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ON THE POLAR OF SCHNEIDER’S DIFFERENCE BODY

JULIÁN HADDAD, DYLAN LANGHARST,
GALYNA V. LIVSHYTS, AND ELI PUTTERMAN

Abstract. In 1970, Schneider introduced the mth-order extension of
the difference body DK of a convex body K ⊂ Rn, the convex body
Dm(K) in R

nm. He conjectured that its volume is minimized for el-
lipsoids when the volume of K is fixed. In this note we solve a dual
version of this problem: we show that the volume of the polar body of
Dm(K) is maximized precisely by ellipsoids. For m = 1 this recovers
the symmetric case of the celebrated Blaschke-Santaló inequality. We
also show that Schneider’s conjecture cannot be tackled using standard
symmetrization techniques, contrary to this new inequality. As an ap-
plication of our results, we prove Schneider’s conjecture asymptotically
á la Bourgain-Milman. We also consider a functional version.

1. Introduction

Given a convex body K (a compact, convex set with non-empty interior)
in Rn, one has the re-knowned Rogers-Shephard inequality [37]:

|DK|n |K|−1
n ≤

(

2n

n

)

,

with equality if and only if K is an n-dimensional simplex. Here,

DK = {x ∈ Rn : K ∩ (K + x) 6= ∅} = K + (−K)

is the difference body of K, A+B = {a+ b : a ∈ A, b ∈ B} is the Minkowski
sum of sets A and B of Rn, and |·|n denotes the Lebesgue measure on Rn.

For m ≥ 1, R. Schneider introduced in [41] an mth-order analogue of this
inequality. Firstly, he defined the mth-order difference body Dm(K) ⊂ Rnm

as

Dm(K) =

{

(x1, . . . , xm) ∈ (Rn)m : K ∩
m
⋂

i=1

(K + xi) 6= ∅
}

.

Then, he showed the following generalization of the Rogers-Shephard in-
equality:

(1) |Dm(K)|nm |K|−mn ≤
(

nm+ n

n

)

,
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again with equality if and only if K is an n-dimensional simplex. Recently,
M. Roysdon [39] established a generalization of (1) involving measures that
have radially decreasing density.

We recall that A ⊂ Rn is said to be origin-symmetric if A = −A, and
merely symmetric if a translate of A is origin-symmetric. It is natural to
ask, what is the sharp lower-bound of |Dm(K)|nm among convex bodies
with the same volume? If m = 1 and n ∈ N, or n = 2 and m ∈ N, then
the lower-bound is obtained by all symmetric convex bodies. For the range
n ≥ 3 and m ≥ 2, this is not the case. Schneider’s conjecture states that
the lower-bound is attained by ellipsoids for n and m in this range.

A common method of proving isoperimetric-type inequalities, with an
extremizer being a ball, is by using the technique of Steiner symmetrization.
In this note, we study how one may apply Steiner symmetrization in a few of
its guises to tackle Schneider’s conjecture. The takeaway is that most of the
well-known variants of Steiner symmetrization, including a more recent one
called fiber symmetrization, cannot be used to prove Schneider’s conjecture.
However, we are able to use these techniques to solve a problem that is dual
to Schneider’s conjecture.

Our main result is the following inequality, which we call the Polar Schnei-
der inequality, as it is the dual counterpart to Schneider’s conjectured in-
equality. We recall that the polar of a convex body K ⊂ Rn containing the
origin is given by

K◦ = {x ∈ Rn : 〈x, y〉 ≤ 1, ∀y ∈ K}.
We introduce the notation: Dm,◦(K) = (Dm(K))◦.

Theorem 1. Fix m,n ∈ N. Let K ⊆ Rn be a convex body. Then,

|Dm,◦(K)|nm |K|mn ≤ |Dm,◦(Bn
2 )|nm |Bn

2 |mn ,
with equality if and only if K is an ellipsoid.

Here, Bn
2 denotes the centered unit Euclidean ball; note that Dm(Bn

2 ) is
not a dilate of Bnm

2 when m > 1. Since DK = 2K for an origin-symmetric
convex body, the m = 1 case of Theorem 1 for such bodies implies the
origin-symmetric case of the famous Blaschke-Santaló inequality (see e.g.
the survey [15]): for any convex body K in Rn such that K or K◦ has
center of mass at the origin, it holds

(2) |K|n |K◦|n ≤ |Bn
2 |2n ,

with equality if and only if K is a centered ellipsoid. We remark that
there exists a unique s(K) ∈ Rn, known as the Santaló point of K, so that
(K−s(K))◦ has center of mass at the origin. Conversely, one may note that

(3) |(DK)◦|n ≤ 2−n |K◦|n ,
which follows from writing

(DK)◦ = ((K◦)◦ + (−K◦)◦)◦
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and using the dual-Brunn-Minkowski inequality (cf [16, Eq (85)]). Combin-
ing (2) and (3) then yields the m = 1 case of Theorem 1.

We prove Theorem 1 using the Rogers-Brascamp-Lieb-Luttinger inequal-
ity in Section 2. We will supply two additional proofs of Theorem 1 in the
case of origin-symmetric K that are of independent interest. For example,
in the second proof we will use shadow systems, whose definition we save
for Section 2.2. For the third proof, which is the content of Section 2.3,
we use an analogue of Steiner symmetrization called fiber symmetrization.
This symmetrization has been explored recently in [18, 17, 19]. It is part of a
larger framework introduced by P. McMullen [28], Bianchi-Gardner-Gronchi
[5] and J. Ulivelli [44].

As an application of our results, we establish the following Bourgain-
Milman-type inequalities for Schneider’s conjecture in Section 3. To make
sense of the result, note that, for m ≥ 2, Dm(K) is origin-symmetric if
and only if K is symmetric. Also, if K is a zonoid (see (25) below for the
definition), then so too is Dm(K). Both observations follow from (12) below.

Theorem 2. Fix n ≥ 3,m ≥ 2. Let K be a convex body in Rn. Then, the
inequality

(

|Dm(K)|nm |K|−mn
|Dm(Bn

2 )|nm |Bn
2 |−mn

)
1

nm

≥ c (πnm)
1

nm

holds with c = 1
4 in general and with c = 1

2 when K is symmetric. Further-
more, if K is a zonoid, then we have the inequality

(

|Dm(K)|nm |K|−mn
|Dm(Bn

2 )|nm |Bn
2 |−mn

) 1
nm

≥
(

2

π

)

(nmπ

2

)
1

2nm
e
− 1

12(nm)2 .

Besides the recent articles [42, 41, 22, 24, 21, 23, 46], exploring Schneider’s
conjecture and the framework he introduced, there is a deep connection
between the conjecture and a celebrated conjecture of Petty. Recall that
the support function of a convex body L is given by hL(u) = supy∈L〈u, y〉.
In fact, if L contains the origin in its interior, then hL is a (pseudo)-norm
whose unit ball is L◦.

For u ∈ Sn−1, the unit sphere, let u⊥ = {x ∈ Rn : 〈x, u〉 = 0} denote the
hyperplane through the origin orthogonal to u, and let Pu⊥K denote the
orthogonal projection of a convex body K onto u⊥. Cauchy showed that
there exists an origin-symmetric convex body, called the projection body
ΠK of K, whose support function satisfies hΠK(u) = |Pu⊥K|n−1. If K is a
planar convex body, then one has

4 ≤ P2(K) :=
|ΠK|2
|K|2

≤ 6,

with equality on the left-hand side when K is symmetric, and equality on
the right-hand side when K is a triangle.
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Thus, like in the case of Schneider’s conjecture for bounding |Dm(K)|nm
from below, bounds on |ΠK|n are only meaningful when n ≥ 3. For n ≥ 3,
Petty’s conjecture is precisely that the Petty product of K

Pn(K) :=
|ΠK|n
|K|n−1

n

is minimized by ellipsoids [31]. We remark that sharp lower-and-upper
bounds for the volume of Π◦K = (ΠK)◦, the polar projection body of K,
are now classical; see [47, 30, 31].

It will be shown in the forthcoming work by the last named author [32]
(it is also indirectly implied by [42, Eq. 18]) that, for any symmetric convex
body K ⊂ R3 and m ≥ 2, one has the relation

(4) |Dm(K)|3m = |K|mn

(

21 +
3

4

|ΠK|3
|K|23

)

.

Similar expressions hold for n ≥ 3, but there are additional terms in the
summation. This formula connects Schneider’s conjectured inequality for
Dm(K) and Petty’s conjectured inequality for ΠK.

