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Abstract
Poisson processes of so-called λ-geodesic hyperplanes in d-dimensional hyperbolic space are
studied for 0 ≤ λ ≤ 1. The case λ = 0 corresponds to genuine geodesic hyperplanes, the case
λ = 1 to horospheres and λ ∈ (0, 1) to λ-equidistants. In the focus are the fluctuations of the
centred and normalized total surface area of the union of all λ-geodesic hyperplanes in the
Poisson process within a hyperbolic ball of radius R centred at some fixed point, as R → ∞.
It is shown that for λ < 1 these random variables satisfy a quantitative central limit theorem
precisely for d = 2 and d = 3. The exact form of the non-Gaussian, infinitely divisible limiting
distribution is determined for all higher space dimensions d ≥ 4. The special case λ = 1 is
in sharp contrast to this behaviour. In fact, for the total surface area of Poisson processes of
horospheres, a non-standard central limit theorem with limiting variance 1/2 is established
for all space dimensions d ≥ 2. We discuss the analogy between the problem studied here and
the Random Energy Model whose partition function exhibits a similar structure of possible
limit laws.
Keywords. Central limit theorem, horospheres, hyperbolic stochastic geometry, λ-geodesic
hyperplanes, non-central limit theorem, Poisson hyperplane process, Poisson point process,
Random Energy Model.
MSC 2010. Primary 52A55, 60D05; Secondary 60F05, 60G55.

1 Introduction and motivation
The probabilistic understanding of random geometric systems is the main goal of stochastic
geometry. In the past, models for such systems have typically been investigated in Euclidean
spaces. However, recently there has been a growing interest in random geometric systems in non-
Euclidean spaces, most prominently, the spaces of constant negative curvature −1. Examples
include the study of random hyperbolic Voronoi tessellations [3, 19, 18], hyperbolic random
polytopes [4, 5], the hyperbolic Boolean model [2, 39, 40], hyperbolic Poisson cylinder processes
[8] or hyperbolic random geometric graphs [15, 28]. Most closely related to the present paper
are the investigations in [21] about Poisson processes of hyperplanes, that is, totally geodesic
(d−1)-dimensional submanifolds, in d-dimensional hyperbolic space. While first-order properties,
i.e. expectations, of geometric functionals associated with such processes are independent of the
curvature of the underlying space, it turned out that second-order parameters, e.g., variances and
correlations, and also the accompanying central limit theory are rather sensitive to curvature.
For example, it has been shown that the total surface content or the number of intersection points
of such Poisson hyperplane processes that can be observed in a sequence of growing hyperbolic
balls satisfy a central limit theorem only in space dimensions d = 2 and d = 3. This is in sharp
contrast to the situation in Euclidean space, where a central limit theorem for these geometric
quantities holds in all space dimensions, see [20, 25, 30].

The purpose of the present paper is twofold. Our first main point is that the notion of
a hyperplane in Euclidean space does not have a unique or canonical analogue in hyperbolic
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Figure 1: Left panel: Simulation of a hyperbolic Poisson hyperplane process in the hyperbolic
plane (corresponding to the choice λ = 0). Right panel: Simulation of a Poisson process of
horospheres in the hyperbolic plane (corresponding to the choice λ = 1).

space. Rather, there is a whole family of such analogues which is parametrized by a real number
0 ≤ λ ≤ 1. Let us briefly explain this (we refer to Section 2.2 below for more details and formal
definitions). We first recall that a hyperplane in a Euclidean space is not only characterized
by being totally geodesic, but also as unbounded totally umbilic (d − 1)-dimensional submani-
folds (i.e. submanifolds whose second fundamental form is everywhere a scalar multiple of the
Riemannian metric, see Section 2.2 for more details). However, in hyperbolic geometry, apart
from geodesic hyperplanes there are many more unbounded totally umbilic hypersurfaces, dis-
tinguished by their (necessarily constant) normal curvature λ ≥ 0: horospheres (or horocycles
in dimension 2) for λ = 1, equidistants for 0 < λ < 1 and totally geodesic hyperplanes for
λ = 0. Collectively, they have been introduced in [37] as λ-geodesic hyperplanes, for λ ∈ [0, 1].
To be concrete, in the upper half-plane model for the hyperbolic plane H2, horocycles are Eu-
clidean circles tangent to the boundary line or Euclidean lines parallel to it, while equidistants
are realized as intersections with the upper half-plane of Euclidean circles or lines intersecting
the boundary line at an angle θ, where cos θ = λ ∈ (0, 1). Moreover, geodesic lines correspond to
infinite rays orthogonal to the boundary line or to Euclidean half-circles intersecting the bound-
ary line orthogonally, see Figure 1. In view of this, it is natural to consider not only Poisson
processes of totally geodesic submanifolds of Hd as in [21] or [33] for d = 2, but more generally
Poisson processes of λ-geodesic hyperplanes for all values λ ∈ [0, 1].

For such process of λ-geodesic hyperplanes we shall study the total (d − 1)-volume in a
sequence of growing balls Bd

R centred at some arbitrary but fixed point in Hd. That is, we
consider the sum over all λ-geodesic hyperplanes of the process of the (d − 1)-volume of the
intersection with Bd

R. In particular, we are interested in the fluctuations of this family of random
variables as R → ∞, after suitable centring and renormalization. To describe our results, we
need to distinguish the cases λ ∈ [0, 1) and λ = 1. The reason behind this lies in the fact that
the intrinsic geometry of a λ-geodesic hyperplane is again hyperbolic (with constant sectional
curvature equal to −(1 − λ2)) as long as λ ∈ [0, 1), while the intrinsic geometry of horospheres
corresponding to the case λ = 1 is Euclidean (with constant sectional curvature equal to 0). As
in [21], we shall prove for λ ∈ [0, 1) that, as R → ∞, our target random variables satisfy a central
limit theorem only for d = 2 and d = 3. More specifically, we develop a quantitative central
limit theorem of Berry-Esseen-type. The second goal of this paper is to characterize for general
λ ∈ [0, 1) the non-Gaussian limit distribution for all higher space dimensions d ≥ 4. As it turns
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Figure 2: λ-geodesic lines in the upper half-plane model for a hyperbolic plane: (i) and (ii)
correspond to λ = 0 (geodesic lines), (iii) and (iv) to 0 < λ < 1 (equidistants), (v) and (vi) to
λ = 1 (horocycles).

out, the limit distribution is infinitely divisible with vanishing Gaussian component. We will be
able to determine explicitly its characteristic function and, in particular, all of its cumulants in
terms of the parameter λ. However, in the special case λ = 1 this approach breaks down and
in fact we shall argue that in this case we have a central limit theorem for all space dimensions
d ≥ 2, which in a sense resembles the situation for Poisson hyperplane processes in Euclidean
spaces. However, in the hyperbolic set-up, the central limit theorem has a distinguished feature,
namely that the limiting variance is not equal to 1, as could be expected, but is equal to 1/2. This
structure of possible limiting laws (normal, infinitely divisible without Gaussian component, and
normal with non-standard variance 1/2 in the boundary case) is strongly reminiscent of what
is known on the fluctuations of the partition function of the Random Energy Model; see [7,
Theorems 1.5, 1.6] and [6, Chapter 9] (in particular, Theorem 9.2.1 there). This similarity will
be discussed in more detail at the end of this paper in Section 6.

The proofs of the central limit theorems rely on quantitative normal approximation bounds
arising from the Malliavin-Stein method [30, 36], similarly to [21]; for the non-central limit
theorems we use characteristic function techniques. In both cases, the probabilistic tools are
combined with geometric estimates for intersection volumes, which are new in the case λ > 0.

The remaining parts of this paper are organized as follows. In Section 2 we formally introduce
the models we consider and state our results. More precisely, in Section 2.1 we determine the
limiting distribution in the non-central limit theorem for the total surface area of genuine geodesic
hyperplanes and in Section 2.2 we introduce general λ-geodesic hyperplanes and present our
results for them. The proof for geodesic hyperplanes is the content of Section 3. In Section 4
we recall some background material about the geometry of λ-geodesic hyperplanes and derive
geometric estimates for them which are needed for our arguments. The proof of our main result
on the fluctuations of the total surface area for λ-geodesic hyperplanes is presented in Section
5.3 (considering the case d ≤ 3) and Section 5.4 (concerning the case d ≥ 4). The non-standard
central limit theorem for horospheres is the content of Section 5.5. Finally, the analogy with the
Random Energy Model is the subject of Section 6 which also contains a non-rigorous discussion
of all previous results.

Notation and terminology. Throughout this paper, Hd denotes the d-dimensional hyperbolic
space, that is, the unique complete and simply connected Riemannian manifold of constant
sectional curvature −1. Concrete models will be recalled below, as needed. We write D−→ for
convergence of random variables in distribution, and denote by cumℓ( · ) the ℓ-th cumulant of a
random variable. Given two real-valued functions a(R) and b(R), we use the notation a ∼ b as
R → ∞ to indicate that limR→∞

a(R)
b(R) = 1, while a ≍ b as R → ∞ means that the ratio a(R)

b(R) is
bounded between two positive constants for sufficiently large R. Finally, we shall write κd and
ωd for the volume and the surface area of a d-dimensional Euclidean unit ball, respectively.
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2 Models and results

2.1 The case of geodesic hyperplanes

We consider a d-dimensional hyperbolic space Hd with d ≥ 2, and let Hyp be the space of hyper-
bolic hyperplanes in Hd, that is, the space of all (d−1)-dimensional totally geodesic submanifolds
of Hd. Let Λ denote the (infinite) measure on Hyp which is invariant under all isometries of Hd.
We remark that Λ is unique up to a multiplicative constant which will be specified in what
follows.

To describe the measure Λ, fix an origin o ∈ Hd. We parametrize those H ∈ Hyp which do
not pass through o by a pair (s, u) ∈ (0,∞)×Sd−1, where s ∈ (0,∞) is the (hyperbolic) distance
from H to o, and u ∈ Sd−1 is the unit vector (with respect to the hyperbolic Riemannian metric
on the tangent space ToHd) pointing towards H. The invariant measure Λ on Hyp is then defined
by the relation ∫

Hyp
f(H) Λ(dH) = 2

∫ ∞

0

∫
Sd−1

f(H(s, u)) coshd−1(s) duds, (1)

where f : Hyp → R is a non-negative measurable function and H(s, u) stands for the unique
element of Hyp parametrized by (s, u) as described above; see [32, Equation (17.41)] and also
the discussion around [21, Equation (6)]. Here, ds and du refer to integration with respect to
the Lebesgue measure on R and the normalized surface measure on Sd−1, respectively.

Example 2.1. The total invariant measure of hyperplanes intersecting a hyperbolic ball of radius
R is obtained by setting f = 1{s ≤ R} in (1):

Λ
(
{H ∈ Hyp : H ∩BR ̸= ∅}

)
= 2

∫ R

0
coshd−1(s) ds.

In general, the total invariant measures of hyperplanes meeting a convex body with smooth
boundary in Hd is given as a certain linear combination of its volume and mean curvature
integrals of its boundary (see [32, p. 310]).

