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Rigidity of random stationary measures and
applications to point processes

Raphaél Lachiéze-Rey*

Abstract The number rigidity of a point process P entails that for a bounded set A
the knowledge of P on A° a.s. determines P(A); the k-order rigidity means we can recover
the moments of P14 up to order k. We show that there is k-rigidity if the continuous
component 4 of P’s structure factor has a zero of order k in 0, by exploiting a connection
with Schwartz’ Paley-Wiener theorem for analytic functions of exponential type; these
results apply to any random L? wide sense stationary measure on R? or Z?. 1In the
continuous setting, these local conditions are also necessary if 4 has finitely many zeros,
or is isotropic, or at the opposite separable. This explains why no model seems to exhibit
rigidity in dimension d > 3, and allows to efficiently recover many recent rigidity results
about point processes. In the discrete setting, these results hold provided #A > 2k.

We derive new results about models of cluster lattices and give the first example of a
stationary point process P C R exhibiting arbitrary low decay of the structure factor in
0, hence arbitrary high order of rigidity. For a continuous Determinantal point process
with reduced kernel r, k-rigidity is equivalent to (1 — x2)~! having a zero of order 2k in
0, which answers questions on completeness and number rigidity. We also explore the
consequences of these statements in the less tractable realm of Riesz gases.

Keywords: rigidity, point processes, random measures, hyperuniformity, Determi-
nantal point processes, Riesz gases
Introduction

The first instance of a linear prediction problem for a stationary process goes back to
Szego [1921], for a random time series {X;k € Z}. He gave a necessary and sufficient
condition for the process to be deterministic: the future is entirely determined by the past,
ie.

o(Xk; k> 0) C o(Xg; k <0)

through a linear predictor, if and only if the spectral measure 4 satisfies
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Kolmogorov [1941] further studies the non-deterministic case, and in particular addresses
the weaker linear interpolation problem of whether Xq € o(Xy; k # 0). He proves that it
is so if and only if

/ 37N (u)du = . (1)
A detailed account of the line of research obout random linear interpolation can be found
in Rozanov [1967].

Much more recently, other similar problems emerged for higher-dimensional continuous
models with the notion of rigidity for a stationary point process, i.e. a random locally finite
set of points P C R? which law is invariant under spatial translations. The oldest such
result might be that of Aizenman and Martin [1980], about 1D Coulomb gases, but the
systematic study of rigidity really started with the introduction of the notion of tolerance
(Lyons and Steif [2003], Holroyd and Soo [2013]), then Ghosh and Peres [2017| coined the
term number rigidity as the property that

#P N B(0,1) € o(PN B(0,1)°).

This obviously holds for shifted lattices, e.g. P = {m+U;m € Z} (where U is uniform in
[0, 1]¢ and ensures that P is invariant under translations with non-integer coordinates), as
one can easily deduce the number of lattice points “hidden” in B(0, 1) by only observing
PN B(0,1)¢. They realised that, somehow surprisingly, also some strongly non-lattice like
models, the infinite Ginibre ensemble Pgi,, and the zero set Pgar of the planar Gaussian
Analytic Function, satisfy number rigidity. As it turns out, these two processes possess
also possess the property of hyperuniformity, i.e.

Var (#P N B(0,r))
OE(B(O,’I“)) r—00

0, (2)

where £ denotes Lebesgue measure, at the difference of standard disordered systems
such as Poisson processes; this property also is strongly reminiscent of lattice-like models.
The surprising fact that it occurs for locally disordered, amorphous random measures,
like Pgin, Paar, or other Coulomb systems, has been systematically studied by physicists
since the 90’s. This property requires some sort of long distance dependency, compatible
with locally disordered configurations, often referred to as global order and local disorder.
The activity around hyperuniformity has not stopped growing until now, as this prop-
erty concerns a large diversity of models involving Coulomb systems, Gaussian analytic
functions, eigenvalues of random matrices, Determinantal Point processes, and has many
applications. The literature is too wide to be cited exhaustively, see for instance the sur-
vey of Torquato [2018] for materials science, of Ghosh and Lebowitz [2017] for statistical
physics, or the more mathematical discussion of Coste [2021].
Many models have been proven to be rigid since then, mostly in the realm of hyperuni-
formity: some Determinantal Point Processes (DPPs) (Bufetov [2016], Bufetov and Qiu
[2018], Bufetov et al. [2018]), Pfaffian processes (Bufetov et al. [2019]), Coulomb and
Riesz systems (Dereudre et al. [2020], Chhaibi and Najnudel [2018], Chatterjee [2019],
Dereudre and Vasseur [2023]), zeros of Gaussian processes (Ghosh and Peres [2017], Ghosh and Krishna
[2021], Lachieze-Rey [2022]), stable matchings (Klatt et al. [2020]), and others (Ghosh and Lebowitz
[2018], Klatt and Last [2022]). Besides the striking nature of rigidity and its link with
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hyperuniformity, it has proven to be a useful property in other types of problems, such
as continuous percolation Ghosh et al. [2016]. Osada [2024] recently proved a relation
with diffusive dynamics of particle systems, Ghosh [2015] also exploited number rigidity
to show the completeness of random sets of exponential functions, an interesting property
in signal processing, Lyons and Steif [2003] study this property to show phase uniqueness
for some models from statistical physics.

Stronger forms of rigidity have also emerged. For instance, for the Pgar model,
Ghosh and Peres [2017] showed that not-only the number of particles in B(0,1) can be
determined, but also the first moment, or center of mass erPGAFmB(o,l) x, correspond-
ing to 1-rigidity, and that no further moment can be determined from the observation
of Pgar N B(0,1)°. They proved similarly that for the Ginibre process no moment can
be determined beyond order 0. Another such result appears in Dereudre et al. [2020] for
Sineg processes above order 0.

Until now, both in the physics and mathematics litterature, the precise nature of
the connection between rigidity and hyperuniformity is not precisely understood, see the
discussions in Ghosh and Lebowitz [2017], Coste [2021], these terms are even used in-
terchangeably in some works Chatterjee [2019]. It seems in particular that rigidity is
not understood in dimensions d > 3, Chatterjee [2019] discusses at length this question
and proves that the hierarchical Coulomb gas, a simplified version of the stationary 3D
Coulomb gas which is not formally stationary, is not number rigid. Dereudre and Vasseur
[2023| conjecture that the number rigidity of a Riesz gas of index s occurs if and only if
s<d—1.

Necessary and sufficient conditions. In the current article, we study the rigidity
properties of a L? (wide-sense) stationary measure M on R? or Z¢. We shall establish for
k € N a characterisation of k-th order linear rigidity, which is the property that the k-th
order moments of M restricted to B(0,1) can be a.s. recovered (linearly) from M1p 1), in
terms of the behaviour around the origin of the structure factor S, the generalised Fourier
transform of the correlation measure, and more precisely of its continuous component
3(u)du. The deep relation between the behaviour of S around 0 and hyperuniformity
emerges from the fact that (2) is the equivalent in the Fourier domain to the vanishing
of S near 0. We show that the decay exponent of 4 is related to its degree of rigidity, i.e.
the number of moments of M1p( ) that can be determined by the outside configuration
M1 B(0,1)¢-

More precisely, on a bounded set A, it is sufficient for k-rigidity that 47! has a pole of
order 2k in 0 in a particular sense (Theorem 1). For number rigidity (k = 0) or if d = 1,
or if 4 is isotropic, it exactly means that for any neighbourhood U of 0,

/U 5() ™l = oo, 3)

the situation can be more complicated in higher dimensions, without isotropy (Proposition
3). This explains most results cited above about number rigidity and 1-rigidity, and
also generalises the sufficient conditions of Ghosh and Lebowitz [2017] and Bufetov et al.
[2018] for number rigidity.

We show that this condition is necessary under some structural assumptions such as
finite number of zeros, isotropy or separability (Proposition 2 and Theorem 2). It also
explains why rigidity does not seem to occur in dimension d > 3: if 3(u) ~ ol|u||* for
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some 0 > 0 as u — 0, as it is expected for many hyperuniform systems with integrable
correlation measure, if d > 3, the left hand member of (3) is finite for all k. Hence one
must find processes where the structure factor decreases faster to 0 to find higher order
rigidity. We exhibit in Section 2.4 a class of processes P,,, for n a prime number, which are
not shifted lattices and such that 4(u) < ¢, ||ul|*™ for some ¢, > 0. We also give tolerance
results, meaning that if 5 does not decay too fast close to 0, its higher order moments
cannot be determined (Theorem 4).

The converse part also allows to assess the correlation properties of a point pro-
cess based on its rigidity behaviour: it is shown by Dereudre and Vasseur [2023] and
Dereudre et al. [2020] that some [-ensembles are not k-rigid for some k, which implies
non-integrability results on their correlation functions (see Section 3.2).

We give counter-examples of spectral measures showing that these results are optimal
in full generality.

Determinantal point processes. These results apply efficiently to stationary DPPs.
Theorem 1 yields that a DPP on R? with kernel K is k-rigid if and only if (1 — % (| K|?))~*
has a pole of order 2k in 0, retrieving for £ = 0 the results of Ghosh and Peres [2017],
Ghosh [2015], Bufetov et al. [2018|, and also completes the answer of Ghosh [2015] to
a question of [Lyons, 2014, Section 4| on completeness of complex exponentials. In the
discrete setting, a pole of order 2k indeed implies k-rigidity, but the converse is only true
in dimension 1, or under some additional assumption.

