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SHARP ESTIMATES FOR THE CRAMÉR TRANSFORM OF LOG-CONCAVE

MEASURES AND GEOMETRIC APPLICATIONS

SILOUANOS BRAZITIKOS AND GIORGOS CHASAPIS

Abstract. We establish a new comparison between the Legendre transform of the cumulant

generating function and the half-space depth of an arbitrary log-concave probability distribution

on the real line, that carries on to the multidimensional setting. Combined with sharp estimates

for the Cramér transform of rotationally invariant measures, we are led to some new phase-

transition type results for the asymptotics of the expected measure of random polytopes. As a

byproduct of our analysis, we address a question on the sharp exponential separability constant

for log-concave distributions, in the symmetric case.
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1. Introduction

In the present work we are concerned with a study of the Cramér transform of log-concave proba-

bility distributions in R
n, particularly in connection with the so-called notion of half-space depth

and aiming towards an improved understanding of asymptotic geometric properties of random

structures in high-dimensional spaces.

Given a probability measure µ on R
n, Tukey’s half-space depth is defined for any x ∈ R

n by

qµ(x) = inf{µ(H) : H ∈ H(x)},

where H(x) is the set of all closed half-spaces H of Rn containing x. Such a functional can be

considered as a measure of centrality or outlyingness for multivariate data points, quantifying

the “depth” of a point x with respect to a set of data by considering the fraction of half-spaces

containing x. The first work in statistics where some form of the half-space depth appears is an

article of Hodges [36] from 1955. Tukey introduced the half-space depth for data sets in [52] as a

tool that enables efficient visualization of random samples in the plane. The term “depth” also

comes from Tukey’s article. A formal definition of the half-space depth was given by Donoho

and Gasko in [24] (see also [51]). Quite expectedly, depth functionals emerge also in a more

geometric context as measures of symmetry or modulii for the approximation of convex bodies

by polytopes. We refer the reader to the survey article of Nagy, Schütt and Werner [45] for an

extensive treatise on data depth functionals, their connections to convex geometry and more, as

well as many references.
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By the Cramér transform of a probability distribution µ in R
n on the other hand, we refer to the

functional defined by

Λ∗(x) = sup
ξ∈Rn

(

〈x, ξ〉 − logEµe
〈X,ξ〉

)

,

that is, the Legendre transform of the cumulant generating function of µ. The terminology stems

from the pivotal role that this quantity plays in Cramér’s theorem within the theory of Large De-

viations [22]. In the context of Asymptotic Geometric Analysis, the cumulant generating function

arises naturally as a central object in the study of high-dimensional convex bodies and log-concave

measures (see for example [40, 28, 42]). Interestingly, in a framework closer to mathematical opti-

misation, Bubeck and Eldan [15] (see also [21]) proved that the Cramér transform of the uniform

probability distribution on a convex body in R
n is an n-self-concordant barrier, giving the first

universal barrier for convex bodies with optimal self-concordance parameter (for more on barrier

functions, interior point methods and the theory of convex optimisation, we point the interested

reader to [46]).

These two quantities are intimately connected, as it is immediate by the Chernoff bound that the

inequality qµ(x) 6 e−Λ∗
µ(x), or equivalenty,

(1) Λ∗
µ(x) 6 log

1

qµ(x)

holds for every x and any probability measure µ in R
n. Exploring the precision of this upper esti-

mate has been crucial in many instances for problems regarding the geometry of high-dimensional

random sets. It was probably first noted by Dyer, Füredi and McDiarmid in [26] that, for suffi-

ciently large n, (1) can be essentially reversed when one takes the measure µ to be the uniform

probability distribution on the vertices (or interior) of the n-dimensional cube [−1, 1]n, an ob-

servation that came to be crucial also in the work of Bárány and Pór [3] on the expected facet

number of 0/1 polytopes. Subsequently, Gatzouras and Giannopoulos [32] (see also [31], as well

as [33], [34]) carefully analysed the argument of [26] to obtain a similar result for more general

even product probability measures µn = µ⊗n in R
n with compact support that satisfy a certain

regularity assumption, namely that

(2) lim
x→x∗

− lnµ([x,∞))

Λ∗
µ(x)

= 1,

where x∗ is the right endpoint of the support of µ (some instances of the same behaviour for

product measures with no compact support were recently studied in [47]).

Quite recently, a reasonable reversal of (1) was established in [13] in a fairly general setting; the

inequality

(3) Λ∗
µ(x) > log

1

qµ(x)
− 5

√
n

is true for every x ∈ R
n if µ is the uniform probability distribution in any centered convex body

of volume 1 in R
n (as is explained in [13], the O(

√
n)-error term is fairly good for the sake of the

applications considered by the authors). One of our main results is the following lower estimate

on Λ∗
µ for any log-concave probability measure µ in R

n.

Theorem 1.1. Let µ be a log-concave probability measure µ in R
n. Then for any ε ∈ (0, 1),

(4) Λ∗
µ(x) > (1− ε) log

1

qµ(x)
+ log

ε

21−ε
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holds for any x ∈ R
n.

A key ingredient for the proof of Theorem 1.1 is a sharp inequality for the negative moments of

qµ(X), for any real random variable X with distribution µ (see Proposition 3.2). Then, fundamen-

tal convexity considerations lead us to the 1-dimensional version of (4), which can be extended to

higher dimensions thanks to the log-concavity of marginal distributions of µ.

A similar argument to that used for the proof of Theorem 1.1 lets us provide a characterisation of

the measures µ on the real line that satisfy (2), under no symmetry or compactness assumption.

Theorem 1.2. Let µ be probability measure on R. Then,

lim
x→x∗

− logµ([x,∞))

Λ∗
µ(x)

= 1

holds if and only if there exists a convex function V (x) such that limx→x∗
− logµ([x,∞))

V (x) = 1.

Next, we focus on radially symmetric probability distributions in R
n. We determine the radially

symmetric distributions that maximise/minimise the Cramér transform functional pointwise in the

log-concave setting under an isotropicity assumption, and establish sharp bounds for the order

of growth of EΛ∗
µ and Ee−Λ∗

µ for certain classes of rotationally invariant log-concave probability

measures. Our methods combine an analysis of the cumulant generating function of the marginals

of the spherical distribution, majorisation-type arguments and log-concavity considerations that

let in for a fruitful comparison of the underlying densities. One particular outcome of our results

is the following.

Theorem 1.3. Let X = (X1, . . . , Xn) be a random vector in R
n with independent and symmetric

log-concave components. Then Ee−Λ∗
X 6 cnexp for cexp = Ee−Λ∗

Y , where Y is a standard double

exponential random variable.

Theorem 1.3 provides a partial positive answer, in the symmetric case, to a question raised in

[35] on the exponential one-shot separability constant of log-concave distributions. In connection

with stochastic separability and applications to machine learning and error-correction mechanisms

in artificial intelligence systems, the authors in [35] considered the quantity Eqµ as a “measure

of separability” of the distribution µ, and have pursued the understanding of cases of distribu-

tions for which Eqµ decreases exponentially fast with the dimension (the definition of “one-shot

separability” is stated in [35] only for product distributions, but one could as well consider the

general case). It is suggested in the same work that the constant cexp above provides the sharp

upper bound in general, for log-concave product distributions. We actually conjecture that the

result of Theorem 1.3 provides the correct upper bound even in the high-dimensional case (for

not-necessarily product measures), at least in the rotationally-invariant setting. Relative to the

case of product distributions, the general upper bound 1 − 2 · 10−5 for Ee−Λ∗
µ , where µ is any

log-concave probability measure on R, has been announced in [35, Proposition 3]. However, the

referenced manuscript has not yet come to our attention. Theorem 1.1 lets us also provide an

improved, although still suboptimal, general estimate.

Proposition 1.4. For every log-concave random variable X we have Ee−Λ∗
X (X) 6 1− (4e)−1.
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The proof of Proposition 1.4 is provided in Section 5.1.

The starting point and main motivation for the results in this work have been questions on the

geometry of high-dimensional random sets, in particular phase transition-type phenomena for the

asymptotics of the expected measure of randomly generated convex hulls in R
n. Following a long

line of research [26, 32, 49, 7, 47] that we briefly recall in the next section, as well as the recent

treatment of the problem in the general setting of log-concave probability measures [13], we are

led to a natural conjecture that we are now able to support in some new cases, including that

of general product probability measures on R
n and several rotationally invariant distributions in

high-dimensions.

The rest of the paper is organised as follows: In Section 2 we have gathered some preliminaries and

further develop the background related to our considered applications. The proofs of Theorems

1.1 and 1.2 are presented in Section 3. Results regarding the Crámer transform of rotationally

invariant distributions are collected in Section 4. Finally, in Section 5 we record some implications

of our results in various settings for the expected measure-threshold problem.

Throughout the text we will use standard big-O notation. In particular f(x) ∼ g(x) stands for

limx→∞ f(x)/g(x) = 1.

2. Preliminaries and Background

2.1. Log-concave probability measures. We denote by 〈·, ·〉 the standard Euclidean inner

product in R
n and by | · | the Euclidean norm in the respective dimension. The n-dimensional

closed Euclidean unit ball is denoted by Bn
2 and Sn−1 is its boundary, the unit sphere. It is

known that Sn−1 is equipped with a unique rotationally invariant probability measure, which

we usually denote by σ (surpassing explicit reference to the dimension n). The n-dimensional

Lebesgue measure of a measurable set A ⊂ R
n will be denoted by voln(A).

We say that a subset K of Rn is a convex body if it is compact and convex, with a nonempty

interior. A convex body K is (centrally) symmetric if K = −K and centered if its barycenter

bar(K) = voln(K)−1
∫

K x dx is the origin. A Borel measure µ on R
n is called log-concave if

µ((1 − λ)A + λB) > µ(A)1−λµ(B)λ for any pair of measurable A,B ⊂ R
n and λ ∈ (0, 1). We

say that a random vector X in R
n is log-concave if it is distributed according to a log-concave

probability measure µ on R
n. It is known (see [10]) that any log-concave probability measure µ on

R
n which is not concentrated on a hyperplane (that is, µ(H) < 1 for every hyperplane H) has a

log-concave density fµ. We will mainly focus on this non-degenerate setting. A standard example

of log-concave probability measure on R
n is that of the uniform measure on a convex body K in

R
n, which we might denote by µK . Clearly then fµK

= voln(K)−1
1K (which is log-concave, by

the convexity of K). Another common example is the n-dimensional Gaussian measure, which we

denote by γn and has density f(x) = (2π)−
n
2 e−

|x|2

2 .
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We say that a convex body K in R
n is isotropic if it is centered, voln(K) = 1, and there is a

constant LK > 0 such that
(∫

K

〈x, θ〉2 dx
)

1
2

= LK

for every θ ∈ Sn−1. More generally, we say that a log-concave probability measure µ on R
n is

isotropic if
∫

Rn

〈x, θ〉 dµ(x) = 0 and

∫

Rn

〈x, θ〉2 dµ(x) = 1,

both hold for all θ ∈ Sn−1. Note that, under this normalisation, a convex body K in R
n is

isotropic if and only if the probability measure with density f(x) = Ln
K1L−1

K K is isotropic. It is

known that every log-concave measure µ on R
n can be pushed forward to an isotropic measure by

an affine transformation. The isotropic constant of a log-concave probability measure on R
n with

density fµ is defined by

Lµ :=
(

det(Cov(µ))‖fµ‖2∞
)

1
2n ,

where Cov(µ) is the covariance matrix of µ. Note that if µ is isotropic then Cov(µ) is the identity

matrix. The celebrated isotropic constant conjecture (equivalent to the hyperplane conjecture

posed by Bourgain [11]) asks if there exists an absolute constant C > 0 such that Ln := supLµ 6 C

for every n ∈ N, where the supremum is taken over all isotropic log-concave probability measures

in R
n. The best known estimate to date, due to Klartag [41], is Ln 6 c

√
logn. We refer the

interested reader to [14] for details on the rich history of this problem, its connection with other

major open questions in the field, as well as an extensive study of the theory of log-concave

measures.