With this connection in hand, we immediately obtain the following. An-
other conjecture of R. Schneider is that, among symmetric convex bodies, the
maximum of Pn(K) is 2n, with equality if and only if K is the affine image
of Cartesian products of line segments or centrally symmetric planar convex
figures. This was shown to be false by Brannen [7]. However, he conjectured
it was true for the class of zonoids. Saroglou verified this conjecture when
n = 3 (see [40]). Thus, from (4), the verification of the Brannen-Schneider
conjecture by Saroglou immediately implies the following.

Theorem 3. Let Z be a zonoid in R3. Then, for all m ∈ N, one has

(5) |Z|−m3 |Dm(Z)|3m ≤ |Q3|−m3 |Dm(Q3)|3m .
Equality holds if and only if Z can be written as the Minkowski sum of five
line segments or as the sum of a cylinder and a line segment.

Finally, in Section 4, we establish a functional version of Theorem 1. For
a non-identically zero function f : Rn → [0,∞), its polar is given by

(6) f◦(x) = inf
y∈Rn

e−〈x,y〉

f(y)
.

For a convex body K containing the origin, one has that

(7) [e−‖·‖2K/2]◦(x) = e−‖x‖2
K◦/2, and 1◦K(x) = e−‖x‖K◦ .

Here, ‖x‖K = inf{t > 0 : x ∈ tK} is the gauge function of K, and one has
hK = ‖ · ‖K◦ . Also, 1K is the usual characteristic function of K: 1K(x) = 1
if x ∈ K and zero otherwise.
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K. Ball [3] extended the Blaschke-Santaló inequality to even, integrable,
log-concave functions. We recall that a function f : Rn 7→ R+ is log-concave
if for every x, y such that f(x)f(y) > 0, it holds

f((1− λ)x+ λy) ≥ f(x)1−λf(y)λ.

Regardless of the choice of f , one has that f◦ is log-concave. Since f◦◦◦ =
f◦ and f ≤ f◦◦, with equality when f is log-concave and upper-semi-
continuous, K. Ball’s extension handles all even, integrable functions.

In the seminal work [1], S. Artstein, B. Klartag and V. Milman formally
introduced the definition of polarity of a function and extended K. Ball’s
result to integrable functions; a major hurdle was handling how to shift
a function so that the integral of its polar function is finite. For a non-
identically zero function f on Rn, if either f or f◦ has center of mass at the
origin, then

(8)

∫

Rn

f(x)dx

∫

Rn

f◦(x)dx ≤ (2π)n,

with equality if and only if f is Gaussian. To elucidate how one can modify
f so that f◦ has center of mass at the origin, it was shown by Lehec [25]
that there exists a unique s(f) ∈ Rn, the so-called Santaló point of f , so
that (τs(f)f)

◦ has center of mass at the origin, where τzf(x) = f(x− z).
In the same spirit, we establish a functional version of Theorem 1 in

Section 4.

Theorem 4. Let f : Rn → R+ be an integrable function such that either f
or f◦ has center of mass at the origin. Then,

(∫

Rn

f
m+1
m

)m

·
∫

Rnm

(

m
∏

i=1

f◦(xi)

)(

f◦
(

−
m
∑

i=1

xi

))

dx

≤
(

2πm

m+ 1

)
mn
2

(

2π

(m+ 1)
1
m

)
nm
2

,

with equality if and only if there exists an n× n positive-definite symmetric

matrix A and a constant c > 0 such that f(x) = ce−
1
2
〈Ax,x〉.

When m = 1, one obtains from Theorem 4 that

(9)

∫

Rn

f(x)2dx

∫

Rn

f◦(x)f◦(−x)dx ≤ πn.

Inequality (9) implies (8) for log-concave, even functions. Let g be a log-
concave function and set in (9) f =

√
g. Notice that

√
g and (

√
g)◦ will

also be even. It then follows from the definition (6) that for such g one has
(
√
g)◦(x)2 ≥ g◦(2x); this estimate and a variable substitution then yields

(8) from (9).
We compare Theorem 1 and Theorem 4 in Section 4.2. We conclude

this work by using Theorem 4 to establish a Poincaré-type inequality in
Section 4.3.
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2. The Polar Schneider inequality

In the work [41], R. Schneider in fact considered a generalization of
Dm(K) to (m + 1) convex bodies. Let K = (K0,K1, . . . ,Km) be a col-
lection of (m + 1) convex bodes in Rn. Then, their mth-order difference
body is the set

(10) Dm(K ) =

{

(x1, . . . , xm) ∈ (Rn)m : K0 ∩
m
⋂

i=1

(Ki + xi) 6= ∅
}

.

Then, he showed the Rogers-Shephard inequality for the collection K :

|Dm(K )|nm |∩mi=0Ki|n
∏m
i=0 |Ki|n

≤
(

nm+ n

n

)

.

We will work in this more general setting. We first need to determine the
support function of Dm(K ). We define the diagonal embedding ∆m : Rn →
Rnm by ∆m(x) = (x, . . . , x).

Proposition 5. Fix m,n ∈ N. Let K0,K1, . . . ,Km ⊂ Rn be convex bodies,
and define the collection K = (K0,K1, . . . ,Km). Then, the support function
of Dm(K ) is given by

(11) hDm(K )((θ1, · · · , θm)) =
m
∑

i=1

hKi
(θi) + hK0

(

−
m
∑

i=1

θi

)

.

Proof. Set for i = 1, . . . ,m,

Ki = {o} × · · · ×Ki × · · · × {o} ⊂ Rnm

where Ki is in the ith copy of Rn in the decomposition of Rnm as m direct
products of Rn. We claim that

(12) Dm(K ) =

m
∑

i=1

Ki +∆m(−K0).

Since for any convex body L ⊂ Rn,

h∆mL((θ1, · · · , θm)) = hL

(

m
∑

i=1

θi

)

,

formula (11) immediately follows from (12).
As for (12), an m-tuple of vectors (x1, . . . , xm) ∈ Dm(K ) if and only

if there exists z0 ∈ K0 ∩
⋂m
i=1(Ki + xi). Therefore, there exists zi ∈ Ki,

i = 1, . . . ,m such that z0 = zi + xi. Solving for xi, we have xi = zi − z0.
Thus,

(x1, . . . , xm) = (z1, . . . , zm) + (−z0, . . . ,−z0) ∈
m
∑

i=1

Ki +∆m(−K0).

The converse is similar and the claim follows. �
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2.1. Proof of Theorem 1 using the Rogers-Brascamp-Lieb-Luttinger

inequality. In the following theorem, we establish the Polar Schneider in-
equality for a collection K .

Theorem 6. Fix m,n ∈ N. Let K0,K1, . . . ,Km ⊂ Rn be (m + 1) convex
bodies with center of mass at the origin, under the constraint that |K◦

i |n =
|K◦

0 |n for all i. Define the collection K = (K0,K1, . . . ,Km). Then,

|Dm,◦(K )|nm
m
∏

i=1

|Ki|n ≤ |Bn
2 |mn |Dm,◦(Bn

2 )|nm .

A necessary condition for equality is that each Ki is a centered ellipsoid, and
a sufficient condition is when each Ki is the same centered ellipsoid.

As one can see, there is a slight gap between the necessary and sufficient
conditions for equality. This is because of the complicated nature of the
equality conditions for the Rogers-Brascamp-Lieb-Luttinger inequality; we
do not know if there is equality in Theorem 6 when all the Ki are centered
ellipsoids, but at least one of them is different than the others.

As an operator on convex bodies, Dm is 1-homogeneous, i.e. for every
t ∈ R, one has that Dm(tK) = tDm(K). However, as an operator on
collections K of (m + 1) convex bodies, the homogeneity only holds if we
dilate each Ki ∈ K by the same factor t. Therefore, the requirement
|K◦

i |n = |K◦
0 |n in Theorem 6 should be viewed as a homogeneity constraint.

We now show how Theorem 6 implies Theorem 1.

Proof of Theorem 1. First observe that Dm(K+x) = Dm(K) for all x ∈ Rn.
We may therefore assume that K has center of mass at the origin. Then,
the claim of the inequality is immediate from Theorem 6 by setting Ki = K
for all i = 0, 1 . . . ,m. For the equality characterization, we simply note that
when all the Ki are the same, there is equality in Theorem 6 if and only if
K is an ellipsoid. �

We will establish a stronger version of Theorem 6. We say a function is
quasi-concave if its superlevel sets

{f ≥ t} = {x ∈ Rn : f(x) ≥ t}
are convex. We recall that the Steiner symmetrization of a quasi-concave
function is precisely

f (v)(x) =

∫ ∞

0
1Sv{f≥t}(t)dt,

where SvK is the Steiner-symmetrization of a convex set K in the direction
v ∈ Sn−1. We suppress the definition of SvK, as we will not explicitly use
it, but it can be inferred by setting m = 1 in (21) below. It is well known
that Steiner symmetrization preserves volume, i.e. |SuK|n = |K|n, and
there exists a sequence of directions {ui} such that, if S1K = Su1K and
Si+1K = Sui+1(SiK), then SiK converges in the Hausdorff metric to the



8 HADDAD, LANGHARST, LIVSHYTS, AND PUTTERMAN

centered Euclidean ball with the same volume as K (see e.g. [45, Theorem
6.6.5]).

