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SHARP VARIANCE-ENTROPY COMPARISON FOR NONNEGATIVE

GAUSSIAN QUADRATIC FORMS

MACIEJ BARTCZAK, PIOTR NAYAR, AND SZYMON ZWARA

Abstract. In this article we study weighted sums of n i.i.d. Gamma(α) random variables with
nonnegative weights. We show that for n ≥ 1/α the sum with equal coefficients maximizes differen-
tial entropy when variance is fixed. As a consequence, we prove that among nonnegative quadratic
forms in n independent standard Gaussian random variables, a diagonal form with equal coefficients
maximizes differential entropy, under a fixed variance. This provides a sharp lower bound for the
relative entropy between a nonnegative quadratic form and a Gaussian random variable. Bounds on
capacities of transmission channels subject to n independent additive gamma noises are also derived.
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1. Introduction

For a random variable X with density f its Shannon differential entropy is defined by the formula
h(X) = −

∫

f ln f , provided that this integral converges, with the convention that 0 ln 0 = 0. It
is a classical fact that h(X) ≤ h(G) if X is a random variable with finite second moment and
G is a Gaussian random variable satisfying Var(X) = Var(G). Thus, a Gaussian random variable
maximizes entropy under a fixed variance (note that even if X has finite second moment, the integral
in the definition of h(X) may diverge to −∞, but never to +∞). This statement can be rewritten in
the form of a variance-entropy comparison as follows: for any random variable X with finite second
moment one has h(X) ≤ 1

2 ln (2πeVar(X)), see e.g. Theorem 8.6.5 in [14]. Due to the Pinsker-
Csiszár-Kullback inequality, see [38, 15, 29], one has dTV(X,G) ≤ 2(h(G)−h(X)), whenever G is a
Gaussian random variable with the same mean and variance as the random variable X. Here dTV

stands for the total variation distance. Hence, the quantity h(G) − h(X) is a strong measure of
closeness to Gaussianity. In fact, we have DKL(X‖G) = h(G) − h(X), where DKL is the so-called
Kullback–Leibler divergence (or relative entropy).

In the celebrated article [2] Artstein, Ball, Barthe and Naor showed that if X1,X2, . . . is a
sequence of i.i.d. random variables with variance 1 and Sn = 1√

n
(X1 + . . .+Xn), then the sequence

(h(Sn))n≥1 is nondecreasing. The convergence of this sequence to h(G), where G is a standard
Gaussian random variable, was established much earlier by Barron in [8], under minimal conditions
that h(Sn0

) > −∞ for at least one n0 ≥ 1 (see also the work [35] of Linnik for some partial results).
In view of these results the following natural problem arises.

Problem 1. For a given sequence X1, . . . ,Xn of i.i.d. random variables with finite second moment
find the maximum of the function

Sn−1
+ ∋ (a1, . . . , an) 7→ h

(

n
∑

i=1

aiXi

)

.

What if Sn−1
+ is replaced with Sn−1?
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Here by Sn−1 we denote the unit Euclidean sphere centered at the origin and we take Sn−1
+ =

Sn−1 ∩ [0,∞)n. Note that if Xi are i.i.d. then Var(
∑n

i=1 aiXi) = Var(X1)
∑n

i=1 a
2
i and hence in

the above problem we are looking for the maximum of entropy of weighted sums of i.i.d. random
variables under a fixed variance.

Before we state our main result we briefly introduce some notation. In this article | · | denotes the
standard Euclidean norm and 〈·, ·〉 stands for the standard scalar product in R

n. By ∼ we denote
equality in distribution of random variables. By Gamma (α, β) we mean a probability distribution
admitting a density Γ(α)−1βαxα−1e−βx on (0,∞), and in case β = 1 we abbreviate it to Gamma(α).
We also implicitly assume that in our abstract statements all integrals and expected values are well-
defined and may have values ±∞. These statements are then used in very concrete settings where
those quantities are easily seen to be well-defined and finite.

Our main result reads as follows.

Theorem 1. Let X1, . . . ,Xn be i.i.d. Gamma(α) random variables with α > 0. Then for any
integer n ≥ 1/α and any nonnegative real numbers d1, . . . , dn satisfying

∑n
i=1 d

2
i = 1 one has

h

(

n
∑

i=1

diXi

)

≤ h

(

1√
n

n
∑

i=1

Xi

)

,

with equality if and only if d1 = . . . = dn = 1/
√
n.

In the proof of this result we use the method of intersecting densities, developed in [18] in the context
of moment problems for log-concave random variables. This method is described in Section 3 in a
form suitable for our investigation. More detailed discussion of this method is given is Section 8.

Let us now discuss the state of the art of Problem 1. One may ask whether or not the maximum
in Problem 1 is achieved when a1 = . . . = an = 1/

√
n. Unfortunately, the answer is negative even

for symmetric random variables in the case n = 2, as shown in [7]. In fact, solving Problem 1 is
a difficult and complex issue even for the simplest random variables Xi. As an example, let us
mention Xi being uniformly distributed in [−1, 1] (see Question 3 in Section 6), in which case it
is believed that the maximum is attained for equal coefficients, but as far as we know it has not
yet been proven. The only general result that we are aware of is Theorem 8 in [17], where the
problem was solved in the case of Xi being i.i.d. Gaussian mixtures, that is, random variables
of the form Xi ∼ Ri · gi, where random variables gi ∼ N (0, 1) and random variables Ri > 0 are
independent. In fact, the authors showed a stronger statement: if Xi are i.i.d. Gaussian mixtures
and (a21, . . . , a

2
n) ≺ (b21, . . . , b

2
n) in the Schur order, then h(

∑n
i=1 aiXi) ≥ h(

∑n
i=1 biXi). Let us

recall that the definition of the Schur order is that for vectors (p1, . . . , pn) and (q1, . . . , qn) we have

(p1, . . . , pn) ≺ (q1, . . . , qn) iff
∑k

i=1 p
∗
i ≤ ∑k

i=1 q
∗
i for all k = 1, . . . , n with equality for k = n,

where (p∗i ) and (q∗i ) are nonincreasing rearrangements of the sequences (pi) and (qi). Note that
for any (a1, . . . , an) ∈ Sn−1 we have (1/n, . . . , 1/n) ≺ (a21, . . . , a

2
n) ≺ (1, 0, . . . , 0), which shows that

indeed in this case a1 = . . . = an = 1/
√
n gives the maximum in Problem 1, whereas a1 = 1,

a2 = . . . = an = 0 gives the minimum. The latter is, in fact, true not only for Gaussian mixtures,
but for arbitrary i.i.d. random variables Xi, which is an easy consequence of the famous entropy
power inequality of Shannon and Stam (see [46, 47]) in the following linearized form: if the real
numbers ai satisfy

∑n
i=1 a

2
i = 1, then for a sequence of independent random variables X1, . . . ,Xn

one has h(
∑n

i=1 aiXi) ≥
∑n

i=1 a
2
i h(Xi).

As an application of our main result, we study entropy of Gaussian quadratic forms. We introduce
the following definition.

Definition 1. Let Gn be a standard N (0, In) Gaussian random vector in R
n (In stands for the

n × n identity matrix). For a symmetric n × n real matrix A we define XA = 〈AGn, Gn〉. The
random variable XA is called a Gaussian quadratic form (in n variables). If A is additionally positive
semi-definite, then XA is called a nonnegative Gaussian quadratic form.
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Our main result easily gives the following corollary.

Corollary 1. Let XA be a nonnegative Gaussian quadratic form. Then

h (XA) ≤ h
(

χ2(n)
)

+
1

2
ln Var(XA) − 1

2
ln(2n)

with equality if and only if A = λIn for some λ > 0. Here χ2(n) = |Gn|2 is a random variable with a
chi-square distribution with n degrees of freedom. Equivalently, if G is a Gaussian random variable
with the same variance as XA, then h(G) − h(XA) ≥ 1

2 ln(4πen) − h(χ2(n)) = 2
3n + o(1/n).

Remark 1. Corollary 1 shows that, in a sense of relative entropy, a Gaussian random variable cannot
be approximated by a nonnegative Gaussian quadratic form too well, that is, if Var(XA) = Var(G),
then D(X‖G) ≥ 2

3n + o(1/n).

