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Abstract. We prove that for every planar convex set Ω, the function t ∈ (−r(Ω),+∞) 7−→
√

|Ωt|h(Ωt)
is monotonically decreasing, where r, |·| and h stand for the inradius, the measure and the Cheeger con-
stant and (Ωt) for parallel bodies of Ω. The result is shown to not hold when the convexity assumption
is dropped. We also prove the differentiability of the map t 7−→ h(Ωt) in any dimension and without
any regularity assumption on Ω, obtaining an explicit formula for the derivative. Those results are
then combined to obtain estimates on the contact surface of the Cheeger sets of convex bodies. Finally,
potential generalizations to other functionals such as the first eigenvalue of the Dirichlet Laplacian are
explored.

1. Introduction

Let Ω be a bounded subset of Rn (where n ≥ 2). The Cheeger problem consists in studying the
following minimization problem

(1) h(Ω) := inf

{
P (E)

|E|

∣∣∣ E measurable and E ⊂ Ω

}
,

where P (E) is the distributional perimeter of E measured with respect to Rn (see for example [31]
for definitions) and |E| is the n-dimensional Lebesgue measure of E. The quantity h(Ω) is called the
Cheeger constant of Ω and any set CΩ ⊂ Ω for which the infimum is attained is called a Cheeger set
of Ω.

Since Jeff Cheeger’s pioneering work [9], the Cheeger problem has garnered considerable interest
from numerous authors. A comprehensive introductory survey on the topic can be found in [31].

It is known that every bounded domain Ω with Lipschitz boundary admits at least one Cheeger set
CΩ, see for example [31, Proposition 3.1]. In [1], the authors prove the uniqueness of the Cheeger set
when Ω ⊂ Rn is convex. Nevertheless, as far as we know, apart from rotationally invariant domains
[4], there is no explicit characterization of Cheeger sets in higher dimensions n ≥ 3 (even when the
convexity is assumed), in contrast to the planar case, where Bernd Kawohl and Thomas Lachand-
Robert provided a complete characterization of Cheeger sets for planar convex domains in [24]. For
results in larger classes of sets, we refer to [27, 28, 29, 34].

The planar convex case has recently attracted significant interest, with numerous contributions from
various authors, including works such as providing sharp inequalities relating the Cheeger constant to
other geometric functionals [15, 17, 19], proving symmetry results on the Cheeger set of rotationally
symmetric planar convex bodies [8], establishing a Blascke–Lebesgue type theorem for the Cheeger
constant [5, 21] or proving some quantitative isoperimetric estimates [13].

If Ω is a given open subset of Rn and t ∈ R, we define its parallel bodies as follows:

Ωt :=

{
{x ∈ Rn | B(x,−t) ⊂ Ω}, if t ≤ 0,

{x+ y | x ∈ Ω and y ∈ B(0, t)}, if t > 0,
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2 THE MONOTONICITY OF THE CHEEGER CONSTANT FOR PARALLEL BODIES

where B(a, t) stands for the closed ball of center a ∈ Rn and radius t. Such sets are called parallel
sets of Ω because their boundaries can be morally obtained by moving the boundary of Ω following
the directions given by the normals to its regular boundary points with the same distance.

Parallel bodies have been the focus of extensive study in convex geometry, as they provide important
tools of intrinsic interest, see for example [37, Section 7.5] and the references therein.

If Ω ⊂ Rn, we denote by r(Ω) its inradius, i.e., the radius of the largest open ball included in Ω.
From now on, Kn (n ≥ 2) stands for the class of non-empty, bounded and convex subsets of Rn.

Let us now introduce the notion of the form body of a convex set Ω that will allow us to define
tangential bodies, which play an important role in the present paper. Following [37], a point x ∈ ∂Ω
is called regular if the supporting hyperplane at x is uniquely defined. The set of all regular points of
∂Ω is denoted by reg(Ω). We also let U(Ω) denote the set of all outward pointing unit normals to ∂Ω
at points of reg(Ω).

Definition 1.1. The form body Ω⋆ of a set Ω ∈ Kn is defined as

Ω⋆ =
⋂

u∈U(Ω)

{x ∈ Rn : ⟨x, u⟩ ≤ 1}.

A convex set that is homothetic to its form body is called a tangential body.

Parallel bodies play an important role in shape optimization and isoperimetric inequalities as they
can provide relevant flows allowing to control the evolution of a given shape functional. A first result
in this direction was obtained early in 1978 by Matheron [30]. It states that for every Ω ∈ Kn, we
have

(2) ∀t ∈ (0, r(Ω)), |Ω−t| ≥ |Ω|
(
1− t

r(Ω)

)n

= |Ω|
(
r(Ω−t)

r(Ω)

)n

,

with equality if and only if Ω is a tangential body.

A similar result for the perimeter has been lately proved by Larson in [26]

(3) ∀t ∈ (0, r(Ω)), P (Ω−t) ≥ P (Ω)

(
1− t

r(Ω)

)n−1

= P (Ω)

(
r(Ω−t)

r(Ω)

)n−1

,

with equality if and only if Ω is a tangential body.

In fact, inequalities (2) and (3) readily imply that the functions t ∈ (−r(Ω),+∞) 7−→ |Ωt|
r(Ωt)n

and

t ∈ (−r(Ω),+∞) 7−→ P (Ωt)
r(Ωt)n−1 are monotonically decreasing.

Recently, other functionals have been considered in [36], in particular, the isoperimetric quotient
relating the perimeter and the volume functionals. The authors prove that for every Ω ∈ Kn, the

function t ∈ (−r(Ω),+∞) 7−→ P (Ωt)
1

n−1

|Ωt|
1
n

is monotonically decreasing. They also prove similar results

for functionals given by quotients of Quermassintegrals, see [36, Section 5]. We finally refer to [22]
similar results under certain boundary restrictions of the involved convex bodies and to [12] for a
result in the anisotropic setting.

In the present paper, we prove a result in the same flavor for the scale invariant functional Ω 7−→√
|Ω|h(Ω) defined on the class K2 of planar convex sets. Our main result in this direction is the

following:

Theorem 1.2. Let Ω be an element of K2. We introduce the following (negative) constant:

τΩ := inf{t ∈ (−r(Ω),+∞) | Ωt is not a tangential body}.