Now, let η be a Poisson process on Hyp with intensity measure Λ. We are interested in the
total surface area

SR :=
∑
H∈η

Hd−1(H ∩Bd
R)

of η within a hyperbolic ball Bd
R of radius R > 0 around an arbitrary but fixed point p ∈ Hd.

Here, Hd−1 stands for the (d− 1)-dimensional hyperbolic Hausdorff measure. It has been shown
in [21, Theorem 5] that the normalized surface area (SR − ESR)/

√
VarSR satisfies, as R → ∞,

a central limit theorem only if d = 2 or d = 3, whereas for d ≥ 4 a potential limit distribution
was shown to be necessarily non-Gaussian. However, it remained open in [21] to determine this
limiting distribution for d ≥ 4. The first purpose of this paper is to fill this gap.

Theorem 2.2. Suppose that d ≥ 4. Then,

SR − ESR

eR(d−2)
D−→ ωd−1

(d− 2)2d−2 Zd, as R → ∞,

where Zd is an infinitely divisible, zero-mean random variable defined by

Zd := lim
T →+∞

( ∑
s∈ζd
s≤T

cosh−(d−2)(s) − 2 sinhT
)

in L2 and a.s.,

and ζd is an inhomogeneous Poisson process on [0,∞) with density function s 7→ 2 coshd−1(s).
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Remark 2.3. (1) By [21, Lemma 11] the rescaling eR(d−2) in the previous theorem is of the
same order as

√
VarSR, as R → ∞, up to a multiplicative constant only depending on d.

(2) Alternatively, one might consider for t > 0 a Poisson process ηt on the space Hyp with
intensity measure tΛ, in which case the parameter t has an interpretation as an intensity.
Then, for fixed radius R > 0 one might ask for the fluctuations of the total surface area, as
t → ∞. In this case a central limit theorem for all space dimensions d ≥ 2 has been shown
in [21, Theorem 4]. In fact, it holds for all intersection processes and follows from general
results for so-called Poisson U-statistics [25, 30]. A similar comment also applies to the
case of Poisson processes of λ-geodesic hyperplanes considered in the next subsection.

Remark 2.4. Let us discuss existence and properties of the random variable Zd appearing in
Theorem 2.2. For T > 0, the expectation of the random variable YT :=

∑
s∈ζd,s≤T cosh−(d−2)(s)

is computed with the help of the Mecke equation (see, e.g., [24, Theorem 4.1]) and equals
EYT = 2

∫ T
0 cosh sds = 2 sinhT , while its variance is similarly computed as

VarYT = 2
∫ T

0
cosh(d−1)−2(d−2)(s) ds = 2

∫ T

0
cosh3−d(s) ds.

Note that the latter integral converges (and stays bounded) as T → +∞ by the assumption
d ≥ 4. Therefore, Zd := limT →+∞(YT −EYT ) exists a.s. and in L2 by the martingale convergence
theorem for L2-bounded martingales. A slight generalization of the above argument (using, e.g.,
[25, Corollary 1]) shows that all cumulants (and hence, all moments) of YT −EYT stay bounded
as T → ∞ and hence, YT −EYT → Zd in Lp for all p > 0. The cumulants of the limiting random
variable Zd are given as follows. We have cum1(Zd) = EZd = 0 and

cumℓ(Zd) = lim
T →∞

cumℓ(YT − EYT ) = 2
∫ ∞

0
cosh−((d−2)ℓ−(d−1))(s) ds =

√
π

Γ
(

(d−2)ℓ−(d−1)
2

)
Γ
(

(d−2)(ℓ−1)
2

) ,

for all ℓ ≥ 2, where we used [25, Corollary 1] and then the formula
∫∞

−∞(cosh y)−h dy =√
π Γ(h/2)/Γ((h + 1)/2) for all h > 0; see, e.g., [22, Equation (3.14)]. In particular, Zd cannot

be a Gaussian random variable, which would have vanishing cumulants for ℓ ≥ 3. For example,
if d = 4 we have cum2(Z4) = π, cum3(Z4) = π

2 and cum4(Z4) = 3π
8 . Moreover, in the proof of

Theorem 2.2 we show that the random variable Zd has characteristic function given by

EeitZd = exp
(
2
∫ ∞

0
(eith(s) − 1 − ith(s)) coshd−1(s) ds

)
, h(s) := cosh−(d−2)(s),

where i =
√

−1 stands for the imaginary unit. Thus, Zd is infinitely divisible; see [23, Corollary
7.6] or [34, Theorem 8.1] for the Lévy-Khinchin formula and [34, Chapter 4] for the Lévy-Itô de-
composition. The Lévy measure νd lives on (0, 1) and is the image of the measure 2 coshd−1(s)ds
on (0,∞) under the map s 7→ h(s). Thus, the Lebesgue density of νd is given by

νd(dy)
dy = 2 coshd−1(h−1(s))

|h′(h−1(y))| = 2 cosh2d−2(arcosh(y− 1
d−2 ))

(d− 2) sinh(arcosh(y− 1
d−2 ))

= 2

(d− 2)y
2d−3
d−2

√
1 − y

2
d−2

,

for y ∈ (0, 1). In particular, Zd has no Gaussian component, which once again shows that Zd is
non-Gaussian. Since νd is supported on (0, 1), it follows that Zd has finite exponential moments,
that is EecZd < ∞ for all c ∈ R; see [34, Theorem 26.1]. As y → 0, the density of νd is
asymptotically equivalent to 2

d−2y
− 2d−3

d−2 and it follows from [27], see also [34, Proposition 28.3],
that Zd has an infinitely differentiable density and all of its derivatives vanish at ∞.
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2.2 The case of λ-geodesic hyperplanes

In this section we propose a generalization of some of the results from [21] and Theorem 2.2 to
so-called λ-geodesic hyperplanes. To introduce the model, we need to briefly recall some notions
from the differential geometry of hypersurfaces. For more details we refer the reader to, e.g.,
[11, Chapter 6] or [26, Chapter 8]. Suppose that H is a hypersurface of a Riemannian manifold
(M, g), equipped with a choice of a unit normal vector nH . The second fundamental form of H
at a point p ∈ H is the symmetric bilinear form B on the tangent space TpH defined by

B(X,Y ) = g(∇̃XY, nH(p)), X, Y ∈ TpH,

where ∇̃ denotes the Levi-Civita connection of M . In other words, B measures the normal
component of the ambient covariant derivative. The second fundamental form relates curvature
measurements performed in H to those performed in M , in the sense that for any arclength
parametrized curve γ lying in H one has

c̃2
γ = c2

γ +B(γ̇, γ̇)2

(see, e.g., [26, Proposition 8.10]), where c̃γ and cγ are the geodesic curvatures of γ measured
inside M and H, respectively.

A point p ∈ H is called umbilic if the second fundamental form of H at p is a scalar multiple
of the Riemannian metric, i.e.

B( · , · ) = λ g( · , · ), (2)

and the factor λ is called the normal curvature at p (note that the sign of λ depends on the
choice of nH). The hypersurface H is called totally umbilic if all of its points are umbilic. It
is known (see [38, Lemma 7.25]) that when the ambient manifold has constant curvature, the
normal curvature of all points in a totally umbilic hypersurface is the same. For example, in
Euclidean space the totally umbilic hypersurfaces are hyperplanes (with λ = 0) and spheres of
radius R ∈ (0,∞) (with λ = 1

R). In particular, Euclidean hyperplanes are the only non-compact
totally umbilic hypersurfaces of Euclidean space.

In hyperbolic space, totally umbilic hypersurfaces are again classified by their (constant)
normal curvature λ (see [38, Theorem 7.29]): when λ > 1, these are hyperbolic spheres of
radius artanh(1/λ); when λ = 0, these are totally geodesic hypersurfaces (which we will refer to
as genuine hyperbolic hyperplanes); when λ = 1 these are horospheres (which are, intuitively,
spheres of infinite radius); and finally, when λ ∈ (0, 1) these are equidistants, i.e. connected
components of the set of points having distance artanhλ from a fixed genuine hyperplane. The
latter three cases are all unbounded hypersurfaces. This suggests considering totally umbilic
hypersurfaces of normal curvature λ ∈ [0, 1] as generalized hyperplanes in hyperbolic space. The
following terminology comes from [37].

Definition 2.5. For λ ∈ [0, 1], a λ-geodesic hyperplane in hyperbolic space is a complete totally
umbilic hypersurface of normal curvature λ. We denote by Hypλ the set of λ-geodesic hyperplanes
in Hd. In particular, Hyp = Hyp0.

Note that for λ > 0, any λ-geodesic hyperplane admits a natural choice of a unit normal
vector, corresponding to the choice of a positive sign of the normal curvature. This may also be
seen by the fact that exactly one of the two domains bounded by H is convex, and we call this
domain the convex side of H (in the case λ = 1, it is known as the horoball bounded by the
horosphere H). In these terms, the positive choice of unit normal vector is the one pointing into
the convex side of H.

The space Hypλ, for λ ∈ (0, 1], carries an isometry-invariant measure Λλ (which is unique up
to a constant), described as follows, see [37, Proposition 2.2] and the discussion below it. Again,
we fix an origin o ∈ Hd and parametrize an element H ∈ Hypλ by a pair (s, u) ∈ R × Sd−1,
where s ∈ R is the signed distance from H to o (with s > 0 if o lies on the convex side of H,
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and negative otherwise), and u ∈ Sd−1 is the unit vector (again in the tangent space ToHd) along
the geodesic passing through o and intersecting H orthogonally, while pointing outside of the
convex side. The invariant measure Λλ on Hypλ is then defined by the relation (we note that
our normalization for Λλ differs from that of [37]; the latter is given by ωd times ours)∫

Hypλ

f(H) Λλ(dH) =
∫
R

∫
Sd−1

f(H(s, u)) (cosh s− λ sinh s)d−1 du ds, (3)

where f : Hypλ → R is a non-negative measurable function and H(s, u) stands for the unique
element of Hypλ parametrized by (s, u) as just described. Note that in the case λ = 0 we recover
the invariant measure considered in the previous section, that is Λ0 = Λ.

Remark 2.6. Although we will make no use of it below, let us mention some simpler expressions
for the measures Λλ in the planar case. For example, when the hyperbolic plane H2 is realized as
the Poincaré disc model, λ-geodesics are realized by Euclidean lines and circular arcs making an
angle θ with the boundary circle, where cos θ = λ. Thus a λ-geodesic Lλ with λ < 1 is uniquely
determined by its two boundary points z± ∈ S1, ordered so that traversing Lλ from z− to z+
agrees with its positive orientation (i.e., such that the convex side lies to the left of Lλ). This
sets up a bijection

(S1 × S1) \ ∆ → Hypλ, (z−, z+) 7→ Lλ(z−, z+),

where ∆ denotes the diagonal (in the case λ = 0 the ordering of z± is arbitrary, and the map
(S1 × S1) \ ∆ → Hyp0 is a double cover). The measure Λλ can then be represented as follows:∫

Hypλ

f(L) Λλ(dL) =
√

1 − λ2
∫∫

(S1×S1)\∆
f
(
Lλ(z−, z+)

) dz− dz+
|z+ − z−|2

,

where dz± is the normalized length measure on the circle and | ·| denotes the Euclidean norm (see
the proof of [2, Proposition 6.1] for the case λ = 0). In the case λ = 1, horospheres are Euclidean
circles tangent to the boundary, and thus a horosphere L1 = L1(z, r) is uniquely determined by
its boundary tangency point z ∈ S1 and its Euclidean radius r ∈ (0, 1). The measure Λ1 is then
given by ∫

Hyp1

f(L) Λ1(dL) =
∫
S1

∫ 1

0
f
(
L1(z, r)

)
r−2 dr dz.