As we shall explain in Section 2, rotation invariance of the standard Gaussian random vector Gn in
R
n allows us to reduce Corollary 1 to the case of diagonal quadratic forms with nonnegative entries.

Since for a standard N (0, 1) Gaussian random variable g its square g2 has the same distribution as
2X, where X is a Gamma(1/2) random variable, we get the following fact, of which Corollary 1 is
a simple consequence.

Corollary 2. Let g1, . . . , gn be independent standard Gaussian random variables. Then for any
n ≥ 1 and any nonnegative real numbers d1, . . . , dn satisfying

∑n
i=1 d

2
i = 1 one has

h

(

n
∑

i=1

dig
2
i

)

≤ h

(

1√
n

n
∑

i=1

g2i

)

,

with equality if and only if d1 = . . . = dn = 1/
√
n.

Similarly, since Gamma(1) is the same distribution as Exp(1), we also get the following corollary.

Corollary 3. Let X1, . . . ,Xn be independent standard exponential random variables, i.e. random
variables with densities e−x on [0,∞). Then for any n ≥ 1 and any nonnegative real numbers
d1, . . . , dn satisfying

∑n
i=1 d

2
i = 1 one has

h

(

n
∑

i=1

diXi

)

≤ h

(

1√
n

n
∑

i=1

Xi

)

,

with equality if and only if d1 = . . . = dn = 1/
√
n.

This article is organized as follows. In Section 2 we show how Corollary 2 implies Corollary 1.
In Section 3 we describe our key method of intersecting densities. The proof of Theorem 1 is given
in Section 4. In Section 5, as an application of our main result, we derive a bound on the capacity
of transmission channels subject to n independent additive noises having gamma distribution. In
Section 6 we present some open problems. Section 7 is devoted to further motivations and discussion
of connections to the existing literature. Finally, a detailed description of possible strengths and
weaknesses of our method is given in Section 8.

2. Proof of Corollary 1

We begin with the following simple lemma.

Lemma 1. Let XA be a Gaussian quadratic form in n variables and let U be an orthogonal trans-
formation in R

n. Then XU∗AU has the same distribution as XA. In particular, every Gaussian
quadratic form has the same distribution as a certain Gaussian quadratic form with A being diag-
onal. If additionally XA was assumed to be nonnegative, then the associated diagonal matrix has
nonnegative entries.
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Proof. Let Gn ∼ N (0, In). Note that because of rotation invariance of Gn, the random vector
G′

n = UGn has the same distribution as Gn. We have XU∗AU = 〈U∗AUGn, Gn〉 = 〈AUGn, UGn〉 =
〈AG′

n, G
′
n〉, which has the same distribution as 〈AGn, Gn〉 = XA. To prove the second part it suffices

to observe that every symmetric matrix is diagonalizable by a certain orthogonal change of basis U .
If the matrix A is positive semi-definite, then the resulting diagonal matrix clearly has nonnegative
entries.

�

Lemma 2. Let XA be a Gaussian quadratic form. Then EXA = tr(A) and Var(XA) = 2 tr(A2).

Proof. By Lemma 1 and by the invariance of tr(A) and tr(A2) under matrix similarity, the statement
is invariant under the transformation A → U∗AU for any orthogonal matrix U . We can therefore
assume that A is diagonal. In this case XA =

∑n
i=1 aiig

2
i , where aii are some real numbers and gi

are i.i.d. N (0, 1) random variables. Clearly, EXA =
∑n

i=1 aii = tr(A). Moreover,

EX2
A = E

(

n
∑

i=1

aiig
2
i

)2
=

n
∑

i=1

a2iiEg
4
i +

∑

i 6=j

aiiajjEg
2
i g

2
j = 3

n
∑

i=1

a2ii +
∑

i 6=j

aiiajj

= 2

n
∑

i=1

a2ii +
(

n
∑

i=1

aii

)2
= 2 tr(A2) + (tr(A))2.

Hence, Var(XA) = EX2
A − (EXA)2 = 2 tr(A2).

�

Now we show how Corollary 2 implies Corollary 1.

Proof of Corollary 1. Thanks to Lemma 1, we can assume that A is diagonal, that is, XA =
∑n

i=1 dig
2
i for some di ≥ 0. Since for any random variable X and any non-zero real number

λ one has h(λX) = h(X) + ln |λ| and Var(λX) = λ2 Var(X), the statement is invariant un-
der scaling of XA. Thus, one can also assume that

∑n
i=1 d

2
i = 1. In this case, due to Lemma

2, one has Var(XA) = 2. Hence, Corollary 2 yields that h
(

χ2(n)
)

+ 1
2 ln Var(XA) − 1

2 ln(2n) =

h(χ2(n)) − 1
2 lnn = h(n−1/2χ2(n)) ≥ h(XA). The equality cases follow easily from Lemma 1 and

equality cases in Corollary 2. �

3. The method of intersecting densities

We begin by recalling the following standard bound for the entropy.

Lemma 3. Suppose p, q are probability densities of random variables U and V , respectively. Take
Φ = − ln q. Then

(a) −
∫

p ln p ≤ −
∫

p ln q, that is, h(U) ≤ EΦ(U),
(b) if EΦ(U) ≤ EΦ(V ), then h(U) ≤ h(V ).

Proof. (a) We can assume that the support of p is contained in the support of q (otherwise the
right-hand side is +∞ and there is nothing to prove). Since for x ≥ 0 we have lnx ≤ x−1, one gets

−
∫

p ln p+

∫

p ln q =

∫

supp(p)
(p ln q − p ln p) =

∫

supp(p)
p ln(q/p)

≤
∫

supp(p)
p(q/p− 1) ≤ 0.

(b) From part (a) we have h(U) ≤ EΦ(U) ≤ EΦ(V ) = −
∫

q ln q = h(V ). �

In our proof of Theorem 1, in order to verify the assumption EΦ(U) ≤ EΦ(V ) of Lemma 3(b),
we shall use a trick that we call the method of intersecting densities. The next lemma describes this
crucial idea. Let us first introduce the following definition.
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Definition 2. Let f : R → R be measurable function. We say that f changes sign at point x ∈ R

if one of the following conditions holds:

(a) there exist y, z ∈ R such that y < x < z and f is positive a.e. on (x, z), nonpositive a.e. on
(y, x) and negative on some subset of (y, x) of positive measure;

(b) there exist y, z ∈ R such that y < x < z and f is negative a.e. on (x, z), nonnegative a.e.
on (y, x) and positive on some subset of (y, x) of positive measure.

We call such x the sign change point of f . If f has precisely n sign change points, then we say that
f changes sign exactly n times.

Let us observe that if all sign change points of f are x1, . . . , xn, then f(x)(x− x1) . . . (x− xn) is
either nonpositive a.e. on R or nonnegative a.e. on R.

Lemma 4. Suppose Φ(x) = −τ ln(x−L)+αx2+βx+γ, where α, β, γ, L are arbitrary real numbers
and τ > 0. Suppose also that U, V are real random variables with densities fU and fV supported
in [L,∞), such that EU = EV , EU2 = EV 2, and the function fV − fU changes sign exactly three
times and is positive a.e. before the first sign change point. Then EΦ(U) < EΦ(V ).

Proof. Our goal is to prove the inequality
∫

Φ(fV − fU) > 0. Because of our assumptions, we have
∫

xifU (x)dx =
∫

xifV (x)dx for i = 0, 1, 2. Our desired inequality is therefore equivalent to

(1)

∫ ∞

L
(Φ(x) − (a2x

2 + a1x + a0))(fV (x) − fU (x))dx > 0,

where a0, a1, a2 are arbitrary real numbers. A crucial step now is to explore the freedom of the
choice of these three numbers. We know that fV − fU changes sign exactly three times at some
points x0 < x1 < x2. We choose a0, a1, a2 so that Φ(xi) = a2x

2
i + a1xi + a0 for i = 0, 1, 2. This can

be done because the matrix (xji )
2
i,j=0, associated to the system of linear equations that a0, a1, a2

have to satisfy, is a 3 × 3 Vandermonde matrix.
Let Ψ(x) = Φ(x) − (a2x

2 + a1x + a0). We now show that the integrand Ψ(fV − fU ) in (1) is
nonnegative, which will clearly finish the proof (the obtained inequality will be strict because it
will also easily follow that this integrand is not an a.e. zero function). We already know that
Ψ(x0) = Ψ(x1) = Ψ(x2) = 0 and that fV − fU changes sign at x0, x1, x2 and is positive a.e.
before the first sign change point x0. Since close to x = L the function Ψ(x) is positive (note that
limx→L+ Ψ(x) = +∞), it is enough to show that Ψ also changes its sign at x0, x1, x2 and that these
are the only sign change points of this function.