The function t 7−→
√

|Ωt|h(Ωt) is constant on (−r(Ω), τΩ) and strictly decreasing on (τΩ,+∞).

Let us give a few comments on this result and its proof:
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• The result of Theorem 1.2 is limited to the planar case as it relies on the explicit characteriza-
tion of the Cheeger constant obtained in [24] which does not hold in higher dimensions where
finding an explicit construction of the Cheeger sets for generic convex bodies seems out of
reach, see for example [4].

• The constant τΩ defined above is clearly negative as for every t > 0, the set Ωt is not a
tangential body. Moreover, it is equal to zero if and only if Ω is a tangential body.

• The proof of Theorem 1.2 is presented in four steps: First, we remark that if Ω is a tangential
body, then for all t ∈ (0, r(Ω)), Ω−t is homothetic to Ω which implies that t 7−→

√
|Ω−t|h(Ω−t)

is constant on (0, r(Ω)). Then, we prove that if Ω is not a tangential body, then

∀t ∈

(
0,

r(Ω)√
|Ω|

)
,

∣∣∣∣∣
(

1√
|Ω|

· Ω

)
−t

∣∣∣∣∣ >
∣∣∣∣∣
(

1√
|Ω−c|

· Ω−c

)
−t

∣∣∣∣∣ .
This result on the area of inner sets is then combined with the Characterization of the Cheeger
sets of planar convex sets given in [24] to show that

h

(
1√
|Ω|

· Ω

)
< h

(
1√
|Ω−c|

· Ω−c

)
,

which is equivalent to √
|Ω|h(Ω) <

√
|Ω−c|h(Ω−c),

because of the scaling property h(γΩ) = h(Ω)
γ , with γ > 0. At last, we deal with the case of

positive t by applying the previous step for Ω being an inner parallel body of Ωt.

The result of Theorem 1.2 is then used to obtain information on the measure of the contact surface
∂CΩ ∩ ∂Ω of the boundary of the Cheeger set with the boundary of Ω. Indeed, we are able to prove
the following:

(4) ∀Ω ∈ K2,
H1(∂CΩ ∩ ∂Ω)

H1(∂Ω)
≥ 1

2
· |C

Ω|
|Ω|

,

where H1 stands for the 1-dimensional Hausdorff measure.

The estimate (4) is a direct consequence of the (negative) sign of the derivative of t 7−→
√

|Ωt|h(Ωt)
at 0. If the differentiability of t 7−→ |Ωt| is well established, it is not the case for the functional
t 7−→ h(Ωt). Computing the differential of the latter function is a topic of intrinsic interest. We then
prove the following result which holds for any dimension:

Theorem 1.3. Let Ω ∈ Kn with n ≥ 2. The function f : t 7−→ h(Ωt) admits a derivative in 0 and we
have

f ′(0) = lim
t→0

h(Ωt)− h(Ω)

t
=

K(CΩ)

|CΩ|
− h(Ω)2 =

1

|CΩ|

∫
∂CΩ∩∂Ω

(κ− h(Ω))dHn−1,

where K(CΩ) :=
∫
∂CΩ κdHn is the total mean curvature of the boundary of CΩ.

Let us give a few comments on this result:

• Computing derivatives of functions of the type t 7−→ J(Ωt), where Ωt is a parallel body of Ω
and J a given shape functional, can be challenging, especially when the functional is a defined
via some PDE. For example, we refer to Jerison’s paper [23] where the first variations of the
first eigenvalue of the Dirichlet Laplace operator and the capacity are computed and to the
paper [11] by Colesanti and Fimiani, where the torsional rigidity is treated.

• The main interest of Theorem 1.3 is that it requires no regularity on the convex Ω. If the
set Ω is sufficiently regular, one could imagine constructing a smooth perturbation vector field
V : Rn −→ Rn whose restriction to the boundary is equal to the normal. One then can use
the shape derivation result of [33] to obtain a formula for the first variation of the function
t 7−→ h(Ωt) that is consistent with the result of Theorem 1.3 as explained in Remark 3.1.
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Outline of the paper: The paper is organized as follows: In Section 2, we introduce and recall
the notations used in the present paper. Then, in Section 3, we present the proofs of the main
Theorems 1.2 and 1.3. Section 4 is devoted to a discussion of the results of the latter theorems and
some applications: more precisely, we show that the result of Theorem 1.2 does not hold for general
open sets, see Proposition 4.1, then, we obtain some estimates on the measure of the contact surface
of the Cheeger set ∂Ω ∩ ∂Ω, see Proposition 4.2 for the planar case and Proposition 4.4 for higher
dimensions, at last, in Proposition 4.6, we present a perturbation result for the Cheeger constant of
planar convex sets. Finally, in Section 5, we discuss possible generalizations to other functionals such
as the first Dirichlet eigenvalue of the Laplace operator.

2. Notations and preliminaries

In this section, we introduce and recall the notations used in this paper.

• Kn, with n ≥ 2, stands for the class of non-empty, bounded and convex subsets of Rn.

• For all n ≥ 1, we denote by Hn the n-dimensional Hausdorff measure.

• If Ω ∈ Kn, we denote by
– |Ω| its volume, that is equal to its n-dimensional Hausdorff measure Hn(Ω).
– P (Ω) its perimeter, that is equal to Hn−1(∂Ω), the (n−1)-dimensional Hausdorff measure

of its boundary.
– r(Ω) its inradius that is the radius of the largest ball inscribed in Ω.
– h(Ω) its Cheeger constant defined as follows

h(Ω) := inf
E⊂Ω

P (E)

|E|
.

A set CΩ ⊂ Ω that satisfies h(Ω) = P (CΩ)
|CΩ| is called a Cheeger set of Ω.

– λ1(Ω) its first Dirichlet eigenvalue, that is the smallest positive value for which the system{
−∆u = λ1(Ω)u in Ω,

u = 0 on ∂Ω,

admits non trivial solutions.

