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Abstract

Consider the geometric graph on n independent uniform random points in a
connected compact region A of Rd, d ≥ 2 with smooth boundary, or in the unit
square, with distance parameter rn. Let Kn be the number of components of this
graph, and Rn the number of vertices not in the giant component. Let Sn be the
number of isolated vertices. We show that if rn is chosen so that nrd

n tends to
infinity but slowly enough that E[Sn] also tends to infinity, then Kn, Rn and Sn are
all asymptotic to µn in probability as n → ∞ where (with |A|, θd and |∂A| denoting
the volume of A, the volume of the unit d-ball, and the perimeter of A respectively)
µn := ne−πnrd

n/|A| if d = 2 and µn := ne−θdnrd
n/|A| + θ−1

d−1|∂A|r1−d
n e−θdnrd

n/(2|A|) if
d ≥ 3. We also give variance asymptotics and central limit theorems for Kn and Rn

in this limiting regime when d ≥ 3, and for Poisson input with d ≥ 2. We extend
these results (substituting E[Sn] for µn) to a class of non-uniform distributions on
A.
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1 Introduction
Given a compact set A with a nice boundary in Euclidean space Rd, d ≥ 2, the random
geometric graph (RGG) based on a random point set X ⊂ A is the graph G(X , r) wth
vertex set X and edges between each pair of points distant at most r apart, in the
Euclidean metric, for a specified distance parameter r > 0. Such graphs are important
in a variety of applications (see [7]), including modern topological data analysis (TDA),
where the topological properties of the graph are used to help understand the topology
of A.

In this paper we consider the number of components of the graph G, denoted K(G),
where G = G(X , r) with X a random sample of n points in A (denoted Xn) or the cor-
responding Poisson process (denoted Pn, and defined more formally later). In particular,
we investigate asymptotic properties for large n with r = r(n) specified and decaying to
zero according to a certain limiting regime (see (1.1), (1.2) below). Our results add signif-
icantly to the existing literature about the limit theory of Betti numbers, an area that has
received intensive recent attention in TDA. Indeed, the number of components of G(X , r)
is the 0-th Betti number of the occupied Boolean set ∪x∈XBr/2(x), where Br(x) or B(x, r)
denotes the closed Euclidean ball of radius r centred on x. Given the sample X , keeping
track of K(G(X , r)) while varying r corresponds to the 0-th persistent homology, which
leads to sparse topological descriptors in a 2D persistence diagram. See [1] for related
geometric models of TDA.
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We are also concerned with the giant component - the component of G(X , r) with the
largest order. For the graphs we consider, most of the vertices lie in the giant component,
so for more detailed information we consider the total number of vertices R(G(X , r)) that
are not in the giant component of G(X , r). To be precise, given a finite graph G of order
n, list the orders of its components in decreasing order as L1(G), L2(G), . . . , LK(G)(G).
Set R(G) := n− L1(G).

We shall consider the limiting behaviour of Kn := K(G(Xn, rn)), K ′
n := K(G(Pn, rn)),

Rn := R(G(Xn, r)) and R′
n := (G(Pn, rn)) as n → ∞ with rn specified for all n ≥ 1. Let θd

(or θ for short) denote the volume of the unit radius ball in Rd, i.e. θd := πd/2/Γ(1+d/2).
For points uniformly distributed in A (which we call the uniform case), the main limiting
regime for rn that we consider here is to assume that as n → ∞,

nrd
n → +∞; (1.1)

γn := n(θ/λ(A))rd
n − (2 − 2/d)(log n− 1{d≥3} log log n) → −∞, (1.2)

where λ denotes the Lebesgue measure on Rd. We call this the intermediate or mildly
dense regime because the average vertex degree is of order Θ(nrd

n) and therefore grows to
infinity as n becomes large, but only slowly in this regime.

Other limiting regimes of r are better understood. In the thermodynamic regime where
nrd

n → aλ(A) with a ∈ (0,∞) as n → ∞, it holds as n → ∞ that

Kn

n
P−→ c(a); Rn

n
P−→ c′(a), (1.3)

where c(a) ∈ (0, 1) is given explicitly in [7, Theorem 13.25], and c′(a) ∈ (0, 1] is given
less explicitly in [7, Theorem 11.9]. If a lies below a certain percolation threshold ac :=
ac(d) ∈ (0,∞) then c′(a) = 1. Central limit theorems for Kn and for Rn in this regime
are also proved in [7] (these results hold for K ′

n and R′
n as well as for Kn and Rn).

In the sparse regime where nrd
n → 0, the average vertex degree goes to 0 and we still

have (1.3) with c(0) = c′(0) = 1. This can be deduced from the fact that c(a) → 1 as
a → 0 (which can be deduced from the formula in [7]), along with coupling arguments.

On the other hand, if γn → +∞, and ∂A is smooth or A is a convex polygon, it follows
from [11, Theorem 1.1] that with probability tending to 1 as n → ∞, G(Xn, rn) is fully
connected so that Kn = 1 and Rn = 0. We here call this limiting regime the connectivity
regime (in [7] this terminology was used slightly differently).

As well as the mildly dense regime (1.1), (1.2), in this paper we also consider the case
where γn is bounded away from −∞ and +∞ as n → ∞; we call this the critical regime
for connectivity. Thus we consider the whole range of possible limiting behaviours for r
in between the thermodynamic and connectivity regimes.

In TDA one is interested in understanding (for a fixed sample Xn) the number of com-
ponents of G(Xn, r) in the whole range of values from r = 0, right up to the connectivity
threshold (i.e. the smallest r such that G(Xn, r) is connected). Therefore it seems well
worth trying to understand Kn in the mildly dense regime, as well as in other regimes.
Likewise, studying Rn in this regime helps us understand the rate at which the giant
component swallows up the whole vertex set as r approaches the connectivity threshold.
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Our main results for the uniform case refer to constants µn defined by

µn := ne−nθrd
n/λ(A) + θ−1

d−1|∂A|r1−d
n e−nθrd

n/(2λ(A))1{d ≥ 3}, (1.4)

where ∂A denotes the topological boundary of A and |∂A| denotes the (d−1)-dimensional
Hausdorff measure of ∂A. We say A has a C2 boundary (for short, ∂A ∈ C2) if for each
x ∈ ∂A there exists a neighbourhood U of x and a real-valued function ϕ that is defined
on an open set in Rd−1 and twice continuously differentiable, such that ∂A ∩ U , after a
rotation, is the graph of the function ϕ.

We can now present our main results for the uniform case. In all of our results we
assume either that d = 2 and A = [0, 1]2, or that d ≥ 2 and A ⊂ Rd is compact and
connected, and A is the closure of its interior (for short: A = Ao), with ∂A ∈ C2. Also we
assume rn ∈ (0,∞) is given for all n ≥ 1. Let N(0, 1) denote a standard normal random
variable, and for t ∈ (0,∞) let Zt be a Poisson random variable with mean t. Let D−→,
respectively L1

−→, denote convergence in distribution, respectively in the L1 norm. Define
σA := |∂A|/(λ(A)1−1/d); this is sometimes called the isoperimetric ratio of A.

Theorem 1.1 (Basic results for the uniform case). Let ξn denote either Kn − 1 or Rn,
and let ξ′

n denote either K ′
n − 1 or R′

n.
(a) Suppose (rn)n≥1 satisfy (1.1) and (1.2). Then in the uniform case, as n → ∞

we have the convergence results: µn → ∞, and (ξn/µn) L1
−→ 1, and (ξ′

n/µn) L1
−→ 1. Also

µ−1
n Var[ξ′

n] → 1, and µ−1/2
n (ξ′

n − E[ξ′
n]) D−→ N(0, 1). If d ≥ 3 then µ−1

n Var[ξn] → 1, and
µ−1/2

n (ξn − E[ξn]) D−→ N(0, 1).
(b) Suppose instead that γn → γ ∈ R as n → ∞. Set cd,A := θ−1

d−1(θ/(2−2/d))1−1/dσA.
Then as n → ∞, ξn

D−→ Ze−γ if d = 2 and ξn
D−→ Zcd,Ae−γ/2 if d ≥ 3, and likewise for ξ′

n.

In Section 2 we shall provide a more detailed version of Theorem 1.1: we shall give
estimates on the rates of convergence, and also generalize to allow for non-uniformly
distributed points in A.

To the best of our knowledge, the only previous results on Kn and Rn in the mildly
dense regime are by Ganesan [3] in the special case of d = 2 and A = [0, 1]2, where he
proved that there exists a constant c > 0 such that as n → ∞,

P[Kn ≤ ne−cnr2
n ] → 1; P[Rn ≤ ne−cnr2

n ] → 1. (1.5)

In other words, the proportionate number of components and the proportionate number
of vertices not in the largest component decay exponentially in nr2

n but the exact exponent
is not identified; Ganesan’s proof, while ingenious, does not provide much of a clue as to
the optimal value of c satisfying (1.5), or whether this optimal value is the same for Kn

and for Rn. Moreover, his proof of the second part of (1.5) does not appear to generalize
to higher dimensions.

One possible reason why the mildly dense limiting regime was not previously well un-
derstood is an apparently strong dependence between contributions from different regions
of space; one has to look a long way from a given vertex to tell whether it lies in the giant
component. A second reason is the importance of boundary effects in this regime and the
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necessity of dealing with the curved boundary of A quantitatively; note the factor of |∂A|
in the definition of µn at (1.4). Another reason is that in contrast to the thermodynamic
regime, it seems not to be possible to re-scale space to obtain a limiting Poisson process
to work with, as was often done in previous works on these kinds of limit theorems, for
example [9]. In Section 2.3 we shall provide an overview of the methods we develop to
deal with these issues.

Our results show that the phenomenon of exponential decay is common to all dimen-
sions and more general sets A, and we identify the optimal value of c in (1.5). Furthermore,
we prove a central limit theorem (CLT) for the fluctuations of K ′

n and R′
n (for all d ≥ 2)

and for Kn, Rn (for d ≥ 3). Our CLT is ‘weakly quantitative’ in the sense that we provide
bounds on the rate of convergence to normal, although our bounds might not be optimal.

We expect that our approach can shed some light on the limiting behaviour of higher
dimensional homology, and higher Betti numbers, of random geometric complexes in the
mildly dense regime for which the correct scaling is so far not well understood; see the
last paragraph of [1, Section 2.4.1]. This is beyond the scope of this paper and we leave
it for future work.

2 Statement of results
We now describe our setup more precisely. Let d ≥ 2 and let A ⊂ Rd be a compact
connected set, such that A = Ao, Assume either that ∂A ∈ C2 or that d = 2 and
A = [0, 1]2. Let f : Rd → [0,∞) be a probability density function with support A. We
refer to the special case where f is constant on A as the uniform case but in general we
allow possibly non-constant f . Set f0 := infA f(x), f1 := inf∂A f , and fmax := supA f(x).
We assume throughout that f0 > 0 and and that f is continuous on A (so in particluar
fmax < ∞). We use ν to denote the measure with density f , i.e. ν(dx) = f(x)dx. Clearly
in the uniform case f0 = λ(A)−1.

Let (X1, X2, . . .) be a sequence of independent random vectors in Rd with common
density f , and for n ∈ N set Xn := {X1, . . . , Xn}, which is a binomial point process. Also
let (Zt)t>0 be a unit intensity Poisson counting process, independent of (X1, X2, . . .), so
that for n ∈ [1,∞), Zn is a Poisson random variable with mean n, and set Pn := XZn .
Then Pn is a Poisson point process with intensity measure nν. We use n to denote both
the number of points in Xn and the average number of points in a Poisson sample Pn with
the convention that n ∈ [1,∞) in the latter case.

We are concerned with the quantities Kn := K(G(Xn, rn)) and Rn := R(G(Xn, rn))
and their Poisson counterparts K ′

n := K(G(Pn, rn)) and R′
n := R(G(Pn, rn)), with rn ∈

(0,∞) specified for each n.
Given g : (0,∞) → R, and h : (0,∞) → (0,∞), we write g(x) = O(h(x)) if

lim sup |g(x)|/h(x) < ∞, and write g(x) = o(h(x)) if lim sup |g(x)|/h(x) = 0, g(x) =
Ω(h(x)) if lim inf(g(x)/h(x)) > 0. We write g(x) = Θ(h(x)) if both g(x) = O(h(x)) and
g(x) = Ω(h(x)), and g(x) ∼ h(x) if lim(g(x)/h(x)) = 1. Here, the limit is taken either as
x → 0 or x → ∞ to be specified in each appearance.

To present quantitative CLTs, we recall that for random variables X, Y , the Kol-
mogorov distance dK and the total variation distance dTV between them are defined re-
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spectively by

dK(X, Y ) := sup
z∈R

|P[X ≤ z] − P[Y ≤ z]|; dTV(X, Y ) := sup
A∈B(R)

|P[X ∈ A] − P[Y ∈ A]|,

where the second supremum is taken over all Borel measurable subsets of R. Note that
convergence in the Kolmogorov distance implies convergence in distribution.

2.1 Results for general f
We now give our results for the component count and the number of vertices not in the
giant component in the general case with f not assumed necessarily to be constant on A.
For general f , instead of µn defined at (1.4), our results refer to constants In defined by

In := n
∫

A
exp(−nν(Brn(x)))ν(dx). (2.1)

We define the critical regime for connectivity to be when rn is chosen so that In = Θ(1)
as n → ∞, and the mildly dense regime to be when rn is chosen so that (1.1) holds but
also In → ∞ as n → ∞. As discussed later in Remark 2.9, The latter condition turns out
to be equivalent to (1.2) in the uniform case.

Theorem 2.1 (First order moment asympototics for general f). Suppose f is continuous
on A with f0 > 0, and that rn satisfies (1.1) and also In → ∞ as n → ∞. Let ξn denote
any of Kn − 1, Rn, K ′

n − 1 or R′
n, and let ζn be either ξn or ξn + 1. Then as n → ∞ we

have

E[ξn] = In(1 +O((nrd
n)1−d)); (2.2)

E[|(ζn/In) − 1|] = O((nrd
n)1−d + I−1/2

n ). (2.3)

In particular (ζn/In) L1
−→ 1.

We can use the L1 convergence in Theorem 2.1, together with an asymptotic analysis
of In, to determine the optimal exponent c in Ganesan’s result (1.5). First we introduce
some further notation. Given (rn)n≥1 we define

b+ := lim sup
n→∞

(nθrd
n/ log n); b− := lim inf

n→∞
(nθrd

n/ log n). (2.4)

and b := b+ = b− whenever b+ = b−. Loosely speaking, b is the logarithmic growth rate
of the degree of a typical vertex, at least in the uniform case with λ(A) = 1. We identify
two critical values for b, namely

bc := max
( 1
f0
,
2 − 2/d
f1

)
; b′

c :=

(d(f0 − f1/2))−1 if f0 > f1/2;
+∞ if f0 ≤ f1/2

(2.5)

(so in the uniform case bc = (2 − 2/d)/f0 and b′
c = 2/(df0), and hence b′

c < bc if d ≥ 3).
The following result shows bc is the critical value of the logarithmic growth rate b above
which In → 0, and below which In → ∞.

6



Proposition 2.2. If b+ < bc then In → ∞ as n → ∞. Conversely, if b− > bc then
In → 0 as n → ∞, and if lim infn→∞ In > 0 then b+ ≤ bc.

The next result arises from the fact that for b < b′
c the main contribution to In,

and hence to Kn or Rn, comes from the interior of A, while for b′
c < b < bc the main

contribution to In comes from near the boundary of A. Given random variables (Yn)n≥1
we write Yn = oP(1) to mean Yn → 0 in probability as n → ∞.

Theorem 2.3. Under the conditions of Theorem 2.1, as n → ∞ we have

ζn = n exp(−θf0nr
d
n(1 + oP(1))) if b+ ≤ b′

c; (2.6)

ζn = n1−1/d exp
(

− θf1nr
d
n

(1
2 + oP(1)

))
if b− ≥ b′

c. (2.7)

In particular, if b+ = b− = b then ζn = n1−min(f0b,(1/d)+f1b/2)+oP(1) .

If d = 2 then since f1 ≥ f0 we have d(f0 − f1/2) ≤ f0 and b′
c ≥ f−1

0 = bc. Thus, if
nr2

n → ∞ and In → ∞, then (2.6) applies and Ganesan’s result (1.5) for A = [0, 1]2 holds
whenever c < πf0, and fails whenever c > πf0 (in the latter case the probabilities in (1.5)
tend to zero). A similar remark holds when d ≥ 3, provided also b+ < b′

c.
Next we give distributional results. The first one says that in the critical regime for

connectivity, both Kn −1 and Rn (along with K ′
n −1 and R′

n) are asymptotically Poisson.

Theorem 2.4 (Poisson convergence in the connectivity regime for general f). Suppose f
is continuous on A with f0 > 0, and suppose that In = Θ(1) as n → ∞. Let ξn denote ay
of Kn −1, Rn K

′
n −1 or R′

n. Then dTV(ξn, ZIn) = O((log n)1−d) as n → ∞. In particular,
if limn→∞ In = c for some c ∈ (0,∞), then ξn

D−→ Zc as n → ∞.

Our next result demonstrates asymptotic normality of K ′
n and of R′

n for d ≥ 2, and of
Kn and Rn for d ≥ 3, in the whole of the mildly dense limiting regime for r.

Theorem 2.5 (Variance asymptotics and CLT for general f). Suppose f is continuous
on A with f0 > 0, and that rn satisfies (1.1) and also In → ∞ as n → ∞. Let ξn denote
either Kn − 1 or Rn; let ξ′

n denote either K ′
n − 1 or R′

n. Then as n → ∞ we have

Var[ξ′
n] = In(1 +O((nrd

n)(1−d)/2)); (2.8)
dK(I−1/2

n (ξ′
n − E[ξ′

n]), N(0, 1)) = O((nrd
n)(1−d)/3 + I−1/2

n ). (2.9)

If d ≥ 3 then also

Var[ξn] = In(1 +O(nrd
n)1−d/2); (2.10)

dK(I−1/2
n (ξn − E[ξn]), N(0, 1)) = O((nrd

n)(2−d)/3 + I−1/2
n ). (2.11)

Remark 2.6. 1. In view of Theorem 2.4, our limiting regime for rn for Theorems 2.1,
2.3 and 2.5 (namely, nrd

n → ∞ and In → ∞) covers the whole range of limiting
regimes between the thermodynamic regime and the critical regime for connectivity.

2. We can often simplify the expression (1.4) for µn depending on the logarithmic
growth rate of nrd

n. Indeed, if d = 2 or b+f0 < 2/d then µn ∼ ne−nθf0rd
n , and if d ≥ 3

and b−f0 > 2/d then µn ∼ θ−1
d−1|∂A|r1−d

n e−nθf0rd
n/2.
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2.2 Results for the uniform case
In the uniform case, we can replace In with the quantity µn defined at (1.4). Indeed, in
Propositions 4.7 and 4.8 we shall show that in the uniform case, In = µn(1+O((nr2

n)−1/2))
as n → ∞ if d = 2 and In = µn

(
1 + O

((
log(nrd

n)
nrd

n

)2
))

as n → ∞ if d ≥ 3. Therefore in
the convergence results arising from Theorems 2.1, 2.4 and 2.5 we can replace In with µn;
this gives us Theorem 1.1. The more quantitative versions of the results in Theorem 1.1,
where we keep track of rates of convergence, go as follows.

Theorem 2.7 (First order results for the uniform case). Suppose f ≡ f01A with f0 =
λ(A)−1. Let ξn denote any of Kn − 1, Rn, K ′

n − 1 or R′
n, define γn as at (1.2) and define

µn by (1.4).
(a) If (rn)n≥1 satisfies |γn| = O(1) as n → ∞, then dTV(ξn, Zµn) = O((log n)−1/2) if

d = 2 and dTV(ξn, Zµn) = O
((

log log n
log n

)2
)

if d ≥ 3.

(b) If γn → γ ∈ R as n → ∞, then as n → ∞, ξn
D−→ Ze−γ if d = 2 and

ξn
D−→ Zcd,Ae−γ/2 if d ≥ 3, where we set cd,A := θ−1

d−1(θ/(2 − 2/d))1−1/dσA and σA :=
|∂A|/(λ(A)1−1/d).

