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Abstract

In this paper, we consider the stability of quermassintegral inequali-

ties along a inverse curvature flow. We choose a special rescaling of the

flow such that the k-th quermassintegral is decreasing and the k − 1-th

quermassintegral is preserved. Along this rescaled flow, we prove that the

decreasing rate of the k-th quermassintegral is faster than the Fraenkel

asymmetry of the domain when approaching to the sphere. This leads to

the stability inequality of quermassintegral inequalities for nearly spheri-

cal sets using the flow method.

1 Introduction

1.1 Quermassintegral inequalities

For a convex body Ω ⊂ R
n+1, the k -th quermassintegral of Ω is the mixed

volume

Wk(Ω) := V (Ω, ...,Ω, B, ..., B), (1.1)

where Ω appears in the first n+ 1 − k entries and B, which is the unit ball in
R

n+1, appears in the last k entries. The famous Steiner formula states that the
volume of Ω + tB is a polynomial in t. In particular,

Vol(Ω + tB) =
n+1
∑

k=0

(

n+ 1

k

)

Wk(Ω)t
k. (1.2)

Next, denoting ωm as the volume of the unit m-ball, we set

Vk(Ω) :=
ωk

ωn+1
Wn+1−k(Ω). (1.3)

Note that Vn+1(A) = Vol(Ω) and Vn(Ω) = ωn+1

(n+1)ωn
Area(∂Ω). We obtain, as

a consequence of the Alexandrov-Fenchel inequalities, the quermassintegral in-
equalities

(

Vk+1(Ω)

Vk+1(B)

)
1

k+1

≤

(

Vk(Ω)

Vk(B)

)
1
k

. (1.4)
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When k = n, the inequality in (1.4) is simply the classical isoperimetric inequal-
ity. For smooth, convex domains and k ≥ 1, quermassintegrals have the useful
integral formula

Vn+1−k =
(n+ 1− k)!(k − 1)!

(n+ 1)!

ωn+1−k

ωn+1

∫

M

σk−1(L)dµ, (1.5)

where M := ∂Ω, L is the second fundamental form of M , and σk(L) is the
k-th mean curvature of M . The k-th mean curvature is the k-th elementary
symmetric polynomial of the principal curvatures. The inequalities in (1.4)
equivalently state that for convex domains

(
∫

M

σk−1(L)dµ

)
1

n−k+1

≤ C(n, k)

(
∫

M

σk(L)dµ

)
1

n−k

, (1.6)

where C(n, k) is the constant that gives equality in the case where M is a
sphere. More generally, for any −1 ≤ j < k, we have the (k, j)-quermassintegral
inequality,

(
∫

M

σj(L)dµ

)
1

n−j

≤ C(n, k, j)

(
∫

M

σk(L)dµ

)
1

n−k

, (1.7)

where again C(n, k, j) gives equality in the case of the sphere.
Much of the previous work to establish (1.7) relies heavily on working with

convex domains. There has been work extending (1.7) to non-convex domains,
known as k-convex domains, where σj(L) ≥ 0 for 1 ≤ j ≤ k with various
conditions.

The main goal of this paper is to study stability of the (k, j)-quermassintegral
inequality (1.7) along some curvature flows which we will specify later. We
consider surfaces M(t), which at each time t is given by an embedding X :
Sn → R

n+1 and satisfies

Xt = Gν. (1.8)

G is a symmetric function of the principal curvatures and ν is the outward
pointing vector. Notably, to prove the (k, k− 1)-quermassintegral inequality for
k-convex starshaped domains, Guan and Li in [GL09] studied the flow

Xt =
σk−1(L)

σk(L)
ν. (1.9)

Urbas in [Urb90] and Gerhardt in [Ger90] show that the solution exists for all
t ≥ 0 with any initial surface M(0) that is smooth, strictly k-convex, and star-
shaped (and these conditions are preserved for M(t) for all t ≥ 0). Furthermore,
they apply a rescaling to obtain the surfaces {M̃(t)}, which they showed con-
verges to a sphere. Additionally, Guan and Li proved that d

dt

∫

M̃(t)
σk(L̃)dµt ≤ 0
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and d
dt

∫

M̃(t)
σk−1(L̃)dµt = 0. These results, combined with an approxima-

tion argument to include non-strictly k-convex domains, prove the (k, k − 1)-
quermassintegral inequalities. Because of this, to derive stability of the (k, k−1)-
quermassintegral inequality (1.7), our most natural flow to consider is the inverse
curvature flow (1.9).

Later in Section 4 we consider a variant flow which preserves volume:

Xt = (−σk(L) + h(t))ν. (1.10)

and derive stability of the (k,−1)-quermassintegral inequality. The results on
this flow are a bit more restrictive. In [CRS10], Cabezas-Rivas and Sinestrari
found solutions existing for certain convex domains that satisfied a pinching
condition. Just like the argument in [GL09], they prove a monotonicity result
of the quermassintegral, which provides a proof of the (k,−1) quermassintegral
inequalities for this restricted class of surfaces.

We remark here that in [CW13], Chang and Wang were able to show (1.6)
without the requirement of a starshaped domain, but with the added assumption
of having (k+1)-convexity instead of just k-convexity, and the constant C(n, k)
is non-optimal. They proved this using optimal transport methods. See also
[CW14], [CW11], and [Wan14].

1.2 Brief discussion of quantitative isoperimetric inequal-
ity

To analyze stability of isoperimetric inequality, one studies the isoperimetric
deficit δ(Ω) of a domain Ω ⊆ R

n+1, defined as

δ(Ω) :=
P (Ω)− P (BΩ)

P (BΩ)
. (1.11)

The classical isoperimetric inequality is equivalent to δ(Ω) ≥ 0, with equality
if and only Ω is a ball. There has been a lot of work studying quantitative
isoperimetric inequalities inspired by the Bonnesen type inequalities, which was
named by Osserman in [Oss79].

This was based off work by Bonnesen, where he studied inequalities in the
form

L2 − 4πA ≥ λ(C), (1.12)

where λ(C) usually denotes some quantity that measures the difference between
Ω to a ball. Fuglede worked to expand these results to higher dimensions in
[Fug86] and [Fug89], where they proved a quantitative isoperimetric inequality
for nearly spherical sets.

To establish a quantitative isoperimetric inequality for more general do-
mains, the Fraenkel asymmetry, α(Ω), is a well-studied quantity used as a lower
bound.
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Definition 1.1. Suppose Ω ⊆ R
n+1. The Fraenkel asymmetry of Ω is denoted

by α(Ω), where

α(Ω) := inf

{

|Ω∆(x +BΩ)|

|BΩ|
, x ∈ R

n+1

}

. (1.13)

BΩ denotes the ball centered at the origin with the same volume as Ω, and ∆
denotes the symmetric difference between two sets.

Using the Fraenkel asymmetry in the study of stability brings us to the
quantitative isoperimetric inequality, which asks if there is a fixed C(n) > 0
such that all Borel sets Ω ⊆ R

n+1 with finite measure satisfy the inequality

δ(Ω) ≥ C(n)αm(Ω), (1.14)

for some exponent m. The quantitative isoperimetric inequality δ(Ω) ≥ Cα2(Ω)
was shown for Steiner symmetrical sets in [HHW91] by Hall, Hayman, and
Weitsman. Later, by using results on the Steiner symmetrical, Hall showed
(1.14) in [Hal92], but with a suboptimal exponent of m = 4.

Finally, in [FMP08], Fusco, Maggi, and Pratelli showed, by using sym-
metrizations of Ω, that (1.14) holds with optimal exponent m = 2 for Borel
sets Ω ⊆ R

n+1 of finite measure. Figalli, Maggi, and Pratelli in [FMP10] proved
this optimal result in the more general setting of the anisotropic perimeter.

Our study of stability in the quermassintegral inequalities is inspired by work
done by Fuglede in [Fug89] and by Cicalese and Leonardi in [CL12] on nearly
spherical sets.

Definition 1.2. Suppose M = {(1 + u(x))x : x ∈ ∂B}, where ∂B is the unit
sphere in R

n+1 and u : ∂B → (−1,∞) is a smooth function on the unit sphere.
M is referred to as a nearly spherical set when we have suitable, small bounds
on |u|, |∇u|, and |D2u|.

In [CL12], Cicalese and Leonardi introduced a new method to show (1.14)
with optimal exponent m = 2 for all Borel sets of finite measure. In this
paper, they utilized the results in [Fug86], which they reformulated by assuming
||u||W 1,∞ < ǫ and found

δ(Ω) ≥
1−O(ǫ)

2
||u||2L2 +

1

4
||∇u||2L2 , (1.15)

where u is the function from Definition 1.2. Note that functions in O(ǫ) may
obtain either positive or negative values. It quickly follows that for nearly
spherical sets,

δ(Ω) ≥ C(1 +O(ǫ))α2(Ω). (1.16)

They proved the Selection Principle, which provided a new proof of the quanti-
tative isoperimetric inequality by reducing the problem to nearly spherical sets
converging to the unit ball.
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It is worth noting that to get (1.16) from (1.15), only the weaker statement

δ(Ω) ≥ 1−O(ǫ)
2 ||u||2L2 is needed. However, in [FJ14], Fusco and Julin showed

a stronger result for stability in the isoperimetric problem, where they bound
the asymmetry index A(Ω), so that δ(Ω) ≥ CA2(Ω). To do this, they need the
full result that δ(Ω) ≥ C||u||2W 1,2 for nearly spherical sets. Then, as in [CL12],
they are able to use the methods of the Selection Principle to reduce the general
problem to the results for nearly spherical sets.