To show this we observe that the function Ψ has the form Ψ(x) = −τ ln(x−L) +ax2 + bx+ c for
some real numbers a, b, c. This function is clearly smooth on (L,∞). It is enough to show that Ψ has
only three zeros and none of them is a zero of Ψ′ (then we easily conclude that the zeros correspond
to sign changes). Suppose that Ψ has more than three zeros, counting multiplicities (x is a zero of

multiplicity k if Ψ(j)(x) = 0 for j = 0, 1, . . . , k − 1, where Ψ(j) is the jth derivative of Ψ, with the

convention that Ψ(0) = Ψ). Since Ψ itself has at least three distinct zeros, by Rolle’s theorem we
deduce that Ψ′ has at least three distinct zeros. But for x > L we have Ψ′(x) = −τ

x−L + 2ax + b.

Thus, the equation Ψ′(x) = 0 is equivalent to the quadratic equation (2ax + b)(x − L) = τ , which
cannot have more than two solutions (unless Ψ′ vanishes identically, which clearly does not hold in
our case as τ > 0). We arrived at a contradiction. �

In Lemma 4 we assumed that fU − fV changes sign exactly three times and that EU = EV and
EU2 = EV 2. Our next lemma shows that the conditions EU = EV and EU2 = EV 2 are enough to
guarantee that fU − fV changes sign at least three times.

Lemma 5. Let k, n ≥ 1 be integers and let g : R → R be measurable. Suppose that g changes sign
at exactly k points. Assume moreover that

∫

R
xjg(x)dx = 0 for all j = 0, 1, . . . , n− 1. Then k ≥ n.
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Proof. We prove the lemma by contradiction. Assume that k ≤ n − 1. Let x1 < x2 < . . . < xk be
the sign change points of g. From our assumption, for every polynomial P of degree at most n− 1
one has

∫

Pg = 0. Let us take P (x) = (x− x1) . . . (x− xk) and h = Pg. We have
∫

h = 0. On the
other hand, h does not change sign since P changes sign exactly at the same points as g. Since h
is not identically zero, we get

∫

h 6= 0, contradiction. �

Corollary 4. Suppose U, V are real random variables with densities fU and fV , such that EU = EV
and EU2 = EV 2. Then the function fV − fU changes sign at least three times.

Proof. It is enough to apply Lemma 5 with g = fU − fV and n = 3. �

4. Proof of Theorem 1

Lemma 6. Suppose that Y is a random vector having values in (−l,∞)n, where l ≥ 0. Let Φ :
(−l√n,∞) → R be continuous and assume that there exists a measurable function M : (−l,∞)n →
R, such that one has supx∈Sn−1

+

|Φ(〈x, y〉)| ≤ M(y) and EM(Y ) < ∞. Then, the function F :

Sn−1
+ → R defined by F (x) = EΦ(〈x, Y 〉) is continuous.

Proof. We have F (x) =
∫

(−l,∞)n Φ(〈x, y〉)dµ(y), where µ is the law of Y . Suppose x(n) → x.

Then, Φ(
〈

x(n), y
〉

) → Φ(〈x, y〉) for any fixed y ∈ (−l,∞)n, by the continuity of Φ (note that
〈x, y〉 > −l√n). The assertion follows from the Lebesgue dominated convergence theorem. �

Lemma 7. Suppose that Y = (Y1, . . . , Yn), where Y1, . . . , Yn are i.i.d. random variables having
values in the interval (−l,∞), where l ≥ 0. Let Φ : (−l√n,∞) → R be such that the function
F (x) = EΦ(〈x, Y 〉) is continuous. Suppose that for every 0 ≤ d1 < d2 satisfying d21 + d22 ≤ 1 we
have

(2) EΦ(s+ d1Y1 + d2Y2) ≤ EΦ

(

s+

√

1

2
(d21 + d22)(Y1 + Y2)

)

,

for every s ≥ −l
√

(n− 2)(1 − d21 − d22). Then,

(3) EΦ

(

n
∑

i=1

diYi

)

≤ EΦ

(

1√
n

n
∑

i=1

Yi

)

for all (d1, . . . , dn) ∈ Sn−1
+ . Moreover, for (d1, . . . , dn) 6= (n−1/2, . . . , n−1/2), if (2) is always strict,

then the inequality (3) is strict.

Proof. We first show that if d1, d2 ≥ 0 satisfy d21 + d22 = δ2 and s ≥ −l
√

(n− 2)(1 − δ2), then
EΦ (s+ d1Y1 + d2Y2) is well-defined, that is, s+ d1Y1 + d2Y2 > −l√n is a.s. satisfied. Indeed,

s+ d1Y1 + d2Y2 > −l
√

(n− 2)(1 − δ2) − l(d1 + d2)

≥ −l
√

(n− 2)(1 − δ2) − l
√

2(d21 + d22)

= −l
(√

n− 2 ·
√

1 − δ2 +
√

2δ
)

≥ −l
√
n− 2 + 2 ·

√

1 − δ2 + δ2 = −l√n,
where the last inequality results from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality.

We now consider a random variable S =
∑n

i=3 diYi, where
∑n

i=3 d
2
i = 1 − δ2. Observe that a.s.

S > −l
n
∑

i=3

di ≥ −l

√

√

√

√(n− 2)

n
∑

i=3

d2i = −l
√

(n− 2)(1 − δ2),
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again by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. Substituting S for s in (2) and taking expectation with respect
to Y3, . . . , Yn leads to the inequality

EΦ

(

n
∑

i=1

diYi

)

≤ EΦ

(

√

1

2
(d21 + d22)(Y1 + Y2) +

n
∑

i=3

diYi

)

,

where (d1, . . . , dn) ∈ Sn−1
+ . Moreover, if (2) is strict for every s, then the above inequality is also

strict.
Since the function F is continuous and Sn−1

+ is compact, F achieves its maximum in some point

(d1, . . . , dn) ∈ Sn−1
+ . We first show the moreover part of the assertion. If (2) is strict, then for

d1 6= d2 we have

(4) F (d1, d2, d3, . . . , dn) < F

(

√

(d21 + d22)/2,
√

(d21 + d22)/2, d3, . . . , dn

)

.

Now, if (d1, . . . , dn) has two different coordinates, then using permutation invariance of F we can
assume that these coordinates are d1 6= d2 and (4) immediately gives a contradiction.

We now show the first part. Let A ⊆ Sn−1
+ be the set where the maximum m of F is achieved.

Since F is continuous, this set is compact. The function g : A → R defined by g(x1, . . . , xn) =
x1 + . . .+xn achieves its maximum on A. We claim that the point where the maximum is achieved
must be the point (n−1/2, . . . , n−1/2). If it is some other point (d1, . . . , dn), then, without loss of
generality, d1 6= d2 and we observe that

m = F (d1, d2, d3, . . . , dn)

≤ F

(

√

(d21 + d22)/2,
√

(d21 + d22)/2, d3, . . . , dn

)

≤ m.

