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MIXED VOLUMES AND THE BOCHNER METHOD

YAIR SHENFELD AND RAMON VAN HANDEL

ABSTRACT. At the heart of convex geometry lies the observation, due to Minkowski, that
the volume of convex bodies behaves as a polynomial. Many geometric inequalities may be
expressed in terms of the coefficients of this polynomial, called mixed volumes. Among
the deepest results of this theory is the Alexandrov-Fenchel inequality, which subsumes
many known inequalities as special cases. The aim of this note is to give new proofs of the
Alexandrov-Fenchel inequality and of its matrix counterpart, Alexandrov’s inequality for
mixed discriminants, that appear conceptually and technically simpler than earlier proofs
and clarify the underlying structure. Our main observation is that these inequalities can be
reduced by the spectral theorem to certain trivial “Bochner formulas”.

1. INTRODUCTION AND MAIN IDEAS

Much of the foundation for the modern theory of convex geometry was put forward
by H. Minkowski around the turn of the 20th century. One of the central notions in
Minkowski’s theory arises from the fundamental fact that the volume of convex bodies
in R” behaves as a homogeneous polynomial of degree n: that is, for any convex bodies
Ki,...,K, CR"and Ay,..., A, > 0, we have

m
Vol(MKy+ -+ AnK) = Y, V(Ki,...,Ki)) Aiy -+ Ay, (1.1)
i yeensin=1
The coefficients V(K ,. . ., K;,) of this polynomial are called mixed volumes. Given this ob-
servation, it seems natural to expect that many geometric properties of convex bodies may
be expressed in terms of relations between mixed volumes. This viewpoint plays a major
role in Minkowski’s work on convex geometry [11], and lies at the heart of the Brunn-
Minkowski theory [4, 12]. Among the deepest results of this theory is the Alexandrov-
Fenchel inequality, which subsumes many geometric inequalities as special cases.

Theorem 1.1 (Alexandrov-Fenchel inequality). We have
V(K,L,Cy,...,Co2)* >V(K,K,C,...,Co2)V(L,L,Cy,...,Cp2)
for any convex bodies K,L,Cy,...,Cy_2 in R".

The cases n = 2,3 are special in that they can be derived from the Brunn-Minkowski
inequality, as was already shown by Minkowski himself [11, p. 261]. However, this ap-
proach only yields special cases of Theorem 1.1 in higher dimension. A (questionable)
proof of Theorem 1.1 was announced, but never published, by W. Fenchel [6]. Finally, two
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different but closely related proofs of the inequality were obtained by A. D. Alexandrov [1]
using a homotopy method due to Hilbert. It was realized much later that Theorem 1.1 has
connections with algebraic geometry through the Hodge index theorem, which led to the
development of algebraic and complex geometric proofs [5, 9, 13]. Despite these diverse
viewpoints, the inequality and its proofs are generally considered to be conceptually deep.
We refer to [12, 3] for further remarks on the history and significance of Theorem 1.1.

The aim of this note is to give a new proof of the Alexandrov-Fenchel inequality that
appears to be conceptually and technically simpler than previous proofs. The basic in-
gredients of our proof were already introduced by Minkowski, Hilbert, and Alexandrov.
However, by means of a very simple but apparently overlooked device, we will replace
the main part of Alexandrov’s proof by a one-line computation. We believe the resulting
approach is particularly intuitive and sheds new light on why the inequality holds.

The simplicity of our approach enables us to give an almost entirely self-contained
exposition, which we have aimed to make accessible without assuming prior familiarity
with the topic. In the remainder of the introduction we describe the basic elements of the
proof; the details are filled in in subsequent sections.

1.1. Mixed volumes and mixed discriminants. Mixed volumes are defined by consid-
ering the volume of the sum K+ L:={x+y:x € K,y € L} of convex bodies. We would
like to think of volume as a polynomial on the space of convex bodies. However, this is
somewhat awkward, as convex bodies do not naturally form a vector space. To address this
issue, we identify each convex body K with its support function
hi(x) = sup(yx).
yekK

Geometrically, /g (x) is the distance to the origin of the supporting hyperplane of K whose
normal direction is x € §"~!. As K can be recovered by intersecting all such hyperplanes,
hk and K uniquely determine each other.

The advantage of working with support functions is that they map set addition into scalar
addition: hygp; = ahg + bhy. To understand the behavior of volume under addition, it is
therefore natural to express Vol(K) in terms of /g. A classical computation yields

Vol(K) = % /S  hgdet(Dhg) do, (1.2)

where @ denotes the surface measure on S"~! and D*hk(x) denotes the restriction of the
Hessian of g : R” — R to the tangent space of S"~! at the point x (cf. section 2.2). With
this representation in hand, it is immediately clear that volume is a polynomial in the sense
of (1.1): the integrand in (1.2) is a polynomial of degree n in Ak in the usual sense (as
D?h is an (n — 1)-dimensional matrix), and the conclusion follows directly.

Remark 1.2. As written, the representation (1.2) only makes sense for smooth bodies, that
is, when hg is a C? function on §”~!. However, any body can be approximated by smooth
bodies, and mixed volumes are continuous with respect to this approximation [4, §27-§29].
Thus we can and will assume in the sequel that all bodies are sufficiently smooth.

We can similarly represent mixed volumes in terms of support functions. As mixed
volumes are defined as the coefficients of the polynomial (1.1), we must first define the
analogous coefficients of the determinant: that is, for any (rn — 1)-dimensional matrices
My,..., My, and Aq,..., A, > 0, we define

m

detMMy+-++AuMp) = Y, D(Mi,.... M;,_ ) Ai - A (1.3)

in—1°
i]yeenyip_1=1
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The coefficients D(M;,,...,M;, ,) are called mixed discriminants. Following a similar
argument to the proof of (1.2), we obtain the following representation:

!
V(KL Ky) = ;/SH h,D(D*hx, ..., D*h, ) do. (14)

It is important to note that mixed volumes are, by definition, symmetric in their arguments,
even though this is not obvious from the representation (1.4). For this reason (1.4) does
not follow trivially from (1.2). However, one can prove (1.4) by a small modification of
the proof of (1.2), as we will recall in section 2.2 below.