In our previous work [VW22], we proved a higher order analogues of the
inequality (1.15) Cicalese and Leonardi derived in [CL12], and used it to prove
the quantitative quermassintegral inequalities. Let us start by defining higher
order isoperimetric deficit function.

First, we define Ik(Ω) by integrating the k-th mean curvature ofM for k ≥ 0,
that is

Ik(Ω) :=

∫

M

σk(L) dA. (1.17)

Also, for k = −1 we define

I−1(Ω) := Vol(Ω). (1.18)

We are now able to define a natural generalization of the isoperimetric deficit
for quermassintegrals.

Definition 1.3. For −1 < k ≤ n and −1 ≤ m < k, the (k,m)-isoperimetric
deficit is denoted by δk,m(Ω), where

δk,m(Ω :=
Ik(Ω)− Ik(BΩ,m)

Ik(BΩ,m)
. (1.19)

Here BΩ,m is the ball centered at the origin where Im(BΩ,m) = Im(Ω).

One of our main theorems in [VW22] states that

Theorem 1.4. ([VW22][Theorem 1.3]) Fix 0 ≤ j < k. Suppose Ω = {(1 +
u( x

|x|))x : x ∈ B} ⊆ R
n+1, where u ∈ C3(∂B), Ij(Ω) = Ij(B), and bar(Ω) = 0.

For all η > 0, there exists ǫ > 0 such that if ||u||W 2,∞ < ǫ, then

δk,j(Ω) ≥

(

n(n− k)(k − j)

4(n+ 1)2
− η

)

α2(Ω). (1.20)

We remark for sufficiently small ||u||W 2,∞ that Ω is a convex domain. Then,
we already know from the result of Guan and Li, which assumes Ω is k-convex
and starshaped, that δk,j(Ω) ≥ 0. So, Theorem 1.4 is establishing a quantitative
isoperimetric inequality in this case.
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1.3 Main results

We now turn our attention specifically to the stability of the (k, k−1)-quermassin-
tegral inequalities along curvature flows. A key step in [VW22] is Proposition 5.1
which asserts that for a nearly spherical domain Ω satisfying Ik−1(Ω) = Ik−1(B),

Ik(Ω)− Ik(B) ≥ (1 +O(ǫ))A(Ω). (1.21)

Our first main result in the current paper studies this inequality along the
flow (1.9).

Theorem 1.5. Let M(t) be solution to the flow (1.9), and M̃(t) be the rescaled
surface given by

X̃ = e−rtX, r =

(

n
k−1

)

(

n
k

) . (1.22)

Suppose at t0 that M(t0) is nearly spherical with ||u(t0)||W 2,∞ < ǫ and that the
barycenter of M̃(t0) satisfies |bar(M̃(t0))| ≤ Kǫ||u(t0)||

2
W 2,2 for fixed a K > 0.

Then, for any small η > 0,

d

dt
(Ik(Ω̃(t0))− Ik(B)) ≤ (1− η)

d

dt
A(Ω̃(t0)), (1.23)

and the choice of a sufficiently small ǫ > 0 depends on η and K.
Moreover, along any solution to the flow (5.1) where |bar(M̃ (t))| ≤ Kǫ||u||2W 2,2

holds for sufficiently large t, we have

lim inf
t→∞

Ik(Ω̃(t)) − Ik(B)

A(Ω̃(t))
≥ 1. (1.24)

In the following, we will denote

A(t) := A(Ω(t)) =

(

n

k

)

(n− k)

2n

(

||u||2L2 +
1

2
||∇u||2L2

)

(1.25)

for simplicity.
With some additional work, we are able to show the following corollary,

which provides an alternative proof to the key inequality in (1.21) in the case
where M is n-symmetric.

Corollary 1.6. Given any η > 0, there is an ǫ > 0 such that any smooth n-
symmetric, nearly spherical set M that, where M = ∂Ω, satisfies the inequality

Ik(Ω)− Ik(B) ≥ (1− η)A, (1.26)

when ||u||C2 < ǫ and Ik−1(Ω) = Ik−1(B).
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We will also study stability of the (k − 1,−1)-quermassintegral inequality
along the volume preserving flow:

Xt = (−σk(L) + h(t))ν. (1.27)

The results on this flow are a bit more restrictive. In [CRS10], Cabezas-Rivas
and Sinestrari found solutions existing for certain convex domains that satisfied
a pinching condition. Just like the argument in [GL09], they prove a mono-
tonicity result of the quermassintegral, which provides a proof of the (k,−1)
quermassintegral inequalities for this restricted class of surfaces.

Using this flow (1.27), we prove the following theorem.

Theorem 1.7. Suppose M(t) is a solution of surfaces to the flow (1.27), and
at t0 the surface M(t0) satisfies, for a fixed K, that |bar(M(t0))|

2 ≤ Kǫ||u||2W 2,2

and ||u(t0)||W 2,∞ < ǫ. Then, for any small η > 0

d

dt

(

Ik−1(Ω(t0))− Ik−1(B)

)

≤ (1− η)
d

dt

k(n− k + 1)

2n
||u(t0)||

2
L2 , (1.28)

where the choice of a sufficiently small ǫ > 0 depends on η and K. Additionally,
if |bar(M(t))|2 ≤ Kǫ||u||2W 2,2 holds for sufficiently large t, then

lim inf
t→∞

Ik−1(Ω(t))− Ik−1(B)

||u||2L2

≥
k(n− k + 1)

2n
. (1.29)

A few things have prevented us in getting the same results here that we
have in Theorem 1.5. First, we do not have d

dt ||∇u||L2 on the right-hand side of
(1.28). Also, we were not able to use this result to get a quantitative quermass-
integral inequality, as we did in a corollary to Theorem 1.5. This is because we
miss a key lemma stating that if M(t0) is nearly spherical, then M(t) remains
nearly spherical for all t ≥ t0. However, this theorem still provides additional
information on the stability in the (k,−1)-quermassintegral inequalities along
the flow.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 The k-th mean curvature

For λ = (λ1, ..., λn) ∈ R
n, we denote σk(λ) as the k-th elementary symmetric

polynomial of (λ1, ..., λn). That is, for 1 ≤ k ≤ n,

σk(λ) =
∑

i1<i2<...<in

λi1λi2 · · · λik , (2.1)

and

σ0(λ) = 1. (2.2)

This leads to a natural generalization of the mean curvature of a surface.
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Definition 2.1. Suppose Ω is a smooth, bounded domain in R
n+1. For x ∈

M := ∂Ω, the k-th mean curvature of M at x is σk(λ), where λ = (λ1(x), ..., λn(x))
are the principal curvatures of M at x.

Observe that in this definition, σ1(λ) is the mean curvature and σn(λ) is the
Gaussian curvature. When (λ1, ..., λn) are the eigenvalues of a matrix A = {Ai

j},
we denote σk(A) = σk(λ), which can be equivalently calculated as

σk(A) =
1

k!
δj1···jki1···ik

Ai1
j1
· · · Aik

jk
, (2.3)

using the Einstein convention to sum over repeated indices.
So, if L is the second fundamental form of M , we can use this expression

for σk(L) to compute the k-th mean curvature of M . Throughout this paper,
we will be working with a family of surfaces where, for 0 < j ≤ k, σj(L) ≥ 0 at
each point. Such surfaces are called k-convex.

Definition 2.2. Let Ω be a domain in R
n+1. Then the hypersurface M := ∂Ω

is said to be strictly k-convex if the principal curvatures λ = (λ1, ..., λn) lie in
the G̊arding cone Γ+

k , which is defined as

Γ+
k := {λ ⊆ R

n : σj(λ) > 0, 1 ≤ j ≤ k}. (2.4)

Note that n-convexity is the same as normal convexity. A useful operator
related to σk is the Newton transformation tensor [Tk]

j
i .

Definition 2.3. The Newton transformation tensor, [Tk]
j
i , of n × n matrices

{A1, ..., Ak} is defined as

[Tk]
j
i (A1, ..., Ak) :=

1

k!
δjj1···jkii1···ik

(A1)
i1
j1
· · · (Ak)

ik
jk
. (2.5)

When A1 = A2 = ... = Ak = A, we denote [Tk]
j
i (A) = [Tk]

j
i (A, ..., A).

A related operator is Σk, which the polarization of σk.