2.2. Threshold for the expected measure of random sets. For any dimension n ∈ N, let

N > n and X1, . . . , XN be independent random vectors in R
n with a common distribution µn. We

denote by KN := conv{X1, . . . , XN}, the convex hull of X1, . . . , XN . Our main object of study is

the behaviour of the sequence an = Eµn(KN ) when n tends to infinity. Here, expectation is taken

with repsect to the product distribution µ⊗N
n (in a more general setting, one could even take the

points Xi distributed according to different measures µi
n). Note that the quantity Eµn(KN ) is

invariant under affine transformations of µn, so we may in general assume that µn is centered.

We will see that usually the asymptotics of an will depend on the magnitude of the number

of random points N chosen, with respect to the dimension n. To make the notion of a “sharp

threshold” precise, we rely on the following definitions, essentially first considered in [13]. Given

δ ∈ (0, 1) and a probability measure µ on R
n, we let

̺1(µ, δ) := sup{r > 0 : Eµ(KN ) 6 δ, for every N 6 exp(r)},

and

̺2(µ, δ) := inf{r > 0 : Eµ(KN ) > 1− δ, for every N > exp(r)}.
Let also

̺(µ, δ) := ̺2(µ, δ)− ̺1(µ, δ).

With this notation at hand, we give the following definition.

Definition 2.1. Let (µn)n∈N be a sequence of probability measures µn on R
n, and (Tn)n a

sequence of positive numbers. We say that (µn)n∈N exhibits a sharp threshold around Tn if for
5



every ε ∈ (0, 1) there is n0 = n0(ε) ∈ N such that for every n > n0,

̺1(µn, δn) > (1− ε)Tn and ̺2(µn, δn) 6 (1 + ε)Tn,

for some sequence (δn) with limn→∞ δn = 0.

Clearly, if (µn)n∈N exhibits a sharp threshold around Tn under the above definition, then it is the

case that for every fixed ε ∈ (0, 1), any choice N 6 e(1−ε)Tn will imply that Eµn(KN ) → 0 as

n→ ∞ and respectively Eµn(KN ) → 1 as n→ ∞ if N > e(1+ε)Tn . That is, the expected measure

of KN exhibits an asymptotic phase transition from 0 to 1 around N = eTn , with a “threshold

window” of the order of T−1
n ̺(µn, δn) 6 2ε.

Using this terminology, the authors in [13] put into a common perspective a number of related older

results. They also studied extensively the quantities ̺1 and ̺2 under a log-concavity assumption.

In the following subsection we elaborate further on the history of the problem and recall several

achievements and natural conjectures.

2.3. Half-space depth and the Cramér transform. Recall the notion of Tukey’s half-space

depth defined for any probability measure µ and point x in R
n by

qµ(x) = inf{µ(H) : H is a closed half-space containing x},

In the sequel, given a random vectorX distributed according to µ we might use either the notation

qµ or qX for the half-space depth of µ (or even relax this to q, if the underlying distribution is obvi-

ous from the context). By definition, in dimension 1 we have qµ(x) = min{µ((−∞, x]), µ([x,∞))}
for every x ∈ R. In general, in any dimension n, note that since any half-space H that contains x

is a set of the form {y : 〈y − x, ξ〉 > 0} for some ξ ∈ Sn−1, qµ(x) can be realised as

qµ(x) = inf
ξ∈Sn−1

Pµ(〈X, ξ〉 > 〈x, ξ〉).

It is then easy to see that qY (ax + b) = qX(x) for any a, b ∈ R whenever Y is equidistributed to

aX+ b and, as a consequence, if µ is the distribution of X and ν is the distribution of aX+ b then

EνΦ(qν(Y )) = EµΦ(qν(aX + b)) = EµΦ(qµ(X))

holds for any function Φ : (0,∞) → (0,∞), that is, the quantity EµΦ(qµ) is invariant under affine

transformations of µ. Another important property that we will rely on is the fact that qµ respects

log-concavity.

Lemma 2.2. If µ is a probability measure in R
n whose marginals have log-concave tails, then

the function qµ is log-concave. In particular if µ has a log-concave density in R
n, then qµ is

log-concave.

Proof. Assume that X is distributed according to µ. Fix some arbitrary ξ ∈ Sn−1. By our

hypothesis, for any x, y ∈ R
n and λ ∈ (0, 1)

P(〈X, ξ〉 > 〈(1− λ)x + λy, ξ〉) > (P(〈X, ξ〉 > 〈x, ξ〉))1−λ
(P(〈X, ξ〉 > 〈y, ξ〉))λ > qµ(x)

1−λqµ(y)
λ.

Taking infimum over ξ ∈ Sn−1 concludes the proof. �
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In a seminal work, Dyer, Füredi and McDiarmid [26] were the first to show that a threshold-type

behaviour like that described in Definition 2.1 holds for the expected volume of random polytopes

with independent vertices uniformly distributed in the unit cube [−1, 1]n; if X1, . . . , XN are as

such and KN = conv{X1, . . . , XN}, then there is an absolute constant κ > 0 such that for every

ε ∈ (0, 1),

(5) lim
n→∞

2−n
E voln(KN ) =







1, if N > (κ+ ε)n

0, if N 6 (κ− ε)n

(a similar result holds also in the case that the random points are chosen uniformly from the

vertices of the cube). The proof in [26] relies on an ingenious blend of probabilistic and geometric

arguments, manifested in the following central lemma.

Lemma 2.3. Let KN be the convex hull of N random vectors independently chosen with respect

to a common probability distribution µ in R
n. Then for every Borel subset A of Rn,

(6) Eµ(KN ) 6 µ(A) +N · sup
x∈Ac

qµ(x).

If additionally µ assigns zero mass to every hyperplane in R
n, then

(7) Eµ(KN ) > µ(A)

(

1− 2

(

N

n

)(

1− inf
x∈A

qµ(x)

)N−n
)

.

It is noteworthy that the proof of Lemma 2.3 does not rely on particular properties of the under-

lying distribution µ, turning this into a versatile tool that has been the starting point in most, if

not all, subsequent works establishing similar threshold-type phenomena.

The exact value of the constant κ in (5) is κ = 2πe−γ− 1
2 , where γ is Euler’s constant. One can

see that this is exactly EΛ∗
U (U), where U is uniform in [−1, 1]. Let us recall some basic facts on

the log-Laplace and Cramér transforms of log-concave probability distributions. We denote by Λµ

the cumulant generating function of a probability measure µ in R
n, that is

Λµ(ξ) = logEe〈X,ξ〉,

for every ξ ∈ R
n, where X is distributed according to µ (again, in this case we will feel free

to interchange between the notation Λµ and ΛX). Note that Λµ is a convex function on R
n

(this is a direct consequence of Hölder’s inequality), which is equal to 0 at the origin. Moreover,

Λµ > 0 holds if µ is centered, by Jensen’s inequality. The Cramér transform of µ is defined as the

Legendre-Fenchel transform of Λµ, that is,

(8) Λ∗
µ(x) = sup

ξ∈Rn

(〈x, ξ〉 − Λµ(ξ)) .

As a Legendre transform, Λ∗
µ is a non-negative convex and lower semicontinuous function on R

n.

In the case of real symmetric distributions, which will be of interest to us, Λµ and Λ∗
µ are even

functions, which are well defined when Λµ is finite on some neighborhood of 0. The set {Λµ <∞}
is in that case a symmetric open interval (−t∗, t∗) for some t∗ ∈ (0,∞], and Λµ is C∞ on (−t∗, t∗).
If moreover µ is log-concave and supp(µ) = (−x∗, x∗), x∗ ∈ (0,∞], then Λµ is differentiable, with

Λ′
µ strictly increasing on (−t∗, t∗) and onto (−x∗, x∗), in particular

lim
t→±t∗

Λ′
µ(t) = ±x∗

7



(see [47, Lemma 2.3] for a proof of these claims). The Legendre transform Λ∗ on the other hand

is C∞ on supp(µ) and satisfies (Λ∗
µ)

′ = (Λ′
µ)

−1. Moreover, for every x ∈ (−x∗, x∗),

Λ∗
µ(x) = x · tx − Λµ(tx),

where tx = (Λ∗
µ)

′(x) (equivalently, x = Λ′
µ(t)). We point the reader to the monograph [50] for

more on the general theory of Legendre duality as well as [22, 23] for connections of the Cramér

transform to the theory of Large Deviations.

Note finally that if X is a random vector with distribution µ in R
n, and ν is the distribution of

Y = aX + b, for any real numbers a, b, it is straightforward to check that Λ∗
ν(x) = Λ∗

µ

(

x−b
a

)

for

every x ∈ R
n. It follows then that for any function Φ : (0,∞) → (0,∞),

Eν(Φ(Λ
∗
ν(Y ))) = Eµ(Φ(Λ

∗
ν(aX + b))) = EXΦ(Λ∗

µ(x)),

in other words Eµ(Φ(Λ
∗
µ)) is affinely invariant.

From the very definitions, it is easy to verify that for any probability measure µ, the pointwise

inequality

(9) qµ(x) 6 e−Λ∗
µ(x)

holds (this is a direct consequence of the Markov/Chernoff bound). This fundamental observation

led the authors of [26] to the “small N” part of (5) as follows: If x is such that qµ(x) > e−α for some

α > 0, then Λ∗
µ(x) < α. Independence however implies that if µ is the uniform probability on the

cube, then Λ∗
µ(x) =

∑n
j=1 Λ

∗
U (xj), where U is uniform in [−1, 1], so a choice of α = (1 − ε/2)nκ,

for κ = EΛ∗
U and A = {x ∈ R

n : q(x) > α} in Lemma 2.3 implies

µ(A) 6 P





1

n

n
∑

j=1

Λ∗
U (Uj) < (1− ε/2)EΛ∗

U



 ,

where U1, . . . , Un are independent copies of U . The latter probability decreases to 0 with n, by

the Central Limit Theorem, and this will eventually lead us to the upper bound in (5), thanks to

(6). For the other half of the Theorem, a comparison reverse to that of (9) would let us argue in a

similar fashion when N is “large”. Second to Lemma 2.3, the non-trivial part in the proof of (5)

was to show that for any ε > 0 the inequality qµ(x) > e−Λ∗
µ(x)−ε also holds when n is sufficiently

large.