Example 2.7. Similarly to the case λ = 0, the total invariant measure of λ-geodesic hyperplanes
intersecting a hyperbolic ball of radius R is obtained from (3) and equals

Λλ

(
{H ∈ Hypλ : H ∩BR ̸= ∅}

)
=
∫ R

−R
(cosh s− λ sinh s)d−1 ds.

In particular, for λ = 1 we recover the total invariant measure of horospheres intersecting the
ball (cf. [16, p. 113]),

Λ1
(
{H ∈ Hyp1 : H ∩BR ̸= ∅}

)
=
∫ R

−R
e−(d−1)s ds = 2

d− 1 sinh
[
(d− 1)R

]
.

In general, the total invariant measures of hyperplanes meeting a λ-convex body with smooth
boundary in Hd is given as a certain linear combination of its volume and mean curvature integrals
of its boundary (see [37, Theorem 1] and the remark following it).

Now, fix λ ∈ [0, 1]. Our main object is a Poisson process ηλ on the space Hypλ whose intensity
measure is the invariant measure Λλ, together with its associated random union set

Uλ :=
⋃

H∈ηλ

H .
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We note that for λ = 0 this model reduces to the one considered in the previous subsection,
while for λ > 0 it has not been considered in the existing literature, as far as we know. We are
interested in the following functional:

S
(λ)
R := Hd−1(Uλ ∩Bd

R) =
∑

H∈ηλ

Hd−1(H ∩Bd
R), (4)

where Bd
R stands again for the hyperbolic ball with radius R > 0 around some arbitrary but

fixed point in Hd.
Our first result addresses the expectations and variances of the random variables S(λ)

R . For
the variances we provide only the growth as R → ∞, as the exact formulas (which will be derived
during the proof) are otherwise unilluminating. We emphasize that the implied constants in the
variance asymptotic depend on the d and λ.

Theorem 2.8. The expectation of S(λ)
R is given by

ES(λ)
R = Hd(Bd

R) = ωd−1

∫ R

0
sinhd−1(u) du.

Additionally, the variance of S(λ)
R satisfies

VarS(λ)
R ≍


eR : for λ ∈ [0, 1) and d = 2
Re2R : for λ ∈ [0, 1) and d = 3
e2(d−2)R : for λ ∈ [0, 1) and d ≥ 4
Re(d−1)R : for λ = 1 and any d ≥ 2.

Remark 2.9. Let us remark that the expectation in Theorem 2.8 is independent of the parameter
λ. This is due to the fact that the expected surface area of a section of a hyperbolic ball by a
moving λ-geodesic hyperplane is given by the Crofton formula (see [37, Proposition 3.1]), whose
form is independent of λ.

Remark 2.10. In all cases except for the case d = 2 and λ ∈ [0, 1) the statement regard-
ing the variance can be upgraded to asymptotic equivalence, with explicit constants (including
dependence on λ). This will be clear from the proof of Theorem 2.8

Our next result delivers for λ < 1 first a quantitative bound on the distance between the
normalized random variables S(λ)

R and a standard Gaussian random variable for d = 2 and d = 3.
To measure these distances we use the Wasserstein and the Kolmogorov distance dWass and dKol,
respectively. For two random variables X,Y , they are defined as

d⋆(X,Y ) := sup
∣∣E[h(X)] − E[h(Y )]

∣∣, ⋆ ∈ {Kol,Wass},

where the supremum is taken over all Lipschitz functions h : R → R with Lipschitz constant at
most one in case of the Wasserstein distance (for ⋆ = Wass) and over all indicator functions of
the form h = 1(−∞,x], x ∈ R, for the Kolmogorov distance (for ⋆ = Kol). This generalizes the
case i = d− 1 of the central limit theorem in [21, Theorem 5] to general λ-geodesic hyperplanes.
Moreover, for d ≥ 4 we shall again characterize the non-Gaussian limit distribution, generalizing
thereby Theorem 2.2 from the previous section.

Theorem 2.11. Fix λ ∈ [0, 1).

(i) Let N be a standard Gaussian random variable. Then there exist an absolute constant
c ∈ (0,∞) and a constant Rλ ∈ (0,∞) only depending on λ such that for R > Rλ

d⋆

(
S

(λ)
R − ES(λ)

R√
VarS(λ)

R

, N

)
≤
{
c (1 − λ)−1 e−R/2 : for d = 2,
c (1 − λ)−1/2R−1 : for d = 3,

where ⋆ ∈ {Kol,Wass}.
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(ii) Suppose that d ≥ 4. Then,

S
(λ)
R − ES(λ)

R

eR(d−2)
D−→ ωd−1

(d− 2)2d−2
√

1 − λ2
Zd,λ, as R → ∞,

where Zd,λ is an infinitely divisible, zero-mean random variable defined by

Zd,λ := lim
T →+∞

( ∑
s∈ζd,λ

s≤T

cosh−(d−2)(s) − 2(1 − λ2)
d−1

2 sinhT
)

in L2 and a.s.,

and ζd,λ is a Poisson process on [0,∞) with density s 7→ 2(1 − λ2)
d−1

2 coshd−1(s).

The characteristic function of the random variable Zd,λ appearing in Theorem 2.11 (ii) is the
(1 − λ2)

d−1
2 -th power of the characteristic function of Zd from Theorem (2.2). This means that

both variables can be embedded into the same Lévy process (and belong to the same convolution
semigroup). The properties of Zd,λ are similar to those of Zd.

We shall now discuss the remaining case λ = 1, i.e., the case of the total surface area of a
Poisson process of horospheres in Hd. What distinguishes λ-geodesic hyperplanes for λ < 1 from
horospheres (that is, λ-geodesic hyperplanes for λ = 1) is their intrinsic geometry. In fact, for
λ < 1 the intrinsic geometry is again hyperbolic with constant sectional curvature −(1 − λ2),
while for λ = 1 the intrinsic geometry is Euclidean, see Section 4 below. This is also reflected
by the fluctuation behaviour as we shall see now. In fact, we have Gaussian fluctuations in any
space dimension, but surprisingly with the non-standard variance 1/2 instead of 1. The result
reads as follows.

Theorem 2.12. Let N 1
2

be a centred Gaussian random variable of variance 1
2 . Then

S
(1)
R − ES(1)

R√
VarS(1)

R

D−→ N 1
2
, as R → ∞.

3 Proof of Theorem 2.2
For R > 0, define fR : Hyp → [0,∞) by fR(H) := Hd−1(H ∩ Bd

R). Then SR can be represented
as SR =

∑
H∈η fR(H). To describe the characteristic function of the random variable SR, we first

observe that fR(H) only depends on the hyperbolic distance dh(H, p) from H to the centre p of
the ball Bd

R. This allows us to write fR(s) instead of fR(H) for any H ∈ Hyp with s = dh(H, p).
Moreover, the point process of the distances of the hyperplanes from η is an inhomogeneous
Poisson process ζd on [0,∞) with density function s 7→ 2 coshd−1(s). This follows directly from
the concrete representation of the invariant measure Λ on Hyp, see (1). As a consequence, if
i =

√
−1 denotes the imaginary unit, we have from [23, Lemma 15.2] that, for t ∈ R,

EeitSR = exp
(
2
∫ R

0
(eitfR(s) − 1) coshd−1(s) ds

)
and hence

ψR(t) := Eeit
SR−ESR

eR(d−2) = exp
(
2
∫ R

0
(eitgR(s) − 1 − itgR(s)) coshd−1(s) ds

)
with gR(s) := fR(s)/eR(d−2). In the next lemma, which complements [21, Lemma 7], we determ-
ine the asymptotic behaviour of gR(s), as R → ∞.

Lemma 3.1. Let s ∈ [0,∞). Then limR→∞ gR(s) = g(s) := ωd−1
(d−2)2d−2 cosh−(d−2)(s).
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Proof. According to [29, Theorem 3.5.3], it holds that

gR(s) = e−(d−2)Rωd−1

∫ arcosh( cosh(R)
cosh(s) )

0
sinhd−2(u) du.

Next, we recall the logarithmic representation of arcosh(t):

arcosh(t) = log(t+
√
t2 − 1) = log(2t) + o(1), as t → ∞,

where o(1) stands for a sequence which converges to zero, as t → ∞. Thus, as R → ∞,

arcosh
(cosh(R)

cosh(s)
)

= log(2 coshR) − log(cosh s) + o(1) = R− log(cosh s) + o(1).

Next, we observe that∫ t

0
sinhd−2(u) du ∼

∫ t

0

(eu

2
)d−2

du ∼ 1
(d− 2)2d−2 e

(d−2)t, (5)

as t → ∞. Combining this with the above representation for gR(s) we arrive at

gR(s) ∼ e−(d−2)Rωd−1 · 1
(d− 2)2d−2 · e(d−2)(R−log(cosh(s))+o(1))

= ωd−1
(d− 2)2d−2 e

(d−2)(− log(cosh s)+o(1))

−−−−→
R→∞

ωd−1
(d− 2)2d−2 cosh−(d−2)(s).

This completes the proof.

Lemma 3.1 shows that pointwise in [0,∞) the function gR converges to the function g(s) =
ωd−1

(d−2)2d−2 cosh−(d−2)(s), as R → ∞. In order to prove that this together with the dominated
convergence theorem implies that

lim
R→∞

ψR(t) = ψ(t) := exp
(
2
∫ ∞

0
(eitg(s) − 1 − itg(s)) coshd−1(s) ds

)
, (6)

it remains to find an integrable upper bound for the absolute value of the integrand (eitgR(s) −
1 − itgR(s)) coshd−1(s). Using Taylor expansion (see, e.g., [23, Lemma 6.15]) gives for any s ≥ 0,

|eitgR(s) − 1 − itgR(s)| ≤ 1
2 t

2gR(s)2

and since cosh(s) ≤ es, we see that

|(eitgR(s) − 1 − itgR(s)) coshd−1(s)| ≤ 1
2 t

2gR(s)2e(d−1)s.

