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Abstract

This article derives quantitative limit theorems for multivariate Poisson and Poisson
process approximations. Employing the solution of the Stein equation for Poisson ran-
dom variables, we obtain an explicit bound for the multivariate Poisson approximation
of random vectors in the Wasserstein distance. The bound is then utilized in the context
of point processes to provide a Poisson process approximation result in terms of a new
metric called dy;, stronger than the total variation distance, defined as the supremum over
all Wasserstein distances between random vectors obtained by evaluating the point pro-
cesses on arbitrary collections of disjoint sets. As applications, the multivariate Poisson
approximation of the sum of m-dependent Bernoulli random vectors, the Poisson pro-
cess approximation of point processes of U-statistic structure, and the Poisson process
approximation of point processes with Papangelou intensity are considered. Our bounds
in d are as good as those already available in the literature.
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1. Introduction and main results

In this paper we use the Stein method to estimate the Wasserstein distance between a non-
negative integer-valued random vector and a Poisson random vector. This problem has been
studied by several authors, mostly in terms of the total variation distance; among others we
mention [1, 3, 4, 6, 13, 28, 29]. Furthermore, we use our abstract result on multivariate Poisson
approximation to derive a limit theorem for the Poisson process approximation.

More precisely, let X = (X1, ..., X4) be an integrable random vector taking values in Nd,
d € N, where Ng =N U{0}, and let P=(Py, ..., P;) be a Poisson random vector, that is, a
random vector with independent and Poisson distributed components. The first contribution of
this paper is an upper bound on the Wasserstein distance

dw(X,P)= sup |E[g(X)]—E[g(P)]|
geLip?(1)
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between X and P, where Lip?(1) denotes the set of Lipschitz functions g : N‘é — R with
Lipschitz constant bounded by 1 with respect to the metric induced by the 1-norm |x|; =
Z?:l |xi], forx =(x1,...,x9) € RY. Note that, since the indicator functions defined on Ng are
Lipschitz continuous, for random vectors in Ng the Wasserstein distance dominates the total
variation distance, and it is not hard to find sequences that converge in total variation distance
but not in Wasserstein distance. Our goal is to extend the approach developed in [25] for the
Poisson approximation of random variables to the multivariate case.

Throughout the paper, for any x = (x1, ..., xg) € R and index 1 <Jj =<d, we denote by xi;;
and x;.g the subvectors (xp, . .. ,xj) and (x;j, ..., Xq), respectively.
Theorem 1.1. Let X = (X1, . . ., Xg) be an integrable random vector with values in Ng, deN,
and let P=(Py, ..., Py) be a Poisson random vector with E[P]= (A1, ..., k4) € [0, co) .
For 1 <i<d, consider any random vector 7 = (Z%i), e, Zfi)) in 7! defined on the same

probability space as X, and define
Gy = miP (X1 = mi) = WP(Xpy + 29 = (-1, mi = 1) (1.1

formy.; € N6 with m; # 0. Then

d i—1
dw(X.P) <Y | LEZP|+20: Y EZ0)+ D |gm| |- (1.2)
i=l J=1 my;;eNj
m;#0

It should be noted that a bound that slightly improves (1.2) can easily be obtained as shown
in the following section in Remark 2.1, which corresponds to (1.8) in [25, Theorem 1.3] when
d=1.

In order to give an interpretation of Equation (1.1), let us consider the random vectors

YO =X, Xi+D)+29, i=1,....d, (1.3)

wi_th X and Z defined as in Theorem 1.1. Und¢r the additional condition P(X;.; + YRS
Nf)) =1, a sequence of real numbers gy, ;, m1.; € N6 with m; # O satisfies Equation (1.1) if and
only if

EXf X0l = EFYO+ D gy fmi) (14)

my;€Nj, mi#0

for all functions f : Nf) — R such that E | X;f(X1.;)| < oo, where to prove that (1.4) implies (1.1)
it is enough to consider f to be the function with value 1 at m;.; and O elsewhere. When the
gm,, are all zeros and E[X;] = A;, the condition P(Xy.; + 70 ¢ Nb) =1 is satisfied, as can be
seen by taking the sum over my.; € Né) with m; # 0 in (1.1). In this case, (1.4) becomes

E[Xf (X1:)] = EIXGIE[F(YD)]. (1.5)

Recall that, for a random variable X > 0 with mean E[X] > 0, a random variable X* has the
size bias distribution of X if it satisfies

ElXfX)] = EXIE[f(X")] (1.6)
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for all measurable f : R — R such that E |Xf(X)| < oo. Therefore, if for some 1 <i < d the gy,
are all zeros and E[X;] = A;, the distribution of the random vector Y® can be seen as the size
bias distribution of X1.;, as it satisfies (1.5), which corresponds to (1.6) in the one-dimensional
case. Note that this definition is similar to that of X-size bias distribution in the ith coordinate
introduced in [15].