The following inequality was shown independently by Rogers [36] and
Brascamp, Lieb and Luttinger [9].

Proposition 7. Let k,m ≥ 1 and fi : Rn → R with 1 ≤ i ≤ k, be

nonnegative and measurable functions, and let a
(i)
j be real numbers with

1 ≤ j ≤ m, 1 ≤ i ≤ k. Then,

∫

Rn

· · ·
∫

Rn

k
∏

i=1

fi





m
∑

j=1

a
(i)
j xj



 dx1 . . . dxm

≤
∫

Rn

· · ·
∫

Rn

f
(v)
i





m
∑

j=1

a
(i)
j xj



 dx1 . . . dxm.

This proposition says, upon iteration, that the quantity on the left-hand
side is maximized when one replaces the superlevel sets of each fi with
centered Euclidean balls of the same volume.

We will need the following rudimentary fact. Recall that a measure µ has
density if there exists a locally integrable, nonnegative function ϕ such that
dµ(x)
dx = ϕ(x). We say a nonnegative function ϕ is q-homogeneous, q ∈ R, if
ϕ(tx) = tqϕ(x) for t > 0 and x ∈ Rn \ {o}.

Proposition 8. Let L ⊂ Rd be a convex body containing the origin in its
interior. Let µ be a Borel measure on Rd with q-homogeneous density. Then,
for every p > 0, one has

(13) µ(L) =
1

p
q+d

p Γ
(

1 + q+d
p

)

∫

Rd

e−
‖x‖

p
L

p dµ(x).

In particular, applying this to L◦, one has

(14) µ(L◦) =
1

p
q+d

p Γ
(

1 + q+d
p

)

∫

Rd

e
−hL(x)p

p dµ(x).

Proof. Observe that, since µ has q-homogeneous density ϕ, then µ is (q+d)-
homogeneous. Indeed, for a Borel set A ⊂ Rd and t > 0, we have

µ(tA) =

∫

tA
ϕ(x)dx = td

∫

A
ϕ(tx)dx = td+q

∫

A
ϕ(x)dx = td+qµ(A).
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Then, one has from Fubini’s theorem
∫

Rd

e−
‖x‖

p
L

p dµ(x) =

∫

Rd

∫ ∞

‖x‖
p
L

p

e−tdµ(x)

=

∫ ∞

0
µ

({

x ∈ Rd :
‖x‖pL
p

≤ t

})

e−tdt

=

∫ ∞

0
µ
(

(pt)
1
pL
)

e−tdt = µ(L)p
q+d

p

∫ ∞

0
e−tt

q+d

p dt

= µ(L)p
q+d

p Γ

(

1 +
q + d

p

)

.

This establishes (13). The equation (14) follows by replacing L with L◦ and
using that ‖ · ‖L◦ = hL. �

We now prove a more general version of Theorem 6, where we are able to
allow the weight

∏m
i=1 |xi|−q on Dm,◦(K ). We have to restrict to q ∈ [0, n)

for integrability. We note that the function x 7→ |x|−q is invariant under
Steiner symmetrization.

Lemma 9. Fix m,n ∈ N. Let K0,K1, . . . ,Km ⊂ Rn be (m + 1) be convex
bodies with center of mass at the origin, under the constraint that |K◦

i |n =
|K◦

0 |n for all i. Define the collection K = (K0,K1, . . . ,Km). Fix q ∈
[0, n) and let µ be the Borel measure on Rnm with density (x1, . . . , xm) 7→
∏m
i=1 |xi|−q. Then, one has

µ (Dm,◦(K ))

m
∏

i=1

|Ki|
1− q

n
n ≤ |Bn

2 |
m(1− q

n
)

n µ (Dm,◦(Bn
2 )) .

A necessary condition for equality is that each Ki is a centered ellipsoid.
When µ is the Lebesgue measure, i.e. q = 0, a sufficient condition for
equality is when all Ki are the same centered ellipsoid.

Proof. Notice that the density of µ is (−qm)-homogeneous. From (14) with
d = nm, L = Dm(K ), p = 1 and q replaced by −qm, one obtains that

µ (Dm,◦(K )) =
1

Γ (1 +m(n− q))

∫

Rnm

e−hDm(K )(x)dµ(x)

=
1

Γ (1 +m(n− q))

∫

Rn

· · ·
∫

Rn

e−hK0(−
∑m

i=1 xi)
m
∏

i=1

e−hKi
(xi)|xi|−qdxi,

(15)

where we used (11) for the formula of the support function of Dm(K ).
Let B be the centered Euclidean ball such that the volume of {hB ≤ 1} =

B◦ is the same as {hKi
≤ 1} = K◦

i for all i = 0, . . . ,m. If B = rBn
2 , then r

is defined via |K◦
i |n = r−nωn for all i = 0, . . . ,m. Then, we have from (15)

that iterating Proposition 7 (with k = 2m+ 1) yields

µ (Dm,◦(K )) ≤ µ (Dm,◦(B)) = r−m(n−q)µ(Dm,◦(Bn
2 )),
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where we used that Dm,◦ is (−1)-homogeneous, e.g.

Dm,◦(rBn
2 ) = r−1Dm,◦(Bn

2 ),

and µ is (nm− qm)-homogeneous. From the definition of r, we obtain

(16) µ (Dm,◦(K ))

m
∏

i=1

|Ki|
1− q

n
n ≤|Bn

2 |
m(1− q

n
)

n µ (Dm,◦(Bn
2 ))

m
∏

i=1

(

|Ki|n |K◦
i |n

|Bn
2 |2n

)1− q

n

.

We remark that the proof until this point does not require the Ki to have
center of mass at the origin, only that they contain the origin in their in-
teriors. By applying the Blaschke-Santaló inequality (2) to (16), we obtain
the claimed inequality. As for the equality case, note that for any linear
transformation A,

|Dm,◦(AK )|nm
m
∏

i=1

|AKi|n = |Dm,◦(K )|nm
m
∏

i=1

|Ki|n ,

where AK = (AK0, . . . , AKm). �

The Theorem 6 then follows from Lemma 9 by taking µ to be the Lebesgue
measure. When K is origin-symmetric and m = 1, Lemma 9 recovers [11,
Proposition 6.5].

2.2. Proof of the origin-symmetric case of Theorem 1 using shadow

systems. In this section, we apply shadow systems to the object Dm,◦(K )
defined via (10). Shadow systems were first introduced by Rogers and Shep-
hard [38, 43]: given a convex body K ⊂ Rn, a shadow system of K in the
direction v ∈ Sn−1 with (bounded) speed function α : K 7→ R is a family of
convex sets K(t) ⊂ Rn given by

(17) K(t) = conv {x+ α(x)tv : x ∈ K, t ∈ [−a, b], a, b > 0} .
Here, conv denotes the convex hull operation. Our notation K(t) suppresses
the direction v, the function α and the interval [−a, b]. If one defines

K̃ = conv{x+ α(x)en+1 : x ∈ K} ⊂ Rn+1,

then

(18) hK(t)(u) = hK̃(u+ t〈u, v〉en+1).

They further established that |K(t)|n is a convex function in the variable
t. Campi and Gronchi [10] later established that, if K is origin-symmetric,

then |K(t)◦|−1
n is also convex in the variable t. Combining this fact with the

following observation by Shephard [43] yields another proof of the Blasckhe-
Santaló inequality (2) in the origin-symmetric case.

Proposition 10. Fix a collection K of convex bodies in Rn under the fol-
lowing condition: K contains all dilates of Bn

2 and, for every K ∈ K, every
shadow system K(t) of K satisfies K(t) ∈ K. Next, let F : K 7→ R+ be
a functional that is continuous in the Hausdorff metric and reflection in-
variant such that F (K(t)) is convex in the parameter t. Then, for a fixed
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C ∈ R+ the solution to min{F (K) : K ∈ K, |K|n = C} is obtained at the
Euclidean ball whose volume is C.