Also, we have that gR(s) ≤ ωd−1
d−2 e

−s(d−2) by [21, Lemma 7]. This leads to the upper bound

|(eitgR(s) − 1 − itgR(s)) coshd−1(s)| ≤
ω2

d−1
2(d− 2)2 t

2e−s(d−3),

which is in fact integrable on [0,∞) by our assumption that d ≥ 4. So, (6) proves that, as R → ∞,
the random variables SR−ESR

eR(d−2) converge in distribution to a random variable with characteristic
function ψ. To conclude, we have to identify this random variable as CdZd, where Cd := ωd−1

(d−2)2d−2 .
This can be done with the help of the Lévy-Khinchin formula [34, Theorem 8.1], or more directly
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seen as follows. We have to show that the characteristic function of the random variable Zd is
ψ(C−1

d t). Denoting h(s) := C−1
d g(s) = cosh−(d−2)(s), we have

ψ(C−1
d t) = exp

(
2
∫ ∞

0
(eith(s) − 1 − ith(s)) coshd−1(s) ds

)
. (7)

Recall the random variables YT , defined by YT =
∑

s∈ζd,s≤T h(s), where ζd is an inhomogeneous
Poisson process on [0,∞) with density function s 7→ 2 coshd−1(s). As explained in Remark 2.4,
as T → ∞ the random variables YT −EYT converge a.s. and in L2, and their limit is by definition
Zd. In particular, YT − EYT converges to Zd in distribution. The characteristic function of the
random variable YT − EYT is computed easily as

Eeit(YT −EYT ) = exp
(
2
∫ T

0
(eith(s) − 1 − ith(s)) coshd−1(s) ds

)
,

see, e.g., [23, Lemma 7.1]. Using a dominated convergence argument as above one sees that as
T → ∞, these characteristic functions converge to (7), and so Zd = limT →∞(YT − EYT ) indeed
has characteristic function ψ(C−1

d t), as required. This completes the proof.

4 Background material on λ-geodesic hyperplanes
In this section we collect some facts about the geometry of λ-geodesic hyperplanes which will be
needed in the proofs of Theorem 2.11 and Theorem 2.12. We begin by introducing some notation
which is relevant for the case λ ∈ [0, 1). Let θ ∈ (0, π

2 ) be an angle such that cos θ = λ. We write
also

µ := sin θ =
√

1 − λ2; m := tan θ =
√

1 − λ2

λ
. (8)

Finally, we define

∆ := artanhλ = 1
2 log 1 + λ

1 − λ
= − log tan θ2 ∈ (0,∞).

We recall from Section 2.2 that ∆ is the distance from a λ-geodesic hyperplane (with λ ∈ (0, 1))
to the genuine geodesic hyperplane from which it is equidistant. We note also that the expression
for the invariant measure Λλ from (3) may be simplified using the identity

cosh s− λ sinh s = µ cosh(s− ∆), (9)

which will be used frequently in the sequel and follows from the formula cosh(s−∆) = cosh s cosh ∆−
sinh s sinh ∆ together with cosh ∆ = 1/

√
1 − λ2 and sinh ∆ = λ/

√
1 − λ2.

4.1 λ-geodesic hyperplanes in the upper half-space model

Below we will perform computations in the upper half-space model for hyperbolic space:

Hd = {(x1, . . . , xd) ∈ Rd : x1 > 0},

(note that we take the first coordinate to be positive, contrary to standard practices) equipped
with the hyperbolic Riemannian metric

ds2 = dx2
1 + · · · + dx2

d

x2
1

. (10)

The induced distance function on Hd is given by

d(x, y) = arcosh
[
1 +

∑d
j=1(xj − yj)2

2x1y1

]
.
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We recall the fact that in this model metric balls are also Euclidean balls, albeit with different
centers and radii (see, e.g., Fact 1 in [9, Section 13]). In fact, using the special case of the formula
above for the hyperbolic distance for points lying on the same line parallel to the x1-axis, namely

d
(
(a, x2, . . . , xd), (b, x2, . . . , xd)

)
=
∣∣∣∣log a

b

∣∣∣∣ ,
it follows that the hyperbolic radius of a hyperbolic ball (realized in the model as a Euclidean
ball) is given by one-half of the logarithm of the ratio between the maximal and minimal x1-
coordinates of points in the ball. For example, the hyperbolic ball Bd

R = B(e1, R) of radius R
around the point e1 = (1, 0, . . . , 0) is realized as the Euclidean ball with center coshR · e1 and
radius sinhR.

Next we recall (see [11, §8.5] or [38, Theorem 7.29], see also [10, Proposition 1.2])1 that in
this model, λ-geodesic hyperplanes are described as follows:

(i) When λ ∈ [0, 1), they are given by (the intersection of the upper half-space with) Euclidean
hyperplanes and spheres which intersect the boundary of Hd at an angle θ as above (i.e.
with cos θ = λ).

(ii) When λ = 1, they are horospheres, that is Euclidean spheres tangent to the boundary of
Hd or Euclidean hyperplanes parallel to the boundary.

Of particular use to us below will be the ‘linear’ λ-geodesic hyperplanes, i.e., those realized
in this model as Euclidean hyperplanes. We note that for such a λ-geodesic hyperplane H, its
convex side is (the intersection with Hd of) the Euclidean half-space lying above H, in the sense
that the normal vector to H pointing into this half-space has positive first coordinate.

4.2 Intrinsic geometry of λ-geodesic hyperplanes

An important property of λ-geodesic hyperplanes is that they are themselves manifolds of con-
stant sectional curvature −(1−λ2). In particular, their intrinsic geometry is Euclidean for λ = 1,
and (up to rescaling) hyperbolic for λ ∈ [0, 1). This can be seen abstractly using the Gauss equa-
tion (see, e.g., [26, Theorem 8.5] or [11, Theorem 6.2.5]), but can also be checked explicitly in
our model, as we do next.

We start with the case of horospheres. By transitivity of the isometry group it is enough to
consider linear horospheres of the form

H = {x = (x1, . . . , xd) ∈ Hd : x1 = c}

for some c > 0. The induced Riemannian metric on H is then ds2∣∣
H

= c−2(dx2
2 + · · · + dx2

d),
which is Euclidean.

In the case of λ ∈ [0, 1), it suffices, again by symmetry, to consider linear λ-geodesic hyper-
planes of the form

H = {x ∈ Hd : x1 = m(xd − a)} (11)
1In fact, the listed references do not contain a complete proof of the above description. In [38] the cases λ = 0

and λ = 1 are proven in full, while for λ ∈ (0, 1) the precise relation λ = cos θ is missing (see Theorem 7.29 and
the discussion on pages 78–79); the same relation is only given as Exercise 6(e) of [11, §8.5], while in [10] its
proof relies on a reference unavailable in English. For completeness we sketch the proof of this relation. By [38,
Theorem 7.29] a λ-geodesic hyperplane with λ ∈ (0, 1) is a Euclidean hyperplane or sphere meeting the boundary
at some angle θ ∈ (0, π

2 ). By transitivity we may assume that it is a hyperplane of the form {x1 = tan θ · xd}.
Since it is umbilical it suffices to compute the curvature of its intersection with the plane spanned by the x1- and
xd-coordinates and show that it is equal to cos θ. Finally, this two-dimensional computation is carried out in [17,
Lemma 3].
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for some a ∈ R. Since H makes an angle θ with the boundary hyperplane, we have m = tan θ
(note that this implies 1 +m−2 = µ−2). The induced Riemannian metric on H is

ds2∣∣
H

=
dx2

1 + · · · + dx2
d−1 + 1

m2 dx2
1

x2
1

=
(1 +m−2)dx2

1 + dx2
2 + · · · + dx2

d−1
x2

1
.

Now if we define new coordinates on H by

v1 = 1
µ
x1, v2 = x2, . . . , vd−1 = xd−1,

we get that

ds2∣∣
H

= 1
µ2

dv2
1 + · · · + dv2

d−1
v2

1
, (12)

which is indeed a rescaled hyperbolic metric. Let us call coordinates such as (12) intrinsic
hyperbolic coordinates on H.

4.3 λ-geodesic sections of the ball

Let Bd
R be a hyperbolic ball of radius R. We take the centre of the ball as our origin o ∈ Hd,

and compute the (d − 1)-volume of the intersection of Bd
R with a λ-geodesic hyperplane which

has oriented distance s to o. Observe that this is well-defined, as hyperbolic rotations about o
are transitive on such hyperplanes and preserve Bd

R. Let us denote such a λ-geodesic hyperplane
by H(s).

Proposition 4.1. Fix λ ∈ [0, 1], and let s ∈ R. Then the intersection H(s) ∩Bd
R is an intrinsic

ball in H(s), which is non-empty if and only if |s| ≤ R. Its volume is given by the following
formulas.

1. If λ = 1, then
Hd−1(H(s) ∩Bd

R) = κd−1
[
2es(coshR− cosh s)

] d−1
2 . (13)

2. If 0 ≤ λ < 1, then

Hd−1(H(s) ∩Bd
R) = ωd−1

µd−1

∫ ρ(s;R)

0
sinhd−2 udu, (14)

where
ρ(s;R) = arcosh coshR− sinh ∆ sinh(s− ∆)

cosh ∆ cosh(s− ∆) . (15)

In the case λ ∈ [0, 1), we will need more amenable bounds on the radius ρ(s;R) appearing in
Formula (14) above. These are given by the following result.

Lemma 4.2. Let λ ∈ [0, 1) and s ∈ [−R,R]. Then one has the following bounds on ρ(s;R):

cosh(R− ∆)
cosh(s− ∆) ≤ cosh ρ(s;R) ≤ cosh(R+ ∆)

cosh(s− ∆) (16)

and

R− ∆ − |s− ∆| ≤ ρ(s;R) ≤ R+ ∆ − |s− ∆| + log 2. (17)

Finally, when λ ∈ [0, 1) and d > 2, we will additionally need the following result about the
asymptotic behaviour of the intersection volume.
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coshR

e−s

sinhR

H(s)

|a|

x2

x1

H

αA

|a|

1

o

x2

x1

Figure 3: Left panel: Horospheric section of the ball. Right panel: A linear equidistant.

Lemma 4.3. Let λ ∈ [0, 1) and d > 2. Then for any s ∈ [−R,R] one has

Hd−1(H(s) ∩Bd
R) ≤ ωd−1

µd−1
1

d− 2

[cosh(R+ ∆)
cosh(s− ∆)

]d−2
. (18)

Moreover, for fixed s ∈ R as R → ∞,

Hd−1(H(s) ∩Bd
R) ∼ ωd−1

(d− 2)2d−2 · µ−1e(d−2)R cosh−(d−2)(s− ∆). (19)

Since the proof of Proposition 4.1 differs between the cases λ < 1 and λ = 1, we prove the
two cases separately. We start with the proof of the simpler case λ = 1.

Proof of Proposition 4.1 for λ = 1. We work, as above, in the upper half-space model. We con-
sider the family of linear horospheres given by {x1 ≡ c} with c > 0. Such a horosphere has
distance | log c| to the origin o = e1 = (1, 0, . . . , 0), and the corresponding horoball is given by
{x1 ≥ c}. Therefore, in terms of the oriented distance s ∈ R we have

H(s) = {x1 = e−s}.

Recall also that the induced Riemannian metric on H(s) is conformally Euclidean, namely

ds2∣∣
H(s) = e2s(dx2

2 + · · · + dx2
d

)
.

