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A sharp centro-affine isospectral inequality of
Szego—Weinberger type and the LP-Minkowski problem

Emanuel Milman'!

Abstract

We establish a sharp upper-bound for the first non-zero eigenvalue corresponding
to an even eigenfunction of the Hilbert—-Brunn—Minkowski operator (the centro-affine
Laplacian) associated to a strongly convex C2-smooth origin-symmetric convex body
K in R™. Our isospectral inequality is centro-affine invariant, attaining equality if
and only if K is a (centered) ellipsoid; this is reminiscent of the (non affine invari-
ant) classical Szego—Weinberger isospectral inequality for the Neumann Laplacian. The
new upper-bound complements the conjectural lower-bound, which has been shown to
be equivalent to the log-Brunn-Minkowski inequality and is intimately related to the
uniqueness question in the even log-Minkowski problem. As applications, we obtain
new strong non-uniqueness results for the even LP-Minkowski problem in the subcriti-
cal range —n < p < 0, as well as new rigidity results for the critical exponent p = —n
and supercritical regime p < —n. In particular, we show that any K as above, which
is not an ellipsoid, is a witness to non-uniqueness in the even LP-Minkowski problem
for all p € (—n,pk) and some px € (—n,0), and that K can be chosen so that px is
arbitrarily close to 0.

1 Introduction

A central question in contemporary Brunn—Minkowski theory is that of existence and
uniqueness in the LP-Minkowski problem for p € (—o0, 1): given a finite non-negative Borel
measure 4 on the unit-sphere S™"~!, determine conditions on ; which ensure the existence
and/or uniqueness of a convex body K in R" so that:

hiPSK = pu. (1.1)

Here hi and Sk denote the support function and surface-area measure of K, respectively
— we refer to Section [ for standard missing definitions. When hy € C?(S"71),

Sy = det(D?*hg)m,
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where m is the induced Lebesgue measure on S" !, D?hyx = Vén,lhK + hxdgn—1 and
Vgn-1 is the Levi-Civita connection on S"~! with its standard Riemannian metric §gn-1.
Consequently, (L)) is a Monge—Ampere-type equation. It describes self-similar solutions to
the (anisotropic) a-power-of-Gauss-curvature flow for o = 1%17 [, 2, B, Bl 17, 26], 28], 85 86].

The case p = 1 above corresponds to the classical Minkowski problem of finding a convex
body with prescribed surface-area measure; when p is not concentrated on any hemisphere
and its barycenter is at the origin, existence and uniqueness (up to translation) of K were
established by Minkowski, Alexandrov and Fenchel-Jessen (see [76]), and regularity of K
was studied by Lewy [52], Nirenberg [68], Cheng—Yau [25], Pogorelov [69], Caffarelli [I8], [19]
and many others. The extension to general p was put forth and publicized by E. Lutwak
[57] as an LP-analog of the Minkowski problem for the LP surface-area measure S,K =
h};p Sk which he introduced. Existence and uniqueness in the class of origin-symmetric
convex bodies (“the even LP-Minkowski problem”), when the measure u is even and not
concentrated in a hemisphere, was established for n # p > 1 by Lutwak [57] and for p = n by
Lutwak—Yang—Zhang [63]. A key tool in the range p > 1 is the prolific LP-Brunn—Minkowski
theory, initiated by Lutwak [57), 58] following Firey [32], and developed by Lutwak—Yang—
Zhang (e.g. [60) [62, 64]) and others, which extends the classical p = 1 case. Further
existence, uniqueness and regularity results in the range p > 1 under various assumptions
on p were obtained in [27, [35] 39, 40}, 59] 92].

The case p < 1 turns out to be more challenging because of the lack of an appropriate
LP-Brunn—Minkowski theory. Existence, (non-)uniqueness and regularity under various
conditions on p were studied by numerous authors when p < 1 (from either side of the
critical exponent p = —n), especially after the important work by Chou-Wang [27], see e.g.
[7, 18, 111, [12], 21, 221 23], 36, 1421 56| 80, 811 [82 89, 090, 911, ©93]. The case p = 0 is of particular
importance as it corresponds to the log-Minkowski problem for the cone-volume measure

1
Vik = —hk Sk,
n

obtained as the push-forward of the cone-measure on 9K onto S~ ! via the Gauss map;
note that the total mass of Vi is V(K), the volume of K. Being a self-similar solution to the
isotropic Gauss-curvature flow, the case p = 0 and p = m of ([LT]) describes the ultimate fate
of a worn stone in a model proposed by Firey [33] and further studied in [2] 5] [17) 26] [46].

In [15], Boroczky—Lutwak—Yang-Zhang showed that an even measure p is the cone-
volume measure Vi of an origin-symmetric convex body K if and only if it satisfies a
certain subspace concentration condition, thereby completely resolving the existence part
of the even log-Minkowski problem. Uniqueness in the even log-Minkowski problem is
known (when K is not a parallelogram) for n = 2 [34 80, [14], [65], but remains open for
n > 3. As put forth by Boroczky—Lutwak—Yang—Zhang in their influential work [I5] [14] and
further developed in [49], the uniqueness question is intimately related to the validity of a
conjectured L°- (or log-)Brunn-Minkowski inequality for origin-symmetric convex bodies,
which constitutes a strengthening of the classical p = 1 case. The restriction to origin-
symmetric bodies is natural, and necessitated by the fact that no LP-Brunn—Minkowski
inequality can hold for general convex bodies when p < 1. For additional information and
partial results on the conjectured log-Brunn—Minkowski inequality, we refer to [10, 13} [14],



211, 29, (30, 37, 46, 47, 49, 55, 65, [70, (72, (74, [75} [8S].

In our previous joint work with A. Kolesnikov [49], we embarked on a systematic study of
the validity of the local LP-Brunn—Minkowski inequality for origin-symmetric convex bodies
and p < 1; by “local” we mean on an infinitesimal scale, or equivalently, for pairs of bodies
which are close enough to each other in an appropriate sense. To that end, we introduced
the following elliptic second-order differential operator on C2(S™~1!), called the Hilbert—
Brunn—Minkowski operator Ay, defined for K € IC%F, the collection of convex bodies in R"
having the origin in their interior with C?-smooth boundary and strictly positive curvature.
In a local frame on S"~!, Ag is given by:

Agz = ((DZhK)_l)iijj(th) —(n—1)z
= ((D*hg) 1) (hg (VEn-12)ij + Oihi 0z + 0jh0;2)

(our original definition, denoted by Ly, differed by a factor of n — 1 from the present
one). Up to different normalization and gauge transformations, Ag coincides with the
operator introduced by Hilbert in his proof of the Brunn-Minkowski inequality (see [9]).
Very recently, we have shown [66] that Ag coincides with the centro-affine Laplacian of
0K, parametrized on S"! via the Gauss map.

The operator —Ay is symmetric and positive semi-definite on L?(Vy), admitting a
unique self-adjoint extension with compact resolvent. Its spectrum thus consists of a count-
able sequence of eigenvalues of finite multiplicity starting at 0 and tending to co. It was
shown in [49] that Ak enjoys a remarkable centro-affine equivariance property, stating that
for any T' € GLy, Apk) and A are conjugates modulo an isometry of Hilbert spaces;
in particular, the spectrum o(—Ap()) is the same for all 7. It is immediate to check
that Ax + (n — p)Id is precisely the linearization of log(h}{_p det(D?hy)) appearing in the
left-hand-side of (ILI]) under a logarithmic variation hx, = hg(1l + € ). Consequently,
understanding whether n — p is in the spectrum of —Af is of fundamental importance to
the uniqueness question in the LP-Minkowski problem. For similar reasons, Hilbert realized
that the classical Brunn—Minkowski inequality (the case p = 1) [76] is equivalent to the
statement that o(—Ag) N (0,n — 1) = (), and proved that indeed A\ (—Ag) =n — 1 where
A1 denotes the first non-zero eigenvalue [9].

Let I denote the collection of convex bodies in R™ containing the origin in their interior,
and let . denote those elements which are origin-symmetric. Similarly, let ]Ci,e and
C2(S"~1) denote the origin-symmetric / even elements of K% and C%(S"!), respectively.
Given K € IC?,_’E, we defined in [49] the first non-zero even eigenvalue of —A (corresponding
to an even eigenfunction) as:

(=A dV;
fS 1( KZ)Z K 53 non-constant z € 062(5”_1)

(Jgn—12dVK)
fsnﬂ z2dVK _ %

Al,e(_AK) = inf

It was shown in [49] that for any p < 1, the statement A\ .(—Ag) > n—p is equivalent to the
local LP-Brunn—Minkowski inequality for origin-symmetric perturbations of K, and implies
the local uniqueness for the even L4-Minkowski problem for any ¢ > p. The fact that a local



verification of these problems is enough to imply the global one was subsequently shown by
Chen—Huang-Li—Liu for the uniqueness of the LP-Minkowski problem [21] and by Putterman
for the LP-Brunn-Minkowski inequality [70]. The conjecture is that A\ (—Ag) > n for
all K € Kﬁ_,e, which would confirm the log-Brunn—Minkowski inequality in . and the
uniqueness in the LP-Minkowski problem in K3 _ for all p € [0,1). As explained in [49], the
n-dimensional cube Q™ = [—1, 1]™ is the extremal case in this conjecture (at least formally,
since Q" ¢ K3 ); specifically, it was shown that A; .(Q™) = n (see the definition of ), .
below).

