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Abstract

We prove two special cases of a strengthened Gaussian correlation conjecture, due

to Tehranchi, and show that if the conjecture holds asymptotically, it holds for any

dimension. Additionally, we use these special cases to prove a refined version of the

Šidák-Khatri inequality.

1 Introduction

Over 50 years ago, Šidák [16, 17] and independently, Khatri [10], proved the following

inequality for X1, . . . ,Xn symmetric Gaussian random variables:

Pr(|Xi| ≤ 1 ∀i ∈ [n]) ≥
n
∏

i=1

Pr(|Xi| ≤ 1).

Our first theorem is a refinement of this result.

Theorem 1 (Refined Šidák-Khatri inequality). Let X1, . . . ,Xn be zero-mean jointly Gaus-

sian real random variables, and let a1 ∈ (0,∞]. Then,

Pr(|X1| ≤ 1 + a1) Pr(|Xi| ≤ 1 ∀i ∈ [n])

≥ Pr(|X1| ≤ 1) Pr(|X1| ≤ 1 + a1, |X2| ≤ 1, . . . , |Xn| ≤ 1).
(1)

In particular, we find that

Pr(|Xi| ≤ 1 ∀i ∈ [n])
∏n

i=1 Pr(|Xi| ≤ 1)
≥ sup

a1,...,an∈(0,∞)

Pr(|Xi| ≤ 1 + ai ∀i ∈ [n])
∏n

i=1 Pr(|Xi| ≤ 1 + ai)
. (2)

Clearly, when ai = ∞ for all i ∈ [n], the inequality becomes the Šidák-Kahtri inequality. In

addition, renormalizing, we find that

Pr(|Xi| ≤ ci ∀i ∈ [n])
∏n

i=1 Pr(|Xi| ≤ ci)

is increasing each of the ci’s (see Remark 10).
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The Gaussian Correlation inequality, which is a generalization of the Šidák-Khatri inequal-

ity, was proved by Royen in [14] and states the following:

Pr(|Xi| ≤ 1 ∀i ∈ [n]) ≥ Pr(|Xi| ≤ 1 ∀i ∈ [k]) Pr(|Xi| ≤ 1 ∀i ∈ [n] \ [k]). (3)

In attempt to generalize Theorem 1, we present the following conjecture, which is equivalent

to a conjecture of Teheranchi [19] (stated below).

Conjecture 2. Let X1, . . . ,Xn be zero-mean jointly Gaussian real random variables, and

let s1, . . . , sn, t1, . . . , tn ∈ [0,∞) ∪ {∞}. Then,

Pr(|Xi| ≤ si + ti ∀i ∈ [n]) Pr(|Xi| ≤ min{si, ti} ∀i ∈ [n])

≥ Pr(|Xi| ≤ si ∀i ∈ [n]) Pr(|Xi| ≤ ti ∀i ∈ [n]).
(4)

Our proof relies on the geometric interpretation of the inequality with respect to the usual

Gaussian probability measure in R
d, denoted henceforth as γd. The classical Šidák-Khatri

inequality can be interperted as the inequality γd(K ∩ T ) ≥ γd(K)γd(T ) when K is an

origin-symmetric convex set and T is a symmetric slab. In this geometric setting, this is

due to Giannopoulos [6] and Szarek and Werner [18].

Theorem 1 is restated and proved in the geometric setting as follows.

Theorem 3. Let K ⊆ R
d be an origin-symmetric convex body and T = {x : |〈x, u〉| ≤

1} ⊂ R
d a symmetric slab with u ∈ R

d. Then,

γd(conv{K ∪ T})γd(K ∩ T ) ≥ γd(K)γd(T ). (5)

Equation (5) does not hold for all origin symmetric and convex K,T ⊆ R
d, as will be seen in

Example 14. However, the following weaker inequality, which is a strengthening of Royen’s

Gaussian correlation inequality, was conjectured to be true by Tehranchi [19].

Conjecture 4. Let d > 0 and let K,T ⊆ R
d be origin-symmetric convex sets, then

γd(K + T )γd(K ∩ T ) ≥ γd(K)γd(T ) (6)

where γ is the usual Gaussian probability measure.

In [19], Tehranchi showed that Conjecture 4 holds up to some constant, improving on a

result by Schechetman, Schlumprecht, and Zinn [15] (these results and other related works

are elaborated on in the Background section).

The proof of the equivalence of Conjectures 4 and 2 is a classical argument, which we

present in Proposition 7 in the Background section. Using a similar argument we show that

Theorem 3 implies Theorem 1.

