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Abstract

In this article we obtain concentration inequalities for Poisson U-statistics Fp,(f,n) of order m > 1
with kernels f under general assumptions on f and the intensity measure A of underlying Poisson point
process n. The main result are new concentration bounds of the form

P(|Fm(f7 77) _EFm(fvn” > t) < 26xp(—I(’Y,t)),

where I(v,t) satisfies I(7y,t) = G(t% logt) as ¢ — oo and 7 is fixed. The function I(v,t) is given explicitly
in terms of parameters of the assumptions satisfied by f and A. One of the key ingredients of the proof is
bounding the centred moments of Fy,(f,n). We discuss the optimality of obtained concentration bounds
and consider a number of applications related to Gilbert graphs and Poisson hyperplane processes in
constant curvature spaces.
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1 Introduction

Purpose of the article: Let 7 be a Poisson process of intensity measure YA on a measure space (X, X, A),
~v > 0, where A is a s-finite measure (i.e. a countable sum of finite measures). Let m € N. We consider a
Poisson U-statistic of (measurable) kernel f: X" — R, which is a random variable

Fm:F’m(fle) :/f(Il,...,CCm)T](m)(d.Il,...,dIm),

where (™) denotes the factorial measure of 7. When A is non-atomic measure, points of 7 have no multiplicity
and thus F;, can be written in the following simpler form

F, = Z flx1,. . zm),

where ny is the collection of m-tuples of distinct points of . In this article we establish concentration bounds
for F,, around its mean EF,,, under additional assumptions, which are formulated in terms of bounds for
the integrals of the special type of the kernel f with respect to A (see (Al)). This integrals appear in the
formulas for the centred moment of Poisson U-statistic F,,. The exact formulation of the above assumption
require some additional notation and terminology and is therefore postponed to the Section 2.3, where we
also compare it with other natural sets of assumptions, such as for example the local U-statistics as studied
by Bachmann and Reitzner in [3].

We are aiming for the concentration bounds of the following form. We find rate functions I.,I_ :
[0,00) x [0,00) = [0, 00), with lim; o0 T4 (7, ) = lims_y00 I_(7,t) = oo for any fixed v, and such that

P(F,, — EF,, < —t) <exp(—I_(v,t)),
P(F —EF, >1t) < eXp(_I+(77t))'

The rate functions depends on several quantities, the most prominent being the order m. At the end of this
introduction, we provide a qualitative description of the rate functions, and give pointers to specific results
in later sections for their precise expressions.

Background on Poisson U-statistics and concentration bounds: Poisson U-statistics cover a wide
class of functionals of Poisson processes, which play an important role in stochastic geometry. Many function-
als of random geometric models like for example total edge length of random graphs, different characteristics
of intersection process of Poisson hyperplane process, volumes of random simplices and many others may be
represented by a Poisson U-statistic. This wide range of applications drags a lot of attention and stimulated
the intensive investigation of the properties of Poisson U-statistics.



The classical settings when U-statistics are defined for binomial processes instead of Poisson processes
are well studied and there is an extensive literature on this topic, see e.g. [20] for more detail and further
references. In contrast to this, the study of Poisson U-statistic appeared to be a challenging task, but some
significant progress was made during the last years. In particular the combination of modern techniques, such
as Malliavin calculus on Poisson spaces together with Stein’s method for normal approximation, Wiener-1t6
chaos expansion and Fock space representation appeared to be very fruitful leading to the number of striking
results including that exact formulas for the moments and abstract limit theorems [27, 17, 16, 8, 19, 24]. For
further background material on this topic and for references we refer reader to [18] and [23].

Compared with the number of limit theorems available in the literature there are only few results concern-
ing concentration inequalities specific for Poisson U-statistics. On the other hand the questions regarding
concentration bounds for general Poisson functionals have been considered in the past and one can identify
three different approaches to this problem. The first approach relies on a modified log-Sobolev [34] and
®-Sobolev inequalities [5]. This technique was first applied by Wu [34], leading to a collection of concentra-
tion bounds under some rather restrictive conditions, and was further extended in [2] and [11]. In [3] this
approach was in particularly used to derive concentration bounds for local Poisson U-statictics over R? with
bounded kernel. The obtained concentration bounds have been used to analyse random graphs models [2, 3]
and random polytopes [11]. Another approach using general covariance identities for exponential functions
of Poisson processes was applied in [9]. The resulting concentration inequalities were particularly useful to
study concentration properties of geometric functionals associated with the Poisson Boolean model [9]. In
[26] Reitzner proved an analogue of Talagrand’s inequality for the convex distance on the Poisson space,
which in turn was used in [28] to derive concentration inequalities for general Poisson functionals and, in par-
ticular, for U-statistics around its median (see also [23]). The obtained bounds provide a good rate for local
U-statistics and U-statistics of order 1 and they have been applied to random geometric graphs models [28]
and the Poisson flat processes [23]. Recently using the general transport inequality the concentration bounds
for so-called convex functionals of Poisson processes were proved by Gozlan, Herry and Peccati [10]. They
also lead to concentration inequalities for Poisson U-statistics around the median. In the very recent work
[33] Schulte and Théle have used the cumulants method in order to establish moderate deviation principle
and derive Bernstein and Cramér type concentration inequalities for Poisson U-statistics. The application of
this method relies on bounds for the cumulants of Poisson U-statistic.

Description of our results: As it is seen from the above overview, known concentration bounds for
Poisson U-statistics are based on concentration bounds for general Poisson functionals. For this reason the
estimates are often not sensitive to the specific structure of Poisson U-statistics and provide a good bound
only in some special cases. Our aim is to use the properties of Poisson U-statistics in order to obtain a new
set of concentration inequalities under some mild assumptions (see assumptions (A1) in the next section),
including local U-statistics as a particular case, as we will show in Lemma 2.1. The proof relies on the known
formulas for the centred moments of Poisson U-statistic and Markov inequality. It should be noted that
the obtained concentration bounds are optimal (up to the constants) and provide an improvement of known
results by the logarithmic factor in case of m > 2. The detailed analysis of the bounds and their comparison
with earlier results is postponed to Section 5. As an application we will consider some functionals of random
geometric graph models and Poisson hyperplane process in Euclidean and hyperbolic spaces.

Our main results are summarized in the following theorem, which we present here in a simplified form.
An extended form of this theorem with the explicit constants is given at the beginning of Section 5.

Theorem 1.1. Let Fy, be a Poisson U-statistic with kernel f satisfying || f1| r2(a) > 0, where f1 is defined
by (2). If (A1) is satisfied with g € [0, 1], then there exist C,c > 0 depending only on f and A, such that

2—1 1—q
t m t
P(|F, — EF,,| > t) <2exp (—ctﬁt min((—m) ,(1+log+ (—m)> )) , t>0,y>C1,
Y Y

where log (-) = 1(log(-) > 0)log(-) denotes the positive part of the logarithm.

Structure of the paper: The rest of the paper is structured as follows. In Section 2 we present the
basic notions related to Poisson U-statistics, introduce the assumption (A1) of our main theorem, as well



as other sets of assumptions and explain how they relate to each other. In the same section we will present
concentration bound for the lower tail and for Poisson U-statistic of order 1 based on known estimates.
Section 3 is devoted to concentration and anticoncentration bounds under some stronger assumptions. In
Section 4 we prove the concentration bounds for Poisson U-statistics satisfying assumptions (Al) by using
Markov’s inequality and estimates for the centred moments. The discussion of the quality of the obtained
results and the comparison with the known bounds is postponed to Section 5. Finally we consider applications
to random geometric graphs in Section 6, and to Poisson hyperplane process in Euclidean and hyperbolic
spaces in Section 7.

2 Poisson U-statistic

2.1 Definition and basic properties

Let (X, X) be a measurable space equipped with a measure vA, where v > 0. Let Ny = N U {0} and
No = NU {0,00}. We say that a measure is s-finite if it can be written as a countable sum of o-finite
measures. By N(X) we denote the space of s-finite Np-valued measures on X and N(X) is defined as the
smallest o-algebra on N(X) such that the mappings £ — &(B), £ € N(X), B € X are measurable. From
now on, we assume that A is a s-finite measure. A Poisson process n with intensity measure A = YA is
a measurable mapping from some fixed probability space (22, 4,P) to (N(X), V(X)) with the following two
properties: for any B € X the random variable n(B) is Poisson distributed with mean yA(B); for any n € N
and pairwise disjoint sets By,...,B, € X the random variables n(Bi),...,n(By) are independent. The
parameter -y is referred to as the intensity of the process n. For more information regarding point processes
and their properties we refer reader to [18, 31].

A Poisson functional is a random variable F'; which P-almost surely satisfies F' = g(n) for some measurable
function g: N(X) — R. The function g is called a representative of F. If ,, denotes the distribution of  we
will write LP(P,), p > 0 for the space of Poisson functionals satisfying E|F'|? < co. Moreover, as usually, we
denote by LP(A*) the space of all measurable functions f: X¥ — R U {4oc0} with

/xk |f(z1,...,25)[PA(dz) ... A(dzk) < oo.

The corresponding norm is denoted by || - HLp( Axy- Given a Poisson functional F' with representative g and
x € X we define the so-called difference or add-one cost operator D, as follows

Do F(n) = g(n+62) — g(n),

where §, denotes the Dirac measure at x.

One of the important special cases of Poisson functional is Poisson U -statistic. Let m € Nand f: X™ — R
be a measurable function satisfying f € L'(A™), which is invariant with respect to permutations of the
coordinates. For simplicity we will call such functions symmetric. The Poisson U-statistic is the following
random variable

Fm:F’m(fvn) :/f(Il,...,.Im)n(m)(dxl,...,dilfm),

where (™) denotes the factorial measure of 1. The function f is called the kernel and m the order of F,,.
In what follows we will always assume that A({zx € X: f(z) # 0}) > 0.

The particular interest to Poisson U-statistics is motivated by their nice structure. Thus, using Malliavin
calculus, one can show that a U-statistic of order m consists of a finite sum of Wiener-Ito integrals [27], which
allows to derive convenient formulas for the variance and higher centred moments of F,,(f,n) in terms of f.
If f € LY(A™), using the Slivnyak-Mecke formula [31, Corollary 3.2.3] we have

EF,.(f,n) =™ ; flze, ... zm)A(dzy) ... A(das). (1)
Further if f € L'(A™) is a symmetric function, then for 1 < k < m we define the function f;: X¥ — R by

m

felyr, .o yg) = <k) /mek Fyis Uk, 215 oy 2m—k)A(d21) . .. A(dzim—rk), (2)



if the integral on the right-hand side is well defined, and fi(y1,...,yx) = 0 otherwise. For k = m, this
definition should be understood as f,, := f. It should be noted that, for f € L'(A™), the above integral is
well defined for almost all tuples (yi,...,yx), the functions fi: X¥ — R are symmetric, and f € L*(A¥).
Using this notation, the variance of a Poisson U-statistic F,,(f,n) € L'(P,), satisfying f € L?(A¥) for all
1 <k < m, can be written as follows (see [18, Proposition 12.12])

VE.(f,n) :Z”Ywnikk!”kaiz(Ak)- (3)
k=1

Note that the condition EF,, # 0 implies ||fi[/z2(a) > 0. In particular in case of the non-negative kernel
f the condition EF,, # 0 is equivalent to Fy, is not almost surely zero. Thus, in case of positive kernel
lf1llz2¢a) = 0 only in the trivial case.

2.2 Sets of subpartitions and moments of Poisson U-statistic

In order to present formula (5) below for the /-th centred moments E[(F,,(f,n) — EE,.(f,n))¢], £ > 2, we
need to introduce some additional combinatorial notation and terminology first.
For an integer n € N, a subpartition o of [n] := {1,...,n} is a family of disjoint non-empty subsets of [n].
The set IT¥ of all subpartitions of [n] is given by
Il ={o={B1,....,By} :k>1;0# B; C [n] and B; N B;j = () for any i # j}.

The subsets B; are called the blocks of the subpartition. The number of blocks in a subpartition ¢ is denoted
by |o| and the cardinality of their union (Jp., B is denoted by ||o|.

We will now define several collections of subpartitions. A partition of [n] is a subpartition o of [n] for
which the union of the blocks is the entire set [n]. Thus,

I, ={o:0 €Il ||lo|| =n}

is the set of all partitions of [n]. The collection of subpartitions for which each block has cardinality two or
higher is denoted by

I}, 5o = {o € II}, : |[B| > 2 for any B € o}.
Let £,n1,...,ny € N and set n := Zie[f] n;. For any i € [{], define
R; ::Ri(nl,...,ng) = {jEN:nl—l--'-—l-ni,l <j§n1+---+ni}.

The letter R stands for “Row” and is motivated by the fact that the set [n] can be represented by a diagram
consisting of ¢ rows of dots, with the i-th row having n; dots and therefore corresponding precisely to the
set R;, see Figure 1. We will consider the partition

mi=m(ny,...,ng) ={R; :1 € [{]} € I,,.
We define
M (ny,...,ng) ={oc €I} : [ BNR| <1 for any B €0 and R € 7},

|BNR|<1forany B€oand Re€m, }

I (ny,...,ne) = o €Il : .
and for any R € 7 there exists B € o such that |[B| > 2 and [BNR| =1

The first collection consist of subpartitions for which any block intersects any row at most once, while the
second has the additional constraint that every row is intersected by at least one block of size at least 2. We
also consider the intersections of these collections with the two previous ones.

I(ny,...,ne) =" (ny,...,ne) NI, ={oc €Il : |[BNR| <1forany B€ o and R € 7},
5501, yne) =T (ny,...,ng) NI, o ={o €I}, : |B| > 2 and [BN R| < 1 for any B € 0 and R € 7}.
Lo(na, . ome) =1 (g, me) NI Sy

={o € l54(n1,...,n¢) : for any R € 7 there exists B € o such that [BN R| = 1}.



JE D8t (4

(a‘) o< H§*2(37 37 37 3) (b) g ¢ H*E*Z (37 37 3, 3) (C) g ¢ H*E*Z (37 3,3, 3) (d) g ¢ H>§2 (37 37 3, 3)

Figure 1: Illustration of subpartitions of {1,...,12} which belong to I15%(3, 3, 3,3) (subfigure (a)) or do not
belong to I1%%(3, 3, 3, 3) (subfigures (b)-(d)). Cond1t10n (i) is violated by the dashed circle in (b). The dashed

ellipse is (c) contradlcts condition (ii). Condition (iii) do not hold in (d) because the bottom row do not
intersect any block.

Summarizing the above description, we say that for any n1,...,ny € Nwith Zle n; = n the set 11T (n1,...,me)
consists of all subpartitions o € II, such that:

(i) for any B € o we have |B| > 2;
(ii) for any B € o and any ¢ € [{] we have |[BN R;| < 1;
(iii) for any i € [¢] there exists B € o such that |[BN R;| = 1.

In case, when ny = ... = ngy = m we use simplified notation, namely II(m;¢), II*(m; £), II%,(m;¢) and
1% (m; £). In particular, when ny = ... = ny = m, n = m/, it is convenient to illustrate the partitions
from the set IT1%% (m; ¢) with the help of the following diagram (see e.g. Figure 1), where we represent the
set of numbers [n] as a set of nodes in the integer lattice Z2. Since any number k € [n] admits a unique
representation of the form k = (i — 1)m + j, i € [€], j € [m], we identify the number k with the node with
coordinates (%, 7). In this representation the condition (ii) can be equivalently reformulated as: each block B
of a partition o may intersect each row in maximum one node, and the condition (iii) means, that: each row
is intersected by at least one block B of the partition o.

Observe, that one can always complete a subpartition o by adding all the singletons {i} C [n], which do
not belong to any block of . This construction is the bijection

h: HZZQ — 11,

o . ()
oc—o=cU{{i}:ie€n];VBeo, {i}NnB=0}

which provides the identifications IT}, 5, = 11, and 113y (n1, . .., n¢) = 1l(n1, ..., ne). The inverse map removes
all singletons - -
ol I, = 1T 5,
c—o=c\{{i}:ie€n]; {i} €7}

Note also, that || = |o| +n — ||o]|. This observation motivates our final definition of a collection of
subpartitions:

So(mi b k) = {o € IZ5(m; £) : ml + o] — [|o| = |h(o)] = k}.

For any measurable real function f defined on X™ and for any integer ¢, let f®¢ be the tensor product
that maps (z1,. .., Zme) € X™ to the product f(zy...,2m) - f(@@—1ym+1s---,Tem). For any integer £ and
any o € I1%%(m; £) we consider the real function (f®%), defined on XIoI+m¢=llll by identifying the variable
z; and x; if they belong to the same block of o.