Following this interpretation, when E[X] = (A1, ..., A4) and the random vectors 79 are
chosen to be such that the q’(”ll)l:i are not zero, we can think of the distribution of Y defined by
(1.3) as an approximate size bias distribution of Xj.;, where instead of assuming that Y® sat-
isfies (1.5) exactly, we allow error terms g, ;. This is an important advantage of Theorem 1.1,
since one does not need to find random vectors with an exact size bias distribution (in the sense
of (1.5)); it only matters that the error terms ‘15:1)1;,- are sufficiently small and that the random
vectors Z” are the null vectors with high probability.

The second main contribution of our work concerns Poisson process approximation of point
processes with finite intensity measure. For a point process & and a Poisson process 7 on a mea-
surable space X with finite intensity measure, Theorem 1.1 provides bounds on the Wasserstein
distance

dW((%_(Al)s e é(Ad))s (ﬂ(Al), R U(Aa')) s

where Ay, ..., Ag are measurable subsets of X. This allows for a way to compare the distri-
butions of & and 5, by taking the supremum of the Wasserstein distances between the point
processes evaluated on arbitrary collections (A1, ..., Ag) of disjoint sets. More precisely, let
(X, X) be a measurable space and define Nx as the collection of all o -finite counting measures.
The set Nx is equipped with the o-field NV generated by the collection of all subsets of Nx of
the form

{veNx:v(B)=k}, BeX, keNp.

This means that A is the smallest o-field on Nx that makes the map v — v(B) measurable
for all Be€ X. A point process £ on X is a random element in (Nx, Nx). The intensity of
& is the measure A on (X, X) defined by A(B) =E[£(B)], B€ X. When a point process &
has finite intensity measure A, for any choice of subsets Ay, ..., Ay € X, the random vector
(&A1), ..., E(Ay)) takes values in Ng (almost surely). Thus, we define a metric in the space of
point processes with finite intensity measure in the following way.

Definition 1.1. Let £ and ¢ be point processes on X with finite intensity measure. The distance
d, between the distributions of £ and ¢ is defined as

dr(§,0) = sup dw((EAD, ..., EAD), (CA1), ..., (A)),

(A1, ADEX G, deN

where
X(;{sj ={A1,...,A) € X AiNA; =0, i #j).

The function d is a probability distance between the distributions of point processes, which
follows immediately from its definition and, e.g., [19, Proposition 2.10]. To the best of our
knowledge, this is the first time the distance d, has been defined and employed in Poisson
process approximation. We believe that it is possible to extend d to larger classes of point
processes by restricting X éjisj to suitable families of sets. For example, for locally finite point
processes on a locally compact second-countable Hausdorff space (IcscH), we may define the
distance d by replacing X(ﬁsj with the family of d-tuples of disjoint and relatively compact
Borel sets. However, this falls outside the scope of this paper, and it will be treated elsewhere.

Let us now state our main theoretical result on Poisson process approximation.
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Theorem 1.2. Let & be a point process on X with finite intensity measure, and let  be a Poisson

process on X with finite intensity measure A. For any i-tuple (Aq, ..., A;) € Xéisj withieN,
consider a random vector Zv = (Z?“, ce Z?”) defined on the same probability space as

£ with values in 7', and define

ot =mP(E@A, ..., §A)) =m1)

(1.7)
— MADP(EAY), ..., E@AD) + ZM = (myi—1, mj — 1))
formy.; € NE) with m; # 0. Then
d i
d(&, < sup S X |aw| 2@ Y EZ | as)
(Al,,..,Ad)eX(ﬁSj,deN i=1 ml:iEN6 j=1
m;#0

Note that a bound slightly sharper than (1.8) can be derived, as expressed in Remark 2.2.

The Poisson process approximation has mostly been studied in terms of the total variation
distance in the literature; see e.g. [2, 3, 5, 8, 9, 30, 31] and references therein. In contrast,
[10, 11] deal with Poisson process approximation using the Kantorovich—Rubinstein distance.
Recall that the total variation distance between two point processes & and ¢ on X is

dry(§,¢) = sup |P(§ € B) —P(f €B)|.

Be/\fx

We prove that d; is stronger than dry, in the sense that convergence in d;; implies convergence
in total variation distance, but not vice versa.

Proposition 1.1. Let & and ¢ be two point processes on X with finite intensity measure. Then

Note that, since d (&, ¢) > |E[£(X)] — E[¢(X)]|, Example 2.2 in [10] provides a sequence
of point processes (¢,)n>1 that converges in total variation distance to a point process ¢ even
though dr (¢, £) — 00 as n goes to infinity.

The Kantorovich—Rubinstein distance between two point processes & and ¢ with finite inten-
sity measure is defined as the optimal transportation cost between their distributions, when the
cost function is the total variation distance between measures; that is,

dgr(, ) = inf E sup |o1(A) — 02(A)],
(01,00)€2(E,8)  Acx

where X (&, ¢) denotes the set of all pairs of point processes 01, 02 on X defined on the same
probability space such that o1 and o7 follow the distributions of & and ¢, respectively. We prove
that, under suitable assumptions on the space, d; is dominated by 2dgg, while it remains an
open problem whether the two distances are equivalent or not.

