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ON GENERAL VERSIONS OF THE PETTY PROJECTION

INEQUALITY

FRANCISCO MARÍN SOLA

Abstract. The classical Petty projection inequality is an affine isoperi-
metric inequality which constitutes a cornerstone in the affine geometry
of convex bodies. By extending the polar projection body to an inter-
dimensional operator, Petty’s inequality was generalized in [17] to the
so-called (Lp, Q) setting, where Q is an m-dimensional compact convex
set. In this work, we further extend the (Lp, Q) Petty projection inequal-
ity to the broader realm of rotationally invariant measures with concav-
ity properties, namely, those with γ-concave density (for γ ≥ −1/nm).
Moreover, when p = 1, and motivated by a contemporary empirical rein-
terpretation of Petty’s result [30], we explore empirical analogues of this
inequality.

1. Introduction

The classical isoperimetric inequality in asserts that among all convex
bodies (compact convex sets with non-empty interior) of a given volume,
euclidean balls have the smallest surface area. More precisely, if K ⊂ R

n is
a convex body and Bn

2 is the euclidean unit ball in R
n,

(1.1) S(K) ≥ S(BK),

where S(·) denotes the surface area and BK is an euclidean ball with the
same volume as K.

A well-known affine strengthening of (1.1) is provided by the Petty projec-
tion inequality (see [31]). This result shows that among convex bodies with
prescribed volume, the polar projection body (see Section 2 for a precise
definition) has maximal volume when K is an ellipsoid. In a more detailed
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manner, for every convex body K ⊂ R
n

(1.2) |Π◦(K)| ≤ |Π◦(BK)|,

where | · | denotes the n-dimensional Lebesgue measure or volume. The
projection body operator and its polar has attracted a lot of attention during
decades becoming a cornerstone of the affine geometry of convex bodies and
the Brunn-Minkowski theory. For context and background we refer the
interested reader to the excellent books by Gardner [13], Gruber [14] and
Schneider [34].

Listing all the works related to Petty’s inequality (1.2) and the projection
body would be out of the scope of this manuscript. Nevertheless, we would
like to point out that the projection body operator was extended to the Lp

setting, for p > 1, by Lutwak, Yang and Zhang in the seminal paper [23],
where they continued the work of Petty extending (1.2) to this realm. Other
remarkable extension of this operator is the asymmetric Lp projection body
introduced by Ludwig in [20], where she gave a complete classification of
it from the perspective of Minkowski valuations (see also [19] for extensive
study of the classical case). An analogue of (1.2) for the latter bodies was
proved, among other related results, by Haberl and Schuster in [15]. More
recently, an empirical version of the classical Petty projection inequality
was obtained by Paouris, Pivovarov, and Tatarko [30]; their work follows
the empirical interpretation of isoperimetric inequalities initiated in [26] and
further developed in [27, 10, 29].

In this work, we will be mainly concern about the (Lp, Q) polar projection
body, Π◦

Q,p(·) (see (2.3)). This generalization was recently introduced and
extensively studied by Haddad, Langharst, Putterman, Roysdon and Ye in
[17], building on a previous work [16]. Among other related results, the
following (Lp, Q) Petty projection inequality was established:

Theorem A ([17]). Let m,n ∈ N, K ⊂ R
n and Q ⊂ R

m be convex bodies
containing the origin in its interior. Then

|Π◦
Q,p(K)|nm ≤ |Π◦

Q,p(BK)|nm .

Equality holds for p = 1 if and only if K is an ellipsoid; if p > 1 and n ≥ 3,
then there is equality if and only if K is an origin symmetric ellipsoid. When
n = 2 the equality conditions were shown in [35].

We would like to remark that the (Lp, Q) polar projection body provides
an unifying framework that encompasses the aforementioned generalizations
[23, 20, 15].

Our contributions are twofold. First, following the approach of [25, Sec-
tion 8.2] along with a new observation from the Lp setting, we extend Theo-
rem A to absolutely continuous rotationally invariant, convex measures (i.e.,
measures with a γ-concave density for γ ≥ −1/nm). The result reads as
follows.
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Theorem 1.1. Let K ⊂ R
n and Q ⊂ R

m be convex bodies containing
the origin in its interior. Then, for any absolutely continuous rotationally
invariant, convex measure ν in R

nm

ν
(

Π◦
Q,p(K)

)

≤ ν
(

Π◦
Q,p(BK)

)

.