Our main result in [49] was showing that A\ (—Ax) > n — po for pg = 1 — — and
all K € IC%DG, which together with the aforementioned local-to-global results yields the
verification of the above major problems for p € (pg,1). In fact, thanks to recent progress
on the KLS conjecture due to Chen [24] and Klartag-Lehec [45], our estimate from [49]
Corollary 6.8 and Theorem 6.9] immediately improves to pg = 1 — o -

1.1 Sharp isospectral upper-bound of Szego—Weinberger type

In this work, instead of focusing on bounding A\ (—Ag ) from below, we tackle the opposite
question of bounding it from above. We confirm the following sharp isospectral property of
—Ag, conjectured in [49, Conjecture 5.15], together with the corresponding equality cases:

Theorem 1.1. For all K € IC?,_’e, we have:
ALe(—=Ak) < 2n,
with equality if and only if K is a (centered) ellipsoid.

Indeed, when K = BY, the unit Euclidean ball in R", A By coincides with the Laplace-
Beltrami operator on S"~! with its standard Riemannian metric, and so the first non-zero
even eigenvalue of —Apgr is precisely 2n, corresponding to the eigenspace of (even) quadratic
harmonic polynomials in R” (restricted to S"~!). Since the spectrum of — Ay is centro-affine
invariant, the same applies to all (centered) ellipsoids. Note that a similar characterization
of ellipsoids using the first non-zero eigenvalue \;(—Afg) would fail, since (as shown by
Hilbert and already mentioned above) the latter is always equal to n — 1 for any K € IC%F.

While countless geometric characterizations of ellipsoids are known in the literature
(see e.g. [19] for a survey), we are not aware of any prior spectral characterization as
above. Compare with [78, Section 4] for a characterization of ellipsoids as equality cases
in certain inequalities involving several geometric parameters including the first non-zero
Laplace-Beltrami eigenvalue on (0K, gg) where gp is the Blaschke equiaffine metric, and
[51l Section 8] for a characterization of ellipsoids in terms of a PDE involving the Laplace-
Beltrami operator on (0K,III) where III denotes the Euclidean third fundamental form
(which is isometric to the canonical unit-sphere (S"~1, dgn—1) via the Gauss map).

Although we do not see any direct relation, it might still be insightful to compare
Theorem [IT] to the classical Szegé—Weinberger isospectral inequality. Let Ag denote the
Neumann Laplacian on a sufficiently smooth bounded domain €2 C R™. It was shown by



Szegd [83] (for simply-connected domains in R?) and Weinberger [87] (for general domains
in R™), that the first non-zero Neumann eigenvalue A\;(—A}) satisfies:

A (—AY) < A(—AN),

where Q* denotes a Euclidean ball having the same volume as €); equality occurs if and
only if  is a Euclidean ball. Note that this isospectral problem is not affine-invariant, and
so the only maximizer is a Euclidean ball (as opposed to all ellipsoids), and moreover, one
has to fix its volume as well.

The reverse question regarding minimizing Al(—Ag ) while constraining the volume of
Q) does not make sense, as it is easy to see that it can be made arbitrarily small by choosing
Q) with necks, or alternatively, by stretching out 2. The first problem can be remedied by
only considering convex domains K. The second one is again a manifestation of the lack of
affine-invariance of this problem. However, if one considers the affine-invariant parameter
/\fjaﬁ(K) = SUPreqr, V(T(K))2/")\1(—A¥(K)), the minimization question does make sense.
A celebrated conjecture of Kannan-Lovasz—Simonovits (KLS) [43] (in combination with its
known relation to the Slicing Problem [6] [31]) predicts that for all convex bodies K in R™:

/\Jl\faff(K) > ¢

for some universal constant ¢ > 0 independent of the dimension n. We refer to [24], 45] and
the references therein for the best known estimate on ¢ = ¢, and the history of this conjec-
ture. As already mentioned, the analogous question in our setting is whether \; .(—Ag) > n
for all K € IC%F’G, which is equivalent to the conjectured log-Brunn—Minkowski inequality in
Ke.

One point of similarity between Theorem [Tl and the Szegé—Weinberger theorem is that
in both cases one only needs to find a good test function to upper bound the spectral
parameter (by the Rayleigh-Ritz characterization). The test function used by Weinberger
is one of the first n non-trivial Neumann eigenfunctions of —Aé\{*, appropriately centered
and fitted onto Q. A crucial point in Weinberger’s argument is finding an appropriate center
by employing a fixed-point argument. In our setting, everything is origin-symmetric and so
there is no need for centering. On the other hand, we do not know how to simply use the
first non-trivial even eigenfunctions of —App, given by quadratic harmonic polynomials, as
test functions for A\ .(—Ag).

1.2 K-adapted linear functionals

However, the above analogy is useful if one extends the notion of “quadratic polynomial”
and adapts it to the given convex body K. Hilbert’s original definition of his differential
operator had the n-dimensional space of linear functions (-,&) (§ € R"™) as the first non-
trivial eigenfunctions. With our definition of —Af, the first eigenfunctions corresponding
to the first non-zero eigenvalue n — 1 are in fact:

Y

ling ¢ := e ;




we will say that they are “K-adapted linear functions”. Instead of using quadratic poly-
nomials per-se as even test functions in Theorem [[.I] in the form <-,§>2 or <-,§>2 /hi, we
will use lin%(’g = (',§>2 /h2., the square of our K-adapted linear functions. Our proof of
Theorem [[ 1] relies on the following new ingredient, a type of strengthened Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality, which is of independent interest:

Theorem 1.2. For any convex body K € K there exists € € S"™! so that:

, 3n ([gun linf (dVi)?
ling, ;dVi > : . 1.2
/snl MR = T V(EK) (12)

If the support of Sk is the entire S"~', equality in (I.3) for all £ € S™~1 holds if and only
if K is a (centered) ellipsoid.

For the proof of Theorem [[.2] we consider an appropriate linear image of K (“posi-
tion”) and randomly select the direction & € S"~! according to the uniform Haar measure.
Interestingly, the relevant position is the one for which the L%-surface area measure SyK
is isotropic — a position introduced by Lutwak—Yang—Zhang in [61] under the name “dual
isotropic” and further studied in [64] 94 [38].

1.3 Implications for the even LP-Minkowski problem

Our results have several implications regarding non-uniqueness in the even LP-Minkowski
problem in the subcritical range —n < p < 0, as well as some rigidity results for the critical
exponent p = —n and in the supercritical regime p < —n (the sub/super prefix refers to
the growth rate of the non-linearity h};p in (LI))). Let K denote the collection of convex
bodies in R™ containing the origin (possibly as a boundary point). A typical variational
method for establishing the existence of K € K solving the LP-Minkowski problem (L))
for a given measure p, is to minimize a natural functional F),, having (LI)) as its Euler-
Lagrange equation [27, (15, 8] 46]; for general K € K it is actually imperative to incorporate
a maximization over all possible translations of K (so that the origin remains in K) in the
following definition, but when u is even and the sought-after K is origin-symmetric, the
functional simplifies to:

5 | Wyedp
K
,Ce S K Fu,p(K) = W

Note that convexity and origin-symmetry automatically imply that the origin lies in the
interior of K, so that hx > 0 on S™!, thereby greatly simplifying various arguments.
When g has some minimal regularity — for instance, if:

(1.3)

p=fm,0<c< f<C, (1.4)

then for any p € (—n,1) one can use the Blaschke-Santalé inequality to ensure that a
minimum of F),,, is indeed attained — see [27, Section 5] for details (and also [8] where
it is shown that any non-negative f € L#(S"_l) will actually suffice). Note that when
p < 0 the coefficient % in (3] actually turns this into a maximization problem of a positive



quantity, and that when p = 0 as in [I5] the above functional should be interpreted in the
limiting sense. Also note that (L) is clearly satisfied if 4 = S,K for some K € K3 .
The case p = —n is the critical exponent for this variational argument, since then, as
expounded in [27, Section 7], (II) becomes the Minkowski problem for the centro-affine
Gauss-curvature, and enjoys a centro-affine equivariance which precludes using compactness
arguments. Note that when p is a singular measure, the Blaschke—Santalé inequality does
not suffice to ensure compactness, and so additional delicate justification is required in
[15, 22] 23] to handle such measures in the range p € [0, 1).

Once a global minimum point K of F),,, has been found, it remains to show that it
solves the corresponding LP-Minkowski problem. The following was established in [I5]
Lemma 4.1] (the result was formulated for p = 0 and global minima but applies to all p and
local minima):

Proposition 1.3 (Boroczky—Lutwak—Yang—Zhang). For any p € R and non-zero finite
even Borel measure ji on S" 1, if K € K, is a local minimum point of F,p then S,K =c-
for some ¢ > 0.

