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THE BRASCAMP-LIEB INEQUALITY IN CONVEX GEOMETRY

AND IN THE THEORY OF ALGORITHMS

KÁROLY J. BÖRÖCZKY (RÉNYI INSTITUTE, BUDAPEST)

Abstract. The Brascamp-Lieb inequality in harmonic analysis was proved by
Brascamp and Lieb in the rank one case in 1976, and by Lieb in 1990. It says
that in a certain inequality, the optimal constant can be determined by check-
ing the inequality for centered Gaussian distributions. It was Keith M Ball’s
pioneering work around 1990 that led to various applications of the inequality
in Convex Geometry, and even in Discrete Geometry, like Brazitikos’ quantita-
tive fractional version of the Helly Theorem. On the other hand, determining
the optimal constant and possible Gaussian extremizers for the Brascamp-
Lieb inequality can be formulated as a problem in terms of positive definite
matrices, and this problem has intimate links to the Theory of Algorithms.

1. The Brascamp-Lieb-Barthe inequalities

For a proper linear subspace E of Rn (E 6= R
n and E 6= {0}), let PE denote

the orthogonal projection into E. We say that the subspaces E1, . . . , Ek of Rn and
p1, . . . , pk > 0 form a Geometric Brascamp-Lieb datum if they satisfy

(1)
k
∑

i=1

piPEi
= In.

The name “Geometric Brascamp-Lieb datum” coined by Bennett, Carbery, Christ,
Tao [20] comes from the following theorem, originating in the work of Brascamp,
Lieb [29] and Ball [4, 5] in the rank one case (dimEi = 1 for i = 1, . . . , k), and
Lieb [67] and Barthe [10] in the general case. In the rank one case, the Geometric
Brascamp-Lieb datum is known by various names, like ”John decomposition of
the identity operator” (cf. Theorem 2.4 and Theorem 2.5), or tight frame, or
Parseval frame in coding theory and computer science (see for example Casazza,
Tran, Tremain [37]).

Theorem 1.1 (Brascamp-Lieb, Ball, Barthe). For the linear subspaces E1, . . . , Ek

of Rn and p1, . . . , pk > 0 satisfying (1), and for non-negative fi ∈ L1(Ei), we have

(2)

∫

Rn

k
∏

i=1

fi(PEi
x)pi dx ≤

k
∏

i=1

(
∫

Ei

fi

)pi

Remark This is Hölder’s inequality if E1 = . . . = Ek = R
n and PEi

= In, and

hence
∑k

i=1 pi = 1.

We note that equality holds in Theorem 1.1 if fi(x) = e−π‖x‖2

for i = 1, . . . , k;
and hence, each fi is a Gaussian density. Actually, Theorem 1.1 is an important
special case discovered by Ball [5,7] in the rank one case and by Barthe [10] in the
general case of the general Brascamp-Lieb inequality (cf. Theorem 1.6).
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After partial results by Barthe [10], Carlen, Lieb, Loss [35] and Bennett, Car-
bery, Christ, Tao [20], it was Valdimarsson [82] who characterized equality in the
Geometric Brascamp-Lieb inequality. In order to state his result, we need some no-
tation. Let E1, . . . , Ek the proper linear subspaces of Rn and p1, . . . , pk > 0 satisfy
(1). As Bennett, Carbery, Christ, Tao [20] observe, (1) yields that for any non-zero

linear subspace V , the map
∑k

i=1 piPV ◦ PEi
is the identity map on V , and hence

considering traces show that

(3)

k
∑

i=1

pi dim(Ei ∩ V ) ≤ dimV.

In order to understand extremizers in (2), following Carlen, Lieb, Loss [35] and
Bennett, Carbery, Christ, Tao [20], we say that a non-zero linear subspace V is a
critical subspace if

k
∑

i=1

pi dim(Ei ∩ V ) = dimV,

which is turn equivalent saying that

Ei = (Ei ∩ V ) + (Ei ∩ V ⊥) for i = 1, . . . , k

by the argument leading to (3) (cf. [20]). We say that a critical subspace V is
indecomposable if V has no proper critical linear subspace.

Valdimarsson [82] introduced the notions of independent subspaces and the de-
pendent subspace. We write J to denote the set of 2k functions {1, . . . , k} → {0, 1}.
If ε ∈ J , then let F(ε) = ∩k

i=1E
(ε(i))
i where E

(0)
i = Ei and E

(1)
i = E⊥

i for i = 1, . . . , k.
We write J0 to denote the subset of ε ∈ J such that dimF(ε) ≥ 1, and such an
F(ε) is called independent following Valdimarsson [82]. Readily F(ε) and F(ε̃) are
orthogonal if ε 6= ε̃ for ε, ε̃ ∈ J0. In addition, we write Fdep to denote the orthog-
onal component of ⊕ε∈J0

F(ε). In particular, Rn can be written as a direct sum of
pairwise orthogonal linear subspaces in the form

(4) R
n =

(

⊕ε∈J0
F(ε)

)

⊕ Fdep.

Here it is possible that J0 = ∅, and hence R
n = Fdep, or Fdep = {0}, and hence

R
n = ⊕ε∈J0

F(ε) in that case.
For a non-zero linear subspace L ⊂ R

n, we say that a linear transformation
A : L → L is positive definite if 〈Ax, y〉 = 〈x,Ay〉 and 〈x,Ax〉 > 0 for any
x, y ∈ L\{0}.
Theorem 1.2 (Valdimarsson). For the proper linear subspaces E1, . . . , Ek of Rn

and p1, . . . , pk > 0 satisfying (1), let us assume that equality holds in the Brascamp-
Lieb inequality (2) for non-negative fi ∈ L1(Ei), i = 1, . . . , k. If Fdep 6= R

n, then
let F1, . . . , Fℓ be the independent subspaces, and if Fdep = R

n, then let ℓ = 1 and
F1 = {0}. There exist b ∈ Fdep and θi > 0 for i = 1, . . . , k, integrable non-negative
hj : Fj → [0,∞) for j = 1, . . . , ℓ, and a positive definite matrix A : Fdep → Fdep

such that the eigenspaces of A are critical subspaces and

(5) fi(x) = θie
−〈APFdep

x,PFdep
x−b〉

∏

Fj⊂Ei

hj(PFj
(x)) for Lebesgue a.e. x ∈ Ei.

On the other hand, if for any i = 1, . . . , k, fi is of the form as in (5), then equality
holds in (2) for f1, . . . , fk.
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Theorem 1.2 explains the term ”independent subspaces” because the functions
hj on Fj are chosen freely and independently from each other.