Secondly, motivated by the aforementioned empirical interpretation of the
Petty projection inequality, we shall study empirical versions of the previous
result. To briefly introduce the setting (note that we follow the notation of
[26]), for vectors x1, . . . , xN ∈ R

n (with N ≥ 1) and a convex body C ⊂ R
N ,

we denote by [x1, . . . , xN ] the n×N matrix with columns xi, so that

[x1, ..., xN ]C =
{

c1x1 + · · ·+ cNxN : c = (c1, ..., cN ) ∈ C
}

.

Accordingly, if X1, . . . ,XN are random vectors in R
n, then [X1, . . . ,XN ]C

is a random set. The empirical version of (1.2) obtained in [30] takes the
following form.

Theorem B ([30]). Let C ∈ R
N be a convex body. If {Xi}

N
i=1 are indepen-

dent random vectors respectively distributed w.r.t the densities {fi}
N
i=1, then,

for any absolutely continuous rotationally invariant, log-concave measure ν
in R

n

E

[

ν
(

Π◦
(

[X1, ...,XN ]C
)

)]

≤ E

[

ν
(

Π◦
(

[X∗
1 , ...,X

∗
N ]C

)

)]

,

where {X∗
i }

N
i=1 are independent random vectors respectively distributed w.r.t.

the symmetric decreasing rearrangement of {fi}
N
i=1.

In the spirit of [30] and building on the ideas of [25, Section 8.2], we prove
the following when p = 1.

Theorem 1.2. Let C ∈ R
N be a convex body and Q ∈ R

m be a convex
body containing the origin in its interior, where m,N ∈ N. If {Xi}

N
i=1

are independent random vectors respectively distributed w.r.t the densities
{fi}

N
i=1, then, for any rotationally invariant, convex measure ν in Rnm

E

[

ν
(

Π◦
Q

(

[X1, ...,XN ]C
)

)]

≤ E

[

ν
(

Π◦
Q

(

[X∗
1 , ...,X

∗
N ]C

)

)]

,

where {X∗
i }

N
i=1 are independent random vectors respectively distributed w.r.t.

the symmetric decreasing rearrangement of {fi}
N
i=1.

Finally, we would like to remark that, as a byproduct of the tools de-
veloped to prove Theorem 1.1, we recover a recent result by Cao, Wang
and Wang [36] concerning the Lp-analogue of the surface area measure (see
Corollary 3.1).

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we collect some preliminar-
ies, background material and several tools the we shall use later on. Section
3 is devoted to the proof of Theorem 1.1 and some remarks related with Lp

mixed volumes. Finally, the proof of Theorem 1.2 is provided in Section 4
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2. Background material

We shall work with d-dimensional euclidean spaces Rd endowed with their
standard inner product 〈·, ·〉, and xi are used for the i-th coordinate of a
vector in such a space. Given any set M ⊂ R

n, we use χ
M

to denote its
characteristic function. For any given unit direction u ∈ S

n−1, we shall
use u⊥, Pu⊥ and Ru for a hiperplane with normal vector u, the orthogonal
projection onto it, and the reflection map about it. Along the paper, the
k-dimensional Lebesgue measure of a measurable set is denoted by | · |k and
we will omit the index k when it is equal to the dimension of the ambient
space; furthermore, as usual, integrating dx will stand the integration with
respect to the Lebesgue measure.

Let K1, ...,Km ⊂ R
n be convex bodies and λ1, ..., λn ≥ 0. The volume of

their Minkowski sum is given by

|λ1K1 + · · ·+ λmKm| =
∑

1≤i1,....,in≤m

λi1 · · · λinV (Ki1 , ...,Kin),

where the coefficient V (Ki1 , ...,Kin ) is the so-called mixed volume of n-
tuple (Ki1 , ...,Kin) (see [34, Section 5] for background and properties). We
shall use the standard abbreviation V (K[n− k], L[k]) when the sets appear,
respectively, n− k and k times in the mixed volume with k ∈ {1, ..., n − 1}.

Let K ⊂ R
n be a convex body, its support function hK and polar body

K◦ are given by

hK(x) = max
x∈K

〈x, y〉 and K◦ = {x ∈ R
n : hK(x) ≤ 1}.