Proposition 1.2. Let & and ¢ be two point processes with finite intensity measure on an lcscH
space X with Borel o-field X. Then

dz(§,¢) <2dkr(§, ).
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The factor 2 in Proposition 1.2 cannot be improved, as shown by the following simple
example: let X = {a, b} with X ={0, {a}, {b}, X}, and let §, and &, be deterministic point
processes corresponding to the Dirac measures centered at a and b, respectively. Since the
function g : (x1, x2) — x1 — x» is 1-Lipschitz, it follows that

dr (8a, 8p) = | 88a(fa}), 8a({b})) — g(8p({a}), 8p({D})) | = 2.

On the other hand, dgg is bounded by the expected total variation distance between the two
counting measures; thus dgr(8,, 8p) < 1. Hence, in this case dr (84, dp) = 2dgr(84, 8p). 1t is
worth mentioning that our general result, Theorem 1.2, permits the approximation of point
processes by Poisson processes on any measurable space. Hence, Theorem 1.2 can be used to
obtain approximation results for point processes also when the notion of weak convergence is
not defined. Moreover, when X is IcscH, convergence with respect to d, implies convergence
in distribution, as easily follows from [16, Theorem 16.16(iii)].

To demonstrate the versatility of our general main results, we apply them to several exam-
ples. In Subsection 3.1, we approximate the sum of Bernoulli random vectors by a Poisson
random vector. By a Bernoulli random vector, we mean a random vector with values in the set
composed of the canonical vectors of R? and the null vector. This problem has mainly been
studied in terms of the total variation distance and under the assumption that the Bernoulli
random vectors are independent (see e.g. [27]). We derive an explicit approximation result
in the Wasserstein distance for the more general case of m-dependent Bernoulli random
vectors.

In Subsections 3.2 and 3.3, we apply Theorem 1.2 to obtain explicit Poisson process approx-
imation results for point processes with Papangelou intensity and point processes of Poisson
U-statistic structure. The latter are point processes that, once evaluated on a measurable set,
become Poisson U-statistics. Analogous results were already proven for the Kantorovich—
Rubinstein distance in [11, Theorem 3.7] and [10, Theorem 3.1], under the additional condition
that the configuration space X is IcscH. It is interesting to note that the proof of our result for
point processes with Papangelou intensity employs Theorem 1.2 with ZA1 set to zero for all
i, while for point processes of U-statistic structure, we find ZAvi such that Equation (1.7) in
Theorem 1.2 is satisfied with g\ = 0 for all collections of disjoint sets.

The proof of Theorem 1.1 is based on the Chen—Stein method applied to each component
of the random vectors and the coupling in (1.1). In the proof of Theorem 1.2 we mimic the
approach used in [1] to prove Theorem 2, as we derive the process bound as a consequence of
the d-dimensional bound.

Before we discuss the applications in Section 3, we prove our main results in the next

section.
2. Proofs of the main results
Throughout this section, X = (X1, . . ., Xy) is an integrable random vector with values in Ng
and P= (P, ..., P,) is a Poisson random vector with mean E[P] = (A1, ..., Ag) € [0, 00)?.

Without loss of generality we assume that X and P are independent and defined on the
same probability space (€2, §, ). We denote by Lip?(1) the collection of Lipschitz functions
g: Ng — R with respect to the metric induced by the 1-norm and Lipschitz constant bounded
by 1, that is,
d
80 — eI < Ix—yh =) |xi—yl. xyeN
i=1
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Clearly, this family of functions contains the 1-Lipschitz functions with respect to the
Euclidean norm. For d = 1, we use the convention Lip(1) = Lipl(l).

For any fixed g € Lip(1), a solution of Stein’s equation for the Poisson distribution is a
real-valued function g : Ny — R that satisfies

g P+ 1) — g™ (i) = g(i) —E[g(Py)], ieNp, (2.1)

where P, is a Poisson random variable with mean A > 0. For convenience, we fix the initial
condition g (0) = 0. With this assumption, the function g is unique and may be obtained
by solving (2.1) recursively on i. An explicit expression for this solution is given in [14,
Theorem 1.2]. The following lemma is a direct consequence of [7, Theorem 1.1] (note that
the case A =0 is trivial).

Lemma 2.1. For any % >0 and g € Lip(1), let g™ be the solution of the Stein equation (2.1)
with initial condition’g (A)(O) =0. Then

sup [g ()»)(l) <1 and sup |8 (}»)(l +1 _A()‘)(l) <. 2.2)
IEN() IEN()
Recall that, for any x = (x{, ..., xs) € R? and some index 1 <j<d, we write x1;; and xj.4
for the subvectors (x1, ..., x;j) and (x;, ..., xg4), respectively. For g € LlPd(l) let gﬁf,) i 1:a

denote the solution to (2.1) for the Lipschltz function g(x1:j—1, - , Xij+1:9) With fixed x1.;_1 €
Nf)_l and x;y1.4 € Ng_’. Since g™ takes vectors from Ng as input, we do not need to worry
about measurability issues. The following proposition is the first building block for the proof
of Theorem 1.1.

