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Abstract

The reverse isoperimetric inequality, due to Keith Ballates that if K is an n-
dimensional convex body, then there is an affine imagef K for which S(K)"/V (K)"~!
is bounded from above by the corresponding expression fegalarn-dimensional sim-
plex, whereS andV denote the surface area and volume functional. It was shgviAndnck
Barthe that the upper bound is attained onliifs a simplex. The discussion of the equality
case is based on the equality case in the geometric form ddridiecamp-Lieb inequality.
The present paper establishes stability versions of trexsevusoperimetric inequality and of
the corresponding inequality for isotropic measures.
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1 Introduction

The isoperimetric inequality states that a Euclidean badl $mallest surface area among convex
bodies (compact convex sets with non-empty interiors) eégivolume in Euclidean spad
with scalar product- , -) and norm|| - ||, and that Euclidean balls are the only minimizers. Let
B" be the Euclidean unit ball centred at the origin. Denotingsl¥) the surface area and by
V(K) the volume of a convex bodi( in R", the isoperimetric inequality can be expressed by
the inequality

B < S )
V(Bn)n—l V(K)n—l
where equality holds if and only iK is a Euclidean ball. Since surface area and volume are
continuous functionals (with respect to the Hausdorff metand the extremal bodies of the

inequality [1) are precisely the Euclidean balls, the folltg question arises naturally. Suppose
that a convex body in R” satisfies

S(B")"

S(K)" < (1+ 5)W

V(K1 —
for somes > 0. Does it follow thatK is e-close to a Euclidean ball? An answer to this question
requires that the distanckst(K') of K from a Euclidean ball is measured in a suitable way. For
instance, the distance functidist(-) should have the same scaling and motion invariance as the
isoperimetric problem. The problem can also be stated ifall@ving form. Let againk” be a
convex body iR and assume thdifist( /) > ¢ for somes > 0. Does it follow that

S(K)"

S(B")"

> (1+ f(e))Wa

where f : [0,00) — [0,00) is @ continuous and increasing function witf0) = 0? In other
words, is it true that S(K) S(Bmy"

W > (1+ f(dlSt(K)))W
with an explicitly given functionf? Any such inequality provides a strengthening of the ctassi
isoperimetric inequality and is called a stability reselated to[(]l).

Although results of this type can be traced back to work of Mdimski and Bonnesen, a
systematic exploration is much more recent. Introductaryeys on geometric stability results
were given by H. Groemer [2[L, 22], an up-to-date coverageanbus aspects (including appli-
cations) of the topic is provided throughout R. Schneidbdsk [38]. More specifically, sta-
bility results for the isoperimetric problem (based on treusdorff distance) have been found,
for instance, by Groemer and Schneider| [23]. As a recenkbreaugh, N. Fusco, F. Maggi,
A. Pratelli [18] obtained an optimal stability version oktisoperimetric inequality in terms of
the volume difference, and A. Figalli, F. Maggi, A. Prat§llg,[17] even extended the result to
the Brunn-Minkowski inequality.

The ratioS(K)"/V (K)" ! is unbounded from above, if ranges over all convex bodies. In
fact, simple examples show thatcan have arbitrarily small volume and still surface areaaéqu
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to a prescribed positive value. In order to avoid this typsitfation, it is a well known strategy
(see, for instance, F. Behrend [9]) to consider the affinariant

ir(K) := inf{% RONS GL(n)}.

The infimum is attained and the unique minimizer can be chariaed, as shown by C. M. Petty
[37] (see also A. Giannopoulos, M. Papadimitrakis [19])fdet, X minimizes the isoperimetric
ratio within its affine equivalence class if and only if thatably normalized area measure of
K is isotropic (as defined below). As a simple consequencagethdar simplex minimizes the
isoperimetric ratio within the class of simplices. Since trew functional ‘ir’ is affine invari-
ant and upper semi-continuous, it attains its maximum orsfieee of convex bodies. In the
Euclidean plane, W. Gustin [28] showed thdtir < ir(7?) with equality if and only ifK is

a triangle; herél denotes a regular triangle circumscribed abBtt An extension of such a
result to higher dimensions turned out to be a formidabldlera which resisted its solution
until K. M. Ball [1] 2] established reverse forms of the isapeetric inequality. To state one of
his main results, note that

nn/2(n + 1)(n+1)/2
n!

V(T = and S(T") =nV(T"),
whereT™ is a regular simplex ifR™ circumscribed abouB™.
Theorem A (K. M. Ball) For any convex body in R™, there exists some& € GL(n) such that

S@K)" _ ST
V(OK) 1 = V(Try—1

It was proved by F. Barthé[5] that equality holds in Theorermrdy if K is a simplex.

The main objective of this paper is to establish a stabilégsion of the reverse isoperimetric
inequality. Following[[16, 1/7, 18], we define an affine inani distance of convex bodiés and
M based on the volume difference. For thisdet V(K)~'/", 3 = V(M)~/", and then define

Syol (K, M) := min{V (®(aK)A(z + fM)) : & € SL(n),z € R"}.

We observe thai, (-, -) induces a metric on the affine equivalence classes of corogief

A crucial tool in geometric analysis, and in particular ie firoof of the reverse isoperimetric
inequality by K. M. Ball, is the John ellipsoid of a convex lyod” in R". This is the unique
ellipsoid of maximal volume contained i. Obviously, there is an affine image &f, whose
John ellipsoid is the Euclidean unit bal®. Below (seel(R) and13)), we list some properties
of the John ellipsoid. For thorough discussions of the prtogee of the John ellipsoid, and of
convex bodies in general, see K. M. Ball [3], P. M. Gruber [@4R. Schneider [38].



Theorem 1.1 Let K be a convex body iR", n > 3, whose John ellipsoid is a Euclidean ball,
and lete € [0,1). If 6,1 (K, T™) > ¢, then

S(K)"

S(T)"
vy =0

J— 4 _—
e ) V(Tn)n—l )

where one may choose= n 2",

Considering a convex body which is obtained fronT™ by cutting off regular simplices of
heighte at the vertices of ™ and slabs of widtk™~! parallel to the facets 6f", one can see that
the stability order (the exponent of in Theoreni_Ll must be at ledst

In the plane, we obtain a result of optimal stability order.

Theorem 1.2 Let K be a convex body it?, whose John ellipsoid is a Euclidean ball, and let
e €[0,1). If 601 (K, T™) > &, then

where one may choose= 2710372

Theorem§1]1 arld 1.2 immediately imply thakifis a convex body ifR™ andd, (K, T") >
e for somes € [0,1), then i{K) < (1 — ~e?) ir(T™), with y as in these theorem and witth
replaced by for n = 2.

Another affine invariant distance between convex bodiehés Banach-Mazur distance
dpm (K, M), of convex bodieg< and M, which is defined by

Opm(K, M) :=Inmin{f\>1: K —x C (M —y) C A(K —x) for ® € GL(n),z,y € R"}.
Again, épm(+, -) induces a metric on the affine equivalence classes of corvéie® The two

metrics are related to each other. It is not difficult to sex &y, < 26”2531\/[ (see Sectionl8).
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In the reverse direction, we havgy < v d.,, wherey depends on the dimension(see [12,
Section 5]), and the exponeﬁltcannot be replaced by anything larger thnéﬁ as can be seen
from the example of a ball from which a cap is cut off.

Theorem 1.3 Let K be a convex body iiR” whose John ellipsoid is a Euclidean ball, and let
€ € [0, ]_) If 5BM(K7 Tn) > g, then

S(K)"
2 < (1 — max{4,n}

V(Tn)n—l )
where one may choose= n 25",

Cutting off regular simplices of edge lengthat the corners of ™, we see that the error in
Theoren 1B can be of orde? .

In the plane, the aforementioned approach due to W. Gustibeased to establish a stability
result of optimal order.



Theorem 1.4 Let K be a convex body iR?, and lete € [0, 1). If g\ (K, T?) > ¢, then
ir(K) < (1 —ne)ir(1T?),
where we can choosg= 273372,

Sinced,, < 2e™ gy, Theoren 1K implies for a convex body in R? ande € [0,1) that
if 6.o1(K,T?) > ¢, thenifK) < (1 — ~e) ir(T?), where we can choosg= (2¢)"*372. In a
different way and with a slightly smaller constantthis is also implied by Theorem1.2.