If K contains the origin in its interior, its minkowski functional is defined
as ‖x‖K = inf{λ > 0 : x ∈ λK}. Note that, in this case, K = {x ∈ R

n :
‖x‖K ≤ 1} and ‖ · ‖K◦ = hK(·). We shall also recall some definitions; the
projection body, ΠK, of K is the centrally symmetric convex body whose
support function is given by hΠK(u) = |Pu⊥K|n−1 = nV (K[n − 1], [0, u])
where, for any given direction u ∈ S

n−1, [0, u] is a segment joining the origin
and u. Thus the polar projection body, denoted as Π◦K, is merely (ΠK)◦.

2.1. The (Lp, Q) setting. Let K,L ⊂ R
n be convex bodies containing the

origin in its interior. The p-sum of K and L (introduced by Firey [11]),
K +p L, is defined via its support function as

(2.1) hpK+pL
(u) = hpK(u) + hL(u)

p,

with u ∈ S
n−1 (see also [24] for a more general pointwise definition). The

Lp mixed volume, introduced by Lutwak [21, 22], is defined as

(2.2) Vp(K,L) =
p

n
lim
ε→0+

|K +p ε · L| − |K|

ε

In order to introduce the (Lp, Q) polar projection body, it shall be con-
venient to identify R

n with the collection of n× 1 column vectors, Rm with
the collection of 1 ×m row vectors, and R

nm with the collection of n × m
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matrices. Of course, this considerations are not needed when the matrix
multiplication is not involved. Fix k, n,m ∈ N. Given A ⊂ R

nk, B ⊂ R
km,

we have that At = {xt : x ∈ A} and A.B = {x.y : x ∈ A, y ∈ B} ⊂ R
nm.

Here, x.y means the left-to-right matrix multiplication of x and y, and xt

means the transpose of the matrix x. Given a convex bodies Q and K in
R
m and R

n, respectively, both containing the origin in its interior. The
(Lp, Q) polar projection body, introduced in [17] for p ≥ 1, is defined via its
Minkowski functional as

(2.3) ‖x̄‖pΠ◦
Q,p

K = nVp(K, x̄.Qt),

where x̄ ∈ R
nm is non-zero. This encapsulates several generalizations of

the polar projection body operator; for instance, if Q = −∆m the recently
introduced mth-order case [16] shows up. Moreover, when Q = [−1, 1], and
p ≥ 1, the Lp case by Lutwak, Yang and Zhang [23] and the Q = [0, 1] case
by Haberl and Schuster [15] are also recovered.

2.2. Linear parameter systems. We shall also collect the notion of a
linear parameter system introduced by Rogers and Shepard in [33] (see also
[34, Section 10.4]). Let K ⊂ R

n be a convex body, and u ∈ S
n−1 a unit

direction. A linear parameter system is a family of convex bodies {K(t)}t∈I
that can be represented as

(2.4) K(t) = conv{xj + λjtu : j ∈ J },

where {xj}j∈J and {λj}j∈J are bounded sets in R
n and R respectively. We

shall also make use of the case in which the index set is a convex body K,
i.e,

K(t) = conv
(

{x+ tα(x)u : x ∈ K}
)

.

where α is a bounded speed function. A fundamental property of this con-
struction is its convexity under mixed volumes: an elegant proof can be
found in [34, Theorem 10.4.1].

Theorem 2.1. Let {Ki(t)}t∈I , with i = 1, ..., n, be linear parameter systems
in the direction u ∈ S

n−1. Then t 7→ V
(

K1(t), ..., Kn(t)
)

is convex.

As a corollary one obtains a classical result proved by Rogers and Shepard
[32].

Corollary 2.1. Let {K(t)}t∈I a linear parameter system. Then t 7→ |K(t)|
is convex.

Linear parameter system have demonstrated to be a powerful tool to prove
isoperimetric type inequalities (and its reverse counterpart in the plane). To
list some fundamental contributions in this regard, we would like to mention
the work of Campi and Gronchi [6, 8, 7] and Campi, Colesanti and Gronchi
[5].
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In this work, we shall mostly use a specific linear parameter system. Let
K ⊂ R

n be a convex body and u ∈ S
n−1. Then {Ku(t)}t∈[−1,1] is the linear

parameter system given by

(2.5) Ku(t) = {y + su : y ∈ Pu⊥K, s ∈ [f t
u(y),−gtu(y)]},

with

f t
u(y) =

(1 + t)fu(y) + (1− t)gu(y)

2
and

gtu(y) =
(1− t)fu(y) + (1 + t)gu(y)

2
,

where fu, gu : Pu⊥K → R are convex functions such that

K = {y + su : y ∈ Pu⊥K, s ∈ [fu(y),−gu(y)]}.