(c) Suppose (1.1) and (1.2) hold. If d = 2 then as n → ∞:

E[ξn] = µn(1 +O((nr2
n)−1/2)); (2.12)

E
[∣∣∣∣ ξn

µn

− 1
∣∣∣∣] = O((nr2

n)−1/2 + µ−1/2
n ), (2.13)

while if d ≥ 3 then as n → ∞:

E[ξn] = µn

(
1 +O

(( log(nrd
n)

nrd
n

)2
))

; (2.14)

E
[∣∣∣∣ ξn

µn

− 1
∣∣∣∣] = O

(( log(nrd
n)

nrd
n

)2
+ µ−1/2

n

)
. (2.15)

Theorem 2.8 (Variance asymptotics and CLT for the uniform case). Suppose f ≡ f01A

with f0 = λ(A)−1. Suppose rn satisfies (1.1) and (1.2), and define µn by (1.4). Let ξn

denote either Kn or Rn, and let ξ′
n denote either K ′

n or R′
n. If d = 2 then as n → ∞:

Var[ξ′
n] = µn(1 +O((nr2

n)−1/2)); (2.16)
dK(µ−1/2

n (ξ′
n − E[ξ′

n]), N(0, 1)) = O((nr2
n)−1/3 + µ−1/2

n ). (2.17)
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If d ≥ 3 then as n → ∞:

Var[ξ′
n] = µn

(
1 +O

(
(nrd

n)(1−d)/2 +
( log(nrd

n)
nrd

n

)2
))

; (2.18)

Var[ξn] = µn

(
1 +O

(
(nrd

n)1−d/2 +
( log(nrd

n)
nrd

n

)2
))

; (2.19)

dK(µ−1/2
n (ξ′

n − E[ξ′
n]), N(0, 1)) = O

(
(nrd

n)(1−d)/3 +
( log(nrd

n)
nrd

n

)4/3
+ µ−1/2

n

)
; (2.20)

dK(µ−1/2
n (ξn − E[ξn]), N(0, 1)) = O

(
(nrd

n)(2−d)/3 +
( log(nrd

n)
nrd

n

)4/3
+ µ−1/2

n

)
. (2.21)

Remark 2.9. 1. In the uniform case, we have f0 = f1 and bc = (2 − 2/d)/f0.

2. From Theorem 2.7 we see for the uniform case that in the whole of the mildly
dense regime both Kn and Rn scale like µn (and if d = 2 or f0b

+ < 2/d, like
n exp(−nf0θr

d
n)) in probability, rather than like a constant times n as given by (1.3)

in the thermodnamic regime.

3. In the uniform case, if nrd
n → ∞ and lim sup γn < ∞, then by Propositions 4.7 and

4.8, In ∼ µn as n → ∞. Hence by (5.25), if γn → γ ∈ R as n → ∞, then In → e−γ

if d = 2 and In → cd,Ae
−γ/2 if d ≥ 3. Using this and the fact that In is decreasing in

rn while γn is increasing in rn we can deduce that γn → −∞ if and only if In → ∞,
as claimed earlier.

2.3 Overview of proofs
The main insight behind our results is that the dominant contribution both for Kn − 1
and for Rn comes from the singletons, i.e. the isolated vertices. Let Sn, respectively S ′

n,
denote the number of singletons of G(Xn, r), resp. G(Pn, rn). Our starting point for a
proof of Theorem 2.5 is a similar collection of results for Sn and S ′

n, of interest in their
own right, which go as follows:

Proposition 2.10 (Results on singletons). Suppose f is continuous on A with f0 > 0,
and that rn satisfies (1.1) and also In → ∞ as n → ∞. Let ζn be either Sn or S ′

n.
Then there exists δ > 0 such that as n → ∞ we have E[ζn] = In(1 + O(e−δnrd

n)), and
Var[ζn] = In(1 +O(e−δnrd

n)), and also

dK(I−1/2
n (S ′

n − In), N(0, 1)) = O(e−δnrd
n + I−1/2

n ); (2.22)
if ∂A ∈ C2, dK(Ĩ−1/2

n (Sn − E[Sn]), N(0, 1)) = O(e−δnrd
n + I−1/2

n ). (2.23)

Proposition 2.10 extends results in [12], where the same conclusions are derived under
the extra condition b+ < 1/max(f0, d(f0−f1/2)) rather than the weaker condition In → ∞
that we consider here.

To get from Proposition 2.10 to Theorem 2.5, let ξn be either Kn − 1 or Rn and ξ′
n

be either K ′
n or R′

n. We show that both the mean and the variance of both ξn − Sn and
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ξ′
n − S ′

n, are asymptotically negligible relative to In. To do this we deal separately with
the contribution to ξn − Sn or ξ′

n − S ′
n from components with Euclidean diameters that

categorized as ‘small’, ‘medium’ or ‘large’ compared to rn, using different arguments for
the three different categories. This requires us to deal with a lot of different cases, as
a result of which Section 6, containing the second moment estimates, is quite long (the
proofs of the first order results can be read without referring to that section). Once we
have the moment estimates, we can derive the ‘quantitative’ CLT for ξn or ξ′

n from the
one for Sn or S ′

n by using a quantitative version of Slutsky’s theorem.
Our argument for small components has geometrical ingredients (presented in Section

3.1) and takes boundary effects into account. The argument for large components involves
discretization and path-counting arguments seen in continuum percolation theory. The
argument for medium-sized components involves both geometry and discretization.

To derive our results with more explicit constants in the uniform case (Theorems 2.7
and 2.8) we need to demonstrate asymptotic equivalence of In and µn. This can be done
by adapting the method of polytopal approximation that was recently used for related
problems in [4], [10] and [11]. We do this in Section 4.3.

The rest of the paper is organised as follows. After some preliminary lemmas in Section
3, in Section 4 we give an asymptotic analysis of Sn and S ′

n, and of of In, in particular
proving Propositions 2.2 and 2.10.

In Section 5 we give estimates of E[ζn − Sn] and E[ζ ′
n − S ′

n], where ζn is either Kn − 1
or Rn, and ζ ′

n is either K ′
n − 1 or R′

n. where ζn is either Kn − 1, and then conclude the
proof of Theorems 2.1, 2.3 and 2.4. In Section 6 we complete the proof of Theorems 2.5
and 2.8.

3 Preliminaries
Throughout the rest of this paper we assume that the density f of the measure ν is
supported by a compact set A ⊂ Rd with f0 := infAf > 0, and that f is continuous on
A, so that fmax := supAf is finite. Moreover we assume either that d = 2 and A = [0, 1]2,
or that d ≥ 2 and A ⊂ Rd is compact and connected with A = Ao and ∂A ∈ C2. Also we
assume rn ∈ (0,∞) is given for all n ≥ 1.

Given D,D′ ⊂ Rd, we set D ⊕ D′ := {x + y : x ∈ D, y ∈ D′}, the Minkowski sum of
D and D′. Also let Do denote the interior of D. Let o denote the origin in Rd. Let ∥ · ∥
denote the Euclidean norm on Rd. Given a > 0 we set aD := {ax : x ∈ D}. Also we set
D(−a) := {x ∈ D : B(x, a) ⊂ D}. Given n ∈ N, we write [n] for the set {1, . . . , n}.

We introduce an ordering ≺ on A: for x, y ∈ A, if ∂A ∈ C2 we say x ≺ y if either
dist(x, ∂A) < dist(y, ∂A) (using the Euclidean distance) or dist(x, ∂A) = dist(y, ∂A) and
x precedes y (strictly) in the lexicographic ordering. If A = [0, 1]2 we say x ≺ y if
the ℓ1 distance from x to the nearest corner of A is less than that of y, or if these two
distances are equal and x precedes y lexicographically. In either case, given x ∈ A we
write Ax := {y ∈ A : x ≺ y}.

For non-empty U ⊂ Rd set diam(U) := supx,y∈U{∥x − y∥}, and let #(U) denote the
number of elements of U .
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3.1 Geometrical tools
Lemma 3.1. There exist δ1 > 0 and s0 > 0 depending on d and A such that if s ∈ (0, s0)
and x, y ∈ A with x ≺ y, then

λ(A ∩Bs(y) \Bs(x)) ≥ 2δ1s
d if ∥y − x∥ ≥ s; (3.1)

λ(A ∩Bs(y) \Bs(x)) ≥ 2δ1s
d−1∥y − x∥ if ∥y − x∥ ≤ 3s, (3.2)

and if ∂A ∈ C2 then (3.1) still holds if we drop the condition x ≺ y.

Note that when A = [0, 1]2 we do require x ≺ y for (3.1); othewise y could be ‘jammed
into a corner’ of A, for example when x is near (2−1/2s, 2−1/2s).

Proof. Note first that it suffices to prove the second inequality (3.2) for ∥y−x∥ ≤ s, since
it can be proved in the case s ≤ ∥x − y∥ ≤ 3s by using the first inequality (3.1) and
changing δ1.

In the case with ∂A ∈ C2, (3.1) comes from [12, Lemma 5.9], which does not require
the condition x ≺ y, while (3.2) comes from [4, Lemma 3.2].

Now suppose A = [0, 1]2. Without loss of generality, the nearest corner of A to x is
the origin. Writing x = (x1, x2) and y = (y1, y2), assume also without loss of generality
that x2 ≤ y2. Also assume y1 ≤ x1 (otherwise (3.1) and (3.2) are easy to see).

If ∥y − x∥ ≥ s then y2 ≥ x2 + 2−1/2s (otherwise the condition x ≺ y fails). Then the
ball of radius 0.05s centred on (y1 + 0.05s, y2 + 0.8s) is contained in A ∩ Bs(y) \ Bs(x),
and (3.1) follows for this case.

For (3.2), we assume without loss of generality that ∥y−x∥ ≤ s. Consider the segment
S of B(x, s) that is cut off from B(x, s) by the line parallel to [x, y] and at a distance
2−1/2s from x, away from the origin. Then as illustrated in Figure 1, S⊕{y−x} ⊂ A, and
by Fubini’s theorem there is a constant δ1 > 0 such that λ((S⊕{y−x})\S) ≥ 2δ1s∥y−x∥.

Lemma 3.2. Let 0 < ε < K < ∞. Then there exists δ2 = δ2(ε,K), s0 > 0 depending on
ε,K, d and A, such that for all s ∈ (0, s0) and all compact B ⊂ A with diamB ∈ [εs,Ks]
and x0 ∈ B with x0 ≺ y for all y ∈ B, we have

λ((B ⊕Bs(o)) ∩ A) ≥ λ(B) + λ(Bs(x0) ∩ A) + 2δ2s
d. (3.3)

Proof. In the case with ∂A ∈ C2, we can use [11, Lemma 2.5].
If instead d = 2 and A = [0, 1]2, we can argue similarly for x not close to any corner

of A. In the other case we can use [7, Proposition 5.15].

Lemma 3.3. Let ε > 0. Suppose ∂A ∈ C2. There exists s0 > 0 depending on d, A and ε
such that if s ∈ (0, s0) and y ∈ A, z ∈ ∂A, then

λ(A ∩Bs(y)) ≥ ((1/2) − ε)θsd; (3.4)
λ(A ∩Bs(z)) ≤ ((1/2) + ε)θsd. (3.5)

If instead d = 2 and A = [0, 1]2 there exists s0 > 0 such that if y ∈ A, s ∈ (0, s0) then
λ(A ∩Bs(y)) ≥ (π/4)s2.

11



x

y

Figure 1: The shaded region is (S ⊕ {y − x}) \ S, as described in the proof of
Lemma 3.1.

Proof. The first inequality (3.4) comes from [7, Lemma 5.6] or [4, Lemma 3.2].
The second inequality (3.5) comes from [7, Lemma 5.6]; alternatively it can be proved

by repeatedly using [11, Lemma 2.1(ii)].
The third inequality is obvious.

3.2 Probabilistic tools
Lemma 3.4 (Chernoff bounds). Suppose n ∈ N, p ∈ (0, 1), t > 0 and 0 < k < n.

(i) If k ≥ e2np then P[Bin(n, p) ≥ k] ≤ exp (−(k/2) log(k/(np))) ≤ e−k.
(ii) For all t large, P[Zt ≥ t+ t3/4] ≤ exp(−

√
t/9) and P[Zt ≤ t− t3/4] ≤ exp(−

√
t/9).

(iii) If k ≥ e2t then P[Zt ≥ k] ≤ e−k.

Proof. See e.g. [7, Lemmas 1.1, 1.2 and 1.4].

Let N(Rd) be the space of all finite subsets of Rd, equipped with the smallest σ-
algebra S(Rd) containing the sets {X ∈ N(Rd) : |X ∩ B| = m} for all Borel B ⊂ Rd and
all m ∈ N ∪ {0}. Given F : N(Rd) → R and x ∈ Rd, define the add-one cost DxF (X ) :=
F (X ∪ {x}) − F (X ) for all X ∈ N(Rd). Also define D+F (X ) := max(DxF (X ), 0) and
D−F (X ) := max(−DxF (X ), 0), the positive and negative parts of DxF (X ).

Lemma 3.5 (Poincaré and Efron-Stein inequalities). Suppose F : N(Rd) → R is mea-
surable and n > 0. If E[F (Pn)2] < ∞ then

Var[F (Pn)] ≤ n
∫

A
E[|DxF (Pn)|2]ν(dx). (3.6)

Also, if n ∈ N and E[F (Xn)2] < ∞ then

Var[F (Xn)] ≤ n
∫

A
E[|DxF (Xn−1)|2]ν(dx). (3.7)
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Proof. The first assertion (3.6) is the Poincaré inequality [5, Theorem 18.7]. For the second
assertion (3.7), we use Efron and Stein’s jackknife estimate for the variance of functions of
iid random variables. Let F̃n : Rdn → R be given by F̃n((x1, . . . , xn)) = F ({x1, . . . , xn})
for all x1, . . . , xn ∈ R. Then F̃n is measurable. The Efron-Stein inequality (see e.g. [2])
says that

Var[F̃n(Xn)] ≤ 1
2

n∑
i=1

E[(F̃n(Xn) − F̃n(X(i)
n+1))2] (3.8)

where Xn := (X1, . . . , Xn) and X(i)
n := (X1, . . . , Xi−1, Xi+1, . . . , Xn).

We write F̃n(Xn) − F̃n(X(i)
n+1) = F̃n(Xn) − F̃n−1(X(i)

n ) − (F̃n(X(i)
n+1) − F̃n−1(X(i)

n )). By
the bound (a + b)2 ≤ 2a2 + 2b2 (which comes from Jensen’s inequality), and (3.8), and
the exchangeability of (X1, . . . , Xn+1),

Var(F (Xn)) = Var[F̃n(Xn)] ≤ nE[(F̃n(Xn) − F̃n−1(Xn−1))2],

and (3.7) follows.
Lemma 3.6 (Quantitative version of Slutsky’s theorem). Suppose X and Y are random
variables on the same probability space with E[Y ] = 0 and Var[Y ] < ∞. Then dK(X +
Y,N(0, 1)) ≤ 3(dK(X,N(0, 1)) + (Var[Y ])1/3).
Proof. Let t ∈ R and set a := (Var[Y ])1/3. Then by the union bound and Chebyshev’s
inequality

|P[X + Y ≤ t] − P[X ≤ t]| ≤ P[{X + Y ≤ t}△{X ≤ t}]
≤ P[t− a < X ≤ t+ a] + P[|Y | ≥ a]
≤ P[t− a < N(0, 1) ≤ t+ a] + 2dK(X,N(0, 1)) + a−2Var[Y ]
≤ 3a+ 2dK(X,N(0, 1)),

and the result follows.

3.3 Percolation type estimates
For finite X ⊂ Rd, and x ∈ X and s > 0, let Cs(x,X ) denote the vertex set of the
component of G(X , s) containing x, and |Cs(x,X )| the number of elements of Cs(x,X )
(i.e. the order of this component).

To prove our theorems, we shall need to establish uniqueness of the giant component
in G(Xn, r) or G(Pn, r) (with r = r(n)). The next two lemmas help do this, and are
proved using discretization and path-counting (Peierls) arguments of the sort used in the
theory of continuum percolation.

The first lemma says that if nrd
n → ∞ as n → ∞, the existence of two components

of diameter drastically larger than rn is extremely unlikely for n large. Throughout, the
diameter of a component means the Euclidean (rather than graph-theoretic) diameter of
its set of vertices.

Bounds of this sort also arise in the study of connectivity thresholds (which concerns
the regime with In → c ∈ (0,∞)); see for instance [8, Proposition 3.2]. In the proof, we
shall invoke a topological lemma from [8].
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Lemma 3.7 (Uniqueness of the large component). Suppose (rn)n≥1 satisfies nrd
n → ∞

as n → ∞. Let ϕn be given with ϕn ≥ log n for all n ≥ 1 and assume ϕnrn → 0
as n → ∞. Let Un, respectively Ũn, denote the event that there exists at most one
component of G(Pn, rn) (respectively G(Xn, rn)) with diameter larger than ϕnrn. Then
there exists c > 0 depending only on d,A and f such that for all n large enough,

P[U c
n ] ≤ exp(−cϕnnr

d
n); P[Ũ c

n ] ≤ exp(−cϕnnr
d
n). (3.9)

Proof. First assume that ∂A ∈ C2. Let ε = 1/(99
√
d). Given n, partition Rd into cubes

(Qn,i) of side length εrn indexed by Zd. To be definite, for i = (i1, . . . , id) ∈ Zd, set
Qn,i := ∏d

k=1((ik − 1)εrn, ikεrn]. We say a set σ ⊂ Zd is ∗-connected if the closure of
the union of cubes Qn,i, i ∈ σ is connected. By the deterministic topological lemma [8,
Lemma 3.5], there exist α, α′ > 0, n1 ∈ N such that for all n ≥ n1 and for any finite
X ⊂ A, if U and V are the vertex sets of two components of G(X , rn), then there exists
a ∗-connected set σ ⊂ Zd enjoying the following properties:

i) X ∩ (∪i∈σQn,i) = ∅;

ii) |{i ∈ σ : Qn,i ⊂ A}| ≥ α#(σ);

iii) εrn#(σ) ≥ min(d−1/2 diam(U), d−1/2 diam(V ), α′).

In (iii), the factor of d−1/2 arises because if diam∞ denotes diameter in the ℓ∞ sense (as
used in [8]) then diam∞(·) ≥ d−1/2 diam(·).

We shall apply this lemma to C1 and C2 which we define to be the vertex sets of the
largest and second-largest component (in terms of Euclidean diameter) of G(Pn, rn), with
diameter ℓ1, ℓ2 respectively (so ℓ1 ≥ ℓ2).

For n > 0, k ∈ N, define

Kn,k,α := {σ ⊂ Zd : #(σ) = k, σ is ∗-connected,#{i ∈ σ : Qn,i ⊂ A} ≥ αk}, (3.10)

and define the events

Gn,k := ∪σ∈Kn,k,α
{Pn ∩ (∪i∈σQn,i) = ∅}; G̃n,k := ∪σ∈Kn,k,α

{Xn ∩ (∪i∈σQn,i) = ∅}.
(3.11)

If event U c
n occurs, then ℓ2 ≥ rnϕn, so by the lemma, Gn,k occurs for some k ≥

ε−1d−1/2ϕn ≥ ϕn. By a Peierls argument (e.g. [7, Lemma 9.3]) there exists c = c(d,A) > 0
such that the family of ∗-connected sets σ ⊂ Zd with #(σ) = k and with Qn,i ∩ A ̸= ∅
for some i ∈ σ has cardinality at most cr−d

n eck, which is at most neck, provided n is large
enough, by the condition nrd

n → ∞. Thus by the union bound, for n large enough we
have

P[G c
n,k] ≤ n exp(ck − kαnf0(εrn)d) ≤ n exp(−(αf0ε

d/2)knrd
n), (3.12)

where we used that nrd
n → ∞ again for the last inequality. The same bound holds for G̃n,k,

since the probability of a binomial random quantity taking the value zero is bounded above
by the corresponding probability for a Poisson random quantity with the same mean.
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By (3.12), for n large enough

P[U c
n ] ≤

∑
k≥ϕn

P[Gn,k] ≤ 2n exp(−(αf0ε
d/2)nrd

nϕn)

≤ exp(−(αf0ε
d/4)nrd

nϕn),

where we used the conditions nrd
n → ∞ and ϕn ≥ log n, for the last inequality. This gives

us the first assertion in (3.9), and the second assertion is obtained similarly using G̃n,k.
In the case where A = [0, 1]2, we can argue similarly (see [7, Lemma 13.5]). We should

now take ε so that the cubes Qn,i fit exactly in the unit cube, which means ε needs to vary
with n but we can take ε(n) to satisfy this condition as well as ε ∈ [1/(99

√
d), 1/(98

√
d))

for all large enough n, and the preceding argument still works.