All references to local neighborhoods in this subsection are with respect to the Hausdorff
metric in .. The appearance of the constant ¢ > 0 is natural since F), , is 0-homogeneous
with respect to scaling of K. It is tempting to think that Proposition [[.3] applies to any
critical point K of F), ;,, and this is indeed true for K € IC%DE, but false in general — see
Theorem (4) below. The reason is a complication which arises since a Ce-variation h of
hx may not be the support function of any convex body, and so the authors of [I5] modified
F,, » (potentially increasing it) by incorporating the associated Alexandrov body, the largest
convex body whose support function is upper-bounded by h. Another complication is that
it does not seem possible to extend this analysis to second variations. Instead, we consider a
critical point K which is assumed to be in Kﬁ_’e, and perform a C2-variation of hx. Denoting
by 5}<Fu,p and (%FM, the first and second C2-variations at K, respectively, we observe:

Proposition 1.4. Let K € IC%DE, p € R, and let p be any non-zero finite even Borel measure
on S 1.

(1) 8} F.p =0 if and only if S,K = c- p for some ¢ > 0.
(2) 5%(FSPK7P > 0 if and only if M\ (—Ak) >n—p.

(3) It is never true that 5%{FSPK,p < 0. Consequently, F,, can never have a local mazxi-
mum which is in IC%ﬁe.

It follows that whenever A\ .(—Ag) < n —p, F,, cannot attain a local minimum at
K e Kﬁ_’e. This can immediately be used to deduce non-uniqueness results:

Corollary 1.5. Fizp € (—n,1). Let K1 € K% , with A\ (=Ag,) <n—p, and let Ky € K,
be any local minimum point of Fs i, p (recall that a global minimum point always ewists).
Then Sp,K1 = S,Ks and yet K1 # K.



Recall that A\ (—Ag,) > M\ (—Ak,) = n—1, so the assumption that A\ .(—Ag,) <n—p
is vacuous for p > 1 and we have therefore excluded this range from our formulation. In fact,
it is conjectured that A; .(—Ag) > n, and so the expected range of p’s where the assumption
is non-vacuous is actually (—n,0). Thanks to Theorem [T, we know that unless K above
is an ellipsoid, the assumption will hold for some p > —n, and we obtain a non-uniqueness
result in the even LP-Minkowski problem for p = S, K.

Theorem 1.6. For any K; € K:?‘,-,e which is not an ellipsoid, there exists ¢ = q(K1) €
(—n,1), so that for all p € (—n,q) one can find Ko = Ks(p) € K. different from K; with
SpK1 = SpKa.

Using that \; .(Q") = n, it follows that ¢(K1) can be chosen to be arbitrarily close to 0:

Theorem 1.7. For any g € (—n,0), there exists a single K, € IC?,_’e, so that no uniqueness
holds in the even LP-Minkowski problem (I1) for p = S,K, for allp € (—n,q).

It is important to stress that non-uniqueness results for the even LP-Minkowski problem
in the range p < 0 (both in the subcritical and supercritical regimes) [4, 27, 36] [41], 53| [54]
and also in the non-even case for p € [0,1) [22] 23] ’1] have been previously obtained by
many authors. However, the fact that any non-ellipsoid K; € IC%DG can be used as a witness
to non-uniqueness for p > —n sufficiently close to —n, and that furthermore one can use
the same K, as a witness for all p € (—n, q) for any ¢ < 0 arbitrarily close to 0, appears to
be new and of interest.

In the critical case p = —n, it is classical that there is no uniqueness even for y© = m due
to the centro-affine equivariance of S_,; in particular, the centro-affine Gauss-curvature of
any (centered) ellipsoid £ in R™ is constant [84], 27]:

de>0 S_,&=cm. (1.5)

It was shown by Calabi [20] that, in fact, (centered) ellipsoids are the only complete elliptic
solutions to (LH). On the other hand, when —n < p < 1, a (centered) Euclidean ball is
the unique solution K € K to the equation S,K = cm, as established by Brendle-Choi-
Daskalopoulos — see [I7] and the references therein. The latter result may be extended to
show that for any centered ellipsoid £ and —n < p < 1, K = £ is the unique solution in
Ke to the equation S,K = S,€ — see [66]. Theorem may therefore be interpreted as a
converse to the result of [17] (and its extension to centered ellipsoids) — together, they show
that ellipsoids are characterized as the only members of IC%DG for which uniqueness holds in
the even LP-Minkowski problem in the entire subcritical range p € (—n, 1).

One additional application we will show in Section [6l is a non-compactness result near
the critical exponent p = —n:

Proposition 1.8. Let u = fm with non-constant positive even density f € CY(S"71).
Given p € (—n,0), let K, € K. be any local minimum point of F,,, (in particular, SpK, =
¢p - ). Then for any sequence p; N\, —n we necessarily have:

lim dg(K,,, BY) = +00.

1—00



Here dg (K, BY) denotes the geometric distance between K and By, defined as the ratio
between the out- and in- radii of K, namely inf{ab > 0 ; %Bg‘ C K C aB3}}. Clearly, the
assumption that f is non-constant is crucial for the validity of the claim, since otherwise we
could take all K,’s to be the Euclidean ball BY, which is easily seen to be global minimum
point of F, ,, in K. by the Blaschke-Santalé and Jensen inequalities. This demonstrates a
very strong rigidity property of the critical exponent p = —n.

In the supercritical regime we observe the following additional rigidity properties:
Theorem 1.9. Let p < —n and let ji denote a non-zero finite even Borel measure on S™ 1.
(1) Fpp has no local mazimum points which are in K7 .
(2) F,.p has no local minimum points which are in IC%HG, unless p = —n and p = cm.

(3) If u = fm with positive even density f € C*(S"1), then F),, has no local minima at
all, unless p= —n and p = cm.

(4) If p < —n and p = fm with an even density satisfying || f|| € (0,00) for some

Ln+4q(m
q € (p,—n), then —F, ,(K) is coercive under a volume constmz'(nt), i.e. tends to +oo
uniformly as dg(K,B3) — oo if V(K) is fived. Consequently, Ke > K — F,,(K)
has no global minimum but attains a global maximum at a point Kpax € Ke '\ Kﬁ_’e. If
moreover [ satisfies (3) above, then necessarily SpKmax # ¢ - .

In particular, this means that if one wishes to use a variational approach involving Fj, ,,
for establishing existence in the supercritical regime of the even LP-Minkowski problem with
a measure p = fm having positive even density f € C%(S™"!), one necessarily needs to
resort to saddle-point methods, or alternatively, to restrict to a certain subclass of symmetric
convex bodies as in [56l 42] — see Remark [6.3]

1.4 The non-smooth case

It is also interesting to try and extend Theorems [Tl and to the general (possibly non-
smooth) case. When K € K, \Kﬁ_,e, the definition of A as a regular differential operator
does not make sense, and so there are several natural options for replacing the spectral
parameter A\ o(—Ag):

A o(K) < e(K) < A0 (K). (1.6)

The first two variants above are defined as:

A (K) = lim inf Ae(—AKk,),
’ K3 3K;—K in C
XLS(K) = lim sup Ae(—Axk,).

K3 3K;—K in C

Here C-convergence is synonymous with convergence in the Hausdorff metric — see Section
for additional details and notation. The smallest variant ); . is the natural one when
considering lower-bounds, and was therefore used in [49]. The largest variant )\fe is the



natural one for studying upper-bounds as in this work, and so we will use it. Following the
idea of Putterman [70] of using mixed-volumes of convex bodies V' (L|m], K [n —m]) instead
of second-order differentiation of C? test-functions, we define:

J (i) dVic = V(L2 KIn = 2])

c R . ; _
)\176(K) = (n 1) Lléllge f(;LL_IL{)deK _ V—(L[l‘]/,gg)b—l])Q ) i non-constant Vi-a.e.

(1.7)
Note that the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and Minkowski’s second inequality imply that
both numerator and denominator are non-negative. It follows from [70, Appendix] that:

Alc:e(K) = )‘l,e(_AK) VK € IC?H

and since Alc:e(K ) is clearly upper semi-continuous with respect to C-convergence (being the
best constant in an inequality relating two non-negative C-continuous functions of K € KC.),
the second inequality in (6] immediately follows.

Theorem 1.10. For all K € K., we have:
A (K) < 2n

(with equality for all centered ellipsoids). If equality holds above then K is a linear image
of a tangential body to a (centered) Fuclidean ball.

A convex body K C R" is called a tangential body to a (centered) Euclidean ball if:

K=(){ze€R"; (x,0) <R} (1.8)
0esS

for some R > 0 and closed subset S C S"~! (which is necessarily not contained in any
hemisphere since K is compact). It is known (see [76, Theorem 2.2.10 and pp. 149,386])
that K is a tangential body to a (centered) Euclidean ball if and only if hx(0) = R for
Sk-a.e. §# € S" 1 and in that case S coincides with the support of Sk. It follows that if
Sk has full support then K must be a Euclidean ball itself, thereby slightly relaxing the
assumption that K € K:?‘,-,e in the equality case characterization of Theorem [Tl

Remark 1.11. If )\ge(K ) = 2n, we can in fact show that K satisfies several additional
properties — see Remark .11 — but we do not know how to deduce that K must be an
ellipsoid. The reason is that the assumption that Sk has full support is crucially used in
our characterization of the equality case in Theorem [I.2], and we do not know whether the
result still holds for general K € K — see the more general Theorem (1] below and Remark
43l We leave these questions as interesting open problems.