Now that we obtained a natural representation of mixed volumes, how might one go
about proving Theorem 1.1? In view of (1.4), one may ask first whether there is an ana-
logue of Theorem 1.1 for mixed discriminants. This is indeed the case.

Theorem 1.3 (Alexandrov’s inequality). Let A be any (n — 1)-dimensional symmetric ma-
trix, and let B/ My, ... ,M,_3 be (n — 1)-dimensional positive semidefinite matrices. Then

D(A,B,M;,...,.M,_3)* >D(A,A,M,,...,M,_3)D(B,B,M,...,M,_3).

Theorem 1.3 is a matrix inequality and does not necessarily belong to convex geometry.
Given this inequality, it might seem that the Alexandrov-Fenchel inequality should be a
simple consequence of Theorem 1.3 and the representation (1.4). This is far from clear,
however. Had the inequality signs in Theorems 1.1 and 1.3 been reversed, then the former
would follow directly from the latter by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. However, the
inequalities being such as they are, Cauchy-Schwarz goes in the wrong direction and there
is no reason to expect, a priori, that Theorem 1.3 should imply Theorem 1.1.

Theorem 1.3 was in fact used by Alexandrov in one part of his study of the Alexandrov-
Fenchel inequality. However, in this proof Theorem 1.3 is used very indirectly, and the
relationship between Theorems 1.1 and 1.3 has remained somewhat mysterious. Indeed,
many other inequalities are known for mixed discriminants, but most such inequalities are
simply false in the context of mixed volumes (see, e.g., [2]).

The new observation of this note is that when viewed in the right way, the Alexandrov-
Fenchel inequality will prove to be a direct consequence of Alexandrov’s inequality for
mixed discriminants. This not only yields a simpler proof, but also demystifies the rela-
tionship between Theorems 1.1 and 1.3. We believe this conceptual simplification signifi-
cantly clarifies the structure of these inequalities. Once the basic idea has been understood,
we will find that the same idea can be used to give a simple new proof of Theorem 1.3.

1.2. Hyperbolic inequalities. Before we can explain the main idea of this note, we must
recall the basic structure behind the Alexandrov-Fenchel inequalities. By definition, mixed
volumes and mixed discriminants are symmetric multilinear functions of their arguments.
Therefore, Theorems 1.1 and 1.3 may be viewed as statements about certain quadratic
forms: Theorem 1.1 is concerned with the quadratic form (hg, ) — V(K,L,Cy,...,Cy-2),
while Theorem 1.3 is concerned with the quadratic form (A,B) — D(A,B,My,...,M,_3).
From this perspective, both Theorems 1.1 and 1.3 can be interpreted as stating that the
relevant quadratic form satisfies a reverse form of the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality.

It is instructive to recall more generally when quadratic forms satisfy Cauchy-Schwarz
inequalities. For example, it is a basic fact of linear algebra that a symmetric quadratic
form (x,Ax) on R satisfies the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality (x,Ay)? < (x,Ax) (y,Ay) if and
only if the matrix A is positive or negative semidefinite. The validity of the reverse Cauchy-
Schwarz inequality can be characterized in an entirely analogous manner, see section 2.4
for a short proof (for a more general formulation, see [5, p. 184]).
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Lemma 1.4 (Hyperbolic quadratic forms). Let A be a symmetric matrix or a self-adjoint
operator with discrete spectrum. Then the following conditions are equivalent:

1. (x,Ay)> > (x,Ax) (y,Ay) for all x,y such that (y,Ay) > 0.
2. A has at most one eigenvector with positive eigenvalue.

To apply Lemma 1.4 to the Alexandrov-Fenchel inequality, we may reason as follows.
Fix bodies Cy,...,C,_», and define

- 1
Af = ;D(sz,DzhCl,...,Dzth). (1.5)
Then the representation (1.4) can be expressed as
V(K,L,Cy,...,Co2) = (hi, & hi) 12 g)-

Note that <7 is a second-order differential operator on $”~!. It will follow from basic
properties of mixed discriminants that <7 is elliptic and self-adjoint. Thus standard elliptic
regularity theory shows that .7 has a discrete spectrum and a simple top eigenvalue (cf.
section 3). Therefore, by Lemma 1.4, the Alexandrov-Fenchel inequality is equivalent to
the statement that .7 has exactly one positive eigenvalue.

1.3. The Bochner method. Up to this point we have not formally made any progress
towards proving the Alexandrov-Fenchel inequality: we have merely reformulated the
statement of Theorem 1.1 as an equivalent spectral problem. As the Alexandrov-Fenchel
inequality is fundamentally hyperbolic in nature, such a spectral interpretation will arise
explicitly or implicitly in any proof. The key question in the proof of Theorem 1.1 is why
the relevant spectral property actually holds. What is new in this note is the realization that
this follows almost immediately from Theorem 1.3.

Let us sketch the relevant argument. It is convenient to normalize the operator <7 such
that its top eigenvalue is 1. Let us call the normalized operator <7. As </ f is defined by
a mixed discriminant (1.5), what can be deduced from Theorem 1.3 is an inequality for
(@ f)?: indeed, when we choose the appropriate normalization, integrating both sides of
Theorem 1.3 will immediately yield the inequality

(A f,d f)=(f,4[) (1.6)
By plugging in for f any eigenfunction of <7, it follows that any eigenvalue A of <7 must
satisfy 2 > A. But as the normalization was chosen such that Ay, = 1, this can evidently
only happen if either A = 1 or A <0, concluding the proof.

This very simple device sheds light on the reason why an inequality for mixed volumes
can be deduced from an inequality for mixed discriminants: as our inequalities are spectral
in nature, the spectral theorem reduces the problem of bounding the square of the quadratic
form of an operator to that of bounding the square of the operator itself. Once this idea has
been understood, it becomes apparent that it explains also other aspects of the Alexandrov-
Fenchel theory. For example, the same principle will give a new proof of Theorem 1.3.