In particular, the volume of the intersection H(s) ∩ Bd
R is simply e(d−1)s times its Euclidean

volume (in the coordinates x2, . . . , xd). Recall from Section 4.1 that in our model the ball
Bd

R = B(o, R) is realized as the Euclidean ball with center coshR · e1 and radius sinhR. The
intersection H(s) ∩ Bd

R is therefore a Euclidean ball of radius ρ, where (see the left panel of
Figure 3)

ρ2 = sinh2R− (coshR− e−s)2 = 2e−s(coshR− cosh s).

Evidently, the intersection is non-empty if and only if |s| ≤ R. Finally, recalling the conformal
factor, we compute the volume of the intersection as

Hd−1(H(s) ∩Bd
R) = e(d−1)s · κd−1

[
2e−s(coshR− cosh s)

] d−1
2

= κd−1 [2es(coshR− cosh s)]
d−1

2 ,

as asserted.
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Next we consider the case λ < 1. Again it suffices to consider linear λ-geodesic hyperplanes
of the form

H = {x ∈ Hd : x1 = m(xd − a)}.

First, let us compute the translation parameter a in terms of the signed distance s to o = e1 =
(1, 0, . . . , 0) for that situation.

Lemma 4.4. In the setting above one has a = sinh(s− ∆).

Proof. Note that the problem takes place entirely in the (x1, xd) plane, so we can suppose that
d = 2, so that

H = {(x1, x2) : x1 = m(x2 − a)}.

Denote by A = (0, a) the intersection point of H with the x2-axis, and by α∈ [0, π
2 ] the acute

angle between the line Ao and the x2-axis (see the right panel of Figure 3). Clearly, the distance
between o and H is attained at the geodesic represented by a semi-circle with centre A, and
hence by a standard computation (see, e.g., [9, Figure 24]) for hyperbolic distances, one has

|s| =
∣∣∣∣∣log

tan θ
2

tan α
2

∣∣∣∣∣ .
Recall from Section 4.1 that s > 0 when o lies on the convex side of H, which holds precisely
when α > θ, and s ≤ 0 otherwise. With this we deduce that

tan α2 = es tan θ2 = es−∆.

Finally, one has tanα = − 1
a and hence

a = − 1
tanα =

tan2 α
2 − 1

2 tan α
2

= sinh(s− ∆).

This completes the proof of the lemma.

Proof of Proposition 4.1 for λ < 1. We work again in the upper half-space model. Let H(s) be
any λ-geodesic hyperplane with signed distance s from o. By the previous lemma, we can take
H = {x1 = m(xd − a)}, where a = sinh(s− ∆). On the other hand, the ball Bd

R is in our model
the Euclidean ball with centre coshR · e1 and radius sinhR. Then the intersection Bd

R ∩ H is
given by

(x1 − coshR)2 + x2
2 + . . .+ x2

d−1 +
(
x1
m

+ a

)2
≤ sinh2R,

which simplifies to

(1 +m−2)x2
1 − 2

(
coshR− a

m

)
x1 + x2

2 + . . .+ x2
d−1 + a2 + 1 ≤ 0.

Finally, using intrinsic hyperbolic coordinates (12) we get

v2
1 − 2

(
µ coshR− µa

m

)
v1 + v2

2 + . . .+ v2
d−1 + a2 + 1 ≤ 0. (20)

We note that this defines a Euclidean ball, and hence also a hyperbolic ball, in these coordinates.
As noted in Section 4.1, the hyperbolic radius of such a ball, which we denote by ρ(s;R), is given
by one-half of the logarithm of the ratio between the maximal and minimal v1-coordinates. That
is,

ρ(s;R) = 1
2 log v

+
1
v−

1
.
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To find v±
1 , we plug v2 = · · · = vd−1 = 0 in (20) and solve the quadratic equation. This leads to

the following equation, after plugging the value a = sinh(s− ∆) and using µ
m = λ:

v2
1 − 2(µ coshR− λ sinh(s− ∆))v1 + cosh2(s− ∆) = 0.

The two roots of the above equation are

v±
1 =

(
µ coshR− λ sinh(s− ∆)

)1 ±

√
1 −

( cosh(s− ∆)
µ coshR− λ sinh(s− ∆)

)2


(observe that the fraction inside the brackets is at most 1, since

cosh(s− ∆) + λ sinh(s− ∆) = µ
[
cosh ∆ cosh(s− ∆) + sinh ∆ sinh(s− ∆)

]
= µ cosh s

≤ µ coshR,

where we have used cosh ∆ = 1
µ and sinh ∆ = λ

µ), and their ratio gives

ρ(s;R) = 1
2 log

1 +
√

1 −
(

cosh(s−∆)
µ cosh R−λ sinh(s−∆)

)2

1 −
√

1 −
(

cosh(s−∆)
µ cosh R−λ sinh(s−∆)

)2
. (21)

To simplify the latter expression, denote

q = µ coshR− λ sinh(s− ∆)
cosh(s− ∆) ,

so that (21) becomes

ρ(s;R) = 1
2 log 1 +

√
1 − q−2

1 −
√

1 − q−2 = log(q +
√
q2 − 1) = arcosh(q), (22)

where in the last equality we again used the logarithmic representation for the inverse hyperbolic
cosine. Finally, using that

λ = tanh ∆ and µ =
√

1 − tanh2 ∆ = 1
cosh ∆ ,

we get
q = µ coshR− λ sinh(s− ∆)

cosh(s− ∆) = coshR− sinh ∆ sinh(s− ∆)
cosh ∆ cosh(s− ∆) .

Together with (22), this gives the formula (15) for the hyperbolic radius ρ(s;R). Finally, since
the intrinsic metric is rescaled hyperbolic (recall (12)), the standard formula for the volume of
the hyperbolic ball (see, e.g., [29, Theorem 3.5.3]) gives (14).

Next, we prove the estimates for the radius ρ in the case λ ∈ [0, 1).

Proof of Lemma 4.2. For s ∈ [−R,R] we have sinh(s− ∆) ∈ [− sinh(R+ ∆), sinh(R− ∆)]. This
gives, using the hyperbolic identity cosh(x− y) = cosh x cosh y − sinh x sinh y,

coshR− sinh ∆ sinh(s− ∆) ≤ cosh(R+ ∆ − ∆) + sinh ∆ sinh(R+ ∆)
= cosh(R+ ∆) cosh ∆.

This implies the upper bound

cosh ρ(s;R) = coshR− sinh ∆ sinh(s− ∆)
cosh ∆ cosh(s− ∆) ≤ cosh(R+ ∆)

cosh(s− ∆) . (23)
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Similarly, using the identity cosh(x+ y) = cosh x cosh y + sinh x sinh y yields the lower bound

cosh ρ(s;R) ≥ cosh(R− ∆)
cosh(s− ∆) . (24)

Together, (23) and (24) prove (16). Finally, we note that when s ≥ −R + 2∆ (whence
cosh(R−∆)
cosh(s−∆) ≥ 1), (16) implies

arcosh cosh(R− ∆)
cosh(s− ∆) ≤ ρ(s;R) ≤ arcosh cosh(R+ ∆)

cosh(s− ∆) .

Now (17) follows, for s ≥ −R+2∆, from this coupled with the following estimates for the inverse
hyperbolic cosine (see [21, Lemma 14]): for |a| ≤ b one has

b− |a| ≤ arcosh cosh b
cosh a ≤ b− |a| + log 2.

In the complementary case s < −R + 2∆, the right-hand-side of (17) follows in a similar way,
and the left-hand-side holds trivially since R− ∆ − |s− ∆| ≤ 0. This completes the proof.

Finally, let us prove Lemma 4.3 regarding the intersection volume.

Proof of Lemma 4.3. First we prove the upper bound. This is done by combining the upper
bound on ρ(s;R) provided by (16) with the elementary inequality (for d > 2)∫ ρ

0
sinhd−2(u) du ≤ coshd−2(ρ)

d− 2

This gives

Hd−1(H(s) ∩Bd
R) ≤ ωd−1

µd−1
1

d− 2

[cosh(R+ ∆)
cosh(s− ∆)

]d−2
,

which is (18). To prove (19), se apply the asymptotics arcosh t = log(2t) + o(1), as t → ∞, to
the expression (15) for ρ(s;R) to obtain the asymptotics, as R → ∞ and for fixed s

ρ(s;R) = log
(

2coshR− sinh ∆ sinh(s− ∆)
cosh ∆ cosh(s− ∆)

)
+ o(1)

= log(2 coshR) − log cosh(s− ∆) − log cosh ∆ + o(1)
= R− log cosh(s− ∆) + logµ+ o(1),

where we have used that cosh ∆ = µ−1.
In view of the expression (14) for the intersection volume, using (5) we conclude that

Hd−1(H(s) ∩Bd
R) ∼ ωd−1

µd−1 · 1
(d− 2)2d−2 e

(d−2)(R+log µ−log cosh(s−∆))+o(1)

∼ ωd−1
(d− 2)2d−2 · µ−1e(d−2)R cosh−(d−2)(s− ∆),

as asserted.
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5 Proofs

5.1 Cumulant estimates

In the proofs below, the following integrals will play a key role

Iλ,k(R) =
∫

Hypλ

(
Hd−1(H ∩Bd

R))k Λλ(dH), (25)

for k ∈ N and λ ∈ [0, 1]. Let us mention that Ik,λ(R) is nothing but the k-th cumulant of the
random variable S(λ)

R (see [25, Corollary 1]), although we will not need this fact, except for the
simple cases k = 1, 2. We will repeatedly use the following estimates on Ik,λ(R) for k ≥ 2.

Proposition 5.1. (i) Suppose that λ ∈ [0, 1) and d = 2. Then there are constants Ak, Bk ∈
(0,∞) for k ≥ 2, only depending on k and a constant Rk,λ depending only on k and λ such
that

Ak(1 − λ)−(k/2−1)eR ≤ Iλ,k(R) ≤ Bk(1 − λ)−k/2eR

holds for R > Rk,λ.

(ii) Suppose that λ ∈ [0, 1) and d = 3. Then there are constants Ak ∈ (0,∞) for k ≥ 2, only
depending on k, such that as R → ∞

Iλ,k(R) ∼
{
Ak (1 − λ2)1−k/2 ekR : k > 2,
A2Re

2R : k = 2.

(iii) Suppose that λ ∈ [0, 1) and d ≥ 4. Then there are constants Ak,d ∈ (0,∞) for k ≥ 2, only
depending on k and d, such that as R → ∞

Iλ,k(R) ∼ Ak,d (1 − λ2)(d−1−k)/2 ek(d−2)R

(iv) Finally, suppose that λ = 1. Then for any d ≥ 2, there exist constant Ak,d ∈ (0,∞) for
k ≥ 2, depending only on k and d, such that

I1,k(R) ∼
{
Ak,d e

(k−1)(d−1)R : k > 2
A2,dRe

(d−1)R : k = 2.