We also present two partial results in the direction of the conjecture. First, we prove it for

unconditional convex sets.

Theorem 5. Let K,T ⊆ R
d be unconditional convex sets, then (6) holds.
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Second, we show that an asymptotic version of Conjecture 4 would imply the conjecture

itself.

Theorem 6. Assume that there is a sequence of positive numbers (cN ) with limN→∞ c
1/N
N =

1, such that for any N ∈ N and K,T origin-symmetric convex sets in R
N ,

γN (K + T )γN (K ∩ T ) ≥ cNγN (K)γN (T ).

Then, Conjecture 4 holds for all d > 0 and all K,T ⊆ R
d.
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2 Background

In this note, we switch between a probabilistic setting of n random variables and a geometric

setting of functions and sets in R
d. We will use some capital letters (e.g. X,Y,Xi, Yj) to

denote random vectors and some to denote convex sets (e.g. K,L, T ). The inner product

〈·, ·〉 will be the standard product in R
d. The Gaussian measure in R

d, denoted by γd, is the

probability measure with density proportional to e−‖x‖2/2. Finally, the Minkowski sum of

two sets is the set K+T := {x+y : x ∈ K, y ∈ T} and K will be called an origin-symmetric

(or centrally symmetric) convex set if K = −K. The convex hull of a set S is the smallest

convex set K such that S ⊆ K, and is denoted by conv{S}. The support function of a

convex set K is hK(x) = supy∈K〈x, y〉. We denote [n] = {1, ..., n} for n ∈ N.

The study of Gaussian correlation inequalities started with the works of Šidák [16, 17] and

Khatri [10], who independently proved the case of correlation between one random Gaussian

and n− 1 others (or, in the geometric formulation, between a convex body and a slab). It

was conjectured by Das Gupta, Eaton, Olkin, Perlman, Savage, and Sobel in [7], and later

proved by Royen in [14], that for K,T ⊆ R
d centrally symmetric,

γd(K ∩ T ) ≥ γd(K)γd(T ). (7)

This inequality is known as the Gaussian Correlation Inequality.

The history of this problem is as follows. Pitt [12] published a proof of inequality (7) in two

dimensions, and introduced the decoupling approach to the problem. However, at the time

Pitt’s results could not be translated to higher dimension, and so proofs of special cases were

3



given: in [15] Schechtman, Schlumprecht, and Zinn proved the inequality for two ellipsoids,

for a body and a ball, and in some other cases. In [8], Hargé proved the inequality for a

body and an ellipsoid, and in [3], Cordero-Erasquin used the Cafarelli contraction theorem

to give another proof of this case.

Finally, Royen proved the Gaussian correlation conjecture in [14], using Pitt’s decoupling

approach together with some fine analysis. He also proved that the only equality cases in

(7) are for ‘orthogonal’ sets, i.e. for K = K1 × R
d2 , T = R

d1 × T2 in R
d = R

d1+d2 . Royen’s

proof is actually applicable to to a large family of distributions, for a simplified reading of

his proof see [11].

Since Royen’s proof, there has been some work on expanding and refining the conjecture.

Eskenazis, Nayar and Tkocz [5] have extended the Gaussian correlation inequality to Gaus-

sian mixtures, thus also proving a spherical correlation inequality (with respect to convex

sets on the sphere).

The version of Conjecture 4 presented in this note was proposed by Tehranchi in [19], who

also strengthened a result of Schechtman, Schlumprecht, and Zinn [15], and showed that

γd(K)γd(T ) ≤ (1 − s)−d/2γd

(

√

2(1 − s)

1 + t
(K ∩ T )

)

γd

(√

1 − s

2(1 − t)
(K + T )

)

for all
√
s ≤ t < 1. Conjecture 4 is also motivated by the fact the a similar inequality holds

for the Lebesgue measure, namely for K,T origin-symmetric,

Vol(K + T )Vol(K ∩ T ) ≥ Vol(K)Vol(T ),

as shown by Rogers and Shephard in [13] (for more on this see [2, Section 1.5]).

A final motivation for this work is the quantitative version of the Gaussian Correlation

Inequality. In [4, Theorem 31], De, Nadimpalli and Servedio defined a function c(K,T ) ≥ 0

and determined that

γd(K ∩ T ) − γd(K)γd(T ) ≥ c(K,T ).

Conjecture 4 is another example of a quantitative bound, as it can be rewritten as

γd(K ∩ T ) − γd(K)γd(T ) ≥
(

1

γd(K + T )
− 1

)

γd(K)γd(T ).

