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Abstract

In a work by Artstein-Avidan and Milman the concept of polarity is generalized
from the class of convex bodies to the larger class of convex functions. While
the only self-polar convex body is the Euclidean ball, it turns out that there
are numerous self-polar convex functions. In this work we give a complete
characterization of all rotationally invariant self-polar convex functions on R".
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1. Introduction

One of the most important concepts in convex geometry is that of polarity.
Denote by Kf the family of all closed, convex sets K C R"™ such that 0 € K. If
K € K we define its polar (or dual) body as

K°={zeR": (z,y) <1 foreveryy € K} € Kf,

where (-, ) is the standard inner product on R™. It is easy to see that polarity
is order reversing, which means that if K; C Ky then K7 D K3. Polarity is also
an involution - for every K € K we have (K°)° = K. It turns out that these
two properties characterize polarity uniquely, as the next theorem shows:

Theorem. Letn > 2 and T : Ky — K§ satisfy:
(i) TTK = K for all K.
(i) If K1 C Ky then TK; O TKo.
Then TK = B (K°) where B € GL,, is a symmetric linear transformation.
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This theorem was proven by Artstein-Avidan and Milman in [3], but similar
theorems on different classes of convex bodies were proven earlier by Gruber in
[7] and by Boroczky and Schneider in [6].

When dealing with polarity, the Euclidean ball D,, C R" often plays a special
role. The fundamental result here is that D,, is the only self-polar convex body:
D; = D,, and a very simple proof shows that D,, is the only body with this
property.

One example of the importance of D,, when dealing with polarity is the famous
Blaschke-Santalé inequality. It states that if K is a symmetric convex body (i.e.
If K =-K), then
o o 2
[K| - |K°] < |Dp| - |Dy| = [Dnl”.

Here |-| denotes the Lebesgue volume, and equality holds if and only if K is
a linear image of D,,. There exists a generalized version of the inequality for
non-symmetric bodies, but we will not need it here. The interested reader may
consult [8].

In recent years there was a surge of interesting results concerning generalizations
of various concepts from the realm of convex bodies to the realm of convex
(or, equivalently, log-concave) functions. Our main object of interest will be
Cvxg (R™), the class of all convex, lower semicontinuous functions ¢ : R™ —
[0, 00] satisfying ¢(0) = 0. Notice that we have an order reversing embedding
of Kf into Cvxg (R™), sending K to

0 zeK
12(x) =
i () {oo otherwise.

A natural question is whether one can extend the concept of polarity from K
to Cvxg (R™). The answer to this question is “yes”, as the following theorem by
Artstein-Avidan and Milman ([4]) shows:

Theorem. Let n > 2 and T : Cvzg (R™) — Cuzg (R™) satisfy:
(i) TTo = for all .

(i) If o1 < @o then Ty1 > Teo (here and after, v1 > @o means p1(x) >
wao(x) for all x).

Then there exists a symmetric linear transformation B € GL,, and ¢ > 0 such
that either:

(a) T = ¢* o B, where p* is the classic Legendre transform of ¢, defined by

@ (v) = sup [(z,y) — p(y)]
yeRn?

or



(b) T = (c-¢°)oB, where ¢° is the new Polarity transform of v, defined by
x,y)—1 — o
o (z) = 4 SUPveR™: 4(1)>0) Lt ze{e(0)}
0 x ¢ {@’1(0)} .

Even though we have two essentially different order reversing involutions, only
the polarity transform extends the classical notion of duality, in the sense that

12)° = 1%..
Therefore it makes sense to think about ¢° as the polar function to .

Once we have extended the definition of polarity to convex functions, we want
to extend our theorems as well. A functional version of the Blaschke-Santal6 in-
equality was proven by Ball in [5]: It follows from his work that if ¢ € Cvxg (R™)
is an even function (i.e. (z) = ¢ (—z)), then

2
2|2
/ e—w(m)dm./ e ¥ @ gy < (/ e_2dx) = (2m)".

Again, there is a generalization for the non-even case, proven by Artstein-

Avidan, Klartag and Milman in [2]. In the same paper is it also shown that if ¢

is a maximizer of the Santalé product, then, up to a linear transformation, we
|22

2 20\ ¥ 2
must have ¢ = % Since one can easily check that (%) = % and - is

the only function with this property, we get once again that the maximizer in
the Santalé inequality is the unique self-dual function.