As mentioned before, the proof of the reverse isoperimetgquality by K. M. Ball [1,[2]
is based on a volume estimate for convex bodies whose Jdpeaatl is the unit ballB™. Let
S—! denote the Euclidean unit sphere. According to a classiealrem of F. John [29] (see also
K. M. Ball [B]), B™ is the ellipsoid of maximal volume inside a convex bafyif and only if
B" C K and there existy, ..., u; € S ' NOK andcy, ..., c; > 0 such that

k

Z ciu; @ u; = Id,, (2)
i=1
k
Z CiUu; = O, (3)
=1

whereld,, denotes the x n identity matrix and K is the boundary of<.
Following E. Lutwak, D. Yang, G. Zhang [35], let us call a Bormeeasureu on the unit
sphereS™~! isotropic if

/ u®udp(u) =1d,.
Sn—1

(All measures in the following are supposed to be Borel mess)iIn this case, equating traces
of both sides we obtain that
w(S™ Y =n. (4)

If, in addition, ;1 is centred, that is to say, if

/ wdp(u) = 0,
Snfl

then the origir) is an interior point of the convex hull of the suppsitpp 1 of 1, and hence
Z(p) :={xeR": (x,u) < 1foru € supp u}

is a convex body.

The crucial statement leading to the reverse isoperimigiequality is the following.
Theorem B If 11 is a centred, isotropic measure ¢ff~1, then

VI(Z(p)) < V(IT™). (5)
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Equality holds if and only i¥Z (1) is a regular simplex circumscribed aboBt'.

For a discrete measuye the inequality[(b) is due to K. M. Ball[]1,2]. The equalitysea
was clarified by F. Barthe [5]. The case of an arbitrary cehtigotropic measure was treated
by F. Barthe[[6] and E. Lutwak, D. Yang, G. Zharig [36], wheré][also characterized the
equality case. The measures 81! which have an isotropic linear image are characterized by
K. J. Boroczky, E. Lutwak, D. Yang and G. Zhang [13], builgion work of E. A. Carlen, and
D. Cordero-Erausquin[14], J. Bennett, A. Carbery, M. Gtarsd T. Taol[10] and B. Klarta@ [32].
We note that isotropic measures I&f play a central role in the KLS conjecture by R. Kannan,
L. Lovasz and M. Simonovits [30]; see, for instance, F. Barand D. Cordero-Erausquin [7],
O. Guedon and E. Milman [27] and B. Klartag [31].

To state a stability version of Theorem B, we define the “sigh€rHausdorff distance of
compact set(, Y c S"! by the formula

01(X,Y) := min {glg min Z(z,y), maxmin /(z, y)} :
where/(z, y) denotes the geodesic distance:of on S"~1. In addition, forz € 5", we write
d[x] to denote the Dirac measure §f~! supported oz}, that s, if A C S"~! is a measurable
set, thenj[z](A) = 1if x € A and zero otherwise. 1§ is a regular simplex circumscribed about

B™ with contact pointsy, ..., v, € S"!, then we set
- n
Hs ;ZOHH [vi]

For the total mass qfs we obtainug(S™!) = n as forp in ().
Theorem 1.5 Lety be a centred, isotropic measure 6fi!, n > 3, and lete € [0, 1). If
V(Z(p) = (1=e)V(T"),
then there exists a regular simpléxcircumscribed abouB™ such that
dp(supp p, supp pig) < ~e'/*,
where one may choose= n""".

Each of the corresponding + 1 spherical balls of radiua®”<!'/4 hasu-measure of order

et O(e'/%), and hence the Kantorovich-Monge-Rubinstein (or the Wassia distance) of:

from pg is O(c'/4) where the implied constant ifi(-) depends only on (see Sectiofn 10).
Again we obtain a result of optimal order far= 2.

Theorem 1.6 Letu be a centred, isotropic measure 6h. If
V(Z(p) = (1= )V(T7)
fore € [0,1), then there exists a regular triangke circumscribed abouB? such that

dp (supp p, supp ps) < 32e.
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We note that the proof of Theorem B is based on the rank one @asige geometric
Brascamp-Lieb inequality. While we do not actually use tmasBamp-Lieb inequality, an es-
sential tool in our approach is the proof provided by F. Bar#f], which is based on mass
transportation. Therefore, it is instructive to review gmgument from[[4], which is done in
Sectiori 2. At the end of that section, we outline the argusiesiding to Theorem 1.1, Theorem
1.3 and Theorem 1.5 and roughly describe the structure gfaher.

2 A Dbrief review of the Brascamp-Lieb inequality

The rank one geometric Brascamp-Lieb inequality, identifig K. Ball [1] as an essential case
of the rank one Brascamp-Lieb inequality, due to H. J. BragxaE. H. Lieb [11], reads as
follows. If uy, ..., u, € S" ! are distinct unit vectors and, . . ., ¢, > 0 satisfy

k
Z cu; ® u; = 1d,,

i=1

andfi, ..., fr are non-negative measurable functionskyrhen

/nilifi((:c,uﬁ)ﬁ dr < H ([5)" ©

According to F. Barthel[5], if equality holds if](6) and noretloe functionsf; is identically

zero or a scaled version of a Gaussian, thean anduy, .. ., u, iS an orthonormal basis @".
Conversely, equality holds inl(6) if eaghis a scaled version of the same centered Gaussian, or
if K =mnanduy,...,u, forman orthonormal basis.

A thorough discussion of the rank one Brascamp-Lieb inetyuehn be found in E. Carlen,
D. Cordero-Erausquin[14]. The higher rank case, due to Eieth [33], is reproved and further
explored by F. Barthé [5] (including a discussion of the digpease), and is again carefully anal-
ysed by J. Bennett, T. Carbery, M. Christ, T. Taol[10]. In jattr, see F. Barthe, D. Cordero-
Erausquin, M. Ledoux, B. Maurey|[8] for an enlightening ewiof the relevant literature and an
approach via Markov semigroups in a quite general framework

F. Barthe [[4 5] provides a concise proof ¢f (6) based on masssportation (see also
K. M. Ball [B]). We sketch the main ideas of this approachgsithis will be the starting point
for subsequent refinements.

We assume that each of the functiofass a positive and continuous probability density. Let
g(t) = e~ be the Gaussian density. For= 1,...,k, we consider the transportation map

T; : R — R satisfying
t Ti(t)
/ fi(s)ds = / g(s)ds.
It is easy to see thdf; is bijective, differentiable and
fit) = g(Ti(t)) - T(t), teR (7)
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To these transportation maps, we associate the transfomtat R” — R™ with

k
O(z) := Zcﬂ}((ui,x)) U, r € R",

i=1

which satisfies
Z c;T ul, ul- X u;.

In this case/0© is positive definite an@B : R" — R" is injective (seel[4]). We will need the
following two estimates due to K. M. Ball[1].

(i) For anyty, ..., t; > 0, we have

k k
det <Z ticiu; ® uz> > Htfi;
i=1 i=1

(see also Lemnia4.1 below).
(i) If z=>2F  ciu;foré,, ..., 0, € R, then

k
2> <> et (8)
=1

Therefore, using first{7), and then (i) and (ii), we obtain

/R.Hfl tiy @ cld‘”—/ (Hg (i, @ ) (i]iT;«ui,x))%) iz

"i=1
k k
< / (H 6—7TCiTi((Ui,$>)2> det <Z CZ',I‘Z-,(<UZ',I’>) u; @ uz> dr

i=1 i=1

< / eI det, (dO(2)) da

< / el gy — 1.
Rn

We observe that (i) shows that the optimal constant in thenggac Brascamp-Lieb inequal-
ity is 1. The stability version of (i) (with; = /c;u;), Lemmd4.3B, is an essential tool in proving
a stability version of the Brascamp-Lieb inequality leapio Theoreni 1]5.

Let us briefly discuss how K. M. Ball[1] used the Brascampklilgequality to prove the dis-
crete version of Theorem B, since this type of argument idédridn the proof of Propositidn 7.1



which is crucial for our approach. Fir&" is embedded int®&"**, and we writec,,, ; to denote
the unit vector irlR™*! orthogonal tdR™. Letsupp p = {u1, ..., us}, lete; = u({u;}), and let

[ n 1
Ui = —4 | —— U; i1 € S" for.zl,...,k?.
U n+1u+ n—|—16+1 7

The conditions that is isotropic and its centroid is the origin ensure that

k
Zéiﬁi ® ;= Id,41, whereg; =" ¢ fori=1,... k.
=1
Now the Brascamp-Lieb inequality is applied to the system .., ., ¢4, ..., ¢k, Where each
fi is the exponential density, that i$,(t) = e " if ¢ > 0, and f;(t) = 0 otherwise. For the
open convex con€' = {y € R""! : (y,@;) >0, i = 1,...,k}, the formulas[(33) and(B4) in
SectiorlY yield

k k

/ H filly, ag)) dy = / exp (‘ Z@(y,ﬂ») dy =V (Z(u)V(T") "

Rr+l c i=1

Since the Brascamp-Lieb inequality implies that this egpien is at most, we conclude Theo-
rem B.

Equality in Theorem B leads to equality in the Brascamp-Limggjuality, and hence = n+1
andiy, ..., u,,; form an orthonormal basis iR"*!. In turn,u, ..., u,,; are the vertices of a
regular simplex.