Discrete processes. Stationary discrete processes X = {Xy;m € Z¢} show a similar
connection between rigidity and the behaviour around 0 of the spectral measure S, defined
on [—m,m|]% We show in Theorem 4 for A = [m]¢ = {—m,...,m}? that X is not
mazimally rigid on A, meaning {X(m); |m| < m} ¢ o({Xm, |m| > m}), if and only if there
exists a trigonometric polynomial ¢ (u) =37, ,, ame’ ™™ such that,

[ (u)]?
/1rd 3(0) du < 00,

and not k-rigid if furthermore the derivatives of ¢/ up to order k£ do not vanish in 0. Besides
the seminal work of Kolmogorov [1941] in dimension 1, this unifies some results established
in the context of discrete DPPs, such as the result of Lyons and Steif [2003| regarding
the strong full K property for uniqueness of phase transition in statistical physics. The
condition can be made more explicit in dimension 1: X is mazimally rigid on [m] if and
only if the number of poles of 4 counted with multiplicity is > m, as for the condition (1) of
Kolmogorov [1941] in the case d = 1,m = 0,k = 0, or the generalisation of Bufetov et al.
[2018] in the case d = 1,k = 0,m € N: Xis O-rigid, i.e. 32, Xm € o({Xi;|m| > m}), if
and only if 0 is a pole, i.e.

/ 37 (u)du = o0, > 0,
B(0,¢)
or (obviously) if X is mazimally rigid (Proposition 6).
Rigidity of the class of functions of exponential type. Let us sketch here the
method to derive these results for a stationary random measure M with spectral measure

S (formally developped at Section 4). The basic idea is the following: given a function
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v bounded on some compact A, the linear statistic [ydM is completely determined by

M1 4e if
inf  Var </fydM — /hdM) =0,
heCso (A°)

and by (4) this translates in the Fourier domain as

. A 712 _
mfAc)ﬁfy h|*dS = 0.

heloe(

In other words, 4 must be in the L2(S)-closure of the space H4 spanned by the h for h
in C>(A°), or equivalently it must be orthogonal to any function ¢ € H+. The crucial
observation is that for such ¢, the tempered distribution ¢S has by definition a spectrum
bounded (by A). This conveys a very strong form of regularity, namely ¢ = @3 =
©S has no singular part and must be an analytic function of exponential type on C¢
by an application of the Schwartz-Paley-Wiener theorem (Theorem 6). We have also
immediately 1) € L?(37!) because [¢?37 = [(?S. If such 1 do not exist besides the null
function, Hf = {0} and all v can be predicted, meaning the process is maximally rigid.
Number rigidity means that v = 1 is orthogonal to 1@ for all such 9, i.e. for all entire
function ¢ with bounded spectrum, being in L?(37!) implies

~

$(0) = (L, ¢9) = 0.

If 57! is non-integrable around 0, indeed 1(0) = 0 as otherwise ¢ ¢ L*(37'), hence M is
number rigid.

These high regularity and integrability requirement on 1) are in some sense the source
of the rigidity phenomenon. Tt is then easier to characterise whether all such ¢ € L*(371)
must satisfy (%, 1)re = 0, meaning v-rigidity, and it mostly depends on the zeros of 4, or
more generally on how often 4(u) is close to 0. What we study is not mere rigidity, but
linear rigidity, meaning that [~dM should be approximated by linear functionals Iyu(h),
not by any functional on M1 4e.

Let us present the rest of the paper. In Section 1, we introduce the spectral measure
S necessary to state the main results. In Section 2, we formally introduce the concepts of
rigidity and k-poles and derive the announced necessary and sufficient condition. We show
how they apply to some particular examples, in particular we give examples satisfying any
prescribed order of rigidity, and state conversely the tolerance results; we also give the
corresponding results for discrete processes. Section 3 is devoted to the applications to
DPPs and Gibbs measures. Finally, Section 4 gives the formal framework about tempered
distributions, Schwarz’ Paley-Wiener Theorem and the proofs. In the companion paper
Lachiéze-Rey [2024+], we explore maximal rigidity, and in particular stealthy systems, and
give several examples of models satisfying a phase transition in the observation window
A, or other surprising rigidity behaviours, such as short range rigidity, where M N B(0, 1)
is completely determined by M N (B(0,2) \ B(0,1)) despite the covariance being smooth
and integrable.



1 Spectral measure

Let E be either R? or Z?. Even though our main motivation is the class of point processes,
we consider a random L? wide-sense stationary signed measure M, i.e. a collection of
real L? random variables Iy(f) on a probability space (2, P), for f in the space C’(E) of
measurable bounded and compactly supported functions, satisfying a.s. the o-additivity
axiom, and Var (I,m(f)) = Var (Im(f)) where 7, is the operator of translation by x € R%.
The class of linear statistics Iy (f) naturally extends to broader class of functions f.

For E = R?, the second order behaviour of M is described by the correlation measure
C, characterised by

Cov (Iu(f), Im(g9)) = A 5 F()g(z +y)C(dx)dy, f, g € CY(E),

where )\ is the mean intensity
A=E(M(B(0,1))).

By convention A\ is assumed to be A = 1 in all the article (achievable through a
deterministic rescaling). The spectral measure S is defined in all generality as the Fourier
transform FC in the sense of tempered distributions (Section 4), i.e. for f € C5(E)

Var (fu(f)) = (2m)* [ |fPas (W

it is indeed a non-negative measure thanks to Bochner’s Theorem (see Coste [2021], fol-
lowing Berg and Frost [1975]). In any case, the only relation formally needed in this work
is that (4) holds for some non-negative measure S. The local square integrability of M
directly yields that S is a non-negative tempered measure (Lemma 3), and its inverse
Fourier transform C is a signed positive definite tempered measure.

Informally, the behaviour of S at infinity represents the regularity of M; for instance
if M is a smooth Gaussian field, then S will experience fast decay, whereas if P is a point
process, S has likely infinite mass; the regularity of S around 0 is related to the long range
dependency of M.

Example 1 (Discrete fields). If E = Z%, rather consider Xy, := Im(1{m}), m € Z%, and up
to an affine transformation impose the convention EXy = 0, Var (Xg) = 1. Then

c(m) := E(XoXn)

is bounded by ¢(0) = 1, hence tempered. Since c is positive definite, S := F(cL) satisfies
(4) but with T¢ as integration domain.

Example 2 (Point processeses). Point processes are the prominent examples motivating
the current work and related line of literature about rigidity. A configuration is a locally
finite counting measure on E = R%, and a random point process is a random variable P in
the space of configurations endowed with the counting o-algebra generated by mappings
P #PnN A for A compact. The integrability assumption means E(#P N A?) < oo for
bounded measurable A. When P has no multiple point, we assimilate P as the random set
formed by its support to use set-related notation, as there is a one-to-one correspondance.
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For instance if P is the unit intensity homogeneous Poisson process, C = g, S = L the
Lebesgue measure on R, but this example is not of great interest for us because, due to
its spatial independence, P does not experience rigidity or hyperuniformity.

For point processes, long range interaction is measured through the truncated correla-
tion measure pgf) (dt) satisfying

C=p? + 6.

The Dirac mass dp comes from the diagonal terms in the double summation of the co-
variance, reflecting the purely atomic nature of the point process. Informally, pgf)(dx)
describes the probability that there is a point close to = given that there is a point at 0.

Example 3 (Gaussian process). Let E = R? if E = R% or E = T? if E = Z?. Given
any non-negative measure S with finite mass on E, the spectral representation theo-
rem ( [Adler and Taylor, 2007, Th. b5.4.2|) gives a stationary centred Gaussian pro-
cess X = {X(z),z € E} such that S is the spectral measure of the random measure
In(f) = [f(z)X(x)p(dz), where p is either Lebesgue or the counting measure. X is fur-
thermore strongly stationary in the sense where 7,X := {X(x + y);x € E} has the same
law as X, for yy € E. Since S is finite, C = (27)~?FS = c.L where the covariance function

c is defined by
E(X(0)X(z)) = c(z),z € E.

2 Rigidity of random stationary measures

For A C E, the notation M, indicates the collection Iy(f) for f € C’(A). The general
problem of rigidity for a random signed measure M is to be able to infer a functional
F(M4) knowing only Myec. The mass rigidity, for instance, called number rigidity for
point processes, means that M(A) € o(Myc). Mazimal rigidity means that any bounded
functional F' M 4-measurable can be predicted by M 4¢, or equivalently

o(My) C o(Mge).

For v : E — C, bounded with bounded support, we are interested here in predicting
Im(7), i.e. in determining if Iy () € o(Mac), called y-rigidity on A, and maximal rigidity
(MR) on A holds if y-rigidity holds for all such «y. Define furthermore linear y-rigidity if
Iu(7y) can be approximated by linear statistics of M4, i.e. if a.s. and in L?(P), for some
h, € CP(A%),n > 1,

Iu(y) = lim v (hn),

which we write Im(7y) € 01 (Mac), and mazimal linear rigidity if Iy(y) € oun(Mac) for
all v bounded. The term linear is sometimes omitted in this article, but all methods
employed here pertain to linear rigidity.

We are particularly interested in (linear) k-rigidity for k = (k;) € N%, i.e. 7. -rigidity
for i (t) = t* with t< = Hle t t € R For k € N, say that M is k-rigid if it is k-rigid
for every k with |k| < & (in particular, number rigidity corresponds to 0-rigidity).

Call convex body A a compact convex set with non-empty interior. In the heart of
the paper, Theorem 7 provides an abstract necessary and sufficient condition for linear
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k-rigidity on A in terms of S, and shows in particular that linear y-rigidity only depends
on the spectral density 3, the density of the continuous part of S; 4 is symmetric and
non-negative, as S. For this reason, we sometimes talk about the rigidity of 4 instead of
the linear rigidity of M, but it means exactly the same thing.

2.1 Local sufficient condition

We consider a random stationary measure M on R¢ with spectral density 4. The crucial
concept is that of a k-pole.

Definition 1. Given k € N¢, s : R? — R, , say that 3~' has a pole of order k in zero, or
k-pole, if it is locally u*-incompatible around 0: for every polynomial Q =3 _amu™ such
that [0 |QFP3™" < 0o for some e > 0, we have ax = 0 (with 1/0 = o0).

