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Abstract

Complementing our previous results, we give a classification of all isometries (not neces-
sarily surjective) of the metric space consisting of ball-bodies, endowed with the Hausdorff
metric. “Ball bodies” are convex bodies which are intersections of translates of the Eu-
clidean unit ball. We show that any such isometry is either a rigid motion, or a rigid motion
composed with the c-duality mapping. In particular, any isometry on this metric space has

to be surjective.

We denote the class of convex bodies (i.e. non-empty compact convex subsets of R™) by
K™. The class §,, € K" consists of all convex bodies which are intersections of translated
Euclidean unit balls, z + BY. They can be equivalently defined as the summands of By, i.e.
those K € K™ for which there exists L € K" with K + L = B, or as convex bodies all of
whose sectional curvatures at every point are at least 1. This class appears very naturally in
several different subfields in convexity, for example in the study of bodies of constant width
(see [18] for a survey), in optimal transport with respect to special cost functions (see [4]),
in the Kneser-Poulsen conjecture (see [6]), in isoperimetric type questions (see [10, 12| §]), in
connection to the Hadwiger illumination conjecture (see [7]), and more. This class was studied
in [9] where among other results, many analogues of combinatorial flavour such as Caratheodory,
Helly and Steinitz type theorems were proved for this class. The first and third named authors
have recently studied this class in detail as well [3]. Note however that in the notation of [3],

the class S,, also contains the “trivial” sets (), R", whereas in this note it does not.

The class K™ (and its subclass S,,) is endowed with a natural metric, the Hausdorff metric
0, given by
(K, T)=inf{A\>0| K+ABy DT and T+ By D K}.

The Hausdorff metric is a very useful and well known way to measure distance between con-
vex sets, and the rigid motions are natural isometries of this metric space. It was shown by

Schneider [20] that any surjective isometry of (K", d) is given by a rigid motion.

*The first and second named authors are supported in part by the ERC under the European Union’s Horizon
2020 research and innovation programme (grant agreement no. 770127), by ISF grant Number 784/20, and by
the Binational Science Foundation (grant no. 2020329).


http://arxiv.org/abs/2503.02613v1

It is both surprising and trivial that the metric space (S,,d) admits another, essentially
different, isometry. Indeed, since the class S, is given by summands of the ball B, one can
map each K € S, to the unique L € S,, such that K — L = By. This L we denoted in [3, 2] by
K¢ (since it can also be seen as a cost-induced transform in the terminology of [4]). Note that
with these definitions hy (u) + hge(—u) = 1 for all u € S~ where hy is the support function
of K given by hi(u) = max,cx (z,u). Therefore, since the Hausdorff metric ¢ coincides with
the L metric on the class of support functions restricted to the unit sphere S”~!, the map

K +— K€ is an isometry with respect to 4.

In [3] we showed that, similarly to the result of Schneider for K™ [20], the only surjective
isometries of S, are given, up to rigid motions, either by the identity or by K — K¢ We thus
see that the class S, admits not one, but two essentially different isometries. It is instructive

to note that the isometry K — K¢ satisfies that for any K € S,, we have K = K, and also

K= () (z+ BY).
zeK
Moreover, it is easy to see that the c-duality mapping respects Minkowski averaging (for a

discussion see [3]), namely for K, T € S,, and A € (0,1), one has
(1= NE + NT)¢ = (1 — A\)K® + AT®.

We mention in passing that it was also shown in [3] that K — K¢ is, again up to rigid motions,

the unique order-reversing bijection on &,.

Going back to (K",6), Gruber and Lettl [I5] extended Schneider’s result, and showed that
in K™, without the surjectivity assumption, the only isometries which exist are of the form
K — gK + L for a rigid motion ¢ and a fixed L € K". In this note we provide the analogous
result for the metric space (S,,d). However, it turns out that the only isometries which exist
are in fact surjective, and are thus given either by a rigid motion or by a rigid motion composed
with the c-duality. This is yet another key difference between the class S, and the class of all

convex bodies.

Theorem 1. Let T : S, — S, be an isometry (not assumed a-priori to be surjective) with
respect to the Hausdorff distance. Then there exists a rigid motion (orthogonal transformation
and translation) g : R™ — R™ such that either TK = gK for all K € S, or TK = gK° for all
K eS,.