• If the boundary of Ω ∈ Kn is C1,1, then the normal to its boundary n : ∂Ω −→ Sn−1 is a
Lipschitz function and the mean curvature at almost every boundary point x ∈ ∂Ω can be
defined as follows κ := div(n(x)). We can then define its total mean curvature as

K(Ω) :=

∫
∂Ω

κdHn−1.

• Let Ω,Ω′ ∈ Kn, we define the Minkowski sum of Ω and Ω′ as the following (convex) set:

Ω⊕ Ω′ := {x+ y | x ∈ Ω and y ∈ Ω′}.

3. Proofs of the main results

3.1. Proof of Theorem 1.2. The proof is presented in four steps:

First step: Let us assume that Ω ∈ K2 is a tangential body. Then, for all t ∈ (0, r(Ω)), Ω−t is

homothetic to Ω. This implies that t 7−→
√

|Ω−t|h(Ω−t) is constant on (0, r(Ω)).

Second step: Let us now assume that Ω is not a tangential body and let c ∈ (0, r(Ω)). In the
present step, we prove that

(5) ∀t ∈

(
0,

r(Ω)√
|Ω|

)
,

∣∣∣∣∣
(

1√
|Ω|

· Ω

)
−t

∣∣∣∣∣ >
∣∣∣∣∣
(

1√
|Ω−c|

· Ω−c

)
−t

∣∣∣∣∣ .



THE MONOTONICITY OF THE CHEEGER CONSTANT FOR PARALLEL BODIES 5

We first denote

rc := r

(
1√
|Ω−c|

· Ω−c

)
=

r(Ω−c)√
|Ω−c|

and introduce the function

ϕΩ,c : t ∈

[
0,

r(Ω)√
|Ω|

]
7−→

∣∣∣∣∣
(

1√
|Ω|

· Ω

)
−t

∣∣∣∣∣−
∣∣∣∣∣
(

1√
|Ω−c|

· Ω−c

)
−t

∣∣∣∣∣ .
By Matheron’s inequality (2), we have

rc =
r(Ω−c)√
|Ω−c|

=
r(Ω)− c√

|Ω−c|
<

r(Ω)− c√
|Ω|
(
1− c

r(Ω)

) =
r(Ω)√
|Ω|

.

Therefore

∀t ∈

[
rc,

r(Ω)√
|Ω|

)
, ϕΩ,c(t) =

∣∣∣∣∣
(

1√
|Ω|

· Ω

)
−t

∣∣∣∣∣− 0 > 0.

Let us now focus on the interval [0, rc]. By [20, page 207, formula (30)], if K ∈ K2, then the function
t ∈ (−r(K),+∞) 7−→ |Kt| is differentiable and its derivative is given by t ∈ (−r(K),+∞) 7−→ P (Kt).
Thus, the function ϕΩ,c is also differentiable in (0, rc) and for every t ∈ (0, rc), we have

ϕ′
Ω,c(t) = −P

((
1√
|Ω|

· Ω

)
−t

)
+ P

((
1√
|Ω−c|

· Ω−c

)
−t

)

= −P

(
1√
|Ω|

· Ω−t
√

|Ω|

)
+ P

(
1√
|Ω−c|

· Ω−c−t
√

|Ω−c|

)

= − 1√
|Ω|

P (Ω−t
√

|Ω|) +
1√
|Ω−c|

P (Ω−c−t
√

|Ω−c|
)

=
1√
|Ω−c|

f(c+ t
√
|Ω−c|)−

1√
|Ω|

f(t
√
|Ω|),

where f : x ∈ [0, r(Ω)] 7−→ P (Ω−x).
By [13, Proposition 2.1], the function f is concave and thus can be uniformly approximated on

[0, r(Ω)] by a sequence (fn) of C∞ concave functions, see [25, Theorem 2]. Let us then consider the
sequence of smooth functions (gn) defined as follows

gn : t ∈ [0, rc] 7−→
1√
|Ω−c|

fn(c+ t
√
|Ω−c|)−

1√
|Ω|

fn(t
√
|Ω|)

We have

∀t ∈ (0, rc) , g′n(t) = f ′
n(c+ t

√
|Ω−c|)− f ′

n(t
√

|Ω|).
On the other hand, we have for every t ∈ [0, rc],

(c+ t
√

|Ω−c|)− t
√
|Ω| = c+ (

√
|Ω−c| −

√
|Ω|) · t

≥ c+ (
√
|Ω−c| −

√
|Ω|) · rc (because |Ω−c| − |Ω| ≤ 0)

= c+ r(Ω)− c−
√

|Ω| · rc

=
√
|Ω|

(
r(Ω)√
|Ω|

− rc

)
> 0 (by Matheron’s inequality (2)).

Now, since the functions (fn) are concave, their derivatives (f ′
n) are decreasing. Thus,

∀t ∈ (0, rc) , g′n(t) = f ′
n(c+ t

√
|Ω−c|)− f ′

n(t
√

|Ω|) ≤ 0.
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Therefore, (gn) is a sequence of decreasing functions uniformly converging to ϕ′
Ω,c on the interval

[0, rc]. The convergence implies that the limit ϕ′
Ω,c is also decreasing which yields that ϕΩ,c is a concave

function on [0, rc]. Therefore, by the concavity inequality, we have

∀t ∈ (0, rc] , ϕΩ,c(t) = ϕΩ,c

(
(1− t

rc
) · 0 + t

rc
· rc
)

≥ (1− t

rc
)ϕΩ,c(0)+

t

rc
ϕΩ,c(rc) =

t

rc
·

∣∣∣∣∣
(

1√
|Ω|

· Ω

)
−rc

∣∣∣∣∣ > 0,

because

ϕ(0) =

∣∣∣∣∣ 1√
|Ω|

· Ω

∣∣∣∣∣−
∣∣∣∣∣ 1√

|Ω−c|
· Ω−c

∣∣∣∣∣ = 1− 1 = 0

and

ϕΩ,c(rc) =

∣∣∣∣∣
(

1√
|Ω|

· Ω

)
−rc

∣∣∣∣∣−
∣∣∣∣∣
(

1√
|Ω−c|

· Ω−c

)
−rc

∣∣∣∣∣ =
∣∣∣∣∣
(

1√
|Ω|

· Ω

)
−rc

∣∣∣∣∣− 0.