For k,k' € N? say that k' < k if k; < k; for i = 1,...,d. Remark that, through
multiplication of @ by u*~¥, a k-pole is a k’-pole for k' < k. Let us state our most general
sufficient condition.

Theorem 1. If 57! has a k-pole in 0, M is k-rigid on any bounded measurable A C R

All the proofs of results of this subsection are at Section 4.4. In many situations, 0
being a k-pole is equivalent to

/ w37 (u)du = oo (5)
B(0,¢)

foralle > 0:

e In dimension d = 1, we can also say that s has a zero of multiplicity 2k: for every
non-zero polynomial @ on R, we have Q(u) = au?(l + o(1)) as u — 0 for some
q € Nya#0,and Q € L?(37%; B(0,¢)) if and only if fB(O,e) u?7371 < o0, a k-pole
indeed means (5).

e If k =0 (number rigidity), a 0-pole, or just pole, is indeed equivalent to (5) because

if Q(0) #0,Q(u) ~Q(0) as u — 0.
This is unfortunately not always the case:

Example 4. Let 3(u) = (u1 — u2)?,u € R* Hence [ uis™"(u)du = oo for € > 0, but
it does not mean that 371 has a (1, 0)-pole because Q(u) := (u; — us) satisfies 3;Q(0) # 0
and fB(OE) Q%371 < 0.

We have the following more general proposition, allowing in particular to treat isotropic
spectral measures.

Proposition 1. Define 3(u) = sup,., . 3(v). Let k € N% Then M is k-rigid on any
bounded measurable A if for ¢ > 0

/ 37 (u)u* du = oo or equivalently / 57 () |u)|Mdu = oo, (6)
B(0.e) B(0,¢)

where |k| =" k.



Let us illustrate this result by deriving the two seminal results about number rigidity

by Ghosh and Peres [2017].

Example 5. Let P be either Pg;,, the infinite Ginibre ensemble or Pgar, the zero set of
the planar Gaussian analytic function (see Ghosh and Peres [2017| for precise definitions).
P is an isotropic process in dimension d = 2 where C has a density decaying exponentially
fast, hence

3(u) = 4(0) + %HUH2 /Ht|!2C(dt) +O0([lull").

Ghosh and Peres [2017] start from the facts that for a twice differentiable function f €
Cb(R?), for some finite C,

Var(Ipg,, () <C /qua
Var(Ipg, (f)) <C ﬁw.

Since Var(Ip(f)) = [|f(u)|*s(u)du, this readily implies that in both cases 4(0) = 0
(hyperuniformity), hence by Theorem 1 for k = 0, 37! has a 0-pole in 0 and both processes
are number rigid. For P = Pgap, it also implies that [|¢|*C(dt) = 0, hence

/||u||23_1(u)du = 00,

and 4 is isotropic. Using also Proposition 1 it has a pole of order 1 in 0, hence Pgar is
1-rigid (also proved in Ghosh and Peres [2017]).

Up to date, Pgar and its “toy model” (Sodin and Tsirelson [2004]) are to the author’s
knowledge the only non-MR stationary point processes for which it is rigourously proven
that 3(u) = O(]|u||*). We give at Section 2.4 examples for which 3(u) = O(]|ul|*") for n a
prime number which are not MR. The process P, is an instance of the class of projector
determinantal point processes, the general case is treated at Section 3.1.

For k = 0, i.e. for number rigidity, our sufficient condition is

1
/B(o,e) mdu = 00. (7)

Let us explain why it allows to recover the sufficient condition of Ghosh and Lebowitz

[2017] in dimensions d = 1,2. In dimension 1, they prove that a (unit intensity) point

process P is number rigid if the truncated correlation measure pg) has a density ¢ =

F (s — 1) satisfying [¢ = —1 (hyperuniformity) and
e <c(1+[t) %t eR.

It implies that 4 is Lipschitz in O :

2|18 (u)| = |9(u) + s(—u)| = ﬁem + e e (t)dt + 2 /c



</ le 7 —2||¢(t)|dt
R

sin(tu/2)?
</4CW‘“

2)?
_4||/smz/ i

(2] + [u])?
. 2 2
<Cu| with C' = 4C/Mdz < 00.

|22

Hence (7) is satisfied. In dimension 2, with similar definitions, the condition is

le(®] < e(1+ [it])*

which gives that [|t]|>¢(t) € L'(R?), hence 4 := ¢ + 1 is twice differentiable in 0, and by
symmetry 4’(0) = 0, meaning 4(u) < c||ul|?, and (7) holds again.

Bufetov et al. [2018] also give a sufficient condition, but depending on the structure
factor of the discretised version, which is not the same as the original one, see the discus-
sion at Section 2.5.

Let us conclude this subsection with an example illustrating the possible complexity
of the concept of k-pole:

Example 6. Assume that some 4 : R? — R, satisfies (u) ~ uf as u — 0. Let Q a
non-zero polynomial in L?(37%, B(0,¢)) for some € > 0. We put @ under the form

Q(u) = P(uy) + u1 R(ug) + u3S(u1, us)

where P, R, S are polynomials with one or two arguments. We have u?S(u) € L?(s7!, B(0, 1)),
hence so is P(ug) + u; R(uz). By isolating dominating terms of P and R, there are expo-
nents p,q € N and constants cp, cg such that in polar coordinates

/Oe {/02“ (cpp? sin(6)? jpufclj)/;(ceo)i(ﬁ)pq sin(6)7)?

Examining the point # = /2 in the inner integral, it first implies ¢cp = 0 , and then
cg = 0, which means P = R = 0.

We indeed proved that for a polynomial Q = > anu™ in L?(371, B(0,¢)), all terms of
exponent m = (0, m),m € Nor m = (1,m),m € N must vanish. This means that 0 is a
pole of order (1,m) for all m € N (and a fortiori of order (0,m)), and it does not admit
other orders.

df| pdp < oo.

2.2 Necessary conditions

We investigate what non-rigidity implies on the spectral density 4, and in particular wether
a k-pole is necessary for k-rigidity. Maximal rigidity really depends on the behaviour of 4
on all RY, and is rather studied in Lachiéze-Rey [2024+]. We nevertheless give a context
where maximal rigidity and k-rigidity are easier to handle.

Say that a pole uy € R? has finite order for 57! if for some ¢ > 0,q € N,

— 2q
B(uo,e) j(“‘)
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Definition 2. Say that 3 is simple if 371 has finitely many poles, all with finite order,
and 3(u) = c¢(1 + ||u||)~ for some p € N, ¢ > 0, at some distance € > 0 from these poles.

Proposition 2. Assume that 4 is simple. Then M is not linearly maximally rigid on
B(0,n) for n > 0. Furthermore, for k € N¢ M is linearly k-rigid on B(0,7) if and only if
0 is a pole of order k.

The proof is at Section 4.5.1. This proposition in particular serves to treat stationary
Determinantal Point Processes as their structure factor vanishes only in 0, see Section
3.1.

Apart from the simple case, we can give converse statements under stronger structural
assumptions: for 4 isotropic (i.e. 4(u) only depends on |lu||) or separable (i.e. 3(u) =
31(u1) ... 34(uq),u € R? for some even functions 4; : R — R, ) and by assuming upfront
that maximal rigidity does not hold, which often can be proved by other means. Remark
5 yields that if rigidity does not hold for some 4’ < 4, then it does not hold either for
3, hence in the general case one can investigate the largest separable/isotropic function
3 < 3.

Theorem 2. Let M with spectral density 4 with either
e J is isotropic and A = B(0,R), R >0
e J is separable and A = [~ R, R]¢, R > 0.

Assume M is not maximally rigid on A and (5) does not hold. Then for n > 0, M is not
k-rigid on A*7.

Proof at Section 4.6 .

Remark 1. Under these hypotheses, if it can be established by other means that M is
linearly O-rigid or 1-rigid, one can reverse the reasoning of Example 5 and deduce bounds
on the variance of linear statistics similar to those of Pgar and Pgj,.

In view of Proposition 2, Theorems 1 and 2, (5) is necessary and sufficient for k-rigidity
on A in the following cases

e J is “simple”,
e M is not LMR and 4 is quasi-isotropic, i.e. there is c¢_,c, > 0 such that

c-d(|lull) < 3(u) < cia(flul)),w € RY,

e M is not LMR and 4 is quasi-separable, i.e. 0 < ¢_3" < 4 < ¢, 4’ for some separable
4.
Remark 2 (No phase transition). For M which is not LMR on any convex body, linear

number rigidity happens either on every convex body or none.

On the other hand, we give in Lachiéze-Rey [2024+] examples of Gaussian measures
which are maximally rigid for R < R, for some R, > 0, and not even 0-rigid for R > R..
There are examples of processes obtained as perturbations of hyperplane networks, such
as in Klatt et al. [2020], Peres and Sly [2014], where number rigidity occurs in dimension
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d > 3, but it does not enter in the current framework as it can be proved that this rigidity
is non-linear, and the tools employed strongly depend on the underlying network struc-
ture. We are not aware of models which are rigid but not linearly rigid and not derived
from a lattice construction. We think that for some continuous random fields, the set of
zeros is rigid but not linearly, this will be the object of future research.

The structural conditions on 4 are necessary as there exists random measures which
are linearly k-rigid without 4 vanishing around 0. We give an example for mass rigidity.

Proposition 3. Any random measure which spectral density satisfies 4(u) < cu? in some

neighbourhood of (1,0) is 0-rigid on any convex body A.

Proof at Section 4.5.2. We can therefore build examples which are completely stan-
dard, i.e. with fast decay of the correlations, linear variance, and which are rigid; by the
previous results, such examples will never be isotropic or separable. To give a concrete
example, take a mixture of an isotropic and a separable density

Lif ||u|l < 1/2
I(u) = { 2 1 .
T3l THal otherwise,
not LMR because ¥(u) = uy(1 + |[ul[*®)~! € L*(37'). To realise 3, i.e. find M for
which such 4 is indeed the spectral density, use for instance Gaussian fields with Example
3. Whether there are such number rigid point processes with standard second order be-
haviour which are not hyperuniform depends on our ability to have such spectral densities
for random atomic measures, this relates to the generally difficult problem of realisability
of point processes.

