part II : k = 1.
Our proof uses ideas from Chapter 13 of [19]. As in Part I, η1,n and η+1,n can be given in the form

of (3.5) and (3.20) for a fixed u0 ∈ R. For r > 0, let G(Pn, r) be a random geometric graph on

a Poisson point process Pn with edges {x, y} for all pairs x, y ∈ Pn with ‖x − y‖ ≤ r. Since η−1,n
corresponds to the edges of the minimal spanning tree on Pn, G

−
1,n ≥ 1 implies that G(Pn, 2rn(u0))

is not connected, and thus, by arguing as in Part I we have that

P(η1,n 6= η+1,n) ≤ P
(

G−
1,n ≥ 1

)

≤ P
(

G(Pn, 2rn(u0)) is not connected
)

.

Hence, it suffices to demonstrate that

(3.22) b−1
1,nP

(

G(Pn, 2rn(u0)) is not connected
)

→ 0, n → ∞.

Before continuing, we shall introduce a few required notions. Given a graph G with vertex set V ,
a non-empty subset U ⊂ V is said to be a separating set for G if none of the vertices in V \ U are

adjacent to U . Moreover, a pair of non-empty disjoint sets U ⊂ V , W ⊂ V is called a separating
pair for G, if (i) the subgraph of G induced by U is connected and the same holds for W , (ii) none
of the elements in U are adjacent to any element in W , and (iii) none of the elements of V \(U ∪W )

are adjacent to U ∪W . Using these notions and given K > 0, we define En(K) as the event that
there exists a separating set U for G(Pn, 2rn(u0)) with at least two elements, such that the diameter
of U is less than 2Krn(u0). Further, denote by Fn(K) the event that there exists a separating pair

(U,W ) for G(Pn, 2rn(u0)), so that the diameters of U and W both exceed 2Krn(u0).
Now, one can upper bound (3.22) as

(3.23) b−1
1,nP

(

G(Pn, 2rn(u0)) is not connected
)

≤ b−1
1,nP(An) + b−1

1,nP(Bn),

where An is the event that there exists at least one isolated vertex in G(Pn, 2rn(u0)), and Bn is
the event for which there are no isolated vertices but G(Pn, 2rn(u0)) contains multiple connected
components (of size at least 2). Now Markov’s inequality and the Mecke formula for Poisson point

processes yield that

b−1
1,nP(An) ≤ b−1

1,nn

∫

Td

P
(

Pn(B2rn(u0)(x)) = 0
)

dx = ean−2d(an+u0) → 0, as n → ∞.

In order to handle the remaining term in (3.23), it is sufficient to prove the following results.

(i) There exists K > 0 such that

(3.24) b−1
1,nP(Fn(K)) → 0, n → ∞.

(ii) For K as above, there exists K1 ∈ (0,K) such that

b−1
1,nP(En(K1)) → 0, n → ∞,(3.25)

b−1
1,nP

(

En(K) \ En(K1)
)

→ 0, n → ∞.(3.26)

Indeed, if one can show (i) and (ii) above, it follows from the proof of Theorem 13.10 in [19] and
Lemma 13.1 therein that as n → ∞,

b−1
1,nP(Bn) ≤ b−1

1,nP
(

En(K)
)

+ b−1
1,nP(Fn(K))

= b−1
1,nP(En(K1)) + b−1

1,nP
(

En(K) \ En(K1)
)

+ b−1
1,nP(Fn(K)) → 0.
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Proof of (3.24): By the proof of Proposition 13.13 in [19], there exist constants ε > 0, γ > 0 such
that we have, for K > 0 and large enough n,

P(Fn(K)) ≤ C∗
∑

i≥K/ε

(2rn(u0))
−2dieγi · e−iεd(2rn(u0))dn ≤ C∗n

2

a2n

∑

i≥K/ε

e−((2ε)d(an+u0)/ωd−γ′)i,

for some γ′ > 0 with ieγi ≤ eγ
′i for all i. The last expression is further bounded by

C∗n2a−2
n e−2dεd−1Kan/ωd ; thus,

b−1
1,nP(Fn(K)) ≤ C∗ne−(2dεd−1K/ωd−1)an ≤ C∗n2−2dεd−1K/ωd .