The method of proof is completely different from the method we used in [2], which relied on
understanding special geodesics of the metric space, and so was, in some sense, a more “local”
approach. The idea of our proof in this note is as follows. We will first use topological arguments
to show that there is a point (that is, a singleton {z¢}, which for simplicity we will denote by
xo) in the image of T. In fact, we will show that this point is the image of either a unit ball

or a point. We will then use an argument very similar to that in [I4] to show that in fact all



points are in the image of the isometry 7', and are the images of translates of one given set,
which is either a point or a Euclidean unit ball. The rest of the argument is quite standard - the
isometry condition will then imply that the map restricted to these translates must be induced
by a rigid motion, and since a set in S,, can be reconstructed using its distance from points, the

proof will be complete.

To prove the first step, namely that some point must be in the image of T, we will use a very
natural fact, which we were not able to locate in the literature and thus include its proof at the

end of this note. To state it, we define what is an e-isometry in a metric space (see e.g. [11]).

Definition 2. Let € > 0. A map [ : X — Y between two metric spaces (X,dx),(Y,dy) is

called an e-isometry if for all x,2’ € X,
|dy (f(@), f(a")) — dx(2,2")| < e.

These types of near-isometries (and their generalizations such as quasi-isometries) are usually
used to study the large-scale geometry of a space in a way which ignores small-scale details. For
example, see the pioneering works of Gromov [13], or [2I] for a survey. In particular, they are
seldom assumed to be continuous. Many results are known about these objects, for example
that if X =Y = R” then any e-isometry is “coarsely surjective”, namely any point in R" is
within some fixed distance of the image of f (see [I7, Exercise 6.12]). However, it turns out that
with the assumption of continuity, and when considering the Euclidean space R", an e-isometry
must be surjective. The following lemma is probably known, but we have not found it in the

literature and thus prove it at the end of this note.

Lemma 3. Let ¢ > 0 and let f : R™ — R"™ be a continuous e-isometry. Then f is surjective.

The main step in the proof is to show that for an isometry T of (S, d), there must be either
a point or a unit ball which is mapped under T to a point. The idea of the proof is as follows.
First we use Lemma [3 to find a point and a Euclidean unit ball whose images under T have
the same circumcenter. We then note that on the one hand, these images must have Hausdorff
distance at least 1 from each other, since any point and any unit ball are at a distance of at
least 1, and on the other hand, two sets in &, with the same circumcenter have distance at
most 1, and when the distance is 1 then one of them must be a point. We conclude that if two
bodies in §,, have the same circumcenter and are at distance at least 1, then one of them must

be a point.

Proposition 4. Let T : S, — S, be an isometry with respect to the Hausdorff distance. Then
either there exists a point xg € R™ such that T'(z¢) is a point, or there exists a Fuclidean unit

ball yo + BY such that T(yo + BY) is a point.

Proof of Proposition [§]. Denote by ¢ : S, — R" the circumcenter map, i.e. ¢(K) is the center of

its (unique) outball, and denote by r : S,, — [0, 1] the function that returns the circumradius of



K. Note that by convexity, ¢(K) € K for K € K". The map c is continuous, see for example
[11l Exercise 9.2.25]. We start by showing that there is a point zg € R™ and a unit ball yo + B
for some yo € R™ such that ¢(T'(xo)) = (T (yo + BY)).

To this end, define two functions f,, foan : R™ — R" by

fpt(z) = c(T(x)) and Joai(x) = c(T(x + BY)).

Note that 6(K,c(K)) < 1 for any K € S, since ¢(K) € K and K C ¢(K) + By. Thus
for any K,L € S,, by the triangle inequality we have [0(K, L) — §(c¢(K),c(L))| < 2. Since
|z —y| =d(z,y) = (T (z), T(y)) for z,y € R™, applying that inequality to the bodies K = T'(x)
and L = T(y) yields ||z —y|—| fpe(z) — fp(y)|| < 2. Similarly, since |z —y| = §(z+ BY,y+By) =
§(T(x + BY), T(y + BY)), we have ||z — y| — [ foau(®) — foau(®)|| < 2, ic. fpr and foa are 2-
isometries, and they are also continuous as compositions of continuous maps. Lemma [3limplies
that both f,; and fyq are surjective, and in particular for any ¢y € R" there exist zg,yp € R"
such that c(T(zo)) = fpt(z0) = co = foan(vo) = ¢(T'(yo + By)). Denote r = r(T'(xp)) and
ra =1(T(yo + BY)).