2.3 k-tolerance

Ghosh and Peres [2017] show that the infinite Ginibre ensemble P, is not rigid at an
order higher than 0, in the sense that if one determines N := Pg;,(A) from Pgin1 ¢, then
conditionnally to Pginlac and N, Pginla’s law is continuous wrt Unx = {U;,...,Un},
consisting of i.i.d. uniform variables on A. They similarly show that the zero set Pgap of
the planar GAF is 1-rigid and not more, in the sense that conditionnally to

(N,U,®) := (Paar(A), Y x,Paarn A°),

S PGAFﬂA

Pcarla has a continuous law wrt to the law of Uy conditionned to EZ]\LI U =U A
similar result is proved by Dereudre et al. [2020] for the sineg processes Pg, 8 > 0.

These strong distributional results rely on the determinantal nature of Pg;,, the Gaus-
sian nature of Pgar, or the DLR equations defining Pg, and cannot be extended in the
current general context. We can still investigate how “linearly tolerant” is a process which
is not rigid, i.e. whether the random moments mm(A) := [, t"dM(t),m € N* are tied by
a finite linear relation

Z amMmm(A) € 073, (M; A°)
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or equivalently if we have @Q-rigidity on A for the polynomial Q(t) = > amt™. We show
that this holds for what we call a k-polynomial @Q, i.e. such that for some ko > k, ax, # 0
and the non-vanishing terms a,, # 0 are such that m < k.

Proposition 4. Assume that 0 is not a pole of order k and the assumptions of Theorem
2 or of Proposition 2 hold. Then M is not @-rigid for any k-polynomial Q.

The proof of this proposition is actually included in the proofs of resp. Proposition
2 and Theorem 2. As is apparent from the proofs, we will in fact have no Q-rigidity for
almost all polynomials having at least a non-vanishing term of order ky = k, i.e. for a
linear combination Q = ) . ;Q; where the (); are k-polynomials, but some particular
combinations of «; are harder to discard.

2.4 Point processes with arbitrary rigidity

For systems which have a non-zero spectral measure, the highest order of rigidity that
is encountered in existing models is the 1-rigidity of the zeros of the planar GAF, see
Ghosh and Peres [2017], it corresponds to a structure factor decaying in 0 as ||ul|* in
dimension d = 2 (see Example 5). Sodin and Tsirelson [2004| provide a toy model with a
simpler structure that exhibits similar properties, in particular for the rigidity order and
decay of the structure factor. Until now there was no generalisation of this model (or
another model) with an arbitrary order of rigidity.

Let p > 0 and n € N*. Define P,,, as the process obtained by putting at distance
p of each point m of Z? the n-th order roots of unity rotated by a random independant
quantity #,,, and applying a global stationarising shift U:

Pp,n = § E 5U+m+pei9mz

meZd z€Uy,

where U, = {e™/" k = 1,...,n} C C, U is an independent uniform random variable
in [0,1]?, 6 are i.i.d. uniform numbers on [0,27]. The structure factor S is defined as
before by assimilating C to R2.

Theorem 3. For n > 3 a prime number, for some ¢ > 0, S(u) < c|u|*" as u — 0,u € C.
P, is k-rigid for k < n—1 on any convex body A, and not maximally rigid on B(0, p+1).

Any other model with a spectral gap instead of Z¢ + U (i.e. a stealthy process) would
give the same results. The model of Sodin and Tsirelson [2004] is obtained by applying
independent random scalings pm, m € Z% instead of a global deterministic one, hence only
the terms up to order 4 vanish, yielding 1-rigidity, but we need to have a deterministic p
if we want higher order terms to vanish.

For the proof, we establish a general formula for the structure factor of a unit intensity
stationary point process ® C R? perturbed by an arbitrarily cluster of points. Let ¢y =
Zivzl dx, a random finite point process with law u, where N € N and the X; € R%,i > 1,
are random. The average number of points is denoted by k = E(N). Let ¢, m € & i.i.d.
copies of ¢y (cond. to ) and

¢, = Z TonCrm

med
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where points are counted according to multiplicity. We call such a process a lattice of
clusters with cluster law pi. Remark that ®, has intensity

E(®,(A) = kL (A), A CRY,
with possibly multiple points.

Proposition 5. Let ® a L? wide sense stationary unit intensity point process with struc-
ture factor Sg and u such that E(#c2) < oo. Let p(u) = Fco(u) = [e % cy(dt). Then
the structure factor of @, is

S(du) = (Blp(u)]” — [Be(u)[*)L (du) + [Bp(u)*Se (du).

This result, of independent interest, is proved at Section 4.7. It generalises and
strenghtens the result for lattices perturbed by i.i.d. points when a.s. c;(R?) =1 ([Coste,
2021, Th. 9.3]).

Proof of Theorem 3. In the case of P,

n
@ = E 5U+m, CO = E 5pezkro¢+0
k=1

mcZd

where o« = 27 /n and 6 is a random element of [0, 27]. We define for u € C, 0 € [0, 27},

Z eXp z(lm-i-e) >>’

so that p(u) = @g(pu) when 6 is random. We use the Taylor expansion with the Lagrange
form of the remainder: for u € R

wo(u) = Z (ziu)? Z cos(ka + 0)Pu? + u*" R, (u, 0)

|
p=0 p: k=1

where R, (u,0) = O(||<p((,2") |z) is uniformly bounded over u,6 € R. We also use the fact
that for some real coefficients A, .

Zcos k:oz+9p—ZZ)\mpcos (ka+0))

k=1 k=1 m=0
mmka zm@
—kap@ Z )-

For p € {1,...,2n — 1}, the terms m ¢ {0,n} vanish because Y ;_, e™"* = 0, because m
is prime with n. We have for p <2n — 1

n

Z cos(ka + 0)F =ndo, + 1[p = n] Ay pE(ne™) = nXo, + 1[p = n]n,, cos(nd).
k=1
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Finally,

2n—1 (—iU)p 2n—1 (—iU)p
wo(u) = ——nAopu’ + cos(nb) Z —— A u’ + u? R, (u, 0).
p=0 b v p=n b
Cp ap

From that we can deduce the expansion of |pg(u)|? = 2770 vi(0)u! + u**S,(u, ), where
Sp(u, 0) is uniformly bounded for the same reasons. Hence we have

2n—1 2n—1
Elo)?= 3 ¢ (pu)* + Ecos(nf)?)u*" Y aya ot urten
p,q=0 p,q=n
p+q<2n p+q<2n
2n—12n—p
+ E(cos(nf)) Z Z 2R i p” T+ (pu)®" S, (pu, 0)
p=0 g=n
2n—1 2 2n—1
Eow)]> =Y cpp’t? + (pu)* B(R,(pu,0))| = Y cplp” ul™ + O(u™)
p=0 p,q=0
p+q<2n

whence indeed, as claimed, using E(cos(nf)) = 0, E|o(u)|? — |Ep(u)|?* = O(u®"). The
conclusion comes from the fact that Se = >~ 7a (g om (Coste [2021]).

The rigidity result is then a straightforward consequence of Proposition 1. Let us
prove the non-rigidity result. With positive probability, the cluster 7y¢q is contained in
B(0,p + 1), hence there is no way to recover the value of 6, from the observation of
PN B(0,p+ 1) proving that P is not MR on B(0,p + 1). O

Remark 3 (Higher dimensions). It is possible to lift this example to higher dimensions
in a rather artificial way: attach to each point of Z¢ + U a cluster which points are the
(u1,u9,0,...,0) where (u;,us) is an atom of an independent version of c.

Whether there is a full dimensional analogue of U,, in R3 that would cause the same
decay of the structure factor is intriguing. Preliminary computations regarding Platonic
solids show that icosahedron and dodecahdrong might give a decay of 4(u) in ||ul*, but
not above, and other solids do not have enough symmetries. In dimension 4, some tested
p-cells do not work either.

2.5 Rigidity for discrete processes

Let us derive similar results for a centred discrete process X = {X,;m € Z¢} with the
linear statistics

X(y) ==Y X(m)y(m).

We assume X is wide-sense L?-stationary with spectral measure S, i.e. for v with bounded
support

Var (X(1)) = 2m) | s (au)
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where T = [—m, 7|, for the complex-valued trigonometric polynomial

lu) = Y e mn(m).

For A C Z%, the class of such trigonometric polynomials where v(m) = 0 for m ¢ A is
denoted by &(A), by analogy with entire functions of exponential type (see Section 4).

Theorem 4. Let 4(u)du the continuous component of S.

e X is not LMR on [m]? if and only if there is 1 € &([m]?) such that
/ ¢ (u)
3(u)

e For k € N, X is not k-rigid if and only if there is ¢ € &([m]¢) N L?(37 ') such that
*(0) # 0, where 9k = 9 ... k.

2
| du < 0. (8)

e If 0 is a pole of order k for 57!, then X is k-rigid.

Proposition 6 (Specialization to time series in dimension d = 1). X is not LMR on [m]
if and only if the number of poles of 37 on [—7,7) counted with multiplicity is < 2m.
Also, X is not 0-rigid if and only if there are 2m poles or less and 0 is not a pole.

The proof is at Section 4.1. We discuss the LMR result below, the other statements
seem to be the first dealing with partial rigidity, i.e. when one is concerned not in retrieving
all of X on [m]?, but only its restricted moments, by analogy with the continuous case.