Note that {Ku(t)}t∈[−1,1] interpolates continuously between K, RuK and
SuK (Ku(1) = K, Ku(−1) = RuK and Ku(0) = SuK), and Ku(−t) =
RuKu(t). Moreover, |Ku(t)| = |K| for all t ∈ [−1, 1]. In addition, for every
y ∈ u⊥ and t ∈ [−1, 1]

Ku(t)y =
1 + t

2
Ky +

1− t

2
RuKy,

where we use the notation Ky for the one dimensional fiber K ∩ (y + R).
The interested reader may check [25, Lemma 2.1] for further details.

A natural question is wether linear parameter systems are “preserved”
under the Minkowski addition or, more generally, for the p-sum (2.1) with
p ≥ 1. The following result by Bianchini and Colesanti provides an answer.

Theorem 2.2. [1] Let {K(t)}t∈I and {L(t)}t∈I be linear parameter systems
along the direction u ∈ S

n−1. Then, for every p ≥ 1 {K(t) +p L(t)}t∈I is
also a linear parameter system along the direction u ∈ S

n−1.

2.3. Functional results. To finish the background section, we recall some
functional results and definitions that will be used later on. We say that a
function ϕ : Rn −→ R≥0 is p-concave, for p ∈ R ∪ {±∞}, if

ϕ
(

(1− λ)x+ λy
)

≥
(

(1− λ)ϕ(x)p + λϕ(y)p
)1/p

for all x, y ∈ R
n such that ϕ(x)ϕ(y) > 0 and any λ ∈ (0, 1). The cases

p = 0, p = ∞ and p = −∞ follow by continuity of the p-means, i.e, one
obtains the geometric mean, the maximum and the minimum (of ϕ(x) and
ϕ(y)), respectively. Note that if p > 0, then ϕ is p-concave if and only if ϕp

is concave on its support {x ∈ R
n : ϕ(x) > 0}. In particular, a 0-concave

function is usually called log-concave whereas a (−∞)-concave function is
referred to as quasi-concave. Moreover, Jensen’s inequality ensures that a
q-concave function is also p-concave, whenever q > p.

Let s ∈ [−∞, 1] and ν be a Borel measure in R
n. Then ν is s-concave if

ν
(

(1− λ)A+ λB
)

≥
(

(1− λ)ν(A)s + λν(B)s
)1/s
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When s = −∞ the measure is usually referred to as convex. Following
Borell’s characterization [2], an absolutely continuous measure ν in R

n with
density ϕ is s-concave if and only if ϕ is p-concave with p = s/(1−ns) (Note
that Jensen’s inequality implies that convex measures are the largest class
among s-concave ones). The latter can be deduced from the following result,
originally proved in [2] and [3] (see also [12] for a detailed presentation).

Theorem 2.3 (The Borell-Brascamp-Lieb inequality). Let λ ∈ (0, 1). Let
−1/n ≤ p ≤ ∞ and let f, g, h : Rn −→ R≥0 be measurable functions, with
positive integrals, such that

h
(

(1− λ)x+ λy
)

≥
(

(1− λ)f(x)p + λg(y)p
)1/p

for all x, y ∈ R
n such that f(x)g(y) > 0. Then

(2.6)

∫

Rn

h(x) dx ≥

(

(1− λ)

(
∫

Rn

f(x) dx

)q

+ λ

(
∫

Rn

g(x) dx

)q)1/q

,

where q = p/(np+ 1).

Another consequence of the Borell-Brascamp-Lieb inequality is the fol-
lowing.

Corollary 2.2. Let f : Rn × R
d be a p-concave function, with p ≥ −1/n.

Then

F (y) =

∫

Rn

f(x, y) dx

is p/(np+ 1)-concave.