We pause to remark that Meyer and Reisner [29] extended Campi’s and
Gronchi’s result to the case when K◦ has center of mass at the origin, but
their approach is difficult to extend to our setting.

We provide another proof of the origin-symmetric case of Theorem 1 by
establishing the following analogous fact.

Theorem 11. Fix m,n ∈ N. Let K0, . . . ,Km ⊂ Rn be (m + 1) origin-
symmetric convex bodies. Let, for i = 0, 1, . . . ,m, Ki(t) be a shadow system
of Ki, as in (17) each in the same direction and defined in a common interval
[−a, b]. Set

K (t) = (K0(t),K1(t), . . . ,Km(t)).

Then, t 7→ |Dm,◦(K (t))|−1
nm is convex.

Clearly, Theorem 11 with the choice of Ki = K for all i together with
Proposition 10 yields another proof of Theorem 1 in the origin-symmetric
case. We will need the following corollary of the Borell-Brascamp-Lieb in-
equality (cf. [10]). For p ∈ R, we say a function f : Rn 7→ R+ is p-concave
if, for every x, y such that f(x)f(y) > 0, it holds

f((1− λ)x+ λy) ≥ [(1− λ)f(x)p + λf(y)p]
1
p .

When p→ 0, one recovers log-concavity.

Proposition 12. Let F (x, y) be a non-negative, p-concave function on Rd×
Rs, p ≥ −1/d. If the function given by

y 7→
∫

Rd

F (x, y)dx

is well defined for every y ∈ Rs, then it is a p
1+dp -concave function.

Next, we need the following change of variables formula; it was established
by Campi and Gronchi [10].

Lemma 13. Let h be an even, integrable, positively 1-homogeneous function
on Sd−1. Then, by fixing a unit vector w, we have

∫

Sd−1

h−d(θ)dθ = 2

∫

w⊥

h−d(x+ w)dx.

Proof of Theorem 11. We start by observing that, from the origin-symmetry
of K0, we obtain from (11)

hDm(K )((θ1, · · · , θm)) =
m
∑

i=1

hKi
(θi) + hK0

(

m
∑

i=1

θi

)

.
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Fix a vector v ∈ Sn−1. From Lemma 13, with d = nm, applied to the
function hDm(K ) and w = 1√

m
(v, . . . , v), we have

|Dm,◦(K )|nm =
1

nm

∫

Snm−1

h−nmDm(K )(θ)dθ

=
2

nm

∫

w⊥

h−nmDm(K )(x+ w)dx

=
2

nm

∫

w⊥

[

m
∑

i=1

hKi

(

xi+
v√
m

)

+hK0

(

√
mv+

m
∑

i=1

xi

)]−nm

dx.

(19)

For each i, let Ki(t) be a shadow system of K in the direction v. Then,
replace each Ki with Ki(t) in (19) and use the relation (18) to obtain

mn

2
|Dm,◦(K (t))|nm

=

∫

w⊥

[

m
∑

i=1

hK̃i

(

xi+
1√
m
(v+ ten+1)

)

+hK̃0

(

√
m(v+ten+1)+

m
∑

i=1

xi

)]−nm

dx.

Applying Proposition 12, with p = − 1
nm and d = nm − 1, we see that the

function t 7→ |Dm,◦(K (t))|nm is
− 1

nm

1−nm−1
nm

= −1 concave. �

2.3. Proof of the symmetric case of Theorem 1 using fiber sym-

metrization. In this section, we apply the operators Dm and Dm,◦ to only
one convex body K. We saw in Section 2.2 that the volume of Dm,◦(K)
is monotone decreasing with respect to Steiner symmetrization on K. It is
natural then to understand the appropriate analogue of Steiner symmetriza-
tion in the space Rnm, and the behavior of Dm,◦(K) with respect to it. We
choose to show a third proof of Theorem 1 because a by-product of this
proof is an important property of fiber-symmetrization of independent in-
terest (Corollaries 17 and 18).

For a vector x = (x1, . . . , xm) ∈ Rnm and v ∈ Rn, we write

xtv := (〈x1, v〉, . . . , 〈xm, v〉) ∈ Rm.

The notation comes from regarding x as an n × m matrix with columns
x1, . . . , xm. For a fixed vector v ∈ Rn \{o} there is an orthogonal direct sum
decomposition Rnm = vm × v⊥m with

vm = {v ⊗ t : t ∈ Rm} ⊆ Rnm,

and

v⊥m = {x ∈ Rnm : xtv = o ∈ Rm},
(20)

where

v ⊗ t = (t1v, . . . , tmv)

is the tensor product of v ∈ Rn and t ∈ Rm.
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Recently, the fiber symmetrization with respect to this decomposition
was used to prove analogues of the Petty projection inequality, [18, 19], in
Schneider’s setting. There are actually two such fiber symmetrizations that
can be defined with respect to the decomposition (20).

Definition 14. Fix n,m ∈ N. Let v ∈ Rn and let L ⊆ Rnm be a convex
body. Then, we have the usual mth-order fiber symmetrization,

(21) S̄vL=

{

x+v ⊗ s1 − s2
2

:xtv=o, si∈ Rm, x+v ⊗ si ∈ L for i = 1, 2

}

,

and the adjoint version,

S̄⊥
v L =

{

x1 − x2
2

+ v ⊗ s : xtiv = o, s ∈ Rm, xi + v ⊗ s ∈ L for i = 1, 2

}

.

The first named author in [17] proved that Euclidean balls minimize the
mean width of Dm(K). The key was the following result.

Lemma 15 ([17, Theorem 4.6]). If K is a convex body in Rn and v ∈ Sn−1,
then

Dm(SvK) ⊆ S̄v(D
m(K)).

The reason why Lemma 15 implies that w(Dm(K)) is minimized by Eu-
clidean balls, is that, for a convex body L ⊂ Rnm, w(S̄vL) ≤ w(L) (see [17,
Proposition 2.4]). In this section we show that the volume of the polar of
a convex set in Rnm satisfies the same monotonicity property, and this fact
implies Theorem 1. First we show:

Proposition 16. Fix n,m ∈ N. If L ⊂ Rnm is an origin-symmetric convex
body and v ∈ Sn−1, then S̄⊥

v (L
◦) ⊆ (S̄vL)

◦.

Proof. Let x+ v ⊗ t, y + v ⊗ t ∈ L◦ and z + v ⊗ s, z + v ⊗ r ∈ L. Since also
−y − v ⊗ t ∈ L◦,
〈

x− y

2
+ v ⊗ t, z + v ⊗ s− r

2

〉

=
1

2
(〈x− y, z〉+ 〈v ⊗ t, v ⊗ (s− r)〉)

=
1

2
(〈x, z〉 − 〈y, x〉+ 〈v ⊗ t, v ⊗ s〉 − 〈v ⊗ t, v ⊗ r〉)

=
1

2
(〈x+ v ⊗ t, z + v ⊗ s〉+ 〈−y − v ⊗ t, z + v ⊗ r〉)

≤ 1

which for every z + v ⊗ s, z + v ⊗ r ∈ L, means (see Definition 14) that
1
2(x−y)+v⊗ t ∈ (S̄vL)

◦. Since this is true for every x+v⊗ t, y+v⊗ t ∈ L◦,
we get the result. �

Unlike the usual Steiner symmetrization (which is the operator S̄v in the
case m = 1), fiber symmetrization does not always preserve volume. For a
convex body L ⊂ Rnm and v ∈ Sn−1, one has (see [44, Lemma 3.1])

(22)
∣

∣S̄ξL
∣

∣

nm
≥ |L|nm and

∣

∣

∣S̄⊥
v L
∣

∣

∣

nm
≥ |L|nm .
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Corollary 17. Fix n,m ∈ N. If L ⊂ Rnm is an origin-symmetric convex
body and v ∈ Sn−1, then

∣

∣(S̄vL)
◦∣
∣

nm
≥ |L◦|nm .

Proof. By inequality (22) and Proposition 16,

|L◦|nm ≤
∣

∣

∣S̄⊥
v L

◦
∣

∣

∣

nm
≤
∣

∣(S̄vL)
◦∣
∣

nm
.

�

Combining all these facts, we can now provide another proof of the in-
equality in Theorem 1 in the symmetric case:

Third proof of Theorem 1. By Lemma 15, we have the set inclusion

(S̄vD
m(K))◦ ⊆ Dm,◦(SvK).

Observe that K being symmetric yields Dm(K) is origin-symmetric. Then
by Corollary 17 we obtain

|Dm,◦(K)|nm ≤
∣

∣(S̄vD
m(K))◦

∣

∣

nm
≤ |Dm,◦(SvK)|nm .