While our approach has apparently been overlooked in the literature on Alexandrov-
Fenchel inequalities,1 the underlying idea is classical in Riemannian geometry: it was used
by Lichnerowicz [10] to lower bound the spectral gap of the Laplacian on a Riemannian
manifold with positive Ricci curvature. In this setting, the analogue of (1.6) is established
by means of a technique known as the Bochner method. This analogy is not a coincidence:

lHowever, a recent paper of Wang [13] uses various algebraic identities in Kédhler geometry, including a
Bochner-type formula, to give a complex-geometric proof of the Alexandrov-Fenchel inequality. While the con-
nection with our elementary methods is unclear to us, [13] provided the initial inspiration to pursue these ideas.
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for example, in the case C; = --- = C,_ = B, (the Euclidean unit ball), it turns out that
(1.6) reduces exactly to a Bochner formula for the Laplacian on §"~!, see Remark 3.4
below. However, no Riemannian geometry will be used in our proofs, and we emphasize
that (1.6) literally follows from Theorem 1.3 by a one-line computation.

1.4. Organization of this paper. The rest of this note is organized as follows. Section 2
recalls basic facts about mixed volumes and mixed discriminants. In section 3, we prove
Theorem 1.1 assuming validity of Theorem 1.3. In section 4, our method is adapted to
prove Theorem 1.3 itself. Finally, in section 5 we sketch an alternative proof of Theorem
1.1 that uses polytopes instead of smooth bodies; while we find it less illuminating, it has
the advantage of using only matrices and avoiding the use of elliptic operators.

2. BASIC FACTS

The aim of this section is to recall the basic properties of mixed volumes and mixed
discriminants that will be needed in the sequel. The material in this section is standard,
see, e.g., [4, 12]. We have nonetheless chosen to include (almost) full proofs, both in
order to make our exposition self-contained and to emphasize that the facts recalled in this
section are indeed elementary. Readers who are familiar with basic properties of mixed
volumes and mixed discriminants are encouraged to skip ahead directly to section 3.

2.1. Convex bodies and support functions. A convex body is a nonempty compact con-
vex subset of R”. We will mostly work with bodies that are sufficiently smooth so that the
representation formulas stated in section 1 are valid. Let us make this more precise.

As support functions are 1-homogeneous functions on R”, let us first consider such
functions more generally. First of all, a 1-homogeneous function f : R" — R, i.e., f(x) =
llx||f(x/]|x])), is clearly uniquely determined by its values on S"~!. Conversely, the lat-
ter identity uniquely extends any function f : $"~! — R to a 1-homogeneous function on
R”. Now note that if f is 1-homogeneous and C?, then Vf is 0-homogeneous, so that
V2 f(x)x = 0. The Hessian of f is therefore completely determined by the restriction of
the linear map V2 f(x) : R" — R”" to the tangent space x* of the sphere. We denote this
restriction as D” f(x) : x- — xh2 If we begin instead with a C? function f on S"~!, then
we denote by D?f(x) for x € §"~! the restricted Hessian of its 1-homogeneous extension.

The restricted Hessian D?f appears naturally when performing calculus with support
functions. For example, we have the following basic result.

Lemma 2.1. Let f: S"~' — R be a C? function. Then f = hx for some convex body K if
and only if D*f(x) > 0 for all x € S"~ 1.

Proof. As support functions are convex, clearly D?hg > 0. Conversely, suppose D*f > 0.
Then the 1-homogeneous extension of f is convex, so it can be written as the supremum
of affine functions f(x) = sup,c,{ (v,x) — f*(v)}. Itis readily verified that I-homogeneity
implies f* = 0, and A is bounded as f is finite. Thus f(x) = supyc4 (v, X) = heony(a) (x). O

An important corollary is that any C? function is the difference of two support functions.

Corollary 2.2. Let f: S"' — R be a C? function and L be a convex body such that
D*hy, > 0. Then there is a convex body K and a > 0 such that f = a(hg —hy). In particular,
any C? function on S~ is the difference of two support functions.

sz choosing a basis of x, one may express D*f(x) as an (n — 1)-dimensional matrix. However, we will
only use determinants and mixed discriminants of such matrices which are independent of the choice of basis.
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Proof. As S"~!is compactand f,h; are C?, D*f > —al and D*hy, > BI for some «, 3 > 0.
Thus g := f+ (&/B)hy satisfies D>¢ >0, so f = (a/B)(hg — hr) for some convex body K
by Lemma 2.1. We may always choose L = B, to be the Euclidean ball (as DZhB2 =0. O

A convex body K is of class C2 if its support function /g is C* and satisfies D*hg > 0.
Such bodies will allow us to perform all the calculus we need; see [12, section 2.5] for a
detailed study of the regularity of such bodies. For our purposes, working with Ci bodies
entails no loss of generality, cf. Remark 1.2. As the approximation argument is unrelated
to the topic of this paper, we omit further discussion and refer instead to [4, §27-§29].

2.2. Representation of volumes and mixed volumes. We now prove (1.2) and (1.4). To
prove (1.2), we first use the divergence theorem to write Vol(K) as an integral over dK;
then we change variables using the outer unit normal vector ng : dK — S"~! to map the
integral to §"~!. The term det(D?hg) in (1.2) is just the Jacobian of this transformation.

Lemma 2.3. Let K be a Ci convex body. Then

Vol(K) = © / hi det(D?hi) d .

n. Sn—l

Proof. By the divergence theorem,

Vol(K) = % /K div(x)dx = /a (xn(2)) do(2),

where wg is the surface measure on dK and ng is the outer unit normal. Now note that
Vhi (with the gradient taken in R") maps u € §"~! to Vhg(u) = argmax g (y,u) € K.
Moreover, as D?hg > 0, the map Vhg : sl 59K isa diffeomorphism. Therefore

1
Vol(K) = /S  (Vhg.ng(Vig)) det(Dhi) doo

by the change of variables formula. It remains to note that Vhg = n,}lz indeed, as (y—
x,ng(x)) <0 for all x,y € K by convexity, Vig (ng(x)) = argmax g (v,nk (x)) = x. As
clearly (Vhg(u),u) = maxyex (y,u) = hg (u), it follows that (Vhg,nk(Vhk)) = hg. O

It follows directly from Lemma 2.3 that volume is a polynomial in the sense of (1.1).
However, this does not immediately yield (1.4): choosing K = A, K| + - - - + A,K,, in Lemma
2.3 and using (1.3) would give (1.4) averaged over all permutations of K1, ..., K. To prove
a non-symmetric representation, it is convenient to first prove a special case.