Therefore, ϕΩ,c is strictly positive on

(
0, r(Ω)√

|Ω|

)
.

Third step: We still assume in this step that Ω ∈ K2 is not a tangential body. It is well known
by [24, Theorem 1] that the Cheeger constant of a planar convex body K is given by h(K) = 1/tK ,
where tK is the (unique) solution of the equation |K−t| = πt2 on the interval (0, r(K)).

Let c ∈
(
0, r(Ω)√

|Ω|

)
, we have by (5)

∀t ∈

(
0,

r(Ω)√
|Ω|

)
,

∣∣∣∣∣
(

1√
|Ω|

· Ω

)
−t

∣∣∣∣∣ >
∣∣∣∣∣
(

1√
|Ω−c|

· Ω−c

)
−t

∣∣∣∣∣ .
Thus, t0, the solution of the equation

∣∣∣∣( 1√
|Ω|

· Ω
)

−t

∣∣∣∣ = πt2, is larger that tc, the solution of the

equation

∣∣∣∣( 1√
|Ω−c|

· Ω−c

)
−t

∣∣∣∣ = πt2, see Figure 1. Therefore

h

(
1√
|Ω|

· Ω

)
< h

(
1√
|Ω−c|

· Ω−c

)
,

which can be written by using the scaling property of the Cheeger constant as√
|Ω|h(Ω) <

√
|Ω−c|h(Ω−c).

Fourth step: Now, let Ω ∈ K2 (that can also be a tangential body) and consider t > 0. Since
(Ωt)−t = Ω and Ωt is not a tangential body, we can apply the result of the previous step to Ωt and
show that

h

(
1√
|Ωt|

· Ωt

)
< h

(
1√

|(Ωt)−t|
· (Ωt)−t

)
= h

(
1√
|Ω|

· Ω

)
,

which is equivalent to √
|Ωt|h(Ωt) <

√
|Ω|h(Ω).

These steps allow to conclude the proof of Theorem 1.2.
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Figure 1. Estimating the area of inner sets allows to obtain an estimate on the
Cheeger constant.

3.2. Proof of Theorem 1.3. We recall the following Steiner formula [37, Formula (4.1)]

(6) |Ωt| =
n∑

i=0

(
n

i

)
Wi(Ω)t

i,

where the functionals Wi, that are independent from Ω, are called the relative quermassintegrals of Ω
and they are just a special case of the more general mixed volumes for which we refer to [37, Section
5.1]. In particular, we have W0(Ω) = |Ω|, W1(Ω) =

1
nP (Ω) and W2(Ω) =

∫
∂Ω κdHn, where κ is the sum

of the principal curvatures of ∂Ω. An analogous formula holds for all quermassintegrals. In particular,
we have the following formula for the perimeter

(7) P (Ωt) =

n−1∑
i=0

(
n− 1

i

)
Wi+1(Ω)t

i.

Let t > 0. We use the set CΩ
t := CΩ + tB1 ⊂ Ωt as a test set in the definition of the Cheeger

constant of Ωt:

h(Ωt)− h(Ω) ≤ P (CΩ
t )

|CΩ
t |

− P (CΩ)

|CΩ|

=
P (CΩ) +K(CΩ)t+ o(t)

|CΩ|+ P (CΩ)t+ o(t)
− P (CΩ)

|CΩ|

=

(
K(CΩ)

|CΩ|
−
(
P (CΩ)

|CΩ|

)2
)

· t+ o(t)

=

(
K(CΩ)

|CΩ|
− h(Ω)2

)
· t+ o(t).

Therefore

lim sup
t→0+

h(Ωt)− h(Ω)

t
≤ K(CΩ)

|CΩ|
− h(Ω)2.
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On the other hand, to obtain a lower bound, we want to use the inner set CΩt
−t ⊂ Ω as a test set in

the definition of the Cheeger constant of Ω.
Since (Ωt) converges with respect to the Hausdorff distance to Ω when t tends to 0, we have by the

continuity of the Cheeger constant stated in [32, Theorem 1]

∃t0 > 0, ∀t ∈ [0, t0], h(Ωt) ≤ 2h(Ω).

By [1, Theorem 1], for every t ∈ [0, t0], the (unique) Cheeger set CΩt is C1,1 convex set whose
mean curvature κ is bounded from above by h(Ωt) (see [3, Proposition 2.1]) and thus by the uniform
constant 2h(Ω) that only depends on Ω. Therefore, by the extension of Blaschke’s rolling theorem
[37, Theorem 3.2.9] to the C1,1 case stated in [2, Corollary 1.13] combined with [37, Theorem 3.2.2],
we deduce that

∀t ∈ [0, 2h(Ω)], (CΩt
−t)t = CΩt

−t ⊕ tB1 = CΩt .

We then can write by using Steiner formula (7):

P (CΩt) = P (CΩt
−t ⊕ tB1) = P (CΩt

−t) +K(CΩt
−t) · t+

n−1∑
i=2

Wi+1(C
Ωt
−t) · ti = P (CΩt

−t) +K(CΩt
−t) · t+ o(t),

where we used the continuity of the quermassintegrals and the fact that (CΩt
−t) converges with respect

to the Hausdorff distance to CΩ when t tends to 0+ to claim that

∀i ∈ J2, n− 1K, Wi(C
Ωt
−t) ∼

t→0+
Wi(C

Ω) > 0.

By similar arguments, we obtain

|CΩt | = |CΩt
−t ⊕ tB1| = |CΩt

−t |+ P (CΩt
−t) · t+ o(t).