Finally, iterate this procedure along a sequence of directions that trans-
forms K in a ball of the same volume. �

We end this section with an application to fiber-symmetrization. As men-
tioned, the operator S̄v does not preserve the volume. We can balance this
bad behavior with the following property.

Corollary 18. There exists a universal constant c0 > 1 such that if v1, . . . , vk ∈
Sn−1 with k ≥ 1 and L ⊂ Rnm is an origin-symmetric convex body, then

∣

∣S̄vk ◦ · · · ◦ S̄v1L
∣

∣

1/(nm)

nm
≤ c0 |L|1/(nm)

nm

Proof. By Corollary 17 applied k-times,
∣

∣(S̄vk ◦ · · · ◦ S̄v1L)◦
∣

∣

nm
≥ |L◦|nm .

Then, the claim follows by using the Bourgain-Milman inequality (Proposi-
tion 19 below), the Blaschke-Santaló inequality (2) and Stirling’s approxi-
mation ((29) below). �

3. A Bourgain-Milman inequality for Schneider’s conjecture

In this section, we prove Theorem 2. We first recall that it was conjectured
by K. Mahler [27] that, for a convex body L ⊂ Rd, one has

(23)
(d+ 1)d+1

(d!)2
≤ |L|d |L◦|d ,

with equality if and only if L is a centered simplex or its dual; in the same
work, the conjecture was verified in the plane. We note that, usually one
sees in the literature the requirement that L must be translated so that L◦

has center of mass at the origin in Mahler’s conjecture (and when using the
Bourgain-Milman inequality (27) below). Such L are said to be in Santaló
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position. There is another defining characteristic of the Santaló position:
|L◦|d ≤ |(L− z)◦|d for all z ∈ Rd. Consequently, if the conjectured bound
(23) holds for L in Santaló position, it holds regardless of which translate
of L is taken. This will be vital for us later, as we do not know if Dm(K)
or Dm,◦(K) has center of mass at the origin. Since Dm(K) = Dm(K + x)
for all x ∈ Rn, the center of mass of Dm(K) is somehow independent of the
center of mass of K.

In the origin-symmetric case, there is the sharper conjecture of

(24)
4d

d!
≤ |L|d |L◦|d ,

with equality when L or L◦ is a Hanner polytope, e.g. a (linear) trans-
formation of Qd := [−1, 1]d. S. Reisner solved Mahler’s conjecture in the
origin-symmetric case for centered zonoids [33, 34]. We recall that a zono-
tope Z is the Minkowski sum of symmetric line-segments, i.e. it can be
written in the form

(25) Z =

j
∑

i=1

ai[ci, di], ci, di ∈ Rd, ai ∈ (0,∞),

Furthermore, a zonoid is the limit, with respect to the Hausdorff metric, of
a sequence of zonotopes. Every planar symmetric convex body is a zonoid.

Using Stirling’s formula, (23) and (24) imply, respectively,

(26)

(

e2 + o(1)

d

)d

≤ |L|d |L◦|d and

(

4e+ o(1)

d

)d

≤ |L|d |L◦|d .

J. Bourgain and V. Milman verified Mahler’s conjecture asymptotically [6],
i.e. showing bounds of the form (26) with worse constants. The best-known
bounds are due to Kuperberg.

Proposition 19 ([20]). Let L be a convex body in Rd. Then, the inequality

(27)
(c1
d

)d
≤ |L|d |L◦|d

holds with c1 = πe
2 ; the larger bound c1 = πe holds when L is origin-

symmetric.

With the necessary context completed, we now prove Theorem 2. We
recall that

(28) |Bn
2 |n =

π
n
2

Γ
(

1 + n
2

) ,

where Γ(·) is the usual Gamma function. We will also make use of a version
Stirling’s formula [35] which states for x > 0 one has

(29)
√
2π xx+1/2e−x ≤ Γ(1 + x) ≤

√
2π xx+1/2e−xe

1
12x .
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Proof of Theorem 2. The proof for all three cases starts the same. We have
from Theorem 1 and the Blaschke-Santaló inequality (2) applied to Dm(K),

|K|−mn |Dm(K)|nm
|Bn

2 |−mn |Dm(Bn
2 )|nm

≥ |Dm(K)|nm |Dm,◦(K)|nm
|Dm(Bn

2 )|nm |Dm,◦(Bn
2 )|nm

≥ |Bnm
2 |−2

nm |Dm(K)|nm |Dm,◦(K)|nm.
(30)

For the first two cases, we then use (27) in Rnm for the body Dm(K) and
(28) to obtain

|Dm(K)|nm |K|−mn
|Dm(Bn

2 )|nm |Bn
2 |−mn

≥
(

( c1
nmπ

)nm
Γ
(

1 +
nm

2

)2
)

.

Now, we use (29) to obtain the following estimate:

(31)
1

nm
Γ
(

1 +
nm

2

)
2

nm ≥ (πnm)
1

nm
1

2e
,

which implies

(

|Dm(K)|nm |K|−mn
|Dm(Bn

2 )|nm |Bn
2 |−mn

)
1

nm

≥
( c1
2πe

)

(πnm)
1

nm ,

and the first two claims follow.
Finally, for the case of zonoids, we return to (30) and use (24) and (28)

to obtain
(

|Dm(K)|nm |K|−mn
|Dm(Bn

2 )|nm |Bn
2 |−mn

)
1

nm

≥
(

4

π

)

Γ
(

1 + nm
2

) 2
nm

Γ (1 + nm)
1

nm

.

Now, from the upper-bound of (29), we have

(32)
1

nm
Γ (1 + nm)

1
nm ≤ (2πnm)

1
2nm e

1
12(nm)2

1

e
,

and therefore (31) and (32) imply the claim. �

It is natural to ask concerning a lower-bound for |Dm,◦(K)|nm |K|mn ; the
natural conjecture is that the minimizer is a simplex in general and a cube
in the origin-symmetric case. The story here is similar to that of Theorem 2.

Proposition 20. Fix n ∈ N and m ≥ 2. Then, for a convex body K ⊂ Rn,
the inequality

|Dm,◦(K)|nm |K|mn ≥
(

nm+ n

n

)−1 ( c1
nm

)nm
,

holds with c1 =
πe
2 ; the larger bound c1 = πe holds when K is symmetric.

Furthermore, if K is a zonoid, it holds

|Dm,◦(K)|nm |K|mn ≥ 4nmn!

(nm+ n)!
.
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Proof. For all three cases, use Schneider’s Rogers-Shephard inequality for
Dm(K), (1), to obtain

|Dm,◦(K)|nm |K|mn =
|Dm,◦(K)|nm |Dm(K)|nm

|Dm(K)|nm |K|−mn

≥
(

nm+ n

n

)−1

|Dm,◦(K)|nm |Dm(K)|nm .

Then, conclude by using (26) for the first two cases (recall that for m ≥ 2,
Dm(K) is origin-symmetric if and only if K is symmetric) and (24) for the
case of zonoids. �

A sharper version of Proposition 20 when n = 3 and K is a zonoid im-
mediately follows from Theorem 3. Indeed, we may combine (5) with the
resolved (24) for zonoids and obtain the inequality

|Qnm|nm |Q◦
nm|nm

|Dm(Qn)|nm |Qn|−mn
≤ |K|mn |Dm,◦(K)|nm .

However, this inequality is strict, since Dm(Qn) 6= Qnm. This can be eas-
ily seen when n = 1,m = 2. We do have the property that Dm(Qn) =
(Dm(Q1))

n. Indeed, it is clear that (Qn + x) ∩ (Qn + y) 6= ∅ if and only if
|xi−yi| ≤ 1, where xi, yi are the coordinates of x and y respectively. A point
(x1, . . . , xm) ∈ (Rn)m is in Dm(Qn) if and only if the following inequalities
are satisfied

(33) |xki − xkj | ≤ 1, |xki | ≤ 1, ∀i, j, k with 1 ≤ i, j ≤ m, 1 ≤ k ≤ n.

The claim follows.

Remark 21. It is natural to ask if |Dm(K)|nm decreases as K is more
symmetric, i.e. if K is replaced by a (classical) Steiner symmetrization of
K. Perhaps surprisingly, this is not true; recalling that Q3 is the unit cube
in R3, let v = 1√

3
(1, 1, 1). Let C3 = SvQ3 be the double cone generated by

the Steiner symmetrization in this specific direction v. Then, [40, Theorem
3] states that, in R3, |Π(C3)|3 > |Π(Q3)|3. Applying (4), we obtain that
|Dm(C3)|6 > |Dm(Q3)|6 when m ≥ 2.