Thus,
(

√

(d21 + d22)/2,
√

(d21 + d22)/2, d3, . . . , dn

)

∈ A and clearly the sum of coordinates of this

vector is strictly bigger than the sum of coordinates of (d1, . . . , dn), which gives a contradiction
with the fact that the latter vector maximized g on A. �

Lemma 8. Assume that X1,X2 are i.i.d. Gamma(α) real random variables, let d1, d2 > 0, c1 =

Γ(α)−2(d1d2)−α, c2 =
√

(d21 + d22)/2 and define Id1,d2(x) =
∫ 1
0 [t(1 − t)]α−1e

−x
(

t
d1

+ 1−t
d2

)

dt. Then,

(a) the density of d1Y1 + d2Y2, where Yi = Xi − α, i = 1, 2, is equal to

fd1,d2(x) = c1(x+ α(d1 + d2))2α−1Id1,d2(x+ α(d1 + d2))1[−α(d1+d2),∞)(x),

(b) the density of
√

1
2

(

d21 + d22
)

(Y1 + Y2), where Yi = Xi − α, i = 1, 2, is equal to

gd1,d2(x) =
1

Γ(2α)c2α2

(

x+ α
√

2(d21 + d22)
)2α−1

e
−
(

x
c2

+2α
)

1
[−α

√
2(d2

1
+d2

2
),∞)

(x).
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Proof. Let ρd1,d2 be the density of d1X1 + d2X2. Clearly ρd1,d2 is supported in [0,∞). The density

of X1 is equal to f(u) = 1
Γ(α)u

α−1e−u1[0,∞)(u). As a consequence, for x ≥ 0 we have

ρd1,d2(x) =
1

d1d2

∫

f

(

u

d1

)

f

(

x− u

d2

)

du

=
1

Γ(α)2(d1d2)α

∫ x

0
uα−1(x− u)α−1e

−
(

u
d1

+x−u
d2

)

du

u=xt
= c1

∫ 1

0
(xt)α−1(x(1 − t))α−1e

−x
(

t
d1

+ 1−t
d2

)

xdt

= c1x
2α−1

∫ 1

0
[t(1 − t)]α−1e

−x
(

t
d1

+ 1−t
d2

)

dt

= c1x
2α−1Id1,d2(x).

By shifting we obtain fd1,d2 . To get the formula for gd1,d2 note that X1 + X2 ∼ Gamma(2α) and
apply a suitable affine map. �

Lemma 9. Assume that X1,X2 are i.i.d. Gamma(α) real random variables with α ∈ (0, 1/2] and let
d1, d2 ≥ 0 be such that d1 6= d2. Let fU be the density of U = d1Y1+d2Y2, where Yi = Xi−α, i = 1, 2

and let fV be the density of V =
√

1
2(d21 + d22)(Y1 + Y2). Then there exist points x0 < x1 < x2

such that fV − fU is strictly positive on (−α
√

2(d21 + d22), x0) ∪ (x1, x2) and strictly negative on
(x0, x1) ∪ (x2,∞). Moreover, x0 = −α(d1 + d2).

Proof. Suppose first that d1, d2 6= 0. Since d1 6= d2, we have α
√

2(d21 + d22) > α(d1 + d2). Therefore,

the support of d1Y1 + d2Y2 is strictly contained in the support of
√

1
2(d21 + d22)(Y1 + Y2). Thus,

fV (x) > 0 = fU (x) on the interval (−α
√

2(d21 + d22),−α(d1 + d2)), so on this interval one has
fV − fU > 0. For α ∈ (0, 1/2) we now observe that limx→x+

0

fU(x) = ∞ and for α = 1/2 we

calculate

(fV − fU)(−α(d1 + d2)) =

√

2

d21 + d22
exp

(

d1 + d2
√

2(d21 + d22)
− 1

)

− 1√
d1d2

<

√

2

d21 + d22
− 1√

d1d2
< 0.

Since both fV and fU are continuous on (−α(d1 + d2),∞), we see that fV − fU is negative at least
on some right neighborhood of −α(d1 + d2). As a consequence, x0 = −α(d1 + d2) is the first sign
change point.

We now argue that in (x0,∞) there are at most two sign change points. Indeed, the sign of
fV − fU is the same as the sign of ln fV − ln fU . The functions ln fV and ln fU , defined on (x0,∞),
are of the form

ln fV (x) = (2α − 1) ln

(

x+ α
√

2(d21 + d22)

)

+ a(x),

ln fU (x) = C + (2α − 1) ln

(

x + α(d1 + d2)

)

+ ln Id1,d2(x+ α(d1 + d2)),

with a(x) being an affine function and C being a constant. Let us prove that ln fV − ln fU is strictly
concave. The difference

(2α− 1) ln
(

x+ α
√

2(d21 + d22)
)

− (2α− 1) ln
(

x+ α(d1 + d2)
)
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is concave as its second derivative is equal to

(2α − 1)






− 1
(

x+ α
√

2(d21 + d22)
)2 +

1
(

x+ α(d1 + d2)
)2






,

which is nonpositive because α
√

2
(

d21 + d22
)

> α (d1 + d2) and 2α − 1 ≤ 0. The function u(x) =

ln Id1,d2(x) = ln

(

∫ 1
0 [t(1 − t)]α−1e

−x
(

t
d1

+ 1−t
d2

)

dt

)

is strictly convex (the inequality Id1,d2(λx + (1 −
λ)y) < Id1,d2(x)λId1,d2(y)1−λ for x 6= y follows from the Hölder inequality). Hence, ln fV − ln fU is a
sum of an affine function, a concave function and a composition of a strictly concave function with
an affine function. Thus, it is a strictly concave function. As a consequence, it cannot have more
than two zeros in (x0,∞), which means that we can find appropriate points x1 and x2. Altogether,
the number of sign change points of fV − fU does not exceed three.

If, say, d1 = 0 and d2 > 0, then one easily checks that

fU (x) = CU (x + αd2)α−1e−(x/d2+α)1[−αd2,∞)(x)

and

fV (x) = CV

(

x + αd2
√

2
)2α−1

e−(x
√
2/d2+2α)1[−αd2

√
2,∞)(x),

where CU , CV are some constants. Again, fV − fU is positive on the interval (−αd2
√

2,−αd2) and
negative on some right neighborhood of x0 = −αd2. That is because limx→x+

0

fU (x) = +∞ for

α ∈ (0, 1/2]. On (−αd2,∞) the function ln fV − ln fU can be written as

a(x) + (2α− 1) ln(x+ αd2
√

2) − (2α − 1) ln(x + αd2) + α ln(x+ αd2)

for some affine function a(x). Similarly to the previous case, two middle components form a concave
function and hence ln fV −ln fU is again strictly concave. Thus, it can have at most two sign changes
in (−αd2,∞), and therefore at most three sign changes in the whole real line.

Since EU = EV and EU2 = EV 2, the function gd1,d2 − fd1,d2 , by Corollary 4, changes sign at at
least three points. Thus, it has precisely three sign change points. �

We are now ready to prove Theorem 1. A scheme of the proof is illustrated in Figure 1.

Lemma 5

Corollary 4

Lemma 9

Lemma 8

Theorem 1

Lemma 4
Lemma 6
Lemma 7

Lemma 3(b)

Lemma 3(a)

Figure 1. Scheme of the proof of Theorem 1.
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Proof of Theorem 1. Since for any random variable X and any real number s we have h(s + X) =
h(X), we can replace the random variables Xi with Yi = Xi−EXi = Xi−α. Proof can be reduced to
α ∈ (0, 1/2] case as sum of k independent copies of Gamma(α) random variable follows Gamma(kα)
distribution. Indeed, if we show that equal weights in a weighted sum of n′ = nk independent
Gamma(α) random variables maximise the entropy, then the same result for the weights in a
weighed sum of n independent Gamma(kα) random variables will follow. Note that the assumption
n′ ≥ 1/α, needed to use the case of n′ summands and Gamma(α) random variables, is equivalent to
n ≥ 1

kα , which is the assumption for n summands and Gamma(kα) random variables. By Lemma
3(b), Lemma 6 and Lemma 7, it is enough to show that

(a) for 0 ≤ d1 < d2 satisfying d21 + d22 ≤ 1 one has

EΦn(s+ d1Y1 + d2Y2) < EΦn

(

s+
√

(d21 + d22)/2(Y1 + Y2)

)

for every s ≥ −α
√

(n− 2)(1 − d21 − d22) (note that in our case l = α), where on (−α√n,∞)
we have Φn = − ln pn and pn is the density of 1√

n

∑n
i=1 Yi = 1√

n
(Gamma(nα) − nα),

(b) there exists a measurable function M : (−α,∞)n → R such that supx∈Sn−1

+

|Φn(〈x, y〉)| ≤
M(y) and EM(Y1, . . . , Yn) <∞.