A reverse form of the Geometric Brascamp-Lieb inequality was proved by Barthe
[10]. We write

∫ ∗

Rn ϕ to denote the outer integral for a possibly non-integrable

function ϕ : Rn → [0,∞); namely, the infimum (actually minimum) of
∫

Rn ψ where
ψ ≥ ϕ is Lebesgue measurable.

Theorem 1.3 (Barthe). For the non-trivial linear subspaces E1, . . . , Ek of Rn and
p1, . . . , pk > 0 satisfying (1), and for non-negative fi ∈ L1(Ei), we have

(6)

∫ ∗

Rn

sup
x=

∑
k
i=1

pixi, xi∈Ei

k
∏

i=1

fi(xi)
pi dx ≥

k
∏

i=1

(
∫

Ei

fi

)pi

.

Remark. This is the Prékopa-Leindler inequality (cf. Theorem 1.5) if E1 = . . . =

Ek = R
n and PEi

= In, and hence
∑k

i=1 pi = 1.

We say that a function h : R
n → [0,∞) is log-concave if h((1 − λ)x + λ y) ≥

h(x)1−λh(y)λ for any x, y ∈ R
n and λ ∈ (0, 1); or in other words, h = e−W for a

convex function W : Rn → (−∞,∞]. Böröczky, Kalantzopoulos, Xi [28] prove the
following characterization of equality in the Geometric Barthe’s inequality (6).

Theorem 1.4 (Böröczky, Kalantzopoulos, Xi). For linear subspaces E1, . . . , Ek

of Rn and p1, . . . , pk > 0 satisfying (1), if Fdep 6= R
n, then let F1, . . . , Fℓ be the

independent subspaces, and if Fdep = R
n, then let ℓ = 1 and F1 = {0}.

If equality holds in the Geometric Barthe’s inequality (6) for non-negative fi ∈
L1(Ei) with

∫

Ei
fi > 0, i = 1, . . . , k, then

(7)

fi(x) = θie
−〈APFdep

x,PFdep
x−bi〉

∏

Fj⊂Ei

hj(PFj
(x− wi)) for Lebesgue a.e. x ∈ Ei

where

• θi > 0, bi ∈ Ei ∩ Fdep and wi ∈ Ei for i = 1, . . . , k,
• hj ∈ L1(Fj) is non-negative for j = 1, . . . , ℓ, and in addition, hj is log-
concave if there exist α 6= β with Fj ⊂ Eα ∩ Eβ,

• A : Fdep → Fdep is a positive definite matrix such that the eigenspaces of A
are critical subspaces.

On the other hand, if for any i = 1, . . . , k, fi is of the form as in (7) and equality
holds for all x ∈ Ei in (7), then equality holds in (6) for f1, . . . , fk.

In particular, if for any α = 1, . . . , k, the subspaces {Ei}i6=α span R
n in Theo-

rem 1.4, then any extremizer of the Geometric Barthe’s inequality is log-concave.
We note that Barthe’s inequality (6) extends the celebrated Prékopa-Leindler

inequality Theorem 1.5 (proved in various forms by Prékopa [77, 78], Leindler [63]
and Borell [25]) whose equality case was clarified by Dubuc [40] (see the survey
Gardner [44]).

Theorem 1.5 (Prékopa, Leindler, Dubuc). For m ≥ 2, λ1, . . . , λm ∈ (0, 1) with
λ1 + . . .+ λm = 1 and integrable ϕ1, . . . , ϕm : Rn → [0,∞), we have

(8)

∫ ∗

Rn

sup
x=

∑
m
i=1

λixi, xi∈Rn

m
∏

i=1

ϕi(xi)
λi dx ≥

m
∏

i=1

(
∫

Rn

ϕi

)λi

,



4 KÁROLY J. BÖRÖCZKY (RÉNYI INSTITUTE, BUDAPEST)

and if equality holds and the left hand side is positive and finite, then there exist a
log-concave function ϕ and ai > 0 and bi ∈ R

n for i = 1, . . . ,m such that

ϕi(x) = ai ϕ(x − bi)

for Lebesgue a.e. x ∈ R
n, i = 1, . . . ,m.

The explanation for the phenomenon concerning the log-concavity of hj in The-
orem 1.4 is as follows. Let ℓ ≥ 1 and j ∈ {1, . . . , ℓ}, and hence

∑

Ei⊃Fj
pi = 1. If

f1, . . . , fk are of the form (7), then equality in Barthe’s inequality (6) yields
∫ ∗

Fj

sup
x=

∑
Ei⊃Fj

pixi

xi∈Fj

hj

(

xi−PFj
wi

)pi

dx =
∏

Ei⊃Fj

(

∫

Fj

hj

(

x− PFj
wi

)

dx

)pi
(

=

∫

Fj

hj(x) dx

)

.

Therefore, if there exist α 6= β with Fj ⊂ Eα ∩ Eβ , then the equality conditions
in the Prékopa-Leindler inequality (8) imply that hj is log-concave. On the other
hand, if there exists α ∈ {1, . . . , k} such that Fj ⊂ E⊥

β for any β 6= α, then we do
not have any condition on hj , and pα = 1.

For completeness, let us state and discuss the general Brascamp-Lieb inequality
and its reverse form due to Barthe. The following was proved by Brascamp, Lieb [29]
in the rank one case and Lieb [67] in general.

Theorem 1.6 (Brascamp-Lieb Inequality). Let Bi : R
n → Hi be surjective linear

maps where Hi is ni-dimensional Euclidean space, ni ≥ 1, for i = 1, . . . , k such
that

∩k
i=1kerBi = {0},

and let p1, . . . , pk > 0 satisfy
∑k

i=1 pini = n. Then for non-negative fi ∈ L1(Hi),
we have

(9)

∫

Rn

k
∏

i=1

fi(Bix)
pi dx ≤ BL(B,p) ·

k
∏

i=1

(
∫

Hi

fi

)pi

where the optimal factor BL(B,p) ∈ (0,∞] depending on B = (B1, . . . , Bk) and p =
(p1, . . . , pk) (which we call a Brascamp-Lieb datum), and BL(B,p) is determined by
choosing centered Gaussians fi(x) = e−〈Aix,x〉 for some symmetric positive definite
ni × ni matrix Ai, i = 1, . . . , k and x ∈ Hi.

Remark The Geometric Brascamp-Lieb Inequality is readily a special case of (9)
where BL(B,p) = 1. We note that (9) is Hölder’s inequality if H1 = . . . = Hk = R

n

and each Bi = In, and hence BL(B,p) = 1 and
∑k

i=1 pi = 1 in that case.