We can numerically verify this when m = 2: using (33), one has that

D2Q1 = {(x, y) ∈ R2 : |x|, |y| ≤ 1, |x− y| ≤ 1},
which has volume 3, and so

∣

∣D2(Q3)
∣

∣

6
= 27. Observe also that C3 has 8

vertices, and the equation (12) yields that D2(C3) is a 6-dimensional polytope
whose 83 = 512 vertices are of the form (p+r, q+r) where p, q, r are vertices
of C3. Using Polymake, one can then compute that

∣

∣D2(C3)
∣

∣

6
= 27.75.

4. A functional extension of the Polar Schneider inequality

In this section, we establish Theorem 4. Like when we passed from Theo-
rem 6 to Theorem 1, we will establish a more general inequality for (m+1)
functions. We recall a function g is a centered Gaussian if there exists a
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positive definite, symmetric, n × n matrix A with real entries such that

g(x) = e−
1
2
〈Ax,x〉. We say A is the generating matrix of g.

Theorem 22. Let, for i = 0, 1, . . . ,m, fi : Rn → R+ be an integrable
function such that either fi or f

◦
i has center of mass at the origin. Then,

m
∏

i=0

(∫

Rn

f
m+1
m

i

)
m

m+1

·
∫

Rnm

(

m
∏

i=1

f◦i (xi)

)(

f◦0

(

−
m
∑

i=1

xi

))

dx

≤
(

2πm

m+ 1

)
mn
2

(

2π

(m+ 1)
1
m

)nm
2

,

with equality if and only if there exists a centered Gaussian g and constants
C0, . . . , Cm > 0 such that fi = Cig for all i = 0, . . . ,m. By the Hölder’s
inequality, we also have, with the same assumptions and equality conditions,

(

∫

Rn

m
∏

i=0

f
1
m

i

)m

·
∫

Rnm

(

m
∏

i=1

f◦i (xi)

)(

f◦0

(

−
m
∑

i=1

xi

))

dx

≤
(

2πm

m+ 1

)mn
2

(

2π

(m+ 1)
1
m

)nm
2

.

We list as a corollary the case m = 1.

Corollary 23. For i = 0, 1, let fi : R
n → R+ be an integrable function such

that either fi or f
◦
i has center of mass at the origin. Then,

(
∫

Rn

f20

) 1
2
(
∫

Rn

f21

) 1
2
(
∫

Rn

f◦1 (x)f
◦
0 (−x)dx

)

≤ πn,

with equality if and only if there exists a centered Gaussian g and C0, C1 > 0
such that f0 = C0g and f1 = C1g. By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we
also have, with the same assumptions and equality conditions,

(
∫

Rn

f0f1

)(
∫

Rn

f◦1 (x)f
◦
0 (−x)dx

)

≤ πn.

4.1. The functional Polar Schneider inequality. We prove Theorem 22
in two steps. First, we show the existence of a finite maximizing constant,
and ensure that the constant is obtained on the set of centered Gaussians.
Then, we compute the constant and determine that each maximizing cen-
tered Gaussian must be the same.

Lemma 24. Let, for i = 0, . . . ,m, fi : R
n → R+ be an integrable function

such that either fi or f
◦
i has center of mass at the origin. Then, there exists

a sharp constant C(n,m) ∈ (0,∞), depending only on n and m, such that

m
∏

i=0

(∫

Rn

f
m+1
m

i

) m
m+1

·
∫

Rnm

(

m
∏

i=1

f◦i (xi)

)(

f◦0

(

−
m
∑

i=1

xi

))

dx ≤ C(n,m),

and the equality is obtained uniquely on the set of centered Gaussians.
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To prove Lemma 24, we will need two major theorems. The first one
is the following extension of the functional Blaschke-Santaló inequality by
Fradelizi and Meyer [14] in the log-concave case and then Lehec [26] in

general; the case (8) is recovered by setting g = f◦ and ρ(t) = e−
t
2 .

Proposition 25. Let f, g : Rn → R+ be integrable functions such that either
f or g has center of mass at the origin. Suppose there exists a measurable
function ρ : R → R+ such that the following inequality holds

f(x)g(y) ≤ ρ2(〈x, y〉) for every x, y ∈ Rn with 〈x, y〉 > 0.

Then

∫

Rn

f(x)dx

∫

Rn

g(y)dy ≤
(
∫

Rn

ρ(|x|2)dx
)2

.

We also need the Barthe-Brascamp-Lieb inequality. Fix d, k ∈ N ∪ {0}
and d0, . . . , dk ∈ N ∪ {0}, with di ≤ d. We then define the Brascamp-Lieb
datum as B = (B0, . . . , Bk) and C = (c0, . . . , ck), where each Bi : R

d →
Rdi is a surjective linear map and the constants c0, . . . , ck > 0 are so that
∑k

i=0 cidi = d. Define the Brascamp-Lieb functional on H = (h0, . . . , hk) ∈
(L1(Rn))k+1, with hi non-identically zero and nonnegative for all i, as

(34) BL(B,C ;H ) :=

∫

Rd

∏k
i=0 hi (Bix)

ci dx
∏k
i=0

(∫

Rdi
hidxi

)ci
,∈ (0,∞].

Then, if ∩i≤kkerBi = {o}, the supremum of BL(B,C ;H ) over all such
collections of functions H is finite and equals the supremum over all such
collections of the form (g0, . . . , gk), where each gi is a centered Gaussian.
This was shown by Brascamp and Lieb [8] when each di = 1 and by Barthe
[4] in the general case.

Proof of Lemma 24. Throughout the proof, we suppress the dependence of
the maximizing constant on the datum B and C . Set in (34) d = nm,
k = m, and di = n for all i to obtain that

∫

Rnm (
∏m
i=1 hi(Bix)

ci) (h0(B0x)
c0) dx

∏m
i=0

(∫

Rn hi
)ci ≤ CBL,

where CBL is the constant obtained by taking supremum over Gaussians.
Next, define the symbols ri := hcii to obtain

∫

Rnm (
∏m
i=1 ri(Bix)) (r0(B0x)) dx

∏m
i=0

(

∫

Rn r
1
ci

i

)ci ≤ CBL.
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We then set, for i = 1, . . . ,m, Bix = xi where x = (x1, . . . , xm) and B0x =
−∑m

i=1 xi, and for all i, set the exponents ci =
m
m+1 to obtain

∫

Rnm (
∏m
i=1 ri(xi)) (r0 (−

∑m
i=1 xi)) dx

∏m
i=0

(

∫

Rn r
m+1
m

i

) m
m+1

≤ CBL.

Observe that
∑k

i=0 cidi =
∑m

i=0

(

m
m+1

)

n = nm = d, and thus CBL is finite.

We then set ri = f◦i for all i to obtain

∫

Rnm

(

m
∏

i=1

f◦i (xi)

)(

f◦0

(

−
m
∑

i=1

xi

))

dx ≤ CBL

m
∏

i=0

(∫

Rn

(f◦i )
m+1
m

)
m

m+1

.

Next, multiply both sides by
∏m
i=0

(

∫

Rn f
m+1
m

i

) m
m+1

to obtain

m
∏

i=0

(∫

Rn

f
m+1
m

i

)
m

m+1

(

∫

Rnm

(

m
∏

i=1

f◦i (xi)

)(

f◦0

(

−
m
∑

i=1

xi

))

dx

)

≤ CBL

m
∏

i=0

((
∫

Rn

(f◦i )
m+1
m

)(
∫

Rn

f
m+1
m

i

)) m
m+1

.

We conclude by applying (m+ 1) times the Proposition 25 to the functions

f◦i and fi with ρ(t) = e−
m+1
m

t
2 .

As for the equality cases, since each fi satisfies fi ≤ f◦◦i and f◦◦◦i = f◦i ,
and thus the left-hand side increases when fi is replaced by f◦◦i , we must
have that each fi is log-concave (since f◦ is always log-concave). Then, the
equality conditions for Proposition 25 from [14, Theorem 8] and the equality
conditions of the Barthe-Brascamp-Lieb inequality complete the proof. �

We now move on to the second part of proving Theorem 22, which is com-
puting C(n,m). We start by writing C(n,m) as an optimization problem;
denote by In the n× n identity matrix.