Next, note that if x + tB3 O y + B then t > 1, thus for any z,y € R" we have
Sy + BY) > 1, (1)
with equality if and only if z = y. We claim {ry,r2} = {0,1}. Indeed, if max{ry,r2} < 1 then
T(x0) Cco+r1By CT(yo+ BY)+r1By and  T(yo+ By) C co+roBy C T(x9) +roBy,

which implies 0(zg, yo+ B%) = 6(T(x0), T(yo+ BY)) < max{ry,re} < 1, which is a contradiction
to (). Thus max{ry,r2} = 1. Assume r; = 1. The only sets in S,, with out-radius 1 are
translates of Euclidean balls, i.e. T'(z9) = ¢o + BY. If T(yo + BY) is not a point, it contains
its circumcenter ¢ in its interior, meaning there is a small ball ¢o + tBy C T'(yo + BY), but
then T'(zg) = co + By C T(yo + By) + (1 —t)BY and T'(yo + BY) C T(xp), which implies
(T (x0),T(yo + BY)) <1 —1t < 1, again a contradiction. Therefore co = T'(yo + BY) is a point

in the image of T'. The case r9 = 1 is worked out similarly, to obtain ¢y = T'(xg).

Our second ingredient for the proof of Theorem [ has to do with a simple property of
geodesics in (K™,0). We recall that in [2] we used the fact that the only geodesic connecting
two points x,y in S, is given by (1 — \)z + \y. Here we will make use of an “opposite” fact,
which is that a point x cannot lie in the interior of a geodesic connecting two bodies in S,
which are themselves not points. We mention that in general points can participate in geodesics
which are not entirely made of points, for example (K;)icp,1) given by K; = tu for t € [0, %]
and K; = %u + (t — %) BY for t € [%, 1] is a geodesic in S,,, for any u € S™1.



Lemma 5. Let Ky, K1, Ko € K™ such that 5(K0,K1) + 5(K1,K2) = (S(KO,KQ). If Ky, Ko are

not points, then Ky is also not a point.

Proof. Assume that K, K3 are not points, and suppose that K; = {p} is a point. Then there
exist points z,y € Ky such that |p — x| < [p — y| = 0(Kyp, K1), and similarly for K5, there exist
points w, z € K such that [p — z| < |p — w| = §(K1, K2). Note that

Ky Cp+|p—w|By C Ko+ (lp— x|+ |p — w|) By,

and similarly

Ko Cp+lp—ylBy € Ko+ (Ip—z[+Ip—yl)Bs.

Therefore
(Ko, o) < mas{lp— |+ lp — wl,lp — ] + Ip )
< p—yl+Ip—w| = 6(Ko, K1) + 6(K1, K3),
in contradiction to the hypothesis. O

As the last element of the proof of Theorem [I] we recall the following simple lemma (given

as [2, Lemma 13]) which says that a body is specified by its Hausdorff distances to points.

Lemma 6. For any K € S, one has

K= () (z+6( K)BY).
rER™

We also make use of the following fact which states that isometries between (connected
subsets with nonempty interior of) Euclidean spaces are affine. This fact is folklore, see for
example [B, Proposition 9.1.3] for a proof of the case where the isometry is R — R™. The case

where the domain is a connected subset of R with nonempty interior has an identical proof.

Fact 7. Let A C R" be connected with nonempty interior, and let f : A — R" be an isometry.
Then there is an affine map F : R™ — R™ such that f = F|4.

We are now in a position to prove our main theorem.

Proof of Theorem[1. By Proposition H, there is some Ky € S, such that TKj is a point, and

furthermore K is either a point or a Euclidean unit ball. Denote
M ={z € R" | T(Kp+ x) is not a point}.

We show M is convex. Let p,q € M and r € [p,q|. Thus 6(Ko+p, Ko+7r)+0(Ko+7r, Ko+q) =
5(p,r)+0(r,q) = [p—r|+|r—ql =Ip—ql = é(p,q) = 6(Ko+p, Ko +q). Since T'is an isometry,
§(T'(Ko+p), T(Ko+7))+6(T(Ko+7), T(Ko+q)) = 6(T(Ko+p), T(Ko+q)). Since T'(Ko+p)



and T'(K(+ ¢q) are not points, Lemma[Blimplies that neither is T'(Ky+r), proving the convexity
of M. Next we show M must in fact be empty. Since TKj is a point, 0 ¢ M # R", and so,
seeing that M is convex, there is a closed half-space H such that M NH = (), i.e. for any x € H,
Tz is a point. The restriction of T to points in H is an isometry from a closed half-space to
R™, and so by Fact [[is induced by a rigid motion. By composing with the inverse rigid motion

we may assume without loss of generality that for any x € H, Tx = x.