Rather surprisingly, the above mentioned theorem seems to use the “wrong”
notion of polarity. It would be interesting have an analogous theorem for ¢°,
that is to find the maximizer of

/e_‘P(’“')dm-/ e " @y,

Given the classical and the functional Santalé inequalities, it makes sense to
conjecture that the maximizer here will be self-polar as well, that is ¢ = ¢°. An
independent argument by Artstein-Avidan ([I]) proves that the maximizer must
be rotationally invariant, i.e. of the form ¢(x) = p(|z|) for a convex function
p : [0,00) = [0,00]. Therefore we are naturally led to the following question:
what are all the self-polar, rotationally invariant convex functions?

In order to answer this question we first follow [4] and observe that if p(x) =
p (|z]) then p°(z) = p°(|x|), where p° is the polarity transform of p on the ray
(see the next section for an exact definition). Therefore it is enough to find all
self-polar functions ¢ : [0,00) — [0,00]. An infinite family of such functions is
easy to present: For every 1 < p < oo the function

(p-1""
pp

op(r) = - P



is self-polar. Our main result in this paper is that there are, in fact, many other
1-dimensional self-polar functions. Specifically, Theorem [5| provides a complete
characterization of self-polar functions on the ray.

Unfortunately, because the set of self-polar functions is so big, finding the San-
talé maximizer inside this set seems rather intractable at the moment, and the
original question we started with remains open. Nevertheless, we believe the
results presented here are of independent interest, and might have applications
in several directions.

2. Self-polar functions on the ray

Let Cvxg (R") be the class of all convex, lower semicontinuous functions ¢ :
[0,00) — [0, o0] satisfying ¢(0) = 0. For a function ¢ € Cvxg (RT), we define
its polar ¢° as

o) =sup =y

The division in the definition is formal, in the sense that ¢(y) may be equal to
0. We remedy the situation by defining ” % = o0” and 75 = 07. Put differently,
we define ¢°(z) = oo whenever there exists a y € Rt such that ¢(y) = 0 and

xy —1 > 0 (or, in other words, whenever x ¢ {4,0‘1(0)}0).
Just like in the n-dimensional case, polarity on the ray is also an order reversing
involution. Our main goal is to characterize all functions ¢ € Cvxg (R*) such

that ¢ = ¢°.

Definition 1. Denote by F the concave function F(z) = Va2 — 1 (defined for
x> 1). For 1 < ¢ < oo, we define

T, = {cp € Cvxg (R"") : 4,0(13)5

F(z) forallz > 1 }
ple) = F '

(q)

In other words, T, is the set of functions which are tangent to F' at ¢. For ¢ = oo
we define

T = {go € Cuxg (RY): (@) 2 F(@) forall o > 1 } |

limg o0 (p(z) — F(x)) =0
The classes 77 and T, will be exceptional and somewhat trivial. In fact, let us
define the following:

Definition 2. For $ € R we define a function {3 € Cvxo (R") by £g(x) = Bx.
In other words, ¢ is the line through the origin with slope £.



Using this definition, it is not hard to see that T} = {1‘[’(‘)31]}, and To, = {41}
For 1 < ¢ < oo, the class T} is infinite.

Our first proposition will explain the importance of these classes when charac-
terizing self-polar functions:

Proposition 3.
(i) If ¢ € T, for some 1 < ¢ < oo, then ¢° € T,.
(ii) If ¢ = ¢°, then ¢ € T, for some 1 < g < co.

Proof. (i) If ¢ = 1,00 this is trivial by the above comment. For 1 < ¢ < oo
define two convex functions ¥ and ¥y as

wL - 1?81’%] /\gFl(q)
Yu = g VElrw/e

Here and after, V and A will denote supremum and infimum in the lattice
Cvxg (RT). In other words, 1 V 3 = max (¢1,¢2), and @1 A oo is the biggest
function in Cvxg (R™) which is smaller than min (¢1,92). To illustrate these
definitions we plot the graphs of ¥y and ¥y :

Fay -

It is clear that ¢ € Ty if and only if ¥, < ¢ < 9y. Since polarity is order
reversing, we get that if ¢ € T, then ¥, < ¢° <97. But

VL= (1‘[3’,;}) V(tr)” =15 Ve = Yo,

and thus ¢g; = ¥, , so ¢° € T, as well.