Proposition 2.1. For any g € Lipd(l),

d
Elg(P) — g1 = Y E[X@{ |, 0 =280, Ki+ D]
i=1

Proof of Proposition 2.1. First, observe that

d
E[g®) —gX)] = Z E [¢(X1.i-1. Pia) — 8X1.i, Piy1:a)] - (2.3)
i=1

with the conventions (Xi.o, P1.¢q) =P and (X1.4, P4+1:4) = X. The independence of P; from
Piy1.4 and Xi.; implies
E[g(X1:i-1. Pia) — 8X1:i, Piv1:)] = E[EX [¢(X1:i-1, Pi-a)] — 8(X1:is Pit1:a)],

where E?i denotes the expectation with respect to the random variable P;. From the definition

Offg\;?,) e g With X1io1 = X3y and iy 1.g = Pig 1.4, it follows that
(N
Epl[g(Xl i—1> Piia)] — 8(X1:is Pig1:a) = Xng]l 1Pt d(Xi) - )Lig}((lzi)—l|Pi+1:d(Xi +1
foralli=1, ..., d. Together with (2.3), this leads to the desired conclusion. O

Proof of Theorem 1.1. In view of Proposition 2.1, it suffices to bound

)

A(}\.) .
‘E [ i8x,;; 1\Pi+1:d(Xi) o ’gxl 1|Pi+l:d(Xi + 1)] , i=1l....d.
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For the remainder of the proof, the index i is fixed and we omit the superscript (i) in Z%l)l Define
the function A : Nf) — R so that

~(Aj
X =E [30) 00 [ Xi]

where [E[-| Y] denotes the conditional expectation with respect to a random element Y. With

the convention'g,, (’\ ) 1|mi+1»d(mi) =0if my.q ¢ N, it follows from (1.1) that

E I:ng)((); ,) Pt d(Xi)] =EXh(Xi:)l= Y mih(mi)PXyi=mi)

muENE

= Y homigm +hi Y k)P Xug+ Zig = (i1, mi — 1)
my; €N} my;eNj
m;7#0 m;#0

= Z h(my:)Gmy.; + MK [gXu 1+Z1:i-11Pit1: d(Xi +Zi+ 1)] :
mlAIEN

m;#0

Since |h(X1.;)| <1 by (2.2), the triangle inequality establishes

A()») (i)
E[X 00 =28 i+ D] = D0 |+ 2 +H). @24

my €N}
m;i#0
with
= ‘E [’g)ﬁf} K A DB e Kt 1)]‘
and
‘E [A)((?,) +Zii 1Py Ki D) = ?f;((?) P Kot 1)]‘ )

The inequalities in (2.2) guarantee

i—1 i—1
Hi <E|Z| and Hy<2P(Zi;1 #0)< ) 2P(Z#0)<2) E|Z].
j=1 j=1

Combining (2.4) with the bounds for H; and H, and summing over i =1, . . ., d concludes the
proof. (]

Remark 2.1. It follows directly from the previous proof that the term ZJ’;{ E|Z;|in (1.2) could
be replaced by P(Z1.;—1 # 0). Moreover, applying (1.4) from [7, Theorem 1.1] yields

H1§min{1, }E|Zi|.

8
3«/ 26)\1'

These two observations together lead to the improved bound for Theorem 1.1:
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d
. 8V i i
v Py =3 | minfo, S BIZ0 |+ 2020, 20)+ 3 o
— 34/2e : . ’
i=1 m1:i€N6
m;#0
Next, we derive Theorem 1.2 from Theorem 1.1.
Proof of Theorem 1.2.Letde Nand A =(Ay, ..., Ag) e X dlS_] Define

A=A, ..., EA)) and PA=(A)), ..., n(Ag),

where PA is a Poisson random vector with mean E[PA] =((A1), ..., AM(Ay)). By Theorem 1.1
with Z® = ZAti we obtain

d
dp XA P <SS g +2A(A)ZE|Z )
i=1 ml:iENB
m;#0
Taking the supremum over all d-tuples of disjoint measurable sets concludes the proof. U

Remark 2.2. By taking into account Remark 2.1, one immediately obtains

d
d(E, ) < sup Z(mm{k(A) SVAGA) }IE|

(Al,...,Ad)eXélisj,deN i=1 3V2

+RANP(Z £0) + Y | )
m|,€N6
m,-;éO

Let us now prove that the total variation distance is dominated by d,. Recall that the total
variation distance between two point processes £ and ¢ on X is

dry(§,¢) = sup |P(§ € B)—P(f €B)l. (2.5)

BeNx

The result is obtained by a monotone class theorem, [21, Theorem 1.3], which is stated below
as a lemma. A monotone class A is a collection of sets closed under monotone limits; that is,
forany Ay, Ay, ...€e AwithA, P AorA, | A, we have A € A.