We next provide a bound on the probability of existence of a moderately large com-
ponents of G(Pn, rn) near a given location in A, again measuring ‘size’ of a component C
by the Euclidean diameter of its vertex set V (C). For x, y, z ∈ Rd and X a finite set of
points in Rd, we use the notation

X x := X ∪ {x}; X x,y := X ∪ {x, y}; X x,y,z := X ∪ {x, y, z}. (3.13)

Suppose 0 ≤ ε < K ≤ ∞. Given (rn)n≥1 we define events

Mn,ε,K(x,X ) := {εrn < diam(Crn(x,X x)) ≤ Krn}; (3.14)
M ∗

n,ε,K(x,X ) := ∪y∈X ∩Brn (x)Mn,ε,K(y,X ). (3.15)

Lemma 3.8 (Non-existence of moderately large components near a fixed site). Suppose
nrd

n → ∞ and n1/(2d)rn → 0 as n → ∞. There exist β, n1 ∈ (0,∞) such that for all
n ≥ n1 and all x, y ∈ A, all ρ ∈ [1, n1/(2d)], with ξn representing any of Pn, Pn ∪ {y},
Xn−1, Xn−2 ∪ {y} or Xn−3 ∪ {y}, we have

P[Mn,ρ,n1/(2d)(x, ξn)] ≤ exp(−βρnrd
n); (3.16)

P[M ∗
n,ρ,n1/(2d)(x, ξn)] ≤ exp(−βρnrd

n). (3.17)

Proof. Suppose ξn = Pn. Assume for now that ∂A ∈ C2. As in the previous proof, given
n we partition Rd into cubes Qn,i of side εrn with ε = 1/(99

√
d). For n > 0, k ∈ N, with

Kn,k,α defined at (3.10) define

Kn,k,α,x = {σ ∈ Kn,k,α : εrnσ ∩Brn(x) ̸= ∅ or ∪i∈σ Qn,i surrounds x},

where we say a set D ⊂ Rd surrounds x if x lies in a bounded component of Rd \D, and
aσ := {az : z ∈ σ} for a > 0, and D denotes the closure of a set D. Define the event

Gn,k,x := ∪σ∈Kn,k,α,x
{Pn ∩ (∪i∈σQn,i) = ∅}.

Let ρ > 0. Suppose now that Mn,ρ,n1/(2d)(x,Pn) occurs, and let C := Crn(x,Px
n). In

this case we have to look into the proof of [7, Lemma 13.9] (or that of [8, Lemma 3.5],
which is the same). There, the set we are calling A is called Ω. In the preamble to that
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lemma, a sequence of sets Ω1,Ω2,Ω3 is defined; each of these sets is a connected union of
closed hypercubes, with Ωi ⊂ Ωo

i+1 for i = 1, 2, with Ω3 ⊂ Ao, and also with the ‘interior’
set ΩI (defined in [7]) contained in Ω1.

Set C ′ = C ⊕Brn/2(o); then C ′ is a connected compact set. Let D be the closure of the
unbounded component of Rd \ C ′, and let ∂C ′ := C ′ ∩ D, which is the external boundary
of C ′. Let Σ denote the collection of i ∈ Zd such that Qn,i ∩ ∂C ′ ̸= ∅.

Then ∂C ′ is connected by the unicoherence of Rd (see e.g. [7]), so Σ is ∗-connected.
Also Pn ∩Qn,i = ∅ for all i ∈ Σ. Moreover, since diam(C) ≤ n1/(2d)rn and C ∩Brn(x) ̸= ∅,
we have that ∪i∈ΣQn,i ⊂ B2n1/(2d)rn

(x).
We claim that ∪i∈ΣQn,i surrounds x. Indeed, x /∈ ∪i∈ΣQn,i since dist(x, ∂C ′) ≥ rn/2.

Since x ∈ C ⊂ C ′, any path from x to a point in D must pass through a point in ∂C ′, and
the claim follows.

Since n1/(2d)rn → 0 as n → ∞, if x ∈ Ω3 then (provided n is large enough) we have
B2n1/(2d)rn

(x) ⊂ A and hence ∪i∈ΣQn,i ⊂ A. If x /∈ Ω3 then (provided n is large enough)
we have C ∩ Ω2 = ∅, and by following the second case considered in the proof of [7,
Lemma 13.9], we see that Σ ∈ Kn,k,α,x for some k. Also |Σ| ≥ ε−1d−1/2ρ ≥ ρ.

Thus in either case if Mn,ρ,n1/(2d)(x,Pn) occurs, then event Gn,k (defined at (3.11))
occurs for some k ≥ ρ. Since there are constants c, c′ such that the family of ∗-connected
sets σ ⊂ Zd with #(σ) = k and with Rd \ ∪i∈σQn,i surrounding x has cardinality at most
c′eck, for n large enough we have

P[Gn,k] ≤ c′ exp(ck − kαnf0(εrn)d) ≤ c′ exp(−(αf0ε
d/2)knrd

n).

By summing over k ≥ ρ, we deduce that for n large enough,

P[Mn,ρ,n1/(2d)(x,Pn)] ≤ 2c′ exp(−(αf0ε
d/2)ρnrd

n).

Taking β = αf0ε
d/4, we obtain (3.16). Then using Markov’s inequality, the Mecke formula

(see e.g. [5]) and (3.16) we can deduce that

P[M ∗
n,ρ,n1/(2d)(x,Pn)] ≤ n

∫
Brn (x)

P[Mn,ρ,n1/(2d)(y,Pn)]ν(dy)

= O(nrd
n exp(−βρnrd

n)),

and on taking a smaller value of β we obtain (3.17).
In the case where A = [0, 1]2, we can argue similarly (see [7, Lemma 13.5]). We should

now take ε so that the cubes Qn,i fit exactly in the unit cube, which means ε needs to vary
with n but we can take ε(n) to satisfy this condition as well as ε ∈ [1/(99

√
d), 1/(98

√
d))

for all large enough n, and the preceding argument still works.
We can prove the results for the other choices of ξn in the statement of the lemma, by

similar arguments.

We shall use crossing estimates from the theory of continuum percolation. Consider
a homogeneous Poisson process Hα in Rd with intensity α. For each s > 0, let Hα,s =
Hα ∩ Cs where Cs := [0, s]d. We say that the graph G(Hα,s, 1) crosses the cube Cs in
the first coordinate (for short: Cross1(s) occurs) if there exists a component of G(Hα,s, 1)
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such that its vertex set C satisfies (C ⊕B1/2(o))∩ ({0}× [0, s]d−1) ̸= ∅ and (C ⊕B1/2(o))∩
({s} × [0, s]d−1) ̸= ∅, namely, we can find a path contained in C ⊕B1/2(o) which connects
two opposite faces of Cs along the first coordinate. Define similarly Crossk(s) for each
k ∈ {2, . . . , d}. We say Cross(s) occurs if Crossk(s) occurs for all k ∈ [d]. Observe that the
crossing event defined above is slightly different from the one in Meester and Roy [6] where
a crossing in the first coordinate is said to occur if there is a path in (Hα ⊕B1/2(o)) ∩Cs

connecting two opposite faces of Cs along the first coordinate. In other words, in [6], one
is allowed to use all the Poisson points to construct a crossing path in Cs, while in our
setting, one is restricted to the Poisson points in Cs.

A fundamental fact about continuum percolation is the existence of αc ∈ (0,∞) such
that, as s → ∞, Pα[Cross(s)] → 1 for α > αc and Pα[Cross(s)] → 0 for α < αc. Here Pα

denotes the law of Hα. For our purpose, we are concerned with the super-critical phase
α > αc. The following estimate taken from [7] quantifies the convergence of the crossing
probabilities.

Lemma 3.9 ([7, Lemma 10.5 and Proposition 10.6]). Let d ≥ 2 and α > αc. Then there
exists a finite constant c > 0 such that for all s ≥ 1,

1 − Pα[Cross1(s)] ≤ e−cs.

From this we derive a bound for the probability of having a small giant component.
Again in the next result, diam refers to the Euclidean metric diameter of the vertex set
of a component.

Given finite nonempty X ⊂ Rd and n ≥ 1, let Ln(X ) and Ln,2(X ) denote the vertex set
of the component ofG(X , rn) with with largest order and second largest order, respectively
(setting Ln,2(X ) to be empty if the graph is connected). Choose the left-most one if there
is a tie.

Lemma 3.10. Suppose nrd
n → ∞ and nrd

n = O(log n) as n → ∞. Then there exist
constants δ3, n1 ∈ (0,∞) such that for all n ≥ n1, with ξn denoting either Pn or Xn,

P[diam(Ln(ξn)) < (log n)2rn] ≤ exp(−δ3(n/ log n)1/d). (3.18)

Proof. First we show there exist constants δ, c′ ∈ (0,∞) such that for all large enough n,

P[#(Ln(ξn)) < δr−1
n ] ≤ exp(−c′(n/ log n)1/d); (3.19)

Without loss of generality we can and do choose δ > 0 such that C2δ := [0, 2δ]d ⊂ A.
Define the event

Yn := {G(Pe−2n ∩ C2δ, rn) crosses C2δ in the first coordinate}.

Since Pe−2n ⊂ Pn, we have that Yn ⊂ {#(Ln(Pn)) ≥ δ/rn} for n large.
Clearly the graph G(Pe−2n ∩ C2δ, rn) is isomorphic to G(r−1

n (Pe−2n ∩ C2δ), 1). Also
e−2nf0r

d
n > αc + 1 for all n large by (1.1). We claim that for such n, we have P[Yn] ≥

Pαc+1[Cross1(2δ/rn)]. Indeed, by the mapping theorem [5, Theorem 5.1], r−1
n (Pe−2n ∩C2δ)

is a Poisson process in C2δ/rn with intensity measure having a density bounded below by
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e−2nf0r
d
n, and hence by αc +1. By the thinning theorem [5, Corollary 5.9], one can couple

Hαc+1 and Pe−2n in such a way that Hαc+1 ∩C2δ/rn ⊂ r−1
n (Pe−2n ∩C2δ). Since the crossing

event is increasing in the sense that adding more points to the Poisson process increases
the chance of its occurrence, this coupling justifies the claim. Thus by Lemma 3.9,

P[#(Ln(Pn)) ≥ δ/rn] ≥ P[Yn] ≥ Pαc+1[Cross1(2δ/rn)] ≥ 1 − e−2cδ/rn ,

For the case of binomial input, note that if Ze−2n ≤ n then Pe−2n ≤ Xn and hence if also
Yn occurs then #(Ln(Xn)) ≥ δ/rn for n large. Therefore using Lemma 3.4(iii) we have

P[#(Ln(Xn)) < δ/rn] ≤ P[Y c
n ] + P[Ze−2n > n] ≤ e−2cδ/rn + e−n.

Thus using the assumption nrd
n = O(log n), we have (3.19) for both choices of ξn.

Now for n ≥ 1 let ρ := ρ(n) := max((log n)2, 1), and partition Rd into cubes of side
length rn. Necessarily Ln(Pn) intersects one of the cubes with non-empty intersection with
A, called Q, and if diam(Ln(Pn)) < ρrn, then Ln(Pn) ⊂ Q ⊕ Bρrn . If also #(Ln(Pn)) ≥
δ/rn, then Pn(Q ⊕ Bρrn) ≥ δ/rn. Since ρ ≥ 1, we have λ(Q ⊕ Bρrn) ≤ (3ρrn)d. By the
union bound, we have

P[{diam(Ln(Pn)) < ρrn} ∩ {#(Ln(Pn)) ≥ δ/rn}] ≤ cr−d
n P[Z3dρdnfmaxrd

n
≥ δ/rn].

We can then apply Lemma 3.4(iii) provided δ/rn ≥ e2(3dρdnfmaxr
d
n), or in other words

ρd ≤ (c′nrd+1
n )−1 for some constant c′.

By assumption nrd
n = O(log n) so ρdnrd+1

n = O((log n)2d+(d+1)/dn−1/d). Hence we can
apply Lemma 3.4(iii) to deduce that for n large

P[{diam(Ln(Pn)) < ρrn} ∩ {#(Ln(Pn)) ≥ δ/rn}] ≤ cr−d
n exp(−δ/rn) ≤ exp(−δ/(2rn)).

Since rd
n = O((log n)/n), we have r−1

n = Ω
((

n
log n

)1/d)
so using (3.19) and the union

bound we can deduce (3.18) for ξn = Pn. We can obtain (3.18) for ξn = Xn by a similar
argument, using Lemma 3.4(i) instead of Lemma 3.4(iii).

4 The number of isolated vertices
In this section we prove Propositions 2.2 and 2.10. In the uniform case we also demonstrate
the asymptotic equivalence of In and µn, defined at (2.1) and (1.4) respectively.

We continue to make the assumptions on ν and A that we set out at the start of
Section 3. Also we assume rn ∈ (0,∞) is given for all n ≥ 1. Recalling from (2.1) that
In := n

∫
exp(−nν(Brn(x)))ν(dx), we assume throughout this section that rn satisfies

lim
n→∞

nrd
n = ∞; (4.1)

lim inf
n→∞

In > 0. (4.2)

Also for s > 0 we write A(−s) := {x ∈ A : Bs(x) ⊂ A}.
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4.1 Mean and variance of the number of isolated vertices
Let Sn (respectively S ′

n) denote the number of singletons (i.e. isolated vertices) of
G(Xn, rn) (resp., of G(Pn, rn)). That is, set

S ′
n =

∑
x∈Pn

1{Pn ∩Brn(x) = {x}}; Sn =
∑

x∈Xn

1{Xn ∩Brn(x) = {x}}. (4.3)

By the Mecke formula E[S ′
n] = In. Also define

Ĩn := E[Sn] = n
∫

(1 − ν(Brn(x)))n−1ν(dx). (4.4)

Lemma 4.1 (Lower bounds on In). Let f+
0 , f+

1 be constants with f+
0 > f0 and f+

1 > f1.
Then as n → ∞,

n exp(−nθf+
0 r

d
n) = o(In); (4.5)

n1−1/d exp(−nθf+
1 r

d
n/2) = o(In). (4.6)

Proof. Assume for now that ∂A ∈ C2. See [12, Lemma 3.1] for a proof of (4.5). For (4.6),
choose x0 ∈ ∂A with f(x0) < f+

1 . Using the assumed continuity of f , choose s0 > 0 and
δ > 0 such that

(1 + δ)d+1 sup{f(y) : y ∈ A ∩B2s0(x0)} ≤ f+
1 .

By Lemma 3.3, there is a constant r1 > 0 (independent of z) such that λ(Bs(z) ∩ A) ≤
(1 + δ)θsd/2 for all z ∈ ∂A, s ∈ (0, r1).

Let y ∈ Bs0(x0)∩A\A(−δrn) and let z be the closest point of ∂A to y. Then ∥y−z∥ ≤
δrn, so provided n is large enough

ν(Brn(y)) ≤ ν(B(1+δ)rn(z)) ≤ (1 + δ)d+1f1θr
d
n/2 ≤ f+

1 θr
d
n/2.

Therefore since λ(Bs0(x0) ∩ A \ A(−s)) = Ω(s) as s ↓ 0,

In ≥ n
∫

Bs0 (x0)∩A\A(−δrn)
exp(−nν(Brn(y)))ν(dy) = Ω(nrne

−nf+
1 θrd

n/2),

and then using (4.1) we obtain (4.6).
In the case where A = [0, 1]2 instead of ∂A ∈ C2, the preceding proof still works, since

we can take x0 to not be a corner of A.

Lemma 4.2 (Upper bound on In). Suppose b+ ≤ (6/5)bc with bc given at (2.5). Then
given ε > 0,

In = O(ne−nθf0rd
n + n1−1/de−nrd

nθf1( 1
2 −ε)). (4.7)

Proof. Note first that for all x ∈ A(−rn) we have ν(Brn(x)) ≥ θrd
nf0, so that writing In(S)

for n
∫

S exp(−nν(Brn(x)))ν(dx), we have

In(A(−rn)) = n
∫

A(−rn)
e−nν(Brn (x))ν(dx) ≤ ne−nθrd

nf0 .
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Let ε ∈ (0, 1
2). Suppose ∂A ∈ C2. Then by Lemma 3.3 and the continuity of f , for all

large enough n and all x ∈ A \ A(−rn) we have ν(Brn(x)) ≥ (1 − ε)f1θr
d
n/2; hence

In(A \ A(−rn)) = O(nrne
−nθrd

nf1(1−ε)/2) = O(n1−1/de−nθrd
nf1( 1

2 −ε)).

Now suppose instead that d = 2 and A = [0, 1]2. Let Corn denote the set of x ∈ A lying at
an ℓ∞ distance at most rn from one of the corners of A. By the same argument as above

In(A \ A(−rn) \ Corn) = O(n1/2e−nθr2
nf1( 1

2 −ε)).

Also In(Corn) ≤ 4fmaxnr
2
n exp(−nπr2

nf0/4) and using the assumption b+ < (6/5)bc =
6/(5f0), we obtain for large n that nf0πr

2
n ≤ (5/4) log n so that

In(Corn)
ne−nπr2

nf0
≤ 4fmaxr

2
n exp(3nπr2

nf0/4) = O(r2
nn

15/16) = o(1).

Combining all of the preceding estimates we obtain for both cases (∂A ∈ C2 or A = [0, 1]2)
that (4.7) holds.

Proof of Proposition 2.2. If b+ < bc = max( 1
f0
, 2−2/d

f1
) then we claim that In → ∞. Indeed,

if b+ < 1/f0, choose f+
0 > f0, δ > 0, such that f+

0 (b+ + δ) < 1. Then for n large
ne−nθf+

0 rd
n > ne−f+

0 (b++δ) log n so In → ∞ by Lemma 4.1. If b+ < (2 − 2/d)/f1 then choose
f+

1 > f1 and δ > 0 with f+
1 (b+ + δ) < 2 − 2/d. Then for n large, n1−1/de−nθf+

1 rd
n/2 >

n1−1/de− 1
2 f+

1 (b++δ) log n so again In → ∞ by Lemma 4.1, and the claim follows.
Now suppose b− > bc. We need to show In → 0 as n → ∞. Since n

∫
A e

−nν(Bs(x))ν(dx)
is nonincreasing in s, it suffices to prove this under the extra assumption b+ ≤ 6bc/5,
which makes Lemma 4.2 applicable. Since b− > bc there exists ε > 0 such that for n large
enough θf0nr

d
n > (1 + ε) log n and nrd

nθf1(1
2 − ε) > (1 − 1/d)(1 + ε) log n, and then we see

In → 0 by (4.7).
Finally if b+ > bc then by the preceding argument In → 0 as n → ∞ along some

subsequence, so we must have lim infn→∞ In = 0.

Lemma 4.3 (Asymptotic equivalence of In and Ĩn). There exists δ > 0 such that as
n → ∞ we have |In − Ĩn| = O(e−δnrd

nIn).

Proof. For x ∈ A, given n write pn(x) := ν(Brn(x)). By the bounds 1 − pn(x) ≤ e−pn(x),
and 1 − pn(x) ≥ 1 − fmaxθr

d
n, and the condition (4.1),

Ĩn ≤ (1 − fmaxθr
d
n)−1n

∫
A
e−npn(x)ν(dx)

= (1 +O(rd
n))In.

Also by Taylor’s theorem log(1 − p) ≥ −p− p2 for p > 0 close to 0, so

Ĩn ≥ n
∫

A
exp(n log(1 − pn(x)))dx

≥ n
∫

A
exp(n(−pn(x) − pn(x)2))dx

≥ e−n(fmaxθrd
n)2
In.
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Combining these two estimates and using (4.1) yields |Ĩn − In| = O(nr2d
n In). Therefore

it suffices to show nr2d
n e

δnrd
n = O(1) for some δ > 0. By (4.2) and Proposition 2.2,

nrd
n = O(log n) so for δ small enough eδnrd

n = O(n1/2), while nr2d
n = O((log n)2n−1) so

nr2d
n e

δnrd
n = O((log n)2n−1/2) = o(1).

Proposition 4.4 (Variance asymptotics of the number of singletons: Poisson input).
There exists c > 0 such that as n → ∞,

Var[S ′
n] = In(1 +O(e−cnrd

n)).

Proof. This is proved in [12, Proposition 4.1, case k = 1], for ∂A ∈ C2, under the
extra assumption [12, equation (3.1)] which amounts to b+ < 1/max(f0, d(f0 − f1/2)) (or
b < 2/(df0) in the uniform case). We need to relax this condition to lim infn→∞ In > 0 as
well as nrd

n → ∞. Also we need to consider the case with d = 2, A = [0, 1]2. We find that
the proof of [12, Proposition 4.1] still works, except for where it uses [12, Lemma 4.2].
The latter proof does invoke the extra assumption on b+, so we provide a different proof
of [12, Lemma 4.2, case k = 1] not requiring the extra assumption on b+, that works for
A = [0, 1]2 as well as for ∂A ∈ C2.

The quantity denoted J2,n in [12] is O(Ine
−cnrd

n) as in [12]. The quantity denoted J1,n

in [12] (when k = 1) is given by

J1,n = n2
∫

A

∫
A
e−nν(Brn (x)∪Brn (y))1{rn < ∥y − x∥ ≤ 2rn}ν(dy)ν(dx)

≤ 2n2
∫

A

∫
A
e−nν(Brn (x)∪Brn (y))1{rn < ∥y − x∥ ≤ 2rn, x ≺ y}ν(dy)ν(dx).