The argument of [26] was carefully reviewed by Gatzouras and Giannopoulos [32], who verified

that (5) still holds for any even and compactly supported product probability measure µn = µ⊗n

in R
n, provided that EΛ∗

µ <∞ and µ satisfies the “Λ∗-condition”,

(∗) lim
x→x∗

− logµ([x,∞))

Λ∗
µ(x)

= 1,

where supp(µ) = [−x∗, x∗]. Condition (∗) essentially requires that qµ and e−Λ∗
µ tend to decrease

at the same rate near the boundary. The authors in [32] also provided sufficient conditions

for a measure to be “admissible” in the above sense. The result of Gatzouras-Giannopoulos

has been quite recently generalised further by Pafis [47], who showed that (∗) implies a sharp

threshold for Eµ⊗n(KN) around nEΛµ even in cases of several even product measures with non-

compact support, an important example demonstrated by densities of the form cpe
−|x|p, p > 1.

8



After Theorem 1.1, we can verify that the same behaviour is exhibited by arbitrary log-concave

probability measures and moreover determine the sharpness of the threshold window ̺.

Theorem 2.4. Let (λm)m∈N be a sequence of log-concave probability measures on R and for every

n ∈ N set µn = λ1 ⊗ . . .⊗ λn. For any ε ∈ (0, 1),

lim
n→∞

Eµn(KN ) =







0, if N 6 exp((1− ε)EΛ∗
µn

),

1, if N > exp((1 + ε)EΛ∗
µn

)
.

Moreover, (EΛ∗
µn

)−1̺(µn, δ) 6 C(δn)−
1
2 for every δ ∈ (0, 1), where C > 0 is an absolute constant.

As it turns out, it is considerably harder for one to successfully treat the case of arbitrary, non-

product, distributions in R
n. Some partial results have been obtained for the case of the uniform

measure on the simplex [30], and under general log-concavity or s-concavity assumptions [18].

Pivovarov [49] utilised rotational invariance to obtain a sharp phase-transition for the expected

volume of KN in the case that the vertices are distributed independently according to the uniform

measure on Sn−1 or the Gaussian measure in R
n. His results were later extended in [7] to the

case of general Beta and Beta-prime distributions (see also [9] for an intriguing complementary

result). In all these examples, rotational invariance stands up somehow to the lack of independence,

reducing again the problem to one-dimensional considerations. Still however it is not clear to us

whether a unified argument could let one handle the case of arbitrary rotationally invariant, say

log-concave, probability distributions in R
n. Our results allow us to give a partial answer under

some further convexity assumptions.

Theorem 2.5. Suppose that µn is a rotationally invariant log-concave probability distribution in

R
n with a density fn such that x 7→ fn(

√

|x|) is a log-convex function. Then {µn}n∈N exhibits a

sharp threshold around EΛ∗
µn

, with limn→∞(EΛ∗
µn

)−1̺(µn, δn) = 0, for any δn = ω(n−1).

Another example of rotationally invariant distributions in R
n that we will deal with is that of

Beta-distributions µn,β , that is densities fn,β proportional to (1 − |x|2)β , β > −1, supported on

Bn
2 . The name is due to the fact that if X is a random vector in R

n with density fn,β, then

|X |2 follows the Beta distribution with parameters n/2 and β + 1 on (0, 1). We also remark that

when β = 0, µn,0 is nothing other than the uniform distribution on Bn
2 , whereas the uniform

probability σ on Sn−1 is recovered as the weak limit of (µn,β)β with β → 1. Early works where

the beta distribution comes up, primarily in the context of polytopal approximation of convex

bodies include [27], [16], [17], [2], [25]. Geometric properties of beta-polytopes have been since

then a standard object of study, more recently also under the asymptotic viewpoint; apart from

the already mentioned works [7] and [9], we point the reader to [8], [20], [39], [38], [37], this list

being of course aything but extensive.

Note that the case of Beta-distributions is not covered by Theorem 2.5 (in fact, x 7→ fn,β(
√

|x|)
is log-concave). We can however show that a result similar to that of [7] still holds for the Beta-

measure in the place of volume.

9



Theorem 2.6. Let −1 < β 6 cn for some absolute constant c > 0, and µn,β be the probability

measure on R
n with density fn,β. Then for every ε > 0,

lim
n→∞

Eµn,β(KN) =







1, if N > exp((1 + ε)EΛ∗
µn,β

),

0, if N 6 exp((1 − ε)EΛ∗
µn,β

).

Moreover, EΛ∗
µn,β

∼
(

β + n+1
2

)

logn and ̺(µn,β , δ) = O((δ log2 n)−1/2), for any δ ∈ (0, 1).

In view of all past and recent results mentioned in this section, we are led to believe that in

general, in the log-concave setting, there is a natural candidate for the “threshold constant” for

the expected measure of random convex sets. We are yet to find a counterexample to the following.

Conjecture 1. For any log-concave probability measure µn in R
n, the family {µn}n∈N exhibits a

sharp threshold in the sense of Definition 2.1 around Tn = EΛ∗
µn

.

Even though Conjecture 1 still remains elusive even for the case of uniform probability densities

on convex bodies, our current results provide some further examples of measures that support it.

Recently, a systematic study of the problem was carried out in [13], under only the assumption

of log-concavity of the underlying distribution. The strategy developed in [13] builds upon the

previous work of the same authors [12], where very accurate upper and lower bounds are provided

for the expected value of the half-space depth qµ for an arbitrary log-concave probability measure

µ in R
n. In particular, it was proved in [12] that there are absolute constants c1, c2 > 0 such that

(10) e−c1n 6 Eµqµ(X) 6 e−c2n/L
2
µ

for any log-concave probability measure µ in R
n, where Lµ is the isotropic constant of µ. We

remark that the upper bound in (10) follows from the stronger inequality (cf. (1))

(11) Eµe
−Λ∗

µ(X) 6 e−c2n/L
2
µ ,

for any log-concave probability measure µ in R
n. Note also that, by Jensen’s inequality, the latter

implies that

(12) EµΛ
∗
µ(X) > cn/L2

µ.

Given the logarithmic upper bounds for Lµ in the case of general log-concave µ, inequality (12)

essentially states that on average, the Cramér transform of any log-concave probability measure

in R
n grows at least linearly with the dimension. This is a very useful estimate that we will recall

in a number of instances in the sequel. In Section 4, we will sharpen the bounds (11) and (12) for

some classes of rotationally invariant distributions.

The approach of [13] led to a unified treatment (and refinement) of the results in [26] and [49], still

leaving however several open questions for the general case. Theorem 1.1 actually lets us extend

some of the central results of [13] in the general setting of log-concave measures. This together

with the study of the rotationally-invariant setting carried out in Section 4 will lead us to the

results announced in the present section. We elaborate more on the details and conclude with the

proofs in Section 5.
10



3. Lower estimate for the Cramér transform under log-concavity

Given two random variables X and Y , we say that X stochastically dominates Y (in the first

order) if P(Y 6 x) 6 P(X 6 x) for every x ∈ R. It is well known that this is equivalent to the

condition E(f(X)) 6 E(f(Y )) for any non-decreasing f : R → R. Given a random variable X , we

denote by F (x) = P(X 6 x), the cumulative distribution function of X , and Z(x) = P(X > x).

It is well known that if X has a continuous c.d.f. F , then the random variable F (X) is uniform

on [0, 1]. This can be verified immediately in the case that F is strictly increasing, since then

P(F (X) 6 x) = P(X 6 F−1(x)) = x = P(U 6 x)

for any 0 < x < 1, where U is uniform on [0, 1] (the argument needs to be only slightly modified to

capture the general case). In the next lemma, we verify that F (X) and Z(X) always stochastically

dominate the uniform distribution.

Lemma 3.1. Let U be a random variable uniformly distributed on [0, 1], and X be any random

variable. Then the random variables F (X), Z(X) stochastically dominate U .

Proof. We need to show that for any s ∈ (0, 1),

max{P(Z(X) 6 s),P(F (X) 6 s)} 6 P(U 6 s) = s.

Since F is right-continuous and non-decreasing, it has countably many jump discontinuities, say

(xk)k∈N, with −∞ < x1 < x2 < . . . (we use x0 := −∞ and F (x0) = 0 for notational convenience).

For each k ∈ N, let ak = limx→x−
k
F (x) and bk = F (xk), so that we always have ak < bk. Note also

that P(F (X) ∈ [ak, bk)) = 0 for all k. Given s ∈ (0, 1), we distinguish two cases: If s ∈ [ak, bk) for

some k ∈ N, then

P(F (X) 6 s) = P(F (X) < ak) + P(F (X) ∈ [ak, s]) = P(X < xk) = ak < s.

If again bk−1 < ak and s ∈ [bk−1, ak), then F is continuous on s. Letting m := sup{y : F (y) 6 s},
we can check that

P(F (X) 6 s) = P(X ∈ {y : F (y) 6 s}) = P(X 6 m) = F (m) = s,

by continuity.

To show the result for Z, note first that by its definition Z is left continuous and non-increasing,

with limx→−∞ Z(x) = 1 and limx→∞ Z(x) = 0. It is straightforward to verify that Z has the

same discontinuities as F , and that Z(xk) = 1 − ak and limx→x+

k
Z(x) = 1 − bk for every k ∈ N.

Working like before, we first assume that s ∈ [1− bk, 1− ak) for some k ∈ N. Note that

P(Z(X) ∈ (1 − bk, s]) 6 P(Z(X) ∈ (1− bk, 1− ak)) = 0,

so we have that

P(Z(X) 6 s) = P (Z(X) 6 1− bk) + P (Z(X) ∈ (1− bk, s])

= P

(

Z(X) 6 lim
x→x+

k

Z(x)

)

= P(X > xk) = 1− F (xk) = 1− bk < s.

11



The remaining case is s ∈ [1− ak, 1− bk−1) for some k ∈ N such that bk−1 < ak. Again, we start

with

P(Z(X) 6 s) = P(Z(X) < 1− ak) + P(Z(X) ∈ [1− ak, s]).

Note that Z(x) < 1 − ak = 1 − limy→x−
k
F (y) implies that x > xk. Moreover, if ys := inf{y :

Z(y) = s} then Z(x) ∈ (1 − ak, s] implies that x ∈ [ys, xk]. Since s < 1 − bk−1 we know that

P(X = ys) = 0 (F is continuous on [ys, xk)) and so s = Z(ys) = 1 − F (ys), or equivalently

F (ys) = 1−s. Finally, x 6 xk implies that F (x) 6 F (xk) = bk. Putting this information together

we eventually get that

P(Z(X) 6 s) 6 P(X > xk) + P(F (X) ∈ [1− s, bk]) = 1− bk + bk − (1− s) = s,

which completes the proof. �

We will use Lemma 3.1 to obtain good bounds on the p-th moments of qX(X), p > −1, for an

arbitrary random variable X .

Proposition 3.2. Let X be any random variable and p > −1.

a) If p > 0, then (2p(p+ 1))−1 6 E(q(X)p) 6 1.

b) If p < 0, then 1 6 E(q(X)p) 6 (2p(p+ 1))−1.

Remark 3.3. Recall that if X is a continuous random variable, then q(x) = min{F (x), 1− F (x)}.
If moreover F is continuous, then F (X) is uniform on [0, 1], so for any p > −1,

E(q(X)p) = E(min{F (X), 1− F (X)}p) = E(min{U, 1− U}p)

=

∫ 1
2

0

up du+

∫ 1

1
2

(1 − u)p du = (2p(p+ 1))−1.

This, together with the trivial fact q = 1 for any atomic distribution, shows that the inequalities

in Proposition 3.2 are sharp.