The condition
∑k

i=1 pini = n makes sure that for any λ > 0, the inequality (9)
is invariant under replacing f1(x1), . . . , fk(xk) by f1(λx1), . . . , fk(λxk), xi ∈ Hi.

We say that two Brascamp-Lieb datum {(Bi, pi)}i=1,...,k and {(B′
i, p

′
i)}i=1,...,k′

as in Theorem 1.6 are called equivalent if k′ = k, p′i = pi, and there exists linear
isomorphisms Ψ : Rn → R

n and Φi : Hi → H ′
i, i = 1, . . . , k, such that B′

i = Φi◦Bi◦
Ψ. It was proved by Carlen, Lieb, Loss [35] in the rank one case, and by Bennett,
Carbery, Christ, Tao [20] in general that there exists a set of extremizers f1, . . . , fk
for (9) if and only if the Brascamp-Lieb datum {(Bi, pi)}i=1,...,k is equivalent to
some Geometric Brascamp-Lieb datum. Therefore, Valdimarsson’s Theorem 1.2
provides a full characterization of the equality case in Theorem 1.6, as well.
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The following reverse version of the Brascamp-Lieb inequality was proved by
Barthe in [9] in the rank one case, and in [10] in general.

Theorem 1.7 (Barthe’s Inequality). Let Bi : R
n → Hi be surjective linear maps

where Hi is ni-dimensional Euclidean space, ni ≥ 1, for i = 1, . . . , k such that

∩k
i=1kerBi = {0},

and let p1, . . . , pk > 0 satisfy
∑k

i=1 pini = n. Then for non-negative fi ∈ L1(Hi),
we have

(10)

∫ ∗

Rn

sup
x=

∑
k
i=1

piB∗
i
xi, xi∈Hi

k
∏

i=1

fi(xi)
pi dx ≥ RBL(B,p) ·

k
∏

i=1

(
∫

Hi

fi

)pi

where the optimal factor RBL(B,p) ∈ [0,∞) depends on the Brascamp-Lieb datum
B = (B1, . . . , Bk) and p = (p1, . . . , pk), and RBL(B,p) is determined by choosing
centered Gaussians fi(x) = e−〈Aix,x〉 for some symmetric positive definite ni × ni

matrix Ai, i = 1, . . . , k and x ∈ Hi.

Remark The Geometric Barthe’s Inequality is readily a special case of (10) where
RBL(B,p) = 1. We note that (10) is the Prékopa-Leindler inequality (8) if H1 =

. . . = Hk = R
n and each Bi = In, and hence RBL(B,p) = 1 and

∑k
i=1 pi = 1 in

that case.
The condition

∑k
i=1 pini = n makes sure that for any λ > 0, the inequality (10)

is invariant under replacing f1(x1), . . . , fk(xk) by f1(λx1), . . . , fk(λxk), xi ∈ Hi.

Remark 1.8 (The relation between BL(B,p) and RBL(B,p)). For a Brascamp-
Lieb datum B = (B1, . . . , Bk) and p = (p1, . . . , pk) as in Theorem 1.6 and Theo-
rem 1.7, possibly BL(B,p) = ∞ and RBL(B,p) = 0 (see Section 4 for the charac-
terizastion when BL(B,p) and RBL(B,p) are positive and finite).

According to Barthe [10], BL(B,p) < ∞ if and only if RBL(B,p) > 0, and in
this case, we have

(11) BL(B,p) · RBL(B,p) = 1.

Concerning extremals in Theorem 1.7, Lehec [62] proved that if there exists
some Gaussian extremizers for Barthe’s Inequality (10), then the corresponding
Brascamp-Lieb datum {(Bi, pi)}i=1,...,k is equivalent to some Geometric Brascamp-
Lieb datum; therefore, the equality case of (10) can be understood via Theorem 1.4
in that case.

However, it is still not known whether having any extremizers in Barthe’s In-
equality (10) yields the existence of Gaussian extremizers. One possible approach
is to use iterated convolutions and renormalizations as in Bennett, Carbery, Christ,
Tao [20] in the case of Brascamp-Lieb inequality.

The importance of the Brascamp-Lieb inequality is shown by the fact that besides
harmonic analysis and convex geometry, it has been also applied, for example,

• in discrete geometry, like about a quantitative fractional Helly theorem by
Brazitikos [30],

• in combinatorics, like about exceptional sets by Gan [43],
• in number theory, like the paper by Guo, Zhang [55],
• to get central limit theorems in probability, like the paper by Avram, Taqqu
[3].
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We note the paper by Brazitikos [30] is especially interesting from the point of view
that it does not simply consider the rank one Geometric Brascamp-Lieb inequality
(cf. Theorem 2.4) that is typically used for many inequalities in convex geometry,
but an approximate version of it.

There are three main methods of proofs that work for proving both the Brascamp-
Lieb Inequality and its reverse form due to Barthe. The paper Barthe [10] used
optimal transportation to prove Barthe’s Inequality (“the Reverse Brascamp-Lieb
inequality”) and reprove the Brascamp-Lieb Inequality simultaneously. A heat
equation argument was provided in the rank one case by Carlen, Lieb, Loss [35] for
the Brascamp-Lieb Inequality and by Barthe, Cordero-Erausquin [12] for Barthe’s
inequality. The general versions of both inequalities are proved via the heat equation
approach by Barthe, Huet [14]. Finally, simultaneous probabilistic arguments for
the two inequalities are due to Lehec [62]. We note that Chen, Dafnis, Paouris [38]
and Courtade, Liu [39], as well, deal systematically with finiteness conditions in
Brascamp-Lieb and Barthe’s inequalities.

Various versions of the Brascamp-Lieb inequality and its reverse form have
been obtained by Balogh, Kristaly [8] Barthe [11], Barthe, Cordero-Erausquin [12],
Barthe, Cordero-Erausquin, Ledoux, Maurey [13], Barthe, Wolff [15, 16], Bennett,
Bez, Flock, Lee [18], Bennett, Bez, Buschenhenke, Cowling, Flock [19], Bennett,
Tao [21], Bobkov, Colesanti, Fragalà [24], Bueno, Pivarov [34], Chen, Dafnis,
Paouris [38], Courtade, Liu [39], Duncan [42], Ghilli, Salani [46], Kolesnikov, Mil-
man [61], Livshyts [65], Lutwak, Yang, Zhang [69, 70], Maldague [71], Marsigli-
etti [72], Nakamura, Tsuji [75], Rossi, Salani [79, 80].