We are finally ready to formulate the following result [18, Proposition 12.13]: for a U-statistic F,,,(f,n)
of order m > 1 with f € L'(A™) and for any ¢ > 2 such that [(|f|®),dAl?! < oo holds for all o € II(m;£),
the ¢-th centred moment of F,, is given by

E[(Fm _ EFm)é] — Z ,ymé-i-\a\—”a” /(f@é)UdAmé-i-\(7\—||<7||7 (5)
UEH*Z*Z(m;E)

where we recall that vA is the intensity measure of the underlying Poisson process 1. Note that the cumulants
of F}, can be expressed by a similar formula, where the summation is taken over different sets of subpartitions,
see [33, Theorem 3.7], for example.

2.3 Assumptions

Recall that n is a Poisson point process on (X, X) with intensity measure vA, v > 0 and F,,(f,n) is the
corresponding Poisson U-statistic with kernel f: X™ +— R. In this article we will consider the following
assumptions.

2.3.1 Statements of the assumptions
The assumptions of the first type are the following: We assume that there exist constants Sy € [1, 00),
B1, B2 € (0,00) and ¢ € [0, 1], such that

feLY(A™), /(|f|®f)gdA’f < 0o and

(A1)
}/(fW)adA’“\ swfﬁé( 11 |J|!)q for all £,k €N, ( > 2, 0 € II%y(m; (. k),
Jeh(o)

where we recall that the map h is defined by (4). Let us point out that in case when f is non-negative the
condition [(|f]®%)sdA* < oo can be dropped. Also note that assuming (A1) we have

2
ka||%2(Ak) = /xk <<T]Z) /mek Fis o Uy 21, - 2m—k)A(d21) . .. A(dzmk)) A(dyy) ... A(dyr)

2 2
< (01 furmmanm=| < () w1 < ©

where o € 11 (m; 2, 2m — k) is taken to be 0 = { B, ..., By} with B; = {{i}, {m+i}}, 1 <i < k. Thus, for
any constant ¢; > 0, if yf1 > ¢1, we obtain from (3) and (6) that

m 2
o k=1, (™M —
Y A2y < VER(fin) <276 <Z (2%¢1) k|<k> ) B3 (vBr)*
k=1
< 29Bom? (2% m + 1) B3 (781) 2", (7)
where in the second line we used the inequalities (’}:) < m(?__ll) and m!/(m — k)! <mF for 1 <k < m.

The assumptions of the second type are the following: We assume that there are constants oy, s €
(0, 00) such that

AX)=qa1, and |f(z1,...,Zm)| < ag for any (z1,...,2,) € X™. (A2)

This assumption means that the expected number of points of 7 is finite and the kernel f is a bounded
function.

The assumptions of the third type are the following: We assume that there is nonincreasing function
g: Ry — [0,1] and constant M € (0, 00) such that

X is equipped with a metric dist(-,-), f € L'(A™), f >0 and
flz1, .. xm) < Mg™ Y(diam(zy, ..., xm)),

C(g,A) == sup/Xg(dist(x,y))A(dy) < 0.

zeX



As it will be shown in Lemma 2.1, (A3) generalizes the following type of assumptions, which were introduced
by Bachmann and Reitzner in [3]. For given constants 0 < p < ©p and 0 < My < Ma, they are stated as

X =R?, A is locally finite without atoms, F' < oo a.s. and

> 0if diam(z1,...,2m) < p,

A
f(z1,...,2m) S =0if diam(zy,...,2,) > Op, (4sr)
€ {0} U [My, Ms],
where diam(z1, ..., %m) = max;-; ||z, — ;|2

2.3.2 Relations between the assumptions

With the next lemma, we explain how the various assumptions introduced above relate to each other. In
particular we see that (A1) is more general than each of the other assumptions. On the other hand, it is
often convenient to work under more restrictive assumptions since they are easier to check, and in some cases
allow to derive slightly better concentration bounds (compare the constants of Theorem 3.1 and Theorem
4.6.a).

Lemma 2.1 (Relations between the assumptions).
1. (A2) = (Al): If (A2) is satisfied for some constants ai,ag € (0,00), then (Al) holds with By = 1,
pr=ai, B2 =az and ¢=0.
2. (Apr) = (A3): If (Apr) is satisfied for some constants 0 < p < Op and 0 < My < My, then (A3)
holds with X = R?, dist(z,y) = ||z — y|l2, M = Ma, g(r) = 1(r < Op).
3. (A3) = (Al): If (A3) is satisfied for some function g: Ry — [0,1] and constants M and C(g,A),

then for any s € [0,1], (A1) holds with ¢ = 0, By = 1, f1 = C(g,A) max (1, w%)m and s =

1—s
I FllLiamy 2
M max (1, W) .

Proof of Lemma 2.1.1. Assuming (A2) we have that | f||L1(am) < af*as < oo and for any subpartition
o € 1Y, (m; £, k) we get ’f(fw)gdAm““"*”"” < [(1f|2),damtHlel=lol < akaf < oo. O

Proof of Lemma 2.1.2. Assume (Apr). We only need to show that EF' < oo and sup,cra A(Be,(z)) < 00.
Without loss of generality we assume p = v/d and ©p € N. We can do this reduction by considering
fe)y=1f (@-), and replacing © by a larger value. In particular if x1,...,z,, are all within the same unit

cube z + [0,1)%, for an arbitrary z € Z4, then diam(zy, ..., 2,,) < p and thus f(z1,...,2,) > M; > 0.
We set some notation. For z € Z% we consider

Fo= > Yo —2€(0,0)Df(er,...,2m), B.=1{F. >0}, p.=P(B.=1), X =A(z+[0,1)%).

(11,...,mm)€7];n

First, we observe that F' = _,, F, < oo implies that ) _,. B. < co. This follows from the fact that
F is a sum of local contributions F, taking values in {0} U [M7, 00).

Second, we observe that for any 2’ € Z¢ the random variables { B, : z € 2’ +(20p+1)Z?} form a collection
of independent Bernoulli random variables, from which using Borel-Cantelli lemma we derive the following
implications

ZBZ<ooa.s.:>forallz’€Zd, Z P, < 00
z€Z4 z€2'4+(20p+1)Z4
=) p= ) >, p<x
z€Z? 2/'€[0,20p]¢ z€z'+(20p+1) 2

where [a, b] is a short notation for the set {a,a +1,...,b} for any a,b € Z with a < b.



Third, we observe that if there are m points in z + [0,1)¢ then B, = 1. Therefore,

e~ min(1, A7)

m/! ’

p. > P(Py, > m) > P(Ppin(1,a.) > m) > P(Ppinaa,) =m) >
where P, denotes a Poisson random variable with mean o > 0. Hence, ). ;. min(1,\]") < oo, which
implies that A, > 1 for only finitely many z, that max,cz4 A, < 0o, and that ) __,4 A7 < co. In particular
sup,cra A(Bo,(z)) < oo since for any @ € R? the ball Bg,(z) can be covered by (20p + 1)? cubes of the
form z + [0, 1)

It remains to show that EF < co. We start by bounding EF, for any arbitrary z € Z?¢. Note that for any
z € 2+ [0,1)% the ball Bg,(z) is covered by the cubes 2’ + [0,1)¢ with 2’ € z + [-©p — 1,0p]%. Therefore,
using that f(z1,...,2m) < Mal(ze,...,zm € Boy(z1)), we get that

A(Bp(~)( ))m 1A(dx < MQ (Z )\z/) < M2(2®p + 1)m71 max ()\z/)m,

EF, < M.
- 2/ z'€z+[-Op—1,0p]¢

d
=+[0,1) el 100

where, for the second inequality, after expanding the sum, we simply bounded every summand by their
maximum. Next, using that the maximum of non-negative numbers is less than their sum, we observe

EF =Y F.<M(20p+1)" ") > A= My(20p + 1) H71 Y " A < o0,
z€Z? z€Z4 2’ €2+[—-Op—1,0p]¢ z€Z4
which completes the proof. o

Proof of Lemma 2.1.3. For a given o € 1I55(m; 4, k), let ¢ = h(o) = {Bu,..., By} be defined by (4). We
assume that the blocks are ordered such that HllIl(Bl) < -+ < min(By). In particular min(B;) = i for
i€ [m].

We define the graph G, whose vertex set is [k] and whose edges are the couples {i, j} for which the blocks
B; and Bj; have one row in common, meaning that there exists r € [¢] such that |[B; N R,| = |B; N R,| = 1.
We denote the set of connected components of this graph by comp(o).

Note that, for any connected component C € comp(o), the union U;ece B; consists of 2 or more rows. Thus
|Uiec Bi| > 2m and it follows that the number of connected components satisfies |comp(o)| < ml/(2m) = ¢/2.
We also note that any connected component consists of at least m vertices, therefore m |comp(o)| < k which
implies |comp(o)| < k/m. Combining these two bounds, we have

1—
|comp(a)| < b~ 40— for any s € [0,1].
m

We readily have that f € L1(A™) and f > 0. So it is enough to show that

/ (f29),dA* < BEaE Al for all £,k € N, €> 2, 0 € ISy (m; £, k), (8)
. 11
!/ — C A / — M — Ll(Am)
61 (gu )7 ﬁ2 ’ 63 MC(g,A)m
We only need to prove (8) for connected partitions, i.e. for o satisfying |comp(o)| = 1. Let 7 = 7, : [mf] — [k]
be the function defined by 7(i) = j for any i € B;. Because of the ordering of the blocks, we have 7(i) =i

for ¢ € [m]. Thus, we can write

4

(f®£)a'(xla cee 7xk) = H f(x‘r((rfl)erl)a s :E‘r(rm))

¢
< f(@1,. . mm) M H 9" N (diam (2 (1 )met1)s - - - Tr(rm)))-

r=2



Let T be a spanning tree of G, i.e. a connected subgraph of G, which does not have cycles. We denote
its edge set by E(T), and recall that a tree has one edge less than vertices, that is |[E(T)] = k — 1. By
construction of the initial graph G, we have that the edge set E can be partitioned in the subsets

B, = {{i.j} € B(T) 0.5 € {r((r — Ym+1),....r(rm)}}, 7€ [0

We can choose T such that E; consist of exactly m — 1 edges, for instance {m,i} with ¢ € [m — 1]. Since T'
does not have any cycle, E, consists of at most m — 1 edges. This implies

gmil(diam(x‘r((r—l)m-l-l)v s L < H dlSt I“ IJ))
{l,]}EET
where we also used that diam(2;((i—1)m+1), - - - Zr(im)) > dist(z;,2;) and that g is decreasing taking value

in [0,1]. We get
(f®e)0’(x17'-'7'rk) S f(Il,...,$m)M£71 H g(dlst(xhx]))v
{i,5}eE(T)\E1

and, therefore,

/(fw)gdAk < M1 /(Rd)k flx1, .. xm) H g(dist(zs, z;))A*(day, . . ., day).

{t.5}eE(T)\E1

Now we integrate iteratively. We start by a leaf j € [k]\ [m] of the tree. Let i € [mf] be the vertex to which it
is connected. At this step we need to bound the integral [ g(dist(z;,z;))A(dz;) for arbitrary z; € R?. This
integral is upper bounded by C(g, A). We remove the leaf j of the tree and iterate this process until the only
vertices left are [m]. This produces the bound

/(fw)odAk <l am MO (g, D=0 = 5t s,

which completes the proof. O

2.4 First concentration bounds

As was already mentioned in the introduction there are few concentration inequalities for Poisson U-statistics
available in the literature. In particular a concentration bound for the lower tail for general Poisson U-
statistic F,(f,n) with non-negative kernel f, such that fx € L'(A¥) N L2(A*), 1 < k < m, was obtained in
[2]. Adapting the above result to our setting we get the following proposition.

Proposition 2.2. Assume that m > 1, A has no atoms, f is non-negative and F,, = F,,,(f,n) satisfies (A1)
with v81 > ¢1 > 0. Then for all t > 0 we have

P(F,, —EF,, < —t) <exp| — r <ex (— r ) 9)
m T =T =P Tonay ) = PN T BB (BT )

where m2V = > | VP RER| fi |2 2(pky < 00 and ¢y = =20t m2(29¢c i + 1)L,

Proof of Proposition 2.2. Since by (6) we have f,, € L%(A¥), 1 < k < m, then by [2, Proposition 5.7] V < oo.
Hence, the first bound follows by [2, Corollary 5.5].
Further we note that

m 2
m2V =Y P FRRY Sl 2 aky < 29083 (v81)P ! Z Y1) k“kk'<k> ga(k=1)

k=1

where we used (6) to bound ||kaL2 AR): Thus, using the fact that v5; > ¢, ﬁ < mF and k(’;) < m(’;;__ll)
we get

m -1
2m?V < 2971 By B3 (v81)* " I m? Y (2% ' m (7:_ 1) < 203 (781)*"
k=1

10



Another easy case is the first order Poisson U-statistics Fy(f,n). Using the result of Wu [34] we directly
obtain the following bounds.

Proposition 2.3 (Application of Wu's result). Assume that Fy is a Poisson U-statistic of order 1, satisfying
(A2). Then for any t > 0 we get

t t
P(Fy —EFy >t) <exp (—2—10g (1+ >) .
Q2

Y12

If, moreover, we have f > 0, then

t2
]P)(Fl — EFl S —t) S exp (— 2’70[20[ ) .
21

Remark 2.4. Note that, for Poisson U-statistic Fy satisfying (A2), from (9) we get

t2 t2
P(Fy —EF; < —t) <exp — | <exp (— ) .
)

2"YHfH%2(A 27045041

Thus, Proposition 2.3 gives slightly worth bound for the lower tail then Proposition 2.2 in this case.

Proof. Observe that if (A2) is satisfied, we have D, F; = f(z) < ag and

[ID.FPA@) < [ 1£@PA) < arad
X X

If additionally f > 0, then D,(—F;) = —f(z) < 0. The proposition follows by [34, Proposition 3.1]. O

Note that the results from [34] are applicable under (A1) only with the additional assumption that f is
bounded. In contrast to the U-statistic of order 1, which in case of a finite non-atomic measure A is simply a
sum of Poisson number of i.i.d. random variables, establishing concentration bounds for Poisson U-statistic
of order m > 2 is more complicated task. We recall that our results for this case are summarized in Theorem
1.1 and that in Section 5 we will discuss these results in details.

The next proposition covers the situation when the order of deviation ¢ is at most /VF},, and is a direct
consequence of Chebyshev-Cantelli’s concentration inequality.

Proposition 2.5 (Application of Chebyshev-Cantelli’s inequality). Assume that m > 1 and F,, satisfies

(A1) and VF,, > 0. Then for any constants c1,cs > 0, we get

2 2

P(F,, —EF,, > t) <exp ( -1+ cg)*l—) < exp <—2—> , 0<t <es/VFy,, v61 > i,
VFm C4ﬁ2 (

ﬁ17)2m_1

where .
ca = 27Bom? (2% 'm +1)" (14 ¢3).

Remark 2.6. Note that according to (7) we have VF,, > Hflﬂig(A)’y%”_l and if|\f1||%2(A) > 0 the Proposition
2.5 holds for t < csy™ % for some constant c5 = c5(f) > 0.

Proof of Proposition 2.5. By Chebyshev-Cantelli’s inequality (see for example [4, Exercise 2.3]) we get for
any t > 0 that

P(F,, —EF,, >1) < % zexp(—log (Hvim))'

Using (7) and the inequality log(1 + ) > %5 > (1+¢3)~ "z, which holds for any = < ¢ we get, that for any

t < c3/VF,, it holds
2 t2 t2

>
VEy, VE, =~ caf3(Bry)?m—t
which finishes the proof. O

log (1+ ) >(1+4c3) !

11



3 Concentration inequalities via concentration of Poisson random
variables

In this section, we provide upper and lower bounds for the probability P(F,, — EF,,, > t) under certain
conditions when ¢ is of order at least 4™, which in case of non-negative kernel is the order of expectation (1).
The upper bound requires assumption (A2), while in order to get a lower bound of the same order, we will
require the assumption that there exist some positive constants 61,602 € (0,00) and some pairwise disjoint
subsets S1,...,S,, of X, such that

F>0, >0y, A(S) >0, (A4)

f‘Slx»»»xSm -
As commented in Remark 5.3, the latter is a particularly mild assumption.