To obtain a stability version of Theorem B, we need a stabirsion of the Brascamp-Lieb
inequality in the special case we use. For example, we dtrendi) in Sectiol 4, and estimate
derivatives of the corresponding transportation map irti&eld. The estimates in Sectibh 6 are
very specific for our particular choice o the functiofysand no method is known to the authors
that could lead to a stability version of the Brascamp-Ligdxjuality [6) in general.

The overall structure of the paper is as follows. Sectio@a8)d b provide various important
analytic and geometric estimates concerning John’s thearelated to discrete, isotropic mea-
sures and geometric stability results for polytopes closa tegular simplex. In Sectidn 6, we
provide auxiliary estimates for the transportation mapveeh the exponential and the Gaussian
distribution. After these preparations, we establish ioti®a[4 the core statement, Proposi-
tion[Z.1, on which Theorerm 1.1, Theorém]1.3 and Thedreth ESased. Then, Sectigh 8
contains the proofs of Theorem 11.1 and Theofem 1.3. In Se@jove derive Theoreh 1.4,
whose proof is independent of the remaining results. Thenextend Proposition 7.1 to gen-
eral centred, isotropic measures in Secfioh 10, which grdVeoreni 1]5. Finally, we establish
Theoreni LB in Sectidn 11 and Theorleni 1.2 in Se¢fidon 12.

3 Some consequences of John’s condition

According to the classical theorem of F. John![29]5if is the ellipsoid of maximal volume
inside a convex body, then there exist;,...,u; € S" ' NOK andcy, ..., ¢, > 0 such that

9



(2) and [(B) are satisfied. Equating the traces on the two sid@) we obtain

Se=n ©)

In addition, we may assume that
n+1<k<n(n+3)/2,

where the lower bound ok follows from (2) and[(B) and the upper bound bris implied by
the proof of John’s theorem [29] (see also P. M. Gruber, FdBuSter[[25]). We note thdtl(2) is

equivalent to
k

> cifw,u)? = ||zf* forallz € R™.
i=1

Applying this tox = u; shows that
¢ <1 fori=1,... k. (20)

In this section, we discuss properties that only Use (2)s €an be written as

k
Z’Ui ®v; = 1d,, for Vi = \/C_Z”LLZ (11)
=1

We note that{(1]1) is equivalent to

k
D (w,v)® = |z forallz e R". (12)

=1
Givenuy,...,v, € R"and\q,..., A\, > 0, we consider the x k& matrix
U:= VA,V Ak k).
According to the Cauchy-Binet formula, we have

k
det (Z Aiv; ® vi> = det (UUT) — Z det[\/Ni, Viys - -5 Vi, i, )2 (13)

i=1 1<i1<..<in<k

It has been pointed out by K. M. Ball that the special case- ... = A\, = 1 yields the following
estimate.

Lemma3.l Ifuvy,...,v, € R” satisfny:1 v;Qu; = Id,,, thenthereexist < i; < ... <1, <k

such that
k’ —1
det[vi,, ..., v, )% > < ) :
n
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For non-zero vectors andw, we write Z(v, w) to denote their angle, that is, the geodesic

distance of the unit vectot® || ~*v and||w||~*w on the unit sphere.

Lemma3.2 Letw, ..., v, € R™\ {0} satisfy>>F  v; @ v; = Id,,, and let0 < 5 < 1/(3Vk).
Assume forany e {1,...,k} that|jv;|| < northereis somg € {1,...,n} with Z(v;,v;) <.
Then there exists an orthonormal basis . . ., w, such that/(v;, w;) < 3vknfori =1,... n.

Proof: Fori = 1,...,n, letw; = v;/||v;]|]. We partition the index sefl, ..., k} into sets
Vo, Vi,...,V, suchthat € V; for: = 1,...,n, and in such a way that jf € V;, then||v;|| <7,
andifj € V, for somei € {1,...,n}, thenZ(v;,v;) < n. Observe thaV, is possibly empty.
Fori=1,...,n, (12) yields

1= [Ju? > Z<Uz'7vj>2 > Z |v;|? cos®n,

JEV; JEV;
and hence
> losl* < (cosn) 2. (14)
JEV:

Fori = 1,...,n, letw; € S"! be orthogonal ta;, j € {1,...,n} \ {i}, and satisfy
(w;,v;) > 0. In addition, leta; < 7/2 be the minimal angle o#; and anyv; with j € V;, and
hence

(Wi, v;) < i + 1. (15)

To boundy; from above, for = 1, ..., n, we observe thatw;, v;)| < nif j € V,. Moreover,
if j € V;, then(w;,v;) < cosay, and ifj € V, for somel € {1,...,n}\ {i}, thenZ(w;,v;) >
(m/2) — n and thereforéw;, v;) < sinn. Using these facts and {14), we deduce

k —n) sin’
S (s 03)? < (k= < BTS00
j€Vo cosT
s 2
5 . s n .
> () <sin?n) lullP < =+, forle{1,...,n}\{i},
JEV JEV cosT
B cos? o
Z(wi,vj)Q < cos® q; Z [Jv;]]? < cos? 7;7
JEVi JEVi

where the sum fov, is set to be zero ¥, is empty. We conclude by (112) that

N k — n) sin? n — 1) sin? cos? oy

cos?n cos?n cos?n’

and hence
sina; = 1 —cos® o <1 —cos’n + (k— 1)sin?n = ksin® 1.
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Moreover, forp < 1/(3vk), we have

sin(2vk 1) _ sin(2vk n) sin(2/3)
VEsin(n) = VEkn =2 2/3 = L

Therefore,[(I5) and < 1/(3vk) yield
LW, v) < ag+n < 2Vkn+n < 3VEn, i=1,...,n.

In particular, this shows that, . . ., v, are linearly independent.

We definew; = uy, and for: = 2,... n we letw,; be the unit vector ifin {vy, ..., v;}
which is orthogonal tay, ..., v;_; and satisfiegw;,v;) > 0. Writing L; for the orthogonal
complement oflin {vq,...,v;_1}, we havew; € L,. Sincew; is parallel to the orthogonal
projection ofv; to L;, we conclude that' (w;, v;) < Z(w;,v;) < 3Vkn. O

4 Analytic stability estimates

To calculate the optimal constant in the Brascamp-Lieb uaéty (§), the following statement
has been proved by K. M. Ball[1], see F. Barthé [5, Propasi@ipfor a simple argument.

Lemma4.1(K.M.Ball) If vy,...,v, € R" satisfy>F | v; @ v; = Id,, and if t,,...,t, > 0,

then
k k
det <Z tv; Q@ Ui) > H t§vi,’0i>.
=1 =1

Remark E. Lutwak, D. Yang, G. Zhand [35] generalized Lemimd 4.1 for igntropic measure
1 on S™~!and for any positive continuous functiéon supp x in the form

det (/Sn1 t(u) u® udu(u)) > exp (/Snl log ¢(u) d,u(u)) ;

where equality holds if and only if the quantitfe, ) - - - (v, ) is constant for linearly independent
v1, ..., 0, € supp p. Actually Lemme4ll is the case wheapp 1 = {uy,...,u;}, andv; =
Ve u; for¢; = p({u;}). We do not need this generalized version in the present paper

In Lemmal[4.B, we prove a (stronger) stability version of Lemifhl by replacing the
arithmetic-geometric mean inequality with the followinglsility version in the argument of

[5].

Lemma4.2 If v is a probability measure angdl is a measurable function which is bounded from
above and from below by positive constants, then

2

1 dv.

[fdv 1/ Vi

exp{flnfdu}_1+§ \/m_
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Proof: We note that for, b > 0, we have

a + b 1 2
~Vavh = (Va-vb) . (16)
Here we choosé = 1 and ;
a = ffdl/
Integrating [(16) with this choice af, b against/, we get
2
\/_dy = / —1 dv.

\/ fdv

Sincel —z > 1 — /z forz € [0, 1], we obtain

fdy

1— > =

(J VT dv)’ 1/ Vi
[fdv T2

Jensen’s inequality yields

(/\/?du)2 Zexp{/lnfdy},

and hence we conclude Lemfmal4.2 by observing(fat) — 1 > 1 — (¢/d) for anye,d > 0. O

Lemmad4.3 Letk >n+1,t,...,t, > 0,and letvy, ..., v, € R” satisfny:1 v; @v; = 1d,,.

Then
k k
det (thi ® w) > 0" 1_[1@4”“’2'>
=1 i=1

where

g =14 > det| ]2 by oot 2
= = et|vi, ..., v ~— " - ,
2 1 n to

1<i1<..<in<k

1<i1<..<in<k

Proof: In this argument/ always denotes some subset{df. .., k} of cardinalityn. For/ =
{i1,...,1,}, we define
dy = det[v;,,...,v;, > and  t;i=ty, -t

nt
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From> ¥ | v; ® v; = Id,, and [IB) we obtain

k
Zd} =1 and det <Z t,0; Uz‘) = Zt[d[,
1 i=1 I

where the summations extend over all sets {1, ..., k} of cardinalityn. It follows that the
discrete measurneon then element subsets §f, . . ., £} defined by ({1}) = d; is a probability
measure. According to Lemrha¥.2, writing= />, t;d;, we deduce that

k 2
1 Vi
det <E tiv; ® Uz) = E trd; > (1 + 3 E dr (t—l — 1) ) Ht?- (17)
i=1 I; I 0 T

The factort; is used in[ [, t}l’ exactly ), ;c; dr times. Moreover,[(13) applied to the vectors
Uiy oo 5 Ui—1,Vi015-- -, Uk Imp|IeS

Zd,:;d,— > dp=1-det (Zvj@mj)

I,icl 1,igI i
=1—det (Id, — v; ® v;) = (v;, v;).