Lemma 2.4. Let K,L be Cer convex bodies. Then

1
V(K,L,...,L) =~ lthet(DzhL)da).
n Jsn—
Proof. The idea is to repeat the proof of Lemma 2.3, but replacing div(x) by div(Y) for
some suitably chosen vector field Y. More precisely, let Y be a bounded Lipschitz vector
field. Then I — VY is nonsingular for sufficiently small ¢. Therefore

lim & { | R 12(x — 1Y (x)) dx — Vol(L)} _

t—0 1

_ 4V - -
fim [ 1 (c— ey () 29 VYD) / div(Y) dx = / (Y,n) dor,
t—=0JRn t JL JoL
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where we used the change of variables formula in the first step, and the divergence theorem
in the last step. We now take the supremum on both sides over Lipschitz vector fields Y
that take values in K. As 17(x—1Y(x)) <1 LHK( ) for any such vector field, we have
Vol(L+tK) — Vol(L
AV(K,L,...,L) = lim — (L+ 1K) — Vol(

t—0 t

/ hi(nr de_/ lthet(DzhL)da)
N

where we changed variables in the last step using Vi, as in the proof of Lemma 2.3.

To obtain the reverse inequality, note that by Corollary 2.2, there is a Ci body C and a >
0 so that —hg = a(hc — hr). As mixed volumes are linear in each argument (this follows
from (1.1)), V(K,L,...,L) =a(Vol(L) —V(C,L,...,L)). Applying the above inequality to
V(C,L,...,L) and Lemma 2.3, we obtain the reversed inequality for V(K,L,...,L). O

Choosing K =K and L = K, + - - - + A,K,, in Lemma 2.4, and applying the definitions
(1.1) of mixed volumes and (1.3) of mixed discriminants, immediately yields (1.4).

Corollary 2.5. Let Ky,...,K, be Ci convex bodies. Then
17
V(KL Ky) = — / g, D(Dh, ... DPh, ) deo
n Jsn-

2.3. Basic properties of mixed volumes and mixed discriminants. We now proceed to
recall the basic properties of mixed volumes and mixed discriminants.

Lemma 2.6 (Properties of mixed discriminants). Let M, M,,...,M,_ be symmetric (n—
1)-dimensional matrices, U an (n— 1)-dimensional matrix, and v € R"~!.

(a) D(M ) det(M).

(b) D(Ml, M, 1) is symmetric and multilinear in its arguments.

(c) D(UM[U* L UM, U* ) det(UU*)D(Ml,...,M,,,l).

(d) DMy, ..., M, 1)>OlfM1,M2, M, >0.

(e) DIMy,...,.My,_1) >0ifMy,....,M,_1 >0and M, >0, M| #0.

(f) D(eie} ,Mz,...,Mn,l) —L-D(M; <> Mélzl) where {e;} is the standard basis in

R and MV is the matrlx obtamed from M by removing the i-th row and column.

Proof. Parts (a) and (b) follow immediately from the definition (1.3). Part (c) also follows
immediately from (1.3) using det(UMU*) = det(UU*)det(M). For the remaining parts, it
is useful to compute the mixed discriminant of rank one matrices. Let vy, ...,v,_; € R*!
be the columns of a matrix V. Then det (Z" L vivi) = det(VV*) = det(V)2. In particular,

by scaling v; we obtain det (L= Aviv;) = A1+ A,_1 det(V)?, so that (1.3) implies

det(V)?

=) >0. 2.1)
Part (d) now follows from linearity of mixed discriminants, as any M > 0 can be written as
the sum of rank one matrices of the form vww*. If M} > 0, M| # 0 and M; > 0 for i > 2, we
can write M; = M{ -+v;v} for each i where M{ >0andvy,...,v,— are linearly independent.
Then part (e) follows by observing that D(vyv§,...,v,—1v;_;) > 0 by (2.1). Finally, part
(f) follows for M; = v;v} directly from (2.1), and extends to general M; by linearity. ]

D(vivi,- - sVn_1vi_1) =

Lemma 2.7 (Properties of mixed volumes). Let K,K,...,K, be convex bodies.
(a) V(K, ) Vol(K).

(b) V(Kl, ,Kn) is symmetric and multilinear in its arguments.

(¢c) V(Ki,...,K,) is invariant under translation K; — K; + z;.

(d) V(Ki,...,Ky) > 0.
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Proof. Parts (a) and (b) follow immediately from the definition (1.1). Part (¢) also follows
immediately from (1.1) using Vol(K) = Vol(K + z). To prove part (d), we may assume
without loss of generality that 0 € K by translation-invariance, which implies g, > 0.
Then part (d) follows for Ci bodies from Corollary 2.5 and Lemma 2.6(d). The conclusion
extends to general bodies by approximation (cf. Remark 1.2). (]

2.4. Hyperbolic quadratic forms. We conclude this section with a proof of Lemma 1.4;
we will in fact add an equivalent condition that will be useful in the proof of Theorem 1.3.

Lemma 2.8 (Hyperbolic quadratic forms). Let A be a symmetric matrix or a self-adjoint
operator with discrete spectrum. Then the following are equivalent:

1. {x,Ay)? > (x,Ax) (y,Ay) for all x,y such that (y,Ay) > 0.

2. There exists a vector w such that (x,Ax) < 0 for all x such that {(x,Aw) = 0.

3. A has at most one eigenvector with positive eigenvalue.

Proof. 1f A is negative semidefinite, the conclusion is trivial. Let us therefore assume that
A has an eigenvector v with positive eigenvalue 4 > 0.

3 = 2: we may choose w = v to be the top eigenvector of A.

2 = 1: assume (y,Ay) > 0 (else the conclusion is trivial). Then (y, Aw) # 0, so we may
define z = x — ay with a = (x,Aw) /(y,Aw). As (z,Aw) = 0, we obtain

(x,Ay)?
(y,Ay)’

0> (z,Az) = (x,Ax) — 2a(x,Ay) 4+ a*(y,Ay) > (x,Ax) —

where the last inequality is obtained by minimizing over a.
1 = 3: letu L vbe an eigenvector of A with eigenvalue u. Then we obtain 0 = (v, Au)? >
A|v]|?|lu|?>. As A > 0, we must have u < 0. O

3. THE ALEXANDROV-FENCHEL INEQUALITY

In this section we will prove the Alexandrov-Fenchel inequality assuming the validity
of Alexandrov’s inequality for mixed discriminants. The idea of the proof was already
explained in section 1.3, and it remains to spell out the details.