By (3.1) from Lemma 3.1, there exists δ1 > 0 such that for n large and x, y ∈ A with
∥x− y∥ ≥ rn and x ≺ y we have ν(Brn(y) \Brn(x)) ≥ 2δ1f0r

d
n. Hence

J1,n ≤ 2n2fmaxθ(2rn)d
∫

A
e−nν(Brn (x))−2nδ1f0rd

nν(dx)

≤ e−nδ1f0rd
nIn,

which gives us [12, Lemma 4.2, case k = 1] and hence the result.

Proposition 4.5 (Variance asymptotics of the number of singletons: binomial input).
There exists δ > 0 such that as n → ∞,

Var[Sn] = In(1 +O(e−δnrd
n)).

Proof. See [12, Proposition 4.3] and Lemma 4.3 of the present paper. In the proof of [12,
Proposition 4.3] it is assumed that [12, equation (3.1)] holds (i.e. b+ < 1/max(f0, d(f0 −
f1/2)) in our notation here), but the proof carries through to the general case with nrd

n →
∞ and In → ∞. Instead of [12, Lemma 4.2] we can use the estimate on J1,n in the proof
of Proposition 4.4 above.
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4.2 Asymptotic distribution of the singleton count
For both the normal and Poisson convergence results, we use the following.

Lemma 4.6 (Poisson approximation for S ′
n and Sn). There exists δ > 0 such that as

n → ∞,

dTV(S ′
n, ZIn) = O(e−δnrd

n); (4.8)
if ∂A ∈ C2, dTV(Sn, ZĨn

) = O(e−δnrd
n). (4.9)

Proof. The result (4.8) is proved in [12, Proposition 5.4] (taking k = 1 there), under
the extra assumptions that ∂A ∈ C2 and that [12, equation (3.1)] holds, i.e. b+ ≤
1/max(f0, d(f0 − f1/2)) in our notation. We wish to drop this assumption on b+, and
assume only that nrd

n → ∞ and lim infn→∞(In) > 0. Also we wish to include the case
where A = [0, 1]2.

Going through the proof of [12, Proposition 5.4] we find that it still works under our
weaker assumptions, but that it uses [12, Lemma 4.2]. In the proof of Proposition 4.4
we have already provided a the proof of [12, Lemma 4.2] under our weaker assumptions,
justifying (4.8).

Similarly (4.9) is proved in [12, Proposition 5.6], taking k = 1 there, under the extra
asusmption that b+ ≤ 1/max(f0, d(f0 − f1/2)), which we wish to drop. Going through
the proof of [12, Proposition 5.6], we find that it still works without the extra assumption
on b+. Since k = 1 for us, we can give a simpler proof of [12, Lemma 5.8] than the one
given there for general k, as follows.

In our case N6 is the number of singletons of G(Xn,2, rn) within distance 2rn of X̃1.
Each vertex has probability O(rd

n) of lying in B2rn(X̃1) \ Brn(X̃1), and given its location
and that of X̃1, using (3.1) from Lemma 3.1 without assuming x ≺ y there (and therefore
requiring ∂A ∈ C2), it has probability at most e−δnrd

n of being isolated, for some δ > 0.
Thus we can obtain that E[N6] = O(nrd

n exp(−δnrd
n)) which is what we need.

Proof of Proposition 2.10. The assertion E[ζn] = In(1+O(e−δnrd
n)) follows from the Mecke

formula (in the case ζn = S ′
n) and from Lemma 4.3 (in the case ζn = Sn). The assertion

Var[ζn] = In(1+O(e−δnrd
n)) follows from Proposition 4.4 (if ζn = S ′

n) and from Proposition
4.5 (if ζn = Sn).

By the Berry-Esseen theorem dK(t−1/2(Zt − t), N(0, 1)) = O(t−1/2) as t → ∞. Hence,
by the triangle inequality for dK, we have

dK(I−1/2
n (S ′

n − In), N(0, 1)) ≤ dK(S ′
n, ZIn) +O(I−1/2

n ). (4.10)

Then using (4.8), and the obvious inequality dK ≤ dTV, we obtain (2.22). Similarly using
(4.9) and Lemma 4.3 we obtain (2.23).

4.3 Asymptotics for In in the uniform case
Throughout this subsection we make the additional assumption that f ≡ f01A, with
f0 = 1/λ(A), and assume as n → ∞ that rn satisfy

nrd
n → ∞; lim sup(nf0θr

d
n − (2 − 2/d)(log n− 1{d ≥ 3} log log n)) < ∞. (4.11)
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We shall demonstrate the asymptotic equivalence of In and µn, defined at (2.1) and (1.4)
respectively. Given n, for x ∈ A set pn(x) := exp(−nν(Brn(x))). Given Borel S ⊂ A, let

In(S) := nf0

∫
S
pn(x)dx. (4.12)

Proposition 4.7 (The case d = 2). Suppose d = 2 and either ∂A ∈ C2, or A = [0, 1]2.
Suppose (4.11) holds. Then we have as n → ∞ that

In = n exp(−nf0πr
2
n)(1 +O(nr2

n)−1/2). (4.13)

Proof. Case 1: ∂A ∈ C2. In this case the result follows from Proposition 4.8 below,
since the ratio between the two terms in the right hand side of (4.14) is given by

e−nf0θrd
n/2θ−1

d−1r
1−d
n |∂A|

ne−nf0θrd
n

= O
(

exp
(nf0πr

2
n

2 − log n
2 − log(nr2

n)
2

))
,

which is O((nr2
n)−1/2) by (4.11).

Case 2: A = [0, 1]2. In this case f0 = 1. Define the ‘moat’ Mon := A \ A(−rn).
For 1 ≤ i ≤ 4 let Corn,i be the region of A within ℓ∞-distance rn of the ith corner of

A (a square of side rn). Then In(Corn,i) ≤ nr2
ne

−nπr2
n/4.

The set Mon \ ∪4
i=1Corn,i is a union of rectangular regions Recn,i, 1 ≤ i ≤ 4. For all

n large enough, i ≤ 4 and x ∈ Recn,i we have ν(Brn(x)) ≥ r2
n(π

2 + a(x)/rn), where a(x)
denotes the distance from x to ∂A. Hence

In(Recn,i) ≤ nrne
−nπr2

n/2
∫ 1

0
e−nr2

nada = O(nrne
−πnr2

n/2(nr2
n)−1).

Combined with the corner region estimate, and the bound πnr2
n ≤ log n + c from (4.11),

this yields

In(Mon)/In(A(−rn)) = O(n−1r−1
n enπr2

n/2) +O(r2
ne

(3/4)nπr2
n)

= O(n−1/2r−1
n ) +O(((log n)/n)n3/4).

Also In(A(−rn)) = ne−nπr2
n(1 + O(rn)) and rn = o((nr2

n)−1/2). Putting together these
estimates yields (4.13) in Case 2.

Proposition 4.8 (The case ∂A ∈ C2). Suppose d ≥ 2 and ∂A ∈ C2. Suppose (rn)n≥1
satisfy (4.11). Then as n → ∞,

In = ne−nf0θrd
n + e−nf0θrd

n/2θ−1
d−1r

1−d
n |∂A|

(
1 +O

(( log(nrd
n)

nrd
n

)2
))
. (4.14)

Proof. We shall investigate separately the contributions from different regions of the set
A. Since the proof is quite long, we break it into steps.

Step 1: Polytopal approximation to ∂A. We shall approximate A locally by a polytope,
i.e. break ∂A into finitely many pieces and approximate each piece by a polytopal surface.

23



Given x ∈ ∂A we can express ∂A locally in a neighbourhood of x, after a rotation, as the
graph of a C2 function with zero derivative at x. We shall approximate to that function
by the graph of a piecewise affine function.

Here are the details of this approximation, where we are following [10] and [4]. For
each x ∈ ∂A, we can find an open neighbourhood Nx of x, a number r(x) > 0 such that
B(x, 3r(x)) ⊂ Nx and a rotation φx about x such that φx(∂A ∩ Nx) is the graph of a
real-valued C2 function f defined on an open ball D ⊂ Rd−1, with ⟨f ′(u), e⟩ ≤ 1/(9d)
for all u ∈ D and all unit vectors e in Rd−1, where ⟨·, ·⟩ denotes the Euclidean inner
product in Rd−1 and f ′(u) := (∂1f(u), ∂2f(u), . . . , ∂d−1f(u)) is the derivative of f at
u. Moreover, by taking a smaller neighbourhood if necessary, we can also assume that
there exists ε > 0 and a ∈ R such that f(u) ∈ [a + ε, a + 2ε] for all u ∈ D and also
φx(A) ∩ (D × [a, a+ 3ε]) = {(u, z) : u ∈ D, a ≤ z ≤ f(u)}.

By a compactness argument, we can and do take a finite collection of points x1, . . . , xJ ∈
∂A such that

∂A ⊂ ∪J
j=1B(xj, r(xj)). (4.15)

Then there are constants εj > 0, and rigid motions φj, 1 ≤ j ≤ J , such that for each j
the set φj(∂A ∩ Nxj

) is the graph of a C2 function fj defined on a ball Ij in Rd−1, with
|⟨f ′

j(u), e⟩| ≤ 1/9 for all u ∈ Ij and all unit vectors e ∈ Rd−1, and also with εj ≤ fj(u) ≤
2εj for all u ∈ Ij and φj(A) ∩ (Ij × [0, 3εj]) = {(u, z) : u ∈ Ij, 0 ≤ z ≤ f(u)}.

Let Γ ⊂ ∂A be a closed set such that Γ ⊂ B(xj, r(xj)) for some j ∈ {1, . . . , J}.
Assume Γ is ‘nice’ in the sense that as as r ↓ 0, the number of balls of radius r required
to cover ∂Γ, the relative boundary of Γ in ∂A, is O(r2−d) (if d = 2 we can assume ∂Γ is
finite). To simplify notation we shall assume that Γ ⊂ B(x1, r(x1)), and moreover that
φ1 is the identity map. Then Γ = {(u, f1(u)) : u ∈ U} for some bounded set U ⊂ Rd−1.
Also, writing ϕ(·) for f1(·) from now on, we assume

ϕ(U) ⊂ [ε1, 2ε1] (4.16)

and

A ∩ (U × [0, 3ε1]) = {(u, z) : u ∈ U, 0 ≤ z ≤ ϕ(u)}. (4.17)

Divide Rd−1 into cubes of dimension d − 1 and side r3/4
n , and divide each of these

cubes into (d−1)! simplices (we take these simplices to be closed). Let Un be the union of
all those simplices in the resulting tessellation of Rd−1 into simplices, that are contained
within U .

Let ψn : Un → R be the function that is affine on each of the simplices making up Un,
and agrees with the function ϕ on each of the vertices of these simplices. Choose n0 so
that Un ̸= ∅ for all n ≥ n0. Set

K := sup
n≥n0,u∈Un

(r−3/2
n |ϕ(u) − ψn(u)|). (4.18)

Then K < ∞ by an based on Taylor expansion, similar to [10, Lemma 7.18] and to [4,
eq. (5.7)].

24



Now define ϕn(u) := ψn(u) −Kr3/2
n . By (4.18), ϕn(u) ≤ ϕ(u) ≤ ϕn(u) + 2Kr3/2

n for all
u ∈ Un. Our approximating surface will be defined by Γn := {(x, ϕn(x)) : x ∈ Un}, with
the constant K given by (4.18).

Step 2: Decomposition of the range of integration. We define the moat Mon by

Mon := {(u, z) : u ∈ Un, z ≤ ϕn(u), dist((u, z),Γn) ≤ rn}.

This is the region within distance rn of Γn and below Γn. We refer to Rain := {(u, z) :
u ∈ Un, ϕn(u) ≤ z ≤ ϕ(u)} as the railing. We refer to A(−2rn) as the bulk.

We further decompose Mon as follows. By construction, the set Γn is composed of
(d − 1)-dimensional facets, which we denote by Facn,i, 1 ≤ i ≤ m(n). For each i ≤ m(n)
let Prin,i denote the prism with height rn and upper (d − 1)-dimensional base given by
the part of Facn,i at distance at least 4rn from the set ∂Facn,i, which we define to be the
union of all the (d− 2)-dimensional facets bounding the facet Facn,i.

We claim that the prisms Prin,i, 1 ≤ i ≤ m(n), are pairwise disjoint. To see this, note
that if u, v ∈ U , then as at equation (7.51) of [10], since |⟨ϕ′(w), e⟩| ≤ 1/9 for all unit
vectors w ∈ Rd−1,

∥(u, ϕ(u)) − (v, ϕ(v))∥ ≤ ∥u− v∥ + |ϕ(u) − ϕ(v)| ≤ (9/8)∥u− v∥. (4.19)

Hence ∥u− v∥ ≥ (8/9)∥(u, ϕ(u)) − (v, ϕ(v))∥.
Let π : Rd → Rd−1 denote projection onto the first d − 1 coordinates. If i ≤ m(n)

and x ∈ Prin,i, and y is the nearest point in Facn,i to x, then dist(y, ∂Facn,i) ≥ 4rn, and
dist(π(y), π(∂Facn,i)) ≥ (8/9)(4rn) ≥ 3rn. Since ∥x − y∥ ≤ rn, also ∥π(y) − π(x)∥ ≤ rn,
and therefore dist(π(x), π(∂Facn,i)) ≥ 2rn. In particular, π(x) lies in Faco

n,i, the relative
interior of Facn,i. Similarly, for any j ̸= i with j ≤ m(n), we have for any z ∈ Prin,j that
π(z) ∈ π(Faco

n,j), and since π(Facn,j), π(Facn,j) have disjoint interiors, this justifies the
claim.

The preceding argument also shows that if i, j ≤ m(n) with i ̸= j, then

dist(x,Facn,j) ≥ dist(π(x), π(Facn,j)) ≥ 2rn, ∀ x ∈ Prin,i. (4.20)

By construction, ∪m(n)
i=1 Prin,i ⊂ Mon. The left-over regions in the moat near the (d−2)-

dimensional facets of Γn (and therefore not in any prism) are called (Corn,i), the corner
regions. Notice that when d ≥ 3 the Corn,i’s may overlap each other a little near the
(d−3)-dimensional facets of Γn, and they have empty intersection with any of the prisms.
Partition the moat into prisms and corners

Mon =
(m(n)⋃

i=1
Prin,i

)
∪
(m(n)⋃

i=1
Corn,i

)
.

Step 3: contribution of the bulk, railing and corners. To deal with the bulk, note that
for each x ∈ A(−rn), we have pn(x) = e−nf0θrd

n so that by (4.12),

In(A(−2rn)) = nf0|A(−2rn)|e−nf0θrd
n = (1 +O(rn))ne−nf0θrd

n . (4.21)
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We deal next with the railing. Given κ < 1/2, for n large enough, we have by Lemma
3.3 that pn(x) ≤ e−nf0θrd

nκ for x ∈ Rain. The total volume of the railing is O(r3/2
n ), so by

(4.12),

In(Rain) = O(nr3/2
n e−nf0θrd

nκ). (4.22)

To bound the contribution from the corners, we see from Lemma 3.3 that given κ < 1/2,
for large n we have pn(x) ≤ e−nf0θrd

nκ for x ∈ ∪m(n)
i=1 Corn,i, and there are in total O(r(1−d)3/4

n )
corner regions, each of which has volume at most cr2+(d−2)3/4

n for some constant c, yielding

In(∪m(n)
i=1 Corn,i) = O(nr5/4

n e−nf0θrd
nκ). (4.23)

Step 4: contribution of the prisms. For a > 0 let g(a) := λ(B1(o) ∩ ([0, a] × Rd−1)),
and for x ∈ Prin,i let a(x) be the distance from x to the face Facn,i. For each i ≤ m(n)
and x ∈ Prin,i, using (4.20) we have

|pn(x) − e−nf0rd
n( θ

2 +g( a(x)
rn

))| ≤ e−nf0rd
n( θ

2 +g( a(x)
rn

))

×
(

1 − exp
(

− nf0r
d
n(g(a(x) + 2Kr3/2

n

rn

) − g(a(x)
rn

))
))
.

Using the inequality 1 − e−s ≤ s for s ∈ R, and (4.11), and the fact that g′(a) ≤ θd−1 for
all a, we obtain that there exists a constant c such that

|pn(x) − e−nf0rd
n( θ

2 +g( a(x)
rn

))| ≤ cnr
d+ 1

2
n e−nf0rd

n( θ
2 +g( a(x)

rn
)). (4.24)

Define the upper base of Prin,i by BPrin,i = Prin,i ∩ Γn (which is a part of Facn,i), and let
|BPrin,i| be its (d− 1)-dimensional Hausdorff measure. Then by (4.24),∣∣∣∣nf0

∫
Prin,i

pn(x)dx− nf0|BPrin,i|rn

∫ 1

0
e−nf0rd

n( θ
2 +g(a))da

∣∣∣∣
≤ cn2r

d+ 1
2

n |BPrin,i|rn

∫ 1

0
e−nf0rd

n( θ
2 +g(a))da.

Hence, using (4.11) and the fact that t
∫ 1

0 e
−tg(a)da → θ−1

d−1 as t → ∞ to handle the last
factor, and summing over i, we deduce that

∣∣∣∣nf0

∫
∪m(n)

i=1 Prin,i

pn(x)(dx) −
m(n)∑
i=1

|BPrin,i|
∫ 1

0
nf0rne

−nf0rd
n( θ

2 +g(a))da

∣∣∣∣
= O(n2rd+3/2

n e−nf0θrd
n/2(nrd

n)−1)
= O(nr3/2

n e−nf0θrd
n/2). (4.25)

Next we claim that as n → ∞,
∫ 1

0
nf0rne

−nf0rd
n( θ

2 +g(a))da = e−nf0θrd
n/2θ−1

d−1r
1−d
n

(
1 +O

( log(nrd
n)

nrd
n

)2
)
, (4.26)
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and
m(n)∑
i=1

|BPrin,i| = |Γ|
(
1 +O(r1/4

n )
)
, (4.27)

where |Γ| denotes the (d− 1)-dimensional Hausdorff measure of Γ.
To prove (4.27), recall that Γ is the graph of a C2 function ϕ on some U ⊂ Rd−1, and Γn

is obtained by first triangulating U into (d−1)-dimensional simplices, denoted (sn,i), then
using the simplex Facn,i obtained as the convex hull of the set of points ϕ̂(v), where v runs
through the vertices of the simplex sn,i, and for u ∈ U we set ϕ̂(u) = (u, ϕ(u) −Kr3/2

n ).
For each i ≤ m(n), pick an,i ∈ sn,i; then the affine function hn,i : sn,i → R with graph

Facn,i satisfies ∇hn,i(u) = ∇hn,i(an,i) for all u ∈ so
n,i. By the Mean Value theorem, for

u ∈ sn,i and 1 ≤ j ≤ d, we have ∂jϕ(u) − ∂jϕ(an,i) = ⟨(u − an,i),∇∂jϕ(v)⟩, for some v ∈
[an,i, u], and hence there is a constant c such that |(∥∇ϕ(u)∥2−∥∇ϕ(an,i)∥2)| ≤ c∥u−an,i∥.
Therefore with |ϕ̂(sn,i)| and |Facn,i| denoting the (d − 1)-dimensional Hausdorff measure
of ϕ̂(sn,i) and of Facn,i, respectively, we have for some new constants c, c′ that

|(|ϕ̂(sn,i)| − |Facn,i|)| =
∣∣∣ ∫

sn,i

(√
1 + ∥∇ϕ(u)∥2 −

√
1 + ∥∇hn,i(u)∥2

)
du
∣∣∣

≤ c
∫

sn,i

∣∣∣∣ (∥∇ϕ(u)∥2 − ∥∇ϕ(an,i)∥2
) ∣∣∣∣du ≤ c′r3/4

n |sn,i|.

Summing over the simplices leads to an approximation error of |(|ϕ̂(Un)| − |Γn|)| ≤ cr3/4
n .

Next, |BPrin,i| approximates |Facn,i| with an error of at most cr1+3(d−2)/4
n and there are

O(r3(1−d)/4
n ) facets, so |Γn| −∑

i |BPrii| = O(r1/4
n ).

Also, Γ \ ϕ̂(Un) = ϕ̂(U) \ ϕ̂(Un) is a region within cr3/4
n of the boundary of ∂Γ for a

further constant c, so assuming Γ is ‘nice’ (in the sense described shortly before (4.16)),
this has (d− 1)-dimensional Hausdorff measure that is O(r3/4

n ). Combining the last three
estimates gives us (4.27).

To prove (4.26), we first notice that g(a) = θd−1
∫ a

0 (1 − t2)(d−1)/2dt, 0 ≤ a ≤ 1.
Therefore, we have (i) g(0) = 0, g is increasing and g(a) ≤ θd−1a, (ii) for any ε ∈ (0, 1/2)
there exists δ ∈ (0, 1) such that for all a ∈ (0, δ), g(a) ≥ (1 − ε)θd−1a, and (iii) upon
choosing a smaller δ in (ii), we also have g(a) ≥ θd−1(a− da3) for a ∈ (0, δ). By item (i),
we have

nf0θd−1r
d
n

∫ 1

0
e−nf0rd

ng(a)da ≥ nf0θd−1r
d
n

∫ 1

0
e−nrd

nf0θd−1ada

= 1 − e−nf0θd−1rd
n .