Substituting this into[(117) yields the lemmal

To estimate from below (in the proof of Lemma 7.2) the fadtoin Lemmd4.8, we use the
following observation.

Lemmad4.4 If a,b,z > 0, then

(a2 o bz)z
({Ea — ].)2 + ([Eb — 1)2 Z m
Proof: Differentiating f(z) = (za — 1)* + (xb — 1) for fixed a, b with respect tar shows that

attains its minimum at = -2t Thus
a?+b

2 ) o (=07 (o =077 (a® — %)
(o =1 @b =1 2 e = @ a1 0 = 2@ T B

5 Polytopescloseto aregular smplex

We prove two quantitative statements about the approxanati a polytope by a simplex. First,
we provide a lemma which will allow us to put a given orthonattmasis into a more convenient
position by a small rotation.

14



Lemmab.1 Lete € S"!, and letr € (0,1/(2n)). If wy, ..., w, is an orthonormal basis dk"
such that .

1

ﬁ—7<(e,wi><%+7 fori=1,...,n,

then there exists an orthonormal basis, . . . , w,, such that(e, w;) = % and Z(w;, w;) < nt
fori=1,...,n.

Proof: Fori =1,...,n, let

1
<€, U)Z> = — + qy, and henc%i‘ <T.
n

7

It follows that
=1 \/ﬁ \/ﬁ =1 ’

which in turn yields that

<e,iwi> :\/ﬁ+iai > \/5—712—\/572 > iwi
=1 =1 =1

sincecos(nt) < 1 — sn7?for 7 € (0,1/(2n)) andn > 2. In particular,Z(e, >, w;) < nt.
We definew; = ®(w;) fori =1,...,n, where® is the orthogonal transformation, which rotates
>+, w; into y/ne via their acute angle in the two-dimensional linear subsgacontaining
them, and fixing all vectors ih-. Then(e, w;) = (P~1(e), w;) = \/ﬁ_1<2?:1wj,wi> =1/\/n
fori=1,...,n. O

cos(nr),

For convex bodies containing the origin in their interiok& introduce a very specific dis-
tance from regular simplices whose centroid is the oridirk s a convex body witl) € int K,
then we define

dA(K) :=Inmin{\ > 1: sT" C ®K C AsT" fors > 0and® € O(n)}.
Clearly,d(K) = 0 if and only if K is a regular simplex with centroid at the origin.

Lemmab.2 Let Z be a polytope, and le¥ be a regular simplex circumscribed abobt. As-
sume that the facets ¢f and S touch B™ at uy,...,u; andws,...,w,,1, respectively. Fix
n € (0,1/(9n)). If foranyi € {1,...,k} there exists somg¢ € {1,...,n + 1} such that
Z(u;,w;) <n,then

(1 —=3nn)S C Z C (14 3nn)S.

In particular, d(Z) < 9nn.

15



Proof: The lemma follows from the following statement:Afu,, w;) < n then the tangent plane
to B™ atu; contains—\ws, where

(1 =3nn)n < X < (1+ 3nn)n. (18)

In order to prove this assertion, we observe that = cos /(—w»,u;). Moreover, we write
Z(—wy,u1) = a+ B, whereaw = Z(—ws, wy) With cosa = 1/n andtan o < n, and|g| < n.
Since

1
|cos f — 1 — tanasin | < §n2+m7: (n+1)n

and . .
|Cosﬁ—tanasin5|Zl—anQ—nnzl—(n+n/2)n2§,
we obtain
A - -
‘1—— =1{1- (M) = }1—(Cosﬁ—tanasin6) 1’ <2(n+ 1)n,
n cos &

which in turn yields[(IB).

To conclude the proof, we first observe that the vertices efe —nw-, ..., —nw, ;. TO
verify the left inclusion, let? —(u) := {z € R" : (z,u) < 1} for u € S"~!. We have shown that
—dw; € H (uy) fori € {2,...,k}, and trivially this also holds fof = 1. Hence, [(1B) yields
that(1 —3nn)(—nw;) C H™ (u;), and thereforé¢l —3nn)S C H~ (u,). Repeating this argument

for us, ..., ug, we obtain(1 — rnn)S C Z.
As to the right inclusion, letv € Z, wherev € S~ ! andt > 0. We can assume thatis in
the positive hull of~ws, . .., —w, 1. Thenthereis somec {1, ..., k} such that/(u;, w;) < n.

By (18), forj = 2,...,n + 1 there are; € (0, (1 + 3nn)n) such thatu;, —t;w;) = 1. There
areq, > 0 such thatv = as(—ws) + ... + @41 (—w,1), and therefore

n+l n+1
_ o
(i, to) = (ui, t5 o (—tjwy)) = t—J (19)
j=2 j=2 7

In particular, this shows that;,v) > 0. Sincetv € Z, it is sufficient to prove thatv €
(14 3nn)S in the case whereu;, tv) = 1. But then[[I9) implies that

n+1

tv = Z %(—tjw]) € Con\/{—tz’wz, cee —tn+1wn+1} C (1 -+ 37”})5,

j=2

and hence&Z C (1+ 3nn)S. O

Lemmab.3 Let Z be a polytope, and let be a regular simplex circumscribed aboBt. Fix
v =9-2""2p2 2 andn € (0,77'). Assume that the facets #fand S touchB™ atu, . .., uy

16



andwy, ..., w,.1, respectively. 1/ (u;, w;) < nfori=1,...,n+ 1 andZ(uy, w;) > ~n for
1=1,...,n+1,then

o ) Z(u , Wy
V(Z) < (1 — ’2n++21n%( k )) V(S).

Proof: Let H* := {x € R" : (x,u;) > 1}, and letF; be the facet of touchingB™ atw;. We
may assume thaf (u, wy) < Z(ug, w;) for i > 2, and hencéu, wy) > 0.

First, we estimat® (SN H*). Letz be the closest point df ™ N F; to w;. In particular, we
have||z — w:|| < 1, while F; contains thén — 1)-ball of radius, /2t > 1 + L centered atv;.

ThusF; N H* contains a regulafm — 1)-simplex of height%, and in turn a congruent copy of
ﬁ Fi. In addition, the distance af; from any F;, i > 2,is1 + % thus the distance aof from
F; is at least

L/n (1 + 1) L
|z —wi]] + (1/n) n 2n?’
whereh = n + 1 is the height ofS. We deduce that/* N S contains a point whose distance
from F; is at least”; sin Z(uy, w;), and hence

1\ Z(ug, w) Z(ug, wy)
) > ) _ )
V(SNHT) > (2n2) — V(S) i V(S).
Let Z, be the simplex whose facets touBfi atu, ..., u,.,. Hence

(1 —3nn)S C Zy C (1+3nn)S
by LemmdX5.P. It follows that
V(ZoNHT) =2 V(SN HT) = (V(S) = V((1 = 3nn)S))

> l(uku U)1)
2n+1n2n

V(S) = 3n*n V(S).

Since(1 + 3nn)™ < 1+ 6n’n, we have
V(Z) < V(Z) = V(ZoN HY)

which completes the proofid
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6 Thetransportation map

The argument of F. Bartheél[4] uses the transportation mag0, co) — R between the expo-
nential and the standard Gaussian density, and hence

t / t d ! / e d (20)
1l—e'= e ’ds = — e % ds.
0 \/7_T —00

Clearly, p is strictly increasing ang(In2) = 0.
Lemma6.1 Ift > 4, thenv2 < () < V1, 37z < ¢/(t) < landy"(t) < — 37

Proof: The definition[(2D) ofr can be written in the form
VT ©(t)

According to the Gordon-Mill inequality (or Mill’s ratio,ee R. D. Gordon [20], L. DUumbgen
[15, (2)], or by a straightforward direct argument)zif- 0, then

—t

e e ds. (21)

—z2 92 2 e—z2

¢ . : < = /OO e ds <
2ymz 22241 7/, 2\/mz
We deduce from the left-hand side bf{22) that
1 R
et < —/ e ¥ ds,
VN
which in turn impliesp(4) > v/2 by (21). From[(2IL) and the right-hand side[ofl(22), we deduce

thatp(t) < v/t fort > 4.
We turn to the estimation of derivatives. Differentiatifdfl), we get

(22)

L P
=_ 7 t ) 23
e T >0 (23)
In particular, this shows that'(¢t) > 0 for ¢ > 0. Equation[(2B) combined with the right-hand
side of [22) leads to
20(t)'(t) < 1 fort > In2. (24)

Taking the logarithm of[(23), we deduce the formula

—t=—log VT — p(t)* +log ¢/ (t), (25)
and differentiating this implies
¢"(t) = &' () (20()¢'(t) — 1). (26)
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Thereforey”(t) < 0 follows on the one hand fromp/(¢) > 0, and on the other hand from
o(t) < 0if t <1In2, and from[24) ift > In2. Thusy'(t) < ¢'(In2) = /7/2 < 1 by (23) for
t>In2.