Throughout this section, we fix C%r convex bodies Cy,...,C,_». For reasons that will
become clear shortly, we will also assume that 0 € intCj. The latter entails no loss of
generality: Ci bodies have nonempty interior, and thus we may assume O € intC; by
translation-invariance of mixed volumes (Lemma 2.7(¢)).

We begin by expressing mixed volume as the quadratic form of a suitably chosen oper-
ator. While the most obvious choice is (1.5), we do not know much a priori about where
its eigenvalues are located. Instead, we will choose a different normalization that fixes the
top eigenvalue. To this end, let us define for any C? function f

he,D(D*f,D?h¢,,...,D*h¢, )
D(D?h¢,,D?he,,...,D?he, ,)
That is, o7 f is obtained by rescaling the operator of (1.5) by some positive function. Cor-
respondingly, if we define a measure on S"~! by
_ 1D(D?h¢,,D?he,, ..., D*he, ;)
_— he,

Af =

do,
then (1.4) can clearly be written as

V(K,L,Cy..,Co ) = i i) oy = /thhLdu.
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Note that all the above objects are well defined, as hc, > 0 because we assumed 0 € intCy,
and as D(D*h¢,,D*he,,...,D*hc, ,) >0 by Lemma 2.6(e).

The point of scaling the operator in this manner is that now, by definition, &/ hc, = hc,.
Thus <7 has eigenvalue 1, and an associated eigenvector h¢, that is strictly positive. Let us
collect a few basic facts about the operator ..

e o/ is a uniformly elliptic operator (it is increasing as a function of D?f in the positive
semidefinite order); this follows from Lemma 2.6(e).

e o/ defines a symmetric quadratic form (f, %/g);2(,) = (8 f)a for f.g € C?; this
follows from Lemma 2.7(b) and Corollary 2.2.

e o/ extends to a unique self-adjoint operator on Dom(</) = H?> C L*(u) with discrete
spectrum, whose largest eigenvalue is 1 with unique largest eigenvector Ac, ; this follows
from standard elliptic regularity theory, cf. [8, section 8.12].

These facts are little more than an infinite-dimensional analogue of the Perron-Frobenius
theorem: a uniformly elliptic operator on a compact manifold is analogous to a positive
matrix, in particular, it has a unique positive eigenvector and the associated eigenvalue is
maximal. The use of elliptic operators is convenient but not essential; an alternative (but
somewhat less clean) approach that uses only matrices will be sketched in section 5.

We now arrive at the key observation of this paper.

Lemma 3.1. For any function f € H?, we have
<Mf7"Q{f>L2(u) > <fa£{f>L2(u)'

Proof. By approximation, we may clearly assume without loss of generality that f is C2.
In the present notation, the statement of Theorem 1.3 can be written as
D(D2f,D*f,D*he,,...,D?h

(df)z > hé (D*f,D*f &) Cn—Z)

' D(D%h¢,,D?he,,...,D?hc, )

Integrating both sides with respect to u yields
1
/(,eff)zdu >~ /hcl D(D?f,D*f,D*hcy,...,D?he, ,)do

1
- Z/fD(zﬂf,Dzhcl,...,Dzhc,hz)dco: ot )2y,

where we used the symmetry of mixed volumes to exchange the role of h¢, and f (using
Corollary 2.5, Lemma 2.7(b), and Corollary 2.2). [l

The proof of the Alexandrov-Fenchel inequality is now almost immediate.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. Let f be an eigenfunction of 2/ with eigenvalue A. Then Lemma
3.1yields A2 > A,s0 A > 1 or A <0. Thus hc, is the only eigenvector of .7 with positive
eigenvalue, and we conclude by invoking Lemma 1.4. O

Remark 3.2 (Equivalence of spectral formulation). We have shown above that ./ has
exactly one positive eigenvalue, so that the Alexandrov-Fenchel inequality follows from
Lemma 1.4. While we did not use this in the proof, we stated in the introduction that the
Alexandrov-Fenchel inequality is in fact equivalent to the above spectral statement about
/. This may not be entirely obvious, however, as the Alexandrov-Fenchel inequality only
yields condition 1 of Lemma 1.4 when x,y are support functions.
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For completeness, let us show that the spectral property of </ is in fact also a conse-
quence of the Alexandrov-Fenchel inequality. Let f be any C? function. By Corollary 2.2,
f+ahc, is a support function for a sufficiently large, so that

<f+ahC17dhC1>i2(y) 2 <f+ahclvd(f+ahC1)>L2(y) <hC1 7dh€1>L2(y)
by the Alexandrov-Fenchel inequality. Expanding both sides yields
(fs hc, >%2(“> >, )2y hey @ hey ) -

If we now choose f L A¢, to be any eigenfunction of &7 with eigenvalue A, this inequality
shows that A < 0, establishing the claim.

Remark 3.3 (Alexandrov’s proof). Alexandrov’s proof of Theorem 1.1 is very different
than the method we have used. For sake of comparison, let us briefly sketch his approach.

Despite the evident similarity between Theorems 1.1 and 1.3, the mixed discriminant
inequality is not used in a direct manner in Alexandrov’s proof of Theorem 1.1. Rather, it
is used somewhat mysteriously to establish an apparently unrelated fact: that the kernel of
the operator .27 has dimension n (it consists precisely of first-order spherical harmonics).
Once this is known, one may establish the requisite spectral property of <7 by a homotopy
method. For a special choice of bodies (e.g., as in Remark 3.4 below), it may be shown
by explicit computation that there is only one eigenvector with positive eigenvalue. Now
interpolate between these special bodies and the given bodies in Theorem 1.1. If there were
more than one eigenvector with positive eigenvalue, at some point in the interpolation an
eigenvalue must cross from below zero to above zero. But then at this point the kernel of
the operator must have dimension larger than n, which yields a contradiction.