We are now in position to write

h(Ωt)− h(Ω) ≥ P (CΩt)

|CΩt |
−

P (CΩt
−t)

|CΩt
−t |

=
P ((CΩt

−t)t)

|(CΩt
−t)t|

−
P (CΩt

−t)

|CΩt
−t |

=
P (CΩt

−t) +K(CΩt
−t) · t+ o(t)

|CΩt
−t |+ P (CΩt

−t) · t+ o(t)
−

P (CΩt
−t)

|CΩt
−t |

=
P (CΩt

−t)

|CΩt
−t |

·

1 +
K(C

Ωt
−t )

P (C
Ωt
−t )

· t+ o(t)

1 +
P (C

Ωt
−t )

|CΩt
−t |

· t+ o(t)

− 1



=
P (CΩt

−t)

|CΩt
−t |

·


K(C

Ωt
−t )

P (C
Ωt
−t )

− P (C
Ωt
−t )

|CΩt
−t |

+ o(1)

1 +
P (C

Ωt
−t )

|CΩt
−t |

· t+ o(t)

 t.

Therefore,

lim inf
t→0+

h(Ωt)− h(Ω)

t
≥ lim

t→0+

P (CΩt
−t)

|CΩt
−t |

·


K(C

Ωt
−t )

P (C
Ωt
−t )

− P (C
Ωt
−t )

|CΩt
−t |

+ o(1)

1 +
P (C

Ωt
−t )

|CΩt
−t |

· t+ o(t)

 =
K(CΩ)

|CΩ|
− h(Ω)2.

We then conclude that

lim
t→0+

h(Ωt)− h(Ω)

t
=

K(CΩ)

|CΩ|
− h(Ω)2.

The limit when t → 0− is obtained by similar arguments.
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At last, we can obtain another equivalent formula of the derivative as follows:

K(CΩ)

|CΩ|
− h(Ω)2 =

1

|CΩ|

(∫
∂CΩ

κdHn−1 − P (CΩ)h(Ω)

)
=

1

|CΩ|

∫
∂CΩ

(κ− h(Ω))dHn−1

=
1

|CΩ|

∫
∂CΩ∩∂Ω

(κ− h(Ω))dHn−1,

where in the last equality, we used that κ = h(Ω) almost everywhere on ∂CΩ ∩Ω. This concludes the
proof of Theorem 1.3.

Remark 3.1. We note that if the convex Ω is sufficiently smooth, at least C1,1, in which case the
normal to the boundary will be at least Lipschitz, then the differentiation result of Theorem 1.3 is
the same as the one obtained by using the shape derivative of the Cheeger constant provided in [33].
Indeed, in this case, one may consider a suitable (Lipschitz) perturbation vector field V : Rn → Rn

that is equal to the normal on the boundary of Ω, i.e., V = n on ∂Ω. By using [33, Corollary 1.2], we
have

lim
t→0+

h(Ωt)− h(Ω)

t
= h′(Ω, V ) =

1

|CΩ|

∫
∂CΩ∩∂Ω

(κ−h(Ω))⟨V, n⟩dHn−1 =
1

|CΩ|

∫
∂CΩ∩∂Ω

(κ−h(Ω))dHn−1.

4. Discussion and applications

In this section, we present some applications of the main theorems of the present paper. We first
show that result of Theorem (1.2) does not hold for general open sets, then, we combine the results
of Theorems (1.2) and (1.3) to obtain some estimates of the contact surface of the Cheeger sets.

4.1. The non convex case.

Proposition 4.1. The result of Theorem 1.2 does not hold in general for open sets. In the sense that
there exists an open set Ω and t > 0 such that√

|Ω−t| · h(Ω−t) >
√
|Ω| · h(Ω).

Proof. Consider the tailed set Ω = K ∪ R, where K := [0, 1] × [0, 1], R := [1, 2] × [1 − ε, 1] and
ε ∈ (0, 1

h(K)), see Figure 2. We note that since ε < 1
h(K) then for all t ∈ [0, 1/2) the sets Ω−t and K−t

have the same Cheeger sets. Therefore, we can write√
|Ω−t| · h(Ω−t)−

√
|K| · h(K) =

√
(ε− 2t)(1− t) · h(K−t) +

√
|K−t| · h(K−t)−

√
|K| · h(K)−

√
ε · h(K)

=
√

(ε− 2t)(1− t) · h(K−t)−
√
ε · h(K)

=
√

(ε− 2t)(1− t) · 2 +
√
π

1− 2t
−
√
ε · 2 +

√
π

1

=
2 +

√
π

2
√
ε

· (3ε− 2)t+ o
t→0+

(t)

> 0.

We then deduce that for small values of t > 0, we have√
|Ω−t| · h(Ω−t) >

√
|Ω| · h(Ω).

□



10 THE MONOTONICITY OF THE CHEEGER CONSTANT FOR PARALLEL BODIES

Figure 2. Tailed domain that provides a counterexample for Theorem 1.2 in the non-
convex case.

4.2. Results on the contact surface of the Cheeger sets.

Proposition 4.2. Let Ω be a planar convex body and CΩ its (unique) Cheeger set. We have

(8)
|∂CΩ ∩ ∂Ω|

|∂Ω|
≥ 1

2
· |C

Ω|
|Ω|

.

Proof. Let us consider the function f : t 7−→ |Ωt|h(Ωt)
2. We have

d

dt

∣∣∣
t=0

|Ωt| = P (Ω),

and by Theorem 1.3
d

dt

∣∣∣
t=0

h(Ωt) =
1

|CΩ|

∫
∂CΩ∩∂Ω

(κ− h(Ω))dHn−1.

We then have

f ′(0) = P (Ω) · h(Ω)2 + 2|Ω| ·
(

1

|CΩ|

∫
∂CΩ∩∂Ω

(κ− h(Ω))dHn−1

)
h(Ω)

=

(
P (Ω) +

2|Ω|
|CΩ|h(Ω)

∫
∂CΩ∩∂Ω

κdHn−1 − 2|Ω|
|CΩ|

|∂CΩ ∩ ∂Ω|
)
h(Ω)2

=

(
P (Ω) +

2|Ω|
P (CΩ)

∫
∂CΩ∩∂Ω

κdHn−1 − 2|Ω|
|CΩ|

|∂CΩ ∩ ∂Ω|
)
h(Ω)2,

where we used h(Ω) = P (CΩ)
|CΩ| in the last equality.