We conclude by recalling the notion of symmetric decreasing rearrange-
ment. We essentially follow [4] (see also [18, Chapter 3]). Let A ⊂ R

n be
a measurable set with finite volume. Its symmetric rearrangement A∗ is an
euclidean open ball with the same volume as A. Let now f : Rn → R+ be
an integrable function. Using its layer-cake representation

f(x) =

∫ +∞

0
χ

{f(x)>t}
(x) dt,

the symmetric decreasing rearrangement of f , denoted as f∗, is given by

f∗(x) =

∫ +∞

0
χ

{f(x)>t}∗
(x) dt

Note that f∗ is radially symmetric and decreasing. Moreover, it preserves
the volume of the super level sets, i.e, |{f(x) > t}| = |{f∗(x) > t}| for all
t > 0.

A result involving symmetric decreasing rearrangements that will be cen-
tral in this note is Chris’t version [9] of Rogers-Brascamp-Lieb-Luttinger’s
inequality. As shown in [26] (see also [28, 30]), this theorem is a powerful
tool for proving empirical type isoperimetric inequalities. We state it for
reader’s convenience.
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Theorem 2.4 ([9]). Let f1, ..., fN : Rn → R+ be integrable functions and let
F : (Rn)N → R+. Suppose that F satisfies that, for any u ∈ S

n−1 and ȳ =
(y1, ..., yN ) ⊂ u⊥, the function Fu,ȳ;R

N → R+ defined by Fu,ȳ(t1, ..., tN ) =
F (y1 + t1u, ..., yN + tNu) is even and quasi-concave. Then

∫

(Rn)N
F (x1, ..., xN )

N
∏

i=1

fi(xi) dx̄ ≤

∫

(Rn)N
F (x1, ..., xN )

N
∏

i=1

f∗
i (xi) dx̄,

where dx̄ stands for dx1, ...,dxN .

3. On the (Lp, Q) Petty’s projection inequality

We start this section by proving a simple observation regarding the inter-
play between Lp-mixed volumes (2.2) and linear parameter systems.

Lemma 3.1. Let {K(t)}t∈I and {L(t)}t∈I be linear parameter systems, both
along the direction u ∈ S

n−1 and containing the origin for all t ∈ I, such
that |K(t)| does not depend on t. Then t 7→ Vp

(

K(t), L(t)
)

is convex for
every p ≥ 1.

Proof. Let ε > 0 and φε : I → R be the function given by

φε(t) =
|K(t) +p ε · L(t)| − |K|

ε
.

Theorem 2.2 together with Corollary 2.1 imply that φε is a convex function
for every ε > 0. Moreover, using that K(t) and L(t) contain the origin for
any t ∈ I, we have that K(t) +p ε · L(t) is a convex body for every t ∈ I
and ε > 0. Hence, the limit limε→0+ φε(t) always exists. Finally, taking into
account that Vp

(

K(t), L(t)
)

= limε→0+
p
nφε(t), the assertion immediately

follows. �

Recently, Cao, Wang and Wang [36] establish, among other related re-
sults, an Lp-analogue of the so-called Steiner inequality. Specifically, they
proved that, for any convex body K containing the origin in its interior,
its Lp surface area Sp(K) does not increase under Steiner symmetrization.
Note that Sp(K) = Vp(K,Bn

2 ), and hence Lemma 3.1 implies the following.

Proposition 3.1. Let {K(t)}t∈I be a linear parameter system containing
the origin for all t ∈ I. Then, t 7→ Sp

(

K(t)
)

is convex for every p ≥ 1.

As a consequence, we recover the result of Cao, Wang and Wang.

Corollary 3.1. Let K ⊂ R
n be a convex body containing the origin in its

interior. Then, for every u ∈ S
n−1,

Sp(SuK) ≤ Sp(K).

Proof. Considering {Ku(t)}t∈[−1,1] defined in (2.5) (which contains the origin
in its interior for all t ∈ I), we get that

Sp(SuK) = Sp

(

Ku(0)
)

≤
1

2
Sp(K) +

1

2
Sp(RuK) = Sp(K)

as desired. �
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We are now ready to prove the main result of the section.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. Let ν be a rotationally invariant, convex measure
in R

nm with dν(x̄) = φ(x̄) dx̄ (φ is −1/nm-concave). To make notation
more compact dx̄ stands for dx1 · · · dxm whereas s̄ = (s1, ..., sm) ∈ R

m.
For a fixed u ∈ S

n−1 and x̄ = (x1, ..., xm) ∈ R
nm we will use (yi + siu)i

for (y1 + s1u, ..., ym + smu), where for all 1 ≤ i ≤ m xi = yi + siu. Let
{Ku(t)}t∈[−1,1] be the shadow system (2.5). From (2.3) we get that