(ii) First notice that if ¢ = ©° then for every z > 0 we have




and if z > 1 this implies ¢(x) > F(z).

Define convex sets in (]R*‘)2 by
e = epi(e) = {(@y) € (RY): y > o)}
Cy = hyp(F)= {(m,y) € (R"‘)Q oy < F(x)}

If d(C1,Cs) = 0 then ¢ € T, for some ¢ (which can be o), so we will assume
by contradiction that d(C7,C3) > 0. This means that there is a line ¢ strictly
separating C7 and Cs (see, e.g. Theorem 11.4 in [9]). Denote by f the slope of
£ and by a the intersection of £ and the x—axis. Define ¢ = 1%)41] Alg:

On the one hand, we know that
Y=g <Y =15,V L,

so in particular (%) < p° (%) More explicitly, this means
1 1
(ae)=5

On the other hand, it is easy to compute that the tangent to F' passing through
(a,0) has slope \/1177 Since v > F we must have § > ﬁ, or f2(1—a?) > 1.
This is a contradiction, so no such ¢ can exist and ¢ € T, for some 1 < g <

0. O

)

SHE

or 2 (1—a2) <1.

Our next goal is to explain how to construct fixed points inside T}, for 1 < ¢ < oo.
To do so we will need the following proposition, which shows that in order to
calculate ¢°(z) we don’t need to know ¢(y) for all possible values of y:



Proposition 4. Assume @1, p2 € T, for some 1 < g < 0.
(i) If @1 () = pa(x) for all z < g, then ¢ (z) = p5(x) for all z > g.
(i) If @1 () = pa(x) for all x > g, then ¢5(z) = ¢5(z) for all z < q.

Proof. We will prove (i), and the proof of (ii) is analogous.

Define convex functions v¢;, and ¥y by
Yvu = ¢eVigy
YL = <<P \ 1ﬁiq]) ANlpi(g),

where ¢ is either 1 or o — the definitions remain the same regardless of this
choice. We claim that ¥y < ¢; < ¢y for i = 1,2. The right inequality is
obvious. For the left inequality, notice that ¢; and 9 coincide for x < g. For
x > q the function vy, grows linearly, and in fact is exactly the tangent line to
F' at the point g. Since ¢; € T, we get that 1y, is also a tangent for ¢;, and
because ; is convex we must have ¢; > ¥p:

Since polarity is order reversing we get that ¢p, < ¢? < 97, so all we need to
show is that ¢f; (z) = ¢ (x) for every z > ¢. A direct computation yields

Vo = PIALG
'(/}z — (gﬂ(f A\ 1?5)7[171]) \Y gp/(q)—l7

so we need to show that if x > ¢ then

T
_ <« o oo )
F,(q) = (@1 A 1[O,q* ]) (Jf)

By Proposition |§| we know that ¢f € Tj. In particular, the tangent line to F
at ¢ is also a tangent line for 7. But an easy computation shows that this line
passes through (q_l, 0), so we know how )7, looks:



Fayr

In particular, wee see that if z > ¢ then

(95 A 15501) (@) = #5(@).
Finally, since ¢ is convex, we know that for every x > ¢

¢ () > oilg)  Flg) 1

T q q - F'(Q)7
which implies
T < p3()
Fiig) — ™
like we wanted. O

Using the last two propositions it is easy to give a complete characterization of
1-dimensional self-polar convex functions:

Theorem 5. For every ¢ € Ty, define
~ plr) x=<gq
Bla) = { V)
°(x) x>q.

Then ¢ is self-polar, and any self-polar function is of the form @ for some .

Proof. Since both ¢ and ¢° are tangent to F' at ¢, the function ¢ is indeed
convex. Using Proposition [4f twice we see that ¢ is self-polar (compare once
with ¢, and once with ¢°). In the other direction, if ¢ is self-polar then by
Proposition [3| we know that ¢ € T, for some ¢, and then ¢ = ¢. O

Finally, we would like to state that, rather surprisingly, there are self-polar
functions in Cvxg (R™) which are not rotationally invariant. As one example, it
is easy to compute directly that the function ¢ € Cvxg (R?) defined by

y| if x| <1
w(wﬂ—{' i

oo otherwise



is self-polar. This means that our classification of self-polar functions in Cvxg (R™)
does not give a complete classification of all self-polar functions in Cvxg (R™).
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