We also estimate” in terms ofp. To this end, we use an improved version of the right-
hand side of the Gordon-Mill inequality (22) (see L. Dumbd#&5, (2)], or by a simple direct
argument); namely

e~ 2249

1 2
— " .
\/7?/2 RS WM YO
We deduce from this and the left-hand sidelaf (22) thatif /2, then
e _ 1 /°° 2 g < e ] 1
—— € S - .
3VTz T, 2/ 422

If t > 4, thenp(t) > /2, thus

z > 0.

1 2 1 1
ELINS mw<t>—t<_(1_7). 27
3 =V 20 ' 10 N
In particular,y’(t) > 3%/2 and combining(24) an@ (27) yields
¢'(t) -1

P"(t) = ()20 (t) — 1) < -

f 4 2
1pep < T2y T 29

which completes the argument

7 Circumscribed polytopes

F. Barthe[[4] proves the Brascamp-Lieb inequality for fumaes in one variable in full generality.
This section is based on K. M. Ball's|[3] interpretation ofBarthe’s argument in the special
case needed for the geometric application. Since our gjahifjument uses in an essential way
that the Brascamp-Lieb inequality is required only for tkeanential density function, we do
not separate the statement of the Brascamp-Lieb inequality

Propositiori 711 is the main ingredient for the proofs of Tieed 1.1, Theorerm 1.3 and The-
oremL5. We recall that i is a convex body witl) € int K, thend(K) is the minimal\ such
that there exists a regular simpl&xvhose centroid is the origin arfiCc K C e*S.

In the following, we use the abbreviatiof := n(n + 3)/2. In this section, we consider the
casen > 3, although (with slightly different constants) the prootexds also to the case= 2.
In the plane, however, we can argue in a different way to ab&sults of optimal order. For this
reason we defer the two-dimensional case to SeCtibn 11.
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Proposition 7.1 Let 1 be a discrete, centred, isotropic measure$nt. Letn > 3. Assume
that the cardinality ofupp p is at mostV + 1, and letr € (0, n=240"), If

V(Z(p) > 1 =n)V(T"),

then there exists a regular simpléxcircumscribed abouB™ such that

Sp(supp 1, supp pg) < n®nrV4 and d(Z(p)) < n®nrt/4,

Before we prove Proposition 7.1, we first set up the corredipgnnotions following
K. M. Ball [1], [2], and then prove the preparatory statemestinma7.2.

Letsupp p = {us, ..., uz}, and lete; = pu({w;}). ThenSF | cou; @ uy = Id,, S5 ciuy = 0
andk < N 4+ 1.

We now embedR” into R™ x {0} = R"*! and writee,, ,, for the unit vector irR"*! orthog-
onal toR". We define

1 1
W = — Lui+ eni1 € 5" and 61-::71Jr G fori=1,... k,
n—+1 n—+1 n

and hence

k
E Ci U @ Uy = Idp4q,
i=1

k
Z Giu; = vVn+ ey, (29)
i=1

We observe that itZ(u) is a regular simplex circumscribed abalit, thenk = n + 1 and
i1, ...,y are an orthonormal basis Bf* 1.
Next we consider the open cone

C={yeR™: (y, @) >0, i=1,....k} (31)
={r+re, ER"™ 2 eR™, r >0, (z,u) <r/vn,i=1,...,k} (32)
and the ma® : C — R"*! defined by
k
O(y) = Zéi e({y, t;)) t;,
i=1

where(y, ;) > 0 by (31). In particular, the differential & is



We observe thaf© is positive definite since’ is positive and

k
(z,dO(y)z) = > & ' ((y, @) (z:)*.

i=1

It follows that© is injective.
From (32) we conclude that the sectippe C : (y,e,.1) = r} of C for r > 0 is a translate
of int((r/v/n)Z(u)). Therefore

/ e~ Wvntlent) dy = / / e VLT do dr (33)
c 0o Joz

— V(Z(n)) /Ooo (%)ne‘/”—*”dr
= V(Z(u)V(T")~.

By first applying [29), ther((25), and finally (30), we deducatt

k
/e(y,\/n+len+l>dy — / exp (—Z@Qj,ﬂl)) dy (34)
c c i=1

=1

z/CeXp <Zéi(—logf—w((y,ﬁQ)Q+10g90’(<y,ﬂi>)> dy

k k
T P <_ Zéi¢(<y7ﬂz’>)2> HS"/(@’@D)@ dy. (35)

For each fixed; € C, we estimate the product of the two terms[inl(35) after thegral sign.
To estimate the first term il (B5), we apply (8) with= ¢((y, @,)), and hence the definition
of © yields

k
exp (— Z aie((y, 71@->)2> <exp (—lO()?) . (36)

To estimate the second term, we apply Lenima 4.3 with /¢; 4; andt; = ©'({y, u;)), and
write 6(y) andt,(y) to denote the correspondidg > 1 andt,. In particular,

1 . . . .
O(y) =1+ B) Z Ciy " Cipg det[t;,, . . . 7uin+l]2

1<i1 <. <in+1<k

y (W«y,am» i) 1)2 an

to(y)
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and Lemma 413 yields
k
[T/ (G, @) < 6(y)"" det (a0(y)) . (38)

We conclude that

V(Z) < o [ 0l) e OO den (d0(w)) dy (39)
T 2 C
V(T™ n/2 1)(n+1)/2
At / eIl gy = = ("+'> = V(T™). (40)
T 2 Rn+1 n!
According to Lemma3l1, used foy = \/¢; @;,7 = 1, ..., k, we may assume that
/{3 —1
Cp e ey det|iy, ..., Tppe]? > . 41
Cr- - Cpyrdet[iy, ..., Upy] _<n+1> (41)
Then, in particular, the vectors, . . ., u, 1 are linearly independent. Since each factor on the

left-hand side of[(41) is at most 1 (compdrel(10)), the prbdéithe remaining factors is at least
(" )71. For Lemmd 7R, we define

n+1
1
W= —-—————".
35n54n+1n2n

In the following lemma, we adopt the assumptions and thetiootérom above.

g :=nfnr/4 <1 and (42)

Lemma 7.2 Letthe assumptions of Propositionl7.1 be satisfiedelf1,. . ., k}, thenc; < w?e?
or Z(u;,u;) < we forsomej € {1,...,n+ 1}.

Proof: If i € {1,...,n+ 1}, we can choosg¢ = i and then have/(;, 4;) = 0. Thus it remains
to consider the cases where {n+ 2,...,k}. For this, we proceed by contradiction and hence
assume that there is somes {n + 2,...,k} such that; > w?e? and Z(u;,a;) > we for all

j € {1,...,n+ 1}. Under this assumption, we will identify a sub&bf C' with reasonably
large volume such that

O(y) > 1+ ye* fory €, (43)
wherevy, := n~ 18"~ depends om (see[(BD)). From this we will then deduce a contradiction.
Sinceuy, . . ., u,41 are linearly independent, there are uniquely determiyed ., \,, . ; € R

such that
Uy = Mty + ..o+ A1l (44)
We adjust the indices afy, . . ., 4,,1 SO that

AL > > A
Since(t;, e,41) = 1/v/n+1forj=1,...,k, we have\; +...+ \,,; = 1, and thus we obtain
AL > #1 Combininge; < 1, (41), and[(44), we thus conclude that

B L . . o wle? Eo\ ! )
Co ... CpprCidet[y, . .. Upyr, Wil° > m <n N 1) > woe”, (45)
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where we definey, := n~1"73°, The inequality on the right-hand side is confirmed by an
elementary calculation, which is based/or N + 1 andn! > /27 (n/e)".
Next we construct the sé&t for which (43) is satisfied. The open convex cone

i n
Cy = {y e R (Y, ent1) > |lyll m}

satisfies”y C C. Infact, ify = z + re,1 € Cy with z € R” andr > 0, then
n
r>/||x||2 + r? )
e T

But this is equivalent td|x|| < r/n, which in turn implies thatz, v;) < r/y/nfori=1,... k,
hencey € C.