Definition 2.4. Suppose {A1, ..., Ak} is a collection of n × n matrices. We
denote

Σk(A1, ..., Ak) := (A1)
i
j [Tk−1]

j
i (A2, ..., Ak)

=
1

(k − 1)!
δj1···jki1···ik

(A1)
i1
j1
· · · (Ak)

ik
jk
. (2.6)

Two useful identities are

σk(A) =
1

k
Σk(A, ..., A) =

1

k
Ai

j [Tk−1]
j
i (A), (2.7)

and

∂σk(A)

∂Ai
j

=
1

k
[Tk−1]

j
i (A). (2.8)

We will also use the identity

Aj
s[Tm]ij(A) = δisσm+1(A)− [Tm+1]

i
s(A). (2.9)
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2.2 Nearly spherical sets

The focus of this paper is to establish the (k,m)-isoperimetric inequality for
nearly spherical sets. Our approach is inspired by Cicalese and Leonardi’s work
in the classical quantitative isoperimetric inequality for nearly spherical sets in
[CL12]. That is, we consider a smooth, bounded domain Ω that is starshaped
with respect to the origin, which is enclosed by M := ∂Ω. We write M =
{(1 + u(x))x : x ∈ ∂B}, where u : ∂B → R is a smooth function. The set M
is referred to as a nearly spherical set when there is a suitable, small bound on
||u||W 2,∞ . In this section, we establish some useful formulas for nearly spherical
sets.

We write R
n+1 in spherical coordinates with the tangent basis { ∂

∂θ1
, ∂
∂θ2

, ...,
∂

∂θn
, ∂
∂r}. Denoting sij as the metric on the sphere, we have < ∂

∂θi
, ∂
∂r >= 0,

< ∂
∂r ,

∂
∂r >= 1, and < ∂

∂θi
, ∂
∂θj

>= r2sij . Set ui = ∂u
∂θi

. Then, {ei} forms a

tangent basis of M where

ei =
∂

∂θi
+ ui

∂

∂r
. (2.10)

We find,

N =
−
∑n

i=1 s
ijui

∂
∂θj

+ (1 + u)2 ∂
∂r

(1 + u)
√

|∇u|2 + (1 + u)2
, (2.11)

where N is the outward unit normal on M , and the norm |∇u| is taken with
respect to the standard metric on ∂B. We compute the metric gij on M as

gij =< ei, ej >= (1 + u)2sij + uiuj, (2.12)

where < ·, · > is the standard Euclidean inner product on R
n+1. Setting gij to

be the inverse of gij , we have

gij =
sij

(1 + u)2
−

1

(1 + u)2
ukuls

kislj

|∇u|2 + (1 + u)2
. (2.13)

We denote hij as the second fundamental form on M . That is, hij = − <
N,∇eiej >, and we form the shape operator hi

j by

hi
j = gikhkj . (2.14)

We now explicitly calculate hi
j . First, note

(

∇ ∂
∂θi

∂

∂θj

)k

=
1

2

1

r2
skl

(

∂i(r
2sil) + ∂j(r

2sil)− ∂l(r
2sij)

)

(2.15)

=
1

2
skl

(

∂isil + ∂jsil − ∂lsij

)

(2.16)

= Γk
ij , (2.17)
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where Γk
ij refers to the Christoffel symbol on S

n, and

(

∇ ∂
∂θi

∂

∂θj

)r

= −rsij . (2.18)

We thus obtain

• ∇ ∂
∂θi

∂
∂θj

= Γk
ij

∂
∂θk

− rsij
∂
∂r .

Similarly,

• ∇ ∂
∂θi

∂
∂r = ∇ ∂

∂r

∂
∂θi

= 1
r

∂
∂θi

,

• ∇ ∂
∂r

∂
∂r = 0.

Then,

∇eiej =∇ ∂
∂θi

+ui
∂
∂r

(

∂

∂θj
+ uj

∂

∂r

)

=∇ ∂
∂θi

∂

∂θj
+∇ ∂

∂θi

(

uj
∂

∂r

)

+ ui∇ ∂
∂r

∂

∂θj
+ ui∇ ∂

∂r

(

uj
∂

∂r

)

=∇ ∂
∂θi

∂

∂θj
+ uj∇ ∂

∂θi

∂

∂r
+

(

∂2

∂θi∂θj
u

)

∂

∂r
+ ui∇ ∂

∂r

∂

∂θj
+ uiuj∇ ∂

∂r

∂

∂r

+ ui

(

∂

∂r
ui

)

∂

∂r

=Γk
ij

∂

∂θk
− (1 + u)sij

∂

∂r
+

1

(1 + u)
(uj

∂

∂θi
+ ui

∂

∂θj
) +

(

∂2

∂θi∂θj
u

)

∂

∂r
.

(2.19)

So

hij =−

〈 −spqup
∂

∂θq
+ (1 + u)2 ∂

∂r

(1 + u)
√

|∇u|2 + (1 + u)2
,Γk

ij

∂

∂θk
− (1 + u)sij

∂

∂r

+
1

(1 + u)

(

uj
∂

∂θi
+ ui

∂

∂θj

)

+

(

∂2

∂θi∂θj
u

)

∂

∂r

〉

. (2.20)

Thus,

hij =
1

√

|∇u|2 + (1 + u)2

(

(1 + u)ukΓ
k
ij + (1 + u)2sij + 2uiuj

− (1 + u)

(

∂2

∂θi∂θj
u

))

=
1

√

|∇u|2 + (1 + u)2
(2uiuj + (1 + u)2sij − (1 + u)uij

)

, (2.21)

10



where uij denotes the Hessian of u on S
n. Set

D :=
√

|∇u|2 + (1 + u)2. (2.22)

Then,

hi
j =gikhkj

=

(

sik

(1 + u)2
−

1

(1 + u)2
umuls

mislk

D2

)

1

D

(

2ukuj + (1 + u)2skj

− (1 + u)ukj

)

=
2uiuj

(1 + u)2D
+

δij
D

−
ui
j

(1 + u)D
−

2uiuj |∇u|2

(1 + u)2D3
−

uiuj

D3
+

uiulu
l
j

(1 + u)D3
. (2.23)

We observe that

2uiuj

(1 + u)2D
−

2uiuj |∇u|2

(1 + u)2D3
−

uiuj

D3
=

uiuj

D3
, (2.24)

which yields

hi
j =

δij
D

−
ui
j

(1 + u)D
+

uiulu
l
j

(1 + u)D3
+

uiuj

D3
. (2.25)

Next, note

√

det gij = (1 + u)n

√

|∇u|2

(1 + u)2
+ 1. (2.26)

Therefore,

Area(M) =

∫

∂B

(1 + u)n

√

|∇u|2

(1 + u)2
+ 1 dA. (2.27)

We list a few more relevant formulae below:

|Ω| =
1

n+ 1

∫

∂B

(1 + u)n+1dA, (2.28)

|Ω∆B| =

n+1
∑

k=1

∫

∂B

1

n+ 1

(

n+ 1

k

)

|u|kdA, (2.29)

bar(Ω) =
1

Area(∂B)

∫

∂B

(1 + u)n+2xdA. (2.30)

Finally, we consider how to compute ∇j [Tm]ji (D
2u) for nearly spherical sets.

This is particularly useful when applying integration by parts to Ik(Ω) in Section
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3. See [CW13] for a similar computation. We compute,

∇j [Tm]ji (D
2u) =

1

m!
∇jδ

jj1j2...jm
ii1i2...im

ui1
j1
ui2
j2
· · · uim

jm

=
m

m!
δjj1j2...jmii1i2...im

(∇ju
i1
j1
)ui2

j2
· · · uim

jm
. (2.31)

Note that

δjj1j2...jmii1i2...im
(∇ju

i1
j1
)ui2

j2
· · · uim

jm
=− δj1jj2...jmii1i2...im

(∇ju
i1
j1
)ui2

j2
· · · uim

jm
. (2.32)

We obtain

∇j [Tm]ji (D
2u) =

1

2(m− 1)!
δjj1j2...jmii1i2...im

(∇ju
i1
j1
−∇j1u

i1
j )ui2

j2
· · · uim

jm

=
1

2(m− 1)!
δ
jsj1...jm−1

ili1...im−1
(upR

pl
sj)u

i1
j1
· · · u

im−1

jm−1
, (2.33)

where Rpl
sj is the curvature tensor on Ω. On S

n, we know by the Gauss equa-
tion,

Rpl
sj = hp

sh
l
j − hp

jh
l
s = δpsδ

l
j − δpj δ

l
s. (2.34)

Therefore,

∇j [Tm]ji (D
2u) =

1

(m− 1)!

1

2
up(δ

p
sδ

l
j − δpj δ

l
s)δ

jsj1 ...jm−1

ili1...im−1
ui1
j1
· · · u

im−1

jm−1

=
1

(m− 1)!

1

2

(

usδ
jsj1...jm−1

iji1...im−1
ui1
j1
· · · u

im−1

jm−1
− ujδ

jlj1...jm−1

ili1...im−1
ui1
j1

· · ·u
im−1

jm−1

)

=
−1

(m− 1)!
ujδ

jlj1...jm−1

ili1...im−1
ui1
j1
· · · u

im−1

jm−1

=− (n−m)uj [Tm−1]
j
i (D

2u). (2.35)

3 Inverse curvature flow

In [GL09], Guan and Li gave a proof of the quermassintegral inequalities for
k-convex starshaped domains. They used a special case of the flows studied
by Urbas in [Urb90] and Gerhardt in [Ger90], which looked at certain flows
involving a function f that is symmetric in its inputs λ = (λ1, ..., λn), which
are the principal curvatures of a hypersurface in R

n+1. We take Γ ⊆ R
n to be

any set that is an open, convex cone with its vertex at the origin, which also
contains Γn = {(λ1, ..., λn) ∈ R

n : λi > 0 for each 1 ≤ i ≤ n}. The function f

12



is assumed to satisfy the following properties:

f ∈ C∞(Γ) ∩ C0(Γ); (3.1)

∂f

∂λi
> 0 for λ ∈ Γ; (3.2)

∂2f

∂λi∂λj
≤ 0; (3.3)

f ≡ 0 on ∂Γ. (3.4)

We now examine the flow of surfaces M(t), which at each time t is an
embedding given by X : Sn → R

n+1, and satisfies the equation

Xt =
1

f
ν, (3.5)

where ν is the outer unit normal vector on M(t). The following theorem, proved
by Urbas and Gerhardt, discusses the existence of starshaped solutions.