Lemma 2.2. Let U be a set and let U be an algebra of subsets of U. Then the monotone class
generated by U coincides with the o -field generated by U.

Proof of Proposition 1.1. Let us first introduce the set of finite counting measures
Nx* ={v e Nx : v(X) < o0},

with the trace o-field
Ng™® ={BNNZ>:Be Nx}.
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As we are dealing with finite point processes, the total variation distance is equivalently
obtained if Ny is replaced by Nz in (2.5):

drv(§,¢)= sup [P eB)—P( eB)
BeNZ™

Let P(Ng) denote the power set of N¢, that is, the collection of all subsets of Ng. Foranyd e N
and M € P(Ng) note that 1p/(-) € Lipd(l); therefore

d(§,8)= sug P e U)—P(¢ €U, (2.6)
Ue

with
U={{veNg®: (@A), ..., vA)) eM}:deN, (A1, ...,Aq) € X, MePNG)}.

It can easily be verified that ¢/ is an algebra, U C Ng"o, and o (U) = Ng"o. Moreover, by (2.6),
U 1is a subset of the monotone class

{UeNT* PG e U) P € U)| <dx(£.0)} .
Lemma 2.2 concludes the proof. U

In the last part of this section, we show that d; is dominated by 2dgg when the underly-
ing space is lecscH and &’ is the Borel o-field. A topological space is second-countable if its
topology has a countable basis, and it is locally compact if every point has an open neighbor-
hood whose topological closure is compact. Recall that the Kantorovich—Rubinstein distance
between two point processes & and ¢, with finite intensity measure on a measurable space X,
is given by

dgr(, ) = inf E sup |o1(A) — 02(A)],
(01,00)€X(E,8)  Acx

where X (&, ¢) denotes the set of all pairs of point processes 01, 02 on X defined on the same
probability space such that o; and g, follow the distributions of & and ¢, respectively. When
the configuration space X is IcscH, the Kantorovich duality theorem [33, Theorem 5.10] yields
an equivalent definition for this metric:

dgr(§, ¢) = sup [E[r(E)] —E[A()]], 2.7)
heL(1)

where £(1) is the set of all measurable functions 4 : Nx — R that are Lipschitz continuous
with respect to the total variation distance between measures,

dTV,Nx(“’a \)) = sup I/’L(A) - U(A)|7 n, Ve NXa
AeX,
Hn(A),v(A)<oo
with Lipschitz constant bounded by 1. Since & and ¢ take values in N5°, by [22, Theorem 1]
we may assume that / is defined on N5°.

Proof of Proposition 1.2. For g € Lipd(l) and disjoint sets A, ..., Age X, d €N, define
h:N5* — R by h(v) =g(v(A}), ..., v(Ag)). For finite point configurations v and vy, we
obtain
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|h(v1) — h(v2)| < [g(Wi(AD), ..., v1(A0)) — gv2(A1), ..., v2(Ap))I

d
<) 1A — va(A)| < 2d7v Ny (1, v2).

i=1
Therefore, we have h/2 € L(1). Together with (2.7), this implies |E[k(§)] — E[A(¢)]| <
2dgr(€, ¢) and concludes the proof. O
3. Applications

3.1. Sum of m-dependent Bernoulli random vectors

In this subsection, we consider a finite family of Bernoulli random vectors Y(l), e, Y®
and investigate the multivariate Poisson approximation of X =) ""_, Y in the Wasserstein
distance. The distributions of Y“), e, Y® are given by

PY" =e)=p,jel0, 1], r=1,...,n, j=1,...,d,

d (3.1)
PY?=0)=1-> p,jel0.1], r=1....n,
j=1

where e; denotes the vector with entry 1 at position j and entry O otherwise. If the Bernoulli
random vectors are independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.), X has the so-called multi-
nomial distribution. The multivariate Poisson approximation of the multinomial distribution,
and more generally of the sum of independent Bernoulli random vectors, has already been
tackled by many authors in terms of the total variation distance. Among others, we refer the
reader to [4, 12, 27, 29] and the survey [23]. Unlike the abovementioned papers, we assume
that YOV, ..., Y™ are m-dependent. Note that the case of sums of 1-dependent random vectors
has recently been treated in [13] using metrics that are weaker than the total variation distance.
To the best of our knowledge, this is the first paper where the Poisson approximation of the sum
of m-dependent Bernoulli random vectors is investigated in terms of the Wasserstein distance.
More precisely, for n € N, let Y(l), ce, Y® be Bernoulli random vectors with distribu-
tions given by (3.1), and assume that for a given fixed m € Ny and any two subsets S and