The rest of this work is organized as follows. In Section 2] we recall some necessary
preliminaries. In Section [3] we calculate various expressions involving powers of ling ¢. In
Section M we prove an extended version of Theorem In Section [ we provide proofs
of Theorems [[.T] and [LI0l In Section [6] we conclude by providing proofs of our various
applications to the even LP-Minkowski problem.

Acknowledgments. I thank Karoly J. Boroczky and Gaoyong Zhang for their comments
regarding an earlier version of this manuscript. I also thank the referees for their useful
comments and suggestions.
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2 Preliminaries

We begin with some preliminaries, referring to [70, [49] and the references therein for addi-
tional information.

2.1 Notation

We work in Euclidean space (R”,(-,-)), denoting |z| = y/(z,z). A convex body in R" is
a convex, compact set with non-empty interior. We denote by K the collection of convex
bodies in R™ having the origin in their interior. The support function hgx : R™ — R, of
K € K is defined as:
*) L * * n

hi(x )—1;15?((3: ,x) , " e R™
It is easy to see that hx is continuous, convex and positive outside the origin. Clearly, it
is 1-homogeneous, so we will mostly consider its restriction to the Euclidean unit-sphere
S™~1. Conversely, a convex 1-homogeneous function h : R” — R, which is positive outside
the origin is necessarily the support function of some K € K. The polar-body K° of K € K
is defined as the level-set {hx < 1}; duality implies that (K°)° = K. The Minkowski gauge
function of K € K is defined as:

||| :=inf{t > 0; x € tK}.

Note that hg = ||| xo and hgo = ||| x-

We denote by C*(S™"~1) and CH*(S™ 1), k = 0,1,2,... and a € (0,1), the space of
k-times continuously and a-Holder differentiable functions on S™~!, respectively, equipped
with their usual corresponding topologies. When k = 0, we simply write C(S""!) and
C(S"1). Tt is known [76], Section 1.8] that convergence of elements of K in the Hausdorff
metric is equivalent to convergence of the corresponding support functions in the C'(S™~1)
norm; we will refer to this as C-convergence for brevity. We denote by CﬁO(S"_l) the
convex cone of positive functions in C*(S™~1). The subset of support functions of convex
bodies in K is denoted by CF(S™1).

Let Vgn-1 be the standard Levi-Civita connection on the sphere S"~! with its canonical
Riemannian metric § = dgn—1. We use w; to denote the 1-form w in a local frame ey, ..., e,—1
on $"7! and (w;); to denote the covariant derivative V gn-1w. For a function h € C?(S"71),
we use h; and h;; to denote Vgn-1h = dh and V%n,lh in this frame, respectively, e.g.
(hi); = hij. Extending h to a l-homogeneous function on R"™ and denoting by Vgn the
covariant derivative on Euclidean space R", we define the symmetric 2-tensor D?h on S™~!
as the restriction of V3,h onto 7'S™~!; in our local frame, this reads as:

Dlzjh = V[%Mh(ei,ej) = hij +h5,j , Ly =1,...,n—1.

Note that h € C2(S"!) is a support-function of K € K if and only if D*hx > 0.

We denote by K" the subset of K of convex bodies with C" boundary and strictly
positive curvature. By [76, pp. 115-116,120-121], for m > 2, K € K7 if and only if
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hi € C™(S"1) and D%hg > 0. It is well-known that K2 is dense in K in the C-topology
[76, p. 185].

A convex body K is called origin-symmetric if K = —K. We will always use S, to
denote the origin-symmetric (or even) members of a set S, e.g. K. and IC%DG denote the
subsets of origin-symmetric bodies in K and IC%F, respectively, and C?(S"~!) and C’,QL’ N
denote the subsets of even functions in C?(S"~1) and C?(S™™1), respectively.

G L, denotes the group of non-singular linear transformations in R™, and SL,, denotes
the subgroup of volume and orientation preserving elements. We use the terms “centro-
affine” and “linear” interchangeably. From here on, all Euclidean balls and ellipsoids are
assumed to be centered at the origin.

2.2 Brunn—Minkowski theory

Given a convex body K C R", its surface-area measure Sk is defined as the push-forward
under the Gauss map ngx : OK — S"! of H" Y yx. Here ngr denotes the outer unit-
normal to K and H"~! is the (n — 1)-dimensional Hausdorff measure. When K € K2, we
have:

Sk = det(D?h)m.

More generally, Lutwak introduced in [57] the LP surface-area measure of K as:
Sp(K,-) = S,K := hi "Sk.
The cone-volume measure Vi on S™ 1 is defined as:
1
Vi == —hkSk;
n

it is obtained by first pushing forward the Lebesgue measure on K via the cone-map K >
x — x/ x| € 0K, and then pushing forward the resulting cone-measure on 0K via the
Gauss map ngg : 0K — S" ! It is known that all of the measures above are weakly
continuous (i.e. in duality with C(S"~!)) with respect to C-convergence of K [76, pp.
212-215).

The Blaschke—Santal6 inequality states that for all K € K:

min V(K)V((K —z)°) < V(By)>.
z€int(K)
When K € K, the (unique) minimum above is attained at z = 0.

The Minkowski sum Kj + K3 of two sets is defined as {z1 + x2 ; z; € K;}. Note that
this operation is additive on the level of support-functions: hg,+x, = hk, + hk,. It was
shown by Minkowski that when {K;}!", are convex bodies in R™, then the volume of their
Minkowski sum is a polynomial with non-negative coefficients in the scaling parameters:

VO tiK) = >ty V(K. K Y >0,
i=1

1<y, in<m
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The coefficient V(K;,, ..., K;,) > 0is called the mixed volume of the n-tuple (K;,, ..., K;,);
it is clearly multi-linear in its arguments (with respect to Minkowski addition), and uniquely
defined by requiring that it be invariant under permutations. Moreover, the mixed volume
is continuous with respect to (joint) convergence of its arguments in the Hausdorff metric
[76, Section 5.1].

Using multi-linearity, one can extend the definition of mixed volume to a n-tuple of
functions (hyq,...,h,), each of which is in Cj,_p,(S" 1) := Cp(S™ 1) — Cp(S™7Y), ie. is
the difference of two support functions [76, Section 5.2]. Note that any h € C%(S™71!) is
clearly the difference of two support functions, so the above extension applies in particular
to the case that h; € C2(S"!). In that case, one can write (see e.g. [49, Section 4])
an explicit formula for the mixed volume involving the mixed determinant of the second
derivatives D?h;. In any case, we emphasize that V remains multi-linear and invariant
under permutation of its arguments.

Given convex bodies K, L € K, we will use the abbreviation:

V(LIm],K[n—m])=V(L,...,L,K,...,K).

m times n — m times

Given functions fi,..., fn so that fihgx € Cj,_,(S" 1) are the difference of support func-
tions, we will also use:

VK(fl)"')fn) = V(flhK77fnhK)7
VK(fl7---7fm) = VK(fl7---7fma 1,...,1 ),
————

n — m times

m times
—
VK(fl;m) = VK(fl,...,fl). (2.1)
Note that we always have:
1
Vi (fi;1) = —/ fihgdSKk = / f1dVi, (2.2)
n Sn—1 Sn—1

and that by Minkowski’s second inequality [76], Section 7.2]:
V(L[1], K[n —1))* > V(L[2], K[n — 2])V(K), (2.3)

which is equivalent to the celebrated Brunn—Minkowski inequality [76, Section 7.1]:

S|=

V(K + L)% > V(K)® + V(L)n. (2.4)

2.3 Hilbert—Brunn—Minkowski operator

Fix K € K%, and introduce the following Riemannian (positive-definite) metric on S"~1:

 D2hy

9K ‘= I > 0.
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As customary, we will use g% to denote the inverse metric in a local frame. The Levi-Civita
connection associated to gx is denoted by V; there should be no confusion with Vgn-1,
since we will only use it to write:
9k (Vz,Vw) = g%ziwj , |Vz|fm = g%zizj.

As usual, Einstein summation convention of summing over repeated indices will be freely
employed.