Writing « and 5 to denote the acute angles witbs o = (i, €,11) = \/%H,j =1,....,k,
andcos 8 = W’;_H,we haven — 5 < Z(y, 1) < a+pfory € Coandj =1,... k. Fory € C
andj = 1,..., k, we deduce that

_ n++n 2

(v, a5) <yl NCESCES) <yl Nk (46)
_ n—+/n 1

w3 > Iyl > Il g @)

To verify the left inequality in[(46), we considgr = x + re,.; € Cy with |ly|| = 1. Then
|z||* +7? = 1 andr > n/v/n% + 1. Hence

<y,ﬂj>=—\/n—+1<$,uj>+\/n—+1§ ‘/n+1v1_r2+\/m:: f(r).

Sincef is decreasing for > n/v/n? + 1, the assertion follows. Similarly,

n T
w;) > — 1—r? =:
i) 2 Vi ey T )
andy is increasing for- > n/v/n? + 1, which yields the first inequality if.(47).
We also observe that the sectippe Cy : (y, e,+1) =t} is an(n — 1)-ball of radiust /n for
t > 0. Now we are ready to define

= .- {y € Co: 200/ < {y, en1) < 40v/m and(y, i — 1) > %} .
Since by assumptioffi; — @ || > we/2, = contains a right cylinder of height/n whose base
is an(n — 1)-dimensional regular simple, of circumradiusl //n. Let.S, be ann-dimensional
regular simplex whose facet #. Since the height of, is less thar2//n, we have

n 20v/n 10 n?

V(=) > NG V(SO)ZW

V(T™). (48)
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Using (46) and[(47), we also get
4 < (y,u;) <120 fory e Zandj =1,..., k. (49)

Fory € =, we estimat@(y) from below using the:-tuples(1,...,n+1)and(2,...,n+1,1)
of indices in [3Y) (note that in addition to (45) we also hz@ﬁl)fl > wp). We deduce by first

applying [41),[(4b) and Lemnia 4.4, secongly(y, u,)) < 1forj =1,..., k (see Lemm&a6l1),
and thirdly by(y, @, — u:) > £% and”(t) < —127*for4 < t < 120 (see Lemma®6l1) that

¢ () — @', @)*
@ () + @ (. @)))?

o1 Wy ) 1—6<p "((y, 1)) e

WiWo 4 —18n—78 4
> 1 > 1 . 50
+16n128€ +n € (50)

According to [49) and Lemma®8.1,if € = andj = 1,...,k, theny({y, a;))* < 120 and
¢'({y,a;)) > 35. It follows from (38) and[(3B), taking into accoufif{30), tha

k

e 11PWI* et (dO(y)) > exp <— Zéjgo ((y, ;) ) H<P ((y, ;)

j=1

Z 6—120(n+1) 33—(71—}—1) Z 6—124(n+1) Z 6—186n. (51)

Recall thaty, = n~'%"~"® and observe thal (50) implies that
’7064 1
1 —+ ’7054 -2
Now we use[(4B)[(81) and (52), and argue as[fal (39) and (d@ptain
AL 2
V) < T [P0 e @) d
C

w2

1-0(y) ' > ~70e™. (52)

_ vﬂ) /C (1—0(y)™Y) e 1°WI* det (dO(y)) dy

T 2

ngw—vﬁpﬁu—mwwewwﬁmumwwy

w2

1 - n
<V(T™) {1 — n—ﬂ/ Lypete !9 dy}
2 J=

< V(T l1 RO iy mn]

n+1
22
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52V (T 186m
S V(Tn) 1 — - (n+1)70€4€ 186

nam 2

< (1 B n7240n€4) V(T") = (1—1)V(T"),

where we used (42) in the last step. This contradicts thengssons of Propositiof 711, and
hence proves Lemnia7.2J

Proof of Proposition[Z1: Fori = 1,...,k, we defines; := /¢;u; € R*™, hencel|s;|| =
V¢. LemmdZ.R ensures that the assumptions for the applicatibemma 3.2 are satisfied for
Oy, ..., 0 iIn R* with p = we < 1/(3vk). Hence, by LemmB3.2 there is an orthonormal
basiswy, . . ., W, of R**! such that/(v;, w;) < 3vkwe fori = 1,... . n + 1. Writing o;; =
L(ensr, ws) @andp; = Z(eni1,0;) = Z(eny1, U;), We get

B 1
€n41, Wi) —
(€nt1,Wi) —

Since3vkwe < 1/(2(n + 1)), we can apply Lemma.1, which yields the existence of an
orthonormal basisiy, . .., w,,; in R™™ such that(e, 1, w;) = 1/v/n+1 and Z(w;, w;) <
(n + 1)3vkwe. But then

= |cosa; — cos ] < |a; — Bi| < ZL(wy,7;) < 3Vkwe.

(g, 05) < L(, w;) + L(w5,1,) < 3(n + 1)Vkwe + 3Vkwe < 8n’we.

Fori=1,...,n+ 1, we define
n+1 1
w; = —W; + 1/ ——¢€, e R",
n ( n+1 H)
and hence there exists a regular sim@lexhose facets toucB” atwy, . . ., w, 1. Subsequently,
we use that

1 3
1—§t2<cost<1—§t2 fort € (0,1).

Since +1 +11
1- <wzauz> = “ (]' - <®Z>ﬂl>) < & —(87’L2 w€)2 < 48n4w2€2,
n n 2
we deduce that (w;, u;) < 12n?wefori=1,...,n+ 1.
We observe that = 9 - 2""2p?" 2 from Lemmd5.B and = (3°n°4"1p?")~! satisfy
1 1
— < 129w < — 53
Onon—2 = M =g, (53)
and claim that . .
S (supp p, supp pg) < 12yn*we < onE = 9—n60"7'1/4. (54)
n n
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Let us suppose that contrary [0 [54), there exists somén + 2, ..., k} such that/ (u;, w;) >
12yn%we for j = 1,...,n + 1. To apply Lemma5]3, we note that< 1 and [53) yield that
12n2we < v~ 1. Sinces = n®"71/4 > 249"+ we conclude from{33) that

V(2(0) < (1 g ) V") < (1= V(™)

This contradicts the condition on, and hence implied (b4). Finally, combininig {54) and
Lemmd5.2 yieldsl(Z(u)) < nonrt/4. O

8 Proofsof Theorems[1.1 and

We assume thaB" is the ellipsoid of maximal volume inside the convex badyin R", and
hence there exist;,...,u; € S" ' NOK andcy,...,c, > 0 such thath:1 cu; @ u; = 1d,
and> ¥ | c;u; = o, where

n+1<k<n(n+3)/2 (55)

We write Z to denote the circumscribed polytope whose faces td@ithtu,, . . ., ux; namely,
Z={xeR": (z,u;) <1,i=1,...,k}.

For anyx € 0K, letu, denote an exterior unit normal at which is unique (almost every-
where) and measurable with respect to the- 1)-dimensional Hausdorff-measure 6K. We
note that

V(K) = /8 ) <‘C’:f> dr > 2 Sf( ), (56)
It follows from (58) that
S(K)" n " wy ey S)"
TRy <n"V(K) <n"V(Z) <n"V(T") = o=t (57)

Lemma8.1 Lete € (0, 1).

(i) If d(Z) < e/(4n?) anddpy (K, T™) > &, then

(i) f d(Z) < e/(4n*) andd,q (K, T™) > ¢, then

v = (- 5) v
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Proof: Lety := 1/(4n?). Then we may assume that
e FTC Z CerFrTn. (58)

Hence, we havenye < +.
For the proof of (i), we first choosg > 0 such thal/ (7") = V(AZ). Then [58) yields that
e < X\ < ¢, Therefore, again by (58) we obtain

V((AZ)AT™)

™ <
5V01(Z7T ) = V(T")

S AeVE _ \Ne—nE

< 2nyeA™e™* < 2nyee®™ < 2nvye(1 + 4nye)
<dnye <¢/2,

where we used that < 1+ 2¢tfor0 <t <1/2.
Letn,v > 0 satisfyV(K) = V(nZ) andV (Z) = (1 +v)V(K), and henceg = (1 +v)~ /",
It follows from 4,0 (K, T™) > ¢ that

V((nZ)AK) - 2V(Z\K)

6/2§5V01(Z7K)§ V(K) =~ V(K) < 2v,
and hence(37) yields that
S(K)" n _on 1 o S(Im)”
WSnV(K)—n(1+I/) V(Z) < (1+v) VT
eyl S(T)” e\ S(Tm)
<(1+3) vy < (0-5) v

We turn to (i). It follows fromogy (K, T™) > ¢ and [58) that there is a vertexof 7" such
that
e v ¢ int K.

In particular, there exists a half-spaég™ containinge™ v, and disjoint fromint &X. Since
p = €’* v is the centroid of the simplex+ \T™ C e ¢T" for \ := e~ ¢ — ¢ ¢, a result by
B. Grinbaum([2B, p. 1260, (iii)] yields that

VH* 0 (p+ AT™) > % V™).