2. The Reverse Isoperimetric Inequality and the rank one Geometric

Brascamp-Lieb inequality

For a compact convex set K ⊂ R
n with dimaffK = m, we write |K| to de-

note the m-dimensional Lebesgue measure of K, and S(K) to denote the surface
area of K in terms of the (n − 1)-dimensional Hausdorff measure. In addition, let
Bn = {x ∈ R

n : ‖x‖ ≤ 1} be the Euclidean unit ball.

Remark. For the box Xε = [−ε−(n−1), ε−(n−1)] × [−ε, ε]n−1, we have |Xε| = 2n

but S(Xε) > 1/ε (the area of a ”long” facet); therefore, the isoperimetric quotient
S(Xε)

n/|Xε|n−1 can be arbitrary large in general. The ”Reverse isoperimetric
inequality” says that each convex body has a linear image whose isoperimetric
quotient is at most as bad as of a regular simplex, and hence ”simplices have the
worst isoperimetric quotient” up to linear transforms (cf. Theorem 2.1). For origin
symmetric convex bodies, ”cubes have the worst isoperimetric quotient” up to linear
transforms (cf. Theorem 2.2).

Let ∆n denote the regular simplex circumscribed around Bn, and hence each
facet touches Bn.

Theorem 2.1 (Reverse Isoperimetric Inequality, Keith Ball [5]). For any convex
body K in R

n, there exists Φ ∈ GL(n) such that

S(ΦK)n

|ΦK|n−1
≤ S(∆n)n

|∆n|n−1
=
n3n/2(n+ 1)(n+1)/2

n!
,

where strict inequality can be attained if and only if K is not a simplex.
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We note that a parallelepiped is the linear image of a cube, and consider the
centered cube Wn = [−1, 1]n of edge length 2.

Theorem 2.2 (Reverse Isoperimetric Inequality in the o-symmetric case, Keith
Ball [4]). For any o-symmetric convex body K in R

n, there exists Φ ∈ GL(n) such
that

S(ΦK)n

|ΦK|n−1
≤ S(Wn)n

|Wn|n−1
= 2nnn,

where strict inequality can be attained if and only if K is not a parallelepiped.

We note that Böröczky, Hug [27] and Böröczky, Fodor, Hug [26] prove stability
versions Theorem 2.1 and Theorem 2.2, respectively.

To sketch the proof of the Reverse Isoperimetric Inequality Theorem 2.1 and
Theorem 2.2 in order to show how it is connected to the Brascamp-Lieb inequality,
we note that a polytope P is circumscribed around Bn if each facet of P touches
Bn.

Lemma 2.3. If rBn ⊂ K for a convex body K in R
n and r > 0, then S(K) ≤ n

r |K|,
and equality holds if K is a polytope circumscribed around rBn.

Proof. The inequality S(K) ≤ n
r |K| follows from

S(K) = lim
̺→0+

|K + ̺Bn| − |K|
̺

≤ lim
̺→0+

|K + ̺
r K| − |K|
̺

=
n

r
|K|.

IfK is a polytope circumscribed around rBn, then considering the bounded ”cones”
with apex o and of height r over the facets shows that |K| = r

n S(P ) in this case. �

The proof of the Reverse Isoperimetric inequality both in the o-symmetric and
non-symmetric cases is based on the rank one Geometric Brascamp-Lieb inequality
Theorem 2.4.

Theorem 2.4 (Brascamp-Lieb, Keith Ball). If u1, . . . , uk ∈ Sn−1 and p1, . . . , pk >
0 satisfy

(12)

k
∑

i=1

piui ⊗ ui = In,

and f1, . . . , fk ∈ L1(R) are non-negative, then

(13)

∫

Rn

k
∏

i=1

fi(〈x, ui〉)pi dx ≤
k
∏

i=1

(
∫

R

fi

)pi

.

Remarks.

(i): If n = 1, then the Brascamp-Lieb inequality (13) is the Hölder inequality.
(ii): Inequality (13) is optimal, and we provide two types of examples for

equality:

• If u1, . . . , uk ∈ Sn−1 and p1, . . . , pk > 0 satisfy (12), and fi(t) = e−πt2

for i = 1, . . . , k, then each
∫

R
fi = 1, and

∫

Rn

k
∏

i=1

fi(〈x, ui〉)pi dx =

∫

Rn

e−π
∑k

i=1
pi〈x,ui〉

2

dx =

∫

Rn

e−π〈x,x〉2 dx = 1.
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• If u1, . . . , un is an orthonormal basis, k = n and p1 = . . . = pn = 1,
and hence (12) holds, and f1, . . . , fn ∈ L1(R) any functions, then the
Fubini Theorem yields

∫

Rn

n
∏

i=1

fi(〈x, ui〉)pi dx =

n
∏

i=1

(
∫

R

fi

)pi

.

More precisely, Theorem 2.4 is the so-called Geometric form of the rank one
Brascamp-Lieb inequality discovered by Keith Ball, which matches nicely the form
of John’s theorem as in Theorem 2.5 (see Keith Ball [6] or Gruber, Schuster [53]
for the if and only if statement).

Theorem 2.5 (John). For any convex K ⊂ R
n, there exists a unique ellipsoid of

maximal volume - the so-called John ellipsoid - contained in K.
Assuming that Bn ⊂ K, Bn is the John ellipsoid of K if and only if there exist

u1, . . . , uk ∈ Sn−1 ∩ ∂K and p1, . . . , pk > 0, k ≤ n(n+ 1), such that

k
∑

i=1

piui ⊗ ui = In,(14)

k
∑

i=1

piui = o(15)

where In denotes the n× n identity matrix.
If K is origin symmetric (K = −K), then we may assume that k = 2ℓ for an

integer ℓ ≥ n, and pi+ℓ = pi and ui+ℓ = −ui for i ∈ {1, . . . , ℓ}, and hence (15) can
be dropped.

Remarks. Assume that Bn ⊂ K is the John ellipsoid of K in Theorem 2.5.

• (14) yields that 〈x, y〉 = ∑k
i=1 pi〈x, ui〉〈y, ui〉 for x, y ∈ R

n, and hence the
discrete measure µ on Sn−1 concentrated on {u1, . . . , uk} with µ(ui) = pi
is called isotropic.

• ∑k
i=1 pi = n follows by comparing traces in (14).

• 〈x, ui〉 ≤ 1 for x ∈ K and i = 1, . . . , k as K and Bn share the same
supporting hyperplanes at u1, . . . , uk.

Equality in Theorem 2.4 has been characterized by Barthe [10]. It is more
involved; therefore, we only quote the special case that we need.