T of {1, ..., n} such that min(S) — max(7T) > m, the collections (Y(S))XES and (Y(t))teT are
independent. Define the random vector X = (X1, ..., Xy) as
n
X=>"Y", (3.2)
r=1
Note that if Y(’), r=1,...,n, are ii.d., then m =0 and X has the multinomial distribution.
The mean vector of X is E[X] = (A, ..., Ag) with
n
A= prj. Jj=1.....d (3.3)
r=1
Fork=1,...,nand m> 1 let Q(k) be the quantity given by
k) = max E[1{Y® =e}1{Y" =¢;}].
ok re(l,...n}: 1<|k—r|<m [ i 1]
ij=1,...d

‘We now state the main result of this subsection.
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Theorem 3.1. Let X be as in (3.2), and let P = (Py, . . ., Pg) be a Poisson random vector with
mean E[P]= (11, ..., Ag) given by (3.3). Then

d
dw(x,P><ZZ[ Z pr,+2z > pr,]pk,+zd<d+1>mZQ(k>

k=1 i=1 =r=1,.., j=1r=1,.
|r7k|§m |r— k|<m

The proof of Theorem 3.1 is obtained by applying Theorem 1.1. When d = 1, Equation (1.1)
corresponds to the condition required in [25, Theorem 1.2], which establishes sharper
Poisson approximation results than the one obtained in the univariate case from Theorem 1.1.
Therefore, for the sum of dependent Bernoulli random variables, a sharper bound for the
Wasserstein distance can be derived from [25, Theorem 1.2], while for the total varia-
tion distance a bound may be deduced from [1, Theorem 1], [25, Theorem 1.2], or [32,
Theorem 1].

As a consequence of Theorem 3.1, we obtain the following result for the sum of independent
Bernoulli random vectors.

Corollary 3.1. For n€ N, let Y(l), Cel, Y® pe independent Bernoulli random vectors with
distribution given by (3.1), and let X be the random vector defined by (3.2). Let P=
(P1, ..., Pg) be a Poisson random vector with mean E[P]= (A1, ..., Aq) given by (3.3).

Then
dw(X,P) < Z [Zpk } :

k=1

In [27, Theorem 1], a sharper bound for the total variation distance than the one obtained
by Corollary 3.1 is proven. When the vectors are identically distributed and Z}i:] P1,j <
o/n for some constant o > 0, our bound for the Wasserstein distance and the one in [27,
Theorem 1] for the total variation distance differ only by a constant that does not depend
on n, d, or the probabilities p; ;.

Proof of Theorem 3.1. Without loss of generality we may assume that Ay, ..., Ay >0.
Define the random vectors

W (WO W)= Yy,

r=1,...,n,
1<|r— k|<m

x® — (X(k) o X;k)) —X_Y® _ W(k),

fork=1,...,n. Letusfix1<i<dand/{;;e Nf) with £; # 0. From straightforward calcula-
tions it follows that
n
GPXi=C) =B ) Y = e} 1{X1, =14 (3.4)
k=1

n
=EY 1Y® = et {x{) + Wi = 011, 6 — D}
k=1
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Let Hy,, and gy, be the quantities given by

:._EZI{YU‘)—e}l{ = (Lr:i-1, & — D},

k=1

qe,; = LilP(X1; = £1,) — Hgy ;.
Fori=1,...,d, let 7; be arandom variable independent of (Y(’))f:1 with distribution

P(ri=k)=pri/ri, k=1,...,n

Since Y, r=1, ..., n, are m-dependent, the random vectors Y® = (Y f") v Y ,Egk)) and

X® are independent for all k=1, . . ., n. Therefore

n
Hiy =Y pP(X( = 0oy, 6= 1)

n
=" peiP (X — W — v = (@11, 6 - 1)

= LP(X1i = Wi = 1) = (Erimr. 4= D).

Then, by Theorem 1.1 we obtain

d i—1
i=1 J=1 (leieNg

4i#0
From (3.4) and the definition of gy, , it follows that

n
gl SE Y YO =ef [1XE + W = @ricr, &= D} = (X =@, 6= D]
k=1

<B Y 10V = e 1w £ 01 K 4 W = (66— 1)
k=1

+IEZI (YO = et w® £ 0)1{x = (¢1.-1, & — D).
k=1

Thus, by the inequality l{Wflfi) #0} < Zji»:l W;k) we obtain

> e, |<2EZI (Y® = ewlh £ 0

Zl:iEN k=1
ti#0 (3.6)
<2F Z Z YO = epw < 4mi Z k).
k=1 j=1 k=1
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Moreover, for any i, j=1, ..., d we have

WE[W® 4y =2E 3 1y =¢)

r=l1,..., n,
[r—ti|<m
_ZpktE Z 1{Y(r)_e}_ Z Pk,iDPr.j-
r=I1,..., k r_l
\rfk\fm |r— k\<m

Together with (3.5) and (3.6), this leads to

d
dwX,P)<y " > pk,pr,+2ZZ > pk,pr,+2d(d+1>mZQ(k)
i=1 k,r=1,..., i=1 j=1 k,r=1,...,
|r— k|<m |r— k|<m
n d
Z[ > prl+2Z > pr,}pkl+2d<d+1>mZQ<k>
k=1 i=1 = r=1 j=1r=1
lr— k|<m Ir—k|<m
which completes the proof. U