If one chooses K > ωd/(2ε)
d−1, then (3.24) follows as desired.

Proof of (3.25): Having fixed K as above, we next show (3.25). It follows from equ. at page 297,
line -3 in [19] and the proof of Lemma 13.5 in [19] that there exists K1 ∈ (0,K) such that

P(En(K1)) ≤ C∗n(nrn(u0)
d)1−d

∫

Td

P
(

Pn(B2rn(u0)(x)) = 0
)

dx

= C∗n
(an + u0

ωd

)1−d
e−2d(an+u0) ≤ C∗na1−d

n e−2dan .

Therefore, b−1
1,nP(En(K1)) ≤ C∗a1−d

n e−(1+2d)an → 0 as n → ∞.

Proof of (3.26): By equ. (13.43) in [19] and the last line of the proof of Lemma 13.16 therein, there

exists ξ > 0 such that

P
(

En(K) \ En(K1)
)

≤ C∗n

∫

Td

P
(

Pn(B2rn(u0)(x)) = 0
)

e−
ξn
2
(2rn(u0))d dx ≤ C∗ne−2an−2d−1ξan/ωd .

This implies that as n → ∞,

b−1
1,nP

(

En(K) \ En(K1)
)

≤ C∗e−an−2d−1ξan/ωd → 0.

�

Proof of (2.15). One can exploit the same proof strategy as in Theorem 2.5, with ηk,n replaced by

η+k,n and (2.6) replaced by (2.13).
�

Proof of (2.16). By Lemma 6.1 in [20] and (2.15), we only need to prove that for every x > 0,

b−1
k,n

{

P(G−
k+1,n ≥ x)− P(G+

k,n ≥ x)
}

→ 0, n → ∞.

It thus suffices to show that as n → ∞,

b−1
k,nP(G

+
k,n > G−

k+1,n) → 0,(3.27)

b−1
k,nP(G

−
k+1,n > G+

k,n) → 0.(3.28)

We begin with proving (3.27). Let i∗ : Hk

(
⋃

p∈Pn
Brn(u0)(p)

)

→ Hk(T
d) be a map induced by the

inclusion i :
⋃

p∈Pn
Brn(u0)(p) →֒ T

d, where Hk(·) represents the kth homology group. By the Nerve

Lemma (see, e.g., Theorem 10.7 of [1]), there exists an isomorphism f∗ : Hk

(

Č(Pn, rn(u0))
)

→

Hk

(
⋃

p∈Pn
Brn(u0)(p)

)

. Now, we can define the map

j∗ := i∗ ◦ f∗ : Hk

(

Č(Pn, rn(u0))
)

→ Hk(T
d).
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Suppose that j∗ is surjective; that is, Im(j∗) = Hk(T
d). Then, all the positive critical k-faces will

be eventually terminated by a “matching” negative critical (k + 1)-face, which in turn means that
G+

k,n ≤ G−
k+1,n.

For 0 < r1 < r2 < ∞ and a subset Y ⊂ Pn with |Y| = d + 1, let Ar1,r2(Y) be the closure of an
annulus Br2(c(Y)) \Br1(c(Y)), i.e., the closed annulus centered at the critical point c(Y). We then

define

Ĝd,n :=
∑

Y⊂Pn, |Y|=d+1

gd,n(Y,Pn;u0)1
{

Arn(u0),4rn(u0)(Y) 6⊂
⋃

p∈Pn

Brn(u0)(p)
}

.

According to the proof of Lemma 5.7 in [2], as well as Lemma 5.9 therein, one can see that if

Ĝd,n = 0, then j∗ becomes surjective. Combining these observations, it now follows that

b−1
k,nP(G

+
k,n > G−

k+1,n) ≤ b−1
k,nP(Ĝd,n ≥ 1) ≤ b−1

k,nE[Ĝd,n].

Finally, appealing to the last equation in the proof of Lemma 5.8 in [2],

b−1
k,nE[Ĝd,n] ≤ C∗b−1

k,nn(an + u0)
d−1e−(an+u0)(1+C∗) ≤ C∗ad−k

n e−C∗an → 0, n → ∞,

as desired.