The line of research of linear interpolation in the 20th century was mainly concerned
with time series, and authors noted that for a polynomial satisfying (8), perfect linear
interpolation is impossible, see (10.28) and Theorem 10.3 in Rozanov [1967|, with also
an extension to processes taking values in R?. Much later, Lyons and Steif [2003] study
the related problem of the strong full K property for {0,1}-valued X, i.e. what does it
imply on the X(m),|m| < m, if we impose X(m) = 1 for m < |m| < m + k for m, k
arbitrarily large? It is clear indeed that if no polynomial v is in L?*(371), then X is LMR,
for all m, and as such for k large enough the external conditioning completely determines
X(m), |m| < m. This strong resemblance explains why condition (iii) in their theorem 7.7
is exactly the same condition. None of these works seems to acknowledge that m must be
the degree of ¢. This result also completes the answer of Ghosh [2015] to the Question
9.9 of Lyons and Steif [2003] regarding rigidity on A = {0}.

Bufetov et al. [2018] studies the rigidity of continuous models through a discretisation
procedure. Given a stationary random measure M on R, one can consider the associated
stationary discrete process

Xm = M(m +[~1/2,1/2]%),m € Z°.

Bufetov et al. [2018] show number rigidity of M on [—1/2,1/2]? by showing the rigidity
of X on {0}, and derive a necessary condition in terms of the covariance decay for X.
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Remark 4. A reformulation of 0O-rigidity in dimension 1 is the following: X is 0O-rigid if
Xis LMR or 0 is a pole, which means that either fB(O 9 371 = oo or that the poles are

away from zero and strictly more than m (counted with multiplicity), i.e. if one considers
only m points, necessarily at least one pole is not covered, i.e. for ui,...,u, € C4\ {1},

wo_ piug |2
/Hl‘e € | du: 0.
3(u)

This seems to correspond to the content of Remark 2.1 of Bufetov et al. [2018] for con-
tinuous measures S = JL'.

At the contrary of the continuous case, k-rigidity is not monotonous in &, in the sense
that there are examples of 1-rigid processes that are not O-rigid in dimension 1, due to
the constraint on the degree:

Example 7. Consider m = 1 in dimension d = 1, and 4(u) = (u—1)*(u+1)%*,u € T. Let
¥ a degree 1 trigonometric polynomial of L?(37!). In particular, there is a polynomial P
of degree 2 such that

emp(u) = P(e™) = a(e™ — )(e" — 25),u € T,

for some a € C\ {0}, 21, 2o € C. Examining the neighbourhoods of 1 and —1 of 37!, we
necessarily have z; = ¢, 2o = e* (or the other way around), this is also sufficient for
Y € L*(371), showing that L?(s7') N &([1]) # {0}, hence 4 is not LMR. It also implies
that every such ® is symmetric, hence ¢/(0) = 0, meaning that 3 is 1-rigid. On the other
hand, P(0) # 0, hence 4 is not 0-rigid.

3 Applications

3.1 Determinantal processes and completeness

Determinantal points processes (DPPs), introduced in the context of quantum mechanics,
have gained popularity as many classes of essential models in Random Matrices, Statistical
Physics, Combinatorics and other fields have proven to be determinantal, see Hough et al.
[2009]. In the Euclidean context, we follow Soshnikov [2000]: a simple point process P on
R? is determinantal with kernel K : R? x RY — C if for every k € N¥,

pe(T1, . ay) = det((K (24, 75) )1<ij<i) = 0

is the k point correlation function of P, i.e. for any non-negative ¢ : (RY)* — R, we have

E< i @(xl,...,xk)> :/pw,

T1,...,.2EP

where the sum runs over k-tuples of pairwise distinct points. We assume up to a scalar
rescaling that K(0,0) = 1 to deal with unit intensity processes. Stationarity yields that
p2(x,y) = po(x — y) with an abuse of notation. Not all functions K give rise to a DPP
and in particular we will require that K is Hermitian and positive definite, so that

pa(w —y) =1 —k(z —y)* € Ry
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where k(z) = |K(0,2)],0 < k(x) < 1, we also have to assume that « is locally square
integrable for definiteness issues. See [Hough et al., 2009, Section 4.5] for unicity and
existence questions, and Soshnikov [2000] for a treatment of such stationary DPPs; it is
shown in particular that they are mixing and ergodic, and the trace-class property yields
that & is integrable and 0 < # < 1. The main result of this section is a characterisation
of k-rigidity in the continuous setting:

Corollary 1. Let P be a stationary DPP on R® with Hermitian positive kernel K and
k(z) = |K(0,7)| square integrable. Then for k € N P is k-rigid on a convex body A if
and only if (1 — /-;\2)*1 has a pole of order k in 0. When it is not the case, P is k-tolerant
in the sense that it is not Q-rigid on A for any k-polynomial Q).

We see that 5 := (1 — /;2) must vanish in 0 to have some rigiditiy. That is because,
by Soshnikov [2000], s(u)du is indeed the structur factor of P, and 4(0) = 0 exactly
means that P is HU (see (2)); hyperuniform DPPs are a very import class in Statisti-
cal Physics and Random Matrices, and are also used for tasks of numerical integration
Bardenet and Hardy [2020] or machine learning Kulesza and Taskar [2012].

Proof. Since s(u) > 0, [k* < 1, and s(u) = 0 is only possible if u = 0. Since x?
is integrable, the Riemann-Lebesgue lemma ( [Duistermaat and Kolk, 2006, Th. 14.2|)
yields that |/22(u)| < 1/2 for |u| > T for some T. By Theorem 1, P is k-rigid on A if 57!
has a pole of order k in 0. If it is not satisfied, it follows by Proposition 4 that M is not
@-rigid for a k-polynomial Q).

O

Linear number rigidity is therefore equivalent to the non-integrability of (1 — /;2)_1.
For many examples, /@(u) =1 — 0%u® + o(u?) for some o > 0, hence there is k-rigidity if
and only if k = 0 and d € {1,2}, and no rigidity in higher dimensions. This applies for
instance to the infinite Ginibre ensemble on R? ~ C, defined by

K(z,y) = eI 2lP=alvl oy e C,
2

ie. k()= 6_%, retrieving the result of Ghosh and Peres [2017], or the result of Ghosh
[2015], stating that the sine process in dimension 1 and Ginibre ensemble in dimension
2 are number rigid. Tensor kernels give non rigid examples: Bufetov et al. [2018] proves
non-rigidity for the DPP which kernel is x(x) = sinc(z;)sinc(z2) on A = [—1/2,1/2]* with
a discretisation (see Section 2.5). Theorem 1 yields that this P is not linear number rigid
in the continuous sense on any convex body A, any discrete average will not be linearly
rigid either.

This result also bears a connection to the question of finding random countable sets
of exponential functions spanning L?(A) for a compact A C R¢. For x C R%, call

E, ={t— "z e x}.

Say that E, is complete if functions of L*([—, 7|) are L? approximable by functions of E, .
Lyons and Steif [2003] investigated the question of completeness for a random set y C R,
and more particularly if x’s law is a DPP, leaving open several questions. Ghosh [2015]
established a connection between number rigidity and completeness, and a corollary of
[Ghosh, 2015, Th. 1.3] and Corollary 1 is the following result:
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Corollary 2. If P is a DPP, then Ep spans L2([—, 7)) if (1 — 2)~! is not integrable in
0.

In particular it retrieves Th. 1.5 of Ghosh [2015], which shows number rigidity in
dimension 1 if # is the indicator function of an interval (i.e. 4 = #?): Parseval equality

yields
@(0):/2:/@:/}%:5(0):1,

hence 4(0) = 0 (meaning P is hyperuniform), and K2 is clearly Lipschitz, hence 4(u) =
O(|u|) and we have number rigidity.

3.2 Consequences for the covariance of Gibbs measures

Gibbs measures are also a prominent class of point processes, especially in statistical
physics Lewin [2022]. Tt is known that in the case of short range interactions, such
processes are not hyperuniform, see Dereudre and Flimmel [2024], hence S will not vanish
around 0 and the process is most likely not rigid. On the other hand, those with a
very strong dependency at long range, such as Coulomb gases, or more generally Riesz
gases, form a very important class of models in statistical physics, and are expected to be
hyperuniform, see [Lewin, 2022, VI.C| and references therein.

Such models are usually defined for a finite but large number of particles interacting
through some physical equations, and defining an infinite stationary model compatible
with these equations is already a challenge, there can in many instances be distinct infinite
models compatible with local conditions. In dimension 1, Valk6 and Virag [2009] have
reached a universal explicit limit of 1D sineg log gases, further studied in Dereudre et al.
[2020], Chhaibi and Najnudel [2018], where it is proved that it is number rigid. Not much
seems to be known in higher dimensions on the rigidity (or existence) of stationary models.

Summing up the current main results in this context, k-rigidity of a hyperuniform
isotropic (or 1D) model is equivalent to (5), which is already a rigourous statement on the
second order properties of the process through 4, though sometimes difficult to connect
with the properties of the Fourier transform C if the correlations are not known to decay
fast. In particular, proving hyperuniformity is already a challenge, the only rigourous
result in dimension d > 2 is to my knowledge the work of Leblé [2023], showing that
2D Coulomb gases are hyperuniform, but the obtained estimate is not sufficient to prove
rigidity.

In the other direction, Dereudre et al. [2020] and Dereudre and Vasseur [2023] have
established non-rigidity results, the latter managed to prove the existence of an infinite
stationary and isotropic model in all dimension d > 1 compatible with the s-Riesz DLR
equations for d — 1 < s < d, the circular Riesz gas, which is not number rigid. Hence
we can use the necessary condition of Theorem 2 to deduce rigourous statements about
S, and therefore C = &S. The fact that Riesz gases are hyperuniform is expected, see an
argument in [Lewin, 2022, VI.C|, but there does not seem to be a rigourous proof.