The probabilistic version of the strong Gaussian Correlation conjecture, Conjecture 2, is

new, as far as we know. However, it is equivalent to 4:

Proposition 7. Conjecture 4 holds if and only if Conjecture 2 holds.

Proof. Assume that Conjecture 4 holds, and denote by X = (X1, . . . ,Xn) the centered

Gaussian vector whose indices are the Gaussian variables of Conjecture 2. The Gaussian

vector X can be expressed as a linear image of a standard Gaussian Y ∈ R
d for some d ∈ [n],

i.e. there exist u1, . . . , un ∈ R
d such that Xi = 〈Y, ui〉. Construct the following two convex

bodies in R
d,

K = {y : |〈y, ui〉| ≤ si ∀i ∈ [n]}, T = {y : |〈y, ui〉| ≤ ti ∀i ∈ [n]}. (8)

4



Note that K + T ⊆ {y : |〈y, ui〉| ≤ si + ti ∀i ∈ [n]}, so applying (6), we get that

Pr(|Xi| ≤ si + ti ∀i ∈ [n]) · Pr(|Xi| ≤ min{si, ti} ∀i ∈ [n])

≥ γd(K + T )γd(K ∩ T ) ≥ γd(K)γd(T )

= Pr(|Xi| ≤ si ∀i ∈ [n]) · Pr(|Xi| ≤ ti ∀i ∈ [n]).

In the other direction, assume Conjecture 2 holds. Let K and T be origin-symmetric convex

bodies in R
d for some d ∈ [n]. Assume that K,T are polytopes; the inequality for general

origin-symmetric convex bodies follows by a standard approximation argument.

Let {ui}ni=1 denote the set of outer unit normals of facets of K + T . Note that any outer

unit normal of a facet of K, T , or K ∩ T is already in this set. Taking Y a d-dimensional

standard Gaussian, we construct X1, . . . ,Xn jointly Gaussian random variables by taking

Xi = 〈Y, ui〉. Then applying (4) with {Xi}ni=1, si = hK(ui), and ti = hT (ui), we recall that

hK+T = hK + hT and hK∩T = min{hK , hT } to get the following:

γd(K + T ) · γd(K ∩ T )

= Pr(|Xi| ≤ si + ti ∀i ∈ [n]) · Pr(|Xi| ≤ min{si, ti} ∀i ∈ [n])

≥ Pr(|Xi| ≤ si ∀i ∈ [n]) · Pr(|Xi| ≤ ti ∀i ∈ [n]) = γd(K)γd(T ).

Remark 8. This proof is quite standard, and a similar variant of it has been used to show

the equivalence of Equations (3) and (7).

3 Proofs

3.1 The refined Šidák-Khatri inquality

To prove Theorem 1 we will use a lemma similar to Giannopoulos’s proof [6] of the Šidák-

Khatri inquality:

Lemma 9. Let d1, d2 ∈ N and d = d1 + d2. Let K be an origin-symmetric convex body in

R
d = R

d1 × R
d2 and let T = T1 × R

d2 be a product body, where T1 is a convex body in R
d1 .

Denote by πi : Rd → R
di , i = 1, 2, the orthogonal projections.

For any s ∈ R
d1 define the function f(s) = γd2(K∩π−1

1 (s)), and assume that for any z > 0,

{s ∈ π1(K) | f(s) ≥ z} and T1 satisfy (5) in R
d1.

Then K and T also satisfy (5) in R
d.

We leave the proof of this lemma for later, and show that it immediately gives a proof of

Theorem 3:

Proof of Theorem 3. Assume without loss of generality that u ∈ sp{e1} ⊂ R
d, where e1 is

the first standard basis vector. In the notation of Lemma 9, take d1 = 1, d2 = d−1, then T1
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is a symmetric interval [−a, a] (with a = 1/‖u‖) and for any z > 0, {s ∈ π1(K) | f(s) ≥ z}
is also some symmetric interval, [−b(z), b(z)], by log-concavity of f . These intervals clearly

satisfy (5), since for d = 1, Theorem 3 holds trivially.

Using Theorem 3 we prove the refined Šidák-Khatri inequality.