Theorem 3.1 (Upper bound for large deviation, under (A2)). Let F,,,, m > 1 be a Poisson U-statistic
satisfying (A2), then

1/t \m t
P(|F,, —EF,,| >t) <2exp | —— (—) log | —————— , foranyy >0 and t > 2as(a1y)™.
m \2axs 2emag (o)™

Theorem 3.2 (Lower bound for large deviation, under (A4)). Let F,,,, m > 1 be a Poisson U-statistic
satisfying (A4), then there exist constants cg, and cr, independent of v and t, such that

t
P(F,, —EF,, >t) > exp (—Cﬁt% log (—m)> for any v >1 andt > cy™,
Y

1
Moreover, one can set cg = 20, ™ and we have that c7 is a (non-explicit) constant which depends only on 61,
02 and || f[L1am)-

The proof of Theorem 3.1 and Theorem 3.2 will conclude the current section. We start by considering
the probability P(F,, > t), t > 0. Denote by P = n(X) and P; = 7(S;), 1 < i < m, which by the properties
of Poisson processes are Poisson random variables with mean ya; and yA(S;), 1 < i < m, respectively.
Note that by construction Pi,..., P, are independent. These observations imply that under (A2) we have
F,, < apP™, and under (A4) we obtain 6o H;il P; < F,,,, which in turn lead to the upper bound

); (10)

e

P(F, > t) < P(agP™ > t) = P(P > (t/ag)™) < P(Pya, > (/)

and the lower bound

P(F,, > t) > P (92 IEE t) SN (P> @/62)7 ) = B (Poo, > (t/62)7) ", (11)

=1

where P, denotes a Poisson random variable with mean « > 0. This argument reduces the problem of
bounding P(F,, > t) to bounding the tail of a Poisson random variable. The next lemma provides such
bounds, which we include here for completeness of our arguments. Note that stronger bounds (but with a
slightly more involved form) can be found in [14, p. 1225], for example.

Lemma 3.3. Let P, denote a Poisson random wvariable with mean « > 0. For any constants C1,Cy > 0,
there exists a constant cg > 0, independent of a and y, such that

y

]P)(PaZy)§<eg> , foranya>0andy > a+1,
Y
a\ Y

P(Py > y) > (Cs—> , for any o > Cy and y > Csov.
Y

The constant cg depends on Cy and Co only.

12



Proof. Upper bound: First, we consider the case when y € N. Then using Stirling’s approximation for y! (or,
more precisely, Robbins estimate) we get

k Yy k—y Yy Y
e o o e e
P(Po>y) =) e*—<e—> 7——<(e—) :
- | — | —q)! | =
= k! V= k—=y)! y!
When we remove the extra assumption that y is an integer, one has

P(Po > y) < P(Pa > |y)) < (eﬁ) Yo (e%)

where the last inequality follows from the fact that ¢ — (%)t decreases for t > a.
Lower bound: Observe, that

a O{[U]

IP’(PQZy)z]P’(Pa:[yD:e T
[y]!
Applying Stirling’s approximation to [y]! we get that
[y]! < V2r[y] VT2 VT < (coy)v

for some large enough constant cg. Here, cg depends only on C7C5, which is a lower bound for y. Getting an
explicit representation of this constant seems to be difficult in general and we choose to omit it. Note also
that a < y/Cy by assumption. Thus, we get

vl 4 Y
$ C Yy a
P(P, > y) > e ¥/C2 [yl-y — 1 S
(Fazu) e (ng)ya el/Cacy y
and the lemma holds by setting cg = —el/éz = min(1, C}). -

As a direct consequence of the bounds (10), (11) and Lemma 3.3 we prove the following theorem.
Theorem 3.4. Let F,,,, m > 1 be a Poisson U-statistic satisfying (A2). Then
1/t \m t m
P(F, >t) <exp|—— (—) log| ——— ) |, for any v >0 and t > as(a1y)™.
m\as emag(ay)™

Let F,,, be a Poisson U-statistic satisfying (A4), then for any constants Cs,Cy > 0, there exist positive
constants c1g and c11, independent of v and t, such that

t
P(F,, > t) > exp <—c10t# log <011—)> , for any v > Cs and t > Cyy™.
,ym

_a
Moreover, one can set cip = 05 ™ and we have that c¢11 is a (non-explicit) constant which depends only on

03, C4, 91 and 92.

Proof. Upper bound: Let v > 0 and ¢t > as(1v)™. Combining the upper bound (10) with the upper bound
of Lemma 3.3 we get

B(F > 1) < B(Pyay 2 (t/a2)™) < G%)Wm ~ exp (—%(iﬁ log( L 4)) |

t/cs) as em az(ary)™

Lower bound: Let v > C5 and ¢t > Cyy™. This time we use the lower bound (11) and apply the lower
bound of Lemma 3.3 where « is replaced by ~6,, y = (t/ﬁg)%, C; = C30y and Cy = 91_1(04/92)%. This
m 9 m(t/02)
P(Fn > 1) 2 B (P, > (t/02)%) " > (7—)

gives
t\m 1 t
T =exp|—|(+ log | ——F——— ,
(t/62) P ( (92> & (Cé" 92(917)m)>

where cg depends only on C7 and Cs, and therefore only on C3, Cy, 6; and 6-. O

3
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Now, we can derive the bounds of Theorem 3.1 as a simple corollary of the previous theorem; i.e. we
bound P(F,, — EF,, > t) instead of P(F,, > t).

Proof of Theorem 3.1. For the upper bound under condition (A2) we have

|EFm|:w}/Xf(xl,...,xm)A(dxl)...A(dxm)} S*ym/x|f(a:1,...,:cm)|A(dx1)...A(dxm)§o¢2(o¢1”y)m.

Then by Theorem 3.4 for any v > 0 and ¢ > 2as(a17y)™ we get

P(F, — EFy, > t) < P(Fy > t — |[EFy|) < P(Fp > £/2) < exp (—i(—)% log <m)> . (12)

Finally we note that
P(F,, —EF,, < —t) =P(—Fn) —E[(=Fn)] > t),

and —F), satisfies (A2) with the same «; and ay. Thus, (12) holds for —F;, as well, which finishes the
proof. O

Proof of Theorem 3.2. Recall, that we assume that f > 0 and according to (1) we have EFy,, = o™ || f[| L1 (am) >
0. Applying Theorem 3.4 with C3 =1, Cy = || f||z1(am) we have

P(F,, — EF,, >t) =P(F,, >t +EF,,)

t+EF,
Z exp <—Clo(t + EFm># log <011+7)> s
Y

m

1
for any v > 1 and t + EF,;, > ||f[|z1(am)y™, where we recall that cijo = 6, ™ and c;1 is a (non-explicit)
constant depending on 61, 6 and || f| 1(amy. Further, it follows that there exists a (non-explicit) constant
cr, depending on 61, 65 and || f||z1(am), which is sufficiently large so that

t+EF,, t
(t+ IEFm)% log (c11 ;) < ot log (—> , for any ¢t > c7y™.
m ym

We also assume that c; is bigger than || f| 1(am) so that the condition ¢ > c7y™ is more restrictive than
t+EFy, > || fllz1(am)y™. Combining the two last displayed equations, we get

t
P(F,, —EF,, >t) > exp <—2c10t71n log (—>) , for any v > 1 and ¢t > ¢7y™.
/ym
O

4 Concentration inequalities via bounds on the centred moments

In this section, we establish bounds for the /-th centred moments of a Poisson U-statistic F},,, and use them
together with Markov’s inequality to get concentration bounds. The key ingredient of this approach is an
existing formula for the ¢-th centred moments of a Poisson U-statistic.

4.1 Bound on the centred moments

Recall that by (5), given £ > 2 if [(|f|®%),dAl?l < oo holds for all o € II(m;¢), then

E[(Fp — EFy) =>4 /(fw)o_dAk(U)’

where the sum runs over subpartitions o € II%%(m;¢), and where k(o) := ml + |o| — ||o|. In particular if
f >0, then the ¢-th centred moment of F,,, is non-negative and increasing with respect to its kernel.

14



Note that for any o € II(m;¢) we have h™'(0) € I%,(m; ), where we recall that h is defined by (4).
Let J := {i € [¢]: there exists B € h™!(c) such that [BN R;| = 1} and j = |J|. Thus, by applying
corresponding renumbering of elements and rows we may consider h™1(o) as a partition & € II%%(m; j).
Then under assumption (A1) we get -

/(|f|®€)gdA|o| — (HfHLl(AM))é_j /(|f|®é)gdAk(5) < oo.

Moreover, under (A1) we have

| [0, < sosgup @ 3 (T )"
o’EH*z*2(m;€,k) Jeh(o)
and, thus,
B ¢ k(o) ®f k(o) ‘ k N ?
E[(Fy — EF)| < O [(7990a8 )| < 8085 00 (I 1)

o €11, (msf) k o€, (mit,k)  Jeh(o)

Further we introduce the notation
ST (L k) = [TIZ5(ms 4, k).

Note that {h(0): o € II%%(m; £, k)} is the set of partitions of [mf] consisting of k sets and which satisfy
additional constraints. In particular it is a subset of the set IL,¢(k) of all partitions of [mf] into k blocks.
The cardinality of IT,,,¢(k) is the Stirling number of the second kind S(m/f, k). Also note, that if k > mf—£/2
or k < m then II%5 (m; ¢, k) is an empty set. Hence, we get

[me—e/2]
Bl(Fn —EF) <885 Y (a0t S (TTWn)" (13)
k=m o’ €lle(k) JeEO’

Before we continue let us formulate and prove the following lemma, providing an information about the
properties of the term [] ;.. |/|!. The proof is inspired by the proof of Lemma 3.5 in [7].

Lemma 4.1. (a) For any 1 <k < mf we have

ml — 1) fmf
2 H'“’“:(@—l)?(k)

Uennl@(k) Jeo

(b) For any o € T15(m; £, k) we have

11 |J|!)q < g,

Jeh(o)

Proof. Proof of (a): We use the multivariate Fad di Bruno formula. Namely let f: R — R and g : R® —» R
be some functions. Then the following equality

on IR
—f(g(z1,...,2p)) = fUD(g(zy, ... zn)) =9g(x1,...,Tp), (14)
8$18$n UEZHn Jl;[a.HjEJ 8Ij
holds regardless of whether x1,...,z, are distinct or not. We choose n = m¢, f(x) = (z — 1)* and g(z) =

g(z,...,z) = (1 —x)~t. Then note
k!, n==k,
F@))om1 =
0, n # k.

15



Moreover g™ (z)|,=o = n!. Thus, the right hand side of (14) becomes

> = [ o @)oo =kt 3 JT 11

o€ll, Jeo o€ll,, (k) Jeo

On the other hand the left hand side of (14) equals to

(" (1 =) )", = (”Zé)k![u gy RmeR k,% (n;é)

This finishes the proof.
Proof of (b): First we note that since o € II%%(m; ¢, k) each block of ¢ contains not more then ¢ elements.
At the same time blocks of h(c) are the blocks of o with additional singletons. Hence, each block J € h(c)
satisfies |J| < {. Let h(o) = {Ji,...,Ji}. Next we note that if there are blocks J;, , J;, € h(0), 1 <iq,i2 <k,
11 75 1o with 1 < |J12| < |Ji1| < f, then
: iy =1
[IdsDr= AES] (i + DXy~ 1) IT (7 < (| + 01Tl =10 TT (D
i1

i=1 i1 ,ia iy ,in

The later means that the maximal value of [ ;¢ ) [/|! is achieved for the permutation h(o) consisting of
k1 blocks of size £, ko blocks of size 1 and remaining 1 block of size mf — fky — ko if m€ — lky — ko # 0, where

ki +ko+1=k, (m—1)€+1§k1£+k2§m£—1

In case mf — k1 — ky = 0 we have instead k1 + ko = k. In both cases we have mfl — fk1 — ko < ¢ and ko > 0
and, thus, we get

q
( I1 |J|!) < ()T (il — Ok — ko)!)T < game—ake < gamt.
Jeh(o)
which finishes the proof. o
Using Lemma 4.1.b and (13) we may write

|me—e/2]

E[(F,, — EF,)Y] < Bopirs™ Z ST, k) (vB1)F < ﬁoﬁfequz:s (ml, k)(vB1)". (15)

k=1

At the same time by [12, Equation 1.3-14], we have that E[P?] = >")'_, S(n,k)a”, for any a > 0 and n € N,
where P, denotes a Poisson random variable with mean a. Hence we have that the right hand side of the last
displayed equation is bounded by By(82£9™)*E(P,z,)™¢. In the following lemma, we group these observations
together with an application to the more restrictive assumption (A2).

Lemma 4.2. Let Y € N and recall that P, denotes a Poisson random variable with mean o > 0. Then

1. The £-th centred moment of a Poisson U -statistic with non-neagative kernel is increasing with respect
to its kernel.

2. Assuming (A2), we have

E[(Fn — EFn)] < a5 ) SZ5(4 k) (yvar)* = aSE[((Pyay)m — E(Pyar )m)], (16)
k

where (x)m = x(x — 1)+ (x — m + 1) denotes the falling factorial, for any x € R and m € N.

3. Assuming (Al), we have

[me—£/2]
E[(F —EF,)"] < Bo(B20™)" > S(ml k)(v81)" (17)
< Bo(B2L™) E(Py5,) ™" (18)
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Proof. Points 1 and 3 are established right above the lemma. The inequality in (16) follow from (15) and
Lemma 2.1, and the equality in (16) follows from the observation that, when the kernel is constant equal
to ag, Fy, is equal (in distribution) to aa(Pyay)m, and E[(F, — EE,)Y] = S 4k [(f®4),dA*9) | with
f = (9. O

Note that the bounds (17) and (18) are expressed in terms of Stirling numbers and moments of Poisson
random variables. By utilizing known bounds on these quantities, we will derive more explicit centred moment
bounds in Theorem 4.4 below. If one would establish a good bound the coefficient ST, (¥, k), then applying it
to equation (15) could lead to even better bounds than the ones derived in Theorem 4.4 below. In the next
remark, we gather some elementary observations about these numbers.

Remark 4.3 (Observations about the numbers ST (¢, k)). To the best of the authors’ knowledge, the numbers
ST (¢, k) have not previously been studied when m > 2. However, when m = 1 these numbers are known
in the literature as 2-associated Stirling numbers of the second kind and denoted S2(¢, k) = SL,(¢,k). More
generally the r-associated Stirling numbers of the second kind S,.({,k) is the number of possible partitions
of an € elements set into k subsets of at least r elements each. For r < 3, these numbers are listed by the
sequences A008277 (r = 1, corresponding to the classical Stirling numbers of the second kind), A008299
(r = 2) and A059022 (r = 3) on the On-Line Encyclopedia of Integer Sequences (OFEIS) [22], where the

curious reader can find a few references about these numbers.

Theorem 4.4 (Centred moment bounds). Assume that Fy, is a Poisson U-statistic satisfying (Al). Then,

29™ (ml)™ By max (1, Vm—%) (m=3)a

E[(Fm — EFm)l] < Bo m(l—
log (1-a) (1 + %)

forall 0> 2, vB8; >0,

02
E[(F,, —EF,,)¢ < Bo (22m+1mfﬁ§(7ﬁ1)2m_1) for all £ > 2 when vf; > 2mt.

The proof of Theorem 4.4 can be found after the next corollary, in which we simplify slightly the bounds
of the last theorem by getting rid of the prefactor Sy. We do this at the cost of increasing slightly the constant
exponentiated to the £ and assuming ¢ to be large enough.

Corollary 4.5 (Simplified centred moment bounds). Assume that F,, is a Poisson U-statistic satisfying
(A1). Then,

29 e(ml)™ By max (1 3—) (m=2)g

> mé

E[(Fm - EFm)é] < m(l—
log" (=9 (1 + 22L)

for all v > 0 and £ > max(log(5o), 2),

E[(F,, — EF,,)"] < (22m+1e2m€ﬂ§(”yﬂl)2m_l)e/ when yB1 > 2ml and ¢ > max(log(5), 2).