We first verify (a). The density qn of Gamma(nα) is equal to

qn(x) =
1

Γ(nα)
xnα−1e−x1[0,∞)(x),

hence the density of 1√
n

(Gamma(nα) − nα) is equal to

pn(x) =
√
nqn(

√
nx+ nα)

=

√
n

Γ(nα)
(
√
nx + nα)nα−1e−

√
nx−nα1[0,∞)(

√
nx+ nα)

=
nnα/2

Γ(nα)
(x+ α

√
n)nα−1e−

√
nx−nα1[−α

√
n,∞)(x).

Therefore, for x ≥ −α√n we have Φn(x) = (1 − nα) ln(x + α
√
n) +

√
nx + cn, where cn depends

only on n. By Lemma 4, it is enough to show that the difference fV − fU of the densities fU and
fV of U = s+ d1Y1 + d2Y2 and V = s+

√

(d21 + d22)/2(Y1 + Y2), respectively, changes sign exactly
three times and is positive a.e. before the first sign change point. This is guaranteed by Lemma 9.

Let us now show (b). The affine part of Φn can easily be handled, since for x ∈ Sn−1
+ we have

|〈x, y〉| ≤ |y| and E |(Y1, . . . , Yn)| ≤∑n
i=1 E|Yi| = nE|Y1| <∞. We have to bound |ln(〈x, y〉 + α

√
n)|

for y ∈ (−α,∞)n. Note that if t ≥ 1, then |ln t| = ln t ≤ t − 1 ≤ t and if 0 < t < 1, then
|ln t| = − ln t = b ln(t−1/b) ≤ b(t−1/b − 1) ≤ bt−1/b for any b > 0. Thus, |ln t| ≤ t + bt−1/b for every
t, b > 0 and we get

∣

∣ln(〈x, y〉 + α
√
n)
∣

∣ ≤ |〈x, y〉| + α
√
n+ b(〈x, y〉 + α

√
n)−1/b.

The term |〈x, y〉| can be bounded as above and α
√
n is a finite constant. We are therefore left with

the term (〈x, y〉 + α
√
n)−1/b.

Suppose that mini xi ≤ 1/(2
√
n), say, x1 ≤ 1/(2

√
n). Then

n
∑

i=1

xi ≤ x1 +
√
n− 1(1 − x21) ≤

1

2
√
n

+
√
n− 1.

Define cn =
√
n−

√
n− 1− 1

2
√
n

. We have cn >
√
n−

√
n− 1− 1√

n−1+
√
n

= 0. Hence, 〈x, y〉+α
√
n ≥

α
√
n− α

∑

i xi ≥ αcn, so (〈x, y〉 + α
√
n)−1/b ≤ c

−1/b
n , uniformly with respect to y.
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If for all i we have xi > 1/(2
√
n), then

(〈x, y〉 + α
√
n)−1/b ≤

(

n
∑

i=1

xi(yi + α)

)−1/b

≤ (2
√
n)1/b

(

n
∑

i=1

(yi + α)

)−1/b

≤ (2
√
n)1/b(y1 + α)−1/b.

Now we set b = 2/α. Since

E(Y1 + α)−1/b = EX
−α/2
1 =

1

Γ(α)

∫ ∞

0
x−α/2xα−1e−xdx =

Γ(α/2)

Γ(α)
<∞,

the proof is completed. �

5. Channel capacities

Consider a memoryless transmission channel with power budged P subject to additive noise N . If
X is an input of the channel then the output produced by the channel at the receiver is Y = X+N ,
where X and N are independent. The capacity of the channel is given by the famous channel coding
theorem of Shannon (see [46]):

CP (N) = sup
X: Var(X)≤P

(h(X +N) − h(N)).

Let PN = Var(N) be the noise power. Shannon (see [46], Theorem 18) gave the following bounds

(5)
1

2
ln

(

1 +
P

N (N)

)

≤ CP (N) ≤ 1

2
ln

(

P + PN

N (N)

)

,

where N (N) = 1
2πe exp(2h(N)) is the so-called entropy power. It is straightforward to check that

the right inequality follows from the fact that Gaussian densities maximize entropy under fixed
variance, which can equivalently be written as h(Y ) ≤ 1

2 ln(2πeVar(Y )) or N (Y ) ≤ Var(Y ). This
gives

h(X +N) − h(N) =
1

2
ln

(N (X +N)

N (N)

)

≤ 1

2
ln

(

Var(X +N)

N (N)

)

=
1

2
ln

(

P + PN

N (N)

)

.

The left inequality is a consequence of the entropy power inequality, namely

sup
X: Var(X)≤P

(h(X +N) − h(N)) =
1

2
sup

X: Var(X)≤P
(lnN (X +N) − lnN (N))

≥ 1

2
sup

X: Var(X)≤P
(ln(N (X) + N (N)) − lnN (N))

=
1

2
(ln(P + N (N)) − lnN (N))

=
1

2
ln

(

1 +
P

N (N)

)

.

Suppose that the noise N is of the form N =
∑n

i=1 aiXi, where Xi ∼ Gamma(α). In other
words, our noise has n independent sources, each having gamma distribution with certain scale
ai and shape α. Theorem 1 allows us to estimate capacity of this channel. Namely, we have the
following corollary.
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Corollary 5. Let n ≥ 1/α. The capacity of the additive channel with power budget P and noise
of the form N =

∑n
i=1 aiXi, where Xi ∼ Gamma(α), and with noise power PN satisfies

1

2
ln

(

1 +
P

PN
· τ(nα)

)

≤ CP (N) ≤ 1

2
ln

(

P + PN

PN
τ(α)

)

with

τ(x) = N (x−
1

2 Gamma(x))−1 = 2πe exp(−2x− 2 ln Γ(x) − 2(1 − x)ψ(x) + lnx),

where ψ denotes the digamma function. The upper bound holds for every n ≥ 1 and α > 0.

Proof. Theorem 1 yields

N (|a|X1) ≤ N (N) ≤ N
(

|a|√
n

n
∑

i=1

Xi

)

.

Note that here the lower bound is a simple consequence of the entropy power inequality (this
was already mentioned in Section 1). Since EXi = α, we have PN = E|∑n

i=1 ai(Xi − α)|2 =
|a|2E|X1 − α|2 = α|a|2. Thus, due to the scaling property N (cX) = c2N (X), we get

N
(

|a|√
n

n
∑

i=1

Xi

)

= N
( |a|√

n
Gamma(nα)

)

= N
(√

PN√
nα

Gamma(nα)

)

= PNN
(

Gamma(nα)√
nα

)

= PN τ(nα)−1.

To finish the proof it suffices to use the Shannon bound (5). �

Remark 2. Since N (N) ≤ Var(N) = PN one always has CP (N) ≥ 1
2 ln(1 + P

PN
) with equality for N

being Gaussian noise. In the proof of Corollary 5 we have used a sharper bound on N (N), and thus
our result improves upon this trivial bound. It follows that τ(x) ≥ 1 for x ≥ 1. In fact numerical
simulations show that τ is a decreasing function of x on (0,∞) with limit 1 as x→ ∞.

6. Open Problems

In this section we present some open questions related to our study.

Question 1. In this article we considered only nonnegative quadratic forms. It is natural to ask
about an analog of Theorem 1 for general quadratic forms. This corresponds to proving an analog
of Theorem 1, that is, maximizing h

(
∑n

i=1 dig
2
i

)

under the constraint
∑n

i=1 d
2
i = 1, where gi are

independent N (0, 1) random variables. Numerical simulations show that d1 = 1/
√

2 and d2 =

−1/
√

2 give the maximum for n = 2, which suggests that for general n = 2k a natural candidate
for the maximizer would be d1 = . . . = dn = −dn+1 = . . . = −d2n = 1/

√
2n. We do not have any

predictions in the odd case.

Question 2. Similarly to Question 1, we can ask about the maximum value of h(
∑n

i=1 diXi) under
the constraint

∑n
i=1 d

2
i = 1, where Xi are independent standard exponential random variables, that

is, random variables with densities e−x1[0,∞)(x). Probably the maximizers are be the same as in
Question 1.