Proof. The upper and lower bound in (a) and (b) respectively are due to the trivial inequality

q(x) 6 1. To prove the lower bound in (a), let M = 2−p and write

E(q(X)p) =

∫ ∞

0

P(q(X)p > x) dx >

∫ M

0

P(q(X)p > x) dx >

∫ M

0

1− P(q(X) 6 x
1
p ) dx.

By Lemma 3.1,

P(q(X) 6 x
1
p ) 6 P(F (X) 6 x

1
p ) + P(Z(X) 6 x

1
p ) 6 2x

1
p .

It follows then that

E(q(X)p) >

∫ M

0

1− 2x
1
p dx =M − 2

p

p+ 1
M

p+1

p =
2−p

p+ 1
.

Similarly, in the case that −1 < p < 0, we have that

E(q(X)p) 6

∫ M

0

1 dx+

∫ ∞

M

P(q(X)p > x) =M +

∫ ∞

M

P(q(X) 6 x
1
p ) dx,

where again we let M = 2−p, and using P(q(X) 6 x
1
p ) 6 2x

1
p this time we get

E(q(X)p) 6M − 2
p

p+ 1
M

p
p+1 =

2−p

p+ 1
,

which is the upper bound in (b). �
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With the aid of Proposition 3.2 we are in place to prove the following one-dimensional inequality

from which Theorem 1.1 will follow. In the statement we consider also the case of discrete measures

in R. We say that a discrete probability distribution µ with probability mass function p : Z →
(0,∞) is log-concave if p is log-concave on Z, that is, p(k)2 > p(k−1)p(k+1) for any k ∈ Z. It can

be proved that the tail and distribution functions of a log-concave p.m.f. are also log-concave in

the above sense (see for example [48, Theorem 2] for a more general statement), and consequently

this is also the case for qµ. For an arbitrary subset A of R we let here A denote the smallest

interval containing A.

Theorem 3.4. Let µ be a log-concave probability measure on R that is either absolutely continuous

with respect to the Lebesgue measure, or supported on a discrete subset of the real line. For every

ε ∈ (0, 1) and every x ∈ supp(µ),

(13) Λ∗
µ(x) ≥ (1− ε) log

1

qµ(x)
+ log

ε

21−ε
.

Proof. To start with the absolutely continuous case, fix ε ∈ (0, 1) and x ∈ suppµ. Since µ is log-

concave, the functions µ((−∞, y]) and µ([y,∞)) are both log-concave and so is qµ (recall Lemma

2.2). Consider the function g(y) = −(1 − ε) log qµ(y). By the convexity of g, there are t, b ∈ R

such that the tangent line l(y) = ty+ b of g at x satisfies l(x) = g(x) and l(y) 6 g(y) for all y 6= x.

It follows that Eel(X) 6 Eeg(X), which is equivalent to − logEeg(X) 6 − logEel(X) = −b − Λ(t).

Since l(x) = g(x), we eventually get that

g(x)− logEeg(X) 6 xt− Λ(t) 6 Λ∗
µ(x).

This fact combined with Proposition 3.2 (b) implies the desired inequality.

The argument is almost identical in the discrete setting: If the p.m.f. of µ is log-concave on Z then

both F and Z are log-concave on Z and consequently so is qµ. Now let g be the linear extension

of f := −(1 − ε) log qµ on R (that is, g(k + x) = f(k) + x(f(k) − f(k + 1)) for every k ∈ suppµ

and x ∈ [0, 1]). It is easy to see that g is a convex function on R (g is actually well-defined on

the smallest interval containing suppµ) which is piecewise linear, so it stays above its “tangents”.

Moreover, g > f and Eeg(X) = Eq(X)ε−1, since g = f on suppµ, which lets us conclude the proof

applying again the bound in Proposition 3.2 (b). �

Remark 3.5. As is clear from the proof, equality in (13) can be attained for some x, ε if µ has a log-

affine density (take for example x = 2 log 2 and ε = (log 2)−1 when µ is the standard exponential

distribution).

Following a similar reasoning, we can also prove the characterisation of the condition (2).

Theorem 3.6. Let µ be a probability measure on R. Then,

lim
x→x∗

− logµ([x,∞))

Λ∗
µ(x)

= 1.

if and only if there exists a convex function V (x), such that limx→x∗
− logµ([x,∞))

V (x) = 1.

Proof. The one direction is trivial, since if the limit is equal to 1, we take V = Λ∗
µ. For the other

direction, it is easy to check that − logµ([x,∞)) > Λ∗
µ(x) holds true for all x; by the Chernoff
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bound we have µ([x,∞)) 6 eΛ(t)−tx for all t > 0, and taking the infimum over t it follows that

µ([x,∞)) 6 e−Λ∗(x). It is then enough to prove that

lim
x→x∗

Λ∗
µ(x)

− logµ([x,∞))
> 1− ε, for all ε > 0.

To this end, fix ε > 0 and let δ = ε/(4− ε). Then there is an M ∈ (0, x∗), such that

(14) (1− δ)V (x) ≤ − logµ([x,∞)) ≤ (1 + δ)V (x),

for all M < x < x∗. Fix x ∈ (M,x∗). Since W = (1− δ)2V is convex, there are t, b ∈ R such that

the tangent line l(y) = ty + b of W at x satisfies l(x) = W (x) and l(y) 6 W (y) for all y 6= x. It

follows that Eel(X) 6 EeW (X), which is equivalent to − logEeW (X) 6 − logEel(X) = −b − Λ(t).

Since l(x) =W (x), we eventually get that

W (x)− logEeW (X) 6 xt− Λ(t) 6 Λ∗
µ(x).

Using (14) we get that

(1− δ)2

1 + δ
(− logµ([x,∞)) − logEe−(1−δ) log(µ([x,∞)) 6W (x)− logEeW (X)

Finally, the computation in the proof of Proposition 3.2 yields

− (1− δ)2

1 + δ
logµ ([x,∞)) + log

δ

2−δ
≤ Λ∗

µ(x),

for all x > M . Since (1−δ)2

1+δ > (1− ε/2)2 > 1− ε, it follows that

Λ∗(x)

− log(µ([x,∞)))
> 1− ε+

log(2−δ/δ)

log(µ([x,∞)))

Now we have to distinguish between two cases: if P(X = x∗) = 0, whereX is distributed according

to µ, then taking the limit as x→ x∗ makes the right hand side above equal to 1− ε (since then

limx→x∗ µ([x,∞)) = 0), and since ε > 0 was arbitrary the wanted claim is proved.

In the case P(X = x∗) > 0 on the other hand, the statement of the Theorem has already been

handled in [32, Lemma 2.8]. �

We finally complete the proof of Theorem 1.1 exploiting the connection between Λ∗
X , qX for a ran-

dom vector X in R
n and the respective functionals of the one-dimensional marginal distributions

of X .

Corollary 3.7. Let µ be probability measure on R
n whose one-dimensional marginals are log-

concave. Then for every η > 0,

Λ∗
µ(x) > (1 − η) log

(

1

qµ(x)

)

+ log
η

21−η
.

Proof. If X is a random vector in R
n distributed according to µ, for any fixed ξ ∈ Sn−1 we

consider the random variable ξX := 〈X, ξ〉. By assumption, the distribution of ξX is log-concave

so Theorem 3.4 implies that

Λ∗
ξX (〈x, ξ〉) > (1 − η) log

(

1

qξX (〈x, ξ〉)

)

+ log
η

21−η
,

14



for every x ∈ R
n. Next, note that for every x ∈ R

n,

Λ∗
X(x) = sup

y∈Rn

(〈x, y〉 − ΛX(y)) = sup
(ξ,t)∈Sn−1×R

(

t〈x, ξ〉 − Λ〈X,ξ〉(t)
)

= sup
ξ∈Sn−1

Λ∗
ξX (〈x, ξ〉).

Putting things together, we get that

Λ∗
X(x) > (1− η) sup

ξ∈Sn−1

log

(

1

qξX (〈x, ξ〉)

)

+ log
η

21−η
= (1 − η) log

(

1

qX(x)

)

+ log
η

21−η
,

since

sup
ξ∈Sn−1

log

(

1

qξX (〈x, ξ〉)

)

= log

(

1

infξ∈Sn−1 qξX (〈x, ξ〉)

)

= log

(

1

infξ∈Sn−1 P(〈X, ξ〉 > 〈x, ξ〉)

)

= log

(

1

qX(x)

)

.

�

Remark 3.8. The assumption of log-concavity in Theorem 3.4 can be actually relaxed to the

assumption that the functions x 7→ µ((−∞, x]) and x 7→ µ([x,∞)) are both log-concave. If µ is

assumed to be an even measure, it is enough that µ has log-concave tails. Similarly, if the measure

µ in Corollary 3.7 is assumed to be even, it is enough to assume that one of the above functions

is log-concave.

Remark 3.9. The inequality of Corollary 3.7 can serve as an alternate to (3), which is however valid

for arbitrary log-concave measures in R
n. To compare the two estimates, note that e.g. a choice

η = 1/n in Corollary 3.7 gives the lower bound n−1
n (log(1/q(x)) − log 2) − logn, which is larger

than log(1/q(x)) − 5
√
n if log(1/q(x)) 6 5n3/2. This is practically enough for our applications,

since we know that on average log(1/q(x)) is of the order of n (cf. (10)).

4. Sharp bounds for rotationally invariant distributions

If X is a random vector in R
n following a rotationally invariant distribution, then X

d
= R · ϑ,

where R is the radial distribution of X , ϑ is uniform on the Euclidean unit sphere Sn−1 and R, ϑ

are independent. One can check that R is a nonnegative random variable which is log-concave

whenever X is log-concave (if f(x) = f(|x|) is the density of X , then the density of R is fR(r) =

nωnr
n−1f(r)1). It is also straightforward to check that for every x ∈ R

n, ΛX(x) = ΛX1
(|x|)

and, consequently, Λ∗
X(x) = Λ∗

X1
(|x|), where X1 = 〈X, e1〉. When X is isotropic it follows that

ER2 = n . We will denote everywhere in this section by ϑ a random vector uniformly distributed

on Sn−1. Moreover, G stands for a standard Gaussian random vector in R
n and E is the random

vector with density f(x) = cne
−
√
n+1|x|, where cn = (n+1)

n
2

nωnΓ(n)
, the normalisation chosen so that E

is isotropic.

4.1. Pointwise bounds on the Cramér transform. Our first goal is to provide upper and lower

pointwise bounds for the Cramér transform of an arbitrary rotationally invariant distribution in

R
n, under an isotropicity assumption. In the case of the uniform distribution on the sphere, note

1Everywhere in this section, we identify any function f : Rn → (0,∞) such that f(x) = f(|x|) with the real function

f̃ : (0,∞) → (0,∞) given by f̃(r) = f(re1).
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that

(15) eΛϑ1
(t) =

∫

Sn−1

etθ1 dσ(θ) =
Γ
(

n
2

)

√
πΓ
(

n−1
2

)

∫ 1

−1

etr(1− r2)
n−3

2 dr = Γ
(n

2

)

(

t

2

)−n−2

2

In−2

2

(t),

where Ia stands for the modified Bessel function of the first kind of order a. Using the series

expansion

(16)

(

t

2

)−a

Ia(t) =

∞
∑

k=0

1

k!Γ(k + a+ 1)

(

t

2

)2k

,

we get the following expression for the Laplace transform of an arbitrary radially symmetric

random vector in terms of the even moments of its radial distribution.