The Hilbert-Brunn—Minkowski operator Ag : C?(S"1) — C(S™71) is defined as:
- D2(ZhK) — ZDz-hK
Agz =g —2 Y

2
= g (25 + (log hi)izj + (log hi)jzi) = g%(hﬁl{#
K
Note that we are using a slightly different normalization than in our previous work [49],
where the Hilbert-Brunn—Minkowski operator (denoted Ly ) was defined as Ly := ﬁA K-
Clearly, A is an elliptic second-order differential operator with vanishing zeroth order term,
and in particular Axl = 0. This operator was introduced by Hilbert (under somewhat
different normalization and gauge) in his proof of the Brunn—Minkowski inequality (see
[9, Section 52]). Very recently in [66], we interpreted gx and Ak as the centro-affine
metric and Laplacian of 0K, respectively (obtained by equipping 0K with the centro-affine
normalization and parametrizing on S"~! via the Gauss map), but we will not require this
here.
It is known that for all z,w € C%(S"~!):

1
n—1

/ (Ag2)wdVg = Vi (w, z) — / wzdVi, (2.5)
Sn—1 Sn—1

and that the following integration-by-parts formula holds:

/ (—Ag2z)wdVk :/ 9k (Vz,Vw)dVi :/ (—Agw)zdVk
Snfl Snfl Snfl

(see [49, (5.5)-(5.6)] for the case z = w; the general case follows by polarization). Con-
sequently, we may interpret Ag as the weighted Laplacian on the weighted Riemannian
manifold (S™ !, gx, Vi) (see e.g. [48,50]). It follows that —Af is a symmetric positive
semi-definite operator on L?(Vy). It uniquely extends to a self-adjoint positive semi-definite
operator with Sobolev domain H?(S"~!) and compact resolvent, which we continue to de-
note by —Ag. Its (discrete) spectrum is denoted by o(—Af). It was shown by Hilbert that
Minkowski’s inequality (2.3]) is equivalent to the statement that A\;(—Ag) > n — 1, where
A1 denotes the first non-zero eigenvalue; Hilbert confirmed that A\ (—Ag) = n — 1, thereby
obtaining a spectral proof of (23] and thus the Brunn—Minkowski inequality (2.4]).

Denote by H?(S"~1) the even elements of the Sobolev space H2(S™!) and by 1+ those
elements f for which [ fdVx = 0. The first non-trivial even eigenvalue of —Af is defined
as:

Ae(—Ag) = mino(—Ax|g2(gn-1)n11)

Vary, (2)

; non-constant z € CS(S”_I)} , (2.6)
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where: J i)
— 2 _ Ugn-1 Z2aVK
Vary, (z) := /Snl 2°dVk TR .

2.4 K-adapted linear functionals

Let K € K. We introduce the following two vector-fields on 0K, which are well-defined for
H' lae. z € OK:

*
* x

IIJ* = VR’!L H"IZ’”K N 9 = W

Observe that 0* : 9K — S™~! precisely coincides with the Gauss map ngg. It easily follows
that |z*| = 1/hg(0*) and thus z* € OK° and (z,z*) = 1 for H" !-almost-every = € OK.
We naturally extend x* and 6* as 0-homogeneous vector-fields, defined H™-a.e. on the entire
R™. Note that Vi is then exactly the push-forward of H"|x via 6*.

We will typically consider z* as a function of 6*:

9*
Sl s 0 ———
hi (0%)
The associated “K-adapted linear” functional on S"~! in the direction of £ € R™ is defined
as:
. (0%, €)
ling ¢(0%) := (x*,€&) = .
Ke(07) == (2%, ) hre(07)

It is immediate to verify that:
—AKlian = (’I’L — 1)liHK7§ VE e R™.

In his proof that \i(—Ag) = n — 1, it was in fact shown by Hilbert (see [0 p. 110])
that the corresponding eigenspace is precisely n-dimensional, i.e. that there are no other
eigenfunctions for the eigenvalue n — 1 besides {ling ¢}ecprn.

Since in this work we will not use the dual representation 6 to that given by 6* (namely
0= ﬁ), we will often write € instead of 6* in our various calculations below.

2.5 I'_,-bodies and S;-isotropic position

In [64], Lutwak-Yang-Zhang introduced the convex bodies I'_, K for p > 1, obtained via
the LP spherical cosine transform of the L? surface-area measure S,K:

lell i = 0 [ 1o OO 45, (0.0) (2.7

Up to normalization, they coincide with the polar LP projection bodies 11, K introduced in
[60]. It is interesting to note that their gauge function also coincides (up to normalization)
with the LP(Vi)-norm of our K-adapted linear functionals:

n

P _ : P
lolle s = 75 [ MoV 28)
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When p = 2, note that I'_9K defines an ellipsoid, first introduced and studied in [61].
In [64], it was realized that FoK = I' 9K is a member of an entire family of ellipsoids
E,K (indexed by p € (0,00]), called the LP John ellipsoids, which are GL,-covariantly
associated to K (with the classical John ellipsoid corresponding to p = 00). These ellipsoids
are characterized by the property that the total L? surface-area ||.S, K || is minimized among
all SL, images of K if and only if F,K is a Euclidean ball.

Observe from (2.7) that Fo K = I'_9K is a Euclidean ball if and only if the measure
Sy K is isotropic. Recall that a measure p on S™~! is called isotropic if:

1
/ (o, u0)? dulx) = Sul lul] Vu € R™,
Snfl n

Note that the left-hand-side defines a quadratic form in w on R™ whose trace is always
Jn—1 |z*dpu(x) = ||, so the isotropicity condition amounts to demanding that this quadratic
form is the appropriate multiple of the identity.

It follows e.g. from [6I, Lemma 1*] or [64, Lemma 4.1] that for any convex body
K € K there exists T € SL,, so that SoT(K) is isotropic, and that this 7" is unique up
to composition with rotations from the left. We will say that T'(K) is the “Sa-isotropic
position” of K (the definite article is well justified since we typically identify convex bodies
modulo rotations).

3 Calculations

3.1 Smooth case

Let K € IC%F. Recall that Ag is the weighted Laplacian on (S™!, gk, Vi), and therefore
satisfies by the chain-rule for any z € C?(S"7!) and ¢ € C?(R):

Ak (p(2)) = ¢'(2)Akz +¢"(2)[Vz]j .. (3.1)

We are now ready to establish the following new observation. Note that it is very rare
to precisely relate between the Dirichlet energy and the L?-norm of a test-function — a
property typically reserved for eigenfunctions of the associated Laplacian.

Proposition 3.1. Let K € IC%r and £ € R™. For any natural p € N:
2 p? 9
/s\wl ’V(lzn%é)‘ngVK = (n - 1) 2p -1 /Snl lzn[gngK

Proof. Abbreviate lin = ling¢. Recall that —Ag(lin) = (n — 1)lin. Given ¢ € C*(R),
denote 1 (t) := p(t)¢' (t)t and @o(t) := @(t)¢" (t). Tt follows from (B1]) that:

—p(lin) A (p(lin)) = (n — 1)1 (lin) — @a(lin)| Viinf2,

On the other hand:

. 2 212 c 12
\V(p(hn)\gK = (¢) (hn)]th]gK.
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But since:

[ et avic= - [ plima(ain)avi

it follows that whenever (¢')? and ¢y are proportional, we can express the latter integral
as a multiple of an integral over 1 (lin) only. In particular, when ¢(t) = tP, we obtain:

p* / lin**~%|Vlin|2 _dVk = (n— 1)p /
Snfl S

and hence:

lin??dVy — p(p — 1) /S - lin*~%|Vlin|2_dVi,

n—1

2
V(lin?)2_dVi = 2/ lin?~2|Vlin|2 dVi = (n—1 p—/ lin%dV,
[ VG Vi =t [ Vi aVic = (DL [ v

as asserted. O

3.2 General case

Our plan will be to use lin%@ as a test-function in the Rayleigh-Ritz quotient (2.0) for
upper-bounding A; .(—Ag) when K € IC?,_’e. To handle general convex bodies K € K., we
will also require to represent lin%(’g as the difference of a support function and a multiple of
hg — this is handled in the present subsection.

Lemma 3.2. Let K € K with 1—1%351 C K (R>0). Then for any even p € 2N and £ € S"1,
h =hg((p—1)RP + link,. .) = (p— 1)RPhi + —<.,£>P
KR,p,£ — K p K,£ - p K hl[,{_l

is the support function of a convex body Kgp¢ € K.

Proof. The function hg, . is clearly 1-homogeneous on R", as well as continuous and
positive outside the origin, so it remains to establish that it is convex.

Assume first that hg is C' smooth. Note that the convexity of a 1-homogeneous function
f € CLy(R™\ {0}) is equivalent to the property that:

(Vf(y),2) < f(z) Vy,zeR" (3.2)

(defining V f(0) := 0). Indeed, if f is convex then by homogeneity f(y+e€z) < f(y) +ef(2)
and (32 holds. Conversely, if ([8:2]) holds, subtracting Euler’s identity (V f(y),y) = f(v),
it follows that:

f) +(Vf(y),z—y) < f(2) Vy,zeR",

which is precisely the property that the graph of f lies above every tangent plane, so f is
CONVeEX.
We therefore verify [B.2) for hgp .. Given y,z € R", our goal is to show that:

(DR (Thacly) )+ f( &A= (T, ) < oD ()
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Set A, := }ff(éz), and note that since ¢ € "~ ! and K D %Bg‘ we have |A,| < R for all z.