Proof of Corollary 4.5. This follows from the observation that 8y < (e'/*)* for £ > klog By, k > 0. O

Proof of Theorem 4.4. We start by proving the first inequality. By (13) we have

[me—e/2]
Bl(Fn —BE)T <685 Y (80 S (T[T 1)
k=m o’ €llne(k) JeEO’

Further we note that 27, > 0, ¢ € [0,1] is concave function. Hence, by applying Jensen’s inequality and
recalling that |IL,¢(k)| = S(m/, k) we get

S (L) =soen g 3 L)'= sement (1) =)

o' €llne(k) JEO! o’ €l (k) JEO!
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where the second equality follows from Lemma 4.1.a. Combining this together with (13) and using Holders
inequality with p; = ﬁ and ps = %, q € (0,1) we obtain

|me—t/2) .
E[(Fm —EFn)] < B0 Y (BRI S(me, k)lq(<77f> (”;fﬂ)
k=m !
i L= me\ (mf)!
(S ("5 ()2
k=1 k=m :

Also note that for ¢ = 0 and ¢ = 1 this inequality trivially holds. Finally according to [1, Theorem 1], we
have that EP? < (n/log(l +n/a))™ for @ > 0 and n € N and, hence,

mi 1—q - ~ i ,
(Somrsoen) = @)™ < ()

k=1 IOgm(liq) (1 + %)

Moreover since (Z;E:S!)! < (m&)™=F we get
[me—t/2] 4 |me—¢/2) k 1
~ 7 < q Rt < q ML )
];:m (v61) ( i ) 1) < (ml) kém oy ) < (2mf)?™" max (1, mﬁ)

Combining these estimates together finishes the proof.
In order to prove the second inequality, we combine (13) with Lemma 4.1 and obtain

|me—£/2]

BlFn ~ B <0005 Y. (o0 (),

k=m

since [] ;¢ |J|! > 1. Further note that (“;Z) < 2™ and (Z;E:S!)! < (mf)™t=k. Thus for any v4; > 2m/, we
get,

Lme=t/2) o me—k—t/2
E[(Fm — EFy)"] < fo(22meB3(v51)m )2 Y W) < 260(22"ml B3 (v41) P )2,
k=m

which finishes the proof since 2 < 2t/2,

4.2 Concentration bounds

In this section we prove the following concentration bounds. In the results below we did not aim for optimal
constants in order to get simpler proofs.

Theorem 4.6. Assume that F,,, m > 1 is a Poisson U-statistic satisfying (Al).
(a) Let c12 == ((max(2e2, [log(Bo)]) % 2qel+%m]) . Ifyp1 > 1, we have
1

P(|Fy, — EF,| > t) < exp ( - ﬁ (%) " log! 1 (22mqtm+1 ﬁg(vtﬁl)m))’ "

for any t > c1282(v61)™.
(b) Let c13 = max(1, [log(Bo)]). If v81 > 8mcis, we have

12
n 22m+81n 52 (~ 3, )2m—1 ) ’

P(|Fm — EFl > 1) < exp
for 273 /2camBa(781)" 2 <t < 27285 (y61)™.
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Remark 4.7. In (a) we recover the behavior of Theorem 3.1 with slightly worse constants.

Proof of Theorem 4.6.a. Applying Markov’s inequality and Corollary 4.5 with v8; > 1, for any even £ >
max(log(fo),v31), we have

E[(F,, — EF,)Y

P(|Fy — EFy| > t) < .

e(29ml)™ B max (1 i) )(mf_)

> ml

me
Y4
_ , 21
tlogm(lfq) (1 + ’Ym_ﬁl;) (6@@) 10g (1 + 3 %31 )> ( )

a1
where o(t) == tw /[2%e1 T mmB]].

Note that the assumption ¢ > c1202(7/51)™ gives that ¢(t) > (012/2qel+mm)761 Further recalling, that
cl12 = ((max(262, Mog(Bo)]) x 2%ettm m]) and vS; > 1 we obtain

o(t) > max(262, [log(Bo)])vB1 > 223 > 2e% > 2. (22)

Let £y be the largest even integer number such that £y /log' ~9(1+mfy/(v51)) < @(t). This choice is possible
since for £ =217 p(t)| > 2179|2e%y6:1] > 2| e?][vB1] by (22) we have

R = I )
(1+ 751) T log' Y (1+ 727”@72%}7‘3”) ~ log' (1 + [e2])

< le(®)],

log' ™

and since £/ log' ™4 (1+ %) is strictly increasing in ¢, we conclude £y > 2'79|¢(t)| > 2. Further, from the
definition of ¢y and since ¢y > 2, we obtain

L lo+2 20
0 < o(t) < o+ 0

<
o 02 =7 o 2 o (12

Our next aim is to show that ¢y > log(Sp) and £y > 731 so that (21) applies. Indeed since y8; > 1 and due
o (22) we have

ly > 2"~ max(2¢?, [log(80)1)vB1) > [og(Bo)] > log(Bo), lo>2|€2|[vB1] = |vBr] +1 =B
In particular Equation (21) holds for ¢ = ¢y, which gives

meg
£y ) m miby
]P)Fm_EFm ZtS S mDS - —1 1 — t
( 1=21) <egp(t) log' ™ (1+ ’,:‘é;’)) ¢ exp( 2 o8 ( + 7ﬁ1) ( ))

Note that we have £g > 2179|p(t)| > 2|e?||vB1] and it holds that
21=amy 21=amy,
log {1+ <log |1+
( B4 log(1 + 7'7;;))> ( v B 1Og1_q(1 + 2mLejélL’Yﬁ1J )

21_qm€0 ) ( fo)
<log |1+ <log (14—
& ( Brlog 1+ [2])) =P\ T A

Thus, we also get that,

log (1+%) >10g( + 2'"9mly ) > log (ﬁ@) = ilog( 1 ! )

vB1 log' (1 + mfo) 29 v m 22maem+l By (yB1)™
Therefore ,
1 t\m 1 t
R =581 2012 0 (- ke () b )
( |2 < exp 21+ael+tam \ Bo o8 22maemt1 By (yBy)™
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Proof of Theorem 4.6.b. Again, we use Markov’s inequality in combination with Corollary 4.5. For any even
number ¢ > max(2,log(5y)) and y51 > 2ml, we get

E[(Fm_EFm)é] - B§(7ﬁ1)2m_122m+1€2m€ 4/2 - Y £/2
s () < (o)

with (t) = t2/[22mT5mB3(yB1)*™ 1], where we used that e® < 2°. Note that the assumptions on t are
equivalent to

P(|F,, —EF,| >1t) <

(23)

2 max(1, [log(fo)1) < (1) < (4m) 1. (24)

Let ¢y be the largest even number such that £y < ¢(t). Since the left hand side of (24) is an even number,
there exists such a ¢y and it satisfies £y > 2max(1, [log(5o)]) > 2. It follows that

by < @(t) < by +2 < 20,

and in combination with (24) the later also implies, that v8; > 4mfy. Hence, ¢y satisfies (23) and we get

lo £o/2 1 P(t)/4 42
{ 20< () <(2) =oo(- )

5 Summary and discussion of the results

Our main theorem was presented in the introduction in a simple form, without explicit constants. We give
now its extended version, as well as its proof. It summarizes the results of the previous sections.

Theorem 1.1 Extended. Assume m > land F,, satisfies (Al). Then

t2 .
2exp (_Cl4m> : ifO<t<cigy™ 7, 7> cir; (25a)
12 . _1
P(|Fy —EFp| > t) < q exp | —c15—5— | » if cley™ 2 <t <coy™, vy > cir; (25D)
Y
t
exp (—clgt% logl_q (c20—m>) , it > Y™, v > e (25¢)
Y
where
||f1|‘%2(A) 1 St 3 1 _1
- - _ 98m+3 m+3 m—3
Cly = 217m+4(ﬂ0m)2m+3ﬂ§ﬂ%m72 C15 = 216m+4(mﬂ0)2m+1ﬂ§ﬂfm71 Ci6 = 2 2 (mﬁO) 252[31
c1r = 8mpBoB c1s = B 1, c19 = (21 9em) " (efa) ",
Cop = 27mq67m71[32_1ﬁ1_m, o1 = 2% B (mBoBr)™.

In particular, if 81y > 8mpBy, then for any t > 0, we have

P(|Fyy — EF,| > ) < 2exp <—022(é)’i‘ min ({mr% : [1 +1log, (m)] 1q>> . (25d)

1-2m

1Tm—4 min (1, |‘f1||%2(A)B;2 n ) If we consider the bound for upper or lower

ﬂom)72m73

tail only the factor 2 in front of the exponent can be removed.

where cog 1= 27

Remark 5.1. Let us point out that in case when F,, satisfies (A2) we may alternatively apply Theorem
3.1 instead of Theorem 4.6.b. The bounds obtained in this case will be of the same form as bounds (25a),
(25Db), (25¢) and (25d), but the corresponding constants will be sharper in terms of m, with 5o =1, B1 = aq,
B2 = as and ¢ = 0. Moreover we may take c1g = 0 in this case.
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Proof of (25¢). Tt follows from Theorem 4.6.a and the observations that c1208287" < ¢o1, because
[max(2¢?, [log(Bo)]) x 2qel+%m] < 28m[log(Bo)] < 28mp,

which follows from the trivial bounds max(2e2, [log(8o)])e!tm < 2e*[log(Bo)], €* < 26, and [log(5o)]

Bo.

Proof of (25b). Theorem 4.6.b gives that for v8; > 8mci3, we have

2

s
P(|F,, — EFy,| > s) < (_ )
(I | > 5) <exp 92m+81,53 (7 By ) 21

A

for 2m+3\/2ersmBa(yB1)" " < s < 2"F2By(yBy)™, where 13 = max(1,[logBy]) < Bo. Taking s =
2" 4 < ¢ and noting that P(|F,,, — EF,,| > t) < P(|F,, — EF,,| > s) gives

257 (mfo)™
t2
P(|Fn —EFp| > t) < exp ( 216m+4 (17,30 )2m+1 B3 (7 31 )2 )
for 2571/ Bergm(mfBo)™ Ba(1B1) ™2 < ¢ < 25 (m o)™ Ba(vB1)
Thus (25b) holds. O

Proof of (25a). If || fil[z2(a) = 0 then ¢4 = 0 and the statement is trivial. For the rest of the proof, we
assume that || f1||z2¢a) > 0. Due to (7) this implies that VF,, > 0. Thus, applying Proposition 2.5 gives that,
for any constants c1,c3 > 0,

t2
P(Fp, —EF, >t)<exp | ————" ), 0<t < c3\/VEn, 781 > c1,
( ) p< C4ﬁ§(617)2m_1> 3 ’Y/Bl 1

where .
s = 29Bom? (2%c; 'm + 1)m7 (1+c3).

We set ¢; = 8mfBy > 29m and ¢s = c167™ 2 /v/VFp,. By (7) we have VE,, > ||f1||L2(A 2m=1 and, thus,
3 < Ao/ fillZza) = 23 (mBo)* ™ T B3 BT I il Ty -

Moreover, since by (6) we have ||f1||L2 ) < 29m2BoB3 6™, it follows that

2 2 2m—1 2m—1
1+03 (1+216m+3 4y 2m— lﬁ2m) m 5Oﬁ2 _216m+4(m60)2m+1 ﬁz
T ThIE
Thus,
ﬂ 2m 1 ﬂ 2m 1
ey < 2qﬂ0m22m71(1 —|—C§) < ﬂ0m2217m+4(mﬂ0)2m+1 2 217m+4(ﬂ0m)2m+3 2 ]
||f1||L2(A ||f1||L (A)

Further we note that P(F,,, — E[F},,] < —t) = P((—Fy) — E[(—Fn)] > t) and V[F,;,] = V[(—F,,)]. Thus, by
applying Proposition 2.5 for —F},, and using the same arguments as above we get

t2
]P)(Fm — EFm S —t) S exp <_Cl4ﬁ> )
v

for any 0 <t < clgﬂym’%, v > c17, which finishes the proof. O

Proof of (25d). First, assume that ¢t < B2(f817)™. Then t is either in the range given by (25a) or by (25b).
The right hand side of (25d) evaluates to 2 exp(— min(ci4, ¢15)t>y~™). Thus (25a) and (25b) implies (25d).

Now, assume that ¢ > 82(817)™. The right hand side of (25d) equals 2 exp (—022 (B ) log ([32(5717),,1)) ,
which is larger that the right hands sides of (25a), (25b) and (25¢). Thus (25d) holds as well. O
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Remark 5.2. Under additional condition (A4) we have Hfl”%z(,\) > m20207™ 1 > 0. Also if F, satisfies
(Apr) we get

110 = Mim? [ AGB, (@) ~2A(d) > 0.

In particular, in these cases all constants in the above theorem are strictly positive, and can be lower bounded
by functions of the parameters introduced in the corresponding assumptions.

5.1 Optimality of the bounds

We start by discussing the quality of the obtained bounds in different regimes. In particular we will consider
the situations, when + is fixed and t — oo, and when v — oo and ¢t = y* for some a > 0. It is also assumed
that the measure A and the kernel f are fixed. Recall that the bounds from Theorem 1.1 can be represented
in the form

B(Fy, — EFy, < —t) < exp(~1_(1,1)),

where Iy, I_ :[0,00) x [0,00) — [0, 00) are some given rate functions.

Fixed v and t — oo (upper tail): First assume that v > 1 is fixed and that I is such that
P(Fn —EF, > 1) < exp(—14(7,t))

holds for sufficiently big ¢. Then under assumption (A4) Theorem 3.2 implies that

where ¢g is an explicit constant. In particular this means, that the bound (25c¢) is of the optimal order in ¢
if ¢ =0 and (A4) holds (which is the case for many applications).

Remark 5.3. It should be pointed out that (A4) is a mild assumption which is satisfied in most applications.
For example, it holds in the following typical situation. Suppose that A is a Borel measure on a topological
space X which assigns positive measure to all open sets. Assume further that the kernel f is positive and
continuous on some open set U C X". Then f can be bounded from below on some product S X --- X Sy, of
pairwise disjoint open sets, and hence condition (A4) is satisfied.

t of order 7* — oco: Let us now assume that ¢ and v tend to infinity simultaneously and t = %, a > 0.
We define a value b as oo T .
b(CL) — lim 0og Jr(ﬁ)/afy )

y—00 logy

)

if the above limit exists. The values of b(a) corresponding to the bounds from Theorem 1.1 are presented on
Figure 2.

The CLT regime: In the above settings when the kernel f and the measure A are independent of v (which
is named geometric U-statistic in [27, Definition 5.1]); F,, and Poisson U-statistic with kernel |f| are square
integrable; || f1||z2(a) > 0 and 7 — oo there is a quantitative Central Limit Theorem proven in [32, Corollary
4.3] of the following form: there exists a constant ca3, independent of ~, such that

sup [P(F,, — EF,, > s\/VE,) — (1 — @(s))‘ = sup [P(F,, — EF,, < —s\/VF,,) — @(—s)’ < a3y V2, (26)

s>0 s>0

where ®(s) is cumulative distribution function of standard Gaussian random variable. Using the estimates
from [6, Theorem 2 with § = 2] for lower bound and [6, Theorem 1] for the upper bound we get

1 Je _po 1 s 1 e 1 _2
- e <1 —-® — P(— _ f(—):—/ —x /2d < Ze~S /2,
5\ 5.6 = (s) (—s) 5€TC 7 %= /. e z < ge
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—bla)=2a—2m+1, a<m
bla) =a/m, a>m

N[

log It (v,v%)

Figure 2: Plots of b(a) = lim,_,« Tog(7)

, m > 1. The blue and green curves correspond to bounds (25b)
and (25c), respectively.

which are valid for all s > 0. Hence, if

5 < (% log(v) — log (4023@))1/2,

the inequality (26) implies

1
P(|Fy — EFp| > sV/VE,) < e /% 4 20057712 < e7'/2 5\ 236_52 <272, (27)
™

P(|Fm —EF,,| > S\/VFm) > 1/%6752 — 2023771/2 > 20236752,

which in particular holds for any fixed s > 0 and sufficiently big ~.
Applying our results in the CLT regime, namely for t = s1/VF},, we obtain the following concentration
inequalities, which agree with (27) up to constants.

Corollary 5.4 (CLT regime). Assume that Fy, is a Poisson U-statistic satisfying (A1) and | f1|lL2(a) > 0.
Let ¢13 = max(1, [log(Bo)]) as in Theorem 4.6.b. If vB1 > 8mcys, then there exist positive constants caq and
ca5, independent of v and t, such that

P(|F, —EF,,| > sv/VF,,) < 2exp (—02482) ) 0 <s < casv/Y0i-

Moreover, one can set

. ||f1Hi2(A)
923m+-T+q (ﬂom)Qmﬂéﬁfm’z ’

C24

m+5—g

_1
62522 2 BO 2m_1.