Theorem 3.1. ([Urb90] and [Ger90]] Suppose M(0) is a smooth surface that
is starshaped with respect to a point p and with principal curvatures in Γ. There
is a unique smooth solution of surfaces {M(t)} to the flow (3.5) for t ∈ [0,∞),
and M(t) remains starshaped with respect to p.

Furthermore, when rescaling the surfaces to {M̃(t)} so that X̃ = e−βtX,
where β = f(I), {M̃(t)} converges to a sphere exponentially fast.

Remark. From here on, we assume the surfaces {M(t)} are starshaped with
respect to the origin. We denote 1 + u(t) as the radius of M̃(t). As a result of
the exponential convergence of M̃(t) to the sphere, for each k ≥ 0 there exist
K, γ > 0 where ||Dku(t)||∞ < Ke−γt.

To study the quermassintegral inequalities, Guan and Li in [GL09] specifi-

cally look at the case where f = σk(L)
σk−1(L) . That is,

Xt =
σk−1(L)

σk(L)
ν. (3.6)

We state some useful derivatives along the flow (3.5) from [GL09] in the following
proposition.

Proposition 3.2. ([GL09][Proposition 4])

1. ∂tgij =
2
fLij

2. ∂tν = −∇ 1
f

3. ∂tdµg = 1
f σ1(L)dµg

4. ∂tLij = −∇i∇j
1
f +

(L2)ij
f

13



5. ∂tL
i
j = −∇i∇j

1
f −

(L2)ij
f

6. ∂tσm(L) = −∇j([Tm−1]
i
j(L)∇i

1
f )−

1
f [Tm−1]

i
j(L)(L

2)ji ,

where (L2)ji = gklgjpLpkLli.

In [GL09], the authors show

d

dt

∫

M(t)

σk(L)dµt = (k + 1)

∫

M(t)

σk+1(L)σk−1(L)

σk(L)
dµt. (3.7)

Their argument extends to general curvature flow in the form Xt = 1
f ν and

derive:

Proposition 3.3. ([GL09][Lemma 5]) Along the flow (3.5), it holds that

d

dt

∫

M(t)

σm(L)dµt = (m+ 1)

∫

M(t)

σm+1(L)

f
dµt. (3.8)

For our computations, we find it convenient to consider a normalization Ω̃(t)
that fixes Ik−1(Ω̃(t)) = Ik−1(Ω̃(0)). Note that this normalization is different
from what is adopted by [GL09] in which Ik(Ω̃(t)) = Ik(Ω̃(0)), but as Ik−1(Ω̃(t))
remains constant and Ik(Ω̃(t)) decreases along the flow, we make the same
conclusion as in [GL09] to prove the (k, k − 1)-quermassintegral inequalities.

Our choice of normalization is by setting r(t) ≡
( n
k−1)
(nk)

and X̃ = e−
∫

t

0
r(s)dsX .

By similar computations, we apply formula (3.7) to compute

d

dt

∫

M̃

σm(L̃)dµ̃t =
d

dt

(

e−(n−m)
∫

t

0
r(s)ds

∫

M

σm(L)dµt

)

=(m+ 1)e−(n−m)
∫

t

0
r(s)ds

(
∫

M

σm+1(L)

f
dµt

−
(n−m)

m+ 1
r(t)

∫

M

σm(L)dµt

)

. (3.9)

Next, using our choice of r(t) =
( n
k−1)
(nk)

for the rescaling and substituting in

1
f =

σk−1(L)
σk(L) , we have

d

dt

∫

M̃

σm(L̃)dµ̃t =(m+ 1)

(
∫

M

σm+1(L)σk−1(L)

σk(L)
dµt

−

(

n
m+1

)

(

n
m

)

(

n
k−1

)

(

n
k

)

∫

M

σm(L)dµt

)

. (3.10)

Applying the Newton-Maclaurin inequalities (as in [GL09]), which states

σk+1(L)σk−1(L) ≤

(

n
k+1

)(

n
k−1

)

(

n
k

)2 σ2
k(L),

14



we find

d

dt

∫

M̃

σk(L̃)dµ̃t

=(k + 1)

(
∫

M

σk+1(L)σk−1(L)

σk(L)
dµt −

(

n
k+1

)(

n
k−1

)

(

n
k

)2

∫

M

σk(L)dµt

)

≤ 0, (3.11)

and

d

dt

∫

M̃

σk−1(L̃)dµ̃t = k

(
∫

M

σk(L)σk−1(L)

σk(L)
dµt −

∫

M

σk−1(L)dµt

)

= 0. (3.12)

In the next section, we will study the curvature flows to prove quantitative
quermassintegral inequalities. In doing so, we need to study the quantities
d
dt ||u||

2
L2 and d

dt ||∇u||2L2 . For this, we need to understand how to convert the
equation Xt =

1
f ν into an equation involving the radius of the surface, instead

of X . Both Urbas and Gerhardt derive a formula for differentiation of the radial
function w, which we state in the following lemma. We state the formula in a
slightly more general form Xt = Gν.

Lemma 3.4 (See [Urb90] and [Hui84]). Suppose {M(t)} is a collection of
smooth hypersurfaces in R

n+1 such that each M(t) is starshaped with respect
to the origin and satisfies

Xt = Gν. (3.13)

If we write M(t) in spherical coordinates with coefficients (θ1, ..., θn, w), where
w is the radius, we have

wt = G

√

1 +
|∇w|2

w2
. (3.14)

Proof. The outer unit normal at a point on M(t) in spherical coordinates is
given by

ν =
−
∑n

i=1 s
ij wi

w2

∂
∂θj

+ ∂
∂r

P
, (3.15)

where P =
√

1 + |∇w|2

w2 . For a solution to the flow Xt = Gν, we can write

X(θ, t) = w(φ(θ, t), t)φ(θ, t), where w is the radial function of M(t) at φ(θ, t),
and φ(·, t) : Sn → S

n is a suitable diffeomorphism of Sn. Hence

Xt = (wm
∂φm

dt
+

∂w

∂t
)φ(θ) + w

∂φ

∂t
, (3.16)
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and

G =< Xt, ν >

=
1

P
< (wm

∂φm

∂t
+

∂w

∂t
)φ(θ) + w

∂φ

∂t
,−

n
∑

i=1

sij
wi

w2

∂

∂θj
+

∂

∂r
>

=
1

P
< (wm

∂φm

∂t
+

∂w

∂t
)φ(θ),

∂

∂r
> +

1

P
< w

∂φ

∂t
,−

n
∑

i=1

sij
wi

w2

∂

∂θj
>

=
1

P
< (wm

∂φm

∂t
+

∂w

∂t
)
∂

∂r
,
∂

∂r
> +

1

P
< w

∂φm

∂t

∂

∂θm
,−

n
∑

i=1

sij
wi

w2

∂

∂θj
>

=
1

P

(

wm
∂φm

∂t
+

∂w

∂t
− w

∂φm

∂t
sij

wi

w2
sjmw2

)

=
1

P

(

wm
∂φm

∂t
+

∂w

∂t
− w

∂φm

∂t
wm

)

=
1

P
wt. (3.17)

4 (Normalized) σk curvature flow

In [CRS10], Cabezas-Rivas and Sinestrari studied the volume preserving flow

Xt = (−σk(L)
α + h(t))ν, (4.1)

where ν is the outer unit normal, α > 1
k , and h(t) is the normalization factor

defined as

h(t) :=
1

Area(M(t))

∫

M(t)

σk(L)
αdµt. (4.2)

This choice of h ensures the volume remains fixed under the flow since

d

dt
Vol(Ω(t)) =

∫

M(t)

< Xt, ν > dµt

=

∫

M(t)

−σk(L)
α + h(t)dµt = 0. (4.3)

They assumed a pinching condition on M(0) and showed that the condition is
preserved along the flow. The pinching condition is a stronger condition than
convexity, and their main theorem on the existence of a solution to the flow is
summarized in the following theorem.

Theorem 4.1. (Cabezas-Rivas and Sinestrari, [CRS10][Theorem 1.1]) Given
a fixed α > 0 and 1 ≤ k ≤ n, there exists a constant Cp ∈ (0, 1

nn ) depending
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only on k, α, and n, such that if the initial surface M(0) has the property that
at every point

σn(L) > Cpσ
n
1 (L) > 0, (4.4)

then there exists a unique solution of surfaces {M(t)} such that

1. The pinching condition (4.4) holds for all t > 0 for which a solution to
the flow exists,

2. M(t) exists for all t ∈ (0,∞),

3. {M(t)} converges exponentially fast to a sphere and the volume is pre-
served along the flow.