Proof. We first suppose that λ ∈ [0, 1). We start with the case d = 2. Observe that the formula
(14) in this case reads

H1(H(s) ∩B2
R) = 2

µ
ρ(s;R),

and so, using the expressions (3) and (9) for the invariant measure, we have

Iλ,k(R) = 2kµ1−k
∫ R

−R
ρ(s;R)k cosh(s− ∆) ds.

Let us begin with proving the upper bound. Denoting M := R + ∆ + log 2, from (17) we get
ρ(s;R) ≤ M − |s− ∆|. Putting u = s− ∆ and z = M − u, this gives

Iλ,k(R) ≤ 2kµ1−k
∫ R+2∆

−R
(M − |s− ∆|)k cosh(s− ∆) ds

≤ 2k+1µ1−k
∫ R+∆

0
(M − u)keu du

≤ 2k+1µ1−keM
∫ ∞

0
zke−z dz

= 2k+2k!µ1−ke∆eR.
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Finally, noting that µ1−ke∆ = (1 + λ)1−k/2(1 − λ)−k/2 ≤ (1 − λ)−k/2 gives the required upper
bound.

The proof of the lower bound is similar. Assuming R > ∆, we get from (17) the lower bound
ρ(s;R) ≥ R− ∆ − |s− ∆| (note that this lower bound is non-negative only for |s− ∆| ≤ R− ∆).
Therefore, proceeding as above and by using the substitutions u = s− ∆ and z = R− ∆ − u we
get

Iλ,k(R) ≥ 2kµ1−k
∫ R

−(R−2∆)
(R− ∆ − |s− ∆|)k cosh(s− ∆) ds

≥ 2kµ1−k
∫ R−∆

0
(R− ∆ − u)keu du

= 2kµ1−ke−∆eR
∫ R−∆

0
zke−z dz.

Using this time µ1−ke−∆ ≥ 2−k/2(1−λ)−(k/2−1), it remains to chooseRk,λ so that
∫ Rk,λ−∆

0 zke−z dz >
1
2 to obtain the lower bound. This proves (i).

Next consider the case d = 3. We note that in this case, (14) gives

H2(H(s) ∩B3
R) = 2π

µ2

∫ ρ(s;R)

0
sinh udu = 2π

µ2 (cosh ρ(s;R) − 1) = 2π
µ

cosR− cosh s
cosh(s− ∆) ,

where in the last equality we used the definition (15) of ρ(s;R) together with the hyperbolic
identity cosh(x + y) = cosh x cosh y + sinh x sinh y and the fact that cosh ∆ = µ−1. Using the
expressions (3) and (9) for the invariant measure we get

Iλ,k(R) = (2π)kµ2−k
∫ R

−R
(coshR− cosh s)k cosh−(k−2)(s− ∆) ds.

When k > 2, this gives

Iλ,k(R) = (2π)kµ2−k coshk(R)
∫ R

−R

(
1 − cosh s

coshR

)k

cosh−(k−2)(s− ∆) ds.

Observe that the latter integrals tend as R → ∞ to a finite limit, using the monotone convergence
theorem and the integrability of the function s 7→ cosh−(k−2)(s − ∆) on R. This proves the
asymptotics for k > 2. When k = 2 we get

Iλ,2(R) = (2π)2
∫ R

−R
(coshR− cosh s)2 ds = (2π)2

[
2R cosh2R− 3 sinhR coshR+R

]
, (26)

and clearly for large R the first term is dominant, proving the required asymptotics. This proves
(ii).

Next we consider the case d ≥ 4. Denoting g(λ)
R (s) := e−(d−2)R · Hd−1(H(s) ∩ Bd

R), we can
write

Iλ,k(R) = ek(d−2)Rµd−1
∫ R

−R
g

(λ)
R (s)k coshd−1(s− ∆) ds. (27)

Now, Lemma 4.3 implies the pointwise limit

g
(λ)
R (s) → g(λ)(s) := ωd−1

(d− 2)2d−2 · µ−1 cosh−(d−2)(s− ∆).

Furthermore, the upper bound (18) on the intersection volumes gives

g
(λ)
R (s) ≤ C cosh−(d−2)(s− ∆),
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where the constant C depends only on d and λ. This gives an integrable upper bound for the
integrands in (27) (note that d− 1 − k(d− 2) < 0), and so the dominated convergence theorem
implies that

Iλ,k(R) ∼
(

ωd−1
(d− 2)2d−2

)k

µd−k−1ek(d−2)R
∫ ∞

−∞
coshd−1−k(d−2)(s) ds,

which proves (iii).
Finally, we consider the case λ = 1. Using the expression (13) for the intersection volume

and noting that the invariant measure Λ1 has density e−(d−1)s, we have in this case

I1,k(R) = (2(d−1)/2κd−1)k
∫ R

−R
(coshR− cosh s)(k/2)(d−1)e(k/2−1)(d−1)s ds (28)

When k = 2, (28) simplifies to

I1,2(R) = 2d−1κ2
d−1

∫ R

−R
(coshR− cosh s)d−1 ds

= 2d−1κ2
d−1 ·

d−1∑
j=0

(
d− 1
j

)
coshd−1−j(R)(−1)j

∫ R

−R
coshj(s) ds

= 2d−1κ2
d−1

2R coshd−1(R) +
d−1∑
j=1

(
d− 1
j

)
coshd−1−j(R)(−1)j

∫ R

−R
coshj(s) ds

 .
Noting that each summand in the second sum is O(coshd−1(R)) gives the desired asymptotics.
When k > 2, we rewrite (28) as

I1,k(R) = (2
d−1

2 κd−1)k cosh
k
2 (d−1)(R) e(

k
2 −1)(d−1)R

×
∫ R

−R

(
1 − cosh s

coshR

) k
2 (d−1)

e(
k
2 −1)(d−1)(s−R) ds.

In the last integral, performing the substitution z = es−R, and using the hyperbolic identity
cosh(x+ y) = cosx cos y + sinh x sinh y transforms the integral into∫ 1

e−2R

(
1 − z + (1 − tanhR)z + 1/z

2

) k
2 (d−1)

z(
k
2 −1)(d−1)−1 dz,

which by the dominated convergence theorem tends to a finite limit, specifically the Beta integral
B
(

k
2 (d−1)+1, (k

2 −1)(d−1)
)

. This completes the proof of (iv), and hence of the proposition.

5.2 Proof of Theorem 2.8

Here we prove Theorem 2.8. We first note that

ES(λ)
R =

∫
Hypλ

Hd−1(H ∩Bd
R) Λλ(dH) = Iλ,1(R) (29)

and

VarS(λ)
R =

∫
Hypλ

(
Hd−1(H ∩Bd

R))2 Λλ(dH) = Iλ,2(R). (30)

While these are, as mentioned before, special cases of [25, Corollary 1], they are much simpler
and follow from the multivariate Mecke equation (see, e.g., [24, Theorem 4.4]).

Proof of Theorem 2.8. Using (29), the expectation computation follows at once from the Crofton
formula for λ-geodesic hyperplanes [37, Proposition 3.1]. In view of (30), the statements about
the variances are immediate consequences of Proposition 5.1 (with k = 2).
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5.3 Proof of Theorem 2.11 (i)

To prove Theorem 2.11 (i), we apply a general normal approximation bound for Poisson U -
statistics, which in our setting reads as follows. Recall the integrals

Iλ,k(R) =
∫

Hypλ

Hd−1(H ∩Bd
R)k Λλ(dH) (31)

introduced in Section 5.1. Then [30, Theorem 4.7] and [36, Theorem 4.2] applied to S(λ)
R yield

that

d⋆

S(λ)
R − ES(λ)

R√
VarS(λ)

R

, N

 ≤ c⋆

√
Iλ,4(R)
Iλ,2(R) , (32)

where ⋆ ∈ {Wass,Kol}, N is a standard Gaussian random variable and c⋆ ∈ (0,∞) is a constant
only depending on the choice of ⋆.

Proof of Theorem 2.11 (i). First we consider the case d = 2. Then, combining the bound (32)
with Proposition 5.1 (i) gives, for sufficiently large R,

d⋆

S(λ)
R − ES(λ)

R√
VarS(λ)

R

, N

 ≤ c

√
(1 − λ)−2eR

eR
= c (1 − λ)−1e−R/2

for some absolute constant c ∈ (0,∞). This proves Theorem 2.11 (i) for d = 2.
Similarly, for d = 3, we combine the bound (32) with Proposition 5.1 (ii) to get, for sufficiently

large R,

d⋆

S(λ)
R − ES(λ)

R√
VarS(λ)

R

, N

 ≤ c

√
(1 − λ2)−1e4R

Re2R
≤ c (1 − λ)− 1

2R−1,

for some absolute constant c ∈ (0,∞). This completes the proof of Theorem 2.11 (i).

5.4 Proof of Theorem 2.11 (ii)

Since the overall strategy of the proof is the same as that of Theorem 2.2, we only point out the
essential differences. As in the beginning of the proof of Theorem 2.2, we can compute the char-
acteristic function of the centred and normalized random variable S(λ)

R . Using the expression (3)
for the invariant measure combined with (9), we have that

ψ
(λ)
R (t) := Eeit

S
(λ)
R

−ES
(λ)
R

eR(d−2) = exp
(
µd−1

∫ R

−R
(eitg

(λ)
R (s) − 1 − itg

(λ)
R (s)) coshd−1(s− ∆) ds

)
for t ∈ R with

g
(λ)
R (s) := e−R(d−2)Hd−1(H(s) ∩Bd

R)

and where H(s) stands for a λ-geodesic hyperplane at oriented distance s from the origin o.
From Lemma 4.3, we know that for fixed s, one has

lim
R→∞

g
(λ)
R (s) = g(λ)(s) := ωd−1

(d− 2)2d−2 · µ−1 cosh−(d−2)(s− ∆).

From this point on the proof of Theorem 2.11 (ii) is the same as that of Theorem 2.2 with the
obvious modifications. An integrable upper bound is obtained from the upper bound (18) on the
intersection volume, which implies that

g
(λ)
R (s) ≤ C cosh−(d−2)(s− ∆),
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where the constant C depends only on d and λ. Using this, we get∣∣∣∣(eitg(λ)
R (s) − 1 − itg

(λ)
R (s)) coshd−1(s− ∆)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ t2

2 g
(λ)
R (s)2 coshd−1(s− ∆)

≤ C2 t
2

2 cosh−(d−3)(s− ∆),

which is integrable on R for d ≥ 4. Therefore, we have the convergence

lim
R→∞

ψ
(λ)
R (t) = ψ(t) := exp

(
µd−1

∫ ∞

−∞
(eitg(λ)(s) − 1 − itg(λ)(s)) coshd−1(s− ∆) ds

)
of the characteristic functions, for all t ∈ R. Using the substitution w = s− ∆ and the notation
h(w) = cosh−(d−2)(w), w > 0, we can write the above as follows:

ψ

(
(d− 2)2d−2µ

ωd−1
t

)
= exp

(
2µd−1

∫ ∞

0
(eith(w) − 1 − ith(w)) coshd−1(w) dw

)
.