Theorem 2.6 (Barthe). Let
∫

R
fi > 0 for i = 1, . . . , k, such that none of the

fis is Gaussian in Theorem 2.4, and equality holds in (13). Then there exists an
orthonormal basis e1, . . . , en of Rn such that {u1, . . . , uk} ⊂ {±e1, . . . ,±en} and
∑

ui∈Rep
pi = 1 for each ep, and if ui = −uj, then fi(t) = λijfj(−t) for λij > 0.

It is a natural question how well an inscribed ellipsoid can approximate a convex
body in terms of volume. This question was answered by Keith Ball [4, 5], see
Theorem 2.7 for the origin symmetric case, and Theorem 2.8 in general.

Theorem 2.7 (Volume Ratio in the origin symmetric case, Keith Ball [4]). For
any o-symmetric convex body K in R

n, the maximal volume John ellipsoid E ⊂ K
satisfies

|K|
|E| ≤

|Wn|
|Bn| =

2n

ωn
,

where strict inequality is attained unless K is a parallelepiped.
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Proof. We may assume after a linear transformation that E = Bn. According to
John’s Theorem 2.5, there exists a symmetric set u1, . . . , u2ℓ ∈ Sn−1 ∩ ∂K and
p1, . . . , p2ℓ > 0 with ui+ℓ = −ui and pi+ℓ = pi, i = 1, . . . , ℓ, such that

2ℓ
∑

i=1

piui ⊗ ui = In.

For i = 1, . . . , 2ℓ, let fi = 1[−1,1]. Now K ⊂ P for the polytope P = {x ∈ R
n :

〈x, ui〉 ≤ 1, i = 1, . . . , 2ℓ} according to the Remarks after John’s Theorem 2.5 where

1P (x) =
∏2ℓ

i=1 fi(〈x, ui〉) =
∏2ℓ

i=1 fi(〈x, ui〉)pi . It follows from the Brascamp-Lieb

inequality (13) and
∑2ℓ

i=1 pi = n that

|K| ≤ |P | =
∫

Rn

2ℓ
∏

i=1

fi(〈x, ui〉)pi dx ≤
2ℓ
∏

i=1

(
∫

R

fi

)pi

= 2
∑2ℓ

i=1
pi = 2n = |Wn|.

If |K| = |Wn|, then |K| = |P |, and Theorem 2.6 yields that ℓ = n and u1, . . . , un
is an orthonormal basis of Rn; therefore, K is a cube. �

Concerning the volume ratio of general convex bodies, we only sketch the argu-
ment because it involves a somewhat technical calculation.

Theorem 2.8 (Volume Ratio, Keith Ball [5]). For any convex body K in R
n, the

maximal volume John ellipsoid E ⊂ K satisfies

|K|
|E| ≤

|∆n|
|Bn| =

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

n!ωn
,

where strict inequality is attained unless K is a simplex.

Sketch of the proof of Theorem 2.8. We may assume that Bn is the John ellipsoid
of K, and let p1, . . . , pk > 0 be the coefficients and u1, . . . , uk ∈ Sn−1 ∩ ∂K be the
contact points satifying (14) and (15) in John’s Theorem 2.5; namely,

(16)
k
∑

i=1

piui ⊗ ui = In and
k
∑

i=1

piui = o.

Again, K ⊂ P for the polytope P = {x ∈ R
n : 〈x, ui〉 ≤ 1, i = 1, . . . , k} according

to the Remarks after John’s Theorem 2.5. The main idea is to lift u1, . . . , uk to
R

n+1, and employ the Brascamp-Lieb inequality in R
n+1. In particular, R

n is

identified with w⊥ for a fixed w ∈ Sn ⊂ R
n+1, and let ũi = −

√

n
n+1 ·ui+

√

1
n+1 ·w

and c̃i =
n+1
n · pi for i = 1, . . . , k. Therefore,

∑k
i=1 c̃iũi ⊗ ũi = In+1 follows from

(16). For i = 1, . . . , k, we consider the probability density

fi(t) =

{

e−t if t ≥ 0;
0 if t < 0

on R where some not too complicated calculations show that

∫

Rn+1

k
∏

i=1

fi(〈x, ũi〉)c̃i =
|P |
|∆n| .

We conclude from the Brascamp-Lieb inequality (13) that |K| ≥ |P | ≥ |∆n|.
If |K| = |∆n|, then K = P and equality holds in the Brascamp-Lieb inequality.

Therefore, Theorem 2.6 provides an orthonormal basis e1, . . . , en+1 of Rn+1 such
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that {ũ1, . . . , ũk} ⊂ {±e1, . . . ,±en+1}. Since 〈w, ũi〉 =
√

1
n+1 for i = 1, . . . , k, we

conclude that k = n+ 1 and ũ1, . . . , ũn+1 is an an orthonormal basis of Rn+1, and
hence P is congruent to ∆n. �

Proof of the Reverse Isoperimetric Inequality Theorem 2.1 and Theorem 2.2: After
applying an affine transformation, we may assume that the John ellipsoid of K is
Bn both in Theorem 2.1 and Theorem 2.2.

For Theorem 2.1, Theorem 2.8 yields that |K| ≤ |∆n|, thus we deduce from
Lemma 2.3 that

S(K)n

|K|n−1
≤ nn|K|n

|K|n−1
= nn|K| ≤ nn|∆n| = S(∆n)n

|∆n|n−1
.

If equality holds in Theorem 2.1, then the equality case of Theorem 2.8 yields that
K is congruent to ∆n.

For Theorem 2.2, we use the same argument, only with Theorem 2.7 in place of
Theorem 2.8. �

3. The Loomis, Whitney inequality, the Bollobas-Thomason

inequality and their dual forms

In this section, we list some geometric inequalities that are direct consequences
of the Geometric Brascamp-Lieb inequality (2) and Barthe’s Geometric Reverse
Brascamp-Lieb inequality (6).

We write e1, . . . , en to denote an orthonomal basis of Rn. The starting point
is the classical Loomis-Whitney inequality [66] from 1949 which follows from the
Geometric Brascamp-Lieb inequality (2) provided that k = n, p1 = . . . = pn = 1

n−1

and fi is the characteristic function of Pe⊥
i
K.

Theorem 3.1 (Loomis, Whitney). If K ⊂ R
n is compact and affinely spans R

n,
then

(17) |K|n−1 ≤
n
∏

i=1

|Pe⊥
i
K|,

with equality if and only if K = ⊕n
i=1Ki where affKi is a line parallel to ei.

Meyer [74] provided a dual form of the Loomis-Whitney inequality where equality
holds for affine crosspolytopes which follows from Barthe’s Geometric Brascamp-
Lieb inequality (6) provided that k = n, p1 = . . . = pn = 1

n−1 and fi is the

characteristic function of e⊥i ∩K.