Corollary 3. Let M a hyperuniform non-number rigid isotropic random stationary mea-
sure in dimension d € {1,2}. Then

ﬁt\d\q(dt) = .
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Proof. 1f
/ [t||C(dt)| < o0
R

in dimension 1, S = (27)"¢%C has a differentiable density 4 satisfying 4(0) = 0 (hyper-
uniformity), and

9(u)] < /|u||t||c<t>|dt,

hence 47! is not integrable in 0, and according to Theorem 1, M is number rigid, we reach
a contradiction.
In dimension 2, if

[ ePician < oc.

R2

S is twice differentiable, and by symmetry 9;4(0) = 9,3(0) = 0, hence
3(u) < cflull?,

similarly 4(u)~! is not integrable in 0, M is number rigid, which is again a contradiction.
0

The sines gases in 1D are proved by Dereudre et al. [2020], Chhaibi and Najnudel
[2018] to be number rigid, and the proof of Chhaibi and Najnudel [2018| proves that this
rigidity is linear. Theorem 2 immediately gives the following result.

Corollary 4. For all 8 > 0, the spectral density 35 of the sines process satisfies

1
/ du = 00.
B(0,e) d8(u)

That seems to be in agreement with predictions and existing results, see [Lewin, 2022,
IV-A-2d|.

Dereudre et al. [2020] prove that it is not further rigid, and in particular not (linearly)
1-rigid. This is actually expected, but it still rigourously prevents some behaviours.

Corollary 5. Let M a hyperuniform process in dimension 1 that is not 1-rigid. Then

/|t\3|C|(dt) =00 or /tQC(t)dt # 0.

At first sight, the second moment vanishing seems unlikely, but this actually occurs for
the model Pgar (see Example 5), and hyperuniformity itself is the result of the vanishing
of a moment (of order 0). Such moment cancellations, are sometimes called sum rules by
physicists, and wether they occur and yield higher order rigidity is a fascinating topic of
mathematics, see again [Lewin, 2022, VI.C]| for references.
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4 Proofs

For S a non-negative measure on E = R% or E = T and A C E, write L%(S; A) as the
space of functions ¢ : A — C satisfying

[ 1ups < .
A

simply note L2(S) = L*(S; E).
We start with the discrete case, which does not require high level Fourier technology,
and can serve as a model for the proof of the main theoretical result, Theorem 7.

4.1 Discrete processes (E = T%)

Proof of Theorem / . For A C Z% recall that &(A) is the space of trigonometric polyno-
mials Y 4 ame"™* with a,, € C. For v : Z? — C, y-rigidity means that for some h,,
compactly supported in A¢, a.s. and in L*(P),

X(y) = lim X(h,),
and this is equivalent to

ppe e VXN = XW) = Sl =) =0,

where 4 € €([m]%) and h € €(([m]%)). The orthogonal space of &(([m]%)) in L*(S) is

H::={pc L*S): / @hdS = 0; h - ([m]?)¢ — C with finite support }.
Td
For such ¢, V(du) := ¢(u)S(du) satisfies

o= fotagerme = [P S) < il o <
" 0if [m| >m

recalling that S(T¢) = Var (Xo) = 1. It means that ¥ coincides as inverse Fourier transform
with

Z Cmei<m,u> .

Im[<m

In particular ¥ has a density 1 € &([m]?), and the negligible set supporting the singular
part S of S is not charged (i.e. ¢S, =0). We also have ¢ = 137! € L*(S), hence

L.

H,, C {ys7 " € E([m]") N L*(s7 )}

We proved indeed that in L?*(S, C),
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For the converse, we clearly have for such ¢ vanishing on the negligible singular part’s
support, ¢ =371 € L*(S), and for h € &(([m]?)°)

/(piw = /wiz =0,

hence the inclusion is an equality. Since LMR is equivalent to H: = {0}, this part of the
proof is complete.

Mass rigidity (or O-rigidity) means y-rigidity for v = 1,4, i.e. (¢, ) = 0for ¢ € HZE.
Hence it means, for all ¢ = > cme™™ € &([m]4) N L2(s71),

0= (s 4)s = ( / Ze’“““ Zcm/e““ ”du—Zcm =
mE[[m]]d

k-rigidity means the same with
= (> mom, ) =Y mtcp = i*0*9(0).

Assume now that 37! has a pole of order k. Let ¢ € H:-\ {0},¢ = ¢3 € &([m]?). In
particular, [ B0.2) |21 < co. By Lemma 1 below, there is a polynomial @ equivalent
to ¢ in 0 with same derivatives up to order k. Therefore,

YRS
and since 0 is a k-pole, 9% (0) = 9*Q(0) = 0. We indeed proved k-rigidity. O

Lemma 1. Let ¢)(u) = Y anu™ an analytic function on C?. There exists Q a polynomial
equivalent to 1 in the neighbourhood of 0 with 9*Q(0) = d*(0).

Proof. Let I = {m : an # 0} C N It is easy to see that there is a finite set [y C I that
dominates [ in the sense that for all m’ € I, there is some m € [y with m" < m. Said
differently, there does not exist infinite [, C N made up of extremal points, i.e. such
that every m € I is not <-smaller than all others m’ € I,.

Define
Z amt™

meloU{k}

so that @, have the same term of order k. Also, by uniform convergence of the series,
as u — 0,

V() =Y famu™ (14 0(1))] = Q(u)(1 + o(1)).

O

Proof of Proposition 6. Assume the poles of 57! in [—m, 7) have finite orders k;, i.e. for
e > 0 sufficiently small,

/*UHFE |u _ ui|2ki < oo
Ui —E d<u)



or equivalently

u;+e€ |€iu _ e’iui |2k2i
u

L e

with Y. k; < 2m. Since 4 is symmetric, for u; a pole, —u; is also a pole (with same order).
Let uy, ..., u, the poles # 0 (repeated according to multiplicity), with p < m. If p = m,
0 is not a pole otherwise there are more than 2m poles. If p < m, if 0 is a pole, its order
is 2(m — p) or less by the hypothesis. We hence define ¢ € &([m]) by

p
w(u) _ |6iu _ 1|2(m—p) H(ezu _ eiui)(e—iu . ezuz)
=1

¥ is by construction of degree m, non null, and in L*(37'), hence X is not LMR by
Theorem 4.
Conversely, assume not LMR: by Theorem 4 there is

Y(u) = Y cme' ™ £0

|m|<m

in L*(s7"), and since 4(u) = 3(—u), (—u) € L*(s7"). Now, either ¢)(u) = —1(—u), or
P(u) := ¥ (u) +1p(—u) is a non-zero even function of L?*(37!). In any case, we can assume
|t(u)| = |¢(—u)| without loss of generality. Let

2m

P(z)=2z" Zcmzm = H(z — %)
m 1=1
for some z1,. .., 29, € C, which is a polynomial of degree 2m, and ¥ (u) = P(e)e"™".

A zero of 1 is necessarily a root of P with norm 1, z; = €™, and —u; is also a zero,
hence e~™ is also a root of P. Since P has at most 2m roots, ¥ has at most 2m zeros,
which means that 4 has at most 2m poles (all counted with multiplicity).

For the converse sense for 0-rigidity, assume that X is not LMR, meaning there are
less than 2m poles. If 0 is not a pole, then indeed with the previous notation (1) =

P(e™?) £ 0, whence [¢(u)| = |P(e™)| is in &([m]) N L*(s71) \ {0} with

(S G = (1) #0,

[k|<m

it gives the equivalence for O-rigidity.

4.2 Schwartz’ Paley-Wiener Theorem

The Fourier transform used here relies on the space of tempered distributions, denoted
by 8’ (RY) as the dual of the Schwart space & (R?) of C* functions which derivatives have
superpolynomial decay; there is no need to enter into technical details in this article, see
for instance Duistermaat and Kolk [2006] for a theoretical exposition. We only consider
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in this paper complex-valued measures, that is a distribution ¥ on R? such that for some
non-negative measure |¥| on R,

W< [Iflvio). £ e Chre).

Such ¥ is indeed tempered if for some p > 0

[ el (an) < . ©

it is in particular locally finite. We only consider measures of the form ¥ = ¢S where
Y : R? — C and S is a non-negative measure.
For ¥ tempered, one can define the Fourier transform V¥ € &’(R%) through

FU(p) = [pav

for ¢ € C*(R?) and ¢(u) = [p, e " dt is the usual Fourier transform on L*(R?). Recall
the Fourier inversion:

Theorem 5 (Duistermaat and Kolk [2006], Th.14.18). For ¥ € §'(R%),
F(FV) = (2n)*W

where ¥ = U(—.) in the distributional sense. Call spectrum of ¥, denoted by sp(¥), the
support of WV as a distribution, i.e. the largest closed set A such that (FW¥, ¢) = 0 for
 supported by A°.

For a compact A, define for ¢ € R?

sa(¢) = sup((, z).
z€A
In the case A = B(0, R), we have s4(¢) = R||¢||. One can also notice that s4 = Sconv(a)
characterises the closed convex hull conv(A) of A.
Call analytic function on C? any function

P(z) = Zamz'f” L2z et
m

where am € C and the series is absolutely convergent on C?. Recall that by Hartog’s
theorem (see [Krantz, 1992, Sec.0.2]), this is equivalent to the analycity of ¢ in each
variable z; separately. The scalar product on C%is (z, z) = >, Z;2;. For z = (21,...,24) €
C?, write ||z||2 = (Z, 2), not to be mistaken with the entire function |jul|?* = ", u?, mostly
used on R

Theorem 6. [Schwartz’ Paley-Wiener Theorem| Let A C R? bounded. Let ¥ a complex-
valued measure on R?. Then ¥ is tempered with sp(¥) C conv(A) if and only if ¥ has
a tempered density ¢ wrt £ on R? that can be extended as an analytic function on C¢
such that for some finite C,

(2)| < Cexp(sa(Fz)),z € CL
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Such functions are denoted by &(A), which is therefore a subclass of the class of entire
functions of R%, and also a subclass of the class of (restrictions to R of ) analytic functions
with exponential type, and the extension to C? is still denoted ).