Suppose towards a contradiction that M is not empty and fix some p € M. For any x € 0H,
§(Tp,z) = 6(Tp,Txz) = §(p, x), which implies Tp C x + (p, z) BY. Intersecting over all z € OH,

TpC () =+6(p,x)Bg = [p,p],
xr€0H
where p’ is the reflection of p through dH. Since Tp € S, and is contained in a segment, it
must be a point, in contradiction to the assumption p € M. Thus M = (.

So far we have obtained that for any z € R™, T(Ky + z) is a point. If K is a point itself,
T is an isometry that maps points to points and therefore by Fact [7 its restriction to points
must be a rigid motion g : R” = R™. Thus Q = ¢ ' o7 : S, — S, is an isometry restricting to
the identity on points. Let K € S,,. Note that for any x € R™ we have §(QK,z) = §(K, x), so

using Lemma [0l twice, we get

QK = () (@ +6(z,QK)BY) = () (x+d(x,K)BY) = K,
reR”™ xeR?

so K = QK = g~ 'TK, which implies TK = gK.

If Ky is a unit ball, consider R : S,, = S, given by RK = TK¢. This is an isometry as
a composition of two isometries. Since T" maps unit balls to points, R maps points to points,
and thus by Fact [0 its restriction to points must be a rigid motion g : R® — R". Thus
Q=g'oR:S, - &, is an isometry restricting to the identity on points. As before we
deduce that K = QK for all K € S,,, and since K = QK = ¢ 'TK¢, we get TK = gK¢. This

completes the proof of our main theorem. O

We end this note with a proof of Lemma 3], which we were not able to locate in the literature.
We will use the following immediate special case of [I, Theorem 3.3], which states that e-

isometries on a compact set which is “not too flat” are L°°-close to some isometry.

Proposition 8. For any n € N there exists C,, > 0 such that the following holds. Let e, R > 0.
Then for any e-isometry f : RBY — R" there exists an affine isometry U : R™ — R"™ such that

for any x € RBY we have
|f(z) = U(z)| < Cpe =: C.

Remark 9. We do not need the exact dependence of the constant C on n and €, but we do

make use of the fact that it does not depend on R.



The proof of Lemma [3 makes use of the notion of the degree of a map S"~! — S"~1 and

the fact that it is invariant under homotopies. For reference, see e.g. [16, §2.2] or [19, §5].

Proof of Lemmal[3. Let f : R™ — R™ be a continuous e-isometry, and suppose towards a con-
tradiction that there is some y € R™ \ Im f. Fix some R > |y — f(0)| + C + &, where C > 0
is the constant given by Proposition Bl and let U : R” — R"™ be the affine isometry given by
applying Proposition Bl to f|rpp. Since y € Im f, we may define f: RBY — S" ! by

2 fl@) -y
J@) = 1@ =l

This mapping is well defined and continuous. Note that f is defined on the whole ball RB? which
is contractible, thus f |pgn—1 is null-homotopic and in particular deg f |pgn—1 = 0. However,

U(RBY) is a ball of radius R centered at U(0), and it contains y in its inerior, since
ly = UO) <y = fO)+1£0) =UO)] < |y - f(0)| +C <R

We may thus define U : RS"~! — §"~1 by

Since y is in the interior of the ball U(RBY), any ray emanating from y intersects OU (RBY)
exactly once, i.e. U is bijective, and in particular degU # 0. For any z € RS™ !, by the

triangle inequality

[f(x) =yl > |If (@) = FO)] = [£(0) —yl[ = (R—€) = |y = f(0)| > C,

and so y € f(z) + CBjY and by choice of U we know U(z) € f(x)+ CB%. Therefore, for any
xr € RS™ !, y does not belong to the line segment [f(z),U(x)] connecting f(z) and U(x), so
we may define a homotopy A : RS™ ' x [0,1] — S"! between f|pgn—1 and U, by

(1-t)f(z) +tU(x) —y
(1= t)f(x) + tU(x) =yl

h(z,t) —

Since the maps f\RSn—l and U are homotopic, we conclude that 0 = deg f]RSn—1 = degU, a

contradiction. O
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