In contrast, our method appears conceptually and technically simpler, as the mixed dis-
criminant inequality yields the Alexandrov-Fenchel inequality directly by a one-line com-
putation. In particular, we have no need to characterize any other properties of the operator
in the proof (such as its kernel). Let us also note that our normalization of .27 is slightly
different than the one employed by Alexandrov: Alexandrov defined the operator so that
hyr, rather than hc,, is its top eigenvector. With this special choice, the final inequality fol-
lows directly without appealing to Lemma 1.4. However, in our approach, the choice /¢,
(or, equivalently, h¢, for some 7) plays a special role in the proof of Lemma 3.1. By fully
exploiting Lemma 1.4 we gain significant flexibility; this will be used again in section 4.

Remark 3.4 (The Bochner method). The simple technique that we used above has its
origin in the classical bound of Lichnerowicz on the spectral gap of the Laplacian on Rie-
mannian manifolds with positive Ricci curvature [10]. This connection goes beyond an
analogy between the proofs, as we will presently explain.

Let us begin by recalling Lichnerowicz’ argument. Let M be an (n — 1)-dimensional
compact Riemannian manifold. We denote by V), the covariant derivative and by Ay
the Laplacian. The basic observation of Lichnerowicz is that, by integrating the classical
Bochner formula with respect to the Riemannian volume measure, one obtains the identity

/M(AMf)Z: Z:;/MRicM(VMf,VMf)
* niz./ﬁ;{("_ DTE(V3f )] —Tr[%f]z} 3.1

(see, e.g., [7, Theorem 4.70]). Note that the last term in this expression is always nonneg-
ative by Cauchy-Schwarz. If we specialize to the sphere M = §"~!, the Ricci curvature
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tensor is given by Ricg,—1 (X,X) = (n—2)||X||% and we obtain after integrating by parts
/ (g1 f)do > ~(n— 1)/ fAg 1 fdo. (3.2)
sn= =

Thus every eigenvalue A of —Ag,—1 (which is positive semidefinite) must satisfy A% >
(n—1)A, thatis, A =0 or L > n— 1. As noted by Lichnerowicz, this argument remains
valid for any Riemannian manifold M with Ricy (X, X) > (n—2)| X ||%

The idea of Lichnerowicz to use an identity for (Ay f)? to deduce spectral estimates for
Ay forms the foundation for our proof of the Alexandrov-Fenchel inequality. However,
Lichnerowicz’ proof of (3.2), using the Bochner formula, is very different than the proof
of Lemma 3.1 which gives the analogous inequality in our setting. Remarkably, it turns
out that not only the inequality (3.2), but even the Bochner identity (3.1) for M = §"~!, is
implicit in the proof of Lemma 3.1. Thus we may truly think of our method and the method
of Lichnerowicz as being different generalizations of the Bochner identity on §" .

To recover (3.1) for M = §"~! from Lemma 3.1, we consider the special case where
Cy = --- = G,_» = By is the Euclidean ball. Then /g, =1 and D2h32 = [. Differentiating
det(1 +tA) with respect to ¢ and using (1.3) yields

1

n—1

(Tr[A]> — Tr[A%]).

D(I,...,I)=det(I) =1, D(A,L,...,.I)=
. r
(n—1)(n—2)

Moreover, by differentiating the 1-homogeneous extension ||x|| f(x/|x||) of f, we find that
D*f = VS" f + fI in terms of the covariant Hessian. In particular, our operator </ and

measure U are in this special case .o/ f = ﬁASH f+f.du= %d . We now compute

T[],

DAA,L....I)=

/(Asnflf)zda)+(n—1)/fASHfda): (n—1)2</(,0%f)2da)—/fg{fd(g>
= (n— 1)2/{D(D2f,l,...,I)Z—D(sz,sz,I,...,I)}dw
o1 )= THVE, [P} do.

Here the first line follows by completing the square; the second line is a reformulation of
the proof of Lemma 3.1; and the third line uses the expressions for mixed volumes and
D’ f given above. Thus we recovered (3.1) for M = §"~! as a special case of Lemma 3.1.

The connections hinted at here can be developed in far greater generality; however, as
the geometric approach is somewhat tangential to the theme of this paper, we omit further
discussion. Closely related ideas, inspired by complex geometry, were also obtained by D.
Cordero-Erausquin and B. Klartag (personal communication).

4. ALEXANDROV’S MIXED DISCRIMINANT INEQUALITY

In this section we will prove Alexandrov’s inequality for mixed discriminants in direct
analogy to section 3. The main new difficulty is that the mixed discriminant inequality is
noncommutative, so that it is not clear how to normalize the relevant operator. Fortunately,
it turns out to be sufficient to prove the following “commutative” special case.

3The point of Lemma 4.1 is that the first three arguments of the mixed discriminant commute with each other,
and can therefore be simultaneously diagonalized. Thus this inequality for matrices reduces to an inequality for
vectors, which can be treated in direct analogy to the proof of section 3.
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Lemma 4.1. Let M5, ... ,M,_3 be (n— 1)-dimensional positive definite matrices. Then for
any symmetric matrix Z such that

D(Z,1,I.M,,...,M,_3) =0,

we have
D(Z,Z,1,M,,....M,_3) <O.

Let us first show how Lemma 4.1 concludes the proof of Theorem 1.3.

Proof of Theorem 1.3. We view (Z,Z') — D(Z,Z', I, M5, ...,M,_3) as a quadratic form on
the space of symmetric matrices. Lemma 2.8 and Lemma 4.1 then imply that the conclu-
sion of Theorem 1.3 holds for the case M| =1 and M>,...,M,_3 > 0. But the case of any
M; > 0 can be reduced to the case M; = I by applying Lemma 2.6(c) with U = Mfl/z
to both sides of the inequality. Finally, we may clearly approximate positive semidefinite

matrices by positive definite ones, concluding the proof. ]

We now turn to the proof of Lemma 4.1. Note that it suffices to restrict attention to
diagonal matrices Z, as the general case can always be reduced to the diagonal case by a
change of basis. Lemma 4.1 can therefore be rephrased as follows: we aim to show that
{{(x,1)) = 0 implies {{x,x)) <0, where we defined the quadratic form

{x,y)) := D(diag(x),diag(y),I,M>,...,M,_3)
on R"~!. Using Lemma 2.6(f) we may write explicitly

(x,

== Zx, (diag(y <i>,M§i>,...,M<iz3),

where M%) is the (n — 2)-dimensional matrix obtained from the (n — 1)-dimensional matrix
M by removing its ith row and column. This formula will play the same role in the present
case as (1.4) did in the proof of the Alexandrov-Fenchel inequality.