3.2. Point processes with Papangelou intensity

Let & be a proper point process on a measurable space (X, X'), that is, a point process
that can be written as § = dx, + - - - + dx,, for some random elements X1, X», ... in X and a
random variable T € Ny U {oo}. Note that any Poisson process can be seen as a proper point
process, and that all locally finite point processes are proper if (X, &') is a Borel space; see e.g.
[19, Corollaries 3.7 and 6.5]. The so-called reduced Campbell measure C of & is defined on the
product space (X x Nx, X ® Nx) by

C<A>=E/ L E\DE@D, AcX N,
X

where £ \ x denotes the point process & — §, if x € £, and & otherwise. Let v be a o-finite
measure on (X, X) and let Pz be the distribution of § on (Nx, Nx). If C is absolutely contin-
uous with respect to v @ Pg, any density ¢ of C with respect to v ® PPt is called (a version
of) the Papangelou intensity of £. This notion was originally introduced by Papangelou
in [24]. In other words, ¢ is a Papangelou intensity of £ relative to the measure v if the
Georgii—Nguyen—Zessin equation

E/XM(X,S\X)S(dX)Z/XE[C(x, &)u(x, §)]v(dx) (3.7)

is satisfied for all measurable functions u : X x Nx — [0, 00). Intuitively, c(x, £) is a random
variable that measures the interaction between x and &; as a reinforcement of this idea, it
is well known that if ¢ is deterministic, that is, c(x, £) =f(x) for some positive and mea-
surable function f, then £ is a Poisson process with intensity measure A(A) = f W f(v(dx),
A e X;seee.g. [19, Theorem 4.1]. For more details on this interpretation we refer the reader to
[11, Section 4]; see also [18] and [31] for connections between the Papangelou intensity and
Gibbs point processes.
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In the next theorem we prove a bound for the d,; distance between a point process & that
admits Papangelou intensity relative to a measure v, and a Poisson process 1 with inten-
sity measure A absolutely continuous with respect to v. For a locally compact metric space,
Theorem 3.2 yields the same bound as [11, Theorem 3.7], but for the metric d,, instead of the
Kantorovich—Rubinstein distance.

Theorem 3.2. Let & be a proper point process on X that admits Papangelou intensity ¢ with
respect to a o -finite measure v such that /X Elc(x, £)|v(dx) < o0o. Let n be a Poisson process
on X with finite intensity measure A having density f with respect to v. Then

dr (&, n)s/;gE |ex, &) = f(x)] v(dx).

Proof of Theorem 3.2. The condition fx Elc(x, &£)|v(dx) < oo and Equation (3.7) ensure that
& has finite intensity measure. Consider i € N and (A¢, ..., A)) € Xéisj' Hereafter, £(A1;;) is
shorthand notation for (§(A1), ..., £(A;)). The idea of the proof is to apply Theorem 1.2 with
the random vectors Z21 assumed to be 0. In this case,

ot =miP(&(Ar) = mi;) — MADP(E (A1) = (myi—1, m; — 1))
=mP(§(Ar) =mi) — /X E[f0)14,(0)1{E A1) = (mizi—1, m; — D}]v(dx)
for my;; € Nj withm; #0,i=1, ..., d. It follows from (3.7) that

mP(§(Ar) =mi;) =E /X 14,(01{E \ x(A1:) = (myzi—1, mi — 1)} §(dx)

- /X E[e(x, )Ly, COUEALL) = (mrim1, mi — DY ]v(dw);

hence

qhli = / E[(c(x, &) — )L, UEA L) = (myimt, mi — D) ]u(d).

X
Theorem 1.2 yields

1:
dEms  swp o 3N g
(Ag,..., Ad)EXdisjadEN i=1 ml:iEN6
m,—;ﬁO

The inequalities
> }q;‘; < Y fX E[lc(x, &) — f0)|1a, ) HE A1) = (myzi1, m; — D}]v(dx)

my;eNj myi €N,
m;#0 m;#0

< [ Bl & =@l X 1@ = et m— D)o
ml:iENf)
m;#0

5/X]E[IC(x,E)—f(X)IlA,-(X)]V(dX)
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imply that

d
> 2 \ m‘;f,-(f fx E lc(x, &) = f(0)] v(dx)