Rewriting the last inequality, we would like to show that:
(p = D(R? = AD) (Vhi(y), 2) < (0 = 1)RPhic(2) — pAD 1 (€, 2) + hic(2) AL

Using that RP — Al > 0 and that (Vhg(y),2) < hi(z) by B2), it is enough to establish
that:
0 < (p—1)APhg(z) — pALH (€, 2) + hi(2) AL,

Dividing by phg(2), this is equivalent to:

Z%AZ + %Aﬁ.’ —ATAL > 0,
But the latter is a consequence of the arithmetic-geometric means inequality (recall that p
is even), and so convexity of hx, . is established.

The claim has been established for K’s with C'-smooth support-function. For general
K € K, simply approximate K in the C-topology using the former class; since the inradius
assumption %Bg C K is continuous in the latter topology and since convexity is preserved
under pointwise convergence, the assertion follows for general K. O

The following may be of independent interest. Recall our abbreviation Vi (f;2) =

Vi (f, f) from @.I)).
Proposition 3.3. For any K € K, even p € 2N and £ € R", we have:
2
- D, _ (p_ 1) . 2p
VK (l’an’572) = —W /Sn1 lZnK@dVK
Remark 3.4. By the previous lemma hKlin’;@ = (-, &? /h’;{_1 is the difference of two

support functions, and so the mixed volume on the left is well-defined by multi-linearity.

Proof of Proposition [Z.3. The assertion for K € K2 follows by (2E) and Proposition B1]
since (abbreviating lin = ling ¢):

1
Vi (lin?; 2) — / lin?PdVy = / lin? A g (1in?)dVx
Sn—1 n — Snfl
- / IV (linP) |2 dVg = — P / lin?PdV
n — 1 Sn—1 9K 2p - 1 Snfl ’

For general K € IC, approximate it in the C-topology using K; € IC%F. By homogeneity
we may assume that £ € S?~!, and let R > 0 be so that }%Bg C K for all i (in particular,
all hg, > R > 0 are uniformly bounded away from zero on S"~1). Recall by Lemma
that hKilin;}’Q’§ = hk, re — (p — 1)RPhg, is the difference of support functions. Letting
i — 0o, we see that hg,, ling, ¢ and hence hg, p¢ converge in C-norm to hg, ling ¢ and
hi R, respectively. By continuity of mixed volumes in the C-topology, it follows that
VK, (lin’[’(i’g; 2) converges to VK(lin’;(’s; 2). Finally, as Vi, converges weakly to Vi, it follows

that f gn—1 lin?hngKi — f gn-1 lin%”stK, and so the asserted identity is preserved in the
limit. |
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4 Finding a good direction

In order to use lin%(’g as an informative test-function, we will also need to find a good
direction ¢ € S"~!. This is handled in Theorem EI] below, which extends Theorem
from the Introduction.

Theorem 4.1. Let K € K be a convex body (having the origin in its interior).

(1) There exists £ € S"! so that:

, 3n ([gun linf (dVi )
ling .dVy > : . 4.1
/Snl MR = T V(E) (41)

(2) Assume moreover that K is in Se-isotropic position.
Then ({f-1)) holds in expectation over & which is uniformly distributed in Sn—l;

. 371 f n—1 (f n—1 l”?%( dVK)2d£
/Snl /Snl imic ¢ dVicdS = 2775 V(K) ‘ (42)

Equality in ({4-2) holds if and only if K is a tangential body of a Fuclidean ball. In
particular, if K € IC?l_, or more generally, if the support of Sk is the entire S !,
equality in ([{.3) holds if and only if K is a Euclidean ball.

(3) For a general K € K, equality in ({.1) holds for every £ € S"~1, or equivalently,

1
2\ 4
I K = <";r > Ik, (4.3)

if and only if, up to a linear transformation, K is a tangential body to a Euclidean
ball and in addition I' _oK and I'_4 K are Fuclidean balls themselves.

Remark 4.2. Recall from the Introduction that a tangential body to a Euclidean ball is
equivalently characterized as having hx constant Sk-a.e. In that case, all the LP surface-
area measures S,K are proportional, and so all S,-isotropic positions coincide. The fol-
lowing characterization was obtained by Zou-Xiong in [94] for p € (0,00), and extended to
p = 0 (assuming the centroid of K is at the origin) by Hu—Xiong [38], who showed that the
following statements are equivalent:

e K € K is a tangential body of a Euclidean ball in its Ss-isotropic (equivalently, S,-
isotropic) position.

e 5K (and in fact, any E,K) coincides with the John ellipsoid Eo K.
e EyK (and in fact, any E,K) is a subset of K.

Remark 4.3. The examples of a regular cube or octahedron show that there are bodies
K other than Euclidean balls which are tangential to a Fuclidean ball and for which Sy K
is isotropic; more generally, any tangential body to a ball which has enough symmetries
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will necessarily be in Ss-isotropic position. However, we do not know whether the property
stated in assertion (B]) above characterizes ellipsoids in the class of origin-symmetric convex
bodies .. This has to do with the fact that the LP spherical cosine-transform, while being
injective on the space of even measures for p > 0 which is not an even integer [67], is not
injective for p € 2N (since in that case {|(-,&)|’} span a finite dimensional linear space).
Consequently, it is easy to construct examples of bodies K € K. different from Euclidean
balls so that I' oK and I'_4K are themselves Euclidean balls (see e.g. [73 Section 4]).
But perhaps in conjunction with the assumption that K is a tangential body of a ball, this
already forces K to be a ball itself? We leave this as an interesting open problem.

Proof of Theorem [{.1]
Reduction of (1) to (2). Observe that the first assertion on the existence of £ # 0 so
that (A1) holds is centro-affine invariant. To see this, rewrite (£.1)) as:

(Ji (2",€)
/K< ng)d n—|—2 . V(K)

Since T'(z)* = T~ *z* for any T' € GL,,, it follows that:

P gy — ), €V da =
/T(K)<y &P dy = | det(T |/ dx = | det(T |/ x*, T~ £>

and the centro-affine invariance immediately follows. Consequently, we may assume that
K is in Ss-isotropic position, thereby reducing the first assertion to the second. For conve-
nience, let us also assume that V(K) = 1.

Proof of (2). Instead of randomly drawing & € S"~! from the uniform Haar measure, it
will be more convenient to draw & € R™ from the (rotation invariant) standard Gaussian
measure (since the assertion is homogeneous in &).
If € is a standard Gaussian random-vector in R”, it is straightforward to check that for
all u,v € R™
E (& u)* =3lul*, E(u)® (€ v)* =2 (u,v)* + [u]*|v]*. (4.4)

Indeed, by rotation invariance of the Gaussian measure, denoting X ~ Y if X and Y are
identically distributed, we have:

(€t~ el s (60 (60 ~ &2 (& (o) + ut o)

where u' is obtained by rotating u by 90 degrees in the linear subspace spanned by {u,v}.

Noting that (u™,v)? = |ul?|v|? —(u, v>2, using that &1, & are independent standard Gaussian

variables, and recalling that E¢; = 0, E€Z = 1 and E¢} = 3, (44) immediately follows.
Rewriting (1)) as:

(0°.6)" 1 ey o 30 (61,6)°(65.6)° .
/Snl h}l{(e*)dV K(0%) > n+2/Sn . 1Wh;(mdw(el)dw(92)
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and taking expectation in £, our goal is thus to verify that:

dVk _ 3n o Vi (07) dVi (6%) ( / dVK>2
3 / WV 2 / 03 g 5) W) .
Snfl h}l( n + 2 < Snfl XS"*l < 1 2> h%(@l) h%((02) Snfl h%(

Recalling that C%f = %f—f = %ngK and rearranging terms, this amounts to verifying:

VarvK(l/h%{) >

2 2 1 2
—_ 07,05)" dSo(K, 07)dSe (K, 05) — — dS;K)* ) .
s (L e s sasioy - ([ asar?)
And indeed, our assumption that So K is isotropic precisely ensures that the right-hand-side
is 0, and so we have verified (4.I]) in expectation since:

Vary, (1/h%) > 0.
The above analysis shows that equality in expectation in ([1]) is equivalent to:
Vary, (1/h%) = 0,

meaning that hy is Vi (and thus Sk) almost-everywhere constant, as asserted. By conti-
nuity of hg, this means that hx is constant on the entire support of Sk, so whenever Sk
is of full-support, hx is constant on S”~! and so K must be a Euclidean ball itself.

Proof of (3). Recalling (Z.8)), having equality in (1)) for all £ € S™~! is clearly equivalent
to ([43]). As before, since (4.3) is centro-affine invariant, we may apply a linear transforma-
tion so that S9 K is isotropic, or equivalently, so that I'_o K is a Euclidean ball.

If equality holds in (&I)) for all ¢ € S~ then it also holds in expectation, and so by
assertion (2), K is a tangential body of a Euclidean ball. Equality for all £ also implies by
@3) that T'_4K is a multiple of I'_o K, and thus a Euclidean ball as well.