ν
(

Π◦
Q,p

(

Ku(t)
)

)

=

∫

(Rn)m
χ

{nVp(Ku(t),x̄.Qt)≤1}
(x̄)φ(x̄) dx̄

=

∫

(u⊥)m

∫

Rm

χ
{nVp(Ku(t),(yi+siu)i.Q

t)}
((yi + siu)i)φȳ(s̄) dȳ ds̄

=

∫

(u⊥)m
F (t, ȳ) dȳ,

where F (t, ȳ) : [−1, 1] × (u⊥)m → R+ is the function given by

F (t, ȳ) =

∫

Rm

χ
{fp(t,s̄)≤1}

(t, s̄)φȳ(s̄) ds̄,

φȳ(s̄) = φ
(

(yi + siu)i
)

and fp(t, s̄) = nVp

(

Ku(t), (yi + siu)i.Q
t
)

. On the one
hand, we have that

fp(−t,−s̄) = nVp

(

Ku(−t), (yi − siu)i.Q
t
)

= nVp

(

RuKu(t), Ru

(

(yi + siu)i.Q
t
))

= fp(t, s̄).

On the other hand, let λ ∈ (0, 1) and (t, s̄), (t′, s̄′) ∈ [−1, 1] × R
m. Then,

f
(

(1− λ)t+ λt′, (1− λ)s̄+ λs̄′
)

= nVp

(

Ku((1− λ)t+ λt′), (yi + ((1− λ)si + λs′i)u)i.Q
t
)

Note that {Ku((1 − λ)t + λt′)}λ∈(0,1) = {Ku(λ)}λ∈(0,1) is also a linear pa-
rameter system. Moreover, for all λ ∈ (0, 1) Ku(λ) contains the origin and
|Ku(λ)| = |K|. In addition, for any q = (q1, ..., qm) ∈ Q we have that
(yi + siu)i.q

t = q1(y1 + s1u) + ...+ (ym + smu)qm. Therefore,
(

yi + ((1− λ)si + λs′i)u
)

i
.Qt

=

{

m
∑

i=1

qi(yi + siu) + λ

m
∑

i=1

qi(s′i − si)u : q = (q1, ..., qm) ∈ Q

}

= {xq + µqλu : q ∈ Q} ,

i.e.,
{(

yi + ((1 − λ)si + λs′i)u
)

i
.Qt

}

λ∈(0,1)
is a linear parameter system of

the form (2.4), generated by the sets {xq}q∈Q and {µq}q∈Q, which contains
the origin for all λ ∈ (0, 1). Hence, using Lemma 3.1, we get that λ 7→
fp
(

(1− λ)t+ λt′, (1− λ)s̄+ λs̄′
)

is convex, which yields the joint convexity
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of fp(t, s̄). Thus, the function ϕ : [−1, 1]× (u⊥)m×R
m given by ϕ(t, ȳ, s̄) =

χ
{fp(t,s̄)≤1}

(t, s̄)φȳ(s̄) is (−1/nm)-concave. Now since

F (t, ȳ) =

∫

Rm

ϕ(t, ȳ, s̄) ds̄,

Corollary 2.2 implies that F (t, ȳ) is α-concave, with α = 1
m(1−n) . Moreover,

considering Fȳ(t) = F (t, ȳ) for any fixed ȳ ∈ (u⊥)m, by a change of variables
and the evenness of fp(t, s̄) we get that

Fȳ(−t) =

∫

Rm

χ
{fp(−t,s̄)≤1}

φȳ(s̄) ds̄

=

∫

Rm

χ
{fp(t,−s̄)≤1}

φȳ(s̄) ds̄

=

∫

Rm

χ
{fp(t,s̄)≤1}

φȳ(−s̄) ds̄

= Fȳ(t),

where in the last identity we have used the rotational invariance of the
measure ν. The latter, together with the fact that Fȳ(t) is α-concave, implies

that Fȳ(t) ≤ Fȳ(0) for all t ∈ [−1, 1] and y ∈ (u⊥)m. In particular,

ν
(

Π◦
Q,p(K)

)

=

∫

(u⊥)m
Fȳ(1) dȳ ≤

∫

(u⊥)m
Fȳ(0) dȳ = ν

(

Π◦
Q,p(SuK)

)

.