=1 m,.;eN}
m;#0

forany Ay.4 € X¢ . with d € N. Thus, we obtain the assertion. O

disj

3.3. Point processes of Poisson U-statistic structure
Let (X, X) and (Y, )) be measurable spaces. For k € N and a symmetric domain D € X k

let g: D — Y be a symmetric measurable function; i.e., for any (xi, . .., xx) € D and index per-
mutation o, (Xg(1), - - . » Xo(k)) € D and g(xy, ..., xx) = g(xs(1), - - . » Xo(k))- Let n be a Poisson
process on X with finite intensity measure p. We are interested in the point process on Y
given by
1
E=5 2 S (3.8)

k
(Xl,--ka)e'??gﬂD

where 1%, denotes the collection of all k-tuples (x, . . ., x¢) of points from 5 with pairwise dis-
tinct indices. The point process & has a Poisson U-statistic structure in the sense that, for any
Be ), £(B) is a Poisson U-statistic of order k. We refer to the monographs [17, 20] for more
details on U-statistics and their applications to statistics. Hereafter we discuss the Poisson pro-
cess approximation in the metric d,; for the point process &. We prove the exact analogue of
[10, Theorem 3.1], with the Kantorovich—Rubinstein distance replaced by d,. Several appli-
cations of this result are presented in [10], alongside the case of underlying binomial point
processes. It is worth mentioning that [10] relies on a slightly less general setup: X is assumed
to be an lcscH space, while in the present work any measurable space is allowed.

Let A denote the intensity measure of £, and note that, since u is a finite measure on X, by
the multivariate Mecke formula A(Y) < oco. Define

1<i<k—1

2
R= max /X" </in 1{(x1,...,xx) €D} uk_i(d(xiH, . ,xk))> /Li(d(xl, ey Xi)

fork>2,and put R=0fork=1.

Theorem 3.3. Let &, A, and R be as above, and let y be a Poisson process on Y with intensity

measure A. Then
k+1

2
dr(§,y) =< TR-

If the intensity measure A of & is the zero measure, then the proof of Theorem 3.3 is trivial.
From now on, we assume 0 < A(Y) < co. The multivariate Mecke formula yields for every

A € ) that
1 1 %
MA=EE@]=—=E > HegxeAl=— [ 1gx) A} dx).
k! k! Jp
xen’;ﬂD
Define the random element X4 = (X4, ...,Xf) in X* independent of n and distributed

according to

A 1 k
IP’(X eB) :m/L)l{g(x)eA}l{xeB}u (dx)
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for all B in the product o-field of XK when A(A) > 0, and set X? = xq for some xg € XK when
A(A) =0. For any vector X = (X1, ..., Xk) € Xk, denote by A(x) the sum of k Dirac measures
located at the vector components; that is,

k
AX)=A(xq, ... ,xk)zz&ci.
i=1

In what follows, for any point process ¢ on X, £(¢) is the point process defined as in (3.8)
with n replaced by ¢. Furthermore, as in Section 3.2, £(A;.;) denotes the random vector
(§(A1), ..., §(Ap), forany Ay, ..., A;je Y, ieN.

Proof of Theorem 3.3. For k = 1, Theorem 3.3 is a direct consequence of [19, Theorem 5.1].
We therefore assume k> 2. Let A, ..., A; € Y with i € N be disjoint sets and let my.; € N6
with m; # 0. Suppose A(A;) > 0. The multivariate Mecke formula implies that

1
miP(§(Ar) =mi) = 1 D e € ANEAL) =m)

xen’;mD
= % A 1{g(x) € AYPE® + AX)A) = my.i) pk(dx)
(3.9
= % A 1{g(x) € AYP(5(n + AX))A1:i) — g (A1) = (misji—1, mij — 1)) K (dx)
= A(A»IP(& (1 8(%")) 1) =3, 0 A1) = (1. mi — 1)) ,
where the second-to-last equality holds true because §4(x)(A1:;) is the vector (0, ..., 0, 1) € Nf)

when g(x) € A;. The previous identity is also satisfied if A(A;) = 0. Hence, for
20 =g (8 (X)) () = £ =5,y ).

the quantity qﬁ‘n‘lifi defined by Equation (1.7) in Theorem 1.2 is zero. Note that ZA% has
nonnegative components. Hence, for any d e Nand (A1, ..., Ay) € X(fisj,

d i d i
; AA) ; E ‘ zi| = ; AA) ,; E [s (n +A (XAI-)) (A)) —EA) — sg(XAi>(Aj)]

<3 raE (6 (n+a (X)) o0 -0 - 1]
i=1

1 d
== /D 1{g(x) € AJE[£(n + A®)Y) — £(Y) — 1] p(dx)
Ti=1

< ME[& (n+4 (X)) 0 -0 - 1],
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Thus, Theorem 1.2 gives
de(§, y) < 20(VE [£ (n+ 4 (X¥)) ) -0 - 1]. (3.10)

From (3.9) with i=1 and A; =Y, it follows that the random variable & (77 + A (XY)> (YY)

has the size bias distribution of £(Y). The property (1.6) with f being the identity function and
simple algebraic computations yield

Efe (n+a (X¥)) 0 - - 1] =0 {Be0)?] - 202 - 2D

(3.11)
= A(Y)™" (Var(§(Y) — A(V)}
Moreover, [26, Lemma 3.5] gives
=1k 2k
Var(§(Y)) — A(Y) < ; o OR <=k
These inequalities combined with (3.10) and (3.11) deliver the assertion. O
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