We now proceed as in section 3. Define the (n — 1)-dimensional matrix A by

D(diag(y)®, 10 m" ... M)
Do, 16, M. M)

(Ay)i =

forally € R"~! and define the weights
1

n—1

D(1<">,1<">,M§">,...,M<"Z3).

pi = n
Then clearly ((x,y)) = (x,Ay) ;2 (,), Where (x,y) ;) := L;Xiyipi- As ((x,y)) is symmetric,

it follows that A is self-adjoint on £2(p). Moreover by construction, A1 = 1. Finally, note
that A is a positive matrix by Lemma 2.6(e). Therefore, by the Perron-Frobenius theorem,
A has largest eigenvalue 1 with unique largest eigenvector 1. Lemma 4.1 now follows from:

Lemma 4.2. If ((x,1)) = (x,1),2(,) = 0, then {(x,x)) = (x,Ax);2(,) < 0.
Proof. Let us first prove the lemma assuming the statement of Theorem 1.3 is valid for

(n —2)-dimensional matrices. In the present notation, the latter implies

n

L e .
(Ay)ipi > mD(dlag(y)< >,d1ag(y)< >7M§’>7.”,M<IZ3)-

Summing both sides over i and applying Lemma 2.6(f) yields
(A, AY) ;2 () > D(I,diag(y), diag(y), M2, ..., My—3) = (%, A7) 2
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using the symmetry of mixed discriminants. By choosing y to be an eigenvector of A, we
find that any eigenvalue A of A satisfies A2 > 2,504 > 1 or A <0. But as 1 is the maximal
eigenvalue with unique eigenvector 1, the conclusion follows.

We now proved the lemma assuming Theorem 1.3 is valid in dimension n — 2. However,
as explained above, the conclusion of this lemma implies the validity of Theorem 1.3
in dimension n — 1. The unconditional statement of the lemma will therefore follow by
induction on the dimension; the initial step of the induction is Lemma 4.3 below. O

Lemma 4.3. Let A, B be 2 x 2 matrices. Then D(A,B)> > D(A,A)D(B, B).

Proof. By Lemma 2.6(c) we may assume that B = I and that A is diagonal. Then we have
det(A+1tI) = (a1 +1)(an +1), so D(A,I) = (a1; +ax) and D(A,A) = ajjaz. Thus the
desired inequality (aj; + azz)z > 4ayay is elementary. O

5. AN ALTERNATIVE APPROACH USING POLYTOPES

Two different approaches to the proof of the Alexandrov-Fenchel inequality appear al-
ready in Alexandrov’s work [1]. One approach is to focus attention on Ci bodies, which
gives rise to elliptic operators. The other approach is to focus instead on polytopes. Be-
cause polytopes have a finite number of normal directions, the role of elliptic operators is
replaced here by finite-dimensional matrices. The latter may be considered more “elemen-
tary”, in that the proof requires in principle only linear algebra and basic geometry.

The present authors find the computations with polytopes somewhat less clean and intu-
itive than the Ci approach. Nonetheless, the polytope method is of interest in its own right.
The aim of this section is to sketch how the methods of this paper can be implemented in
the polytope setting. Unlike the previous sections, the following discussion is not entirely
self-contained; we refer to [12] for proofs of the basic polytope representations of mixed
volumes, and focus on adapting the Bochner method to this context.

Let Py,...,P, be polytopes in R”. We denote by F(P,u) the face of the polytope P with
normal direction u € S"~!. The following expression is a direct analogue for polytopes of
the representation (1.4) of mixed volumes of Ci bodies [12, (5.23)]:

V(Pl,...,Pn):% Y hp ()V(F(Py,u),...,F(Py,u)). (5.1)

ucsn—1

Implicit in the notation is the fact that V(F (P, u),...,F(P,,u)) is nonzero only at a fi-
nite number of points u on the sphere; one may restrict the sum to the facets ((n — 1)-
dimensional faces) of the polytope P, + - - - + P,.

We would like to think of the restriction of hp, to the relevant normal directions as
finite-dimensional vectors, and of mixed volume as a quadratic form of such vectors. The
problem with (5.1) is that V(F (Ps,u),...,F(P,,u)) is not naturally expressed in terms of
hp,, but rather in terms of hp(p, ,). It is therefore unclear how we may view (5.1) as a
quadratic form of the support functions of the original polytopes. This problem is resolved
by restricting attention to polytopes Py, ..., P, that are strongly isomorphic, that is,

dimF (P,u) = dimF (Py,u) = --- = diim F (P,,u) forall u € S"~!.

In this setting, the relevant directions are the common normal directions of the facets of P,
and one may express hp(p,,) in terms of hp, by a simple geometric formula [12, p. 276].
The restriction to strongly isomorphic polytopes enables us to recover various properties
of mixed volumes that appeared naturally in the Ci setting.
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Lemma 5.1 (Strongly isomorphic polytopes). Let Ps, ..., P, be strongly isomorphic poly-

topes in R", and let Q@ C S"~! be the common normal directions of facets of P.. Denote by

hp, := (hp(u))uca € RI®| the support vector of Pi. Then:

(a) For every x € RI®l and polytope P strongly isomorphic to P, there is a polytope Q
strongly isomorphic to P; and a > 0 such that x = a(hg — hp).

(b) There is a |Q|-dimensional symmetric matrix A such that

1
(AEP)M: ;V(F(Ru)vF(Pf;au)a"'aF(PVHM))
or every u € Q and polytope P strongly isomorphic to P,.
ry potyiop 8Ly P

(c) All the off-diagonal elements of A are positive.

Moreover, any family of convex bodies Cy,...,C, can be approximated arbitrarily well in
the Hausdorff metric by strongly isomorphic polytopes Py,...,P,.