Lemma 4.1. Let X be a rotationally invariant random vector in R
n. If RX , the radial distribution

of X, has finite moments of all orders then

eΛX1
(t) = Γ

(n

2

)

∞
∑

k=0

1

k!Γ(k + n/2)

(

t

2

)2k

E(R2k
X ).

Proof. Since X
d
= RXϑ, and due to the independence of R and θ, we have eΛX1

(t) = EetX1 =

EetRXϑ1 = ERX
eΛϑ1

(tRX). The wanted identity follows immediately then by (15) combined with

the series representation (16). �

As a consequence of Lemma 4.1 and Jensen’s inequality for the function x 7→ x2k, we get the

following general upper bound.

Proposition 4.2. Let X be a rotationally invariant random vector in R
n. If X is isotropic, then

ΛX(ξ) > Λ√
nϑ(ξ) for every ξ ∈ R

n, and, as a consequence, Λ∗
X 6 Λ∗√

nϑ
.

We next note that among all log-concave and radially symmetric distributions, the exponential is

the one that stands on the other extreme.

Proposition 4.3. If X is an isotropic and log-concave random vector in R
n with a radially

symmetric density, then ΛX1
6 ΛE1

and, as a consequence, Λ∗
X1

> Λ∗
E1
.

The proof of Proposition 4.3 is a direct consequence of the following classical fact that goes back

to Borell [10] (see also [14, Theorem 2.2.5]).

Lemma 4.4. Given f : R+ → R+, we define

Ψf (p) =

∫∞
0 rpf(r) dr

Γ(p+ 1)
.

If f is log-concave, then Ψf is also log-concave on [0,∞).

Proof of Proposition 4.3. We will use again Lemma 4.1 combined with the fact that X is equidis-

tributed to a product R · ϑ with ϑ uniform on Sn−1 and R independent of ϑ, with density

nωnr
n−1f(r). In the notation of Lemma 4.4, note that nωnΨf(n−1) = 1

Γ(n) and nωnΨf (n+1) =
ER2

Γ(n+2) =
n

Γ(n+2) , since X is isotropic. For any k ∈ N, log-concavity implies that

Ψf(n+ 1) > Ψf(2k + n− 1)
1
kΨf(n− 1)1−

1
k ,

16



which can be equivalently recast as

ER2k 6 Γ(2k + n)(nωnΨf(n+ 1))k(nωnΨf (n− 1))1−k =
Γ(2k + n)

Γ(n)

(

nΓ(n)

Γ(n+ 2)

)k

= ER2k
E ,

where RE stands for the radial distribution of E . The last equality is due to the fact that

ER2k
E =

(n+ 1)
n
2

Γ(n)

∫ ∞

0

rn+2k−1e−
√
n+1 r dr =

Γ(2k + n)

Γ(n)
(n+ 1)−k.

Lemma 4.1 then concludes the proof. �

Remark 4.5. The computation of the moments ER2k
E carried out in the above proof lets us also

explicitly compute the Laplace transform ΛE1
of the one-dimensional marginal distribution of E .

Using Lemma 4.1 we arrive at

eΛE1
(t) =

Γ
(

n
2

)

Γ(n)

∞
∑

k=0

Γ(2k + n)

k!Γ
(

k + n
2

)

(

t

2
√
n+ 1

)2k

=

(

1− t2

n+ 1

)−n+1

2

,

that is

(17) ΛE1
(t) = −n+ 1

2
log

(

1− t2

n+ 1

)

.

By a straightforward computation then we can check that the Cramér transform of E1 is equal to

(18) Λ∗
E1
(x) =

n+ 1

2





√

4x2

n+ 1
+ 1− 1− log

√

4x2

n+1 + 1 + 1

2



 .

We can provide some improved bounds for the Laplace and Cramér transforms of radially sym-

metric log-concave distributions under certain further convexity assumptions. We consider the

following classes of functions

LCconc := {f : (0,∞) → R | the function x 7→ f(
√
x) is log-concave}

and

LCconv := {f : (0,∞) → R | the function x 7→ f(
√
x) is log-convex}.

Note that a Gaussian function g(x) = e−x2

belongs to both of these classes, since g(
√
x) is log-

linear. We will provide Gaussian bounds for the moment generating function of a rotationally

invariant and log-concave random vector X if its density lies either in LCconv or LCconc. First, we

remark the implications that this additional assumption bears on the convexity properties of the

moment generating function. The following fact is a consquence of a result from [5].

Lemma 4.6. Let X be a random vector in R
n which is distributed according to a radially sym-

metric density fX(x) = fX(|x|). If fX ∈ LCconc (resp. LCconv) then t 7→ ΛX1
(
√
t) is concave

(resp. convex).

Proof. Denote by f the one-dimensional marginal of fX and assume first that fX ∈ LCconc. The

statement of the Lemma will follow immediately by [5, Theorem 12] once we show that f ∈ LCconc.

Note that

f(t) =

∫

Rn−1

fX((t, y)) dy =

∫

Rn−1

fX(
√

t2 + |y|2) dy,

so that

f(
√

(1− λ)t + λs) =

∫

Rn−1

fX(
√

(1− λ)t+ λs+ |y|2) dy
17



for any λ ∈ (0, 1) and t, s > 0. Define the functions m, g, h : R
n−1 → (0,∞) by m(x) =

fX(
√

(1− λ)t+ λs+ |x|2), g(x) = fX(
√

t+ |x|2) and h(x) = fX(
√

s+ |x|2) and note that, since

fX(|x|) is a decreasing function of |x|, it follows by the convexity of z 7→ |z|2 that

m((1 − λ)x+ λy) > fX(
√

(1− λ)(t+ |x|2) + λ(s+ |y|2))

> fX(
√

t+ |x|2)1−λfX(
√

s+ |y|2)λ = g(x)1−λh(y)λ,

where we have also used the assumption fX ∈ LCconc. It follows then by the Prékopa-Leindler

inequality that f(
√

(1− λ)t+ λs) > f(
√
t)1−λf(

√
s)λ.

For the case fX ∈ LCconv we can simply argue that

f(
√

(1 − λ)t+ λs) =

∫

Rn−1

fX(
√

(1− λ)t + λs+ |y|2) dy

=

∫

Rn−1

fX(
√

(1− λ)(t + |y|2) + λ(s+ |y|2)) dy

6

∫

Rn−1

fX(
√

t+ |y|2)1−λfX(
√

s+ |y|2)λ dy

6 f(
√
t)1−λf(

√
s)λ,

by Hölder’s inequality. �

The next fact is straightforward to verify.

Lemma 4.7. If the function t 7→ ΛX1
(
√
t) is convex (resp. concave) on (0,+∞) then the function

x 7→ Λ∗
X1

(
√
x) is concave (resp. convex) on (0,∞).

Let us record for future use the following direct corollary of Lemma 4.6 and Lemma 4.7.

Corollary 4.8. Let X be a rotationally invariant random vector in R
n with density fX(x) =

fX(|x|). If fX ∈ LCconc, then x(Λ∗
X1

)′′(x) − (Λ∗
X1

)′(x) > 0 for every x > 0. The inequality is

reversed if fX ∈ LCconv.

Proof. By Lemma 4.6, fX ∈ LCconc implies that t 7→ ΛX1
(
√
t) is concave, which in turn grants us

that y 7→ Λ∗
X1

(
√
y) is convex on (0,∞) (Lemma 4.7). Differentiating twice, it follows that

1

4y

(

(Λ∗
X1

)′′(
√
y)−

(Λ∗
X1

)′(
√
y)

√
y

)

> 0

for every y > 0, which is equivalent to x(Λ∗
X1

)′′(x)− (Λ∗
X1

)′(x) > 0 > 0 for all x > 0. �

Our primary goal in the rest of this section is the following result.

Theorem 4.9. If X is an isotropic random vector with a radially symmetric density fX such that

fX ∈ LCconc, then ΛX1
6 ΛG1

and, as a consequence, Λ∗
X1

> Λ∗
G1

. If fX ∈ LCconv, the reverse

inequalities hold.

For the proof, we recall the notion of (second-order) stochastic dominance. If X,Y : (Ω,P) → R

are real random variables in L1(Ω,P), we say that Y stochastically dominates X (or is larger than
18



X in the convex order), and write X ≺ Y , if

EX = EY and

∫ ∞

x

P(X > t) dt 6

∫ ∞

x

P(Y > t) dt for every x ∈ R.

The following Lemma can be found in [43] (see also [44]).

Lemma 4.10. Suppose that X,Y : (Ω,P) → R are real random variables in L1(Ω,P).

(a) X ≺ Y if and only if Eφ(X) 6 Eφ(Y ) for every convex function φ : R → R+ such that

φ(X) ∈ L1(Ω,P).

(b) If X = c is a constant random variable equal to EY , then c ≺ Y .

(c) If EX = EY and there are a, b ∈ R, a < b, such that the densities fX , fY satisfy fY −fX >

0 on (−∞, a) ∪ (b,∞) and fY − fX 6 0 on (a, b), then X ≺ Y .

It is immediate by (b) above that if X
d
= Rϑ is radially symmetric and isotropic then n ≺ ER2,

or equivalently, |√nϑ|2 ≺ |X |2. It turns out that extra convexity assumptions let us provide

Gaussian bounds on |X |.

Lemma 4.11. Let X be an isotropic log-concave rotationally invariant random vector in R
n. If

the density fX of X satisfies fX ∈ LCconc then |X |2 ≺ |G|2. Respectively, if fX ∈ LCconv then

|G|2 ≺ |X |2.

Proof. If we write f, g for the densities of the random variables |X |2, |G|2 respectively, we have

f(r) = 1
2nωnr

n
2
−1fX(

√
r) and g(r) = 1

2nωn(2π)
− n

2 r
n
2
−1e−

r
2 . The constraints

∫ ∞

0

f(r)− g(r) dr = 0 and

∫ ∞

0

r(f(r) − g(r)) dr = 0,

imposed by isotropicity, grant us that f − g has at least two roots 0 < x1 < x2 on (0,∞).

To verify that x1, x2 are the only roots on (0,∞), we examine the sign of log f(r) − log g(r) =
n
2 log(2π) + log fX(

√
r) + r

2 . Recall that the function r 7→ log fX(
√
r) is non-increasing. It

follows that it crosses the graph of the affine function −n
2 log(2π) − r

2 at most twice. Moreover,

if r 7→ log fX(
√
r) is concave then the signature of log f − log g, and therefore f − g, must be

−,+,−. If it is convex, the respective sign changes are +,−,+. �

The last ingredient we will need for the proof of Theorem 4.9 is a differential inequality for the

moment generating function of the one-dimensional marginals of the spherical distribution.

Lemma 4.12. Let φ(t) = Eetϑ1 . Then φ′(t) 6 tφ′′(t), for every t > 0.

Given Lemma 4.12, we can conclude the proof of Theorem 4.9.

Proof of Theorem 4.9. For every t > 0 let φt(x) = Eet
√
xϑ1 . Note that eΛX1

(t) = Eφt(|X |2) and

eΛG1
(t) = Eφt(|G|2), so in view of Lemma 4.11 (a) it is enough to verify that φt is convex on

(0,∞). Differentiating twice, we see that

d2φt(x)

dx2
=

t2

4x

(

φ′′(t
√
x)− 1

t
√
x
φ′(t

√
x)

)

,

where φ(y) = Eeyϑ1 . The result follows from Lemma 4.12. �
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We conclude with the proof of Lemma 4.12.