Proof of Theorem 1. Denote X = (X1, . . . ,Xn). The Gaussian vector X can be expressed as

a linear image of a standard Gaussian Y ∈ R
d for some d ∈ [n], i.e. there exist u1, . . . , un ∈

R
d such that Xi = 〈Y, ui〉. Taking s1 = 1 + a1, s2 = 1, . . . , sn = 1 and t1 = 1, t2 =

∞, . . . , tn = ∞, we construct the two bodies

K = {y ∈ R
d : |〈y, ui〉| ≤ si ∀i ∈ [n]}, T = {y ∈ R

d : |〈y, ui〉| ≤ ti ∀i ∈ [n]},

and note that T is a symmetric slab in direction u1. Applying Theorem 3, and using the

fact that conv(K ∪ T ) ⊆ {y : |〈y, u1〉| ≤ 1 + a1}, we find that

Pr(|X1| ≤ 1 + a1) · Pr(|Xi| ≤ 1 ∀i ∈ [n])

= γd(conv(K ∪ T )) · γd(K ∩ T ) ≥ γd(K) · γd(T )

= Pr(|X1| ≤ 1) · Pr(|X1| ≤ 1 + a1, . . . , |Xn| ≤ 1).

This proves (1), and since the choice of the first coordinate X1 was arbitrary, we may apply

the inequality inductively on other coordinates and find that for all a1, . . . , an > 0,

Pr(|Xi| ≤ 1 ∀i ∈ [n])
∏n

i=1 Pr(|Xi| ≤ 1)
≥ Pr(|Xi| ≤ 1 + ai ∀i ∈ [n])

∏n
i=1 Pr(|Xi| ≤ 1 + ai)

.

Since the inequality holds for all {ai}, we prove (2).

Remark 10. Our refined Šidák inequality may be reinterpreted for Y1, . . . , Yn ∼ N(0, 1)

standard Gaussians (Taking Yi = Xi

σi
) as

Pr(|Y1| ≤ c1, . . . , |Yn| ≤ cn)
∏n

i=1 Pr(|Yi| ≤ ci)
≥ sup

a1,...,an∈(0,∞)

Pr(|Y1| ≤ c1 + a1, . . . , |Yn| ≤ cn + an)
∏n

i=1 Pr(|Yi| ≤ ci + ai)
,

for any choice of ci > 0 for all i. In Šidák’s original paper, he uses the same inequality with

1 on the left hand side to obtain a confidence rectangle for Y1, . . . , Yn. In particular, for

confidence level of (1 − α) one takes ci = c such that Φ(c) = 1
2(1 + (1 − α)1/k).

In the refined inequality, if one may find any a > 0 such that

A =
Pr(|Yi| ≤ c + a ∀i ∈ [n])
∏n

i=1 Pr(|Yi| ≤ c + a)
> 1

then the same choice of ci = c would improve the confidence level to A(1 − α).

Finally, let us return to the proof of the lemma from the beginning of this subsection.
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Proof of Lemma 9. Note that conv{K ∪ T} = π1(conv{K ∪ T}) × R
d2 . Then by Fubini’s

theorem,

γd(conv{K ∪ T})γd(K ∩ T ) = γd1(π1(conv{K ∪ T}))

∫

Rd1

f(s)1T1
(s) dγd1(s)

= γd1(conv{π1(K) ∪ T1})

∫ ∞

0
γd1({s ∈ T1 | f(s) ≥ z}) dz

=

∫ ∞

0
γd1({f ≥ z} ∩ T1) · γd1(conv{π1(K) ∪ T1}) dz

≥
∫ ∞

0
γd1({f ≥ z} ∩ T1) · γd1(conv{{f ≥ z} ∪ T1}) dz,

where the last inequality holds since for any z > 0, {f ≥ z} ⊆ π1(K) by definition. By the

assumption, for any z > 0,

γd1({f ≥ z} ∩ T1) · γd1(conv{{f ≥ z} ∪ T1}) ≥ γd1({f ≥ z}) · γd1(T1).

Therefore,

γd(conv{K ∪ T})γd(K ∩ T ) ≥
∫ ∞

0
γd1({f ≥ z}) dz · γd1(T1) = γd(K) · γd1(T1).

Noting that γd(T ) = γd1(T1), the proof is completed.

Remarks 11. • The only property of γd used in the proof is that it is a product prob-

ability measure with respect to the splitting R
d = R

d1 × R
d2 .

• If the assumption that {s ∈ π1(K) | f(s) ≥ z} and T1 satisfy (5) in R
d1 is replaced

with the weaker assumption that the sets satisfy (6), then we can conclude, with the

same proof, that K and T satisfy (6) in R
d.