Proof. Setting t = sv/VF,,, Theorem 4.6.b provides

s°VF,,
P(|Fn — EF| 2 5y/VEy) < exp ( - 22m+8mﬂ2(~y51)2m*1>’
2

(28)
for 2m+3\/2013mﬁ2(7ﬁ1)m_%(VFm)_% <s< 2m+2ﬁ2(7ﬁ1)m(VFm)_%. Thus, we only need to bound VF,,
appropriately to get the desired result. Recall that by (7) with ¢; = 8mcy3 we have

0 <™ fillFeay < VEn < 2960m>2™ 1 B3 (1) *™

23



It then follows that

1£1113
—2m—8, —1,-2 —2m+1 L2(A)
2 m ﬂ2 (Vﬂl) VFm > 22m+8mﬁ§ﬂ%m_1 )

2428, (v81) ™ (VE,,) "2 > 272 m~ /B = cas /751,

m—l
23\ /2BomBaBy 2
| f1llz2(a)

-

273\ /2eramBa(yB1)™ 2 (VE,) 2 <

Further by applying Proposition 2.5 with

_ om+3 /260mﬁ2ﬁ1n7% - om+3
[ f1llL2(a) T~ Vm

as follows from (6) and m > 1, with ¢t = sy/VF,, and ¢; = 8mci3 and since V[F,,,] = V[—F,,] we get

C3 > 17

s°VE,, )

B(|Fy — EF| > 5/ VEy) < 2exp ( - BT
2

for 0 < s < ¢3, where

1f1ll7
—1,-2 —2m+1 L2(A)
P OB 2 e (Bym e

Combining this with (28) and (29) finishes the proof. O

This corollary in particular means that the rate function of the form I, (v,t) = const - t2y~2m+1 gives

an optimal (up to a constant) bound for ¢ = const - \/VF,, = ™~ 1/2 as follows from (3). Thus, the CLT
regime correspond to the point (m —1/2,0) on Figure 2. In comparison with the Central Limit Theorem our
concentration bound holds for large range of s allowing to take s to be of order up to 7%.

5.2 Comparison with known results for Poisson U-statistics

Finally we compare our results with known bounds for Poisson U-statistics.

The first set of bounds we consider was obtained by Bachmann and Reitzner in [3, Theorem 3.1] and it
applies to Poisson U-statistics over R? satisfying (Apgr). The results have been motivated by the applications
to subgraph counts of random geometric graphs. Together with bounds for the lower tail, which are of the
similar form as the one presented in Proposition 2.2, and bounds around the median, they show that

P(F,, —EF,, >t) <exp ( —ca6 - (EF,, + )y — (EFm)ﬁf), for any ¢t >0,
where the constant cog = cog(d, m, ©, My, M) has an explicit representation in terms of the parameters

involved in the assumption (Apr). Up to the specific value of the constant, this result is equivalent to the
existence of constants chg, ¢ and co7, depending on m, d, p, ©, My, My and EF,, for which we have

t2
P(Fm — ]EFm Z t) S exp ( — Céﬁm), ifo<t S 027")/m y (30)
P(F,, — EF,, > t) < exp ( - cgﬁt#), if £ > 2e977™. (31)

On the other hand, recall that according to Lemma 2.1 assumption (Apr) implies (Al) with ¢ = 0 and
lf1llz2(a) > 0, hence, from Theorem 1.1 we get

t2
P(Frn — EF,;, > t) <exp (— min(cia, 61s)m) ; if0<t<cauy™, v ar,
Y
t
P(Fn —EF, > t) <exp (—Clgf% log (C2o—m>) ; if t > c17™, v = ais,
Y
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where the constants cig,c17 depend only on A and ©p, while constants ci4, c15 and c¢ig, ..., co1 depend
additionally on m, M and only constant ci4 depends on || fi1]|z2¢a). The exact values of these constants
can be derived by combining Theorem 1.1 and Lemma 2.1. The main advantage of our approach is that
in contrast to (31) we recover a logarithmic factor in the case t > ¢214™ and provide a bound of optimal
order in ¢t when t — oco. Moreover, we can drop the conditions that f > M; > 0 whenever f > 0 and
f(x1,. ., 2) > 0if diam(zy, ..., 2,) < p, if we additionally require EF,,, < oo (and || f1 z2(a) > 0). Thus,
in some situations our bounds hold under slightly relaxed conditions.

In the very recent paper [33], Schulte and Théle have used the cumulants method for Poisson U-statistics
in order to establish moderate deviation principle and derive Bernstein and Cramér type concentration
inequalities. We will not provide a detailed analysis of their results here since the later require introducing
additional notation, but we note, that the concentration bounds from [33] hold under assumption, that there
is a specific bound for the cumulants of Poisson U-statistic. The later condition is similar to (A1), but is
slightly more restrictive and in particular implies (A1). Moreover application of cumulant method allows to
obtain the bound of the form exp(—ct%) in case when t — oo and other parameters are kept fixed, while in our
results the missing logarithmic factor is recovered, namely we obtain a bound of the form exp(—ct log(¢'t)).

Another set of concentration bounds obtained in [3, Proposition 5.6] is for almost surely finite Poisson
U-statistics over R? with non-negative kernel satisfying

Z(Dsz(ﬁ —4,))% < CFgu
xren

almost surely for some ¢ € [0,2) and ¢ > 0. The bounds are of the form
t2

_ >4 < _ R
P(Fyy — ME,, > t) < 2exp  — const an MFm)é), (32)
t2
P(F,, — MF,, < —t) < 2exp ( — const - W),

where MF,,, is the median of F,,. In [10] this concentration bounds have been extended to more general
settings, namely when X is a complete separable metric space, A is some o-finite measure on X and Fj,, is non-
negative convex functional. In particular, if F, satisfies (Apr), it was shown that one can take 6 = 2—1/m,
see [3, Theorem 3.2]. One more set of concentration inequalities for Poisson U-statistic around the median
was obtained in [28] using the Talagrand’s inequality for convex distances [26]. It takes the following form (see
also [23]). Let X be a Polish space equipped with the norm || - ||, F;;, be a local U-statistic of radius r, B,.(z) be
the ball of radius 7 > 0 around z € X, E = sup,cx A(B;(z)), then for any t2/(t + MF,,) > y"E™e*™|| f||oo
we have

1 t2 ™
P(|Fyy — MFE| > t) < 47A(X) exp ( — const - || f||l=" (m) ) (33)
The later estimate in particular requires A to be finite measure and f to be bounded, which is our assumption

(A2).

In order to compare our bounds around the mean and the bounds around the median, we note that due
to Chebyshev’s inequality we have |MF,, — EF,,| < +/2VF,,, see [3, proof of Theorem 4.3(ii)], and, thus,
the concentration inequalities around MF;,, and EF,, can be compared only if ¢ is at least of the order of
VVE, =c- ”ym’%.

For fixed v and ¢ — oo the right hand side of (32) and (33) is greater than exp(—ctw ) for some constant
¢, which is worse (by a logarithmic factor) than our upper bound (25¢). Similarly for ¢ = v*, a > m
the estimate (33) and (32) has the form exp(—cym ), while our result include additional logarithmic factor.
Finally, due to the restrictions t2/(t + MF,,) > y™E™e*™|| f||« the case m —1/2 < a < m is not covered by
(33), while (32) gives exp(—ct?/y?™~1), which is of the same quality as (25b).

6 Application to random geometric graphs

6.1 Poisson U-statistics for the random geometric graph in a metric space

Let X be a metric space with distance denoted by dist(-, -), and equip X with the induced topology and sigma
algebra. Let A be a non-atomic and o-finite measure, v > 0 and set 7 := 1, to be a Poisson point process on
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X with intensity measure yA. Given a parameter p > 0 and a countable subset X C X, define the undirected
graph G = G(X, p) = (V, E), where the set of vertices is X and set of edges F consisting of all pairs {x,y},
x,y € X such that 0 < dist(z,y) < p. When X = 7 the random graph G(n, p) is called random geometric
graph or Gilbert graph (see [25] for more details on the model). The random geometric graphs have been
studied in [17, 16, 2, 28, 3].

Given a graph H we denote by d(H) its combinatorial diameter, with the convention that d(H) = oo if H
is disconnected. Further we write H' = H if graphs H and H' are isometric, with respect to the combinatorial
distance.

Let myn € Nwith 1 <n <m-—1, p,@ > 0 and h : X™ — R, a measurable function satisfying
h(z1,...,zm) €10,Q] for any z1, ...,z € X with d(G({z1,...,Zm},p)) < n. Then, we set

F,, = Fo(n,p,n,h) = % Z h(x1, ... zp) H{d(G({x1,...,2m},p)) < n}. (34)

' (w17~~~,wm)€n2

We will see below that under reasonable assumptions, the assumption (A3) is satisfied for this model, and
therefore our concentration bounds can be applied, see Lemmas 6.2 and 6.1 below. In the Euclidean setting
X = RY, this covers several special cases which have attracted a lot of attention in the literature. We will
describe them in the two next paragraphs. We will also use this to derive concentration bound for the total
weighted edge length in hyperbolic and spherical setting, see Theorem 6.10. To the best of our knowledge, it
is the first time that concentration bounds are established in this context.

Edge count: The simplest non trivial example for F,, is arguably obtained by settingm =2, n=1, h =1
and @ = 1. In this case F}, is simply the number of edge of the graph G(n, p). Concentration bounds for this
specific functional were established by Bachmann and Peccati in [2, Section 6] for the Euclidean setting and
with A satisfying (38). It has also been studied in [3, 28] via two distinct generalizations, which we present
in the next paragraphs. Both situations are special cases of our general setting.

Induced and Included Subgraph Counts: Let H be a connected graph on the vertex set V = [m]. For
n=d(H), Q@ =1, and h(z1,...,2m) = 1(G{z1,...,2m},p) = H), we denote the U-statistic F,,, by

FH .= FH(n,p) = % Z 1GHz1,.- - xm}, p) & H),

which is known as the induced subgraph count of H in G(n, p). In [3], where the assumptions (Apr) have
been introduced, Bachmann and Reitzner noted that, unless H is a complete graph, such kernel do not satisfy
their assumption (see [3, Remark 4.1]). Instead, they establish concentration bounds on a slightly different
subgraph count, which one could call included subgraph count. For this one sets n = d(H), @ = m! and
h(z1,...,zm) = [{subgraphs H' of G({z1,...,zn},p) : H = H}|, and in this case we denote F,, by

1
FE=Flnp)=— > |{subgraphs H' of G({z1,....om},p) - H' = H}|. (35)

(lenwwnl)e"];n

Power-weighted edge length: Set a parameter 7 > 0 and let m = 2, n = 1, Q@ = p", and h(z,y) =
dist(x,y)". Then we denote F), by

T T 1 : T 3
B = F7 ) =5 Y dist(e,y) 1{dist(z,y) < p), (36)
(z,y)€n

which is known in the literature as the power-weighted edge length or length-power functionals. For 7 varying
from 0 to 1, it interpolates the total number of edges (7 = 0) and the total edge length (7 = 1) of the graph
G(n,p). Concentration bounds for this functional were established by Reitzner, Schulte and Thile in [28,
Proposition 6.1] for the Euclidean setting X = R? and with A being the Lebesgue measure restricted to a
compact and convex set W. They obtain this result as an application of [7, Theorem 1.3] combined with
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an estimation of the variance of FQ(T). Their result apply to the thermodynamic regime where the expected

degree of a typical point is fixed, meaning that p is of the form 67_5 for some fixed 4 > 0. The bound is
written as

P(!Fé”(m,ﬁ)—EFéﬂ(nmli/d)\ > 1) < exp (—emin {512 0k ML), 921020, (37)

where ¢ is a (non explicit) constant depending on 7 > 0, 6 > 0 and W

The next lemma demonstrates that, under mild assumptions on the measure A, the Poisson U-statistic
(34) satisfies (A3) and, thus, (Al) (see Lemma 2.1) with which one can derive concentration bounds (see
Theorem 1.1). This covers the settings of the various special cases described above. We stress that contrary
to the results aforementioned this applies not only to the Euclidean setting. The mild assumptions, given by
(38) and (39) in the lemma, are verified whenever A(X) < oo but can also hold when the space has infinite
measure. Let B,(z) denote the closed ball in X of radius r > 0 centred in x.

Lemma 6.1 (Assumption (A3) for Poisson U-statistics of RGG). Let m,n e Nwith1 <n<m-—1, p,Q >0

and h : X™ — Ry a measurable function satisfying h(zi1,...,zm) € [0,Q] for any x1,...,2,m € X with
d(G{z1, ... xm},p)) <n. Let Fp, be a Poisson U-statistic of the form (34). If
/A(Bnp(ac))mflA(d:v) < 00, (38)
X
and
sup A(Bpp(z)) < o00. (39)
reX

are satisfied, then (A3) holds with g(r) = 1{r < np} and M = Q/m!. Moreover, if additionally

1. (induced subgraph count) h(z1,...,xm) = W(G{z1,...,2m},p) = H) for some connected graph H with
m vertices and combinatorial diameter d(H) = n, then (A3) holds with g(r) = 1{r < d(H)p} and
M =1/m!

2. (included subgraph count) h(xi,...,xm) = |{subgraphs H of G{z1,...,2m},p) : H = H}| for some
connected graph H with m vertices and combinatorial diameter d(H) = n, then (A3) holds with g(r) =
1{r <d(H)p} and M = 1.

3. (power-weighted edge length) m = 2 and h(x,y) = dist(x,y)” for some 7 > 0, then (A3) holds with
g(r) =1{r <p} and M = p7 /2.

Proof. Set f(z1,...,2m) == h(z1,...,2n)H{d(G({21,...,2m}, p)) < n} so that F,, = Zzeng f(z). Note,
that when d(G({z1,...,2Zm},p)) < n one has diam(z1,...,z,) < np. Thus,

flze, ... xm) < %l{diam(xl, cey ) <npt < % H 1{dist(z1, ;) < np}.
j=2

From the first inequality above, we see that the second condition from assumption (A3) holds with g(r) =
1{r <np} and M = Q/m!. From the second inequality we get

m Q[ . _ _
- flze, .z ) A (A(1, .. ) < o /le:IQ/xl{dISt(Il, z;) < np}A(dz;)A(dz)
_ % [ (ABap(@) ™ Afe) < o

by (38) and, thus, f € L'(A™). The remaining condition of (A3) holds, since

C(g,N) = sup/ 1{dist(z,y) < np}A(dy) = sup A(By,(z)) < oo,
zeX JX zeX

which is a direct consequence of (39). This proves the main part of the lemma. The three items follow
immediately as special cases. O
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Under additional conditions on metric space X the second assumption (39) will follow from (38). In
particular this holds when X is a complete simply connected Riemannian manifold of constant sectional
curvature k € R.

Lemma 6.2 (Assumptions reduction). Let X, n and p be as above. If there exists a constant C,, such that,
for any x € X, the ball B,,,(x) can be covered by Cy, sets of diameter less than p, then (38) implies (39).

Proof. We slightly adapt the steps of the proof of a similar statement at the beginning of Section 6 in [2].
Note that C,,, > 1. By the pigeonhole principle, for any y € X we can choose a set S, C By, (y) satisfying:
(i) Sy C Bpp(x) for any z € Sy, and (i) A(Sy) > C, ) A(By,(y)). Now,

/A(Bnp( m=IA(dx) >sup/ A(Byp(z))™ *A(dx) > C;p"”rl sup/ A(Byp(y)™ tA(dz)
X

yeX yeXJ s
= Cnpm+1 SUPA(Sy)A(Bnp(y))m71 = C’r:pm sup A(Bn,(y)) u
yeX yeX

Lemma 6.1 in particular implies that F, satisfies (A1) due to Lemma 2.1 and, thus, one can apply
Theorem 1.1 as well, as Theorem 4.6, Proposition 2.5 and Proposition 2.2, leading to concentration bounds
with explicit constants, depending on @, A, H, m and p. For simplicity of the representation we will state
the results only for a few special cases.

6.2 Random geometric graph in constant curvature spaces

Let d > 2. In this section, we assume that X = M,, = M, 4 is a d-dimensional complete simply connected
Riemannian manifold of constant sectional curvature x € R with fixed origin o and corresponding Riemannian
metric inducing the distance function dist = dist,.. Note that My = R? M_; = H? (hyperbolic space) and

= S?% (unit sphere). Further let H¢ be the measure induced by the Riemannian metric on M,. In
particular H¢ is isometry invariant, and when & > 0 the space M, is compact with H%(M,,) = x~%?wy and
diam(M,,) = k=27, where wq = 27T%/l"(%).

We set 0 € M? to be an arbitrary point, which we refer to as zero or the origin. For r > 0, we denote
by B¢ = B, := B,(0) the d-dimensional ball of radius r around zero, where in case of x > 0 we additionally
require r < f It holds that [29, Equation (17.47)]

sin(\/ﬁs), K> 0;

r VE
HY(B,) = wd/ (snx(s))?"ds, where sng(s) =< s, k=0
0 sinh(v/=ks)
— = K< 0.