Next, we focus our attention to (3.28). To estimate the probability in (3.28), we need to refer to
the detailed discussion on the structure of critical k-faces, provided in Section 7 of [3]. Below, we
introduce some additional concepts and notation, which we try to keep as consistent as possible

with those in [3].
Suppose in the sequel that a (k + 1)-point subset Y of Pn is in general position. Let Π(Y) be

the unique linear k-plane centered at c(Y) containing Y, and Sk−1 be the unit sphere in Π(Y)
(centered at c(Y)). Denote by θ(Y) = {θ1(Y), . . . , θk+1(Y)} the spherical coordinates of Y in Sk−1,

and define θ̂i(Y) := θ(Y) \ {θi(Y)}. Let

φ1(Y) := min
1≤i≤k+1

∥

∥c(θ̂i(Y))
∥

∥

be the scaled distance via ρ(Y), between the center c(Y) and the nearest (k−1)-face of Y. Moreover,

denote by Ŷmin such a nearest (k − 1)-face of Y from the center c(Y). Now, let Ŷi, i = 1, . . . , k be

the remaining (k − 1)-faces of Y except for Ŷmin. We then define

φ2(Y) := min
1≤i≤k

ρ(Y)−1 inf
z∈Π(Ŷi)

∥

∥c(Ŷmin)− z
∥

∥,

which is the distance scaled by ρ(Y), between c(Ŷmin) and the nearest (k− 1)-face of Y (except for

Ŷmin). Next, let

ρ̂(Y) := ρ(Y) + ‖c(Ŷmin)− c(Y)‖,

and

B̂(Y) := Bρ̂(Y)

(

c(Ŷmin)
)

\ B(Y),

where B(Y) is defined at (3.9). Let Π̂(Y) be the (d−1)-dimensional affine plane containing c(Ŷmin)

and orthogonal to the line through c(Y) and c(Ŷmin). Given α > 0, define

(3.29) B̂α(Y) :=
{

y ∈ B̂(Y) : inf
z∈Π̂(Y)

‖y − z‖ ≥ αρ(Y)
}

.

Since Π(Ŷmin) ⊂ Π̂(Y), the set (3.29) contains points in B̂(Y) that are distant at least αρ(Y) from

the plane Π(Ŷmin).
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Before proceeding, we define

G
(−,+)
k+1,n :=

∑

Y⊂Pn, |Y|=k+2

g−k+1,n(Y,Pn;u0)1{Ŷmin is a positive critical k-face},

which is the number of negative critical (k + 1)-faces whose critical values are between rn(u0) and

Rn, so that Ŷmin forms a positive critical k-face. Because of equ. (7.11) in [3], it holds that

G−
k+1,n −G

(−,+)
k+1,n ≤

4
∑

i=1

G
(i)
k+1,n,

where G
(i)
k+1,n above are defined respectively as

G
(1)
k+1,n =

∑

Y⊂Pn, |Y|=k+2

g−k+1,n(Y,Pn;u0)1{φ1(Y) > ε1},

G
(2)
k+1,n =

∑

Y⊂Pn, |Y|=k+2

g−k+1,n(Y,Pn;u0)1{φ1(Y) ≤ ε1, φ2(Y) ≤ ε2},

G
(3)
k+1,n =

∑

Y⊂Pn, |Y|=k+2

g−k+1,n(Y,Pn;u0)1
{

φ1(Y) ≤ ε1,
(

B̂(Y) \ B̂ε3(Y)
)

∩ Pn 6= ∅
}

,

G
(4)
k+1,n =

∑

Y⊂Pn, |Y|=k+2

g−k+1,n(Y,Pn;u0)1{φ1(Y) ≤ ε1, φ2(Y) > ε2, B̂ε3(Y) ∩ Pn 6= ∅},

with

ε1 :=
2

Dk,2
·
log(an + u0)

an + u0
; ε2 :=

(

log(an + u0)
)−4

; ε3 := ε
2/3
1

(Dk,2 is a positive constant introduced in the proof of Lemma 5.6 in [3]). Although ε1 and ε3 above
are defined analogously to equ. (7.12) in [3], the definition of ε2 is different from equ. (7.12) of [3].
Furthermore, define

G
(5)
k+1,n =

∑

Y⊂Pn, |Y|=k+2

g−k+1,n(Y,Pn;u0)1{φ1(Y) ≤ ε1, ρ(Y) > rn(u0), ρ(Ŷmin) < rn(u0)
}

.