Question 3 (See Question 9 in [17]). Suppose U1, . . . , Un are independent random variables dis-

tributed uniformly in [−1, 1]. Is it true that h(
∑n

i=1 diUi) ≤ h(n−1/2
∑n

i=1 Ui), whenever
∑n

i=1 d
2
i =

1?
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Question 4. More ambitiously, we can ask similar questions about some larger classes of random
variables. For example, suppose that X1, . . . ,Xn are i.i.d. symmetric log-concave random variables
(that is, random variables with densities of the form e−V , where V : R → (−∞,∞] is convex). Is
it true that h(

∑n
i=1 diXi) is maximized when the coefficients di are all equal? The answer to this

question is not known even for n = 2.

Question 5 (See Question 12 in [17]). Among all random variables with a fixed variance the one
maximizing the entropy is a Gaussian random variable. Suppose X1,X2 are i.i.d. and suppose that
G is a Gaussian random variable satisfying Var(X1) = Var(G). Is it always true that h(X1 +X2) ≤
h(X1 + G)? Let us mention that this inequality does not hold if, instead of assuming that X1,X2

are i.i.d., we only assume that they are independent with the same variances.

Question 6. Let Xi = g2i − 1, where gi are i.i.d. N (0, 1) random variables, and let p > 2. What is
the maximum value of E |∑n

i=1 aiXi|p under
∑n

i=1 a
2
i = 1? In other words, what is the maximum

possible pth central moment of a Gaussian quadratic form under a fixed variance?

Question 7. For a real random variable X with density f we define its Rényi entropy of order
α ∈ (0,∞) \ {1} via the expression

hα(X) = hα(f) =
1

1 − α
ln

(
∫

fα
)

.

For α = 1 we can define h1 = limα→0+ hα(f), which recovers the usual entropy, that is h1 = h. For
α = ∞ another limiting procedure justifies the definition h∞(f) = − ln ‖f‖∞, where ‖ · ‖∞ denotes
the essential supremum of f (we shall also use the notation M(X) = ‖f‖∞). For fixed α ∈ (0,∞],
what is the maximal/minimal possible Rényi entropy of order α for a Gaussian quadratic form of
fixed variance? Equivalently, what is the maximum/minimum of hα(

∑n
i=1 dig

2
i ) under the constraint

∑n
i=1 d

2
i = 1? We note that the case α = ∞ gives bounds on the so-called concentration function

Q(X;λ) = supx P(x ≤ X ≤ x + λ) for Gaussian quadratic forms, which would be of independent
interest in probability theory. The same questions can be asked when g2i are replaced with arbitrary
i.i.d. gamma random variables Xi.

7. Further motivation and discussion

7.1. Relation to convex order. Let X and Y be two real random variables. We say that X
is smaller than Y in the convex order (denoted X ≺ Y ) if for every convex function φ : R → R

one has Eφ(X) ≤ Eφ(Y ). Marshall and Proschan in [37] observed that if the distribution of
the vector (with not necessarily independent components) (X1, . . . ,Xn) has distribution that is
invariant under permuting coordinates, then for any convex function Φ : R

n → R the function
Ψ(a1, . . . , an) = EΦ(a1X1, . . . , anXn) is Schur convex, namely if a, b ∈ R

n are such that a ≺ b,
then Ψ(a) ≤ Ψ(b). To see this recall (see [36]) that a ≺ b if and only if there exist nonnegative
numbers λπ summing up to 1, such that a =

∑

π λπbπ, where bπ = (bπ(1), . . . , bπ(n)) and π is
a permutation of {1, . . . , n}. Observe that Ψ is convex (as an average of convex functions) and
permutation symmetric. We thus have

Ψ(a) = Ψ

(

∑

π

λπbπ

)

≤
∑

π

λπΨ (bπ) = Ψ(b).

In particular, if φ : R → R is convex and we define Xa =
∑n

i=1 aiXi, then a ≺ b implies Eφ(Xa) ≤
Eφ(Xb). Indeed, it suffices to consider Φ(x1, . . . , xn) = φ(x1 + . . .+ xn). We conclude that if a ≺ b,
then Xa ≺ Xb.

Using the above theory Yu in [51] showed that if X1, . . . ,Xn are i.i.d. log-concave random
variables, then for every a, b ∈ R

n with a ≺ b one has h(Xa) ≤ h(Xb). In particular, if
∑n

i=1 ai = 1
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and ai ≥ 0 for i = 1, . . . , n, then

h

(

1

n

n
∑

i=1

Xi

)

≤ h

(

n
∑

i=1

aiXi

)

≤ h (X1) .

To see this it is enough to recall that sums of independent log-concave random variables are log-
concave and use the following general observation: if X ≺ Y and Y is log-concave, then h(X) ≤
h(Y ). Indeed, if fX and fY are the densities of X and Y , then by Lemma 3 one has

h(X) = −
∫

fX ln fX ≤ −
∫

fX ln fY = E[− ln fY (X)]

≤ E[− ln fY (Y )] = h(Y ),

where the last inequality follows from the fact that − ln fY is convex, as Y is log-concave.
The conclusion of the above considerations is that comparing functionals a → Eφ(Xa) with φ

convex or a → h(Xa) (under additional assumption of log-concavity) is an easy task when mean
is fixed (note that a ≺ b corresponds to EXa = EXb). For example, if a ≺ b then we always have
E|Xa|p ≤ E|Xb|p for p ≥ 1 which, in particular, implies that Var(Xa) ≤ Var(Xb). However, Problem
1 is much more delicate, since in this problem, instead of fixing the mean, we fix the variance. In
other words, instead of fixing

∑n
i=1 ai, we fix

∑n
i=1 a

2
i . It seems that with this constraint no general

statements concerning Schur comparison can be made. For example, in [31] it was shown that
even if X1, . . . ,Xn are i.i.d. symmetric log-concave real random variables, then a2 ≺ b2 (here
a2 = (a21, . . . , a

2
n)) does not imply h(Xa) ≥ h(Xb), which would be a natural conjecture based on

the entropy monotonicity in the Central Limit Theorem.
However, due to the result from [17], if X1, . . . ,Xn are i.i.d. Gaussian mixtures, then a2 ≺ b2

implies h(Xa) ≥ h(Xb). Let us recall how convex ordering is applied in this case. Since Xi are
Gaussian mixtures, there exist i.i.d. positive random variables Ri and independent N (0, 1) random
variables such that Xi ∼ RiGi. Thus,

Xa =

n
∑

i=1

aiXi ∼
n
∑

i=1

aiRiGi ∼
(

n
∑

i=1

a2iR
2
i

)1/2

G1

and, in particular, Xa is itself a Gaussian mixture. This is how squares of ai are introduced in the
proof. Let fa be the density of Xa. If we now apply Lemma 3, we see that it is enough to show the
inequality E[− ln fa(Xb)] ≤ E[− ln fa(Xa)]. This can be rewritten as

Eφ

(

n
∑

i=1

b2iR
2
iG

2
1

)

≤ Eφ

(

n
∑

i=1

a2iR
2
iG

2
1

)

,

where φ(x) = − ln fa(
√
x). Since fa is a density of a Gaussian mixture, it is of the form fa(x) =

∫∞
0 e−x2/2t2dµ(t) for some positive measure µ, and thus fa(

√
x) =

∫∞
0 e−x/2t2dµ(t). This function

is clearly log-convex (just apply Hölder’s inequality). Thus, φ is concave and the result follows
from the fact that a2 ≺ b2 implies

∑n
i=1 a

2
iR

2
iG

2
1 ≺∑n

i=1 b
2
iR

2
iG

2
1 mentioned above (note that here

we only need the property that G2
1(R2

1, . . . , R
2
n) has distribution invariant under permutation of

coordinates).
Finally, we mention a very general fact about the comparison of distribution functions of weighted

sums of i.i.d. log-concave symmetric random variables due to Proschan, see [40]: if Xi are i.i.d.
symmetric log-concave random variables, then P(Xa ≥ t) is Schur-convex in a, for any fixed t > 0.