Note that the Newton-Maclaurin inequality 1
nn σ

n
1 (L) ≥ σn(L) gives an op-

posite inequality of the pinching condition and attains equality when the surface
is a sphere. Thus with the established Cp, we know that a nearly spherical sur-
face, with ‖u‖ < ǫ for a sufficiently small ǫ, will satisfy the pinching condition.
Additionally, any surface satisfying the pinching condition will be convex. In
[BS18], Bertini and Sinestrari were able to remove the pinching condition when
k = 2, and they only assumed convexity on the initial surface to show the
existence of a solution.

Just as with the inverse curvature flow, using Proposition 3.2 for 1
f =

−(σα
k (L)− h)ν, one can compute d

dt

∫

M(t)
σk−1(L).

Lemma 4.2. (Bertini and Sinestrari, [BS18][Lemma 3.3]) For a solution of
hypersurfaces {M(t)} along the flow (4.1),

d

dt

∫

M(t)

σk−1(L)dµt = −k

∫

M(t)

σk(σ
α
k (L)− h)dµt

=− k

∫

M(t)

(σk(L)− h1/α)(σα
k (L)− h)dµt ≤ 0, (4.5)

and there is equality only when M(t) is a sphere.

Note that this lemma, along with (4.3), proves the (k−1,−1)-quermassintegral
inequality in the case where M satisfies the pinching condition. We present the
proof here for readers’ convenience.

Proof. We find from the results of Proposition 3.2 that, settingG := −σα
k (L)+h,

d

dt

∫

M(t)

σm(L)dµt =

∫

M(t)

∂t(σm(L))dµt +

∫

M(t)

σm(L)∂tdµt

= −

∫

M(t)

∇j([Tm−1]
i
j(L)∇iG) +G[Tm−1]

i
j(L)(L

2)jidµt

+

∫

M(t)

σm(L)σ1(L)Gdµt. (4.6)
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Using [Tm−1]
i
j(L)(L

2)ji = σ1(L)σk−1(L)− kσk(L), we have

d

dt

∫

M(t)

σk−1(L)dµt = −k

∫

M(t)

σk(σ
α
k (L)− h)dµt. (4.7)

Observing that −h1/α
∫

M(t)
(σα

k (L)− h)dµt = 0, we find

d

dt

∫

M(t)

σk−1(L)dµt = −k

∫

M(t)

(σk(L)− h1/α)(σα
k (L)− h)dµt. (4.8)

Since (σk(L)− h1/α) and (σα
k (L)− h) share the same sign, we find

d

dt

∫

M(t)

σk−1(L)dµt ≤ 0.

5 Stability along the inverse curvature flow

In this section, we analyze the stability of the (k, k − 1)− quermassintegral
inequalities for k−convex starshaped surfaces M(t), along the flow (3.5):

Xt =
σk−1(L)

σk(L)
ν. (5.1)

Writing M(t) in spherical coordinates where w is the radial function, f =
σk(L)

σk−1(L) , we saw by Lemma 3.4 that

wt =

√

1 + |∇w|2

w2

f
. (5.2)

We rescale the surfaces to M̃(t) so that the new radial function satisfies

w̃ = e−rtw, r =

(

n
k−1

)

(

n
k

) . (5.3)

From (3.11) and (3.12), we saw that this choice of r ensures
∫

M̃(t)
σk(L̃)dµt is

decreasing and
∫

M̃(t) σk−1(L̃)dµt is constant along the flow. We set

u := w̃ − 1. (5.4)

For the computations below, we take M(t) to be nearly spherical so that
||u||C2 < ǫ. Using the formula in Lemma 3.1 and Lemma 4.1 in [VW22], and
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denoting O(W ) := O(u∆u) +O(u2) +O(|∇u|2) +O(|D2u|2), we find

σk−1(L̃) =

(

n
k−1

)

((1 + u)2 + |∇u|2)
k+1

2

(

1 + 2u−
k − 1

n
(1 + u)∆u

)

+O(W )

=

(

n

k − 1

)

(1− (k + 1)u)

(

1 + 2u−
k − 1

n
∆u

)

+O(W )

=

(

n

k − 1

)(

1− (k − 1)u−
k − 1

n
∆u

)

+O(W ). (5.5)

And,

1

σk(L̃)
=

1
(

n
k

)

1

1− (1 − σk(L̃)/
(

n
k

)

)

=
1
(

n
k

)

(

1 +

(

1−
σk(L̃)
(

n
k

)

)

+

∞
∑

j=2

(

1−
σk(L̃)
(

n
k

)

)j)

=
1
(

n
k

)

(

2−
σk(L̃)
(

n
k

)

)

+O(W )

=
1
(

n
k

)

(

2− (1− (k + 2)u)(1 + 2u−
k

n
∆u)

)

+O(W )

=
1
(

n
k

)

(

1 + ku+
k

n
∆u)

)

+O(W ). (5.6)

These formulas are utilized in the following lemma.

Lemma 5.1. Suppose {M̃(t)} are the rescaled surfaces, defined as in (5.3), of a
solution to the flow (5.1). If at some t0 ≥ 0, M̃(t0) is a nearly spherical surface
where ||u(t0)||C2 < ǫ for sufficiently small ǫ > 0, it holds that at t0

d

dt
||u||2L2 =

−2

n

(

n
k−1

)

(

n
k

) ||∇u||2L2 +O(ǫ)||u||2W 2,2 , (5.7)

and

d

dt
||∇u||2L2 =

−2

n

(

n
k−1

)

(

n
k

) ||∆u||2L2 +O(ǫ)||u||2W 2,2 . (5.8)

Proof. Combining the expansions of σk−1(L̃) and
1

σk(L̃)
from (5.5) and (5.6),

σk−1(L̃)

σk(L̃)
=

(

n
k−1

)

(

n
k

)

(

1− (k − 1)u−
k − 1

n
∆u

)(

1 + ku+
k

n
∆u

)

+O(W )

=

(

n
k−1

)

(

n
k

)

(

1 + u+
1

n
∆u

)

+O(W ). (5.9)
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We use this expansion to compute

d

dt
||u||2L2 = 2

∫

∂B

uutdA

= 2

∫

∂B

uw̃tdA

= 2

∫

∂B

u

(

− re−rtw + e−rtwt

)

dA

= 2

∫

∂B

u

(

−

(

n
k−1

)

(

n
k

) (1 + u) + e−rt

√

1 +
|∇u|2

(1 + u)2
σk−1(L)

σk(L)

)

dA.

(5.10)

After rescaling, we have

d

dt
||u||2L2 = 2

∫

∂B

u

(

−

(

n
k−1

)

(

n
k

) (1 + u) +

√

1 +
|∇u|2

(1 + u)2
σk−1(L̃)

σk(L̃)

)

dA

= 2

(

n
k−1

)

(

n
k

)

∫

∂B

u

(

− (1 + u) + (1 + u+
1

n
∆u)

)

dA+O(ǫ)||u||2W 2,2

=
2

n

(

n
k−1

)

(

n
k

)

∫

∂B

u∆udA+O(ǫ)||u||2W 2,2

=
−2

n

(

n
k−1

)

(

n
k

)

∫

∂B

|∇u|2dA+O(ǫ)||u||2W 2,2 . (5.11)

Next, we find
∫

∂B

d

dt
|∇w|2dA =

∫

∂B

2wj(wt)jdA

= −

∫

∂B

2wt∆wdA

= −

∫

∂B

2∆w

√

1 +
|∇u|2

(1 + u)2
σk−1(L̃)

σk(L̃)
dA. (5.12)

Therefore,
∫

∂B

d

dt
|∇u|2dA =

∫

∂B

d

dt

(

e−2rt|∇w|2
)

dA

=

∫

∂B

−2re−2rt|∇w|2 + e−2rt d

dt
|∇w|2dA

=

∫

∂B

−2

(

n
k−1

)

(

n
k

) |∇u|2 + e−2rt d

dt
|∇w|2dA

=

∫

∂B

−2

(

n
k−1

)

(

n
k

) |∇u|2 − 2e−2rtσk−1(L)

σk(L)

(

∆w

√

1 +
|∇w|2

w2

)

dA.

(5.13)
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After rescaling, we find

∫

∂B

d

dt
|∇u|2dA =

∫

∂B

−2

(

n
k−1

)

(

n
k

) |∇u|2 − 2
σk−1(L̃)

σk(L̃)

(

∆u

√

1 +
|∇u|2

(1 + u)2

)

dA

= −2

(

n
k−1

)

(

n
k

)

∫

∂B

|∇u|2 +∆u

(

1 + u+
1

n
∆u

)

dA+O(ǫ)||u||2W 2,2

= −2

(

n
k−1

)

(

n
k

)

∫

∂B

|∇u|2 + u∆u+
1

n
(∆u)2dA+O(ǫ)||u||2W 2,2

= −2

(

n
k−1

)

(

n
k

)

∫

∂B

1

n
(∆u)2dA+O(ǫ)||u||2W 2,2 . (5.14)

Next, we expand the derivative of
∫

M̃
σk(L̃)dµt along the flow.