Next, we observe that, for any given curvature, the volume of small balls is of order r?. To see this, first we
note that, for 0 < x < /2, one has § < %s <sinz < sinhx < Wﬁ: < 2z. Thus %s < sng(s) < 2s for
0<s< QL\/H’ with the convention % = oo. Therefore, for any x € R, and for 0 < r < ry(k) := |I€|_1/2, we
K
have He(B,) = O(r?).
Further, we assume that the measure A is non-zero and absolutely continuous with respect to H%
Radon-Nikodym derivative A\. That means that A is a o-finite measure on M, given by

A0 = [ e @) (10)

K

with

K?

where A : M, — [0, 00) is some measurable function. We recall that n = 7, is a Poisson process of intensity
measure YA.
6.2.1 Sugbraph count

For a given connected graph H with m > 2 vertices, we recall that the included subgraph count of the random
geometric graph G(,, p), given by (35), is

1
FE=Flmp)=— >, |{subgraphs H' of G({x1,....xm}.p): H' = H}].

m

(zl ----- xm)en;é
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Theorem 6.3 (Included subgraph count, constant curvature). Let m > 2, p > 0 and kK € R. If Kk > 0 we
additionally assume that p < 7w/2+/k. Let H be a connected graph with m vertices and diameter d(H) = n. Let
A be a measure on M, absolutely continuous with respect to He with Radon-Nikodym derivative X satisfying

0< by = / M) HE () < oo,

1. The constants

Cilp) 1= sup MBuy()"s Calp) = [ A(Buyl@)™ ' Ada). Colo) = [ A(Byala) ™ 2Alc),

xeM,

are in (0,00), with Ca(p) < Q[Hg(Bnp)}mflém.

1—s

2. Set s €10,1] and let 5, = C’l(p)# max (1, g?gg;) ", By = max (1, gfgzg) ’ , and

Chy = 2717m74(ﬂom)72m73 min <1,

mcs (P)ﬂ;zﬁ%_%ﬂ) :

Then, for any t >0 and v > 8m/f1,

" 2
rrz sz 20 <o (e (i) o (i) 1w () )

Remark 6.4 (Induced subgraph count). In case of induced subgraphs count, in can happen that FX is
trivially zero, for example, for H = S, with n large enough, where S, denotes the star graph which is a
tree with one root and n leaves. However the concentration bound of Theorem 6.3 holds also for FH if one
changes Cs(p) by

Calp) = ((m = D[ A", )

= /Mn (/(Mﬁ)ml H{G{x1, ..., xm},p) = HIA(d2q) . .. A(d:vm_l))QA(dxm)7

assuming that this quantity is strictly positive, which is the case as soon as FX is not trivially zero. The
proof applies without any changes, apart from the very last estimate.

Remark 6.5 (Improvement by a log factor). Let us point out that the concentration inequalities for the
functional Fy,(v,p) have been previously obtained in [3, Theorem 1.1] for the Euclidean setting k = 0. In
comparison with our results the estimates in [3] are of the form I;(y, p,t) = const - tm for big t. We improve
this by adding a logarithmic factor and extending the bounds to the hyperbolic and spherical settings as well.
Apart from this, our bounds are of the same order in t and 7y, but it appeared to be difficult to compare the
corresponding constants and, respectively, dependence of p.

Proof of Theorem 6.3. We start by showing that Ca(p) < 2[Hﬁ(Bnp)]m_1€m < 0o. We note that

m—1

= [ [ 1twe Buomia] " Aol

- /MN_ [(/MN 1{y € Bnp(x)}HZ(dyD%

([ 1w e Bu@pmr i) s an

= (B [ [ 1y € Bu @@ o )
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where in the second step we applied Hélder’s inequality to the inner integral with p = m — 1 and ¢ =
(m — 1)/(m — 2) and in the third equation we used isometry invariance of the measure H%. Now applying
the inequality ab™ ™! < a™ +b™, a,b > 0, and noting that 1{y € B,,,(z)} is equivalent to 1{z € By,(y)} we
arrive at

Catp) < B ([ [ 1w e Buylanrte) i)
[ e e B o)

= 2 [H(Byy)] ™ / @)™ He (dz) < oc.

K

We have shown C2(p) < oo which is precisely (38). By Lemma 6.2, it implies (39) which says that
Ci(p) < 0.

Since (38) and (39) hold, Lemma 6.1 gives that (A3) holds with g(r) = 1{r < d(H)p}, M = 1 and
C(g,A) = Cy(p)# . Therefore, according to Lemma 2.1, F,, (v, p) satisfies (A1) with

B B B 1 Ca(p)\ = _ Ca(p)\ ="
=0, =1, fi=Cilp)mmax (L2 l5)", e=max (LG 0) 7

where we additionally used that

1l < / A(Bup())™A(dz) = Ca(p).

K

Thus we can apply Theorem 1.1 as stated at the beginning of Section 5, with the parameters q, By, 51
and (B2 as above and with

1

fl(ﬂﬁm) = m

/ [{subgraphs H' of G({z1,...,2m},p): H = H}| A(dz1) ... A(dzp—1).
(Mﬁ)m71
To show the second part of the theorem, it remains only to observe that chy < c22, which follows from

il ca) > W/M (/(M - a1, ..., &m_1 € Bp/z(xm)}A(d:vl)...A(dxm_l))2A(dxm)

1
= mc3(l7)-

This also shows that C3(p) < oo concluding the proof of the first part of the theorem as well. O

The above theorem applies for rather general family of measures A. For this reason we could not get more
explicit expression for the constant Cy(p), C2(p) and Cs(p). In particular their dependence on the parameter
p is obscure. On the other hand for some specific choices of measure A, these constants can be made more
explicit. In what follows we consider one example of such measure.

For a compact subset W C M, we denote its inradius by

r(W) := max{r > 0: B,(z) C W for some = € M,},

and the restriction of H¢ to W by

AC) =Aw() =He(W N o).
Corollary 6.6 (Included subgraph count, constant curvature, uniform measure). Let m > 2, p > 0, Kk € R
and W C My be a compact set with inradius r(W) > 0. If kK > 0, we assume that W does not contain
antipodal points. Let H be a connected graph with m vertices and diameter d(H) = n. Let A = Ay be the
restriction of He to W. Then for any p < n~'r(W), s € [0,1], t > 0, and v > 8m/ Y,

1

L 2—
t\™ ¢ " t
P(FY —EFY > 1) <exp <—c’2’2 (—,2,) min <(W> 1+ logy <W)>> '
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1—s
where B = H(Bup) 5 HIW) 5, 85 = (755 ) 7 and

C/QI2 = 2_17m_4(60m)_2m_3 min (17 ((m,ll)!)_z HZ(BP/2)2m_2Hg(Br(W)/2) 5/72 illizm) .

Proof. Without loss of generality we assume that B,.y) C W. First we note that the measure Ay, can be
represented in the form (40) with A(x) = 1{z € W}, and thus £, = H(W) < oo, where £,, is as defined in
Theorem 6.3. We also note that for x > 0, we have p < n=1r(W) < r(W) < r(M,)/2 = 7/2/k because W
does not contain antipodal points. Hence Theorem 6.3 applies and it remains only to bound the terms (;
and B which means to bound Ci(p), Ca2(p) and Cs(p).

Note that, by definition of the inradius, W contains a ball B,.(y. Thus, since p < n=tr(W), we get

Calp) = sup HL(Buy(a) VW)™ = HL(By,)"
rzeM,

We also note that _1
Ca(p) < [HU(Byp)]™ ™ HEW),

and thus

s (1,02@)) < max “rli(W))> _ )

L
Ci(p) Hi (Bnp
Finally for C5(p) we conclude

Cs(p) = /M H(B, () N W) 21{z € WYH (dx)

> / Hi(Bp/g (I))2m721{$ € BT(W)_p/g}Hi(dI)
M,
> HE(Byy2)*" P HE(By(w)2),

since (W) — p/2 > r(W)/2. Therefore

Co(DN % mapy 1 i c
< m m = _—
, Cl(p)) < HY(Bpp) ' mHLW) 7, By = max (1, =

[31 = Cl (p)% max (1

We want to compare our result with Corollary 4.2 of [33]. For simplicity, we will make a number of
assumptions which will simplify the constants in both results. First, we work in a spherical window. Second,
we will consider only the setting when vp? is large enough.

Corollary 6.7 (Included subgraph count, zero curvature, uniform measure, spherical window). Let m > 2,
p>0,7>0and W =B, CRY Let H be a connected graph with m vertices and diameter d(H) = n. Let A
be the restriction of the Lebesque measure to B,.. Set

8m A6 —15m— 6 1— _ _ _d
4m 22 15m—2md+d Gﬁl 2mn d(4m 4)7 30 1= Kgmndm 7,

Cog i— — Co9 (=M
Kkgnd’ d

—dm+ % —4m—29—15m—2md+d—6,, —d(2m—2—:)
)

o —-—m .
C31 ‘= €ER; N C32 := M 5

where kq denotes the Lebesgue measure of a d dimensional Euclidean ball.

1. Then for any p < n~'r, t >0 and v > cogp™ ¢,

exp (—029 (f)d (p‘7l7)_2mJrl t2) , t < c3p (%) (py)™,

PP BES 1) <
P\)2m L P % t T dA\m
exp (—032 (;) tm log (031 (;) W)) , t>c30 (;) (py)™.

2. VEE > (=)™ (o) (f)d-

m2d—1
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Iy 2>0 and v > ngp_d we have
2exp (—c3322)
P(|FY —EFY| > 2\/VFH) < ( ?i T doy—1 d
2€XP( cg5(pty) T 2m zm log (034(P 20) 22)) . 22> c36(p™y)

3. Foranyp<n

where
L (mnd\ T
L 6m—10—13m—6md—"7,_ —d(4m—4 . -3
€33 1= 2 n— ), C3a = €hy <W> ’
—4m—3 14m—2md—8 1=z  —d(2m—2-1) i (mn? e
m—3+5— m—2m — m—2— = _ 2
b Ky ) €36 = Fa | 5a—1

C3s =M

Proof. We start by noting that by Stirling’s formula we have m! < 2rm™ ¥z~ < mmtz2-m+1,
For the first point, we apply Corollary 6.6 with s = 0 and observe that

1 d
HI(B,) \? r\?
= (H3(Bn,)) = ka(np)?, ”_<# =(—)
( 0( P)) d( p) 2 Hg(Bnp) np
and
—17Tm— —2m— : 1 m— m
0/2/2 =9 17 4m 2 3Inln (17 ((m_l)) HO( o/ 2)2 27‘[0( r/2)ﬁ” 2 //1 2 )
1
_o9—1"m—-4, —2m—-3 __: d(1-2m),, —d(2m—2)
=2 m min (1, ((m—l)!)22 n )
:(m!)—Q —2m—12—17m—2md+d—4n—d(2m—2)
> m74m722715m72md+d76nd(2m72).
Therefore,

1

g
] C M

and, for t > 0 and v > 8m/3} = cagp~? we have

L 9L
t\m™ t m t
PUC -BEC 2 t) < e (‘ (%) mi“(( T L (W)))
2\ 4 —2m+1 -
exp | —cag (;) (p%y) "2 t < cs0 (;) (p

= 4 d
exp (—032 (%) " ¢ log <C31 (% ’

)7% W)) , t=>c30 (%) (py)™

For the variance estimate of the second point, we recall that V(F) > 2™~ 1||f1||L2(A But we have seen,

) =
Wcz%( p) > ml 2m22m=1C4(p), where

at the end of the proof of Theorem 6.3 that || f1 ||L2(A

2m—1 2m—1 d
> qd 2m—2,,d _ (Fd d(2m-2),.d _ (Fd dem—1) (T
C3(p) > Ho(By2) Ho(Br/2) (Qd) p T (Qd) (p) )

as seen in the proof of Corollary 6.6. The estimate follows.
—EFH < —t) =

For the third point, we note that the bound of the first point applies also to P(FX
P((—FH) — E(—FX) > t) because the Poisson U-statistics —FZ satisfies (A1) with the same parameters as
O

FH. Then, the bound of the third point follows from the two first points.
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Notation from [33]: %% k ay O Gy Q1 Sh P q a tn Tn

Our notation: B, 1 1 C H m FH m m 1 ¥ P

Table 1: Dictionary to apply Corollary 4.2 of [33] to our setting.

Remark 6.8 (Comparison with the bound of Schulte and Théle). In Corollary 4.2 of [33], Schulte and Thdle
obtain a similar concentration bound for functionals which are linear combinations of (induced or included)
subgraph counts in the Euclidean random geometric graph. In order to ease the comparison with our result, we
assume that yrap® > 1. Under this assumption, their condition (4.2) reads as VFg > vy?m T (ggpd)?m—2,

With the variance estimate VFH > (54 )2m71 2L pd@m=2)pd of Corollary 6.7, this is satisfied for

m2d—1

ndrd

V= Gatmy With the help of Table 1, applying their result gives that Fé{ satisfies a concentration
inequality CI(m — 1,7) with

Kar®
Vvymin(1, yrgp?)m T R Vrar®y
T= - -
m3m max (1, He(B,)/v)  m?™(24-tm)2m=1  93m(d—1)—F(d—1);p6m—3~

meaning that for any v > (kap®) ™' and any z > 0, one has

2 _2—m—2 2 2m—1 < 2m2
P(|F§—EF§|22,/VF5>S{ exp ( X 2z SanT

2€Xp (— 72(27')1/7”) Z2m71 Z 2m27_

2exp (—2*m7222) 2 < 637(Td,.y)1/(4m72),
<

2exp (—2—3d_2m—6(/§d7~d7)ﬁzi) z > 637(7.(1,.)/)1/(4177,—2)'

where cg7 = (204" Dm) =3 (2m255m’3m)1/(2m71).

Let us now point out that in any regime when r (observation window) stays fized, v — oo, and p® < cy~1
in the above bound we observe the Gaussian tail for the large range of z, which eventually extends to [0, c0)
as ¥ — 0o. This means that in this case the above bound is better then the estimate from Corollary 6.7, which
provides Gaussian tail only for z from some fized interval.

On the other hand if both r and p stays fized and v — oo the bounds from Corollary 6.7 are of the
better quality, since they give Gaussian tail for 0 < z < const - ’y% in contrast to the above bounds, providing
Gaussian tail only for 0 < z < const - ”yﬁ.

There are certain regimes when both bounds agree, apart from the fact that bound from Corollary 6.7 has
an additional logarithmic factor for z — oo, which makes it better in this case. Such regime is in particular
when (pdy)2m =1 = pdy,

Remark 6.9 (Potential extension of subgraph counts concentration bounds to the random connection model).
Similarly to the observation made in [33, Remark 4.4], we point out that random geometric graphs generalize
to the random connection model, and that our methods and results are expected to extend naturally.

In this model, for every pair of Poisson points an edge is drawn with a probability which is a function of
these two points, and where all the edges are drawn independently.

In Proposition 5.1 of the recent preprint [21], Liu and Privault establish (non-centred) moment and cu-
mulant formulae for the subgraph count in this model. They have a similar form as the one obtained for the
random geometric graph, with an additional factor corresponding to the additional randomness of this model.
We expect that centred moments formulae extend in a similar way to this model and that, once this is done,
one can apply our method to this model.

33



6.2.2 Power-weighted edge length
Finally we consider the power weighted edge length FQ(T) defined by (36), which we recall for convenience:
: . 1 . .
F2( )= F2( )(v,p) =3 Z dist(z, y) " 1{dist(z,y) < p}
(z,y)€EnZ

Theorem 6.10 (Power-weighted edge length, constant curvature, uniform measure). Let k € R, d > 2, and
W C My, be a compact set with inradius r(W) > 0. Let n be a Poisson point process with intensity measure
YAw. Set

T d 5
0,1], — HIW)EHL(B,) ", _r <HN(W)>
6[ ] ﬂl n( ) n( P) 52 5 Hg(Bp)

Then for any 7 >0,0< p < r(W), v > 661 and any t > 0,

(1) (1) “ : b ; #)
]P)(F2 —EF, >t) < mln<(62(61’7)2> ,1—|—10g+ (62(617)2 )) ’

s

where ¢y = 27T 2THA (B, ) YHE(W) =57 HL(B, o) *HE(B,) 2t 5.