7.2. Unique crossing theorem. Consider Xa =
∑n

i=1 aiXi, where Xi are i.i.d. Gamma(α) ran-
dom variables. In [11] the authors proved Schur-convexity of tails and distribution functions of Xa,
as functions of a, on certain half-lines and intervals, see also [4] for bounds in the special case of
Gaussian quadratic forms. In [16] Diaconis and Perlman conjectured that the distribution functions
of Xa and Xb cross exactly once when a ≺ b. This conjecture has been verified by Yu in [52] for
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gamma distributions of shape parameters α ≥ 1 and disproved for α < 1. See also [44] for some
partial results.

What is also worth mentioning is that Székely and Bakirov in [49] determined the quantities
In(x) = infa P(

∑n
i=1 aig

2
i ≤ x), where the infimum is taken under the constraint

∑n
i=1 ai = 1 and

ai ≥ 0.

7.3. Khinchine inequalities. Problem 1 is often considered together with its moment counterpart,
namely the problem of maximizing the pth moment (E|S|p)1/p of S =

∑n
i=1 aiXi, for p > 2, where Xi

are i.i.d. symmetric random variables, under a fixed variance. The latter is equivalent to proving the
Khintchine-type inequality (E|S|p)1/p ≤ C(E|S|2)1/2 with the optimal constant C (depending on n
and on the distribution of X1). This has been studied extensively, starting from the case of Xi being
symmetric Bernoulli random variables, see the works of Stečkin [48], Whittle [50], and Haagerup
[23]. Later, Lata la and Oleszkiewicz solved this problem for random variables distributed uniformly
in [−1, 1], see [33]. Averkamp and Houdré in [3] settled the case of Xi being Gaussian mixtures,
which was further used in [17] to study the case of Xi being (non-independent) coordinates of a
random vector uniformly distributed on Bn

q = {(x1, . . . , xn) ∈ R
n :
∑n

i=1 |xi|q ≤ 1}, for q ∈ (0, 2].
The case q > 2 was treated in [18]. We mention that usually Problem 1 is much harder than its
moment-counterpart, the reason being that the pth moment is a linear function of the underlying
distribution, whereas the entropy is non-linear. For example, the entropy counterpart of the result
of Lata la and Oleszkiewicz for Xi distributed uniformly in [−1, 1] is not known, see Question 3 in
Section 6. However, surprisingly, the present article solves Problem 1 for Xi = g2i − 1, in which case
the moment analog is still open, see Question 6.

The problem of estimating the p-th moment of a Gaussian quadratic form and, more generally,
of a Gaussian chaos of arbitrary order, has been extensively studied. In particular, it is known that
for an arbitrary n× n matrix A one has, up to absolute constants,

(E |〈AGn, Gn〉 − E 〈AGn, Gn〉|p)1/p ∼ √
p‖A‖HS + p‖A‖,

where ‖A‖HS stands for the Hilbert-Schmidt norm and ‖A‖ denotes the operator norm. For this
result and its extensions to Gaussian chaoses of higher degree see the works [25, 34, 1] of Hanson
and Wright, Lata la, and Adamczak and Wolff. Unfortunately, once we are not allowed to lose any
constants, as in Question 6, the techniques that lead to the above results cannot easily be adapted.

7.4. Hadwiger & Ball’s cube slicing inequalities. In [24] Hadwiger proved that |[−1
2 ,

1
2 ]n ∩

a⊥| ≥ 1 for any a 6= 0, that is, the (n − 1)-dimensional central section of the cube has volume at
least 1, with equality for a = (1, 0, . . . , 0). Later in his celebrated work [6] Ball showed that for any
a 6= 0 one has |[−1

2 ,
1
2 ]n ∩ a⊥| ≤

√
2. One can rephrase these results as follows: if U1, . . . , Un are

i.i.d. random variables distributed uniformly in [−1
2 ,

1
2 ] and if fa denotes the density of

∑n
i=1 aiUi,

then 1 ≤ fa(0) ≤
√

2 for a ∈ Sn−1. Indeed, one has fa(0) = |[−1
2 ,

1
2 ]n ∩ a⊥|.

The quantity fa(0) is equal to maxx∈R fa(x), due to the log-concavity and symmetry of fa. As
h∞(f) = − ln ‖f‖∞, the above inequalities can be rewritten as −1

2 ln 2 ≤ h∞(
∑n

i=1 aiUi) ≤ 0. We
can now see that in Question 1 we ask for an analogue of the upper bound for the h functional.

7.5. Concentration function of Gaussian quadratic forms. In the present article we consid-
ered entropy of

∑n
i=1 dig

2
i , where gi are independent standard Gaussian random variables. The

same object has recently been considered by Bobkov, Naumov and Ulyanov in [10], where estimates
for its h∞ functional have been obtained. The authors showed that for positive di with

∑n
i=1 d

2
i = 1

the following bounds on the maximum of the density of X hold

c0

4

√

1 − maxi d2i

≤M

(

n
∑

i=1

dig
2
i

)

≤ c1

4

√

1 − maxi d2i

,
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where c0 > 0.013 and c1 < 1.129. The difference between this result and bounds discussed in
Question 6 is that in the above estimates the dependence on di is taken into account (whereas
the bounds are tight only up to a universal constant) and in Question 7 we ask for sharp bounds
independent of di, under our usual constraint

∑n
i=1 d

2
i = 1.

Bounds on M(
∑n

i=1 aiXi) for general independent random variables Xi are also known. Let us
mention here the result of Bobkov and Chirstryakov from [9]: if Xi are independent real random
variables with M(Xi) finite, then for all real numbers a1, . . . , an with

∑n
i=1 a

2
i = 1 one has

1

M2(
∑n

i=1 aiXi)
≥ 1

2

n
∑

i=1

1

M2(Xi)
.

Here the constant 1
2 is best possible. The proof of this fact combines Balls slicing inequality from

[6] with a result of Rogozin from [43].
Let us also mention that development of estimates for concentration functions of sums of inde-

pendent random variables dates back to the works of Lévy and Kolmogorov, see [30, 28]. See also
the works of Rogozin [41, 42], Kesten [27], and Esseen [19].

7.6. Sums of gamma distributions in applications. Sums of independent gamma random
variables arise in applied contexts in statistics, actuarial science and engineering. For example,
Gaussian quadratic forms occur as the limiting distributions of degree two degenerate U -statistics,
see [22, 45, 5], and as limiting distributions of the χ2 goodness-of-fit statistics, see [13, 32]. They
also show up naturally in the context of estimating the trace of an n× n symmetric positive semi-
definite matrix A by using the so-called Gaussian estimator trN (A) = N−1

∑N
i=1G

T
i AGi, where Gi

are i.i.d. N (0, In) random vectors, see [44].
Sums of exponential random variables occur in the form − ln(

∏n
i=1 U

ai
i ), where Ui are uniform on

(0, 1] and the quantity
∏n

i=1 U
ai
i is a weighted Fisher statistic for combining independent p-values

U1, . . . , Un, see [21]. They also arise as first-passage-time distributions in certain birth-and-death
processes, see [20, 12].

Sums of independent gamma random variables are used in queuing theory and storage models,
see [39], as well as in the risk of portfolio theory, see [26].

8. More on the method of intersecting densities

8.1. General framework. Suppose A ⊆ R is connected and F is a certain class of functions.
Suppose we consider functionals of the form Φ(f) =

∫

A gf for some function g (here we assume
integrability of fg for all f ∈ F). Let g, g1, g2, . . . , gn be certain functions and let Φ,Φ1, . . . ,Φn be
corresponding functionals. Suppose our goal is to maximize Φ(f) under constraints Φi(f) = mi for
all i = 1, . . . , n. In other words, our goal is to find the quantity

MF (m1, . . . ,mn) = sup {Φ(f) : f ∈ F , Φi(f) = mi, i = 1, . . . , n} .

This clearly is a fundamental optimization problem arising in many different contexts. If F is a
non-linear spaces of function (such as the space of log-concave functions), it is usually hopeless
to deal with more than one or two constraints. The method of intersecting densities is a way to
overcome these difficulties in certain situations.