Theorem 3.2 (Meyer). If K ⊂ R
n is compact convex with o ∈ intK, then

(18) |K|n−1 ≥ n!

nn

n
∏

i=1

|K ∩ e⊥i |,

with equality if and only if K = conv{±λiei}ni=1 for λi > 0, i = 1, . . . , n.

We note that various Reverse and dual Loomis-Whitney type inequalities are
proved by Campi, Gardner, Gronchi [68], Brazitikos et al [32,33], Alonso-Gutiérrez
et al [1, 2].

To consider a genarization of the Loomis-Whitney inequality and its dual form,
we set [n] := {1, . . . , n}, and for a non-empty proper subset σ ⊂ [n], we define
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Eσ = lin{ei}i∈σ. For s ≥ 1, we say that the not necessarily distinct proper non-
empty subsets σ1, . . . , σk ⊂ [n] form an s-uniform cover of [n] if each j ∈ [n] is
contained in exactly s of σ1, . . . , σk.

The Bollobas-Thomason inequality [23] follows from the Geometric Brascamp-
Lieb inequality (2) provided that p1 = . . . = pk = 1

s and fi is the characteristic
function of PEσi

K.

Theorem 3.3 (Bollobas, Thomason). If K ⊂ R
n is compact and affinely spans

R
n, and σ1, . . . , σk ⊂ [n] form an s-uniform cover of [n] for s ≥ 1, then

(19) |K|s ≤
k
∏

i=1

|PEσi
K|.

We note that the case when k = n, s = n− 1, and hence when we may assume
that σi = [n]\ei, is the Loomis-Whitney inequality Therem 3.1.

Liakopoulos [64] managed to prove a dual form of the Bollobas-Thomason in-
equality which follows from Barthe’s Geometric Brascamp-Lieb inequality (6) pro-
vided that p1 = . . . = pn = 1

s and fi is the characteristic function of Eσi
∩K. For

a finite set σ, we write |σ| to denote its cardinality.

Theorem 3.4 (Liakopoulos). If K ⊂ R
n is compact convex with o ∈ intK, and

σ1, . . . , σk ⊂ [n] form an s-uniform cover of [n] for s ≥ 1, then

(20) |K|s ≥
∏k

i=1 |σi|!
(n!)s

·
k
∏

i=1

|K ∩ Eσi
|.

The equality case of the Bollobas-Thomason inequality Theorem 3.3 based on
Valdimarsson [82] has been known to the experts. Let s ≥ 1, and let σ1, . . . , σk ⊂ [n]
be an s-uniform cover of [n]. We say that σ̃1, . . . , σ̃l ⊂ [n] form a 1-uniform cover
of [n] induced by the s-uniform cover σ1, . . . , σk if {σ̃1, . . . , σ̃l} consists of all non-

empty distinct subsets of [n] of the form ∩k
i=1σ

ε(i)
i where ε(i) ∈ {0, 1} and σ0

i = σi
and σ1

i = [n] \ σi. We observe that σ̃1, . . . , σ̃l ⊂ [n] actually form a 1-uniform cover
of [n]; namely, σ̃1, . . . , σ̃l is a partition of [n].

Theorem 3.5 (Folklore). Let K ⊂ R
n be compact and affinely span R

n, and let
σ1, . . . , σk ⊂ [n] form an s-uniform cover of [n] for s ≥ 1. Then equality holds in
(19) if and only if K = ⊕l

i=1PEσ̃i
K where σ̃1, . . . , σ̃l is the 1-uniform cover of [n]

induced by σ1, . . . , σk.

On the other hand, Theorem 1.4 yields the characterization of the equality case of
the dual Bollobas-Thomason inequality Theorem 3.4 (cf. Böröczky, Kalantzopou-
los, Xi [28]).

Theorem 3.6. Let K ⊂ R
n be compact convex with o ∈ intK, and let σ1, . . . , σk ⊂

[n] form an s-uniform cover of [n] for s ≥ 1. Then equality holds in (20) if and
only if K = conv{K∩Fσ̃i

}li=1 where σ̃1, . . . , σ̃l is the 1-uniform cover of [n] induced
by σ1, . . . , σk.

4. Finiteness of BL(B,p) and RBL(B,p)

Let B = (B1, . . . , Bk) and p = (p1, . . . , pk) be a Brascamp-Lieb datum as in
Theorem 1.6 and Theorem 1.7; namely, Bi : R

n → Hi are surjective linear maps
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where Hi is ni-dimensional Euclidean space, ni ≥ 1, for i = 1, . . . , k such that

∩k
i=1kerBi = {0},

and p1, . . . , pk > 0 satisfy that
∑k

i=1 pini = n.
The finiteness of the factor BL(B,p) in the Brascamp-Lieb inequality Theo-

rem 1.6 was characterized by Bennett, Carbery, Christ, Tao [20].

Theorem 4.1 (Bennett, Carbery, Christ, Tao [20], Barthe [10]). For a Brascamp-
Lieb datum B = (B1, . . . , Bk) and p = (p1, . . . , pk) as above, BL(B,p) <∞ if and
only if RBL(B,p) > 0, which is in turn equivalent with the property that

(21) dim V ≤
k
∑

i=1

pi · dim (BiV )

for any linear subspace V ⊂ R
n. In this case, we have

(22) BL(B,p) · RBL(B,p) = 1.

Now fixing the surjective linear maps Bi : R
n → Hi, the question is a nice

description of the set of all p = (p1, . . . , pk) such that BL(B,p) <∞. In addition,
we say that f1, . . . , fk with positive integral are extremizers for the Brascamp-
Lieb inequality (9) (Barthe’s inequality (10)) if equality holds in (9) (in (10)) for
them. Moreover, f1, . . . , fk are called Gaussian extremizers if there exist some
symmetric positive definite ni × ni matric Ai for i = 1, . . . , k such that fi(x) =
e−〈Aix,x〉 for x ∈ Hi. According to Barthe [10], fi(x) = e−〈Aix,x〉, i = 1, . . . , k,
form a Gaussian extremizer for the Brascamp-Lieb inequality (9) if and only if

fi(x) = e−〈A−1
i

x,x〉, i = 1, . . . , k, form a Gaussian extremizer for Barthe’s Reverse
Brascamp-Lieb inequality (10).