Proof of Lemma 4.12. Recall that in (15) we have verified that φ(x) = Γ(n/2)h0(x), where for

s = 0, 1, 2, . . . we let

hs(x) =
(x

2

)−n
2
+1−s

In
2
−1+s(x).

The modified Bessel function satisfies the recurrence relations

(19) I ′v(x) =
1

2
(Iv−1(x) + Iv+1(x)), Iv−1(x) =

2v

x
Iv(x) + Iv+1(x)

(see for example [1, 9.6.26]). Differentiating and using (19), we can check that h′s(x) = (x/2)hs+1(x),

for every s = 0, 1, 2, . . . . In particular,

φ′′(x) = Γ
(n

2

)

(

1

2
h1(x) +

(x

2

)2

h2(x)

)

=
1

x
φ′(x) + Γ

(n

2

)(x

2

)2

h2(x),

from which the wanted claim follows. �

4.2. Inequalities for the expectation of Λ∗
X . In this section we provide sharp bounds on

the expected value of Λ∗
X , and in particular the parameter Ee−Λ∗

X(X), for rotationally invariant

dstributions X . We start with the following general upper bound.

Theorem 4.13. For every rotationally invariant log-concave random vector X in R
n we have

Ee−Λ∗
X (X) 6 Ee−Λ∗

E(E).

For the proof of Theorem 4.13 we rely on the pointwise comparison established in Proposition 4.3

combined with the “intersecting densities” argument which has turned out to be a really efficient

tool towards the proof of extremal inequalities in the log-concave setting (see for example [29],

[19] and in particular [4], where a comprehensive exposition of the method in a general framework

is included).

Proof of Theorem 4.13. By the results of the previous section (Proposition 4.3), we have that

that Λ∗
X1

(x) > Λ∗
E1
(x) holds pointwise for any x > 0, for every isotropic log-concave and spher-

ically symmetric random vector X . It follows that for every such X , Ee−Λ∗
X (X) 6 Ee−Λ∗

E (X) =

Ee−Λ∗
E1

(|X|). It remains to show that Ee−Λ∗
E1

(|X|)
6 Ee−Λ∗

E1
(|E|). We denote by f the density of

X . Recall that the density of |X | is then equal to nωnr
n−1f(r)1r>0.

Lemma 4.14. The function f − fE changes sign exactly twice on (0,∞), and its signature is

−,+,−.

Proof. Since log f is concave and decreasing on (0,∞) and log fE(x) = log cn − x
√
n+ 1 is affine,

it follows that log f − log fE changes sign at most twice on (0,∞). Since
∫∞
0 f(x)− fE(x) dx = 0,

there must be at least one sign change. If there is only one, say at x1 > 0, then the constraint

E|X |2 = E|E|2 implies that
∫∞
0

(x2 − x21)(f(x) − fE(x)) dx = 0. It is easy to check however that

the integrand does not change its sign on (0,∞), which leads to a contradiction.

Moreover, since log f and log fE are both decreasing on (0,∞), if f(0) > cn = fE(0) then the

graphs of log f, log fE would cross at most once on (0,∞), which we have seen is not the case.

This shows that log f − log fE , and hence f − fE , is negative close to 0. �
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Let us assume that 0 < x1 < x2 are the two distinct sign changes of f − fE on (0,∞), granted by

Lemma 4.14. Note that, thanks to symmetry and E|X |2 = E|E|2,
∫

Rn

e−Λ∗
E(x)(f(x)− fE(x)) dx = nωn

∫ ∞

0

xn−1(e−Λ∗
E1

(x) − ax2 − b)(f(x)− fE(x)) dx,

for any a, b ∈ R. Let Ψ(x) := e−Λ∗
E1

(x)−ax2− b. We can choose a, b such that Ψ(x1) = Ψ(x2) = 0.

This is because this condition is equivalent to

A ·
[

a

b

]

=

[

e−Λ∗
E1

(x1)

e−Λ∗
E1

(x2)

]

with A =

[

x21 1

x22 1

]

, so that detA = x21 − x22 < 0. In particular, we can solve explicitly for a, b and

get

a =
e−Λ∗

E1
(x1) − e−Λ∗

E1
(x2)

x21 − x22
and b =

x21e
−Λ∗

E(x2) − x22e
−Λ∗

E(x1)

x21 − x22
.

Notice that a < 0, due to the monotonicity of Λ∗. Moreover, the following Lemma implies that

a > −1/2.

Lemma 4.15. The function x 7→ e−Λ∗
E1

(x) + x2

2 is nondecreasing on (0,∞).

Proof. Letting Λ∗ = Λ∗
E1

and h(x) = e−Λ∗(x) + x2/2, we can see that h′(x) = x(1 − ψ(x)) for

ψ(x) = (Λ∗)′(x)
x e−Λ∗(x). We can check that ψ is decreasing on (0,∞). This is because

ψ′(x) = − (Λ∗)′(x)2

x
e−Λ∗(x) +

e−Λ∗(x)

x2
((Λ∗)′′(x)x − (Λ∗)′(x))

and (Λ∗)′′(x)x − (Λ∗)′(x) < 0 (by Corollary 4.8, since fE ∈ LCconv). Moreover, notice that

limx→0+
Λ∗(x)

x equals 1, which eventually implies that ψ(x) 6 limx→0+ ψ(x) = 1 for all x > 0, and

consequently h′ > 0 on (0,∞). �

The restrictions a ∈ (−1/2, 0) are crucial in proving the following.

Lemma 4.16. If −1/2 < a < 0, then the function Ψ′ changes sign exactly once on (0,∞), from

negative to positive.

Proof. Differentiating, we see that Ψ′(x) = −xψ(x) − 2ax, where ψ(x) = (Λ∗)′(x)
x e−Λ∗(x) (for

Λ∗ = Λ∗
E1
). We have explained that ψ is decreasing and satisfies limx→0+ ψ(x) = 1. It follows

that Ψ′(x) < 0 if ψ(x) > −2a, which is true for small enough values of x, since a > −1/2, and

Ψ′(x) > 0 if ψ(x) < −2a. �

We are now in place to complete the proof of Theorem 4.13: By Lemma 4.16, we deduce that

Ψ changes its monotonicity exactly once on (0,∞), from decreasing to increasing. This however

implies that x1, x2 are the only roots of Ψ on (0,∞), which correspond to sign change points. In

particular, Ψ must be positive on (0, x1) ∪ (x2,∞) and negative on (x1, x2). By Lemma 4.14, it

follows then that Ψ(x)(f(x) − fE(x)) < 0 everywhere on (0,∞) and, as a consequence,
∫

Rn

e−Λ∗
E(x)(f(x)− fE(x)) dx = nωn

∫ ∞

0

xn−1Ψ(x)(f(x) − fE(x)) dx 6 0,

which is the desired inequality. �
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We can also use Lemma 4.14 and an argument similar to the above, to prove the following.

Theorem 4.17. Any rotationally invariant log-concave X in R
n satisfies EΛ∗

X(X) > EΛ∗
E(E).

Sketch of Proof. The argument is the same as in the proof of Theorem 4.13. We now have to

consider the function Φ(x) = Λ∗
E(x) − ax2 − b, with a, b now chosen so that Φ(x1) = Φ(x2) = 0

(where again 0 < x1 < x2 are the unique sign changes of fX − fE on (0,∞)). Notice that now

a =
Λ∗

E (x1)−Λ∗
E(x2)

x2
1
−x2

2

∈ (0, 1/2). The lower bound here is obvious, since x1 < x2, and the upper

bound follows from the fact that x 7→ Λ∗
E(x)− x2/2 is non-increasing (which is straightforward to

verify, differentiating).

Like before, we now need to show that Φ has the same sign as fX − fE on each of the intervals

(0, x1), (x1, x2) and (x2,∞), so it is enough to verify that Φ′ changes its sign exactly once, from

positive to negative. Note that Φ′(x) = x(φ(x) − 2a), where φ(x) = (Λ∗
E)

′(x)/x. Differentiating,

we can check that φ is non-increasing, with φ(x) → 1 as x → 0. Since a < 1/2, it follows then

that φ(x) > 2a holds only for x sufficiently close to 0, which shows the desired result for Φ′. �

As a direct corollary of Theorem 4.13, for the real case n = 1, we get the following bound on the

exponential one-shot separability constant of symmetric log-concave distributions.

Corollary 4.18. Let X = (X1, . . . , Xn) be a random vector in R
n with independent and sym-

metric log-concave components. Then Ee−Λ∗
X (X) 6 (Ee−Λ∗

Y (Y ))n, where Y is a standard double

exponential (note that Ee−Λ∗
Y (Y ) ≃ 0.787...).

Proof. The case n = 1 of Theorem 4.13 implies that Ee
−Λ∗

Xj
(Xj)

6 Ee−Λ∗
Y (Y ) for every j = 1, . . . , n,

and by independence we have that Ee−Λ∗
X(X) =

∏n
j=1 Ee

−Λ∗
Xj

(Xj). �

Given Theorem 4.13, one could wonder if a more general result than that of Corollary 4.18 holds,

namely that the right-hand side bound (Ee−Λ∗
Y (Y ))n is true for all rotationally-invariant (not

necessarily product) log-concave distributions X in R
n. We already know that for every such X ,

Ee−Λ∗
X 6 cn for some absolute constant c ∈ (0, 1) (this follows already from (12) and the well

known fact that LX is bounded in the rotationally invariant case). We believe that the sharp

value of c is that provided by Theorem 4.13. In particular, numerical evidence leads us to the

following conjecture. To stress the dependence on the dimension n, we denote here by Xn the

random vector E in R
n.

Conjecture 2. The function

n 7→
(

Ee−Λ∗
Xn

(Xn)
)

1
n

is non-increasing.

We close this section by providing improved Gaussian bounds for the parameter e−Λ∗
X(X) when

fX lies in either of the classes LCconc or LCconv. The proof of the following theorem employs the

same argument as that of Theorem 4.13.

Theorem 4.19. Let X be a rotationally invariant log-concave random vector in R
n, and assume

that fX ∈ LCconv. Then Ee−Λ∗
X (X) > Ee−Λ∗

G(G). If fX ∈ LCconc, the inequality is reversed.
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Proof. We can assume that X is isotropic. Recall that, by Theorem 4.9, e−Λ∗
X1

(x)
> e−ΛG1

(x) =

e−
x2

2 for every x > 0 if fX ∈ LCconv (and the opposite inequality holds if fX ∈ LCconc). It

is then enough to prove that Ee−
|X|2

2 > Ee−
|G|2

2 when fX ∈ LCconv (resp. Ee−
|X|2

2 6 Ee−
|G|2

2

fX ∈ LCconc). As in the proof of Theorem 4.13, the wanted result will rely on the comparison of

the densities f := fX and fG. Note that, after integration in polar coordinates and a change of

variables,

Ee−
|X|2

2 − Ee−
|G|2

2 = nωn

∫ ∞

0

e−
x2

2 xn−1(f(x) − fG(x)) dx

= nωn

∫ ∞

0

e−
y
2 y

n
2 (f(

√
y)− fG(

√
y)) dy.