An important observation is that for ¢» € &(A), for a polynomial @, Qv € &(A),
hence it still has spectrum in A, and if Q™ is analytic, it is also in &(A).

A more general version of the previous theorem for all 8 (RY) is proved at [Duistermaat and Kolk,
2006, Th. 17.1, Theorems 17.3]. See Lachiéze-Rey [2024+] for a proof of a result slightly
more general than the direct implication.

The construction of some functions of &(A) rely on the following technique, involving
J4 the Fourier transform of the unit sphere indicator:

_ Bapa(ul)

Jd(U) = W,U S Rd, (10)

where By is the Bessel function of the first kind of order d/2.

Lemma 2. Let ¢ € &(A) for some bounded A. Then for every non-zero polynomial P
and n > 0,p > 0, the function

U(u) = Pw)p(u) Ja(nu/M)™

with M = ﬁ(deg(P) + p) satisfies [¢(u)| < c|vo(u)]||u]7? for some finite ¢ and u € R,

and ¢ € E(AT") where AT := U,caB(t,n).

Proof. By Theorem 6, Jg is an analytic function with spectrum in B(0,1), hence Jg(7 -
/MM € &(B(0,n)). Hence 9 is analytic as well, and using again Theorem 6, it proves
that

[¥(2)] < cexp(sa(z)) exp(n|2]]).

Then, for some xy € A,

sa(z) +nllz]| = (xo, 2) + 12| < sup (T +t,2) = sa+0(2)
x€Ate B(0,n)

hence ¢ € &(AT7). We have the classical equivalent as u — oo, for some ¢, ¢y > 0,
Ja(u) = cllul| =2 cos([lull — ca)(1 + O(flul ™), (11)

which gives [¢(u)] < eft(u)] ]| 7.

4.3 Characterisation of ~-rigidity

Let us translate the general rigidity problem in the Fourier space. Let A C R? For
v € C°(R?), y-rigidity on A means

pedth ) Var ( /A Y(EM(dt) — / Ch(t)M(dt)) .
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It implies that for some sequence h,,, Iu(y) — Iu(h,) — 0 in L*(P), hence for some
subsequence we have a.s. I(y) = lim, o I(h,), meaning I(y) € 05;,(M4c). By (4),
~-rigidity is equivalent to

in )/S(du)w(u) ~ B2 =0.

heC (Ac

The heart of this article lies in the current characterisation of ~-rigidity. Recall that
the spectral density 4 > 0 is the density of the continuous part of S.

Theorem 7. Let A a convex body. M is linearly 7-rigid on A if and only if for all
Y e&(A)NLAs7Y),
IR
A

Before the proof, an instructive immediate corollary:
Remark 5. For 0 < 4 < 4/, ~-rigidity for ' on A implies v-rigidity for 4 on A.
We also need a lemma:

Lemma 3. For any spectral measure S of a L? wide-sense stationary random measure M,
/ (1 -+ [[ull)2@+DS (du) < oo.
R4

In particular, S is a tempered measure.

Proof. Let J; the Fourier transform of the indicator of the unit ball (see (10)), satisfying
in particular (11). Let zo = (7/2,...,7/2) and

Y(u) = Jy(u)? + Ja(u + 2)%

The function cos(||u — cq4||)? + cos(||u — cg4 + 20]|)? is larger than some x > 0, hence for
some R > 0, ¢ satisfies for ||ul| > R

C_ C+
< < .
e S VW) S e

Also 1 is bounded by 2 and sp(¥) C sp(J3) C B(0,2). Therefore, by (4)

/S(du)(l + [|ul) 72D <S(B(0, R)) +/ cS(du)ip(u)®
B(0,R)*
<S(B(0, R)) + ¢(2)Var <1M @)) < .
O
Proof of Theorem 7 . Denote by H® the closure of some subspace H of L*(S), and let

Hy={h:heC A%}
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This is indeed a subspace of L2(S) because for h € CZ(A°), h € §(R?) has rapid decay,

and
/ B[S < / (1+ [[ul) 25 (du) < oo
by Lemma 3.

Hence M is y-rigid if and only if 4 € H3, if and only if [4@S = 0 for ¢ € Hy where
HY = {peI2(S): / FhdS — 0: h € C(A°))}.
Rd
The proof of the theorem is concluded by the following lemma:
Lemma 4. Let A C R? bounded measurable.

Hy = {¢s7 " :1p € &(conv(A)) N LA (s~ )}

Proof of Lemma /j. Let ¢ € Hi. Let ¥ = ¢S. The measure ¥ is tempered because by
Cauchy-Schwarz inequality in L?(S),

/R e ()iS(du)(1+ ) < gl \/ [1 T [lull) -2+ 0S(du)

and the latter is finite with Lemma 3. Let FV its Fourier transform in the sense of

§'(RY). Let h € C®(A°) C §(RY), then h € §(RY) N L%(S). By definition of H%,

0= /B@ds = /fzd\If = FU(h)

Hence sp(¥) C A. By Theorem 6, ¥ has a tempered density 1 :

U =L = psL

and 1) is a function of &(conv(A)). Also, since ¢ € L?(S),

oo e

indeed ¢ € L?(371) (with 1/0 = o0).
For the converse, let ¢ € L*(371) N &(conv(A)), in particular sp(¢) C conv(A), and
let p =37t € L*(S). For h € CX(A°) C S(RY),

0= Fup(h) = (i, hy = /@ﬁds,

indeed ¢ € Hy. O
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4.4 Proof of Theorem 1

We assume here that 4 has a pole of order k in 0. Let us prove t“-rigidity. It is enough to
prove y-rigidity for some v € &(R?) such that v(t) = t for t € A. We actually prove that
it is y-rigid on conv(A), which in turns implies k-rigidity on A : if 7 € 035 (Meonv(a)e),

/ tkM(dt) = / ~vdM —/ vdM € Ulin<MAC>-
A conv(A) conv(A)\A

Hence without loss of generality we assume A is convex. We use Theorem 7: we must
prove that 4 is orthogonal to all ¢ € L*(371) N &(A). We use the following lemma.

Lemma 5. Let v € $(RY) coinciding with t* on A and ¢ € &(A). Then with k = |k|,
i =),

Proof. Let Y =Y f e SRY for some regularising function f € S(RY). In particular,
sp(¢)) C A and the Fourier inversion formula yields,

944(0) = / O |ucoe ) (21) U (8)dt = (27) / (it) et () dt
A A

~

:(QW)dek /A’}/@)J}(t)dt _ ik<27r)7d /Rd f}/(t)z//:}@)dt — ¢k /’AYQ/;

Letting f converge to dy yields the result.

~

O

Since ¢ € L*(37!) and is analytic, we have by Lemma 1 for some polynomial @ with
9*Q(0) = 9% (0) and for e sufficiently small

[olawr,
B(0,e) j(“)

by definition of k-incompatibility it forces 9*Q(0) = 0 = 9 ¢ (0) = [, for all ¢ €
&(A) N L*(s71). We proved that M is k-rigid.

Proof of Proposition 1. Let Q € L?*(37%, B(0,¢)) a polynomial, ¢ the degree of lowest
order terms, meaning ) = (), + R with (), a non-null homogeneous polynomial, i.e.
veryfying for some ¢ € N, u # 0,

Qn(u) = [|ull"Qn(0), 0 = 7 € S*7,
and R(u) = o(||u||?) as uw — 0. We have

[ i@ [ sl alP@u0)] + of1) P
B(0,¢) B(0,e)
> 0u [ 35 ( 1@+ o<1>) o dp.

Therefore, if ¢ < k, indeed 357!|Q|? is not integrable around 0, which means @ cannot

have terms of degree < k, and 4 is k-rigid for |k| < k.
0

28



4.5 Necessity lemma

The necessity proofs rely on the following technique.

Lemma 6. Let Q a k-polynomial (for instance Q(u) = u*), A C R% bounded measurable.
Assume for some & > 0 there is ¢ € L2(371,R?\ B(0,¢)) N&(A) and ¥(0) # 0, and that
0 is not a pole of order k for 371. Then M is not Q-rigid on A™ for n > 0.

Proof. Since 0 is not a pole of order k, it means that there exists a polynomial P =
o buX with b # 0 and for some ¢ > 0

/ |P|*s7! < 0.
B(0,¢)

If there is also a term by # 0 for some k' < k, (i.e.k’ <k, k' # k), we have
P=u¥Pe 57! B(0,e)),

we can assume without loss of generality that there is no term strictly smaller than k. Let
then

() = (u) Jo(un/ deg(P))*s™,

satisfying ¢/(0) # 0. By Lemma 2, Py € €(B(0,A™)) and |Py| < ¢|t|, hence also
P e L*(57', B(0,¢)°). We also have Py € L*(37', B(0,¢)) because Pip(u) ~ P(u) as
u — 0, hence Py € L2(s371) N & (A1),

Since @ is a k-polynomial, Q(u) = > ., amu™ for some ko = k with ay, # 0. Since
0 is also a pole of order ky (because kg = k), the whole proof can be done with kg instead
of k, and we assume without loss of generality k = k.

By lemma 5, for some v € &(R?) coinciding with Q on A*",
O°(PI)0) = [3P0,

hence by Theorem 7 the proof is complete if we prove that d9(P))(0) # 0, because then
we have found an element of L?*(371)N& (A™") which is not orthogonal to 4 (and ~-rigidity
on AT is equivalent to Q-rigidity on A™").