Therefore, usind (88) we deduce that

V(Z\K) = vt n (e ) > Xy = Sy g
> (5)'ve.
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Hence, by[(57) we get

Vi) + 5 (5) v < viz) < v,

e? \e

and therefore

V() < (1 L (f)") V(T"),

(& (&

Now the proof can be completed as in the previous case by osicgagain (37). O

Proofs of Theorems 1.1 add1L.3lf d(Z) > ¢/(4n?), then Proposition 711 can be applied by
(G8), and implies that

V(Z) < (1 =428V (1) < (1 — =20tV (T™).

In turn, we conclude Theorem 1.3 and Theoftenh 1.1BY (57).
If d(Z) < e/(4n?), then Lemmd 811 (i) yields Theorem11.3, and Lenima 8.1 (ii)liesp
Theoreni11.0

For the sake of completeness we provide the following fabtclvis mentioned in the intro-
duction.

Lemma8.2 Let K, M be convex bodies ifR". Thend., (K, M) < 2" dpu(K, M) and
M (K, M) < vy ( K, M)%, wherey is a constant which depends an

Proof: The assertions follow from [12, Section 5]. Since the firseson is used explicitly (in
the introduction) and the definitions of the distances useé Hiffer from those given in [12],
we outline the short argument for the first inequality.

Sinced,,; andigy; are translation invariant in both arguments, we can asshaté £ K, M
andK C M C ¢’K, wheres := gy, and thereford/ (K) < V(M) < eV (K) or

675[(0 C MO C €5K0,
whereK, := V(K) # K andM, := V(M)~= M. But then

Thus we conclude that

V(KoAM,) < V((e°Ko) \ Ko) + V((e*My) \ My) <2 (e’ — 1) < 25¢°.

Now the assertion follows sineg, (K, M) < n?. O
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9 Proof of Theorem[1.4

Throughout the proof, we have= 2. The argument is based dn [28], which we briefly recall.

For a convex body< in R™ andu € S™~1, we write H~ (K, u) for the supporting half-space of

K which containgk” and has exterior unit normal andH (K, u) for its bounding hyperplane.
For the proof, we assume that

ir(K) > (1—e)ir(T?). (59)

Let IR(K) := S(K)?/V(K) for a convex bodyK in R?. Then i(T?) = IR(T?). LetT;
be a triangle of maximal area containedih We can assume thdf is a regular triangle
centred at) with height1, whose vertices are denoted by, p», ps. Letu;, us, us € S* denote
the exterior normal vectors of the edgesTagf Then the linesH (73, —u;), i = 1,2,3, pass
through the vertices df; and bound a regular triangle of height2 which contaings’. Choose
¢ € KN H(K,u;) and letz; € [0,1] be the distance aof; from H (T}, u;) fori = 1,2,3. Then

3 3
Ty C Py := conV{py, p2, s, 41, G2, g3} C K C [ VH (K, u) N[V H (K, —u;) = P, C T,

=1 i=1
Letz := (z; + 22 + x3)/3 € [0, 1]. Elementary geometric arguments show (§eé [28]) that

S(P) =(1+2)S(Tx) and V(P)=(1+32)V(T),

S(P)? r(l—2)\.
< <V < (1—1+73x) ir(T2).

From [59) we conclude that + 3z)'z(1 — z) < ¢, and thuse(1 — x) < 4e.
If z <1/2,thenz < 8¢ andthusr; < 24efori=1,2,3. If x > 1/2,theninfactr > 1 —8¢
and hence; > 1 — 24¢ fori = 1, 2, 3. In the first case, we conclude that

and therefore

=
AN
=
=
A

Ty C K C Py, C (14 72)T7,

which implies
Sem (K, T?) < 1In(1 4+ 72¢) < T2e.

In the second case, we find a regular triangleentred at) and homothetic td; such that
T C K C T, whose edges have distance at |6ag8) — 24(2/3)+/3 ¢ from 0. This shows that

1
Sam (K, T?) <In [ ———— ) < 72¢
am )< (1—24\/55)_

for e < 1/72. This completes the proof in both cases.
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10 Isotropic measures: proof of Theorem[15

Our proof of Theoreri 115 will be based on Proposifiod 7.1. th@ reason we have to ensure
that we can switch from a centred, isotropic meaguoas S™~! to a discrete, centred, isotropic
measure ors™ ! with support contained in the support pfand whose support has bounded
cardinality. That this can indeed be achieved is shown byal@ving lemma.

Recall thatV = n(n + 3)/2.

Lemma 10.1 Letx be a centred, isotropic measure 6fi—1. Then there exists a discrete, cen-
tred, isotropic measurg, on S™~! such thatsupppu, C suppy and the cardinality osuppy is
at mostN + 1.

Proof: We consider the map' : suppu — RY given by F'(u) := (u ® u,u). Here we interpret

u ® u as the upper triangular part (including the main diagonéihe symmetric matrix: ® w,
and thus we identify the vectofs ® u, u) with vectors inR™. Since supp: C S™! is compact
and F is continuous, the image st suppu) C RY is compact as well. Then also the convex
hull of this image set, corf¥’(suppy)) € RY is compact. The probability measuie= /n
has the same support asnd satisfies

(/Sn_lu®udu(u),/sn_ludu(u)) _ (%mmo) RN

Let D, be a decomposition ¢f" ! into finitely many disjoint Borel sets of diameter at mogt,
[ € N. We putD; := {A € D, : Ansuppi # 0}. ForA € Dy, we fix someva € A N SUppji.

Then
=y A(A)d[ua]
AeDy

is a discrete probability measure 6A~! and suppi; C suppji. Moreover,zi; — ji in the weak
topology ad — oo. Therefore, we conclude that

S (D) (va @ va,us) = (/Snlv@)vd/jl(v),/snlvdﬂl(v)) N (%Idn,o)

AeDy

in RY asl — oo. This shows that
(lldn, 0) € cl conv( F'(suppfi)) = conv( F'(Suppfi)).
n

By Carathéodory’s theorem (see, e.@.,/[38, Theorem J.ihéfe existt < N + 1 vectors
Uy, ..., u, € SUpPPE C S™* such that

(%Idn,o) € conv(F'({ur, ..., ur})),
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that is, there exist, ..., a;, > 0 with a; + ... + a5, = 1 such that

k k
1
<—Idn,0> = E a; F(u;) = E a;(u; @ ug, uy).
n
i=1 i=1

This shows that with; := nao; fori =1, ..., k the measure

satisfies all requirementsJ

For the proof of Theoref 1.5 we can assume that(0, n~265"), since otherwise™"c1 >
n®" and the assertion is trivial. For the given measurhere is a measure, as described in
Lemmd10.]l. Combined with the assumption of Thedrem 1.5/thids that

(1=e)V(1™) <V(Z(n) < V(Z(1o))-

Hence we can apply Propositionl7.1 and obtain a regular sxitptircumscribed abouB™ with
contact pointsuy, . . ., w,,; and such that

N

51 (SUPPLLo, SUPPLs) < n*ed. (60)

If supp o = suppfi, the proof is finished. Hence, let € supgp) \ supgo) and letZ* be the
polytope circumscribed t&" with contact points sugp) U {u*}. Then we have

(1 =)V (1) < V(Z(n) < V(Z7).

Let := net < 4L = (9. 27+2p2+2)=1 From [60) we conclude that we can assume that
supppo = {u1,...,ux}, k > n+ 1, with Z(u;, w;) < nfori =1,...,n+ 1. Assume that
L(u*,w;) >nfori=1,...,n+ 1. Then Lemm&a5]3 implies that

(1—2)V(T") < V(Z%) < (1 - 2n+2n2n) VT,
and thereforen < 2"2p?"¢, which contradicts < 1. This shows that (u*, w;) < ~n for some
i€ {1,...,n+1}. Sinceyn < nS™c1, it finally follows thatd, (Suppji, suppus) < néme1,
which proves the theorenti

Finally, we justify the remark following Theorem 1.5 by ddtahing the next lemma. For

w € S"!ande > 0, we consideU (w,¢) := {u € S" ! : Z(u,w) < €}, that is, the closed
spherical (geodesic) ball with centreand radius.
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Lemma1l0.2 Let S be a regular simplex circumscribed about™ with contact points
wy, ..., wye1 € S"7L, let u be a centred, isotropic Borel measure 8f~!, and lets € (0,1/2).

If 07 (Suppp, suppus) < g, then

’SQns, 1=1,...,n+1.
n+1

U e) -

Proof: Let the mapG : S"~! — S™ be defined by

n 1
G =4 \/ — €nt1.
(u) n+1u+ n+1€+1

Sincey is centred and isotropic, we obtain

n+1
n

Idn+1 -

/Sn—l G(u) ® G(u) du(u,).

By assumption, supp C |7 U(w;, ) and the union is disjoint. Far € U(w;, <) andz € S™,
using the triangle and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality abasehe fact thatz(u), G(w;) andz
are unit vectors, we get

(G (w), 2)G (u) = (G(wi), 2)G(wi) || < 2[G () = Gwi)|| < 2[u —wil] < 2.