As in the proof of Lemma 4.14, the constraint E|X |2 = E|G|2, imposed by isotropicity, will imply

that f(
√
y)− fG(

√
y) has at least two zeroes on (0,∞). Moreover log f(

√
y) is nonincreasing and

either convex or concave (given that fX ∈ LCconv or fX ∈ LCconc, respectively). It follows that

it crosses the affine function log fG(
√
y) at most twice, hence f(

√
y)− fG(

√
y) must have exactly

two sign changes, say at the points 0 < y1 < y2, with its sign being +,−,+ (if fX ∈ LCconv) or

−,+,− (if fX ∈ LCconc).

Next, consider the function Φ(y) = e−
y
2 −ay− b, where a, b are chosen so that Φ(y1) = Φ(y2) = 0.

Namely, we have that

a =
e−

y1
2 − e−

y2
2

y1 − y2
and b =

y1e
− y1

2 − y2e
− y2

2

y1 − y2
.

Note that the fact that t 7→ e−t + t is increasing on (0,∞) implies that a ∈ (−1/2, 0). Differen-

tiating, it is immediate to check that Φ is convex decreasing for e−y/2 > −2a and increasing for

e−y/2 < −2a. It follows that Φ is first decreasing and then increasing, and since it has at least

two zeroes, convexity implies that these are the only two, with its sign being +,−,+. Putting

everything together, we have verified that Ee−
|X|2

2 − Ee−
|G|2

2 > 0 if fX ∈ LCconv (and 6 0 if

fX ∈ LCconc), which is the wanted statement. �

Remark 4.20. Thanks to independence, it is easy to verify that Ee−Λ∗
G(G) = 2−

n
2 . Theorem

4.19 then implies that the upper bound of Corollary 4.18 can be sharpened to 2−
n
2 for every

rotationally invariant log-concave random vector X in R
n such that fX ∈ LCconc (not necessarily

with independent coordinates).

5. Threshold for the expected measure of random polytopes: new results

Let us briefly review the strategy of [13] for the expected measure threshold problem. Recall that

in general, given a probability measure µ in R
n our general goal is to obtain lower and upper

bounds for the parameters ̺1(µ, δ) and ̺2(µ, δ), respectively. Starting with ̺1, we apply Lemma

2.3 (a) taking A = Aη = {x ∈ R
n : Λ∗

µ(x) 6 (1 − η)κ}, η ∈ (0, 1), where we denote κ = EΛ∗
µ. An

application of Chebyshev’s inequality leads us then to the upper bound

(20) µ(A) 6 P
(

|Λ∗
µ(X)− κ| > ηκ

)

6
E|Λ∗

µ(X)− κ|2
η2κ2

.
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This gives rise to the parameter

(21) β(µ) :=
Var(Λ∗

µ)

(EΛ∗
µ)

2
.

With (20) as a starting point, the authors in [13] also employed (12) to prove the following result.

Theorem 5.1. Let µ be a centered log-concave probability measure on R
n. Assume that β(µ) <

1/8 and 8β(µ) < δ < 1. If n/L2
µ > c2 ln(2/δ)

√

δ/β(µ) where Lµ is the isotropic constant of µ,

then

̺1(µ, δ) >
(

1−
√

8β(µ)/δ
)

Eµ(Λ
∗
µ).

As a second step, relying on (3), a matching upper bound for ̺2(µ, δ) is provided in [13], in the

case that the measure is the uniform on a convex body. Using Theorem 1.1, we can now verify

that a similar estimate holds for all log-concave measures.

Theorem 5.2. Let β, δ > 0 with 128β < δ < 1. Then for any log-concave probability measure µ

on R
n with β(µ) = β there exists n0 ∈ N such that

̺2(µ, δ) 6

(

1 + c

√

β(µ)

δ

)

EΛ∗
µ,

for every n > n0, where c > 0 is an absolute constant.

Proof. We will rely on the lower bound

Eµ(KN ) > µ(A)

(

1− 2

(

N

n

)(

1− inf
x∈A

qµ(x)

)N−n
)

,

of Lemma 2.3, applied for A = {x ∈ R
n : Λ∗ 6

(

1 + ε
8

)

EΛ∗}, for a proper choice of ε ∈ (0, 1). On

the one hand, by Chebyshev’s inequality we have that for any ε ∈ (0, 1),

µ
(

{x ∈ R
n : |Λ∗(x)− EΛ∗| > ε

8
EΛ∗}

)

6
64β(µ)

ε2
.

Choosing ε =
√

128β(µ)/δ, this implies that µ(A) > 1 − δ/2. What we are left with then, is to

show that

(22) 2

(

N

n

)(

1− inf
x∈A

qµ(x)

)N−n

6
δ

2

for all N > exp ((1 + ε)EΛ∗) if n is large. Recall that, by Corollary 3.7, we have

inf
x∈A

q(x) > exp

(

− 1

1− η

((

1 +
ε

8

)

EΛ∗ − log
η

2

)

)

,

for every η ∈ (0, 1). Note that, since cε := (1 + ε/8)EΛ∗ tends to infinity as n → ∞, a choice

η = c−1
ε grants us that

1

cε
· cε − log η

2

1− η
−→ 1,

as n → ∞. This shows that there exists some n0 = n0(ε) such that cε−log η
1−η 6 (1 + ε/8)cε 6

(1 + ε/2)EΛ∗, so that infx∈A q(x) > exp(−(1 + ε/2)EΛ∗).
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To achieve (22), we can assume that n is large enough so that 2−n 6 δ/2. Using this assumption

together with
(

N
n

)

6 (eN/n)n/e and log(1 + y) 6 y, we get that

2

δ
· 2
(

N

n

)

exp

(

(N − n) log(1− inf
x∈A

qµ(x))

)

6 exp
(

n
(

log(2xe)− (x− 1)e−(1+ε/2)EΛ∗
))

,

where x = N/n. Eventually, the right hand side is smaller than 1 if e(1+ε/2)EΛ∗

< x−1
log(2xe) , which

can be achieved if we choose N > exp((1 + ε)EΛ∗) (and let n grow even larger, if needed). �

For any log-concave µ in R
n we let ωµ := − log qµ and consider the parameter

(23) τ(µ) :=
Var(ωµ)

(Eωµ)2
.

Another result of [13] for the case of uniform measures on convex sets that we can now extend

to the general log-concave setting is the fact that β(µ) and τ(µ) behave the same way, when the

dimension is large. In particular, β(µ) tends to 0 with the dimension if and only if τ(µ) does.

Theorem 5.3. For any log-concave probability measure µ in R
n,

(24) (1 + o(1))τ(µ)−O(L2
µ logn/n) 6 β(µ) 6

(

τ(µ) +O(L2
µ logn/n)

)

(1 +O(L2
µ logn/n)).

Moreover,

(25)
(

1−O
(

L2
µ logn/n

))

Eωµ 6 EΛ∗
µ 6 Eωµ.

Proof. For the lower bound, by Theorem 1.1 we get that for any ε ∈ (0, 1),

EΛ∗2 > (1 − ε)2Eω2 + 2(1− ε) log
ε

21−ε
Eω

and using also EΛ∗ 6 Eω (by (1)) we can write

β(µ) =
Var(Λ∗)

(Eω)2

(

Eω

EΛ∗

)2

>
(1− ε)2Eω2 + 2(1− ε) log ε

21−εEω − (Eω)2

(Eω)2

= (1− ε)2τ(µ) +
2(1− ε) log ε

21−ε

Eω
+ ε2 − 2ε.

Since Eω > EΛ∗ > cn/L2
µ we get that for, say ε = 1/n,

−2(1− ε) log ε
21−ε

Eω
= O(L2

µ logn/n),

and the left hand side inequality follows.

For the upper bound, we apply EΛ∗ > (1− ε)Eω + log ε
21−ε and EΛ∗2 6 Eω2 to get that

β(µ) 6
Eω2 − (1 − ε)2(Eω)2 − 2(1− ε) log ε

21−εEω

(Eω)2

(

Eω

EΛ∗

)2

6

(

τ(µ) + 2ε− ε2 − 2(1− ε) log ε
21−ε

Eω

)(

1

1− ε

(

1− log ε
21−ε

EΛ∗

))2

.

Choosing ε = 1/n we can check that
(

1

1− ε

(

1− log ε
21−ε

EΛ∗

))

= O(1 +O(L2
µ logn/n))

and

−2(1− ε) log ε
21−ε

Eω
6 O(L2

µ logn/n)

25



(recalling again that Eω > EΛ∗ > cn/L2
µ). It follows that

β(µ) 6
(

τ(µ) +O(L2
µ logn/n)

)

(1 +O(L2
µ logn/n)),

which concludes the proof of (24). Finally, the lower bound in (25) follows again from Theorem

1.1 applied for ε = 1/n, since

(

1− 1

n

)

Eωµ − log
n

21−
1
n

> Eωµ

(

1− 1

n
− log(2n)

Eωµ

)

> Eωµ

(

1− 1

n
−
L2
µ log(2n)

cn

)

. �

Combining Theorems 5.1 and 5.2 we obtain the following upper bound for the width ̺(µ, δ) =

̺2(µ, δ)− ̺1(µ, δ): There is an absolute constant C > 0 such that

(26) ̺(µ, δ) ≤ C

√

β(µ)

δ
EΛ∗

µ.

This general estimate leads us to new threshold-type results for the asymptotics of the expected

measure of random polytopes. We record some consequences in the rest of this section.

5.1. Product measures: Proof of Theorem 2.4. For the proof of Theorem 2.4, we will need

uniform upper and lower bounds for the variance and expected value of Λ∗
X in the log-concave

setting. The following is another consequence of Theorem 3.4.

Lemma 5.4. There is an absolute constant c > 0 such that Var(Λ∗
X) 6 c(EΛ∗

X)2 for any contin-

uous log-concave random variable X. More precisely, Var(Λ∗
X) < 4 and E(Λ∗

X) > 0.1484.

Proof. We will rely on the fact, stressed again in Remark 3.3, that for a continuous random

variable X the random variable qX(X) is equidistributed to min{U, 1 − U}, where U is uniform

on [0, 1]. Using qX 6 e−Λ∗
X we write

E(Λ∗
X(X)2) 6 E(log2(qX(X))) = 2

∫ 1
2

0

log2(u) du = 2 + log2(2) + log 2 ≃ 3.866.

To lower bound EΛ∗
X , we will use the inequality (13) for the optimal choice of ε. Differentiating,

we can see that the right hand side of (13) is maximised when ε = (− log(2q(x)))−1. Let A =

{x ∈ R : qX(x) < 1/(2e)}. For every x ∈ A then we have that ε = (− log(2q(x)))−1 < 1 and so

(13) gives

Λ∗
X(x) > log

1

2qX(x) log 1
2qX (x)

− 1, x ∈ A.

We can now estimate

EΛ∗
X(X) >

∫

A

Λ∗
X(x)fX(x) dx

>

∫

A

(

log
1

2qX(x) log 1
2qX (x)

− 1

)

fX(x) dx = 2

∫ 1
2e

0

(

log
1

2u log 1
2u

− 1

)

du > 0.1484,

and the Lemma follows. �
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We now conclude the Proof of Theorem 2.4: It is essentially enough to show that β(µn) → 0 with

n. Due to independence,

Varµn
(Λ∗

µn
) = Varµn





n
∑

j=1

Λ∗
λj



 =

n
∑

j=1

Varλj
(Λ∗

λj
) 6 nM,

where, by Lemma 5.4,M := maxj Varλj
(Λ∗

λj
) < 4. Similarly, EΛ∗

µn
> nL, where L := minj EΛ

∗
λj
>

0.14. It follows that for every n ∈ N,

β(µn) =
Var(Λ∗

µn
)

(EΛ∗
µn

)2
6 Cn−1

for some absolute constant C > 0. Taking δn = n−α for any α ∈ (0, 1) it is then clear that (µn)

exhibits a sharp threshold around EΛ∗
µn

, in the sense of Definition 2.1. �

We conclude this section with the proof of Proposition 1.4, which relies on the argument used in

Lemma 5.4.