As in the proof of Theorem 2.2, we can see that the right-hand side is the characteristic function
EeitZd,λ of the random variable Zd,λ appearing in Theorem 2.11 (ii). This completes the argument.

5.5 Proof of Theorem 2.12

We start by recalling the variance of the random variables S(1)
R and its asymptotic behaviour, as

R → ∞. Indeed, since by (30),
VarS(1)

R = I1,2(R),
we deduce from Proposition 5.1 (iv) (and its proof) that

VarS(1)
R = 2d−1κ2

d−1

∫ R

−R
(coshR− cosh s)d−1 ds (33)

and moreover,
VarS(1)

R ∼ 2κ2
d−1Re

(d−1)R, as R → ∞. (34)
We are now in a position to present the proof of Theorem 2.12.

Proof of Theorem 2.12. In view of Proposition 4.1, we have the representation

S
(1)
R =

∑
s∈ξ

f
(1)
R (s),

where ξ is an inhomogeneous Poisson process on R with density s 7→ (cosh s − sinh s)d−1 =
e−(d−1)s, and the function f (1)

R is defined by f (1)
R (s) = κd−1

[
2es(coshR− cosh s)

] d−1
2 for |s| ≤ R,

and f (1)
R (s) = 0 otherwise. We decompose the random variable S(1)

R into ‘positive’ and ‘negative’
parts as follows:

S
(1)
R = S

(1)
R,+ + S

(1)
R,−,

where
S

(1)
R,+ =

∑
s∈ξ
s>0

f
(1)
R (s) and S

(1)
R,− =

∑
s∈ξ
s<0

f
(1)
R (s).

Observe that S(1)
R,+ and S

(1)
R,− are independent, due to the independence properties of a Poisson

process. Denoting σ2
R := VarS(1)

R , we may then write

S
(1)
R − ES(1)

R√
VarS(1)

R

=
S

(1)
R,+ − ES(1)

R,+
σR

+
S

(1)
R,− − ES(1)

R,−
σR

.
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Our plan is now to prove that the first summand converges to zero in distribution, while the
second converges to the required Gaussian random variable N 1

2
. This suffices to prove the

theorem and explains the non-standard variance 1/2: both terms, S(1)
R,+ and S

(1)
R,−, contribute to

the variance, but only one of these terms contributes to the fluctuations because the other one
is killed by the normalization σR.

We begin with the first summand. We first compute

ES(1)
R,+ =κd−1

∫ R

0
[2es(coshR− cosh s)]

d−1
2 e−(d−1)s ds

≤κd−1(2 coshR)
d−1

2

∫ R

0
e− d−1

2 s ds

≤κd−12
d+1

2 e
d−1

2 R.

Therefore, for any ε > 0 we get

P

∣∣∣∣∣∣S
(1)
R,+ − ES(1)

R,+
σR

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ ε

 ≤
E|S(1)

R,+ − ES(1)
R,+|

εσR
≤ 4κd−1

ε
· e

d−1
2 R

σR
−−−−→
R→∞

0,

by (34). Therefore S
(1)
R,+−ES

(1)
R,+

σR
converges to zero in probability and, in particular, in distribution.

Now we turn to the second summand. Its characteristic function is given by

ψR(t) = E

exp

it S(1)
R,− − ES(1)

R,−
σR

 = exp
(∫ 0

−R

(
eitg

(1)
R (s) − 1 − itg

(1)
R (s)

)
e−(d−1)s ds

)
,

where g(1)
R (s) := f

(1)
R (s)/σR. Using Taylor expansion (see, e.g., [23, Lemma 6.15]), we have

eitg
(1)
R (s) − 1 − itg

(1)
R (s) = − t2

2 g
(1)
R (s)2 + ER(s, t),

where the error term ER(s, t) satisfies the estimate

|ER(s, t)| ≤ |t|3

3! g
(1)
R (s)3. (35)

Therefore

ψR(t) = exp
(

− t2

2

∫ 0

−R
g

(1)
R (s)2e−(d−1)s ds

)
exp

(∫ 0

−R
ER(s, t)e−(d−1)s ds

)
.

Consider the first term. By symmetry of the integrand and (33), we have∫ 0

−R
g

(1)
R (s)2e−(d−1)s ds = σ−2

R 2d−1κ2
d−1

∫ 0

−R
(coshR− cosh s)d−1 ds

= 1
2σ

−2
R 2d−1κ2

d−1

∫ R

−R
(coshR− cosh s)d−1 ds=1

2

for all R ≥ 0, so that

lim
R→∞

exp
(

− t2

2

∫ 0

−R
g

(1)
R (s)2e−(d−1)s ds

)
= e−t2/4.

As for the second term, we first observe that, in view of (34), we have for large enough R > 0,

g
(1)
R (s) ≤ C

e
d−1

2 (R+s)

σR
≤ CR−1/2e

d−1
2 s,
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for a constant C > 0 depending only on d (and changing from equation to equation). It follows
that, again for large enough R,

|ER(s, t)| ≤ C|t|3R−3/2e
3
2 (d−1)s.

Thus, ∣∣∣∣∫ 0

−R
ER(s, t)e−(d−1)s ds

∣∣∣∣ ≤ C|t|3R−3/2
∫ 0

−R
e

d−1
2 s ds ≤ C|t|3R−3/2.

In particular,

lim
R→∞

exp
(∫ 0

−R
ER(s, t)e−(d−1)s ds

)
= 1.

From these considerations we conclude that

lim
R→∞

ψR(t) = e−t2/4,

and the latter is the characteristic function of the desired centred Gaussian random variable N 1
2

with variance 1/2. As noted above, this completes the proof.

6 Comparison with the Random Energy Model
The Random Energy Model (REM), introduced by Derrida [13, 14], is probably the simplest
model of a disordered system [6]. The partition function of the REM at inverse temperature
β > 0 is given by

Zn(β) =
N∑

j=1
eβ

√
nXj ,

where X1, X2, . . . are independent standard Gaussian random variables, n is the number of spins
in the system (each spin taking values ±1), and N = 2n is the number of spin configurations.
The asymptotic behavior of Zn(β) as n → ∞ is very well understood; see [7], [6, Chapter 9],
[12] and the references there. In particular, a complete description of possible limit distributions
of the appropriately centred and normalized random variable Zn(β), as n → ∞, was obtained
in [7, Theorems 1.5, 1.6]. It turns out that for 0 < β < 1

2
√

2 log 2, a central limit theorem holds
for Zn(β), while for β > 1

2
√

2 log 2, the appropriately centred and normalized Zn(β) converges
to a totally skewed α-stable distribution with α =

√
2 log 2/β. The α-stable distribution can be

represented as a sum over a Poisson process (in this form it appears in [7]) and is similar to what
we see in Theorems 2.2 and 2.11 (ii). Finally, in the boundary case β = 1

2
√

2 log 2, there is a
CLT-type result, but the variance of the limiting normal distribution is 1/2 rather than 1, as in
Theorem 2.12.

This similarity between the REM and the model studied in the present paper requires an
explanation. In this section we shall give a non-rigorous treatment of both models explaining the
analogy. Before we start, several remarks are in order. Suppose we have a sequence of random
variables (Xn)n∈N such that (Xn − an)/bn converges to some non-degenerate limit distribution,
as n → ∞. Then, we say that bn is the order of fluctuations of Xn. It should be stressed
that the order of fluctuations is not the same as the standard deviation of Xn (even if the latter
exists). We shall work with exponentially growing or decaying quantities of the form ecn+o(n) (for
the REM) and ecR+o(R) (for λ-geodesic hyperplanes), where c stays constant. If the sequences
of random variables (Xn)n∈N and (Yn)n∈N have fluctuations of orders ean and ebn with a > b,
respectively, then the order of fluctuations of Xn + Yn is ean (i.e., the largest exponent wins), by
the Slutsky lemma.
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Random Energy Model. Let us analyze the fluctuations of Zn(β) in a non-rigorous way. For
a better comparison with λ-geodesic hyperplanes it will be convenient to poissonise the REM
by letting N ∼ Poi(2n) be a Poisson random variable with parameter 2n that is independent
of X1, X2, . . .. Then, the points

√
nX1, . . . ,

√
nXN form a Poisson process on R with intensity

λn(x) = 2n
√

2πn−1
e−x2/(2n), x ∈ R. The property of this intensity which is crucial for us is that

at an, where |a| <
√

2 log 2, the intensity grows exponentially in n, namely

λn(an) = e(log 2− a2
2 )n+o(n). (36)

Actually, the same formula holds for all a ∈ R, but for |a| >
√

2 log 2 the density decays exponen-
tially meaning that there are no points of the Poisson process corresponding to such a’s. Let us
take some a with |a| <

√
2 log 2 and consider all points from the set

√
nX1, . . . ,

√
nXN falling into

the interval [an, an+ 1]. Any such point contributes approximately eβan to the sum Zn(β). The
number of such points is Poisson distributed and the parameter is approximately en(log 2−a2/2).
Since (Poi(µ)−µ)/√µ converges to the standard normal distribution as µ → ∞, the fluctuations
of this random number are of order en(log 2−a2/2)/2. It follows that the contribution of those of
the points

√
nX1, . . . ,

√
nXN that fall into the interval [an, an+ 1] to the fluctuations of Zn(β)

is of order
eaβnen(log 2−a2/2)/2 = e

1
2 n(2aβ+log 2−a2/2), |a| <

√
2 log 2. (37)

To guess the order of fluctuations of Zn(β), we have to take the maximum of these quantities
over a (because the larger exponent wins). The crucial point is that the maximum should be
taken only over |a| ≤

√
2 log 2 because outside this interval the intensity decays exponentially

and no points will be observed there, with high probability. (In contrast to this, to determine
the order of the standard deviation of Zn(β), it would be necessary to take into account the
contribution of all real a). Taking the maximum of (37) over |a| ≤

√
2 log 2, we see that three

cases are possible.

Case 1. If 0 < β < 1
2
√

2 log 2, then the maximum is attained at a = 2β <
√

2 log 2. That is,
the main contribution to the fluctuations of Zn(β) comes from the points of the Poisson process
located near 2βn (more precisely, at distances c

√
n from this point, c ∈ R). As already explained

above, this contribution is asymptotically Gaussian. In this case, Zn(β) satisfies a central limit
theorem.

Case 2. If β > 1
2
√

2 log 2, then the maximum is attained at a =
√

2 log 2. This means that
the main contribution to the fluctuations of Zn(β) comes from the upper order statistics of the
sample

√
nX1, . . . ,

√
nXN (i.e., the maximum, the second largest value, etc.) It is well known [31,

Corollary 4.19(iii)] that, after an appropriate centering, these upper order statistics converge to
the Poisson point process on R with intensity e−x, x ∈ R. The limiting distribution of Zn(β)
can be expressed as a sum over this Poisson process, see [7].