By Theorem 1.2, we have f ′(0) ≤ 0, which is equivalent to

2|Ω|
|CΩ|

|∂CΩ ∩ ∂Ω| ≥ P (Ω) +
2|Ω|

P (CΩ)

∫
∂CΩ∩∂Ω

κdHn−1.

Thus,

|∂CΩ ∩ ∂Ω|
|∂Ω|

≥ 1

2
· |C

Ω|
|Ω|

+
1

h(Ω)P (Ω)

∫
∂CΩ∩∂Ω

κdHn−1 ≥ 1

2
· |C

Ω|
|Ω|

.

The last inequality is a consequence of the positive sign of the curvature because of the convexity
of Ω. □
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Remark 4.3. When Ω ∈ K2, we can use (8) and write

h(Ω) =
P (CΩ)

|CΩ|
=

|∂CΩ ∩ ∂Ω|+ |∂CΩ ∩ Ω|
|CΩ|

>
|∂CΩ ∩ ∂Ω|

|CΩ|
≥ 1

2
· P (Ω)

|Ω|
,

which provides an alternative proof (in the planar case) of [6, Corollary 5.2].

In higher dimensions, we can retrieve an estimate of the measure of the contact surface ∂CΩ ∩ ∂Ω.
The proof is based on the combination of Theorem 1.2 with the Brunn–Minkowski inequality for the
Cheeger constant

(9) ∀Ω,Ω′ ∈ Kn, h(Ω⊕ Ω′)−1 ≥ h(Ω)−1 + h(Ω′)−1

that can be deduced as a limit case of the Brunn–Minkowski inequality for the first eigenvalue of the
p-Laplacian with Dirichlet boundary condition when p tends to 1+, see [10].

Proposition 4.4. Let Ω ∈ Kn, we have

(10) |∂CΩ ∩ ∂Ω| ≥ 1

n
· |∂CΩ|.

Proof. By the Brunn-Minkowski inequality (9) applied for Ω and the unit ball B1, we have for every
t ≥ 0,

h(Ωt)
−1 = h(Ω⊕ tB1)

−1 ≥ h(Ω)−1 + h(tB1)
−1 = h(Ω)−1 +

t

n
.

Thus, the function ϕ : t ≥ 0 7−→ h(Ωt)
−1 − h(Ω)−1 − t

n is positive on R+ and ϕ(0) = 0, which yields
ϕ′(0) ≥ 0. Then, by using the differentiation result of Theorem 1.3, the latter inequality can be written
as follows

1

|CΩ|

∫
∂CΩ∩∂Ω

(h(Ω)− κ)dHn−1 ≥ 1

n
h(Ω)2 =

1

n
· P (CΩ)

|CΩ|
· h(Ω).

This implies that

|∂CΩ ∩ ∂Ω| − 1

n
· |∂CΩ| ≥ 1

h(Ω)

∫
∂CΩ∩∂Ω

κdHn−1 ≥ 0,

where the last inequality is a consequence of the positivity of the mean curvature κ of the boundary
of the convex set Ω. □

Remark 4.5. Notably, in the planar case (n = 2), inequality (10) can be obtained by the (stronger)
inequality (8). Indeed, we have for Ω ∈ K2

|∂CΩ ∩ ∂Ω|
|∂CΩ|

≥ 1

2
· |C

Ω|
|Ω|

· P (Ω)

P (CΩ)
=

1

2
·

P (Ω)
|Ω|

h(Ω)
≥ 1

2
.

4.3. Perturbation results for the Cheeger constant. In the following, we prove that one can
always locally perturb a planar convex set such that to increase or decrease (when not the ball) its
Cheeger constant under area and convexity constrains. Such properties are of crucial importance for
the study of Blascke–Santaló diagrams, see for example [16, Lemma 6] and [18, Lemma 3.5].

Proposition 4.6. In the planar case, we have the following assertions:

• Balls are the only local minimizers of the Cheeger constant under area and convexity constrains.
• There is no local maximizer of the Cheeger constant under area and convexity constraints.

Proof. • The first assertion is a direct application of Theorem 1.2. Indeed, for every Ω ∈ K2

which is not a ball, we have for every t > 0√
|Ω|h(Ω) >

√
|Ωt|h(Ωt).

This shows that if Ω is not a ball then it cannot be a local minimizer of h under convexity
and area constrains.
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• The second assertion is trickier, as one has to give a special care for the case of tangential
bodies. The result of Theorem 1.2 shows that if Ω ∈ K2 is not a tangential body, then it
cannot be a local maximizer of the Cheeger constant under area and convexity constraint as
we have shown that for any t ∈ (0, r(Ω)), we have√

|Ω|h(Ω) <
√
|Ω−t|h(Ω−t).

Let us now assume that Ω is a tangential body. It is classical in this case that the Cheeger
constant of Ω is given by √

|Ω|h(Ω) = P (Ω)

2
√
|Ω|

+
√
π,

see for example the discussion below [24, Theorem 3].
On the other hand, it is proved in [18, Lemma 3.5] that there is no local maximizer of

the perimeter under convexity and area constraints. Therefore, there exists a sequence (Ωn)
of elements of K2 of area |Ω| that converges to Ω with respect to the Hausdorff distance such
that

∀n ∈ N, P (Ωn) > P (Ω).

Therefore, we have

∀n ∈ N,
√

|Ω|h(Ω) = P (Ω)

2
√

|Ω|
+
√
π <

P (Ωn)

2
√
|Ωn|

+
√
π ≤

√
|Ωn|h(Ωn),

where, in the last step, we used [17, Inequality (5)].
We finally deduce that there exists no local maximizer of the Cheeger constant under area

and convexity constraints.
□

5. About other functionals and generalizations

5.1. About the first Dirichlet eigenvalue of the Laplacian. Numerical simulations indicate that
a result similar to Theorem 1.2 is likely to hold for λ1, the first Dirichlet eigenvalue of the Laplacian.
This suggests the following conjecture:

Conjecture 1. For every Ω ∈ Kn, the function t 7−→ |Ωt|
2
nλ1(Ωt) is monotonically decreasing on

(−r(Ω),+∞). As a consequence, we have

(11)
1

P (Ω)

∫
∂Ω

|∇uΩ|2dHn−1 ≥ 2

n
· 1

|Ω|

∫
Ω
|∇uΩ|2dHn,

where uΩ is the first normalized eigenfunction of the Dirichlet Laplacian. The equality holds if and
only if Ω is a tangential body.