Let δn ∈ (0, δ). By item (iii), we have

nf0θd−1r
d
n

∫ δn

0
e−nf0rd

ng(a)da ≤ nf0θd−1r
d
n

∫ δn

0
e−nf0θd−1rd

na(1−dδ2
n)da ≤ 1 + cδ2

n.

By item (ii), we have

nf0θd−1r
d
n

∫ δ

δn

e−nf0rd
ng(a)da ≤ nf0θd−1r

d
n

∫ δ

δn

e−nf0rd
n(1−ε)θd−1ada

≤ 2 exp(−nf0r
d
nθd−1(1 − ε)δn).
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Moreover, using (4.11) it is easy to see that for n large

nf0θd−1r
d
n

∫ 1

δ
e−nf0rd

ng(a)da ≤ exp(−nrd
nf0g(δ)/2)

Combining these four estimates, using (4.11) and choosing δn = c(log(nrd
n))/(nrd

n)
with a big constant c, leads to

nf0θd−1r
d
n

∫ 1

0
e−nf0rd

ng(a)da = 1 +O
(( log(nrd

n)
nrd

n

)2
)
. (4.28)

Since the left side of (4.28), multiplied by θ−1
d−1r

1−d
n e−nf0θdrd

n/2, comes to the left side of
(4.26), (4.28) yields (4.26).

Combining (4.25)–(4.27), using (4.12) and setting Mn := ∪m(n)
i=1 Prin,i, leads to

In(Mn) = e−nf0θrd
n/2θ−1

d−1r
1−d
n |Γ|(1 +O(r1/4

n ))
(

1 +O
( log(nrd

n)
nrd

n

)2
)

+O
(
nr3/2

n e−nf0θrd
n/2
)

= e−nf0θrd
n/2θ−1

d−1r
1−d
n |Γ|

(
1 +O

( log(nrd
n)

nrd
n

)2
)
,

where for the last line we used that by (4.11),
(

log(nrd
n)

nrd
n

)2
= Ω((log n)−2) and nrd+1/2

n =

O(r1/4
n ) = o((log n)−2) = o

((
log nrd

n

(nrd
n)

)2
)

. Also by (4.23), taking κ sufficiently close to 1/2
we have that

In(∪m(n)
i=1 Corn,i)/In(Mn) = O

(
nrd+(1/4)

n enf0θdrd
n( 1

2 −κ)
)

= o
(( log(nrd

n)
nrd

n

)2
)
.

Therefore

In(Mon) = In(Mn) + In(∪m(n)
i=1 Corn,i) = e−nf0θrd

n/2θ−1
d−1r

1−d
n |Γ|

(
1 +O

(( log(nrd
n)

nrd
n

)2
))
.

(4.29)

Step 5: putting together the contributions. Recall that the set Γ was defined in Step
1, and consider now the region Γ(2rn) ∩ A, where for s > 0 we set Γ(s) := ∪x∈ΓBs(x).
Most of this is covered by Mon ∪ Rain ∪A(−rn), the exception being a leftover region near
ϕ̂(U \ Un), where for u ∈ U we set ϕ̂(u) = (u, ϕ(u) −Kr3/2

n ) as before, that is covered by
(∂Γ)(9dr

3/4
n ) ∩A. Using the fact that Γ is ‘nice’, it can be seen that |(∂Γ)(9dr

3/4
n )| = O(r3/2

n ),
and therefore given κ < 1/2, using Lemma 3.3 we have

In((∂Γ)(9dr
3/4
n ) ∩ A) = O(r3/2

n n exp(−nf0κθr
d
n)).

Hence, taking κ close to 1/2 and using (4.29) we obtain that

In((∂Γ)(9dr
3/4
n ) ∩ A)/In(Mon) = O(nrd+3/2

n ef0θnrd
n((1/2)−κ)) = o

(( log(nrd
n)

nrd
n

)2
)
. (4.30)
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Also by (4.22),

In(Rain)/In(Mon) = O(nrd+1/2
n enf0θdrd

n((1/2)−κ)) = o
(( log(nrd

n)
nrd

n

)2
)
. (4.31)

Since Mon ∪Rain ⊂ Γ(2rn) ⊂ Mon ∪Rain ∪(A(−rn) \A(−2rn))∪((∂Γ)(9dr
3/4
n ) ∩A), and since

In(A(−rn) \ A(−2rn)) = O(rnIn(A(−rn)), combining (4.29), (4.30) and (4.31) shows that

In(Γ(2rn)) = e−nf0θrd
n/2θ−1

d−1r
1−d
n |Γ|

(
1 +O

(( log(nrd
n)

nrd
n

)2
))

+ o(rnIn(A(−rn))). (4.32)

Now suppose y ∈ Γ and z ∈ ∂A \ Γ with ∥y − z∥ ≤ 4rn. Then ∥π(y) − π(z)∥ ≤ 4rn.
Also π(y) ∈ U and π(z) ∈ Rd−1 \ U , and hence dist(π(y), ∂U) ≤ 4rn. Hence using (4.19)
we have dist(y, ∂Γ) ≤ 5rn.

Using (4.15), we can find a finite collection of sets Γ1, . . . ,ΓJ each having the properties
of the Γ we have just been considering, such that ∂A ⊂ ∪J

i=1Γi and Γ1, . . . ,ΓJ have disjoint
interiors (see [10] for further details). Then for i ̸= j, if x ∈ Γ(2rn)

i ∩ Γ(2rn)
j then there

exist y ∈ Γi and z ∈ Γj with ∥y − x∥ ≤ 2rn and |z − x∥ ≤ 2rn, so ∥y − z∥ ≤ 4rn, so that
dist(y, ∂Γi) ≤ 5rn and dist(x, ∂Γi) ≤ 7rn. Hence

Γ(2rn)
i ∩ Γ(2rn)

j ⊂ (∂Γi)(7rn).

Hence, using the union bound and the Bonferroni lower bound for the measure In(·), and
(4.30), we obtain that

J∑
i=1

In(Γ(2rn)
i ) ≥ In(∪J

i=1Γ
(2rn)
i ) ≥

J∑
i=1

In(Γ(2rn)
i ) − o

(( log(nrd
n)

nrd
n

)2
In(Mon)

)
.

Then using (4.32) we obtain that

In(A \ A(−2rn)) = In(∪J
i=1Γ

(2rn)
i ) = e−nf0θrd

n/2θ−1
d−1r

1−d
n |∂A|

(
1 + o

(( log(nrd
n)

nrd
n

)2
))

+O(rnIn(A(−rn))). (4.33)

The error term in the last expression satisfies

rnIn(A(−rn))
e−nθf0rd

n/2r1−d
n

= O(nrd
ne

−nθf0rd
n/2) = O

(( log(nrd
n)

nrd
n

)2
)
,

Also the error term in (4.21) satisfies a similar bound. Thus combining (4.33) with (4.21)
shows that (4.14) holds.

5 Proof of first-order asymptotics
Throughout this section we make the same assumptions on ν and A that we set out at
the start of Section 3. We also assume that (4.1) and (4.2) hold, i.e. that nrd

n → ∞ and
lim inf(In) > 0 as n → ∞.
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We shall prove that if ξn denotes any of Kn − 1, K ′
n − 1, Rn or R′

n, then both E[ξn]
and Var[ξn] are asymptotic to In (which was defined at (2.1)) as n → ∞; we will then be
able to prove the first-order convergence results from Section 2, i.e. Theorems 2.1, 2.3,
2.4 and 2.7.

To achieve this goal, we shall consider separately the contributions to ξn from non-
singleton components of G(Xn, rn) or G(Pn, rn) that are small, medium or large. Here,
given fixed ρ > ε > 0, we say a component is small (respectively medium, large) if its
Euclidean diameter is less than εrn (resp., between εrn and ρrn, greater than ρrn). We
shall make appropriate choices of the constants ε, ρ as we go along.

For finite X ⊂ Rd, x ∈ X , and n ≥ 1 we let Fn(x,X ) denote the event that x is the
first element of Crn(x,X ) (defined in Section 3.3) in the ≺ ordering (defined in Section
3.1), i.e.

Fn(x,X ) := {x ≺ y ∀ y ∈ Crn(x,X ) \ {x}}. (5.1)

Given n and (rn)n≥1, for 0 ≤ ε < ρ ≤ ∞ we define Kn,ε,ρ(X ) to be the number of
components of G(X , rn) that have Euclidean diameter in the range (εrn, ρrn], and Rn,ε,ρ

to be the number of vertices in such components, that is, with event Mn,ε,ρ(x,X ) defined
at (3.14),

Kn,ε,ρ(X ) :=
∑
x∈X

1Mn,ε,ρ(X )∩Fn(x,X ); Rn,ε,ρ(X ) :=
∑
x∈X

1Mn,ε,ρ(x,X ). (5.2)

We then define the random variables Kn,ε,ρ := Kn,ε,ρ(Xn) and K ′
n,ε,ρ := Kn,ε,ρ(Pn). Also

we set Rn,ε,ρ := Rn,ε,ρ(Xn) and R′
n,ε,ρ := Rn,ε,ρ(Pn).

5.1 Asymptotics of means
We shall bound the expected number of ‘small’ non-singleton components, E[Kn,0,ε], using
the following lemma.

Lemma 5.1. There exist δ4 ∈ (0, 1) and c, n0 < ∞ such that for all n ≥ n0 and any
x ∈ A,

P[Fn(x,Pn) ∩ {0 < diam(Crn(x,Pn)) ≤ δ4rn}] ≤ c(nrd
n)1−de−nν(Brn (x)); (5.3)

P[Fn(x,Xn−1) ∩ {0 < diam(Crn(x,Xn−1)) ≤ δ4rn}] ≤ c(nrd
n)1−de−nν(Brn (x)). (5.4)

Proof. See [11, Lemma 4.2(i)], taking k = 1 there. Note that a 0-separating set in X (as
it is called in [11]) is simply a component of G(X , rn). Note also that if A = [0, 1]2 the
proof of [11, Lemma 4.2(i)] remains applicable, using Lemma 3.1 of the present paper.

We shall bound the expected number of ‘medium-sized’ non-singleton components,
E[Kn,ε,ρ], using the following two lemmas (here we use notation such as X x from (3.13)
and Mn,ε,K(x,X ) from (3.14)).
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Lemma 5.2. Let ε, ρ ∈ (0,∞) with ε < ρ. Then there exists δ > 0 such that for all n
large and all distinct x, y, z ∈ A, we have:

P[Fn(x,Px
n) ∩ Mn,ε,ρ(x,Pn)] ≤ e−nν(Brn (x))−δnrd

n ; (5.5)
P[Fn(x,Px,y

n ) ∩ Mn,ε,ρ(x,Py
n)] ≤ e−nν(Brn (x))−δnrd

n ; (5.6)
P[Fn(x,Px,y,z

n ) ∩ Mn,ε,ρ(x,Py,z
n )] ≤ e−nν(Brn (x))−δnrd

n ; (5.7)
P[Fn(x,X x

n−1) ∩ Mn,ε,ρ(x,Xn−1)] ≤ e−nν(Brn (x))−δnrd
n ; (5.8)

P[Fn(x,X x,y
n−2) ∩ Mn,ε,ρ(x,X y

n−2)] ≤ e−nν(Brn (x))−δnrd
n . (5.9)

Proof. See [11, Lemma 4.3], taking the parameter k there to be 1, for a proof of (5.5) and
(5.8). The results (5.6), (5.7) and (5.9) are proved similarly. In the case where A = [0, 1]2,
[11, Lemma 4.3] applies only when x is not too close to any of the corners of A, but the
remaining cases can be proved by a similar argument using [7, Proposition 5.15].

Lemma 5.3 (Bound on means for moderately large components). There exists ρ1 ∈
(1,∞) such that E[Rn,ρ1,(log n)2 ] = O(e−nrd

nIn) and E[R′
n,ρ1,(log n)2 ] = O(e−nrd

nIn) as n → ∞,
where In is defined at (2.1).

Proof. Let ρ > 4. Given i ∈ [n] := {1, . . . , n}, if ρrn < diam(Crn(Xi,Xn)) ≤ (log n)2rn,
then there is at least one component of G(Xn−1, rn) with at least one vertex in Brn(Xi)
and with diameter in the range ((ρ−4)rn/2, (log n)2rn]. Hence by the definition at (3.15),

E[Rn,ρ,(log n)2 ] ≤ n
∫

A
P[M ∗

n,(ρ−4)/2,(log n)2(x,Xn−1)]ν(dx).

Hence by Lemma 3.8 we can choose ρ such that for n large

E[Rn,ρ,(log n)2 ] ≤ n exp(−(θf0 + 2)nrd
n),

and hence using Lemma 4.1 we have the result claimed for E[Rn,ρ,(log n)2 ]. The result for
E[R′

n,ρ,(log n)2 ], is proved similarly, using the Mecke formula.

We shall approximate Rn with Sn +Rn,0,(log n)2 and Kn with Sn +Kn,0,(log n)2 + 1.

Lemma 5.4. Let K > 0. Then all of P[Rn ̸= Sn +Rn,0,(log n)2 ], P[R′
n ̸= S ′

n +R′
n,0,(log n)2 ],

P[Kn ̸= Sn + Kn,0,(log n)2 + 1] and P[K ′
n ̸= S ′

n + K ′
n,0,(log n)2 + 1] are O(n−KIne

−nrd
n) as

n → ∞.

Proof. By the assumption lim inf(In) > 0 and Proposition 2.2 we have nrd
n = O(log n)

as n → ∞. Hence for some α > 0, we have Ine
−nrd

n > n−α for all large n. Therefore it
suffices to prove that for any K > 0, the probabilities under consideration are O(n−K) as
n → ∞.

Define event Ũn as in Lemma 3.7, taking ϕn = (log n)2. Then recalling the definition
of Ln(X ) just before Lemma 3.10, we have the event inclusion

{Rn ̸= Sn+Rn,0,(log n)2}∪{Kn ̸= Sn+Kn,0,(log n)2 +1} ⊂ Ũ c
n ∪{diam(Ln(Xn)) ≤ (log n)2rn}.
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By Lemma 3.7, there is a constant c such that P[Ũ c
n ] ≤ exp(−c(log n)2nrd

n) for n large.
Combining this with (3.18) from Lemma 3.10 (which is applicable because nrd

n = O(log n)
as mentioned already) gives us the results for Rn and Kn, and the results for R′

n and K ′
n

are proved similarly.

Proposition 5.5 (Approximation of Kn by Sn + 1, K ′
n by S ′

n + 1). As n → ∞ we have

max(E[|K ′
n − S ′

n − 1|],E[|Kn − Sn − 1|]) = O((nrd
n)1−dIn). (5.10)

Proof. Take δ4 as in Lemma 5.1 and ρ1 as in Lemma 5.3. Then K ′
n − S ′

n = K ′
n,0,δ4 +

K ′
n,δ4,ρ1 + K ′

n,ρ1,(log n)2 + K ′
n,(log n)2,∞. Taking expectations and using the Mecke formula,

we obtain that

E[|K ′
n − S ′

n − 1|] ≤ n
∫

A
P[Fn(x,Pn) ∩ {0 < diam(Crn(x,Pn)) ≤ δ4rn}]ν(dx)

+
∫

A
P[Fn(x,Pn) ∩ {δ4rn < diam(Crn(x,Pn)) ≤ ρ1rn}]nν(dx)

+ E[K ′
n,ρ1,(log n)2 ] + E[|K ′

n,(log n)2,∞ − 1|]. (5.11)

By Lemma 5.1, the first term in the right hand side of (5.11) is O((nrd
n)1−dIn). By Lemma

5.2 there exists δ > 0 such that the second term in the right hand side of (5.11) is at most
e−δnrd

nIn for all large enough n. By Lemma 5.3, the third term in the right hand side is
O(e−nrd

nIn). For the fourth term, recalling #(Pn) = Zn is Poisson with mean n, we use
the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, and then Lemma 5.4, to deduce that

E[|K ′
n,(log n)2,∞ − 1|] ≤ (E[Z2

n + 1])1/2(P[K ′
n,(log n)2,∞ ̸= 1])1/2 = O(e−nrd

nIn).

Combining these estimates shows that E[|K ′
n − S ′

n − 1|] = O((nrd
n)1−dIn). The proof

that E[|Kn − Sn − 1|] = O((nrd
n)1−dIn) is similar, and thus we have (5.10).

Lemma 5.6. Suppose δ1, δ4 are as in Lemma 3.1, Lemma 5.1 respectively, and 0 < ρ <
min(1

2 , δ4, (δ1f0/(fmaxθ))1/(d−1)). Then as n → ∞, we have

max(E[Rn,0,ρ],E[R′
n,0,ρ]) = O((nrd

n)1−dIn). (5.12)

Proof. If the interpoint distances of Xn are all distinct and non-zero (an event of proba-
bility 1), then Rn,0,ρ = Kn,0,ρ +Nn,1 +Nn,2, where we set

Nn,1 :=
∑

(i,j)∈[n]×[n]:i ̸=j

1(Fn(Xi,Xn) ∩ {0 < diam(Crn(Xi,Xn)) ≤ ρrn} ∩ {Xj ∈ Crn(Xi,Xn)}

∩{∥Xj −Xi∥ = max
x∈Crn (Xi,Xn)

∥x−Xi∥}),

and

Nn,2 :=
∑

(i,j,k)∈[n]×[n]×[n]:i ̸=j ̸=k ̸=i

1(Fn(Xi,Xn) ∩ {0 < diam(Crn(Xi,Xn)) ≤ ρrn}

∩{{Xj, Xk} ⊂ Crn(Xi,Xn)} ∩ {∥Xj −Xi∥ = max
x∈Crn (Xi,Xn)

∥x−Xi∥}).
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Using Lemma 5.1 and the Mecke formula as in (5.11), we have that

E[Kn,0,ρ] = O((nrd
n)1−dIn). (5.13)

Recall the notation Ax := {y ∈ A : x ≺ y}. By assumption fmaxθρ
d−1 < δ1f0, so by

Lemma 3.1, for n large and x ∈ A, y ∈ B(x, ρrn) ∩ Ax we have ν(Brn(y) \ Brn(x)) ≥
2δ1f0r

d−1
n ∥y − x∥ and ν(B∥y−x∥(x)) ≤ fmaxθ∥y − x∥d ≤ δ1f0r

d−1
n ∥y − x∥. Hence

E[Nn,1] ≤ n2
∫

A

∫
B(x,ρrn)∩Ax

(1 − ν[(Brn(x) ∪Brn(y)) \B∥y−x∥(x)])n−2ν(dy)ν(dx)

≤ 2n2
∫

A

∫
B(x,ρrn)∩Ax

e−n(ν(Brn (x))+ν(Brn (y)\Brn (x))−ν(B∥y−x∥(x)))ν(dy)ν(dx)

≤ 2n
∫

A

(∫
B(x,ρrn)∩Ax

ne−nν(Brn (x))−nδ1f0rd−1
n ∥y−x∥ν(dy)

)
ν(dx).

In the last expression the inner integral can be bounded by

ne−nν(Brn (x))
∫

B(o,ρrn)
e−δ1f0nrd−1

n ∥u∥fmaxdu = (nrd
n)1−de−nν(Brn (x))

∫
B(o,ρnrd

n)
e−δ1f0∥v∥fmaxdv

and therefore

E[Nn,1] = O((nrd
n)1−dIn). (5.14)

Next, using Lemma 3.1 and the inequality fmaxθρ
d−1 < δ1f0 again we have that

E[Nn,2] ≤ n3
∫

A

∫
B(x,ρrn)∩Ax

∫
B(x,∥y−x∥)

(1 − ν[(Brn(x) ∪Brn(y)) \B∥y−x∥(x)])n−3

ν(dz)ν(dy)ν(dx)

≤ 2nθdfmax

∫
A

(∫
B(x,ρrn)∩Ax

n2∥y − x∥d exp(−nν(Brn(x)) − nδ1f0r
d−1
n ∥y − x∥)ν(dy)

)
ν(dx).

In the last expression the inner integral can be bounded by

n2e−nν(Brn (x))
∫

B(o,ρrn)
∥u∥de−δ1f0nrd−1

n ∥u∥fmaxdu

= (nrd
n)2−2de−nν(Brn (x))

∫
B(o,ρnrd

n)
∥v∥de−δ1f0∥v∥fmaxdv,

and therefore

E[Nn,2] = O((nrd
n)2−2dIn).