Lemma 5.2. For the nearly spherical surface M̃(t0) in Lemma 5.1, at t0 it
holds that

d

dt

∫

M̃

σk(L̃)dµt ≤ (k + 1)

(

n
k−1

)(

n
k+1

)

(

n
k

)

(

1

n
||∇u||2L2 −

1

n2
||∆u||2L2

)

+O(ǫ)||u||2W 2,2 .

(5.15)

Proof. From formula (3.11), we find

d

dt

∫

M̃

σk(L̃)dµt

=(k + 1)

∫

∂B

1

σk(L̃)

(

σk−1(L̃)σk+1(L̃)−

(

n
k−1

)(

n
k+1

)

(

n
k

)2 σ2
k(L̃)

)

√

det g̃dA, (5.16)

and we found in (2.26) that

√

det g̃ = (1 + u)n

√

1 +
|∇u|2

(1 + u)2
. (5.17)

From the Newton-Maclaurin inequality σk−1(L̃)σk+1(L̃)−
( n
k−1)(

n
k+1)

(nk)
2 σ2

k(L̃) ≤ 0,

formula (5.6) and Lemma 4.1 of [VW22], we conclude

d

dt

∫

M̃

σk(L̃)dµt ≤
k + 1
(

n
k

)

∫

∂B

σk−1(L̃)σk+1(L̃)−

(

n
k−1

)(

n
k+1

)

(

n
k

)2 σ2
k(L̃)dA

+O(ǫ)

∫

∂B

σk−1(L̃)σk+1(L̃)−

(

n
k−1

)(

n
k+1

)

(

n
k

)2 σ2
k(L̃)dA. (5.18)
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Now we expand the expression σk−1(L̃)σk+1(L̃)−
( n
k−1)(

n
k+1)

(nk)
2 σ2

k(L̃) from the for-

mula in Lemma 3.1 in [VW22]. We find σk−1(L̃)σk+1(L̃)((1 + u)2 + |∇u|2)k+2

is equal to the product:

( k−1
∑

m=0

(−1)m
(

n−m
k−1−m

)

(1 + u)m

(

(1 + u)2σm(D2u) +
n+ k − 1− 2m

n−m
uiuj [Tm]ji (D

2u)

))

×

( k+1
∑

m=0

(−1)m
(

n−m
k+1−m

)

(1 + u)m

(

(1 + u)2σm(D2u) +
n+ k + 1− 2m

n−m
uiuj [Tm]ji (D

2u)

))

,

(5.19)

and σ2
k(L̃)((1 + u)2 + |∇u|2)k+2 equals:

( k
∑

m=0

(−1)m
(

n−m
k−m

)

(1 + u)m

(

(1 + u)2σm(D2u) +
n+ k − 2m

n−m
uiuj [Tm]ji (D

2u)

))2

.

(5.20)

We collect the coefficients occurring in front of the lower order terms in the
expression

((1 + u)2 + |∇u|2)k+2(σk−1(L̃)σk+1(L̃)−

(

n
k−1

)(

n
k+1

)

(

n
k

)2 σ2
k(L̃)), (5.21)

for which we have the following:

• (1 + u)4 : 0

• (1 + u)2|∇u|2 : 0

• (1 + u)3∆u : 0

• (1 + u)2σ2(D
2u) :

(

n
k−1

)(

n
k+1

)

2
n(n−1)

• (1 + u)2(∆u)2 : −
(

n
k−1

)(

n
k+1

)

1
n2

The rest of the terms are in O(ǫ)u2 +O(ǫ)|∇u|2 +O(ǫ)|D2u|2. Because

1

((1 + u)2 + |∇u|2)k+2
= 1 +O(ǫ),

we obtain σk−1(L̃)σk+1(L̃)−
( n
k−1)(

n
k+1)

(nk)
2 σ2

k(L̃) is equal to:

(

n

k − 1

)(

n

k + 1

)(

2

n(n− 1)
σ2(D

2u)−
1

n2
(∆u)2

)

+O(ǫ)u2 +O(ǫ)|∇u|2

+O(ǫ)|D2u|2. (5.22)
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Hence,

d

dt

∫

M̃

σk(L̃)dµt ≤(k + 1)

(

n
k−1

)(

n
k+1

)

(

n
k

)

∫

∂B

2

n(n− 1)
σ2(D

2u)−
1

n2
(∆u)2dA

+O(ǫ)||u||2W 2,2 . (5.23)

In the proof of Lemma 4.2 of [VW22], we used integration by parts to find
∫

∂B σ2(D
2u)dA = n−1

2

∫

∂B |∇u|2dA+O(ǫ)||∇u||2L2 . Hence

d

dt

∫

M̃

σk(L̃)dµt ≤
(k + 1)

(

n
k−1

)(

n
k+1

)

n ·
(

n
k

)

(

||∇u||2L2 −
1

n
||∆u||2L2

)

+O(ǫ)||u||2W 2,2 .

(5.24)

In Lemma 4.2 of [VW22], we obtained a Poincaré inequality when the
barycenter of a surface is at the origin. Following a similar argument to this
lemma, we now obtain a similar inequality, but instead we compare ||∆u||2L2

and ||∇u||2L2 . We also relax the conditions on the barycenter slightly.

Lemma 5.3. Suppose M is a hypersurface in R
n+1 which is starshaped with

respect to the origin, so that M = {(1 + u(x))x : x ∈ ∂B} where u ∈ C2(∂B).
Further assume that M is nearly spherical with ||u||C2 < ǫ, and for some fixed
K > 0 the barycenter of M satisfies |bar(M)|2 ≤ Kǫ||u||2W 2,2 . Then,

||∆u||2L2 ≥ 2(n+ 1)||∇u||2L2 −K ′ǫ||u||2W 2,2 , (5.25)

where K ′ > 0 depends on the choice of K.

Proof. Write u =
∑∞

k=0 akYk. From the proof of Lemma 5.2 in [VW22], observe
that if |bar(M)|2 ≤ Kǫ||u||2W 2,2 , then for some K ′ > 0 (depending on K) we
have a21 ≤ K ′ǫ||u||2W 2,2 . Furthermore, we find that

||∆u||2L2 =

∞
∑

k=1

λ2
ka

2
k

≥ |λ2|

∞
∑

k=1

|λk|a
2
k + (|λ1| − |λ2|)|λ1|a

2
1

= 2(n+ 1)||∇u||2L2 + (|λ1| − |λ2|)|λ1|a
2
1. (5.26)

We recall the following proposition from [VW22].

Proposition 5.4. ([VW22][Proposition 5.1]) Fix j where 0 ≤ j < k. Suppose
Ω = {(1 + u( x

|x|))x : x ∈ B} ⊆ R
n+1, where u ∈ C3(∂B), Ij(Ω) = Ij(B), and
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bar(Ω) = 0. Assume for sufficiently small ǫ > 0 that ||u||W 2,∞ < ǫ. Then,

Ik(Ω)− Ik(B) ≥

(

n

k

)

(n− k)(k − j)

2n

((

1 +O(ǫ)

)

||u||2L2

+

(

1

2
+O(ǫ)

)

||∇u||2L2

)

. (5.27)

Now we are fully equipped with the formulas needed to prove the next propo-
sition. Under the conditions of Proposition 5.4, when Ik−1(Ω)) = Ik−1(B) we
have

Ik(Ω)− Ik(B) ≥ (1 +O(ǫ))A(t), (5.28)

where we recall the notation of (1.25)

A(t) := A(Ω(t)) =

(

n

k

)

(n− k)

2n

(

||u||2L2 +
1

2
||∇u||2L2

)

. (5.29)

The rest of this section is devoted to providing a new approach to proving the
quantitative quermassintegral inequalities (5.28) by comparing d

dt (Ik(Ω̃)(t) −

Ik(B)) and d
dtA(t) along the flow.

For convenience, we recall the statement of Theorem 1.5.

Theorem 5.5. Suppose M(t) is a solution to the flow (5.1)) and M̃(t) is the
rescaled surface in (5.3) of M(t). Additionally, assume at t0 that M(t0) is
nearly spherical with ||u(t0)||W 2,∞ < ǫ and that the barycenter of M̃(t0) satisfies
|bar(M̃(t0))| ≤ Kǫ||u(t0)||

2
W 2,2 for fixed a K > 0. Then, for any small η > 0,

d

dt
(Ik(Ω̃(t0))− Ik(B)) ≤ (1− η)

d

dt
A(t0), (5.30)

and the choice of a sufficiently small ǫ > 0 depends on η and K.
Moreover, along any solution to the flow (5.1) where |bar(M̃ (t))| ≤ Kǫ||u||2W 2,2

holds for sufficiently large t, we have

lim inf
t→∞

Ik(Ω̃(t)) − Ik(B)

A(t)
≥ 1. (5.31)

Remark. If the initial surface M(0) is n-symmetric (symmetric with respect to
reflection over each coordinate axis), then M(t) remains n-symmetric throughout
the flow, in which case the barycenter remains at the origin during the entire
flow, thus satisfying the conditions on the barycenter for this theorem.