Proof of Proposition 1.4. In the proof of Lemma 5.4 we explained that the lower bound

Λ∗
X(x) > log

1

2qX(x) log 1
2qX (x)

− 1

holds for every x in the set A = {x ∈ R
n : qX(x) < 1/(2e)}. We will combine again this with the

fact that the random variable qX(X) is equidistributed to min{U, 1− U}, where U is uniform on

[0, 1]. Using the trivial bound e−Λ∗
X (x) 6 1 on Ac, we write

Ee−Λ∗
X =

∫

A

e−Λ∗
X(x)fX(x) dx +

∫

Ac

e−Λ∗
X(x)fX(x) dx

6 e

∫

A

2qX(x) log
1

2qX(x)
fX(x) dx + P(qX(X) > 1/(2e))

= e · 2
∫ 1

2e

0

2u log
1

2u
du+ P

(

1

2e
6 U 6 1− 1

2e

)

=
3

4e
+ 1− 1

e
,

which is the promised estimate. �

5.2. Rotationally invariant LCconv-random polytopes: Proof of Theorem 2.5. The proof

of Theorem 2.5 will be based on the general estimate (26). To control β(X), we will rely on

the Poincaré inequality. We say that a random vector X in R
n satisfies a Poincaré inuality with

constant κ > 0 if for every locally Lipschitz and square integrable f : Rn → R,

(27) Var(f(X)) 6
1

κ
E|∇f(X)|2.

We know [6] that if X is isotropic and log-concave on R
n with a radially symmetric distribution,

we can take κ−1 6 13 in (27).

We can assume without loss of generality that X is isotropic. Our starting point is (26): There is

an absolute constant C > 0 such that for every δ ∈ (0, 1) and sufficiently large n we have

̺(X, δ)

EΛ∗
X

6 C

√

β(X)

δ
6 C′

√

Var(Λ∗
X)

δn2
,
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since EΛ∗
X > cn (due to (12), since we know that LX is bounded in the rotational-invariant case,

by the main result of [6]). To upper bound the latter, we use the assumption fX ∈ LCconv. For

any x > 0 let t = Λ∗′

X1
(x). Then we have 0 6 Λ∗

X1
(x) = xt − ΛX1

(t). By Theorem 4.9 however,

fX ∈ LCconv implies that ΛX1
(t) > ΛG1

(t) = t2/2. It follows that 0 6 xt − t2/2, equivalently,

Λ∗′

X1
(x) 6 2x. Using this bound we get by the Poincaré inequality that

Var(Λ∗
X) 6 c · E|Λ∗′

X1
(|X |)|2 6 2c · E|X |2 = 2cn.

It follows then that limn→∞
̺(X,δ)
EΛ∗

X

= 0 for any δn = ω(n−1) (it is enough for example to take

δn = n−η, for any η ∈ (0, 1)).

Remark 5.5. We can verify that if X is such that fX ∈ LCconv, then EΛ∗
X is of the order of

n. On the one hand, by Lemma 4.6 and Lemma 4.7 it follows that x 7→ Λ∗
X1

(
√
x) is a concave

function. Assuming that X is isotropic, it follows that EΛ∗
X1

(R) 6 Λ∗
X1

(
√
n) and by Theorem

4.9 the latter is at most Λ∗
G1

(
√
n) = n/2. On the other hand, by Theorem 4.17 we have that

EΛ∗
X(X) > EΛ∗

E(E). Recall that in (18) we verified that Λ∗
E1
(x) = n+1

2 g( 2x√
n+1

), were g(y) =
√

y2 + 1− 1 + log(2(
√

y2 + 1− 1)). By convexity of the Cramér transform then,

EΛ∗
X > EΛ∗

E1
(|E|) > Λ∗

E1
(E|E|) = Λ∗

E1
(

n√
n+ 1

) =
n+ 1

2
g(2n).

Since g is increasing, we eventually get that every rotationally invariant log-concave random vector

X in R
n with fX ∈ LCconv satisfies

(
√
2− 1 + log(2(

√
2− 1))) · n+ 1

2
6 EΛ∗

X 6
n

2
.

Remark 5.6. An example of families of measures covered by Theorem 2.5 is the exponential

distribution E with density proportional to e−|x|, considered in Section 4, and more generally

densities proportional to e−|x|p , p ∈ (0, 2) or Gamma-type densities proportional to |x|α−1e−|x|,

0 < α < n.

5.3. Beta polytopes: Proof of Theorem 2.6. Recall that given β > −1, µn,β is the probability

distribution in R
n with density fn,β(x) = cn,β(1 − |x|2)β1Bn

2
(x) in R

n, where cn,β = Γ(β+n/2+1)

π
n
2 Γ(β+1)

.

For the proof of Theorem 2.6, it is again essentially enough to show that β(µn,β) → 0 as n→ ∞.

Given Theorem 5.3, it is enough to estimate τ(µn,β). We work in a similar fashion as in [13];

by Lemma 2.2 in [7] we know that qµn,β
(x) = (1 − x2)β+

n+1

2 h(x, n, β) for every x ∈ (0, 1), for a

function h that satisfies

(28)
1

2
√
π
√

β + n
2 + 1

6 h(x, n, β) 6
1

2x
√
π
√

β + n
2

.

Using these bounds, calculations of the integrals involved lead us to the following Lemma, whose

proof we defer for the end of the section. We use here the standard notation ψ(x) = Γ′(x)
Γ(x) .

Lemma 5.7. For any n ∈ N and −1 < β 6 c1n for some constant c1 > 0,

Eωµn,β
=

(

β +
n+ 1

2

)

(

ψ
(n

2
+ β + 1

)

− ψ (β + 1)
)

+O(log(β + n))

and

Eω2
µn,β

=

(

β +
n+ 1

2

)2(
(

ψ
(n

2
+ β + 1

)

− ψ(β + 1)
)2

+ ψ′(β + 1)− ψ′
(n

2
+ β + 1

)

)

+O(n log2(β + n)).

28



Lemma 5.7 grants us that

Eτ(µn,β) = O

(

ψ′(β + 1)− ψ′ (n
2 + β + 1

)

(

ψ
(

n
2 + β + 1

)

− ψ(β + 1)
)2

)

.

For simplicity, assume that n is an even integer. Then

(29) ψ
(n

2
+ β + 1

)

− ψ(β + 1) = −
n/2
∑

k=1

1

β + k
,

and since
n/2
∑

k=1

1

β + k
>

∫ n
2
+1

1

1

β + x
dx = log

(n

2
+ β + 1

)

− log(β + 1),

it follows that Eτ(µn,β) 6 cψ′(β + 1) log−2 n for some absolute constant c > 0, if n is big enough.

The estimate for the order of growth of EΛ∗
µn,β

follows again immediately by Lemma 5.7, since

EΛ∗ ∼ Eω, while the upper bound on ̺ is a consequence of (26) combined with Theorem 5.3 and

our upper estimate of Eτ(µn,β).

It remains to prove Lemma 5.7.

Proof of Lemma 5.7. Since

B(x, y) =

∫ 1

0

sx−1(1− s)y−1 ds =
Γ(x)Γ(y)

Γ(x+ y)
,

we can see that for any k, l = 0, 1, 2, . . .,

(30)

∫ 1

0

sx−1(1− s)y−1 logk(s) logl(1− s) ds =
∂k

∂xk
∂l

∂yl
B(x, y).

This lets us compute the integrals involved in Eωµn,β
and Eω2

µn,β
in terms of the derivatives of

the Beta function. We start with

Eωµn,β
= bn,β

∫ 1

0

s
n
2
−1(1− s)β log(1/qµn,β

(
√
s)) ds,

where here and for the rest of the proof we denote bn,β = (B(n/2, β + 1))−1. Recall that

− log q(
√
s) = −

(

β +
n

2
+ 1
)

log(1− s)− log h(
√
s, n, β),

where h satisfies (28). We compute

(31)

∫ 1

0

s
n
2
−1(1− s)β log(1− s) ds =

∂B(n/2, y)

∂y

∣

∣

∣

y=β+1
= b−1

n,β(ψ(β + 1)− ψ(n/2 + β + 1)),

and

(32)

∫ 1

0

s
n
2
−1(1 − s)β log(s) ds =

∂B(x, β + 1)

∂x

∣

∣

∣

x=n
2

= b−1
n,β(ψ(n/2)− ψ(n/2 + β + 1)).

By the latter and (28), we can check that the term bn,β
∫ 1

0
s

n
2
−1(1 − s)β(− log h(

√
s, n, β)) ds

is lower bounded by log(2
√
π
√

β + n/2) + 1
2 (ψ(n/2) − ψ(n/2 + β + 1)) and upper bounded by

log(2
√
π
√

n/2 + β + 1). The assumption β 6 c1n grants us that ψ(n/2) − ψ(n/2 + β + 1) → 0

with n, and putting things together we eventually get to

Eωµn,β
=
(

β +
n

2
+ 1
)(

ψ
(n

2
+ β + 1

)

− ψ(β + 1)
)

+O(log(β + n/2)).
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For the second moment, we will have two consider integration of the terms log2(1 − s), log(1 −
s) log h(

√
s, n, β) and log2 h(

√
s, n, β) against the Beta density. We first use the (k = 0, l = 2)-case

of (30) to arrive at

bn,β

∫ 1

0

s
n
2
−1(1− s)β log2(1− s) ds = (ψ(β +1)−ψ(n/2+ β+ 1))2 + ψ′(β +1)−ψ′(n/2+ β +1).

For the second term we combine the upper bound h(
√
s, n, β)−1 6 2

√
π
√

β + n/2 with the com-

putation (31) to get

bn,β

∫ 1

0

s
n
2
−1(1− s)β log(1− s) log h ds 6 log(2

√
π
√

β + n/2)(ψ(n/2 + β + 1)− ψ(β + 1)).

Finally, to upper bound the log2 h term we check with the aid of (28) that

log2 h(
√
s, n, β) 6 log2(2

√
π
√

n/2 + β + 1) + log2(2
√
πs
√

n/2 + β),

and using the (k = 2, l = 0)-case of (30) we can verify that

bn,β

∫ 1

0

s
n
2
−1(1− s)β log2 h ds 6

6
1

4

(

(ψ(n/2)− ψ(n/2 + β + 1))2 + ψ′(n/2)− ψ′(n/2 + β + 1)
)

+ c logn.

Putting everything together, and checking that the estimates for the last two terms are at most

O(log2(β + n/2)) (recall (29)), we eventually get that indeed

Eω2
µn,β

=

(

β +
n+ 1

2

)2(
(

ψ
(n

2
+ β + 1

)

− ψ(β + 1)
)2

+ ψ′(β + 1)− ψ′
(n

2
+ β + 1

)

)

,

modulo a O((β + n/2) log2(β + n/2))-term. �
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