Proposition 26. Fix n,m ∈ N and let C(n,m) be the constant from The-
orem 22. Then,

C(n,m) =

(

4π2m

m+ 1

)
nm
2

supFn(A0, · · · , Am),

where the supremum is taken over (m + 1) tuples of positive-definite sym-
metric matrices and Fn is given by

(35) Fn(A0, · · · , Am) =
m
∏

i=0

det(Ai)
m

2(m+1) det (M)−
1
2 .

with M =M(A0, . . . , Am) defined in (39) below.
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Proof. We first recall the following well-known formula: for a symmetric,
positive definite n× n matrix A, one has

(36)

∫

Rn

e−
1
2
〈Ax,x〉dx =

(2π)
n
2

det(A)
1
2

.

Applying formula (36) to m+1
m A−1 instead of A, we see that

∫

Rn

e−
1
2

m+1
m

〈A−1x,x〉dx =

(

2πm

m+ 1

)
n
2

det(A)
1
2 .(37)

It is well-known and easily verifiable that
(

e−
1
2
〈A−1·,·〉

)◦
(x) = e−

1
2
〈Ax,x〉.

Also, we have for c > 0 that (cf)◦ = 1
cf

◦. Then, by setting each fi in

Theorem 22 to be a centered Gaussian generated by some A−1
i and using

(37), we must maximize

Gn(A0, · · · , Am) :=
(

2πm

m+ 1

)
nm
2

m
∏

i=0

det(Ai)
m

2(m+1)

×
∫

(Rn)m
e−

1
2(

∑m
i=1〈Aixi,xi〉+〈A0(

∑m
i=1 xi),(

∑m
i=1 xi)〉)dx1 . . . dxm.

(38)

Define the block matrix M given by

(39) M=











A1 +A0 A0 · · · A0

A0 A2 +A0 · · · A0
...

...
. . .

...
A0 A0 · · · Am +A0











.

Then, (38) becomes

Gn(A0,· · ·, Am) =
(

2πm

m+ 1

)
nm
2

m
∏

i=0

det(Ai)
m

2(m+1)

∫

Rnm

e−
1
2
〈Mz,z〉dz.(40)

We obtain from (40) and (36) the claimed formula by setting

Fn(A0, · · · , Am) :=
(

m+ 1

4π2m

)
nm
2

Gn(A0,· · ·, Am).

�

We can give an analytic description of the matrixM from Proposition 26.
Recall that ∆m denotes the diagonal embedding. Let C1, . . . , Cn : Rn →
Rnm be the coordinate inclusions, i.e., Ci(x) has x in the ith block and o in
the other blocks. We can think of ∆m and the Ci as nm × n matrices, so
that CTi is the projection to the ith block and ∆T

m(x) =
∑m

i=1 xi. Then, the
matrix M satisfies

M = ∆mA0∆
T
m +

m
∑

i=1

CiAiC
T
i .
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In the next proposition, we compute the determinant of M .

Proposition 27. Fixm,n ∈ N. For positive-definite n×n matrices A0, . . . , Am,
let M be the block matrix given by (39). Then,

det(M) =

m
∏

i=0

det(Ai) · det
(

m
∑

i=0

A−1
i

)

.

Proof. Let D be the block diagonal matrix with A1, . . . , Am on the diagonal.

Then, M = D1/2ND1/2 where N = Inm + SST and S = D−1/2∆mA
1/2
0 , i.e.

N is given by












In +A
−1/2
1 A0A

−1/2
1 A

−1/2
2 A0A

−1/2
1 · · · A

−1/2
m A0A

−1/2
1

A
−1/2
1 A0A

−1/2
2 In +A

−1/2
2 A0A

−1/2
2 · · · A

−1/2
m A0A

−1/2
2

...
...

. . .
...

A
−1/2
1 A0A

−1/2
m A

−1/2
2 A0A

−1/2
m · · · In +A

−1/2
m A0A

−1/2
m













.

So, using the identity

det(Ik + LLT ) = det(Iℓ + LTL)

for L a k × ℓ matrix, we obtain

det(N) = det(In + STS) = det(In +A
1/2
0 ∆T

mD
−1∆mA

1/2
0 ).

Now, ∆T
mD

−1∆m is just
∑m

i=1A
−1
i , so we may write

In + STS = A
1/2
0

(

m
∑

i=0

A−1
i

)

A
1/2
0 .

Hence, we obtain det(N) = det(A0) · det
(
∑m

i=0A
−1
i

)

, yielding

det(M) = det(D) det(N) =

m
∏

i=0

det(Ai) · det
(

m
∑

i=0

A−1
i

)

,

as claimed. �

Using Proposition 27, we solve the optimization problem introduced in
Proposition 26.

Corollary 28. Fix m,n ∈ N. Let Fn be the function given by (35). Then,
supFn(A0, · · · , Am) is obtained if and only if each Ai is the same A, for
any n× n positive-definite symmetric matrix A, i.e.

supFn(A0, · · · , Am) = Fn(A, · · · , A) = (m+ 1)−
n
2 .

Proof. From Propositions 26 and 27, we must maximize

Fn(A0, . . . , Am) =
m
∏

i=0

det(Ai)
− 1

2(m+1) · det
(

m
∑

i=0

A−1
i

)− 1
2

.
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A special case of the Brunn-Minkowski inequality for determinants is

det

(

1

m+ 1

m
∑

i=0

A−1
i

)

≥
m
∏

i=0

det(A−1
i )

1
m+1 =

m
∏

i=0

det(Ai)
− 1

m+1 ,

with equality if and only if A0 = · · · = Am (see [2, Lemma 2.1.5]). By the
n-homogeneity of the determinant, this implies the claim. �

Proof of Theorem 22. From Lemma 24, the inequality is established, and
we know the maximizing value C(n,m) is obtained only among centered
Gaussians. From Proposition 26 and Corollary 28, we know that

C(n,m) =

(

2πm

m+ 1

)
mn
2

(

2π

(m+ 1)
1
m

)
mn
2

,

and that equality is obtained if and only if each function is a multiple of the
same centered Gaussian. �

Proof of Theorem 4. The claim is immediate from Theorem 22 by setting
each fi to be the same. �

4.2. Comparing functional and geometric results. In this section, we
compare Theorems 1 and 4, and, more generally, Theorems 6 and 22.

Recall that the dual Lp sum, with p ≥ 1, of two convex bodies K and

L is the convex body K+̃−pL with gauge given by
(

‖ · ‖pK + ‖ · ‖pL
)

1
p . In

particular, one has that (DK)◦ = K◦+̃−1(−K)◦. Indeed,

(41) ‖ · ‖(DK)◦ = hDK = hK + h−K = ‖ · ‖K◦ + ‖ · ‖(−K)◦ .

Define the body D2(K0,K1) = (K◦
1 +̃−2(−K0)

◦)◦. We remark that, in
terms of Firey’s Lp extension of Minkowski summation [13], one can verify
that D2(K0,K1) is nothing but the L2 Minkowski sum of K1 and −K0. In

Corollary 23, when one inserts fi = e
−‖·‖2Ki

/2
, where Ki is a centered convex

body, then one obtains by using (13) (with µ the Lebesgue measure and
p = 2), (7) and (28), the inequality

(42) |K0|
1
2
n |K1|

1
2
n |(D2(K0,K1))

◦|n ≤ 2−
n
2 |Bn

2 |2n ,

with equality if and only if K0 = K1 is a linear image of Bn
2 .

Proposition 29. Fix n ∈ N and let K0,K1 ⊂ Rn be convex bodies contain-
ing the origin in their interiors. Then,

2−
1
2 (D2(K0,K1))

◦ ⊆ (K1 + (−K0))
◦,

with equality if and only if K1 = −K0. In particular, (42) implies the m = 1
case of Theorem 1 when K1 = K0 is origin-symmetric.
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Proof. Observe that, from (41) and the convexity of t 7→ t2, we have

‖ · ‖2(K1+(−K0))◦
= (hK1 + h−K0)

2 =

(

1

2
h2K1 +

1

2
h−2K0

)2

≤ 1

2
h22K1

+
1

2
h2−2K0

= 2
(

h2K1
+ h2−K0

)

= 2
(

‖ · ‖2K◦
1
+ ‖ · ‖2−K◦

0

)

= 2‖ · ‖2(D2(K0,K1))◦
.

The claim follows; equality characterization comes from the fact that we
must have hK1 = h−K0 , which means K1 = −K0. �

For the general case, the Theorem 22 seems to be disjoint from Theorem 1.
Indeed, recalling the notation from (12), define the body

Dm,◦
2 (K ) :=

m̃
∑

i=1−2

K◦
i +̃−2 ∆m(−K0)

◦,

where the first summation means iterative +̃−2 sums. Then, taking fi =

e
−‖·‖2Ki

/2
, where Ki is a centered convex body, in Theorem 22, we get

m
∏

i=0

|Ki|
m

m+1
n

∣

∣Dm,◦
2 (K )

∣

∣

nm
≤ |Bn

2 |mn |Bnm
2 |nm

(m+ 1)
n
2

,

with equality if and only if each Ki is the same centered ellipsoid. Similar
to the m = 1 case, we have the following.