From the discussion in Part II of the proof of Proposition 7.1 in [3], it is known that G
(i)
k+1,n = 0

for i = 1, . . . , 5 implies that G
(−,+)
k+1,n ≤ G+

k,n. In conclusion, one can see that

b−1
k,nP(G

−
k+1,n > G+

k,n) ≤ b−1
k,nP

(

4
∑

i=1

G
(i)
k+1,n +G

(−,+)
k+1,n > G+

k,n

)

≤ b−1
k,nP

(

G
(−,+)
k+1,n > G+

k,n,
5

∑

i=1

G
(i)
k+1,n = 0

)

+ b−1
k,nP

(

5
∑

i=1

G
(i)
k+1,n ≥ 1

)

≤
5

∑

i=1

b−1
k,nE[G

(i)
k+1,n].

From this analysis, it is enough to show that for every i ∈ {1, . . . , 5},

(3.30) b−1
k,nE[G

(i)
k+1,n] → 0, as n → ∞.



18 ZIFU WEI, TAKASHI OWADA, AND D.YOGESHWARAN

The proof of (3.30) is highly related to Lemmas 7.9–7.13 in [3]. First, by replacing “Λ” in [3] with
an + u0, the proof of Lemma 7.9 in [3] ensures that

b−1
k,nE[G

(1)
k+1,n] ≤ C∗b−1

k,nn(an + u0)
k−2e−(an+u0) ≤ C∗a−1

n → 0, n → ∞.

Subsequently, proceeding as in the proof of Lemma 7.10 in [3],

b−1
k,nE[G

(2)
k+1,n] ≤ C∗b−1

k,nn(an + u0)
ke−(an+u0)

{ ε1ε12
√

1− ε21
+

ε1(ε1 + ε2)

ε12

}

≤ C∗an

{ ε1ε12
√

1− ε21
+

ε1(ε1 + ε2)

ε12

}

,

where ε12 := (log(an+u0))
−2. Since ε1 → 0 and ε1/ε2 → 0 as n → ∞, one can see that b−1

k,nE[G
(2)
k+1,n]

≤ C∗(log an)
−1 → 0 as n → ∞. Next, it follows from the proof of Lemma 7.11 in [3] that

b−1
k,nE[G

(3)
k+1,n] ≤ C∗b−1

k,nε
4
3n(an + u0)

k+1e−(an+u0) ≤ C∗(log an)
8/3a−2/3

n → 0, n → ∞.

Furthermore, by the proof of Lemma 7.12 in [3],

b−1
k,nE[G

(4)
k+1,n] ≤ C∗b−1

k,nε
−d
0 ε1n(an + u0)

ke−(an+u0)(1+C∗ε0),

where ε0 := (an + u0)
−3/4. Thus, we have

b−1
k,nE[G

(4)
k+1,n] ≤ C∗a3d/4n (log an)e

−C∗a
1/4
n → 0, n → ∞.

Finally, the proof of Lemma 7.13 in [3] concludes that as n → ∞,

b−1
k,nE[G

(5)
k+1,n] ≤ C∗b−1

k,nε1n(an + u0)
ke−(an+u0)

{

dε21(an + u0) + o(ε21(an + u0))
}

≤ C∗b−1
k,nε

3
1n(an + u0)

k+1e−(an+u0) ≤ C∗(log an)
3a−1

n → 0.

Now, (3.30) has been established. �

Proof of (2.14). Analogously to (2.12), we define the process (η
(+,r)
k,n )n≥1 by dropping the locational

coordinate c(Y) from (2.11). Note that by continuous mapping theorem, the restricted process

(η
(+,r)
k,n )n≥1 satisfies M0 convergence analogous to (2.13) with the limit measure λ

(r)
k defined at

(2.14). Define F = FH1,H2,ǫ1,ǫ2 as in (3.2), for which the domain of F is restricted to Mp

(

(−∞,∞]
)

.
Then, to complete the proof, we need to show that

(3.31) b−1
k,n

∣

∣E[F (η
(+,r)
k,n )]− E[F (η

(−,r)
k+1,n)]

∣

∣ → 0.

Again the compact support of Hℓ on (−∞,∞] gives us u0 ∈ R such that

supp(H1)
⋃

supp(H2) ⊂ [u0,∞].