Combined with (5.13) and (5.14) this shows that E[Rn,0,ρ] = O((nrd
n)1−dIn), which is the

statement about E[Rn,0,ρ] in (5.12). The corresponding statement for E[R′
n,0,ρ] is proved

similarly using the multivariate Mecke formula.
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For 0 < ε < ρ < ∞, recall the definition of event Mn,ε,ρ(x,X ) at (3.14). To deal with
the medium-sized componenents, we shall use the following estimate for the integral of
P[Mn,ε,ρ(x, ξn)] with ξn = Pn or ξn = Xn−1. We use notation X x from (3.13).

Lemma 5.7 (Estimate on medium clusters). Let ρ, ε ∈ (0,∞) with ρ > ε. Then there
exists δ = δ(ε) in (0,∞) such that as n → ∞, we have

n
∫

A
P[Mn,ε,ρ(x,Pn)]ν(dx) = O(e−δnrd

nIn); (5.15)

n
∫

A
P[Mn,ε,ρ(x,Xn−1)]ν(dx) = O(e−δnrd

nIn). (5.16)

Proof. If Mn,ε,ρ(x,Pn) \ Fn(x,Px
n) occurs then for at least one y ∈ Pn ∩Bρrn(x) we have

that diam(Crn(y,Px,y
n )) ∈ (εrn, ρrn], and moreover Fn(y,Px,y

n ) occurs and x ∈ Crn(y,Px,y
n ).

By Markov’s inequality and the Mecke formula,

n
∫

A
P[Mn,ε,ρ(x,Pn) \ Fn(x,Px

n)]ν(dx) ≤ n2
∫

A

∫
A∩Bρrn (x)

P[Mn,ε,ρ(y,Px
n) ∩ Fn(y,Px,y

n )

∩{x ∈ Crn(y,Px,y
n )}]ν(dy)ν(dx).

By (5.6) from Lemma 5.2, there exists δ > 0 such that for n large the probability inside the
integral on the right of the last display is bounded above by exp(−nν(Brn(y)) − 2δnrd

n).
Then using Fubini’s theorem we obtain that for n large

n
∫

A
P[Mn,ε,ρ(x,Pn) \ Fn(x,Px

n)]ν(dx) ≤ n2
∫

A
ν(Bρrn(y)) exp(−nν(Brn(y)) − 2δnrd

n)ν(dy)

= O(nrd
nIne

−2δnrd
n) = O(e−δnrd

nIn). (5.17)

Also using Lemma 5.2 we obtain that

n
∫

A
P[Mn,ε,ρ(x,Pn) ∩ Fn(x,Px

n)]ν(dx) ≤ n
∫

A
exp(−nν(Brn(x)) − δnrd

n)ν(dx)

= e−δnrd
nIn,

and combined with (5.17) this yields (5.15).
The proof of (5.16) is similar.

We are now ready to estimate the asymptotic expected values of Rn and R′
n.

Proposition 5.8 (Approximation of Rn, R′
n by Sn, S

′
n). As n → ∞ we have that

E[|Rn − Sn|] = O((nrd
n)1−dIn); (5.18)

E[|R′
n − S ′

n|] = O((nrd
n)1−dIn). (5.19)

Proof. Note that |Rn − Sn −Rn,0,(log n)2| ≤ n. Hence by Lemma 5.4,

E[|Rn − Sn −Rn,0,(log n)2|] ≤ nP[Rn ̸= Sn +Rn,0,(log n)2 ] = O(e−nrd
nIn). (5.20)
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Using Lemma 5.6, choose ε ∈ (0, 1) such that E[Rn,0,ε] = O((nrd
n)1−dIn). Using Lemma

5.3, choose ρ ∈ (1,∞) such that E[Rn,ρ,(log n)2 ] = O(e−nrd
nIn). By Lemma 5.7, there exists

δ > 0 such that

E[Rn,ε,ρ] = n
∫

A
P[εr < diam Crn(x,X x

n−1) ≤ ρrn]ν(dx) = O(e−nδrd
nIn).

Combining these estimates shows that E[Rn,0,(log n)2 ] = O((nrd
n)1−dIn). Then using (5.20)

yields (5.18).
The proof of (5.19) is similar; the only difference is that in the step of the argument

corresponding to (5.20) we use the inequality |R′
n − S ′

n − R′
n,0,(log n)2 | ≤ Zn1{R′

n ̸= S ′
n +

R′
n,0,(log n)2} and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality.

5.2 Proof of first order limit theorems
Proof of Theorem 2.1. By Proposition 5.5 we have

E[K ′
n − 1] = E[S ′

n] + E[K ′
n − 1 − S ′

n] = In(1 +O(nrd
n)1−d).

By Proposition 5.5 and Lemma 4.3 we also have E[Kn − 1] = In(1 + O(nrd
n)1−d). By

Proposition 5.8 we have E[R′
n] = In(1 + O(nrd

n)1−d). By Proposition 5.8 and Lemma 4.3
we have E[Rn] = E[Sn] +O((nrd

n)1−dIn) = In(1 +O(nrd
n)1−d). Thus we have (2.2).

For (2.3), suppose for now that ζn is Kn − 1 or Rn. Recalling that Ĩn := E[Sn], we
note that

E[|(ζn/In) − 1|] ≤ E[I−1
n |ζn − Sn|] + E[I−1

n |Sn − Ĩn|] + I−1
n |Ĩn − In|. (5.21)

By Proposition 5.5 (when ζn = Kn −1) or Proposition 5.8 (when ζn = Rn) we have E[|ζn −
Sn|] = O((nrd

n)1−dIn), so the first term in the right hand side of (5.21) is O((nrd
n)1−d).

Moreover by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality the second term in the right hand side of
(5.21) is bounded by (I−2

n Var(Sn))1/2, and by Proposition 4.5 this is O(I−1/2
n ). The third

term in the right hand side of (5.21) is O((nrd
n)1−d) by Lemma 4.3. Thus we have (2.3)

when ζn is Kn − 1 or Rn, and the corresponding result when ζn is K ′
n − 1 or R′

n can be
proved similarly. Finally if we add 1 to ζn then we should add a term of 1/In on the right
hand side of (5.21), but this term is o(I−1/2

n ) so we have (2.3) when ζn is Kn, Rn + 1, K ′
n

or R′
n + 1 too.

Proof of Theorem 2.3. Since we assume In → ∞, by Proposition 2.2 we have b+ ≤ bc.
Suppose also b+ ≤ b′

c. Let δ > 0. Then by Lemma 4.1,

ne−nθf0rd
n(1+δ) = o(In). (5.22)

For an upper bound on In, we shall use Lemma 4.2. Let ε > 0 with f1ε < f0δ. Since
b+ ≤ b′

c we have b+(f0 − f1/2) ≤ 1/d, and hence

n1−1/de−nθrd
nf1( 1

2 −ε)

ne−nθf0rd
n(1−2δ) = O(n−1/denθrd

n(f0−(f1/2)−δ)) = O(n−1/deb+(f0−f1/2)− 1
2 δ) log n) = o(1).
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Therefore both terms in the right hand side of (4.7) are o(ne−nθf0rd
n(1−2δ)), so by Lemma

4.2, In = o(ne−nθrd
nf0(1−2δ)). Using this, along with (5.22) and the fact that the L1 con-

vergence in (2.3) implies convergence in probability also, we obtain that with probability
tending to one, ne−nθrd

nf0(1+2δ) < ζn < ne−nθrd
nf0(1−2δ), which gives us (2.6).

Now suppose b− ≥ b′
c. Since also b+ ≤ bc, we have b′

c ≤ bc < ∞. Hence b′
c =

(d(f0 − f1/2))−1 so b− ≥ (d(f0 − f1/2))−1 and b−((f1/2) − f0) ≤ −1/d. Let ε > 0. Then

ne−nθf0rd
n

n1−1/de−nrd
nθf1( 1

2 −ε)
= n1/denrd

nθ((f1/2)−f0−f1ε) ≤ n1/deb−((f1/2)−f0−f1ε/2) log n = o(1),

so by Lemma 4.2, In = o(n1−1/de−nθrd
nf1( 1

2 −2ε)). Also by Lemma 4.1, n1−1/d exp−nrd
nθf1( 1

2 +ε) =
o(In). Hence by the convergence in probability of ζn/In to 1 which follows from (2.3),
with probability tending to 1 we have n1−1/d exp−nrd

nθf1( 1
2 +ε) ≤ ζn ≤ n1−1/de−nθrd

nf1( 1
2 −2ε),

and (2.7) follows.
Now suppose b+ = b− = b for some b ≥ 0. Then if f0b ≤ (1/d) + f1b/2 we have

(f0 − f1/2)b ≤ 1/d so b ≤ b′
c and (2.6) applies. By (2.6) we have ζn = n1−bf0+oP(1).

Conversely if f0b ≥ (1/d) + f1b/2 we have (f0 − f1/2)b ≥ 1/d and b ≥ b′
c so (2.7) applies

and tells us that ζn = n1−(1/d)−f1b/2+oP(1).

Proof of Theorem 2.4. Here we assume as n → ∞ that In = Θ(1) (which implies nrd
n =

Θ(log n) by Proposition 2.2 and Lemma 4.1). Then by Lemma 4.6, for some δ > 0 we
have dTV(S ′

n, ZIn) = O(e−δnrd
n).

By Proposition 5.5 (when ξn = K ′
n − 1) or Proposition 5.8 (when ξn = R′

n) and
Markov’s inequality, for both those cases dTV(ξn, S

′
n) ≤ P[ξn ̸= S ′

n] ≤ E[|ξn − S ′
n|] =

O((nrd
n)1−d), and therefore by Lemma 4.6 and the triangle inequality, dTV(ξn, ZIn) =

O((nrd
n)1−d) = O((log n)1−d) in those cases.

Now suppose ξn is Kn−1 or Rn. By Proposition 5.5 (when ξn = Kn−1) or Proposition
5.8 (when ξn = Rn) and Markov’s inequality, for both those cases P[ξn ̸= Sn] ≤ E[|ξn −
Sn|] = O((nrd

n)1−d), and therefore it suffices to prove that dTV(Sn, ZIn) = O((nrd
n)1−d).

By Lemma 4.6 we have for some δ > 0 that dTV(S ′
n, ZIn) = O(e−δnrd

n), so it suffices to
prove that E[|S ′

n − Sn|] = O((nrd
n)1−d).

Recall that Pn = {X1, . . . , XZn}. Let m = m(n) = ⌊n3/4⌋. By the Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality and the Chernoff bound from Lemma 3.4(ii),

E[|S ′
n − Sn|1{|Zn − n| > m} ≤ (E[max(Zn, n)2])1/2(P[|Zn − n| > m])1/2

≤ (2n2 + n)1/2 exp(−Ω(n1/2)). (5.23)

For i = 1, 2, . . . write Yi := XZn+i and Y ′
i := Xn+i. Then Y1, Y2, . . . are ν-distributed

random vectors, independent of each other and of Pn. Observe that

|S ′
n − Sn|1{Zn ≤ n ≤ Zn +m} ≤

m∑
i=1

(
1{Pn ∩Brn(Yi) = ∅}

+
∑

x∈Pn∩Brn (Yi)
1{Pn ∩Brn(x) = {x}}

)
.
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Therefore using the Mecke formula followed by Fubini’s theorem we obtain that

E[|S ′
n − Sn|1{Zn ≤ n ≤ Zn +m}] ≤ m

∫
A
e−nν(Brn (x))dx

+mn
∫

A

∫
Brn (x)

e−nν(Brn (y))ν(dy)ν(dx)

≤ n−1/4In + (nfmaxθr
d
n)n−1/4In = O(n−1/4(log n)). (5.24)

Also Y ′
1 , Y

′
2 , . . . are ν-distributed random vectors, independent of each other and of Xn.

Then since (1 − ν(Brn(x)))n−1 ≤ 2e−nν(Brn (x)) for all large enough n and all x ∈ A,

E[|S ′
n − Sn|1{n ≤ Zn ≤ n+m}] ≤ E

[ m∑
i=1

(
1{Xn ∩Brn(Y ′

i ) = ∅}

+
∑

x∈Xn∩Brn (Y ′
i )

1{Xn ∩Brn(x) = {x}}
)]

≤ m
∫

A
(1 − ν(Brn(x)))nν(dx) +mn

∫
A

∫
Brn (x)

(1 − ν(Brn(y)))n−1ν(dy)ν(dx)

= O((nrd
n)n−1/4In) = O(n−1/4 log n).

Combined with (5.23) and (5.24) this shows that E[|S ′
n−Sn|] = O(n−1/4 log n) = O((nrd

n)1−d)
as required.

Proof of Theorem 2.7. Assume the uniform case applies. We first show that for any γ ∈ R
we have:

if lim
n→∞

γn = γ then lim
n→∞

µn =

e−γ if d = 2
cd,Ae

−γ/2 if d ≥ 3.
(5.25)

The case d = 2 of (5.25) is obvious because µn = e−γn in this case. Suppose d ≥ 3. If
limn→∞ γn = γ, then as n → ∞ the second term in the right hand side of (1.4) satisfies

θ−1
d−1|∂A|r1−d

n e−nθf0rd
n/2 ∼ θ−1

d−1|∂A|
((2 − 2/d) log n

nθf0

)−1+1/d
e−γ/2

(
n

log n

)−1+1/d

= θ−1
d−1σA(θ/(2 − 2/d))1−1/de−γ/2 = cd,Ae

−γ/2,

and moreover the ratio between the two terms in the right hand side of (1.4) satisfies

ne−nθf0rd
n

θ−1
d−1|∂A|r1−d

n e−nθf0rd
n/2 = θd−1|∂A|−1nrd−1

n e−nθf0rd
n/2

= O
(

(log n)
( n

log n
)−1+2/d

)
= o(1),

and (5.25) follows.
Now suppose |γn| = O(1), which implies nrd

n = Θ(log n) as n → ∞. By (5.25)
and a subsequence argument we have that µn = Θ(1) as n → ∞. Let ξn be any of
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Kn − 1, Rn, K
′
n − 1 or R′

n. By a simple coupling argument for 0 < s < t we have
dTV(Zs, Zt) ≤ t− s. Hence by the triangle inequality

dTV(ξn, Zµn) ≤ dTV(ξn, ZIn) + |In − µn|.

If d = 2 then by Proposition 4.7 and (1.4) In = µn(1 + O(nr2
n)−1/2); hence by Theorem

2.4,
dTV(ξn, Zµn) = O((log n)−1) +O((nr2

n)−1/2) = O((log n)−1/2).

If d = 3 then by Proposition 4.8 and (1.4), In = µn

(
1 +O

(
log(nrd

n)
nrd

n

)2
)

; hence by Theorem
2.4,

dTV(ξn, Zµn) = O((log n)1−d) +O
(( log(nrd

n)
nrd

n

)2
)

= O
(( log log n

log n
)2
)
.

Thus we have part (a). In particular, for all d ≥ 2 we have dTV(ξn, Zµn) → 0 so that if
γn → γ then by (5.25) we have ξn

D−→ Ze−γ if d = 2 and ξn
D−→ Zcd,Ae−γ/2 if d ≥ 3, which

is part (b).
For part (c), now assume (1.1) and (1.2). First suppose d = 2. By Proposition 4.7, as

n → ∞ we have In = µn(1 + O((nr2
n)−1/2)) and (2.12) follows from (2.2). Also by (2.3)

from Theorem 2.1, and Proposition 4.7,

E
[∣∣∣∣ ξn

µn

− 1
∣∣∣∣] ≤ E

[∣∣∣∣ξn

In

( In

µn

− 1
)∣∣∣∣]+ E

[∣∣∣∣ξn

In

− 1
∣∣∣∣] = O((nr2

n)−1/2 + I−1/2
n ),

and hence (2.13).
Suppose d ≥ 3. By Proposition 4.8, as n → ∞ we have In = µn

(
1 +O

((
log(nrd

n)
nrd

n

)2
))

.
Hence using (2.2) we have (2.14). Also by (2.3) from Theorem 2.1, and Proposition 4.8,
we have

E
[∣∣∣∣ ξn

µn

− 1
∣∣∣∣] ≤ E

[∣∣∣∣ξn

In

( In

µn

− 1
)∣∣∣∣]+ E

[∣∣∣∣ξn

In

− 1
∣∣∣∣] = O

(( log(nrd
n)

nrd
n

)2
+ I−1/2

n

)
,

and hence (2.15).

6 Asymptotics of variances
Throughout this section we make the same assumptions on d, A and f that were set out
at the start of Section 3. We also assume that (4.1) and (4.2) hold, i.e. that nrd

n → ∞
and lim inf(In) > 0 as n → ∞.

We shall prove that if ξn denotes any of Kn − 1, K ′
n − 1, Rn or R′

n, then Var[ξn] is
asymptotic to In (which was defined at (2.1)) as n → ∞; in the case of Var[Kn − 1] and
Var[Rn] we require the extra condition d ≥ 3.

Later we shall show that the number of non-singleton components has negligible vari-
ance compared to the number of singletons. This goal will be achieved by estimating
separately the variance for the number of non-singleton components of small (i.e., smaller
than δrn), medium and large (i.e., larger than ρrn) diameter, and showing that each of
these three variances is o(In); the constants δ, ρ will be chosen later.

38



6.1 Variances for small components: Poisson input
Next we consider for G(Pn, rn) the number of small non-singleton components K ′

n,0,ρ and
the number of vertices in such components, R′

n,0,ρ (as defined at (5.2)), for suitably small
(fixed) ρ.

Proposition 6.1. There exists ρ0 > 0 such that if 0 < ρ < ρ0 then as n → ∞ we have

max(Var[K ′
n,0,ρ],Var[R′

n,0,ρ]) = O((nrd
n)1−dIn). (6.1)

We divide the proof of this proposition into a series of lemmas. Given ρ > 0 and given
n, for x, y ∈ A define the events Tx := Mn,0,ρ(x,Pn) and Tx,y := Mn,0,ρ(x,Py

n), where
Mn,ε,K(X ) was defined at (3.14). Also, recalling the definition of Fn(x,X ) at (5.1), set
Ex := Tx ∩ Fn(x,Px

n) and Ex,y := Tx,y ∩ Fn(x,Px,y
n ). We begin with the following bound

based on the Mecke formula.

Lemma 6.2. Suppose ρ ∈ (0, 1). Then

Var[R′
n,0,ρ] − E[R′

n,0,ρ] ≤ n2
∫

A

∫
A∩B4rn (x)

P[Tx,y ∩ Ty,x]ν(dy)ν(dx); (6.2)

Var[K ′
n,0,ρ] − E[K ′

n,0,ρ] ≤ n2
∫

A

∫
A∩B4rn (x)

P[Ex,y ∩ Ey,x]ν(dy)ν(dx). (6.3)

Proof. By the Mecke formula, we have E[R′
n,0,ρ] = n

∫
A P[Tx]ν(dx). Using this and the

multivariate Mecke formula we obtain that

E[R′
n,0,ρ(R′

n,0,ρ − 1)] − E[R′
n,0,ρ]2 = n2

∫
A

∫
A

(P[Tx,y ∩ Ty,x] − P[Tx]P[Ty])ν(dy)ν(dx).

For ∥y − x∥ > 4rn > 2(1 + ρ)rn we have P[Tx,y] = P[Tx]P[Ty], and (6.2) follows.
The proof of (6.3) is identical, with K ′

n,0,ρ replacing R′
n,0,ρ and Ex,y replacing Tx,y

throughout.

The rest of the proof of Proposition 6.1 is devoted to estimating the double integral at
(6.2). We deal separately with the integrals over pairs (x, y) satisfying (i) ∥y − x∥ > rn;
(ii) ρrn < ∥y − x∥ ≤ rn, and (iii) ∥y − x∥ ≤ ρrn. Let δ1 be as in Lemma 3.1.

Lemma 6.3. Suppose 0 < ρ < min((f0δ1/(2θfmax))1/d, 1). Then as n → ∞ we have

n2
∫

A

∫
A∩B4rn (x)\Brn (x)

P[Tx,y ∩ Ty,x]ν(dy)ν(dx) = O(In exp(−(δ1f0/3)nrd
n)). (6.4)

Proof. Since P[Tx,y ∩ Ty,x]1{rn < ∥y − x∥ ≤ 4rn} is symmetric in x and y it suffices to
prove the estimate for the integral restricted to (x, y) ∈ A × A with x ≺ y, i.e. y ∈ Ax.
For such (x, y), if Tx,y ∩Ty,x occurs, then Pn ∩(Brn(x)∪Brn(y))\(Bρrn(x)∪Bρrn(y)) = ∅.
Hence

P[Tx,y ∩ Ty,x] ≤ exp(−nν[(Brn(x) ∪Brn(y)) \ (Bρrn(x) ∪Bρrn(y))])
≤ exp(−nν(Brn(x)) − nν(Brn(y) \Brn(x)) + 2nθfmax(ρrn)d).
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By Lemma 3.1, if ∥x− y∥ ≥ rn then ν(Brn(y) \Brn(x)) ≥ 2f0δ1r
d
n. Therefore if we take ρ

to be so small that 2θfmaxρ
d < f0δ1, the third (positive) term in the exponent is less than

half the second (negative) term. Hence P[Tx,y ∩Ty,x] ≤ e−nν(Brn (x))−δ1f0nrd
n . It follows that

n2
∫

A

∫
Ax∩B4rn (x)\Brn (x)

P[Tx,y ∩ Ty,x]ν(dy)ν(dx) ≤ nInθfmax(4rn)de−δ1f0nrd
n ,

and (6.4) follows.