Proof. Lemma 5.1 immediately yields

d

dt
A(t) = −

(

n

k

)

n− k

2n

2

n

(

n
k−1

)

(

n
k

)

(

||∇u||2L2 +
1

2
||∆u||2L2

)

+O(ǫ)||u||2W 2,2

= −
(k + 1)

n2

(

n
k−1

)(

n
k+1

)

(

n
k

)

(

||∇u||2L2 +
1

2
||∆u||2L2

)

+O(ǫ)||u||2W 2,2 . (5.32)
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Combining the inequalities in (5.15) and (5.26) yields

d

dt

∫

M̃

σk(L̃)dµt ≤
(k + 1)

n2

(

n
k−1

)(

n
k+1

)

(

n
k

)

(

n||∇u|2L2 −
1

2
||∆u||2L2 −

1

2
||∆u||2L2

)

+O(ǫ)||u||2W 2,2 .

≤
(k + 1)

n2

(

n
k−1

)(

n
k+1

)

(

n
k

)

(

− ||∇u||2L2 −
1

2
||∆u||2L2

)

+O(ǫ)||u||2W 2,2 .

(5.33)

At this point, we can almost conclude the first part of the theorem, but the
term O(ǫ)||u||2W 2,2 in both inequalities above does not allow for the conclusion
that d

dt (Ik(E)− Ik(B)) ≤ d
dtA(t). However, if we multiply the left-hand side of

(5.33) by 1
1−η , we find

1

1− η

d

dt

∫

M̃

σk(L̃)dµt ≤
(k + 1)

n2

(

n
k−1

)(

n
k+1

)

(

n
k

)

(

− ||∇u|2L2 −
1

2
||∆u||2L2

)

− C′||∆u||2L2 +O(ǫ)||u||2W 2,2 , (5.34)

where C > 0 depends only on the choice of η.
Furthermore, noting that on the sphere ||∆u||2L2 = ||D2u||2L2+(n−1)||∇u||2L2

and the inequalities in Lemma 5.2 of [VW22] and Lemma 5.3, we find that
C′||∆u||2L2 dominates O(ǫ)||u||2W 2,2 . Thereby, for any choice of 0 < η < 1, there
is an ǫ > 0 where ||u||C2 < ǫ ensures

d

dt
(Ik(Ω̃(t))− Ik(B)) ≤ (1− η)

d

dt
A(t). (5.35)

Both sides of the inequality above are negative quantities, which gives

d
dt(Ik(Ω̃(t)) − Ik(B))

d
dtA(t)

≥ 1− η. (5.36)

Next, as a consequence of the exponential convergence ofM(t) to a sphere shown
in [Urb90] and [Ger90], we have that ||u||C2 converges to 0 as t → ∞. Hence,

lim inf
t→∞

d
dt(Ik(Ω̃(t))− Ik(B))

d
dtA(t)

≥ 1. (5.37)

Because both Ik(M(t))− Ik(B) and A(t) approach 0, we obtain, from a gener-
alized version of L’Hopital’s Rule, that

lim inf
t→∞

Ik(Ω̃(t)) − Ik(B)

A(t)
≥ 1. (5.38)
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Before we can use the previous proposition to give a different proof of Propo-
sition 5.4, at least in the case where the barycenter remains close enough to the
origin, we need the following lemma. We need to show that if M̃(0) is nearly
spherical initially, then M̃(0) remains nearly spherical, which will allow us to
apply the previous lemma for all M̃(t) along the flow.

Lemma 5.6. Along the flow (5.1), for any ǫ > 0 there is a δ > 0 such that
when ||u(0)||C2 < δ, it holds that ||u(t)||C2 < ǫ for all t ≥ 0.

Proof. In this proof, we primarily examine some results from [Urb90] to help
prove the lemma. In this paper, Urbas normalizes f in the flow so that f(δij) = 1.

This normalization would require that the rescaling to M̃(t) satisfies w̃(t) =
e−tw (instead of e−rtw). In this proof, we continue using our conventions from
this section and don’t use their normalization. Note that in our rescaling we

have f̃ = ertf , where we recall f = σk(L)
σk−1(L) . We change constants from their

proof to appropriately adapt to our notation. [Urb90][Lemma 3.1] proves that

min
∂B

w(0) ≤ w(t)e−rt ≤ max
∂B

w(0), (5.39)

which immediately yields min∂B u(0) ≤ u(t) ≤ max∂B u(0). In [Urb90][Lemma
3.2], Urbas showed

|∇w(t)|

w(t)
≤ max

∂B

|∇w(0)|

w(0)
, (5.40)

which yields

|∇u(t)| ≤
1 + u(t)

min∂B(1 + u(0))
max
∂B

|∇u(0)| ≤
max∂B(1 + u(0))

min∂B(1 + u(0))
max
∂B

|∇u(0)|

(5.41)

At this point, we have concluded that ||u(t)||C1 < ǫ for some chosen δ > 0
on the initial conditions, and next we find bounds on the principal curvatures
to obtain the desired bound on ||D2u||L∞ . At the end of [Urb90][Lemma 3.3],
Urbas showed

hmax(t) ≤ hmax(0)− 2rt, (5.42)

where h = log

(

κ
<X,ν>

)

and hmax(t) is the maximum value taken over all points

on the surface M(t) and the principal curvatures κ. When rescaling the inputs,
we observe

h = log

(

e−rtκ̃

< ertX̃, ν >

)

= log

(

e−2rt κ̃

< X̃, ν >

)

. (5.43)
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Because of the bound on ||u||C1 , we have that < X̃, ν > can be made close to 1
for small δ. Then, given any β > 0 we can ensure, for small enough δ, that

e−2rt(κ̃max(t)− β) ≤ e−2rt(κ̃max(0) + β), (5.44)

where we have used that the inequality (5.42) can be rewritten as ehmax(t) ≤
e−2rtehmax(0). This inequality quickly simplifies to

κ̃max(t) ≤ κ̃max(0) + 2β. (5.45)

For sufficiently small ||u(0)||C2 , we find κ̃max(0) is close to 1 so that

κ̃max(t) ≤ 1 + 3β. (5.46)

Next we find a similar lower bound on the principal curvatures. In [Urb90][Lemma

3.5], Urbas sets G :=
(nk)
( n

k−1)

√

1+ |∇w|2

w2

wf , and they conclude

min
∂B

G(0) ≤ G ≤ max
∂B

G(0). (5.47)

Using f̃ = ertf , we rewrite the above inequality as

(

n
k

)

(

n
k−1

)

√

1 + |∇w̃|2

w̃2

w̃

1

max∂B G(0)
≤ f̃ ≤

(

n
k

)

(

n
k−1

)

√

1 + |∇w̃|2

w̃2

w̃

1

min∂B G(0)
. (5.48)

We find for sufficiently small δ that

1− β ≤

(

n
k−1

)

(

n
k

) f̃ ≤ 1 + β. (5.49)

for all t ≥ 0. Now, using the inequality 1
nσ1(L̃) ≥

( n

k−1)
(nk)

f̃ (see, for example

[Lie96][Lemma 15.13]), we sum over the principal curvatures at any point on
M(t) to find 1

n

∑n
i=1 κ̃i ≥ 1− β. Therefore,

κ̃1 ≥ n−

n
∑

i=2

κ̃i − nβ

≥ n− (n− 1)(1 + 3β)− nβ = 1− (4n− 3)β. (5.50)

In conclusion, the principal curvatures remaining close to 1, together with
||u(t)||C1 . These ensure that ||u(t)||C2 < ǫ.

We are now ready to give a proof of the following corollary, which gives a new
proof of Proposition 5.4 when j = k−1 in the case that M is n-symmetric (that
is, M is preserved under reflection over each coordinate axis). When setting
M(0) = M , the symmetry condition will be preserved throughout the entire
flow, thus keeping the barycenter of M(t) at the origin for all t ≥ 0. This allows
us to apply Theorem 1.5 to prove Corollary 1.6.
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Proof. of Corollary 1.6. Suppose M is the initial surface, and M(t) is the flow
defined by (5.1). We denote the rescaled flow (5.3) by M̃(t) = ∂Ω̃(t). Next, we
set

S(t) :=
Ik(Ω̃(t)) − Ik(B)

A(t)
. (5.51)

For any η > 0, we find ǫ > 0, as in Theorem 1.5, so that d
dtIk(Ω̃(t)) ≤ (1 −

η) d
dtA(t) when ||u(t)||C2 < ǫ. From Lemma 5.6, we know for small enough

||u(0)||C2 that M(t) remains nearly spherical throughout the flow to ensure
d
dtIk(Ω̃(t)) ≤ (1− η) d

dtA(t). We aim to prove the conclusion of this corollary for

M(0), which we note is the same as M̃(0).
We find

d

dt
S(t) =

A(t) d
dtIk(Ω̃(t))− (Ik(Ω̃(t))− Ik(B)) d

dtA(t)

A2(t)

≤
d
dtA(t)

A2(t)
((1 − η) ·A(t)− (IkΩ̃(t))− Ik(B)). (5.52)

Given any t0 ≥ 0, there are two cases:

1. S(t0) ≥ 1− η. This is equivalent to (1 − η) ·A(t0) ≤ Ik(Ω̃(t0))− Ik(B).

2. S(t0) < 1 − η, which implies S is decreasing at t0 because in this case

(1− η) ·A(t0)− (Ik(Ω̃(t0))− Ik(B)) > 0, and we always have
d
dt

A(t0)

A2(t0)
≤ 0

for small ||u||C2 .