Proposition 30. Fix m,n ∈ N and let, for i = 0, 1, . . . ,m, Ki ⊂ Rn be
a convex body containing the origin in its interior and define the collection
K = (K0, . . . ,Km). Then,

(m+ 1)−
1
2 Dm,◦

2 (K ) ⊆ Dm,◦(K ).

This set-inclusion is strict when m > 1.

Proof. Indeed, we have, by applying Jensen’s inequality,

‖(x1, . . . , xm)‖2Dm,◦(K ) =

(

m
∑

i=1

hKi
(xi) + h−K0

(

m
∑

i=1

xi

))2

=

(

m
∑

i=1

1

m+ 1
h(m+1)Ki

(xi) +
1

m+ 1
h−(m+1)K0

(

m
∑

i=1

xi

))2

≤
m
∑

i=1

1

m+ 1
h(m+1)Ki

(xi)
2 +

1

m+ 1
h−(m+1)K0

(

m
∑

i=1

xi

)2

= (m+ 1)





m
∑

i=1

‖xi‖2K◦
i
+

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

m
∑

i=1

xi

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

(−K0)◦



 .

The claim follows. �
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4.3. An application to Poinecaré-type inequalities. Let µ be a prob-
ability measure on Rn. The variance of a nonnegative, measurable function
f on Rn with respect to µ is

Varµ f :=

∫

Rn

f(x)2dµ(x)−
(∫

Rn

f(x)dµ(x)

)2

.

We recall the standard Gaussian measure γn on Rn is given by

dγn(x) =
1

(2π)
n
2

e−
|x|2

2 dx.

The Poincaré inequality for the Gaussian measure asserts that, if f is a C1

smooth function that is integrable with respect to γn, then

(43) Varγn f ≤
∫

Rn

|∇f(x)|2dγn(x).

It was shown by D. Cordero-Erausquin, M. Fradelizi and B. Maurey [12]
that if f is also assumed to be even, then the inequality (43) improves by
factor of 1/2:

(44) Varγn f ≤ 1

2

∫

Rn

|∇f(x)|2dγn(x).

It is well-known (see e.g. [11]) that one can linearize the classical functional
Blashcke-Santaló inequality (8) in the case of even functions to arrive at (44).
Following this well-trodden path, we obtain a Poincaré-type inequality as
an application of Theorem 4. It will be convenient to write f = e−ψ, in
which case f◦ = e−ψ

⋆

, where ψ⋆(x) = supz∈Rn(〈x, z〉−ψ(z)) is the Legendre
transform of ψ. We introduce, for ψ : Rn → R, the functionDmψ : Rnm → R

given by

Dmψ(x1, . . . , xm) =

(

m
∑

i=1

ψ(xi) + ψ

(

−
m
∑

i=1

xi

))

.

We denote by γσn the normal Gaussian measure on Rn with variance σ > 0,
that is

dγσn(x) =
1

(2πσ)
n
2

e−
|x|2

2σ dx.

Furthermore, we define the Schneider-Gaussian measure γn,m on Rnm by

dγn,m(x) =

(

m+ 1

(2π)m

)n
2

e−D
m |·|2

2
(x)dx.
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Corollary 31. Fix m,n ∈ N. Let ψ : Rn → R+ be an even C1 function

with ψ, |∇ψ|2 ∈ L1(Rn, γ
m

m+1
n ) and Dmψ, |∇Dmψ|2 ∈ L1(Rnm, γn,m). Then,

(

m+ 1

m

)

Var
γ

m
m+1
n

ψ +
1

m+ 1
Varγn,m D

mψ

≤ 1

2

(

1

m+ 1

∫

Rnm

|∇Dmψ(x)|2dγn,m(x) +
∫

Rn

|∇ψ(x)|2dγ
m

m+1
n (x)

)

.

Observe that ∇ψ refers to taking the gradient of ψ on Rn while ∇Dmψ
contains the gradient on Rnm. The quantity |∇Dmψ|2 seems a bit myste-
rious, but in fact it is not so complicated. Since ∇ respects the product
structure of Rnm, one has that

∇Dmψ(x1, . . . , xm) =

{

∇ψ(xi)−∇ψ
(

−
m
∑

i=1

xi

)}m

i=1

.

Thus,

|∇Dmψ(x1, . . . , xm)|2 =
m
∑

i=1

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∇ψ(xi)−∇ψ
(

−
m
∑

i=1

xi

)∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

.

Proof. Using standard approximation techniques, and the fast decay of the

densities of the measures γ
m

m+1
n and γn,m, we may assume that ψ is compactly

supported. In Theorem 4, write f = e−V and switch the roles of V and V ⋆.
Then, one can take logarithm to obtain

m log

(
∫

Rn

e−
m+1
m

V ⋆(x)dx

)

+ log

(
∫

Rnm

e−D
m(V (x))dx

)

≤ m log

(∫

Rn

e−
m+1
m

|x|2

2 dx

)

+ log

(∫

Rnm

e−D
m |·|2

2
(x)dx

)

.

(45)

We consider the case when V (x) = Vε(x) =
|x|2
2 + εψ(x). Focusing on the

second integral in (45), we have

log

(
∫

Rnm

e−D
m(Vε(x))dx

)

− log

(
∫

Rnm

e−D
m |·|2

2
(x)dx

)

= log

(∫

Rnm

exp (−εDm (ψ(x))) dγn,m(x)

)

= log

(

1− ε

∫

Rnm

(

Dmψ(x) +
ε2

2
(Dmψ(x))2

)

dγn,m(x) + o(ε3)

)

= −ε
∫

Rnm

Dmψ(x)dγn,m(x) +
ε2

2

(

Varγn,m D
mψ
)

+ o(ε3).

We next need the well-known fact that if ψ ∈ C1(Rn) is compactly sup-
ported, then

V ⋆
ε =

|x|2
2

− εψ(x) +
ε2

2
|∇ψ|2 + o(ε3),
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and the dependence of the term o(ε3) on x is uniform on supp(ψ) (see e.g.
[11, Lemma 7.1]). Then, for the first integral in (45), we have

m log

(∫

Rn

e−
m+1
m

V ⋆
ε (x)dx

)

−m log

(∫

Rn

e−
m+1
m

|x|2

2 dx

)

= m log

(∫

Rn

exp

(

m+ 1

m

(

εψ(x)− ε2

2
|∇ψ(x)|2 + o(ε3)

))

dγ
m

m+1
n (x)

)

= m log

(

1 +

∫

Rn

((

m+ 1

m

)

εψ(x) +

(

m+ 1

m

)2 ε2

2
ψ(x)2

−
(

m+ 1

m

)

ε2

2
|∇ψ(x)|2

)

dγ
m

m+1
n (x) + o(ε3)

)

= ε(m+ 1)

∫

Rn

ψ(x)dγ
m

m+1
n (x)

+
ε2

2
(m+ 1)

((

m+ 1

m

)

Var
γ

m
m+1
n

ψ −
∫

Rn

|∇ψ(x)|2dγ
m

m+1
n (x)

)

+ o(ε3).

Thus, the inequality (45) reduces to

ε

2

((

m+ 1

m

)

Var
γ

m
m+1
n

ψ −
∫

Rn

|∇ψ(x)|2dγ
m

m+1
n (x)

)

+
ε

2(m+ 1)
Varγn,m D

mψ + o(ε2)

≤ 1

m+ 1

∫

Rnm

Dmψ(x)dγn,m(x)−
∫

Rn

ψ(x)dγ
m

m+1
n (x).

In (45), we switch V and V ⋆ to obtain something similar to the above,
but with ψ and Dmψ switching roles, e.g. ∇Dmψ appears instead of ∇ψ.
One gets

ε

2(m+ 1)

(

Varγn,m D
mψ −

∫

Rnm

|∇Dmψ(x)|2dγn,m(x)
)

+
ε

2

(

m+ 1

m

)

Var
γ

m
m+1
n

ψ + o(ε2)

≤ −
(

1

m+ 1

∫

Rnm

Dmψ(x)dγn,m(x)−
∫

Rn

ψ(x)dγ
m

m+1
n (x)

)

.

Thus, we can combine the two and obtain the claim when ε→ 0. �
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