Lemma 6.4. Let x, y ∈ A with ∥x− y∥ ∈ (ρrn, rn]. Then P[Tx,y ∩ Ty,x] = 0.

Proof. The condition on ∥x− y∥ implies that y ∈ Crn(x,Py
n) and diam(Crn(x,Py

n)) > ρrn,
which negates the event Tx,y.

Lemma 6.5. Suppose 0 < ρ < min((δ1f0/(θfmax))1/(d−1), 1). Then as n → ∞ we have

n2
∫

A

∫
A∩Bρrn (x)

P[Tx,y ∩ Ty,x]ν(dy)ν(dx) = O((nrd
n)1−dIn). (6.5)

Proof. Let x, y ∈ A with ∥x− y∥ ∈ (0, ρrn]. Then Tx,y = Ty,x. Define event

Nx,y := {Pn((Brn(x) ∪Brn(y)) \B∥y−x∥(x)) = 0}.

By assumption fmaxρ
d−1θ < δ1f0. If x ≺ y, using Lemma 3.1 yields

P[Nx,y] ≤ exp(−nν(Brn(x)) − 2nδ1f0r
d−1
n ∥y − x∥ + nfmaxθ∥y − x∥d)

≤ exp(−nν(Brn(x)) − nδ1f0r
d−1
n ∥y − x∥). (6.6)

Similarly, if y ≺ x then

P[Nx,y] ≤ exp(−nν(Brn(y)) − nδ1f0r
d−1
n ∥x− y∥). (6.7)

Hence, recalling Ax := {y ∈ A : x ≺ y} and using Fubini’s theorem we obtain that

n2
∫

A

∫
A∩Bρrn (x)

P[Nx,y]ν(dy)ν(dx)

≤ n2
∫

A

∫
Ax∩Bρrn (x)

e−nν(Brn (x))−nδ1f0rd−1
n ∥y−x∥ν(dy)ν(dx)

+ n2
∫

A

∫
Ay∩Bρrn (y)

e−nν(Brn (y))−nδ1f0rd−1
n ∥x−y∥ν(dx)ν(dy)

≤ 2nInfmax

∫
Bρrn (o)

e−nδ1f0rd−1
n ∥u∥du

= 2nfmaxIn(nrd−1
n )−d

∫
B

nρrd
n(o)

e−nδ1f0∥v∥dv = O((nrd
n)1−dIn). (6.8)

Next, let z denote the furthest point from x in Crn(x,Px,y
n ). If z = y then Nx,y occurs.

Thus if Tx,y \ Nx,y occurs then z ̸= y and hence z ∈ Pn with ∥y − x∥ < ∥z − x∥ ≤ ρrn,
and moreover Pn ∩ (Brn(x) ∪Brn(z)) \B∥z−x∥(x)) = ∅. That is,

{Tx,y \ Nx,y} ⊂ {∃z ∈ Pn ∩Bρrn(x) \B∥y−x∥(x) : Pn((Brn(x) ∪Brn(z)) \B∥z−x∥(x)) = 0}.
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Hence by Markov’s inequality, the Mecke formula and Fubini’s theorem,

n2
∫

A

∫
A∩Bρrn (x)

P[Tx,y \ Nx,y]ν(dy)ν(dx)

≤ n3
∫

A

∫
A

∫
Bρrn (x)\B∥y−x∥(x)

e−nν[(Brn (x)∪Brn (z))\B∥z−x∥(x)]ν(dz)ν(dy)ν(dx)

≤ n3
∫

A

∫
Bρrn (x)

e−nν[(Brn (x)∪Brn (z))\B∥z−x∥(x)](fmaxθ∥z − x∥d)ν(dz)ν(dx).

By the same estimates as at (6.6) and (6.7) (now with z instead of y), the last expression
is bounded by

n3fmaxθ
∫

A

∫
Ax∩Bρrn (x)

∥z − x∥de−nν(Brn (x))−nδ1f0rd−1
n ∥z−x∥ν(dz)ν(dx)

+ n3fmaxθ
∫

A

∫
Az∩Bρrn (z)

∥x− z∥de−nν(Brn (z))−nδ1f0rd−1
n ∥x−z∥ν(dx)ν(dz)

≤ 2n2f 2
maxθIn

∫
Bρrn (o)

e−nδ1f0rd−1
n ∥u∥∥u∥ddu

= O(n2(nrd−1
n )−2dIn) = O((nrd

n)2−2dIn).

Combining this with (6.8) yields (6.5).

Proof of Proposition 6.1. Applying Lemmas 6.3, 6.4 and 6.5 we obtain that provided ρ is
taken small enough, we have as n → ∞ that

n2
∫

A

∫
A∩B4rn (x)

P[Tx,y ∩ Ty,x]ν(dy)ν(dx) = O((nrd
n)1−dIn). (6.9)

Hence by Lemma 6.2, we obtain that

(Var[R′
n,0,ρ] − E[R′

n,0,ρ])+ = O((nrd
n)1−dIn). (6.10)

Also, by Lemma 5.6, provided ρ is small enough we have E[R′
n,0,ρ] = O((nrd

n)1−dIn). Com-
bining this with (6.10) and using the nonnegativity of variance, we obtain the statement
about R′

n,0,ρ in (6.1).
Since Ex,y ⊂ Tx,y we still have (6.9) with Tx,y replaced by Ex,y. We can then derive

the statement about K ′
n,0,ρ by a similar argument; instead of Lemma 5.6 we now use part

of the proof of Proposition 5.5.

6.2 Variances for small components: binomial input
Next we consider for G(Xn, r(n)) the number of small non-singleton components Kn,0,ρ

and the number of vertices in such components, Rn,0,ρ (as defined at (5.2)), for suitably
small (fixed) ρ.

While the asymptotic variance for small components in a Poisson sample was obtained
above by computing the first two moments and exploiting the spatial independence of the
Poisson process, we shall bound the variance for small components in a binomial sample
by a very different argument, namely, the Efron-Stein inequality from Lemma 3.5. This
does not work so well, in the sense that our bound does the job only in dimension d ≥ 3.
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Proposition 6.6 (Variance estimates for small non-singleton components: binomial in-
put). If d ≥ 3 then there exists δ5 > 0 such that if 0 < ρ ≤ δ5 then Var(Kn,0,ρ) =
O((nrd

n)2−dIn) as n → ∞, and Var(Rn,0,ρ) = O((nrd
n)2−dIn) as n → ∞.

Proof. By the Efron-Stein inequality (3.7),

Var[Rn,0,ρ] ≤ n
∫

A
E[(DxRn,0,ρ(Xn−1))2]ν(dx)

= n
∫

A
E[(D+

x Rn,0,ρ(Xn−1))2]ν(dx) + n
∫

A
E[(D−

x Rn,0,ρ(Xn−1))2]ν(dx).

Similarly

Var[Kn,0,ρ] ≤ n
∫

A
E[(D+

x Kn,0,ρ(Xn−1))2]ν(dx) + n
∫

A
E[(D−

x Kn,0,ρ(Xn−1))2]ν(dx).

Moreover for all finite X ⊂ Rd and x ∈ Rd \ X we have D+
x Kn,0,ρ(X ) ≤ D+

x Rn,0,ρ(X ) and
D−

x Kn,0,ρ(X ) ≤ D−
x Rn,0,ρ(X ). Therefore the result follows from the next two lemmas.

Lemma 6.7. Let ρ be as in Lemma 5.6. Then as n → ∞ we have

n
∫

A
E[(D+

x Rn,0,ρ(Xn−1))2]ν(dx) = O((nrd
n)1−dIn). (6.11)

Proof. Note D+
x Rn,0,ρ(Xn−1) is non-zero only if 0 < diam Cr(x,X x

n−1) ≤ ρrn, in which case
D+

x Rn,0,ρ(Xn−1) is either 1 (if #(Xn−1 ∩ Bρrn(x)) > 1) or 2 (if #(Xn−1 ∩ Bρrn(x)) = 1).
Hence

n
∫

A
E[(D+

x Rn,0,ρ(Xn−1))2]ν(dx) ≤ 4n
∫

A
P[0 < diam Crn(x,X x

n−1) ≤ ρrn]ν(dx)

= 4E[Rn,0,ρ(Xn)]

Then the result follows from Lemma 5.6.

Lemma 6.8. Let δ1 be as in Lemma 3.1 and suppose 0 < ρ < min((δ1f0/(2fmaxθ))1/(d−1), 1).
Then as n → ∞, we have

n
∫

A
E[D−

x Rn,0,ρ(Xn−1)]ν(dx) = O((nrd
n)2−dIn). (6.12)

Proof. For x ∈ A, observe that D−
x Rn,0,ρ(Xn−1) is bounded above by N1,x, where N1,x de-

notes the number of vertices y ∈ Xn−1 such that ∥y−x∥ ≤ 2rn and 0 < diam(Crn(y,Xn−1)) ≤
ρrn. Therefore

(D−
x Rn,0,ρ(Xn−1))2 ≤ N2

1,x = N1,x +N1,x(N1,x − 1). (6.13)

Let N2,x be the number of ordered pairs (y, z) of distinct points of Xn−1 ∩B2rn(x) such
that 0 < diam(Crn(y,Xn−1)) ≤ ρrn, and y ≺ u for all u ∈ Crn(y,Xn−1) \ {y}, and z is the
point in Crn(z,Xn−1) furthest from y. Let N3,x be the number of ordered triples (z, u, y)
of distinct points of Xn−1 ∩ B2rn(x) such that 0 < diam(Crn(z,Xn−1)) ≤ ρrn, and z ≺ v
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for all v ∈ Crn(z,Xn−1) \ {z}, and u is the point of Crn(z,Xn−1) furthest from z, and y is
another point of Crn(z,Xn−1).

Then N1,x ≤ 2N2,x +N3,x. For n large we have

E[N2,x] ≤ n2
∫

A∩B2rn (x)

∫
Ay∩Bρrn (y)

(1 − ν[(Brn(y) ∪Brn(z)) \B∥z−y∥(y)])n−3ν(dz)ν(dy)

≤ 2n2
∫

A∩B2rn (x)

∫
Ay∩Bρrn (y)

e−nν(Brn (y))−δ1f0nrd−1
n ∥z−y∥ν(dz)ν(dy).

Therefore using Fubini’s theorem we obtain that

n
∫

A
E[N2,x]ν(dx) ≤ 2n3

∫
A
e−nν(Brn (y))

∫
Ay∩Bρrn (y)

e−δ1f0nrd−1
n ∥z−y∥

∫
B2rn (y)

ν(dx)ν(dz)ν(dy)

≤ 2d+1θf 2
maxn

2rd
nIn

∫
Rd
e−δ1f0nrd−1

n ∥u∥du

= O((nrd
n)2−dIn). (6.14)

Next, we have that for n large

E[N3,x] ≤ n3
∫

B2rn (x)

∫
Bρrn (z)∩Az

∫
B∥u−z∥(z)

(1 − ν[(Brn(z) ∪Brn(u)) \B∥u−z∥(z)])n−4

ν(dy)ν(du)ν(dz)

≤ 2θfmaxn
3
∫

B2rn (x)

∫
Bρrn (z)∩Az

∥u− z∥de−nν(Brn (z))−δ1f0nrd−1
n ∥u−z∥ν(du)ν(dz).

Then using Fubini’s theorem and a change of variable v = u− z we obtain that

n
∫

A
E[N3,x]ν(dx) ≤ 2d+1θ2f 2

maxn
4rd

n

∫
A
e−nν(Brn (z))ν(dz)

∫
Rd
e−δ1f0nrd−1

n ∥v∥∥v∥ddv

= O
(
n3rd

nIn(nrd−1
n )−2d

)
= O

(
(nrd

n)3−2dIn

)
. (6.15)

Combined with (6.14) this shows that

n
∫

A
E[N1,x]ν(dx) = O

(
(nrd

n)2−dIn

)
. (6.16)

Next consider N1,x(N1,x−1), which equals the number of ordered pairs (y, z) of distinct
points of Xn−1 ∩ B2rn(x) such that both Crn(y,Xn−1) and Crn(z,Xn−1) have Euclidean
diameter in the range (0, ρrn]. For such (y, z) we cannot have ρrn < ∥y − z∥ ≤ rn; we
distinguish between the cases where ∥y − z∥ ≤ ρrn and where ∥y − z∥ > rn.

Let N4,x be the number of ordered pairs (y, z) of distinct points of Xn−1 ∩B2rn(x) such
that ∥y − z∥ ≤ ρrn and diam(Crn(y,Xn−1)) ≤ ρrn.

Let N5,x be the number of ordered quadruples (u, v, y, z) of distinct points of Xn−1 ∩
B2rn(x) such that u ≺ w for all w ∈ Crn(u,Xn−1), and v is the furthest point from u in
Crn(u,Xn−1) and y, z are two further points in Crn(u,Xn−1) and diam(Crn(u,Xn−1)) ≤ ρrn.
Then

N4,x ≤ 2N2,x + 4N3,x +N5,x.
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For n ≥ 4 we have that

E[N5,x] ≤ n4
∫

A∩B2rn (x)

∫
Au∩Bρrn (u)

(ν(B∥v−u∥(u)))2

×(1 − ν[(Brn(u) ∪Brn(v)) \B∥v−u∥(u)])n−4ν(dv)ν(du),

and hence by Fubini’s theorem, for n large

n
∫

A
E[N5,x]ν(dx) ≤ θ321+df 3

maxn
5rd

n

∫
A
e−nν(Brn (u))ν(du)

∫
Rd
e−f0δ1nrd−1

n ∥w∥∥w∥2ddw

= O(n4rd
nIn(nrd−1

n )−3d) = O((nrd
n)4−3dIn).

Combined with (6.14) and (6.15) this shows that

n
∫

A
E[N4,x]ν(dx) = O((nrd

n)2−dIn). (6.17)

Let N6,x be the number of ordered pairs (y, z) of distinct points of Xn−1 ∩B2rn(x) such
that ∥y − z∥ > rn, y ≺ z and both diam(Crn(y,Xn−1)) and diam(Crn(z,Xn−1)) lie in the
range (0, ρrn]. Then N1,x(N1,x − 1) = N4,x +N6,x and

E[N6,x] ≤ n2
∫

A∩B2rn (x)

∫
Ay∩B2rn (x)\Brn (y)

(1 − ν[(Brn(y) ∪Brn(z)) \ (Bρrn(y) ∪Bρrn(z))])n−3

ν(dz)ν(dy).

By our choice of ρ we have 2fmaxθρ
d ≤ δ1f0. Then by Lemma 3.1, for n large and y ∈ A,

z ∈ Ay with ∥z − y∥ > rn,

ν[(Brn(y) ∪Brn(z)) \ (Bρrn(y) ∪Bρrn(z))] ≥ ν(Brn(y)) + 2δ1f0r
d
n − 2fmaxθ(ρrn)d

≥ ν(Brn(y)) + δ1f0r
d
n.

Hence for n large,

E[N6,x] ≤ 2n2
∫

A∩B2rn (x)
e−nν(Brn (y))−δ1f0nrd

nfmaxθ(2rn)dν(dy),

so by Fubini’s theorem, for n large

n
∫

A
E[N6,x]ν(dx) ≤ 21+2df 2

maxθ
2n3r2d

n

∫
A
e−nν(Brn (y))−δ1f0nrd

nν(dy)

= O((nrd
n)2e−δ1f0nrd

nIn) = O(e−(δ1f0/2)nrd
nIn).

Combined with (6.17) this shows that

n
∫

A
E[N1,x(N1,x − 1)]ν(dx) = O((nrd

n)2−dIn)

and combined with (6.16) and (6.13) this gives us (6.12).
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6.3 Variance estimates for medium components
We now consider the ‘medium-size’ component count, denoted Kn,ε,ρ or K ′

n,ε,ρ (as defined
at (5.2)) with 0 < ε < ρ < ∞. We also consider the number of vertices in medium-sized
components, denoted Rn,ε,ρ or R′

n,ε,ρ. We shall bound the variances of all four of these
quantities using Lemma 3.5, i.e. using the Poincaré or Efron-Stein inequality.
Proposition 6.9 (Variance estimates for medium-sized components). Let 0 < ε < 1 <
ρ < ∞. Let ξn stand for any of Rn,ε,ρ, R′

n,ε,ρ, Kn,ε,ρ or K ′
n,ε,ρ. Then there exists c > 0

such that Var(ξn) = O(e−cnrd
nIn) as n → ∞.

Proof. Note that D+Kn,ε,ρ(X ) ≤ D+Rn,ε,ρ(X ) and D−Kn,ε,ρ(X ) ≤ D−Rn,ε,ρ(X ). Analo-
gously to the proof of Proposition 6.6, but using the Poincaré inequality instead of the
Efron-Stein inequality in the case of the results for R′

n,ε,ρ and K ′
n,ε,ρ, we can obtain the

result from the next two lemmas.
Lemma 6.10. Let 0 < ε < 1 < ρ < ∞. Then there exists c > 0 such that

n
∫

A
E[(D−

x Rn,ε,ρ(Xn−1))2]ν(dx) = O(e−cnrd
nIn); (6.18)

n
∫

A
E[(D−

x Rn,ε,ρ(Pn))2]ν(dx) = O(e−cnrd
nIn). (6.19)

Proof. Observe that D−
x Rn,ε,ρ(Xn−1) is bounded above by the number of vertices y ∈

Xn−1 ∩ B2ρrn(x) such that diam(Crn(y,Xn−1)) ∈ (εr, ρrn]. We denote this quantity by
N7,x.

Let N8,x be the number of ordered pairs (y, z) of distinct points of Xn−1 ∩ B3ρrn(x)
such that diam(Crn(y,Xn−1)) ∈ (εr, ρrn] and y ≺ u for all u ∈ Crn(y,Xn−1) \ {y}. Then
N7,x ≤ 2N8,x

Fix δ > 0 small, as in the proof of [12, Lemma 3.4], and discretize Rd into cubes of side
δrn as in that proof. Assume 4δd2 < min(δ2/θ, 1), where δ2 = δ2(ε, 2ρ) is as in Lemma
3.2 of the present paper. Then

E[N8,x] ≤ n2
∫

B3ρrn (x)

∫
B3ρrn (x)

∑
σ

(1−ν([(σ∩Ay)⊕Br(1−
√

dδ)(o)]\ (σ∩Ay)))n−3ν(dz)ν(dy),

where the sum is over a finite (and uniformly bounded) number of possible shapes σ
that could arise as the union of those cubes in the discretization containing points of
Crn(y,Xn−1).

Using Lemma 3.2, the continuity of f , and the bound (1 − u)d ≥ 1 − du, we have for
n large that

ν([(σ ∩ Ay) ⊕B(1−
√

dδ)rn
(o)] \ (σ ∩ Ay))

≥ (1 − δ)f(y)[λ(B(1−
√

dδ)rn
(y) ∩ A) + 2δ2(1 −

√
dδ)drd

n]

≥ (1 − δ)f(y)[λ(Brn(y) ∩ A) − (1 − (1 −
√
dδ)d)θrd

n + (3/2)δ2r
d
n]

≥ ν(Brn(y)) − 2δf(y)λ(Brn(y) ∩ A) + (5/4)(1 − δ)f(y)δ2r
d
n

≥ ν(Brn(y)) − 2θδf(y)rd
n + (9/8)δ2f(y)rd

n

≥ ν(Brn(y)) + δ2f0r
d
n,
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and thus there exists a constant c′ > 0 such that for n large

E[N8,x] ≤ c′n2
∫

B3ρrn (x)

∫
B3ρrn (x)

e−nν(Brn (y))−δ2f0nrd
nν(dz)ν(dy). (6.20)

Hence by Fubini’s theorem there is a constant c′′ such that for n large

n
∫

A
E[N8,x]ν(dx) ≤ c′′n3r2d

n

∫
A
e−nν(Brn (y))−δ2f0nrd

nν(dy)

= O((nrd
n)2e−δ2f0nrd

nIn).

Next, let N9,x denote the number of ordered triples (y, z, u) of distinct points of Xn−1 ∩
B3ρrn(x) such that diam(Crn(y,Xn−1)) ∈ (εrn, ρrn] and y ≺ v for all v ∈ Crn(y,Xn−1)\{y}.
Then

N7,x(N7,x − 1) ≤ 2N8,x +N9,x.