Let us comment this conjecture: we recall that for every Ω ∈ Kn, the functions t ∈ (−r(Ω),+∞) 7−→
|Ωt| and t ∈ (−r(Ω),+∞) 7−→ λ1(Ωt) are differentiable and

d

dt

∣∣∣
t=0

|Ωt| = P (Ω),

and by [23, Theorem 7.5]
d

dt

∣∣∣
t=0

λ1(Ωt) = −
∫
∂Ω

|∇uΩ|2dHn−1.

where uΩ is the first normalized eigenfunction of the Dirichlet Laplacian. Therefore, the function

g : t ∈ (−r(Ω),+∞) 7−→ |Ω|
2
nλ1(Ω) is differentiable in 0 and

g′(0) = η(Ω)

(
1

P (Ω)

∫
∂Ω

|∇uΩ|2dHn−1 − 2

n
· 1

|Ω|

∫
Ω
|∇uΩ|2dHn

)
,

where η(Ω) is a positive constant depending only on Ω.
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To obtain a lower bound of g′(0), we use the following inequality (which is a direct consequence of
the Brunn–Minkowski inequality for λ1) stated in [7, Corollary 3.16]:

(12)

∫
∂Ω

|∇uΩ|2dHn−1 ≥ 2√
λ1(B1)

λ1(Ω)
3
2 =

2

jn
λ1(Ω)

3
2 ,

where jn is the first root of the nth Bessel function of first kind.
We then have

g′(0)

η(Ω)
=

1

P (Ω)

∫
∂Ω

|∇uΩ|2dHn−1 − 2

n
· 1

|Ω|

∫
Ω
|∇uΩ|2dHn

≥ 2

P (Ω)jn
λ1(Ω)

3
2 − 2

n|Ω|
λ1(Ω)

=
2λ1(Ω)

P (Ω)jn

(√
λ1(Ω)−

jn
n

· P (Ω)

|Ω|

)
.

Therefore, we can state the following result:

Proposition 5.1. Any set Ω ∈ Kn for which the condition

(13)
√

λ1(Ω) >
jn
n

· P (Ω)

|Ω|
holds, satisfies the inequality (11). Therefore, for sufficiently small values of t > 0, we have

|Ω−t|
2
nλ1(Ω−t) < |Ω|

2
nλ1(Ω) < |Ωt|

2
nλ1(Ωt),

which shows that a convex body that satisfies (13) is neither a local maximizer nor local minimizer
under volume and convexity constraints.

Let us give some comments on this result:

• This proposition can be seen as a perturbation property for convex sets. Indeed, it provides
a subclass of elements of Kn that we can locally perturb, while preserving their volume and
convexity, so as to increase or decrease their first Dirichlet eigenvalue. If decreasing the eigen-
value can be easily obtained by a continuous Steiner Symmetrization as it was done in the
planar case in [18, Lemma 3.5], increasing it (while preserving the convexity and the volume)
can be very challenging especially because of the lack of regularity of the boundaries of convex
sets, which limits the class of admissible boundary perturbation. One result in this direction
can be found in [18, Lemma 3.5] where C1,1 regularity of the boundary is assumed.

• Such perturbation results are crucial tools for the study of Blaschke–Santaló diagrams that
are efficient tools allowing to visualize the possible inequalities relating some given functionals.
For more information on Blaschke–Santaló diagrams, we refer to [14].

• The subclass of domains Ω ∈ Kn satisfying (13) is not void. Indeed, let us consider Rε :=
(0, ε)× (0, 1)× · · · × (0, 1), with ε > 0. Explicit computations give:√

λ(Rε) ∼
ε→0+

π

2
· P (Rε)

|Rε|
.

On the other hand, by using classic Bessel zeros estimates, we can prove that

∀n ≥ 2,
jn
n

<
π

2
.

Indeed, for n = 2, we have j2 < 2.406 < π and for n ≥ 3, we use the following upper bound
obtained in [35]:

jn <
n

2
− 1− a1

21/3

(n
2
− 1
)1/3

+
3

20
a21

(
2

n
2 − 1

)1/3

<
π

2
n,

where a1 ≈ −2.338 . . . is is the first negative zero of the Airy function.
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5.2. Different functionals and generalizations. As explained in the introduction, the inequality

∀Ω ∈ K2, ∀t ∈ [0, r(Ω)),
√
|Ω−t|h(Ω−t) ≥

√
|Ω|h(Ω)

is of a similar nature to other results already established in the literature.
We stated the following results:

• The result on the volume and the inradius proved in [30]:

(14) ∀Ω ∈ Kn, ∀t ∈ [0, r(Ω)), |Ω−t| ≥ |Ω|
(
1− t

r(Ω)

)n

= |Ω|
(
r(Ω−t)

r(Ω)

)n

.

• The result on the perimeter and the inradius proved in [26]:

(15) ∀Ω ∈ Kn, ∀t ∈ [0, r(Ω)), P (Ω−t) ≥ P (Ω)

(
1− t

r(Ω)

)n−1

= P (Ω)

(
r(Ω−t)

r(Ω)

)n−1

.

• The result on the isoperimetric quotient proved in [36]:

(16) ∀Ω ∈ Kn, ∀t ∈ [0, r(Ω)),

(
P (Ω−t)

P (Ω)

) 1
n−1

≥
(
|Ω−t|
|Ω|

) 1
n

.

Remark 5.2. It is interesting to note that inequality (15) can be readily derived by combining Math-
eron’s inequality (14) with (16).