3.2 Stronger Gaussian correlation inequality

We begin with a simple proof of Theorem 5, which shows that (6) holds for unconditional

convex sets. Recall that a convex set is called unconditional if it is symmetric with respect

to all coordinate hyperplanes. Following [15], we use the Karlin-Rinott Theorem. Denote

by 4 the product partial order on R
n, i.e. x 4 y if and only if ∀i : xi ≤ yi. This is a lattice;

denote by ∨,∧ join and meet operations (i.e. coordinate-wise maximum and minimum).

Theorem 12 ([9, Theorem 2.1]). Let µ be a product measure on R
d and let fi, 1 ≤ i ≤ 4,

be nonnegative functions on R
d satisfying

f1(x)f2(y) ≤ f3(x ∨ y)f4(x ∧ y).

Then,
∫

f1dµ

∫

f2dµ ≤
∫

f3dµ

∫

f4dµ.

We mention that this theorem is a continuous version of the celebrated four-function theorem

[1].
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Proof of Theorem 5. Let Q = {x ∈ R
d | 0 4 x} be the positive orthant. Note that by

uncoditionality of K, we have that if 0 4 x 4 y ∈ K, then also x ∈ K, and similarly for T .

By unconditionality of K and T , if x ∈ K ∩ Q and y ∈ T ∩ Q, then since x ∧ y 4 x, y we

have x ∧ y ∈ K ∩ T ∩Q. By the positivity of elements in Q we have x ∨ y 4 x + y which

implies that x ∨ y ∈ (K + T ) ∩Q. It follows that γd and the functions

f1 = 1K∩Q, f2 = 1T∩Q, f3 = 1(K+T )∩Q, f4 = 1K∩T∩Q

satisfy the assumptions of Theorem 12, and we find that

γd(K ∩Q)γd(T ∩Q) ≤ γd(K ∩ T ∩Q)γd((K + T ) ∩Q).

Since γd(K) = 2nγd(K ∩Q), and similarly for T,K ∩T and K +T , the theorem follows.

Remark 13. Theorem 5 holds for any symmetric product measure, and the proof is ver-

batim.

Next, we see that unlike in Theorem 3, in the unconditional case the Minkowski sum in

Conjecture 4 cannot be replaced with a smaller set such as the convex hull of K,T .

Example 14. Let K,T ⊆ R
2 and N ∈ R+, with K = [−1/N, 1/N ] × [−N,N ], and

T = [−N,N ] × [−1/N, 1/N ]. Denoting L = conv{±e1,±e2} where {e1, e2} is the stan-

dard orthonormal basis we have

γ2(K)γ2(T ) = γ1([−1/N, 1/N ])2γ1([−N,N ])2,

while

γ2(K ∩ T )γ2(conv(K ∪ T )) = γ1([−1/N, 1/N ])2γ2(conv(K ∪ T ))

≤ γ1([−1/N, 1/N ])2γ2((N + 1/N)L)

= γ1([−1/N, 1/N ])2γ1

([

−(N + 1/N)√
2

,
(N + 1/N)√

2

])2

where the inequality is due to the inclusion K,T ⊆ (N + 1/N)L, and the volume of the

square (N + 1/N)L can be computed by the rotation invariance of γ2. The inequality

γ2(K)γ2(T ) ≤ γ2(K ∪ T )γ2(conv(K ∪ T ))

would hence imply that

γ1([−N,N ]) ≤ γ1

([

−(N + 1/N)√
2

,
(N + 1/N)√

2

])

which is false for N ≥ 3.

We end this subsection with the proof of Theorem 6, which is a standard tensorization

argument.
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Proof of Theorem 6. Let K,T ⊆ R
d be origin-symmetric sets. Denote by KN =

∏N
i=1K ⊆

(Rd)N = R
Nd, and similarly TN =

∏N
i=1 T ⊆ (Rd)N = R

Nd. Then, by the assumption, for

all N ∈ N,

γNd(KN + TN )γNd(KN ∩ TN ) ≥ cNd · γNd(KN )γNd(TN ).

Note that KN + TN = (K + T )N , and KN ∩ TN = (K ∩ T )N . Since γNd is a product

measure, γNd(KN ) = (γd(K))N , γNd(TN ) = (γd(T ))N , γNd(KN + TN ) = (γd(K + T ))N

and γNd(KN ∩ TN ) = (γd(K ∩ T ))N . Plugging these into the inequality above and taking

N -th root gives

γd(K + T )γd(K ∩ T ) ≥ c
1/N
Nd γd(K)γd(T ).

As d is constant we may apply our assumption on cN and take N → ∞ in the inequality

above to conclude the proof.
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