Using Lemma 3.2 again, we can find a new constant c′ > 0 such that for n large

E[N9,x] ≤ n3
∫

B3ρrn (x)

∑
σ

(1 − ν([(σ ∩ Ay) ⊕B(1−
√

dδ)rn
(o)] \ (σ ∩ Ay)))n−4(ν(B3ρrn(x)))2ν(dy)

≤ c′n3r2d
n

∫
B3ρrn (x)

e−nν(Brn (y))−δ2f0nrd
nν(dy),

and hence by Fubini’s theorem there is a further new constant c′′ such that

n
∫

A
E[N9,x]ν(dx) ≤ c′′n4r3d

n

∫
A
e−nν(Brn (y))−δ2f0nrd

nν(dy)

= O((nrd
n)3e−δ2f0nrd

nIn).

Combined with (6.20) this shows that

n
∫

A
E[(D−

x Rn,ε,ρ(Xn−1))2]ν(dx) ≤ n
∫

A
E[N7,x +N7,x(N7,x − 1)]ν(dx)

= O((nrd
n)3e−δ2f0nrd

nIn),

and (6.18) follows. The proof of (6.19) is similar, using the Mecke formula.

Lemma 6.11. Let 0 < ε < 1 < ρ < ∞. Then there exists c > 0 such that

n
∫

A
E[(D+

x Rn,ε,ρ(Xn−1))2]ν(dx) = O(e−cnrd
nIn); (6.21)

n
∫

A
E[(D+

x Rn,ε,ρ(Pn))2]ν(dx) = O(e−cnrd
nIn); (6.22)

Proof. Let δ2 and δ be as in the previous proof. IfD+
x Rn,ε,ρ(Xn−1) > 0 then diam(Crn(x,X x

n−1)) ∈
(εrn, ρrn]. We discretise Rd into cubes of side δrn as before. For each possible shape σ
(i.e., a union of cubes of side δrn), let Ex,σ be the event that σ is the shape induced by
Crn(x,X x

n−1), i.e. the union of those cubes in the discretization which contain at least one
point of Crn(x,X x

n−1). Given X , D ⊂ Rd with X finite, let X (D) := #(X ∩D). Then

(D+
x Rn,ε,ρ(Xn−1))2 ≤

∑
σ

1Ex,σ(1 + Xn−1(σ))2,
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and hence

n
∫

A
E[(D+

x Rn,ε,ρ(Xn−1))2]ν(dx) ≤ n
∫

A

∑
σ:x∈σ

(P[Ex,σ] + 2E[Xn−1(σ)1Ex,σ ]

+E[Xn−1(σ)21Ex,σ ])ν(dx). (6.23)

If Ex,σ occurs there is a point y of Xn−1 ∩σ with y ≺ z for all z ∈ Xn−1 ∩σ \ {y}, so using
Lemma 3.2 as in the preceding proof, we obtain for n large that

P[Ex,σ] ≤ (n− 1)
∫

σ
(1 − ν([(σ ∩ Ay) ⊕B(1−

√
dδ)rn

(o)] \ (σ ∩ Ay)))n−2ν(dy)

≤ 2n
∫

σ
e−nν(Brn (y))−δ2f0nrd

nν(dy),

and hence by Fubini’s theorem there exist constants c′, c′′ such that

n
∫

A

∑
σ:x∈σ

P[Ex,σ]ν(dx) ≤ 2n2
∫

A

∑
σ:x∈σ

∫
σ
e−nν(Brn (y))−δ2f0nrd

nν(dy)ν(dx)

= 2n2
∫

A

∑
σ:y∈σ

∫
σ
e−nν(Brn (y))−δ2f0nrd

nν(dx)ν(dy)

≤ c′n2rd
n

∫
A

∑
σ:y∈σ

e−nν(Brn (y))−δ2f0nrd
nν(dy)

≤ c′′nrd
nIne

−δ2f0nrd
n , (6.24)

where for the third line we used the fact that λ(σ) is bounded by a constant times rd
n,

and in the fourth line we used the fact that there are a bounded number of shapes σ that
contain y and are consistent with the diameter condition.

Next, let N1(σ) denote the number of ordered pairs (y, z) of distinct points of Xn−1 ∩σ
such that y ≺ u for all points of Xn−1 ∩ σ \ {y}. Then Xn−1(σ) ≤ 1 +N1(σ). Therefore

E[(Xn−1(σ) − 1)1Ex,σ ] ≤ E[N1(σ)1Ex,σ ]

≤ n(n− 1)
∫

σ

∫
σ
(1 − ν([(σ ∩ Ay) ⊕B(1−

√
dδ)rn

(o)] \ (σ ∩ Ay)))n−3ν(dz)ν(dy).

The z-integral is bounded by a constant times rd
n, and by a similar application of Fubini’s

theorem to the one at (6.24) we obtain that

n
∫

A

∑
σ:x∈σ

E[(Xn−1(σ) − 1)1Ex,σ ]ν(dx) = O((nrd
n)2e−δ2f0nrd

nIn). (6.25)

Next, let N2(σ) denote the number of ordered triples (y, z, u) of distinct points of
Xn−1 ∩ σ such that y ≺ v for all v ∈ Xn−1 ∩ σ \ {y}.

Then provided Xn−1(σ) ̸= 0, (Xn−1(σ) − 1)(Xn−1(σ) − 2) is the number of ordered
pairs of vertices of Xn−1 ∩ σ, other than the first one in the ≺ order, and equals N2(σ). If
Ex,σ occurs the Xn−1(σ) ̸= 0. Hence

E[(Xn−1(σ) − 1)(Xn−1(σ) − 2)1Ex,σ ] = E[N2(x, σ)1Ex,σ ]

≤ n3
∫

σ

∫
σ

∫
σ
(1 − ν([(σ ∩ Ay) ⊕B(1−

√
dδ)rn

(o)] \ (σ ∩ Ay)))n−4ν(du)ν(dz)ν(dy).
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The (z, u)-integral is bounded by a constant times r2d
n , and by a similar application of

Fubini’s theorem to the one at (6.24) we obtain that

n
∫

A

∑
σ:x∈σ

E[(Xn−1(σ) − 1)(Xn−1(σ) − 2)1Ex,σ ] = O((nrd
n)3Ine

−δ2f0nrd
n).

Combining this with (6.23), (6.24) and (6.25) we obtain (6.21).
The proof of (6.22) is similar, using the Mecke formula.

6.4 Variance estimates for large components
Proposition 6.12 (Variance estimates for moderately large components). There ex-
ists ρ ∈ (4,∞) such that if ξn stands for any of Rn,ρ,(log n)2, R′

n,ρ,(log n)2, Kn,ρ,(log n)2, or
K ′

n,ρ,(log n)2, then Var(ξn) = O(e−nrd
nIn) as n → ∞.

Proof. Analogously to Proposition 6.9 the result follows from the next two lemmas.

Lemma 6.13. There exists ρ0 > 1 such that for any fixed ρ ≥ ρ0 we have as n → ∞ that

n
∫

A
E[(D+

x Rn,ρ,(log n)2(Xn−1))2]ν(dx) = O(e−nrd
nIn); (6.26)

n
∫

A
E[(D+

x Rn,ρ,(log n)2(Pn))2]ν(dx) = O(e−nrd
nIn). (6.27)

Proof. Let ρ > 4. For y ∈ Xn−1, adding a point at x can only increase the diameter
of the component containing y. Therefore if adding a point at x causes y to be in a
component of diameter in the range (ρrn, (log n)2rn] when it was not before, then y must
previously have been in a component of diameter at most ρrn, and since also the added
point at x affects this component we must have ∥y − x∥ ≤ (ρ + 1)rn ≤ 2ρrn. Also
event M ∗

n,ρ/4,(log n)2(x,Xn−1), defined at (3.15), must occur. Therefore defining Nx :=
#(Xn−1 ∩B2ρrn(x)), we have D+

x Rn,ρ,(log n)2(Xn−1) ≤ Nx1M ∗
n,ρ/4,(log n)2 (x,Xn−1). Hence by the

Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, Lemma 3.8 and a standard moment estimate on the Binomial
distribution,

E[(D+
x Rn,ρ,(log n)2(Xn−1))2] ≤ (E[N4

x ])1/2(P[M ∗
n,ρ/4,(log n)2(x,Xn−1)])1/2

= O(n2r2d
n exp(−(βρ/8)nrd

n)),

where β is as in Lemma 3.8. Choosing ρ so that βρ > 8(θf0 + 3), and using Lemma 4.1,
we obtain that

n
∫

A
E[(D+

x Rn,ρ,(log n)2(Xn−1))2]ν(dx) = O(ne−(θf0+2)nrd
n) = O(e−nrd

nIn),

as required for (6.26). The proof of (6.27) is similar.

Lemma 6.14. There exists ρ0 > 1 such that if ρ ≥ ρ0 then as n → ∞,

n
∫

A
E[(D−

x Rn,ρ,(log n)2(Xn−1))2]ν(dx) = O(e−nrd
nIn); (6.28)

n
∫

A
E[(D−

x Rn,ρ,(log n)2(Pn))2]ν(dx) = O(e−nrd
nIn). (6.29)
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Proof. Let ρ > 1. For this proof, given n and given x ∈ A let Nx denote the num-
ber of vertices y ∈ Xn−1 ∩ B2(log n)2rn

(x) such that Crn(y,Xn−1) ∩ Brn(x) ̸= ∅ and
diam Crn(y,Xn−1) ∈ (ρrn, (log n)2rn]. Then D−

x Rn,ρ,(log n)2(Xn−1) ≤ Nx.
We have that E[Nx] ≤ J1,x + J2,x, where we set

J1,x :=
∫

B3ρrn (x)
nP[diam(Crn(y,X y

n−2)) ∈ (ρrn, (log n)2rn]]ν(dy)

J2,x :=
∫

B2(log n)2rn
(x)\B3ρrn (x)

nP[diam(Crn(y,X y
n−2)) ∈ (∥y − x∥/2, (log n)2rn]]ν(dy).

Let β be as in Lemma 3.8. By that result,

J1,x ≤ nfmaxθ(3ρrn)d exp(−βρnrd
n). (6.30)

Also by Lemma 3.8,

J2,x ≤ n
∫

A\B3ρrn (x)
exp(−β(∥y − x∥/2)nrd−1

n )ν(dy)

≤ nfmax

∫
Rd\B3ρrn (o)

exp(−β(∥u∥/2)nrd−1
n )du

= nfmax

∫
{v:∥v∥>3ρrn(β/2)nrd−1

n }
e−∥v∥(βnrd−1

n /2)−ddv

= (2/β)dfmax(nrd
n)1−d

∫ ∞

ρβnrd
n

e−tdθdt
d−1dt

≤ cβ−1fmaxρ
d−1e−ρβnrd

n ,

where the constant c depends only on d. Combined with (6.30), this shows that if we
take ρ ≥ (θf0 + 3)/β then for n large E[Nx] ≤ exp(−(θf0 + 2)nrd

n) for all x ∈ A, and then
using Lemma 4.1 we obtain that

n
∫

A
E[Nx]ν(dx) = O(e−nrd

nIn). (6.31)

Next, observe that E[Nx(Nx − 1)] ≤ J3,x + 2J4,x where we set

J3,x :=
∫

B3ρrn (x)

∫
B3ρrn (x)

n2P[diam(Crn(y,X y,z
n−3)) ∈ (ρrn, (log n)2rn]]ν(dz)ν(dy);

J4,x :=
∫

B(log n)2rn
(x)\B3ρrn (x)

∫
B∥y−x∥(x)

n2P[diam(Crn(y,X y,z
n−3)) ∈ (∥y − x∥/2, (log n)2rn]]

ν(dz)ν(dy).

By Lemma 3.8,

J3,x ≤ n2(fmaxθ(3ρrn)d)2e−βρnrd
n . (6.32)
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Also by Lemma 3.8,

J4,x ≤ n2
∫

A\B3ρrn (x)
exp(−β(∥y − x∥/2)nrd−1

n )(fmaxθ∥y − x∥d)ν(dy)

≤ n2f 2
maxθ

∫
Rd\B3ρrn (o)

exp(−β(∥u∥/2)nrd−1
n )∥u∥ddu

= n2f 2
maxθ

∫
{v:∥v∥>3ρrn(β/2)nrd−1

n }
e−∥v∥∥v∥d(βnrd−1

n /2)−2ddv

= (2/β)2df 2
max(nrd

n)2−2d
∫ ∞

ρβnrd
n

e−tdθdt
2d−1dt

≤ cβ−1f 2
maxρ

2d−1nrd
ne

−ρβnrd
n ,

where the constant c depends only on d. Combined with (6.32), this shows that if we take
ρ ≥ (θf0 + 3)/β then for n large E[Nx(Nx − 1)] ≤ exp(−(θf0 + 2)nrd

n) for all x ∈ A, and
then using Lemma 4.1 we obtain that

n
∫

A
E[Nx(Nx − 1)]ν(dx) = O(e−nrd

nIn).

Combined with (6.31) this shows that (6.28) holds. The proof of (6.29) is similar.

6.5 Variance estimates: conclusion
Putting together the preceding estimates, we obtain the asymptotic variance for K ′

n and
(when d ≥ 3) for Kn:

Proposition 6.15. Assume that nrd
n → ∞ and lim inf(In) > 0 as n → ∞. Then

Var[K ′
n] = In(1 +O((nrd

n)(1−d)/2)); (6.33)
if d ≥ 3 then Var[Kn] = In(1 +O((nrd

n)1−d/2)). (6.34)

Proof. Note K ′
n = S ′

n +K ′
n,0,∞, where S ′

n and K ′
n,ε,ρ were defined at (4.3), (5.2).

Let ρ ∈ (4,∞) be as in Proposition 6.12. Let ρ0 be as in Proposition 6.1. Let ε = ρ0.
Let Wn := K ′

n,(log n)2,∞. Since |Wn − 1| is bounded by Zn + 1 (where Zn = #(Pn)), the
Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and Lemma 5.4 yield that

Var[Wn] = Var[Wn − 1] ≤ E[(Wn − 1)2] ≤ (E[(Zn + 1)4])1/2(P[Wn ̸= 1])1/2

= O(e− 1
2 nrd

nIn). (6.35)

Then K ′
n,0,∞ = K ′

n,0,ε + K ′
n,ε,ρ + K ′

n,ρ,(log n)2 + Wn. By the estimate (u + v + w + x)2 ≤
4(u2 +v2 +w2 +x2) (a consequence of Jensen’s inequality), Propositions 6.1, 6.9 and 6.12,
along with (6.35),

Var[K ′
n,0,∞] ≤ 4(Var[K ′

n,0,ε] + Var[K ′
n,ε,ρ] + Var[K ′

n,ρ,(log n)2 ] + Var[Wn])
= O((nrd

n)1−dIn). (6.36)
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By Proposition 4.4, Var[S ′
n] = In(1 + e−Ω(nrd

n)). Hence by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,
Cov(S ′

n, K
′
n,0,∞) = O((nrd

n)(1−d)/2In), and thus

Var(K ′
n) = Var(S ′

n) + Var(K ′
n,0,∞) + 2Cov(S ′

n, K
′
n,0,∞) = In +O((nrd

n)(1−d)/2In),

which is (6.33). The proof of (6.34) is similar, but now using Proposition 6.6 instead of
Proposition 6.1, which accounts for the different power of nrd

n in (6.34).

We can now also determine the asymptotic variance for R′
n and (if d ≥ 3) for Rn.

Proposition 6.16. Under assumptions (4.1) and (4.2), as n → ∞ we have

Var[R′
n] = In(1 +O((nrd

n)(1−d)/2)); (6.37)
if d ≥ 3, Var[Rn] = In(1 +O((nrd

n)1−d/2)). (6.38)

Proof. Let 0 < ε < ρ with ε < ρ0 and ρ0 as in Proposition 6.1. By Jensen’s inequality
and Propositions 6.1, 6.9 and 6.12,

Var[R′
n,0,(log n)2 ] ≤ 3(Var[R′

n,0,ε] + Var[R′
n,ε,ρ] + Var[R′

n,ρ,(log n)2 ])
= O((nrd

n)1−dIn). (6.39)

Since |R′
n −S ′

n −R′
n,0,(log n)2 | ≤ Zn, by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and Lemma 5.4,

E[|R′
n − S ′

n −R′
n,0,(log n)2 |2] ≤ (E[Z2

n])1/2(P[R′
n ̸= S ′

n +R′
n,0,(log n)2 ])1/2

= O(e−nrd
n/2In).

Then using (6.39) and Jensen’s inequality again yields

Var[R′
n − S ′

n] ≤ 2(Var[R′
n − S ′

n −R′
n,0,(log n)2 ] + Var[R′

n,0,(log n)2 ]) = O((nrd
n)1−dIn).

(6.40)

By Proposition 4.4, Var[S ′
n] = In(1 + e−Ω(nrd

n)). Using this along with (6.40) and the
Cauchy-Schwarz inequality gives us (6.37).

The proof of (6.38) is similar. We use Proposition 6.6 instead of Proposition 6.1, and
Proposition 4.5 instead of Proposition 4.4.

6.6 Proof of convergence in distribution results
Proof of Theorem 2.5. By Proposition 6.15 we have Var[K ′

n] = In(1 + (nrd
n)(1−d)/2). By

Proposition 6.16 we have Var[R′
n] = In(1 + (nrd

n)(1−d)/2). Thus we have (2.8). If d ≥ 3
then by Proposition 6.15 we have Var[Kn] = In(1+O(nrd

n)1−d/2), and by Proposition 6.16
we have Var[Rn] = In(1 +O((nrd

n)1−d/2)). Thus we have (2.10).
By (6.36) in the proof of Proposition 6.15 if ξ′

n = K ′
n − 1, or (6.40) in the proof of

Proposition 6.16 if ξ′
n = R′

n,

Var[ξ′
n − S ′

n] = O((nrd
n)1−dIn).
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Hence Var(I−1/2
n (ξ′

n − S ′
n − E[ξ′

n − S ′
n])) = O((nrd

n)1−d). Hence by Lemma 3.6,

dK(I−1/2
n (ξ′

n − E[ξ′
n]), N(0, 1)) = O(dK(I−1/2

n (S ′
n − In), N(0, 1)) + (nrd

n)(1−d)/3),

and (2.9) then follows by (2.22).
When d ≥ 3 we prove (2.11) similarly. In the binomial setting we get (nrd

n)2−d instead
of (nrd

n)1−d in (6.36) or (6.40), and therefore Var(I−1/2
n (ξn−Sn−E[ξn−Sn])) = O((nrd

n)2−d).
Therefore using Lemma 3.6 and (2.23) we have

dK(Ĩ−1/2
n (ξn − E[ξn]), N(0, 1)) = O(dK(Ĩ−1/2

n (Sn − Ĩn), N(0, 1)) + (nrd
n)(2−d)/3)

= O((nrd
n)(2−d)/3 + I−1/2

n ).

Using the fact that Ĩn = In(1 + O(e−c′nrd
n)) for some further constant c′ by Lemma 4.3,

and using Lemma 3.6 again we obtain (2.11).

Proof of Theorem 2.8. We assume (1.1), (1.2) and that ν is uniform on A. For n ≥ 1
define γn as at (1.2) and set an := −γn, so an := (2 − 2/d)(log n − 1{d ≥ 3} log log n) −
nθf0r

d
n. By (1.2), an → ∞ as n → ∞. We claim In → ∞. Indeed, if d = 2 then

ne−nπf0r2 = nean−log n → ∞,

so that In → ∞ by Proposition 4.7. If instead d ≥ 3 then

e−nθf0rd
n/2r1−d

n = ean/2
( log n

n

)1−1/d

r1−d
n = ean/2

(
nrd

n

log n

)(1/d)−1

which tends to infinity because, by (1.2), for n large we have nθf0r
d
n ≤ 2 log n. Therefore

by Proposition 4.8, we have In → ∞ in this case too, justifying our claim.
Suppose d = 2. By Proposition 4.7 and (1.4), as n → ∞ we have In = µn(1 +

O((nr2
n)−1/2)) and then (2.16) follows from (2.8). Also by Lemma 3.6, (2.8) and (2.9),

dK

(
ξ′

n − E[ξ′
n]

µ
1/2
n

, N(0, 1)
)

≤ dK

(
ξ′

n − E[ξ′
n]

I
1/2
n

, N(0, 1)
)

+
(
Var((µ−1/2

n − I−1/2
n )(ξ′

n − E[ξ′
n]))

)1/3

= O((nr2
n)−1/3 + I−1/2

n ) +O
((( In

µn

)1/2
− 1

)2/3)
= O((nr2

n)−1/3 + µ−1/2
n ), (6.41)

and hence (2.17).
Now suppose d ≥ 3. By Proposition 4.8, as n → ∞ we have In = µn

(
1+O

((
log(nrd

n)
nrd

n

)2
))

.
Hence using (2.8) we have (2.18), and using (2.10) we have (2.19).

Also using Lemma 3.6, we can obtain (2.20) from (2.9) and (2.21) from (2.11), in both
cases by similar steps to those used at (6.41) to derive (2.17).
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