Theorem 4.2 (Bennett, Carbery, Christ, Tao [20]). Fixing the surjective linear
maps Bi : R

n → Hi where Hi is ni-dimensional Euclidean space, ni ≥ 1, for
i = 1, . . . , k such that

∩k
i=1kerBi = {0},

the set of all p = (p1, . . . , pk) ∈ R
k such that BL(B,p) < ∞; namely, p1, . . . , pk ≥

0,
∑k

i=1 pini = n and (21) holds for any linear subspace V ⊂ R
n, is a (k − 1)-

dimensional bounded (closed) convex polytope PB.
In addition, if p lies in the relative interior of this so-called Brascamp-Lieb

polytope PB (strict inequality holds in (21) for any linear subspace V ⊂ R
n), then

there exists a Gaussian extremizer both for the Brascamp-Lieb inequality (9)and
Barthe’s inequality (10).

Remark. For a Brascamp-Lieb datum B = (B1, . . . , Bk) and p = (p1, . . . , pk),
Bennett, Carbery, Christ, Tao [20] proved that if there exists an extremizer for
the Brascamp-Lieb inequality (9), then there exists a Gaussian extremizer, as well.
However, the analogous statement is not known about Barthe’s Reverse Brascamp-
Lieb inequality (10).

The fact that (21) for any linear subspace V ⊂ R
n means only finitely many

inequalities follows from the observation that there are only finitely many possible
values of dim (BiV ) and dimV . The vertices of PB have been described by Barthe
[10] in the rank one case (each ni = 1), and by Valdimarsson [83] in general.
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According to Theorem 4.2, if p = (p1, . . . , pk) lies in the relative interior of PB,
then there there exists Gaussian extremizers providing equality in the Brascamp-
Lieb inequality (9). However, if p lies in the relative boundary of PB, then possibly
we never have equality in the Brascamp-Lieb inequality (9). On the other hand, we
may have Gaussian extremizers for some other p lying in the relative boundary of
PB. We exhibit this phenomenon on the example of Young’s classical convolution
inequality from. We recall that if f, g : R → [0,∞) are measurable and p ≥ 1, then

‖f‖p =

(
∫

R

fp

)
1
p

;

f ∗ g(x) =
∫

R

f(y)g(x− y) dy.

Example 4.3 (Young’s convolution inequality). The original inequality by Young
[84] from 1912 is of the following form: If p, q, s ≥ 1 with 1

p +
1
q = 1

s +1, then there

exists a minimal cpq > 0 such that for any measurable f, g : R → [0,∞), we have

(23) ‖f ∗ g‖s ≤ cpq · ‖f‖p · ‖g‖q.
Using the Hölder inequality and its equality case, we see that the version (23) of
the Young inequality is equivalent with the following statement: Let r ≥ 1 satisfy
that 1

s + 1
r = 1, and hence 1

p + 1
q + 1

r = 2. If f, g, h : R → [0,∞) are measurable,

then

(24)

∫

R2

f(y)g(x− y)h(x) dy dx ≤ cpq · ‖f‖p · ‖g‖q · ‖h‖r.

Using the substitution f1 = |f |p, f2 = |g|q, f3 = |h|r, p1 = 1
p , p2 = 1

q and p3 = 1
r ,

and hence p1 + p2 + p3 = 2, (24) reads as

(25)

∫

R2

f1(y)
p1f2(x− y)p2f3(x)

p3 dydx ≤ cpq ·
3
∏

i=1

(
∫

R

fi

)pi

.

Now (25) is a proper Brascamp-Lieb inequality as in Theorem 1.6 taking Hi = R,
i = 1, 2, 3, B1(x, y) = y, B2(x, y) = x− y and B3(x, y) = x.

Let us see when BL(B,p) < ∞ for the Brascamp-Lieb datum B = (B1, B2, B3)
and p = (p1, p2, p3). Applying the condition (21) in the cases when the linear
subspace V has equation either x = 0, or x = y, or y = 0 yields the conditions
p1 + p2 ≥ 1, p1 + p3 ≥ 1 and p2 + p3 ≥ 1. Since p1 + p2 + p3 = 2, we deduce that
PB ⊂ R

3 is a triangle with vertices (1, 1, 0), (1, 0, 1) and (0, 1, 1). In turn, we also
deduce that cpq is finite in (23) if p, q, s ≥ 1 satisfy 1

p +
1
q = 1

s +1. Actualy, a simple

argument based on the Hölder inequality yields that cpq ≤ 1.
Brascamp, Lieb [29] proved that extremizers exists in (25) if and only if p =

(p1, p2, p3) lies either in the relative interior of PB, or p is a vertex of PB. In
particular, if p lies on the relative interior of a side of PB, then no extremizers
exist even if cpq is finite.

5. Algorithmic and optimization aspects of the Brascamp-Lieb

inequality

Since for algorithms, we want to work with matrices and not with linear maps,
we set Hi = R

ni in the Brascamp-Lieb datum; therefore, for the whole section,
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Bi : R
n → R

ni is a surjective linear map for i = 1, . . . , k, such that

(26) ∩k
i=1kerBi = {0},

B = (B1, . . . , Bk) and p = (p1, . . . , pk) where p1, . . . , pk > 0 and
∑k

i=1 pini = n.
Following Garg, Gurvits, Oliveira, Wigderson [45], the main question we discuss
in this section is how to determine effectively whether BL(B,p) is finite for a
Brascamp-Lieb datum (B,p), and if finite, then how to approximate effectively its
value.

We write M(m) to denote the set of symmetric positive definite m×m matrices
for m ≥ 1. We note that if A ∈ M(m), then

∫

Rm

e−π〈Ax,x〉 dx =
√
detA.

It follows that the Brascamp-Lieb inequality Theorem 1.6 proved by Lieb [67] is
equivalent with the following statement.

Theorem 5.1 (Lieb [67]). For a Brascamp-Lieb datum (B,p) as above, we have

(27) BL(B,p) = sup







√

√

√

√

∏k
i=1(detAi)pi

det
∑k

i=1 piB
∗
iAiBi

: Ai ∈ M(ni), i = 1, . . . , k







.

It follows from the condition (21) on the subspaces V , that if we fix p in the
Brascamp-Lieb datum (B,p), then

• the set of all B such that BL(B,p) <∞ is open (in the space of all possible
B).

Bennett, Bez, Cowling, Flock [17] prove the continuity of the Brascamp-Lieb datum
in terms of B.

Theorem 5.2 (Bennett, Bez, Cowling, Flock [17]). If we fix p in the Brascamp-
Lieb datum (B,p), then B 7→ BL(B,p) is a continuous function of B, including
the values when BL(B,p) = ∞.