Proof. Part (a) is a consequence of [12, Lemma 2.4.13]. Parts (b) and (c) may be read off
from the explicit expression given in the proof of [12, Lemma 5.1.5]. Finally, that arbitrary
polytopes may be approximated by strongly isomorphic ones is [12, Theorem 2.4.15]. O

In comparison with the Cﬁ setting, part (a) of this lemma is analogous to Corollary 2.2;
A is analogous to (1.5); and positivity of off-diagonal elements corresponds to ellipticity.

By a slight abuse of notation, it will be convenient in the sequel to extend mixed volumes
linearly as follows: whenever x = h, — hy for polytopes Q, Q' that are strongly isomorphic
to P, we define V(x,Py,...,P,) :=V(Q,P,,...,P,) —V(Q',P,...,P,). Using Lemma 5.1
and (5.1), we can then write for any x,y € RI€

(Ax), = %V(F(x, u),F(Ps,u),...,F(Py,u))

and
<.X,Ay> = V(x,y,P3, s 7Pﬂ)'
We are now ready to prove the Alexandrov-Fenchel inequality for polytopes.

Theorem 5.2. Let P, Ps, ..., P, be strongly isomorphic polytopes in R" with common facet
directions Q C §"~'. Then for every x € RI®!

V(x,P,Ps,....P)?* > V(x,x,P5,...,P)V(P,P,Ps,... . P).
In particular, by the last part of Lemma 5.1, this implies Theorem 1.1.

Proof. The proof will proceed by induction on the dimension 7.

For n = 2, the Alexandrov-Fenchelinequality V(K,L)* > V(K,K)V(L, L) follows easily
from the Brunn-Minkowski theorem [12, Theorem 7.2.1]. This implies the result when
x = hy, is the support vector of a (strongly isomorphic) polytope. The general case x € RI€
now follows from Lemma 5.1(a) as in Remark 3.2.

We now proceed to the induction step; that is, we will assume the theorem is valid for
polytopes in R”~!, and aim to conclude it is also valid for polytopes in R”. To this end,
define the |Q|-dimensional matrix A by setting

(Ax) = hp, (u)V(F (x,u),F (Ps,u),...,F(Py,u))
Y V(F(Ps,u),F(Ps,u),...,F(P,u))

and define weights
_ 1V(F(P3,M),F(P3,M),...,F(Pn,lxl))
n hp, (1)

Pu:
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(as in section 3, we assume here without loss of generality that hp, > 0). By definition,
V(x,y,Ps,....,P,) = <x,Ay>€z(p>. Therefore, as mixed volumes are symmetric, A is self-
adjoint on £2(p). On the other hand, A was defined so that Ahp, = hp,. As A has positive
off-diagonal elements, the Perron-Frobenius theorem (applied to A + ¢/ for ¢ sufficiently
large) implies A has largest eigenvalue 1 with unique largest eigenvector Ap, .

Now note that the faces of strongly isomorphic polytopes with given normal direction
are strongly isomorphic. Thus the induction hypothesis implies

> hp(u) V(F(x,u),F(Ps,u),...,F(Py,u))?
(Ax)upu == V(F(P5,u),F(Ps,u),....F(Pout))
(

h
> MV(F(x,u),F(x,u),F(PAL,u), ooy F(Pyyu)).
n
Summing over u and using (5.1) and symmetry of mixed volumes yields
(Ax,AxM(p) >V(Py,x,x,Py,...,P) = (x,Ax)fz(m.

Choosing x to be an eigenvector of A, we find that any eigenvalue A of A satisfies A2 > A,
soA >1orA <0. Butas 1 is the maximal eigenvalue of A and as it is a simple eigenvalue,
the conclusion follows immediately from Lemma 1.4. (]

REFERENCES

[1] A. D. Alexandrov. Selected works. Part I. Gordon and Breach Publishers, Amsterdam, 1996.
[2] S. Artstein-Avidan, D. Florentin, and Y. Ostrover. Remarks about mixed discriminants and volumes. Com-
mun. Contemp. Math., 16(2):1350031, 14, 2014.
[3] S. Artstein-Avidan, A. Giannopoulos, and V. D. Milman. Asymptotic geometric analysis. Part 1. AMS, 2015.
[4] T. Bonnesen and W. Fenchel. Theory of convex bodies. BCS Associates, Moscow, ID, 1987.
[5] Y. D. Burago and V. A. Zalgaller. Geometric inequalities. Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 1988.
[6] W. Fenchel. Inégalités quadratiques entre les volumes mixtes des corps convexes. C. R. Acad. Sci. Paris,
203:647-650, 1936.
[7] S. Gallot, D. Hulin, and J. Lafontaine. Riemannian geometry. Springer-Verlag, Berlin, third edition, 2004.
[8] D. Gilbarg and N. S. Trudinger. Elliptic partial differential equations of second order. Springer, 2001.
[9] M. Gromov. Convex sets and Kihler manifolds. In Advances in differential geometry and topology, pages
1-38. World Sci. Publ., Teaneck, NJ, 1990.
[10] A. Lichnerowicz. Géométrie des groupes de transformations. Dunod, Paris, 1958.
[11] H. Minkowski. Gesammelte Abhandlungen von Hermann Minkowski. Zweiter Band. B.G. Teubner, 1911.
[12] R. Schneider. Convex bodies: the Brunn-Minkowski theory. Cambridge, expanded edition, 2014.
[13] X. Wang. A remark on the Alexandrov-Fenchel inequality. J. Funct. Anal., 274(7):2061-2088, 2018.

SHERRERD HALL 323, PRINCETON UNIVERSITY, PRINCETON, NJ 08544, USA
E-mail address: yairs@princeton.edu

FINE HALL 207, PRINCETON UNIVERSITY, PRINCETON, NJ 08544, USA
E-mail address: rvan@princeton.edu



	1. Introduction and main ideas
	1.1. Mixed volumes and mixed discriminants
	1.2. Hyperbolic inequalities
	1.3. The Bochner method
	1.4. Organization of this paper

	2. Basic facts
	2.1. Convex bodies and support functions
	2.2. Representation of volumes and mixed volumes
	2.3. Basic properties of mixed volumes and mixed discriminants
	2.4. Hyperbolic quadratic forms

	3. The Alexandrov-Fenchel inequality
	4. Alexandrov's mixed discriminant inequality
	5. An alternative approach using polytopes
	References