The proof concludes from the following two facts; on the one hand, for
any convex body K one can find a sequence of Steiner symmetrizations
which converges (w.r.t. the Hausdorff metric) to an euclidean ball with
same volume as K. On the other hand, the operator Π◦

Q,p is continuous

w.r.t. the corresponding Hausdorff metric (see [17, Proposition 3.8]). �

4. Empirical inequalities

This section is devoted to the proof of Theorem 1.2. Although we essen-
tially adapt the ideas used in [30], which build on the argument developed
in [25, Proposition 8.4], we include a sketch of the proof for the sake of
completeness.

Proof of Theorem 1.2. Let ȳ ∈ (u⊥)N and denote Cȳ(t̄) = [y1+ t1u, ..., yN +
tNu]C. Let f : Rn−1 × R

m → R+ be the function given by

f(t̄, s̄) = nV
(

Cȳ(t̄)[n− 1], (wi + siu)i.Q
t
)
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We have that

ν
(

Π◦
Q

(

Cȳ(t̄)
)

)

=

∫

(u⊥)m

∫

Rm

χ
{nV (Cȳ(t̄)[n−1],(wi+siu)i.Q

t)≤1}
φȳ(s̄) dw̄ ds̄

=

∫

(u⊥)m

∫

Rm

χ
{f(t̄,s̄)≤1}

φȳ(s̄) dw̄ ds̄

=

∫

(u⊥)m
Fw̄,ȳ(t̄) dw̄,

where, fixed w̄ ∈ (u⊥)m and ȳ ∈ (u⊥)N , Fw̄,ȳ : RN → R+ is the function
given by

Fw̄,ȳ(t̄) =

∫

Rm

χ
{f(t,s̄)≤1}

φw̄(s̄) ds

and φw̄(s̄) = φ(w1 + s1u, ..., wm + smu). Hence,

E

[

ν
(

Π◦
Q

(

[X1, ...,XN ]C
)

)]

=

∫

(u⊥)N

∫

RN

ν
(

Π◦
Q

(

Cȳ(t̄)
)

)

N
∏

i=1

fi(yi + tiu) dt̄dȳ

=

∫

(u⊥)N

∫

RN

∫

(u⊥)m
Fw̄,ȳ(t̄)

N
∏

i=1

fi(yi + tiu) dw̄ dt̄ dȳ.

Let λ ∈ (0, 1) and t, t′ ∈ R
N . Then both

{

Cȳ

(

(1− λ)t+ λt′
)}

λ∈(0,1)
and

{(

wi + ((1 − λ)si + λs′i)u
)

i
.Qt

}

λ∈(0,1)

are linear parameter systems in the direction u. Therefore, Theorem 2.1
implies that f(t̄, s̄) is jointly convex. Moreover, since Cȳ(−t̄) = RuCȳ(t̄)
and (wi − siu)i.Q

t = Ru(wi + siu)i.Q
t, it follows that f(t̄, s̄) is even. The

latter two facts, together with Corollary 2.2 and the rotational invariance
of the measure ν, imply that, for any u ∈ S

n−1, Fw̄,ȳ(t̄) is an α-concave

(and, in particular, quasi-concave), even function for every w̄ ∈ (u⊥)m and
ȳ ∈ (u⊥)N . Thus, using Theorem 2.4,

E

[

ν
(

Π◦
Q

(

[X1, ...,XN ]C
)

)]

≤ E

[

ν
(

Π◦
Q

(

[X∗
1 , ...,X

∗
N ]C

)

)]

as we wanted to prove. �

Remark 4.1. Attending to the arguments used in the proofs of the Theorems
1.1 and 1.2, it may be natural to wonder about possible empirical results in
the Lp-setting. In this regard, we note that the employed strategies heavily
rely on the fact that

{

Cy

(

(1− λ)t+ λt′
)}

λ∈(0,1)
is a linear parameter system

and the convexity of mixed volumes. In contrast, when dealing with Lp-mixed
volumes Vp(K,L), we are only able to prove the convexity of the function
t 7→ Vp

(

K(t), L(t)
)

when |K(t)| does not depend on t (see Lemma 3.1) which

is certainly not the case of
{

Cȳ

(

(1− λ)t+ λt′
)}

λ∈(0,1)
.
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