Suppose when t0 = 0 we have case 1. This means S(0) ≥ 1 − η, which
concludes this corollary for M(0).

Now we consider what would happen if case 2 were to occur at t0 = 0, for
which we will find a contradiction and conclude that case 1 must occur at t0 = 0.
If case 2 were to occur, we would have S(0) < 1−η and that S begins decreasing
initially. This implies that S(t) < 1 − η for all t > 0. So, S(t) remains in case
2 for all t > 0 and is thereby decreasing throughout the entire flow. This is
a contradiction, however, since that implies lim inf t→∞ S(t) ≤ 1 − η < 1, but
Theorem 1.5 shows that lim inft→∞ S(t) ≥ 1.

6 Stability along the (normalized) σk curvature

flow

In this section, we examine stability of the (k,−1)-quermassintegral inequality
of the flow of surfaces M(t) along (4.1) with α = 1, which is the flow

Xt = (−σk(L) + h(t))ν, (6.1)

28



where h(t) = 1
Area(M(t))

∫

M(t)
σk(L)dµt. The volume along the flow is preserved.

Therefore, when studying stability for nearly spherical sets, the Fraenkel asym-
metry can be approximated above by ||u||2L2 , which we observed using formula
(110) in [VW22].

So, next we differentiate the quantities ||u||2L2 and d
dt

∫

M(t) σk−1(L)dµt along

the flow.

Lemma 6.1. For sufficiently small ǫ > 0, if ||u(t)||C2 < ǫ along the flow (6.1),
then

d

dt
||u||2L2 = 2

k

n

(

n

k

)
∫

∂B

nu2 − |∇u|2dA+O(ǫ)||u||2W 2,2 , (6.2)

and

d

dt

∫

M(t)

σk−1(L)dµt =k3
(

n

k

)2 ∫

∂B

−u2 −
1

n2
(∆u)2 +

2

n
|∇u|2dA

+O(ǫ)||u||2W 2,2 . (6.3)

Proof. We begin by estimating the function G := −σk(L) + h(t). To compute

h(t) :=
1

Area(M(t))

∫

M(t)

σk(L)dµt,

recall from the proof of Proposition 4.3 of [VW22] that when V (Ω(t)) = V (B),
we have

∫

M(t)
σk(L)dµt equals

(

n

k

)

Area(∂B) +

(

n

k

)

(n− k)(k + 1)

2n

(

||∇u||2L2 − n|||u||2L2

)

+O(ǫ)||u||2W 1,2 .

(6.4)

Additionally

Area(M(t)) =

∫

∂B

(1 + u)n−1
√

(1 + u)2 + |∇u|2dA

=

∫

∂B

(1 + (n− 1)u+
(n− 1)(n− 2)

2
u2)(1 + u+

1

2
|∇u|2)dA

+O(ǫ)||u||2W 1,2

=

∫

∂B

1 + nu+
n(n− 1)

2
u2 +

1

2
|∇u|2dA+O(ǫ)||u||2W 1,2 . (6.5)

Using the assumption that Vol(Ω(t)) = Vol(B), we have that
∫

∂B

u dA =

∫

∂B

−n

2
u2 dA+O(ǫ)||u||2L2 . (6.6)

We substitute (6.6) to (6.5) to find

Area(M(t)) =

∫

∂B

1−
n

2
u2 +

1

2
|∇u|2dA+O(ǫ)||u||2W 1,2 . (6.7)
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Hence

1

Area(M(t))
=

1

Area(∂B)

1

1− 1
Area(∂B) (

n
2 |||u||

2
L2 −

1
2 ||∇u||2L2) +O(ǫ)||u||2W 1,2

=
1

Area(∂B)
+O(||u||2W 1,2 ). (6.8)

Thus

h(t) =
1

Area(M(t))

((

n

k

)

Area(M(t)) +O(||u||2W 1,2 )

)

=

(

n

k

)

+O(||u||2W 1,2). (6.9)

Using the formulas in Lemma 4.1 and Lemma 3.1 in [VW22], we have σk(L)
equals:

1

(1 + u)2 + |∇u|2)
k+2

2

k
∑

m=0

(−1)m
(

n−m
k−m

)

(1 + u)m

(

(1 + u)2σm(D2u)

+
n+ k − 2m

n−m
uiuj[Tm]ji (D

2u)

)

=

(

n

k

)

(1 − (k + 2)u)(1 + 2u−
k

n
∆u) +O(‖u‖2W 1,2)

=

(

n

k

)

(1 − ku−
k

n
∆u) +O(‖u‖2W 1,2) (6.10)

Thereby

G = (−σk(L) + h) = k

(

n

k

)

(u +
1

n
∆u) +O(‖u‖2W 1,2) (6.11)

and

G2 = k2
(

n

k

)2(

u2 +
1

n2
(∆u)2 +

2

n
u∆u

)

+O(ǫ)(‖u‖2W 1,2) (6.12)

Next, as in (5.2), ut = G
√

1 + |∇u|2

(1+u)2 . Then, since

√

1 +
|∇u|2

(1 + u)2
= 1 +O(‖u‖2W 1,2),

we obtain

d

dt
||u||L2 = 2

∫

∂B

uutdA

= 2
k

n

(

n

k

)
∫

∂B

(nu2 + u∆u)

√

1 +
|∇u|2

(1 + u)2
dA+O(ǫ)||u||2W 2,2

= 2
k

n

(

n

k

)
∫

∂B

nu2 − |∇u|2dA+O(ǫ)||u||2W 2,2 . (6.13)
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Using the formula in Lemma 4.2 with α = 1, we compute

d

dt

∫

M(t)

σk−1dµt = −k

∫

∂B

G2(1 + u)n

√

1 +
|∇u|2

(1 + u)2
dA

= −k3
(

n

k

)2 ∫

∂B

u2 +
1

n2
(∆u)2 +

2

n
u∆udA+O(ǫ)||u||2W 2,2

= −k3
(

n

k

)2 ∫

∂B

u2 +
1

n2
(∆u)2 −

2

n
|∇u|2dA+O(ǫ)||u||2W 2,2 .

(6.14)

Now we revisit Proposition 5.4 along the flow, from which we conclude that
if M is a nearly spherical surface, where the barycenter is at the origin and
V (Ω) = V (B), then

Ik−1(Ω)− Ik−1(B) ≥

(

n

k − 1

)

k(n− k + 1)

2n
||u||2L2 +O(ǫ)||u||2W 1,2 . (6.15)

This is a weaker statement than Proposition 5.4 because we have left out the gra-
dient term. However, the gradient term is not needed when using the Fraenkel
asymmetry in the quantitative quermassintegral inequality.

In the following theorem, we compare the derivatives of both sides of the
inequality (6.15). Importantly, just as in Theorem 1.5, we need a condition that
ensures the barycenter remains near the origin throughout the flow. We know
this condition will be preserved for n-symmetric sets, for example.

For convenience, we recall the statement of Theorem 1.7.

Theorem 6.2. Suppose M(t) is a solution of surfaces to the flow (6.1), and at
t0 the surface M(t0) satisfies, for a fixed K, that |bar(M(t0))|

2 ≤ Kǫ||u(t0)||
2
W 2,2

and ||u(t0)||W 2,∞ < ǫ. Then, for any small η > 0

d

dt

(

Ik−1(Ω(t0))− Ik−1(B)

)

≤ (1− η)
d

dt

k(n− k + 1)

2n
||u(t0)||

2
L2 , (6.16)

where the choice of a sufficiently small ǫ > 0 depends on η and K. Additionally,
if |bar(M(t))|2 ≤ Kǫ||u||2W 2,2 holds for sufficiently large t, then

lim inf
t→∞

Ik−1(Ω(t))− Ik−1(B)

||u(t)||2L2

≥
k(n− k + 1)

2n
. (6.17)

Remark. Here we are not able to conclude an analogous statement to Corollary
1.6 because we do not have a similar result to Lemma 5.6.

Proof. First, from (6.2) d
dt

k(n−k+1)
2n

(

n
k−1

)

||u||2L2 equals:

k2(n− k + 1)

n2

(

n

k − 1

)(

n

k

)
∫

∂B

nu2 − |∇u|2dA+O(ǫ)||u||2W 2,2

=
k3

n2

(

n

k

)2 ∫

∂B

nu2 − |∇u|2dA+O(ǫ)||u||2W 2,2 . (6.18)
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From Lemma 5.3, when |bar(M(t))|2 ≤ Kǫ||u||W 2,2 , we have ||∆u||2L2 ≥
2(n+ 1)||∇u||2L2 + O(ǫ)||u||W 2,2 . Thus, we can bound the deficit with formula
(6.3),

d

dt
(Ik−1(M(t))− Ik−1(B))

=
k3

n2

(

n

k

)2 ∫

∂B

−n2u2 − (∆u)2 + 2n|∇u|2dA+O(ǫ)||u||2W 2,2

≤
k3

n2

(

n

k

)2 ∫

∂B

−n2u2 − |∇u|2dA+O(ǫ)||u||2W 2,2 . (6.19)

We achieve both (6.16) and (6.17) by the same reasoning as in Theorem 1.5,
which is made possible from the convergence of M(t) to a sphere as stated in
Lemma 4.1.
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