Let us now describe a general framework of our method. Suppose that we have two functions f, f0
and we would like that the inequality Φ(f) ≤ Φ(f0) holds under constraint of the aforementioned
form (for example, f0 is our candidate for the maximizer in the above optimization problem). Our
inequality can be written as

∫

A g(f0− f) ≥ 0. Usually constraints prevent us from having pointwise
estimate g(f0−f) ≥ 0, so one has to rewrite the inequality in some way. And here comes our crucial
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observation: due to the constraints the inequality can equivalently be written as
∫

A
(f0 − f)

(

g −
n
∑

i=1

aigi

)

≥ 0,

where ai are arbitrary. Now the idea is to explore our freedom of the choice of ai. Suppose now
that the following conditions hold:

(I) The function f0 − f changes sign exactly n times.
(II) The matrix (gi(xj))

n
i,j=1 is invertible for all x1 < . . . < xn.

(IIIa) For any choice of ai the function h = g −∑n
i=1 aigi changes sign at most n times.

(IIIb) If h has exactly n zeros, then these zeros are sign change points.

Then we can make the integrand of constant sign in the following way: take points x1 < . . . < xn
where f0−f changes its sign and choose ai such that h(xi) = 0, using solvability of the corresponding
system of linear equations guaranteed by (II). Then due to (IIIb) the function h changes its sign
in the points xi, where f0 − f changes its sign, and nowhere else according to (IIIa). Thus, the
integrand has a constant sign (if it is negative, then f0 is the minimizer, not the maximizer). The
sign of the integrand is usually easy to determine by checking it in some concrete point, or in the
limit as the argument converges to infinity.

Let us now focus on one of the following two special cases of moment-type constraints:

(A) A = [0,∞) and gi(t) = tpi for some pi ∈ R,
(B) A = [L,∞) and gi(t) = tni , where ni are non-negative integers and L ∈ [−∞,∞).

In both cases (II) is automatically fulfilled. Indeed in case (B) we get the usual Vandermonde
determinant whereas for (A) one can use Lemma 22 from [18]. Verifying conditions (I) and (III)
might not be an easy task and may lead to various issues.

8.2. Previous development. In [18] in Chapter 4 the technique was used to solve the log-concave
moment problem, namely to find log-concave non-increasing probability densities on [0,∞) maximiz-
ing and minimizing the integral

∫∞
0 tpf(t)dt subject to constraints

∫∞
0 tpif(t)dt = mi, i = 1, . . . , n,

where p1 < p2 < . . . < pn. Here g(t) = tp, in which case verifying (III) is easy (see Lemma 19 in
[18]). Checking (I) is also not a big issue once good candidates f0 for extremizers are found. Thus,
the difficulty of this result lies in the conceptual framework related to the inductive scheme rather
than in technical issues.

In Section 3 of [18] a simple proof of the following result of Lata la and Oleszkiewicz from [33]
was given using the technique of intersecting densities: if p ≥ 2 and Ui are uniform on [−1, 1], then
E|∑n

i=1 aiUi|p is a Schur concave function of (a21, . . . , a
2
n), whereas for 1 ≤ p ≤ 2 it is Schur convex.

Please note that this result seems very different from the previous one and still the same method
can be applied. The proof relies on the following fact (an analogue of Lemma 7 in the present

paper): E|Xλ + Y |p ≤ E|Xλ′ + Y |p for 0 < λ < λ′ < 1
2 with Xλ =

√
λU1 +

√
1 − λU2, where Y

is any unimodal density. The function g(x) = EY |
√
x + Y |p turns out to be convex (in fact, as Y

unimodal, it is enough to check this for Y being uniform on [−1, 1], in which case it is a simple
computation). Let fλ be the density of Xλ. Thus, we want to show that

∫ ∞

0
g(x2)(fλ′(x) − fλ(x))dx ≥ 0.

This can be rewritten as
∫ ∞

0
(g(x2) − (a1 + a2x

2))(fλ′(x) − fλ(x))dx ≥ 0.

Now assumption (I) is straightforward to verify and (III) follows from the fact that g(t) = a1 + a2t
has at most two solution due to convexity of g. We can now see that this reasoning has a similar
structure to the one presented in this article, but the details are different: in the present paper we
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use the method with n = 3 constraints instead of just two and the verification of (I) is much more
complicated, see Lemma 9 (here U plays the role of Xλ and V plays the role of Xλ′). Note that
also (III) holds for quite a different reason (in our proof we do not rely on convexity, but on the
fact that an equation of the form lnx = a2x

2 + a1x+ a0 can have at most three solutions).

8.3. Challenges and obstacles. Let us now present two examples, where the verification of as-
sumptions (I) and (III) is not an easy task. This shows that while our method is very general and
can be applied to many different problems, the details are usually quite different and it is hard to
believe that all these cases can be unified.

8.3.1. The most Gaussian direction in the cube (Question 3). Suppose we want to show that the
maximum of h(

∑n
i=1 aiUi) for Ui uniform on [−1, 1], under the constraint

∑n
i=1 a

2
i = 1, is given by

ai = n−1/2. Then we can follow the strategy of the present paper (see Lemma 3) and then proceed
as in the proof of the result of Lata la and Oleszkiewicz [34], in order to show that EΦn(

∑n
i=1 aiUi) ≤

EΦn(n−1/2
∑n

i=1 Ui), where Φn = − ln pn, with pn being the density of n−1/2
∑n

i=1 Ui, that is, an
affine image of the Irwin-Hall distribution. Here verifying (I) is the same as in the proof for moments.
However, (III) is now a difficult technical problem. One can check that it would be enough to show
that (ln pn(x))′′′ ≤ 0 for x > 0. Numerical simulations show that this is indeed true for n ≥ 7.

8.3.2. Khinchine inequalities for cpe
−|x|p densities. Suppose Y1, . . . , Yn are i.i.d. random variables

with densities of the form cpe
−|x|p for p ≥ 2. In this case an analogue of the result of Lata la and

Oleszkiewicz should hold. In fact, checking condition (III) is precisely the same as in the above
proof. The only problem is to verify (I), which is technically difficult, since the density fλ of

Xλ =
√
λY1 +

√
1 − λY2 is now given by a complicated expression and finding the number of sign

changes of fλ − fλ′ turns out to be challenging.
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[31] M. Madiman, P. Nayar and T. Tkocz, Two remarks on generalized entropy power inequalities, Geometric Aspects

of Functional Analysis: GAFA Israel Seminar (2017-2019), B. Klartag and E. Milman (eds.), Lecture Notes in
Mathematics 2266, Springer, 2020.

[32] D. S. Moore, Chi-square tests, Studies in Statistics (R. V Hogg, ed.), Math. Assoc. Amer., Washington, 1978.
[33] R. Lata la and K. Oleszkiewicz, A note on sums of independent uniformly distributed random variables, Colloq.

Math. 68 (1995), no. 2, 197–206.
[34] R. Lata la, Estimates of moments and tails of Gaussian chaoses, Ann. Prob. 34 (2006), no. 6, 2315–2331.
[35] Ju. V. Linnik, An information theoretic proof of the central limit theorem with Lindeberg conditions, Theory

Probab. Appl. 4 (1959), 288–299.
[36] A. W. Marshall, I. Olkin, and B. C. Arnold, Inequalities: theory of majorization and its applications, 2nd ed.,

Springer Series in Statistics, Springer, New York, 2011.
[37] A. W. Marshall and F. Proschan, An inequality for convex functions involving majorization, J. Math. Anal. Appl.

12 (1965), 87–90.
[38] M. S. Pinsker, Information and information stability of random variables and processes, Holden-Day, San Fran-

cisco, 1964.
[39] N. U. Prabhu, Queues and Inventories, John Wiley & Sons, Inc., New York, London 1965.
[40] F. Proschan, Peakedness of distributions of convex combinations, Ann. Math. Statist. 36 (1965), 1703–1706.
[41] B. A. Rogozin, An estimate for concentration functions, Theory Probab. Appl. 6 (1961) 94–96.
[42] B. A. Rogozin, On the increase of dispersion of sums of independent random variables, Theory Probab. Appl. 6

(1961), 97–99
[43] B. A. Rogozin, An estimate for the maximum of the convolution for bounded densities, Teor. Veroyatn. Primen.

32 (1987), 53–61.
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