From (2.15) and (2.16), we have b−1
k,nP(G

+
k,n(u0) ≥ 2) → 0 and b−1

k,nP(G
−
k+1,n(u0) ≥ 2) → 0 as

n → ∞. Because of 0 ≤ F ≤ 1, (3.27), (3.28), one can obtain (3.31) if we show that

(3.32) b−1
k,nE

[

|F (η
(+,r)
k,n )− F (η

(−,r)
k+1,n)|1{G

+
k,n(u0) = G−

k+1,n(u0) = 1}
]

→ 0, n → ∞.

Fix δ > 0. Again from (2.15) and (2.16), we can choose u1 > u0 so large that

lim
n→∞

b−1
k,nP(G

+
k,n(u1) ≥ 1) ≤ δ, and lim

n→∞
b−1
k,nP(G

−
k+1,n(u1) ≥ 1) ≤ δ.
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Define An := {G+
k,n(u0) = G−

k+1,n(u0) = 1, G+
k,n(u1) = G−

k+1,n(u1) = 0}; then, (3.32) follows if we
can show that

(3.33) lim
n→∞

b−1
k,nE

[

|F (η
(+,r)
k,n )− F (η

(−,r)
k+1,n)|1An

]

= 0.

Observing that

∣

∣F (η
(+,r)
k,n )− F (η

(−,r)
k+1,n)

∣

∣ ≤ 2
2

∑

ℓ=1

|η
(+,r)
k,n (Hℓ)− η

(−,r)
k+1,n(Hℓ)|,

(3.33) is implied by

lim
n→∞

b−1
k,nE

[

|η
(+,r)
k,n (Hℓ)− η

(−,r)
k+1,n(Hℓ)|1An

]

= 0,

for each ℓ = 1, 2.
Fix ℓ ∈ {1, 2}. If An holds, we may assume, without loss of generality, that Hℓ is supported on

[u0, u1]. Moreover, under An, there exist random variables Xn,X
′
n ∈ [u0, u1] such that η

(+,r)
k,n (Hℓ) =

Hℓ(Xn) and η
(−,r)
k+1,n(Hℓ) = Hℓ(X

′
n). Since Hℓ is uniformly continuous on [u0, u1], for every δ > 0,

there exists δ0 > 0 such that
∣

∣Hℓ(Xn)−Hℓ(X
′
n)
∣

∣ ≤ δ whenever |Xn−X ′
n| ≤ δ0. Applying the above

observations,

b−1
k,nE

[

|η
(+,r)
k,n (Hℓ)− η

(−,r)
k+1,n(Hℓ)|1An

]

≤ δb−1
k,nP(An) + C∗b−1

k,nP
(

An ∩
{

|Xn −X ′
n| > δ0

})

.

By (2.15),

lim sup
n→∞

δb−1
k,nP(An) ≤ δ lim

n→∞
b−1
k,nP(G

+
k,n(u0) ≥ 1) = δDke

−u0 .

As δ > 0 is arbitrary, it now remains to show that for any δ0 > 0,

lim
n→∞

b−1
k,nP

(

An ∩
{

|Xn −X ′
n| > δ0

})

= 0.

Let δ0 > 0 be fixed. For the proof, let us partition [u0, u1) =
⋃m

i=1[vi, vi+1) such that |vi+1−vi| ≤ δ0
for all i ∈ {1, . . . ,m}. For 1 ≤ i ≤ m, set

G+
k,n(i) := G+

k,n(vi)−G+
k,n(vi+1), and G−

k+1,n(i) := G−
k+1,n(vi)−G−

k+1,n(vi+1).

By construction, one can see that

An ∩
{

|Xn −X ′
n| > δ0

}

⊂
m
⋃

i=1

{

G+
k,n(i) 6= G−

k+1,n(i)
}

.

Indeed, if |Xn−X ′
n| > δ0 under An, then Xn and X ′

n must fall into distinct subsets of the partition.
Since m is finite, it suffices to demonstrate that for all 1 ≤ i ≤ m, as n → ∞,

b−1
k,nP

(

G+
k,n(i) 6= G−

k+1,n(i)
)

→ 0.

This is however a direct consequence of (3.27) and (3.28) by restricting the state space properly. �
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