Proof. We note that Ay satisfies (38) and (39). Thus, Lemma 6.1 applied with m =2, n =1, Q =

and h(x,y) = dist(z,y)” gives that FQ(T)(*y,p) satisfies (A3) with g(r) = 1(r < p), M = p7/2 and f(z,y ) =
21(dist(z, y) < p) dist(x,y)". Thus, by item 3 of Lemma 2.1, we get that (A1) holds with

20| fllzicazy \ 2 P’ 2(1fllr a2y =
= :1 /: A 1 _— /: - 1 =, i<
1=0 h=1 H=Cl )max< ’pTC(g7A)2> S R o P N ’

where s € [0,1] can be chosen arbitrarily. We note that

Clg,A) = sup /M g(dist(z, y))A(dy) = sup HI(B,(x) "W) = HI(B,),

zeM, rEM,

where the last equality of the first line follows from p < (W), and observe that
e =5 [ distle.o)mdidiste.0) < phity € WhLe € Wi i)
<y [ e B@n e winlamia)
= CHL)HAB,).

Hence, we get max (1, illfcll(%) < HI(W)HL(B,)~!, and therefore 8] < 1 and 5 < B2

Let ¢y := 245 min (1 | f1]12. e ;7 ) where fi(z) = % [, dist(z,y)"1{dist(z,y) < p}A(dy). It
remains only to show that ca2 > ¢4}, since then the results follows immediately from Theorem 1.1. For this,
we note that

Il = [, 1 W (5 [ ey ile € By € Wh(an) Hiay)

Y

922

O [ rtwe Band( [ 1€ B0\ By ) 1o € B Hi(an) it

2T
= O [ 1y e B (B ) 0 Br) = HE By ) 0 B)) i)
M,

3 [ Hwe Buan)( [ dulo) 1o € Byw)1e € B Hitdn)) 1)
M, M

K
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which holds for any & € [0, 1], 7 > 0, using the convention 0° = 1. Since function
y = Hi(By(y) N Brgwy) = Hi(Bsp(y) N Brawy) = Hi((By(y) \ Bsp(y)) N Brw))

depends only on d(0,y) and is decreasing in d(o0,y). Hence, it achieves its minimum on B,y for y with
dw(0,y) = r(W). Further we note, that for such y we have H(Bs,(y) N Byw)) < 2H(Bs,) and

Hi(Bo(y) N Brawy) = Hi(Bp(2) N By) = Hi(By)a),

where z is any point with dist(o, z) = p. Hence, choosing § = 1/2 we have

1
11l 72y = —4(—) "HL(By2)* Hil(Brw)),
and get
HE(Brwy)HE(W) =371
274% min (1, ||f1|\§2(A)B;2ﬁ;3) > 27 min (1, ( (W;l+27( ) HL(B, o) HE(B,) 212 | =,
where the last equality follows from HE (B, /2) < HE(B,) < HL(Bw)) < HL(W). O

In the next corollary we consider the specific case of kK = 0 (Euclidean space) and W = B,.. This gives us
a result with very explicit dependencies on the various parameters of the model.

Corollary 6.11 (Power-weighted edge length, Euclidean space, spherical window, uniform measure). Let
d>2 and W = B, C R? be a d-dimensional Euclidean ball of radius v > 0. Let 1 be a Poisson point process
with intensity measure YAy . Set

€l0.1] Br = kar ¥ 079, R B
Then for any T > 0, 0<p§r,7216[31_1 and any t > 0,
t z t 3 t
P(F —EE >t) < exp [ —c <—> min <7> 1+1o <7) ,
War BT = 2\ 5 B2(Bi7)? S\ BB
where ¢y = 2747224 () /)T
Proof. These bounds follow directly from Theorem 6.10 and Hd(B,) = rap?. O

Finally note, that in case when W is fixed and p = p(y) — 0 as v — oo we have that H%(B,) = O(p?).

In this case the curvature parameter x does not influence the behaviour of Poisson U-statistic FQ(T)(W7 p(7))
and for any x we will obtain bounds of the same form as in Corollary 6.11. This situation happens because
as p — 0 the edges of a random graph G(1,, p) are determined locally and this local geometry is almost
Euclidean for any constant curvature space.

This situation happens, for example if we fix the average degree § = WHZ(Bp) of a typical point of the
random graph, and let v — co. We derive the following corollary which improves the bound (37) (when ¢ is
large enough) and generalizes it to constant curvature spaces.

Corollary 6.12 (Power-weighted edge length, constant curvature, uniform measure, thermodynamic regime).
Let k e R, d > 2, and W C M, be a compact set with inradius (W) > 0. Let n be a Poisson point process
with intensity measure YAw . Let § > 16. For any v > 0, we set p == p(v,d, k,6) such that YHL(B,) = 6.

Then, there exists ¢ > 0, independent of v (but dependent on x, d, r(W), § and 7), such that for any
¥ > 6/ HE(Buin(|n|-1/2r(w))) (with convention L :=0) we have

oxp (et 1),
—1—32 T _T 14+s
P(F2(T)(77'yvp'v)_EFQ(T)(W%P'V)Zt) < { exp —CtQ’Yd ! ) p( c(vyt) )v t=~"at7, s€(0,1],
exp (—ctzyza log (etya~ )) t>y~at!
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Remark 6.13 (Comparison with the bound of Reitzner, Schulte and Théle). We observe that the term
Wszgdt% (37) is never smaller than the two other terms in the minimum therein, and thus the bound can also

be written as
] 5 — oy T2 >1,0<t
T P (1) p exp| —cyd t), vy=21,0<
P(|F (1 =) = EFS (s —17) | 211) <
‘ 2 (7 ,71/d) 2 (v 71/d)| exp —c(fﬁt)%), >

IA

+ \QI
s

+
e

)

We note that
o fort< 7_5"’% their bound is of the same order as ours,
o for 7*5+% <t< ”y*%Jr% their bound is of smaller order (i.e. better) than ours,
o fort> ’y’%Jr% their bound is higher order (i.e. worse) than ours.

Proof. In the following lines, we write a < b there exist constants 0 < ¢ < C' < oo such that ¢ < a/b < C,
with ¢ and C independent of «, but dependent on &, d, 7(W), § and 7. We have p < 7~ /¢ and H4(B,) < v}
since y > 6/HE(B),-1/2) and yH*(B,) = § meaning that p < |r|~'/2. Set

HIW)\ 7 _ ey
Hi(By) B '

selal m =MW =i =

Note that 731 > YHZ(B,) = § > 16 and that p = p(y) < r(W) because YH(B,) = 6 and v > §/HE(B,w)).
Thus, Theorem 6.10 implies that for any ¢t > 0 we have,

T T /11 t % 1 t % t
PUET ~BET 20 < exp (‘ () oo ((m) e (W)» |

where ¢4y = 275" HEY( B,y Y HE(W) "2 HL(B, 2)?HE(B,) 22 < 47 2. Therefore, by picking ¢ > 0
sufficiently small, we have

1 3
t 2 t 2 t
P(FQ(T) - IE‘}7‘2(‘1—) 2 t) S exXp | —¢ <TT) min ( 1ts _ r > al + 1Og+ ( its >
fyT*E Y2 —d Y2 —d

exp —ctzv%’l’%), t<yTE,

1—

exp —ct%*yﬁ’ T log (etﬂy*I;SJﬁ)) , t> 7135*5.

The results follows by applying this bound with s = 0 when ¢ < 7%_5 and with s =1 when t >y~ atl. O

7 Applications to Poisson hyperplane process

7.1 FEuclidean case

We start with introducing the model. Let A(d,d — 1) be the Grassmannian of all (d — 1)-dimensional affine
subspaces in R? and let y4_; be the rigid motions invariant Haar measure normalized as

pra—1 ({H € A(d,k): HNB £ 0}) =2,

where B? denotes the d-dimensional unit ball in R%. Moreover, we denote by wy = dr®?/T'(d/2 + 1) the
surface area of the unit (d — 1)-dimensional sphere S¥~1. A Poisson process 7 = 1, on A(d,d — 1) with
intensity measure yug—1 is called a (stationary and isotropic) Poisson hyperplane process.

The functional we are interested in is the Poisson U-statistic of the following form

En(f.n) = > fHyN ... NH){dim(H,N...NHy,)=d—m}, 1<m<d,
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where f: A(d,d — m) — R, is some measurable function. One of the most studied examples are f =
%Vi (-NW) for some compact convex set W C R? and where V; stands for the i-th intrinsic volume,
0 < i < d. Intrinsic volumes are continuous and positive functionals on the space of convex bodies (convex
and compact sets), which are continuous and monotone under set inclusion. They describe the inner structure
of a convex body K and play an important role in stochastic geometry and study of convex bodies. For exact
definitions and further properties of intrinsic volumes we refer reader to [31, Chapter 13]. Further, for v > 0,
we denote by

1
Fri(W.7) = Fon i (W) = — > Vi(HiN...N Hypy NW){dim(H, N ... N Hy) = d —m},

where 1 < m < d and 0 < i < d— m. We note that for convex body K of dimension d — m we have that
Va—m(K) coincides with (d — m)-dimensional Hausdorff measure of K and V;(K) is the Euler characteristic.
In particular Vo(ENW) = 1{ENW # @} for E € A(d,d—m) and Fy (W) counts the number of intersection
points of Poisson hyperplane process 1, in a window W. Since the kernel f and the measure pq—1 are
independent of v, F,, ;(W,~) is an example of geometric U-statistic and the quantitative CLT for F,, ;(W,~)
as 7 — oo has been established in [27, Theorem 5.3]. It should be noted that, instead of considering the
case 7 — 00, one could alternatively fix v and consider the sequence of Poisson U-statistics Fy, ;(rW,7) in a
growing window rW, r > 0 as r — co. But due to the mapping properties of Poisson point processes it is
easy to see that

Fona(rW.7) £ 1 F i (W),
(see for example [19, Corollary 6.4]) and both cases are equivalent.
In what follows we assume that W is a fixed d-dimensional convex and compact subset of R? with
Vi—m (W) € (0,00), and we use the short notation v; := V;(W), 1 < i < d. We see that F,, ;(W,~) satisfies
assumptions (A2) with X ={H € A(d,d—1): HNW # 0} and

2K4—1 1 1
a1 = g 1(X) = —v1, ap=— su ViFNW) < —u;, 41
1= pa-1(X) drg 02T s ( )S — (41)
when v > a7 '. The equality pq_1(X) = %l/l follows from [31, (14.7)], for example.

The following theorem provides concentration bounds for F, ;(W,~). We recall that x4 denotes the
Lebesgue measure of a d dimensional Euclidean ball and wy is the surface area of the unit (d — 1)-dimensional
sphere.

Theorem 7.1 (Concentration bounds for Poisson hyperplane process). Let Fy, ;(W,v) and v; = V;(W) be
as above. The following inequality holds for any t >0 and v > 55mo¢1_1

1 g1
t m t m t
P(F:(W,v) —EF,, ;(W,v) >t) <exp | —c — min _ ,1+1o _ ,
(Fon (W2 7) W) 21) p( - (042) <(042(0417)m> &+ (az(aw)m>>>

2
_9—1Tm—-4,  —2m—3 .. M Wit1Vitm .
where cgg = 2 m min (1, (—azm+m71(2m)m) ) and a1, ag are defined in (41).

Proof. We start by noting that by Crofton’s formula [31, Theorem 5.1.1] applied m — 1 times we have

2
1f1l13 20 = m? Vi(Hy 0.0 Hy oy N HAW)RST D (A(Hy, . Hon1)) a1 (dH)
A(d,d—1) NJ A(d,d—1)m—1

2(m—1) w.2
— mz(ﬁdil) - / Vitm-1(W N0 H)?pg—1(dH)
dkg Wit JA(dd-1)

Applying Jensen’s inequality and the Crofton formula one more time we get

/ Viemr (W A H) gy (AH) > ( / Vi (W 0 H)
A(d,d—1) A(d,d—1) aq

Mdl(dH)>2

1 (i +m)Ka—1Kitm
aq

2
Viem (W) | .
dRgKiym—1 +m ))
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Thus

2 2
112 S oL [ MWit1Viem Kd—1)*" _ oo tt2m (Wit 1Viem
Hizz(a) = %1 , 1 o m
Ritm—1 dﬁd fiz+m—1(2yl)

Then, the result is given directly by Theorem 1.1 (in its extended version at the beginning of Section 5) and
Lemma 2.1 since F, ;(W, ) satisfies (A2) with «; and ag given by (41). O

7.2 Hyperbolic case

Let H? be a d-dimensional hyperbolic space, which is a simply connected Riemannian manifold of constant
sectional curvature —1, and let dj, be the corresponding metric. The (d — 1)-dimensional totally geodesic
subspaces of H? are called hyperplanes and let Aj,(d,d — 1) denotes the space of all hyperplanes in H?. There
is a unique (up to normalization) measure p |, on Aj(d,d — 1) which is invariant under isometries of H¢. In
this section we assume that uQLI is normalized in the standard way, namely as in [13, Section 3.1]. For v > 0
let n" = 77,’; be a Poisson process on Ay (d,d— 1) with intensity measure 7#2_17 which is called a (hyperbolic)
Poisson hyperplane process. For more information on hyperbolic geometry and, in particular, on hyperbolic
Poisson hyperplane process we refer reader to [13, Section 3].

Let H®, s > 0 denote the s-dimensional Hausdorff measure with respect to intrinsic metric on Riemannian
manifold H? and let B, be a closed ball in H? or radius r > 0. As in Euclidean case we consider a measurable
function fgm: Ap(d,d —1)"™ — Ry

fame(Hy, ..., Hp) =H™(H, N ...N Hy N B){dim(H, N...N H,,) =d—m},

and a Poisson U-statistic of the following form

1
Fl(r,~) == F"(B,,n,) = — > HI™(H N...NH, N B)1{dim(H, N...N H,,) =d—m}.

(H17~~~;Hm)e(77!yl)g

In particular Fj_l(BT,v) is the total number of intersection points of Poisson hyperplane process 77,’; in a
window B, and F{(B,,) is the total surface content of the union of all hyperplanes of 7/ within a window
B;.

Note that, contrary to what happens in the Euclidean setting, scaling of the window size r and of the
intensity v have distinct effects on the random variable F (r, ).

If one fixes r and consider v as a variable going to oo, then assumptions (A2) holds with parameters a;
and «y constant (they depend only on d and r). Thus we get good concentration bounds from Theorem 1.1.
In this case we would get a similar result as in the Euclidean setting, see Theorem 7.1.

In this section, we are interesting in deriving concentration bounds for the upper tail of F” (B,.,), and
whose quality will be evaluated for r — oo and v = () (typically constant). With this perspective, some
computations show that it is not enough to consider the assumption (A2), since the bounds derived under
this assumption become meaningless because of the rapid growth of the parameters a; and as, as r — oo.

For simplicity and in order to avoid the discussion to become too lengthy, we will mostly focus on the case
m = 1. Result in Section 7.2.2 need, in any case, the assumption m = 1. We believe that, with additional
efforts, the results in Section 7.2.3 could be extended to m > 2.

The rest of the (sub)Section is structured as follows. In Section 7.2.1, we describe CLT and non CLT
results from [13, 15] and derive concentration bounds from these results. In Section 7.2.2, we apply the result
from Wu [34], as stated in Proposition 2.3, to derive other concentration bounds in the case m = 1. In
Section 7.2.3, we show that FJ*(B,,~) satisfies (A1) (with explicit parameters By, 81 and f2), derive bounds
from our main result and compare them with the other bounds. Finally, in Section 7.2.4, we provide the
proofs of the various theorems of Section 7.2.

7.2.1 CLT and non CLT results and their consequences

Herold, Hug and Thile showed in [13, Theorem 5] that, for fixed v and r — oo, E (r,~) satisfies a CLT if
d=2andm=1,2,orifd=3and m=1,2,3. Incasesd>7, mel,...,dand d > 4, m = 1 they showed
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that no CLT hold. For the remaining cases, the situation remains open, but it is conjectured that there is
no CLT as soon as d > 4, for any value of m. From now on, we will focus on the case m = 1.

As already mentioned above, for d = 2 and d = 3, F}*(B,,n,) satisfies a CLT when 7 is fixed and 7 — cc.
Moreover the speed of convergence is of order e="/2 for d = 2 and of order r~! for d = 3, with respect to
the Kolmogorov distance [13, Theorem 5]. From this, similarly as in Section 5.1 where we derived (27) from
(26), we find that there exist ro > 0 and C' > 0 such that

F{I(Br,m) - EFlh(Bhn'y)
VE (B, 11y)

P > s | <2exp(—s?/2), 1>y,

0<s Cy/r, d=2,
Cy/log(r), d=3.