As one can see in the proof of Theorem 1.2, proving estimates on inner sets (Ω−t)t∈[0,r(Ω)) such as
(14), (15) and (16) is sufficient to obtain monotonicity results also for outer parallel sets (Ωt)t≥0, see
the fourth step of the proof of Theorem 1.2 presented in Section 3.1. Therefore, the latter inequalities

are equivalent to saying that for every Ω ∈ Kn, the functions t ∈ (−r(Ω),+∞) 7−→ |Ωt|
r(Ωt)n

, t ∈

(−r(Ω),+∞) 7−→ P (Ωt)
r(Ωt)n−1 and t ∈ (−r(Ω),+∞) 7−→ P (Ωt)

1
n−1

|Ωt|
1
n

are all monotonically decreasing.

It is then natural to wonder whether such type of monotonicity results hold (or do not) for other
classic functionals. In the sense, that if J and F are α and β homogeneous functionals respectively
(i.e., J(γΩ) = γαJ(Ω) and F (γΩ) = γβF (Ω)), would the function

t ∈ (−r(Ω),+∞) 7−→ J(Ωt)
1
α

F (Ωt)
1
β

be monotonic with the same monotonicity for every Ω ∈ Kn?
The homogeneity assumption is a natural property that is satisfied by all the shape functional that

we are considering in this paper. For example:

• The inradius is of homogeneity 1 as

∀Ω ∈ Kn, ∀γ > 0, r(γΩ) = γr(Ω).

• The perimeter is of homogeneity n− 1 as

∀Ω ∈ Kn, ∀γ > 0, P (γΩ) = γn−1P (Ω).

• The volume is of homogeneity n as

∀Ω ∈ Kn, ∀γ > 0, |tΩ| = γn|Ω|.
• The Cheeger constant is of homogeneity −1 as

∀Ω ∈ Kn, ∀γ > 0, h(γΩ) = γ−1h(Ω).

• The first Dirichlet eigenvalue is of homogeneity −2 as

∀Ω ∈ Kn, ∀γ > 0, λ1(γΩ) = γ−2λ1(Ω).

We present one positive result and a negative one. The first result concerns the inradius in rela-
tion with other functionals and the second one provides a counterexample of the monotonicity when
considering the first Dirichlet eigenvalue and the Cheeger constant.
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Proposition 5.3. If J : Kn −→ R+ is an α-homogeneous functional that is monotonic with respect
to inclusions. For every Ω ∈ Kn, the function

t ∈ (−r(Ω),+∞) 7−→ J(Ωt)

r(Ωt)α

is monotonically decreasing. It is strictly decreasing on (−r(Ω), 0] if and only if Ω is a tangential body.

Proof. Let Ω ∈ Kn, it is sufficient to deal with the inner parallel sets and show that

∀t ∈ [0, r(Ω)), J(Ω−t)
1
α ≥ J(Ω)

1
α

(
1− t

r(Ω)

)
= J(Ω)

1
α · r(Ω−t)

r(Ω)
.

The proof follows from repeating the exact same steps as in [26, Section 2] by replacing the perimeter

(which was considered in [26]) by the functional J
1
α , which is also increasing with respect to inclusions

in Kn as it is assumed to be α-homogeneous and monotonic with respect to inclusions. □

Corollary 5.3.1. Let J : Kn −→ R+ be an α-homogeneous functional that is monotonic with respect
to inclusions such that t → J(Ωt) is differentiable at 0. We have

d

dt

∣∣∣
t=0

J(Ωt) ≤ α · J(Ω)
r(Ω)

.

Proof. The proof readily follows from the monotonicity result of Proposition 5.2 and the differentia-
bility of t 7−→ J(Ωt) and t → r(Ωt) = r(Ω) + t. □

The application of Corollary 5.3.1 to the functionals under study, i.e., P , | · |, h and λ1 respectively,
provides the following inequalities:

• P (Ω) ≤ n · |Ω|
r(Ω) , which is a classical inequality in convex geometry for which the equality holds

only for tangential bodies.

• K(Ω) ≤ (n− 1) · P (Ω)
r(Ω) .

• h(Ω)2 − h(Ω)
r(Ω) ≥ K(CΩ)

|CΩ| , where CΩ is the (unique) Cheeger set of the convex Ω.

•
∫
∂Ω |∇u|2dHn ≥ 2λ1(Ω)

r(Ω) , which is weaker than inequality (12) found in [7, Corollary 3.16].

Proposition 5.4. There is no monotonicity result for the functionals λ1 and h. In the sense that we
can find R,Q ∈ K2 such that the functions

t ∈ (−r(R),+∞) 7−→ λ1(Rt)
− 1

2

h(Rt)−1
and t ∈ (−r(Q),+∞) 7−→ λ1(Qt)

− 1
2

h(Qt)−1

do not share the same monotonicity.

Proof. Let us considerQ a quadrilateral of vertices (−1, 0), (1, 0), (1/100, 99/100) and (−1/100, 99/100)
contained in the triangle T of vertices (−1, 0), (1, 0) and (0, 1).

For every t ∈ [0, r(Q)), The domains Q−t and T−t share the same Cheeger set and the same inradius.
We then have

h(Q−t) = h(T−t) = h

((
1− t

r(T )

)
T

)
=

(
1− t

r(T )

)−1

h(T ) =

(
1− t

r(Q)

)−1

h(Q).

On the other hand, since Q is not a tangential body, we have, by Proposition 5.2,

∀t ∈ (0, r(Q)), λ1(Q−t)
− 1

2 > λ1(Q)−
1
2

(
1− t

r(Q)

)
.

By combining the last two results, we obtain

∀t ∈ (0, r(Q)), λ(Q−t)
− 1

2 > λ1(Q)−
1
2 · h(Q)

h(Q−t)
,
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which is equivalent to

∀t ∈ [0, r(Q)),
λ1(Q−t)

− 1
2

h(Q−t)−1
>

λ1(Q)−
1
2

h(Q)−1
.

Now, let us consider the rectangle R := (0, 2)× (0, 1). We have, for every t ∈ [0, r(R)),

λ1(R−t) = π2

(
1

(1− 2t)2
+

1

4(1− t)2

)
and h(R−t) =

4− π

3− 4t−
√
1 + π(1− 2t)(2− 2t)

.

We then check by using Matlab that

∀t ∈ (0, r(R)),
λ1(R−t)

− 1
2

h(R−t)−1
<

λ1(R)−
1
2

h(R)−1
.

□
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