Case 3. If β = 1
2
√

2 log 2, then the maximum is still attained at a =
√

2 log 2, but this time the
sum involving the Poisson process diverges. Refining the above analysis, it is possible to show
that the main contribution to the fluctuation comes from the intermediate order statistics, more
precisely, from the points

√
nXj located at

√
2 log 2n − c

√
n with c > 0 (recall that there are

no points corresponding to c < 0). On the other hand, the main contribution to the standard
deviation comes from the analogous two-sided region with c > 0 and c < 0, explaining why the
variance of the limiting distribution is 1/2. We have seen a similar phenomenon in Section 5.5.

λ-geodesic hyperplanes. Let us now provide a similar non-rigorous analysis of the fluctu-
ations of the random variable S(λ)

R defined in (4). We restrict ourselves to the case λ ∈ [0, 1). By
the formula (3) for the invariant measure and by (9), the signed distances from the origin to the
λ-geodesic hyperplanes form a Poisson process with intensity λ(s) = µd−1 coshd−1(s− ∆), s ∈ R.
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Take some a ∈ (−1, 1). Then, the intensity at aR grows exponentially, as R → ∞, namely

λ(aR) = e(d−1)|a|R+o(R), a ∈ (−1, 1).

This is similar to (36). If H is a λ-geodesic hyperplane having signed distance aR to the origin,
then its contribution to S(λ)

R equals

fR(aR) = Hd−1(H ∩Bd
R) = ωd−1

µd−1

∫ ρ(aR;R)

0
sinhd−2 udu.

A simple computation using (15) (and noting that µ ̸= 0 since we assume λ ̸= 1) or Lemma 4.2
(and noting that ∆ is finite since λ ̸= 1) shows that ρ(aR;R) = (1 − |a|)R+ o(R) and hence,

fR(aR) =
{
e(d−2)(1−|a|)R+o(R), if d ≥ 3,
2
µ(1 − |a|)R+ o(R), if d = 2.

Let us now look at the contribution of the λ-geodesic hyperplanes whose distances to the origin
are in the interval [aR, aR + 1] to the to the fluctuations of S(λ)

R . The number of such hyper-
planes is Poisson distributed with parameter approximately e(d−1)|a|R. Therefore, for d ≥ 3, this
contribution equals

e(d−1)|a|R/2+(d−2)(1−|a|)R = e(3−d)|a|R/2+(d−2)R.

Recalling that the largest exponent wins, we take the maximum over a ∈ (−1, 1). For d ≥ 4,
the maximum is attained at a = 0 meaning that the main contribution to the fluctuations comes
from hyperplanes having distances of order O(1) to the origin. This is the reason why the Poisson
process with intensity coshd−1(u) (describing the lower order statistics of the distances to the
origin) appears in Theorem 2.11 (ii). For d = 3, the contribution does not depend on a and,
indeed, an inspection of the proof of Proposition 5.1 (ii) (see, in particular, (26)) shows that all
points aR, −1 < a < 1, contribute to the fluctuations. Finally, for d = 2, the function fR(aR)
grows subexponentially and therefore the contribution equals approximately λ(aR) = e|a|R. The
maximum is attained at a = ±1. Since the number of hyperplanes corresponding to a = ±1 is
Poissonian and the parameter grows exponentially in R, the limiting fluctuations are normal; see
Theorem 2.11 (i).

Acknowledgement

The authors wish to thank Andreas Bernig (Frankfurt) for motivating us to study Poisson pro-
cesses of horospheres and more general λ-geodesic hyperplanes, and the anonymous referees for
useful remarks and corrections, which improved the style and clarity of the presentation.

DR and CT were supported by the German Research Foundation (DFG) via CRC/TRR 191
Symplectic Structures in Geometry, Algebra and Dynamics. ZK and CT were supported by the
German Research Foundation (DFG) via the Priority Program SPP 2265 Random Geometric
Systems. ZK was also supported by the German Research Foundation (DFG) under Germany’s
Excellence Strategy EXC 2044 – 390685587 Mathematics Münster: Dynamics – Geometry –
Structure.

References
[1] D.V. Alekseevskij, E.B. Vinberg, A.S. Solodovnikov, Geometry of Spaces of Constant Curvature, In:

Geometry II. Encyclopaedia of Mathematical Sciences, vol. 29, Springer, Berlin, Heidelberg (1993).

[2] I. Benjamini, J. Jonasson, O. Schramm and J. Tykesson, Visibility to infinity in the hyperbolic plane,
despite obstacles, ALEA Latin Amer. J. Prob. Math. Statist. 6 (2009), 323–342.

26



[3] I. Benjamini, E. Paquette, J. Pfeffer, Anchored expansion, speed and the Poisson-Voronoi tessellation
in symmetric spaces, Ann. Probab. 46 (2018), 1917–1956.

[4] F. Besau, D. Rosen, C. Thäle, Random inscribed polytopes in projective geometries, Math. Ann. 381
(2021), 1345–1372.

[5] F. Besau, C. Thäle, Asymptotic normality for random polytopes in non-Euclidean geometries, Trans.
Am. Math. Soc. 373 (2020), 8911–8941.

[6] A. Bovier, Statistical mechanics of disordered systems. A mathematical perspective, Cambridge Series
in Statistical and Probabilistic Mathematics, 18, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge (2006).

[7] A. Bovier, I. Kurkova, M. Löwe, Fluctuations of the free energy in the REM and the p-spin SK
models, Ann. Probab. 30(2) (2002), 605–651.

[8] E. Broman, J. Tykesson, Poisson cylinders in hyperbolic space, Electron. J. Probab. 20 (2015), paper
no. 41, 25 pp.

[9] J. Cannon, W.J. Floyd, R. Kenyon, W.R. Parry, Hyperbolic geometry, Flavors of geometry, 59–115,
Math. Sci. Res. Inst. Publ., 31, Cambridge Univ. Press, Cambridge (1997).

[10] M. Czarnecki, Umbilical routes along geodesics and hypercycles in the hyperbolic space, Differential
Geometry and its Applications, 64, (2019), 47–58.

[11] M. do Carmo, Riemannian Geometry, Birkhäuser, Boston (1992).

[12] M. Cranston, S. Molchanov, Limit laws for sums of products of exponentials of iid random variables,
Israel J. Math. 148 (2005), 115–136.

[13] B. Derrida, Random-energy model: Limit of a family of disordered models, Phys. Rev. Lett. 45, 79
(1980).

[14] B. Derrida, Random-energy model: an exactly solvable model of disordered systems, Phys. Rev. B
24, 2613 (1981).

[15] N. Fountoulakis, J.E. Yukich, Limit theory for the number of isolated and extreme points in hyperbolic
random geometric graphs, Electron. J. Probab. 25 (2020) paper no. 141, 51 pp.

[16] E. Gallego, A.M. Naveira, G. Solanes, Horospheres and convex bodies in n-dimensional hyperbolic
space, Geom. Dedicata 103 (2004), 103–114.

[17] E. Gallego, A. Reventós, Asymptotic behaviour of λ-convex sets in the hyperbolic plane, Geom.
Dedicata, 76(3) (1999), 275–289 .

[18] T. Godland, Z. Kabluchko, C. Thäle, Beta-star polytopes and hyperbolic stochastic geometry, Adv.
Math. 404, Part A, article 108382 (2022).

[19] B. T. Hansen, T. Müller, The critical probability for Voronoi percolation in the hyperbolic plane tends
to 1/2, To appear in Random Structures Algorithms (2021+).

[20] L. Heinrich, H. Schmidt, V. Schmidt, Central limit theorems for Poisson hyperplane tessellations,
Ann. Appl. Probab. 16 (2006), 919–950.

[21] F. Herold, D. Hug and C. Thäle, Does a central limit theorem hold for the k-skeleton of Poisson
hyperplanes in hyperbolic space? Probab. Theory Related Fields 179 (2021), 889–968.

[22] Z. Kabluchko, Angles of random simplices and face numbers of random polytopes. Adv. Math. 380,
article 107612 (2021).

[23] O. Kallenberg, Foundations of Modern Probability, Vol. 1. 3rd edition (2021), Springer.

[24] G. Last and M.D. Penrose, Lectures on the Poisson Process. Cambridge University Press (2017).

[25] G. Last, M.D. Penrose, M. Schulte, C. Thäle, Moments and central limit theorems for some mul-
tivariate Poisson functionals, Adv. in Appl. Probab. 16 (2014), 348–364.

27



[26] J. M. Lee, Introduction to Riemannian manifolds, Graduate Texts in Mathematics, 176 (2018)
Springer.

[27] S. Orey, On continuity properties of infinitely divisible distribution functions, Ann. Math. Statist. 39
(1968), 936–937.

[28] T. Owada, D. Yogeshwaran, Sub-tree counts on hyperbolic random geometric graphs, arXiv
1802.06105.

[29] J.C. Ratcliffe, Foundations of Hyperbolic Manifolds, 3rd edition (2019), Springer.

[30] M. Reitzner, M. Schulte, Central limit theorems for U-statistics of Poisson point processes, Ann.
Probab. 41 (2013), 3879–3909.

[31] S.I. Resnick, Extreme values, regular variation and point processes, Reprint of the 1987 original,
Springer, New York (2008).

[32] L.A. Santaló, Integral Geometry and Geometric Probability, 2nd edition (2004), Cambridge University
Press.

[33] L.A. Santaló, I. Yañez, Averages for polygons formed by random lines in Euclidean and hyperbolic
planes, J. Appl. Probab. 9 (1972), 140–157.

[34] K.-i. Sato, Lévy processes and infinitely divisible distributions, Cambridge Studies in Advanced Math-
ematics, vol. 68 (1999), Cambridge University Press.

[35] R. Schneider, W. Weil, Stochastic and Integral Geometry, Probability and its Applications (2008),
Springer.

[36] R. Schulte, Normal approximation of Poisson functionals in Kolmogorov distance, J. Theor. Probab.
29 (2016), 96–117.

[37] G. Solanes, Integral geometry of equidistants in hyperbolic space, Israel J. Math. 145 (2005), 271–284.

[38] M. Spivak, A comprehensive introduction to differential geometry, Vol. 4, 3rd Edition, Publish or
Peril, Inc., Boston, Mass. (1999).

[39] J. Tykesson, The number of unbounded components in the Poisson Boolean model of continuum
percolation in hyperbolic space, Electron. J. Probab. 12 (2007), paper no. 51, 1379–1401.

[40] J. Tykesson, P. Calka, Asymptotics of visibility in the hyperbolic plane, Adv. in Appl. Probab. 45
(2013), 332–350.

28


	1 Introduction and motivation
	2 Models and results
	2.1 The case of geodesic hyperplanes
	2.2 The case of lambda-geodesic hyperplanes

	3 Proof of Theorem 2.2
	4 Background material on lambda-geodesic hyperplanes
	4.1 Lambda-geodesic hyperplanes in the upper half-space model
	4.2 Intrinsic geometry of lambda-geodesic hyperplanes
	4.3 Lambda-geodesic sections of the ball

	5 Proofs
	5.1 Cumulant estimates
	5.2 Proof of Theorem 2.8
	5.3 Proof of Theorem 2.11 (i)
	5.4 Proof of Theorem 2.11 (ii)
	5.5 Proof of Theorem 2.12

	6 Comparison with the Random Energy Model
	References