In Theorem 7.3 below, we will recover Gaussian tails, with bounds of the form exp(—cs?) for some constant
¢ > 0. On one hand, they are not as tight because ¢ is smaller than 1/2. On the other hand, they apply to
a larger range of value s, which is allowed to be of order at most e”/? for d = 2 and at most /7 for d = 3.
Now, we will consider the setting d > 4, m = 1, y fixed and r — oo, for which we already mentioned that
there is no CLT. In the more recent work of Kabluchko, Rosen and Théle [15, Theorem 2.1] it was shows
that
2d_2(d — 2) (Flh(rv 7) — EF{L(T‘, /7)
Wa—1 e(d=2)r

Ny d>4, v=1, r— o, (42)

where Z; is some given infinitely divisible non-Gaussian random variable. In particular the Lévy measure of
Zq4 is explicitly given and has support (0, 1), see [15, Remark 2.3]. It should be also noted that the variance
of Fl'(r,) has order of growth e(®~2" as r — oo [13, Lemma 19], and hence, the scaling coincides with the
one used in the CLT. By [30, Theorem 26.1], we have P(Zy > s) = e~ 198(s)(1+o(1) 35 5 — oo, which suggests
that, for large 7, ((F{(r,v) — EF}(r,7))e~(4=2)") has Poisson tail. This will be confirmed by Corollary 7.4
below.

7.2.2 Concentration bounds following from the work of Wu

Since we focus on the case m = 1, we can use the result of Wu [34], as stated in Proposition 2.3. This leads
to the following theorem.

Theorem 7.2 (Corollary of Wu’s result). For any d > 2, r > 0 and v > 0 we have

P(Flh(Bru 77'7) - EFlh(Brvnv) > t) < eXp(_Id(%Ta t),

where
L log (1 + 64,Yer) d=2,
Ig(ry,r t) = W log (1 + 4%}2%7 ), d=3,
d—3 .
%bgO*'zdw&dd%), d>4.

Next, we apply the last theorem to bound the deviation probability of the centred and normalized version
of FJ*(B,,n,). We see that we get Gaussian bounds in any dimensions, but it is important to pay attention
to the range of allowed values for s. In any dimensions these ranges grow with ~, which is to be expected
since we always have CLT when v — co and r is lower bounded, see [13, Theorem 6, Remark 5]. If v is fixed
and r — oo, then the ranges grow with r only if d = 2 or d = 3, which is again to be expected since these
are precisely the cases for which the CLT holds.

Corollary 7.3 (Gaussian tails). For r > 0 and v > 0 we have

h h exp (—csss?), d =2, 0<s<32r ! (yer )12,
Fy (Bran'y)_EFl (Brvn’y) 2 _ 1/2
P >s| << exp (—0395 ) , d=23, 0<s<16(ry)

VEF{ (B, 1) exp (—04052) , d , 0 < s<25(d=1)/2/d —941/2

Y
W~

where css =27 Te™ !, 39 =277, 04_01 =234-1(d — 2).
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For d > 4 and fixed =, the last corollary does not provide bounds for large s. The following corollary,
provide bounds of a different quality for such case. Note that, for convenience we normalize slightly differently,
but this normalization is also of order square root of the variance. The following Poisson tail bounds are the
best we could hope for since they apply to the limiting random variable (42).

Corollary 7.4 (Poisson tails). For any d >4, r >0 and v > 0 we have
2972(d — 2) (F) —EFy
]P’( ( ) ( 1(7“,7)(1 Gk)) Zs) < exp —(3—1—22‘1_37) log(l—i——‘i —i—s), s> 0,
Wd—1 e(d=2)r 22d-3,

< exp (—slog(s)), 5> 220734,

7.2.3 Applications of our results

Below, we show that F}'(B,,7,) satisfies (A1) which allows us to derive concentration points from our main
result. We will then comment on the fact that these bounds are comparable to the ones derived in Section
7.2.2 above. We stress that, with additional work, our method can be extended to m > 2 whereas the results
derived from the work of Wu is specific to m = 1.

Lemma 7.5. For any d > 2, F{'(B,,n,) satisfies (A1) with

ﬁ0:27 qzlu ﬁl:2eT7 62:47 Zfd:2,
50:27 q:Oa BlZTa ﬂ2:w2€'r, Zfd:3,
ﬁo = 27 q= 07 ﬁl = 17 62 = %er(d—Q), Zfd Z 4.

The next theorem follows immediately.
Theorem 7.6 (Application of Theorem 1.1). For any d > 2, r > 1 we have
P(Flh(Brv 77’7) - EFlh(BNnV) > t) < exp(_Id(/vav t))v

where . .
t
_ 5-3d-23 -1 . 1
Li(y,r,t) =2 wdflmmln (ﬂ,l—i—long (5_/7))7 d>3,v>807,
with
g - wq—1 | re’, d=3, B = T, d=3,
d—2 | erd=2), d>4,’ S d> 4,
and
t (0t .,
Ig(ﬂy,r,t):ﬁmm %,1 , v >4de "

The concentration bounds from Theorem 7.6 are of the same order as the bounds from Theorem 7.2, up
to constant factors in I; depending only on d. To see this, note that the terms of the form log(l + z) in
Theorem 7.2, can be approximated by x if < 1 and by 1+ log, (z) = 1+ log(x) if z > 1.

7.2.4 Proofs

Proof of Theorem 7.2. Note that for any H € Ap(d,d — 1) we have

r o, d=2,
DyF!(By,n,) =H"YHNB,) <wi / sinh? 2 (z)dz < er i .
0 iy d23
On the other hand by Lemma A.1 we also have
v [ DkE B Pl = [ W B Pl (aR)
Ap(d,d—1) Ap(d,d—1)
64e", d=2,
< 2y¢ wire?, d=3,
w3 (d—2)72e2d=2r >4

Combining the above estimates and [34, Proposition 3.1] we obtain the result. O
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Proof of Theorem 7.3. Let us start by considering the case d = 2. Then we get

s\/VEMB,,1,) 1 sr\/VF(By, 1)

17f(l3r,ﬁv)‘—}Elff(l3r,ﬁv)

P >s | <exp g log 1+ Tor , s>0
VEL (Byo) : e
Since by Lemma A.3 we have VF}*(B,,n,) > 4e~!ve” from the above inequality we obtain
FIMB,,n,) — EF}(B, /2
p (L Brm) “BENB ) ) <_s¢7§2 log (1 N 1/;7“_”2) L s>
VFMB,,n,) 2el/4r 32et/2, /ve
Further since log(1 +z) > 7 > x/2 for < 1 we get that, for s < 32e1/2y3p—1er/2)
FlB, —EF}B,
P 1 (Bri1y) 1 (Bryny) >s| <exp (_27767152) '
VE(Br, 1)
Similar for d = 3 using VFJ'(B,, 1) > 2 *w?yre?" (see Lemma A.3) we get
F}'(B,,n,) —EF}'(B, 1/2
P 1(Br ) 1 (B ) >s| <exp _str) " log 1+ , s> 0,
22 24(T )1/2
VFlh(BTan’Y) i
and for s < 24(ry)2 we obtain
F!(B,,n,) — EF"(B,,
P 1 ( ﬂh) 1 ( 777) > s | <exp (—2_752).
VEL(Br,my)
Finally for d > 4 using VF"(B,.,n,) > 2734302 (d — 2)737e?"(4=2) we have
Fh B, _EFh B, 9—d/2—-3/2 1/2
ELIAELTLEE PGS S (R
VEP(By,n,) d=2 2 va=2y
and for s < 25(4=1)/2,/d —24'/2 we conclude
FlB, — EF}(B, 2
P 1 ( 577’)’) 1 ( 577’)’) > s < exp (_23d18(d 2)) i
VE} (B, 1)
o

Proof of Theorem 7.4. Recall that for any H € Ay (d,d — 1) and d > 4 we have
h Wd—1 (d—2)r
< -
DHFI (BT,T]V)_ 2d72(d—2)e R

and
7/ | Dy F(Bryny) [Pl (AH) < 2903 (d — 2) 242,
Ap(d,d—1)

Then by [34, Proposition 3.1] we get

(d—2)r
Wd—1€ _ s
P <F1h(Bra77’y) —EF}"(B,,n,) > m5> < exp <— (5 +2% 3'7) log <1 + 22d—37) + S)

S S
Sexp —Elog 1+m .



Using log(1 + =) > log(x) we have for s > 22473y that
(d—2)r
h h Wd—1¢€ S s
P (Fl (Brny) — EFY (Br, 1) = WS) < exp (—5 log (1 + m))

S S
S exp —5 log m

< exp (—slog(s)) .
(]

Proof of Lemma 7.5. We start by showing that for any £ € N, r > 0 and any o € II%%,(1;¢) we have ||o| = ¢
and, hence, B

442en)l T2 (k) d =2,

Jet oty 1 = [(128 oy 1) <29 eyl d=3,  (43)

(031:21 er(d—2))€’ d > 4.
Recall the notation introduced in Section 2.2. Consider a partition o € I1%%(1; £) with blocks Ji, ..., J|g|.
Note that according to definition we have |J1|+ ...+ |Jj,| = ||o|| = € since each row Rj, j € [¢], which in this

case consists of a single element, is hit by at least one block J;, 1 < i < |o| and as a consequence there are
no uncovered elements. Further let 7.(j) : I, — [¢], j € [¢] be the functions, such that 7,(j) = k if j € Ji.
Thus, we obtain

Taa(o) = /( ff,r)od(ugfl)®“+"’|‘”"”)

4
- / 7 H,, gy 0 Bd(uly)#7D
=1

o]

:II/’ H(H 0 B (dH). (44)
oot An(d,d—1)

The integrals of the above form have been investigated in [13, Lemma 8] and the following bounds have been
obtained

. 2. 4kkler, d=2k>2,
5 / Hd_l(H n BT)k:ugfl(dH) S wére%, d= 37 k= 27 (45)
An(d.d=1) wh_ (d—2)kerk(d=2), d>4,k>2o0rd=3k>2.

It should be noted that in [13, Lemma 8] the above estimate has been stated exactly in terms of r, but
the exact dependence on k and d has not been specified and only the existence of the constants, depending
only on k and d has been claimed. Nevertheless these constants are easy to determine following the proof of
Lemma 8 in [13]. For reader’s convenience of we put these computations in Appendix.

Then combining (44) with (45) we get

4TI, (a2l ertel, =2,
Td,l,E(U) < wg,r,t(a)e?rt(o')er(f—%(a)) _ Wgrt(a)erf7 d= 3,
(wa—1(d —2)"ter(d=2)), d>4.

This implies the estimate (43). Further note that according to (43), F'(B,,n,) satisfies (A1) with

60:27 qzlu 61:26T7 62:47 1fd:27
Bo = 2, qg=0, b =r, B2 = woe”, if d = 3;
BO = 27 q= 07 Bl = 17 62 = %er(d—2)7 if d 2 4.
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Proof of Theorem 7.6. We start by noting that by Lemma A.2 we have

4e~ter, d=2,
(P2 / HITHH 0 B2y (AH) > 274 w3re™, d=3,
n(d,d—1) 273d+3w§_1(d _ 2)736%((#2)7 d> 4.

Since according to Lemma 7.5 F{*(B,,7,) satisfies (A1) with ¢ = 0 if d > 3 and with ¢ = 1 if d = 2 the later
bound implies that

I3 2 =2
2
Cyo = 2720 min (1, ﬁ) > 9726 94, d=3,
2 9-3d+3(q —9)~1, 4> 4.
Now the bound follows directly from (25d). O
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A Estimates for hyperbolic hyperplane process

Lemma A.1. For any k> 1 and r > 0 we have
) 2. 4kler, d=2,k>2,
5/ HHH N B,) ujj_y(AH) < § whre™, d=3k=2, (46)
An(dd=1) wh_(d—2)"kerkd=D g >4k>20rd=3k>2.
Proof. By [13, Lemma 8] we have
1

Iy(k) = —/ Hd_l(HﬂBr)’mZ_l(dH)z/ cosh®™ ()M (Ly_1(s) N B,)*ds,
2 Jan(d,d—1) 0

where Lg_1(s) denotes the (d — 1)-dimensional totally geodesic subspaces satisfying dp(Lq—1(s),0) = s. By
[13, Equation 19] we have

zosnd)

arccosh(
H Y Lg_1(s) N B,) = wa—1 / sinh? ™2 (z)dz.
0

Moreover, by [13, Lemma 6] we get for any » > 0 and 0 < s < r that
cosh(r)
cosh(s)

Combining the above estimates with the trivial bounds cosh(z) < e®, sinh(z) < €”/2 and applying change of
variables u = r — s we obtain

arccosh( ) <r—s+log(2). (47)

cosh(r) )

T arccosh(ﬁ
Ii(k) = w§71/0 cosh® (r — u)(/o o
T arccosh( - C(;]S(}“(r)b) )
< w§_12_(d_2)k/ cosh®™!(r — u)(/ R
0 0

r u+log(2) k
Sw§7127(d72)k/ e(dfl)(rfu)(/ e(d72)zdx) du.
0 0

sinhdiQ(:v)dx) kdu (48)

k
e(d_2)wdx) du
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Now for d = 2 we get for any k£ > 1 that
Ii(k) < 2ker/ e "(u 4 log(2))*du
0

T log(2)

< 4ker/ e “uFdu + 4k(10g(2))ker/ e “du
log(2) 0

< 4Fe'T(k + 1) + 4kem

< 2. 4Fkler.

In case d > 3 we continue as follows

Id(k) < w§7127(d72)k(d _ 2)71@/ e(dfl)(rfu)(2((172)6((172)71 _ 1)kdu
0

<wh (d— 2)71@/ o(d=1)r (k(d—2)—(d—1))u g,
0

Now for d = 3 and k = 2 we immediately obtain I5(3) < w3e?"r and otherwise
La(k) < wi_y(d —2)7"(k(d = 2) = (d = 1)) eI < wi_y (d —2) 7R,

which finishes the proof of (46).

Lemma A.2. For any r > 2 have

] 2e~lem, d=2,
3 / HIVH N B)?ul_(AH) > { 275w3re?”, d=3,
Ap(d,d—1) 273d+2w(21 (d - 2)73627"((172) d> 4.

Proof. We start exactly like in the proof of the previous lemma and by (48) together with cosh(z) > e%/2
we get

1 _
Id = 5 / Hd 1(HQBT)2U271(dH)
Ap(d,d—1)
r arccosh(%) 2
=w}_, / cosh®™* (r — U)( / Sinhd_2(x)dx) du
0 0

r arccosh(cocscfa(ii))
> 27d+1w(2171/ e(dfl)(rfu)(/
0 0

Further we use the bound [13, Lemma 6]

2
sinhd_z(:zr)dx) du.

cosh(r) ) ",

b(omt )
arceos cosh(r — u)

which holds for any r > 0 and for d = 2 with r > 2 we obtain

T 2
I > 2er/ e %u?du > 2€T/ e %uldu > 2e7te".
0 1
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For d =3 and r > 2 we get

cosh(r)

r arccosh(m) 2
I3 > 272w§/ 62(’”7“)(/ ' sinh(x)dx) du
0 0

— 9-2,,2 /T 2(7‘—u)( cosh(r) 1)2du
cosh(r — u)
2 27"/ 1 +eo 2r e _672r+u)2du
r/2
T’f‘(l + 6—27‘ _ —r/2 _ 6—37‘/2)2

> 2_3w262TT’(1 —e - 3)2

>2 5w2 27"

For d > 4 and r > 2 using additionally the estimate sinh(z) = (e” —e™*) >

we finally obtain

™ u 2
Iy > 27d+1w§_1/ e(dfl)(’“*“)(/ sinhdfz(:c)d:v) du
0 0

T u 2
> 2_d+1w§,1/ (/ sinhd72(:v)dx) du
3/2 NJu-1
T u 2
Z273d+50}3_1/ (/ e(d72)zd$) du
3/2 u—1

>2—3d+5( ) ~(d-2)y2 /T e2(d=2)uy,,
d— 3/2

> 9—3d+3(Wd 2 2(d 2)r __3(d—2)

> (7=5) 2=2)

> 2—3d+2(w 1)2 ~le2(d=2)r

and the proof is finished.
Lemma A.3. For any r > 2 and v > 1 we have

de ye" <VF(B,,n,) < 27ye",
2 w2 re?” SVF{L(BT,%) < wiqyre?r

2730F 1 (d = 2) e SVF(Br 1) < wi g (d = 2) 7 Pye @72,

Proof. First note that by (3) we have

VF (B, 1) = / HIV(H (B, (AH).
Ap(d,d—1)

Thus, combining estimates from Lemma A.1 and Lemma A.2 we obtain the result.
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