Hence, for any: € S™,

o= S U s, )G, 2) Gl
= (GG ) = 3 (U )G )Gl
n+1 e
< Gu), r)G(u) — (G(w;), )G (w;)|| du(u
<TI0 )G~ (@), )G date)
Sn+1 ™=

2e ) " p(Ulwi,e)) = 2(n + 1)e.

The special choicee = G(w;), for somei € {1,...,n + 1}, together with the fact that
G(wy),...,G(w,y1) is an orthonormal basis &"*! then yields

1= ((n+1)/n)p(U(w;, €)] < 2(n + 1)e,

from which the assertion follows

32



Let the assumptions of Lemrha 1.2 be satisfied. Furtherrtadrg, S*~! — R be lipschitz
with lipschitz constanf f|| .. Here the definition of the lipschitz constant is based omgdwalesic
distance ort™~!. Sinceu andus have the same total measurewe can replacg by f — f(e;)
in the following estimation, and therefore we can assumettteasup nornj| f||., of f satisfies
[fllee < 4[|z Thus, we get

n+1 n+1
[ rau= | raus sz/( V7= Slwldpo+ 31w fone
n—1 n—1 i=1 U(w;,e =1

< [fllzen + [ flloc2n(n + 1)e

< 13n’¢| fllz,

which yields the asserted bound for the Wasserstein distdntu, jis).

11 Proof of Theorem

We state the next lemma in general dimensions although weeed it only in the plane.

Lemma1l.1 Lety be a centred and isotropic Borel measure !, Letv € S"~! be given.
Then there is some" € suppu such that(u*, v) > 1/n.

Proof: We fixv € S™~! and defineS, := {u € S"! : (u,v) > 0} andS_ := S"~'\ S,. Since
w is centred andu, v) > —1, we have

-/ ) d) = [ ) dutu) = ~uts),
and hence
u(s) > / (1, 0) da(). (61)

Chooseu* € suppy such that{u*, v) = max{(u,v) : u € suppu}. The maximum exists as
suppy is compact. It is also clear (singeis centred) that* € S, . Then [61) implies

/S (1, 0)? dpa(us) < () / (1, 0) dpu(us) < {u”, v)(S.). (62)

St

In addition, we have

| wordutn) < [ o) dutw) == [ o) dute) = [ (o) duta)

_ S_ _ S,

< (", v)p(SL). (63)
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Using (62), [6B), the isotropy of andu(S™~!) = n, we conclude

t= [ an = [ dp + [ auto)

< (u", 0)p(S-) + (u', v)u(Ss) = (u, v)u(S") = n(u”, v),

which yields the assertion

We say that a non-empty closed subXeof S! is proper, if for any € S, there exists some
u € X such that(v,u) > 1. A closed setX C S is proper if and only if the angle of two
consecutive points ok is at mostr /3.

For a non-empty closed sé&t C S!, let dy(X) be the minimum ofi; (X, o) whereo runs
through the set of contact points of the regular trianglesucnscribed abouB?. If X is proper,
then clearlyd, (X ) < 7/3.

Lemmal1l.2 If X C S'is proper, andiy(X) > n for n € (0, Z], then there exist, v € X such
thaty < Z(u,v) < 3 —.

Proof: We prove the lemma by contradiction, thus we suppose thapn, v € X, we have
eitherZ(u,v) <norZ(u,v) >3 —n>% > 2. (64)

The setX has at least four elements sin&eis proper andly(X) > 0. Thus there exist}, v} €
X such thatd < Z(uj,v) < 7. We deduce from[(64) that (u},v]) < 7. According to
©4), there exists; € X such that/(u}, v;) is maximal under the conditiong(u},v1) < n
andv| € pos{u},v;}. Similarly, there exists;; € X such that/(u,,v,) is maximal under the
conditionsZ(uy,v1) < n anduj € pos{uy, v }.

As X is proper, there exists, € X such thatiin v, separates; andusy, and Z(usy, v1) is
minimal under the conditiong (u,, v1) < %’f and thatlin v, separates; andu,. We actually
have

7 <A < Llug,vm) < &, (65)

since/(us,v1) < nwould implyn < Z(us,u;) < 2n, contradicting[(64). In particular, we have
X Npos{us, v1} = {ug,v;}. Similarly, there exists; € X such thafin u; separates; anduvs,
and

< E —n<L(u,m) < F, (66)

moreoverX N pos{vs,u;} = {vs,u;}. It also follows from [[€b) and (66) that, andv; are not
opposite, and the shorter arc $f connecting them does not containandv;.

Finally, letvy, € X Npos{us, v3} maximizeZ(v,, us) under the conditior (vy, us) < n, and
letus € X Npos{us,vs} maximizeZ(us, vs) under the conditiorr (us, v3) < 7. Here possibly
vy = ug Or ug = vy. If there werew € X Nint pos{vy, us}, thenZ(w, v3) > 7 andZ(w, uz) > 7
would follow from (64), what is absurd. Therefo’e N pos{us, vo} = {uz, v2}, and

5 < %’r —n < ZL(ug,vy) < %’T, (67)
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Now the arcsS! N pos{uy,va}, ST N pos{us, v3} and S* N pos{us, v, } coverS! by their
constructions, thus
Z(uy,ve) + L(ug, v3) + L(ug, vy) > 2m. (68)

In particular, one of/(uy, v5), Z(uz, v3) andZ(us, v;) is larger tharé® by (€8).

If Z(u1,v2) > 3£, then we defings € S* in such a way that-p; is the midpoint of the arc
St Npos{uy,ve}. Fori = 1,2, letp, € S satisfy/(p;, p3) = %’T in such a way thap, andp,
lie on the same side din p; whereu; andwv, lie, respectively. In particulap;, p» andp; are
vertices of a regular triangle. We deduce using (66) anf t{&af)

p1,p2 € pos{uy,va} and Z(uy, v) < 2 + 2. (69)

Fori = 1,2, it follows from (89) that ifw € S' N pos{u;, v;}, thenZ(w, p;) < n. In addition,
(©8) and [(67) yield that ifv € S N pos{us,vs}, thenZ(w,p;) < n, and hencely(X) < n,
which is a contradiction. 1#(uz,v3) > 4 or Z(us,v;) > 2= in (€8), then similar arguments
lead to a contradiction, which completes the proof of Lerhh@10

In the following, we use the fact (T) that for< § < o < 27/3 the function

F(t) = tan (O%t) 1 tan (E) _ 2sin (*37)

2 cos (O‘Tw) + cos (t + #)

is increasing fof < ¢ < min{g, ¥ — a}.

After these preparations, we turn to the proof of Thedrer 1.6
Proof: Itis sufficient to prove that ify € (0, ¥}, anddy(supp ) > n, then

n 2
vz < (1-2) v, (70)

Indeed, ifdy(supp 1) > 32¢, then8z < 7/6, sincedy(supp p) < 27/3 by Lemma11l. But
then the preceding claim can be applied wijth- 8c.
Now we turn to the proof of the claim. It follows from Lemrha 2that there exist,;, u, €
supp p such that
n < ZL(u,ug) <5 =, (71)

Since by Lemma 11ldupp x is proper, there exisis, ..., u, € supp u, k > 4, such that
u1, ..., uy (in this order) lie onS! and form a proper set. Then

vzl <23 1 (),
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wherea; = Z(uy,us) € [n, %’T —nl, oy = L(ui, uir) With ug,y == uy and0 < a; < 27/3.
Applying repeatedly (T) to pairs of the angles, . . ., a, it follows that

47

Zitan (5) - (tan (5) +tan (W) +2tan (g))

which proves the assertiorn

12 Proof of Theorem[1.2

Let K be a convex body ifik? whose John ellipsoid is the Euclidean unit ball. As befote (a
the beginning of Sectidn 8), the contact pointgofind B2 define a discrete, centred, isotropic
measure: and a polytopeZ = Z(u) which contaings’.

If V(Z) > (1 —e)V(T?) with somee € (0, 1), then Theorerh 116 implies the existence of
a regular simplexs circumscribed abouB? such that; (supp ju, supp ps) < 32 . Choosing
n:=32¢e < 1/18, that is withe < 1/(18 - 32), we see from Lemmia 5.2 thdfZ) < 18 - 32 <.
Hence, ifd(Z) > 18 - 32 e ande < 1/(18 - 32), thenV (Z) < (1 — ¢)V(T?), and therefore
S(K)?/V(K) < (1 —¢)ir(T?). On the other hand, ifi(Z) < 18 - 32 ¢ and 0, (K, T?) >
16 - 18 - 32 ¢, then Lemm&38]I1 (ii) implies that

SV@) : (1 SRR ‘5) ir(T?) = (116 - 32 2)ir(T?),

provided thatl6 - 18 - 32 ¢ < 1. This implies the assertion of the theorem.

Acknowledgement: We are grateful to Rolf Schneider for initiating the probleand to Erwin
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