We have

O PY)0) =D Y eamd™ (w9)(0) = ab W) (0) + D beamd™ (u¥)(0).

m=k k’ £k m=k,k £k

~ For K £ k,m =< k, we have k' Z m, hence the conclusion comes from the fact that
1(0) # 0 and the following identity: We have for k' A m

O™ (u¥ ) (0) = Smeiem!eb(0)

with m! = my ... my. Let us finally prove this identity.
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The assumption yields that we either have m = k' , or m; < ki for some 7. Then the
Leibniz formula for functions of one argument yields, with the notation ki = (ki,..., 0 ,... k}),
i ~—
i

ug:(ul,..., 0 ,...,ud)

=([T o™ o« w<u@, u;))

J#i
H 8'“1 Z )\au“wa )+ L —m, uk m;,! w(ul, )) for some A\, € R, functions 1/;0”
J#i a>0
e mo K~
=> Xatf (] 07 )(Wa() + Lo—em,mil (] [ 07 (w4 (w))
a>0 i i

— mly)(0) if m = k' (with an induction on 7).

O™ (u ) ()] =0 {

4.5.1 Proof of Proposition 2

Let uy, ..., u, € R? the poles of 371, let € > 0, ¢ such that P(u) := [[; [lu — u]|*® is in
L*(37!, B(u;,€)) for all 4. Introduce

U(u) = P(u)Ja(u/nM)™

with M = 1 (deg(P) + p+ d). Lemma 2 (with 1 € &({0})) yields ¢ € &(B(0,7)) and
[0 (u)] < (1 + |Jul|)7P~? (¢ is smooth hence bounded around 0). We have

|9(u)[? / 5 / [l — u;||*
du <c w(uw)|*(1 + ||ul|)? + Cie ———du
/Rd 3(u) RI\U; B(ui,€) ) ) ; Blue) 3w

<e [+ ful) 20+ fulydu+ €

<00,

hence 1 € L2(3~1) N &(B(0,n)) \ {0}. Let v = ¢, bounded and supported by B(0, 7). M
is not y-rigid on B(0,7n) by Theorem 7 because with Parseval’s identity

/wZ: ﬁ@/}IQ #0.

In particular, M is not linearly maximally rigid.
The sufficiency part about k-rigidity is Theorem 1. For the necessity, define instead

O =TT llu—wl®Ja(u/nd)™

1u; #0

A similar reasoning shows that ¢ is in L2(s7 1, R4\ B(0,¢)) N &(B(0,n)) for some & > 0
with ¥(0) # 0. We can then conclude with Lemma 6.
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4.5.2 Proof of Proposition 3

The proof consists in showing that M is 7-rigid for any v € &(R?) taking value 1 on
A, hence 0-rigid on A. For that we must prove by Theorem 7 that [4y = 0 for ¢ €
L*(37YY N &(A). Since for some ¢ > 0, for u; € [—¢, €],

1
/ ——du > / cugzduldm = 00,
B((14u1,0),e) J(u) [14ui—e,l4uite|x[—¢,]

¢ must vanish on {(1 + uy,0); |u;| < €}. Hence A : v — 9(v,0) is an entire function
vanishing on an interval. Therefore A = 0, in particular ¢(0) = 0. Lemma 5 then yields
the conclusion.

4.6 Proof of Theorem 2

Isotropic case

We prove that there is no @-rigidity for some polynomial @ = Zk, @mu™ for some
ko = k. For k-rigidity, simply take Q(u) = u*. Since M is not LMR, there exists ¢ €
L*(37H N&(A)\ {0}. The proof relies on a self-contained lemma, which will be useful
elsewhere.

Lemma 7. For 4 isotropic, if there is 1y € L*(37') N &(B(0, R)) \ {0}, then for n > 0
there is ¢ € L*(37') N&(B(0, R+ n)) \ {0} that is isotropic.

Proof. Let P a polynomial such that ¢(u) ~ P(u) as v — 0 (Lemma 1), and
U1 (u) = Pu)o(u)Jy(un/ deg(P))2es®),
By Lemma 2, ¢, € L?(371) N&(A™).

Then define on C? the rotational average, using the analytic extension of v, on C¢,

Y(z) = V1(02)dd, = € C*
O(d)

with the Haar measure on the orthogonal group O(d) of R%. Still denote by ) its restriction
to RY, which is in particular isotropic. By definition, ¥ (u) ~ P(u)? as u — 0 and
P(u)? > 0 for u € R?, hence 1 does not vanish identically in the neighbourhood of 0, so
that b £ 0. We have with the triangle inequality and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality in

L2(s71)
() s (00) 444 (0'0)|
/Rd 3(w) e <//< <> A0

/ / |@/)1 9U / |1/f1 9 d 1046’
O(d)xO(d Rd

/ [l 5\ apap <
O(d YxO(d R4 (u)

by isotropy of 4, using ¢y € L*(s71).
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For z,( € C% since 1, is analytic on C%,
Wt Q= [ n0:) 4 01020+ 0018 = wie) + ( [ut82)09) ¢+ 0(0),
o(d)

using that the quantities involved in the O(-) are locally bounded; hence 1 is analytic as
well.

Also, for z € C%,0 € O(d),
102118 = ll02=]* + 0.7 21" = [|=]l2.

Using both implications of Theorem 6 on A™ = B(0, R+ 7),
wl < [ exp(B+ plale)ds
0(d)

and sp(¢)) C B(0, R+ n). Finally, ¢ is an isotropic element of L?(371)N&(B(0, R+ 7))\
{0}. O

Hence non isotropic terms vanish and for some ¢ € N,k # 0, ¥(u) = &l[u|?1(X o0 arllu]|?),

1 1

spectrum in B(0, R+n) with Theorem 6, with ¢(0) # 0 (which was the whole point). We
then can use directly Lemma 6 to conclude that M is not Q-rigid on B(0, R + 7).

Separable case. We assume that s is not (linearly) maximally rigid, hence there
is € L*(37) N&(A) \ {0}. Let us build a separable version. Recall that, as analytic
function of &(A), ¥ has an extension on C% Define for 1 < i < d, 2* € C41,

where [[u]|? = (3, u2)!. Hence ¢ := t(u)||ul| "¢ is analytic and isotropic as well, with

@/)f(zz) = ¥ (z; Zi)a z; € C,

where (z;; 2") consists in z; at the i-th position, surrounded by the d — 1 components of
2%, Let the domain D C R?! of u’ where ¥ is not identically 0. We have

2 ut |2 ul )
0< /M = / / [ ()] 1 duzduZ = / / [ ( 1 du'du; < oo
3 re-1 Jr o di(wi) Tl 35(uy) I1;.i 95(u))

hence there exists ' € D such that ¢ € L?>(371) \ {0}. Clearly ¢* is analytic as
analycity in several complex variables implies analycity in each variable. Let ¢; € N, x; # 0
the dominating power and coefficient in 0 : ¢ (2) ~ k;z% as z — 0. Define ¢;(z) =
274 (2), z € C, still analytic. Define finally

= Hlpi(zi), z=(z) e R%

Let ¢ > 0. We have for some finite x > 0, ¥;(2) < & if ||z]|c < e. Since for each i,
Y€ L*(s;7"), we have ¢ € L*(s71, B(0,¢)°) (as functions on RY).
Let Ag = [-R, R]?. It remains to show ¢ € &(Ag). We have

s4z(¢) = R sup Zx@g RZSIgn G)Gi RZKZ\ ¢ eR%

x|z <1
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Since ¢ € &(Ag), for z € C,

[ ()] = [z )| <C exp(sa, (I ()
<Cexp(Re,i + R| I 2|)
<c i exp(R|.F z|).

Furthermore, 1) is analytic, satisfies 1(0) # 0 and for ||z||c > €,

[0(2)] < ][ cexp(Rl72]) = ¢ GXP(RZ I 2i]) =  exp(sa,(F2)).

2

Theorem 6 again yields that ¢ € &(AR). Then one can conclude with Lemma 6 that we
do not have Q-rigidity on Ag,,,.

4.7 Structure factor of cluster lattices

Proof of Proposition 5. The strategy is to show that

(2m)~4 /st = Var (I, (7))

for v the indicator function of a bounded measurable set. Since S is symmetric, we assume
also that test functions 7 are symmetric. The conclusion then comes from formula (4).

Denote by vy and v, the (finite) first and second order intensity measures of ¢y, so
that in particular, Fubini’s theorem yields

Bo(w) = fe " (de). Blu)f = fe " a(dr.dy) + .

We perform Fourier transform on tempered measures (see Section 4), and recall in par-
ticular that

F(yxv) =4F 1y (12)

is valid because 7 has compact support and v4 is a non-negative finite measure. Fu;(u) =
Eo(u) is actually a bounded function, hence 4% v; and « x vy are L? functions.
We use the conditional variance formula :

Var (In, (7)) = B <Var <Z Y A(m+ x)’(l))) + Var (E (Z Y y(m+ x)’(l)))

med recm med xecm

=E (Z Var <Z y(m + x)}@)) by independence of the ¢,

med TECM

+ Var (Z /fy(m + )1 (da:)) by definition of 14
mc®

= /Var (Z v(y + :c)) dy because ® has intensity £

TECY
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+ (2m)™ /Sq>(du)|m(u)|2 by definition of S¢ and (4)

/ (Zw y+u ) - (/mul)z dy + (27)~¢ /scp(du)wgm(u)ﬁ by (12)

xTEC)

- / /wy T )i (de)dy + /wx LYz + ywalde, dz)dy — /7 « v (y)dy
(2m) [Saldu)i(w)P B

/ /I/1+/7*7x—z vo(dx,dz) + (2m)~ /Sq> (du) |3(u) 2| Ep(u)|?

— (2m)7¢ /w/*?l(uﬂ du with Plancherel formula in L?(R?)
=K /72 + / ( ﬁ2ﬂ)_dy/\m(u)ei<“’x_z>du) vs(dzx, dz) by Fourier inversion in L*(R%)

+n) [Sadu)ls@P e - 20 fla@PiFn )P
—2m) e [32+ 207 [P Bl - x) du

+2n) ™ [S(dn) i) FIBew) - 2x) [0 PIB(w)du
~(2n) | [ (Bl - [Bo(l) du+ [Sa(anllit o]

Hence we have indeed S = (E|p(u)[? — |E@(u)|?)L + [Ep(u)|*Se.
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