We say that the Brascamp-Lieb data B = (B1, . . . , Bk), p = (p1, . . . , pk) and
B′ = (B′

1, . . . , B
′
m), p′ = (p′1, . . . , p

′
m) are equivalent, if k = m, p′i = pi for i =

1, . . . , k, and there exist Φ ∈ GL(n) and Ψi ∈ GL(ni), i = 1, . . . , k, such that
B′

i = Ψ−1
i BiΦ, i = 1, . . . , k.

Theorem 5.3 (Bennett, Carbery, Christ, Tao [20]). For the equivalent Brascamp-
Lieb datums (B,p) and (B′,p′) as above, we have

(28) BL(B′,p′) =

∏k
i=1(detΨi)

pi

detΦ
· BL(B,p).

Now the paper [20] also showed that the existence of Gaussian maximizers is
equivalent to saying that the Brascamp-Lieb datum is equivalent to a geometric
one. We write B∗ to denote the transpose of a matrix B.

Definition 5.4 (Geometric Brascamp-Lieb datum). We say that a Brascamp-Lieb
datum (B,p) as at the beginning of the section is geometric if

Projection: BiB
∗
i = Ini

for i = 1, . . . , k;

Isotropy:
∑k

i=1 piB
∗
iBi = In.

Remarks.
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• In this case, we can take Ei = B∗
i R

ni and Bi = PEi
in order to obtain (1);

namely, the equivalent the ”Geometric Brascamp-Lieb datum” of Section 1.
• In the geometric case, we have

(29) BL(B,p) = RBL(B,p) = 1

according to Keih Ball [4] in the rank one case, and Barthe [10] in general.
One set of extremizers are fi(x) = e−π〈x,x〉 for x ∈ R

ni and i = 1, . . . , k
(both for the Brascamp-Lieb inequality and Barthe’s Reverse Brascamp-
Lieb inequality).

• If both properties in Definition 5.4 hold, then the relations of non-triality

(cf. (26)) and
∑k

i=1 pini = n automatically hold.

If both the properties ”Projection” and ”Isotropic” hold, then we the Brascamp-
Lieb constant is 1 according (29). However, already one of the conditions ensure
that 1 is a lower bound.

Proposition 5.5 (Garg, Gurvits, Oliveira, Wigderson [45]). If a Brascamp-Lieb
datum (B,p) satisfies either the property ”Projection” or ”Isotropic” in Defini-
tion 5.4, then

(30) BL(B,p) ≥ 1.

Let us reformulate the results in the previous section by Bennett, Carbery,
Christ, Tao [20] about the finiteness of (B,p) in the way such that it is used
as a test for the algorithm by Garg, Gurvits, Oliveira, Wigderson [45].

Theorem 5.6 (Bennett, Carbery, Christ, Tao [20]). Let (B,p) be a Brascamp-Lieb
datum as at the beginning of the section.

BL(B,p) finite: If (B,p) is equivalent to a geometric Brascamp-Lieb datum,
then (B,p) is finite.

BL(B,p) infinite: If there exists a linear subspace V ⊂ R
n such that

dimV >
k
∑

i=1

pi · dim (BiV ),

then (B,p) is infinite.

Remark. Naturally, if (B,p) is geometric, then even there exists some maximizer
A1, . . . , Ak in (27) (and equivalently, some Gaussian maximizer in the Brascamp-
Lieb inequality Theorem 1.6).

Theorem 5.2 about the continuity of the Brascamp-Lieb constant, and the above
statements raise the hope that fixing p in the Brascamp-Lieb datum (B,p) and
varying B, one might be able to find an efficient algorithm calculating BL(B,p).
This was achieved by Garg, Gurvits, Oliveira, Wigderson [45].

For any Brascamp-Lieb datum (B,p) as at the beginning of the section, it can
be easily achieved that at least one of the properties in Definition 5.4 hold.

”Projection-normalization”: For Ci = BiB
∗
i , i = 1, . . . , k, - that is an invertible

ni × ni matrix by the non-triviality condition (26) -, replace Bi by C
−1/2
i B′

i = Bi,
i = 1, . . . , k, and hence the Brascamp-Lieb datum (B′,p) satisfies the ”Projection”
condition.
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”Isotropy-normalization”: For C =
∑k

i=1 piB
∗
iBi - that is an invertible n × n

matrix by the non-triviality condition (26) -, replace Bi by B′
i = BiC

−1/2, i =
1, . . . , k, and hence the Brascamp-Lieb datum (B′,p) satisfies the ”Isotropy” con-
dition.

The key statement ensuring the effectiveness of the algorithm by Garg, Gurvits,
Oliveira, Wigderson [45] is the following (we repeat Proposition 5.5 in order to
ensure the clarity of the statement).

Theorem 5.7 (Garg, Gurvits, Oliveira, Wigderson [45]). Let (B,p) be a Brascamp-
Lieb datum with BL(B,p) < ∞ where B has binary length b and ,p has common
denominator d, and let (B′,p) be the Brascamp-Lieb datum obtained from (B,p)
by either Projection-normalization or Isotropy-normalization.

Upper bound: BL(B,p) ≤ exp(poly(b, log d)).
Lower bound: (B′,p) ≥ 1.
Progress per step: If BL(B,p) > 1 + ε for ε > 0, then

BL(B′,p) ≤
(

1− poly
( ε

nd

))

BL(B,p).

The basic idea of the algorithm by Garg, Gurvits, Oliveira, Wigderson [45] is that
at the mth step, Projection-normalization is executed if m is odd, and Isotropy-
normalization is executed if m is even.

Theorem 5.8 (Garg, Gurvits, Oliveira, Wigderson [45]). There exists an algorithm
such that on a Brascamp-Lieb datum (B,p) where B has binary length b and ,p
has common denominator d, and assuming an accuracy parameter ε ∈ (0, 1), the
algorithm runs in time poly(b, d, 1/ε), and

• either computes a factor (1 + ε) approximation of BL(B,p) (in the case
BL(B,p) <∞),

• or produces a linear subspace V ⊂ R
n satisfying the condition

dim V >
∑k

i=1 pi · dim (BiV ) (in the case BL(B,p) = ∞).

Further properties of the Brascamp-Lieb datum(B,p) when we fix p and vary
B have been investigated by Bez, Gauvan, Tsuji [22].
Acknowledgement. I am grateful to the two referees for all their helpful remarks
improving the survey, and to János Pach for encouragement.

References

[1] D. Alonso-Gutiérrez, J. Bernués, S. Brazitikos, A. Carbery: On affine invariant and local
Loomis-Whitney type inequalities. arXiv:2002.05794

[2] D. Alonso-Gutiérrez, S. Brazitikos: Reverse Loomis-Whitney inequalities via isotropicity.
Proc. Amer. Math. Soc., 149 (2021), 817-828.
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