Conversely, if in its Sa-isotropic position K is a tangential body of a Fuclidean ball, then
hi is Sk-a.e. constant and hence all the S, K measures are isotropic. In particular Vi is
isotropic, and by further scaling K, we may assume that it is a probability measure. We
are also given that I'_4 K is a Euclidean ball, and hence I'_4 K = cI' _s K for some constant
¢ > 0. Writing this as:

(0,6 e a2 (07, €)% (05, €)° . .
n/sn1 h%{(e*)dVK(o )— c n /Sn1XSn1 WdVK(el)dVK(02),

canceling the Vi-a.e. constant hg, integrating in £ as above, and using that Vi is isotropic,
we deduce : )
3n = ¢ *n? <— + 1> .
n

, and hence (Z£3)) is established. O

=

It follows that necessarily ¢ = (”T”)
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5 Proofs of Theorems 1.1l and [1.10]

We are now ready to provide the proofs of Theorems [I[.T] and [[.T0l While Theorem [ 1]is a
particular case of Theorem [L.I0] it might be insightful to first give a proof of the former.

Proof of Theorem[11. Given K € IC%DE, there exists by Theorem 1] a direction ¢ € S~ 1
so that (A1) holds. Note that lin%{f € C? is an even function (as K is origin-symmetric).
Using z = lin%(’g as a test function in the Rayleigh-Ritz characterization (2.6]) of A\ (—Ak),
we obtain, after employing Proposition B.1] and (&1)):

Jgn1 IV (ling )2, dVk

. (fgn—1 lin% ;dVi)?
Jsn— hn%ﬁdVK_ > lv(f((’)5 =

M) [ link (dVie

< . : -
fS”’l hné;{deK — n3—tz2 fSn—1 11n‘}{7§dVK

Me(—Ag) <

2n.

If A1 ¢(—Ak) = 2n then the above argument shows that we cannot have strict inequality
in (AI)) for any direction £ € S"~! (since this would imply that A .(—Ag) < 2n). In other

words: (f ) )2
lind. .dVy < 5 i3 Ve € Sl 5.1
/Snl HEEVE =0T V(EK) ¢ (5.1)

By centro-affine invariance we may assume that K is in So-isotropic position. By Theorem
411 (2), we know that the reverse inequality in (5.I)) holds in expectation over § which is
uniformly distributed in S"~!'. As the expressions in (5.I]) are continuous in &, it follows
that we must have equality in (5.1]) for all £. Since K € K2, assertions (2) or (3) of Theorem
ATl then imply that K is a Euclidean ball in its So-isotropic position, thereby verifying that
K is an ellipsoid. O

Proof of Theorem [[I0. Let K € K. and let B3 C K for some R > 0. By Theorem ]
there exists a direction ¢ € S"~! so that (1)) holds. Again, lin%é € C, is an even function.
By Lemma 3.2, hr,, = hi(R? + lin%{é) is the support function of an origin-symmetric
convex body Kr¢ € Kc. Using L = K¢ as a test convex body in the definition (L7) of
)\fe(K), we deduce that:

EES (R? +ling )2dVic — Vic(R? + ling ¢ 2)

Vi (R?+ling ;1)?

() < (n =
fSnfl(R2 + 1an7§)2dVK — V(K)

It is immediate to check that both numerator and denominator above do not depend on the
value of R — simply use the multi-linearity of mixed volumes:

Vic(R? + link ¢;2) = R'V(K) + 2R*Vi (link ¢; 1) + Vi (link ¢; 2),
Vic(R? + linf ¢; 1) = R*V(K) + Vi (ling ¢; 1),
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plug this into the above expression, and recall that VK(lin%{é; 1) = f gn-1 lin%édVK. Con-
sequently:
Jgn1 linfe ¢dVie — Vic(lin ¢32)
. (fon—1 lin% (dVi)2’
Jgn-1 hn%(,stK — == 1\/(1[{(7)é .

which by Proposition B3] and (4] translates to:

A(K) < (n—1)

4 s 4

3 Jgn-1 lan7§dVK
liniyngK)z
V(K)

=(n-1)

S lind cdvye — Usnt
WD) [ lin (dVi

= . . =
Jgnr linfe edVi — %2 [ ling (dVi

2n.

Note that f gn-1 lin‘}%dVK > 0 since Sk is not concentrated in any hemisphere.

Since an ellipsoid & is in IC%DE, we know that /\ge(é’) = Me(—Ag) = A e(—-App) = 2n.
Conversely, assume that )\ge(K ) = 2n. As in the proof of Theorem [Tl the above argument
shows that we cannot have strict inequality in (&I) for any direction & € S"~! and so
arguing as before, it follows that we must have equality in (£I]) for all £&. Theorem [A.T] (3)
then implies that K is the linear image of a tangential body of a Euclidean ball. O

Remark 5.1. Theorem [4.1] (3) gives the added information when /\ge(K ) = 2n that, up to
a linear transformation, K is a tangential body of a Euclidean ball with I' s K and I'_4 K
being Euclidean balls themselves. As mentioned in Remark 3] we do not know if this is
enough to conclude that K is an ellipsoid. However, we can do a bit more and show that
in fact (up to a linear transformation) K is an (n — 2)-tangential body of a Euclidean ball.
Since this is not a very significant addition, we only sketch the argument and leave the
details to the reader.

A convex body K is called an m-tangential body of a second convex body L C K if
each n —m — l-extreme support plane of K is also a support plane of L. Given u € S"1,
the support plane {z ; (x,u) = hg(u)} of K and the normal vector u are called r-extreme
if there do not exist r + 2 linearly independent normal vectors w1, ..., u,+2 at one and the
same boundary point of K such that v = uy + ... + uy42 [76, pp. 85-86]. We denote
by extr, K the collection of r-extreme normal vectors u € S"~! of K. Clearly extroK C
... Cextr, 1K = 8" 1. By [76, Theorem 4.5.3], supp(Sk), the support of Sk, is precisely
the closure of extrg K, and so a (n — 1)-tangential body is simply called a tangential body.
We claim that if Afe(K ) = 2n and K € K. is in Sy-isotropic position, then necessarily
extry K C supp(Sk), and hence by (L&) K is an (n — 2)-tangential body of a Euclidean
ball. Assume otherwise, and consider an even non-negative smooth function g compactly
supported in S"~! \ supp(Sk) so that g(u) = 1 for some u € extr; K. The idea is now to
repeat the argument above using L. € K, with hy, = hx((R+1)* + lin%{f + eg) for small
enough € > 0 as a test body in the definition (L7]) of Alc:e(K ). Since g is supported outside

of supp(Sk), it will not have any effect on the V(L.[1], K[n — 1]) or f(%)deK terms
appearing in (7)), and will only affect the second mixed volume V(L.[2], K[n — 2]). By
monotonicity of mixed volumes we have V' (L.[2], K[n—2]) > V(Ly[2], K[n —2]) since € > 0.
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It remains to show that we have strict inequality V' (L[2], K[n — 2]) > V(Lo[2], K[n — 2]),
as this will imply )\lcje < 2n and yield the desired contradiction. The latter follows from the
recent resolution of the equality cases in Minkowski’s quadratic inequality by Shenfeld—van
Handel [77, Theorem 2.2], since for equality to occur, the supporting planes to Ly and L,
must coincide for every l-extreme supporting plane of K; as g(u) = 1 for u € extry K this
is not the case, and it follows that we must have strict inequality.

Remark 5.2. As suggested to us by a referee, it is worth noting that our proof almost
does not make use of any particular feature of the Hilbert—Brunn—Minkowski operator Ag.
Proposition B.3] remains valid for an eigenfunction ¥ of —A,,, with eigenvalue n — 1 for
any weighted Laplacian Ay, on a weighted Riemannian manifold (M, g, ;1). Whenever the
corresponding eigenspace {W¢} can be shown to satisfy some type of isotropicity condition
in £ which permits to establish an analogue of (4.2), then there exists some £ so that \Ifg
has Rayleigh quotient at most 2n. In our setting, the isotropicity could be ensured by the
centro-affine invariance of A and the linearity of the eigenfunction W¢ = ling ¢ in &.

6 Implications for the even L’-Minkowski problem

In this final section, we fill some missing details from the discussion in Subsection [[.3] from
the Introduction.
Recalling the definition (L3)) of F, p, let us introduce when p # 0:

Gp(K) = log(pF, »(K)) = log( / 1P dp) — %log V(K).

Note that %GM,(K ), Flup(K) and F,.,, ,(K) have identical critical points and (local) minima
/ maxima for any ¢ > 0. For completeness, we mention that when p = 0 these definitions
should be interpreted in the limiting sense as in [I5], namely:

exp( [ log hcdfi)

_ 1
Fuo(K) = V(K)l , Guo(K) = /log hrdi — ElogV(K),

where & denotes the normalized measure v/ ||v|].

Given K € K2 _ and z € CZ(S"!), we define the m-th C2-variation (m = 1,2) at K in
the direction of z of a nice-enough functional F': IC%_’6 — R as:

SPE(2) == <%>m

Note that since K € IC_2he then for |e| small enough, D?hg, > 0, and hence hg, is indeed
the support function of a convex body K, € Kﬁ_’e.

F(K.) , hg. = hg(l+¢€z).
e=0

Proof of Proposition[I4. Recall that K € K3, and z € CZ(S"'). Thanks to multi-

linearity of mixed volumes it is immediate to verify:

5LV (2) = nVi(z) = n/deK , 02V (2) = n(n — 1)Vk(z, 2).
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(1) Let u be a non-zero finite even Borel measure on S"~! and let p # 0. The first
C2-variation of G, is then:

B p [ zhB.-du andeK

1 el —
Ok Gupl2) = | hhedp n V(K)

Consequently, we see that 0% F(u,p) =0 on C2(S™~1) iff §1-G(u, p) = 0 on C2(S™ 1)
iff:
0= /z ((h’[}du) - d/ﬁ() V2 e C2(Sm1.

Hence, by density of C2(S™71) in C,(S"1), since p is even and K is origin-symmetric
we see that K is a CZ-critical point of F,p iff Vig = chlp for some ¢ > 0, or
equivalently iff S, K = cnpu.

(2) The second C2-variation is:

52.Gp(2) = plp—1) [ 2hdp p* ([ 2hldp)” p (n(n —DVi(z,2) <andVK>2)

J Wicdp (f Bb.dp)® V(K) V(K)
When p = c-S,K (so that hfy = enVi), this simplifies to:
V(K) ([ 2dVi)? B ([ 2dVi)?

T(S?{Gc.gp;{,p(z) =(p-1) / 2dVg —p VR (n—1)Vk(z,2)+n

—(n—1) </ 2dVi — Vi (2, z)> —(n—p) (/z2de - %)
- /(—AKz)deK —(n—p) </ 2dVy — M) )

where we used (23] in the last transition. It follows that, regardless of the sign of p,
6% Fg kp > 0on C2(S" 1) iff %(%GSPKJD >0on C2(S" ) iff \jo(—Ag)>n—p. A
completely analogous proof holds when p = 0, which we leave for the reader to verify.

V(K)

(3) Finally, since —Ag is an unbounded operator, we see that we could never have
%5%{GSPKJ, < 0, or equivalently 0% Fg g, < 0. Consequently, if F,, had a local
maximum at K, then by part (1), since K is a critical point of F), ,, then necessarily
SpK = c- p for some ¢ > 0. Since we cannot have (%ngK,p < 0, it follows that K
cannot be a local maximum point afterall.

O

Proof of Corollary L4 Since K3 € K, is a local minimum point of Fs, k, ,, Proposition [L.3]
implies S, Ko = c- S,K; for some ¢ > 0, and by rescaling Ko we may ensure that ¢ = 1
without altering its local minimality (by 0-homogeneity of F), ;). If Ky ¢ K_%,e, then already
Ky # K. Otherwise Ko € Kﬁ_’e, and so it is a local minimum point of Fg, k, , under 03
variations. It follows by Proposition [L4] (2) that Aj¢(—Agk,) > n — p, and hence Ky must
differ from K, for which A\ .(—Ag,) <n —p. O
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Proof of Theorem [1.4. This follows immediately from Corollary and Theorem [[.1] by
setting (K1) :=n — A (—Ak,) € (—n,1). O

Proof of Theorem [I.7. This follows since A, ,(Q™) = n by [49, Theorem 10.2], and so we
may choose Q; € K:?i-,e so that n — A\ (—Ag,) is arbitrarily close to 0, and conclude by
Corollary O

Before proceeding with the proof of Proposition [[8, and as already alluded to in the
proof of Corollary [[.5], we first recall that, regardless of the value of p, any solution K € K
to:

S,K = fm, feCo(s™), f>0, (6.1)

necessarily satisfies K € IC%F. Indeed, since hg is a-priori assumed to be positive (as the
origin lies in the interior of K € K), the standard regularity theory implies that hx €
C?(S"~1) (see Caffarelli [19] 18], as well as [27, Proposition 1.2] or [7, Theorem 1.1]). In
addition, K must also have strictly positive curvature since det(D?hy) = j’h’[’{_1 > 0, and
the assertion follows.

Proof of Proposition [L.8 Since K, € K. is a local minimum point of F),,, we know by
Proposition [L3l that S,K, = ¢, - 1 = ¢, fm for some ¢, > 0. Our assumptions on f and the
regularity theory for (6.I]) discussed above imply that K, € lC%ﬁe. Since 5%(ng1) Kpp = 0,
Proposition [ (2) verifies )\fe(Kp) = A,e(—Ak,) > n —p. Assume in the contrapositive
that there is a sequence of p; N\, —n with dg(K),, BY) < C < co. By the Blaschke selection
theorem there exists a subsequence, which we continue to denote by {p;}, and positive
scaling coefficients {R;}, so that K,, := K, /R; are sandwiched between Bj and C'BY, and
converge in the Hausdorff metric to a compact set K_,,, which is clearly in K.. Consequently
S i, weakly converges to Si , and hence Sp Ky, = RS, K, = RV "c,u weakly
converges to S_p,K_,. It follows that c_, = lim;_ oo RPi™"¢, exists and is in (0, 00),
and that S_,K_, = c_p. In particular, we deduce as before that K_, € IC?he, and the

assumption that f is non-constant implies that K_,, is not an ellipsoid by (CEH).
On the other hand, by upper semi-continuity of )\ge with respect to C-convergence, it
follows that

Me(mAg )= Alc:e(K_n) > lim sup )\fe(f(pi) = lim sup )\fe(Kpi) > 2n.

—-n . .
1—00 1—00

As K_,, is not an ellipsoid, this contradicts the equality case of Theorem [II] concluding
the proof. O

Proof of Theorem [1.9.

(1) Proposition [I.3] (3) already shows that F),, cannot have any local maximum points
which are in IC?,_’e.

(2) Assume in the contrapositive that K € IC%—,@ is a local minimum of F), ,. By Proposi-
tion [[3] (or by Proposition [I.4] (1)) we deduce that S,K = c- p for some ¢ > 0, and
since 5%{FSPK7P > 0, Proposition [[4] (2) implies that A\; .(—Ag) > n —p > 2n. But

26



this is impossible by Theorem [Tl unless p = —n and K is an ellipsoid &, in which
case ¢- = S_,& = dm by (LI).

(3) Assume in the contrapositive that K € I, is a local minimum of F}, ,. By Proposition
L3 S, = ¢ p for some ¢ > 0, and by the standard regularity theory for (6.1]), it
follows that K € Ki,e' The assertion now follows by part (2).

(4) Write p = —(n+a) and ¢ = —(n +b) with @ > b > 0. When p = fm with
£l -2 m) € (0,00) then by the reverse Holder inequality and polar integration on
K°:

n+b
n

b
_ f _n Tn dm
—(TI—I-CL)V(K) " FMvp(K):/ = hn-i—adrn2 / B f b dm / _ nta,
Sn K Sn—1 Sn—1 h},,éj,b

n+b
= 1F1l,-3 o (Cnas [ J2lomda) "
L) \ et [

Since F}, , is 0-homogeneous with respect to scaling, to show coercivity of —F), ,, under
a volume constraint we may assume that V(K) = V(B%). By the reverse Blaschke-
Santalé inequality due to Bourgain and V. Milman [16], V(K°) is bounded below.
Consequently, if in addition dg (K, BY) = dg(K°, Bf) — oo then it is elementary to
see (using e.g. [44] Lemma 2.2]) that the right-hand-side above tends to infinity as
well, uniformly in dg (K, BY).

Since K. > K — —F,,(K) is continuous with respect to the Hausdorff topology,
and since {K € K. ; V(K) = V(BY) , da(K,BY) < C} is compact, it follows that
F,,p necessarily attains a global maximum Ky,ax € KCc. By part (1), we see that this
maximum cannot be attained on IC%F’G. Finally, if p satisfies the condition in (3), we
cannot have that S, Kmax = ¢- 1, since otherwise the regularity theory for (6.1]) would
imply that Kya.x € IC%HG.

O

Remark 6.1. Applying Theorem (4) to p = m, one can deduce the well-known fact
that there can be no K% . minimizer to the Mahler volume product V(K)V (K°) (see [71]
for a much stronger result).

Remark 6.2. Our condition in Theorem [[.9] (4) which ensures that there is no global

minimum to F),,, namely Hf||Ln1q () € (0,00) for some ¢ € (p,—n), complements the

conditions in [8, Theorem 1.5] and [56, Theorem 5.1] which do ensure the existence of a
global minimum in the subcritical and supercritical regimes, respectively.

Remark 6.3. It is interesting to compare our Proposition [[.8 and Theorem [I[.9](3) with [56],
Lemma 4.6] and [42] Section 3|, respectively, since at first sight they seem contradictory
to each other. In those papers, the authors were able to obtain existence results in the
centro-affine Minkowski problem for the critical exponent p = —n under certain symmetry
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assumptions on the density f of p and the solution K € IC%DE. Denoting by Kg C K.
the subset of convex bodies invariant under a fixed group of symmetries G (which includes

origin-symmetry), these authors considered a minimizing sequence K; € K¢ for the L™

TL—I—(SZ'

and L~"™-Minkowski problems, respectively, and showed that under appropriate conditions,
K; converge in the Hausdorff metric to the desired solution K € Kg. The point is that
these K; are not global nor local minimizers on K. but only on K¢, and hence our results
for local minimizers on K, do not apply.
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